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facto   law 945 

Art.  4,  I  1.     Full  faith  and  credit 208 

Art.  4,  I  2.     Rights  and  privileges  of  citi- 
zens  78,    197 

Amend.  14.  Due  process  of  law 822 

Amend.  14,  i  1.     Bqual  protection  of  the 

laws...  197,  285,  828,  865 

Statutes. 

1790,  May   26,   chap.   11.     Authentication 

of  records. 203 

1866,  July  24.     Rights  of  telegraph  com- 

Sanies.   730 
s 730 

1897,  Feb.  8.     Mortgages 678 

1898.  li  13,  14.    War  revenue  act 917 

lb98.  I  70.    Bankrupt  act 188 

Statutes  at  Jjarge. 

Vol.  29,  p.  510,  chap.  136.     Mortgages 678 

Vol.  80,  p.  544.     Bankruptcy  act 189 

lievised  Statutes. 

f  3064.      Post-roads 730 

If  5263-5268.      Telegraph   companies 730 

If  5359-5384.    Offenses  upon  the  high  seas  866 

Arkansas. 

Sandcls*  d  IlilVs  Digest. 

f  1425.    Preferences  to  employees 480 

I  1426.     Distribution  of  assets 480 

Mansfield's  Digest. 

I  4742.    Mortgages 678 

14743.    Mortgages 678 

California. 

Civil  Code. 

I  305.    Authority  to  determine  salary 619 

52  L.  R.  A. 


2270. 
2408. 
2408. 
2453. 
2456. 


Colorado. 

Constitution. 

Art.  10,  I  18.     Profit  on  public  money....  180 

Mills*  Annotated  Statutes. 

Right  to  water  for  reservoirs 268 

Priority  of  right  for  storing  water.  208 

Priority  of  right  for  storing  water  268 

Register  of  priorities 268 

Priority  of  right  for  storing  water.  268 

Conneotient. 

Statutes. 

1893,  chap.  169,  I  2.    Municipal  resulation 

of  street  railways.. .   155 
1895,  chap.  283,  I  1.    Street  railways 155 

Delaware. 

Constitution,  18SS. 
Art.  2,  i  17.    Corporations 735 

Constitution,  1897. 

Art.  9,  I  8.    Corporations 737 

Statutes. 

1«83,  March  14.     Private  corporations 735 

1899,  March  10.    General  corporation  law.  737 

Florida. 

Declaration  of  Rights. 
122.    Unreasonable  seizures 754 

Georsia. 

Constitution, 

\rt.  1,  1  2,  I  8.     Prohibiting  passage  of 

retroactive  laws 042 

Statutes. 

18S9,  Nov.  12.     Abatement  of  suit 943 

1807,    Dec.    21.    pp.   79-81.      Improvement 

act 934 

1898,  Dec.  20,  p.  92.    RlR:ht  to  file  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions  025 

Code,  1882. 

i  2330.    Investment  of  funds  of  ward 947 

k  2541.     Investments  of  trust  funds 047 

i  2967.    Abatement  of  suit 943 
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i  3033.    Liability  of  railroad  company....  146 
14723.    Arrest  by  oflicer 753 

Civil  Code, 

I  2545.    Sale  of  ward's  land  for  reinrest- 

ment. 935 

f  3180.    iDTestment  of  trust  funds 947 

i  :i4:i2.     Inyestment  of  funds  of  ward.  .  . .  947 

3694.    Uigbts  of  bona  flde  bolder 273 

3096.     Presumption  of  good  faitb 273 

3861.    Nuisance  denned 401 

3894.      Satisfaction    and    settlement   of 

torts 273 

f   3906.     Aggravation 624 

I  4762.     Abatement  of  nuisance 400 

14916.    Restraining  trespass 757 

14927.     Perfect  title 757 

i  5730.    I'robibltlng  passage  of  retroactive 

laws. 943 

Penal  Code, 

f  324.    Compounding  ];>enaities 273 

1056.    Settlement  of  cases 273 

Idal&o. 

Statutes, 

IMK'S,  p.  124.  I  14.    Inspection  of  sheep. ...  80 

18117,  p.  315.  i  6.     Inspection  of  sbeep 80 

1899,  March  13.     Quarantine  against  dis- 
eased   sheep 78 

niinoiii. 

Constitution. 

Art.  2,  f  1.    Inalienable  rights 285 

Art.  2,  I  2.     Due  process'  of  law 285,  290 

Art.  2,  I  13.    Compensation  for  taking  prop- 
erty    036 

Art.  4,  I  22.     Prohibiting  passage  of  local 

or  speclaliaw. .  .285,  290 

Statutes, 

1893,  June  17.    Protection  of  employees. . .  285 
1807,1  66.     Improvement  act 283 

Revised  Statutes, 

Chap.  22,  I  49.     Creditors'  bills 642 

(?hap.  68,  p.  790,  |  1.     Right  of  married 

woman  to  sue 631 

<'hap.  74,  p.  615,  I  7.    Interest 641 

Sinn-  it-  Curtis' a  Amiotated  t^taiutes. 

Vol.  1,  chap.  4,  I  6.    Adoption  statute 77 

Chap.  32,  p.   1045,  f  lOS.     Loan  associa- 
tions   637 

Chap.  40,  I  1.    Divorce 629 

Uurd's  Revised  Statutes,  1897. 

PP.  1076.  1076,  SI  2,  8.    Pharmacy  act....  288 

Hurd's  Revised  Statutes,  1899. 

P.  434,  H  88,  i  11.  FJzemption  from  interest 

laws 639 

Chap.  48,  {  32.     Protection  of  employees. .  283 

Indian  Territory. 

Annotated  Statutes,  1899. 

H   3053,   3054.     Execution   and  recording 

of  mortgages 678 

Iowa. 

Constitution. 

Art.  1,  I  6.    Uniform  operation  of  laws 318 

Code,  J81S. 
I  492.    Publication  of  ordinance 316 

Code,  j.sin. 

f  776.     Grant  of  f ranchiRe 317 

t  3652.     Certlflrate  made  of  record 310 

I  4118.     AbBrracts 319 

Kansas. 

Statutes. 

1870.   chnp.   68.      I*rotecilon   from   empiri- 
cism  680 

52  L.  K.  A. 


1801,  chap.  74,  i  1.  Extension  of  city  boun- 
daries  

1801,  chap.  114.    Bight-hour  law 

General  Statutes,  1897. 

Chap.  32,  i  15.     Extension  of  city  bound- 

ariea 

Chap.  75.  f  5.    Board  of  health 

Chap.   100,  U  392,  398.     Protection  from 

empiricism 

General  Statutes,  189U. 

11  2302,  2303.    Protection  from  empiricism. 

Criminal  Code. 

I  228.    Presumption  of  Innocence 

Kentneky. 

Statutes. 

f  6.    Action  for  death  from  negligence 

f  2087.  Liability  to  creditors  of  decedent. 
I  2089.    Action  by  creditor 

Maryland. 

Constitution. 

Art.  3,  I  51.    Personal  property  subject  to 

taxation 

Statutes. 

1868,  chap.  278.     Power  of  court  In  sale 

of    lands 

1872,  chap.  234.    Assessment  of  state  taxes. 

188S.  chap.  98.     Annexation  act 

1800,  chap.  426.  Taxation  of  mortgages. . . 
1890,  chap.  559,  {  1.     Assessment  of  state 

tax 

1890,   chap.    602.     Possession   of   uncuUed 

oysters  prohibited. . 
1892,  chap.   153.     Grand  Juries  in  Prince 

George's   county 

1894,   chap.   380.     Possession  of  unculled 

oysters  prohibited. . 

1896,  chap.  120.  f  146a.     Tax  act 762, 

1898,    chap.    123.      Charter   of   Baltimore. 

407.  411, 

1898,  chap.  206.     ProtectlQn  of  birds  and 

game   animals 

1898,  chap.  458.     Power  of  married  women 

to  sue 

1898,   chap.  488.     Grand  Juries  in   Prince 

George's  county. . . . 
1900,  chap.  380,  |  8.  Possession  of  un- 
marketable   oysters. 

Code  of  Public  Local  Lairs. 

Art.  4.  i  806.  Closing  street  In  Baltimore. . 
Art.  17,  SS  178,  179.     Grand  Jury  in  Prince 

George  B   county 

Code  of  Public  General  Laws^. 

Art.  16,  i  198.    Decree  by  court  of  sale  of 

land 

.\rt.  45,   I   6.     Power  of  married   women 

to    sue 

Art.  51,  SI  8,  10.    Selection  of  grand  Jury. . 

Art.  51,  51  8.  10.     Selection  of  grand  jury. . 

Art.  72.     Oysters 

Code  Supple m en t . 
Art.  81,  I  146a,  p.  551.    Tax  on  mbrtgnges. 

Massa  ohnsett  s. 

Declaration  of  Rights. 
Art.  26.    Cruel  or  unusual  punishments... 

Statutes. 

1799,  chap.  49,  {  2.     State  taxes 

1841,  March  18,  chap.  127.  Property  ex- 
empt from  taxation. 

1854,    chap.    206.      Contracts    for    public 

works  to  be  in  writ- 
ing   

18H2,  chap.  101.    Forbidding  commlRslon  to 

public  oflScers 

lS(tr>.  chap.  206.     Kxemptlon  from  taxation. 

1872,  chap.  274.     Contracts  with  city  of- 

flclnls 

1872.  chnp.  282.     Bribes  to  public  officers. . 

1875,  chap.  232.  Contracts  with  state  of- 
ficers   


322 

827 


322^ 
681 

680 
680^ 
683 


325 
743' 

745- 


762 

405 
768 
773- 
762 

766 

102 

85 

102 
766 

77T 

101 

ior> 

85 
101 

411 

8.> 

405 

105 
85 

101 
762 


522 

780 
780 

519 

r»ii> 

7S1 

519 
519 

510 


Citations. 
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1S87.  chap.  383,  §  8.     Power  of  court 

1Sjs9.  chap.  414.  i  7.     Hospital  for  dipso- 
maniacs and  inebri- 

1893,  chap.  271»  f|  1,  2.     Contracts' with 

coanty  officers 

1SP7.  chap.  137,  |  2.    Contracts  for  public 

works  •  •  •  ..p..... 
ISdS,  chap.  326.  |  6.  Death  by  electricity. 
1898,  chap.  490.     Ilie^l  appropriation  of 

money  by  towns 

1900,    chap.    119.       Contracts    for    public 

works 

Revised  Statutes, 


829 

787 

610 

519 
522 

520 

519 


stat- 


338 
337 


Cbap.  7,  f  3,  cl.  5. 


Exempting  houses  of 
worship  from  tax- 
ation   


General  Statutes, 

•Cbap.  11.  i  5.  cl.  7.  Exemption  from  tax- 
ation   

Chap.  17,  i  23.    Contracts  for  public  works 

to  be  in  writing. . . . 

Chap.  58,  f  62.  Policy  for  benefit  of  mar- 
ried  woman 

Public  Statute. 

t'hap.  11,  f  5,  cl.  7.    Property,  exempt  from 

taxation 

Chnp.  22,  i  22.    Contracts  to  be  in  writing. . 

Cbap.  27,  f  111.    Oath  required  on  demand 

of  payment. 

Cbap.  27,  I  129.     Illegal  appropriation  of 

money  by  towns. . . . 

Chap.  87,  if  12,  18.    Commitment  of  insane. 

Cbap.  93.  i  1.    Road  law 

Cbap.  170,  t  43.     Court  may  order  ylew 

by  jury  

Chap.  206.  i  11.    Forbidding  commission  to 

public  officers 

Chap.  20i5,  i  12.  Contracts  with  state  of- 
ficers   

Chap.  205,  I  13.     Bribes  to  public  officers. 

Statutes. 

1887,  No.  04,  I  2.    Preference  In  fsTor  of 

labor  debt 

HaweWs  Statutes, 

i  2342.     Limited  partnerahlps 

I  2.144-2346.    Limited  partnerships 

i  2348,  2349.    Limited  partnerships 

I  2354,  2355.     Limited  partnertlt.ps 

f  2364.  Examination  by  special  partner. . 
I  7316.     Suit  against  defendant  In  another 

county 

i  7547.     Trial  of  Issues  of  fact 

Compiled  Laws,  1897. 

1 10,157.  PrlTllege  of  a  witness 


780 

781 
519 
122 


779 
519 

519 

520 
787 
960 

829 

519 

619 
619 


196 


I 


i 


834 
835 
836 
836 
839 

191 
191 


190 


Mliuteaota. 

General  Statutes,  1894, 
S  5913.    Action  for  death  by  wrongful  act. . 

MlsaiMippi. 

Statutes. 

I«i94.  chap.  38,  p.  33.    Board  of  health. .. . 
1898,  p.  93.     Board  of  health 

Miaaouri. 

Revised  Statutes,  ISJ^S. 

V.  102,  i  ISI.    Distribution  of  estata 

Retyised  Statutes,  1889, 

I  2127.    Continuance  of  cause 

I  8030.     Powers  and  duties  of  school  com- 
missioners   

i  8228.    Duties  of  official  stenographer 

Revised  Statutes,  1899. 

i  2.J4.    Distribution  of  estate 

I  10,106.    Duties  of  official  stenographer. . 
«  L.  R.  A. 


854 


858 
858 


422 


856 

853 
857 


422 
857 


Hebraaka. 

Constitution. 
Art.  9,  I  2.    Property  exempt  from  taxation.  124 

New  Jersey. 

Statutes. 

1895,  March  25.    Fire  Lloyd's  statute 

1896,  March  26,  p.  156.    Fire  Lloyd's 

ute 

General  Statutes. 

Vol.  1,  p.  118.     Powers  of  prosecutors  of 

pleas 348 

Vol.  2,  p.  1391.    Errors  In  supreme  court. .  348 
Vol.  2,  p.  1784.     Fire  Lloyd's  statute 336 

New  Me^eo. 

* 

Compiled  Laws,  1897. 
i  1126.    Profit  on  public  money 130 

Hew  York. 

Constitution, 

Art.  1,  I  1.     Depriration  of  rights 828 

Art.  2,  I  8.    Residence  for  voting  purposes.  832 

Constitution,  189^. 

Art.  6»  i  9.     Jurisdiction  of  court  of  ap- 
peals    924 

Statutes. 

1888,  chap.  490.    ProTislon  for  aqueducts.  826 

1889,  chap.  880.     Wages  of  day  laborers. .  825 

1891,  chap.  105,  f  504.    Reyislon  of  Buffalo 

charter 828 

1892,  if  110,  112.     Fisheries,  game,  and 

forest  law 803 

1896,  chap.  581.      Fisheries,    game,    and 

forest  law 803 

1897,  April  16,  chap.  284.     Tax  on  trans- 

fgfn 435 

1897,  chap.  415.     Labor  law'..*.*.!!!!!!!!!!  815 

1898,  chap.   109.       Fisheries,    game,   and 

forest  law 803 

1899,  chaps.  192,  667.    Labor  law 815 

Revised  Statutes. 

Vol.  1,  p.  738,  chap.  1,  i  140.     Forbidding 

implication  of  cove- 
nants   514 

Vol.  1,  p.  762,  chap.  8,  I  36.  Defining  real 

estate 514 

Vol.  1,  p.  762,  chap.  3.  J  38.     Recordation 

of  conveyances 514 

Vol.  2,  p.  602,  f  8,  aubdlT.  6.    Conspiracy 

to  commit  injurious 
act 268 

Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

f  190.    Jurisdiction  to  review 811 

Penal  Code. 

i  168.    Conspiracy  to  commit  injurious  act.  263 

North  Carolina. 

Statutes. 
1854-55,  chap.  228.    Easement  in  street. . .   361 

Code. 

J  152.     Statute  of  limitations 204 
1498.    Action  for  death  by  wrongful  act.  359 

North  Dakota. 

Constitution. 

I  87.     Power  of  Supreme  Court. 135 

Revised  Codes. 

I  5232.    One  party  may  sue  for  all 135 

i  ."^343.     Injunction  by  order 135 

Ohio. 

Constitution. 
Art.  2,  i  1.     Legislative  i;>ower 868 


80-82 


Citations. 


Art.  2.  §  26.    General  laws  to  be  uniform. 
Art.  13,  $  8.    Stockholders'  liability 


865 
742 


Statutes. 


1898,    March   9    (98    Ohio   Laws,    p.    33). 

Weighing  coal  before 

screening 528 

Revised  Statutes. 

8258.     Liability  of  stockholders 742 

3259.     Defning  stockholders 742 

3260.    Enforcing  liability  of  stockholders.  744 

3454.     Powers  of  companies 152 

3456.    Bntry  upon,  and  appropriation  of, 

land 152 

f  3457.    Limitation  upon  authority  to  enter.  152 
i  3458.    Appropriation  of  land  of  corpora- 
tion    158 

3459.    Of  land  of  railroad  company 158 

.H461.    Use  of  public  ground  for  telegraph.  152 
3461-1.    Construction  of  telegraph  lines.  152 
3471.    Chapter  applies«to  telephone  com- 
panies    152 

5587.    Appointment  of  receiver 744 

6995.     Tramp  law 866 

7024.      Penalty   for   sexual    intercourse 

with  female  pupil..  866 

Bate8*a  Annotated  Statutes. 

I  3260.    Enforcing  stockholder's  liability..  742 


I 


PennsjWania. 

Statutes. 

1853,  April  14   (P.  L.  422).     Election  of 

treasurer  for  Mifflin 
township 367 

1S99,   April    28    (P.    L.    104).     Enlarging 

duties  of  treasurer. .  867 

Rhode  Island. 

Public  Loads. 

1899,  chap.  674,  i  81.     Negotiable  instru- 
ments act 879 

Teniiessee. 

Mxlliken  d  Vertrees'  Code. 

li  1920-1025.    Street  railroad  companies. .  460 

Shannon's  Code. 

I  68.    Defining  executor 469 

52  L.  R.  A. 


{  3933.     Administration 471 

i  3938.    Letters  to  be  recorded 471 

S  3940.    Appeal  from  grant  of  letters 471 

^S   3956-3959.      Qualltication  of    personal 

representative 471 

I  3961.      Executor    excused    from    giving 

bond 471 

3965.     Duty  of  administrator 471 

3976.  Power  of  new  administrator 471 

3977.  Inventory 471 

3981.  Crier  of  sale 471 

3982.  Advertisement  to  creditors 471 

4007.    Exemption  of  executor  after  quali- 
fication   471 

4012.     Administration:  limitations 471 

4031.    Representative's  account 471 

4047.    Distribution  of  estate 471 

4064.    Time   allowed   to   ascertain   sol- 
vency of  estate 471 

4068.    Suggestion  of  insolvency 471 

4253.    Guardian  must  qualify 471 

4255.    Guardian  acting  without  authority.  471 
4259.     County  court  may  appoint  guar- 
dian    471 

I  4262.     Notice  to  appear 471 

I  5698.    Proceedings  by  or  against  personal 

representative 904 

Vermont. 


I 


Statutes. 

1239.    Books  In  evidence 557 

1306.    Negotiable  paper — trustee  process.  197 

Washinston. 

Constitution, 

Prohibiting  monopolies  and 

trusts 393 

Wisconsin. 


Art  12,  §  2(2. 


8  2204. 
«  2242. 
I  4076. 


Revised  Statutes,  1898. 

Implied  covenant  in  conveyance. 

Denning  conveyance 

Private  communications 


514 
514 
516 


Wyomins- 

Constitution. 
Art  1,  I  28.    Equal  and  uniform  taxation.  199 


LAWYERS'    EEPORTS 


ANNOTATED. 


PENNSYLVANIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Ida  M.  WALT^ACE 
r. 

PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY, 

Appt. 

(195  Pa.  127.) 

L  Th«  profits  of  »  board Inar  house  con- 
djcted  by  one  injured  by  negligence  may  be 
coDsldered  in  determining  her  earning  power 
as  an  element  of  damages  to  be  awarded  for 
tlie  injury. 

1.  Rceovery  for  permaMent  Impair* 
meat  of  •araiaar  poirer  by  a  negligent 
injury  to  a  board ing-houae  Iceeper  cannot  be 
liad  on  evidence  merely  that  when  she  was 
aMe  to  resume  business  after  the  injury  her 
bouse  was  not  as  well  filled  as  before,  with- 
out showing  the  cause  or  its  effect  on  the 
prodts. 

(March  12.  1900.) 


APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleaa,  No.  4,  for 
Philudrlpliia  County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in 
an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
peri^onal  injuries  alleged  to  have  resulted 
from  defendant's  negligence.     Ret^ersed, 

The  fnctH  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  Oeorse  Tueker  Blaphan,  for  ap- 
pellant: 

There  are  three  things  for  which  a  plaintiff 
in  such  a  case  as  the  present  may  be  allowed 
damagps:  First,  expenses;  second,  pain 
and  suffering;  third,  injury  to  earning  pow- 
er. 

See  Goodhart  v.  Peniisylvania  R.  Co.  177 
Pa.  14,  35  Atl.  191. 

There  is  no  evidence  of  diminution  of  earn- 
ing power. 

Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Zebe,  33  Pa.  318; 
Pennsylvania   R.   Co.   v.    Vandever,   36    Pa. 


KuTE. — Damages  for  tort  a$  affected  by  Iota  of 

profits. 

I.  Scope  of  note. 
II.  General  rules. 
ill.  Pernonal  injuries. 

a.  Ocfieral  rules  as  to. 

b.  Profits  lost  as  an  element  of  damftffvt. 

c.  Profits  lost  as  eridtnce. 
rv.  Trespass  aoainst  the  peraon. 

V.  Trespass  against  property. 

a.  The  general  rule. 

b.  Profits  lost  as  an  element  of  damages. 

c.  Profits  lost  as  evidence. 
VI.  yegligence. 

a.  Scope  and  general  rules. 

b.  Failure  to  perform  and  improper  per- 

formance of  legal  dutifs. 
C.  Performance  of  acts  in   riolation   of 
legal  duty. 

1.  Ohatruction    of    highways    and 

water  tcays. 

2.  Maintenance   of  nuisaurea     and 

other  breaches  of  duty. 
VII.  Conrrrgion. 

a.  Ueneral  rules  as  to. 

b.  Without  judicial  process. 
e.  Under  judicial  process. 

1.  By  seizure  under    icrongful    at- 

tachment. 

2.  By  seizure   under  wrongful   re- 

plevin. 
8.  By  seizure  under  wrongful  exe- 
cution or  other  process. 
VIIL  Wrongful  injunction. 
IX.  Fraud  and  false  representations. 
X.  Marine  torts. 

a.  Future  and  uncertain  profits. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


X. — continued 

b.  Profits  of  voyage  or  charter  party  in 

hand. 

c.  How  ascertained  and  computed. 

XI.  Infringement  of  patents^  copytHghts/  and 

trademarks. 
XII.  Effect  of  illegality  of  business  giving  rise 

to  the  profits. 
XUl.  Conclusion. 

I.  Scope  of  note, 

Ihis  note  is  limited  strictly  to  damages  for 
tort  AS  affected  by  loss  of  profits  ss  such,  con- 
sisting of  the  excess  of  receipts  over  expendi- 
tut*e8.  All  questions  with  relation  to  loss  of 
earnings,  wages,  or  business,  and  of  rents  and 
rental  value  and  freightage,  etc.,  are  excluded 
unless  the  terms  were  used  in  such  a  way  as 
to  Hhow  that  the  subject-matter  was  really  prof- 
its described  under  another  name. 

II.  General  rules. 

It  will  be  seen  by  reference  to  subsequent  notes 
In  this  series  on  Loss  of  profits  oa  an  element  of 
damages  for  breach  of  contract  and  Loss  of 
profits  of  sale  or  purchase  oa  damages,  that  to 
warrant  recovery  for  lost  profits  in  contract 
cases,  the  profits  must  have  been  proximate  and 
not  remote,  absolute  and  not  contin;;ent,  and 
certain,  not  uncertain :  and  they  must  also  have 
l>een  such  as  must  be  deemed  to  have  been  with- 
in the  contemplation  of  the  parties  when  the 
contract  was  entered  Into. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  the  rule  as  to  the 
allowarce  of  damages  for  the  loss  of  profits  is 
the  same  in  actions  of  tort  as  In  actions  upon 
3  33 
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298;  McHugh  v.  Schlosser,  159  Pa.  480,  23 
L.  R.  A.  574,  28  Atl.  291. 

Loss  of  profits  could  not  be  considered. 

Goodhart  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  177  Pa. 
1,  35  Atl.  191 ;  People's  Pass.  R.  Co,  v.  Laud- 
erhach,  4  Pennyp.  406.   

Mr.  Thomas  Earle  IVhite  for  appellee. 

Fell,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  assignments  of  error  relate  to  the 
answer  of  the  court  to  a  request  to  charge 
that  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  that 
the  plaintiff's  earning  capacity  had  been  re- 
duced by  the  accident  to  warrant  a  recovery 
on  that  ground.  The  plaintiff  kept  a  board- 
ing house.  There  was  some  evidence  that 
her  business  was  diminished  because  of  her 
injuries.  The  learned  judge  (apparently 
\%ith  some  hesitation,  because  of  the  meager- 
ness  of  the  testimony)  declined  the  point; 
and  by  his  answer  thereto  the  jury  were  al- 


lowed to  find,  as  an  inference  of  fact,  that 
there  had  been  a  diminution  of  the  plain- 
tiff's earning  pow^er,  because  there  had  been 
a  diminution  of  her  business.  It  is  now  ar- 
gued by  the  appellant  that,  in  order  to  recov- 
er for  loss  of  earning  capacity,  the  plaintiff 
was  bound  to  show  that  she  had  suffered  a 
loss  in  that  respect,  and  that  it  could  not  be 
shown  by  proof  of  loss  of  the  profits  of  her 
business.  The  plaintiff  could  have  produced 
testimony  to  show  to  what  extent  her  earn- 
ing capacity  had  been  impaired,  and  it  was- 
incumbent  on  her  to  do  so,  in  order  to  re- 
cover for  any  loss  on  that  ground.  McHugh 
V.  Schlosser,  159  Pa.  480,  23  L.  R.  A.  574,  28 
Atl.  291.  But  we  do  not  assent  to  the  propo- 
sition that,  as  proof  of  the  loss  of  earning 
capacity,  it  was  incompetent  for  the  plaintiff 
to  show  a  diminution  of  the  profits  of  her 
business.  This  proposition  finds  support  in 
some  statements  in  the  opinion  in  Goodhart 
V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  177  Pa.  1,  35  Atl.  191. 


contract,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  gross  negli- 
gence, or  wantonness.  Walrath  v.  Redfleld,  11 
Barb.  368. 

And  that  loss  of  profits  consequent  upon  a 
tort,  as  well  as  a  breach  of  contract,  are  al- 
lowed as  dannages  provided  they  are  such  as 
might  naturally  be  expected  to  follow  the 
wrongful  act,  and  are  certain  both  in  their  na- 
ture and  In  respect  to  the  cause  from  which 
they  proceed.  Wolff  v.  Hvass,  11  Misc.  561,  32 
N.  Y.  Supp.  798. 

And  the  earlier  cases,  both  in  English  and 
American  courts,  generally  concurred  in  exclud- 
ing, as  well  In  actions  in  tort  as  in  actions  on 
contract,  from  the  damages  recoverable,  profits 
which  might  have  been  realized  if  the  injury 
had  not  been  done,  or  the  contract  had  been 
performed.  Wolcott  v.  Mount,  36  N.  J.  L.  262, 
18  Am.  Rep.  438,  dictum. 

The  rule  is  probably  nearly,  if  not  quite,  uni- 
versal, however,  that  while  in  actions  for  tort, 
as  well  as  in  contract,  profits  cannot  be  recov- 
ered if  they  are  remote,  contingent,  or  uncer- 
tain, the  doctrine  as  to  damages  within  the  con- 
templation of  the  parties  applicable  in  contract 
actions  does  not  apply  in  actions  for  tort. 

Thus,  a  more  liberal  rule  in  regard  to  dam- 
ages for  profits  lost  prevails  in  actions  purely 
of  tort  than  in  actions  for  breach  of  contract. 
Allison  V.  Chandler,  11  Mich.  542 ;  Atkinson  v. 
Morse,  63  Mich.  276,  29  N.  W.  711 ;  Terre  Haute 
V.  Hudnut,  112  Ind.  542,  13  N.  E.  686. 

And  the  rule  that  one  who  causes  injury  to 
another  is  liable  for  only  such  damages  as  were 
contemplated,  or  may  reasonably  be  supposed 
to  have  been  contemplated,  by  the  parties,  has 
no  application  to  torts.  Bowas  v.  The  Pioneer 
Tow  Line,  2  Sawy.  21,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,713 ; 
Phillips  V.  London  &  S.  W.  R.  Co.  42  L.  T.  N. 
8.  6,  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  Div.  280.  49  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S. 
283,  44  J.  P.  217 ;  Allison  v.  Chandler,  11  Mich. 
542. 

So,  gains  prevented,  as  well  as  losses  sus- 
tained, are  recoverable  In  damages  in  an  action 
for  tort,  if  they  are  such  as  may  naturally  be 
expected  to  follow  the  injury.  Choctaw,  O.  & 
G.  R.  Co.  v.  Alexander,  7  Olcla,  579.  52  Pac. 
944 :  Hawthorne  v.  Siegel,  88  Cal.  159,  25  Pac. 
1114 ;  Schile  v.  Brokhahus,  80  N.  Y.  614  ;  Lan- 
gan  V.  Potter,  8  Misc.  541,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  732. 

And  if  elements  of  certainty  exist  by  which 
Bubfttantial  compensation  may  be  readily  esti- 
mated     Allison  V.  Chandler,  11  Mich.  542. 

And  If  they  are  certain  in  respect  to  the  cause 
from  which  they  proceed.     Schile  y.  Brokhahus, 
80  N.  Y.  614. 
62  L.  R.  A. 


In  a  case  sounding  in  tort,  if  the  plaintiff  can 
prove  that  the  lost  profits  were  the  direct  result 
of  the  wrong,  and  can  Bhow  to  a  reasonable  cer- 
tainty what  they  amounted  to,  he  is  entitled  to 
recover  them.  Lakeside  I'aper  Co.  v.  State,  45 
App.  Div.  112,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  1081;  Prevost  v. 
Gorrell,  5  W.  N.  C.  149,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,404; 
Shepard  v.  Milwaukee  Gaslight  Co.  15  Wis.  318. 

In  an  action  purely  of  tort,  where  the  amount 
of  profit  lost  by  an  injury  can  be  shown  with 
reasonable  certainty,  the  general  rule  is  that  it 
is  not  only  admissible  in  evidence  In  an  action 
for  the  injury,  but  constitutes  a  safe  measure 
of  damages.  Allison  v.  Chandler,  11  MI<?h. 
542  ;  Lawson  v.  Price,  45  Md.  123 ;  Auger  v. 
Cook,  39  U.  C.  Q.  B.  537. 

There  is  no  ground  for  excluding  profits  as 
damages  simply  because  they  are  profits.  The 
loss  of  them  must  be  governed  by  the  same  rules 
as  other  damages.  If  the  loss  of  them  be  the 
direct  and  necessary  result  of  the  defendant's 
acts,  whether  by  breach  of  contract  or  tortious 
act,  it  can  make  no  difference.  The  damages 
are  equally  proximate  and  certain,  and  are 
neither  contingent  nor  remote  in  the  one  case 
any  more  than  in  the  other.  Simmons  v. 
Brown,  5  R.  I.  299,  73  Am.  Dec.  66. 

And  past  profits  of  a  business  broken  up, 
which  had  continued  for  some  length  of  time» 
would  constitute  a  very  material  aid  to  the  Jury 
in  arriving  at  a  fair  probable  estimate  of  the 
future  profits  had  the  business  continued  with- 
out interruption ;  and  such  past  profits  are  ad- 
mitted for  that  purpose,  both  in  actions  ex  con- 
tractu and  ex  delicto,  though  more  frequently 
in  the  latter,  where,  from  the  nature  of  the  case. 
no  element  of  greater  certainty  appears,  and 
the  actual  damages  must  be  more  or  less  a  mat- 
ter of  opinion, — especially  where  it  is  the  best 
evidence  the  nature  of  the  case  affords.  AIli> 
son  V.  Chandler,  11  Mich.  542 ;  Hawthorne  v. 
Siegel,  88  Cal.  159,  25  Pac.  1114. 

Thus,  when  a  regular  and  established  busi- 
ness, the  value  of  which  may  be  ascertained,  has 
been  wrongfully  interrupted  by  the  act  of  an- 
other, the  rule  for  compensating  the  party  in- 
jured is  to  ascertain  how  much  less  valuable 
the  business  is  by  reason  of  the  interruption, 
and  allow  that  as  damages,  the  value  of  the 
business  depending  mainly  upon  the  ordinary 
profits  derived  from  It.  Goebel  v.  Hough,  2G 
Minn.  252,  2  N.  W.  847. 

And  a  complaint,  the  entire  tenor  of  wblcb 
shows  the  object  of  the  action  to  be  to  recover 
damages  for  the  wrongful  depreciation  of  the 
use  of  the  land  by  wrongfully  cutting  off  acceaa 
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In  that  case  much  incompetent  testimony 
had  been  admitted  on  the  question  of  the 
measure  of  damages.  Among  other  things, 
the  plaintiff  had  been  allowed  to  produce  ex- 
j»ert  testimony  as  to  the  money  value  of  his 
earning  capacity,  and  to  show  the  profits  of 
a  mercantile  business  in  which,  some  time 
Wore  his  injury,  he  had  been  engaged  as  a 
partner.  It  was  in  relation  to  this  testi- 
mony that  it  was  said  that  profits  derived 
from  an  investment  or  management  of  a 
business  enterprise  are  not  earnings,  ami 
that  the  profits  of  a  business  with  which  one 
i^  connected  cannot,  therefore,  be  made  use 
of  as  a  measure  of  his  earning  power.  These 
statements,  while'correct  as  applied  to  the 
facts  of  that  case,  are  altogether  too  broad 
for  general  application,  and  they  are  mis- 
leading. Profits  derived  from  capital  in- 
vc->ted  in  business  cannot  be  considered  as 
earnings,  but  in  many  cases  profits  derived 
from  the  management   of  a   business    may 


properly  be  considered  as  measuring  the  earn- 
ing power.  This  is  especially  true  where  the 
business  is  one  which  requires  and  receives 
the  personal  attention  and  labor  of  the  own- 
er. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  it  was  compe- 
tent to  show  the  profits  of  the  plaintiff's 
business,  as  a  measure  of  her  earning  power, 
but  we  are  constrained  to  hold  that  there 
was  not  sufiicient  evidence  on  this  subject  to 
warrant  its  submission  to  the  jury.  All 
that  was  shown  was  that,  when  she  was  able 
to  resume  her  business  after  her  injury,  her 
house  was  not  as  well  filled  as  before.  Neith- 
er the  cause  of  this  falling  oflf  of  her  busi- 
ness, nor  its  ett'ect  upon  the  profits,  was 
shown.  Both  of  these  wei^  necessarv  as  a 
basis  for  recovery  for  the  permanent  impair- 
ment of  her  earning  power. 

The  judgment  is  revtrsed,  with  a  venire 
facias  de  novo. 


thereto,  win  not  be  deemed  defective  after  ver- 
dict because  the  gains  from  the  use  of  the  lands 
arc  called  profits,  where  the  allegations  In  rela- 
tion to  profits  mean  no  more  than  that  the  use 
of  the  premises  was  worth  the  amount  stated. 
Miller  t.  Oregon  K.  &  Nav.  Co.  15  Or.  153,  13 
Par.  768. 

The  general  rule  on  the  subject  of  recover- 
ing profits  as  damages,  however.  Is  that  they 
are  too  speculative  and  remote  to  furnish  the 
basis  of  a  recovery.  Ibid.;  Finnegan  v.  Allen, 
60  111.  App.  354. 

And.  while  in  actions  for  tort  the  plalntifT 
la  entitled  to  recover  for  all  damages  suffered 
where  it  is  sought  to  recover  for  the  loss  of 
profits  in  any  trade  or  business,  the  evidence 
mast  afford  the  Jury  some  data  from  which  they 
cm  with  reasonable  certainty  determine  the 
vnoont  of  profits  lost.  Illinois  &  St.  L.  R.  & 
Coal  Co.  v.  Decker,  3  111.  App.  135 ;  Nightingale 
».  S«inneil.  18  Cal.  315. 

So,  In  the  absence  of  data  or  elements  of  cer- 
tainty from  which  substantial  compensation 
maj  be  readily  estimated  when  injury  appears, 
the  amount  of  damages  must  be  left  to  the  com- 
mon seDse  of  the  jury ;  and  in  such  case  they 
are  allowed  to  act  on  probable  or  inferential 
proof,  and  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  of 
the  particular  case  having  any  tendency  to  show 
damages  or  their  probable  amount  may  be 
placed  before  them  to  enable  them  to  make  the 
most  intelligent  and  probable  estimate  which 
the  nature  of  the  case  will  permit.  Allison  v. 
(.handler,  11  Mich.  542;  Chandler  v.  Allison, 
10  Mich.  4C0;  Gilbert  v.  Kennedy,  22  Mich. 
117. 

1'he  oTerwbelmIng  weight  of  authority  in 
su<-h  cases  supports  the  doctrine  that  profits, 
vbf'n  not  entirely  speculative,  may  be  taken  in- 
to account.  Terre  Haute  v.  Hudnut,  112  Ind. 
W2.  13  X.  E.  686. 

Whenever  the  loss  of  profits  Is  the  natural 
■nd  necessary  result  of  the  tort  charged, — 
nch  as  the  party  probably  would  have  made, 
tbooi;h  not  what  by  chance  he  might  have  made, 
tmt  what  any  prudent  man  must  naturally  have 
Bade, — evidence  as  to  such  profits  Is  usually 
tdmisstble.  Simmons  v.  Brown,  5  R.  I.  299,  73 
Abl  Dec  66. 

Proflts  are  to  he  considered,  however,  in  such 
c&^  in  an  action  for  a  tort  or  wrong,  not  for 
^^  purpose  of  measuring  the  damages,  but  to 
>ld  the  jury  in  arriving  at  a  Just  conclusion  as 
10  the  compensation  to  be  made  for  the  actual 
ipjorlea  Terre  Haute  y.  Hudnut,  112  Ind.  542, 
13  X.  E.  686. 
52  U  R.  A. 


And  the  nature  and  extent  of  a  business  at 
the  time  of  a  wrongful  injury  to  It,  Its  past 
productiveness  and  its  reasonable  profits,  ac- 
cruing in  the  past,  are  admissible  In  an'  action 
for  such  wrongful  injury,  only  to  assist  the  jury 
in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  Judgment  in  arriv- 
ing at  a  Just  and  adequate  compensation  for  the 
actual  injury  sustained.  Terre  Haute  v.  Hud- 
nut, 112  Ind.  542,  13  N.  E.  686:  New  Jersey 
Exp.  Co.  V.  NMchols,  33  N.  J.  L.  434,  97  Am. 
Dec.  722. 

The  rule  would  seem  to  be  that  the  profits  to 
be  considered  are  the  past  profits,  a'nd  not  the 
future  ones,  as  the  past  profits  can  be  made  cer- 
tain by  evidence,  while  the  future  must  neces- 
sarily be  speculative. 

Thus,  a  manufacturer  engaged  in  manufactur- 
ing machines,  whose  business  is  wrongfully 
stopped,  may  recover  of  the  wrongdoer  as  dam- 
ages the  usual  average  profits  realized  by  him 
on  machines  for  which  he  then  had  an  order  at 
the  time  of  the  Interference.  But  no  recovery 
can  be  had  for  loss  of  profits  on  the  basis  of  a 
continuing  manufacture  and  sale  from  the  time 
of  Interference,  as  that  woyld  be  partly  specu- 
lative. Jones  V.  Call,  96  N.  C.  337,  60  Am.  Rep. 
416,  2  S.  E.  647. 

In  the  above  case  Masterton  ▼.  Brooklyn,  7 
Hill.  61,  42  Am.  Dec.  38 ;  Oldham  v.  Kerchner, 
79  N.  C.  106,  28  Am.  Rep.  302  ;  Lewis  v.  Roun- 
tree,  79  N.  C.  122,  28  Am.  Rep.  309 ;  and  Mace 
V.  Ramsey,  74  N.  C.  11, — all  of  which  were  con- 
tract cases,  were  distinguished  upon  the  ground 
that  in  them  the  measure  of  the  profits  was 
capable  of  ascertainment  with  reasonable  cer- 
tainty. 

It  will  be  seen  that  this  distinction  between 
consideration  of  past  profits  and  future  profits 
seems  to  run  through  the  cases  of  this  class 
throughout  the  whole  subject. 

Prospective  profits,  however,  are  sometimes 
allowed  as  damages  for  breach  of  contract  or 
tort,  but  they  must  be  the  clear,  proximate,  and 
natural  results  of  the  wrong,  and  must  be  con- 
fined to  the  principal  thing  complained  of,  and 
to  its  naturally  attendant  consequences.  Mar- 
tin V.  Deetz,  102  Cal.  56.  36Pac.  368;  Allison 
V.  Chandler,  11  Mich.  542. 

But  when  a  party  being  about  to  embark  in  a 
new  business  is  wrongfully  prevented  by  an- 
other, he  cannot  recover  expected  profits,  as 
there  Is  nothing  to  prove  that  such  profits  would 
have  been  made.  Consumers*  Pure  Ice  Co.  v. 
Jenkins,  58  III.  App.  519. 

Past  profits  cannot  be  considered  in  estimat- 
ing future  ones,  unless  all  the  various  contln- 
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FritK  HORRKS,  Sr.,  liespt., 
v. 

BERKELEY  CHEMICAL  COMPANY,  Appt, 

(67  8.  C.  189.) 

1.  Neltlier  tbe  probable  rleld  and  net 
profits  fronK  a  crop  which  at  the  time  of 
injury  was  not  beyond  the  blossoming  stage, 
nor  the  result  of  sales  of  similar  crops  grown 
on  neighboring  land  during  the  same  season, 
can  be  .considered  in  assessing  damages  for 
the  destruction  of  the  plants  with  poisonous 
gapes. 

2.  An  exception  to  a  mllns  admitting  in- 
competent evidence  is  not  waived  by  offering 
testimony  on  the  same  line  In  the  exceptant's 
own  interest. 

^'*  (April  4,  1900.) 


APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Common  Pleas  Circuit  Court  for 
Charleston  County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an 
action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  tlie 
alleged  negligent  destruction  of  growing 
crops  belonging  to  plaintiff.  Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.  BUtohell  Sc  Smith,  for  appel- 
lant: 

The  general  rule  of  damages  in  all  cases' 
'  is  compensation  to  the  party  injured  for  the 
■  exact  amount  of  the  damages  suffered,  ap- 
praised in  dollars  and  cents. 

8  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  544. 
For  an  injury  to  property  resulting  in  ita 
;  total     loss     compen.sation     is     recoverable, 
measured  by  the  value  of  the  property  at  the 
time  of  loss. 

1  Sedgw.  Damages,  8th  cd.  S  40. 


gencies  by  which  they  may  be  affected  are  also 
taken  into  consideration.  Allison  ▼.  Chandler, 
11  Mich.  542. 

And  the  loss  of  probable  profits  constitutes  no 
part  of  the  damages  for  the  loss  of  the  use  of 
a  mill.  Mollne  Water  Power  Co.  ▼.  Waters,  10 
111.  Appi  159. 

Possible,  or  even  probable,  profits  which  could 
have  been  realized  but  for  a  tortious  act  or 
breach  of  contract  are  too  remote,  and  cannot 
be  recovered  as  damages  in  an  action  for  such 
act  or  breach.  Pollock  v.  Gantt,  60  Ala.  378, 
44  Am.  Rep.  519. 

So,  it  has  been  suggested  that  prospective 
profits  should  be  allowed  as  exemplary  damages 
in  a  proper  case,  and  that  the  rule  of  allow- 
ance should  be  the  question  whether  or  not  ex- 
emplary damages  should  be  Imposed. 

Thus,  in  The  Harriet  Newhall.  3  Ware,  105, 
Fed.  Cas  No.  6,102,  it  was  said  that  in  case  of 
an  unintentional  tort  which  might  happen  to  a 
prudent  and  careful  man  the  damages  should 
be  the  actual  loss  sustained  without  augmenting 
it  by  the  profits  which  the  party  might  have 
made:  but  where  the  tort  Is  wilful  and  mali- 
cious, the  court  ought,  according  to  the  circum- 
stances, to  enhance  the  indemnity  by  adding  to 
the  actual  loss  the  expected  profits. 

See  also  Anderson  v.  Sloane.  72  Wis.  566,  40 
N.  W.  214  ;  Western  News  Co.  v.  Wllmarth,  33 
Kan.  510,  6  Pac.  786;  Kaufman  v.  Armstrong, 
74  Tex.  65,  11  S.  W.  1048,--<nfro,  VII.  c,  1. 

A  gain  prevented,  however,  is  a  subject  for 
compensation  in  damages  in  an  action  for  tort 
only  when  the  injury  leaves  the  title  to  the 
thing  injured  in  the  plaintiff;  but  if  the  Injury 
not  only  caused  the  loss  of  property,  but  also 
other  proximate  loss,  further  compensation 
should  be  given  to  that  effect.  Choctaw,  O.  & 
G.  R.  Co.  V.  Alexander,  7  Okla.  579,  52  Pac.  944. 

An  action  for  damages  for  the  loss  of  profits 
on  a  contract  between  the  parties,  which  it  is 
alleged  the  defendants  hindered  and  prevented 
the  plaintiff  from  performing.  Is  an  action  ex 
delicto,  which  does  not  survive,  where  it  does 
not  appear  how  he  was  prevented  from  perform- 
ing. Jenkins  v.  Bennett,  40  S.  C.  393,  18  S.  E. 
929. 

Anticipated  profits  are  not  a  property  In  the 
ownership  or  possession  of  him  who  owns  the 
article  out  of  which  the  profits  are  expected  to 
flow,  BO  that  an  act  causing  a  reduction  of 
would-tie  monthly  or  annual  receipts  is  uncon- 
stitutional as  depriving  him  of  property  with- 
out due  compensation.  Munn  v.  People,  69  111. 
80. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


From  the  foregoing  general  rules  It  would  ap- 
pear that  the  turning  point  as  to  the.  allowance 
of  profits  lost  as  damages  In  all  tort  cases,  ex- 
cept perhaps  those  for  personal  injury.  Is  the 
question  whether  the  loss  was  the  proximate  or 
remote  result  of  the  wrongful  act,  and  whether 
or  not  the  profits  were  speculative,  contingent, 
or  uncertain,  and  whether  they  were  susceptible 
of  estimation  with  reasonable  certainty.  The 
whole  question  therefore  depends  upon  the  facts 
and  circumstances  of  the  particular  case  in 
hand,  and  upon  whether  such  facts  and  circum- 
stances were  such  as  to  establish  a  loss  of  prof- 
its which  were  proximate,  absolute,  and  certain, 
or  which  were  remote,  contingent,  or  uncertain, 
since  the  terms  "proximate,  absolute,  and  cer- 
tain.** and  "remote,  contingent,  and  uncertain.** 
In  this  relation  would  appear  to  be  relative  and 
concrete,  and  not  susceptible  of  measurement 
and  limitation  by  absolute  rules. 

III.  Personal  in  furies, 

a.  General  rules  as  to. 

The  general  rules  as  to  damages  for  personal 
injuries  as  affected  by  loss  of  profits  are  fur- 
nished  by    Wallace   v.   Pennsylvania   R.   Co. 
Profits  lost  are  not  a  measure  or  criterion   of 
damages  in  such  cases.     Loss  of  earnings  and 
of  earning  power  are  elements  of  damage,  and 
evidence  of  the  loss  of  profits,  which  depended 
u]x>n  the  personal  exertions  of  the  person  in- 
jured  as    distinguished   from   those   depending 
I  upon  the  investment  of  capital,  may  be  given  in 
I  an  action  for  a  personal  injury,  not  as  a  rule 
I  of  damages,  but  as  tending  to  establish  the  ex- 
!  tent  of  his  loss  of  earnings  or  of  earning  power. 
Loss  of  earning  power,  however,  Is  something 
very  different  from  loss  of  profits,  and  the  cases 
with  relation  to  it  are  omitted  except  when  the 
direct  question  of  loss  of  profits  is  Involved. 

Thus,  profits  derived  from  an  investment  or 
the  management  of  a  business  enterprise  are 
not  earnings  within  the  rule  that  a  person  suf- 
fering a  personal  Injury  is  entitled  to  recover 
for  loss  or  injury  to  his  earning  power,  the  earn- 
ing power  involving  an  Inquiry  Into  the  labor, 
physical  or  Intellectual,  of  the  person  injured 
before  the  accident  happened  to  him.  and  hia 
ability  to  earn  by  labor,  physical  or  intellectual, 
after  the  injury  was  received.  Goodhart  ▼. 
1  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  177  Pa.  1.  35  Atl.  191. 
The  word  "earnings"  means  the  fruit  or  re- 
ward of  lalwr, — the  price  of  services  performed  ; 
and  profits  represent  the  net  gain  made  from 
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Damages  must  be  certain,  both  in  their 
nature  and  in  respect  to  the  causes  from 
which  they  proceed ;  and  where  the  damages 
may  be  estimated  in  more  than  one  way, 
that  mode  should  be  adopted  which  is  the 
most  definite  and  certain. 

8  Am.  &  Kng.  £nc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  610. 

The  measure  of  the  damage  to  a  crop  is  its 
actual  value  at  the  time  of  injury. 

3  Scdgw.  Dsunages,  8th  ed.  §  937;  Mis- 
souri P.  R.  Co.  V.  Wise,  3  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas. 
(Willson)  S  380;  Roberts  v.  Cole,  82  N.  C. 
2«2 ;  THniiy  d  8.  R.  Co,  v.  Schofield,  72  Tex. 
496,  10  S.  W.  575 ;  Sabine  d  E,  T.  R.  Co.  v. 
fimith,  73  Tex.  1,  11  S.  W.  123. 

Speculative  damages  are  not  recoverable, 
and  what  will  be  the  yield  of  a  growing  crop 
comes  within  the  scope  and  purview  df  spec- 
ulative damages. 

Bond  V.  Quattlehoiim,  1  McCord.  L.  584, 


10  Am.  Dec.  702;  Hartcood  v.  Tappan,  2 
Speers,  L.  550;  Hunt  v.  D'Orval,  Dud.  L. 
185;  Sanders  v.  Anderson,  10  Rich.  Eq.  232; 
Sitton  V.  Macdonald,  25  S.  C.  68,  60  Am. 
Rep.  484;  Gentry  v.  Richmond  d  D.  R.  Go. 
38  S.  C.  284,,  16  S.  E.  893;  Pearson  v.  Spar- 
tanburg County,  51  S.  C.  480,  29  S.  E.  193; 
Bailey  v.  Jeffords.  2  Speers,  L.  271. 

The  datum  for  ascertaining  the  value  of  a 
growing  crop  at  the  time  of  its  injury  is  its 
actual  cost  to  that  date,  with  interest  to 
date  of  vevdict. 

Roberts  v.  Cole,  82  N.  C.  292. 

Messrs.  LesAi^  A  Holman,  for  respo«d- 
ent: 

In  actions  sounding  in  tort  the  rules  of 
evidence  are  much  more  liberal  than  in  ac- 
tions for  damages  arising  out  of  a  breach  of 
contract. 


an  investment  or  from  the  prosecution  of  some 
basinesB  after  the  payment  of  all  expenses  in- 
curred.    Ibid.  * 

And  the  deduction  from  the  profits  derived 
from  the  investment  or  the  management  of  a 
business  of  the  legal  rate  of  interest  on  the 
money  employed  does  not  give  to  the  balance  of 
tbe  profits  the  character  of  earnings,  for  the 
loss  of  which  a  recovery  may  be  had  in  an  ac- 
tion for  a  personal  injury.     Ibid. 

But  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  a  personal 
Injary  is  entitled  to  recover  for  what  the  Jury 
believes  from  the  evidence  she  will  lose  in  fu- 
ture earnings  by  reason  of  her  Injury  causing 
her  loss  of  ability  to  earn  money,  and  the  in- 
come of  a  corset  malcer  who  employs  two  girls 
^  to  help  her  will  be  regarded  as  earnings  which 
'  are  recoverable,  rather  than  as  Income  from 
the  investment  of  capital,  which  Is  not  recover- 
able. Pill  V.  Broolclyn  Heights  R.  Co.  6  Misc. 
2«57,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  230. 

\f  bile,  however,  a  person  engaged  in  manufac- 
turing clothing,  who  employs  hands  to  sew  and 
make  up  clothing,  which  is  cut  and  furnished 
to  him  tn  large  quantities  by  dealers  in  cloth- 
ing upon  contracts,  and  who  makes  the  con- 
tracts personally  and  overlooks  the  work,  is  en< 
titled  to  prove  the  business  in  which  he  is  en- 
gaged, its  extent  and  the  particular  part  trans- 
acted by  bim,  in  an  action  of  damages  for  a  per- 
sonal injury,  and  also  the  compensation  usually 
paid  to  persons  doing  such  business  for  others, 
as  these  are  circumstances  which  the  jury  may 
consider  in  fixing  the  value  of  his  time,  the 
profits  of  such  a  business  do  not  depend  solely 
npon  the  skill  of  the  individual,  and  are  not 
Therefore  the  measure  of  his  damages  when  be 
s<^ks  to  recover  for  his  loss  of  time,  ability,  and 
opportunity  to  earn  money.  Marks  v.  Long  Is- 
land R.  Co.  14  Daly«  61. 

And  tbe  receipts  and  profits  of  a  business  of 
manufacturing  and  selling  mattresses,  feather 
pillows,  and  bedding  from  which  from  $4,000  to 
f6,000  per  year  is  made,  do  not  depend  entirely 
upon  tbe  personal  services  of  the  owner  or 
proprietor,  and  future  receipts  ort>roflts  of  such 
business  must  of  necessity  be  uncertain  and 
speculative,  so  that  they  cannot  be  used  as  a 
basis  for  awarding  damages  for  a  personal  in- 
jury sustained  by  the  owner  from  the  negligence 
of  another.  Blate  v.  Third  Ave.  R.  Co.  29  App. 
Wt.  388,  51  N.  Y.   Siipp.  590. 

In  the  al>ove  case  Pill  v.  Brooklyn  Heights  R. 
Co.  6  Misc.  267,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  230,  supra,  was 
distinguished  upon  the  ^ound  that  in  that  case 
the  earnings  of  the  business  depended  upon  the 
personal  efforts  of  the  plaintiff. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


b.  Profits  lost  as  an  element  of  damaoes* 

Profits  lost* in  actions  for  a  personal  injury, 
as-  In  ail  other  actions,  are  not  recoverable 
where  they  are  remote  or  contingent,  or  when 
their  loss  is  not  the  direct  result  of  the  injury. 

Thus,  the  loss  of  customers  and  sales  and 
possible  profits  therefrom  cannot  be  charged 
against  the  defendant  in  an  action  for  ar  person- 
al injury,  keeping  the  plaintiff  from  his  busi- 
ness for  ten  or  twelve  days,  where  the  gold 
and  silver  in  which  he  dealt  were  locked  up  in 
his  safe  and  he  alone  had  the  combination,  the 
loss  being  due  to  his  peculiar  mode  of  doing 
business,  rather  than  to  the  act  of  the  defend- 
ant.    Phyfe  V.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  30  Hun,  377. 

So,  profits  which  a  woman  made  from  making 
sheets  In  the  employment  of  wholesale  dealers, 
who  furnished  her  the  material,  are  too  remote 
for  recovery  in  an  action  for  negligence  causing 
her  death,  brought  by  her  children,  where  they 
could  have  succeeded  to  such  profits  only  as 
next  of  kin  to  their  father.  Tilley  v.  Hudson 
River  R.  Co.  24  N.  Y.  471. 

And  one  who  is  negligently  Injured  in  a  rail- 
way accident  is  not  entitled  to  recover  damages 
upon  the  theory  that  a  ^hlrd  party  was  about 
to  erect  a  factory  and  warehouse,  and  that  ow- 
ing to  his  injury,  he  was  unable  to  undertake 
the  erection  of  the  buildings  as  formerly  pro- 
posed, and  that  such  third  party  for  that  rea- 
son abandoned  the  enterprise,  whereby  the  per- 
son injured  lost  the  profits  which  would  have 
accrued  to  him  from  the  contract  for  the  erec- 
tion of  the  buildings.  Priestley  v.  MacLean, 
2  Fost.  &  F.  28S. 

The  majority  of  the  cases,  however,  exclude 
the  loss  of  profits  as  a  criterion  of  damages  en- 
tirely and  upon  other  grounds,  holding  that  the 
injury  suffered  is  the  loss  of  earning  power,  and 
not  the  loss  of  profits. 

Thus,  it  is  proper  to  prove,  in  an  action  for 
damages  for  a  personal  Injury,  the  loss  of  earn- 
ing power  on  the  part  of  the  person  injured,  as 
that  Is  an  element  of  damage  which  can  be  con- 
sidered. But  the  loss  of  income,  which  means 
profits,  of  a  business  widely  fiuctuating,  and  of 
possible  profits  on  a  special  contract,  cannot  be 
regarded  as  a  legitimate  basis  of  recovery. 
People's  Pass.  R.  Co.  v.  Lauderbach,  4  Pennyp. 
40fi  ;  Goodhart  v.  Pennsylvania  B.  Co.  177  Pa. 
1,  35  Atl.  191;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Soheinkoenlg  (Kan.)  61  Pac.  414;  Chicago,  R. 
I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Posten,  59  Kan.  449,  53  Pac. 
465. 

The  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  personal  injury 
by  which  he  Is  deprived  of  ability  to  attend  to 
his   business,   if  he   had   an   ordinary   business 


88 


South  Carolina  Supreme  Court. 


Apr., 


Sitton  V.  Macdonald,  25  S.  C.  70,  60  Am. 
Rep.  484. 

In  many  actions  the  damages  are  wholly 
uncertain  in  extent,  at  least  so  far  as  the  pe- 
cuniary standard  of  compensation  is  con- 
cerned. In  such  cases  the  amount  is  ordi- 
narily left  to  the  jury.  When  all  facts  and 
circumstances  tending  to  show  the  probable 
amount  of  damages  claimed  should  be  sub- 
mitted, to  enable  them,  in  the  exercise  of 
good  sense  and  sound  judgment,  to  deter- 
mine what  is  a  reasonable  compensation. 

8  Am.  &  Eng.  £nc.  Law,  2d  ed.  615. 

If  a  field  of  green  and  immature  straw- 
berries is  destroyed  while  in  that  condition, 
how  could  the  same  have  a  market  value  un- 
less you  consider  such  value  with  reference 
to  a  state  of  maturity,  when  the  same  are 
harvested  for  market,  and  then  ascei-tain  the 
market  value  of  such  fruit?     How  are  you 


to  determine  the  valuation  of  the  crop  un- 
less you  know  what  such  crops  yield.  And 
how  are  you  to  determine  such  yield  unless 
fiom  the  testimonv  of  those  who  have  had 
experience  in  such  matters? 

Pickens  v.  South  Carolina  d  G.  R.  Co.  54 
S.  C.  503,  32  S.  E.  567;  Jones  v.  FvUcr.  19 
S.   C.   70,   45   Am.   Rep.    761;    Dcvcreux    v. 
Champion  Cotton  Press   Co.   17    S.   C.   73 ; 
Hammond  v.  Port  Royal  rf  A.  R.  Co.  15  S. 
C.  31 ;  Hardin  v.  Kennedy,  2  McCord,  L.  277. 
After  the  ruling  of  the  presiding  judge  the 
plaintiff  introduced  a  number  of  witnesses, 
going  to  show  the  average  yield  of  straw- 
j  berries  and  cucumbers,  and  also  to  show  the 
!  average  price  received  for  such  crops  during 
the   season  of   1898,  and  to  establish  how 
much  fertilizers  had  been  used  by  the  plain- 
tiff on  the  crops  which  were  destroyed,  and 


yielding  ordinary  receipts,  would  be  entitled  to 
recover  the  diminution  of  tliese  receipts  result- 
ing from  his  inability  to  attend -to  the  business, 
biit  he  would  not  be  entitled  to  recover  for  specu- 
Istiona  that  he  might  have  been  engaged  In. 
Kinney  v.  Croclcer,  18  Wis.  75. 

Fie  is  entitled  to  recover  compensation  for  the 
injury,  and  nothing  more.  And  an  allowance 
based  Aipon  the  difference  between  the  value  of 
his  services  to  himself  before  the  injury  and  the 
value  of  his  services  after  the  injury,  giving 
such  sum  as  would  at  the  legal  rate  of  Interest 
produce  that  difference,  is  Improper,  as  by  such 
an  allowance  he  would  receive,  not  only  such 
difference,  but  the  sum  which  would  produce 
such  difference.  Houston  &  T.  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Burke  (Tex.)  9  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  369. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  a  personal 
injury  to  a  farmer  is  the  value  of  his  time  lost 
caused  by  the  Injury,  without  reference  to  the 
proftt  which  he  might  have  made  from  his  farm. 
Iloman  v.  Franklin  County,  90  Iowa,  185,  57  N. 
W.  703. 

And  the  recovery  In  an  action  for  a  personal 
lnjui*y  on  the  ground  that  the  person  injured 
had  been  obliged  to  leave  his  shop  would  be 
what  his  services  were  worth  In^the  conduct  of 
such  a  business  as  he  was  engaged  In,  and  not 
the  loss  of  profits  in  conducting  the  business,  as 
such  loss  is  not  a  necessary  consequence  of  the 
personal  injury.  Silsby  v.  Michigan  Car  Co.  95 
Mich.  204,  54  N.  W.  761. 

So,  one  who  insures  himself  against  death 
or  personal  injury  arising  from  railway  acci- 
dents while  traveling,  and  slips  while  going  out 
of  one  of  the  carriages  and  is  severely  Injured, 
is  entitled  to  recover  of  the  insurance  company 
for  medical  attendance  and  for  the  expense  and 
suffering  occasioned  by  the  Injury,  but  not  for 
loss  of  profits  and  loss  of  time  thereby  occa- 
sioned. Theobald  v.  Railway  Pass.  Assur.  Co. 
10  Exch.  45,  2  C.  L.  Ri?p.  1034,  23  L.  J.  Exch. 
N.   S.  249,  12  Jur.  583. 

And  the  proper  measure  of  damages  in  an  ac- 
tion b}'  children  for  negligence  causing  the  death 
of  their  father  is  the  pecuniary  loss  suffered  by 
the  parties  entitled  to  the  sum  to  be  recovered, 
without  anything  for  distress  of  mind,  and  an 
instruction  in  such  an  action  that  it  would  per- 
haps be  a  fair  way  to  estimate  the  amount  of 
damages  to  take  the  probable  amount  of  the  de* 
cens^d's  accumulations  for  the  time  he  might 
reasonably  have  been  expected  to  live,  and  find 
that  for  the  plaintiffs,  is  erroneous.  Pennsyl- 
vania R.  Co.  V.  Butler,  57  Pa.  335. 

And  while  the  plaintiff  In  an  action  for  a  per- 
sonal Injury  Is  entitled  to  recover,  if  at  all.  not 
only  for  her  physical  pain  and  mental  suffer- 
52  L.  R.  A. 


Ing,  but  also  for  such  general  Inability  to  at- 
tend to  any  business,  as  that  of  a  music  teacher, 
which  the  evidence  with  reasonable  certainty 
shows  that  she  sustained,  in  the  absence  of  evi- 
dence of  any  specific  loss  of  business  or  of  time 
In  her  business,  nothing  can  be  allowed  specifi- 
cally for  such  Items.  Baker  ▼.  Manhattan  R. 
Co.  22  Jones  &  S.  394. 

And  the  measure  of  compensation  for  which 
a  city  could  be  held  liable  in  an  action  for  a 
personal  Injury,  for  the  act  of  the  daughter 
of  the  person  injured  in  leaving  her  business  to 
nurse  the  person  injiired,  Is  the  ordinary  waproa 
of  such  attendants,  and  what  the  daughter  had 
earned  or  could  earn  at  her  independent  trade 
or  business  is  wholly  Irrelevant  and  mislead- 
ing, and  evidence  concerning  it,  in  an  action 
for  the  injury,  is  inadmissible.  Walker  Tt 
Philadelphia,  195  Pa.  108,  45  Atl.  657. 

c.  Profits  lost  as  evidence. 

The  character  and  extent  of  the  business  of  a 
person  Injured  to  which  he  devoted  his  personal 
attention  and  the  profits  the'refrom  may  be  given 
in  evidence  in  an  action  to  recover  damages  for 
a  personal  injury  preventing  him  from  trans- 
acting his  ordinary  business,  as  tending  to  es- 
tablish the  extent  of  his  loss  of  earnings  or 
earning  power.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Posten,  59  Kan.  449,  53  Pac.  465:  Chicago,  U. 
I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Schelnkoenig  (Kan.)  61  Pac. 
414  :  Elkhart  v.  Rltter,  66  Ind.  136 :  New  Jer- 
sey Exp.  Co.  V.  Nichols,  33  N.  J.  L.  434,  97  Am. 
Dec.  722  ;  Grinnell  v.  Taylor,  S5  H.un,  S5,  32 
N.  Y.  Supp.  684 ;  Nash  v.  Sharpe,  19  Uun,  365  ; 
Walker  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  63  Barb.  260:  Grant  v. 
Brooklyn,  41  Barb.  381 ;  Lincoln  v.  Saratoga  & 
S.  R.  Co.  23  Wend.  425;  Clifford  v.  Dam,  12 
Jones  &  S.  391;  W'allace  v.  Western  N.  C.  U. 
Co.  104  N.  C.  442,  10  S.  E.  552  ;  Hanover  R.  Co. 
V.  Coyle,  55  Pa.  396 ;  Nones  v.  Northouse.  46 
Vt.  587 ;  McNamara  v.  CllntonvlIIe,  62  Wis.  207, 
51  Am.  Dec.  722,  22  N.  W.  472;  Kinney  v. 
Crocker,  IS  Wis.  75:  Luck  v.  Ripon.  52  Wis. 
19<i,  8  N.  W.  815;  Phillips  v.  London  &  S.  W. 
R.  Co.  42  L.  T.  N.  S.  6,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  Div.  280. 
49  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  233,  44  J.  P.  217;  Potter 
V.  Metropolitan  R.  Co.  28  L.  T.  N.  S.  735. 

Not  as  an  element  of  recoverable  damages, 
but  es  tending  to  show  the  extent  of  the  de- 
crease of  his  capacity  to  work  and  pursue  his 
employment,  and  to  aid  in  estimating  a  fair  and 
Just  compensation  for  his  decreased  capacity. 
Alabama  (i.  H.  R,  Co.  v.  Yorbrough.  83  Ala.  23S, 
3  So.  447 ;  Wallace  v.  Western  N.  C.  R.  Co.  104 
N.  C.  442,  10  S.  E.  552. 

And  the  rule  Is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that 
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the  labor  that  had  been  bestowed  upon  the 
same. 

The  defendant,  having  availed  itself  of  the 
opportunity  of  introducing  testimony  on  the 
very  point  to  which  it  urged  objection 
against  plaintiff,  cannot  now  ask  this  court 
for  a  new  tiial  because  the  jury  was  allowed 
to  consider  such  testimony  offered  by  the 
piaintitf. 

Parley  r.  Charleston  Basket  d  Veneer  Co, 
51  S.  C.  229,  28  S.  E.  193.  401 ;  South  Caro- 
lina Terminal  Co.  v.  South  Carolina  d  0.  R. 
Co.  52  S.  C.  1,  29  S.  E.  505. 

The  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  recover  dam- 
age«  of  the  defendant  for  all  profits  which 
he  could  have  realized  had  his  crop  grown  to 
maturitv. 

S  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  627. 

The  recovery  of  profits  is  more  liberally 


applied  in  actions  for  damages  arising  out 
of  a  tort  than  from  contract. 

8  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  625 ;  Wol- 
cott  v.  Mount,  36  N.  J.  L.  262,  13  Am.  Rep. 
438;  Paasinger  v.  Thorburn,  34  N.  Y.  634, 
!»0  Am.  Dec.  733;  Bagley  v.  Smith,  10  N.  Y. 
489,  61  Am.  Dec.  758. 

Pope,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  plaintiff  by  this  action  sought  to  re- 
cover $8,000  damages  for  the  alleged  destruc- 
tion by  the  defendant,  by  means  of  sulphur- 
ic acid  gas  escaping  from  its  manufactory 
on  the  21st  day  of  March,  1898,  of  all  the  cu- 
cumber planU  about  5  inches  high  on 
about  7  acres  of  land  lying  southwest  250 
yards  from  defendant's  factory,  and  also  6 
acres  of  strawberries  growing  250  yards 
from  said  factory.     The  cause  came  on  for 


the  business  In  question  was  that  of  a  partner- 
i*hii>  conducted  by  the  injured  man  and  another. 
Chioi^o,  R.  I.  &  P.  It.  Co.  y.  Schelnlcoenlg 
(Kan.)    61  Pac.  414. 

But  what  his  accumulations  from  his  business 
had  t)een  is  immaterial  and  incompetent.  Wai- 
lar-e  v.  Western  X.  C.  R.  Co.  104  N.  C.  442,  10 
S.  E.  552. 

It  is  for  the  Jury  to  say  what  loss  has  re- 
sulted to  the  business  of  the  person  Injured 
from  his  being  incapacitated  from  attending  to 
it.  and  to  award  him  as  damages  the  value  ot 
his  time  and  labor  to  himself  in  the  transaction 
of  such  business :  and  evidence  of  the  character 
and  extent  of  that  business,  and  of  the  profits 
derived  therefrom,  may  be  given  at  the  trial. 
Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  K.  Co.  v.  Posten,  59  Kan. 
449,  53  Pac.  465;  Ballou  v.  Farnum.  11  Allen, 
73  :  Bierbach  ▼.  Goodyear  Rubber  Co.  54  Wis. 
2f»8.  41  Am.  Rep.  19,  11  N.  W.  514. 

In  Bierbach  ▼.  Goodyear  Rubber  Co.  54  Wis. 
208.  41  Am.  Rep.  19,  11  N.  W.  514.  Rlalr  ▼. 
\^il«aukee  &  V.  Du  Ch.  R.  Co.  20  Wis.  262. 
infra,  was  distinguished  upon  the  ground  that 
there  the  testimony  was  confined  to  the  dam- 
aipee  sustained  by  the  plaintiff's  firm  by  rea- 
son of  the  inability  of  the  plaintiff  to  give  bis 
personal  attention  to  the  business,  while  here 
the  testimony  goes  to  the  yalue  of  the  whole 
husiuena,  when  it  is  apparent  that  the  plaintiff 
might  have  continued  it  by  employing  proper 
amenta,  notwithstanding  his  injuries. 

But  It  can  be  considered  for  that  purpose 
only,  as  the  action  is  for  Injury  to  the  man.  and 
not  for  interfering  with  his  business.  Ballou  t. 
Farnum,  11  Allen.  73. 

In  suits  for  a  personal  injury  there  can  l>e  no 
cenaio  measure  of  compensation  for  the  pain 
and  anguish  of  the  body,  injury  to  the  health 
or  person,  or  for  loss  of  time  and  care  of  busl- 
ne^  The  Inquiry  necessarily  Inyolves  the  con- 
sideration of  the  position  of  the  injured  party  In 
life,  the  business  or  profession  In  which  he  was 
engaged,  the  means  at  his  command  to  earn 
money,  and  the  extent  to  which  they  were  af- 
fected In  consequence  of  the  Injury.  And  in  fix- 
ing the  damages  the  Jury  may  talce  into  account 
the  probable  profits  of  the  engagements  or  prob- 
able earnings  of  the  plaintiff  after  the  time  of 
the  accident  and  during  his  disability  therefrom. 
Brls^noll  ▼.  Chicago  &  G.  B.  R.  Co.  4  Daly,  182. 

It  Is  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  the 
business  in  which  he  was  engaged,  and  tlie  ex- 
tent and  amount  of  his  ordinary  business,  and 
thus  lay  the  foundation  to  enable  the  Jury  to 
ascertain  the  direct  and  necessary  dnmsges 
which  would  result  from  the  injury,  such  evi- 
dence not  being  evidence  of  profits  In  the  sense 
52  L.  R-  A. 


in  which  that  term  is  used  in  the  cases  which 
discuss  the  rights  to  recover  profits  as  such  In 
actions  brought  for  a  breach  of  contract.  Rio 
(irande  Western  R.  Co.  y.  Rubenstein,  5  Colo. 
App.  121.  38  Pac,  76. 

And  where  a  personal  Injury  Is  permanent 
the  person  Injured  may  recover  compensation 
for  the  disabling  effects  of  the  injury,  past  and 
prospective ;  and  in  estimating  the  damages  the 
loss  of  time  and  the  incapacity  to  do  as  profit- 
able labor  as  before  the  Injury  are  pertinent  and 
legitimate  factors.  Mobile  &  O.  R.  Co.  v. 
George,  94  Ala.  199»  10  So.  145. 

Thus,  evidence  on  behalf  of  an  employee  suf- 
fering a  personal  injury  in  his  employment,  as 
to  the  amount  he  received  per  month,  and  that 
he  was  making,  In  addition  to  that,  a  profit  by 
selling  rations  to  the  other  employees,  sufllcient 
to  bring  his  earnings  up  to  a  specified  sum,  Is 
competent  and  admissible  in  an  action  for  the 
injury,  where  it  cannot  be  seen  that  there  was 
anything  wrong  in  the  transaction,  and  the  evi- 
dence was  offered  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
his  earning  capacity.  Wilkle  v.  Raleigh  &  C.  F. 
R.  Co.  127  N.  C.  208,  87  8.  E.  204. 

And  a  boarding-house  keeper  may  show  the 
amount  of  work  she  was  able  to  perform  before 
the  Injury  as*  indicated  by  the  numt)er  of  board- 
ers she  kept,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the 
extent  of  the  Injury.  George  v.  Haverhill,  110 
Mass.  506. 

And  evidence  that  a  person  suffering  a  per- 
sonal injury  in  consequence  of  a  colllRlon  be- 
tT^een  two  boats  was  previously  engaged  in  the 
business  of  a  distiller  and  manufacturer,  and 
that  after  the  Injury  he  could  not  safely  at- 
tend to  any  business,  is  admissible  In  an  action 
for  damages  for  the  injury,  as  tending  to 
prove  that  he  was  seriously  Injured,  and  that 
his  time  was  of  some  pecuniary  value,  or  that 
he  had  suffered  the  loss  of  some  profit.  Wade 
V.  Leroy,  20  How.  34,  13  L.  ed.  813. 

So,  evidence  of  the  actual  amount  of  a  ped- 
dler's sales,  and  the  profits  he  made  thereon,  Is 
admissible  In  an  action  for  damages  for  negli- 
gence, causing  a  personal  injury  and  injury  to 
his  horses  and  wagon  and  goods,  as  bearing  di- 
rectly upon  the  question  of  damages,  and  afford- 
ing a  means  of  computing  his  loss  for  the  time 
he  was  confined  by  his  Injuries  and  prevented 
In  carrying  on  his  business.  Hanover  R.  Co. 
V.  Coyle.  55  Pa.  396. 

And  the  amount  of  the  previous  professional 
earnings  of  a  physician  is  admissible  in  evi- 
dence, under  an  allegation  of  special  damage,  In 
an  action  by  him  against  a  city  for  damages  for 
a  personal  Injury  received  tiirough  a  defective 
bridge,  not  as  a  basis  of  damages,  but  to  aid 
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trial  before  Judge  Klugh  and  a  jury,  and 
eventuated  in  a  judgment  for  $4,600  against 
defendant,  whereupon  the  defendknt  ap- 
pealed. While  it  exhibited  a  goodly  number 
of  exceptions,  we  will  only  dispose  of  two, 
lest  our  conclusions  upon  all  other  excep- 
tions may  interfere  with  the  new  trial  which 
we  feel  bound  to  order. 

When  plaintiff  came  to  establish  by  his 
testimony  what  should  enter  into  the  consid- 
eration of  the  jury  in  arriving  at  the  dam- 
ages wrought  to  the  plaintiff^  crop  of  cu- 
cumbers, and  also  his  crop  of  strawberries, 
he  not  only  introduced  testimony  tending  to 
show  the  rental  value  of  the  lands 
upon  which  the  two  crops  were  grown, 
the  cost  of  manure  applied  to  each 
acre  of  land,  and  the  cost  of  labor, 
but  also  the  net  results  in  the  sale 
and  yield  of  cucumbers  and  strawberries,  re- 


spectively, after  they  had  matured  (being 
the  crop  of  persons  other  than  the  plaintiff 
durinff  the  season  of  the  year  1808),  and 
also  the  sale  and  yield  of  said  crops  during 
previous  years,  including  those  of  plaintiff. 
When  he  offered  his  testimony  of  the  net 
value  and  yield  of  cucumbers  and  strawber- 
ries, respectively,  during  the  season  of  1898, 
and  also  of  other  years,  together  with  an  es- 
timate of  witnesses  as  to  the  probable  yield 
during  the  year  1898  of  cucumbers  and 
strawberries,  respectively,  per  acre,  the  ap- 
pellant objected  upon  the  ground  that  such 
testimony  was  irrelevant  and  incompetent, 
because  plaintiff's  crops  of  cucumbers  ajid 
strawberries  were  immature,  growing  crops, 
in  which  case  the  method  of  ascertaining 
damages  to  the  same  was  the  rental  value  of 
the  lands  so  employed,  the  cost  of  all  ma- 
nures expended  on  said  lands,  the  cost  of  all 


In  estimating  the  value  of  time  lost.  Logans- 
port  V.  Justice,  74  Ind.  878,  89  Am.  Rep.  79; 
Nebraska  City  v.  Campbell,  2  Black,  690,  17  L. 
ed.  271. 

And  special  emolnments  in  the  shape  of  gifts 
recelyed  by  an  eminent  physician  from  patients 
are  not  to  be  treated  as  profits  in  estimating 
damages  in  an  action  by  the  physician  against 
a  railroad  company  for  personal  injuries,  bot 
the  possibility  and  probability  of  their  recur- 
rence should  be  considered  in  making  the  esti- 
mate. Phillips  V.  London  &  8.  W.  R.  Co.  L.  R. 
5  C.  P.  Div.  280,  42  L.  T.  N.  S.  6,  44  J.  P.  217, 
49  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  238. 

In  the  above  case  Hadley  t.  Baxendale,  9 
Exch.  841,  28  L.  J.  Bxch.  N.  8.  179,  18  Jnr.  858, 
2  C.  L.  Rep.  617,  a  leading  contract  case,  was 
distinguished  upon  the  ground  that  in  that  case 
the  cause  of  action  was  for  delay  in  the  delivery 
of  a  chattel,  and  plaintiff  claimed  damages,  not 
for  injury  done  to  the  chattel  itself,  but  for 
loss  consequential  upon  the  delay,  while  in  the 
present  case  the  plaintiff  claims  damages  for  In- 
juries done  to  himself  while  being  carried  as  a 
passenger,  the  two  cases  bearing  no  analogy  to 
each  other. 

So,  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  a  personal 
injury  incapacitating  htm  from  attending  to 
business  should  be  permitted  to  show  that  at 
the  time  of  the  Injury  one  part  of  his  business 
was  dealing  in  land,  and  that  he  had  a  large 
quantity  of  land  then  on  hand,  and  to  show 
the  value  of  the  business  at  the  time  of  the  acci- 
dent, and  the  profits  arising  therefrom,  though 
speculative  profits  are  not  to  be  considered. 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Dale,  76  Pa.  47. 

And  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  against  a  city 
for  damages  for  injuries  sustained  by  reason  of 
a  defective  sidewalk  Is  entitled  to  show  the 
breaking  up  and  suspension  of  a  business  con- 
ducted exclusively  by  him  in  person,  by  reason 
of  tbe  injuries,  the  prosperous  continuation  and 
management  of  which  depended  wholly  upon  his 
individual  industry  and  attention,  as  he  is  en- 
titled to  recover  the  value  of  bis  time  and  serv- 
ices in  his  business  necessarily  lost  by  rea- 
son of  such  Injuries.  Ripon  v.  Bittel,  SO  Wis. 
614. 

And  where  the  person  injured  was  engaged  in 
selling  books  under  a  contract  by  which  he  was 
to  receive  a  certain  percentage  of  the  selling 
price  for  his  services,  he  may  show  the  amount 
of  bis  earnings  under  the  contract  for  sis  or 
seven  years  preceding  the  accident,  as  bearing 
upon  the  losses  occasioned  by  the  accident. 
Elirgott  V.  New  York,  96  N.  Y.  264,  48  Am.  Rep. 
622. 

In  the  above  case,  Masterton  v.  Mount  Ver- 
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non,  58  N.  Y.  391,  a  leading  contract  case,  was 
distinguished  upon  the  ground  that  In  that  case 
the  profits  resulted  both  from  capital  and  from 
services,  and  the  services  were  rendered  both 
by  the  plaintiff  and  his  partner,  and  therefore 
it  could 'not  be  known  how  much  of  the  profits 
were  due  to  the  plalntlflTs  skill  and  services. 

Damages  for  future  losses  in  cases  of  person- 
al injury  are  not  susceptible  of  computation  by 
a  strict  mathematical  calculation.  Evidence 
may  be  given  of  the  age  of  the  party  Injured* 
tbe  probable  duration  of  life,  tbe  effect  the  in- 
jury has  had  upon  the  ability  of  the  person  to 
earn  money,  of  tbe  prol>ability  that  the  injuri- 
ous effect  on  the  ability  to  earn  money  will  con- 
tinue in  the  future,  either  during  life  or  for  a 
lesser  period,  and  of  the  business  or  occupation 
in  which  the  person  was  engaged, /ind  the  com- 
pensation whether  by  wages,  fees,  or  by  a  fixe^ 
salary  or  profits  that  resulted  therefrom ;  and 
from  the  facts  thus  proved  it  is  for  the  jury  to 
award  such  fair  sum  as  will.  In  their  judgment, 
compensate  the  party  for  the  decreased  or  de- 
stroyed ability  to  earn  money  in  the  future,  due 
allowance  being  made  for  the  contingencies  and 
uncertainties  that  inhere  in  such  matters.  And 
in  such  a  rase  it  is  error  to  charge  that  if  the 
person  injured,  who'  was  a  school  teacher,  will 
not,  in  the  opinion  of  the  jury,  i>e  thereafter 
able  to  carry  on  her  occupation  for  a  designated 
length  of  time  she  is  entitled  to  such  money  as 
she  could  earn  during  that  time.*  Denver  v. 
Bherret,  31  C.  C.  A.  499,  60  U.  S.  App.  104,  88 
Fed.  226, 

Where  the  profits  of  a  business  arise  from  the 
investment  of  capital,  however,  evidence  of  such 
profits  Is  not  admissible  in  an  action  for  a  per- 
Ronal  injury  fur  the  purpose  of  enhancing  the 
damages.  It  is  only  in  cases  where  tbe  earn- 
ings of  the  party  proceed  entirely  from  his  labor 
that  such  evidence  becomes  admissible.  John- 
son V.  Manhattan  R.  C6.  52  Flun.  Ill,  4  N.  Y. 
Supp.  84 S ;  Goodhart  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  177 
Pa.  1,  35  Atl.  191 :  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co. 
V.  Posten,  59  Kan.  449.  53  Pac.  465. 

In  Johnson  v.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  52  Hun,  111, 
4  N.  Y.  Supp.  848,  Ehrgott  v.  New  York,  96  N. 
Y.  265,  48  Am.  Rep.  622,  supra,  was  distin- 
guished upon  the  ground  that  in  that  case  the 
admission  of  the  evidence  was  justified  upon 
the  ground  that  the  plaintiff's  income  was  not 
from  capital  Invested,  but  solely  from  his  per- 
sonal Hkill  and  services. 

And  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  suffering  a 
personal  Injury  up  to  the  time  thereof  had  boon 
onpaged  in  the  business  of  carting  lumber  and 
sawing  it.  and  that  he  iiad  a  sawmill,  and  at  the 
time  be  got  hurt  be  was  earning  about  $100  a 
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seeds  used  in  said  lands,  and  the  cost  of  all 
kbor  employed  from  first  to  last  on  said 
crops,  with  interest  at  7  per  cent  on  the 
aggregate  of  such  expenses.  The  circuit 
judge  allowed  the  testimony  ofTered  by  plain- 
tiff. It  must  always  be  borne  in  mind  that 
these  crops  of  the  plaintiff,  injured  or  de- 
stroyed by  the  noxious  gases  escaping  from 
defendant's  factory,  were  immature  or  grow- 
ing crops.  The  cucumber  plants  were  only 
a  or  6  inches  high,  with  no  runners  and  no 
blooms  or  fruit;  and  the  strawberriers  were 
while  with  blooms,  accompanied  by  an  oc- 
casional berry, — ^thus  falling  under  that 
class  of  cases  where  the  description  of  dam- 
ages appears,  as  in  the  case  of  Fuller  v. 
Eding$,  11  Rich.  L.  251,  about  which  the 
court  said:  "'Speculative  opinions  of  pro- 
spective injuries'  furnish  very  unreliable  evi- 
dence on  which  to  base  an<  estimate,  and  that 


must  be  a  strong  necessity  which  drives  a 
court  to  the  adoption  of  such  expedients/' 
It  seems  to  us  that  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to 
offer  the  testimony  sought  to  be  introduced, 
by  which  the  jury  might  assess  the  damages 
done  to  his  property  by  the  defendant,  would 
be  yery  dangerous.  If  the  crops  were  ma- 
tured, relidy  for  the  market,  the  line  of  tes- 
timony offered  by  the  plaintiff  to  ascertain 
what  one  who  destroyed  such  matured  crops 
should  pay  as  damages  for  such  destruction 
would  be  entirely  competent.  The  case  re- 
ferred to  by  the  circuit  judge  as  furnishing 
a  basis  for  his  ruling  (Livingston  v.  Exum, 
19  S.  C.  223)  we  do  not  think  can  be  cited  to 
maintain  his  ruling  as  to  the  method  for  as- 
certaining damages  for  the  destruction  of 
immature  crops  or  growing  crops.  For 
Phillips  was  engaged  in  getting  crude  tur- 
pentine from  certain   lands  in  Orangeburg, 


month.  Is  inadmissible.  Tomlinson  v.  Derby,  43 
Conn.  562. 

And  an  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  was  pre- 
Tented  by  the  Injury  from  attending  to  his  ordi- 
nary business  does  not  warrant  evidence  of  loss 
of  earnings  or  profits  in  a  special  employment 
reijairing  skill  and  training  or  capital.  Tay- 
lor T.  Monroe,  48  Conn.  36  ;  Tomlinson  v.  Derby, 
43  Conn.  562. 

In  Tomlinson  v.  Derby,  43  Conn.  562,  aupi'a, 
it  was  said  that  the  question  there  presented  is 
to  be  distinguished  from  cases  In  which,  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  the  loss  of  capacity  or  ex- 
tent of  Injury,  it  had  been  permitted  to  the 
plaintiff  to  show  the  kind  and  amount  of  labor 
that  he  was  accustomed  to  perform  before  the 
injury  as  compared  with  what  he  was  able  to 
cam  afterwards. 

lYior  earnings  or  profits  may  be  shown,  how- 
crer,  as  a  basis  upon  which  to  measure  dam- 
ages In  cases  of  personal  injury,  where  the  prof- 
its are  the  result  of  the  Injured  person's  per- 
sonal services.  Markowlts  v.  Metropolitan 
Street  R.  Co.  31  Misc.  175^  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  961. 

And  the  right  to  recover  is  not  affected  by  the 
fact  that  the  amount  of  his  profits  varied  from 
time  to  time,  or  that  the  profits  of  which  he 
waa  deprived  were  uncertain  In  amount  and  In- 
capable of  sn  exact  computation.     Ibid, 

And  it  Is  competent  to  show.  In. an  action  for 
a  personal  Injury  suffered  by  a  boss  painter, 
wbo  sometimes- worked  alone  and  sometimes  had 
others  forking  for  him,  that  his  profits  were 
in  the  nature  of  compensation  for  his  personal 
eerrlces.  and,  upon  that  evidence  as  a  basis,  to 
proTe  his  prior  earnings  as  an  element  to  be 
considered  by  the  Jury  In  determining  the  ex- 
tent to  which  be  bad  suffered  loss  by  his  Inabil- 
ity to  work  after  a  designated  period.     Ibid. 

But  the  probable  profits  which  would  have 
l}een  made  If  it  had  not  been  for  the  Injury  can- 
not be  shown,  even  as  evidence,  where  they  are 
remote  or  uncertain. 

Thus,  evidence  as  to  the  uncertain  future 
profits  of  a  commercial  business,  or  of  the  amount 
^t  past  profits  derived  therefrom,  cannot  be 
tbown  in  an  action  for  a  i>er8onal  Injury  to  en- 
able the  Jury  to  conjecture  what  the  future 
profits  might  probably  be.  Masterton  v.  Mount 
Vernon,  58  N.  Y  391. 

And  proof  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  average 
Talae  of  his  business  while  he  carried  it  on, 
vblcb  could  only  be  used  to  enable  the  Jury  to 
estimate  therefrom  what  the  future  profits 
vouJd  have  been  bad  he  not  been  Injured  and 
had  he  contlnned  In  the  business,  is  incompetent 
as  being  too  uncertain  to  furnish  a  safe  guide 
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for  a  verdict.  Blerbach  v.  Goodyear  Rubber  Co. 
54  Wis.  208,  41  Am.  Rep.  19,  11  N.  W.  514. 

Nor  is  the  opinion  of  a  witness  as.  to  the 
amount  of  daipage  which  the  plaintiff,  or  the 
firm  of  which  he  was  a  member,  had  sustained 
In  consequence  of  his  absence,  caused  by  a  per- 
sonal injury,  admissible  In  evidence  In  an  ac- 
tion by  a  member  of  a  firm  against  a  railroad 
company  for  Injuries  suffered  by  him  while  be- 
ing conveyed  as  a  passenger  In  a  train  of  cars 
on  Its  road.  Blair  v.  Milwaukee  &  P.  Du  Ch. 
R.  Co.  20  Wis.  262;  Lincoln  v.  Saratoga  &  8. 
R.  Co.  23  Wend.  425. 

And  In  the  absence  of  allegations  of  special 
damages  evidence  that  the  person  Injured  had 
particular  engagements  to  lecture  In  another 
state,  and  as  to  the  probable  gains  thereof,  and 
that  he  was  prevented  from  fulfilling  his  en- 
gagement by  reason  of  the  injury,  and  his  esti- 
mate of  the  special  losses  thereby  sustained, 
1b  inadmissible,  such  damages  being  special.  Chi- 
cago V.  O'Brennan,  65  111.  160. 

And  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  permitted  to 
show,  as  an  element  of  damage,  that  he  had 
been  obliged  to  close  his  shop,  and  what  the 
profits  of  his  shop  had  been  In  the  past,  where 
the  declaration  does  not  count  specially  upon 
the  alleged  loss  of  profits.  Sllsby  v.  Michigan 
Car  Co.  96  Mich.  204,  54  N.  W.  761. 

But  a  physician  in  an  action  for  a  personal 
injury,  who  alleges  his  profession  In  his  com- 
plaint therefor,  and  that  by  reason  of  the  al- 
leged injuries  he  has  been  unable  to  attend  ro 
his  business  and  professional  duties,  from 
which  he  had  before  been  able  to  earn  a  com- 
fortable living,  is  entitled  to  show  what  his 
earnings  were  professionally  per  month.  Col- 
lins V.  Dodge,  37  Minn.  503,  35  N.  W.  368. 

And  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  a  personal 
Injury,  In  which  she  alleges  that  she  was  hin- 
dered In  transacting  her  business  and  affairs 
and  deprived  of  large  gains  and  profits,  which 
she  otherwise  would  have  earned,  and  that  the 
Injuries  received  had  a  permanent  effect  upon 
her  personal  bodily  strength  and  ability  to 
make  a  living,  and  that  she  had  been  rendered 
unable  to  make  or  earn  for  herself  a  living,. and 
bad  been  deprived  of  large  gains  and  profits 
which  she  otherwise  would  have  earned.  Is  en- 
titled to  prove,  under  such  allegations,  what  her 
business  was,  and  that  she  had  been  disabled 
from  pursuing  It  by  reason  of  her  injuries,  but 
she  capnot  prove  the  loss  of  the  profits  of  a 
particular  engagement.  Bloomington  v.  Cham- 
berlain, 104  111.  268. 

In  the  above  caae  the  court  refused  to  fol- 
low Tomlinson  y.  Derby,  43  Coon.  5G2,  and  Tay- 
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which  crude  turpentine  he  had  contracted  to 
deliver  to  Kxuiu.  Livingston,  claiming  to 
own  the  land  from  which  Phillips  was  tak- 
ing the  crude  turpentine,  sought  an  injunc- 
tion to  stay  the  same,  in  an  action  to  whioh 
he  made  both  Phillips  and  £xum  parties  de- 
fendant. In  order  to  obtain  such  temporary 
injunction,  he  gave  the  usual  bond  to  secure 
Phillips  and  Exum  from  any  damages  there- 
from. On  trial,  the  plaintiff  lost  his  suit, 
whereupon  Pliillipa  and  Exum,  under  plain- 
tiff's bond  to  them,  sought  to  recover  their 
'  damages.  It  was  in  proof  that  Livingston 
had  taken  and  appropriated  to  his  own  use 
over  $700  worth  of  crude  turpentine,  which 
Phillips  had  prepared  on  the  lands  when  the 
injunction  was  issued  against  him.  Of 
course,  he  (Phillips)  recovered  this  sum 
from  Livingston;  but  when  Exum  tried  to 
recover  damages  resulting  to.  him  from  the 


failure  of  Phillips  to  deliver  to  him  his  crude 
turpentine,  and  such  other  crude  turpentine 
which  ho  might  have  collected  during  the 
pendency  of  the  injunction,  the  court  held 
that  his  damages  were  not  the  natural  and 
proximate  effect  of  the  injunction.  His 
counsel  fees,  only,  were  allowed.  Thus,  it 
is  manifest  that  the  only  damages  allowed 
were  for  injuries  which  the  testimony  could 
make  definite  and  matured.  Nothing  was 
allowed  for  injuries  by  speculative  testi- 
mony. 

But  the  respondent  contends  that  inas- 
much as  the  defendant,  after  the  ruling  of 
the  circuit  judge  by  which  the  testimony  of 
plaintiff  was  allowed  as  competent,  offered 
similar  testimony,  therefore  defendant  has 
waived  his  objection  to  such  testimony;  and 
respondent  refers  to  Mathis  v.  Southern  11. 
Co,  53  S.  C,  240,' 31  S.  E.  240,  as  authority. 


lor  ▼.  Monroe,  43  Conn.  43,  supra,  and  followed 
Luck  V.  Ripon,  62  Wis.  196,  8  N.  W.  815,  supra, 

IV.  Trespass  affainst  tf\<B  person. 

The  recovery  of  profits  lost  through  tres- 
passes against  the  person,  such  as  assault  and 
battery,  libel  and  slander,  and  wrongful  arrest 
or  Imprisonment,  is  governed  by  the  general 
rules  above  given  with  reference  to  proximity  or 
remoteness  and  certainty  or  uncertainty. 

Actions  for  trespass  against  the  person,  how- 
ever, are  such  as  usually  warrant  the  imposi- 
tion of  vindictive  damages,  and  no  reliable  data 
or  element  of  certainty  can  be  found  by  which 
to  measure  with  accuracy  the  actual  amount  of 
the  damages.  Such  cases,  therefore,  are  to  be 
left  on  the  question  of  the  amount  of  damages 
to  the  common  sense  of  the  jury,  and  all  the 
facta  and  circumstances  having  any  tendency  to 
show  damages  or  their  probable  amount  should 
be  placed  before  tlie  Jury  so  as  to  enable  them 
to  make  the  most  intelligent  and  probable  esti- 
mate which  the  nature  of  the  case  will  permit. 

Thus,  evidence  of  the  actual  ^ains  and  en- 
gagements of  a  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  an  as- 
sault and  battery  is  admissible  as  a  means  of 
reaching  his  probable  profits  and  losses  thereof 
on  account  of  the  injury  inflicted.  Welch  v. 
Ware,  32  Mich.  77. 

And  evidence  of  the  sum  an  actor  was  pay- 
ing per  week  for  the  board  of  himself  and  fam- 
ily, and  of  the  value  of  the  Joint  services  of 
himself  and  wife,  and  of  the  proportion  which 
his  services  were  worth,  is  admissible  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  by  him  for  an  assault  and  battery, 
to  show  loss  of  profits,  and  is  not  subject  to  ob- 
jection that  it  is  not  within  the  declaration, 
where  the  declaration  avers  a  hindrance  in  his 
affairs,  and  a  loss  of  profits  which  he  would 
have  derived  from  his  occupation  and  business. 
I6W. 

And  the  evidence  as  to  the  value  of  the  serv- 
ices cannot  be  confined  to  the  locality  of  the  in- 
Jury  where  the  actor's  business  was  generally 
not  local.     Jhid, 

And  evidence  of  the  value  of  the  Joint  serv- 
ices of  a  husband  and  wife,  offered  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  the  husband's  loss  of  profits 
caused  by  the  injury,  is  not  objectionable, 
where  they  were  accustomed  to  engage  Jointly; 
and  the  court  confined  the  right  of  recovery  to 
the  husband's  share  of  the  earnings.     Ibid. 

And  the  master  of  a  vessel  may  maintain  an 
action  against  the  master  of  another  vessel,  who 
purposely  prevents  negroes  from  trading  with 
the  former  vessel  by  firing  a  cannon  at  them : 
and  the  right  of  action  is  not  affected  by  the 
fact  that  the  plaintiff  had  failed  to  pay  the 
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duty  for  his  license  to  trade.  Tarleton  v. 
M'Gawley,  Peake  N.  P.  Cas.  pt.  1,  p.  205. 

So,  a  declaration  In  an  action  for  slander  in 
imputing  Incontinence  to  the  defendant,  stating 
that  he  was  employed  to  preach  to  a  destgnafiE^d 
congregation  at  a  certain  licensed  chapel,  and 
that  be  derived  considerable  profit  from  his 
preaching,  and  that  by  reason  of  the  scandal  per- 
sons frequenting  the  chapel  had  refused  to  per- 
mit him  to  preach  there,  and  had  discontinued 
giving  him  the  profits  which  they  usually  had 
and  otherwise  would  have  given,  is  suflScieDC 
without  naming  such  persons  or  stating  by  what 
authority  fhey  excluded  him,  or  that  he  was  a 
preacher  duly  qualified  according  to  law. 
Hartley  v.  Herring,  8  T.  R.  130. 

But  a  director  of  musical  performances,  who 
had  engaged  a  performer,  which  performer  was 
prevented  from  performing  by  a  scandalous  libel 
concerning  her,  from  an  apprehension  of  t>eiDg 
hissed  and  ill  treated,  is  not  entitled  to  recover 
against  the  libellant  for  the  loss  of  profits  of 
her  performance.  Ashley  v.  Harrison,  1  Eep. 
48,  Peake  N.  P.  Cas.  pt.  1,  p.  194. 

And  a  box  keeper  of  a  theater  in  which  a  per- 
former declined  to  sing  on  account  of  a  scandal- 
ous libel  published  concerning  her,  Is  not  a  com- 
petent witness  in  an  action  for  damages  from 
the  libel,  as  to  whether,  in  consequence  of  her 
declining  to  sing,  several  persons  had  given  up 
their  boxes ;  but  he  may  testify  as  to  whether 
the  receipts  of  the  house  had  diminished  from 
the  time  she  thus  declined,  where  it  is  alleged 
in  the  declaration  that  in  consequence  of  her 
refusal  to  perform  the  plaintiff  had  lost  the 
profits  of  several  performances.     Ibid. 

So,  a  bond  given  for  the  Jail  limits  on  an  ar- 
rest under  execution,  and  testimony  tending  to 
show  the  nature  of  the  execution  debtor's  busi- 
ness, and  that  it  required  him  to  go  out  of  the 
county,  and  that  he  had  been  applied  to  to  go 
out  on  such  business,  are  not  admissible  In  an 
action  for  false  imprisonment  under  the  execu- 
tion and  bond,  though  the  declaration  sufficient- 
ly alleges  special  damages,  where  the  writ  nud 
ball  bond  were  void,  and  could  impose  no  obli- 
gation upon  him  to  remain  within  the  county. 
Fuller  V.  Bowker,  11  Mich.  204. 

V.  Trespass  against  property. 

a.  The  general  rule. 

As  In  other  tort  cases,  remote,  speculative,  or 
uncertain  profits  lost  are  neither  an  element  of 
damages  nor  evidence  of  damages  in  an  action 
for  trespass  against  property.  But  where  the 
profits  were  certain,  and  their  loss  resulted  di- 
rectly  from   the  trespass   complained   of,    they 


1900. 


HoRRBs  Y.  Bkrkelet  Chbmical  Co. 


43 


Bat  a  reference  to  that  part  of  the  case  cited 
as  authority  will  show  that  such  remark 
was  a  pure  dictum,  and  also  that  the  case 
of  South  Carolina  Terminal  Co.  v.  South 
Carolina  d  G.  R.  Co,  52  S.  C.  1,  29  S.  E.  565, 
does  not  sustain  such  contention  of  plaintiff. 
If  the  two  cases  cited  by  respondent  as  au- 
thority for  the  position  of  respondent  which 
we  are  now  considering  contained  any  such 
holding,  we  wouM  unhesitatingly  condemn 
any  such  utterance.  It  cannot  be  good  law 
that,  after  a  party  has  excepted  to  the  rul- 
ing of  the  presiding  judge  admitting  incom- 
petent testimony  (which  ruling  is  the  law  of 
the  ca«e  on  that  trial  in  the  circuit  court), 
the  except er  is  prevented  from  cross-examin- 
ing plaintiff*s  witness  on  the  matter  ex- 
^-epted  to,  or  in  oiTering  testimony  in  his  own 
interest  on  the  same  line.  The  circuit  judge 
not  only  admitted  the  testimony  excepted  to 
by  the  defendant^  in  his  charge  to  the  jury, 


but  he  sustained  the  competency  of  such  tes- 
timony as  fixing  the  true  mode  by  which  dam- 
ages for  injuries  to  immature  or  growing 
crops  should  be  ascertained,  and  refused  to 
charge  the  jury  that  the  mode  by  which  dam- 
ages for  injuries  to  immature  or  growing 
crops  should  be  ascertained  by  a  jury  was 
by  testimony  showing  what  was  the  rental 
value  of  the  land  planted  in  the  crops  al- 
leged to  have  been  injured  by  the  defendant ; 
also,  what  was  the  cost  of  the  seeds  planted 
in  such  land ;  also,  what  was  the  cost  of  the 
manure  and  fertilizers  employed  to  enrich 
such  land;  and  also  the  cost  of  the  labor  em- 
ployed in  the  cultivation  of  such  crops.  We 
have  already  found  this  to  be  error  in  the 
circuit  judge. 

It  is  the  judgment  of  this  court  that  the 
judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  he  reversed, 
and  that  the  action  be  remanded  to  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  for  a  new  trial. 


oiB  J  be  considered  either  as  an  element  or  crite- 
rioa  of  damages  where  the  damajres  are  suscep- 
ribic  of  estimation,  or  as  an  Item  of  evidence 
for  the  consideration  of  the  jury  in  determin- 
ing the  extent  of  the  injury,  where  they  are 
not  susceptible  of  definite  computation. 

And  where  a  trespass  breaks  up  or  destroys 
a  business,  and  deprives  the  owner  of  the  bene- 
fit and  profits  of  it,  such  loss  of  profits  consti- 
tntes  a  direct  damage,  which  will  sustain  a  re- 
covery. 

b.  Profits  lost  as  an  eUment  of  damages. 

Where  a  loss  of  profits  was  the  proximate  and 
certain  result  of  a  trespass,  and  sufficient  data 
and  elements  certainly  exist  from  which  sub- 
stantial compensation  may  be  readily  estimated, 
such  profits  may  be  taken  as  a  criterion  of  dam- 
ages. 

And  the  rule  that  the  loss  of  profits  ought 
not  to  be  allowed  when  they  could  not  have  been 
within  the  contemplation  of  the  defendant  is 
confined  strictly  to  cases  of  contract,  and  it  is 
wholly  Immaterial  whether  a  trespasser  actual- 
ly contemplated  the  particular  damafce  caused, 
or  any  other  species  of  damage.  Allison  t. 
Chandler,  11  Mich.  542. 

Thus,  a  stoppage  of  mills  supplied  by  a  mill- 
dam  with  water  power,  by  reason  of  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  mllldam.  fails  within  the  description 
of  damages  naturally  and  necessarily  resulting 
from  the  act.  Bpigelmoyer  v.  Walter,  3  Watts 
4  S.  b^f). 

So,  a  lessee  of  the  right  to  cut  and  remove 
and  appropriate  tlmt>er  from  lands,  who  is  de- 
prived of  such  right  by  the  act  of  another  by 
making  threats  of  prosecution,  which  Induced 
his  servants  to  leave  his  employ  and  dissuaded 
others  from  entering  his  service,  Is  entitled  to 
re-cover  of  the  party  making  the  threats  what 
the  timber  would  have  been  worth  when  re- 
moved, less  the  expense  of  removing  it.  Crane 
v.  Patton.  57  Ark.  340,  21  8.  W.  466. 

And  one  from  whom  a  quantity  of  logs  are 
taken  by  a  trespasser  is  entitled  to  recover 
in  an  action  for  the  trespass,  not  only  the  value 
of  the  logs,  but  the  profits  he  would  have  made 
by  sawing  the  timber  and  by  Its  appreciation  In 
pi-ice,  as  in  case  of  nonallowance  of  the  profits 
the  trespasser  would  be  the  gainer  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  person  injured.  Ducknam  v.  Nash. 
12  Me.  474. 

^at  where  parties  by  mistake  cut  timber  up- 
-on  the  lands  of  another,  and  at  their  own  ex- 
pense transport  it  to  a  distant  market  at  a 
large  expense  and  sell  It,  the  owner  cannot  re- 
cover, in  an  action  of  trover,  the  enhanced  mar- 
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ket  value  at  the  time  and  place  where  it  was 
sold.  But  the  Jury  may  award  as  damages  the 
value  of  the  property  where  it  was  taken,  'to- 
gether with  the  profit  which  might  have  been 
derived  from  ita  value  tn  the  ordinary  market, 
or  they  make  take  the  market  value  at  the 
place  to  which  it  was  sent,  and  deduct  the  sum 
the  persons  converting  it  expended  in  bringing 
it  to  that  market  and  putting  it  In  condition 
for  sale,  though  this  rule  might  not  apply  if 
the  market  value  did  not  cover  the  cost  of  cut- 
ting and  transportation.  Winchester  v.  Craig, 
83  .Mich.  205. 

So,  the  owner  of  a  mllldam  destroyed  In  part 
by  a  trespasser  is  entitled  to  recover  for  the 
consequent  interruption  of  the  use  of  the  mill 
and  the  diminution  of  profits  on  that  account, 
where  they  were  alleged  In  the  declaration  and 
proved  at  the  trial.  White  v.  Moseiey,  8  Pick. 
356. 

And  where  a  party  In  possession  of  a  mtii 
has  hired  a  lar^e  numl>er  of  men  to  work  it, 
and  has  on  hand  a  large  number  of  logs  which 
he  is  entitled  to  saw,  and  in  sawing  which  he 
can  earn  a  certain  sum  each  day  over  and  above 
all  expenses,  and  a  trespasser  for  the  very  pur- 
pobe  of  stopping  the  mill  takes  away  a  por- 
tion of  the  machinery  not  of  great  value,  but  of 
Huch  a  nature  that  the  mill  must  stop  without 
it,  the  court  will  not  confine  the  damages  to  the 
value  of  the  property  taken,  or  to  the  cost  of 
restoring  it,  leaving  the  Injured  party  to  pay 
his  men  and  lose  their  time,  and  the  use  of 
the  mill  during  the  time  it  necessarily  lay  idle 
by  reason  of  the  trespass.  Jolly  v.  Single,  16 
Wis.  281. 

So  where,  by  reason  of  a  landlord's  trespass, 
a  tenant  is  deprived  for  the  remainder  of  his 
term  of  the  premises  leased  by  him,  his  recov- 
ery of  damages  is  not  limited  to  the  sum  the 
term  might  be  worth  to  others,  or  the  difference 
between  the  rent  he  was  paying  and  the  fair 
rental  value  of  the  premises,  if  they  were  of 
much  the  greater  and  of  peculiar  value  to  him 
on  account  of  the  business  he  had  established 
there  and  the  resort  of  customers  to  that  par- 
ticular place,  or  the  good  will  of  the  place,  in 
his  trade  or  business ;  and  if  he  is  obliged  there- 
by to  remove  to  another  place  of  business,  he  is 
entitled  to  show,  in  an  action  for  the  tres- 
pass, that  his  business  fell  off  in  consequence, 
and  the  extent  of  such  falling  oCF.  Allison  ▼. 
Chandler,  11  Mich.  542. 

And  a  recovery  may  be  had  by  a  person  en- 
jra^ed  In  keeping  a  boarding  house,  for  a  tres- 
paris  by  one  who  wrongfully  entered  her  house 
nnd  removed  her  furniture  and  sold  It,  on  ac- 
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count  of  the  Inconvenience  which  she  aaffered 
in  her  business  for  want  of  her  furniture,  both 
by  reason  of  her  haying  boarders  in  her  house 
who  left,  and  through  her  being  obliged  to  turn 
away  applicants  for  board  before  she  could 
with  proper  diligence  refurnish  her  house,  by 
which  she  lost  much  of  the  benefits  of  the  sum- 
ever  season.     Luse  y.  Jones,  39  N.  J.  L.  707. 

Likewise,  contractors  engaged  in  erecting  a 
building,  who  go  upon  the  adjoining  lot  by  per- 
mission to  shore  up  a  building  thereon,  and  who 
in  doing  so  go  beyond  the  permission  granted  and 
trespass  upon  the  adjoining  premises,  are  liable 
to  the  occupant  thereof  for  damages  sustained 
by  their  consequent  inability  to  carry  out  defi- 
nite contracts,  and  consequent  loss  of  profits 
under  the  same  caused  by  such  wrongful  act. 
Capel  V.  Lyons,  46  N.  Y.  S.  R.  298,  20  N.  Y. 
Supp.  49,  8  Misc.  73,  22  N.  Y.  Supp.  378. 

And  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  trespass 
against  a  railroad  company  in  running  cars 
against  his  wagon  and  Injuring  it  is  entitled  to 
recover,  not  only  for  the  damages  done  to  the 
wagon  and  for  the  loss,  of  the  use  of  the  wagon 
until  by  proper  diligence  it  could  be  repaired, 
but  also  for  the  loss  of  the  trip  he  was  about 
to  make,  where  there  is  no  difllculty  In  estimat- 
ing readily  and  with  precision  what  he  would 
have  made  by  the  trip.  Shelbyyille  Lateral 
Branch  R.  Co.  y.  Lewark,  4  Ind.  471. 

And  when  by  a  tresimss  water  Is  let  down 
into  a  mine  so  that  it  is  drowned  out,  and 
operations  are  caused  to  be  suspended^  and  the 
miners  are  driven  from  their  work,  since  the 
amount  of  coal  produced  by  a  miner's  labor  is 
easily  computed  the  loss  on  such  labor  suffered 
by  his  employer  is  not  speculative  but  real, 
and  is  Just  the  difference  between  the  cost  of 
his  labor  and  the  actual  price  of  the  coal  on 
that  day  at  the  mine,  and  such  damages  may 
be  recovered  of  the  trespasser  causing  the  in- 
Jury,  though  merely  speculative  profits  would 
not  be  allowed.     Douty  v.  Bird,  60  Pa.  48. 

In  the  above  case  McKnIght  v.  Ratcliff,  44  Pa. 
156,  infra,  YI.  c,  1,  was  distinguished  upon  the 
ground  that  in  that  case  the  Jury  were  told 
that  if  the  mines  were  rendered  entirely  useless 
the  profit  that  might  have  been  made  on  the 
coal  would  be  a  fair  basis  in  estimating  the  dam- 
ages, which  was  held  to  be  entirely  too  vague 
and  diflicuit  of  computation. 

So,  in  Strasburger  v.  Barber,  88  Md.  103,  It 
was  held  that  an  instruction  in  an  action  of 
trespass  tor  wrongfully  seizing  goods  consisting 
of  the  owner's  stock  in  trade,  for  the  debt  of 
another,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  re- 
cover in  damages  for  such  injury  as  she  sus- 
tained because  of  the  taking  of  her  goods,  and 
for  the  breaking  up  of  her  business,  and  an- 
other instruction  that  if  the  goods  were  restored 
to  her  the  proper  measure  of  damages  is  not 
the  value  of  the  goods  seized,  but  only  such  dam- 
ages, If  any,  as  she  may  have  sustained  by  rea- 
son of  the  taking  and  detention  thereof,  and  the 
Injurious  consequences,  If  any,  from  the  date 
of  the  seizure  until  restitution,  are  not  incon- 
sistent ;  and  an  Instruction  requesting  that,  In 
e<«timatlng  the  damages,  the  Jury  should  not  al- 
low any  more  for  or  on  account  of  any  supposed 
loss  of  profits  arising  from  the  sale  of  the 
goods  taken,  was  rejected ;  but  the  propriety 
of  the  rejection  was  not  questioned  on  appeal. 

A  recovery  cannot  be  had,  however,  in  an 
action  for  trespass  for  profits  lost  which  are 
merely  probable  and  speculative.  Illinois  &  St. 
L.  R.  &  Coal  Co.  V.  Decker,  3  111.  App.  135; 
Branntn  v.  Johnson,  19  Me.  301 ;  Peshine  v. 
Shepperson,  17  Gratt.  472,  94  Am.  Dec.  468. 

Thus,  an  unlawful  interference  with  the  mo- 
tive power  of  a  mill  used  for  the  manufacture 
of  silk,  whereby  the  power  was  suspended  and 
the  milling  company  was  unable  to  manufacture 
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as  many  goods  as  It  otherwise  would  have  done, 
thus  affecting  a  third  party  who  had  contracted 
to  provide  raw  material  for  the  mill  and  to  take 
all  articles  which  could  be  manufactured,  is  too 
remote  and  indirect  to  warrant  a  recovery  in 
trespass  by  the  party  thus  injured  against  the 
party  unlawfully  interfering  with  the  mill 
power.     Dale  v.  Grant,  34  N.  J.  L.  142. 

And  the  jury,  In  an  action  for  trespass  by 
which  a  lease  Is  terminated,  should  not  be  In- 
structed that  they  can  take  into  consideration 
such  profits  as  the  lessee  would  have  realized 
from  the  business  carried  on  upon  the  leased 
premises,  had  he  been  permitted  to  carry  it  on 
to  the  extent  of  his  lease.  The  profits,  to  be 
recoverable,  must  not  rest  merely  In  conjecture 
and  probability ;  there  must  be  some  reasonable 
standard  for  their  ascertainment.  Illinois  &  St. 
L.  R.  &  Coal  Co.  v.  Decker,  3  111.  App.  135. 

So,  while  the  plaintiff  In  an  action  for  tres- 
pass to  recover  damages  for  the  entry  on  a  cer- 
tain coal  yard  leased,  and  appropriating  the 
same  for  railroad  purposes,  may  prove  the  value 
of  the  leasehold  interest  over  the  rent  received, 
he  cannot  prove  that  If  he  had  staid  there  a  des- 
ignated time  he  would  have  made  a  specified 
amount.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Eby,  107  Pa. 
166. 

And  one  who  is  deprived  of  the  use  of  a 
field  by  the  act  of  another  in  forcibly  taking 
possession  of  it  is  entitled  to  recover,  If  at  all, 
to  the  extent  to  which  his  leasehold  was  less- 
ened in  value  by  the  trespass ;  and  he  cannot 
show  his  Intention  to  plant  the  field  with  to- 
bacco, and  claim  for  damages  what  he  might 
have  made  out  of  the  crop.  Irwin  v.  Nolde» 
104  Pa.  205.  30  Atl.  246. 

And  In  Uowser  v.  Melcher,  40  Mich.  185,  it 
was  said  that  there  is  room  for  question  wheth- 
er or  not  the  Michigan  statute  (Comp.  Laws,  | 
6717),  giving  treble  damages  for  injuries  aris- 
ing from  forcible  entry  and  detainer,  covers 
loss  of  profits  from  goods  which  the  Injured 
party  was  prevented  from  exposing  for  sale  on 
the  premises,  the  possession  of  which  the  other 
party  failed  to  surrender  to  him  In  accordance 
with  his  contract. 

So,  the  measure  of  damages  sustained  by  a 
lotowner,  who  is  prevented  from  completing  a 
building  on  the  lot  for  some  time  by  the  fact 
that  a  wall  upon  an  adjolntng  lot  careened  and 
overhung  his  lot,  of  which  fact  the  owner  of 
the  adjoining  lot  had  notice,  is  the  fair  net 
rental  value  of  his  lot  and  building  for  the 
time  he  was  deprived  thereof,  and  not  the  profits 
or  expected  gains  to  be  realized  from  the  use 
of  the  building.  Burruss  v.  Hines,  94  Va.  413» 
26  S.  E.  875. 

And  the  plaintiff  In  an  action  of  trespass  for 
an  injury  by  a  city  to  a  building  occupied  by 
him  as  a  storehouse,  resulting  In  an  interrup- 
tion of  his  business,  may  recover,  not  only 
for  the  damages  done  to  the  building,  but  also 
such  further  sum  as  will  compensate  him  for 
the  loss  of  its  use  while  the  interruption  con- 
tinued ;  and  for  the  purpose  of  showing  sucb 
loss  he  may  prove  the  nature  and  extent  of  his 
business,  the  necessity  of  using  the  building  for 
Its  prosecution,  and  the  value  of  such  use  dur- 
ing the  time  it  was  Interrupted.  But  the  amount 
of  profits  which  might  have  been  realized  by 
the  employment  of  his  personal  service  and  cap- 
ital In  the  prosecution  of  the  business,  usin^ 
the  Injured  building  during  such  Interruption  If 
It  had  not  been  Injured,  cannot  be  recovered  In 
the  absence  of  anything  Justifying  the  recovery 
of  exemplary  damages,  as  in  such  case  the  losi  of 
profits  does  not  furnish  a  proper  measifre  of 
damages.     Cincinnati  v.  Evans,  5  Ohio  St.  594. 

And  trespaRses  committed  by  a  city  upon 
lands  owned  by  an  Individual  and  claimed  by 
the  city  as  a  street  do  not  authorize  the  in- 
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dividual  to  recover  for  prospective  profits  which 
he  might  have  received  from  the  rent  of  a  build- 
In?  thereon,  had  he  been  permitted  to  erect  the 
same,  as  such  damage  is  too  remote.  Bingham 
T.  Walla  Walla,  3  Wash.  Terr.  68.  13  Pac.  408. 

So.  the  damages  suffered  by  the  owner  of  a 
«ri*p  rooted  up,  trodden  down,  and  eaten  by  the 
hogs  of  another  getting  into  his  fields  must  be 
the  natural  and  proximate  consequences  of  the 
act,  and  are  perhaps  the  value  of  the  crops  at 
the  date  of  destruction  so  far  as  they  were 
destroyed,  but  cannot  Include  the  amount  of 
the  crop  the  owner  would  have  made  without 
the  Injury.     Gresham  v.  Taylor.  61  Ala.  505. 

The  calculation  of  damages  based  upon  the 
probable  growth  and  consequent  Increased  value 
of  cattle  In  an  action  for  trespass  in  which  the 
defendant  turned  cattle  upon  the  plaintiff's 
pasture,  so  that  the  pasture  was  so  injured  that 
it  would  not  sustain  the  plaintiff's  cattle,  does 
aot  Involve  the  question  of  profit  or  loss  of  the 
investment  or  business;  and  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  recover  the  difference  between  the 
rmlue  of  the  cattle  as  it  would  have  been  but 
for  the  trespass,  and  the  value  as  reduced  by  the 
tr^fpasB.     Gilbert  v.  Kennedy.  22  Mich.  117. 

And  one  who  is  wrongfully  in  possession  of  a 
ballding,  and  is  doing  business  therein,  is  not 
eniitled  to  recover  damages  of  one  rightfully 
entitled  to  poMsesslon  thereof  who  ousts  him,  for 
the  loss  of  the  prospective  profits  of  the  business 
vhlch  he  might  have  made  had  he  been  per- 
mitted to  continue  the  business  theroln,  though 
such  ouster  was  Irregular.  Mitchell  v.  Woods, 
17  Kan.  26. 

So,  the  owner  of  an  advertising  board  which 
is  wrongfully  torn  down  by  another,  who  could 
at  once  put  It  up  again,  cannot  let  It  remain 
down  and  recover  of  the  wrongdoer  for  future 
profits  to  be  made  from  renting  space  on  the 
board.  Ludlow  v.  Steffen,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1671, 
44  8.  W.  119. 

And  In  Campbell  v.  Woodworth,  26  Barb. 
<(48,  it  was  held  that  the  measure  of  damages 
io  an  action  of  trespass  for  taking  personal 
property  is  the  actual  cash  market  value  of  the 
property  at  the  time  of  the  taking,  to  which  In- 
terest may  generally  be  added :  and  evidence  in 
an  action  therefor  showing  what  the  goods  were 
actually  sold  for  by  the  defendants  at  some  sub- 
sequent time  at  public  auction  is  inadmissible. 

-  c  Pro/Its  lost  as  evidence. 

In  actli>ns  for  trespass,  as  well  as  in  actions 
for  personal  injury,  the  loss  of  profits  conse- 
quent upon  the  wrongful  act  may  be  given  In 
evidence,  even  Though  the  case  is  such  that  ade- 
quate damages  cannot  be  measured  with  certain- 
ty.— not  as  furnishing  an  element  or  measure 
of  damages,  but  as  furnishing  data  to  assist  the 
Jury  in  estimating  the  extent  of  the  Injury. 

llkus,  in  trespass  proof  of  loss  of  profits  Is 
rp^lvable  to  enable  the  jury  to  arrive  at  the 
extent  of  the  loss  which  the  wrongful  act  had 
occasioned.  Capei  v.  Lyons,  3  Misc.  73,  22  N. 
T.  Snpp.  378;  Splgelmoyer  v.  Walter,  8  Watts 
4  S.  540. 

And  If  a  business  Is  entirely  broken  up  by 
•  trespass,  the  amount  of  business  previously 
Aooe  Is  pertinent  upon  the  question  of  the 
uoount  which  might  subsequently  be  done,  and 
ts  admissible  In  evidence  In  an  action  for  the 
trespass :  and  the  rule  Is  the  same  in  the  case 
of  a  partial  Interruption  of  business.  Schile  v. 
Brokhahus,  80  N.  Y.  614. 

The  probable  profits  of  a  business  do  not  fur- 
Bith  the  measure  of  damages  in  an  action  for  a 
trrvpass  resnltlng  In  an  interruption  or  embar- 
nu$ment  of  such  business,,  but  they  mny  be 
pr'jved  to  the  jury  by  general  evidence,  as  may 
ai«o  the  extent  and  character  of  the  business,  as 
52  L.  R.  A. 


affording  the  best  guide  to  the  jury  of  which 
the  nature  of  the  case  admits  for  the  exercise 
of  their  judgment  in  the  assessment  of  damages. 
Peshine  v.  Shepperson,  17  Gratt.  472,  94  Am. 
Dec.  468. 

And  where  a  mercantile  business  is  inter- 
rupted by  the  wrongful  act  of  the  owner  of  the 
premises,  In  entering  to  make  repairs,  the  tenant 
may  show,  in  an  action  for  the  injury,  the 
amount  of  his  monttily  sales  for  a  considerable 
period  before  and  after  the  interruption,  and 
the  usual  percentage  of  net  profits  on  his  sales 
during  such  time.  Goebel  v.  Hough,  26  Minn. 
252,  2  N.  W.  847. 

So  the  keeper  of  a  restaurant  or  refreshment 
saloon,  the  entrance  of  which  is  bricked  up  by 
another  and  the  business  broken  up.  Is  entitled 
to  prove.  In  an  action  therefor,  the  amount  of 
business  done,  and  what  proportion  of  the  re- 
ceipts were  profits,  the  value  of- the  business  be- 
ing a  proper  subject  of  estimate  by  the  jury, 
though  it  may  be  that  a  calculation  of  possible 
or  probable  profits  in  view  of  the  ordinary  un- 
certainties of  business  would  not  be  allow- 
able.    Marquart  v.  La  Farge,  5  Duer,  559. 

And  the  jury,  in  an  action  for  trespass 
brought  by  a  lessee  of  premises,  whose  lease  In- 
cluded the  right  to  use  power  communicated 
from  the  lessor's  engine  to  the  lessee's  machin- 
ery, for  the  act  of  the  lessor  in  cutting  off  such 
power  for  a  number  of  months,  may  consider,  on 
the  question  of  damages,  the  nature  and  extent 
of  his  business  at  the  time  the  power  was  so 
withdrawn,  the  amount  of  business  he  had  done 
during  the  six  months  previous,  together  with 
loss  on  stock,  machinery,  and  buildings,  or  other 
losses  shown  by  the  evidence  which  were  neces- 
sarily sustained  by  the  lessee  by  reason  of  the 
withholding  of  the  power  and  the  interference 
with  his  beneficial  enjoyment  of  his  leasehold 
estate :  and  evidence  to  show  the  extent  of  his 
business  and  the  profits  thereof  during  the  six 
months  previous  is  admissible  to  enable  the 
jury  to  estimate  the  amount  of  damages  sus- 
tained.    Chapman  v.  Kirby,  49  111.  211. 

And  the  jury,  in  an  action  of  trespass  for  the 
recovery  of  lands  upon  which  the  landing  place 
of  a  ferry  is  situated,  may.  In  estimating  the 
rental  value  of  the  landing,  take  Into  account 
the  proceeds  of  the  ferry  after  deducting  the  ex- 
pense of  fitting  up  and  carrying  on  the  same, 
and  making  due  allowance  for  all  risks  and  ex- 
penses.    Averett  v.  Brady,  20  Ga.  523. 

And,  where  mesne  profits  are  sought  to  be 
recovered  if  improvements  erected  upon  the  land 
have  Increased  the  profits  thereof,  the  jury  may 
take  into  consideration  the  improvements,  and 
may  diminish  the  profits  by  them,  but  not  below 
tho  value  without  the  improvements.     Ibid. 

So,  the  testimony  of  farmers,  grazers,  and 
drovers  having  experience  and  knowledge  of  cat- 
tle, as  to  the  probable  Increase  of  weight  of 
cattle  when  properly  pastured,  is  admissible  In 
an  action  for  trespass,  by  the  defendant  in  turn- 
ing his  cattle  upon  plaintiff's  pasture,  thus  over- 
feeding it  and  rendering  It  Insufficient  to  sus- 
tain the  plaintiff's  cattle,  to  show  the  amount  of 
injury  done.     Gilbert  v.  Kennedy,  22  Mich.  117. 

To  be  admissible,  however,  in  the  absence  of 
a  standard  for  adequate  measurement,  such  evi- 
dence must  tend  to  show  the  damages  claimed, 
and  their  amount. 

Thus,  evidence  as  to  the  profits  of  a  saloon 
business  for  one  month  cannot  be  taken  In  an 
action  for  trespass  by  which  the  saloon  busi- 
ness carried  on  under  a  lease  for  twelve  months 
was  broken  up  for  the  remaining  eleven  months, 
as  a  sufllclent  basis  for  the  calculation  of  the 
profits  of  the  business  for  the  eleven  succeed- 
ing months  to  warrant  their  allowance  as  dam- 
ages for  the  trespass.  Illinois  &  St.  L.  R.  A 
Coal  Co.  V.  Decker,  3  111.  App.  135. 
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In  the  above  case  Cbapman  t.  KIrby,  40  III. 
211,  supra,  was  distinguished  upon  the  ground 
that  in  that  case  the  persons  injured  had  carried 
on  their  trade  and  business  over  three  years, 
which  was  ample  time  to  establish  a  course  of 
business,  furnishing  a  reasonably  certain  measure 
of  profits  by  the  month  or  by  the  year. 

So,  evidence  of  the  possible  profits  which  the 
plaintlCTs  could  have  made  from  the  use  of  a  des- 
ignated number  of  cows,  and  from  fattening 
hogs,  is  not  admissible  In  an  action  for  damages 
for  tearing  down  a  fence  Inclosing  a  dairy  farm, 
by  reason  of  which  the  cattle  of  other  people 
came  In  and  destroyed  the  grass,  and  broke  up 
the  dairy  business.  Giaccomini  v.  Bulkeley,  51 
Cal.  261. 

VI.  Negligence. 

a.  Scope  and  general  rules. 

This  subdivision  of  this  note  is  limited  to 
loss  of  profits  as  affecting  damages  for  negli- 
gence affecting  property.  The  question  as  to 
negligence  resulting  in  personal  injury  is  treated 
supra,  III.  But  negligence  by  the  doing  of 
acts  in  violation  of  legal  duty  owed  to  others 
is  here  included,  as  weii  as  negligence  by  failure 
to  perform,  or  the  Improper  performance  of, 
legal  duties. 

The  general  rule  of  nonliability  for  profits 
which  were  contingent  or  uncertain,  or  the  loss 
of  which  was  the  remote  and  not  proximate  re- 
suit  of  the  injury,  but  that  certain  profits  which 
are  the  proximate  result  of  the  wrong  may  be 
considered  in  the  estimation  of  damages,  applies 
to  negligence  as  well  as  to  other  torts.  And 
the  general  rule  as  to  the  use  of  evidence  of 
profits  to  assist  the  Jury  In  making  the  assess- 
ment where  the  damages  are  not  susceptible  of 
ready  estimation  also  applies. 

b.  Failure  to  perform  and  improper  performance 

of  legal  duties. 

Whether  or  not  loss  of  profits  Is  recoverable 
for  failure  to  perform  or  improper  performance 
of  legal  duties  depends  upon  whether  the  loss 
was  proximate  or  remote,  and  whether  the  prof- 
its were  certain  or  uncertain,  and  this  depends 
upon  the  facts  of  the  particular  case  In  hand. 

Thus,  loss  of  the  profits  of  a  business  which 
Is  the  proximate  consequence  of  the  negligence 
of  another  may  be  allowed  in  estimating  the 
damages.  Albert  v.  Bleecker  Street  &  C.  B.  Co. 
2  Daly,  389. 

And  one  who  negligently  causes  a  fire  by 
which  a  business  Is  destroyed  is  liable  for  loss 
of  the  profits  thereof  during  the  reasonable  time 
necessary  to  re-establish  the  business.  Hlne  ▼. 
CuKhing,  53  Hun,  519,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  850. 

So,  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  against  a  rail- 
road company  for  damages  caused  by  permitting 
fire  to  escape  from  an  engine,  whereby  his  busi- 
ness was  broken  up  and  destroyed,  Is  entitled 
to  recover  under  Okla.  Stat.  1893,  chap.  37,  pro- 
viding that  any  railroad  company  operating  any 
line  in  the  territory  shall  be  liable  for  all  dam- 
ages sustained  by  fire  originating  from  operat- 
ing their  road,  for  the  anticipated  profits  of  his 
business  during  the  time  required  to  reconstruct 
the  premises.  Choctaw,  O.  &  O.  B.  Co.  y.  Alex- 
ander, 7  Okla.  579,  52  Pac.  944. 

But  a  landowner  who  negligently  sets  a  fire 
on  his  own  land  by  which  a  quantity  of  wood 
on  adjoining  lands  Is  destroyed  is  not  liable  to 
one  who  was  cutting  the  wood  under  a  contract 
to  cut  and  carry  It  away  at  a  fixed  price  per 
cord,  In  pursuance  of  which  a  large  quantity 
had  been  cut  and  corded,  for  the  profits  which 
might  have  been  realised  from  cutting  the  re- 
mainder of  the  standing  wood,  as  such  an  in- 
terest is  too  remote  and  contingent  to  be  the 
52  L.  R.  A. 


subject  of  damages.     Barnard  v.  Poor,  21  Pick. 
378. 

So,  an  expressman  whose  horse  was  fatally 

injured  in  a  collision  with  a  street  car  through 

the  negligence  of  the  driver  of  the  car,  where- 

;  by  his  business  as  an  expressman  was  wholly 

I  suspended,   Is  .entitled   to    a    reasonable    time 

;  within  which  to  select  another  horse,  and  the 

j  profits  lost  by  him  during  that  time  are  atiow- 

I  able  as  damages.  Albert  Y.  Bleecker  Street  &  C. 

K.  Co.  2  Daly,  389. 

And  evidence  of  what  the  owner  of  a  horse 
would  probably  have  received  from  his  use  dur- 
ing the  succeeding  season  Is  proper  for  the 
consideration  of  the  Jury  In  an  action  for  neg- 
ligence and  false  representations,  whereby  dis- 
temper was  communicated  to  the  horse  and  his 
use  lost,  not  as  furnishing  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages, but  to  aid  In  forming  an  estimate  of  the 
damages  suffered.     Fultz  v.  Wycoff.  25  Ind.  321. 

And  where  one's  horse,  harness,  and  carriage 
were  injured  by  the  negligence  of  another,  so 
that  the  owner  could  not  use  them  for  some 
time,  the  lessened  market  value  of  the  horse  in 
consequence  thereof  Is  the  proximate  and  legiti- 
mate element  of  damages.  But  the  owner  can- 
not recover  for  what  he  might  have  earned  by 
the  use  of  such  property  during  the  time  he 
was  thereby  deprived  thereof.  Fritts  v.  New^ 
York  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.  62  Conn.  503,  20  Atl.  347. 

So,  the  damages  recoverable  for  negligence 
by  which  a  toll  bridge  Is  carried  away  Is  the 
value  of  the  bridge  destroyed  and  the  loss  of  the 
tolls  during  the  time  reasonably  necessary  to  re- 
build it.  Se wall's  Falls  Bridge  v.  Flsk,  23  N.  U. 
171. 

And  the  owner  of  a  boat  Injured  by  striking^ 
against  one  of  the  piers  of  a  bridge  In  passln^^ 
through  the  draw  of  the  bridge  Is  entitled  to 
recover,  if  at  all,  not  only  for  the  actual  ex- 
penses of  repairing  the  Injury  sustained  by  his 
boat,  but  also  for  the  profits  his  boat  would 
have  made  during  the  time  necessarily  lost,  in 
repairing  It.  Jolly  v.  Terre  Haute  Draw  Bridge 
Co.  6  McLean,  238,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,441. 

And  an  Injury  to  a  vessel  attached  to  a  wharf« 
occasioned  by  a  much  larger  vessel  being  fas- 
tened outside  of  her  to  the  same  wharf,  which 
settled  and  careened  against  her  and  crushecl 
her  timbers  when  the  tide  fell,  and  caused  her  to 
sink,  authorizes  a  recovery  for  wharfage  charges 
while  being  repaired,  and  for  the  time  of  one 
of  her  owners  and  her  crew  while  she  was  being 
raised  and  cleared  out,  and  for  the  loss  of  prof- 
Its  to  the  vessel  while  sunk  and  during  repairs. 
Vantlne  v.  The  Lake,  2  Wall.  Jr.  52,  Fed.  Cas, 
No.  16,878. 

But  the  measure  of  damages  In  an  action 
against  a  shipowner  for  running  his  vessel  upon 
and  partially  destroying  a  fishing  net  Is  the 
-cost  of  repairing  the  net  and  the  value  of  the 
labor  required  to  reset  It,  together  with  the 
value  of  Its  use  during  the  time  It  Is  necessa- 
rily Idle:  and  prospective  profits  which  might 
liaye  been  realized  from  a  continued  use  of  |;he 
net  cannot  be  allowed.  Wright  v.  Mulvafley,  78 
Wis.  89,  9  L.  R.  A.  807,  46  N.  W.  1045. 

And  where  goods  are  destroyed  or  materially 
Injured  on  board  a  vessel  in  the  port  where  they 
are  shipped,  by  the  carelessness  or  unskll fulness 
of  the  master  of  the  vessel,  the  damages  are 
to  be  ascertained  by  the  difference  between  the 
prior  cost  and  charges  and  the  sales  at  the  port 
of  shipment,  and  not  by  the  probable  profits 
which  would  have  been  made  If  the  goods  had 
gone  safe  to  the  port  of  destination.  Dusar  v. 
Mirrgatroyd,  1  Wash.  C.  C.  13,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
4,199. 

So,  a  person  engaged  In  getting  out  logs  to  be 
exit  Into  lumber,  who  while  running  his  logs 
down  a  river  breaks  the  boom  of  another  per- 
son who  Is  engaged  In  a  like  business,  so  that 
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the  Iatter*8  logs  are  driven  down  the  river  a  long 
distance  and  are  aftei-wards  lost,  is  liable  for 
tl)«  wrong  thus  done ;  and  where  no  other  logs 
cr>uld  be  parchHsed  at  the  time  and  place  to  re- 
place them,  the  loss  of  profits  which  the  owner 
voald  have  made  on  the  logs  lost,  will  be  deemed 
to  be  the  direct  and  natural  and  necessary  con- 
sequence of  tlie  injury,  and  to  have  been  in  the 
mind  of  the  person  causing  the  Injury  at  the 
Time,  and  is  therefore  recoverable.  Auger  v. 
Cook,  30  U.  C.  Q.  B.  537. 

And  a  millowner  having  a  quantity  of  logs 
is  a  river  above  a  neighboring  mill,  who  is 
prevented  by  the  owner  of  the  neighboring  mill 
and  by  his  dam  from  getting  his  logs  down  to  his 
mill  in  seafson  to  supply  its  operations,  is  en- 
titled to  recover,  not  only  for  the  enforced  idle- 
ness of  his  mill  during  the  delay,  but  also  for 
its  enforced  idleness  during  later  months  by 
nenBon  of  the  detention  of  the  logs  in  the  pre- 
vious month,  due  to  the  fact  that  in  later 
months  the  absence  of  water  did  not  permit 
f:oatage.  Ilichards  v.  Johnston,  46  Mich.  297, 
9  N.  W.  423. 

And  wbere  an  established  business  of  a  per- 
Sinnent  character,  as  a  mill  for  the  manufacture 
of  oieal,  hominy,  and  the  like,  is  interrupted  by 
ao  overflow  caused  by  the  negligence  of  another, 
ajid  the  machinery  Is  so  injured  that  a  cessa- 
tion of  business  is  necessary  to  make  repairs, 
the  net  earnings  of  the  present  and  the  past 
are  competent  to  be  considered  by  the  Jury  In 
escimatins  the  damages  suflTered  from  such  ces- 
sation. Terre  Haute  v.  Hudnut,  112  Ind.  542, 
U  N.  £.  C86. 

Bat  a  tenant  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of 
mustard  In  premises,  the  owner  of  which  oc- 
cTipied  the  portion  above  him  in  the  manufacture 
of  ombrella  frames,  whose  mustard  mills  were 
iBjured  by  oil  impregnated  with  iron  filings 
vhich  leaked  from  the  premises  above  through 
tlie  negligence  of  the  owner,  cannot  prove,  In 
ao  action  for  the  injury,  that  he  had  a  large 
camber  of  customers  from  whom  he  realized 
t  large  profit  per  month,  who  were*  subsequently 
Lost  to  him,  by  reason  of  such  negligence,  where 
the  complaint  did  not  allege  the  names  of  such 
customers  or  contain  an  averment  of  loss  of  cus- 
tomers as  an  Item  of  special  damage.  Stapen- 
horst  ▼.  American  Mfg.  Co.  15  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S. 
3^5. 

And  a  tenant  occupying  a  building  under  a 
l^te  for  the  purpose  of  a  mill  for  grinding 
buckwheat,  ^ho  is  injured  by  the  act  of  the  own- 
er in  erecting  another  story  upon  the  top  of 
tlHr  building,  during  the  course  of  which  holes 
Here  driven  through  the  roof,  through  which 
dost,  debris,  and  rain  passed,  seriously  Injur- 
iag  the  buds  wheat  and  machinery  and  interfer- 
ing «ith  the  conduct  of  the  business,  cannot 
recover  for  the  loss  of  profits  where  the  only 
evidence  In  the  case  bearing  upon  that  Item  of 
toss  was  the  testimony  of  the  plalntlfiT  that  if 
The  power  was  right  he  could  grind  a  designated 
ocmber  of  bushels  a  day,  and  that  his  profit  on 
The  prodvct  was  a  designated  amount  per  bushel. 
Wolff  ▼.  Hyass,  11  Misc.  561,  32  N.  Y.  Supp. 

7&M. 

r*ut  a  lessee  for  a  term  of  years  of  a  house 
t!}d  lot  in  which  he  conducted  a  restaurant  and 
P*il>lic  bar  uiay  recover,  In  an  action  against 
*  the  owner  of  adjoining  premises  who  made  Im- 
provi^ments  and  excavations  thereon  in  a  negll- 
SHit  and  unskilful  manner,  causing  injuries  to 
the  plaintifTs  premises  resulting  In  the  break- 
ing up  of  his  business,  for  the  loss  of  profits 
trislng  therefrom,  to  be  ascertained  by  the  Jury 
from  the  evidence ;  and  evidence  as  to  the  usual 
profits  of  the  businen  prior  to  the  injury  Is  ad- 
missible in  an  action  therefor  to  enable  the 
Jury  to  form  an  estimate  of  the  damages.  Shafer 
T.  Wilson,  44  Md.  268. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


So,  neglect  of  and  Injury  to  a  party  wall, 
whereby  It  becomes  broken,  does  not  warrant 
a  recovery  by  the  party  injured  for  the  loss  of 
profits  he  would  have  made  If  not  interfered 
with  ;  and  evidence  as  to  the  damage  done  to  his 
business  thereby  is  Inadmissible  In  an  action 
for  the  Injui-y.     Ward  v.  McGrath,  1  Phlla.  88. 

And  the  neglect  upon  the  part  of  the  owner 
or  person  in  charge  of  a  hall  designed  as  a  place 
of  entertainment,  to  make  the  necessary  provi- 
sions for  warming  the  building,  does  not  author- 
ize a  recovery  upon  the  part  of  a  lessee  thereof, 
upon  the  theory  that  one  of  the  performers  took 
cold  and  became  hoarse,  which  prevented  him 
from  performing,  and  that  his  sickness  con- 
tinued for  four  weeks,  in  consequence  of  which 
the  lessee  sustained  loss  of  gains  and  profits 
expected  from  the  performance.  New  York 
Academy  of  Music  v.  Hackett,  2  Hilt.  234. 

But  the  damages  suffered  by  a  lower  mine  own- 
er from  the  negligent  acts  of  an  upper  mine 
owner  in  permitting  water  to  flow  from 
his  mine  through  a  connection  between  the 
two,  so  as  to  prevent  the  lower  owner  from 
working  his  mine,  are  measured  by  the  diflTerence 
between  the  cost  of  mining  and  preparing  coal 
for  the  market  and  the  market  price  of  the  coal 
when  prepared  and  ready  for  delivery,  upon 
such  quantity  as  the  lower  mine  owner  satis- 
factorily shows  he  was  provided  with  the  neces- 
sary means  and  facilities  to  mine,  prepare  for 
market,  and  ship  and  sell.  Prevost  v.  Gorrell, 
5  W.  N.  C.  149,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,404. 

So,  an  owner  of  tenant  houses,  who  pays  the 
city  for  laying  a  water  main  In  the  street  in 
front  of  his  houses,  and  for  permits  to  Intro- 
duce the  water  and  water  rents  for  two  years, 
is  entitled  to  recover  against  the  city  the  con- 
sideration paid  for  the  use  of  the  water  and 
the  water  rents,  where  It  negligently  laid  the 
mains  too  near  the  surface  of  the  ground,  so 
that  they  were  frozen,  and  -no  water  was  com- 
municated to  the  houses.  In  consequence  of 
which  the  water  pipes  burst,  and  he  lost  his 
tenants  and  rent.  But  he  cannot  recover  for 
the  loss  of  his  tenants  and  the  rents  of  his 
houses,  or  for  the  amount  of  money  paid  In  re- 
pairs made  necessary  by  the  freezing.  Smith 
V.  Philadelphia,  81  Pa.  38,  22  Am.  Rep.  731. 

And  the  act  of  an  agent  to  whom  part  of  his 
principal's  machinery  was  consigned  to  be  for- 
warded to  the  principal,  in  negligently  detain- 
ing it,  whereby  the  whole  plant  was  kept  Idle, 
authorizes  a  recovery  against  him  of  an  amount 
I  equal  to  the  legal  interest  on  the  capital  in- 
vested, the  hire  of  hands  necessarily  unem- 
ployed during  the  time,  and  the  cost  of  sending 
for  the  missing  machinery,  and  other  damages 
necessarily  resulting  from  his  negligence.  But 
he  cannot  be  held  for  what  might  have  been 
iuade  by  the  machinery  during  the  time  It  was 
idle.  Foard  v.  Atlantic  &  N.  C.  R.  Co.  53  N.  C. 
(8  Jones  L.)   235,  78  Am.  Dec.  277. 

On  this  subject  see  also  Uoekes  v.  Bebkelet 
Chemical  Co. 

c.  Performance  of  acts  in  t-iolation-  of  legal  duty. 

1.  Obstruction  of  highways  and  waterways. 

The  question  in  these  cases  as  in  other  negli- 
gence cases  depending  upon  whether  the  profits 
lost  were  remote,  speculative,  or  uncertain  neces- 
sarily depends  and  turns  upon  the  facts  of 
each  particular  case. 

Thus,  the  Injuries  which  a  factory  and  other 
buildings  sustain  In  consequence  of  an  excava- 
tion unlawfully  made  In  an  adjoining  street, 
whereby  the  business  Is  Interrupted,  warrants 
a  recovery  of  the  profits  thereof,  where  they 
are  proved  with  reasonable  certainty,  as  they 
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are  the  direct  consequences  of  the  Injury.  Lft- 
cour  ▼.  New  York,  3  Duer,  406. 

And  loss  of  profits  Is  the  proper  measure  of 
damages  in  an  action  bVought  by  the  owner  of 
a  refectory  and  lodging  house  against  a  city 
«for  erecting  or  directing  the  erection  upon  and 
about  the  sidewalk  and  street  adjoining  the 
plaintilT's  premises  of  divers  stalls  for  the  sale 
of  meats,  vegetables,  and  other  articles  usually 
■old  at  market,  amounting  to  an  appropriation 
of  the  public  street,  interfering  with  and  Inter* 
rupting  the  due  prosecution  of  the  plalntiflT's 
business,  and  keeping  away  his  patrons,  though 
the  city  was  acting  pursuant  to  law  in  the  re- 
pairing of  the  market.  And  where  he  shows 
the  actual  receipts  of  his  building  for  a  year  or 
more  previous  to  the  obstruction,  and  the  actual 
daily  receipts  during  the  continuance  of  the 
obstruction,  and  the  actual  daily  receipts  for 
some  months  after  the  obstruction  was  removed, 
and  that  the  expenses  were  at  about  the  same 
ratio  to  the  receipts  during  the  whole  period, 
such  proof  furnishes  a  means  of  computing  his 
loss  of  proiits,  and  warrants  a  recovery  there- 
for.     St.  John  v.  New  York,  6  Duer,  315. 

But  the  unlawful  occupation  and  obstruction 
of  a  street  by  the  cars  and  trains  of  a  railroad 
company,  whereby  the  business  of  a  party  en- 
gaged in  buying  wheat  at  a  warehouse  thereon 
for  manufacturing  into  flour  at  his  mill  to 
which  the  wheat  was  shipped,  and  in  selling 
the  product  of  the  mill  at  the  warehouse,  was 
interrupted  for  a  considerable  time,  does  not  an- 
thorize  a  recovery  of  the  profits  of  the  business ; 
and  evidence  In  an  action  therefor  of  the  dim- 
inution of  the  profits  embraces  too  many  ele- 
ments of  uncertainty  to  form  a  basis  for  esti- 
mating the  damages.  Todd  v.  Minneapolis  ft  St. 
L.  R.  Co.  39  Minn.  186,  39  N.  W.  818. 

And  the  gist  of  an  action  brought  by  the 
owner  of  a  lot  with  buildings  thereon,  in  which 
he  carried  on  the  business  of  buying  and  selling 
groceries,  provisions,  and  other  merchandise,  to 
recover  damages  against  a  city  for  alleged  mis- 
conduct in  the  construction  of  a  public  sewer, 
in  negligently  and  unnecessarily  obstructing 
streets  which  furnished  access  to  his  premises, 
is  the  destruction  of  his  business,  the  effect  of 
which  w^ould  be  the  deprivation  of  gain  and 
profits  which  would  have  been  made  If  the  mis- 
conduct of  the  city  had  not  prevented :  and  al- 
legations to  that  effect  are  insufllclent  to  fur- 
nish a  cause  of  action,  the  gains  and  profits  of 
such  a  business  being  necessarily  uncertain,  con- 
tingent, and  speculative,  and  therefore  incapa- 
ble of  proof  as  a  measure  of  damages.  Simmer 
V.  St.  Paul,  23  Minn.  408. 

But  proof  of  the  nature,  amount,  and  profits 
of  a  business  is  admissible  in  an  action  for  dam- 
ages in  obstructing  a  watercourse,  where  the 
declaration  alleges  loss  of  profits.  Taylor  v. 
Dustln,  43  N.  H.  493. 

And  the  owner  of  a  paper  mill  fully  equipped 
and  In  profitable  operation,  from  which  the 
state  wrongfully  withholds  the  water  operating 
it,  is  entitled  to  recover  for  loss  of  profits  from 
su''h  withholding,  where  It  proves  the  number 
of  tons  its  production  was  •reduced,  and  the  prof- 
its It  made  per  ton.  Lakeside  Paper  Co.  v. 
State,  45  App.  Div.  112,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  1081 ; 
Weeks  v.  State,  48  App.  Div.  357,  63  N.  Y. 
Supp.  203. 

And  If  the  loss  of  profits  be  made  the  basis 
of  a  recovery,  the  rental  value  of  the  mil  I' should 
not  be  taken  Into  consideration.  Weeks  v.  State, 
48  App.  Div.  357,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  203. 

And  where  the  owner  of  a  public  house  and 
grounds  has  in  connection  therewith  a  way  to  a 
river  and  a  landing  place  on  the  river,  by 
which  persons  had  access  to  his  house  from  the 
river,  which  landing  is  wrongfully  obstructed 
by  another  by  floating  logs  down  the  river,  the 
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diminution  In  his  business  and  profits  occasioned 
by  the  obstruction  cutting  off  access  to  his  house 
from  the  river  and  preventing  patrons  from 
passing  from  the  river  to  his  house  constitutes 
a  special  and  peculiar  damage  to  him,  for  which 
he  can  maintain  an  action ;  and  evidence  of  the 
diminution  in  the  number  of  visitors  to  his 
house,  and  in  the  receipts  and  profits  from  them 
caused  by  the  obstruction,  is  competent.  F^rench 
y.  Connecticut  River  Lumber  Co.  145  Mass.  261, 
14  N.  E.  113. 

But  testimony  as  to  whether  or  not  a  witness 
in  an  action  for  damages  for  filling  up  a  river 
in  front  of  property  bounding  thereon,  and 
thereby  obstructing  access  to  such  property  by 
water,  would  have  purchased  coal  from  the  own- 
er if  the  obstruction  to  transportation  had  not 
existed,  and  what  profits  thereon  would  have  ac- 
crued to  the  owner,  is  inadmissible,  it  being 
too  contingent  and  speculative  to  be  considered 
by  the  jury  on  the  question  of  damages.  Gar- 
Itee  V.  Baltimore,  53  Md.  422. 

So,  where  a  wanton  waste  and  diversion  of 
water  by  a  landlord  compels  the  tenant,  acting 
with  reasonable  discretion,  to  discontinue  the 
business  of  manufacturing  starch  to  which  the 
lease  restricted  the  tenant,  profit  l>eing  presum- 
ably the  object  of  the  business,  the  loss  of  prof- 
its could  be  reasonably  anticipated  by  l>oth  par- 
ties as  a  damage  likely  to  be  caused  by  such 
waste  and  diversion  of  the  water  as  would  ex- 
tinguish the  business;  and  where  such  loss  is 
alleged  in  the  declaration,  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages would  be  not  less  than  the  difference  be- 
tween the  rental  value  of  the  premises  with,  and 
their  rental  value  without,  the  waste  and  di- 
version, and  proof  of  the  proflts  of  the  business 
done  at  the  mill  Is  admissible  on  the  question 
of  damages.  Crawford  v.  Parsons,  63  N.  H. 
438. 

And  In  Rose  t.  Groves,  12  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S. 
251,  5  Mann,  ft  G.  613,  6  Scott  N.  R.  645.  1 
Dowi.  ft  L.  61,  7  Jur.  951,  a  declaration  stating 
in  substance  .that  the  defendant  wrongfully 
placed  timber  in  a  certain  navigable  river, 
whereby  the  rightful  access  to  the  plaintiff's 
public  house  wss  obstructed,  and  divers  persons 
who  would  otherwise  have  come  to  the  plaintiff's 
house  and  taken  refreshments  there  were  pre- 
vented from  so  doing,  was  upheld ;  but  the  ques- 
tion in  the  case  was  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
facts  alleged  constituted  a  common  nuisance. 

But  the  damages  for  diverting  a  stream  of 
water  and  changing  its  course  In  and  upon  coal 
mines  and  works,  by  reason  whereof  they  are 
filled  up,  inundated,  destroyed,  and  rendered  use- 
less for  the  space  of  four  months,  would  be  the 
expense  of  delay,  loss  of  time,  injury  to  machin- 
ery, and  the  like  If  the  mine  wais  reclalmable, 
but  if  not,  then  the  full  value  of  the  estate  and 
property  would  be  the  measure ;  but  the  profits 
that  might  be  made  from  the  mine  are  too  vague 
and  indefinite  for  recovery.  McKnight  ▼.  Rat- 
cllff,  44  Pa.  156.  ' 

And  the  unlawful  obstruction  of  a  strf>am  of 
water,  causing  an  injury  to  a  raft  of  lumber, 
does  not  warrant  a  recovery  for  the  loss  of  a 
particular  market  or  based  upon  the  scale  of 
prices  in  that  market,  where  there  Is  nothing 
to  show  that  the  lumber  in  question  was  des- 
tined for  any  particular  market.  Powers  t. 
Irish,  23  Mich.  429. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  the  diver- 
sion of*water,  which  if  not  diverted  might  have 
been  used  In  opening  or  working  ocher  or  man- 
ganese mines.  Is  the  dlffereoce  In  the  value  of 
the  mines  with  and  without  the  diverted  water ; 
and  no  recovery  can  be  had  for  anticipated  prof- 
its of  the  mines,  where  they  had  never  been 
opened  or  worked,  or  been  put  In  a  state  of  prep- 
aration for  applying  the  water  to  them.     South- 
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era  Uarble  Co.  ▼.  Damellj  94  Ga.  231,  21  S.  B. 
531. 

So,  tbe  construction  of  a  dam  causing  water 
of  a  rirer  to  tlow  baclc  upon  a  mill,  rendering  it 
Incapable  of  being  used,  authorizes  the  mlll- 
oirner  to  recover  of  the  i>arty  constructing 
the  dam  the  value  of  the  use  of  bis  mill  during 
the  time  he  was  deprived  thereof,  and  the 
amount  it  was  permanently  diminished  in  value 
In  consequence  of  the  erection  of  the  dam ;  but 
Jie  cannot  recover  what  he  had  lost  upon  logs 
either  In  consequence  of  deterioration  In  their 
ralue  or  a  depreciation  in  the  market  price  dur- 
ing the  period  of  delay,  as  such  a  recovery 
would  be  analogous  to  a  recovery  for  unearned 
and  contingent  profits.  Walrath  v.  Redfleld,  11 
Karb.  368. 

And  the  unlawful  erection  of  a  dam  in  a 
stream,  so  as  to  force  the  water  back  upon  a 
mill  situated  upon  the  same  stream  and  prevent 
its  ranning,  does  not  authorize  the  millowner  to 
recover  damages  based  upon  the  fact  that  he  had 
on  hand  a  quanti^  of  rye  from  the  grinding 
and  sale  of  which  he  would  have  made  profits 
had  the  dam  not  been  raised,  but  which  he  lost 
In  consequence  of  the  backing  of  the  water  upon 
bim.  Schuylkill  Nav.  Co.  v.  Freedley,  6  Whart. 
109. 

So,  the  measure  of  damages  for  an  Injury  to 
a  grist  mill  caused  by  the  erection  of  a  mill- 
dam  on  the  stream  below,  which  ponded  the 
water  back  upon  the  former's  mill,  is  the  injury 
actually  sustained  up  to  the  time  of  trial ;  but 
in  estimating  It  the  diminution  of  toll  on  ac- 
count of  decrease  of  custom  caused  by  the  erec- 
tion of  another  mill  near  by  cannot  be  taken 
into  consideration.  Burnett  v.  Nicholson,  86  N. 
C  W. 

And  the  owner  of  a  distillery,  the  mill  race 
leading  to  which  is  wrongfully  obstructed  by 
another,  la  entitled  to  recover  for 'the  Injury 
tbi  amount  necessarily  expended  in  clearing  the 
race,  and  such  an  amount  as  the  Jury  might  find 
to  be  a  fair  rental  value  of  the  distillery  for 
the  time  the  owner  was  wantonly  deprived  of 
the  use  of  it  by  such  wrongful  obstruction ; 
bat  he  cannot  recover  for  the  loss  of  profits  on 
the  product  of  the  distillery  during  such  time. 
Lairson  v.  Price,  45  Md.  123. 

And  the  true  measure  of  damages  for  the  ob- 
atrnction  of  &  watercourse  so  as  to  interfere 
with  the  operation  of  a  factory  thereon  Is  the 
valoe  of  the  use  of  the  water  to  the  factory 
tituated  as  it  was  during  the  time  it  was  wrong- 
fnlly  deprived  thereof,  and  evidence  as  to  how 
many  yards  less  of  cloth  the  factory  made  in 
consequence  of  the  detention  of  the  water  than 
it  could  have  made  had  the  water  not  been  de- 
tained, and  what  the  profit  on  each  yard  manu- 
factured and  sold  was  at  the  price  at  which  it 
was  sold,  and  what  it  did  make,  is  incompetent 
u  being  wholly  speculative  and  conjectural. 
I'oditt  V.  Long,  58  Barb.  20. 

And  that  for  Injury  caused  to  property  con- 
flating of  a  tract  of  land  and  a  cotton  factory, 
by  the  wrongful  erection  of  a  dam,  causing  the 
twelling  of  the  water  into  the  tall-race  of  the 
'actory  and  waterworks,  is  the  difference  be- 
tween what  the  property  would  have  sold  for  as 
affected  by  the  injury,  and  what  it  would  have 
buiught  unaffected  by  it,  without  reference  to 
the  person  of  the  owner  or  the  state  of  his  busl- 
B<*M.  Schuylkill  Nav.  Co.  v.  Thobum,  7  Serg.  & 
k.  411. 

And  the  mie  is  the  same  when  the  erection  of 
a  dam  causes  the  water  to  flow  back  upon  the 
Isnd  of  another.  Schuylkill  Nav.  Co.  v.  Farr,  4 
Watts  k  S.  382. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  in  an  action  for 
M  obstruction  to  water  power  by  which  a  mill 
Is  ofierated  is  not  the  loss  of  profits  which  the 
ail!  would  have  made  if  the  water  power  had 
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not  been  obstructed,  but  only  such  loss  as  the 
millowner  would  have  sustained  if  he  had  sup- 
plied other  power  with  which  to  run  the  mill. 
Decorah  Woolen  Mill  Co.  v.  Greer,  49  Iowa,  490. 

But  evidence  to  show  the  profits  which  the 
plaintiff  might  have  made  upon  goods  which  but 
for  the  Injuries  complained  of  he  might  have 
manufactured,  and  which  he  was  prevented 
from  manufacturing,  is  admissible  in  an  action 
for  damages  for  raising  a  dam  and  causing 
water  to  flow  back  upon  the  plaintifTs  wall,  im- 
pairing the  operation  of  his  mill,  to  be  weighed 
by  the  Jury  In  estimating  the  plaintiff's  damage, 
and  in  determining  what  he  would  have  made  had 
he  not  been  prevented  by  the  acts  of  the  defend- 
ants. Simmons  v.  Brown,  5  R.  I.  299,  73  Am. 
Dec.  66 :  Gibson  v.  Fischer,  68  Iowa,  29,  25  N. 
W.  914. 

In  Gibson  t.  Fischer,  68  Iowa,  29,  25  N.  W. 
914,  supra,  Decorah  Woolen  Mill  Co.  v.  Greer, 
49  Iowa,  490,  supra,  was  distinguished  upon  the 
ground  that  in  that  case  the  damages  allowed 
were  based  on  the  capacity  of  the  mill,  and  It 
was  thought  the  evidence  was  too  uncertain  to 
enable  the  court  to  determine  with  a  sufficient 
degree  of  accuracy  what  the  profits  were  or 
would  have  been. 

So,  the  true  measure  of  damages  In  an  action 
for  wrongfully  causing  the  overflow  of  lands  is 
the  fnlr  rental  value  of  the  land  overflowed,  and 
not  the  possible,  or  even  probable,  profits  that 
might  have  been  made  had  the  land  not 
been  overflowed,  as  such  damages  are  too  remote 
and  speculative  and  contingent.  Chicago  T. 
Huenerbelu,  86  111.  594,  28  Am.  Rep.  626. 

And  a  chartener  or  other  person  in  possession 
or.  charge  of  a  vessel,  who  is  subjected  to  ez- 
peh^  Ingettingthe  vessel  off  from  or  over  a  gas 
pipe  which  constitutes  an  unlawful  obstruction 
to  navigation,  lb  entitled  to  recover  the  actual 
expense  in  getting  his  vessel  free  ftom  the 
obstruction,  but  not  for  any  delay  In  his  busi- 
ness, or  other  consequential  damage.  Benson  v. 
Maiden  &  M.  Gaslight  Co.  6  Allen,  149. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  Injury  to  a 
mill-site  occasioned  by  diverting  therefrom  by 
means  of  a  permanent  ditch  above  the  owner's 
land  the  water  or  a  part  of  the  water  in  a 
stream  which  would  otherwise  have  reached  it, 
and  might  have  been  used  as  a  part  of  the  avail- 
able water  power,  is  either  the  difference  In  the 
value  of  the  land  without  the  diverted  water 
and  its  value  with  that  water,  or  the  like  dif- 
ference as  to  the  value  of  •the  mill-site  itself, 
the  owner  being  entitled  to  recover  the  one  or 
the  other  at  his  election ;  but  anticipated  profits 
of  a  mill  which  had  never  been  erected  cannot 
be  recovered.  Southern  Marble  Co.  v.  Darnell, 
94  Ga.  231,  21  S.  E.  531. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  to  abutting 
property  for  the  appropriation  of  the  waters 
of  a  watercourse  is  the  difference  In  value  of 
the  whole  property  before  and  after  the  taking, 
and  the  rule  is  to  inquire  what  would  the  en- 
tire property  unaffected  by  the  appropriation 
have  sold  for  at  the  time  of  the  appropriation, 
and  what  it  would  have  sold  for  as  affected  by 
the  appropriation ;  and  estimates  as  to  the  value 
of  the  property  based  upon  the  profits  the  owner 
was  making  or  the  state  of  his  business,  or  into 
which  such  profits  or  such  state  of  business  en- 
tered as  an  element,  must  l>e  disregarded.  Mil- 
ler V.  Windsor  Water  Co.  148  Pa.  429.  23  Ati. 
1132. 

2.  Maintenance  of  nuisances  and  other  breaches 

of  duty. 

The  decisions  under  this  head  likewise  depend 
upon  the  facts  of  each  particular  case  with  ref- 
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erence  to  whether  the  profits  lost  were  remote, 
speculative,  or  uncertain. 

Thus,  the  measure  of  damages  suffered  by  a 
lotowner  from  the  maintenance  of  a  tannery  up- 
on a  neighboring  lot,  carried  on  in  such  a  way 
as  to  be  a  nuisance,  is  merely  the  difference  of 
rental  value  of  his  premises  free  from  the 
stench  caused  by  the  tannery,  and  subject  to  it. 
Francis  v.  Schoellkopf,  53  N.  Y.  152. 

And  the  owner  of  an  unilnlshed  house,  who  Is 
injured  by  the  obstruction  of  a  sewer  caused  by 
alterations  from  which  its  capacity  was  per- 
manently depreciated,  is  only  entitled  to  recover 
of  the  city  permitting  such  alteration  the  rent- 
al value  of  his  house  for  the  time  during  which 
he  was  deprived  of  its  use  by  reason  of  such  in- 
juries.    ^'ims  V.  Troy,  59  N.  Y.  500. 

But  a  proprietor  of  a  tract  of  land  out  of 
which  spring  fountains  of  medicinal  qual- 
ities highly  sanative,  and  which  were  a  source 
to  him  of  large  income  from  the  number  of  peo- 
ple who  were  in  the  habit  of  resorting  to  such 
springs  for  health  and  pleasure,  and  from 
houses,  baths,  and  hotel  which  he  maintained 
for  their  accommodation,  who  is  deprived  of  the 
use  and  enjoyment  of  his  possessions  and  of 
profits  and  benefits  arising  therefrom  by  theerec- 
tion  of  a  dam  which  constitutes  a  nuisance,  is 
entitled  to  maintain  an  action  for  the  damages 
thus  sustained;  and  his  damages  would  be  the 
loss  of  the  profits  he  was  accustomed  to  derive 
from  his  possessions.  Bonner  v.  Welborn,  7  6a. 
296. 

An  owner  of  lands,  however,  over '  a  part  of 
which  the  contents  of  a  sewer  flowed,  can  only 
recover  the  damages  actually  sustained,  and  is 
not  entitled  to  a  recovery  of  the  amount  for 
which  the  property  might  have  l)een  sold  if 
cut  up  into  building  lots,  based  upon  the  theory 
that  he  was  prevented  from  selling  them  on  ac- 
count of  the  nuisance,  where  there  is  nothing 
to  show  that  any  considerable  portion  of  it 
could  have  been  thus  sold,  as  the  price  for 
which  It  would  have  sold  and  the  question 
whether  purchasers  could  have  been  found  are 
both  conjectural.  Jacksonville  v.  Lambert,  62 
III.  519. 

And  the  amount  which  may  be  recovered  by 
a  householder  of  the  proprietor  of  adjoining 
premises  for  permitting  a  nuisance  In  the  shape 
of  a  brothel  to  be  maintained  on  his  premises  Is 
only  the  depreciation  of  the  selling  value  of 
the  property  on  account  of  the  existence  of  the 
nuisance,  and  the  amount  of  rent  he  has  lost 
from  that  cause.  -Givens  v.  Van  Studdlford,  4 
Mo.  App.  498. 

So,  while  the  proprietor  of  a  restaurant  Is 
entitled  to  recover  for  the  breaking  up  of  his 
business  by  an  improper  excavation  upon  an  ad- 
joining lot,  for  the  loss  of  profits  therefrom,  to 
be  ascertained  by  the  jury  from  the  evidence, 
estimated  future  profits  during  the  residue  of 
his  term  extending  through  a  period  of  nearly 
two  years  are  too  conjectural  to  be  included. 
Shafer  v.  Wilson,  44  Md.  268. 

r»ut  evidence  as  to  the  usual  profits  of  the 
business  of  the  party  Injured  before  the  injury 
is  admissible  in  an  action  for  damages  for  in- 
juries done  to  his  house  by  the  careless  and  neg- 
ligent manner  In  which  an  adjoining  house  was 
improved,  causing  the  falling  of  a  division  wall 
between  the  two  houses,  where  It  is  alleged,  not 
only  that  the  plaintiff's  house  was  Injured,  but 
that  the  injury  prevented  him  from  carrying 
on  his  business  for  several  days.  Brown  v. 
Werner,  40  Md.  13. 

And  the  negligent,  wrongful,  and  Improper 
working  of  mines  under  the  premises  of  anotlier 
and  under  ground  near  and  contiguous  thereto, 
whereby  the  foundations  of  a  mill  and  cottages 
situated  thereon  subsided,  and  the  soil,  mill, 
and  cottages  were  damaged  In  value  for  the  pur- 
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pose  of  occupation,  and  the  engine  and  machin- 
ery broken  and  the  expense  of  keeping  them  in 
working  order  increased,  and  the  quantity  of 
goods  produced  thereby  diminished  and  the  qual- 
ity deteriorated,  warrants  recovery  by  the  per- 
son injured,  not  only  with  respect  to  the  deter- 
ioration in  the  value  of  the  mill  and  the  broken 
machinery,  and  the  increased  expense  of  keep- 
ing it  in  repair  and  working  order,  but  also  with 
respect  to  the  diminished  profits  derived  from  his 
occupation  of  the  premises.  Hamer  v.  Knowle^ 
6  Hurlst.  &  N.  454,  30  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  104,  ^ 
L.  T.  N.  S.  746,  9  Week.  Rep.  615. 

So,  the  damages  recoverable  for  wrongful  ex- 
clusion by  a  cotenant  from  a  mine  in  which  the 
person  excluded  had  an  undivided  Interest  con- 
sists in  the  loss  of  profits  that  he  would  have 
made  but  for  such  exclusion.  Paul  v.  Cragnas 
(Nev.)   47  L.  B.  A.  540,  59  Pac.  857. 

And  while,  as  a  general  rule,  loss  of  profits 
cannot  enter  into  the  estimate  of  damages, 
either  in  actions  founded  on  torts  or  on  con- 
tracts, loss  of  profits  through  a  diminution  of 
business  caused  by  neglect  of  a  person  employed 
as  managing  agent  to  attend  to  the  business  i& 
not  too  remote  as  an  element  of  damages,  but 
the  natural  and  first  effect  of  the  neglect. 
Stoddard  v.  Treadwell,  26  Cal.  204. 

And  one  whose  property,  consisting  of  a 
large  amount  of  real  estate,  was  held  by  him  for 
sale,  and  was  wrongfully  disposed  of  by  his 
agent,  is  entitled  to  l>e  compensated  for  the  loss 
the  wrong  occasioned, 'which  can  only  be  done 
by  allowing  him  to  recover  the  amount  of  his 
actual  loss  including  the  profits  he  has  been 
deprived  of  by  means  of  the  wrong.  And  where 
the  property  consists  of  a  number  of  parcels 
sold,  amounting  to  a  large  sum,  a  period  of  six 
months  from  the  time  of  the  wrongful  act  dur- 
ing which  he  is  allowed  the  highest  market  price 
is  reasonable  and  proper.  Price  v.  Keyes,  1 
Hun,  191. 

But  that  an  architect  employed  to  furnish 
the  plans,  etc.,  for  the  erection  of  a  building 
upon  a  site  occupied  by  tenants  published  the 
fact  that  a  building  was  to  be  erected  thereon,, 
in  consequence  of  which  tenants  removed  fruia 
the  premisHB,  thus  depriving  the  owner  of  future 
prospective  profits  and  lents.  furnishes  no 
cause  of  action,  and  cannot  be  set  up  as  a  coun- 
terclaim In  an  action  by  the  architect  to  recover 
for  his  services,  as  the  damages  are  too  remote 
and  contingent.  Havens  v.  Donahue,  111  Cal. 
297,  43  Pac.  962. 

So,  damages  for  loss  of  business  caused  by  an 
illegal  combination  of  other  persons  may  include 
the  profits  which  would  have  been  made  except 
for  such  unlawful  interference.  Jackson  v. 
Stanfield,  137  Ind.  592,  23  L.  R.  A.  obS,  36  N. 
K.  345,  37  N.  K.  14. 

And  the  damages  recoverable  from  one  who 
sells  poisonous  coloring  matter  to  t>e  used  in  the 
manufacture  of  ice  cream,  representing  it  to 
be  harmless,  may  Include  the  value  of  the  cream 
ignore ntly  spoiled  by  its  use,  and  also  damages 
occasioned  by  the  loss  of  customers  or  sales  and 
profits  thereon,  resulting  from  his  innocently 
delivering  the  poisoned  cream  to  his  customers. 
Swain  V.  Schleffelln,  134  N.  Y.  471.  18  L.  R.  A. 
385,  31  N,  E.  1025,  34  N.  Y.  S.  R.  888,  12  N.  Y. 
Supp.  155. 

But  where  the  owner  of  lands  adjoining  a 
line  of  railway,  empowered  to  lay  down,  either 
upon  his  own  lands,  or  upon  lands  on  the  side 
thereof  l^elonging  to  the  company,  or  upon  lands 
of  others  with  their  consent,  any  collateral  or 
continuous  branch  over  such  respective  lands, 
to  communicate  with  the  railway  for  the  pur- 
pose of  bringing  carriages  upon  or  across  the 
same,  made  a  siding  on  his  own  land  connecting 
the  railway  witli  a  wharf,  part  of  which  was  in 
his  occupation  and  the  other  part  in  that  of 
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tenants,  upon  which  the  company  carried  coal 
and  other  goods  for  him  and  his  tenants,  placing 
the  trucks  on  the  sidings  and  sending  them 
down  to  the  wharf;  but  subsequently,  with  a 
Tiew  of  diverting  the  trade  from  his  wharf  to 
another  wharf  In  which  the  company  was  in- 
ten^ted,  it  refused  to  provide  him  with  loco- 
motive power  for  the  conveyance  of  goods  along 
his  line,  and  placed  carriages  and  other  obstruc- 
tions across  the  Junction  for  the  purpose  of  per- 
manently obstructing  access  to  the  wharf  by 
means  of  its  railway,  whereby  bis  trade  was  de- 
stroyed.— the  owner  of  the  wharf  is  entitled  to 
recover  as  for  a  permanent  obstruction  of  his 
siding,  and,  in  determining  the  damages,  the 
royalty  to  be  paid  per  annum  by  his  tenants, 
and  that  to  l>e  paid  under  a  treaty  with  a  third 
person  for  letting  to  him  the  remainder  of  the 
wharf,  should  be  taken  into  consideration. 
Bell  ▼.  Midland  R.  Co.  10  C.  B.  N.  8.  287,  30  L.  J. 
t .  P.  N.  S.  *273,  7  Jur.  N.  S.  1200,  4  L.  T.  N. 
S.  293.  9  Week.  Rep.  612. 

itut  the  damages  for  violation  by  a  railroad 
company  of  a  stipulation  to  so  construct  its  road 
across  the  lands  of  another  as  not  to  cause  an 
overflow  of  water  on  the  premises,  by  so  con- 
struct  ing  Its  road  as  to  back  up  the  water  up- 
on the  owner's  garden,  warrants  a  recovery  by 
the  owner  of  the  expense  of  restoring  the  land 
to  its  former  condition,  and  the  loss  occasioned 
by  being  deprived  of  the  use  of  it  with  interest ; 
but  no  account  of  loss  of  profits  In  consequence 
of  delay  in  getting  the 'crop  to  market  should 
enter  !nto  the  calcpl«tlon.  Sabine  &  E.  T.  B. 
Co.  V.  JoachimI,  58  Tex.  456. 

And  the  owner  of  logs  permitted  by  a  boom 
company  to  escape  from  a  river  into  the  open 
waters  of  a  sound  in  violation  of  its  legal  duty 
to  catch  and  hold  and  raft  all  logs  except  such 
as  were  already  In  charge  of  their  owners,  can-  \ 
not  recover  damages  on  the  ground  that  he  was 
thereby  compelled  to  run  his  logging  company  \ 
without  profit,  or  that  his  financial  credit  was 
thereby  Injured.  Tlngley  v.  Bellingham  Bay 
Boom  Co.   5  Wash.  644,  32  Tac.  737,  33  Pac. 

io;>.'>. 

Refusal  on  the  part  of  a  corporation,  how- 
ever, to  permit  a  transfer  of  its  stock  upon  its , 
bfMiks  when  such  a  transfer  was  necessary  to  , 
the  validity  of  an  assignment  entitles  the  per- 
son Injured  by  such  refusal  to  recover,  not 
merely  the  excess  in  value  of  the  stock  above 
par.  but  the  full  value  of  the  stock  at  its  high- 
est prlce^  between  the  time  of  the  refusal  to  per- 
mit the  transfer  and  the  time  for  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit.  Kortrlght  v.  Buffalo  Commer- 
cial Bank.  20  Wend.  91. 

But  refusal  of  a  person  to  assist  in  the  forma- 
tion of  a  corporation,  and  to  meet  with  other 
directors,  and  refusal  to  act  as  a  director,  do 
not  entitle  a  stockholder  in  the  corporation  to 
recover  damages  Including  a  loss  of  prollts  due 
to  the  tact  that  the  pther  incorporators  were 
persons  in  indigent  circumstances  and  unable 
to  raise  money  to  continue  the  business.  Mar- 
tin V.  Ileetz,  102  Cal.  &5,  36  Pac.  368. 

And  prospective  profits  to  the  bidders  for  a 
public  Improvement  if  the  contracts  had  been 
let,  upon  their  bids,  are  not  damages  within 
the  .neaning  of  Ohio  Rev.  Stat,  i  6753,  authoriz- 
ing the  relator  in  mandamus  proceedings,  if 
judgment  l«e  given  for  him,  to  recover  for  dam- 
ages which  he  had  sustained.  State  tx  rcl. 
ToHrer  v.  Newark.  6  Ohio  N.  P.  541,  5  Ohio  N. 
P.  283. 

So,  a  boarding-house  keeper  cannot  recover 
of  a  gaslight  company  for  cutting  off  the  supply 
of  fTis  from  the  building  occupied  by  her  Ah  u 
tvnarding  house,  for  the  loss  of  profits  of  her 
huMoess  based  upon  the  theory  that  thereby 
ber  hoarders  were  caused  to  leave,  where  she 
furnished  proof  of  but  one  Instance  of  the  loss 
52  L.  R.  A. 


of  boarders  because  there  was  no  gas  In  the 
house,  and  there  was  nothing  to  show  that  the 
boarders  might  not  have  left  for  other  reasons, 
and  her  business  had  not  continued  for  a  suUl- 
ciently  long  period  to  make  it  a  safe  basis  for 
the  measurement  of  future  profits.  Morey  v. 
Metropolitan  Gaslight  Co.  6  Jones  &  S.  185. 

But  evidence  in  an  action  against  a  gas  com- 
pany for  Improperly  depriving  the  plaintiff  of 
gas,  designed  to  show  that  it  would  injure  the 
plaintiff's  business  to  deprive  It  of  gas  when 
other  stores  were  lighted  with  it,  Is  not  objec- 
tionable as  tending  to  show  that  the  want  of 
gas  would  tend  to  prevent  customers  from  com- 
ing to  the  store,  and  that  consequently  the 
plaintiff  lost  the  profits  which  he  otherwise 
might  have  made  from  his  business.  Shepard 
V.  Milwaukee  Gaslight  Co.  15  Wis.  318,  82  Am. 
Dec.  679. 

In  the  above  case  Cincinnati  v.  Evani^  5  Ohio 
St.  594,  holding  that  the  supposed  or  contem- 
plated profits  of  a  business  could  not  be  consid- 
ered as  a  measure  of  an  injury  causing  its  in- 
terruption, was  criticised,  the  court  saying  that 
it  could  not  see  how  the  value  of  a  business 
could  be  estimated  without  Including  an  esti- 
mate of  the  profits,  and  that  when  the  court 
grants  the  former  and  undertakes  to  reserve 
the  latter  the  reservation  is  repugnant  to  the 
grant,  and  void. 

One  coal  dealer  is  entitled,  under  Colo,  law 
1885,  to  the  same  terms  for  freight  in  the  trans- 
portation of  coal  that  are  given  to  another  com- 
pany similarly  "Situated,  and  where  a  rebate  is 
made  to  the  latter  company  and  not  to  the  for- 
mer, the  former  suffers  damages  to  the  exact  ex- 
tent to  which  the  other  company  is  given  a  pref- 
erence; but  the  question  whether  the  Injured 
company  lost  profits  upon  the  sale  of  their  coal 
by  reason  of  the  nonallowance  of  such  rebates  Is 
too  remote  to  be  made  an  element  of  damages 
for  the  unlawful  discrimination.  Union  P.  R. 
Co.  v.  Goodrldge,  149  U.  S.  680,  37  L..  ed.  896, 
13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  970. 

So,  in  Gunter  v.  Astor,  4  J.  B.  Moore,  12, 
which  was  an  action  for  enticing  away  the 
plaintiff's  servants.  It  was  said  that  the  meas- 
ure of  damages  is  not  necessarily  to  be  confined 
to  those  servants  the  plaintiff  might  have  in 
his  employ  at  the  time  they  were  so  enticed,  or 
for  that  part  of  the  day  on  which  they  absented 
themselves,  but  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover 
damages  for  the  loss  he  sustained  by  their  leav- 
ing him  at  a  critical  period ;  and  the  court  re- 
fused to  Interfere  with  a  recovery  including 
two  years'  profit. 

VII.  Conversion, 

a.  General  rules  as  to. 

The  usual  rules  in  tort  cases  with  reference 
to  the  proximity  of  the  loss  of  profits  to  the 
wrongful  act,  and  with  reference  to  contingency 
or  uncertainty,  apply  to  cases  of  conversion, 
and  the  fact  that  a  conversion  passes  the  thing 
converted  from  one  to  another  does  not  Import 
Into  the  subject  the  rules  of  law  as  to  sales  of 
property  with  reference  to  nonrecovery  of  prof- 
its lost,  unless  they  were  within  the  contempla- 
tion of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  act  In 
question.  Nor  does  It  affect  the  right  to  con- 
sider evidence  of  all  the  facts  and  circumstances 
teoding  to  show  damages  or  their  amount,  where 
there  are  no  data  or  elements  of  certainly  from 
which  compensation  can  be  readily  estimated. 

Neither  do  the  rules  with  reference  to  con- 
tract cases,  by  which  the  allowance  of  profits 
h/St  as  damapres  Is  made  to  depend  upon  the  ex- 
istence of  special  circumstances  known  to  the 
party  making  the  breach,  seem  to  apply. 

Thus,   there  Is  no  analogy  between  cases  of 
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contract  In  which  the  parties  contract  for  the 
sale  and  delivery  of  a  specified  chattel,  and  the 
vendee  gives  notice  to  the  vendor  of  the  precise 
object  of  the  purchase,  and  a  case  In 
which  profits  are  prevented  by  the  con- 
version of  the  things  sold ;  as  in  the  case  of 
contract  special  damages  reasonably  resulting 
from  the  breach  may  be  considered  to  be  with- 
in the  contemplation  of  the  parties,  but  in  cases 
of  trover  it  is  not  in  general  special  damage 
which  can  be  recovered,  but  a  special  value  at- 
tached by  special  circumstances  to  the  article 
converted.  France  v.  Gaudet,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B. 
199.  40  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  121,  19  Week.  Rep.  622, 
dictum. 

In  ascertaining  damages  where  there  Is  an 
Interference  with,  or  a  withholding  of,  property, 
a  gain  prevented,  If  provable,  is  a  subject  for 
recovery.  Grubb  v.  Burford,  98  Va.  553,  37  S. 
E.  4. 

And  where  personal  property  Is  wrongfully 
taken  or  detained,  whether  by  force,  fraud,  or 
process  of  law,  It  may  be  shown  that  had  the 
owner  retained  the  possession  he  would  have  de- 
rived a  larger  profit  from  the  use  of  the  prop- 
erty than  the  Interest  upon  Its  value,  or  that  he 
had  contracted  to  sell  It  to  a  solvent  purchaser 
at  an  advance  upon  the  market  price,  or  that, 
when  wrongfully  taken  or  converted,  It  was  in 
the  course  of  transportation  to  a  profitable 
market  where  It  would  certainly  have  arrived ; 
and  In  each  case  the  difference  between  the 
market  value  when  the  right  of  action  accrued 
and  the  advance  which  the  owner,  had  he  re- 
tained possession,  would  have  realized,  should 
be  included  In  the  amount  for  which  judgment 
is  rendered.  Suydam  v.  Jenkins,  3  Sandf.  614, 
dictum. 

And  where  It  appears  that  the  owner  in  all 
probability  would  have  retained  the  possession 
until  the  time  of  trial  or  Judgment,  and  that 
the  property  was  then  of  greater  value  than 
when  he  was  dispossessed,  the  difference  may 
fairly  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the  actual  loss 
resulting  to  him  from  the  taking  or  detention, 
and  should  be  added  to  the  original  value  to 
complete  his  indemnity.     Ibid. 

In  Andei-son  v.  Sloane,  72  Wis.  666,  40  N.  W. 
214,  however,  it  was  held  that  no  damages  can 
be  assessed  in  an  action  to  recover  for  an  Il- 
legal seizure  of  goods  for  supposed  loss  of  prof- 
its from  the  Interruption  of  the  owner's  busi- 
ness where  no  malice  is  proved,  or  any  intent 
to  oppress  him. 

And  the  general  rule  would  seem  to  be  that 
ordinarily  and  in  the  absence  of  a  showing  of 
a  loss  of  profits  which  were  the  proximate  re- 
sult of  the  wrong  and  which  were  certain  and 
susceptible  of  ready  estimation,  the  value  of  the 
goods  taken  or  the  value  of  the  use  of  the  goods 
obtained,  is  the  measure  of  damages  for  conver- 
sion. See  Ebenreiter  v.  Dahlman,  19  Misc.  9, 
42  N.  Y.  Supp.  867,  infra,  VII.  c,  1,  3,  and  other 
cases  set  forth  under  this  head. 

b.  Without  fudicial  process. 

Where  property  is  wrongfully  taken  and  de- 
tained, and  the  wrongdoer  obtains  upon  a  sale 
thereof  a  larger  price  than  Its  value  when  he 
acquired  possession,  or  where  it  appears,  after 
he  still  retains  possession,  that  an  advance  price 
could  then  be  obtained,  the  Increase  upon  the 
original  value  which  would  otherwise  remain 
as  profits  In  his  hands  ought  to  be  allowed  as 
cumulative  damages  in  an  action  for  the  taking. 
Suydam  v.  Jenkins,  3  Sandf.  614. 

The  amount  to  be  recovered  for  the  wrongful 
taking  or  detention  of  the  property  of  another 
may  be  ascertained  in  all  cases  by  adding  to 
the  value  of  the  property  when  the  right  of  ac- 
tion therefor  accrued  such  damages  as  shall 
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cover,  not  only  every  additional  loss  which  the 
owner  has  sustained,  but  every  increase  of  value 
which  the  wrongdoer  has  obtained  or  has  it  in 
his  power  to  obtain.     Ibid. 

Thus,  thfe  conversion  of  a  Quantity  of  logs  au- 
thorizes a  recovery  by  the  owner  against  the 
wrongdoer  for  the  loss  of  profits  sustained  by 
him,  by  being  deprived  of  cutting  the  logs  into 
lumber  at  his  mill,  where  it  appears  that  he 
could  not  have  gone  into  the  market  and  pur- 
chased other  logs  for  the  purpose  of  his  busl- 
neiis.  Cockburn  v.  Muskoka  Mill  &  Lumt>er  Co. 
13  Ont.  Rep.  343. 

And  a  carpenter  whose  tools  have  been  con- 
verted may  recover  special  damages  therefor  In 
trover  where  special  damages  are  laid  In  the 
declaration  with  respect  to  his  being  hindered 
thereby.  Bodley  v.  Reynolds,  8  Q.  B.  779,  15 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  219,  10  Jur.  810. 

So,  a  wine  merchant  who  purchased  from  a 
wine  broker  a  quantity  of  champagne  then  lying 
upon  a  wharf,  and  sold  it  to  a  person  about  to 
leave  England,  for  a  greatly  Increased  price, 
after  which  the  owner  of  the  wharf  refused  to 
permit  the  delivery  of  the  wine,  being  unable 
to  obtain  the  champagne  to  fill  his  contract  else- 
where, is  entitled  to  recover  of  such  wharf  own- 
er in  an  action  for  conversion  the  amount  for 
which  he  had  contracted  to  sell  the  champagne, 
as,  lu  the  absence  of  a  market  price,  the  Jury 
would  be  Justified  in  assuming  that  to  be  the 
value  of  the  champagne.  France  v.  Gaudet,  L. 
R.  6  Q.  B.  199,  40  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  121,  19 
Week.  Rep.  622. 

And  that  a  person  renting  a  building  for  the 
purpose  of  running  a  private  school  had  ex- 
pended large  sums  of  money  In  the  purchase  of 
furniture,  books,  charts,  school  apparatus,  and 
scientific  Instruments,  and  in  advertising  her 
business,  and  that  her  school  was  prosperous 
and  constantly  Increasing,  together  with  bills 
showing  the  cost  of  the  goods  she  purchased 
and  evidence  of  the  number  of  teachers  em- 
ployed, and  of  pupils  in  attendance,  are  admissi- 
ble in  an  action  of  trespass  for  the  wrongful 
eviction  from  the  premises  and  the  removal  and 
conversion  of  her  goods,  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  that  her  school  was  thereby  broken  up 
and  her  business  destroyed,  and  that  she  was 
not  only  deprived  of  all  profits  on  the  invest- 
ment she  had  made  and  the  good  will  she  had 
acquired,  but  also  of  the  entire  capital  Itself. 
Seyfert  v.  Bean,  83  Pa.  450. 

So,  where  a  ship  builder  contracted  to  build 
a  ship  for  another,  and  the  latter  made  ad- 
vances from  time  to  time  with  respect  to  the 
ship,  and  took  a  bill  of  sale  of  the  ship  as  se- 
curity, the  present  property  in  the  ship  passed 
to  the  purchaser ;  and  where  a  third  party  after- 
wards converted  the  vessel  before  she  was  fin- 
ished and  finished  her,  the  purchaser  is  entitled 
to  recover  as  damages  in  trover  the  value  of  the 
vessel  at  the  time  of  hei;  conversion,  but  not  her 
value  at  a  subsequent  time,  nor  the  value  of  the 
freight  which  he  might  have  earned  with  her 
If  she  had  been  completed  and  delivered  accord- 
ing to  contract.  And  a  proper  method  of  esti- 
mating the  value  of  the  vessel  at  the  time  of  the 
conversion  would  be  to  ascertain  her  value  at 
the  place  she  was  built,  when  completed  ac- 
cording to  contract,  and  deduct  therefrom  the 
amount  it  would  have  been  necessary  to  expend 
upon  her  after  the  conversion  in  order  to  com- 
plete her.  Read  v.  Fairbanks,  22  L.  J.  C.  P.  N. 
S.  206,  17  Jur.  918,  24  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  220,  13 
C.  B.  092. 

And  where  a  ship  builder  and  manufacturer 
of  steam  engines  for  ships  contracted  to  build 
a  steamer  according  to  specifications  for  a  des- 
ignated price,  to  be  paid  In  instalments  at  des- 
ignated times,  and  proceeded  with  the  building 
of  the  ship  under  the  superintendence  of-  the 
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•gent  of  the  other  party,  who  from  time  to  time 
rejmed  knaterJals  intended  to  be  used,  and 
catMHl  others  to  be  substituted ;  and  as  the 
vork  progressed  the  name  of  the  party  contract- 
ing for  the  ressel  was  punched  on  heir  keel ;  and 
afterwards  the  ship  builder's  affairs  became  em- 
barrassed and  the  other  party  pressed  him  to 
fXivute  an  assignment  of  the  vessel,  engines,  and 
oib^T  findings  then  in  preparation  for  her,  which 
tlie  ship  builder  refused,  though  admitting  that 
tbe  vessel  was  the  property  of  the  other  party, 
aft^r  whrrh  he  became  bankrupt, — the  property 
in  the  vessel  will  be  deemed  to  have  passed  to 
i]M>  piirty  contracting  therefor  as  her  building 
advanced,  as  well  as  the  engines,  plates,  etc., 
m  preparation  for  her.  And  the  assignees  of 
the  bankrupt  would  be  liable  in  trover  beyond 
tbe  mere  value  of  the  property  for  special  dam- 
ages for  delay  in  completing  of  the  vessel 
and  preventing  the  owner  from  employing  her. 
Wood  V.  Bell,  5  El.  &  BI.  772,  25  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N. 
S.  14S,  2  Jur.  N.  S.  349,  6  El.  &  Bl.  355.  25  L. 
J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  321,  2  Jur.  N.  S.  664,  4  Week. 
B*p.  002. 

X  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  trespass  and  con- 
Tersion  of  goods,  however,  cannot  recover  the 
Taloe  of  the  goods  taken  and  also  the  profits 
which  might  have  been  made  on  their  sale ;  and 
'evidence  as  to  the  value  of  the  goods,  based  up- 
vD  a  calculation  of  the  profits  according  to  pre- 
vious sales,  is  inadmissible.  Butler  v.  Collins, 
12  Cal.  457. 

And  to  enable  loss  of  profits  to  be  shown  on 
1  qtM^gtion  of  damages  in  an  action  for  conver- 
sion they  should  be  reasonably  certain.  Gush- 
ing V.  Seymour,  30  Minn.  301,  15  N.  W.  249. 

Thus,  the  wrongful  taking  and  detention  of  a 
<>otton  press  under  claim  of  right,  in  good  faith, 
does  Dot  warrant  a  recovery  by  the  owner  of 
the  profits  which  he  supposed  he  would  have 
rraitzed  from  its  use  but  for  the  wrongful  de- 
tention.   Stell  V.  Paschal,  41  Tex.  640. 

And  damages  for  the  wrongful  conversion  of 
an  oatfit  for  threshing  grain,  computed  by  esti- 
mating the  value  of  the  use  of  the  property  to 
tb?  owner  by  taking  into  consideration  certain 
contracts  which  he  had  made  for  threshing, 
and  which  he  could  not  perform  after  the  ma- 
fh\ne  was  taken  away,  are  too  conjectural  and 
oncenain  to  furnish  a  proper  basis  for  estimat- 
ing luupensation.  Williams  v.  Wood,  55  Minn. 
323,  56  N.  W.  1066 ;  Gushing  v.  Seymour,  30 
Minn.  301,  15  N.  W.  249. 

And  the  wrongful  taking  and  withholding  of 
slaves  do  not  entitle  the  person  entitled  to  their 
8**nrlce  to  recover  against  the  wrongdoer  for 
tb«  rental  value  of  his  land  for  the  year,  on  the 
theory  that  by  reason  of  his  being  deprived  of 
the  services  of  the  slaves  he  had  been  unable 
to  ealtlvate  a  portion  of  his  land,  as  such  dam- 
ftses  will  not  be  deemed  to  have  been  within  the 
contemplation  of  the  parties,  and  are  not  the 
Dstcral  and  proximate  consequence  of  the  in- 
Jvj.  Burton  v.  Holley,  29  Ala.  818,  65  Am. 
Wc.  401. 

^.  the  probable  loss  of  profits  from  a  cotton 
frop  is  too  remote  and  contingent  for  recovery 
is  an  action  for  the  wrongful  detention  of  slaves 
^.^ionging  to  the  cotton  raiser,  and  evidence  of 
Use  value  of  cotton  that  year  Is  Inadmissible. 
Hope  V.  Alley,  9  Tex.  395. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  wrongful 
i^nl  of  a  warehouseman  to  deliver  wheat 
^ored  with  him  to  the  owner  unless  security 
^as  ?iven  for  a  debt  is  the  fair  market  value  of 
^^.^•  wheat,  and  not  prospective  profits  to  be 
Bi^de  thereon.  And  the  fact  that  the  owner  of 
*b<«t  was  without  means  to  go  Into  the  market 
*^  boy  other  wheat  to  grind  in  his  mill  does 
^^t  render  the  warehouseman  liable  to  him  for 
^h«  prospective  profits  from  grinding  the  wheat, 
f'r  for  any  sum  other  than  the  fair  market  value 
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thereof.     Kinnlard  v.  Dudderrar  Bros.  21  Ey. 
L.  Rep.  1230,  54  S.  W.  847. 

And  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  the  unlaw- 
ful taking  of  certain  goods,  wares,  and  merchan- 
dise is  entitled  to  recover  the  actual  value  of 
the  goods  taken  and  detained,  together  with  in- 
terest thereon  and  damages  for  the  deprecia- 
tion and  loss  of  those  taken  and  returned,  and 
perhaps  for  the  loss  of  trade  and  business  dur- 
ing the  time  the  goods  were  retained :  but  he  is- 
not  entitled  to  recover  for  loss  of  profits  or  in- 
Jury  to  credit,  as  these  are  too  remote  and 
speculative.  Grymble  v.  Muivaney,  21  Co^o.. 
203,  40  Pac.  499. 

So,  the  measure  of  damages  for  the  unlawful 
seizure  and  conversion  of  personal  property  i» 
what  the  goods  were  worth  at  the  time  and 
place  of  seizure,  and  not  the  amount  they  would 
bring  If  sold  at  retail.  Miller  v.  Jannett,  63 
Tex.  82. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  the  unlawful 
seizure  and  conversion  of  a  stock  of  liquor  and 
other  articles  Is  the  value  of  tbe  goods  seized 
at  the  place  of  seizure  on  tbe  day  of  conver- 
sion, with  interest,  and  not  what  might  be  ob- 
tained for  them  if  retailed  In  small  quantities 
at  different  times  and  in  different  shape  from 
that  In  which  they  were  found  by  the  party  con- 
verting them.     Tucker  v.  Hamlin,  60  Tex.  171. 

And  evidence  of  the  retail  value  of  goods 
seized  is  inadmissible  in  an  action  for  damages 
for  wrongful  seizure  and  conversion  thereof, 
when  given  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the 
property  constituted  the  plaintiff's  stock*  in 
trade,  and  that  In  consequence  of  the  taking 
his  business  was  broken  up  and  destroyed,  and 
that  he  was  greatly  Injured  in  his  credit  and 
reputation,  though  objected  to  generally  only, 
and  not  specifically.  Nightingale  v.  Scannell, 
18  Cal.  315. 

But  the  value  of  goods  wrongfully  seized  and 
detained  or  converted  at  the  place  where  they 
were  seized  on  the  day  of  the  conversion  Is  not 
Improper  as  a  measure  of  damages  for  the  con- 
version as  allowing  profits  upon  the  sale  of  the 
goods,  which  are  too  uncertain  to  enter  into  a 
calculation  of  damages.  Blum  v.  Merchant,  58 
Tex.  400. 

And  the  owner  of  a  large  quantity  of  flour 
unlawfully  taken  and  detained  by  another,  who 
upon  replevin  elects  to  take  judgment  for  Us 
value,  will  be  given  full  compensation  for  the 
actual  loss  by  assessing  the  value  of  the  fiour 
In  controversy  at  the  price  at  which  It  would 
have  been  sold  had  it  not  been  replevied,  and  by 
allowing  as  damages  interest  upon  that  amount 
from  the  time  the  sale  would  have  been  made. 
Suydam  v.  Jenkins,  3  Sandf.  614. 

Attention  is  here  called  to  the  fact  that  there 
are  cases  holding  that  the  measure  of  damages 
for  the  conversion  of  property  Is  the  highest 
value  of  the  property  converted  at  any  time  be- 
tween the  conversion  and  the  day  of  trial,  and 
that  there  Is  a  conflict  between  those  cases  and 
cases  making  the  value  at  the  time  of  conver- 
sion the  measure  of  damages.  These  cases, 
however,  have  not  been  included,  as  they  turn 
upon  the  question  as  to  the  proper  time  for  esti- 
mating the  value  of  the  thing  converted,  and 
not  upon  the  question  of  the  propriety  of  the  al- 
lowance of  any  profits  that  might  have  grown 
out  of  an  increase  In  value. 

So,  the  measure  of  damages  for  the  improper 
detention  of  propertpr  designed  for  use.  as  horses 
and  a  wagon,  is  compensation  to  the  injured 
party  for  the  loss  of  the  use  of  such  property. 
Eider  v.  Frevert,  18  Nev.  446,  5  Pac.  69. 

And  the  failure  of  the  defendant  In  an  action 
for  the  wrongful  detention  of  property  to  ask 
for  an  Instruction  limiting  the  right  of  recovery 
by  the  exclusion  therefrom  of  anticipated  prof- 
its from  the  use  of  the  thing  taken  does  not 
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estop  him  from  complainlDg  of  a  clearly  er- 
roneous verdict,  or  justify  the  court  In  refusing 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial  upon  the  ground  that 
the  verdict  was  erroneous,  though  there  was  no 
affirmative  error  In  the  charge  as  given.  .  UteU 
V.  Paschal,  41  Tex.  640. 

Mere  omission  of  a  carrier  to  deliver  property 
In  a  reasonable  time  is  not  a  conversion  or 
equivalent  to  a  conversion,  and  does  not  neces- 
sarily entitle  the  party  injured  to  the  full  value 
of  the  goods,  where  they  were  offered  to  him 
and  refused  because  of  the  delay,  and  were  not 
injured  or  deteriorated  therefrom,  and  the  dam- 
age would  be  the  difference  between  the  highest 
marlcet  value  when  or  after  the  goods  should 
have  been  delivered  and  when  they  were  act- 
ually delivered.  ScoviU  v.  Griffith,  12  N.  Y. 
509. 

Hut  the  act  of  agents  having  a  quantity  of 
wheat  in  their  possession  belonging  to  their 
principal,  who  were  directed  to  sell  at  a  certain 
price  if  they  could  do  so  before  a  certain  day, 
and  if  not  sold  on  that  day  to  ship  to  New  York, 
of  selling  on  the  day  they  were  expressly  or- 
dered to  ship,  is  a  conversion  of  the  grain,  and 
the  principal  Is  entitled  to  recover  the  highest 
price  for  the  property  prevailing  between  the 
time  of  the  conversion  and  a  reasonable  time 
afterwards  for  the  commencement  of  an  action 
therefor.     Scott  v.  Rogers,  31  N.  Y.  676. 

c.  Under  judicial  process. 

1.  By  seizure  under  torongful  attachment. 

A  wrongful  attachment  warrants  a  recovery 
for  loss  of  profits  which  might  have  been  made 
with  the  property  attached  during  the  time  of 
detention,  or  from  the  stoppage  consequent  up- 
on the  talcing,  where  they  were  not  conjectural 
or  uncertain,  and  their  loss  was  the  proximate 
result  of  the  taking. 

Thus,  the  plaintiff  In  an  action  on  an  under- 
taking for  an  attachment  for  the  recovery  of 
damages  resulting  from  the  wrongful  seizure 
and  detention  of  a  stock  of  goods  kept  for  sale 
at  retail  is  entitled  to  recover  for  natural  and 
necessary  losses  occasioned  by  an  interruption 
in  his  business  by  such  seizure.  Alexander  v. 
Jacoby,  23  Ohio  St.  359. 

And  the  wrongful  attachment  of  a  stock  of 
goods  of  a  merchant,  purchased  with  reference 
to  retail  trade,  authorizes  a  recovery  by  the 
merchant,  as  a  part  of  his  damages,  the  fair 
retail  value  of  the  goods  unlawfully  taken. 
Wehle  V.  Butler,  61  N.  Y.  245. 

And  damages  suffered  through  the  wrongful 
attachment  of  a  herd  of  cattle  and  their  remov- 
al to  poorer  pasture  and  improper  care,  which, 
though  not  reducing  them  in  weight,  prevented 
them  from  making  the  ordinary  Increase  in 
weight  and  value,  are  in  the  nature  of  gains 
prevented,  rather  than  of  losses  sustained,  and 
are  s«uiRciently  proximate  and  certain  for  recov- 
ery In  an  action  for  the  wrongful  attachment. 
Hoge  V.  Norton,  22  Kan.  374. 

And  one  who  has  a  contract  for  removing 
dirt  at  a  designated  price  per  cubic  yard,  the 
value  of  which  while  In  possession  of  his  teams 
and  utensils  is  easily  ascertainable,  is  entitled 
to  recover,  for  a  wrongful  attachment  of  his 
teams  and  utensils  under  which  thoy  are  sold, 
the  profit  ho  was  prevented  from  realizing  by 
such  seizure,  and  evidence  with  reference  there- 
to is  admissible.  State  ex  rcl.  Mondy  v.  An- 
drews, 39  W.  Va.  35,  19  S.  E.  385. 

So,  the  seizure  of  the  prop«»rty  of  a  partner- 
ship under  an  attachment  against  one  of  the 
partners,  causing  a  complete  ouster  of  both  par- 
ties, and  an  entire  destruction  of  the  partner- 
ship business,  warrants  a  recovery  by  the  part- 
nership of  damages  for  such  destruction  of  their 
business.  Haynes  v.  Knowles.  36  Mich.  407. 
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Ordinarily  where  conversion  is  brought  for 
the  taking  and  removal  of  a  stock  in  trade  by 
a  sheriff  under  attachment,  the  value  of  the 
goods  is  the  damage  allowed.  But  if  the  action 
be  for  the  trespass  as  well  as  the  conversion,  as 
for  ejecting  the  plaintiff  from  his  business  and 
breaking  up  and  destroying  it,  and  depriving 
him  of  the  use,  benefit,  and  profits  of  it.  as 
well  as  for  the  taking  of  the  goods  and  fixtures 
detained,  the  loss  of  profits  while  the  plaintiff 
was  BO  deprived  is  a  direct  damage,  as  in  every 
case  of  trespass  which  interferes  with  the  trade 
or  business  carried  on  on  the  premises.  Eben- 
reiter  v.  Dahlman,  19  Misc.  9,  42  N.  Y.  Supp. 
867. 

And  the  fact  that  a  sheriff's  bond  did  not  au- 
thorize him  to  commit  any  overt  act  in  levying 
upon  a  stock  of  goods  except  the  levying,  at- 
taching, and  making  sale  of  the  property  levied 
upon,  does  not  relieve  his  indemnitors  from  lia- 
bility for  profits  of  a  business  of  which  the  own- 
er was  deprived  by  the  sherifTs  seizure  of  the 
whole  stock  In  trade,  and  depriving  the  owner 
of  the  use  and  benefits  and  profits  thereof  for 
a  stated  period  of  time,  the  sheriff  himself  be- 
ing liable  therefor.     Ibid. 

So,  while  the  true  measure  of  damages  for 
the  wrongful  attachment  of  property  is  the 
market  value  of  the  goods,  in  the  absence  of  a 
sale,  the  real  value  is  the  fundamental  rule  : 
and  where  hops  were  wrongfully  attached,  and 
such  hops  had  been  sold,  the  pwner  is  entitled 
to  recover  the  amount  for  which  they  were  sold 
without  reference  to  the  market  value.  Curry 
V.  Catlin,  12  Wash.  322,  41  Pac.  66. 

Damages  upon  an  attachment  bond,  made  in 
an  action  where  there  was  no  Issue  of  malice 
or  want  of  probable  cause,  however,  must  be 
compensatory  merely,  and  confined  to  the  actual 
loss  from  deprivation  of  the  property  attached 
or  injury  to  it ;  or,  in  case  of  closing  business, 
probable  profits  of  the  business  during  the  time 
of  stoppage.  liolllday  Bros.  v.  Cohen,  34  Ark. 
707  ;  Myers  v.  Farrell,  47  Miss.  281. 

They  cannot  be  extended  to  Include  a  loss  of 
prospective  profits  arising  from  an  injury  to 
credit  by  the  attachment.  If  such  damages  are 
recoverable  at  all,  it  must  be  In  a  separate  ac- 
tion on  the  case,  and  not  in  an  action  on  the 
attachment  bond.  HoUlday  Bros.  v.  Cohen,  34 
Ark.  707. 

And  where  goods  are  seized  and  sold  under 
a  wrongful  attachment,  which  Is  subsequently 
dissolved,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  value 
at  the  time  of  seizure  with  Interest  to  the  time 
of  trial,  less  the  sum  for  which  they  were  sold. 
And  the  rule  that  the  probable  profits  of  a  per- 
son whose  goods  have  been  wrongfully  attached 
during  the  time  his  business  was  closed  could 
be  ascertained  by  merely  showing  the  percent- 
age at  which  the  goods  might  have  been  sold 
above  their  original  cost.  If  such  a  rule  exists, 
has  no  application  to  cases  where  the  property 
is  never  restored  to  the  original  owner.  Biass 
V.  Lee.  55  Ark.  329,  18  S.  W.  186. 

And  a  wrongful  seizure  of  an  ordinary  stock 
of  merchandise,  after  which  the  owner  resumed 
business  and  realized  the  profits  on  it,  does  not 
entitle  him  to  recover  profits  resulting  from  an 
injury  to  his  business  after  Its  resumption  :  and 
an  instruction  in  an  action  for  such  wrongful 
seizure,  authorizing  recovery  of  profits  up  to 
the  time  of  trial.  Is  erroneous.  Cunningham 
V.  Sugar.  9  N.  M.  105.  49  Pac.  910. 

The  measure  of  damages  for  the  wrongful 
suing  out  of  an  attachment  is  such  sum  as  will 
compensate  the  injured  party  for  the  injury  fair- 
ly and  Impartially.and  the  jury  in  an  action  there- 
for cannot  speculate  by  taking  Into  considera- 
tion any  hopes  of  future  profits  or  successful 
enterprises.     Kennedy    v.    Meacham,    18    Fed. 
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312 :  Ilollidnj  Bros.  t.  Cohen.  34  Ark.  707 :  Pol- 
lock V.  GamtU  tiO  Ala.  374.  44  Am.  Rep.  519. 

Mere  possible  or  speculative  expectations  of 
profits  and  collateral  advantages  are  not  to  be 
taken  into  account.  Myers  ▼.  Farreli,  47  Miss. 
2bl. 

And  an  attachment  of  a  stock  of  goods  which 
was  wrongful  but  not  malicious  does  not  au- 
thorize a  recovery  against  the  attaching  credi- 
tor of  the  profits  which  the  debtor  might  have 
made  in  his  business,  had  it  not  been  interrupted 
by  the  attachment,  as  the  amount  would  have 
been  too  <-onjectural.  Braunsdorf  v.  Fellner. 
76  Wis.  1,  45  X.  W.  97. 

And  claims  for  loss  of  profits  in  the  retail  of 
goods  wrongfully  attached,  and  loss  of  business 
and  custom,  and  loss  of  credit,  are  properly 
stricken  out  in  an  action  for  a  wrongful  attach- 
ment, as  not  being  such  elements  of  damages 
as  are  proper  subjects  of  allegation  or  proof. 
Lowenstein  v.  Monroe,  55  Iowa,  82,  7  N.  W. 
406. 

Thus,  one  whose  stock  of  goods  was  unlaw- 
fully attached  and  carried  away  is  entitled  to 
recover  therefor  the  money  value  of  the  goods, 
cbich  Is  the  price  at  which  they  could  be  re- 
placed for  money  in  the  market,  but  not  the  re- 
tail Talue  or  the  price  at  which  the  goods  are 
sold  at  retail,  as  expected,  and  contingent  prof- 
its, the  eamiug  of  which  Involves  labor,  loss  of 
time  and  expenses,  would  be  included  in  such 
value.     Wehle  v.  Havlland.  69  N.  Y.  451. 

And  damages  sustained  from  a  wrongful  at- 
tachment by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  person 
attached  was  making  advances  to  timber  men 
and  others,  and  thereby  had  become  interested 
in  the  handling  of  timber  and  crops,  and  that, 
owing  to  his  mercantile  business  being  stopped 
by  the  attachment,  he  lost  these  advantages, 
■nd  lost  bis  advances  and  the  shipment  of  his 
timber,  are  too  speculative  and  remote  for  re- 
covery in  an  action  for  the  wrongful  attach- 
ment :  and  proof  to  that  effect  is  Inadmissible. 
Pollock  T.  Gantt,  99  Ala.  373.  44  Am.  Rep.  519. 
The  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  excessive  attach- 
ment is  entitled  to  recover  back  all  the  goods 
not  ne<-esaary  to  satisfy  the  debt,  or  their  value 
if  sold,  together  with  compensation  for  their 
detention*  which  would  ordinarily  be  interest 
upon  the  value  of  the  whole  of  the  property 
seized  at  the  time  of  the  levy  ;  and  If  the  attach- 
ing creditor  should  fail  to  establish  his  debt, 
he  would  be  entitled  to  recover  all  the  property 
•elxed«  or,  if  sold,  its  value  at  the  time  of  the 
iery  with  interest,  but  he  would  not  be  entitled 
to  recover  for  the  loss  of  credit  and  of  profits 
in  carrying  on  his  business,  resulting  from  the 
s«-izQre  and  detention  of  his  goods.  Wallace  v. 
t^nberg.  46  Tex    35. 

And  the  Jury  in  an  action  upon  an  attach- 
ment bond  for  the  wrongful  attachment  of  a 
stock  in  trade  may  consider  whether  there  was 
soy  lo8«s  or  injury  to  the  business  of  the  attach- 
ment debtor  during  the  period  of  possession  un- 
der the  writ,  and  allow  such  sum  as  shall  be 
fair  and  just  if  there  has  been  such  an  injury  ; 
but  a  refasal  to  instruct  the  Jury  to  determine 
the  amount  of  profits,  if  any,  lost  to  the  at- 
tnrhment  debtor  during  the  time  of  possession 
ciider  the  writ,  Is  not  error.  Swift  v.  Plessner, 
Si»  Mich.    178. 

The  rule  that  future  profits  in  suits  for 
wrongful  attachment  do  not  enter  into  the  act- 
ual damages  recoverable,  however,  applies  only 
In  those  cases  In  which  the  measure  of  damages 
Is  the  value  of  the  property  taken.  It  does  not 
apply  to  cases  where  the  recovery  Is  not  for  the 
value  of  the  property,  but  merely  with  refer-  j 
4^nce  to  its  detention.  Wilson  y.  Manning 
<Tex.  Civ.  App.)   35  8.  W.   1079. 

ik   party  Injured  by  a  wrongful  attachment  | 
would  be  entitled  to  the  value  of  the  use  of  the 
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property  seized  during  the  detention  where  It 
was  returned  in  like  condition,  or,  In  lieu  there- 
of, to  any  special  damage  he  may  have  suffered 
which  Is  the  proximate  and  natural  result  of  the 
wrongful  net.     7 bid. 

And  if  by  reason  of  distance  from  a  supply 
market,  or  like  circumstances,  an  interval  must 
reahonably  elapse  before  business  can  be  re- 
sumed, the  loss  of  profits  or  injury  to  business 
by  the  diversion  of  trade  during  that  time  may 
be  shown  as  a  natural  and  proximate  result  of 
closing  up  a  mercantile  store  by  a  wrongful  seiz- 
ure of  the  stock  of  goods ;  but  this  must  be 
based  upon  actual  conditions  previously  exist- 
ing for  a  period  sufficiently  long  to  afford  rea- 
souable  certainty  to  it  as  evidence  of  damage. 
Cunningham  y.  Sugar,  9  N.  M.  105,  49  Pac. 
910. 

And  the  period  for  which  the  profits  may  be 
recovered  cannot  be  made  to  depend  upon  the 
time  when  the  person  Injured  may  have  chosen 
to  replenish  his  stock  and  resume  his  business; 
it  can  only  extend  to  a  reasonable  time  within 
which  to  accomplish  that  purpose.     Ibid. 

And  the  inquiry  in  regard  to  the  injury  which 
a  party  may  sustain  by  the  deprivation  of  the 
use  of  his  property  from  a  wrongful  attachment 
should  be  limited  to  the  actual  value  of  the  use 
of  the  property,  where  the  property  Is  not  of  It- 
self productive.  But  If  the  property  was  kept 
for  trade  and  business  with  a  view  to  the  vend- 
ing thereof,  and  is  damaged  or  of  less  value 
when  returned  than  when  seized,  the  difference 
In  value  may  be  recovered.  Reldhar  y.  Berger, 
8  B.  Mon.  160. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  the  Illegal 
attachment  of  a  vessel  is  the  expenses, incurred 
in  releasing  it  from  the  attachment,  and  the 
profits  lost  as  the  direct  consequences  of  the 
seizure  and  detention,  so  far  as  they  are  ascer- 
tainable on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs.  British 
&  A.  S.  S.  .\av.  Co.  V.  Sibley,  27  La.  Ann.  191. 

But  even  in  such  cases  remote  speculative  and 
uncertain  profits  cannot  be  recovered. 

Thus,  whether  a  steamboat  could  or  could 
not  have  earned  anything  during  the  time  she 
was  in  the  .custody  of  the  sheriff  under  attach- 
ment, is  a  matter  of  speculation  which  is  not 
susceptible  of  proof,  and  damages  for  the  loss 
of  such  earnings  cannot  be  recovered  in  an  ac- 
tion for  a  wrongful  attachment  of  the  boat. 
Callaway  Min.  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Clark,  32  Mo.  305. 

So,  the  measure  of  damages  for  the  detention 
of  a  vessel  attached  on  a  lien  for  repairs  is  the 
value  of  the  service  of  the  vessel  per  day  at  the 
particular  time  she  was  detained,  and  proof  of 
the  value  of  her  services  per  day  during  the 
season  of  navigation  is  inadmissible,  and  an  al- 
lowance based  upon  such  proof  is  erroneous. 
Rogers  v.  Beard,  20  How.  Pr.  102. 

A  ginner,  however,  In  the  ginning  season, 
either  engaged  or  about  to  engage  in  his  busi- 
ness, who  Is  Interrupted  by  a  seizure  of  an  in- 
dispensable part  of  his  machinery,  thereby  stop- 
ping or  delaying  his  business  for  a  period,  is 
entitled  to  recover  therefor  the  net  profits  of 
his  business  in  connection  with  the  particular 
gin,  for  the  time  of  delay,  such  profits  being  a 
proper  measure  of  damages.  Wilson  v.  Man- 
ning (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  35  S.  W.  1079. 

But  the  wrongful  attachment  of  a  gin  does 
not  entitle  the  owner  to  recover  the  net  profits 
of  his  ginning  business  during  the  time  the  gin 
was  detained,  where  the  evidence  shows  that  he 
had  three  gins.     Ibid. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  the  wrong- 
ful attachment  of  an  ox  is  what  the  use  of  the 
ox  was  worth  during  the  time  he  was  held  un- 
der the  attachment,  less  the  cost  of  his  keeping 
If  that  was  paid  by  the  person  causing  the  at- 
tachment, and  not  the  damages  suffered  by  the 
owner  in  the  loss  of,  or  failure  to  raise  crops  by 


66 


South  Carolina  Suprgmb  Oouut. 


Apii., 


reason  of  being  deprived  of  the  use  of,  the  ox 
in  cultivating  his  land,  as  such  damages  are  not 
the  proximate  and  natural  result  of  the  attach- 
ment.    Luce  V.  Hoislngton,  56  Vt.  436. 

Proof  of  the  loss  of  probable  profits,  how- 
ever, in  an  action  by  a  mercantile  firm  for  dam- 
ages for  a  wrongful  attachment  against  them, 
in  consequence  of  which  their  credit  was  de- 
stroyed and  business  broken  up.  Is  admissible  in 
evidence,  not  to  furnish  the  measure  of  damages, 
but  to  aid  the  Jury  in  arriving  at  a  correct  con- 
clusion as  to  the  injury  sustained.  Donnell  v. 
Jones,  17  Ala.  6S9,  52  Am.  Dec.  194. 

In  the  above  case  The  Lively,  1  Gall.  815, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,403,  and  Smith  v.  Condry.  1 
How.  28,  11  L.  ed.  35,  infra,  X.  a,  were  distin- 
guished upon  the  ground  that  those  cases  are 
predicated  upon  the  doctrine  which  obtains  in 
cases  of  Insurance,  which  is  that  the  insured 
cannot  recover  for  the  loss  of  probable  profits 
at  the  port  of  destination,  end  that  the  value 
of  the  goods  at  the  place  of  shipment  constitutes 
the  true  criterion  of  damages. 

And  the  business  capacity  of  a  person  injured 
by  the  wrongful  suing  out  of  a  writ  of  attach- 
ment, and  his  credit  at  and  before  the  time  of 
the  Issue  of  the  writ,  the  amount  of  his  liabili- 
ties and  his  capital  in  the  business  and  of  the 
profits  of  the  same,  are  all  facts  which  might 
be  detailed  by  witnesses  in  an  action  for  the 
wrongful  attachment;  but  the 'value  of  his 
credit  is  a  conclusion,  not  for  witnesses,  but  for 
the  Jury.  Kauffman  v.  Babcock,  67  Tex.  241, 
2  S.  W.  878. 

And  evidence  of  loss  of  credit  and  probable 
profits,  and  of  the  breaking  up  of  a  business  by 
wrongful,  attachment  proceedings,  is  admissible 
in  an  action  for  the  wrongful  attachment  as 
tending  to  Show  the  malice,  oppression,  or  im- 
proper motive  of  the  party  obtaining  the  writ, 
as  exemplary  damages  are  recoverable  for  the 
wrongful  and  malicious  suing  out  of  the  at- 
tachment. Western  News  Co.  v.  Wllmarth,  33 
Kan.  510,  6  Pac.  786. 

In  Kaufman  v.  Armstrong,  74  Tex.  65,  11  S. 
W.  1048,  however,  it  was  held  that  evidence  of 
loss  of  credit  and  prospective  profits  is  not  ad- 
missible in  an  action  for  wrongfully  suing  out 
and  levying  an  attachment  where  the  act  was 
not  malicious,  but  may  be  received  where  the 
action  Is  based  on  the  malicioni  prosecution  of 
such  an  action. 

A  witness  may  testify  to  the  extent  of  a  mer- 
chant's business  and  the  rate  or  average  of  prof- 
its he  may  realize  on  sales  above  expenses  In  an 
action  for  damages  for  a  wrongful  attachment, 
for  these  are  matters  within  his  knowledge ;  but 
he  cannot  give  his  opinion  as  to  the  extent  of 
losses  the  merchant  would  suffer  from  the 
breaking  up  of  his  business.  Pollock  v.  Gantt, 
60  Ala.  373,  44  Am.  Rep.  510. 

And  the  opinions  of  witnesses  as  to  the 
amount  of  loss  or  damage  sustained  by  an  own- 
er of  goods  kept  for  sale  by  depreciation  in  their 
market  value  caused  by  wrongful  attachment, 
is  not  admissible  in  evidence  In  an  action  upon 
the  attachment  bond,  where  no  reference  was 
had  to  knowledge  of  the  goods  or  prices  realized 
on  sales  or  prices  demanded  or  offered  In  the 
market,  and  are  not  based  upon  a  knowledge  of 
any  fact,  or  upon  the  assumption  of  any  fact 
which  fairly  and  reasonably  Indicates  the 
amount  of  loss  resulting  therefrom.  Alexander 
V.  Jacoby,  23  Ohio  St.  359. 

And  the  usual  profit  made  by  similar  estab- 
lishments in  the  neighborhood  of  the  plaintiff 
in  the  same  kind  of  business  is  <not  admissible 
In  an  action  for  a  wrongful  and  malicious  at- 
tachment upon  his  goods ;  but  a  witness  may  be 
asked  on  his  own  knowledge  as  to  the  effect  of 
the  issue  of  the  attachment  and  seizure  and  levy 
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under  the  same  upon  the  business  and  credit  of 
the  plaintiff.     O'Grady  v.  Julian,  84  Ala.  88. 

A  claim  for  damages  in  an  action  for  wrong- 
ful attachment  of  a  stock  of  clothing,  that  by 
reason  of  the  withholding  of  the  clothing  from 
sale  the  stock  diminished  In  value  by  reason  of 
its  becoming  unsalable,  is  not  a  claim  for  loss  of 
profits  in  the  retail  trade  of  the  party  injured, 
and  is  a  legitimate  claim.  Lowenstein  ▼.  Mon- 
roe, 55  Iowa,  82,  7  N.  W.  406. 

And  property  seized  for  debt  in  the  hands  of 
a  resident  agent  for  a  nonresident  owner  may 
be  delivered  over  to  the  complainant  whero  the 
resident  defendant  failed  to  give  security  for 
the  forthcoming  of  the  property ;  but  he  must 
account  for  the  profits  up  to  the  time  it  is  sold, 
and  such  profits  must  be  ascertained  by  the  Jury. 
Moore  v.  Simpson,  5  Litt.  (Ky.)  49. 

2.  By  seizure  under  wrongful  replevin. 

The  value  of  the  use  of  goods  detained  during 
the  wrongful  detention  would  seem  to  be  the 
measure  of  damages  for  seizure  under  wrongful 
replevin,  excluding  all  profits  lost  unless  they 
were  certain  and  their  loss  the  proximate  result 
of  the  taking. 

Thus,  one  whose  goods  had  been  wrongfully 
replevied,  which  goods  had  not  been  paid  for, 
and  for  which  no  recovery  could  be  had  by  the 
creditor,  can  recover  for  the  wrongful  replevin 
only  the  costs  in  the  replevin  suit,  and  whatever 
profits.  If  any,  the  Jury  might  find  that  the  par- 
ty injured  would  have  made  on  a  sale  of  the 
goods  had  they  not  been  taken  under  the  writ. 
Seldner  v.  Smith,  40  Md.  603. 

The  measure  of  damages  in  replevin  is  ordi- 
narily interest  on  the  value  of  the  property 
taken  for  the  period  during  which  It  was  de- 
tained, to  which  is  sometimes  added  reasonable 
compensation  for  the  loss  of  time  and  expenses 
incurred  in  bringing  the  suit,  and  what  It  would 
have  cost  to  hire  another  chattel  of  the  same 
kind,  but  loss  of  speculative  or  anticipated  prof- 
Its  cannot  be  Included ;  and  a  claim  that  the 
article  replevied  was  a  patented  article,  whlcb 
the  owner  had  the  right  of  suing,-  and  that  its 
use  was  worth  a  specified  sum  to  him  per  day» 
and  that  he  had  at  that  time  orders  for  arti- 
cles to  be  made  upon  it,  in  sufficient  quantities 
to  keep  him  in  constant  employment,  cannot  be 
allowed.  Houghton  v.  Rock,  8  Phila.  42 ;  But- 
ler V.  Mehrling,  15  111.  490. 

And  damages  arising  from  posjilble  loss  of 
customers  which  might  be  caused  by  not  bavins 
goods  ready  for  sale  owing  to  their  having  be««i 
taken  under  a  wrongful  replevin  are  too  remote 
and  contingent  for  recovery  In  an  action  there- 
for. Washington  Ice.  Co.  v.  Webster,  62  Me. 
341,  16  Am.  Rep.  462. 

The  amount  of  damage  which  the  owner  of 
goods  wrongfully  taken  and  retained  Is  entitle<} 
to  recover  In  ordinary  cases  is  the  market  price 
with  interest  thereon,  and  an  estimate  as  to 
the  damages  for  such  wrongful  taking,  based 
upon  what  the  goods  would  be  worth  to  the 
owner  in  the  ordinary  course  of  trade  and  busi- 
ness in  which  he  was  thus  engaged,  is  too  con- 
jectural and  speculative  to  be  allowed.  Bone- 
steel  V.  Orvls,  22  Wis.  522. 

And  profits  cannot  be  allowed  as  damages  for 
the  wrongful  replevin  of  a  shingle  mill  where  It 
appears  that  the  estimated  profits  could  only  be 
made  under  the  most  favorable  circumstances, 
and  contingencies  which  might  stop  operations 
or  render  them  unprofitable  were  numerous,  and 
it  was  doubtful  whether  the  business  woa]<^ 
have  been  profitable  at  all.  Talc«tt  v.  Crlppen, 
52  Mich.  633,  18  N.  W,  392. 

And  the  mere  opinions  of  witnesses  as  to  fu- 
ture profits  to  be  realized  from  operating  a  steank 
engine  and  thresher  are  too  uncertain  and  specu- 
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latire  to  furnish  a  safe  guide  to  the  jury  for 
estimating  damages  in  an  action  upon  a  replevin 
bond,  given  in  a  replevin  suit  in  which  the  en- 
^ne  and  thresher  were  talcen  from  the  plain- 
Uff.  Crabbs  v.  Koontz,  69  Md.  59,  13  Atl.  591. 
So.  the  measure  of  damages  for  the  wrongful 
replerin  of  a  boat  is  not  to  he  made  to  depend 
upon  the  use  to  which  the  injured  party  could 
b&re  put  it  during  its  detention,  or  upon  the 
prospective  estimate  of  profits  therefrom,  con- 
linsent  upon  his  chance  of  business,  but  is  a 
tfdr  and  reasonable  compensation  for  the  use 
of  the  boat,  with  such  special  damages  as  are 
known  and  necessarily  accompanied  the  deten- 
tion«  and  any  injury  occurring  to  the  property. 
AL«r  V.  Bratton,  60  Mich.  857,  27  N.  W.  564. 

3.  Bif  $ei2ure  under  wrongful  execution  or  other 

proc€4§» 

Seiaure  onder  wrongful  execution  or  other 
judicial  process  seems  to  be  governed  by  the 
nx!es  applicable  to  seizure  under  wrongful  at- 
'ftifament  and  replevin  with  reference  to  the  al- 
lowance of  profits  lost  as  damages. 

Tiias,  the  act  of  a  sheriff  in  unlawfully  taking 
(Obsession  of  an  entire  stock  of  goods,  and  re- 
taining such  unlawful  possession  for  some  time, 
whereby  the  owner  was  entirely  excluded  from 
iht  premises  and  prevented  from  conducting  his 
boslness,  entitles  him  to  recover  the  profits  he 
voitld  have  made  had  he  been  permitted  to  con- 
tinue the  business.  Langan  v.  Potter,  8  Misc. 
541,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  752. 

And  a  wrongful  levy  upon  and  sale  of  a  stock 
of  meats  and  the  fixtures  of  a  butcher  store  en- 
titles the  butcher  to  recover  of  the  sheriff  the 
Tall  amount  which  he  could  have  realized  for 
the  meats  then  on  hand ;  but  the  prospective 
;»rofii8  which  he  might  have  earned  In  his  fu- 
ture business  cannot  be  considered  as  an  element 
^'(  damages.  libeinfelt  v.  Dahlman,  18  Misc. 
;:.8,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  465. 

And  the  rule  that  while  ordinarily,  where 
rocrersion  Is  brought  for  the  taking  and  remov- 
al of  a  stock  of  goods  by  the  sheriff,  the  value 
A  the  goods  is  the  damage  allowed,  if  the  ac- 
tion be  for  the  trespass  as  well  as  conversion, 
vlucli  consisted  of  the  ejectment  of  the  plaintiff 
fr'>m  bis  business  and  breaking  up  and  destroy- 
ios  it.  and  depriving  him  of  the  use,  benefits, 
AQd  profits  of  It  as  well  as  the  taking  of  the 
fr<>r-d«.  the  loss  of  profits  while  he  was  so  de- 
prived is  a  direct  damage,  and  can  be  recovered  ; 
laid  down  in  Ebenreiter  v.  Dahlman,  19  Misc. 
t^,  42  X.  Y.  Supp.  867,  which  was  an  attachment 
ease, — ^would  seem  to  be  applicable  to  seizure  un- 
der ezecutlon  or  other  Judicial  process. 

But  where  a  merchant's  stock  of  merchandise 
It  levied  upon  and  carried  away,  and  by  reason 
'bereof  he  is  compelled  to  discontinue  business, 
ibe  loas  of  future  profits  which  he  might  have 
m«de  had  the  business  continued,  is  too  remote 
and  uncertain  to  be  allowed  as  damages  for  the 
vrnngfui  seizure.  Casper  v.  Kllppen,  61  Minn. 
£•3.  63  N.  W.  737 ;  Nightingale  v.  Scannell,  18 
'.aL  318. 

And  one  whose  goods  were  wrongfully  seized 
3^der  execution  against  another,  but  who  after- 
wards recovers  them,  Is  entitled  to  recover  as 
images.  In  the  absence  of  proof  that  the  sher- 
if  acted  maliciously,  no  more  than  interest  on 
tu  Talue  of  bis  property  from  the  time  it  was 
t&ken  from  him  until  its  restitution,  and  rea- 
^-•oable  compensation  for  the  depreciation  In  Its 
raS'je  if  any  there  was.  The  Jury  Is  not  author- 
'■^^  to  take  Into  consideration  damages  to  the 

voers  character  or  interruption  in  his  trade. 
B^^rldge  v.  Welch.  7  Wis.  468. 

>'<>.  a  creditor  who  wrongfully  causes  an  exe- 
'vAan  to  be  levied  upon  property  belonging  to 
a  'bird  party,  as  that  of  his  debtor,  is  not  iia- 
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ble  for  damages  of  a  speculative  character  for 
interruption  of  the  business,  loss  of  profits,  and 
the  like,  of  the  owner  because  of  the  seizure  of 
the  property,  where  there  was  nothing  In  the 
conduct  of  the  creditor  which  was  vindictive' or 
oppresiilve,  and  it  was  uncertain  whether  or  not 
the  price  for  the  property  purchased  of  the  debt- 
or had  been  fully  paid.  Farmers'  Bank  v.  Mc- 
Kee,  2  Pa.  St.  318. 

And  the  value  of  goods  wrongfully  taken  un- 
der execution,  at  the  time  of  the  taking,  with 
interest  thereon  to  the  time  of  trial.  Is  the  prop- 
er measure  of  damages  for  such  taking,  and  not 
the  value  of  the  goods  in  the  retail  market  with 
Interest.  State  use  of  Hayden  ▼.  Smith,  31 
Mo.  566. 

And  evidence  of  the  retail  value  of  the  goods 
Is  Inadmissible.  Nightingale  v.  Scannell,  18 
Cal.  318. 

And  where  the  motives  of  the  sheriff  are  prop- 
er he  cannot  be  held  for  exemplary  damages  on 
account  of  the  Improper  motives  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  execution.    Ibid, 

So,  damages  on  account  of  the  loss  of  profits, 
in  an  action  for  seizure  of  a  stock  of  goods  un- 
der an  execution  Issued  upon  a  void  Judgment, 
are  not  susceptible  of  computation,  and  cannot 
be  recovered.  Selden  v.  Cashman,  20  Cal.  56, 
81  Am.  Dec.  93. 

But  damages  to  the  business  of  a  tradesman 
and  loss  of  his  profits  caused  by  an  Improper 
seizure  of  his  whole  stock  under  color  of  legal 
proceedings,  though  not  recoverable  as  such,  may 
be  proved  and  considered  in  an  action  for  the 
wrongful  seizure  in  estimating  the  damages 
sustained.     Juchter  v.  Boehm,  67  Ga.  534. 

And  the  Jury  In  an  action  of  replevin  against 
a  sheriff  who  had  wrongfully  levied  an  execu- 
tion upon  a  stock  of  drugs  contained  in  a  drug 
store,  may  take  into  consideration,  besides  the 
amount  of  net  Income  of  the  store  about  the 
time  of  the  levy  of  the  execution,  the  length  of 
time  Intervening  between  the  time  of  the  levy 
by  the  sheriff  and  the  complete  restoration  of 
the  owner  to  his  possession,  and  the  deprecia- 
tion in  the  value  of  the  property  from  handling 
In  making  the  inventory.  Schars  v.  Barnd,  27 
Neb.  94,  42  N.  W.  906. 

In  Miller  v.  Jannett,  63  Tex.  82,  however.  It 
was  held  that  evidence  as  to  what  profits  the 
owner  would  have  made  from  carrying  on  busi- 
ness with  goods  levied  on  had  they  not  been 
taken  from  their  posseBslon^  Is  inadmissible  In 
an  action  for  their  wrongful  seizure  and  conver- 
sion. 

That  a  debtor  of  a  business  firm  was  garn- 
ished for  the  amount  due,  thus  preventing  Its 
payment  to  the  firm,  as  a  consequence  of  which 
Its  business  was  ruined  and  prospects  blighted, 
does  not  authorize  a  recovery  of  damages  there- 
for against  the  party  procuring  the  garnish- 
ment, as  the  damages  would  be  too  remote  and 
s]icculative.  O'Neill  v.  Johnson,  53  Minn.  439, 
53  N.  W.  601. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  a  wrongful 
seizure  of  a  crop  under  a  distress  warrant  for 
rent  Is  the  value  of  the  crop  seized  and  con- 
verted, but  does  not  Include  other  damages  the 
owner  might  have  sustained  by  being  deprived 
of  his  crop.  Majors  v.  Goodrich  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.)  54  S.  W.  919. 

So,  damages  to  business,  or  a  loss  of  the 
profits  thereof  sustained  by  a  tenant  from  the 
wrongful  levy  by  his  landlord  of  a  distress  war- 
rant for  rent,  can  form  no  part  of  the  recovery 
against  the  landlord  for  the  wrongful  distress ; 
but  the  average  profits  which  he  was  maklAg  as 
a  tradesman  when  his  stock  was  seized  may  be 
considered  In  estimating  his  damages  caused  by 
the  detention  of  his  stock  and  the  interruption 
of  his  business.     Sturgls  v.  Frost,  56  Ga.  188. 

And   the  plaintiff   In   an.  action  of   trespass 
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brought  against  a  landlord  for  entering  the 
premises,  consisting  of  a  printing  establishment, 
and  wrongfully  seizing  and  converting  the  mate- 
rials, books,  papers,  etc.,  therein  found,  for  rent, 
alleging  special  damage  In  the  suspension  of  his 
newspaper  and  the  loss  of  subscribers  and  of 
advertising  patronage,  and  of  the  loss  of  patron- 
age to  the  establishment,  and  of  delays  and  ex- 
pense in  the  re-establishment  of  his  paper,  may 
properly  prove  the  manner  of  executing  the  dis- 
tress warrant,  the  character  of  the  printing  es- 
tablishment, the  amount  of  advertising  profits 
and  value  of  the  concern,  the  character  of  the 
library,  books,  and  files  of  papers  seized,  and 
damages  to  the  tenant  under  the  circumstances 
by  the  suspension  of  his  paper,  and  the  loss  of 
his  patronage,  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
the  amount  of  the  injury  and  the  motive  govern- 
ing the  act.     Sherman  v.  Dutch,  16  111.  283. 

And  loss  of  boarders  on  the  part  of  a  lessee 
running  a  boarding  house  on  leased  premises  Is 
the  natural  and  proximate  effect  of  the  act  of 
the  landlord  in  wrongfully  and  maliciously  pro- 
curing the  issue  of  statutory  process  to  dispos- 
sess the  boarding-house  keeper  as  a  tenant  at 
law  holding  over,  for  which  the  landlord  is 
liable  In  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution. 
Slater  v.  Klmbro,  91  Ga.  217.  18  S.  E.  296. 

So,  the  wrongful  disturbance  of  a  party  In 
the  possession  of  his  property  by  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver  thereof  does  not  authorize 
an  award  of  damages  upon  the  belief  of  wit- 
nesses that  if  the  owner  had  held  the  property 
and  carried  on  business  thereon  she  could  have 
made  a  profit,  as  an  award  of  damages  for  such 
profits  would  be  too  speculative.  Lehman  v. 
McQuown,  31  Fed.  138. 

Rut  a  receiver  wrongfully  appointed  Is  a  tres- 
passer, and  where  one  thus  appointed  takes  pos- 
session of  a  confectionery  store,  the  owner  and 
proprietor  of  which  was  engaged  in  the  manu- 
facture and  sale  of  ice-cream  and  soda-water, 
.ind  keeps  it  for  some  time  and  then  sells  It,  the 
owner  is  entitled  to  recover  of  the  person  pro- 
curing the  appointment  for  the  value  of  her  in- 
terest in  the  property  sold  by  the  receiver  at 
the  time  he  took  possession,  and  the  actual  loss 
she  sustained  by  the  suspension  of  her  business 
during  the  time  she  was  prevented  from  carry- 
ing it  on.  including  a  loss  of  profits  which  she 
would  have  made  had  her  business  not  been  in- 
terfered with,  if  a  sufllclently  certain  rule  can 
be  discovered  by  which  the  profits  can  be  meas- 
ured. Haverly  v.  Elliott,  39  Neb.  201,  57  N.  W. 
1010. 

So.  opinion  testimony  as  to  the  probability  of 
employment  of  a  steam  tug  wrongfully  seized 
and  detained  and  kept  Idle,  and  the  amount  of 
the  earnings  and  profits  If  employed.  Is  too 
speculative  and  contingent  to  be  the  foundation 
of  any  rule  of  damages.  Brent  v.  Thornton, 
106  Fed.  35. 

And  the  testimony  of  a  witness  in  an  action 
for  damages  for  the  wrongful  seizure  and  deten- 
tion of  a  steam  tug  by  a  custom-house  ofllcer, 
which  was  afterwards  permitted  to  work  inside 
a  particular  harbor,  that  the  tug  was  engaged 
with  three  others  to  work  jointly  on  ships  that 
were  aground  and  divide  the  profits,  and  that 
during  the  detention  a  ship  had  gone  aground 
and  the  assistance  of  the  detained  tug  was 
asked  for,  Is  objectionable  as  speculative  and 
uncertain,  though  it  appears  that  the  other  tugs 
actually  got  the  ship  afloat,  and  obtainet^  the 
remuneration  therefor,  as  It  does  not  fall  with- 
in the  class  of  cases  in  which  it  is  proper  to 
show  th&t  the  parties  were  prevented  from  ren- 
dering services  which  they  were  under  contract 
to  do,  and  for  the  doing  of  which  it  was  in  the 
contemplation  of  the  parties  that  they  would 
earn  and  receive  a  profit.  Ibid, 
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VIII.  Wrongful  infunction. 

The  prevention  of  the  performance  of  acts  or 
enterprises  by  wrongful  injunction  differs  but 
little,  if  any,  in  principle  from  impeding  or  pre- 
venting a  transaction  by  a  seizure  and  deten- 
tion of  the  subject-matter.  Owing  to  the  di- 
rect character  of  the  action  of  an  injunction  in 
stopping  an  enterprise,  however,  it  is  frequent- 
ly more  easy  to  establish  the  proximity  and  cer- 
tainty of  the  loss  of  profits  than  it  would  be  in 
case  of  conversion  under  wrongful  process. 

Thus,  where  a  party  is  wrongfully  prevented 
by  injunction  from  carrying  on  a  profitable  and 
established  business,  he  Is  entitled  to  recover 
damages  for  the  profits  which  he  would  have 
made  had  he  not  been  thus  interfered  with. 
Lambert  v.  Haskell,  80  Cal.  611,  22  Pac.  327: 
Galveston  City  R.  Co.  v.  Miller  (Tex.  Civ.  App.) 
38  S.  W.  1132. 

And  one  who  contracts  to  cut  and  deliver  a 
large  quantity  of  logs,  but  who  Is  prevented 
from  delivering  the  same  by  reason  of  an  in- 
junction awarded  on  account  of  the  acts  of  the 
other  party  to  the  contract.  Is  entitled  to  re- 
cover the  contract  price  of  the  logs  cut  and  not 
delivered,  less  the  expense  or  cost  necessary  to 
make  the  delivery,  this  being  a  direct  profit  con- 
templated as  the  measure  of  damages  in  such 
case.  Patton  v.  Elk  River  Nav.  Co.  13  W.  Va. 
259. 

And  wrongfully  enjoining  a  person  from  cut- 
ting wood  on  certain  lands  when  he  had  a  con- 
tract with  a  third  person  to  furnish  him  with 
a  large  quantity  of  wood  and  deliver  at  least  a 
designated  number  of  cords  per  week  warrants  a 
recovery  against  the  person  causing  the  issue 
of  the  Injunction  for  the  profits  he  would  have 
made  in  cutting  and  delivering  wood  under  his 
contract  during  the  time  he  was  actually  re- 
strained, but  he  cannot  recover  for  profits  of 
the  contract  after  the  injunction  was  vacated. 
Moorer  v.  Andrews,  39  S.  C.  427.  17  S.  E.  1)4 H. 

So,  the  profits  on  possible  sales  of  coal — that 
is,  the  difference  between  the  cost  of  It  and  Its 
market  price — should  be  considered  in  an  action 
for  wrongfully  and  maliciously  procuring  an 
order  of  Injunction,  whereby  the  owners  were 
prevented  from  entering  upon  the  coal  lands 
and  from  mining  coal  thereon  or  transporting 
it  therefrom,  not  to  be  allowed  as  profits  or  to 
be  considered  as  a  measure  of  value,  but  to  be 
treated  as  one  of  a  mass  of  facts  that  throws 
light  upon  the  value  of  the  use  of  the  rights 
taken  from  the  owner,  all  of  which  the  Jurors 
should  know  and  consider  In  computing  dam- 
ages. Newark  Coal  Co.  v.  Upson,  40  Ohio  St. 
17. 

And  a  wrongful  Injunction  restraining  parties 
from  mining  on  a  certain  lot.  after  the  dlssolu- 
tlon  of  which  a  new  discovery  was  made  and  a 
large  quantity  of  ore  raised  from  it,  entitles 
the  party  enjoined  to  such  damages  as  he  may 
reasonably  have  sustained  by  being  deprived  of 
the  profits  of  the  work  he  was  engaged  in  when 
the  injunction  was  served,  but  they  are  not  to 
be  estimated  upon  a  supposition  arising  out  of 
subsequent  events  not  known  or  contemplated 
when  the  writ  was  served :  and  profits  from  a 
discovery  six  months  afterwards  not  connected 
with  the  engagements  or  pursuits  at  the  time, 
cannot  be  included.  Gear  v.  Shaw,  1  Pinnoy 
(Wis.)  608. 

Upon  the  other  hand,  however,  wrongfully 
suing  out  an  injunction  restraining  the  erection 
and  construction  of  a  building,  whereby  the  per- 
son enjoined  was  deprived  of  the  privilege  of  cai-- 
rylng  out  a  certain  contract,  does  not  entitle 
him  to  recover  In  an  action  against  the  person 
causing  the  issue  of  the  injunction  for  the  prof- 
Its  of  such  contract,  in  the  absence  of  evidence 
that  the  defendant  was  aware  of  the  contract. 
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and  thAt  the  plaintiff  could  not  have  carried 
it  oat  at  some  other  place,  or  hired  other  parties 
to  carry  It  out.     Flnneg^an  y.  Allen,  60  III.  App. 

And  the  rule  of  damages  for  wrongfully  en> 
joining  the  removal  of  a  sawmill  to  a  place 
where  the  owner  had  timber  to  manufacture 
into  lumtwr  Is  the  rental  value  or  hire  of  a  mill 
of  equal  capacity,  and  not  the  profits  which  the 
owner  might  have  made  if  he  had  t>een  able  to 
prosecute  his  lumber  business  in  the  place  to 
which  he  Intended  to  remove  the  mill.  Wood  v. 
;>tate  use  of  White,  66  Md.  61,  5  Atl.  476. 

And  where  an  injunction  is  obtained,  improp- 
erly restraining  a  party  from  further  trespass 
upon  certain  lands  upon  which  he  was  engaged 
Id  getting  crude  turpentine  from  the  trees,  by 
which  he  was  prevented  from  fulfilling  a  con- 
tract to  funiish  the  distillery  of  a  third  party 
i%itb  the  crude  turpentine,  the  claim  of  the 
third  party  foi  damages  on  account  of  the  in- 
JuriCtion  bj'  reason  of  such  failure  does  not  be- 
long To  the  class  of  losses  sustained  as  the  natu- 
ral and  proximate  effect  of  the  Injunction  which 
»re  recoverable,  but  consists  of  gains  prevented 
as  the  result  of  an  injunction  against  another 
party,  and  is  not  recoverable.  Livingston  y. 
Exuni.  19  S.  C.  223. 

So.  an  allowance  of  damages  for  loss  of  profits 
of  a  business  enjoined  In  an  action  to  set  aside 
a  Mle  is  not  proper  upon  the  testimony  of  two 
of  the  witnesses  that  the  profits  of  the  business 
:>Ter  and  above  Its  expenses  were  25  per  cent, 
where  It  app^^rs  from  other  evidence  that  the 
•  ompanj'  was  Insolvent,  and  had  made  no  divi- 
deuds  to  its  stockholders,  and  that  a  number 
of  exe<'ation8  had  been  issued  against  it,  and. 
tiiough  It  had  been  previously  profitable,  there 
was  no  certainty  that  the  profits  would  have 
continued.  Manufacturers*  &  T.  Bank  v.  C.  W. 
Dare  Co.  40  N.  Y.  S.  E.  736.  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  67. 

And  damages  are  not  recoverable  upon  the 
dissolntion  of  an  Injunction  restraining  the  ex- 
tec«lon  of  a  street  railway  track,  for  profits 
whUh  might  have  been  realized  had  the  track 
{•t>en  extended,  such  profits  being  too  remote  and 
uncertain.  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  y.  Howison, 
86  111.  215. 

Nor  does  a  wrongful  injunction  against  the 
removal  of  slayes  entitle  their  owner  to  a  re- 
<  every  upon  the  theory  that  he  was  about  to 
r^^niove  them  to  Texas  to  raise  a  crop,  and  that 
the  delay  caused  him  the  loss  of  the  crop,  and 
what  it  w^ould  have  been  worth  to  him.  Mc- 
Lean iel  y-  Crab  tree,  21  Ark.  431. 

And  an  Injunction  against  millowners,  sus- 
ptendlng  the  operation  of  their  mill,  and  the 
cutting  or  removing  of  timber  from  their  lands, 
whereby  they  were  prevented  from  the  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  by  which  they  were  to  saw 
and  deliver  a  specified  quantity  of  lumber  at  a 
designated  price  and  receive  in  addition  there- 
to one  half  of  the  profits,  does  not  authorize  a 
recovery  of  the  profits  to  arise  from  the  con- 
tract In  case  of  performance,  since  the  party 
procuring  the  writ  is  protected  by  the  act  of 
!Le  court  while  proceeding  under  It.  Chapin 
T.  Norton,  6  McLean,  500,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,599. 

IX.  Fraud  and  false  representations. 

A  few  of  the  cases  have  held  that  a  recovery 
t-*T  profits  lost  through  fraud  or  false  repre- 
^•^niations  may  be  had,  and  that  Is  undoubtedly 
tbA  rule  when  the  profits  are  not  speculative  or 
UQcifrtain,  and  their  loss  is  the  proximate  result 
of  the  fraud,  and  there  are  sufficient  data  and 
••If'ments  of  certainty  from  which  substantial 
iitinpensation  may  be  readily  estimated 

But  such  profits  are  usually  remote  or  uncer- 
tain, and  the  great  majority  of  the  cases  have 
r»ra.«ed  to  allow  them  as  damages,  some  of  them 
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laying  down  the  absolute  rule  that  they  are  not 
recoverable* 

Thus,  the  measure  of  damages  in  an  action 
to  set  aside  a  conveyance  for  fraud  is  the  profit 
derived  from  the  property  while  in  the  purchas- 
er's possession.  Grut>er  v.  Baker,  20  Nev.  433, 
9  L.  R.  A.  302,  23  Pac.  858. 

And  fraudulent  representations  made,  and 
acts  done,  to  one  sustaining  a  business  relation 
with  a  third  person  with  a  view  of  disturbing 
and  breaking  up  that  business  relation,  which 
were  successful,  whereby  the  third  person  lost 
a  gain  or  profit  by  reason  of  such  disturbance, 
constitute  a  good  cause  of  action  for  indirect 
and*  conseijuentlal  Injury  on  the  part  of  such 
third  person  against  the  person  making  such 
representations  and  doing  such  acts.  Gregory 
V.  Brooks,  35  Conn.  437,  95  Am.  Dec.  278. 

And  evidence  of  the  amount  of  damages  sus- 
tained by  a  miller  by  reason  of  his  mill  being 
unemployed  while  the  boiler,  engine,  and-  ma- 
chinery thereof  were  undergoing  repairs  for  de- 
fects that  existed  at  the  time  of  the  sale  is  ad- 
missible in  an  action  upon  promissory  notes 
given  for  such  machinery  under  a  defense  that 
the  sale  thereof  was  Induced  by  false  and  fraud- 
ulent representations  as  to  its  value,  and  that  it 
was  worthless.  Prenzel  v.  Miller,  37  Ind.  1,  10 
Am.  Rep.  62. 

The  loss  of  a  good  bargain,  however,  through 
deceit  or  otherwise,  does  not  warrant  the  recovery 
of  damages.  Fagan  v.  Newson,  12  N.  C.  (1 
Dev.  L.)  20. 

The  measure  of  damages  in  an  action  for  de- 
ceit in  the  sale  of  cliattels  Is  the  difference  be- 
tween the  actual  value  of  the  articles  sold  and 
their  value  as  represented,  to  which  should  be 
added  such  incidental  loss  to  the  plaintiff  as 
naturally  and  actually  resulted  from  the  fraud 
or  breach.     Noyes  v.  Blodgett,  58  N.  H.  502. 

And  false  and  fraudulent  representations  in- 
ducing the  purchase  of  a  stock  of  goods  does 
not  authorize  the  recovery  of  damages  for  the 
profits  the  purchaser  might  have  gained  by  a  re- 
Hale  of  the  goods,  If  they  bad  been  as  represented. 
Loeb  v.  Kamak,  1  Mont.  152. 

While  one  who  makes  false  and  fraudulent 
representations,  thereby  Inducing  a  purchase  of 
stock,  is  liable  to  respond  in  such  damages  as 
naturally  and  proximately  result  from  the 
fraud,  such  as  for  money  the  purchaser  had  paid 
out  and  interest  and  any  other  outlay  legiti- 
mately attributable  to  the  fraudulent  contract, 
the  liability  does  not  Include  the  expected  fruits 
of  an  unrealized  speculation.  Smith  v.  Bolles. 
132  U.  S.  129,  33  L.  ed.  281,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
39. 

The  measure  of  damages  in  such  case  is  not 
the  difference  between  the  contract  price  and  the 
reasonable  market  value  if  the  stocic  had  been  as 
represented.  What  the  purchaser  might  have 
gained  is  not  the  question,  but  what  he  had  lost 
by  being  deceived  Into  the  purchase.     Ibid. 

So,  false  representations  by  the  owner  of  a 
brewery  as  to  Its  output  and  profits,  upon  the 
.  strenifth  of  which  a  would-be  purchaser  entered 
into  a  contract  giving  him  an  option  for  a  speci- 
fied time  to  purchase  it,  does  not  authorize  a 
recovery  against  the  party  making  such  repre- 
sentation for  damages  resulting  from  the  loss  of 
expected  profits,  since  the  owner  had  no  bind- 
ing contract  with  the  party  holding  the  option 
by  which  he  would  have  had  any  right  of  re- 
course against  him,  in  case  of  his  failure  or 
refusal  to  proceed.  Loewor  v.  Harris,  0  C.  C. 
A.  394,  14  U.  S.  App.  615,  57  Fed.  368. 

And  where  the  sale  of  an  eating  house,  fix- 
tures, and  furniture  Is  Induced  by  false  repre- 
sentations as  to  the  amount  of  profit  realized  by 
the  sellers  from  the  business  of  the  house  during 
the  preceding  year,  and  also  as  to  what  the  pur- 
chasers would  realize  from  the  business  In  the 
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future,  whether  the  business  of  succeeding 
years  would  be  large  or  small,  profitable  or  oth- 
erwise, depends  upon  so  many  contingencies  as 
not  to  be  measurable  in  advance,  and  evidence 
as  to  such  representations  Is  immaterial  and  in- 
admissible, but  evidence  as  to  representations 
as  to  the  past  business  is  material.  Marlcel  ▼. 
Moudy,  11  Neb.  213,  7  N.  W.  853. 

And  where  the  owners  of  a  mercantile  busi- 
ness fraudulently  and  falsely  represent  that  the 
annual  sales  of  their  business  were  $30,000, 
thereby  inducing  a  purchase,  when  in  truth  the 
sales  amounted  only  to  about  $15,000,  and  the 
purchaser  obtained  a  lease  of  the  store-room  or 
place  of  business  theretofore  occupied  by  the 
vendor,  the  subject  of  the  goodwill  and  the 
value  thereof  must  be  considered  and  deter- 
mined only  in  connection  with  the  leasehold 
or  rental  value  of  the  building  or  rooms  wherein 
the  business  was  done,  and  the  measure  of 
damages  for  the  false  representation  would  be, 
not  the  proQts  which  might  have  resulted  from 
doing  a  business  of  one  value  or  another,  but 
how  much  more  would  have  been  the  rental 
value  of  the  building  if  the  business  of  the  vend- 
or bad  been  $30,000  instead  of  $15,000  per 
year.     Rawson  v.  Pratt,  91  Ind.  9. 

So,  In  Lurch  v.  Holder  (N.  J.)  27  Atl.  81, 
which  was  an  action  In  equity  Involving  the 
question  of  damage  suffered  through  the  sale  of 
property  on  a  false  representation,  the  court 
refused  to  follow  the  rule  in  actions  of  law 
giving  the  purchaser  the  difference  between  the 
actual  value  of  the  property  conveyed  and  what 
It  would  have  been  worth  if  it  had  been  in  fact 
what  the  seller  represented  it  to  be,  and  en- 
deavored simply  to  save  the  purchaser  from  any 
loss,  not  giving  him  any  profit  which  he  would 
or  might  have  made  if  the  property  had  been 
what  it  was  represented  to  be,  on  the  theory 
that  this  rule  was  more  in  accord  with  the 
principles  of  equity. 

Likewise,  the  measure  of  damages  in  an  action 
upon  the  case  for  fraudulent  representations 
in  regard  to  the  number  of  acres  contained  In  a 
piece  of  land  sold,  inducing  the  purchase,  Is  the 
purchase  money  paid  on  the  deficient  quantity 
with  interest,  and  not  the  loss  of  possible  prof- 
its which  might  have  been  made  on  the  over- 
plus, had  there  been  as  much  land  as  repre- 
sented.    Iliner  y.  Richter,  51  III.  300. 

And  a  purchaser  of  lots  upon  the  fraudulent 
representation  that  the  title  was  clear  and  the 
lots  free  from  encumbrances,  concealing  the 
fact  that  a  vendor's  lien  had  attached  thereto. 
Is  not  entitled  to  recover  profits  which  he  might 
have  realized  by  improving  and  renting  the  lots, 
had  he  not  t>een  deterred  from  making  the  im- 
provements by  fear  of  the  lien.  Sherrick  v. 
Wyland,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  299,  37  S.  W.  345. 

So,  that  a  female  slave  might  have  given 
birth  to  several  more  children  if  she  had  been 
as  young  as  she  was  fraudulently  represented  to 
be,  is  too  remote  and  uncertain  to  be  considered 
as  an  element  of  damage  In  an  action  for  the 
fraudulent  representation.  Whitson  v.  Gray,  8 
Head,  441. 

Nor  does  a  fraudulent  sale  of  margarine  as 
butter,  whereby  the'  purchaser  was  induced  to 
sell  the  same  to  his  customers  as  butter,  in 
consequence  of  which  he  was  arrested,  and  pros- 
ecuted under  the  margarine  act  of  1887,  war- 
rant a  recovery  by  the  party  injured  against 
the  person  selling  it  to  him  for  general  loss  of 
trade  profits  caused  thereby.  Fitzgerald  v.  Leon- 
ard, Ir.  L.  R.  32  C.  L.  675. 

And  a  butcher  who  brings  an  action  against 
another  for  fraudulently  selling  him  diseased 
sheep  as  sound  and  healthy  Is  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover therein  for  damages  resulting  from  the  re- 
fusal of  a  third  person  to  perform  a  contract 
to  take  some  of  the  mutton  which  might  be  on 
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hand  during  a  certain  period  and  sell  It,  In  con- 
sequence of  a  report  that  he  had  purchased 
diseased  sheep ;  and  he  cannot  recover  for  the 
loss  of  customers  refusing  to  deal  with  him  be- 
cause of  the  report.  Grain  v.  Petrie,  6  Hill, 
522,  41  Am.  t>ec.  765. 

So,  one  who  makes  arrangements  with  the 
owner  of  a  house  where  a  person  suspected  of 
murder  was  staying,  to  telephone  him  at  a  given 
place  if  such  person  proved  to  be  the  fugitive,, 
the  telephone  being  a  private  one,  cannot  recoVer 
damages  against  the  owner  thereof  to  whom  the 
message  from  the  house  owHer  identifying  the 
suspected  person  as  the  fugitive  was  communi- 
cated, upon  his  representation  that  he  was  the 
constable,  and  by  means  of  which  he  caused 
the  arrest  of  the  fugitive  and  obtained  the  re- 
ward for  the  arrest,  which  was  sought  for  by 
the  person  making  the  arrangements,  as  sucb 
damages  are  too  remote  and  contingent.  Smitlia 
V.  Gentry,  20  Ky.  L.  Rep.  171,  42  L.  R.  A.  302„ 
45  S.  W.  515. 

And  one  who  was  induced  by  false  and  fraud- 
ulent representations  to  subscribe  and  pay  a 
sum  of  money  toward  a  bonus  to  be  raised  by 
citizens  and  paid  to  a  manufacturing  firm,  as 
an  Inducement  to  it  to  remove  its  business  to 
his  place  of  residence,  upon  the  representation 
that  the  business  was  a  profitable  one  and  the 
firm  composed  of  responsible  business  men,  and 
that  such  removal  and  the  business  carried  on 
would  enhance  the  value  of  real  estate  to  an 
amount  exceeding  his  subscription  and  increase 
tlie  number  of  inhabitants  and  the  amount  of 
general  business,  which  representations  proved 
to  be  false.  Is  not  entitled  to  recover,  the  bene- 
fits expected  being  purely  speculative.  Fitz- 
simmons  v.  Cliapman,  37  Mich.  139,  26  Am.  Rep. 
508. 

So,  in  VIscher  v.  Talbotton  Branch  R.  Co.  34 
Ga.  536,  which  was  an  action  against  a  railroad 
company  for  fraudulently  and  improperly  hin- 
dering a  contractor  from  completing  the  road. 
In  which  a  recovery  of  profits  as  damages  was 
sought,  it  was  said  that  there  was  a  strong  tend- 
ency upon  the  part  of  the  court  to  discard  spec- 
dlative  profits,  and  it  was  intimated  that  prof- 
its shown  by  the  approximation  of  a  witness 
that  under  ordinarily  favorable  circumstances 
some  profits  could  have  been  made  on  each  item 
of  the  work,  it  appearing,  however,  that  various 
circumstances  would  be  necessarily  Included  in 
order  to  estimate  accurately  the  cost,  and  that 
the  weather  would  greatly  affect  the  result,  so 
that  no  exact  calculation  could  be  made,  and  a 
good  deal  would  depend  on  whether  bands  were 
able  to  work  and  various  other  circumstances, 
were  too  speculative,  conjectural,  and  uncer- 
tain for  recovery  ;  but  the  case  was  decided  upon 
other  grounds. 

One  who  has  been  induced  to  enter  into  a  con- 
tract by  false  and  fraudulent  representations, 
and  who  has  performed  the  same,  cannot  waive 
the  tort,  and  proceed  as  upon  an  implied  con- 
tract, and  recover  the  profits  he  would  have 
made  if  the  false  and  fraudulent  mlsrepresen- 
'tatlon  had  been  true,  as  it  is  not  the  amount  of 
the  plaintiff's  loss,  but  the  amount  of  the  de- 
fendant's gain,  which  is  recoverable  in  an  action 
upon  an  implied  contract,  and  the  plaintiff  can 
only  recover  the  amount  which  the  defendant 
was  enriched  or  benefited  by  his  false  represen- 
tations. Huganir  ▼.  Cotter,  102  Wis.  323,  7S 
N.  W.  423. 

A  representation  made  by  an  agent  of  a  manu- 
facturer of  soda-water  fountains  that  he  would 
not  sell  any  fountain  to  anyone  else  on  the 
street,  by  which  he  secured  an  order  for  a  foua- 
tain,  which  representation  was  afterwards 
broken,  is  not  such  a  fraud  or  false  represen- 
tation as  would  entitle  the  vendee  to  rescind  or 
cancel  the  order,  or  prevent  the  manufacturer 
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from  recover Ing  tbe  profits  he  would  have  made 
opon  tbe  fouatain  If  the  order  therefor  had  not 
been  rescinded,  where  the  purchaser  does  re- 
«rind  it.  Tufts  ▼.  Welnfeld.  88  Wis.  647,  60 
X.  W.  902. 

X.  Marine  tortt. 
a.  Futtdre  and  uncertain  profltM. 

Future  and  uncertain  profits  lost  through  col- 
lisions at  sea  or  other  marine  torts  not  per- 
taining to  the  voyage  or  charter  party  in  hand, 
like  other  contingent  or  uncertain  profits  lost, 
fnrniah  no  ground  for  recovery  of  damages. 

Tbe  probable  profits  of  a  voyage  do  not  fur- 
nish a  proper  rule  for  the  ascertainment  of  dam- 
ages for  a  marine  tort.  La  Amlstad  De  Rues, 
5  Wheat.  385,  5  L.  ed.  115 :  The  Amiable  Nancy, 
3  Wheat.  546,  4  L.  ed.  456;  The  Apoilon,  9 
Wheat.  362.  6  L.  ed.  111. 

But  where  the  property  is  restored  after  a 
detention,  demurrage  is  allowed  for  the  deten- 
tion of  the  ship,  and  interest  upon  the  value  of 
Its  cargo  for  its  detention.  The  Apoilon,  9 
Wheat.  362,  6  L.  ed.  111. 

And  the  measure  of  damages*  In  cases  of  col- 
lision, as  well  as  in  cases  of  insurance.  Is  the 
acfuai  damage  sustained  by  the  party  at  the 
time  and  place  of  Injury,  and  not  the  probable 
profits  at  the  port  of  destination.  Smith  ▼. 
Condiy,  1  How.  28,  11  L.  ed.  85. 

The  general  rule  of  damages  applicable  to 
collisions  which  are  not  wilful  is  that  the  owner 
of  tbe  Injured  vessel  is  to  receive  remuneration 
vthich  will  place  him  In  the  situation  In  which 
he  would  have  been  but  for  the  collision,  which 
is  iDeaaored  by  the  value  of  the  use  of  his  vessel 
during  the  time  necessarily  consumed  In  mak« 
log  repairs.  Rhode  Island,  Abb.  Adm.  100,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  11.743. 

And  the  probable  profits  of  a  charter  not  yet 
entered  opon  cannot  be  Included  In  the  dam- 
ages for  the  total  loss  of  a  vessel  by  a  collision. 
Such  damages  are  limited  to  the  value  of  the 
Tesesel  with  interest  thereon,  and  the  net  freight 
peading  at  the  time  of  the  collision.  The 
rmbria.  166  U.  S.  404,  41  L.  ed.  1053,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  CIO. 

In  the  above  case  The  Freddie  L.  Porter,  8 
Fed.  170,  infra,  X.  c,  was  criticised  and  distin- 
guished, tbe  court  saying  that  that  decision  is 
admitted  to  be  an  advance  upon  any  which  had 
previously  t>een  made,  but  that  It  Is  no  author- 
ttr  for  the  allowance  of  a  charter,  the  perform- 
ance of  which  had  not  been  entered  upon. 

And  The  Star  of  India,  L.  R.  1  Prob.  Dlv. 
466,  infra,  X.  b,  was  distinguished  upon  the 
ground  that  that  was  a  case  of  partial  loss. 

Upon  a  total  losa  by  collision  the  ordinary 
rule  of  damages  Is  the  value  of  the  vessel  with 
her  net  freight  upon  the  pending  voyagef,  and 
interest  from  the  time  of  its  probable  termina- 
tion, but  future  earnings  are  not  given.  The 
City  of  Alexandria,  40  Fed.  697 ;  Fabre  v.  Cun- 
ard  S.  S.  Co.  3  C.  C.  A.  584,  1  U.  S.  App.  614, 
»  Fed.  288. 

In  the  City  of  Alexandria,  40  Fed.  697,  supra, 
tt  was  said  that  The  Freddie  L.  Porter,  8  Fed. 
170.  imfra,  X.  c,  Aflirming  5  Fed.  822,  was  an 
adrance  upon  the  decision,  but  that  there  was  lu 
that  case  at  least  a  charter  of  a  particular 
T»ssel :  and  with  the  loss  of  the  vessel  the  char- 
ter and  its  provisions  were  necessarily  lost, 
teeause  no  other  vessel  could  be  legally  \m- 
pos^  on  the  charterer  in  order  to  complete  the 
contract,  while  in  the  present  case  there  was  no 
rharter,  and  the  work  was  In  fact  continued  by 
two  other  dredges. 

Tbe  towage,  cost  of  materials,  and  repairs  to 
Btke  a  vessel  negligently  injured  In  a  colli- 
s^oo  as  good  as  before,  and  her  expenses  while 
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undergoing  repairs,  are  elements  of  damage  to 
be  estimated  by  the  court,  in  an  action  for  the 
injury ;  but  a  supposed  loss  of  profits  should 
not  be  considered.  Minor  v.  The  Picayune  No. 
2,  18  La.  Ann.  564. 

The  damages  recoverable  by  a  vessel  for  a 
collision  caused  by  the  negligence  of  another  are 
such  as  will  pay  the  owner  for  repairing  and 
placing  his  boat  in  as  good  a  condition  as  before 
the  Injury,  but  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover  for 
any  supposed  profits  he  might  have  made  from 
passengers  while  the  boat  was  undergoing  re- 
pairs. Smyrna,  L.  &  F.  S.  B.  Co.  v.  Whilldln, 
4  Harr.  (Del.)  228. 

Or  for  the  loss  of  probable  profits  of  trips 
which,  with  favorable  weather,  his  vessel  might 
have  made  but  for  the  lujury.  Cummins  v. 
Spruance,  4  Harr.  (Del.)  315. 

So,  there  can  be  no  recovery  for  the  loss  of 
freight  to  be  earned  upon  a  subsequent  voyage, 
though  the  cargo  had  actually  been  engaged  for 
It.  Fabre  v.  Cunard  S.  S.  Co.  3  C.  C.  A.  534, 
1  U.  S.  App.  614,  53  Fed.  288. 

And  an  allowance  of  damages  to  a  vessel  due 
to  a  coillalon  with  another  upon  a  basis  of  a  cal- 
ciilatlon  of  profits  is  Inadmissible  where  the 
vessel  was  restored  with  the  cargo  on  board 
and  In  a  situation  capable  of  performing  the 
voyage.  The  Lively,  1  Gail.  315,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
8,403. 

In  this  case  It  was  said  by  Story,  J.,  that  he 
was  not  aware  of  a  single  authority  In  the  high- 
er courts  of  admiralty  In  which  supposed  profits 
had  formed  an  Item  of  damages  Jn  cases  of  res- 
titution in  collision;  but  the  case  was  decided 
upon  the  ground  that  an  allowance  of  profits 
was  not  permissible  under  the  peculiar  facts  of 
the  case. 

So,  a  steamer  Injured  while  making  a  trip, 
by  a  collision  with  a  ferry  boat,  due  to  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  latter,  is  not  entitled  to  recover 
for  loss  of  prospective  profits  on  her  contem- 
plated return  trip.  Hunt  v.  Hoboken  Land  & 
Improv.  Co.  3  B.  D.  Smith,  144,  Disapproving 
The  Freddie  L.  Porter,  8  Fed.  170,  infra,  X.  c. 

And  while.  In  estimating  the  value  of  a  vessel 
lost  through  a  collision,  on  a  libel  therefor,  the 
circumstance' that  she  would  have  been  able  to 
earn  a  bounty  Is  an  element  of  value,  and  Is 
properly  taken  Into  consideration  In  estimating 
her  value,  no  allowance  can  be  made  for  the 
loss  of  the  bounty.  Fabre  v.  Cunard  S.  S.  Co. 
3  C.  C.  A.  534,  1  U.  S.  App.  614,  53  Fed.  288. 

And  the  owner  of  a  sleamer  negligently  In- 
jured by  another  steamer  Is  entitled  to  recover 
the  cost  of  repairing  his  vessel,  and  for  the  per- 
manent Injury  done  to  her  and  the  wages  of 
his  crew  while  they  are  necessarily  kept  Idle 
during  the  repairs,  but  not  for  the  sum  expended 
in  the  hire  of  another  vessel  to  take  her  place, 
or  for  the  profits  which  he  might  have  earned 
by  her  employment.  Though  in  an  action  of 
trover  for  a  vessel  the  loss  of  profits  from  her 
use  may  be  recovered.  Brown  v.  Beatty,  85 
D.  C.  Q.  B.  328. 

So,  the  measure  of  damages  suffered  by  tbe 
owner  of  a  vessel  Injured  In  a  collision  under 
N.  Y.  Laws  1831,  chap.  318,  p.  421,  providing 
that  whenever  a  vessel  In  a  collision  occasioned' 
through  the  negligence  or  wilful  misconduct  of 
those  navigating  another  vessel  shall  thereby 
have  sustained  damages  to  the  extent  of  $50  or 
upwards  the  owner  of  the  damaged  vessel  shall 
have  a  lien  on  the  vessel  which  caused  such 
damage,  her  tackle,  apparel,  and  furniture,  to 
the  extent  of  such  damage,  is  the  actual  damage 
to  the  vessel  injured,  which  consists  of  the 
amount  necessary  to  repair  and  put  her  In  as 
good  condition  as  when  the  accident  happened, 
and  no  recovery  can  be  had  thereunder  for  the 
loss  of  earnings  or  other  like  damages  conse- 
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qnoDt  npon  the  collision.  Fitch  t.  Livingston, 
4  Sandf.  492 ;  Finch  t.  Brown,  13  Wend.  001. 

The  owner  of  a  boat  injured  by  another  in  a 
collision,  if  entitled  to  recover  at  all  is  en- 
titled to  a  reasonable  sum  for  the  detention  of 
the  boat  while  undergoing  repairs,  such  damages 
not  being  si)eculatlve  like  the  loss  of  profits. 
New  Haven  S.  B.  &  Transp.  Co.  v.  Vanderbilt, 
10  Conn.  420. 

When  a  coNlsion  is  Intentional  and  malicious, 
anticipated  profits  may  be  allowed  as  exemplary 
damages.  The  Harriet  Newhall,  3  Ware,  105, 
Fed.  Cud.  No.  0,102. 

b.  ProfltM  of  voyage  or  charter  party  in  hand. 

The  rule  in  case  of  collisions  at  sea  adopting 
the  net  freight,  or  the  profits, — which  would 
appear  to  be  the  same  thing, — which  the  injured 
vessel  was  in  the  act  of  earning  as  a  Just  meas- 
ure of  compensation,  is  of  general  application, 
loolclng  as  it  does  to  the  capacity  of  the  vessel 
to  e&m  freight  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner  and 
his  consequent  loss  sustained  while  deprived  of 
her  services. 

This  was  said  in  effect  In  Williamson  ▼.  Bar* 
rett,  13  How.  101,  14  L.  ed.  08. 

And  it  was  said  in  The  North  Star,  44  Fed. 
492,  that  it  has  been  generally  supposed  that 
the  owner  of  a  vessel  lost  through  a  collision 
was  limited  to  a  recovery  of  the  net  freight  upon 
the  particular  voyage,  and  that  interest  upon 
the  value  of  the  vessel  from  the  time  of  the  loss 
was  allowed  in  lieu  of  all  other  damages,  though 
the  court  did  not  find  it  necessary  to  decide  upon 
the  allowance  of  the  profits  of  an  unexpired 
charter. 

So,  in  Fabre  v.  Cnnard  8.  S.  Co.  3  C.  C.  A. 
534,  1  U.  S.  App.  614,  53  Fed.  288,  It  was  held 
that  the  measure  of  damages  on  a  libel  for  col- 
lision causing  the  total  loss  of  a  vessel  is  the 
value  of  the  vessel  and  interest  from  the  time 
of  the  loss,  together  with  freight  lost  which 
would  otherwise  have  been  earned  upon  the  par- 
ticular voyage  in  which  the  vessel  was  lost. 

And  practically  the  same  rule  was  laid  down 
in  The  Utopia,  16  Fed.  507,  The  Golden  Grove, 
13  Fed.  674,  and  The  Northumhrla,  L.  R.  1 
A  dm.  &  Eccl.  6,  set  forth  in  The  Kate  [1899] 
P.  105,  08  L.  J.  Adm.  N.  S.  41 ;  and  In  the  latter 
case  It  was  held  that  where  the  vessel  has  no 
cargo,  then  interest  upon  the  value  of  the  ship 
from  the  date  of  the  collision  Is  given. 

And  the  rule  is  the  same  as  to  freight  when 
the  voyage  is  broken  up.  Sewall  v.  La  Cham- 
pagne, 53  Fed.  398:  The  Heroine,  1  Ben.  226, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,410 ;  The  Baltimore,  8  Wall.  377, 
8ub  nom.  The  Baltimore  v.  Rowland,  19  L.  ed. 
463. 

In  The  Columbus,  3  W.  Rob.  158,  however, 
it  was  held  that  the  measure  of  damages  for  a 
collision  causing  the  total  loss  of  a  fishing  smack 
was  the  value  of  the  vessel,  and  the  profits 
which  It  was  supposed  that  the  smack  might 
have  made  after  the  collision  were  disallowed. 

And  In  The  Undine  (1857)  2  Pritoh.  Adm. 
Digest,  1701,  and  The  Kaikoura  (1885)  2 
Priich.  Adm.  Digest.  1762,  set  forth  In  The 
Kate  [18l»9]  P.  105,  08  L.  J.  Adm.  N.  S.  41, 
claims  with  respect  to  the  freight  of  future 
voyages  for  which  no  preparation  had  been  made 
were  disallowed  on  a  libel  for  collision  causing 
a  total  loss. 

But,  the  measure  of  damages  for  a  collision 
causing  the  total  loss  of  a  vesspl  on  her  way  In 
ballast  from  London  to  a  North  American  port 
under  charter  to  load  a  cargo  for  the  conti- 
nent warrants  a  recovery  of  the  value  of  the  ves- 
sel at  the  end  of  her  voyage  plus  the  profits  lost 
under  the  charter  party.  The  Kate  [1899]  P. 
105.  OS  L.  J.  Adm.  N.  S.  41. 

In  the  above  case  The  Columbus,  3  W.  Rob. 
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158,  was  explained  and  distinguished,  the  court 
saying  that  the  learned  Judge  in  that  case 
seemed  to  recognize  that  even  In  the  case  before 
him  the  principle  of  restitutio  in  integrum  was 
hardly  carried  out  if  the  claims  in  dispute  were 
rcje<.'ted,  but  he  based  his  decision  upon  the 
rules  and  practice  of  the  court :  and  it  would 
appear  also  that  the  learned  Judge  was  im- 
pressed by  the  difficulty  of  estimating  the  dam- 
age on  the  possible  loss  of  profits  and  the  specu- 
lative character  of  such  an  assessment. 

So,  the  owner  of  a  vessel  performing  a  sal- 
vage service,  under  agreement  for  payment  of 
salvage  therefor,  which  is  run  down  and  de- 
stroyed by  another  vessel,  is  entitled  to  com- 
pensation for  the  consequential  damage  arising 
from  being  prevented  from  earning  the  salvage. 
The  Betsey  Caines,  2  Hagg.  Adm.  28. 

And  a  fishing  vessel  making  weekly  trips  for 
the  market,  which  is  delayed  one  trip  by  the 
injury,  may  recover  the  probable  profits  of  the 
trip  iost.  The  Mary  Steele,  2  Low.  Dec.  370, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,220. 

And  where  a  vessel  on  her  way  across  the 
ocean  after  a  cargo  of  grain,  to  l>e  brought  back 
to  England  pursuant  to  a  charter  party,  was  in- 
jured in  a  collision  so  as  to  be  compelled  to  go 
Into  port  for  repairs,  and  the  repairs  took  so 
long  a  time  that  It  was  Impossible  for  her  to  get 
to  the  place  of  shipment  in  time  to  fulfil  her 
charter  before  navigation  In  the  river  leading  to 
it  was  stopped  by  ice  for  the  winter,  and  she 
therefore  abandoned  the  charter,  the  loss  sus- 
tained by  reason  of  the  giving  up  of  the  char- 
ter must  be  included  In  the  damages.  The  Con- 
sett,  L.  R.  6  Prob.  Div.  229. 

And  where  damages  to  a  vessel  were  negligently 
caused  by  a  collision  shortly  after  the  owners 
had  made  a  contract  for  the  vessel  upon  the 
completion  of  the  voyage  then  engaged  In,  to 
proceed  upon  another  voyage,  where  the  repairs 
made  necessary  by  the  collision  rendered  It 
impossible  for  her  to  complete  the  first  voyage 
in  time  to  fnlfil  the  contract,  the  loss  of  earn- 
ings to  be  derived  from  the  employment  con- 
tracted for  fiows  directly  and  naturally  from  the 
collision,  and  is  not  too  remote  for  recovery : 
and  such  an  amount  should  be  allowed  as  would 
represent  the  loss  of  ordinary  and  fair  earnings 
of  such  a  ship,  having  regard  to  the  contract 
entered  Into.  The  Grade  v.  The  Argentino.  L. 
R.  14  App.  Cas.  519,  Afilrming  L.  R.  13  l*rob. 
DIv.  191. 

So,  in  H.  M.  S.  P'ork  (1804)  2  Prltch.  Adm. 
Digest,  1701,  set  forth  in  The  Kate  [1899]  P. 
105,  08  L.  J.  Adm.  N.  S.  41,  It  was  held  that 
the  owners  of  a  vessel  run  down  and  totally 
lost  In  the  English  channel,  while  on  a  voyage 
from  Newcastle  with  a  cargo  of  coals  for  Cadiz, 
from  whence  she  was  to  carry  a  cargo  of  salt  to 
South  America  pursuant  to  a  charter  party  en- 
tered into  before  she  left  Newcastle,  are  en- 
titled to  the  net  freight,  not  only  on  the  coals, 
but  also  on  the  salt. 

And,  in  The  Breeze,  2  Prltch.  Adm.  Digest, 
1702,  set  forth  in  The  Kate  [1809]  P.  165,  68 
L.  J.  Adm.  N.  S.  41,  In  which  a  steamer  on  her 
way  to  Middlesbrough  In  bs^llast.  and  chartered 
to  carry  a  cargo  of  pig  Iron  thence  to  Dantzic, 
and  return  with  a  cargo  of  oak  staves  to  I-on- 
don.  was  sunk  In  a  collision,  the  freight  for  both 
voyages  was  allowod  less  the  probable  cost  of 
earning  it. 

And  In  The  Appendix  (1872)  2  Prltch.  Adm. 
Digest.  1761,  set  forth  in  The  Kate  I1S1»9|  P. 
165,  08  L.  J.  Adm.  N.  S.  41,  the  owners  of  a  vos- 
sei  totally  lost  on  her  outward  voyage  wore 
allowed  the  home\sard  freight,  which  In  all 
probability  would  have  been  earned  und«»r  a 
charter  party  in  force,  If  the  collision  had  not 
occurred. 

Ho,  the  damages  sustained  from  a  collision  at 
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sea  do  not  arise  em  contractu,  but  arise  ew  delic- 
to, and  the  measure  of  an  Indemnification  is  not 
limited  by  the  terms  of  any  contract,  but  is  co- 
extensive with  the  amount  of  the  damage,  so 
that  if,  owin^  to  the  delay  caused  by  a  collision, 
a  charter  party  Is  forfeited  and  lost,  and  the 
Tessel  is  unable  afterwards  to  procure  equally 
profitable  employment,  the  loss  thus  sustained 
Diay  t>e  Included  in  the  damages  therefor.  The 
Star  of  India,  L.  R.  1  Prob.  Div..466;  The  Bel- 
feuland,  36  Fed.  504. 

But  the  owner  of  a  vessel  under  charter  to  ob- 
tain and  convey  a  cargo  which  Is  injured  by  a 
collision  with  another  vessel,  by  reason  of  which 
•he  is  delayed  for  repairs  so  long  that  the  char- 
ter is  canceled,  and  in  consequence  thereof  pro- 
ceeds to  another  place  and  obtains  a  cargo  at 
less  freight,  which  was  the  best  that  could  be 
done,  is  not  entitled  to  recover  the  full  amount 
of  the  freight  under  the  canceled  charter.  De- 
ductions must  be  made  for  the  difference  be- 
rwe«n  the  two  voyages  saving  the  wear  and  tear 
to  the  veasei,  and  uncertainties  and  perils  in- 
cident to  all  sea  voyages.  The  Star  of  India, 
L.  R.  1  Prob.  DIv.  466. 

Aud  where  a  vessel  is  injured  by  a  collision, 
and  her  work  Is  done  by  a  substituted  vessel 
belonging  to  the  same  owners  at  the  expense  of 
The  party  In  fault,  Indemnity  for  loss  occasioned 
by  the  substitution  should  be  disallowed,  but  de- 
murrage relating  to  actual  expenses  Incurred 
for  the  detained  vessel,  such  as  the  lodging, 
otaintenajice,  and  wages  of  the  crew,  as  distln- 
piished  from  loss  of  profits  arising  from  loss 
of  the  use  of  the  vessel,  is  allowable.  The  City 
of  Peking.  L.  R.  15  App.  Cas.  438. 

And  the  owner  of  a  vessel  sunk  and  totally 
Umil  in  a  collision,  who  was  employing  her  under 
a  dredging  contract,  is  not  entitled  to  recover 
damages  for  loss  of  profits  which  might  have 
been  realized  under  that  contract,  where  any 
other  vessel  might  have  been  used  In  the  exe- 
cution thereof,  and  the  dredging  contract  was 
00c  lost  by  reason  of  the  loss  of  the  vessel. 
The  City  of  Alexandria,  40  Fed.  697. 

But  see  The  Favorlta,  4  Ben.  132,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  4.694,  infra,  X.  c. 

And  in  The  Gorgas,  10  Ben.  666,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
5.^23,  it  was  held  that  where,  through  a  colli- 
fion,  a  Teasel  lost  her  voyage  and  was  detained 
for  repairs  only  a  part  of  the  time  required  to 
make  the  voyage,  the  owner  can  recover  freight 
for  the  time  she  was  detained  only,  where  It 
appears  that  she  was  remuneratively  employed 
during  the  balance  of  the  time. 

And  The  Glencalm,  78  Fed.  379,  holds  that  no 
j^covery  can  be  had  for  an  injury  by  collision 
*o  a  vessel  in  harbor  waiting  for  a  charter,  on 
8  -i-ount  of  a  decline  In  charter  rates  while  she 
v£ii  undergoing  repairs,  where  it  appears  that 
bibber  rates  had  been  declined  previous  to  the 
^3:ary.  and  that  she  was  afterwards  held  above 
:Le  market  price. 

Nor  cftn  the  owner  of  a  steamer  which  was 
<3Bder  charter  to  carry  a  large  quantity  of  Iron 
'  !v.  bat  which  was  sunk  in  a  collision  after  en- 
tering apon  the  performance  of  the  charter,  who 
.-^tpirea  m  sum  of  money  for  a  reassignment  and 
V.rsse  of  his  Interest  in  the  charter,  on  the 
'b^iTj  tbat  he  had  a  right  to  substitute  another 
i'«s«>l  La  her  place,  recover  as  against  the  ves- 
lei  m  fault  the  profits  he  would  probably  have 
realized  from  the  full  performance  of  the  char- 
ter.   The  North  Star,  44  Fed.  492. 

And  It  has  t>een  held  that  where  the  ship  is 
1  total  lo«i  compensation  for  the  loss  of  use  is 
S"t  recoverable,  for  the  reason  that  It  is  in- 
•-.jded  in  the  recovery  of  the  value,  as  there  in- 
b«r^  in  the  same  recovery  an  earning  power 
<^fi3ed  to  he  equivalent  to  the  loss  of  use.  The 
tiamilton,  95  Fed.  844;  The  Rabbonl,  53  Fed. 
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052 ;  Guibert  v.  The  George  Bell,  5  Hughes,  172, 
H  Fed.  581. 

But  see,  8upra,  The  North  Star,  44  Fed.  492, 
and  Fabre  v.  Cunard  S.  S.  Co.  3  C.  C.  A.  534, 
1  U.  S.  App.  614,  53  Fed.  288. 

So,  to  warrant  damages  for  detention  for  re- 
pairs occasioned  by  a  collision  actual  loss  of 
profit  or  earnings  must  appear ;  mere  probable 
loss  is  not  sufficient.  The  Clarence,  3  \V.  Rob. 
283. 

And  the  owner  of  a  fishing-  vessel  sunk  In  a 
collision  cannot  recover  the  value  of  the  fish 
which  would  have  been  caught  between  the  date 
of  the  collision  and  the  termination  of  the  fish- 
ing season,  as  the  loss  is  too  remote  and  specu- 
lative to  be  taken  into  consideration.  The  City 
of  Rome,  Shipping  Gazette,  May  12,  1887,  set 
forth  in  The  Kate  [1899]  P.  165,  68  L.  J,  Adm. 
N.  S.  41 ;  Guibert  v.  The  George  Bell,  5  Hughes, 
172,  3  Fed.  581. 

But  the  certainty  of  profits  to  warrant  their 
allowance  as  damages  is  not  required  to  be  ab- 
solute, but  only  reasonable,  certainty.  The  May- 
flower, 1  Brown  Adm.  376,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,345. 

So,  the  measure  of  damages  for  the  loss  of 
a  cargo  caused  by  collision  is  the  value  of  the 
goods  at  the  place  of  shipment,  and  not  the 
profit  on  the  goods  at  the  place  of  destination. 
Smith  V.  Condry,  1  How.  28,  11  L.  ed.  35  ;  The 
Mary  J.  Vaughan,  2  Ben.  47,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
9,217;  The  Vaughan  and  Telegraph,  14  Wall. 
258,  8ub  lutm.  The  Telegraph  v.  Gordon,  20  L. 
ed.  807. 

The  loss  of  a  market  In  the  sense  that  per- 
sons Injured  are  entRled  to  the  difference  be- 
tween the  price  when  the  goods  arrived  and  the 
price  when  they  ought  to  have  arrived  is,  on  the 
ordinary  voyage  at  sea,  so  uncertain  that  it 
cannot  be  the  natural  and  reasonable  conse- 
quence of  an  injury  in  every  case,  and  cannot 
therefore  be  recovered  for  in  case  of  collision  at 
sea.  The  Notting  Hill,  53  L.  J.  .Adm.  N.  S. 
56,  L.  R.  9  Prob.  Dlv.  105,  51  L.  T.  N.  S.  66, 
32  Week.  Rep.  764,  5  Asp.  Mar.  L.  Cas.  241. 

The  general  rule  is  that  the  value  of  a  cargo 
lost  by  collision  is  to  be  ascertained  by  taking 
the  cost  of  the  cargo  at  the  place  of  shipment 
and  adding  the  cost  of  loading  it  on  board,  and 
the  cost  of  navigating  the  vessel  to  the  place  of 
collision ;  and  no  matter  how  near  the  vessel 
may  have  reached  to  her  port  of  destination,  the 
market  price  at  that  port  is  not  allowed  to  en- 
ter Into  the  estimate,  and  all  profits  or  probable 
benefits  which  would  have  resulted  from  the 
termination  of  the  voyage  are  excluded.  Gui- 
bert v.  The  George  Bell,  5  Hughes,  172,  3  Fed. 
581 ;  The  Ocean  Queen,  5  Blatchf.  493,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  10,410;  The  Aleppo,  7  Ben.  120,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  irjS. 

And  where  a  cargo  of  guano  belonging  to  the 
Republic  of  Peru  was  lost  in  a  collision  at  sea 
between  the  ship  carrying  it  and  a  steamer,  the 
steamer  being  wholly  in  fault ;  and  guano  was 
not  bought  and  sold  In  Peru  as  a  general  arti- 
cle of  commerce,  and  there  was  no  market  price 
for  it  at  the  place  where  it  was  shipped,  the 
proper  measure  of  damages  would  be  the  value 
of  the  guano  in  Peru  as  an  article  to  be  dealt 
with  there  by  a  merchant  seeking  to  export  It 
and  realize  only  a  fair  mercantile  profit  on  it, 
such  value  to  be  ascertained  by  deducting  from 
its  value  at  its  port  of  destination  shipping  ex- 
penses, freight,  duties,  marine  Insurance,  port 
charges,  and  commission  for  selling,  and  then 
deducting  from  the  net  proceeds  a  fair  average 
mercantile  profit.  It  is  not  the  market  price  of 
the  guano  at  its  port  of  destination  less  the 
costs  and  charges  which  would  have  been  in- 
curred from  the  time  of  the  loss  until  it  could 
have  beeri  placed  In  such  port  ready  for  sale, 
or  the  cost  of  the  cargo  at  the  place  of  shipment 
with  the  expenses  and  charges  actually  incurred. 
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with  Interest.     Dyer  t.  National  Steam  Nay.  Co. 
14  Blatchf.  483,  Fed.  Caa.  No.  4,225. 

Bat  where  a  vessel  loaded  with  flour  cap- 
sizes, and  the  carrier  neglects  to  communicate 
with  the  owner  and  obtain  Instructions,  but  sells 
the  cargo,  the  owner  Is  entitled  to  recover  of 
the  carrier  for  the  market  value  of  the  cargo  at 
the  place  of  destination,  computed  at  the  time 
of  arrival  less  freight  and  charges  with  inter- 
est, where  it  appears  that  but  for  the  accident 
the  cargo  would  have  arrived  at  that  time.  The 
Joshua  Barker,  Abb.  Adm.  215,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
7,547. 

c.  Hoio  (uoertained  and  computed. 

While  the  rules  as  to  the  allowance  of  prof- 
Its  stated  In  the  above  subdivisions  of  this  note 
seem  to  be  well  settled,  there  is  great  difficulty 
In  cases  in  which  profits  are  allowed  In  arriv- 
ing at  a  proper  method  of  ascertaining  and  com- 
puting them. 

The  primary  general  rule  probably  Is  that  the 
amount  of  loss  suffered  by  a  vessel  from  de- 
tention caused  by  a  collision  is  to  be  determined 
by  ascertaining  the  market  value  of  the  use  of 
the  vessel,  or  her  probable  net  earnings  during 
the  period  of  her  detention,  by  the  best  evidence 
attainable.  The  Margaret  J.  Sanford,  87  Fed. 
148. 

And  an  allowance  of  the  gross  freight  of  a 
vessel  during  the  time  she  was  detained  for  re- 
pairs occasioned  by  a  collision,  deducting  so 
much  as  would  in  ordinary  cases  be  disbursed 
on  account  of  her  expenses  in  earning  it,  will 
afTord  full  indemnity  for  delay  for  the  repairs 
that  were  made  within  the  period  she  would 
have  been  engaged  in  earning  the  freight ;  but  It 
would  be  otherwise  and  the  indemnity  would 
fall  short,  if  the  repairs  took  more  than  that 
time.  Williamson  v.  Barrett,  13  How.  101,  14 
L.  ed.  68*.   • 

And  the  owner  of  a  vessel  Injured  by  a  colli- 
sion causing  her  detention  for  repairs  is  en- 
titled to  recover.  If  at  all,  for  the  whole  amount 
of  freight  that  would  have  become  due  on  her 
cargo  upon  delivery  at  its  destination,  where 
it  is  found  that  the  cargo  would  have  been  de- 
livered in  the  ordinary  course  but  for  the  acci- 
dent, less  the  additional  expense  of  the  ship  in 
earning  it  during  the  time  she  was  detained  for 
repairs.     Sewall  v.  La  Champagne,  53  Fed.  398. 

So,  where  a  vessel,  chartered  by  a  parol  con- 
tract which  bound  the  charterer  to  furnish  her 
with  employment  for  the  season  at  a  certain 
price  by  the  ton  for  freight  carried,  which  was 
a  single  and  entire  contract  resembling  an  ordi- 
nary time  charter,  is  injured  by  a  collision 
through  the  negligent  management  of  the  oth- 
er vessel,  and.  sunk,  so  as  to  become  a  total  loss, 
the  damages  may  be  measured  by  the  net 
freights  for  the  unexpired  term  of  the  charter. 
The  Freddie  L.  Porter,  8  Fed.  170. 

And  if  a  vessel  is  damaged  by  a  collision,  but 
not  lost,  the  amount  allowed  for  demurrage  or 
detention  during  necessary  repairs  Is  the  value 
of  her  use,  and  an  existing  charter  Is  competent 
evidence  in  determining  such  value.  The  City 
of  Alexandria,  40  Fed.  697. 

And  where  a  ship,  insured  in  a  club,  by  one 
of  the  conditions  of  which  it  was  provided  that 
"in  case  of  damage  or  loss  by  contact  which  any 
ship  in  the  association  may  do  to  others,  the 
society  shall  be  liable  to  contribute  its  propor- 
tion, but  not  beyond  the  sum  insured,  and  also 
law  costs,  given  In  any  suit  or  action  defended 
by  the  previous  consent  in  writing,'*  ran  Into 
and  damaged  another  ship,  and  the  owners  of 
the  injured  ship  caused  the  ship  causing  the 
injury  to  be  arrested  in  admiralty,  whereupon 
her  owners  and  the  managers  of  the  society,  In 
order  to  procure  her  release,  agreed  to  pay  the 
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amount  of  damage  which  the  Injured  ship  had 
recei\ed  from  the  collision  and  the  costs  of  the 
proceeding,  the  owner  of  the  injured  ship  is  en- 
titled to  recover  the  same  measure  of  damages 
under  the  agreement  that  he  would  have  been 
entitled  to  in  the  proceeding  In  the  admiralty 
court,  which  would  be  the  expense  of  repairing 
the  vessel,  the  costs  incurred  in  the  arrest  and 
detention  of  the  other  vessel,  and  the  loss  of 
freight  during  the  time  repairs  were  going  on. 
Heard  v.  Holman,  19  C.  B.  N.  S.  1,  84  L.  J.  C. 
P.  N.  S.  239,  11  Jur.  N.  S.  644,  12  L.  T.  N.  S. 
455,  13  Week.  Rep.  745. 

So,  the  market  price  for  the  use  of  a  vessel 
during  the  time  of  detention  for  repairs  made 
necessary  by  a  collision,  or  the  amount  she 
would  earh  the  owner  in  hire,  as  a  test  of  the 
value  of  her  services,  though  not  as  certain  as 
in  case  she  was  und^r  a  charter  party,  is  suffi- 
cient for  all  practical  purposes  in  the  adminis- 
tration of  Justice.  Williamson  v.  Barrett,  13 
How.  101,  14  L.  ed.  68. 

And  where  there  is  a  market  price  for  the 
use  of  a  vessel  injured  in  a  collision,  that  price, 
in  the  absence  of  a  charter,  is  the  test  of  the 
sum  to  be  recovered  for  the  loss  of  her  use  while 
laid  up  for  repairs.  The  Potomac,  105  U.  S. 
630,  sub  nom.  The  Potomac  v.  Cannon,  26  L.  ed. 
1194;  The  Walter  W.  Pharo,  1  Low.  Dec.  437, 
l^ed.  Cas.  No.  17,124. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  in  such  case  is 
such  a  sum  as  would  remunerate  the  owner  for 
the  losses  necessarily  incurred  in  raising  the 
boat  and  repairing  her,  and  also  for  the  use  of 
the  boat  during  the  time  necessary  to  make  re- 
pairs and  At  her  for  business,  the  value  of  the 
use  of  the  boat  t>eing  what  she  would  produce 
to  the  owner  from  the  hiring  or  chartering  of 
her  in  the  business  in  which  she  had  usually 
been  engaged.  Williamson  v.  Barrett,  13  How. 
101,  14  L.  ed.  68 ;  Malller  y.  The  Express  Pro- 
peller Line,  61  N.  Y.  812. 

So,  the  proper  measure  of  damages  for  the 
detention  of  a  vessel  injured  by  a  collision  with 
another  during  the  process  of  repair,  where 
there  was  no  established  rental  or  charter  value 
by  which  to  ascertain  the  damages,  and  where 
the  owner  did  not  keep  her  for  hire  but  for  his 
own  use  and  service  in  the  business  and  employ- 
ment, for  which  she  was  intended  and  in  which 
she  was  then  engaged,  is  the  value  of  such  use 
and  service  to  the  owner  in  that  particular  busi- 
ness and  employment.  The  Mayflower,  1 
Brown,  Adm.  376,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,345 ;  The 
Providence,  38  C.  C.  A.  670,  98  Fed.  133. 

In  the  above  case  Williamson  v. ^Barrett,  13 
How.  101,  14  L.  ed.  68,  supra,  was  limited  and 
explained,  the  court  saying  that  the  only  point 
actually  decided  in  that  case  was  that  damages 
for  the  detention  of  a  vessel  are  allowable,  not* 
withstanding  the  vessel  injured  was  not  under  a 
charter  party  at  the  time  of  the  Injury,  provid- 
ing it  is  shown  that  she  might  have  been  char- 
tered during  the  detention;  and  Smith  ▼.  Con- 
dry,  1  How.  28,  11  L.  ed.  35,  supra,  X.  a,  was 
explained,  the  court  saying  that  the  damages 
claimed  in  that  case  were  for  a  loss  or  diminu- 
tion of  profits  on  the  cargo  in  consequence  of 
a  decline  of  price  of  the  article  shipped  at  the 
port  of  destination,  and  that  no  decision  as  to 
damages  for  delay  of  the  vessel  was  made. 

And  the  court  commented  on  those  cases,  say- 
ing that  the  questions  presented  in  the  two 
cases  are  entirely  diflTerent,  and  the  decisiona 
are  in  no  manner  in  conflict  with  each  other, 
and  what  was  decided  In  each  case  remains  the 
law,  unimpaired  and  unqualified  by  any  aubae- 
quont  ruling  of  the  court. 

In  such  a  case  when  there  Is  no  market  price 
evidence  of  the  profits  that  she  would  have 
earned  if  not  disabled  is  competent.     The  Poto- 
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■ac,  105  U.  S.-630,  »uh  nom.  The  Potomac  ▼. 
CanaoD,  26  h.  ed.  1194. 

ADd  a  recovery  may  be  had  on  the  basis  of 
tlie  average  net  profits  of  the  trip  and  the  imme- 
4liately  preceding  and  succeeding  trips.  The 
Balgarla.  83  Fed.  313. 

Though  In  such  case  the  owner  cannot  reooyer 
tlw  amount  for  which  the  vessei  could  have 
bKn  chartered  for  a  like  service.  Crowell  y. 
Tbe  Beatrice  Havener.  50  Fed.  232. 

But  the  average  of  the  net  profits  of  the  trips 
9t  a  Teflscl  for  the  season  may  be  adopted  as  the 
OK^sure  of  allowance  for  the  loss  of  her  use 
vliile  laid  up  for  repairs  on  account  of  Injuries 
from  a  collision,  where  at  the  time  of  the  in- 
jiiTj  she  was  in  no  need  of  repair,  and  was  en- 
gaged in  a  regular  established  line»  and  peculiar- 
ly fitted  for  that  line,  so  that  her  charter  value 
could  not  be  satisfactorily  ascertained,  and  other 
Tesseis  which  could  be  procured  to  supply  her 
place  would  not  be  equally  fitted  for  the  serv- 
ice. The  Potomac,  105  U.  S.  684,  sub  nom.  The 
Potomac  V.  Cannon,  26  L.  ed.  1195. 

And  the  owners  of  a  ferry  boat  injured  in  a 
coUision  are  entitled  to  recover  for  her  negli- 
geot  injury  such  sum  as  the  use  bf  the  boat  was 
vorth  while  undergoing  repairs,  notwithstand- 
ing the  fact  that  they  supplied  her  place  by  a 
spare  boat,  and  it  appeared  that  the  receipts  of 
the  ferry  were  not  diminished  by  the  loss  of  the 
injured  boat.  The  FavoriU,  4  Ben.  132,  Fed. 
Cat.  No.  4.694. 

But  see  The  City  of  Pelclng,  L.  R.  15  App.  Cas. 
4S8,  and  The  City  of  Alexandria,  40  Fed.  697, 
npr9,  X.  b. 

And  when  in  case  of  collfsion  the  vessel  in- 
jured iuid  a  cargo  of  fish  which  were  taken  in 
fresh  and  salted  by  the  crew  with  salt  taken 
oat  for  that  purpose,  the  damages  should  be 
«frlaiated  by  considering  the  prime  cost  of  the 
fish  paid  for  them  where  procured,  and  of  the 
alt  at  the  price  jMild  where  it  was  procured, 
and  to  this  must  be  added  a  reasonable  charter 
of  the  vessel  from  the  time  she  went  out  to 
that  of  the  disaster  with  wages  and  subsistence 
of  the  crew  and  master,  and  premiums  of  in- 
mrance  If  any  were  paid,  and  if  not,  a  fair 
premium  for  the  voyage.  The  Harriet  Newhall, 
3  Ware,  105,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,102. 

But  the  earnings  of  a  vessel  dijring  detention 
an>  allowable  as  damages  for  collision,  although 
ib^  mis  not  actually  earning  freight  at  the  time, 
or  tcept  for  hire  or  nnder  a  charter  party,  and 
^Itboagh  there  was  no  market  rental  or  charter 
ulue  for  vMtsels  of  like  character,  or  any  de- 
sand  for  the  hire  of  such  vessels,  where  it  ap- 
P««ra  to  a  reasonable  certainty  that  the  vessel 
w'»u]d  have  been  actually  employed  by  the  own- 
«r  during  audi  detention,  and  that  she  would 
hare  earned  the  owner  something  over  and 
aoiire  her  expense.  The  Mayflower,  Brown, 
AdiB.  376,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,345. 

And  In  The  Rhode  Island,  2  Blatchf.  113, 
f^d.  Cas.  No.  11,744,  which  was  a  libel  for  dam- 
<«•>»  raused  by  a  collision  In  which  no  vessel 
wu»  hired  to  supply  the  place  of  the  Injured 
^*^*e\,  an  allowance  to  the  Ubellant  of  interest 
Bpon  the  value  of  his  vessel  before  the  colli- 
*^«>n,  for  the  Interval  after  the  col  II- 
u^  occurred  until  she  was  repaired  and  fitted 
'j^  resume  her  trips,  was  upheld,  not  as  being 
•  "aiaded  upon  any  established  principle,  but  as 
Hag  just  in  the  particular  case,  and  as  high 
1  i^asnre  of  damages  as  was  warranted. 

^iKre  there  is  no  other  satisfactory  evidence 
^'  the  earning^  capacity  of  a  vessel  detained  for 
r^fiirs  by  a  collision  than  Is  shown  by  the  char« 
t*f  onder  which  she  was  employed  at  the  time, 
aid  the  charter  contemplated  her  employment 
i^jf  a  long  period,  the  average  dally  earnings  un- 
^r  the  charter  may  be  taken  as  a  criterion. 
TV  Margaret  J.  Sanford,  37  Fed.  148. 
«UR- A. 


And  in  the  absence  of  direct  evidence  as  to 
the  value  of  the  use  of  a  vessel  during 
a  period  required  for  repairs,  made  neces- 
sary by  a  collision,  Interest  upon  the  value  of 
the  vessel  for  the  time  occupied  In  making  re- 
pairs may  be  awarded  as  a  fair  compensation. 
The  Uhode  Island,  Abb.  Adm.  100,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
11,743. 

And  an  allowance  of  demurrage  for  colli- 
sion at  a  designated  rate  per  day  at  the  time  the 
Injured  vessel  was  undergoing  repairs  Is  proper 
on  a  libel  for  damages  to  a  ferry  boat  which  was 
regularly  and  constantly  employed,  where  for 
the  use  of  vessels  of  that  class  there  was  no 
such  thing  as  a  market  price  fixed  by  various 
transactions  between  various  persons.  The 
Cayuga,  2  Ben.  12.5.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,535. 

In  the  above  case  Williamson  v.  Barrett.  13 
How.  105,  14  L.  ed.  71.  ttupra,  was  distinguished 
upon  the  ground  that  the  rule  there  laid  down 
can  only  be  Intended  to  be  applied  to  cases 
where  there  is  a  market  to  refer  to,  but  not  in 
an  action  where  it  Is  made  to  appear  that  no 
such  thing  as  a  market  price  exists. 

A  charge  for  demurrage  adopted  by  the  mari- 
time exchange  furnishes  prima  facie  evidence  of 
the  amount  of  loss.  Orhanovlch  v.  The  Amer- 
ica, 4  Fed.  337. 

But  the  demurrage  rates  which  prevail  at  a 
particular  port,  either  by  the  regulations  of  a 
maritime  exchange  or  by  the  general  recognition 
and  acquiescence  of  the  mercantile  community, 
should  not  be  given  controlling  weight  In  deter- 
mining the  actual  loss  of  a  vessel  by  detention 
on  account  of  a  collision.  The  Margaret  J.  San- . 
ford,  37  Fed.  148. 

Tliey  should  be  kept  within  a  fair  proportion 
of  the  value  of  the  vessel  for  chartering,  so  ap 
to  constitute  a  fair  measure  of  her  net  earn- 
ings. The  Excelsior,  17  Fed.  924;  The  Venus, 
17  Fed.  925. 

And  a  stipulated  rate  of  demurrage  in  the 
charter  of  a  vessel  must  be  rejected  as  evidence 
of  her  actual  loss  by  detention  for  repairs  on 
account  of  a  collision,  where  it  appears  in  the 
case  that  under  the  most  favorable  circum- 
stances, and  with  constant  employment,  the  ves- 
sel could  only  have  earned  a  much  smaller  sum 
above  expenses.  The  Margaret  J.  Sanford,  37 
Fed.  148. 

And  a  charge  for  lay  days  In  the  charter  par- 
ty of  a  vessel,  as  agreed  upon  by  the  parties, 
forms  no  test  to  determine  the  damages  for  de- 
tention during  the  repair  of  the  vessel  in  the 
case  of  collision.  The  Hermann,  4  Blatchf.  441, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,408. 

The  earnings  Immediately  before  the  collision 
are  prima  facie  evidence  of  her  earning  capac- 
ity.    The  Margaret  J.  Sanford,  37  Fed.  148. 

The  books  of  the  owner  of  a  vessel,  showing 
receipts  and  expenditures  of  the  vessel  before  a 
coillslon,  are  not  only  competent  testimony  on 
a  libel  for  damages  after  the  collision,  but  con- 
stitute the  best  evidence  as  to  the  amount  of  her 
probable  net  earnings  during  such  detention. 
The  Mayflower,  Brown,  Adm.  376,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
9,245;  Sturgls  v.  Clough,  1  Wall.  269,  17  L. 
ed.  580. 

So,  the  damages  suffered  by  a  ferry  boat,  for 
the  use  of  which  there  Is  no  such  thing  as  a 
market  price,  may  be  proved  in  a  libel  for  colli- 
sion by  the  testimony  of  witnesses  of  large  ex- 
perience upon  ferries  as  to  the  value  of  the  use 
of  the  boat.  The  Cayuga,  2  Ben.  125,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  2,535.  14  Wall.  270,  20  L.  ed.  828;  The 
Favorlta,  4  Ben.  132,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,694. 

And  In  the  absence  of  a  market  for  the  char- 
tering of  pilot  boats,  the  only  other  resort  prop- 
er to  be  had  to  ascertain  the  value  of  the  use 
of  such  a  boat  during  detention  for  repairs  on 
account  of  an  injury  by  a  collision  Is  to  the 
Judgment  of  persons  acquainted  with  the  pilot- 
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ing  biMlness,  as  to  the  value  of  the  time  of  the 
Teasel  based  upon  the  employment  she  was  In, 
Its  character  and  constancy,  and  Its  recent  re- 
sults in  the  way  of  earnings.  The  Transit,  4 
Ben.  138,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,138. 

But  It  is  only  in  the  absence  of  evidence  as  to 
the  market  value  of  the  charter  of  a  pilot  boat 
injured  in  a  negligent  collision  that  resort  can 
be  had  to  the  Judgment  of  persons  acquainted 
with  the  piloting  business  as  to  the  value  of  the 
time  of  the  vessel  during  detention  for  repairs, 
based  upon  the  employment  she  was  In  when  in- 
jured and  its  character  and  constancy,  and  its 
recent  results  in  the  way  of  earnings.  The 
Emllle,  4  Ben.  235,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,451. 

And  mere  opinions  of  witnesses  as  to  the 
probability  of  employment  of  a  tug  in  the  tow- 
ing business,  and  the  amount  of  earnings  if  em- 
ployed, are  too  speculative  and  contingent  to 
be  the  foundation  of  any  rule  of  damages  in 
case  of  injury  from  collision.  The  R.  L.  May- 
bey,  4  Blatchf.  439,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,871. 

XI.  Infringement    of   paieni9,   copyrights,   end 

ir<idemark8. 

For  full  consideration  of  this  subject,  see 
note,  Damages  for  infringement  of  patents, 
copyrights,  or  trademarks  as  affected  by  loss  of 
propts.  Rose  v.  Hirsh  (C.  C.  App.  3d  C.)  51 
L.  H.  A.  801. 

XII.  Effect  Of  illegality  of  Imsiness  giving  rise 

to  the  profits. 

The  illegality  of  the  business  out  of  which 
profits  spring  effectually  prevents  a  recovery 
based  on  the  loss  of  such  profits  in  aa  action  for 
a  tort  causing  such  loss. 

Thus,  damages  will  not  be  given  for  impair- 
ment of  the  value  of  a  business  which  could  not 
be  pursued  except  In  defiance  of  law,  as  the 
business  of  running  a  gambling  house.  Kauff- 
man  v.  Babcock,  67  Tex.  241.  2  S.  W.  878. 

So,  one  who  was  selling  liquor  without  a  li- 
cense at  a  time  when  a  neighboring  building  fell 
upon  her  boarding  house  and  grocery  through 
the  negligence  of  the  owner  thereof  cannot  re- 
cover for  a  loss  of  profits  in  that  business,  the 
business  being  illegal.  Kane  v.  Johnston,  9 
Bosw.  164. 

And  one  who  holds  a  leasehold  interest  In 
property,  having  an  unexpired  term  of  only  one 
month,  who  was  engaged  in  selling  liquor  on  the 
premises  without  a  license  at  a  time  when  the 
premises  were  injured  by  the  falling  of  an  ad- 
Joining  building,  will  not  be  presumed  to  have 
intended  to  obtain  a  license  before  the  expira- 
tion of  the  month,  so  as  to  legalize  her  business 
and  warrant  a  recovery  of  the  profits  of  the 
business,     /bid. 

And  the  burden  of  proof  rests  with  a  person 
selling  the  liquor,  to  show  that  she  had  a  li- 
cense, and  that  therefore  her  business  was  not 
Illegal,  to  warrant  a  recovery  of  the  profits 
business.     Ibid. 

So  a  physician  who  is  thrown  from  his  car- 
riage and  Injured  while  crossing  a  railroad 
track  by  a  defect  in  the  railroad  cannot  recover 
against  the  railroad  company  for  a  consequent 
Injury  to  his  practice  caused  by  being  disabled, 
If  his  practice  was  unlawful,  no  matter  how  lu- 
crative it  might  have  been ;  and  evidence  tend- 
ing to  show  its  unlawfulness  is  admissible  In 
an  action  for  such  injury.  Jaques  v.  Bridge- 
port Horse  R.  Co.  41  Conn.  61. 

But  one  who  was  practising  as  a  physician, 
who  received  personal  injuries  by  which  he  was 
deprived  of  his  capacity  to  perform  his  ordinary 
labor,  or  attend  to  his  ordinary  business,  is  en- 
titled to  claim  for  the  losses  to  his  business  thus 
sustained  in  an  action  for  the  injury,  though 
62  L.  R.  A. 


he  has  received  no  medical  degree  or  license, 
where  he  was  not  pursuing  his  business  In  viola- 
tion of  law.     Holmes  v.  Halde,  74  Me.  28,  48  • 
Am.  Rep.  i>67. 

Or,  where  the  statute  did  not  undertake  to 
make  the  business  or  service  unlawful,  nor  pro- 
hibit or  punish  the  reception  of  voluntary  pay- 
ments for  such  services  rendered  without  a 
diploma.  McNamara  v.  Cllntonville,  62  Wis. 
207,  51  Am.  Rep.  722,  22  N.  W.  472. 

And  whether  or  not  a  midwife  la  a  person 
practising  "physic  or  surgery**  within  the  mean* 
ing  of  Wis.  Stat.  S  1436,  so  as  to  be  disabled  to 
collect  fees  for  her  se vices  by  suit  unless  she 
has  a  diploma  as  therein  provided,  does  not  af- 
fect her  right  to  show  an  interruption  In  her 
practice  caused  by  a  personal  Injury,  In  an  ac- 
tion therefor,  as  the  profession  is  lawful.  Luck 
V.  Ripon,  52  Wis.  196,  8  N.  W.  815. 

And  refusal  t«  strike  out  the  testimony  of 
the  plaintiff  In  an  action  for  personal  Injury  aa 
to  her  earnings  as  a  nurse  and  boarding-house 
keeper,  which  w^ere  lost  because  of  the  injury^ 
when  the  court  had  stricken  out  testimony  as  to 
fees  or  charges  as  a  midwife  on  the  ground  that 
they  were  illegal  because  she  was  not  licensed,  la 
not  subject  to  objection  on  the  ground  that  her 
e&rnings  as  nurse  and  boarding-house  keeper 
were  not  separated  from  her  earnings  as  a  mid* 
wife  so  that  the  jury  could  determine  the 
amount  of  each,  where  It  was  In  the  power  ot 
the  other  party  to  have  removed  the  objectlMi 
by  the  Introduction  of  testimony,  and  It  failed 
to  do  so.  Chicago  West  Div.  R.  Co.  v.  Lambert, 
119  111.  255,  10  N.  E.  219. 

See  also  Tarleton  v.  M'Gawley,  Peake  N.  P. 
Cas.  pt.  1,  p.  205,  supra  J  IV. 

XIII.  Conclusion* 

There  Is  little  to  be  said  In  conclusion  In  this 
note,  but  to  repeat  the  statement  previously 
made  that  loss  of  profits  furnishes  a  ground  for 
recovery  in  actions  for  damages  for  tort,  where 
they  are  susceptible  of  accurate  estimation,  and 
the  loss  of  such  profits  was  the  proximate  result 
of  the  wrong,  and  the  profits  were  not  specula- 
tive, contingent,  or  uncertain ;  but  they  cannot 
be  recovered  if  they  were  remote,  speculative, 
contingent,  or  uncertain.  The  courts  have  no  at* 
tempted  to  ddTlne  these  terms  abstractly,  or  to- 
show  any  definite  rule  as  to  Just  what  consti- 
tutes remote,  siieculative,  contingent,  or  uncer- 
tain profits,  and,  indeed.  It  would  seem  that 
they  might  be  deemed  to  be  concrete  as  used 
in  this  connection,  and  not  susceptible  of  limi- 
tation by  abstract  rules.  They  have  decided 
each  case  on  Its  own  facts  and  circumstances, 
and  the  reader  is  referred  to  such  cases  above 
tabulated.  It  is  thought  to  be  deduclble  from 
such  cases,  however,  that  the  line  between  proxi- 
mate and  remote  profits  Is  the  same  In  prinfiple^ 
as  that  between  proximate  and  remote  cause  in 
negligence  cases. 

With  reference  to  the  nonallowance  of  profits 
lost  aa  damages  because  they  were  speculative* 
contingent,  or  uncertain,  the  most  definite  rule 
that  can  be  drawn  from  the  cases  would  seem, 
to  be  that  if  by  any  chance,  or  under  any  condi- 
tion of  affairs  then  existing,  the  profits  migbt 
not  have  accrued  though  the  wrongful  act  had* 
not  intervened,  there  can  be  no  allowance  for 
profits  lost  as  damages.  But  If,  but  for  the 
wrongful  act,  there  must  have  been  profits  not- 
withstanding any  other  circumstances  existing 
at  the  time  of  the  perpetration  of  the  wron^. 
the  question  of  their  specula tiveness  and  contin- 
gency is  absolutely  negatived.  They  need  not 
be  absolutely  certain  in  amount  to  warrant  re- 
covery ;  reasonable  certainty  Is  suflScient,  bo> 
long  as  they  are  neither  remote,  speculative,  nor- 
contlngent.     But  they  must  be  reasonably  cer- 
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taio  to  warrant  tbelr  ase  as  a  criterion  or  meaa- 
ore  of  damages,  though  they  may  fnmlsh  a  sab- 
Ject  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury  on  the 
question  of  the  extent  of  the  injury  in  cases  of 
Rich  a  nature  that  there  are  no  data  or  ele- 
ments ol  certainty  by  which  substantial  compen- 
Hitioo  may  reasonably  be  estimated  whenever 
ihej  have  a  tendency  to  show  damages  or  their 
probable  amount. 

The  line  between  certainty  and  uncertainty 
is  localised  in  cases  of  injury  by  collision  at  sea 
sad  other  marine  torts,  to  vessels  under  charter, 
or  spon  a  voyage,  by  allowing  the  profits  of 
the  charter  or  voyage  in  hand,  and  disallowing 
the  profits  that  might  be  thereafter  made ;  and 
is  cases  in  which  profits  are  allowed,  not  as  a 
BMSsure  or  element  of  damages,  but  as  a  fact 
for  the  consideration  of  the  Jury  In  determining 
the  extent  of  the  Injury,  the  line  of  certainty  or 
uncertainty  seems  to  lia  between  past  profits 


which  have  been  earned  and  future  profits  which 
might  or  would  be  earned  in  the  future,  consid- 
eration of  the  former  only  being  permitted. 
Cases  of  personal  injury,  however,  rest  upon  a 
somewhat  different  basis  from  torts  agalust 
property.  Here  the  profits  are  not  allowed  as 
damagea  The  grounds  for  damages  are  the  loss 
of  time  and  the  injury  to  earning  capacity,  and 
profits  are  taken  Into  consideration  in  determln* 
ing  the  extent  of  such  Injury,  and  In  such  case 
past  profits  only  are  to  be  considered.  The  il- 
legality of  a  business  out  of  which  the  profits 
were  expected  to  grow  absolutely  defeats  a  re- 
covery of  such  profits  as  damages,  but  it  must 
have  be^n  illegal  as  distinguished  from  unli- 
censed. The  mere  fact  that  a  business  was  un- 
licensed where  a  license  was  required  does  not 
defeat  a  recovery  of  the  profits  where  Its  prac- 
tice without  a  license  is  not  forbidden. 

F.  H.  B. 
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F.  Lu  RICHARDSON,  Receiver  of  American 
National  Bank,  Appt,, 

V. 

HEW  ORLEANS  DEBENTURE  REDEMP- 
TION COMPANY,  Limited. 

(42  C.  C.  A.  619,  102  Fed.  Rep.  780.) 

A  ilepoalt  olitalned  by  fraud  wliea  a 
aanlc  ta  bopeleasly  laaolveat  creates  a 
trust  in  favor  of  the  depositor,  and  can  be 
recovered  from  a  receiver  of  the  company, 
even  if  the  Identical  money  deposited  does 
not  pass  Into  his  hands,  where  the  funds  re- 
ceived by  him  are  in  any  event  increased  by 
the  amount  of  the  deposit. 

(May  29, 1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  Eastern  District  of  Louisiana  in  fav- 
or of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  reach 
funds  which  plaintiff  had  deposited  with  the 
defendant  bank  prior  to  its  closing  its  doors. 
Affirmed. 

Before  Pardee,  McCormick,  and  Shelby, 
Circuit  Judges. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

liesers.  W.  G.  Goehran  and  F.  !«•  Bieh- 
nrdsoai  for  appellant. 

ifr.  "W.  H.  KoE^TM  for  appellee. 

Shelby,  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  by  the  New 
Orleans  Debenture  Redemption  Company, 
Limited,  against  F.  L.  Richardson,  as  receiv- 
er of  the  American  National  Bank,  to  col- 
lect $1,658.60,  which  the  company  had  de- 
posited in  the  bank.  The  bill  also  embraced 
a  claim  for  $1,152,  the  proceeds  of  certain 
eollections  made  by  the  bank  for  the  plain- 
tiff, but  that  part  of  the  claim  has  been 
settled  since  the  suit  was  brought.     The  com- 

NoTE. — For  trust   in   deposit    recplved   when 
bsDk  is   insolvent,   see  note  with   the  case  of 
Brdner  ▼.  First  Nat.  Bank  (Tenn.)  34  L.  R.  A. 
632. 
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pany  bases  its  right  to  recover  the  money  on 
the  alleged  fact  that  the  bank  had  received 
it  as  a  deposit  when  it  was  hopelessly  insol- 
vent, and  under  such  circumstances  as  to 
make  the  receipt  of  it  a  fraud.  The  facts 
averred  and  proved  may  be  briefly  stated: 
The  American  National  Bank,  a  banking  cor- 
poration organized  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  was  on  Au^st  6,  1896,  and 
prior  to  that  time,  engaged  m  a  general  bank- 
ing business  in  New  Orleans.  On  that  day 
the  bank  was  hopelessly  insolvent,  and  had 
been  so  for  a  long  time.  Its  condition  was 
well  known  to  its  officers  and  managers.  The 
appellee  did  not  have  knowledge  of  its  con- 
dition. The  appellee  was  a  regular  custom- 
er and  depositor  of  the  bank.  When  the 
bank  opened  on  the  5th  of  August,  1896,  it 
had  in  cash  on  hand  $15,897.54.  Just  before 
3  o'clock  on  the  same  day,  the  appellee  de- 
posited in  the  bank  $83.60  in  silver  and  $1,- 
576  in  currency,  making  a  total  of  $1,658.60. 
The  entire  cash  deposits  received  by  the  bank 
on  that  day  amounted  to  $6,934.76.  It  paid 
out  during  that  day  $13,610.24.  Just  after 
3  o'clock  the  bank  closed  its  doors,  and  never 
reopened  for  business.  The  whole  amount 
of  cash  in  the  bank  after  its  doors  were 
closed  was  ^9.722,  $500  of  which  was  paid 
to  the  bank^fl  attorney,  and  $9,222  turned 
over  to  the  bank  examiner,  who  subsequent- 
ly turned  over  the  same  to  the  receiver.  Be^ 
fore  receiving  these  funds,  the  appellant  had 
been  duly  appointed  receiver  of  the  bank 
by  the  Comptroller  of  the  Currency  of  the 
United  States.  It  is  agreed  that  the  books 
of  the  bank  do  not  show  how  much  of  the 
cash  which  was  turned  over  to  the  receiver 
was  received  by  the  note  and  collection  clerk, 
or  how  much  cash  was  received  and  not  paid 
out  by  the  receiving  and  paying  teller,  or 
how  much  of  the  cash  turned  over  to  the  re- 
ceiver was  part  of  the  original  funds  in  the 
bank  on  the  morning  of  August  5,  1896. 
There  was  a  special  meeting  of  the  directors 
of  the  bank  at  8:30  p.  M.,  Wednesday,  Aug- 
ust 5,  1896,  at  which  meeting  the  president 
of  the  bank  stated  what  had  taken  place 
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duriii<7  the  day,  and  that  the  deposits  re- 
ceived during  the  day  had  been  set  aside. 
The  directors  at  this  meeting  approved  of 
this  action,  and  instructed  the  president  to 
hold  said  deposits  separate  and  apart  from 
the  banking  funds,  and  to  examine  carefully 
into  the  condition  of  the  bank,  and  report 
at  the  meeting  to  be  held  at  8:30  a.  m.  on 
the  Cth  of  August.  The  evidence,  however, 
showed  that  the  deposits  in  cash  received  on 
the  5th  of  August  were  not  really  kept  sepa- 
rate. All  of  the  money  in  the  bank  which 
had  been  received  as  general  deposits,  and 
which  had  not  been  paid  out,  appears  to  have 
been  handed  to  the  recei^^r  at  the  same  time. 
Many  depositions  were  offered  in  evidence  in 
the  case,  but  it  is  not  deemed  necessary  to 
state  the  evidence  further.  The  circuit 
court  (Parlange,  District  Judge,  presiding) 
granted  the  relief  prayed  for  in  the  bill.  The 
decree  is  to  the  effect  that  the  appellee  have 
and  recover  from  the  receiver  the  sum  of 
$1,068.60.  Tlie  decree  is  given  priority  over 
the  unsecured  creditors  of  the  bank.  The 
receiver  has  appealed  to  this  court,  and  the 
decree  is  assigned  as  error. 

Ordinarily',  when  funds  are  deposited  in 
a  bank,  the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor 
immediately  arises  between  the  banker  and 
the  depositor.  The  money  deposited  becomes 
the  property  of  the  banker.  He  has  the  right 
to  use  it,  but  must  pay  the  debt  to  the  de- 
positor by  cashing  his  checks.  When  the 
banker  obtains  the  deposit  by  committing 
a  fraud,  as  by  receiving  it  after  hopeless  in- 
5K>lvency,  the  relation  between  the  parties 
is  very  different.  Tlie  fraud  avoids  the  im- 
plied contract  between  the  parties  that 
would  arise  in  its  absence,  and,  having 
barred  contract,  a  trust  is  the  equitable  re- 
sult. The  fraud  itself  gives  no  lien.  The 
fraud  prevents  the  money  deposited  from  be- 
coming the  property  of  the  banker,  and 
thereby  prevents  the  relation  of  debtor  and 
creditor  arising  between  the  parties.  As  the 
money  does  not  become  the  property  of  the 
banker,  it,  of  course,  remains  the  property 
of  the  depositor.  In  the  banker's  hands, 
therefore,  it  is  a  trust  fund, — as  much  so  as 
if  it  had  been  a  special  deposit.  The  money 
which  the  banker  has  received  in  due  coiirse 
of  honorable  business  l)efore  insolvencv  has 
become  his  property,  and  he  the  debtor  of 
those  who  deposited  it.  Now,  if  the  banker, 
having  money  in  his  bank,  fraudulently  re- 
ceives other  money,  and  mingles  it  with  the 
moneys  on  hand,  can  the  defrauded  depositor 
reclaim  his  money?  That  in  the  question 
presented  by  this  case.  The  bank  received 
$1,058.60  of  the  appellee's  money  just  before 
it  closed.  It  was  received  under  circum- 
stances of  fraud,  so  that  it  remained  the 
property  of  the  appellee.  It  passed  with  the 
other  funds  to  the  hands  of  the  receiver;  or, 
if  the  identical  money  did  not  so  pass  to  the 
receiver,  the  sum  turned  over  to  the  receiver 
was  increased  exactly  $1,058.60  by  the  ap- 
pellee's deposit.  This  is  clear,  because  if, 
after  receiving  the  appellee's  deposit  and 
placing  it  with  the  general  funds,  payments 
were  made  put  of  the  mass  of  money  during 
the  business  of  the  day,  it  is  immaterial 
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whether  the  identical  dollars  deposited  by 
the  appellee  were  paid  out  or  not.  The 
amount  that  went  into  the  hands  of  the  re- 
ceiver was,  by  the  deposit  of  the  appellee, 
increased  to  the  amoimt  of  the  deposit  made 
by  it.  If  we  find  that  the  transaction  be- 
tween the  appellee  and  the  bank  created  a 
trust  or  lien  on  the  funds  of  the  bank  with 
which  the  appellee's  deposit  was  mingled, 
the  trust  or  lien  extended  to  the  whole  masa 
of  money  and  the  paying  out  of  part  of  it 
would  not  remove  the  charge  from  the  re- 
mainder. The  question,  then,  is  reduced  to 
this:  If  a  banker  takes  $1,000,  not  his  own, 
and  mixes  the  sum  with  $10,000  of  his 
own  money,  can  the  owner  of  the  $1,000 
reclaim  it?  Has  he,  in  equity,  a  charge 
on  the  whole  to  the  amount  of  hia 
money  which  has  gone  intx)  it?  For- 
merly, it  was  held  that  he  had  not.  The  equi- 
table right  of  following  misapplied  money,  it 
was  said,  depended  on  identifying  it,  the 
equity  attaching  to  the  very  property  misap- 
plied. Money,  it  was  said,  had  no  earmarks^ 
and  the  tracing  of  the  fund  would  fail.  This 
view  was  manifestly  inequitable  and  unjuat^ 
and  so,  finally,  it  was  held  that  confusion 
by  commingling  does  not  destroy  the  equity, 
but  converts  it  into  a  charge  upon  the  en- 
tire mass,  giving  to  the  party  injured  by  the 
unlawful  diversion  of  the  fund  a  priority 
of  right  over  the  other  creditors  of  the  pos- 
sessor and  wrongdoer.  This  evolution  of*the 
doctrine  of  tracing  trust  funds  is  noticed 
incidentally  by  Mr.  Justice  Bradley  in  Fre- 
linghuyaen  v.  Nugent,  30  Fed.  229,  239.  To 
create  the  trust  it  is  not  necessary  to  shovr 
that  the  identical  money  went  into  the  hands 
of  the  receiver.  It  is  sufficient  if  the  funds 
in  his  hands  are  increased  by  the  deposit. 
In  City  Bank  v.  Blachmore,  21  C.  C.  A.  514, 
516.  43  IT.  S.  App.  617,  75  Fed.  771,  773, 
Judge  Taft,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  appeals  for  the  sixth  circuit, 
said: 

"It  may  not  be  necessary  to  show  earmarks 
upon  the  proceeds  of  the  thing  parted  with, 
to  justify  such  a  remedy,  but  it  must  at 
least  appear  that  the  funds  in  the  hands  of 
the  receiver  were  increased  or  benefited  by 
the  proceeds;  and  the  recovery  is  limited  to 
the  extent  of  this  increase  or  benefit." 

In  Bt,  Louis  Brewing  Asao.  v.  Austin,  100 
Ala.  313.  321.  13  So."  908.  909,  McClellan, 
J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said: 

"We  will  concede  that,  so  far  as  the  right 
of  the  complainants  to  fasten  a  preference 
lien  in  the  nature  of  a  trust  on  the  assets 
of  the  bank  depends  upon  the  fraud  of  the 
hank  and  its  officials,  their  cases  are  made 
out  on  the  facts  we  have  stated.  And  if  they 
had  further  shown  that  the  identical  money 
which  was  deposited  by  and  collected  for 
them,  respectively,  had  come  to  the  hands  of 
the  receiver,  and  was  held  by  him  in  specie 
at  the  time  of  bills  filed,  or  that  their  funds 
had  been  mingled  with  the  funds  of  the  bank 
which  came  to  the  receiver's  hands,  and  con- 
stituted, in  part,  the  gross  sum  held  by  him, 
or  that  their  identical  money  had  been  in- 
vested by  the  bank  in  tangible  property 
which  came  to  the  hands  of  the  receiver  and 
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ysu  held  by  him,  they  would  have  been  en- 
titled to  the  relief  they  seek." 

The  observations  quoted  from  the  last 
two  cflees  cited  show  why,  in  those  cases,  the 
trust  was  not  declared.  In  Quin  v.  Earle, 
95  Fed.  728,  731,  Judge  Gray  presents  a 
very  interesting  discussion  of  the  question 
and  an  accurate  statement  of  the  correct 
rule: 

"With  regard  to  personal  proi>erty  other 
than  money,  the  question  of  identification  is 
generally  easy  of  determination.  Not  so  of 
money,  and  perhaps  some  personal  property 
other  than  money.  If  these  be  confused  in 
the  mass  of  exactly  similar  things,  specific 
identitieation  becomes  imj^ssible.  But  the 
more  modem  doctrine  has  come  to  be  that, 
where  the  fraudulent  depositary  so  mingles 
goods  which  he  has  obtained  by  fraud  with 
the  mass  of  like  goods  of  his  own, 
Ihe  whole  may  be  seized,  or  consid- 
ered as  held  in  trust,  until  equitable 
separation  of  the  property  of  the  de- 
frauded party  is  made.  So,  advancing 
one  atep  further,  where  money  thus  obtained 
has  gone  to  swell  the  aggregate  in  the  pos- 
Kjision  of  the  fraudulent  party,  it  may,  un- 
der proper  proceedings,  be  segregated  in 
amount  from  such  aggregate  sum,  and  made 
ihe  subjeH  of  a  trust,  in  order  to  accomplish 
the  ends  of  justice.  If  my  bushel  of  corn  be 
obtained  from  me  by  fraud,  and  be  poured 
into  the  mass  of  similar  grain  in  the  bin  of 
the  party  committing  the  fraud,  justice  is 
Katisiied.  and  no  one  can  be  wtonged,  by  my 
baring  restored  to  me  a  bushel  of  the  same 
p-ain  ouc  of  the  Inn,  though  the  identical 
grains  obtained  from  me  are  not  restored. 
If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  funds  in  possession 
of  the  defrauding  bank  be  not  increased  by 
the  property  or  the  money  so  obtained,  so 
that  the  aggregate  amount  of  assets  for  dis- 
tribution among  the  general  creditors  is  not 
made  larger  by  reason  of  the  plaintiff's  con- 
tnbution  thereto,  then  this  extension  of  the 
doctrine  of  identification  will  not  apply,  and 
the  eoniplainant  cannot  have  remedy  as  for 
A  preferred  claim." 

Sir  George  Jessel,  master  of  the  rolls,  in 
the  case  of  Knatchbull  v.  Hallett,  L.  R.  13 
(h.  Div.  696,  707,  reviewed  the  English  cases 
on  this  subject.  He  shows  the  struggle  of 
the  able  judges  of  the  law  courts  over  the 
<^rmarking  of  money,  and  that  finally  Lord 
inienborough  throws  over  the  doctrine  as  to 
money  not  earmarked  not  being  followed. 
VTe  cannot  take  space  to  cite  and  quote  the 
many  cases  conomented  on  by  the  master  of 
the  rolls.  The  opinion  is  marked  by  a  keen 
^«nse  of  equity  and  strong  common  sense. 
On  the  direct  point  in  question  here  he  says : 

*1  have  only  to  advert  to  one  other  point, 
tad  that  is  this :  Supposing,  instead  of  be- 
ing invested  in  the  purchase  of  land  or  goods, 
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the  moneys  were  simply  mixed  with  other 
moneys  of  the  'trustee,' — using  the  term 
again  in  its  full  sense,  as  including  every 
person  in  a  fiduciary  relation.  Does  it  make 
any  difft?rencc  according  to  the  modern  doc- 
trine of  equity?  I  say,  none.  It  would  be 
very  remarkable  if  it  were  to  do  so.  Sup- 
posing the  trust  money  was  1,000  sovereigns, 
and  the  trustee  put  them  into  a  bag,  and  by 
mistake,  or  accident,  or  otlierwise,  dropped  a 
sovereign  of  his  own  into  the  has;.  Could 
anybody  suppose  that  a  judge  in  equity 
would  find  any  difficulty  in  saying 
that  the  cestui  que  trust  has  a  right 
to  take  1,000  sovereigns  out  of  that  bagT 
1  do  not  like  to  call  it  a  charge  of  1,000  sove- 
reigns on  the  1,001  sovereigns,  but  that  is 
the  effect  of  it.     I  have  no  doubt  of  it." 

The  Supreme  Court,  in  an  opinion  con- 
curred in  by  all  the  justices,  quotes  with  ap- 
proval the  doctrine  enunciated  by  the  mas- 
ter of  the  rolls.  Mr.  Justice  Matthews,  de- 
livering the  opinion,  makes  this  indorsement 
of  Knatchbull  v.  Hallett,  L.  R.  13  Ch.  Div. 
006,  707,  on  the  point  here  in  question: 

"But  he  [Sir  George  Jessel]  dissents  from 
the  application  of  the  rule  made  by  Lord 
Ellenborough,  when  the  latter  added,  'which 
is  the  case  when  tlie  subject  is  turned  into 
money,  and  confounded  in  a  general  mass  of 
the  same  description;*  for  equity  will  follow 
the  money  even  if  put  into  a  bag  or  an  in- 
distinguishable mass,  by  taking  out  the  same 
quantity.  And  the  doctrine  that  money  has 
no  earmark  must  be  taken  as  subject  to  the 
application  of  this  rule."  Central  Xat.  Bank 
v.  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins,  Co.  104  U.  S.  54, 
69,  26  L.  ed.  693,  700. 

There  should  be  no  question  about  this 
doctrine  on  principle.  If  one*s  money  is  in- 
vested in  land,  the  title  being  taken  in  an- 
other's name,  equity  creates  a  resulting  trust 
in  the  land  as  against  the  wrongdoer.  If  an 
agent,  bailee,  or  trustee  invests  another's 
money  in  personal  property,  a  trust  results. 
If  one's  money  is  lent,  and  a  note  or  bond 
taken,  the  owner  of  the  money  can  have  a 
lien  or  trust  declared  on  the  note  or  bond  to 
secure  his  money  so  used.  Numerous  cases 
show  that  money  can  he.  traced  into  other 
assets,  notes,  bonds,  and  stocks.  There  is 
no  good  reason  for  not  applying  the  same 
doctrine  to  money,  the  measure  and  repre- 
sentative of  all  property.  If  one's  money  is 
used  with  other  money  in  biiying  a  bond, 
equity  can  fasten  a  lien  on  the  bond,  and 
sell  it  to  reimburse  the  one  whose  money  has 
been  so  used.  So,  we  think,  if  one's  money  is 
wrongfully  mingled  with  a  mass  of  money, 
that  equity  can  direct  the  possessor  and 
wrongdoer,  or  his  successor,  to  take  out  of 
the  mass  a  sum  sufficient  to  make  restitu- 
tion. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  affirmed. 
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SOUTHERN    FIRE    INSURANCE    COM- 
PANY, Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

M.   A.    KNIGHT  et  aU 
(111  Ga.  622.) 

*1.  'Where  a  policy  of  lire  Insuranee 
■et  fortli  various  reaulrements  and 
condltlotts,  a  yiolation  of  which  by  the  in- 
sured would  operate  as  a  forfeiture  of  the 
policy,  and  the  same  also  contained  a  stipula- 
tion requiring  the  insured  to  furnish  proofs 
of  loss  within  sixty  days  after  the  fire,  but 
did  not  make  failure  to  do  so  a  ground  of 
forfeiture,  and  where,  under  the  terms  of 
the  policy,  the  insurer  was  not  liable  to 
make  payment  until  after  sixty  days  from 
the  receipt  of  such  proofs  of  loss ;  the  policy 
further  providing  that  no  suit  thereon  should 
be  brought,  unless  commenced  within  twelve 
month  after  the  fire, — Held,  that,  if  the  in- 
sured furnished  the  required  proofs  of  loss 
in  time  for  at  least  sixty  days  to  elapse  be- 
tween the  date  upon  which  they  were  fur- 
nished and  the  expiration  of  the  twelve 
months'  limitation,  the  policy  was  not  for- 
feited by  a  failure  to  furnish  such  proofs 
within  sixty  days  after  the  fire  occurred. 

S.  **Atk  Invoice  of  voods  parcbaaed  la 
not  an  Inventory  of  stock,  to  be  produced 
under  the  iron-safe  clauseTof  a  fire  policy." 

8.  A  policy  of  lire  Insarance,  tlie  con- 
sideration for  wIiIgIi  la  a  premium 
payable  In  a  grroas  aum,  is  entire  and  in- 
divisible, though  the  contract  insures  different 
classes  of  property  in  separate  amounts.  It 
follows,  from  this  that  where  such  a  policy 
insured  both  a  building  and  a  stock  of  mer- 
chandise therein  contained,  and  provided  that, 
in  the  event  the  insured  failed  to  take  an  in- 
ventory of  the  goods  at  a  time  specified,  "this 
policy  shall  be  null  and  void  from  such  date," 
a  breach  of  this  stipulation  avoided  the  in- 
surance  on  the  building  as  well  as  on  the 
stock  of  goods. 

4.  The  plain tllPa  teatlmony  alio'vrlnflr  a^ 
firmatively  that  they  had  failed  to  comply 
with  the  stipulations  mentioned  in  the  forego- 
ing note,  a  motion  to  nonsuit  should  have  been 
sustained. 

(Little,  J.,  dUaents,) 
(July  10,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  City  Court  of  Atlanta  to  re- 
view a  judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiflfs 
in  an  action  brought  to  recover  the  amount 

^Headnotes  by  Cobb,  J. 

Note. — For  authorities  In  earlier  volumes  of 
this  series  on  forfeiture  of  Insurance  policies 
for  failure  to  furnish  proofs  of  loss  within  a 
specified  time,  see  Steele  v.  German  Ins.  Co. 
(Mich.)  18  L.  R.  A.  85,  and  note;  Southern 
Home  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  (Ga.) 
27  L.  R.  A.  844. 

On  the  question  of  severability  of  insurance 
in  the  same  policy,  see  Wright  v.  Fire  Ins.  Asso. 
(Mont.)  19  L.  R.  A.  211,  and  note;  Trabue  v. 
Dwelling  House  Ins.  Co.  (Mo.)  23  L.  R.  A.  719; 
Bills  V.  Hibernia  Ins.  Co.  (Tex.)  29  L.  R.  A. 
70C:  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hamilton  (Md.) 
80  L.  R.  A.  633. 
62  L.  R.  A. 


alleged  to  be  due  on  a  policy  of  fire  iiiBur- 
ance.    Reversed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  "W.  I.  Heyward  for  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror. 

Mr.  James  BL  Hines  for  defendants  in 
error. 

Oobb,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

M.  A.  &  L.  L.  Knight  brought  suit  against 
the  Southern  Fire  Insurance  Oompanj  upon 
a  policy  of  fire  insurance.  The  case  came  on 
for  trial,  and  at  the  conclusion  of  the  testi- 
mony for  the  plain tiifs  the  defendant  made 
a  motion  for  a  nonsuit,  which  the  court  over- 
ruled. The  case  proceeded  to  trial,  and  re- 
sulted in  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs.  The 
defendant  brings  the  case  here  upon  a  bill  of 
exertions  assigning  error  upon  the  refusal 
of  the  oourt  to  grant  a  nonsuit. 

1.  The  policy  which  was  the  foundation  of 
the  action  contained  a  dause  which  provided 
that  "if  fire  occur  the  insured  shall  give  im- 
niediate  notice  of  any  loss  thereby,  in  writ- 
ing, to  this  company,  .  .  .  and  within 
sixty  days  after  the  fire,  unless  such  time  is 
extended  in  writing  by  this  company,  shall'' 
furnish  proofs  of  loss,  of  a  designated  char- 
acter. While  it  appears  from  the  evidence 
that  proofs  oif  loss  had  been  submitted  to 
the  company  before  suit  was  brought,  they 
were  not  submitted  until  after  the  expira- 
tion of  sixty  days  from  the  date  of  the  fire, 
and  the  time  for  their  submission  was  not 
extended  by  the  company.  The  defendant 
'contends  that  the  failure  on  the  part  of  the 
insured  to  furnish  the  proofs  of  loss  within 
the  time  specified  in  the  policy  precludes  a  re- 
covery thereon.  It  has  been  often  held,  and 
may  now  be  considered  as  settled  law,  that 
if  there  is  an  express  stipulation  in  a  policy 
of  fire  insurance  that  the  furnishing  of 
proofs  of  loss  within  a  specified  time  shall 
be  a  condition  precedent  to  a  recovery,  or 
that  a  failure  to  submit  the  proofs  within 
the  time  limited  in  the  policy  shall  forfeit 
the  same,  such  failure  on  the  part  of  the  in- 
sured will  be  fatal  to  his  right  to  recover. 
See  13  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  328, 
notes  7  and  8.  There  is  not  in  the  policy  in- 
volved in  the  present  investigation  either  a 
stipulation  that  the  furnishing  of  proofs  of 
loss  within  sixty  days  shall  be  a  condition 
precedent  to  a  recovery,  or  that  the  failure 
so  to  do  shall  operate  as  a  forfeiture  of  the 
policy.  While  the  decisions  of  the  Ameri« 
can  courts  are  not  entirely  uniform  on  this 
question,  the  cyrrent  of  authority  seems  to 
be  that  in  the  absence  of  a  stipulation  pro- 
viding that  the  furnishing  of  the  proofs 
within  a  designated  time  shall  be  a  condition 
precedent  to  recovery,  or  that  the  failure  to 
submit  the  proofs  within  such  time  shall 
work  a  forfeiture  of  the  policy,  the  failure 
so  to  do  will  operate  simply  to*  postpone  the 
right  of  the  insured  to  bring  a  suit  until  aft- 
er he  hjis  furnished  the  proofs  of  loss  re- 
quired by  the  policy.     This  results  from  the 
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ftmiliar  rule  that  forfeitures  are  not  fa- 
rored.  and  ttiat  a  contract  will  not  be  oou" 
fitnipd  to  work  a  forfeiture  unless  it  is  mani- 
fest that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties 
that  it  should  have  that  eflfect.  Especially 
would  this  be  applicable  in  the  case  of  a  con- 
tract of  insurance  which  contains  many  con- 
ditions, a  failure  to  perform  which  are  ex- 
pre^*ly  stated  to  operate  as  a. forfeiture  of 
tlie  contract,  and  which  is  silent  as  to  the  ef- 
fect to  be  given  to  a  failure  to  perform  the 
{oodition  relating  to  the  furnishing  of  proofs 
of  lojts  within  a  specified  time.  The  policy 
ia  prepared  by  the  insurer,  and  therefore 
miiii  be  construed  most  strongly  against 
hi«n.  3Ir.  Joyce,  in  his  work  on  Insurance, 
vol.  4,  §  32S2,  thus  states  the  rule  with  ref- 
erence to  the  failure  to  furnish  the  required 
proofs  within  the  time  designated:  "If  a 
policy  of  insurance  provides  that  notice  and 
proofs  of  loss  are  to  be  furnished  within  a 
certain  time  after  loss  has  occurred,  but 
does  not  impose  a  forfeiture  for  failure  to 
famish  them  within  the  time  prescribed, 
ud  does  impose  forfeiture  for  failure  to 
OMspIy  with  other  provisions  of  the  con- 
tfan,  the  insured  may,  it  is  held,  maintain 
an  action,  though  he  does  not  furnish  proofs 
within  the  time  designated,  provided  he  does 
furnish  them  at  some  time  prior  to  com- 
neneing  the  acUon  upon  the  policy.  And 
tfai^  has  been  held  to  be  true  even  though  the 
fojky  provides  that  no  action  can  be  main- 
taionl  until  after  a  full  compliance  with  all 
the  requirements  thereof."  The  above  quo- 
tation and  the  decision  made  in  the  present 
case  will  be  found  to  be  supported  by  the  fol- 
lowing cases:  Steele  v.  (terman  Ins.  Co.  93 
Mich.  81,  18  L.  R.  A.  85,  63  N.  W.  614;  Hall 
V.  Concordia  F.  Ins.  Co.  90  Mich.  403,  51  N. 
W.  524;  Tubbs  v.  DwelUng-House  Ins.  Co. 
84  Mich.  646,  48  N.  W.  296 ;  Rynalski  v.  In- 
»inMC€  Co,  96  Mich.  395,  55  N.  W.  981 ; 
Qfrman  Ins.  Co.  V.  Brown,  16  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
«01,  29  S.  W.  313;  Vanqindertaelen  v.  Phe- 
»«  Ins.  Co.  82  Wis.  112,  51  N.  W.  1122; 
Fjntfnj  V.  Pheniw  Ins.  Co.  95  Wis.  618,  70 
N*.  W.  828 ;  Kahnweiler  v.  Phopnix  Ins.  Co. 
57  Fed.  562:  Kenton  Ins.  Co.  v.  Dozens,  90 
Kt.  236,  13  S.  E.  882;  Coventry  Mut.  Live 
Stock  Ins.  Asso.  ▼.  Evans,  102  Pa.  281;  Ta- 
W  v.  Royal  Ins.  Co.  124  Ala.  681,  26  So. 
2**2;  Rheims  v.  Standard  F.  Ins.  Co.  39  W. 
U  6T2,  20  S.  E.  670;  Shell  v.  Oerman  Ins. 
0«.  60  Mo.  App.  644;  Sun  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
^mhgly,  77  Tex.  162,  13  S.  W.  1016. 

It  not  being  indispensable  to  a  recovery 
n  the  policy  that  the  proofs  of  loss  should 
^  sabmitted  within  sixty  days,  the  question 
ttiies  as  to  what  lapse  of  time  will  preclude 
'•^  plaintiffs  from  furnishing  proofs  of  loss 
>fi  asserting  a  liability  under  the  policy. 
^%  answer  to  this  is  that,  if  the  plaintitfs 
^led  within  a  reasonable  time  after  loss  to 
^rci^h  the  proofs  of  loss,  their  right  to 
**te  the  proof  would  be  gone,  and  their 
ri»lit  to  recover  on  the  policy  would  conse- 
^Qtiitly  be  at  an  end.  What  would  be  a  rea- 
■iKtthie  time  is  to  be  determined  by  the  pe 
^iar  facts  of  each  case,  and  in  determining 
t^U  question  a  valid  stipulation  in  the  poli- 
?  that  no  suit  i^iould  be  brought  thereon 
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after  the  lapse  of  a  given  time  should  be  tak- 
en into  consideration.  The  policy  sued  on 
in  this  case  provides  that  "no  suit  or  action 
on  this  policy  for  a  recovery  of  any  claim 
shnll  be  sustainable  in  any  court  of  law  or 
equity  until  after  full  oompliance  by  the  in- 
sured with  all  the  foregoing  requirements, 
nor  unless  commenced  within  twelve  months 
after  the  fire."  A  stipulation  of  this  char- 
acter has  been  held  by  this  court  to  be  valid. 
Brooks  V.  Georgia  Home  Ins.  Co.  99  Ga.  116, 
24  S.  E.  869,  and  cases  cited;  Oraham  v.  Ni- 
agara F.  Ins.  Co.  106  Ga.  840,  32  S.  E.  579. 
The  policy  contains  a  further  stipulation 
that  "the  loss  shall  not  become  payable  until 
sixty  days  after  the"  proofs  of  loss  have  been 
furnished.  As  each  of  these  stipulations  is 
valid,  the  insured  must,  in  any  event,  have 
submitted  their  proofs  of  loss  in  such  a  time 
that  at  least  sixty  days  would  elapse  be- 
tween the  date  of  the  submission  of  sucli 
proofs  and  the  time  that  suit  should  be 
brought  under  the  stipulation  that  suits  to 
enforce  the  policy  must  be  brought  within 
twelve  months  from  the  date  of  the  fire.  In 
this  connection,  see  Steele  v.  Oerman  Ins. 
Co.  93  Mich.  81,  18  L.  R.  A.  85,  53  N.  W. 
514;  Kenton  Ins.  Co.  v.  Doxcns,  90  Ky.  236, 
13  S.  E.  882;  Coventry  Mut.  Live  Stock  Ins. 
Asso.  v.  Evans,  102  Pa.  281;  Rheims  v. 
Standard  F.  Ins.  Co.  39  W.  Va.  672,  20  S. 
E.  670.  The  proofs  in  the  present  case  hav- 
ing been  submitted  more  than  sixty  days  be- 
fore the  expiration  of  twelve  months  from 
the  date  the  fire  occurred,  the  court  proper- 
ly refused  to  grant  the  nonsuit  on  account 
of  a  failure  to  submit  the  proofs  within  the 
tim^  fixed  in  tlie  policy,  as  it  was  a  q^uestion 
for  the  jury  whether  a  reasonable  time  for 
famishing  the  proofs  had  elapsed  between 
the  date  the  fire  occurred  and  the  date  that 
the  proofs  of  loss  were  submitted. 

This  ruling  is  not  in  oonflict  with  any  for- 
mer decision  of  this  court.  A  number  of  de- 
cisions of  this  court  can  be  found  where  the 
court  dealt  with  the  case  as  if  the  failure 
to  submit  proofs  of  loss  within  the  time 
specified  in  the  policy  would  preclude  a  re- 
covery thereon,  and  there  are  in  the  language 
used  in  some  of  the  opinions  expressions 
which  would  indicate  that  the  judges  writ- 
ing  the  same  entertained  the  view  that  such 
a  failure  would  bar  a  right  of  recovery;  but 
a  careful  examination  has  failed  to  disclose 
any  case  decided  by  this  court  where  this 
question  was  squarely  presented  for  deci- 
sion and  necessary  to  be  decided.  Some  of 
these  decisions  which  are  apparently  in  con- 
flict with  the  ruling  now  made  will  be  re- 
ferred to,  as  well  as  others  which  are  appar- 
ently in  line  with  the  present  ruling,  al- 
though, as  has  been  said,  none  contain  au- 
thoritative rulings  on  the  question. 

In  Jf'Jtna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Sparks,  62  Ga.  187,  it 
was  held  that  an  amendment  to  the  petition 
sufiiciently  alleged,  as  against  a  general  de- 
murrer, that  an  absolute  refusal  to  pay  was 
within  the  time  limited  for  preliminary 
proof  of  loss ;  it  being  stilted  that  no  subse- 
quent refusal  would  operate  as  a  waiver  of 
such  proof.  In  speaking  of  the  amendment, 
Mr.  Justice  Jackson  says:     "Besides,  the  ef- 
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feet  and  true  intent  thereof  seems  to  be  that 
the  refusal  wa^  within  the  time,  inasmuch 
as  the  allegation  is  that  thereby  the  proofs 
were  waived;  the^e  proofs  having  to  be  nmde 
ill  this  time/'  It  having  been  held  that  the 
allegation  was  that  the  refusal  was  within 
the  sixty  days,  it  was  not  necessary  in  that 
case  to  determine  what  would  have  been  the 
effect  of  a  refusal  after  sixty  days,  and 
therefore  what  wa«  said  on  that  subject  is 
dearly  obiter.  In  addition  to  this,  an  ex- 
amination of  the  record  in  that  case  disclos- 
es that  there  was  no  time  specified  in  the 
policy  in  which  preliminary  proofs  must  be 
submitted.  The  only  reference  in  the  policy 
to  the  phrase  **8ixty  days"  is  that  the  policy 
shall  not  be  payable  until  sixty  days  after 
notice  and  proof  of  loss,  and  the  policy  in 
terras  provided  that  the  proof  of  loss  should 
\ye  furnished  "as  soon  as  possible"  after  the 
fire. 

While  in  JJerchants'  d  M.  Ins.  Co,  v.  Vin- 
ing,  67  Oa.  061,  the  question  now  under  con- 
sideration was  not  at  all  involved,  some  lan- 
guage of  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Jackson  rather 
indicates  that  the  ruling  now  made  is  cor- 
rect. In  referring  to  the  two  policies  then 
under  consideration,  he  says  in  substance 
that,  even  if  nothing  equivalent  to  an  abso- 
lute waiver  had  occurrcsi,  there  was  nothing 
in  the  policies  which  required  their  forfeit- 
ure on  account  of  failure  to  furniah  prelimi- 
nary proofs  of  loss. 

In  Southern  Home  Bldg.  d  L.  Asao.  v. 
Home  Ins.  Co.  94  Ga.  107,  27  L.  R.  A.  844, 
21  S.  E.  375,  Mr.  Justice  Simmons,  in  refer- 
ring to  a  stipulation  in  reference  to  prelimi- 
nary proofs  of  loss,  says  that*  "it  was  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  the  payment  of  the  loss 
that  the  proof  of  loss  stipulated  for  should 
be  made  out  and  submitted  to  the  insurance 
company,  and  within  the  time  stipulated." 
'i'he  question  as  to  whether  the  time  stipu- 
lated in  the  policy  was  of  the  essence  of  the 
contract  was  not  at  all  involved  in  that 
case;  the  sole  question  being  whether  a  stip- 
ulation in  a  policy  of  fire  insurance  which  de- 
clarers in  substance  that  no  act  or  neglect 
on  the  part  of  the  mortgagor  would  defeat 
the  insurance,  so  far  a«  the  interest  of  the 
mortgagee  waa  concerned,  would  dispense 
with  the  making  of  proofs  of  loss.  In  that 
rase  it  did  not  appear  that  any  proofs  of  loss 
were  submitted  by  either  the  mortgagor  or 
the  mortgagee,  and  it  was  simply  held  that 
the  proofs  of  loss  must  have  been  submitted 
by  either  one  or  the  other. 

In  Liverpool  d  L.  d  O.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Elling- 
ton, 94  Ga.  785,  788,  21  S.  E.  1006,  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Simmons  says:  "One  of  the  conditions 
of  the  policy  declared  upon  was  that,  if  the 
property  should  be  destroyed  by  fire,  the  in- 
sured should  furnish  the  insurance  company 
with  proofs  of  loss  within  a  specified  time." 
The  question  as  to  the  effect  of  the  failure 
to  furnish  proofs  w^ithin  the  time  specified 
wa«  not  involved  in  that  case,  as,  upon  an 
examination  of  the  facts  of  the  case,  it  will 
be  seen  that  it  turned  upon  the  effect  of  an 
absolute  refusal  to  pay,  which  was  held  to 
waive  the  necessity  for  making  any  proofs 
of  lo88  at  all. 
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In  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Searles,  100  Ga.  97, 
27  S.  £.  779,  it  was  held:  "A  statement 
made  by  such  an  agent  to  the  insured,  with- 
in the  time  during  which  the  latter,  under 
tlie  terms  of  the  policy,  was  allowed  to  fur- 
nish proofs  of  loss,  that  the  company  de- 
clined or  refused  to  pay  the  loss,  will  amount 
to  a  waiver  of  such  proofs ;  but  where  proofs 
of  loss  were  .not  furnished  within  the  time 
stipulated,  a  subsequent  refusal  to  pay 
would  not  be  such  a  waiver."  The  question 
as  to  whether  a  failure  to  furnish  the  proofs 
of  loss  within  the  time  specified  in  the  poli- 
cy would  work  a  forfeiture  of  the  policy  was 
not  directly  raised  in  that  case,  and  the  de- 
cision was  based  merely  upon  the  assump- 
tion that  such  was  the  law.  In  addition  to 
this,  as  will  appear  from  the  language  in  the 
fifth  headnote,  the  policy  was  construed  as 
meaning  that  a  failure  to  furnish  the  proofs 
within  the  time  limited  would  vitiate  the 
policy,  which  would  make  the  decision  di- 
rectly in  line  with  the  present  ruling;  but 
the  facts  will  show  that  this  was  not  a  prop- 
er construction  to  be  placed  upon  the  policy,, 
as  the  language  used  in  the  policy  in  that 
case  was  exactly  the  same  as  the  language  in 
the  policy  involved  in  the  present  case. 

The  case  of  Oraham  v.  }siaqara  F.  Ins.  Co. 
106  Ga.  840,  32  S.  £.  579,  does  not  conflict 
with  the  ruling  made  in  the  present  ca«e;  it 
being  simply  held  that  when  a  policy  stipu- 
lated that  no  suit  should  be  brought  thereon, 
unless  commenced  before  the  expiration  of' 
twelve  months  from  the  date  of  the  loss,  and 
that  the  company  should  have  sixty  days 
after  due  notice  and  satisfactory  proof  of 
loss  to  pay  the  policy,  there  could  be  no  re- 
covery on  such  a  policy  when  no  notice  of 
loss  was  given  until  such  a  time  that  sixty 
days  would  not  elapse  between  the  date  of 
the  notice  and  the  expiration  of  the  time  for 
bringing  suit  on  the  policy.  While  not  di- 
rectly in  point,  the  reasoning  of  the  decision 
is  in  line  with  the  reasoning  upon  which  the 
present  ruling  is  ba^^ed. 

2.  The  policy  sued  on  contained  what  i» 
commonlv  called  the  "iron-safe  clause." 
That  part  of  the  clause  which  is  mateiial  to 
the  present  investigation  is  in  the  following 
language:  "The  following  covenant  and 
warranty  is  hereby  made  a  part  of  this  poli- 
cy: (1)  llie  insuretl  will  take  a  complete, 
itemized  inventory  of  stock  on  hand  at  least 
once  in  each  calendar  year;  and  unless  such 
inventory  has  been  taken  within  twelve  cal- 
endar months  prior  to  the  date  of  this  poli- 
cy, one  shall  be  taken  in  detail  within  thirty 
days  of  issuance  of  this  policy,  or  this  poli- 
cy shall  be  null  and  void  from  such  date,  and 
upon  demand  of  the  assured  the  unearned 
premium  from  such  date  shall  be  returned. 
In  the  event  of  failure  to  produce  such 
.  .  .  inventories  for  the  inspection  of 
this  company,  this  policy  shall  become  null 
and  void,  and  such  failure  shall  constitute 
a  perpetual  bar  to  any  recovery  thereon.'* 
It  appears  from  the  plaintiffs*  testimony 
that  they  had  not  taken  an  inventory  of  the 
stock  of  goods  which  was  covered  by  the  poli- 
cy within  twelve  months  prior  to  the  dat€  of 
the  policy,  nor  did  they  take  one  within  thir* 
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ty  <2ayB  after  the  date  of  its  iBSuance.  The 
plaintiffa  introduced  evidence  tending  to 
prove  that  the  insurance ^was  written  on  the 
TCTy  first  day  that  they  opened  their  store, 
and  that  they  had  on  hand  that  day  the  in- 
Toices  reprenonting  all  purchases  made  hy 
them,  and  tliat  every  article  contained  in 
the  invoices  was  on  that  day  in  the  store, 
and  tliat  they  exhibited  such  invoices  to  the 
agent  of  the  eonipany  who  wrote  the  policy. 
It  is  contended  by  the  plaintiffs  that  this 
Has  at  lea«t  a  substantial  compliance  with 
that  portion  of  the  iron-safe  clause  which 
required  an  inventory,  and  that,  as  loss  oc- 
eiirred  within  less  than  twelve  monthe  from 
the  date  the  policy  w&s  written,  they  are 
not  precluded  from  recovering  on  the  policy 
merely  beeause  they  failed  to  take  an  inven- 
tory within  thirty  days.  A  clause  of  the 
character  designated  in  the  policy  as  the 
"iron-safe  clause"  has  been  held  by  this 
court  to  be  valid,  and  to  constitute  a  war- 
ranty, and  not  a  mere  representation.  Scot- 
iUk  Vnioti  d  yat,  Ins.  Co,  v.  8tuhb8,  98  Ga. 
7M,  27  S.  £.  180.  In  the  opinion  in  that 
case  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Simmons  uses  this 
language :  "This  clause  constitutes  a  prom- 
i««ory  warranty.  It  binds  the  assured  to 
do  certain  things  for  the  protection  of  the 
insurer,  and  is  important  as  providing  a 
dieck  against  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  as- 
sured, and  a  mode  by  which  the  insurer  may 
an^ertain  for  itself  the  extent  of  the  loss; 
and  the  compliance  of  the  assured  with  this 
part  of  the  contract  is  a  condition  upon 
which,  by  the  express  terms  of  the  contract, 
the  validity  of  the  policy  is  made  to  depend." 
The  precise  question  presented  for  deei- 
non  is  whether  a  collection  of  invoices  cov- 
ering every  article  embraced  Mrithin  a  stock 
of  merchandise  on  a  givem  day  is  an  inven- 
tory of  such  stock,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
clause  above  quoted.  In  other  words.  Was 
the  insurer  bound  to  treat  these  invoices, 
when  exhibited  to  it>  as  an  inventory  of  the 
gtxMls?  An  inventory  is  "an  itemized  liH  of 
thevarious  articles  constituting  a  collection, 
etitate,  stock  in  trade,  etc.,  with  their  esti- 
mated or  actual  values."  Black,  Law  Diet. 
It  is  a  "li»t^  schedule,  or  enumeration  in 
writing,  containing,  article  by  article,  the 
jToods  and  chattels,  rights  and  credits,  and, 
in  sonie  dftses,  the  land  and  tenements  of  a 
person  or  persons."  Bouvier,  Law  Diet. 
"An  itemized  list  of  goods  or  valuables,  with 
their  estimated  worth;  specifically,  the  an- 
nual account  of  stock  taken  in  any  busi- 
ness." We4>ster,  Diet.  **A  list  or  catalogue 
of  goods  and  chattels,  containing  a  full, 
true,  and  particular  description  of  each, 
with  its  value,  made  on  various  occasions,  as 
on  the  sale  of  goods,  decease  of  a  person, 
storage  of  goods  for  safety,  etc."  Enc.  Diet. 
"Invoice"  has  been  defined  to  be:  **A  stato- 
ntnt  on  paper  concerning  goods  sent  to  a 
customer  for  sale  or  on  approval.  It  usu- 
Sklly  contains  the  price  of  the  goods  sent,  the 
quantity,  and  the  charges  upon  them  made 
tA  the  consignee.'*  Enc.  Diet.  "A  list  or  ac- 
»nnt  of  goods  or  merchandise  sent  or 
shipped  by  a  merchant  to  his  correspondent, 
factor,  or  consignee,  containing  the  particu- 
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lar  marks  of  each  description  of  goods,  the 
value,  charges,  and  other  particulars." 
Black,  Law  Diet.  "A  list  sent  to  a  purchas- 
er, factor,  coiisi*?nee,  etc.,  containing  the 
items,  together  with  the  prices  and  charges, 
of  merchandise  ^ent  or  to  be  M'ut  to  him." 
Standard  Diet.  A  single  invoice  is  certainly 
not  an  inventory,  and  it  syould  se^m  to  fol- 
low that  a  collection  of  invoices  would  not 
be  an  inventory.  It  may  be  that  a  collection 
of  invoices,  accompanied  with  a  written 
statement,  signed  by  the  insured,  that  the  in- 
voices embraced  every  article  in  the  store, 
and  the  actual  value  of  each,  would  be  a  sub- 
stantial compliance  with  the  stipulation  in 
the  policy;  but,  be  this  as  it  may,  we  are 
clear  that  the  invoices  alone  are  not  suffi* 
cient.  It  is  too  late  at  the  trial  for  the  in* 
snred  to  show  that  the  invoices  contained 
all  of  the  goods,  with  the  actual  value  of 
each  article,  for  the  obvious  reason  that  the 
insurer  would  have  a  right  to  decline  to  re- 
ceive the  invoices  as  a  proper  compliance 
with  the  terms  of  the  policy;  and  this,  of 
course,  is  the  true  test  as  to  their  sufficiency. 
An  invoice  is  simply  a  writing  showing  the 
articles  sold,  with  the  selling  price  of  each. 
This  may  vary  greatly  from  the  actual  value 
of  the  articles.  That  property,  including 
merchandise,  is  often  bought  and  sold  at 
prices  which  do  not  at  all  represent  the  ac- 
tual value,  is  a  well-known  fact.  The  in- 
voice price  of  an  article  is  a  circumstance 
to  be  considered  in  determining  what  is  its 
actual  value,  but  it  is  far  from  conclusive 
on  the  question.  To  take  an  inventory,  in 
common  parlance,  is  **to  take  stock;"  that 
is  to  say,  take  an  itemized  list  of  every  ar- 
ticle in  the  store  at  the  time  of  the  inven- 
tory, with  the  actual  value  of  each.  The  su- 
preme court  of  Mississippi  had  before  it  a 
similar  question,  and  from  that  decision  the 
second  headnote  preceding  this  opinion  is 
taken.  Home  Itis.  Co.  v.  Delta  Bankj  71 
Miss.  608,  15  So.  932.  Upon  a  careful  ex- 
amination of  the  facts  of  Roberts,  W.  d  T. 
Co.  V.  Sun  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  19  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
338,  48  S.  W.  559,  the  ruling  there  made 
will  be  found,  also,  to  support  the  decision 
in  the  present  case.  The  failure  of  the 
plaintifTs  to  take  an  inventory  as  required 
by  the  policy  prevents  a  recovery  by  them, — 
at  leasts  so  far  as  the  right  to  rec'over  the 
value  of  the  merchandise  lost  by  the  fire  is 
concerned. 

3.  The  policy  sued  on  in  the  present  case 
insured  both  the  stock  of  goods  and  the 
building  in  which  it  was  contained.  The 
premium  due  upon  the  policy  was  a  gross- 
sum.  The  question  arises,  therefore,  wheth- 
er the  breach  of  a  warranty  relating  solely 
to  the  goods,  and  which  precluded  a  recov- 
ery for  their  loss,  would  also  bar  a  recovery 
for  the  loss  of  the  building.  The  stipula- 
tion prescribing  that  the  insured  must  take 
an  inventory  of  his  stock  provides  that  in 
case  of  failure  so  to  do  "this  policy  shall  be 
null  and  void."  What  was  the  intention  of 
the  parties  with  respect  to  the  question  just 
alx)ve  stated?  If  this  intention  is  to  be  de- 
rived from  the  language  used, — and  it  must 
be, — it  would  seem  to  1j«  clear  that  the  con- 
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tract  was  entire  and  indivisible,  and  that  the 
breach  of  a  condition  which  would  work  a 
forfeiture  would  avoid  the  entire  policy,  and 
not  simply  a  portion  thereof.  The  parties 
contracted  that  "the  policy"  should  be  void 
in  case  of  failure  to  comply  with  the  iron- 
safe  clause.  The  policy  embraces  insurance 
upon  both  the  building  and  its  contents,  and 
the  premium  is  payable  in  a  gross  sum.  "If 
the  consideration  to  be  paid  is  single  and  en- 
tire, the  contract  must  be  held  to  be  entire, 
■although  the  subject  of  the  contract  may  con- 
sist of  several  distinct  and  wholly  independ- 
ent items."  2  Parsons,  Contr.  *519.  It 
was  competent  for  the  parties  to  make  two 
separate  and  distinct  contracts,  one  covering 
the  goods,  and  the  other  the  building,  but 
they  did  not  see  proper  to  do  this.  They 
combined  the  two,  and  made  the  considera- 
tion moving  towards  the  insurer  a  gross 
sum.  They  further  provided  that  the  con- 
tract— ^uot  a  part  of  it — should  be  void  un- 
der certain  conditions.  It  may  perhaps 
«eem  to  be  unreasonable  that,  simply  for  a 
failure  to  take  an  inventory  of  the  stock  of 
j^oods,  the  plaintiffs  should  be  precluded 
from  recovering  the  value  of  the  building. 
But  this  does  not  affect  the  question.  The 
■question  is.  What  have  they  agreed  upon? 
If  there  was  any  room  to  doubt  as. to  the 
intention  of  the  parties,  that  construction 
which  is  most  reasonable  and  most  conso- 
nant with  justice  would  be  applied.  But 
there  is  none.  The  parties  have  deliberaMj" 
■chosen  to  enter  into  an  agreement  whereby 
the  policy  shall  be  forfeited  if  the  insured 
fails  to  do  certain  things,  and  he  has  failed 
to  comply  with  his  agreement.  In  such  a 
case  there  is  but  one  thing  for  the  courts  to 
do,  and  that  is  to  enforce  the  agreement  as 
made.  The  question  as  to  whether  a  policy 
of  insurance  such  as  is  involved  in  the  pres- 
ent case  constitutes  a  separable  or  an  entire 
contract  is  no  new  question.  It  has  been 
the  subject  of  numerous  decisions  by  the 
courts  in  this  country,  and  they  are  in  hope- 
less and  irreconcilable  conflict.  The  weight 
of  authority  is  to  the  effect  that  the  contract 
is  entire,  and  that  the  breach  of  a  warranty 
which  relates  solely  to  one  class  of  property 
will  avoid  the  entire  policy,  if  the  contract 
so  provides.  Text  writers  of  great  learn- 
ing and  ability  have,  after  reviewing  the  de- 
cisions on  both  sides  of  this  question,  reached 
the  conclusion  that  the  contract  is  indivis- 
ible. We  quote  the  following  from  1  Wood, 
Fire  Ins.  p.  384:  "It  is  ditlicult  to  under- 
stand how  it  can  be  held  that  these  con- 
tracts are  several,  when  a  gross  premium  is 
paid  for  the  entire  insurance.  The  court 
•cannot  say,  as  a  matter  of  law,  neither  can 
the  fact  be  shown,  that  the  insurer  would 
have  been  satisfied  to  take  the  risk  sepa- 
rately at  the  same  premium.  By  consenting 
to  pay  a  gross  premium  for  the  insurance, 
the  assured  has  signified  his  willingness  to 
let  the  policy  st-and  as  an  entire  contract, 
subject  in  all  its  parts  to  the  conditions  im- 
posed by  the  insurer;  and  there  is  neither 
reason  nor  equity  in  permitting  the  assured, 
After  he  has  violated  one  of  the  conditions 
of  the  policy  as  to  a  part  of  the  risk,  to 
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turn  around  and  say  that  this  condition  only 
affected  that  portion  of  the  risk  to  which 
the  breach  related."  Mr.  Ostrander,  after 
an  elaborate  review  of  the  decisions,  reaches 
the  conclusion  that  those  which  hold  the  con- 
tract to  be  entire  announce  the  sounder  and 
better  rule.  Ostrander,  Fire  Ins.  §§  23  ei 
seq.  See  also  2  Joyce,  Ins.  §  1931 ;  1  May, 
Ins.  §  277.  In  supix>rt  of  the  views  herein 
announced,  we  find  the  courts  of  last  resort 
of  Maine,  Wisconsin,  Maryland,  Minnesota, 
Virginia,  New  Hampshire,  Massachusetts, 
Vermont,  Pennsylvania,  New  Jersey,  Michi- 
gan, Indiana,  Arkansas,  Iowa,  Alabama,  and 
Connecticut.  It  would  not  be  profitable 
here  to  do  more  than  cite  the  decisions  of 
these  courts.  Reduced  to  tlieir  last  analy- 
ses, they  simply  hold  that  the  premium  be- 
ing for  a  gi'oss  sum  evidences  an  intention 
on  the  part  of  the  parties  that  the  contract 
should  be  treated  as  entire,  and  that  the  in- 
tention of  the  parties,  when  ascertained, 
must  be  enforced.  See  Richardson  v.  Main^ 
Ins.  Co.  46  Me.  394,  74  Am.  Dec.  459; 
Barnes  v.  Union  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  51  Me.  110, 
81  Am.  Dec.  562;  Hinman  v.  Hartford  F, 
Ins,  Co.  36  Wis.  159  (Syl.  point  7)  ;  Btur 
V.  German  Ins.  Co.  84  Wis.  76,  54  N.  W.  22 ; 
Associated  Firemen's  Ins.  Co.  v.  Assttfn.  5 
Md.   165;   Bowman  v.  Franklin  F.  Ins.  Co. 

40  Md.  620;  Plath  v.  Minnesota  Farmers' 
Mut.  F.  Ins.  Asso.  23  Minn.  479,  23  Am.  Rep. 
697 ;  Moore  v.  Virginia  F.  d  M.  Ins.  Co.  28 
Gratt.  508.  26  Am.  Rep.  373;  Baldicin  v. 
Hartford  Ins.  Co.  60  N.  H.  422,  49  Am.  Rep. 
324;  Fricsmuth  v.  Agawam  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co, 
10  Cush.  587;  Lee  v.  Howard  F.  Ins.  Co.  3 
Gray,  583;  Kimball  v.  Howard  F.  Ins.  Co.  8 
Grajs  33;  McGowan  v.  People's  Mut.  F.  Ins. 
Co.  54  Vt.  211,  41  Am.  Rep.  843;  Gottsman 
V.  Pennsylvania  Ins.  Co.  56  Pa.  210,  94  Am. 
Dec.  55;  Fire  Asso.  of  Philadelphia  v.  Wil- 
liamson, 26  Pa.  196 ;  Martin  v.  Insuranoe  Co. 
of  N.  A.  57  N.  J.  L.  623,  31  Atl.  213;  ^tna 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Resh,  44  Mich.  55,  38  Am.  Rep. 
228, '6  N.  W.  114;  McQueeney  v.  Phoenix  Ins. 
Co.  52  Ark.  257,  12  S.  W.  498;  Carver  v. 
Havokeye  Ins.  Co.  69  Iowa,  202,  28  N.  W. 
555;  Westell  Assur.  Co.  v.  Stoddard,  88 
Ala.  606,7  So.  379  (Syl. point  5)  ; Essex  8av. 
Bank  v.  Meriden  F.  Ins.  Co.  57  Conn.  335. 
4  L.  R.  A.  759,  17  Atl.  930,  18  Atl.  324.  It 
is  true  that  none  of  the  cases  above  cited 
dealt  with  a  breach  of  the  iron-safe  clause, 
but  in  many  of  tliem  the  condition  in  the 
policy  which  was  violated  had  no  more  con- 
nection with  the  property  for  which  a  recov- 
ery was  sought  than  does  the  iron-safe  clause 
to  the  building  insured  by  the  policy  herein 
involved.  In  principle  the  oases  are  exactly 
in  point.  Opposed  to  this  view  are  decisions 
of  the  courts  of  last  resort  of  Nebraska,  Col- 
orado, Kansas,  and  Missouri.  See  State 
Ins.  Co.  v.  Schreck,  27  Neb.  527,  6  L.  R.  A. 
524,  43  N.  W.  340;  German  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fair- 
hank,  32  Neb.  750,  49  N.  W.  711;  Fireman's 
Fund  Ins.  Co.  v.  Barker,  6  Colo.  App.  535, 

41  Pac.  513;  German  Ins.  Co.  v.  York,  48 
Kan.  488,  29  Pac.  586;  Kansas  Farmers'  F, 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Saindon,  53  Kan.  623,  36  Pac. 
983;  Loehner  v.  Home  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  17  Mo. 
247;  Trabue  v.  Dwelling  House  Ins.  Co.  121 
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Mo.  75,  23  L.  R.  A.  719,  25  S.  W.  848.  The 
^uris  of  New  York  and  Indiana  seem  lo 
hiLre  been  at  different  tiinee  on  both  sides  of 
the  question  now  under  consideration. 
Jimitk  T.  Empire  [ns.  Co,  25  Barb.  497 ;  Kiev- 
iMMi  V.  AgrictUtural  /n«.  Co.  81  Hun,  373,  30 
N.  Y.  Supp.  892;  Merrill  v.  Agricultural 
IM.  Co.  73  N.  Y.  452,  29  Am.  Rep.  184; 
Fratt  T.  Dwelling  House  Mut.  F.  Im,  Co. 
130  N.  Y.  206,  29  N.  E.  117 ;  Havens  v.  Home 
Ins.  Co.  HI  Ind.  90,  12  N.  E.  137;  Photnia 
IM.  Co.  V.  Fickcl,  119  Ind.  155,  21  N.  E.  540. 
Oar  conclusion  is  that  where  an  insurance 
policy  is  issued  in  consideration  of  a  gross 
premium,  and  provides  that  the  policy  shall 
be  void  in  the  event  of  a  breach  of  a  certain 
condition  therein  named,  and  this  condition 
is  brokoi,  no  recovery  can  be  had  on  the  pol- 
icy, though  separate  classes  of  property  are 
therein  insured,  and  though  the  stipulation 


violated  relates  solely  to  a  matter  which 
could  have  connection  with  but  one  of  these 
classes. 

4.  As  it  affirmatively  appeared  from  the 
evidence  offered  by  the  plaintiffs  that  they 
had  broken  one  of  the  warranties  in  the  pol- 
icy, and  as  the  breach  thereof  avoided  the 
policy  by  an  express  provision  in  the  same, 
the  motion  to  nonsuit  should  have  been  sus- 
tained. 

Judgment  reversed. 

All  the  Justices  concur,  except  Little,  J., 
who  dissents. 

Little^  J.,  dissenting: 

Not  being  able  to  agree  to  the  conclusion 
of  law  expressed  in  the  third  headnote,  I 
dissent  from  the  judgment  rendered  by  a  ma- 
jority of  the  courtu 


ILLINOIS  SUPREME  COURT. 


Charles  W.  3LTTERFIELD  et  al.,  Appts., 

V. 

EUzabeth  SAWYER  ei  al. 
(187  HI.  598.) 

Am  adopted  eblld,  vrlio,  by  tlie  decree 
of  adoption,  la  declared  to  be  to  all 
lesal  Intents  and  pnrpoaea  the  cblld 

of  a  woman  who  adopts  him,  and  for  the 
purposes  of  Inberitaoce  and  all  other  legal 
lacldents  and  conseQuenceB  the  same  as  If 
twro  to  her  In  lawful  wedlock,  is  entitled  on 
her  death  to  premises  conveyed  to  her  during 
her  natural  life  with  remainder  "to  her  child 
or  children  that  may  be  living  at  the  time 
of  her  decease/*  and  In  default  of  such  child 
or  children  to  her  "heirs  generally,"  since, 
if  the  adopted  child  is  not  a  "child"  within 
the  meaning  of  the  deed,  he  Is  her  "heir 
generally/* 

{Boggs,  Ch.  J.,  and  Magruder,  J.,  dieient.) 

(October  19,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  complainants  from  a  decree 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Cook  County 
in  favor  of  defendants  in  a  proceeding  to 
partition  lands  among  the  alleged  heirs  at 
livr  of  Adeline  B.  Gellatly,  deceased.  Af- 
/frwed. 

Statement  by  'Wilki^i  J.: 

Appellants  filed  their  bill  in  the  circuit 
wurt  of  Cook  county  for  the  partition  of 
certain  lands  in  that  county,  claiming  to  be 
the  heirs  at  law  of  Adeline  B.  (rellatly,  and 
tenants  in  common  with  appellees,  except 
Bey  OeUsCtly  and  his  guardian.  They  base 
their  claim  of  title  to  the  premises  in  ques- 
tion upon  a  certain  deed  made  in  February, 
1353,  by   their  grandfather  Justin   Butter- 

Ncrri. — As  to  legal  status  of  adopted  children, 
see  note  to  Warren  v.  Prescott  (Me.)  17  L.  R. 
A.  435;  also  other  cases  in  this  series  as  fol- 
lovi:  ICarkover  v.  Krauss  (Ind.)  17  L.  R.  A. 
M6;  Fosburg  v.  Rogers  (Mo.)  19  L.  R.  A.  201  ; 
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field  to  Adeline  Butterfield,  his  daughter. 
After  setting  out  the  parties  thereto,  that 
deed  reads:  'That  the  said  Justin  Butter- 
field,  and  Elizabeth,  his  wife,  as'  well  for 
and  in  consideration  of  the  natural  love  and 
affection  which  they  have  and  do  bear  unto 
the  said  Adeline  Butterfield,  as  also  for  the 
better  maintenance,  support,  and  livelihood 
of  her,  the  said  Adeline  Butterfield,  have 
given,  granted,  and  confirmed,  and  by  these 
presents  do  give',  grant,  and  confirm,  unto 
the  said  Adeline  Butterfield,  ...  to 
have  and  to  hold,  all  and  singdlar,  the 
premises  hereby  granted  and  confirmed  or 
mentioned,  or  intended  so  to  be,  with  the 
appurtenances,  unto  the  said  Adeline  But- 
terfield, for  and  during  her  natural  life, 
with  remainder  to  her  child  or  children  that 
may  be  living  at  the  time  of  her  decease, 
and  to  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  such  child 
or  children  forever,  and,  in  default  of  child 
or  children  of  the  said  Adeline  Butterfield 
at  the  time  of  her  decease,  then  to  the  heirs 
generally  of  the  said  Adeline  Butterfield 
forever,  except  no  part  shall  go  to  George 
Butterfield."  George  Butterfield  was  a 
brother  of  Adeline.  After  the  making  of 
the  deed  above  set  out,  Adeline  Butterfield 
married,  and  became  the  widow  of  one  Fran- 
cis Gellatly,  who  died,  leaving  no  children 
of  Adeline  Gellatly  surviving.  Subsequent- 
ly the  widow,  by  proper  proceeding  in  the 
county  court  of  Cook  county,  adopted  a 
child,  Roy  Cramer  (now  Roy  (Jellatly,  one 
of  the  appellees  herein),  and  in  the  decree 
of  adoption  entered  by  the  county  court  it 
was  provided  that  from  the  date  thereof 
"the  said  Roy  Cramer  shall,  to  all  legal 
intonts  and  purposes,  be  the  child  of  tho 
petitioner,    Ada    B.    Gallatly,  and   for  the 


Van  Matre  v.  Sankey  (III.)  23  L.  R.  A.  665; 
Murphy  v.  Portrum  (Tenn.)  30  L.  R.  A.  263; 
Hartwell  v.  Tefft  (R.  I.)  .34  L.  R.  A.  500;  and 
Clarkson  ▼.  Hatton  (Mo.)  39  L.  R.  A.  748. 
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purposes  of  inheritance,  and  all  other  legal 
incidents  and  conseqiionccs,  shall  be  the 
same  as  if  he  had  been  born  to  her  in  law- 
ful wedlock,"  and  that  the  name  of  the  child 
shall  be  changed  to  Roy  Gellatly.  A<leline 
Gcllatlv  died,  leaving  no  child  or  children 
by  birth.  The  bill  alleges  that  Roy  (Jellat- 
ly,  the  adopted  child  of  Adeline  Gellaily 
{n4e  Butterfield),  is  in  possession,  by  his 
guardian,  of  the  premises  in  controversy, 
and  collecting  the  rents,  and  asks  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  receiver  therefor;  prays  that 
Roy  Gellatly  and  his  guardian  shall  let  ap- 
pellants and  their  cotenants  into  possession 
of  the  premises,  and  that  partition  be  nuule 
of  the  same.  The  circuit  court,  on  the  hear- 
ing, entered  a  decree  finding  that  by  virtue 
of  the  decree  of  adoption  tne  appellee  Roy 
Gellatly  became  the  remainderman  under 
the  deed  from  Justin  Butterfield  to  Adeline 
Butterfield  (Gellatly),  and  that  upon  her 
death,  as  her  child  and  sole  heir  at  law, 
he  became  seised  in  fee  simple  of  the  prem- 
ises described  in  the  deed,  and  enjoined  the 
appellants  and  their  cotenants  from  claim- 
ing any  right,  title,  or  interest  in  the  prem- 
ises. From  that  decree  of  the  circuit  court 
the  appellants,  their  cotenants  (appellee?*) 
joining  them,  prosecute  this  appeal. 

Mr.  John  T.  Barker  for  appellants. 
Mcftars.    Heekman,    Eladon,    A  Shaw^, 

for  appellees: 

Whoever  takes  under  the  Butterfield  deed 
takes  by  purchase,  not  by  inheritance. 

2  Devlin,  Deeds,  §  8.53;  Robinson  v.  Le 
Grand,  0,5  Ala.  111. 

It  is  the  "status"  of  "child"  which  is  of 
controlling  importance  in  the  case  at  bar. 

An  adopted  child  is  a  child,  and  is  issue, 
and  no  general  inferential  intent  can  over- 
rule the  language. 

Tirrell  v.  Bacon,  3  Fed.  63:  Moran  v. 
Stetcart,  122  Mo.  295,  26  S.  W.  962 :  Power 
v.  Hafley,  85  Ky.  672,  4  S.  W.  683;  Atchi- 
8on  v.  Atchison,  89  Ky.  490,  12  S.  \V.  942; 
Buckley  v.  Frasier,  153  Mass.  525,  27  X. 
E.  768;  Re  .Veirwati,  75  Cal.  219,  16  Pac. 
887;  Re  Wardell,  67  Cal.  491;  Rutt  v. 
Howell,  50  Iowa,  635;  Ross  v.  Ross,  129 
Mass.  243,  37  Am.  Rep.  321. 

No  rights  vested  in  appellees  Dix  et  al., 
as  claimed  by  them,  either  in  the  contract 
or  in  the  grant. 

Wcidengcr  v.  Spruance,  101  III.  278; 
Jackson  v.  Jackson,  144  111.  283,  33  N.  E. 
.51;  Richardson  v.  Akin,  87  111.  140;  Piqua 
Branch  of  State  Bank  v.  Knoop,  16  How. 
408,  14  L.  ed.  993;  Morton  v.  yebraska,  21 
Wall.  600,  22  L.  ed.  639;  20  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  p.  849,  note  L 

The  remainder  given  by  the  deed  was  lim- 
ited to  take  effect  to  dubious  and  uncer- 
tain persons,  and  it  was  what  is  commonly 
called  a  "contingent  remainder." 

Duckcr  V.  Burnham,  146  III.  9,  34  N.  E. 
.5.58:  Temple  v.  Scott,  143  III.  290,  .32  N.  E. 
366. 

Where  the  contingency   upon   which   the 
remainder  is  to  vest  is  in  respect  to  the 
person  who  is  to  take,  the  remainder  can- 
not be  granted  or  devised. 
62  L.  R  A. 
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2  Washb.  Real  Prop.  6th  ed.»  238 ;  Duck- 
V.  Burnham,  146  111.  0,  34  N.  E.  ^58- 
Tcwplc  V.  Scott,  143  111.  290,  32  N.  E.  366; 
C'ooley,  Const.  Lim.  5th  ed.  360;  Kellett  v. 
Shcpard,  139  111.  433,  28  N.  E.  751,  34  N. 
E.  2.54. 

If  there  were  any  question  as  to  the  right 
of  Roy  Gellatly  to  take  as  a  "child'*  under 
the  statute  of  adoption  which  the  legisla- 
ture had  authority  to  pass,  as  it  also  had  to 
change  the  statute  of  inheritance,  he  would 
take  as  heir  under  the  deed. 

Raicson  v.  Ratrson,  52  111.  62. 

Since  the  words  "child  or  children"  are  to 
be  understood  to  mean  "lineal  descendants" 
as  a  class,  it  will  be  seen  the  conveyance 
falls  squarely  within  the  rule  in  Shelley's 
Case,  1  Coke,  88,  and  gives  a  fee-simple  title 
to  Adeline. 

The  habendum  clause,  which  limits  the 
conveyance,  if  it  is  limited  at  all,  casts  the 
ultimate  fee  upon  the  "heirs  generally"  of 
Adeline,  who  are  to  take  as  a  class  not  as- 
certained, fixed,  or  named  in  the  dee<l  as 
purchasers,  but  to  be  ascertained  from  the 
statute  of  descent  when-  the  descent  is  cast, 
and  therefore  take  by  limitation. 

Chrystic  v.  Phyfe,  ^19  N.  Y.  346;  Baker 
v.  Scott,  02  111.  93. 

The  st.atules  of  descent  and  distribution 
exclusively  determine  who  are  heirs  and  the 
proportion   they   will   take. 

Richards  v.  Miller,  62  III.  423. 

There  is  no  possible  doubt  as  to  the  mean- 
insr  of  the  words  "heirs"  or  "heirs  gener- 
ally." 

Hayeman  v.  Hageman,  129  111.  168,  21  N. 
E.  8H;  Ryan  v.  Allen,  120  111.  654,  12  N. 
E.  65;  Lchndorf  v.  Cope,  122  111.  329,  15 
X.  E.  505;  Brislain  v.  Wilson,  63  111.  174; 
Cooper  V.  Cooper,  76  111.  57-;  Carpenter  v. 
Van  (Hinder,  127  111.  42,  2  L.  R.  A.  455,  15> 
X.  E.  808. 

Rules  of  property  require  certainty,  and 
the  courts  conclusively  presume  a  grantor 
to  intend  the  legal  effect  of  the  technical 
words  employed  in  a  deed. 

Baker  v.  Scott,  62  111.  90. 

The  fee  simple  goes  to  the  lineal  descend- 
ants,— heirs  of  the  body  of  Adeline. — or  to^ 
her  heirs  generally,  w^ho  are  to  take  as  a 
class,  not  ascertained,  fixed,  or  named  as 
purchasers,  but  to  be  ascertained  from  t!ie 
statute  of  descent  when  the  descent  is  cast. 

Foxrler  v.  Black,  136  111.  372,  11  L.  k.  A. 
670,   26  N.   E.   596. 

That  the  operation  of  the  rule  wouM  de- 
feat the  intention  of  the  grantor  is  imma- 
terial. 

Yangieson  v.  Henderson,  150  III.  120,  .36 
N.  E.  974;  Etring  v.  Barnes,  156  111.  65,  40 
N.  E.  .325:  Palmer  v.  Cook,  159  111.  302,  42 
N.   E.  796. 

Messrs.  BnlUey,  Gray,  A  More  also  for 
appellees. 

\irilkiii,  .J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  habendum  clause  of  the  deed  in  ques- 
tion here,  after  creating  a  life  estate  in  the 
grantee,  Adeline  Butterfield,  presents  what 
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if  sometimes  termed  a  ''contingency  with  a 
double  aspect.*'  The  first  event  or  aspect 
contemplated  in  that  the  grantee  should 
have  a  child  or  children,  who  should  take 
the  remainder  in  fee  simple,  limited  upon 
the  life  estate.  In  the  event  of  the  death 
of  the  life  tenant,  leaving  surviving  her  no 
ehild  or  children  to  take  the  remainder, 
then  the  second  aspect  of  the  deed  was  to  be- 
come effective,  and  vest  the  remainder  in 
the  "heirs  generally  of  the  said  Adeline  Rut- 
terfield,"  with  the  exception  of  George  But- 
terfield.  The  court  below  decreed  that  Koy 
Gellatly,  the  adopted  child  of  Adeline  Oel- 
latly  {nee  Butterfield ) ,  by  virtue  of  his 
adoption  became  the  "child"  of  the  grantee, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  language  of  the 
deed.  This  decree  is  earnestly  opposed  b^ 
the  appellants  on  the  ground  that  at  the 
datp  of  the  conveyance  in  question,  Febru- 
aiy,  1853,  there  was  in  effect  no  statute  of 
adoption  in  this  state,  and  tjiat  the  grantor, 
therefore,  could  not  and  did  not,  in  creat- 
ing the  remainder  in  the  deed  in  the  "child''* 
or  "children"  of  Adeline  Oellntly,  contem- 
plate the  adoption  by  her  of  a  child,  and  thut 
10  M)  decree  is,  in  effect,  the  creation  of  an 
artificial  child,  which  at  the  date  of  the 
deed  could  have  and  did  have  no  existence. 
in  contemplation  of  law,  or  in  the  mind 
of  the  maker  of  the  deed.  Tlie  question 
presented  for  our  decision  is.  Who  is  enti- 
tled to  the  fee  in  the  premises  in  contro- 
versy? And.  in  our  view  of  the  case,  so  far 
as  the  ultimate  vesting  of  the  fee  is  con- 
cerned, it  does  not  matter  w^hether  or  not 
Roy  (vellatly,  the  adopted  child,  is  a  **child," 
within  the  meaning  of  the  deed,  and  entitled, 
as  3uch,  to  the  remainder  upon  the  deter- 
mination of  the  life  estate.  If  it  should 
he  held  that  the  circuit  court  committed  no 
error  in  its  finding,  the  remainder,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  course,  vests  in  Roy  Gellatly.  If, 
however,  it  be  conceded  that  that  finding, 
in  <o  far  as  it  holds  Roy  Gellatly  a  "child,'* 
within  the  meaning  of  the  deed,  is  errone- 
oti!i.  still,  in  our  opinion,  he  must  take  the 
fee  as  "heir  generally"  of  Adeline  Gellatly, 
nnder  the  second  aspect  of  the  contingency 
in  the  deed.  Appellants  and  their  alle&red 
cotenants,  if  entitled  to  the  fee  at  all,  muHt 
be  the  "heirs  generally"  of  Adeline  Gellatly. 
Their  estate  as  such,  prior  to  her  deatli, 
would  have  been  but  a  mere  expectancy, 
contingent  upon  her  death  without  child  or 
children  in  whom  the  remainder  should  vest, 
and  in  no  sense  a  vested  right.  It  is  well 
wttled  that  a  mere  expectation  of  property 
in  the  future  is  not  a  vested  right,  and  may 
he  changed,  modified,  or  abolished  by  legi-^- 
lative  action.  McNeer  v.  McScer,  142  III. 
»9.  19  L.  R.  A.  266,  32  N.  E.  fiSl ;  Jack- 
ttm  V.  Jackson,  144  111.  274,  33  N.  £.  51  ; 
Henscm  v.  Moore y  104  111.  403.  A  contin- 
ent remainder,  such  as  appellants  had  in 
the  premises  prior  to  the  decease  of  Ade- 
line Gellatly,  does  not  rise  to  the  dignity 
of  an  efd^ate  in  tlie  land,  and  confers  no  in- 
terest in  the  seisin.  Strictly  speaking,  it 
is  not  an  estate  at  all,  but  a  mere  chance 
of  having  one  if  the  contingency  turn  otit 
favdralilv  to  the  remainderman.     20  Am.  &> 
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Eng.  Enc.  I^w,  p.  849.  It  will  be  conceded 
that  if  Adeline  Gellatly  had  died,  leaving 
no  child  capable  of  becoming  her  heir  at 
law,  appellants  and  their  alleged  cotenants 
would  be  entitled  to  the  fee  in  the  premises 
in  controversy  under  that  clause  of  the  deed 
granting  the  remainder  to  the  "heirs  gen- 
erally of  the  said  Adeline  Gellatly." 

It  is  earnestly  insisted  on  behalf  of  ap- 
pellants that  the  grantor,  by  the  term  "heirs 
generally,"  meant  "collateral  heiri*,"  but  we 
find  no  warrant  in  the  deed  for  so  holding. 
The  deed  itself  does  not  show  that  he  u.>>ed 
the  language  "heirs  generally"  in  any  other 
than  its  commonly  accepted  legal  sense.  To 
hold  otherwise  is  to  enter  the  field  of  specu- 
lation as  to  his  intentions,  which  is  not  per- 
missible.  In  giving  construction  to  deeds,- 
we  are  confined  to  the  terms  of  the  instru- 
ment itself;  the  object  being  to  ascertain 
the  intention  of  the  grantor  as  expressed  by 
the  language  used,  and  not  the  unexpressed 
purpose  which  may  at  the  time  have  existed 
in  his  mind.  Where  there  is  no  ambiguity 
in  the  terms  used,  or  where  the  languaj^^e 
used  has  a  settled  legal  meaning,  the  in- 
strument itself  is  the  only  criterion  of  the 
intention  of  the  party.  Fowler  v.  Black ^ 
130  III.  303,  11  L.  R.  A.  070,  20  X.  E.  590; 
BradiHh  v.  Yocum,  130  III.  386,  23  N.  E. 
114:  Hallance  v.  Peoria,  180  III.  29,  54  N. 
E.  428.  Anderson  defines  "heir  general''  as 
"he  upon  whom  the  law  casts  the  realty  of 
an  intestate."  Anderson.  Law  Diet.  p.  508. 
Bouvier  defines  "heir  gencrul"  as  "heir  at 
common  law,"  and  defines  "heir  at  common 
law"  as  "he  who  is  born  or  begotten  in  law- 
ful wedlock,  and  upon  whom  the  law  ctwts 
the  estate  in  lands,  tenements,  or  heredita- 
ments immediately  upon  the  death  of  the 
ancestor."  1  Bouvier,  Law  Diet.  p.  746. 
Again,  "heir"  ia  defined  as  one  who,  upon 
the  death  of  another,  acquires  or  sliccoeds 
to  his  estate  by  right  of  blood  and  by  opera- 
tion of  law;  "he  upon  whom  the  law  crsts 
the  estate  immediately  upon  the  death  of 
the  ancestor."  2  Bl.  Vom.  p.  201.  In  the 
Roman  law  and  in  the  modern  civil  law 
"heir"  has  a  more  extended  signification 
than  in  the  common  law.  By  it  the  term 
is  applied  to  all  persona  entitled  to  succeed 
to  the  entate  of"  one  deceased,  whether  by 
act  of  the  party  or  by  operation  of  law. 
9  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  357. 

Adoption  of  children  was  a  thing  un- 
known to  the  common  law,  but  was  a  fa- 
miliar practice  under  the  Roman  or  civil 
law:  and  our  modern  statutes  of  adoption 
are  taken  from  the  latter,  and  so  far  modi- 
fy the  rules  of  common  law  as  to  the  suc- 
cession of  property.  The  Illinois  statute  of 
adoption  provides  that  "a  child  so  adopted 
shall  be  deemed,  for  the  purpose  of  inheri- 
tance by  such  child,  .  .  .  and  other  le- 
gal consequences  and  incidents  of  the  nat- 
ural relation  of  parents  and  children,  the 
child  of  the  parents  by  adoption,  the  same 
as  if  he  had  been  horn  to  them  in  law- 
ful wedlo<k."  [1  Starr  &  C.  Anno.  Stat, 
chap.  4.  §  5.1  It  is  not.  and  could  not  bo. 
contended  that  if  Adeline  Gellatly  had  died 
intestate,  owning  pro[)erty  in  her  own  right, 
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the  api)ellee,  her  adopted  child,  would  not 
have  succeeded  to  her  estate,  under  the  stat- 
ute of  adoption,  as  her  "heir  general."  The 
deed  in  question  here,  in  the  event  of  the 
failure  of  the  first  contingency,  conveys  the 
premises  therein  described,  not  to  the  heirs 
general  of  the  grantor,  but  to  the  "heirs 
generally"  of  the  grantee,  Adeline  Butter- 
field  (Gellatly) ;  and,  there  being  no  lan- 
guage in  the  deed  to  indicate  that  the  gran- 
tor used  the  words  in  any  but  their  ordinary 
legal  signification,  "heirs  generally"-  must 
be  held  to  indicate  the  adopted  child,  Roy 
Gellatly, — the  person  upon  whom  the  law, 
as  now  fixed  by  the  legislature,  has  im- 
pressed the  character  of  "heir"  of  Adeline 
Gellatly. 

For  the  reasons  indicated,  we  think  the 
circuit  court  committed  no  error  in  holding 
that  appellee  Hoy  Gellatly  is  entitled  to  the 
fee  in  the  premises  described  in  the  deed 
from  Justin  Butterfield  to  Adeline  Butter- 
field,  and  in  enjoining  appellants  and  their 
cotenants  from  claiming  any  right,  title,  or 
interest  in  the  premises,  and  its  decree  toill 
accordingly  he  affirmed. 


,  J.,  dissenting: 
I  cannot  concur  in  the  reasoning  of  this 
opinion.  If  there  is  anything  that  is  clear 
about  the  deed  of  Justin  Butterfield  to  his 
daughters,  it  is  that  he  intended  to  draw  a 
distinction  between  her  children  and  her 
"heirs  generally."  "Heirs  generally"  was 
intended  to  mean  something  else  than  a 
child,  and  this  intention  is  clearly   mani- 


fested by  the  reference  to  George  Butter- 
field, the  grantor's  son,  and  the  brother  of 
Mrs.  Gellatly.  In  default  of  "children,"  the 
"heirs  generally"  are  to  take.  Clearly,  the 
adopted  son,  Roy  Gellatly,  could  not  take  as- 
one  of  the  "heirs  generally."  He  could  only 
take,  if  at  all,  as  a  child.  The  reference,  in 
the  use  of  the  words  "heirs  generally,"  is 
manifestly  to  collateral  heirs, — ^the  class  to 
which  Mrs.  Gellatly's  brother,  George  But- 
terfield, belonged.  Roy  Gellatly  cannot  be 
an  heir  of  any  kind,  except  so  far  as  lie 
becomes  such  by  being  an  adopted  child. 
If  he  was  not  a  child,  then  Mrs.  Gellatly 
died  without  children,  and  the  "heirs  gen- 
erally" take;  and  he  cannot  be  classed 
among  them,  not  being  a  child,  and  not  be- 
ing related  in  any  way  otherwise  than  by 
adoption.  If  the  grantor  did  not  intend  to 
refer  to  an  adopted  child  of  his  daughter  as 
one  of  her  children,  then  he  could  not,  by 
the  same  reasoning,  have  intended  to  refer 
to  such  adopted  child  as  one  of  her  "heirs 
generally."  If  no  future  act  of  adoption 
was  within  the  grantor's  contemplation,  it 
was  not  so  for  the  purpose  of  making  such 
adopted  child  an  "heir  generally,"  any  more 
than  it  was  for  the  purpose  of  making  him 
a  "child." 

Bosks,  Ch.  J.:     I  concur  in  the  dissent- 
ing opinion  of  Magrnder,  J. 

Petition  for  rehearing  stricken  from  files. 
December  6,  1900. 
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^An  act  of  the  Idaho  learlslatare  estah- 
llshingr  Qaarantlne  agalDSt  diseased 
sheep,  etc.,  passed  on  March  13,  1899,  held 
not  to  be  in  contraveDtlon  of  |  8,  art.  1,  or 
S  2,  art.  4,  of  the  CoDstitutlon  of  the  United 
States. 

(January  23,  1900. )t 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Oneida  County 
convicting  him  of  violating  the  law  provid- 
ing a  quarantine  for  sheep.  Affirmed, 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mtssrs.  Brow^n  A  Henderson,  S.  O. 
Winters,  and  James  H.  Moyle,  for  ap- 
pellant: 

This  legislation  is  unconstitutional. 

•Headnote  by  Huston,  Ch.  J. 

tThiK  decisfoD  was  afflrrat^d  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  on  April  22,  1001. 

Note. — As  to  the  validity  of  statutory  regu- 
lations respecting  infected  animals,  see  note  to 
Grimes  v.  Eddy  (Mo.)  2C  L.  R.  A.  638 
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State  V.  DucJcijDorth  (Idaho)  39  L.  R.  A. 
3C5,  51  Pac.  456;  Territory  v.  Evans,  2: 
Idaho,  634,  7  L.  R.  A.  288,  23  Pac.  115; 
Hannibal  d  8t.  ,/.  R.  Co.  v.  Huseny  95  U.  S. 
465,  24  L.  ed.  527;  Kimmish  v.  Ball,  129  U. 
S.  217,  32  L.  ed.  695,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
407,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  277 ;  Missouri,  K.  d  T. 
R.  Co.  V.  UaJber,  109  U.  S.  613,  42  L.  ed.  878^ 
18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  488. 

Wherever  it  is  apparent  that  the  legisla- 
tion was  not  in  good  faith  to  provide  for  the 
health  or  regulation  of  their  own  property 
or  persons,  but  to  hamper  or  prevent  the  in- 
troduction of  other  property  from  other 
states  to  create  difficulties  with  regard  to* 
them,  the  court  declares  the  law  unconstitu- 
tional as  an  attempt  to  interfere  with  com- 
merce. 

Re  Rehman,  3  Inters.  0>m.  Rep.  126,  41' 
Fed.  8(»8;  Brimmer  v.  Rehman,  138  U.  S.  78, 
34  L.  ed.  802,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  485,  lli 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  213;  Voight  v.  Wright,  141  U.. 
S.  02,  35  L.  ed.  638,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  855; 
Minnesota  v.  Barber,  136  U.  S.  313,  34  L.  od. 
455,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  185,  10  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  802. 

It  is  for  the  legislature,  and  not  for  the- 
executive  or  judiciary,  to  say  what  shall  lie- 
quarantined,  and  on  what  terms  f^id  in  what 
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w&y  these  sheep  siiall  be  admitted,  or  han- 
dled when  they  are  admitted. 

This  is  a  power  that  the  legislature  can- 
net  delegate  to  the  governor. 

Sutherland,  Stat.  Constr.  U  68,  pp.  69,  71 ; 
SUngir  v.  Hcnneman,  38  Wis.  504 ;  State  \, 
Field,  17  Mo.  529,  69  Am.  Dec.  275;  Cooley, 
Con^t.  Lim.  1st  ed.  pp.  116,  117,  note. 

i/r.  Jolm  J.  OiiA«ea  also  for  appellant. 


Mr.  Samuel  H.  HaTS,  Attorney  General, 
for  respondent : 

The  act  Diakee  no  distinction  between  eiti- 
Btm  of  Idaho  and  citizens  of  Utah  having 
febeep  in  Box  Elder  county.  The  right  to 
spread  disease  is  not  one  of  the  "privileges 
and  immunities"  of  citizenship.  An  article 
earrying  disease  is  not  a  merchantable  ar- 
ticle; it  is  not  a  subject  of  commerce,  and 
'*privil^;e6  and  immimities"  are  not  vested 
ioit 

LictMc  Cases,  5  How.  576,  12  L.  ed.  288. 

The  14th  Amendment  was  not  designed  to 
interfere  with  the  power  of  the  state  to  *pro- 
teit  the  lives,  liberty,  and  property  of  its 
citizeDB,  and  to  promote  their  health,  morals, 
education,  and  good  order. 

iriozza  V.  Tierman,  148  U.  S.  667,  37  L. 
«d.  599,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  721 ;  Mugler  v. 
kanm,  123  U.  S.  623,  31  L.  ed.  205,  8  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  273;  Crowley  v.  Christensen,  137 
U.  8.  8«,  34  L.  ed.  620,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  13; 
Pfopk  V.  Bray,  105  Cal.  344,  27  L,  R.  A. 
158, 38  Pac  731 ;  Re  Considine,  83  Fed.  157 ; 
Kmmish  v.  BaU,  129  U.  S.  217,  32  L.  ed. 
695, 2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  407,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
til:  Metie  v.  McOuckin,  37  L.  ed.  934. 

rhe  poKce  powers  of  the  state  justify  the 
ad.^ption  of  precautionary  measures  against 
s-xial  evils. 

Uannihal  d  8t.  J.  R,  Co,  ▼.  Husen,  95  U. 
8. 4G5,  24  L.  ed.  527. 

The  police  power  of  the  states  was  not  sur- 
rendered when  the  people  of  the  United 
States  conferred  upon  Congress  the  general 
p^wer  to  r^ulate  commerce  with  foreign  na- 
tKtns  and  between  tlie  several  states. 

Patterson  v.  Kentucky,  97  U.  S.  501,  24  L. 
fd.  1115;  Louisville  rf  N.  R.  Co,  v.  Kentucky, 
1«I  V.  S.  099,  40  L.  ed.  858,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
:U:  Missouri,  K.  <€  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Haher,  160 
r.  8.  632,  42  L.  ed.  884,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
4vS:  Gibbons  v.  Ogden,  9  WTieat.  203,  6  L. 
«i.  71. 

It  is  customary  in  statutes  of  this  kind 
to  provide  for  a  quarantine  against  infected 
'Oi^lities. 

I'.  S.  Rev.  Stat.  2d  ed.  Supp.  794;  Mont. 
N.  Code,  IS  3008,  3035;  Wyo.'Laws  1899, 
15  2081,  2082;  Act  of  Congress,  Feb.  15, 
>»3:  Cal.  Pol.  Code,  8  3017 ;  Hurst  v.  War- 
'^.  102  Mich.  238,  26  L.  R.  A.  484,  60  N.  W. 
442).  Minneapolis,  Ht.  P,  d  8.  8,  M,  R,  Co, 
T.  Uilncr,  .57  Fed.  276 ;  8t,  Louis  8,  W.  R. 
Co.  T.  Smith,  20  Tex.  Civ.  App.  451,  49  S.  W. 
67;  Qompagnie  Francaise  de  Ifav.  a  Vapeur 
y.  Btatt  Bd.  of  Health,  51  La.  Ann.  645,  25 
^'  591 ;  Lynch  v.  Qrayson,  5  N.  AI.  487,  25 
P«.  992.  Affirmed  in  163  U.  S.  468,  41  L.  ed. 
23*1.  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1064;  Croff  v.  Cresse, 
'  OkU.  408,  54  Pac.  558. 

The  disinfection  of  an  entire  class  of  goods 
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may  be  required,  whether  actually  infected 
or  not. 

Train  v.  Boston  Disinfecting  Co.  144 
Mass.  523,  59  Am.  Rep.  113,  11  X.  E.  929. 

Compulsory  vaccination  has  l»een  upheld. 

Morris  v.  Columbus,  102  Ga.  792,  42  L.  R. 
A.  175,  30  S.  E.  850;  Dufficld.\,  Williams- 
port  School  Dist,  162  Pa.  476,  25  L.  R.  A. 
152,  29  Atl.  742;  Abed  v.  Clark,  84  Cal.  226,. 
24  Pac.  383. 

The  exclusion  of  all  sheep  coming  from 
the  infected  district  ^'as  &  reasonable  quar- 
antine regulation. 

8t.  Louis  V.  Boffinger,  19  Mo.  13;  Kimmish 
V.  Ball,  129  U.  S.  217,  32  L.  ed.  696,  2  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  407,  0  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  277;  Mis- 
souri,  K.  rf  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Haber,  169  U.  S.  613, 
42  L.  ed.  878,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  488. 

Hnaton,  Oh.  J.,  deliveied  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  appellant  was  convicted  of  a  violation 
of  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  the  legislature 
of  Idaho,  and  the  proclamation  of  the  gover- 
nor iHsued  under  and  in  obedience  to  the  com- 
mand of  »aid  statutes,  from  which  judgment 
this  appeal  is  taken.  The  said  act  is  as'fol- 
lows : 

"Sec.  1.  Whenever  the  governor  of  the- 
state  of  Idaho  has  reason  to  believe  that  scab 
or  any  other  infectious  disease  of  sheep  ha>; 
become  epidemic  in  certain  localities  in  any 
other  state  or  territory,  or  that  conditions 
exist  that  render  sheep  likely  to  convey  dis- 
ease, he  must  thereupon,  by  proclamation, 
designate  such  localities  and  prohibit  the  im- 
portation from  them  of  any  sheep  into  the 
state,  except  under  such  r^trietions  as,  after 
consultation  with  the  state  sheep  inspector, 
he  may  deem  proper.  Any  person  or  corpo- 
ration who,  after  publication  of  such  proc- 
lamation, receives  m  charge  any  such  sheep 
from  any  of  the  prohibited  districts,  and 
transports,  conveys,  or  drives  the  same  to- 
and  within  tlie  limits  of  any  of  the  counties- 
of  this  state,  is  punishable  by  fine  not  ex- 
ceeding $1,000  nor  less  than  $200,  and  is  li- 
able for  all  damages  that  may  be  sustained 
by  any  person  by  reason  of  the  ini]X)rtation 
or  transportation  of  such  prohibited  sheep. 

"Sec.  2.  Upon  issuing  such  proclamation, 
the  owners  or  persons  in  charge  of  any  sheep 
being  shipped  into  Idaho,  against  which* 
quarantine  ha«bcen  declared, must  forthwith 
notify  Uie  deputy  inspector  of  the  county 
into  which  such  sheep  first  come,  of  such  ar- 
rival, and  such  owner  or  persons  in  charge 
must  not  allow  any  sheep  so  quarantined  to 
pass  over  or  upon  any  public  highway,  or 
upon  the  ranges  occupied  by  other  sheep,  or 
within  5  miles  of  any  corral  in  which  sheep 
are  usually  corralled  until  such  sheep  have 
first  been  inspected,  and  any  person  failing 
to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  this  section 
is  punishable  as  provided  in  section  one  of 
this  act  and  is  liable  for  all  damages  sus- 
tained by  any  person  by  reason  of  the  fail- 
ure to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  this 
section." 

On  the  12th  day  of  April,  1899,  the  gov- 
ernor of  Idaho,  in  compliance  with  the  pro^ 
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vUions  of  said  act,  issued  the  following  proc- 
lamation : 

State  of  Idaho,  Executive  Office. 

Whereas,  1  have  received  statements  from 
reliable  woolgrowers  and  stock  raisers  of  the 
state  of  Idaho,  said  statements  being  supple- 
mented by  affidavits  of  reputable  persons,  all 
to  the  effect  that  the  disease  known  as  'scab' 
or  'scabbios'  is  epidemic  among  sheep  in  cer- 
tain localities  or  districts,  viz.  in  the  county 
of  Oa^he,  state  of  Utah,  the  countv  of  Box 
Elder,  state  of  Utah,  and  the  county  of  Elko, 
in  the  state  of  Nevada;  and  whereas,  it  is 
known  that  sheep  from  said  districts  are  an- 
nually moved,  driven,  or  imported  into  the 
state  of  Idalio.  and,  if  so  moved,  would  there- 
by spread  infection  and  disease  on  the  ranges 
and  among  the  sheep  of  this  state,  which 
act  would  result  in  great  disaster:  Now, 
therefore,  I,  Frank  Steuenberg,  governor  of 
the  state  of  Idaho,  by  virtue  of  authority  in 
me  vested,  and  after  due  consultation  with 
the  state  sheep  in<*poctor,  do  hereby  prohibit 
the  im]X)rtation,  driving,  or  moving  into  the 
state  of  Idaho  of  all  »heep  now  being  held, 
herded,  or  nuiged  within  said  infected  dis- 
trict, viz.  the  county  of  Cache,  in  the  state 
of  Utah,  the  county  of  Box  Elder,  in  the  state 
of  Utah,  and  the  county  of  Elko,  in  the  t»tate 
of  Nevada,  or  which  may  hereafter  be  held, 
herded,  or  ranged  within  said  infected  dis- 
tricts, for  a  period  of  sixty  days  from  and 
after  tlie  date  of  this  proclamation.  After 
the  terminatibn  of  said  sixty  days,  sheep  can 
be  moved  into  this  state  only  upon  compli- 
ance with  all  laws  of  the  state  of  Idaho  re- 
garding the  inspection  and  dipping  of  sheep. 
In  witness  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set  my 
hand,  and  caused  to  be  affixed  the  great  seal 
of  the  state.  Done  at  Bois^e,  the  capital, 
this  12tli  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of  our 
Ijord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  nine- 
ty-nine.      Frank  Steuenberg       [Seal.] 

By  the  governor: 

M.  Patri,  Secretary  of  State.' 

While  there  are  some  sixteen  assignments 
of  error  in  tiiis  ca«e,  it  is  conceded  by  counsel 
for  appellant  that  the  important  question 
involvcMl  is  the  constitutionality  of  the  act 
of  the  legislature  of  Idaho  under  which  the 
conviction  was  had.  It  is  claimed  that  this 
case  comes  within  the  rea.noning  of  this  court 
in  the  case  of  fitatv  v.  Duckicorth  (Idaho) 
39  L.  R.  A.  3C5,  51  Pac.  45(i.  In  that  case 
the  defendant  was  convicted  of  a  violation  of 
an  act  of  the  legislature  of  Idaho  passed  in 
1895,  and  amended  in  1897,  §  6  of  which  act 
provides  as  follows:  **§  0.  Any  person, 
persons,  company,  corporation,  or  a^ssocia- 
tion  intending  to  bring,  or  cause  to  be 
brought,  from  any  other  state  or  territory 
into  any  of  the  counties  of  the  state  of  Idaho, 
any  sheep,  he  or  they  must  first  notify  the 
deputy  sheep  inspector  of  the  district  or 
county  nearest  to  the  point  of  entrance  into 
this  state  that  at  a  fixed  date  he  will  be 
within  twentv  miles  from  the  state  line  at  a 
designated  point,  with  said  sheep  for  inspec- 
tion: and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  deputy 
sheep  inspector  to  examine  such  sheep  within 
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three  day^,  and  if  pronounoed  sound,  to  im- 
mediately dip  such  sheep  once,  and  tlien, 
upon  being  tendered  his  compensation  as 
hereinafter  provided,  issue  a  permit  allow- 
ing such  »heep  to  enter  this  state  subject  to 
such  regulations  as  are  enforced  on  rcsid<Mit 
sheep.  But  if  such  sheep  are  found  scabby 
or  infeoted  with  any  contagious  or  infec- 
tious disease,  then  the  deputy  sheep  in- 
spector must  dip  said  sheep  twice  with  an 
interval  of  from  eight  to  fifteen  days  be- 
tween dipping  and  then  issue  a  permit  for 
said  sheep  to  enter  said  state  under  the  same 
regulations  as  heretofore  provided:  provided, 
however,  that  all  sheep  must  enter  said  state 
within  three  days  from  final  dipping,  other- 
wise permits  so  issued  shall  be  null  and  void. 
And  any  person  or  persons  violating  any  of 
the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  deemed 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  upon  convic- 
tion, they  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine  of  not 
less  than  one  hundred  ($100.00)  dollars,  or 
moi'e  than  three  hundred  ($300)  dollars,  or 
by  imprisonment  in  the  county  jail  not  less 
than  two  months  nor  more  than  six  month:*, 
or  by  both  such  fine  and  imprisonment:  pro- 
vided, that  any  person,  persons,  company, 
corporation,  or  association  bringing  or  caus- 
ing to  be  brought  any  sheep  into  any  coun- 
ties of  til  is  srtate  in  violation  of  the  provi- 
sions of  this  act,  shall  be  fined  in  addition 
to  the  penalty  imposed  in  this  section,  five 
cents  per  head,  for  every  sheep  so  brought 
into  this  state,  which  shall  be  a  lien  on  said 
sheep;  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  dep- 
uty sheep  inspector  to  seize  and  hold  such 
Bheep  by  such  means  as  he  deems  best,  for  a 
period  of  ten  dayi^,  and  if  said  sum  is  not 
paid  within  that  period,  to  advertise  and  sell 
said  sheep,  or  as  many  of  the  same  as  may 
be  necessary  to  satisfy  and  pay  such  fine  and 
costs."  And  §  14  of  the  law  of  1895  pro- 
vides as  follows:  "§  14:  It  shall  be  unlaw- 
ful for  any  person,  pei-sons,  company,  cor- 
poration, or  association,  owning,  control- 
ling, or  managing  any  ferry  boat,  toll  bridge, 
car,  steamboat,  or  other  things  used  for 
transportation,  to  allow  any  sheep  to  be  car- 
ried thereon,  unless  tlie  party  in  charge  of 
said  sheep  shall  first  produce  a  certifi(?ate 
from  a  aeputy  sheep  inspector  appointed 
under  this  a<jt,  that  said  sheep  are  free  from 
scab,  scabbies,  and  other  infectious  or  con- 
tagious disease.  Any  violation  of  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  deemed  a  mi-^denieanor  and 
punishal>le  by  a  fine  of  not  less  than  one 
hundred  dollars  nor  more  than  two  hundred 
and  fifty  dqllars.'' 

A  comparison  of  the  act  of  1897  with  the 
act  under  qucation  will,  we  think,  disclone 
a  greater  dilFcrencc  than  exi^ted  l)etween  the 
law  of  Missouri  held  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  to  be  invalid  in  Hanni- 
bal d'  St.  J.  R.  Co.  V.  Hu8€n,  95  U.  S.  4«5. 
24  L.  ed.  527,  and  the  law  of  Kansas,  the  va- 
lidity of  which  was  sustained  by  the  name 
court  in  Missouri.  K.  d-  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Haher^ 
1(19  U.  S.  613,  42  L.  ed.  878,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
488.  The  statute  under  consideration  in  the 
case  of  State  v.  Duckworth  (Idaho)  39  L. 
R.  A.  305,  51  Pac.  456,  prohibited  the  intro- 
duction into  this  state,  in  any  manner  or 
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form,  or  the  transportation  through  the 
«taie^  in  any  way  or  by  any  means,  of  any 
»heep.  until  same  had  been  inspected  by  a 
sheep  inspector  of  Idaho,  which  inspection 
must  be  inade  20  miles  bevond  the  state  line 
of  Idaho;  and  all  sheep  must  be  dipped  at 
least  once,  and,  if  found  infected,  twice,  be- 
fore they  were  allowed  to  ent^r  the  state; 
and  all  this  to  be  done  by  a  sheep  inspector 
of  Idaho.  20  miles  beyond  the  line  of  the 
state.  The  law  of  1899  waa  intended  as  a 
quarantine  law.  It  does  not  exclude  all 
abeep,  but  only  such  as,  from  the  fact  of 
their  coming  from  an  infected  district,  are 
liable  to  import  disease.  The  statute  of 
1S0!I,  under  which  appellant  was  convicted, 
is  ?iniply  a  quarantine  law — nothing  more, 
nothing  less.  We  do  not  understand  that  it 
is,  or  ever  was,  an  essential  to  the  enforce- 
ment of  a  quarantine  that  the  fact  of  the  ex- 
istence of  the  disease  in  the  subject  of  the 
quarantine  should  be  primarily  established. 
As  we  understand,  it  is  a  preventive  meas- 
ure. It  will  hardly  be  claimed,  we  appre- 
hend, that  the  state  has  not  the  power  to 
prevent,  by  legislative  enactment,  the  intro- 
duction within  its  boundaries  of  diseased 
animals:  and  this  is  all  that  the  act  under 
consideration  purports  or  is  intended  to  ac- 
complish. 

Tlie  chief  of  the  bui*eau  of  animal  indus- 
try, in  his  report  to  the  secretary  of  agricul- 
ture dated  March  15.  1898.  says:  **In  the 
United  States  some  sections  have  been  over- 
run with  &heep  scab,  and  many  persons  en- 
gaged in  the  sheep  indu(>try  have  been  forced 
to  forsake  it  because  of  their  loMes  from 
thi^  disease.  It  is  probable  that,  in  its  de- 
struction of  invested  capital,  sheep  scab  is 
second  only  to  hog  cholera,  among  our  ani- 
mal di!)ea<ies.  Tlie  large  flocks  of  the  plains 
and  Rocky  Mountain  region,  and  the  feeding 
stations  further  east,  have  suffered  severely, 
and  are  constantly  sending  diseased  animals 
to  the  great  stock  yards  of  this  country." 

The  same  officer  states  in  hi?*  letter  trans- 
mitting his  report  to  the  secretary  of  agri- 
culture: *'The  disease  known  as  *scab'  is 
one  of  the  most  serious  drawbacks  to  the 
sheep  industry,  and  results  in  enormous  fi- 
nancial losses:  yet,  despite  its  insidious  na- 
ture, its  ease  of  transniinsion,  its  severe  ef- 
fei'ts.  and  its  prevalence  in  certain  locali- 
ties, it  is  a  disease  which  yields  readily  to 
proj>fr  treatment."  That  the  length  of  time 
of  quarantine  fixed  by  the  Idaho  statute  is 
not  excessive  is,  we  tb.ink,  shown  by  the 
ru)ef9  laid  down  by  the  authority  already 
cited:  "(1)  Scabby  sheep  should  never  be 
driven  upon  a  public  road;  (2)  sheds  in 
which  scabby  sheep  have  been  kept  should 
be  thoroughly  cleaned,  disinfected,  and  aired, 
and  should  be  left  unused  for  at  least  four 
weeks  (better,  two  months)  before  clean 
sheep  are  placed  in  them;  (3)  fields  in  which 
scabby  sheep  have  been  kept  should  stand 
vaoaat  at  least  four  weeks  (better,  six  or 
eight)  before  being  useil  for  clean  sheep; 
(4)  a  drenching  rain  will  frequently  serve 
to  disinfect  a  pasture,  but  it  is  well  to  white- 
wash the  posts  against  which  scabby  sheep 
have  rubb^.  Even  after  observing  the  pre- 
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cautions  here  given,  i^  is  not  possible  to  ab- 
solutely guarantee  that  there  will  be  no  re- 
infection, but  the  probabilities  are  against 
it."  Report  of  C*hief  of  Bureau  of  Animal 
Industry,  1898.  With  this  authoritative 
statement  before  them,  the  legislature  of  Ida- 
ho enacted  the  law  under  consideration. 
That,  under  the  conditions  established  and 
recognized,  some  legislation  was  necessary 
for  the  eflfective  pre\'ention  of  the  spread  of 
this  disease  among  the  sheep  of  this  state, 
must  be  conceded ;  and  we  are  clearly  of  the 
opinion  that  that  adopted  by  the  legislature 
was  the  most  effective,  and  the  least  objec- 
tionable, that  could  have  been  adopted.  Coun- 
sel for  appellant  speaks  somewhat  contempt- 
uously of  these  reports  of  the  bureau  of 
animal  industry  to  the  Secretary  of  Agi'icul- 
ture  of  the  United  States,  but  we  notice  that 
they  are  citod  as  authority  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  Kimmiah  v. 
Hall,  129  U.  S.  217,  32  L.  ed.  695,  2  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  407,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  277.  The 
Supreme  Court,  in  the  last- mentioned  case, 
in  drawing  the  distinction  between  it  and 
the  case  of  Hannibal  d  8t.  J.  R.  Co,  v.  Huscn, 
95  U.  S.  4tJ5,  24  L.  ed,  527,  says:  "The  de- 
cision in  that  case  [Hannibal  i  St.  J.  /?.  Co, 
v.  Husen'l  rested  upon  the  ground  that  no 
discrimination  was  made  by  the  law  of  Mis- 
souri,  in  the  transportation  forbidden,  be- 
tween sound  cattle  and  diseased  cattle;  and 
this  circtnnstance  is  prominently  put  forth 
in  the  opinion.**  The  same  distinction  ap- 
pears betwe<>n  the  Idaho  law  of  1895  and 
1897  and  the  law  of  1899.  The  law  of  1895 
and  1897  prohibited  the  bringing  into  the 
state  of  any  sheep  until  the  same  had  been 
inspected  and  treated  by  an  Idaho  sheep  in- 
spector 20  miles  beyond*  the  state  line.  The 
law  of  1899.  and  the  proclamation  of  the 
governor  thereunder,  quarantine  sheep  com- 
ing from  an  infei'ted  district  or  locality,  be- 
fore permitting  them  to  be  driven  into  this 
state.  Our  legislature,  in  rightful  recogni- 
tion of  the  large  and  constantly  increasing 
importance  of  the  sheep  industry,  as  one  of 
the  most  important  elements  of  the  wealth 
and  resources  of  the  state,  have  enacted 
most  strinsfent  and  comprehensive  laws  for 
the  protection  of  those  animals  from  disease. 
Hut  what  avails  the  enactment  or  the  en- 
forcement of  laws  for  the  protection  of  sheep 
within  the  state,  if  we  are  to  be  constantly 
subject  to  an  invasion  of  sheep  from  the  in- 
fected districts  of  adjoining  states  or  coun- 
ties? And  we  do  not  think  that  a  law  made 
simply  and  solely  for  the  protection  of  the 
sheep  of  this  state  from  infection  by  the  in- 
troduction into  the  state  of  sheep  from  a 
known  infected  district  can  in  any  way  be 
said  to  interfere  with  commerce  between  the 
states,  or  abridge  the  rights  of  citizens  of 
other  states  within  this  state.  The  law  only 
requires  persons  who  desire  to  drive  sheep 
into  this  state  from  known  infected  districts 
to  be  subject  to  the  same  rules  and  regula- 
tions for  the  prevention  and  cure  of  disease 
among  their  sheep  so  sought  to  be  driven 
into  this  state  as  is  required  of  our  own  citi- 
zens. The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  in  Missouri,  K.  d  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Haber, 
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169  U.  S.  613,  42  L.  ed.  878,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
488, — which  is,  we  believe,  the  latest  expres- 
sion of  that  court  upon  this  question, — says : 
"Neither  corporations  nor  individuals  are 
entitled, by  force  alone  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  and  without  liability  for 
injuries  resulting  therefrom  to  others,  to 
bring  into  one  state,  from  another  state,  cat- 
tle liable  to  impart  or  capable  of  communi- 
cating disease  to  domestic  cattle.  The  con- 
trary cannot  be  affirmed  under  any  sound  in- 
terpretation of  the  Constitjution.  This 
court,  while  sustaining  the  power  of  the  Con- 
gress to  regulate  commerce  among  the 
states,  has  steadily  adhered  to  the  principle 
that  the  states  poflgess,  because  they  have 
never  surrendered,  the  power  to  protect  the 
public  health,  the  public  morals,  and  the 
public  safety,  by  any  legislation  appropriate 
to  that  end  which  does  not  encroach  unon 
rights  guaranteed  by  the  national  Constitu- 
tion, nor  come  in  conflict  with  acts  of  Con- 
gress passed  in  pursuance  of  that  instru- 
ment. Although  the  powers  of  a  state  must, 
in  their  exercise,  give  way  to  a  power  ex- 
erted by  Congress  under  the  Constitution,  it 
has  never  been  adjudged  that  that  instru- 
ment by  its  own  force  gives  anyone  Uie  right 
to  introduce  into  a  state,  against  its  will, 
cattle  so  affected  with  disea'se  that  their  pres- 
ence in  the  state  will  be  dangerous  to  do- 
mestic cattle."  We  can  see  but  little  dif- 
ference in  principle  between  the  case  of  Mis- 
souri, K.  d  T,  R.  Co,  V.  Haher  and  the  case 
under  consideration.  The  Kansas  statute 
under  oonsideraticm  in  that  case  made  any 
person  or  persons  bringing  into  that  state 
any  cattle  liable  or  capable  of  communicat- 
ing Texas,  splenic,  or  Spanish  fever  to  any 
domestic  cattle  of  that  state,  liable  for  all 
damages  that  might  be  sustained  by  reason 
of  the  oommunication  of  said  disease: 
"Proof  that  the  cattle  which  such  person 
or  persons  are  charged  with  shipping,  driv- 
ing or  keeping,  or  which  are  claimed  to  have 
communicated  the  said  disease,  were  brought 
into  this  state  from  south  of  the  thirty-sev- 
enth parallel  of  north  latitude,  shall  be 
taken  as  prima  fade  evidence  that  sueh  cat- 
tle were  l^tween  the  Ist  day  of  February  and 
the  1st  day  of  December  of  the  year  in  which 
the  offense  was  committed  capable  of  com- 
municating and  liable  to  impart  Texas, 
splenic  or  Spanish  fever  within  the  meaning 
of  this  act,  and  that  the  owner  or  owners, 
person  or  persons  in  charge  of  such  cattle 
had  full  knowledge  and  notice  thereof." 
And  this  statute  was  upheld  by  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court  against  a  contention 
predicated  upon  the  same  lilies  contended 
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for  by  the  appellant  in  this  case,  to  wit^  the 
limit  of  the  power  of  the  state  in  the  matter 
of  public  regulations. 

The  contention  of  appellant  that  it  was 
not  shown  that  any  of  the  sheep  driven  by 
him  into  this  state  were  diseased,  or  that  he 
was  not  permitted,  although  ready,  to  prove 
that  none  of  said  sheep  were  diseased,  can- 
not be  entertained.  The  appellant  himself 
testified  that  he  had  the  sheep  in  Box  Klder 
county,  Utali,  which  is  designated  in  the 
proclamation  of  the  governor  as  one  of  the 
infected  districts,  and  against  which  quar- 
antine had  been  declared  for  the  period  of 
twenty- five  days.  The  fact  that  these  sheep 
oame  directly  from  an  infected  district  was 
suflicient  to  establish  their  capability  and  li- 
ability to  communicate  disease.  The  au- 
thorities upon  the  disease  known  as  "sheep 
scab"  say  that  it  may  be  communicated  by 
contact  of  one  sheep  with  another,  or  indi- 
rectly from  tags  of  wool,  or  from  fences, 
posts,  etc.,  against  which  scabby  sheep  have 
rubbed,  or  from  the  places  where  the  sheep 
have  been  "bedded  down."  See  report  of 
chief  of  bureau  of  animal  industry  for  1898. 
What  protection,  then,  have  the  sheepgrow- 
ers  of  Idaho,  without  the  aid  of  just  such 
preventive  laws  as  that  under  consideration  ? 

We  have  examined  and  considered  the  va- 
rious assignments  of  error  set  out  in  appel- 
lant's brief,  and  we  do  not  think  that  anv  of 
them  present  reversible  error.  Appellant 
claims  that  the  venue  is  not  properly  laid. 
We  do  not  think  this  contention  can  obtain. 
The  bringing  into  any  county  of  the  state 
of  sheep  from  the  prescribed  districts  is  an 
offense,  and  prosecution  therefor  may  be  in- 
stituted in  any  county  where  the  sheep  are 
found.  We  do  not  think  that  the  act  dele- 
gates to  the  governor  legislative  power.  It 
simply  requires  him  to  act  when  he  ascer- 
tains that  certain  conditions  erist.  This  is 
not  a  delegation  of  legislative  power,  as  we 
understand  it.  Having  ascertained,  through 
entirely  proper  and  legitimate  methods,  the 
existence  of  the  exigency  which,  under  the 
law,  required  him  to  act,  he  did  so.  He 
could  not  have  done  otherwise  without  be- 
ing obnoxious  to  the  charge  of  dereliction  in 
oiTicial  duty.  The  claim  that  the  law  dis- 
criminates against  the  citizens  of  Utah  is 
entirely  unsupported.  We  think  most,  if 
not  all,  of  the  other  questions  raised  in  the 
assignment  of  errors  have  been  disposed  of 
in  this  opinion. 

The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  is  af- 
firmedf  with  costs  to  respondent. 

Qnarles  and  SulliTani  JJ.,  concur. 


'.•'« 


■*■',:  ■^' 


INO. 


State  v.  Yincknt. 


MARYLAND  COURT  OF  APPEALS. 


STATE  of  Maryland,  AppL, 

V. 

Rufus  H.  VINCENT. 
(91  lid.  718.) 

1.  An  objection  to  nn  fndietnient 
which  •Itoiw-a  m  fntnl  defect  upon  its 
fare  may  be  taken  by  demurrer,  though  a  plea 
of  abatement  will  be  necessary  if  the  defect 
ia  not  apparent  on  its  face. 

S.  An  indictment  fovnd  by  m  tprmnd. 
jury  conslstinflT  of  twenty-two  per- 
sons only,  including  the  foreman,  is  bad  on 
demurrer  under  Local  Law  of  Prince  George 
County,  9  179,  providing  that  twenty -three 
persons  shall  constitute  the  grand  Jury,  since 
sach  statute  is  not  merely  directory,  but  man- 
datory, and  abrogates  the  common-law  rule 
which  allows  any  number  from  thirteen  to 
twenty-three. 

(NoTember  16,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  the  state  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Prince  Greorge 
County  quashing  an  indictment  for  perjury 
aJJeged  to  have  been  committed  by  defendant 
before  the  grand  jury.  Affirmed, 
The  facta  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.  laidor  Hayiier,  Attorney  Gen- 
tnl,  and  William  M.  Iiewin,  for  appel- 
lant: 

It  is  necesaary  in  this  case  to  distinguish 
between  the  number  of  jurors  requisite  to 
constitute  a  body  before  which  perjury  may 
be  committed  and  the  number  requisite  to 
eonatitute  a  valid  jury  for  the  purpose  of 
indicting. 

£\'en  admitting  that  a  grand  jury  cannot 
be  organised  with  less  than  twenty-three 
men,  sUJ],  it  might  be  true  that  the  jury  con- 
sisted of  only  twenty -two  members  up  to,  and 
inclusive  of,  the  time  of  the  testimony,  and 
yet  was  legally  constituted  and  a  competent 
jury  twelve  days  later;  for  the  presumption 
is  that  the  grand  jury  was  legally  and  regu- 
larly impaneled  in  every  respect,  at  the  time 
the  indictment  was  found,  no  matter  how 
many  or  how  few  it  may  have  been  composed 
of  twelve  days  prior  thereto. 

It  wovAd  have  been  perfectly  proper  for 
any  member  of  the  jury  list  to  have  ap- 
peared later  and,  upon  being  accepted,  sworn, 
and  charged,  to  have  joined  his  twenty-two 
fellows,  and  to  have  united  with  them  in 
their  deliberations. 

Com.  V.  KeUy,  123  Maaa.  417;  Wadlin's 
Case,  11  Mass.  142;  State  v.  Scarborough,  55 
Md.  345. 

The  crime  of  perjury  may  be  committed 
before  a  body  so  constituted. 

The  witness  was  properly  sworn,  and, 
having  recognized  and  submitted  to  the  jury 

Nora. — For  number  of  grand  Jurors  necessary 
«  proper  to  act,  see  State  v.  Belvel  (Iowa)  27 
L.  R.  A.  846,  and  note;  State  v.  Caldwell  (La.) 
«  L,  R.  A.  718. 

As  to  number  necessary  to  concur  in  finding 
ut  indictment,  see  State  v.  Hartley   (Nev.)  28 
L  R.  A.  33,  and  note, 
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in  testifying  before  it,  he  will  not  be  heard 
to  question  its  validity  collaterally. 

Ex  parte  Raymond,  91  Cal.  646,  27  Pac. 
859 ;  State  y.  Brooks,  9  Ala.  9 ;  Plymouth  v. 
Painter,  17  Conn.  585,  44  Am.  Dec.  574; 
Hotcard  v.  Sexton,  1  Denio,  440;  Re  Wilson, 
140  U.  S.  575,  35  L.  ed.  513,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
870;  Izcr  v.  State,  77  Md.  110,  26  Atl.  282. 

The  statute  prescribing  the  number  is 
merely  directory,  in  any  view  of  the  case; 
being  designed  solely  to  secure  the  presence 
of  a  number  sufficient  for  twelve  to  concur 
in  an  indictment. 

State  V.  Scarborough,  55  Md.  346;  State 
v.  Glascow,  59  Md.  209;  State  v.  Osirander, 
18  Iowa,  435,  nofc,  444;  Pybos  v.  State,  3 
Humph.  49;  Com.  v.  Wood,  2  Cush.  149; 
State  V.  Davis,  24  N.  C.  (2  Ired.  L.)  153; 
Beasley  v.  People,  89  111.  571;  Weeks  v. 
State,  31  Miss.  490;  Hudson  v.  State,  1 
Blackf.  317. 

Although  there  may  be  a  deficiency  in  the 
number  of  grand  jurors  summoned,  neverthe- 
less, if  enough  appear  to  form  a  jury,  the 
court  is  not  compelled  to  supply  the  defi- 
ciency, notwithstanding  the  statute  requires 
that  if  for  any  reason  the' panel  shall  not  be 
full  at  the  opening  of  court,  the  judge  shall 
direct  the  sheriff  to  summon  a  sufiScient 
number  of  persons. 

Thomp.  k  M.  Juries,  S  490. 

So  far  from  any  injury  resulting  to  the 
accused  by  reason  of  the  smaller  number, 
the  reverse  is  true;  for,  even  in  the  case  of 
the  jury  that  indicts,  the  smaller  the  num- 
ber the  less  the  likelihood  of  securing  the 
concurrence  of  the  necessary  twelve. 

State  V.  Keating,  85  Md.  188,  36  Atl.  840; 
1  Bishop,  New  Crim.  Proc.  S  865;  State  v. 
Clayton,  11  Rich.  L.  581. 

The  re<juir€inpnt  of  the  statute  as  to  the 
selection  is  merely  directory  as  to  time  (pro- 
vided, of  course,  that  it  is  not  prior  to  the 
day  of  which  the  court  crier  gives  the  no- 
tice) ;  and,  again,  the  accused  must  estab- 
lish by  aflfirmaiive  evidence  that  he  suffere<l 
injury  by  any  delay  of  which  he  seeks  to 
take  advantage. 

State  V.  Keating,  85  Md.  188,  36  Atl.  840; 
State  V.  Smith,  .38  S.  C.  270,  16  S.  E.  997; 
Colt  V.  Eves,  12  Conn.  243,  note  a;  Burlin' 
game  v.  Burlingame,  18  Wis  286;  State  v. 
Pitts,  58  Mo. 556;  State  y.Smith,(i7  Me. 328; 
Johmon  v.  State,  33  Miss.  363 ;  Rafe  v.  State, 
20  Ga.  60;  Claussen  v.  La  Franz,  1  Iowa, 
226;  State  v.  Davis,  14  I^a.  Ann.  689;  Thomp. 
&  M.  Juries,  §§  579,  556  (4)-;  State  ex  rel. 
Webster  v.  Baltimore  County  Comrs.  29  Md, 
516. 

ifr.  Janes  C.  Borers,  for  appellee: 

In  the  selection  and  drawing  of  a  less 
number  than  that  prescribed  by  law,  t.  e., 
twenty-three,  a  legally  constituted  body  Wivs 
not  obtained,  and  any  indictment  found  by 
any  such  body  is  illegal. 

McQuillen  v.  State,  8  Smedes  &  M.  587; 
Gladden  v.  Slate,  12  Fla.  562;  State  v.  %- 
juonds,  36  Me.  128;  State  v.  Williams,  5 
Port.  (Ala.)  130;  State  v.  Conner,  5  Blackf. 
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325 ;  State  v.  Belvel  89  Iowa,  405,  27  L.  R. 
A.  840,  50  N.  W.  545;  Barron  v.  People,  73 
III.  256. 

A  grand  jury  is  not  instituted  so  much 
for  the  benefit  of  one  charged  with  crime, 
as  it  is  to  subserve  and  protect  the  public 
interest 

Blaney  v.  State,  74  Md.  156,  21  Atl.  547. 

Our  jury  law  in  the  main  is  mandatory 
and  not  directory. 

Clare  v.  State,  30  Md.  164 ;  Oreen  v.  State, 
60  Md.  123,  43  Am.  Rep.  542  j  Avirett  v. 
State,  76  Md.  534,  25  Atl.  676,  987;  State 
V.  Scarborough,  55  Md.  345. 

Statutes  in  derogation  of  the  common  law 
are  to  be  strictly  construed. 

Grt-enicood  v.  Greenwood,  28  Md.  369; 
Thistle  V.  Froathurg  Coal  Co.  10  Md.  129; 
Hooper  v.  Baltimore,  12  Md.  464;  Millei-  v. 
Stewart,  8  Gill,  129. 

If  the  language  of  a  statute  is  plain  and 
unambiguous  there  is  no  room  for  construc- 
tion. 

Smith  V.  State,  66  Md.  215,  7  Atl.  49; 
Alexander  v.  Worthington,  5  Md.  472; 
Clark  V.  Baltimore,  29  Md.  283 ;  Maxwell  v. 
State  ex  rel,  Baldicin,  40  Md.  293. 

Pearee,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  appellee  was  indicted  in  the  circuit 
court  for  Prince  George  coimty  for  the  crime 
of  perjury  before  the  same  grand  jury  by 
which  the  indictment  was  found.  Upon  ar- 
raignment, he  pleaded  not  guilty,  but  subse- 
quently, and  presumably  with  the  leave  of 
the  court,  withdrew  this  plea,  and  filed  a 
general  demurrer  to  the  indictment,  and  the 
court  sustained  the  demurrer,  and  quashed 
the  indictment,  from  which  action  this  ap- 
peal is  taken.  The  chief  and  the  only  sub- 
stantial question  presented  is  whether  it 
does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  indict- 
ment, and  from  its  express  averments,  that 
the  grand  jury  was  so  selected,  drawn,  and 
constituted  as  to  be  incompetent  to  find  a 
valid  indictment.  Ordinarily,  there  is  a  pre- 
sumption of  law  that  the  grand  jury  was  le- 
gally and  regularly  selected,  drawn,  and  im- 
paneled according  to  law,  and  that  its  pro- 
ceedings at  the  time  the  indictment  was 
found  were  in  every  respect  legal  and  regu- 
lar. Slaie  V.  Scarborough,  55  Md.  350. 
But  this  presumption,  the  appellee  insists, 
does  not  arise  in  this  case,  because  he  con- 
tends that  the  indictment  upon  its  face 
shows:  (1)  That  the  grand  jury  was  se- 
lected and  chosen  on  the  first  day  of  the 
term,  when  the  law  provides  that  it  shall  be 
selected  and  drawn  not  less  than  fifteen  davs 
before  the  term;  and  (2)  that  it  was  com- 
posed of  only  22  grand  jurors,  when  the  law 
prescribes  23  as  the  requisite  number. 

We  shall  transcribe  here  so  much  of  the 
indictment  as  it  will  be  necessary  to  con- 
sider in  determining  this  appeal:  ^'Tlic 
grand  jurors  of  the  state  of  Slaryland  for 
the  body  of  Prince  George  county  do^n  their 
oath  present  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  at  a 
term  of  the  circuit  court  for  said  county, 
.  .  .  begun  on  the  first  Monday  of  April, 
being  the  second  day  thereof,  in  the  year 
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nineteen  hundred,  there  was  present  the  Hon. 
George   C.    Merrick,   one   of    the   associate 
judges  of  the  seventh  judicial  circuit  of  said 
state,  embracing  said  county,    .    .    .     and 
at  the  same  teqn  of  said  circuit  court,  to 
wit,  on  the  2d  day  of  April  in  said  year, 
there  was  duly  selected  and  chosen  George 
W.  Wilson  as  foreman,  and  twenty-one  other 
good  and  lawful  men,  to  wit,  WMlliam  Berry, 
K.  L.  Houseman,  Daniel  MoBarron,  Joseph 
W.  Clarke,  William  Binger,  John  B.  Dale, 
Columbus  C.  Chew,  George  Gude,  James  T. 
Grimes,  Samuel  D^an,  J.  M  T.  Martin.  Ed- 
ward W.  Perrie,  Aomas  H.  Lyons,  E.  AL 
Hurley,  Peter  P.  Tighe,  Otho  S.  Pumphrey, 
J.  HcRry  Murray,  Nathaniel  E.  Hungerford, 
Edward  H.  Butler,  John  F.  Dent,  and  Ben- 
jamin H.  C.  Bowie,  who,  together  with  the 
said  foreman,  constituted  and  composed  the 
grand  inquest  of  the  state  of  Maryland  for 
the  body  of   said   county,  commonly  called 
the  'grand  jury,*  for  the  April  term  of  said 
3'ear,  who  were  then  and  there,  in  due  form 
of  law,  sworn  and  charged  to  inquire,'*  etc 
Where  there  is  nothing  apparent  upon  the 
face  of  the  indictment  to  repel  the  presump- 
tion that  the  grand  jury  was  r^fularly  and 
legally  selected,  drawn,  and.  impaneled,  the 
question  should  be  raised  by  plea  in  abate- 
ment  before   pleading  to   tibe   merits;  but, 
where  the  indictment  itself  discloses  an  al- 
leged fatal  defect  in  this  regard,  the  objec- 
tion   may  be    proporly  taken  by    demurrer. 
Under  the  laws  o{  Wisconsin,  a  grand  jury 
constituted  of  a  less  number  than  16  is  in- 
sulTicient  to  find  a  good  bill ;  and  in  Fitzger- 
ald V.  State,  4  Wis.  395,  the  indictmeat  was 
as  follows:     "State  of  Wisconsin,  Lafayette 
county,     ...     [to  wit:]     The   grand  ju- 
rors of  the  state  of  Wisconsin,  to  wit,  twelve 
good  and  lawful  men,  duly  elected,  drawn, 
chosen,    impaneled,     .     .     .     and    sworn    to 
inquire,"  etc.     The  court  said  the  part  laid 
under  the  videlicet  might  have  been  omitted, 
and  the  indictment  still  have  been  good,  "be- 
cause then  the  legal  presumption  would  have 
been  that  the  jury  was  legally  constituted, 
but  here  the  case  is  different,  the  num.ber 
being  stated  under  a  videlicet;"  and  it  was 
held  that  what  was  laid  under  the  \ideli- 
cet  could  not  be  rejected  as  surplusage,  and 
that  the  indictment  would  not  support  a  ver- 
dict and  conviction.     We  think  the  words, 
"was   duly    selected   and    chosen,"   though 
grammatically  inaccurate,  embrace  as  well 
the  other  jurors  named  as  the  foreman,  and 
reasonably  import  that  all  were  selected  and 
chosen  on  the  first  day  of  the  term,  instead 
of  fifteen  days  prior  thereto,  and  that  the 
grand  jury  was  constituted  of  22,  instead  of 
23,  good  and  lawful  men,  and  that,  therefore, 
the  demurrer  raises  in  the  proper  manner, 
and  at  the  proper  time,  both  objections  made 
as  to  the  lej?al  selection  and  constitution  of 
the  grand  jury. 

Section  7  of  article  51  of  the  Code  of  Pub- 
lic General  Laws,  which  is  applicable  to 
Prince  George  county,  provides  that  it  shall 
be  the  duty  of  the  judges  of  the  circuit 
courts  for  each  of  the  counties,  not  less  thaa 
fifteen  days  before  the  commencement  of  eaoh 
jury  term,  after  notice  given  to  the  bar  of 
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the  time  and  place  of  meeting,  to  select  from 
eertain  prescribed  sources  a  panel  to  oonsist 
of  a  certain  nunil)er  of  names  for  each  coun- 
ty.    Sections  8  and  10  of  the  same  article, 
a«  they  appear  in  Poe's  Supplement  to  the 
Pal>lic  General  Laws  of  Maryland,  are  not 
in  force  in  l^ince  George  county,  except  as 
to  one  wholly  Immaterial  matter;  the  other 
matters  dealt  with  in  those  sections  being 
regulated  in  that  county  by  S  178  of  article 
17  of  ite  Public  Local  Law«,  and  by  §  179 
of  the  same  article  as  amended  and  re-en- 
acted by  chapter  483  of  the  Acts  of  Assem- 
bly of  the  year  1898;  the  only  material  dif- 
ference between  §  8  of  the  Public  General 
Law  and  §  178  of  tihe  Public  Local  Law  be- 
ing   that  under  the   former   48   jurors   are 
drawn,  while  under  the  latter  73  are  drawn, 
but  the  differences  between  S  10  of  the  Pub- 
lic General  Law  and  §  179  of  the  Public  Lo- 
cal Law  are  numerous  and  important.  Un- 
der S   10  of  the  General  Law,  the  court,  at 
the  beginning  of  the  term  for  which  the  48 
jurors   were  drawn  and  summoned,  selectit 
and  appointa  one  as  foreman  of  the  grand 
jury.     The  remaining  47    names  are   then 
placed  in  a  box,  and  are  drawn  out,  one  by 
one,  the  first  22  names  drawn,  together  with 
the  foreman  previously  appointed,  constitut- 
ing the  grand  jury,  and  the  remaining  25 
names  the  petit  jury,  for  that  term.     If,  for 
any   reason,  any  one  so  drawn  as  a  grand 
juror  is  not  present  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
drawing,   or  is  disqualified  or  excused  for 
cause,  the  court  is  required  to  fill  such  va- 
cancy or  vacancies  from  the  remaining  25 
names  of  those  who  are  present,  in  the  or- 
der   in    which  they    were    drawn  and   may 
thereupon,  in  its  discretion,  fill  the  vacan- 
cies so  made  in  the  petit  jury  by  drawing 
the  nece«»-:ary  number  of  additional  names, 
as  provided  in  S  8,  or  may  direct  talesmen 
to  be  summoned,  as  provided  in  §  9.     It  will 
thus  he  seen  that  under  the  General  Law^ 
after  selecting  and   drawing  the  48   name*}, 
not  less  than  fifteen  days  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  term  and  the  issuing  of  the 
venire,  nothing  more  is  authorized  to  be  done 
until  the  commencement  of  the  term,  except 
that  authority  is  gi\^n  to  draw  other  names 
to  supply  the  place  of  those  of  the  48  who 
are  leturncd  by  the  sheriff  prior  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  term  as  dead,  sick,  or  oth- 
er* ise  unable  to  attend,  or  absent,  and  there- 
fore not  found.     There  is,  and  can  be,  no  des- 
ignation of  the  grand  jury  until  the  com- 
mencement of  the  term.     Section  179,  Local 
Law  of  Prince  George  County,  provides  thait, 
of  the  73  jurors  directed  by  the  General  I^w 
to  be  drawn  fifteen  days  before  the  term,  the 
i3  names   first  occurring,  in  the  order   in 
shich  they    were    drawn,  shall    ^'constitute 
and  be  the  grand  jury  for  the  ensuing  term,'' 
and  that  Uie  remaining  50  names,  next  in 
the  order  of  drawing,  shall  constitute  and  be 
the  petit  jnry:  and  provision  is  made  for  di- 
viding the  petit  jury  into  two  panels,  and 
for    regulating  the   alternate  attendance  of 
these  two   panels.     The  section    further  re- 
quires   that  *'the    persons    constituting  the 
P'iUid  jurr  shall  attend  at  the  first  day  of 
the  term/'  and  that  "the  derk  shall  publish 
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a  list  of  jurors  in  the  newspapers  published 
in  said  county  for  two  successive  weeks  be- 
fore the  commencement  of  each  jury  term 
of  court."  No  express  authority  is  given  for 
the  appointment  of  a  foreman  of  the  grand 
jury,  this  being  doubtless  regarded  as  within 
the  inherent  power  of  the  court.  Section 
10  of  the  Public  General  Law,  as  amended  by 
chapter  153  of  1892,  extends  the  operation  of 
that  section  to  Prince  George  county  so  far, 
and  so  far  only,  as  to  authorize  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  substitute  foreman,  in  event  of  tlie 
death,  disability,  or  absence  of  the  regular 
foreman.  We  have  deemed  it  proper  to  set 
forth  at  length  the  provisions  both  of  the 
general  and  local  law  in  reference  to  the  se- 
lection, drawing,  and  organizing  of  grand 
juries,  in  order  that  there  may  be  no  misap- 
prehension as  to  the  scope  and  effect  of  the 
decision  in  this  oase. 

We  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  determine 
the  first  objection  raised  here,  viz.,  that  the 
provision  that  the  jury  must  be  drawn  15 
days  before  the  commencement  of  the  term 
is  a  mandatory  provision,  the  neglect  of 
which  invalidates  the  drawing.  In  State  ejt 
rvl.  Webster  v.  Baltimore  County  Comrs,  29 
Md.  516,  it  was  said  that  where  the  duty 
prescribed  is  of  a  public  nature,  and  intended 
for  the  public  benefit,  and  is  directed  to  be 
performed  within  a  specified  time,  the  stat- 
ute is,  in  respect  to  time,  directory  merely, 
unless  from  the  nature  of  the  act  to  be  per- 
formed, or  the  language  employed  in  the 
statute,  it  plainly  appears  that  the  desig- 
nation of  time  was  intended  as  a  limitation 
of  the  power  of  the  officer.  The  principle 
thus  laid  down  has  been  repeatedly  applied 
in  later  cases  in  this  state,  and,  if  this  ques- 
tion arose  undei-  the  provisions  of  the  Pub- 
lic General  Law  of  the  state  to  which  we 
have  referred,  it  would  be  difficult,  we  think, 
to  imagine  a  situation  more  imperatively 
requiring  its  application.  The  reasons  lead- 
ing to  this  conclusion  are  too  obvious  to  re- 
quire statement.  The  publication  of  the 
list  of  jurors  drawn  for  two  weeks  before 
the  coniniencenient  of  the  term,  which  is  re- 
quired by  the  local  law  under  which  this 
case  arises,  cannot  be  made  unless  the  draw- 
ing is  made  at  least  two  weeks  before  the 
commencement  of  the  term,  and  the  argu- 
ment suggested  is  that  the  purpose  of  the 
provision  is  designed  to  inform  the  public, 
in  advance  of  the  commencement  of  the 
term,  who  are  the  grand  and  petit  jurors, 
and  to  give  opportunity  for  objection  either 
to  individuals  or  to  the  array,  and  that  from 
the  nature  of  the  act  to  be  performed  it  ap- 
pears that  the  language  employed  in  desig- 
nating the  duty  must  be  regarded  as  manda- 
tory; but  upon  this  question  we  shall  inti- 
mate no  opinion,  as  it  is  not  necessary  to  the 
determination  of  this  case,  in  the  view  we 
take  of  it. 

The  second  objection  made  is  distinctly 
raised  upon  the  record,  and  we  think  is 
fatal  to  the  validity  of  the  indictment.  The 
same  question  was  sought  to  be  raised  in 
State  V.  Scarborough,  55  Md.  350,  by  plea 
in  abatement,  and  the  circuit  court  for  Har- 
ford county  sustained  the  plea  and  quashed 
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the  indictment;  but,  on  writ  of  error,  this 
court  held  the  plea  bad,  because  it  might 
be  true,  as  alleged  in  the  language  of  that 
plea,  that  the  grand  jury  consistei  of  only 
twenty-two  members  at  the  time  the  indict- 
ment was  found,  and  yet  be  a  legally  con- 
stituted and  a  competent  jury,  even  though 
it  were  conceded  that  the  panel  would  be  il- 
legally constituted  and  incompetent  to  act 
if  it  had  not  originally  consisted  of  twenty- 
three  jurors, — a  question  in  regard  to  which 
the  court  there  declined  to  intimate  an 
opinion. 

Upon  that  question  tliere  is  much  diversity 
of  opinion  in  the  adiudged  cases,  wliich  may 
be  conveniently  divided  into  three  classes: 
(1)  Tliose  which  hold  that  a  oourt  has  no 
authority  to  try  a  person  upon  an  indictment 
found  by  a  grand  jur}**  oomposed  of  fewer 
members  than  the  minimum  number  required 
by  statute,  and  that  objection  upon  this 
ground  may  be  raised  at  any  time,  and  in 
any  manner,  and  cannot  be  waived  by  any 
act,  or  failure  to  act,  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant; (2)  those  which  hold  that  the  objec- 
tion is  waived  by  failure  to  take  advantage 
of  the  defect  before  pleading  to  the  merits; 
and  (3)  those  which  hold  that  statutes  fix- 
ing the  number  to  compose  a  grand  jury  are 
directory  merely,  and  do  not  alter  the  oom- 
nton-Law  rule  by  which  any  number  between 
thirteen  and  twenty-three  constitute  a  com- 
petent jury.  It  is  settled  in  this  state  that 
an  objection  of  this  character  does  not  go 
to  the  jurisdiction,  but  is  waived  by  plead- 
ing to  the  merits,  and  cannot  avail  on  motion 
in  arrest  of  judgment.  Green  v.  State,  59 
Md.  120,  43  Am.  Rep.  542.  The  question 
here  being  properly  raised,  by  demurrer 
before  plea,  we  have  only  to  determine 
whether  the  provision  of  our  statute  fixing 
twenty-three  as  the  proper  number  is  man- 
datory or  directory,  and  in  determining  this 
question  we  should  be  guided  by  the  princi- 
ples announced  by  this  court  in  dealing  with 
analogous  cases  arising;  under  ojir  jury  laws. 

In  Clare  v.  State,  30  Md.  103,  the  court 
said :  "No  grand  jury  could  be  lawfully  as- 
sembled in  the  city  of  Baltimore  except  by 
virtue  of  this  jury  law.  If  its  e&sential  re- 
quirements have  been  disregarded  in  refer- 
ence to  the  selection  and  summoning  of  the 
grand  jury  in  question,  that  body  had  no  au- 
thority U}  act  as  such,  and  any  indictment 
found  by  them  was  void,  and  must  be  so  re- 
garded by  the  courts,  as  if  expressly  so  de- 
clared by  statute."  In  that  case  there  is 
little  room  for  difference  of  opinion,  since 
the  selections  were  not  made  by  the  judges 
in  consultation,  as  required  by  the  statute, 
but  were  made  by  the  clerk,  and  adopted  by 
the  judges  acting  separately. 

In  Green  v.  Statey  59  Md.  120,  43  Am.  Rep. 
542,  this  court  said:  "The  general  method 
prescribed  for  drawing  juries  is  mandatory, 
and  substantial  compliance  with  the  provi- 
sions thereof,  in  respect  to  the  selection  and 
drawing  of  jurors,  is  necessary  in  order  to 
make  the  jury  a  legal  one;  .  .  .  otherwi.se, 
the  statutory  provisions  would  be  wholly 
nugatory."  Surely,  the  numl>er  of  jurors 
directed  to  be  drawn  for  a  grand  jury  is  a 
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material  part  of  the  prescribed  method  of 
drawing,  and  the  selection  and  drawing  of 
twenty- two  jurors  only  can  scarcely  be  re- 

farded  as  a  substantial  compliance  with  the 
irection   to  select  and  draw   twenty- three 
jurors  to  constitute  a  grand  jury. 

In  Aviretra  Case,  70  Md.  630,  25  Atl.  676, 
987,  the  court  quoted  with  approval  the  lan- 
guage of  Coleridge,  J.,  in  OVonnelVs  Case, 
II  Clark  k  F.  414,  415,  "that  all  questions 
touching  the  formation  of  juries  must  be  ex- 
amined by  the  judges  with  very  critical 
eyes,"  and  then  proceeded  as  follows:  "If 
the  selection  of  names  be  made  privately, 
when  the  law  declares  they  shall  be  made 
publicly;  if  they  be  made  before  the  day 
designated  for  them  to  be  made,  when  the 
law  requires  them  to  be  made  on  that  day; 
and  if  f^ey  be  made  from  sources  not  men- 
tioned by  the  statute,  instead  of  from  the 
two  specifically  prescribed  thereby;  and  a 
jury,  thus  selected  and  drawn,  be  held  to  be 
a  li^ally  constituted  panel, — then  the  most 
material  provisions  of  the  jury  law  will  be 
swept  away  by  sheer  judicial  legislation." 
And  see  Downs  v.  State,  78  Md.  130  20  Atl. 
1005. 

In  State  v.  Keating,  85  Md.  198,  36  Atl. 
840,  citing  State  v.  Glasooxo,  59  Md.  210,  it 
was  said  that,  "though  there  be  irregulari- 
ties in  the  selection  and  drawing  of  a  jury, 
the  proceedings  will  not  be  set  aside  unless 
the  court  oan  see  that  they  have  resulted, 
or  may  result,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  party 
accused";  and  this  is  certainly  sound  law. 
But  the  irregularity  in  that  case  in  no  man- 
ner affected  the  composition  of  the  grand 
jury,  and  we  know  of  no  authority  in  this 
state  tending  to  show  that  the  failure  to  se- 
lect and  impanel  the  prescribed  number  of 
grand  jurors  can  be  regarded  as  a  harmless 
irregularity.  The  presumption  is  that,  if  the 
twenty -third  juror  had  been  drawn  in  the 
case,  he  would  have  participated  in  the  d^ib- 
erations  of  the  grand  jury  (though  it  is 
clear  that  his  presence  at  the  time^of  finding 
the  indictment  was  not  nesessary)  ;  and  who 
can  tell  what  influence  his  presence  and 
counsel  might  have  exerted  over  his  asso- 
ciates? It  is  worthy  of  observation  that  in 
the  reported  argument  of  the  late  dis- 
tinguished Attorney  General  Gwinn  in  Scar- 
borough's  Case,  while  contending  successfully 
that  the  plea  in  abatement  was  defective,  he 
admitted  that  "this  provision  is  mandatory, 
in  the  strictest  sense  of  the  word,"  and  said 
no  grand  jury  can  be  legally  censtituted  in 
Cecil  county  unless  a  foreman  is  appointed 
by  tlie  court  from  the  48  jurors  drawn  and 
summoned,  and  twenty-two  other  names 
are  drawn  from  that  panel  for  the  purpose 
of  constituting  the  grand  jury. 

In  Doyle  v.  State,  17  Ohio,  222,  where  Uhe 
statute  required  15  qualified  persons  to  com- 
pose a  grand  jury,  and  one  of  the  15  drawn 
had  not  the  requisite  qualification  as  to  resi- 
dence, it  was  held  that  an  indictment  found 
by  such  jury  was  void.  The  court  said: 
fourteen  are  not  a  grand  jury.  "The  fact 
that  12  of  the  grand  jury  may  find  a  true 
bill  is  no  answer  to  the  objection.  That  does 
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not  prove  that  a  less  number  than  15,  quali- 
fied i>er8ons  can  compose  a  grand  jury. 

In  HcQuUhn  y.  titaie,  8  Smedes  &  M. 
597,  it  is  said:  "These  restrictions  .  .  . 
are  guards  thrown  around  the  liberty  of  the 
citizen.  They  oonstitute  an  important  part 
of  the  ri^ht  of  trial  by  jury.  A  grand  jury 
does  not,  by  our  law,  consist  of  13  or  more 
men,  con^egated  by  the  mere  order  of  court, 
or  by  accident,  in  a  jury  box,  but  it  con- 
sists of  the  requisite  number  of  competent 
individuals,  selected,  summoned,  and  sworn 
acoording  to  the  forms  of  law,  and,  if  the 
law  be  not  followed,  it  is  an  incompetent 
grand  jury." 

Tke«e  two  cases  are  cited  by  the  court 
with  approval  in  Clare's  Case^  30  Md.  163, 
and  to  them  may  be  added  Gladden  v.  State^ 
13  F1&.  023,  and  Finley  v.  State,  61  Ala. 
201.  In  the  former,  the  statute  directed  15 
grand  jurors  to  be  drawn,  on  the  pan- 
^,  but  the  record  showed  only  14 
were  drawn,  and  it  was  held  impera- 
tive that  the  organization  be  in  con- 
formity with  the  statute,  though  after  such 
organization  the  common-law  rule  applicable 
should  control.  In  the  latter  the  court  said: 
"Our  statutes  specifically  prescribe  the  mode 
of  organizing  grand  juries,  and,  whenever 
the  records  of  a  court  affirmativdy  disclose 
that  a  body  of  m«i  has  been  organized  as  a 
grand  jury  in  violation  of  these  statutes,  all 
the  acts  of  such  body  must  be  held  void." 

Opposed  to  the  eases  we  have  cited  above 
are  the  courts  of  Tennessee,  North  Carolina, 
and  Massachusetts,  and  perhaps  some  others 
may  be  added  to  these.  In  Pybos  v.  State, 
3  Humph.  49,  a  statute  which  provided  the 
manner  in  which  a  grand  jury  should  be  or- 
ganized, declared  "the  first  18  drawn  shall 
be  a  grand  jury."  The  court  held  the  act 
directory  as  to  the  number,  and  that  "its 
object  waa  to  limit  the  number  to  be  sworn, 
bat  that  it  did  not  at  all  alter  the  law  that 
eonstituted  a  jury  of  12  men.*'  The  same 
was  held  in  Com,  v.  Wood,  2  Gush.  149,  by 
Chief  Justice  Shaw,  saying  that  the  Revised 
Statntes,  which  direct  a  venire  for  23  grand 
jurors,  were  merely  directory,  and  did  not 
alter  the  common-law  rule  that  a  grand 
jary  may  consist  of  any  number  between  13 
and  23.  In  State  v.  Davis,  24  N.  C.  (2 
Ired.  L.)  153,  the  same  ruling  was  made  in 
an  able  and  elaborate  opinion  by  Judge 
Oaston,  concurred  in  by  Judges  Ruffin  and 
Daniel.  Tiiere  the  statute,  which  was  held 
directory,  provided  that  "the  first  18  shall 
be  a  grand  jury  for  the  county."  The  judge 
nid:  "We  do  not  doubt  but  that  it  is  com- 
petent for  the  legislature  to  declare  that,  al- 
though a  bill  be  found  by  12  of  a  grand  jury, 
the  accused  shall  not  be  put  upon  his  trial, 
and  that  the  bill  so  found  shall  not  be 
deemed  an  indictment  unless  the  grand  jury 
eott»iated  of  18  jurors.  .  .  .  The  ques- 
tion is.  Has  the  legislature  made  such  a  dec- 
laration, or  any  enactment  tantamount  to 
such  a  declaration?  ...  It  does  not  in 
tcmn  declare  that  a  grand  jury  constituted 
ef  less  than  18  shall  be  insufficient  to  find 
a  btll.  It  does  not  purport,  otherwise  than 
aeoessarily  resulta  xrom  the  directiona  giv- 
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en,  to  add  to,  or  in  any  way  modify,  the 
operation  of  the  ancient  rule  in  regard  to  the 
necessary  number  of  a  grand  jury;  and  it 
cannot  be  believed  that  if  any  addition  to, 
or  modification  of,  the  exercise  of  this  so 
important  rule  were  intended,  but  tibat  it 
would  have  been  distinctly  and  unequivocally 
announced."  Shaw,  Ruffin,  and  GavSton  arc 
great  names  in  a  long  line  of  distinguished 
jurists,  and  their  judicial  utterances  will 
aiwavid  command  the  highest  respect,  but  we 
cannot  adopt  tlieir  reasoning  in  this  instance. 
May  we  not  ask  with  eq^uaJ,  if  not  with 
greater,  force,  how  the  legislature,  when  en- 
acting a  new  rule,  in  terms  prescribing  a  def- 
inite number  to  constitute  a  grand  jury, 
could  have  intended  to  preserve  the  anoient 
rule,  which  permitted  the  grand  jury  to  be 
constituted  of  an  indefinite  number  between 
13  and  23?  In  State  v.  Rockafellovo,  6  N. 
J.  L.  340,  also  cited  as  an  authority  by  the 
court  in  Clarets  Case,  the  statute  declared 
every  person  summoned  as  a  grand  juror 
should  be  a  freeholder  to  the.  value  of  £100. 
It  was  held  mandatory,  the  court  saying: 
"So  positive  and  affirmative  a  description  as- 
this  implies,  in  our  mind,  a  negative,  as 
much  as  if  it  were  actually  expressed."  We 
regard  this  method  of  reasoning  as  to  the 
legislative  intent  as  most  satisfactory,  and 
as  specially  applicable  to  the  case  before  us. 
The  case  of  State  v.  Ostrander,  18  Iowa,  435, 
in  which  a  very  careful  opinion  was  deliv- 
ered by  Judge  Dillon,  was  cited  by  the  ap- 
pellant as  in  line  with  the  Massachusetts 
and  North  Carolina  cases,  but  we  cannot  so 
regard  it.  The  rule  there  laid  down,  as  we 
understand  it,  is  that  such  a  statute  as  our 
own  "has  reference  rather  to  defining  the 
number  which  s'hall  constitute  a  grand  jury*, 
substituting  a  fixed  number  for  the  indefi- 
nite common-law  number,  than  to  the  num- 
ber necessary  to  constitute  a  quorum,  or  to 
the  mode  in  which  they  shall  transact  busi- 
ness." It  was  well  and  truly  said  by  this 
court  in  Clarets  Case  that  "under  any  gov- 
ernment of  law,  the  trial  of  persons  accused 
of  crime,  from  its  commencement  to  the  con- 
clusion, should  be  scrupulously  conducted, 
according  to  the  requirements  ...  of 
the  statutory,  as  well  as  the  fundamental, 
laws  of  the  land."  For  these  reasons,  the 
judgment  of  the  circuit  court  will  be  af- 
firmed. 

Judgment  affirmed,  with  costs  above  and 
below. 


George  T.  GAMBRILL,  Appt., 

V. 

John  W.  SCHOOLEY. 


( 


Md. 


) 


1.     Dictation  of  a  llhelona   letter  to  a 
private     and     confidential     Mtenovra- 


NoTB. — On  the  question,  What  constitutes 
publication  of  a  libel?  earlier  authorities  in  this 
series  are  as  follows :  State  v.  Armstrong 
(Mo.)  13  L.  R.  A.  419,  and  note;  Wilcox  v. 
Moon  (Vt.)  15  L.  R.  A.  760;  Peterson  v.  West- 
ern U.  Teleg.  Co.  (Minn.)  40  L.  R.  A.  661:  and 
Kansas  City.  M.  &  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Delaney  (Tenn.) 
45  L.  R.  A.  600. 
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pli^r  of  the  writer  Is  sufficient  to  constltnte 
a  publication  of  the  libel  without  disclosure 
Of  its  contents  to  any  other  person  except  the 
person*  to  whom  It  was  written,  where  the 
■tenoflrapher  copied  the  letter,  and  It  was 
actually  sent,  although  the  dictation  to  the 
stenographer  might  also  be  regarded  as  a 
slander. 
2..  Bzemplary  or  punitive  damavea  are 
within  tlie  nonnd  discretion  of  tlie 
Jury  In  an  action  for  slander  or  libel,  where 
the  w^Drds  are  actionable  per  »e,  but  cannot 
in  any  case  t)6  recovered  as  a  matter  of  legal 
right. 

(February  21,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  of  Baltimore  City  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  alleged  publication  of 
a  libel.     Reversed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  John  PrentisB  Poe,  George 
Wbiteloek,  and  Edward  T.  Jones,  for  ap- 
pellant : 

No  exemplary  or  vindictive  damages  can 
ever  be  allowed  in  any  case  where  the  plain- 
tiff has  not  proved  that  he  has  sustaineii 
more  than  nominal  damages. 

Dieken  v.  Shepherd,  22  Md.  412;  Stacy  v. 
Portland  Puh.  Co.  68  Me.  279;  Robinson  v. 
Ooings,  63  Miss.  .500;  (Jirard  v.  Moore,  86 
Tex.  675,  26  S.  W.  945;  Kuhn  v.  Chicago,  M. 
d  St.  P.  R.  Co.  74  Iowa,  140,  37  N.  W.  116; 
Freese  v.  Tripp,  70  111.  496;  Schippel  v,  yor- 
ton,  38  Kan.  572,  16  Pac.  804;  Maxwell  v. 
Kennedy,  60  Wis.  648,  J  N.  W.  657 ;  Schim- 
melfenig  v.  Donovan,  13  111.  App.  50. 

Messrs.  William  Colton,  Harry  C. 
Galther,  and  Alexander  R.  Hagner,  for 
appellee : 

Any  publication  injurious  to  the  social 
character  of  another,  and  not  shown  to  be 
true  or  to  have  been  justifiably  made,  is  ac- 
tionable as  a  false  and  malicious  libel. 

Hagan  v.  Hendry,  18  Md.  177;  Long  v. 
Eakle,  4  Md.  454;  Lewis  v.  Daily  News  Co. 
81  Md.  466,  29  L.  R.  A.  59,  32  Atl.  246. 

Dictation  of  the  lil)e1ous  letter  to  a  short- 
hand writer,  and  the  copying  of  it  by  him  on 
a  typewriting  machine,  is  a  publication. 

Poe,  PI.  3d  etl.  §  179;  Pullman  v.  Bill, 
[1891]  1  Q.  B.  524;  Fresh  v.  Cutter,  73  Md. 
92,  10  L.  R.  A.  67,  20  Atl.  774. 

A  message  sent  to  the  plaintiff  by  tele- 
graph is  actionable  because  the  contents  of 
the  telegram  are  nccesriarily  communicated 
to  all  the  clerks  through  whose  hands  it 
passes,  and  so  with  the  pont-card. 

Whitfield  v.  South-hJastem  R.  Co.  El.  Bl.  & 
El.  115;  Williamson  v.  Freer,  L.  R.  9  C.  P. 
393. 

The  delivery  of  a  manuscript  to  a  printer 
to  be  printed  is  a  suflicient  publication,  if 
any  copies  be  printed,  even  though  the  au- 
thor repented  and  suppressed  all  the  copies 
printed. 

Baldwin  v.  Elphinston,  2  W.  Bl.  1037; 
Trumbull  v.  Gibbons,  3  N.  Y.  City  Hall  Rec. 
97.  And  see  M^atts  v.  Fraser,  7  Ad,  &  El. 
223. 

Sending  a  libelous  letter,  or  speaking  de- 
famatory words  to  the  plaintiff's  agent  or 
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solicitor,  is  a  suflicient  publication  to  a  third 
person. 

Tuson  V.  Evans,  12  Ad.  &  El.  733;  Huntley^ 
V.  Ward,  1  Fost.  &  F.  552;  Hancock  v.  Vase, 
2  Fost.  &  F.  711;  Stephens  v.  Kitchener,  4 
Times  L.  R.  159. 

Where  the  defendant  wrote  a  letter  to  the, 
plaintiif  liimself,  but  read  it  to  a  friend  be- 
fore posting  it,  this  was  held  a  publication 
to  the  friend. 

Snyder  v.  Andrews,  6  Barb.  47;  M* Coombs 
V.  Tiittle,  5  Blaekf.  431. 

So,  where  the  defendant,  before  posting  a 
letter  to  the  plaintiff,  had  it  copied,  it  was 
held  to  be  a  publication  by  the  defendant  to 
his  own  clerk,  who  copied  it. 

Kienc  V.  Ruif,  1  Iowa,  482 ;  State  v.  Mcln- 
tire,  115  N.  C.  769,  20  S.  E.  721:  Archam- 
bault  V.  Noi'th western  Teleg.  Co,  14  Quebec 
Law  Rep.  8. 

Any  person  who  by  words  causes  another 
to  write  or  print  the  thing  conveying  the  li- 
belous matter  may  be  guilty,  as  if  his  own 
hand  traced  the  lines. 

Cochran  v.  Buiterfield,  18  N.  H.  117;  Pe- 
terson V.  Western  V.  Teleg.  Co.  65  Minn.  18^ 
33  L.  R.  A.  302,  67  N.  W.  646. 

Vindictive  or  exemplary  damages  are- 
awarded  where  the  jury  desire  to  mark  their 
sense  of  the  defendant's  harsh  conduct  by 
fining  him  to  a  certain  extent. 

Adams  v.  Coleridge.  1  Times  L.  R.  87; 
Townsend  v.  Hughes,  2  Mod.  150;  Emblcn  v. 
Myers,  6  Hurlst.  &  N.  54;  Bell  v.  Midland  R. 
Co.  10  C.  B.  N.  S.  287. 

The  damages  are  not  limited  to  the 
amount  of  pecuniary  loss  which  the  plaintiff 
is  able  to  prove. 

Davis  V.  Shepstone,  L.  R.  11  App.  Cas.  191. 

Proof  of  special  damages  is  not  necessary. 
Mayne,  Damages,  367. 

Pearee,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the- 
court : 

This  is  an  action  of  libel  in  which  the  ap- 
pellee recovered  a  judgment  for  $500  against 
the  appellant  in  the  superior  court  of  Balti- 
more city.  The  plaintiff  offered  five  pray- 
ers, all  of  which  were  granted,  and  the  de- 
fendant offered  fifteen  prayers,  of  which  the 
fourth,  fifth,  sixth,  seventh,  eighth,  tenth, 
eleventh,  twelfth,  thirteenth,  and  fourteenth 
were  granted,  and  his  first,  second,  third, 
ninth,  and  fifteenth  were  rejected.  A  single 
exception  was  taken  by  the  defendant  to  this 
ruling  on  the  praj'crs,  and  the  three  follow- 
ing que.stions  arise  upon  the  exception: 

1.  Whether  the  dictation  of  alleged  libel- 
ous letters  to  defendant's  private  and  confi- 
dential stenographer,  their  reduction  by  her 
to  stenographic  characters,  and  subsequent 
reduction  to  the  characters  of  the  alphabet 
by  means  of  a  typewriter,  their  signing  by 
the  defendant,  and  their  transmission  by  his 
direction  to  the  plaintiff,  are  in  law  a  publi- 
cation of  such  letters,  where  there  is  no  com- 
munication  of  any  of  said  letters,  in  any 
manner,  to  any  other  person. 

2.  Whether  in  such  case  the  proper  action 
is  for  libel  or  slander. 

3.  Whether  under  the  testimony  in  this 
case  the  jury  was  properly  instructed  as  to- 
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the    allowance   of   exemplary   or   vindictive 
damages. 

There  were  three  counts  in  the  declaration 
upon  three  separate  letters,  and  the  case  was 
tried  on  the  general  issue  plea,  there  being 
no  plea  of  justification  alleginff  the  truth  of 
any  of  the  charges  contained  in  any  of  the 
liters,  either  in  whole  or  in  part. 

Of  the  libelous  character  of  each  of  these 
letters  there  can  be  no  question,  but  the  let- 
ter in  the  third  count  was  shown  by  the  un- 
contradicted testimony  to  be  wholly  in  the 
handwriting  of  defendant  and  never  to  have 
been  read  or  exhibited  to  anyone  but  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  jury  was  properly  in- 
i^tructed  by  the  defendant's  fourth  prayer 
that  there  could  be  no  recovery  on  the  third 
count. 

It  was  very  earnestly  and  ably  argued  by 
the  appellant's  counsel  that  as  the  two  let- 
ters in  the  first  and  second  counts  were  not 
otherwise  published,  than  as  above  stated, 
there  was  no  actionable  publication  of  either 
letter,  90  as  to  make  either  one  a  libel,  and, 
consequently,  that  the  court  erred  in  grant- 
in^  the  plaintiffs  tliree  and  a  half  and  four 
and  a  half  prayers,  and  in  rejecting  the  de- 
fendant's first,  second,  and  third  prayers, 
which,  respectively,,  raised  the  contentions  of 
the  parties  on  this  point. 

This  is  certainly  an  important  question, 
and  one  which  has  never  before  been  raised 
in  this  court.     Indeed,  the  appellant's  coun- 
sel <;tates  in  his  brief  that  it  has  never  been 
expre^tly  ruled  upon  in  America,  though  he 
l.as  referred  us  to  a  ^case  in  the  appellate  di- 
"n«don  of  the  supreme  court  of  New  York 
r  Oiren  v. ./.  8,  Ogilvie  Puh.  Co.  32  App.  Div. 
465,  53  N.  Y.  Supp.   1033),  which  he  con- 
tends supports  his  position.     The  appellee's 
coun«9el.ha9  submitted  a  very  full  brief,  but 
haA  referred  us  to  no  American  case  upon 
this  point.     If  such   authorites  existed   we 
may  safely  assume  they  would  not  have  es- 
caped the  well-known  diligence  of  counsel, 
and  we  have  found  none  such  in  our  own  ex- 
amination; but  the  principles  and  consider- 
ations upon  which  this  question  should  be 
il^^ded  are  not,  in  our  opinion,  difTicult  to 
dHermine,  and  the  instructive  English  cases 
vhieh  have   been  cited  are   in   accord    with 
the9>e  principles  and  considerations. 

Before  considering  the  argument  of  the 
appellant,  it  will  be  well  to  recall  the  defini- 
tion of  publication,  given  by  competent  au- 
thority, ae  necessary  to  constitute  slander  a 
Hhel.     Mr.  Odgers,  in  his  work  on  Libel  & 
Slunder,  p.  151,  defines  publication,  as  ap- 
jHeable  either  to  slander  or  libel,  as  "the 
•-fiflimanieation  of  the  defamatory  words  to 
•rme  third  person,"  and  on  page  1,  he  says 
"fal!*e  defamatory  words,  if  written  and  pub- 
n>lt«^,  constitute  a  libel,  if  spoken,  a  slan- 
der,"   It  is  obvious,  however,  that  publica- 
Xum  is   essential    to   either,   and    that   the 
^irds,  "if  published,"  though  not  repeated 
in  the  latter  clause,  must  be  understood  as  if 
rrpeated.     For  to  shout  aloud  defamatory 
«^<  rd^  on  a  desert  moor  where  no  one  hears 
tbHn,  is  not  a  publication  of  the  slander,  nor 
I*,  the  utterance  of  such  words  in  a  foreign 
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language,  a  publication,  if  no  one  present 
understands  their  meaning.     Id.  151. 

For  the  same  reason,  very  clearly,  if  on« 
should  write  a  defamatory  letter,  and  hand 
it  to  a  third  person  to  be  read,  who  does  not 
understand  and  cannot  read  that  language, 
there  would  be  no  publication  of  the  libel. 
In  Pullman  v.  Hill  [1891]  1  Q.  B.  529,  Lopes, 
L.  J.,  defines  publication  of  a  libel  in  the* 
exact  words  cite<l  from  Mr.  Odgers,  and  in 
the  same  case  Lord  Esher,  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  defines  it  more  fully,  and  perhaps 
with  more  technical  accuracy,  as,  "the  mak- 
ing known  the  defamatory  matter,  after  it 
has  been  written,  to  some  person  other  than, 
the  person  to  whom  it  is  written."  Appel- 
lant's counsel,  in  his  brief,  says,  with  equal 
clearness  and  accuracy,  "publication,  in  the 
law  of  libel  and  slander  means  the  transmin- 
sion  of  ideas  and  thoughts  to  the  perception 
of  a  person,  other  than  the  parties  to  the 
suit." 

Bearing  in    mind    these    definitions    and 
simple  illustrations  of  what  is,  and  what  is. 
not,  publication,  it  will  be    seen    that    the 
argument  that  there  has  been  no  actionable 
publication  in  this  case  divides  itself  into 
two  branches.  The  theory  of  the  first  branch 
is,  that  while  there  was  in  fact  a  physical,, 
or  mechanical,  reception  by  the  stenographer 
of  the  thoughts  expressed  by  the  appellant, 
that  such  reception  was  instantaneous  only,, 
and  merely  sufficient  for  their  reduction  to 
written  characters;   but  that  there  was  no. 
comprehension,  and    no    lodgment    of    their 
meaning,  in  the  brain  of  the  recipient,  who. 
acted  as  a  mere  phonograph,  and  whose  func- 
tion in  that  regard  was  not  a  mental,  but 
purely  a  mechanical,  process;  so  that  there 
was  no  such  ])erception  as  is  requisite  to  con- 
stitute publication.     This  theory  is  both  in- 
genious and  subtle,  but  we  cannot  be  per- 
suaded it  is  sound. 

We  cannot  doubt  that  the  dictation  to. 
Miss  Willis,  though  taken  down  in  steno- 
graphic characters,  produced  in  her  mind  as 
full  and  complete  perception  of  the  thoughts 
of  the  appellant,  as  a  slower  dictation,  for 
the  purpose  of  reduction  to  ordinary  charac- 
ters, would  have  produced  in  the  mind  of 
one,  not  a  stenographer.  If  this  were  not 
so,  there  could  be  no  assurance  that  there 
would  be  an  accurate  reproduction  of  the 
matter  dictated,  such  as  common  knowledge 
gives  assurance  of  from  any  skillful  stenog- 
rapher. A  communication  therefore  to  a 
stenographer  must  be  regarded  precisely  as. 
a  communication  to  an  ordinary  amanuensis,, 
and  as  establishing  all .  that  is  ordinarily 
necessary  to  constitute  publication. 

The  second  branch  of  the  argument  is  that,, 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  Miss  Willis  was  the 
private  and  confidential  stenographer  of  the 
defendant,  and  in  view  of  the  almost  univer- 
sal employment    in    this    country    of    such 
stenographers,  and  the  n**eessity  for  such  em- 
ployment consequent  upon  the  demands  of" 
business,  that  a  communication   to   such  a 
stenographer  should  be  made  an  exception 
to  the  general  rule,  and  be  held  not  to  be  an 
actual  publication.     But    we   cannot    adopt, 
this   view.     Apart   from    any   precedent   or 
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authority,  we  can  perceive  no  ffood  reason 
why  such  an  exception  should  be  made  to 
the  rule.  Neither  the  prevalence  of  any 
business  customs  or  methods,  nor  the  pres-. 
sure  of  business  which  compels  resort  to 
stenographic  assistance,  can  make  that  legal 
which  is  illegal,  nor  make  that  innocent 
which  would  otherwise  be  actionable. 

Nor  can  the  fact  that  the  stenographer  is 
under  contractual,  or  moral,  obligation  to 
regard  all  his  employer's  communications  as 
confidential  alter  the  reason  of  the  matter. 
This  defense  was.  made  in  Williamson  v. 
Freer,  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  393,  where  it  was  held 
that  the  unnecessary  transmission  by  a  po«t- 
offic^  telegram  of  libelous  matter,  which 
would  have  been  privileged  if  sent  in  a 
sealed  letter,  avoids  the  privilege;  Lord 
Coleridge,  Ch.  J.,  saying:  "Although  the 
■clerks  are  prohibited  under  severe  penalties 
from  disclosing  the  contents  of  telegrams 
passing  through  their  hands,  still  there  is  a 
disclosure  to  them." 

In  PiUlma.n  v.  Hill  [1S91]  1  Q.  B.  529, 
the  exact  question  here  presented  was  de- 
cided. There,  the  letter  containing  the  de- 
famatory matter  was  dictated  by  the  manag- 
ing director  of  a  corporation,  to  a  clerk,  who 
took  down  the  words  in  shorthand,  and  then 
wrote  them  out  fully  by  means  of  a  type- 
writing machine,  and  the  letter  thus  written 
was  copied  by  an  office  boy  in  a  letter-press 
"book.  When  it  reached  its  destination,  it 
was,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business, 
opened  by  a  clerk  of  the  plaintiff;  and  it 
was  held  that  the  letter  must  be  taken  to 
have  been  published  both  to  the  typewriter 
and  to  the  copy-press  boy,  as  well  as  to  the 
plaintiff's  clerk.  Lord  Esher,  M.  R.,  in  the 
course  of  his  opinion,  said :  "1  do  not  think 
that  the  necessities  or  the  liLxuries  of  busi- 
ness can  alter  the  law  of  England.  If  a  mer- 
chant wishes  to  write  a  letter  containing  de- 
famatory matter,  and  to  keep  a  copy  of  the 
letter,  he  had  better  make  the  copy  himself." 
Lopes,  L.  J.,  said:  "It  is  said  that  busi- 
ness cannot  be  carried  on  if  merchants  may 
not  employ  their  clerks  to  write  letters  for 
them  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business.  I 
think  the  answer  to  this  is  very  simple.  I 
have  never  yet  heard  that  it  is  in  the  usual 
'Course  of  a  merchant's  business  to  write  let- 
ters containing  defamatory  statements.  If  a 
merchant  has  occasion  to  write  such  a  letter, 
lie  must  write  it  himself  and  make  a  copy  of 
it  himself, or  he  must  take  the  consequences." 
Kay,  L.  J.,  said:  "Tlie  consequence  of 
such  an  alteration  in  the  law  of  libel  would 
be  this, — ^that  any  merchant  or  any  solicitor 
who  desired  to  write  a  libel  concerning  any 
person,  would  be  privileged  to  communicate 
the  libel  to  any  agent  he  pleased,  if  it  was 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  his  busi- 
ness. That  would  be  an  extraordinary  al- 
teration  of  the  law,  and  it  would  enable 
people  to  defame  others  to  an  alarming  ex- 
tent." 

We  were  referred  to  Boxsiua  v.  Frcres 
[18941  1  Q.  B.  843,  as  evincing  a  disposition 
to  qualify  the  rule  in  Pullman  v.  Hill,  but 
we  cannot  discover  such  disposition,  and  if 
we  could,  we  should  not  be  inclined  to  fol- 
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low  it.  Tliere,  the  libelous  letter  was  dictat- 
ed by  a  solicitor,  acting,  in  behalf  of,  and  at 
the  direction  of,  his  client,  and  copies  were 
made  as  in  the  case  mentioned.  The  court 
distinguished  the  case  very  clearly  from 
Pullman  v.  Hill,  holding  through  two  of  the 
same  judges  that  the  solicitor  owed  to  his 
client  the  duty  to  act  on  his  instructions,  and 
that  if  the  solicitor  had  communicated  di- 
rectly with  the  plaintiff,  the  communication 
would  have  been  privileged,  and  that  he 
could  discharge  that  duty,  as  he  did  other 
business  of  the  office,  in  the  ordinary  way 
without  losing  the  privilege.  But  there  was 
no  question  of  privilege  in  Pullman  v.  Hill, 
and  there  is  none  here,  as  the  appellant  owed 
no  duty  in  the  matter  to  anyone.  The  type- 
writer had  no  conceivable  interest  in  hear- 
ing or  seeing  the  letters,  and  there  could  be, 
therefore,  no  privilege  between  her  and  the 
appellant. 

In  Owen  v.  J.  fif.  Ogilvie  Pub.  Co.  32  App. 
Div.  4(55,  53  N.  Y.  Supp.  1033,  the  alleged 
libelous  letter  relating  to  the  business  of  a 
corporation  was  dictated  by  its  manager  to 
its  stenographer,  who  wrote  it  out  in  short- 
hand, copied  it  upon  a  typewriter  and  mailed 
it.  The  manager  and  stenographer  were 
held  to  be  servants  of  a  common  master,  and 
to  be  engaged  in  the  performance  of  duties 
which  their  respective  employments  required, 
and  that  under  such  circumstances  the 
stenographer  should  not  be  regarded  as  a 
third  person,  in  the  sense  that  either  the 
dictation  or  the  subsequent  reading  should' 
be  regarded  as  a  publication  by  the  corpora- 
tion. Tlie  English  cases  mentioned  were 
not  referred  to,  but  the  court  nevertheless 
said:  "It  may  be,  that  the  dictation  to  the 
stenographer,  and  her  reading  of  the  letter, 
would  constitute  a  publication  of  the*  same 
by  the  person  dictating  it,  if  the  relation  ex- 
isting between  the  manager  and  the  coypist 
was  that  of  master  and  servant,  and  the  let- 
ter be  held  not  to  be  privileged." 

Upon  the  exact  question  here  involved,  the 
above  extract  from  the  opinion  in  that  case 
seems  to  afford  slender  support  to  the  appel- 
lant's contention,  and  what  it  does  decide 
is  not  in  accord  with  the  views  expressed  by 
this  court  in  Carter  v.  Howe  Mach.  Co.  51 
Md.  294,  34  Am.  Rep.  311,  in  which  Judge 
Alvey  said  it  would  seem  to  be  now  clear, 
whatever  nuiy  have  been  the  former  state  of 
judicial  opinion  upon  the  subject,  that  cor- 
porations are  liable  for  all  acts,  whether  wil- 
ful or  malicious,  of  their  agents  or  servants, 
done  in  the  course  of  their  employment,  and 
that  actions  for  such  injuries,  including 
libel,  could  be  sustained  against  corporations 
in  any  case  where,  under  similar  circumstan- 
ces, such  actions  could  be  sustained  against 
individuals  for  the  acts  of  their  servants. 
It  is  true  that  that  case  was  not  an  action 
for  libel,  but  it  sufficiently  indicates  that 
this  court  would  not  be  astute  to  find  rea- 
sons for  relieving  corporations  from  liabil- 
ity in  libel  cases,  for  want  of  technical  pub- 
lication. We  think,  for  the  reasons  given 
alK)ve,  that  the  defendant's  first  prayer  was 
properly  rejected. 

Apan  from  the  question  of  publication^ 
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the  defendant's  second  and  third  prayers 
nise  the  additional  question  whether,  under 
the  pleadings  in  this  case,  the  action  must 
not  have  been  for  slander  instead  of  libel, 
but  we  have  no  difficulty  on  this  point.  We 
have  no  doubt  that  the  dictation  of  these  let- 
ters to  the  stenographer  was  the  publication 
of  a  slander,  for  which,  if  nothing  further 
had  been  done  by  either,  an  action  of  slander 
could  have  been  maintained,  but  we  have  no 
mure  doubt  that  tbo, stenographic  notes,  the 
typewritten  copy,  and  the  letter-press  copy 
constituted  the  publication  of  a  libel,  and 
that  either  slander  or  libel  could  be  main- 
tained, as  the  appellee  should  elect.  This 
conchiHion  we  think  necessarily  follows  from 
what  we  have  already  said,  without  more 
formally  stating  the  reasons,  and  our  con- 
elation  is  not  shaken  by  Mr.  Odger's  criti- 
eUm  of  the  decision  in  Pullman  v.  HilL  upon 
the  form  of  action,  to  be  found  on  p.  174  of 
his  last  edition. 

We  therefore  think  the  defendant's  second 
and  third  prayers  were  properly  reject e<l, 
not  only  for  the  reasons  now  given,  but  for 
tho^  applicable  to  defendant's  first  prayer, 
and  that  the  plaintiff's  three  and  a  half  and 
four  and  a  half  prayers  were  for  the  same 
reasons  properly  granted.  The  plaintiff's 
first  and  second  prayers  were  not  questioned 
at  the  argument,  and  are  so  clearly  correct 
as  to  require  no  notice.  The  plaintiff's  fifth 
prayer  was  also  properly  granted  for  reasons 
which  will  appear  when  we  come  to  consider 
the  defendant's  ninth  prayer. 

The  defendant's  ninth  prayer  was  proper- 
ly rejected,  because  it  precluded  the  jury 
from  including  in  their  verdict  any  allow- 
ance whatever  for  exemplary  or  punitive 
damages.  Whenever  the  words  charged  in 
an  action  for  slander  or  libel  are  actionable 
jter  96,  aa  in  this  case,  the  damages  are  ex- 
clusively within  the  sound  discretion  of  the 
jury.  13  Am.  ft  £ng.  Enc.  I^aw,  p.  432; 
Tripp  V.  Thonuuty  3  Barn.  &  C.  427 ;  Marks 
y.  Jacobs,  76  Ind.  216 ;  Xolan  v.  Traher,  49 
Md.  570;  ^egley  v.  Farrow,  60  Md.  158. 
Whether  exemplary  damages  shall  be  given 
or  not  is  in  all  ca-ses  for  the  jury.  Jerome 
V.  (imiih.  48  Vt.  230 ;  Boardman  v.  Gold- 
8mith.  48  Vt.  403. 

llie  assessment  of  damages  is  peculiarly 
the  proWnce  of  a  jury  in  an  action  for  libel. 
The  damages  in  such  an  action  are  not  lim- 
ited to  the  amount  of  pecuniary  loss  which 
the  plaintiff  is  able  to  prove.  Davis  v. 
Skepsionc,  L.  R.  11  App.  Cas.  191,  per  Lord 
Herschell. 

The  jury  must  not  be  restricted  by  a  di- 
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rection    not    to    give    such    damages.    De- 
Vaughn  v.  Heath,  37  Ala.  595. 

The  plaintiff's  fifth  prayer  is  in  accord 
with  these  principles,  and  was  tlierefore  prop- 
erly granted.  We  cannot,  however,  avoid  the 
conclusion  that  there  was  error  in  the  re- 
jection of  the  defendant's  fifteenth  prayer, 
which  asked  that  the  jury  be  instructed,  if 
the  defendant  honestly  and  in  good  faith  be- 
lieved the  statements  contained  in  the  let- 
ters to  be  true,  and  had  grounds  for  such 
belief  sufficient  to  satisfy  an  ordinarily 
prudent  and  cautious  man  that  such  state- 
ments w^ere  true,  then  the  jury  might  take 
into  consideration  all  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  and  in  the  exercise  of  their  discre- 
tion, award  to  the  plaintiff  nominal  damages 
merely.  This  prayer  is  very  carefully 
guarded  by  the  requirement  to  find  honest 
belief  of  the  truth  of  the  charges,  and  of 
reasonable  ground  for  such  belief,  and  in  its 
conclusion  is  substantially  the  converse  of 
the  proposition  contained  in  the  plaintiff's 
fifth  prayer,  which  we  have  said  was  prop- 
erly granted. 

By  the  rejection  of  the  defendant's  fif- 
teenth prayer,  the  jury  were  practically  told 
they  must  give  exemplary  damages,  and  were 
absolutely  refused  the  discretion  to  with- 
hold them.  But  in  no  case  has  a  plaintiff 
any  legal  right  to  exemplary  damages.  Such 
'  damages  depend  upon  the  case,  and  the  evi- 
dence and  finding  of  the  jury.  Jerome  v. 
8mi1h,  48  Vt.  230. 

Where  tliere  is  evidence  of  circumstances 
sufficient  to  uphold  a  verdict  for  exemplary 
damages,  the  question  whether  they  shall 
be  given  or  not,  is  one  for  the  jury.  Board- 
man  V.  Goldsmith,  48  Vt.  403.  And  it  is 
error  to  instruct  them  they  must  give  exem- 
plarv  damages.  Sedgw.  Damages,  333; 
Hatik  v.  Bidgway,  33  III.  473. 

The  words  used  here  being  actionable,  per 
se,  although  there  was  no  proof  of  actual 
and  sub.stantial  damages  sustained  by  the 
publications  to  Miss  Willis  of  the  two  let- 
ters, the  jury  could  not  properly  have  been 
deprived  of  their  discretion  to  give  exem- 
plary damages  if  they  found  malice,  nor 
could  they,  on  the  other  hand,  either  by  the 
granting  of  an  erroneous  instruction  or  the 
rejection  of  a  proper  one,  be  deprived  of  , 
their  discretion  to  refuse  to  award  exem- 
plary damages  if  they  found  no  malice. 

For  the  error  in  the  rejection  of  the  de- 
fendant's fifteenth  prayer  it  will  be  neces- 
sary to  reverse  the  judgment  that  a  new 
trial  may  be  had. 

Judgment  reversed^  with  costs  to  appel- 
lant above  and  below,  and  new  trial  awarded. 
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KANSAS    CITY,    PITTSBURG,   &  GULF 
RAILWAY  COMPANY,  Appt. 

(104  La.  478.) 

^Defendant  appcalM,  and  auks  for  tbe  re- 
-^ieiT  and  revernal  of  a  Jndarment  con- 
demning it  to  pay  damages  to  the  plaintiff, 
who  is  the  widow  of  the  deceased.  Defend- 
ant's brakeman,  instead  of  waiting  a  few 
moments  to  oust  a  trespasser  after  a  stop  of 
the  train,  chose  to  peit  him  with  rocks  and 
clods  to  make  him  get  off  the  rods  where  he 
was  ridixig,  stealing  a  ride,  under  the  car.  The 
trespasser,  in  endeavoring  to  escape  from  un- 
der the  car  while  it  was  running,  fell,  and 
was  killed.  It  was  within  the  course  of  the 
brakeman's  employment  to  compel  him  to  stop 
trespassing  and  leave  the  car,  and,  had  he 
exercised  the  right  in  a  proper  and  legal  man- 
ner, there  would  have  been  no  good  cause  to 
complain.  The  damage  arose  from  the  man- 
ner of  the  removal.  It  was  unnecessarily  vio- 
lent, and  Illegal.  The  act  of  trespassing  was 
not  of  Itself  contributory  negligence  Justify- 
ing defendant's  servant  to  resort  to  the  acta 
he  did,  when  there  is  not  the  least  reason  to 
Infer  that  there  was  necessity  to  resort  to 
any  violence  at  all  to  remove  the  trespasser. 

(January  21,  1001.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  District  Court  for  the  Parish  of 
Caddo  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  alleged 
negligent  killing  of  plaintiff's  husband.  Af- 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Alexander  A  Wilkinaon,  for 
appellant: 

The  obligations  of  the  company  being  in- 
dependent of  any  contractual  relations,  the 
general  principle  of  the  law  of  master  and 
servant  common  to  all  systems  of  law  gov- 
erns, formulated  in  the  Louisiana  Civil  Code 
as  extending  to  all  **dauiage  occasioned  by 
their  servants  in  the  exercise  of  the  func- 
tions in  which  they  are  employed." 

The  master  cannot,  in  reason,  be  held  re- 
sponsible generally  for  whatever  wrongful 
conduct  a  servant  may  be  guilty  of.  A  lia- 
bility so  extensive  would  make  him  guaran- 
tor of  the  servant's  good  conduct,  and  would 
put  him  under  a  responsibility  which  pru- 
dent men  would  hesitate  to  assume. 

Williams  v.  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.  40 
La.  Ann.  87,  3  So.  631 ;  Ware  v.  Barataria 
iS:  L.  Canal  Co.  15  La,  169,  35  Am.  Dec.  189. 

When  the  agent  does  an  act  of  his  own 
free  will,  without  reference  to  his  functions 
as  a  corporate  agent,  the  corporation  is  not 
responsible. 

*Headnote  by  Breaux,  J. 


Etiing  v.  Commercial  Bank,  7  Rob.  (La.) 
459;  Pierce,  Railroads,  p.  279;  Field,  Corp. 
§§  524,  623;  IjC  Breton  v.  Kennedy,  27  La, 
Ann.  432;  Lafitte  v.  New  Orleans,  C.  d  L. 
R.  Co.  43  La.  Ann.  34,  12  L.  R.  A.  337,  8 
So.  701. 

Whether  the  servant  was  acting  within 
the  scope  of  his  employment  or  not  is  a 
question  for  the  jury  to  decide,  and  is  not 
a  matter  of  law. 

Colien  v.  Dry  Dock,  E.  B.  &  B.  R.  Co. 
69  N.  Y.  170;'^ Eastern  Counties  R.  Co.  v. 
Broom,  C  Exch.  314;  Roe  v.  Birkenhead,  L. 
d  C.  Junction  R.  Co.  7  Exch.  36;  Brokaw 
V.  New  Jersey  R.  d  Transp.  Co.  32  N.  J. 
L.  328,  90  Am.  Dec.  659:  Heweti  v.  SicifU 
3  Allen,  420;  Howe  v.  Ncwmarvh,  12  Allen, 
49;  Beisiegel  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  40  N. 
y.  23;  Jackson  v.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co.  47 
N.  Y.  274,  7  Am.  Rep.  448 ;  Redding  v.  South 
Carolina  R.  Co.  3  S.  C.  N.  S.  1,  16  Am.  Rep. 
681. 

The  plaintiff,  in  order  to  recover  of  the 
defendant,  should  have  shown  such  a  state 
of  facts  to  the  jury  as  left  no  doubt  of  de- 
fendant's responsibility. 

Marion  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  d  P.  R.  Co.  5!> 
Iowa,  428,  44  Am.  Rep.  687,  13  N.  W.  415; 
Jackson  v.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co.  47  N.  Y.  274, 
7  Am.  Rep.  448 ;  Mott  v.  Consumers*  Ice  Co. 
73  N.  Y.  543;  Hoffman  v.  New  York  C.  d 
H.  R.  R.  Co.  87  N.  Y.  25,  41  Am.  Rep.  337 ; 
Cohen  v.  Dry  Dock,  E.  B.  d  B.  R.  Co.  69 
N.  Y.  170:  Stackus  v.  New  York  G.  d  H.  R. 
/.'.  Co,  79  N.  Y.  466;  Hart  v.  Hudson  River 
Bridge  Co.  80  N.  Y.  622;  Redding  v.  South 
Carolina  R.  Co.  3  S.  C.  N.  S.  1,  16  Am.  Rep. 
681 ;  Shea  v.  Sucth  Ave.  R.  Co.  62  N.  Y.  185, 
20  Am.  Rep,  480. 

The  master  or  principal  is  responsible  for 
the  intentional  tortious  acts  of  his  agent  or 
servant,  when  (and  only  when)  done  with- 
in the  range  of  his  employment. 

Gilliam  v.  South  d  North  Ala.  R.  Co.  70 
Ala.  268. 

The  conductor  of  a  train  has  the  entire 
and  exclusive  management  thereof. 

Towns  v.  yifksburg,  S.  d  P.  R.  Co.  37 
I^.  Ann.  632:  Chicago,  M.  d  St.  P.  R.  Co. 
v.  Ross,  112  U.  S.  377,  28  L.  ed.  787,  5  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  184. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  trespasser  riding 
upon  a  freight  train  is  thrown  from  the  top 
of  a  car  while  the  same  is  in  rapid  motion, 
by  a  person  carrying  a  lantern,  whom  he 
supposes  to  be  a  brakeman,  is  not  sufficient 
to  show  a.  liability  on  the  company's  part 
for  resulting  injuries,  when  there  is  no  evi- 
dence as  to  the  alleged  brakeman's  au- 
thoritv. 

Corcoran  v.  Concord  d  M.  R.  Co.  6  C.  C. 
A.  231,  5  U.  S.  App.  453,  56  Fed.  1014;  3 
Elliott,  Railroads,  §  1255;  Lake  Shore  d  M. 


Note. — For  earlier  cases  In  this  series  as  to 
liability  for  servant's  tortious  injury  to  third 
person  In  absence  of  any  contractual  relation, 
see  Ritchie  v.  Waller  (Conn.)  27  L.  R.  A.  161, 
and  note;  Mayer  v.  Thompson-Hutchison  Bldg. 
Co.    (Ala.)    28  L.  R.  A.  433;   Pierce  v.   North 
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Carolina  R.  Co.  (N.  C.)  44  L.  R.  A.  316:  Baltl- 
more  Consol.  R.  Co.  v.  Pierce  (Md.)  45  L.  R. 
A.  527  ;  Nelson  Business  College  Co.  v.  Lloyd 
(Ohio)  46  L.  R.  A.  314  :  Galveston,  H.  St  S.  A. 
R.  Co.  V.  Zantalnger  (Tex.)  47  L.  B.  A.  282. 
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S.  R.  Co.  V.  Peterson,  144  Ind.  214,  42  N. 
E.  480,  43  N.  E.  1 :  Marion  v.  Chicago,  R. 
/.  d  P.  R,  Co.  59  Iowa,  428,  44  Am.  Rep. 
687,  13  N.  W.  415;  Farher  v.  MiasouH  P. 
R.  Co.  116  Mo.  81,  20  L.  R.  A.  350,  22  S. 
W.  631 :  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Toomey,  91  Pa. 
256:  Cauley  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  d  it.  L.  R. 
Co.  98  Pa.  498,  40  Am.  Rep.  664 ;  Texas  d 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Moody  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  23  S. 
\V.  41 ;  International  d  O.  A .  R.  Co.  v.  An- 
derson, 82  Tex.  516,  17  S.  VV.  1039:  Bess 
V.  Chesapeake  d  O.  R.  Co.  35  W.  Va.  492, 
14  S.  E.  234;  Wood,  Railway  Law,  §  316, 
p.  1202. 

Messrs.  "Wise  A  Hemdon  and  Charles 
W.  Elam  for  appellee. 


Cy  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
-court: 

Plaintiff  brought  this  suit  to  recover  $5,- 
000  damages  for  the  death  of  her  husband, 
who  was  killed  while  stealing  a  ride  on  de- 
fendant's train.  The  record  discloses  that 
a  brakeman  of  the  defendant  company  threw 
stones  or  clods  at  plaintiff*s  husband,  who 
was  riding  on  the  rods  of  one  of  the  box 
<?ars  about  midway  of  the  train.  It  appears 
that  the  local  freight  train  of  the  defend- 
ant company  going  north  was  at  or  near 
Mansfield,  Louisiana,  running  at  the  rate  of 
about  6  or  7  miles  an  hour,  and  that  when 
the  engine  passed  the  switch  target  a  brake- 
man  alighted  to  the  ground  from  the  en- 
gine to  change  the  switch  and  let  the  train 
in  on  the  side  track  out  of  the  way  of  a 
<oming  passenger  train.  As  this  freight 
train  was  passing  by  the  switch,  this  brake- 
nian  saw  Marshall  Dorsey  riding  under  the 
box  car.  It  was  then,  while  he  was  under 
the  ear.  that  he  pelted  him  with  stones  or 
clods,  hitting  him  twice.  Dorsey  then  at- 
tempted to  crawl  from  under  the  car,  struck 
bis  head  again.«t  the  platform,  by  which  he 
was  thrown  across  the  track  and  run  over 
by  several  of  the  cars.  He  made  no  attempt 
to  get  off  the  train  until  the  brakeman 
threw  rocks  or  cloils  at  him.  He  was,  by 
his  fall,  occasioned  by  his  endeavors  to  es- 
cape the  rocks  or  clods,  severely  wounded, 
suffered  great  agony,  and  lived  about  eight 
hour*  after  the  accident.  On  the  part  of  the 
defense,  testimony  was  offered  of  statements 
of  the  deceased  that  he  had  stolen  rides 
for  many  years.  Defendant  denies  that  the 
death  of  plaintiff's  husband  was  caused  by 
any  fault  of  its  agents.  It  charged  that 
plaintiff's  husband  came  to  his  death  by  his 
own  fault  and  negligence.  Defendant  also 
denied  that  the  deceased  was  the  husband 
of  the  plaintiff.  The  case  was  tried  before 
a  jury.  The  verdict  awarded  $2,500  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  defendant  prosecutes  this  ap- 
peal from   the  verdict  and  judgment. 

Defendant,  in  the  first  place,  urged  that 
Ryan,  its  brakeman,  was  not  acting  within 
the  wope  of  his  employment :  that,  in  order 
to  recover,  it  was  incuml»ent  upon  the  plain- 
tiff to  show  affirmatively  that  this  brake- 
man  was  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  em- 
plm-nient :  that  not  only  this  proof  was  not 
made,  but  that  the  brakeman  testified  that 
it  was  not  part  of  his  duty  to  put  trespass- 
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ers  off  of  the  train,  his  duty  being  to  report 
trespassers  to  the  conductor  for  such  action 
as  this  officer  might  deem  proper.  In  order 
to  retain  the  full  force  of  the  defense,  the 
defendant  requested  the  jud^^e  of  the  district 
court  to  instruct  the  jury,  m  delivering  his 
charge,  that,  if  they  found  that  no  contract- 
ual relations  existed  between  the  deceased 
and  the  railway  company,  then  the  company 
was  not  responsible  for  any  acts  of  its  brake- 
man  outside  of  the  scope  of  his  employment. 
The  judge  refused  to  give  this  charge  but, 
on  the  contrary,  instructed  the  jury  that  the 
removal  of  trespassers  from  the  cars,  as  a 
matter  of  law,  is  within  the  implied  author- 
ity of  the  company's  servants  on  the  train, 
including  the  brakeman.  Defendant  com- 
plains of  the  charge  as  being  erroneous.  At 
the  outset,  we  find  no  ditticulty,  after  having 
considered  a  number  of  decisions  upon  the 
subject,  in  arriving  at  the  conclusion  that, 
even  though  one  be  a  trespasser  on  a  train, 
he  should  not  be  expelled  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  expose  his  life  or  do  him  great  bodily 
harm.  This  point  has  been  considered  and 
passed  upon  twice  recently.  While  a  mere 
trespasser  is  not  entitled  to  the  considera- 
tion and  protection  of  those  who  are  not 
trespassers,  yet  they  should  not  be  treated 
with  unnecessary  harshness  and  violence. 
Ko  one,  in  the  exercise  of  his  right,  is  au- 
thorized to  resort  to  unnecessary  force.  This 
court  said,  in  Young  v.  Texas  d  P.  R.  Co.  51 
La.  Ann.  295,  25  So.  69:  "A  trespasser  on  a 
railroad  train  must  be  ejected  at  a  place  not 
perilous  for  one  alighting  in  the  night- 
time." Again,  in  Jackson  v.  St.  Louis  H.  W. 
R.  Co.  52  La.  Ann.  1706,  28  So.  241:  "Upon 
the  other  hand,  if  he  was  forcibly  ejected  by 
anyone  for  whom  the  defendant  is  responsi- 
ble, he  is  entitled  to  recover,  no  matter  why 
he  got  on  the  train,  since  there  is  no  law 
authorizing  the  taking  off  of  a  boy's  arm  at 
the  shoulder  as  a  penalty  for  trespassing  on 
railroad  or  any  other  property."  The  juris- 
prudence of  the  courts  of  several  other 
states  is  equally  as  emphatic  and  to  the 
point.  A  trespasser — one  stealing  a  ride — 
was  ruthlessly  removed  and  injured  by  a 
brakeman.  The  court  held  that  this  brake- 
man,  as  J«uch,  was  acting  within  the  scope  of 
his  authority.  Kansas  Cityj  Ft.  8.  d  O.  R. 
Co.  v.  Kelly.  36  Kan.  055,  14  Pac.  172. 
And  held  further,  that,  while  the  defendant 
had  a  right  to  remove  the  trespasser,  but 
in  so  doing  must  exercise  the  right  with  or- 
dinary care  and  pnnlence  on  its  part,  the 
mere  fdct  that  one  is  a  trespasser  was  not 
such  negligence  as  to  relieve  the  defendant 
from  this  obligation. 

This  brings  us  to  a  consideration  of  the 
question  directly  placed  at  issue  by  the  re- 
fusal of  our  brother  of  the  district  court  to 
charge  that  the  removal  of  a  trespasser  is 
not  within  the  expressed  or  implied  author- 
ity of  a  brakeman,  and  his  instruction,  on 
the  contrary,  that  the  removal  of  trespass- 
ers from  cars,  as  a  matter  of  law,  is  within 
the  implied  authority  of  the  company's 
servants,  including  the  brakeman.  We  take 
it  that  the  rule  exempting  the  master  from 
responsibility  is  expressed  in  the  following: 
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When  the  employee,  in  carrying  out  a  pur- 
pose of  his  own,-  does  injury  to  another,  not 
within  the  scope  of  his  employment,  the  em- 
ployer is  not  liable.  We  have  not  found  it 
possible  to  hold  that  the  act  complained  of 
falls  within  the  grasp  of  this  rule.  The 
brakeman  was  not.  at  the  time,  seeking  to 
protect  his  own,  or  resisting  the  act  of  a 
trespasser,  in  so  far  as  he  was  concerned, 
but  was  acting  for  the  employer,  seeking 
to  get  rid  of  a  trespasser,  who  had  placed 
himself  in  an  exposed  position,  dangerous 
to  himself,  and  against  every  requirement 
of  the  rules  regulating  the  business  and 
operations  of  the  defendant  company.  The 
act  complained  of  was  done  in  the  course  of 
his  employment.  We  understand  that  the 
first  duty  of  the  brakeman  is  to  apply  the 
brakes,  either  to  enable  the  car  to  move  on- 
ward or  to  stop;  but  there  are,  we  take  it, 
other  duties  he  is  at  times  called  upon  to 
perform.  He  is  under  the  direction  of  the 
conductor,  who  is  himself  responsible  for  the 
proper  management  of  the  train.  Without 
an  express  order,  we  take  it  that  in  aiding 
to  man  the  train  properly  he  may,  of  his 
own  motion,  see  to  the  removal  of  a  tres- 
passer who  is  stealing  a  ride  suspended  un- 
der the  car  on  or  very  near  the  running  gear 
of  the  cars,  in  the  condition  of  which  the 
brakeman,  as  an  employee,  must,  to  some 
extent,  be- concerned.  With  reference  to  the 
liability  of  the  defendant  for  the  acts  of  its 
brakeman,  the  court  of  appeals  of  New  York 
held  that  the  defendant  is  responsible  unless 
the  brakeman  used  his  authority  for  a  mere 
cover  for  accomplishing  an  independent  and 
wrongful  purpose.  Hoffman  v.  A'cm?  York 
C.  d  H.  R,  R,  Co,  87  N.  Y.  31,  47  Am.  Rep. 
337,  citing  a  number  of  authorities  in  sup- 
port of  this  proposition.  The  decision  in 
Pierce  v.  Sotfh  Carolum  R.  Co.  124  X.  C.  83, 
44  L.  R.  A.  316.  32  S.  E.  309,  is  directly  in 
point.  The  tortious  act  complained  of  in 
that  case  was  the  act  of  a  brakeman  of  a 
railroad  company.  The  Civil  Code  pre- 
scribes that  ''masters  and  employers  are  an- 
swerable for  the  damage  occasioned  by  their 
Ber\-ants  and  overseers  in  the  exercise  of  the 
function  in  which  they  are  employed."  The 
liability  must  be  limited  within  due  bounds, 
but  not  to  the  extent,  however,  of  holding 
that  the  employee  is  not  acting  within  the 
scope  of  his  employment  who,  as  in  this  case 
removes  one  from  a  place  directly  under  his 
eye  as  a  brakeman  in  charge,  to  some  extent 
at  least,  of  the  brakes  and  the  part  of  the 
car  to  which  their  force  and  efTect  extend. 

The  defendant  calls  our  attention  to  the 
fact  ihs^  the  article  just  quoted  further 
provides  that  "even  then  the  master  is  not 
responsible,  unless  he  could  have  prevented 
the  damage  and  did  not  do  it."  This  article 
has  of  late  years  been  invoked  both  in  the 
courts  of  this  state  and  in  the  Federal 
52  L.  R.  A. 


courts.  The  view  pressed  upon  our  atten* 
tion  was  not  sustained.  It  was  held  in  re- 
peated decisions  that  the  employer  is  con- 
structively present;  that  the  management 
is  his,  for  him,  or  in  his  interest;  and  that 
he  cannot  avoid  liability  by  the  plea  that  he 
was  not  present  at  the  moment  of  the  acci- 
dent. The  master  or  employer  is  present  by 
his  management  and  by  the  effect  of  the  em- 
ployment of  one  to  serve  his  interests.  The- 
agent  intrusted  with  the  performance  of  a 
duty  occupies  the  place  of  the  corporation,, 
which  is  deemed  present.  Mattise  v.  Con- 
sumers' Ice  Mfg.  Co.  46  I^.  Ann.  1535,  16 
So.  400.  The  removal  itself  of  the  tres- 
passer was  proper.  The  act  of  removal  was 
the  cause  of  damage.  In  consequence,  this 
cause  does  not  fall  under  the  rule  laid  down 
in  Williama  v.  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.  40 
I^.  Ann.  87,  3  So.  631,  cited  by  the  defend- 
ant. In  the  cited  case  the  "porter  or  brake- 
man"  was  not  called  upon  to  perform  any 
duty  in  which  the  defendant  company  was 
concerned.  He  brutally  assaulted  a  strang- 
er, one  between  whom  and  the  defendant 
there  existed  no  contractual  relations.  The- 
wrongdoer  acted  entirely  from  malice,  un- 
connected with  anything  due  by  him  to  the 
company.  His  employment  contemplated 
no  such  act  as  that  of  which  he  was  guilty. 
Here  the  brakeman  was  seeking  to  oust  a 
trespasser  who  was  trespassing  upon  the 
property  of  his  employer.  Defendant  cites 
several  decisions  rendered  before  commerce 
w^as  as  active  as  it  is  now,  and  prior  to  the 
employment  of  active  and  frequently  dan- 
gerous modes  of  transportation.  The  earlier 
doctrine  has  necessarily  undergone  some 
change  owing  to  the  change  of  conditions 
and  dangers.  "Tlie  earlier  doctrine  has  been 
greatly  modified."  This  being  our  conclu- 
sion on  this  point,  we  deem  it  useless  to 
review  the  cited  decisions  in  cases  in  which 
the  employee  w^as  not  acting  within  the 
eoursic  of  his  employment.  We  are  decided- 
ly of  the  opinion  that  the  character  of  the 
employment  placed  the  onus  of  proof  on  the 
defendant,  showing  that  its  brakeman  was 
not  expei^-ted  to  and  never  exercised  any  su- 
pervision over  the  appliances  under  the  cars. 

We  do  not  gather  from  the  evidence  that 
there  is  the  least  meiit  in  the  allegation  of 
defendant  that  plaintiff  was  not  the  wife 
of  the  deceased. 

We  are  now  to  consider  the  amount  which 
has  been  awarded,  and  determine  whether  it 
should  l)e  increased  or  reduced.  Plaintiff 
asks  for  an  increase,  and  defendant,  on  the 
other  hand,  complains  of  the  amount,  and 
iirges  that  it  is  too  large.  The  jury,  by  its 
verdict,  has  fixed  the  amount.  We  have  de- 
termined, in  view  of  the  facts  of  the  ca.se, 
to  let  it  remain. 

For  the  reasons  assigned,  the  verdict  and 
judgment  are  affirmed  at  defendant's  coats* 


1901. 


Syba  Absurakce  Co.  y.  Packham. 


95 


MARYLAND  COURT  OF  APPEALS. 


SVEA  ASSURANCE  COMPANY  of  Gothen- 
berg,  Sweden,  Appt., 

V, 

EWridge  PACKHAM,  Jr.,  et  ol. 


( 


.Md. 


) 


1.  A  settlement  of  «  unit  for  nnllqvl- 
dated  dmanve*,  brought  by  an  Insured  per- 
son against  a  party  causing  the  loss  of  in- 
sored  property,  when  made  with  the  approval 
of  a  majority  of  the  insurance  companies  in- 
terested In  the  matter,  cannot  be  complained 
of  by  other  companies  that  have  had  a  right 
to  come  in  to  the  suit,  and  have  refused  to  do 
so. 

S.  A  vtipnlated  com  pen  aat  Ion  of  nttor- 
Beya,  eoualstlnHp  of  30  per  cent  of  tlie 
amonnt  recovered  In  an  action  for  un- 
liquidated damages  on  which  Insurance  com- 
panies have  some  claims  for  subrogation,  is 
properly  paid  out  of  the  fund  recovered  be- 
fore paying  over  any  ef  the  money  to  the  In- 
iurers.  where  they  have  paid  over  the  insur- 
ance money  with  full  knowledge  of  this  agree- 
ment, and  have  permitted  the  attorneys  to 
proceed  in  the  litigation  without  objection. 

8.  One  vrho  brings  an  action  for  dam- 
a^ea  on  neconnt  of  Injnrlea  to  Inanred 
property*  and  also  for  other  losses,  not  cov- 
ered by  the  insurance,  but  which  he  was 
obliged  to  Include  in  the  same  action,  and  who 
thereafter  makes  a  bona  fide  settlement  of  the 
soit  with  the  approval  of  a  majority  of  the 
Insurance  companies  that  had  rights  of  sub- 
rogation, by  which  settlement  a  specified  sum 
is  recovered  for  loss  of  insured  property,  and 
a  distinct  recovery  given  him  on  the  other 
claims,  is  entitled  to  hold  all  of  the  latter 
sum  unaffected  by  any  claim  of  an  insurance 
company  that  had  declined  to  take  part  in  the 
proceeding  and  refuses  to  accept  the  settle- 
ment ;  but  such  company  is  entitled  only  to 
its  pro  rata  share  of  the  recovery  allowed  by 
the  settlement  on  account  of  the  insured  prop- 
erty. 

(January  18,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court,  No.  2,  of  Baltimore 
City  in  favor  of  defendants  in  a  suit  to  en- 
join the  ooDsuinmation  of  a  compromise  of 
the  amount  to  be  paid  for  the  negligent  de- 
struction by  fire  of  property  upon  which 
plaintiff  haid  written  insurance.     Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Taylor  A  Keeeh  and  Jolin 
Pdree  Brans,  for  appellant: 

Packham  had  one  indivisible  cause  of  ac- 
tion a^rainst  the  ga«  company,  and  that 
cause  of  action  has  been  merged  in  the  judg- 
ment he  has  obtained.  Such  suit  must  be 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  insured,  and  the 
injured  is  dominus  lit  is ^  and  would  be  al- 
lowed to  conduct  the  suit  without  interfer- 
ence by  th«  insurers^  but  would  be  held  lia- 

XoTE. — On  the  question  involved  in  this  case, 
is  to  subrogation  of  insurer,  see  report  of  simi- 
lar case  In  this  series,  Packham  v.  German  F. 
loa  Co.  (Md.)  50  L.  U.  A.  828;  see  also  au- 
thorities in  note  to  Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A.  v. 
Easton  (Tex.)  3  L.  R.  A.  426,  on  the  right  of 
nbrogation  in  such  catea. 
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ble  for  anything  done  by  him  in  prejudice 
of  their  right  of  subrogation. 

Packham  v.  (irrnian  F.  />w.  Co.  91  Md. 
515,  50  L.  R.  A.  82S,  4(5  Atl.  10t)();  Commer- 
cial Union  A8sur.  Co.  v.  Luster,  L.  R.  9  Ch. 
483;  1  Addison,  Tortij,  §  71;  Chicago,  St.  L, 
d  y.  O.  R.  Co.  V.  Pullman  tiouthcrn  Ca/r  Co. 
139  U.  S.  79,  35  L.  ed.  97,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
490;  Hart  v.  Western  R.  Corp.  13  Met.  99, 
40  Am.  Dec  719;  Rockingham  Mut.  F.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Boshcr,  39  Me.  253,  03  Am.  Dec.  618; 
Wehcr  v.  Morris  d  E.  R.  Co.  36  N.  J.  L.  213. 

The  insured  is  made  by  law,  on  payment 
of  the  loss  under  the  policy,  triL^tee  for  the 
insurer — trustee  to  conduct  such  litigation 
and  to  procure  reimbursement  for  the  in- 
surer from  the  wrongdoer.  He  stands  in  the 
position  of  an  insured  w'ho  has  received  pay- 
ment both  from  the  ineurers  and  the  wrong- 
doer, under  which  circumstances  the  injured 
is  trustee  for  the  insurers  for  the  amount  of 
the  recovery  against  the  wrongdoer,  and  ^vi^ 
be  held  to  an  account  in  a  court  of  chancery. 

Randal  v.  Cochran,  1  Ves.  Sr.  98;  Blaauw- 
pot  V.  Da  Costa,  1  Eden,  130;  White  v.  Dob- 
inson,  14  Sim.  273;  Darrell  v.  Tibhitts,  L.  K. 
5  Q.  B.  Div.  500;  Hart  v.  Western  R.  Corp. 
13  Met  99,  46  Am.  Dec  719;  Varet  v.  »«> 
York  Ins.  Co.  7  Paige,  560;  May,  Ins.  §  454. 

If  a  loss  under  a  policy  of  insurance  is  oc- 
casioned by  the  wrongful  act  of  a  third  party 
the  insurer  occupies  the  position  of  a  mere 
surety,  and  the  wrongdoer  that  of  a  princi- 
pal debtor,  and  all  the  incidents  of  surety^ 
ship  attach  to  the  position  of  the  under- 
writer in  such  a  oase,  including  the  right  of 
subrogation. 

Packham  v.  German  F.  Ins.  Co.  91  Md. 
515.  50  L.  R.  A.  828,  46  Atl.  1066;  May,  Ins. 
§  454;  Billing  v.  Draemel,  16  Daly,  104,  9  N. 
Y.  Supp.  497;  Anson,  Contr.  8th  Eng.  ed. 
238;  Castcllain  v.  Preston,  L.  R,  LI  Q.  B. 
Div.  380;  Hall  v.  Xashville  d  C.  R.  Co.  13 
V7all.  367,  20  L.  ed.  594;  Mobile  d  M.  R.  Co. 
V.  Jurey,  111  U.  S.  584,  28  L.  ed.  527,  4  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  560;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  d  8.  R.  Co. 
V.  Commercial  Union  Ins.  Co.  139  U.  S.  223^ 
35  L.  ed.  154,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  5.54;  The 
Sidney,  23  Fed.  88. 

Op  the  payment  of  tlie  loss  the  under- 
writer is  subrogated  to  all  the  rights  of  re- 
covery of  the  insured  of  every  nature  what- 
soever, including  the  total  spes  recuperandi 
and  the  rights  to  earnings,  freights,  and 
profits,  and  the  right  of  action  against  the 
trespasser  by  whose  wrongful  act  the  loss 
was  caused. 

Kennedy  v.  Baltimore  Ins.  Co.  3  Harr.  & 
J.  367,  6  Am.  Dec.  499;  Houstman  v.  Thorn- 
ton, Holt,  242;  Davy  v.  Hallett,  3  Cai.  10,  2 
Am.  Dec.  241;  Mumford  v.  Hallett,  1  Johns. 
433;  Phillips,  Ina.  §§  1503,  16.57,  1740,  1741 ; 
Liverpool  d  O.  W.  Steam  Co.  v.  Phenix 
Ins.  Co.  129  U.  S.  397,  32  L.  ed.  788,  9  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  409 ;  Phconix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Erie  d  W. 
Transp.  Co.  117  U.  S.  312,  320,  29  L.  ed.  873, 
878,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  750,  1176. 

The  cause  of  action  is  one  and  indivisible, 
and  it  cannot  be  argued  that  he  recoTert 
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in  his  personal  right  as  to  part  of  the  recov- 
ery and  *'a8  an  incident  to  property"  in  the 
thing  insured,  an  another  part  of  the  recov- 
■ery,  and  that  the  insurer  has  only  an  assign- 
ment upon  the  latter  part  of  the  recovery. 
He  cannot  exclude  the  insurer  from,  any  pov- 
tion  of  the  right  of  recovery,  without  releas- 
ing the  insurer  from  all  liability  to  pay  to 
him  the  insurance  money. 

Packham  v.  German  F,  Tns.  Co.  01  Md. 
515,  50  L.  K.  A.  828,  46  Atl.  10«(i:  Car- 
stairs  v.  Mecluinics'^  &  T.  Ins.  Co.  18  Fed. 
473;  Dick  v.  Franklin  F.'  Ins.  Co.  10  Mo. 
App.  370,  81  Mo.  183:  Xiaoara  F.  his.  Co.  v. 
Fidelity  Title  &  T.  Co.  123  Pa.  516,  16  Atl. 
700:  ^Vest  of  England  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Isaacs 
[1890]  2  Q.  B.  377;  titoughton  v.  Manufac- 
turns'  Natural  Gas  Co.  165  Pa.  428.  30  Atl. 
1001. 

Any  attempt  on  the  part  of  appellee  to 
compromise  the  appellant's  right  of  subroga- 
tion can  have  no  other  effect  than  to  make 
him  personally  liable  for  the  value  of  those 
rights  which  arc  mea^sured  by  the  amount  of 
the  payment  under  the  policy. 

West  of  England  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Isaacs 
[1896]  2  Q.  K.  377;  North  of  England  Iron 
8.  S.  Ins.  Asso.  v.  Armstronq.  L.  R.  5  Q.  B. 
244. 

Messrs.  William  A.  Fisher,  J.  Alex- 
ander Preston,  Robert  I<ndlow  Pres- 
ton, and  George  Whitelook  for  appellees. 

Boyd,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
•court : 

Kid  ridge  Packham,  Jr.,  who  traded  as  E. 
Pa<'khaui,  Jr..  &  Co.,  had  his  stock  of  goods 
and  merchandise  insured  in  nine  companion 
for  the  sum  of  $22,500,  which  included  a  pol- 
icy issued  by  the  appellant  for  $3,000. 

While  the  policies  were  in  force  a  fire  oc- 
curred, and  Mr.  Packham  furnisihed  proofs  of 
loss  to  the  companies,  amounting  in  the  ag- 
ICregate  to  $18,600,  but  the  appraisers,  ap- 
pointed under  the  provisions  of  the  policies, 
only  allowed  $17,360.  which  he  received,  less 
certain  discounts.  It  was  claimed  that  the 
lire,  which  occurred  on  December  22,  180S, 
was  the  result  of  the  negligence  of  the  Con- 
solidated Gas  Company  of  Baltimore  city, 
and  on  February  1,  1890.  before  the  insur- 
ance money  was  paid.  Mr.  Packham  insti- 
tuted a  suit  again^^t  that  coiui>any  claiming 
$50,000  for  tlie  destruction  of  the  stock  in 
trade  and  other  losses  which  we  will  have  oc- 
casion to  refer  to.  Tliat  suit  resulted  in  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  $18,000,  the 
amount  having  been  agreed  upon  after  the 
triiil  commeuced.  Interrogatories  were  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury  to  ascertain  the  loss  on 
the  stock  of  merchandise  and  the  loss  to  the 
profits  in  plaintiff's  business,  and  each  was 
answered  by  fixing  the  amount  at  $9,000. 

Judgment  was  entered  on  the  28th  day  of 
November,  1899,  for  the  $18,000  and  on' the 
Ist  day  of  December  it  was  paid  to  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  judgment  was  entered  satisfied. 
On  the  next  day  Mr.  Packham  prepared  a 
statement,  showing  his  calculation  of  the  dis- 
tribution of  the  $9,000.  less  expenses  and 
costs,  to  the  insurance  companies,  which  wa« 
«ent  to  their  representatives,  with  the  rc- 
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quest  that  they  examine  it  and  advise  him 
whether  thcv  found  it  correct.  Six  of  the 
companies  accepted  the  amounts  thus  dis- 
tributed to  them,  and  since  the  bill  was  filed 
one  of  the  original  complainants  in  this 
cause,  the  Palatine  Insurance  Company, 
Limited,  of  Manchester,  England,  aecepti'd 
that  distributed  to  it,  and  the  bill  was  dis- 
missed as  to  that  company.  The  Svea  As- 
surance Company,  by  that  distribution, 
would  only  receive  $805.37,  whilst  it  claims 
$2,317.27,  being  the  amount  it  paid  Pack- 
ham. 

This  bill  was  filed  by  those  two  companies 
against  Eldridge  Packham,  Jr.,  and  the  Con- 
solidated Gas  Company  of  Baltimore  city  to 
prohibit  the  latter  from  paying,  and  the 
former  from  receiving,  the  amount  of  the 
judgment,  to  require  the  gas  company  to 
bring  it  into  court  for  distribution,  and  to 
have  the  court  take  jurisdiction  over  the 
fund.  The  theory  upon  which  the  bill  seek* 
relief  is  that  the  complainant  and  the  ot>hf  r 
companies  were  entitled  to  be  subrogated  to 
tlie  rights  of  Packham  to  the  fund  re<?overed 
from  the  gas  company,  to  the  extent  of  Uie 
amounts  paid  by  them  respectively,  and  tlie 
appellant  denies  his  right  to  compromise  the 
claim  agninst  the  gas  company,  to  retain 
one  half  of  the  amount  received,  and  to  allow 
counsel  30  per  cent  of  the  amount  recoveretl. 

1.  The  policy  of  the  appellant  contains  the 
following  clause:  "If  this  company  shall 
claim  that  the  fire  was  caused  by  the  art  or 
neglect  of  any  person  or  corporation,  private 
or  municipal,  this  company  shall,  on  pay- 
ment of  the  loss,  be  subrogated  to  the  ex- 
tent of  such  payment  to  all  right  of  recov- 
ery bv  the  insured  for  the  loss  resultinjy 
therefrom,  aud  such  right  shall  be  assi«rne\l 
to  this  company  by  the  insured  on  receiving 
such  payment.'*  When  the  money  was  paid 
to  Packham  by  the  appellant,  what  is  called 
a  "subrogation  receipt"  wa*t  signed  by  him, 
which,  in  effect,  followed  the  provision  of 
the  policy.  In  the  recent  case  of  Packham 
v.  German  F.  Ins.  Co.  91  Md.  615,  50  L.  R, 
A.  828,  40  Atl.  1000,  an  insurer's  right  of 
subrogation  was  considered  and  fully  recog- 
nized. That  case  arose  out  of  the  same 
transactions  that  are  now  before  us.  Pack- 
ham sued  that  company  to  recover  the 
amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a  policy  on 
otFice  furniture  and  fixtures  which  were  de- 
stroyed bv  this  fire. 

The  question  was  presented  there  by  a  de- 
murrer to  a  plea  of  the  defendant,  setting 
up  the  suit  against  the  gas  company  and 
the  verdict  entered  by  agreement,  as  a  bar 
to  the  action.  The  recovery  against  the  ^as 
company,  by  the  direction  of  Packham,  did 
not  include  any  compensation  for  loss  in- 
curred under  that  policy,  and  there  was  no 
reservation  of  any  right  for  the  protection 
of  that  com  pan}'.  It  was  held  that  the 
plaintiff  could  not  recover,  as  there  could  be 
no  further  recovery  against  the  gas  company, 
and  the  plaintiff  had  destroyed  the  defend- 
ant's right  of  subrogation  under  the  policy. 
The  general  principle  wns  thus  stated: 
"Contriicts  of  marine  and  fire  insurance  are 
essentially   contracts    of   indemnity,  and,  if 
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ihe  insured  reooven  the  amount  of  his  loss 
from  any  source,  the  insurer  may  recover 
from  him  pro  tantOy  and  this  right  is  called 
the  subrogation  of  the  insurer  into  the  rights 
of  the  insured."  It  is  therefore  useless  to 
cite  other  authorities  to  sustain  that  doc- 
trine which  has  been  generally  adopted  by 
tiie  courts  in  this  country  and  England. 
This  case  presents  some  facts,  however, 
wliich  distinguish  it  from  the  one  above  re- 
ferred to  in  some  important  particulars. 

2.  It  will  be  remembered  that  the  suit 
brounrht  by  Mr.  Packham  against  the  gas 
company  was  instituted  in  February,  1899, 
while  the  insurance  companies  did  not  settle 
the  losses  until  several  months  afterwards, 
^iessrs.  VVhitelock  ai:d  Colton  represented 
htm  under  an  agreement  by  which  they  re- 
ceived $2.50  as  a  retainer  and  were  to  receive 
30  per  cent  of  the  amount  recovered  from 
the  gas  company.  When  the  insurance  com- 
panies settled  Mr.  WhiteAock  communicated 
with  the  representatives  of  several  of  them, 
inoiudin^  Mr.  McCaffrey,  who  represented 
the  appellant,  and  stated  to  them  that  he 
thought  it  desirable  that  all  of  the  compa- 
nies should  co-operate  with  Mr.  Packham 
and  take  such  part  as  they  deemed  compat- 
iNe  with  their  interests,  so  far  as  it  could 
Le  done  without  conflict  with  Mr.  Packham's 
rights. 

Mr.  Keech  was  subsequently  employed  by 
the  appellant,  and  Mr.  Whitelock  told  him 
that  he  had  reached  the  conclusion  that 
there  oould  only  be  one  recovery  against  the 
gas  company,  and  that  in  the  name  of  Mr. 
P;Lckham,  and  as  he,  Mr.  Keech,  represented 
two  of  the  companies,  he  and  ^Ir.  Colton  had 
<ietermined  to  offer  him  a  pro  rata  part  of 
the  fee  for  which  they  had  arranged  with 
Mr.  Packham,  if  he  would  go  into  the  case 
and  assist  at  the  trial.  Shortly  afterwards 
Mr.  Keeoh  wrote  to  Mr.  Whitelock  and,  after 
st^ng  that  he  had  been  looking  into  the 
authorities,  said :  "I  have  oome  to  the  clear 
eondusion,  not  only  that  I  cannot  agree  with 
the  position  you  take,  that  one  suit  is  all 
that  can  be  brought,  but  I  believe  that  the 
only  way  in  which  the  rights  of  my  clients 
can  be  adequately  protected  is  by  instituting 
iweral  suits.  This  I  shall  do  to-day.  I  will 
be  very  glad,  however,  to  give  you  and  Mr. 
Colton  any  aid  in  my  power  in  the  prosecu- 
tion of  your  case,  so  as  to  develop  the  wliole 
situation  to  the  greatest  advantage  of  all  of 
tL<.  You  must  not  hesitate  to  call  on  me  if 
I  can  be  of  service  to  you." 

That  was  dated  October  19,  1899,  and  the 
same  day  he  did  bring  the  two  suits  againat 
the  gas  company  for  his  clients.  Those 
eases  remained  on  the  docket  until  Januarv, 
^hen  the  gas  company  filed  a  petition  m 
this  case  requiring  those  two  companies  to 
elect  between  the  suits  at  law  and  this  bill, 
and  they  elected  to  try  this  cause,  and  the 
actiona  at  law  were  dismissed  on  the  30th 
day  of  January,  1900.  Mr.  Whitelock  testi- 
^  tiiat  he  did  not  communicate  further 
with  the  complainant,  as  he  regarded  ^fr. 
Keseh's  action  a«  a  refusal  to  unite  with 
them  in  the  prosecution  of  the  suit  against 
the  gas  company.  In  that  he  was  eyidently 
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correct,  for,  although  Mr.  Keech  did  offer  to 
give  him  and  Mr.  Colton  any  aid  he  could, 
he  refused  to  go  into  the  case  brought  by 
t]iem,  and  said  he  had  reached  the  conclusion 
that  the  only  way  his  clients  could  be  ade- 
quately protected  was  by  separate  suits  by 
them,  which  he  at  once  instituted. 

After  the  judgment  was  obtained  he  ascer- 
tained, on  further  investigation  of  the  sub- 
ject, that  he  was  mistaken  in  his  original 
position,  and  then  for  the  first  time  made 
claim  to  any  pa  rt  of  the  amount  to  be  recov- 
ered in  tlie  name  of  Packham  for  the  benefit 
of  his  clients.  He  was  probably  misled  by 
the  decisions  in  jurisdictions  where  statutes 
or  the  rules  of  practice  authorize  such  suits, 
and  the  case  of  Packham  y.  Oerman^  F.  Ins. 
Co,,  definitely  settling  the  question  in  this 
state,  had  not  then  b^n  decided. 

The  suit  of  Packham  against  the  gas  com- 
pany came  up  for  trial  on  November  27, 
1899.  During  the  first  day  of  the  trial 
Judge  Fisher,  of  counsel  for  defendant,  sug- 
gested the  possibility  of  reaching  an  agree- 
ment as  to  the  amount  of  a  verdict. 

After  court,  an  arrangement  was  made  for 
a  oonference  that  night.  Mr.  Whitelock 
communicated  with  the  representatives  of 
other  companies,  but  did  not  sdnd  word  to 
Mr.  McCaffrey  because,  to  use  his  language, 
"I  interpreted  Mr.  Keech 's  letter  of  the  19th 
of  October  as  a  positive  refusal  to  look  to  our 
case  as  a  means  of  indemnification  to  his 
company."  After  a  number  of  interviews 
that  night,  the  gas  company  finally  agreed 
to  a  verdict  of  $18,000.  Mr.  Packham  "re- 
fused absolutely  at  first  to  take  it,''  and  it 
was  only  when  those  representatives  of  the 
insurance  companies  who  were  present  as- 
sented to  a  division  of  the  fund  into  two 
equal  parts  that  he  consented  to  it.  The  tes- 
timony shows  that  those  present  not  only 
consented  to  it,  but  deemed  it  a  good  settle- 
ment. The  next  dav  a  verdict  was  rendered 
for  $18,000,  and  the  interrogatories  were  an- 
swered as  above  stated. 

There  is  noticing  in  the  record  to  suggest, 
much  less  prove,  that  it  was  not  a  wise  set- 
tlement, nor  is  there  anything  from  which 
we  can  infer  any  intention  of  defrauding  or 
prejudicing  the  insurance  companies.  All  of 
them  had  an  opportunity  to  be  represented 
in  the  litigation,  those  of  them  who  took 
part  in  it  were  satisfied  that  the  settlement 
should  be  made,  and  the  others  refused  the 
offer  of  Mr.  Packham,  made  through  his  at- 
torneys, to  unite  with  him.  It  is  true  that 
the  attorneys  or  the  appellant  and  the  pala- 
tine company  were  not  notified  of  the  trial 
or  the  proposed  settlement,  but  they  had  not 
only  declined  to  unite  with  Mr.  Packham, 
but  were  still  proceeding  with  their  sepa- 
rate actions  against  the  gas  company.  It 
was  not  a  compromise  of  a  claim  for  which 
the  damages  had  been  ascertained,  but  it 
would  necessarily  have  depended  upon  the 
jury  to  determine  what  amount,  if  any, 
would  be  allowed.  The  gas  company  was 
not  bound  by  the  estimate  placed  on  the 
stock  of  goods  by  the  appraisers,  as  it  was 
not  a  party  to  the  contract  of  insurance. 

The  uncontradicted  evidence  on  that  sub- 
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ject  ip  that  the  insurance  companies  only 
oflFered  Mr.  Packham  alx>ut  33  ^j  per  cent  of 
his  claim.  If  they  were  acting  in  good  faith 
when  they  made  that  offer,  surely  they  could 
not  have  complained  if  the  jury  had  only  al- 
lowed that  much.  They  had  paid  more,  but 
that  was  because  they  were  required  to  do 
BO  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  appraisers 
allowed  it,  but  if  the  jury  had  adopted  their 
view  of  the  amount  of  loss,  as  indicated  by 
their  offer,  it  would  have  awarded  them 
much  lesfl  tlian  the  $9,000  which  was  ob- 
tained through  this  verdict.  When,  then, 
the  representatives  of  the  companies  that 
did  take  part  m  the  suit,  instituted  by  Mr. 
Po^ckham,  urged  it,  and  this  appellant  had 
refused  to  recognize  Mr.  Packham's  right  to 
sue  for  it,  and  there  is  nothing  to  show  that 
it  was  not  a  desirable  settlement  to  make, 
why  should  he  be  prohibited  from  making  a 
compromise? 

It  may  be  conce<Ie<i  that  the  insured  can- 
not fritter  away  the  rights  of  an  insurer  en- 
titled to  be  subrogated,  and  that  he  cannot 
ordinarily  make  a  compromise  without  being 
responsible  to  the  insurer  for  the  amount 
paid  by  him,  but  under  sucii  circumstances 
as  we  have  stated  there  can,  in  our  opinion, 
be  no  question  about  his  right  to  thus  settle 
a  suit  for  unliquidated  dam^igcs,  when  the 
majority  of  thoi?e  interested,  not  only  ap- 
proved it,  but  urged  it.  We  are  now  speak- 
ing of  the  right  of  the  insured  to  compro- 
mise the  suit,  and  not  his  right  to  retain 
part  of  the  amount  received,  which  we  will 
consider  later. 

In  the  case  of  Packham  v.  German  F.  Ins. 
Co.  91  Md.  515,  50  L.  Pv.  A.  828,  46  Atl.  106G, 
it  was  decided  that  only  one  suit  could  be 
brought,  and  that  in  the  name  of  the  in- 
sured, but  neither  tliat  case  nor  any  of  those 
there  relied  on  go  to  the  extent  of  holding 
the  insured  responsible  to  an  insurer  who 
thus  places  the  burden  on  the  insured,  and 
not  only  does  not  ask  to  use  his  name  in  the 
effort  to  recover,  but  refuses  to  do  so,  if  the 
insured  makes  a  compromise  in  good  faith, 
with  the  approval  of  the  insurers  who  did 
take  part  and  who  represented  the  greater 
portion  of  the  claim  in  controversy.  Under 
such  circumstances  the  insured  would  be  jus- 
tified in  making  what  we  have  called  "a 
compromise,"  but  what  was  in  reality  simply 
a  settlement  of  unliquidated  damages  for  a 
sum  that  may  be  as  much  as  the  jury  would 
have  allowed  if  there  had  been  no  agreement 
as  to  the  amount  of  the  verdict. 

3.  Having  determined  that  the  insured  can 
make  a  settlement  for  less  than  he  recovered 
of  the  insurance  companies,  under  such  facts 
as  are  before  us,  it  remains  to  be  determined 
whether  Mr.  Packham  can  retain  any  por- 
tion of  this  verdict  until  he  has  fully  satis- 
fied the  insurers.  There  can  be  no  doubt 
about  his  right  to  retain  out  of  the  fund  his 
costs  and  reasonable  expenses  incurred  in  the 
litigation.  It  would,  indeed,  be  a  harsh  rule 
if  he  must  be  required  to  incur  costs  and 
expenses  in  the  recovery  of  money  for  the 
benefit  of  insurers  without  reimbursing  him- 
self out  of  the  fund  so  recovered.  There  is 
no  evidence  to  show  that  the  amount  he 
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agreed  to  allow  the  attorneys  was  unreason- 
able or  excessive.  Cases  of  that  character 
are  generally  defended  by  all  the  means  the 
la>v  afl'ords.  Thev  often  result  in  several 
trials,  and  usually  the  receipt  of  the  com- 
pensation is  greatly  delayed,  when  taken  on 
a  eoutiuijencv. 

If  the  ease  is  settled  before  it  has  taken 
its  usual  couise,  the  attorney  is  undoubtedly 
benefited  therebv,  but  the  client  is  saved  the 
necessity  and  oftentimes  hardship,  of  pay- 
ing out  cash,  and  has  no  personal  liability 
for  fees  in  the  event  of  failure.  Under  such 
circumstances  he  must  expect  to,  and  usu- 
ally does,  give  a  larger  compensation,  if  suc- 
ce^sful,  than  he  would  if  he  agreed  to  pay 
a  fixed  fee,  whether  successful  or  not.  When 
Mr.  Packham  made  the  arrangement  for  fees 
the  insurers  had  not  paid  the  insurance 
money,  and,  when  they  did,  they  knew  what 
he  had  agreed  to  allow.  Mr.  Whitelock  told 
Mr.  Keech  of  the  arrangement  and  the  let- 
ters from  Mr.  Little,  the  representative  of 
one  of  the  companies,  which  was  sent  to  Mr. 
Kerch's  client  and  filed  with  his  testimony, 
shows  that  it  was  understood  by  the  compa- 
nies. Yet  they  stood  by  without  objecting 
to  it,  and  permitted  the  attorneys  thus  em- 
ployed by^Mr.  Packham  to  proceed,  knowing 
the  terms  of  their  employment. 

The  case  of  Davis  v.  Qcmmell,  73  Md.  530. 
21  Atl.  712,  is  a  conclusive  answer  to  such 
objection  by  them  now.  There  the  attorneys 
were  employed  upon  a  contingent  fee  by  Mr. 
Brvdon,  who  had  sued  in  his  own  name  and 
recovered  a  judgment  which  was  determined 
to  belong  to  the  Nortli  Branch  Coal  Com- 
pany. Some  of  the  stockholders  objected  to 
the  allowance  of  the  fee.  but  this  court  said 
they  "stood  by  and  saw  the  work  done;  they 
neither  interfered  nor  objected:  and  they 
cannot  now  be  heard  in  a  oourt  of  equity  to 
except  to  that  work  being  paid  for  out  of  the 
fund  realized  by  the  labor  of  these  gentle- 
men, especially  when  they  themselves,  these 
exceptants,  are  seektng  to  reap  the  benefit 
of  that  very  work  and  labor." 

In  Neiccomb  v.  Cincintiali  Ins.  Co.  22 
Ohio  St.  382,  10  Am.  Rep.  746,  after  fully 
recognizing  the  right  of  the  insurer  to  l>e 
subrogated  to  a  claim  against  the  wron;:- 
doer,  the  coui-t  said:  "But  the  assured  will 
not,  in  the  forum  of  conscience,  be  required 
to  account  for  more  than  the  surplus  which 
may  remain  in  his  hands  after  satisfying  his 
own  excess  of  loss  in  full,  and  his  reasonable 
expenses  incurred  in  it£  recovery  unless  the 
underwriter  shall,  on  notice  and  opportunity 
given,  have  contribut«d  to.  and  made  com- 
mon cause  with  him,  in  the  prosecution." 
Without  citing  other  authorities  on  that 
subject,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  it  would 
be  inequitable  to  deprive  the  attorneys  of 
the  fees  agreed  to  be  allowed,  or  to  hold  the 
insured  responsible  for  them  and  the  costs 
incurred  in  the  prosecution  of  the  case. 

We  will  now  consider  the  right  of  Mr. 
Packham  to  retain  the  remainder  of  the  $9,- 
000,  in  excess  of  fees  and  expenses.  In  the 
first  place  it  may  be  well  to  ascertain  th<e 
elToct  of  the  subrogation  receipt,  which,  a«. 
we  have  said,  in  substance  follows  the  pro- 
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vision  in  the  policy  and  need  not  be  quoted. 
Broad  as  ita  language  is,  it  cannot  be  con- 
strued to  apply  to  any  claims  or  demands 
beyond  tlio^e  made  by  reason  of  Uie  loss  or 
injury  to  the  property  insured.  If,  for  ex- 
ajople,  Mr.  I'ackham  had  owned  the  house 
in  which  the  merchandise  was  stored,  and 
the  negligence  of  the  gas  company  h^d 
caused  bcith  to  be  destroyed,  it  was  evi- 
dently not  the  intention  of  the  parties  to 
assign  any  claim  he  might  have  had  for  the 
loss  of  the  house. 

When  the  loss  occurs  through  the  tort  of 
.a  wrongdoer  the  insurer  is  entitled  to  be  sub- 
rogated to  the  claim  of  the  insured  for  the 
loss  of  the  insured  property,  not  of  other 
property.  The  money  paid  by  the  appellant 
was  for  loss  and  damage  "to  the  property  in- 
sured by''  its  policy,  and  the  assignment  had 
reference  to  that,  and  not  to  any  other  prop- 
erty, such,  for  example,  as  the  office  furni- 
ture, etc.,  insured  by  the  German  Fire  In- 
surance Company,  and  the  subject  of  dispute 
in  the  Packham  Case  above  referred  to  or  to 
los^  of  profits  in  the  assured's  business. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  from  the  evidence 
that  Packham,  by  his  suit  against  the  gas 
company,  was  seeking  to  recover  for  losses 
other  than  the  merchandise  destroyed  or  in- 
jured. The  declaration  alleges  Ihat  "as  the 
direct  constcquenee  of  such  negligence  and 
wjAt  of  care  of  the  defendant  .  .  .  busi- 
ness of  the  plaintiff  was  arrested  and  inter- 
fered with,"  crtc,  that  "the  plaintiff  has  been 
compelled  to  pay  out,  and  must  continue  to 
pay  out,  large  sums  of  money  for  the  rent 
and  use  of  said  building  until  the  same  may 
be  repaired  as  speedily  as  may  be,"  and  other 
matters.  But  whether  the  allegations  were 
tei'hnicaliy  suillcient  to  enable  him  to  re- 
cover for  io^  of  profits  to  his  business  is  not 
neo(«sary  to  be  determined  in  this  case. 

The  testimony  abundantly  ghows  that  such 
wa6  being  attempted  when  the  case  was  set- 
tled, and,  if  the  defendant  had  raised  any 
question  as  to  his  right  to  do  so  under  the 
pleadings,  the  declaration  could  have  been 
amended,  if  necessary.  It  is  well  settled  in 
this  state  that  in  actions  of  tort  the  loss  of 
profits  in  a  trade  or  business  may  be  re- 
covered, if  it  be  the  direct  result  of  the  de- 
fendant's wron^ul  act  and  is  proved  with 
FuiUcient  certainty.  Brotcn  v.  Werner,  40 
Md.  15;  Sfuifcr  v.  Wilson,  44  Md.  268;  Law- 
9on  V.  Price f  45  Md.  138;  Evans  v.  Murphy, 
87  Md.  498.  40  Atl.  109.  Mr.  Packham  tes- 
tified that  the  damage  done  his  business  by 
the  fire,  up  to  the  time  of  trial,  approximated 
118,000  to  $20,000;  he  said  he  had  fifty-one 
persons  on  his  pay-roll  and  "had  lots  of 
salaries  of  people  in  my  employ  to  carry 
over,"  had  the  rent  of  two  warehouses  for 
MTeral  months  and  other  things  he  men- 
tioned. 

Undoubtedly,  there  were  some  things  he 
named  as  elements  of  damages  that  could 
not  have  been  recovered,  but  there  is  enough 
in  tlie  testimony  to  show  that  he  was  mak- 
ing a  bona  fide  claim  for  damages,  some  of 
*hich  were  recoverable  if  sufficiently  proved, 
in  addition  to  those  for  the  loss  of  the  mer- 
c^iandise.  If  the  minimum  loss  of  business 
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which  he  testified  to,  be  divided  in  half,  it 
amounts  to  $9,000.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
record  which  would  justify  us  in  reaching  a 
conclusion  that  he  was  simply  endeavoring 
to  retain  this  portion  of  the  verdict  by  set- 
ting up  a  defense  which  had  no  merit  in  it 
and  no  foundation  to  base  it  upon. 

On  the  contrary,  it  is  manifest  that  he  was 
making  a  bona  fide  effort  to  recover  damages 
for  the  merchandise,  which  he  knew  would 
go  to  the  insurance  companies  to  the  extent 
of  their  loss,  and  also  for  other  losses  which 
he  had  sustained.  While  engaged  in  tliat 
effort  the  offer  of  settlement  was  made,  and 
he  only  oonsented  to  accept  it  when  urged 
by  the  representatives  of  the  companies 
present,  and  upon  the  express  understand- 
ing that  the  verdict  should  be  divided. 

The  interrogatories  wlych  the  jury  an- 
swered, having  been  submitted  in  pursuance 
of  the  agreement  made,  do  not  add  any 
special  strength  to  his  position,  excepting  in 
so  far  as  they  caused  to  be  made  a  matter  of 
record  that  it  was  intended  to  settle  the 
claim  in  which  the  insurance  companies  were 
interested' for  $9,000,  and  that  the  balance 
was  for  the  plaintiff's  own  compensation 
for  other  losses  he  had  sustained.  If  the 
case  had  gone  to  the  jury  without  any  un- 
derstanding between  the  parties  as  to  the 
amount  of  the  verdict,  we  can  see  no  reason 
why  interrogatories  of  this  character  could 
not  have  been  properly  submitted. 

The  insured  could  not  have  brought  sev- 
eral actions,  but  was  compelled  to  recover 
for  all  his  losses  sustained  by  that  fire  in 
one  suit.  Therefore  when  he  was  claiming 
({amages  for  losses  other  than  those  which 
the  insurance  companies  were  entitled  to,  it 
would  have  been  proper,  if  under  the  rulings 
of  the  court  he  might  recover  other  damages, 
to  have  had  the  jury  determine  the  amounts 
allowed  on  the  respective  claims.  This  case 
differs  materiallv  from  that  of  Dorsey  v. 
Hahersack,  84  Md.  128,  35  Atl.  96,  as  there 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  all  the  damages 
recovered,  and  it  was  sought  to  require  the 
jury  to  determine  "the  amount  of  injury  oc- 
casioned by  some  of  a  number  of  acts  done 
by  the  defendant." 

As  we  there  said:  "In  many  cases  it 
might  be  impossible  for  them  to  determine 
definitely  what  proportion  of  an  alleged  in- 
jury w^as  sustained  by  one  of  several  acts." 
But  in  the  suit  against  the  gas  company  the 
jury,  in  making  up  their  verdict,  would  have 
properly  ascertained  what  loss  was  sustained 
by  the  injury  to  the  merchandise,  which  was 
for  the  benefit  of  the  insurers,  and  what  on 
account  of  the  loss  to  the  plaintiff,  exclu- 
sive sf  that. 

The  case  then  is  practically  as  if  the  in- 
sured had  accepted  $9,000  for  loss  of  the  in- 
sured property,  and  had  thereby  released  the 
wrongdoer  as  to  the  balance.  From  what 
we  have  already  said  it  can  be  seen  that  we 
are  of  the  opinion  that  he  could,  under  the 
peculiar  circumstances  of  this  case,  do  so 
without  being  held  liable  to  the  appellant 
for  more  than  its  proportion  of  the  amount 
recovered,  after  deducting  costs  and  expenses 
incurred  by  him. 
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It  would  be  very  inequitable  to  permit  one 
of  eight  or  nine  insurers  to  stand  off  and  re- 
fuse to  take  part  in  a  suit  brought  by  the  in- 
sured, and  let  him,  at  the  instance  and  with 
the  consent  of  the  others,  settle  for  an  agreed 
amount  and  then  come  into  a  court  of  equity 
and  exact  payment  in  full  of  him,  when  the 
others  only  get  a  part.  The  other  compa- 
nies did  perform  their  duty  towards  the  in- 
sured, and  they,  representing  a  majority  of 
the  claims,  not  only  induced  him  to  accept 
what  they  doubtless  thought  was  for  their 
benefit,  but  by  means  of  that  inducement  pos- 
sibly caused  him  to  accept  less  for  his  indi- 
vidual claims  than  he  might  have  received, 
especially  if  out  of  the  $6,300,  the  net 
amount  he  received,  he  must  be  required  to 
pay  tlie  appellant  and  any  other  company 
that  occupies  a  similar  position  their  claims 
in  full. 

So^  without  in  any  way  questioning  the 
geueral  principle  of  subrogation  as  an- 
nounced in  Fackiiam  v.  Oerman  F.  Ins.  Co. 
and  cases  there  cited,  as  well  as  many  other 
similar  authorities,  we  cannot  apply  it  in  a 
case  such  as  this  where  the  insurer  repudi- 
ated the  right  of  the  insured  to  represent  it 
in  the  suit  against  the  wrongdoer  before 
judgm^t,  and  now  (after  the  insured  has 
in  good  faith  made  a  settlement  in  accord- 
ance with  the  wishes  and  request  of  those 
who  did  co-operate  with  him),  seeks  to  proilt 
by  its  refusal  to  take  part  in  that  proceed- 
ing, on  the  theory  that  it  was  not  a  party 
to  the  settlement,  and  hence  is  not  bound  by 
it. 

We  might  cite  such  cases  as  Newcomh  v. 
Cincinnati  Ina.,  Co.  22  Ohio  St.  382,  10*  Am. 
liep.  746;  Commercial  Union  Aasur.  Co.  v. 
lAster,  L.  R.  9  Ch.  483,  and  National  F. 
Ins.  Co,  V.  McLaren-y  12  Ont.  Rep.  682,  as 
well  as  others,  in  support  of  our  position, 
but  it  seems  to  us  that  the  peculiar  facts  in 
this  case  sufficiently  take  it  out  of  the  gen- 
eral rule  that  a  release  of  the  wrongdoer  by 
an  insured  makes  him  liable  to  the  insurer 
for  the  amount  paid,  to  avoid  the  necessity 
of  quoting  from  authorities. 

4.  The  court  below  was  clearly  right  in 
dismissing  the  bill  against  tiie  gas  company. 
The  amount  of  the  verdict  had  been  paid  by 
it  to  the  insured  before  the  bill  was  filed. 
There  is  no  evidence  of  fraud  on  the  part  of 
the  gas  company  in  connection  with  tiie 
verdict,  and  what  we  have  already  said 
about  the  right  of  the  insured  to  make  the 
settlement  is  sufficient  to  relieve  the  gas 
company.  In  the  absence  of  collusion  or 
fraud  on  the  part  of  that  company,  payment 
by  it  to  Mr.  Packham  discharged  it  from  any 
further  liability  on  account  of  the  fire.  The 
decree  of  the  court  below  must  be  affirmed. 

Decree  affirmed,  appellant  to  pay  the  costs 
above  and  below. 
62  L.  R.  A. 
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Oyatera  takeli  from  ^paters  ovtalde  of 
the  atate  are  not  within  the  provisions  of 
act  1900,  chap.  380,  {  8,  making  it  a  misde- 
meanor to  have  possession  of  oysters  which 
contain  more  than  5  per  cent  of  .shells  or 
which  are  less  than  2V^  inches  from  hinge  to 
mouth,  since  this  act  is  an  amendment  of 
Code,  art.  72,  the  obvious  purpose  of  which 
was  80  to  regulate  the  talcing  of  oysters  from 
the  waters  of  the  state  as  to  preserve  to  Its 
citizens  the  l>en^flts  of  its  oyster^  l>ed8. 

(April  17,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Criminal  Court  of  Baltimore  con- 
victing him  of  violating  the  statute  againat 
having  in  possession  unmarketable  oysters. 
Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion.   , 

yfesars.  Bernard  Carter  and  Albert  8. 
J.  Owens,  for  appellant: 

The  object  of  the  legislation  in  this  state 
regarding  oysters  is,  in  the  main,  ther  preser- 
vation of  the  oyster  beds  in  this  state. 

State  V.  Insley,  64  Md.  28,  20  Atl.  1031 ; 
Dickhaut  v.  State,  85  Md.  451,  36  L.  R.  A. 
705,  37  Atl.  21 ;  Stevens  v.  State,  89  Md. 
609,  43  Atl.  921);  Applegarth  v.  State,  89 
Md.  140,  42  Atl.  941. 

Mr,  Isidor  Banner,  Attorney  General, 
for  appellee: 

The  statute  has  three  objects  in  view: 
(a)  To  protect  the  oyster  beds  of  Maryland; 
lb)  to  prevent  fraud  upon  the  law  and  an 
etva-siou  of  its  provisions  by  constituting  pos- 
session as  the  offense,  irrespective  of  the 
place  where  the  oysters  were  taken  or  pur- 
chased; (c)  to  prevent  the  sale  of  unmer- 
chantable oysters  within  the  state,  in  tlie 
interest  of  the  public  health  of  the  commun- 
ity. 

Stevens  v.  State,  89  Md.  669,  43  Atl.  929 ; 
Com.  v.  Savage,  155  Mass.  278,  29  N.  E.  468 : 
Com.  V.  Young,  165  Mass.  396,  43  N.  E.  118; 
State  V,  Craig,  80  Me.  85,  13  AtK  129;  Roth 
V.  State,  51  Ohio  St.  209,  37  N.  E.  259;  Mag- 
ner  v.  People,  97  111.  331;  Phelps  v.  Racey^ 
60  N.  Y.  10,  19  Am.  Rep.  140;  Ex  parte 
Maier,  103  Cal.  476,  37  Pac.  402;  State  v. 
Lems,  134  Ind.  250,  20  L.  R.  A.  52,  33  N. 
E.  1024;  State  v.  Randolph,  1  Mo.  App.  15: 
Geer  v.  Connecticut,  161  U.  S.  519.  40  L.  ed. 

Note. — For  authorities  in  earlier  volumes  in 
this  series  l>earing  on  the  question  above  de- 
cided, see  Bradshaw  v.  Lankford  (Md.)  11  L. 
R.  A.  582,  and  note;  also  some  cases  in  Louis- 
ville Safety  Vault  &  T.  Co.  v.  Louisville  &  N. 
R.  Co.  (Ky.)  14  L.  R.  A.  on  page  582:  Oustaf- 
son  V.  State  (Tex.)  43  L.  R.  A.  615;  and  Com. 
V.  Hilton  (Mass.)  45  L.  R.  A.  475. 

As  to  governmental  control  over  Nght  of  fish- 
ery generally,  see  note  to  People  v.  Truckee 
Lumber  Co.  (Cal.)  89  L.  EL  A.  581. 
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793,  lU  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  600;  Lawton  v.  Steele, 
152  U.  S.  133,  38  L.  ed.  385,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
Kep.  409;  Hmith  v.  Marylandy  18  How.  71, 
15  L.  ed.  269;  Ford  v.  State,  85  Md.  476,  41 
L.  R.  A.  551,  37  Atl.  172;  Foof  v.  State,  89 
Md.  388,  43  Atl.  775;  Singer  v.  State,  72 
Md.  464,  8  L.  R.  A.  551,  19  Atl.  1044;  Mc- 
Allister V.  State,  72  Md.  390,  20  Atl.  143; 
AppU  garth  v.  State,  80  Md.  140,  42  Atl.  941. 
J/r.  Robert  M .  M cLaae  aleo  for  appel- 
lee. 


r,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  appellant  was  indicted  in  the  criminal 
court  of  Baltimore  city  for  unlawfully  hav- 
ing oy!«ters  in  his  possession  which  contained 
more  than  5  per  cent  of  shells,  and  oysters 
le&s>  than  2V8  inches  from  hinge  to  mouth. 

The  indictment  was  found  under  Acts  of 
1900,  chap.  380,  {  8,  which  provides  that 
"any  p<rrson  who  shall  have  oysters  in  his 
po$!«e$sion  which  contain  more  than  5  per 
cent  of  shells,  and  oysters  less  than  2 Vie  inch- 
es from  hinge  to  mouth,  which  for  the  pur- 
pose of  this  article  are  declared  to  be  un- 
merchantable oysters,  shall  be  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanor;  and  in  ascertaining  such  per- 
centage the  officers  of  the  oyster  police  force, 
and  the  measurers  and  in^spectors,  are  here- 
by authorized  and  directed  to  select  such 
amount  of  oysters  from  any  pile,  hold,  bin, 
liouae,  or  other  place,  as  he  may  think 
proper,  and  to  require  the  same  to  be  culled 
and  disposed  of,  as  provided  in  9  9  of  this 
article;  and  any  person  violating  the  provi- 
sions of  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  the 
penalties  and  tines,  as  provided  in  §  9  of  this 
article  in  precisely  the  same  manner  as  if 
be  were  a  captain  "of  a  boat." 

Section  9  makes  it  unlawful  for  any  per- 
son to  receive  a  cargo,  or  any  part  of  a 
cargo,  of  oysters  unless  an  inspector  or  mess- 
urer  ^ball  be  present  who  shall  determine 
whether  tlie  oysters  have  been  properly 
culled,  and  prescribes  penalties  to  be  im- 
posed upon  the  captain,  master,  or  person  in 
charge  of  the  oysters  for  a  violation  of  its 
provisions.  These  penalties  consist  of  the 
payment  of  a  fine,  and  the  return,  by  the 
captain  or  person  in  charge  of  the  cai^o,  of 
such  portion  of  the  oysters  as  are  under  the 
merchantable  size  to  the  beds  from  w^hich 
they  were  taken,  and  the  scattering  of  them 
npon  such  beds  under  the  direction  of  a 
deputy  commander  of  the  oyster  police. 

The  appellant  demurred  to  the  indictment, 
and  the  court  overruled  his  demurrer.  He 
then  tiled  a  special  plea  asserting  as  his  de- 
fense that  the  oysters,  for  the  possession  of 
whidi  he  had  been  indicted,  formed  part  of 
the  cargo  of  a  schooner  of  which  he  was  the 
captain,  and  that  the  oysters  had  been  taken 
from  the  waters  of  the  state  of  Virginia  by 
citizens  of  that  state  who  had  complied  with 
its  laws  as  to  the  taking  of  oysters  in  its 
waters,  and  had  been  sold  to  him  by  such 
citixens  of  Virginia  at  Manchodoc  creek,  in 
that  state,  and  there  put  upon  his  boat,  and 
from  thence  brought  by  him  to  Baltimore. 
To  this  plea  the  state  filed  a  demurrer  which 
was  sustained  pro  forma  by  the  court.  The 
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case  was  then  submitted  under  a  plea  of  non 
cuL  to  the  court,  which  found  the  traverser 
guilty,  and  imposed  a  fine  upon  him ;  and  he 
appealed. 

The  important  issue  in  the  case  is  the  one 
raised  by  the  special  plea  to  the  indictment, 
which  presents  for  our  consideration  the 
question  whether  the  statute  under  which 
this  indictment  was  found  makes  it  unlaw- 
ful to  have  in  possession  uncuUed  oysters 
which  were  not  taken  from  the  waters  of 
this  state,  but  were  lawfully  taken  from  the 
waters  of  another  state  by  its  citizens,  and 
afterw^ards  brought  into  Maryland. 

We  recently  held,  in  Stevens  v.  State,  89 
Md.  669,  43  Atl.  929,  that  it  is  entirely 
within  the  power  of  the  state  to  prohibit 
the  having  in  pos^^ession  or  exposing  to  sale 
in  this  state,  within  the  close  season,  game 
which  has  been  taken  either  within  the  state 
or  elsewhere.  The  same  principle  would  ap- 
ply to  a  prohibition  against  having  in  poe- 
sessaon  oysters  of  which  more  than  a  speci- 
fied portion  were  of  a  size  declared  by  law 
to  be  unmerchantable.  The  real  question, 
therefore,  to  be  determined,  is  whether  the 
law  now  under  consideration  was  intended 
to  apply  to  oysters  lawfully  taken  from  wa- 
ters outside  the  limit  of  this  state. 

A  careful  examination  of  the  law  satis- 
fies us  that  it  was  intended  to  apply  only 
to  oysters  taken  from  Maryland  waters. 
The  law  does  not  in  express  terms  apply  to 
oysters  taken  from  waters  outside  of  the 
state.  In  that  respect  it  differs  from  the 
act  of  1898,  diap.  206,  passed  for  the  bet- 
ter protection  of  birds  and  game  animals, 
which  was  upheld  by  us  in  Stevens's  Case, 
and  which  by  its  terms  makes  it  unlawful 
to  have  in  possession  or  expose  for  sale  dur- 
ing the  close  season  birds  or  game  animals 
shot  or  killed,  jn  this  state,  "or  in  any  other 
state,  territory,  or  country." 

Before  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1898  the 
game  laws  of  the  state  prohibited  in  broad 
terms  the  catching,  killing,  or  having  in  pos- 
session "any  rabbit"  during  the  close  season. 
Under  the  law  as  it  then  stood  a  dealer  in 
game  in  Baltimore  city  was  indicted  for  hav- 
ing rabbits  in  his  possession  during  the  close 
season,  and,  it  appearing  that  the  rabbits 
had  been  lawfully  killed  in  West  Vir^nia, 
we  held  that  the  traverser  was  not  liable. 
Dickhaut  v.  State,  85  Md.  461,  36  L.  R.  A. 
705,  37  Atl.  21.  In  that  case,  after  a  care- 
ful review  of  the  decisions  in  other  states 
upon  similar  statutes,  we  came  to  the  con- 
clusion that,  as  the  purpose  of  the  statute 
was  to  protect  the  game  in  this  state,  its  '' 
prohibition  must  be  construed  to  relate  only 
to  such  game.  We 'further  held  that  "only 
the  plainest  and  most  mandatory  language 
of  the  lawmakers  would  justify  any  court  in 
holding  that  the  mere  possess^sion  of  game 
lawfully  killed  would  constitute  an  offense." 

The  act  under  which  the  indictment  was 
found  in  the  present  case  was  passed  as  an 
amendment  to  article  72  of  the  Code,  the  ob- 
vious pui*po6e  of  which  was  to  so  regulate 
the  taking  of  oysters  from  the  waters  of  this 
state  as  to  preserve  for  the  benefit  of  its 
citizens  the  oyster  beds  which  have  proved 
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to  be  a  most  valuable  source  of  both  food 
And  occupation  to  the  inhabitants  of  the 
counties  bordering  on  the  Chesapeake  bay 
and  its  tributaries.  Experience  in  this  field 
demonstrated  the  fact  that  taking  from  the 
beds  the  small  oysters  which  were  not  fully 
matured  tended  to  the  early  exhaustion  of 
the  sources  of  supply  of  oysters,  and  the  ulti- 
mate destruction  of  the  important  industries 
depending  upon  a  continuance  of  the  supply. 

Accordingly,  we  find  that  from  1880  down 
to  the  present  time  a  series  of  laws  has  been 
passed  commonly  designated  as  culling  acts, 
requiring  oysters  of  small  size  to  be  separat- 
ed or  culled  from  the  cargoes  of  the  vessels 
employed  in  oyster  fishing,  and  returned  to 
the  beds  from  which  thev  were  taken.  These 
laws,  in  order  to  effectuate  the  purposes  for 
which  they  were  enacted,  contained  various 
provisions  as  to  handling  and  dealing  in  the 
oysters,  and  to  that  end  the  Acts  of  1890, 
chap.  602,  and  1804,  chap.  380,  like  the  one 
now  under  consideration,  prohibit  having 
unculled  oysters  in  possession. 

If  we  turn  now  to  art.  72  of  the  Code  as 
amended  by  the  act  of  1900,  chap.  380,  we 
find  that  §  1,  which  provides  for  issuing  li- 
censes to  tongers.  refers  by  express  terms  only 
to  taking  oysters  "in  any  of  the  waters  of  this 
state."'  Section  19,  which  authorizes  the  li- 
censing of  dredgers,  goes  further  and  speci- 
fies the  particular  waters  in  this  state  in 
which  the  dredging  may  be  done.  Section  7, 
which  provides  for  culling  the  oysters  and 
returning  the  small  ones  to  their  natural 
beds,  aflfects  by  its  express  terms  only  "oys- 
ters taken  from  any  of  the  waters  of  this 
state.'*  Now  §  8,  under  which  the  present 
indictment  is  found,  was  obvioujsly  intended 
to  more  effectually  secure  the  culling  of  the 
oysters  mentioned  in  §  7,  which  were  those 
taken  from  the  waters  of  this  state. 

This  is  made  still  more  manifest  by  the 
pro\nsion  in  §  9,  requiring  the  captain  or 
person  in  charge  of  the  cargo  containing  the 
excessive  proportion  of  small  oysters  to  take 
them  back  to  their  natural  beds  and  there 
scatter  them  under  the  direction  of  an  ofl5- 
cial  of  this  state,  who  oould  have  neither 
power  nor  jurisdiction  beyond  the  limits  of 
the  state.  The  just  and  rational  inference 
therefore  is  that  the  unculled  oysters  re- 
ferred to  in  §  8  were  those  taken  from  the 
waters  of  this  state. 

The  attorney  general  contended  that  §  8 
intended  to  prohibit  the  mere  having  in  pos- 
session unculled  oysters,  from  whatever 
source  obtained,  as  a  necessary  means  of  en- 
forcing the  culling  of  oysters  taken  in  the 
waters  of  this  state.  .It  would  certainly 
have  been  an  appropriate  and  efficient  aid  to 
the  effectual  enforcement  of  the  culling  of 
the  oysters  taken  in  this  state  to  prohibit 
having  in  possession  unculled  oysters  of  any 
kind,  or  t4iken  from  any  source,  and  under 
the  rulings  of  this  court  in  Sterens's  Cdse 
it  would  have  been  within  the  power  of  the 
state  to  do  so.  But  any  such  prohibition  to 
have  been  effectual  must,  under  the  rulings 
in  Dickhaufs  Case,  have  included  in  plain 
and  distinct  terms  all  unculled  oysters,  from 
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whatever  source  obtained,  and  that  has  cer- 
tainly not  been  done  in  §  8. 

The  learned  judge  l^elow  erred  in  sustain- 
ing the  demurrer  to  the  special  plea  of  the 
traverser,  and  for  tliat  reason  the  judgment 
appealed  from  must  be  reversed. 

The  appellant  also  contended  that  the  law 
now  under  consideration  was  unconstitution- 
al because  it  imposed  different  penalties  up- 
on the  several  classes  of  persons  who  were 
prohibited  from  having  unculled  oysters  in 
possession,  and  that  the  classification  tiius 
made  was  unreasonable,  and  that  for  that 
rejison  the  demurrer  to  the  indictment 
should  have  been  sustained. 

As  we  have  determined  that  the  judgment 
roust  be  reversed  for  the  reason  already  stat- 
ed, we  deem  it  unncwessary  to  pass  upon  the 
constitutionality  of  the  law^  which  this 
court  has  determined  should  not  be  done  un- 
less it  is  necessary  for  the  decision  of  the 
case  before  it.  JState  v.  Insley,  64  Md.  30, 
20  Atl.  1031. 

Judgment  rcveised  icith  costs  icithout 
ordering  a  new  trial. 


Mary  J.  WOLF,  Appt., 

V. 

Amelia  FRANK. 


( 


Md. 


) 


1.  A  caaiie  of  action  for  entlclns  a  baa- 
baud  from  bis  -wile  and  depriving  her  of 
his  society,  support,  and  protectioa  arises  In 
her  favor  at  common  law,  and  its  enforce- 
ment, if  suspended  at  common  law  durixig 
coverture  by  reason  of  her  inability  to  sue 
without  Joinder  of  her  husband,  is  autbor- 
iKed,  even  for  a  pre-existing  cause  of  action, 
by  Code,  art.  45,  S  5,  as  amended  by  act  189S, 
chap.  458,  providing  that  married  women  may 
sue  "for  torts  committed  against  them  bb 
fully  as  if  they  were  unmarried." 

2.  Evidence  tbat  tbe  defendant  tn  an 
action  for  alienation  of  a  basband** 
affect lonn  had  been  heard  to  tell  him  to 
leave,  and  seen  to  push  him  from  a  door  on 
different  occasions,  is  inadmissible,  where 
there  Is  nothing  to  show  under  what  circum- 
stances or  at  what  time  these  occurrences 
took  place,  or  that  they  did  not  take  place 
after  suit  was  brought,  and  in  pursuance  of 
a  pufpose  to  build  up  a  defense. 

3.  Bvldence      of      improper     relationa 

Note. — On  the  question  as  to  the  right  of  a 
married  woman  to  maintain  an  action  for  the 
alienation  of  her  husband's  affections  the  earlier 
authoritloH  In  this  series  in  favor  of  the  right 
are  as  follows:  Bennett  v.  Bennett  (N.  Y.i 
6  L.  R.  A.  553,  and  note;  Foot  v.  Card  (Conn.) 
6  L.  R.  A.  829;  Warren  v.  Warren  (Mich.)  14 
L.  R.  A.  545;  Haynes  v.  Nowiin  (Ind.)  14  JU 
R.  A.  787:  Clow  V.  Chapman  (Mo.)  26  L.  R.  A. 
412;  Hodgkinson  ▼.  Hodgklnson  (Neb.)  27  L. 
R.  A.  120;  Price  v.  Price  (Iowa)  29  L.  R.  A. 
150;  Brown  v.  Brown  (N.  C.)  38  L.  R.  A.  242; 
Oernerd  v.  Gernerd  (Pa.)  40  L.  R.  A.  549; 
Dietzman  v.  Mullin  (Ky.)  50  L.  R.  A.  808. 

Contra,  Duffles  v.  Duffies  (Wis.)  8  L.  R.  A. 
420;  Doe  v.  Roe  (Me.)  8  L.  R.  A.  8il3 :  and 
Houghton  v.  Rice  (Mass.)  47  L.  R.  A.  310. 

As  to  right  to  maintain  action  simply  in  na« 
ture  of  crim.  con.  see  Kroessin  v.  Keller  (Minn.) 
27  L.  R.  A.  685. 
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with  another  man,  sustained  by 
plaintiff  in  a  suit  for  alienation  of  lier 
husband's  affections,  is  admisslbie,  If  he  liad 
knowledge  tliereof  before  he  abandoned  her, 
eg  bearing  on  the  cause  of  his  leaving  her, 
and.  if  he  did  not  have  knowledge  thereof,  it 
may  be  admlBsibie  as  reflecting  upon  the  ex- 
tent of  her  injury  and  the  amount  of  dam- 
aged recoverable. 

(December  13,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Washington 
County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  alleged 
wrongful  alienation  from  her  of  the  affec- 
tions of  plaintiff's  husband.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Iiewia  D.  Syester,  for  appellant: 

In  order  to  maintain  an  action  of  this 
eharacier  the  statute  should  contain  a  clause 
expressly  defining  the  scope  of  the  rights 
on  the  part  of  the  wife. 

Crocker  v.  Crocker,  98  Fed.  702. 

As  the  husband  had  no  such  right  under 
the  common  law,  the  wife  could  have  none 
under  a  statute  removing  the  disability  of 
the  hiLsband's  joining  her,  unless  the  stat- 
ute expre.ssly  gave  her  the  right. 

W^atlake  v.  M'eatlake,  34  Ohio  St.  625, 
32  Am.  Rep.  397;  Schouler,  Husb.  &  W.  § 
66;  Van  Amam  v.  Ayers,  67  Barb.  544;  Doe 
r.  R(yc.  82  Me.  503.  8  L.  R.  A.  833,  20  Atl. 
83;  Duffies  v.  Duffies,  76  Wis.  374,  8  L.  R. 
A.  420,  45  N.  W.  522. 

If  the  plaintiff  and  her  husband  lived  un- 
happily before  the  improper  advances  of  the 
defendant  such  evidence  is  pertinent. 

Smith  V.  Masten,  15  Wend.  270;  Tiffany, 
Perw)nal  k  Dom.  Rel.  81 ;  2  Greenl.  Ev.  § 
56;  Reeve,  Dom.  Rel.  4th  ed.  91 ;  Bromley  v. 
Wallace,  4  Esp.  237 ;  Schouler,  Husb.  &  W. 
§  64,  p.  99 ;  Norton  v.  Warner,  9  Conn.  172. 

ilefisrs.  Martia  I<.  Keedy  and  Daniel 
W.  Donb,  for  appellee: 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  acts  of  1898, 
chap.  457,  §  5,  there  can  be  no  question  of 
the  right  of  a  wife  to  maintain  an  action  in 
a  ca:»e  of  this  kind. 

Wolf  V.  Baucreis,  72  Md.  481,  8  L.  R.  A. 
680,  19  Atl.  1045;  Bennett  v.  Bennett,  116 
X.  Y.  584,  6  L.  R.  A.  553,  23  N.  E.  17; 
Haynes  v.  .Voir/tn.  129  Ind.  581,  14  L.  R.  A. 
787.  20  X.  E.  389:  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  133 
Ind.  386.  32  N.  E.  932 :  Searer  v.  Adams,  66 
N.  H.  142,  19  Atl.  776;  Foot  v.  Card,  58 
Conn.  1.  6  L.  R.  A.  829,  18  Atl.  1027;  War- 
ren V.  Warren.  89  Mich.  123,  14  L.  R.  A.  545, 
50  X.  W.  843 ;  Cooley,  Torts,  §  228,  note. 

In  crim.  con.  the  husband's  injury  by  the 
wrong  consists  in  his  mental  suffering  from 
the  dishonor  of  the  marriage  bed,  and  the 
lo^  of  the  affections  of  his  wife  and  the 
comfoft  of  her  society,  as  well  as  the  pe- 
cuniarv  loss  of  her  services.  Where  the 
lA»is  of  the  action  is  the  alienation  of  the 
wife's  affections,  the  measure  of  the  damages 
is  the  value  of  her  services  and  marital  con- 
sort; that  is,  her  conjugal  society,  affec- 
tions, and  assistance,  less  cost  of  keeping 
W.  In  either  case  the  action  is  based 
mainly  on  what  is  termed  the  loss  of  the 
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consortium ;  that  is,  the  loss  of  the  conjugal 
society,  affection,  and  assistance  of  the  wife. 
Prettyman  v.  Williamson,  1  Penn.  (Del.) 
224,  39  Atl.  731;  15  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
2d  ed.  pp.  864-866. 

Boyd,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  suit  was  brought  by  the  appellee 
against  the  appellant  on  March  31,  1900,  by 
her  next  friend,  Grafton  C.  Harper,  but  it 
was  subsequently  amended  by  striking  out 
the  next  friend.  The  declaration  alleges 
that  the  defendant  wrongfully  enticed  and 
procured  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff,  un- 
lawfully and  without  the  consent  and 
against  the  will  of  the  plaintiff,  to  depart 
and  remain  absent  from  her  home  and  so- 
ciety, whereby  she  lost  the  society,  support, 
and  protection  of  her  husband. 

There  are  two  counts  which  are  .similar, 
excepting  the  first  alleges  that  the  act  com- 
plained of  was  done  on  the  25th  day  of  De- 
cember, 1899,  while  the  second  fixes  no  time. 
A  demurrer  was  filed  on  the  ground  that  the 
declaration  stated  no  cause  of  action,  under 
the  law  of  this  state,  which  was  overruled. 
During  the  procuress  of  tlie  trial,  which  re- 
sulted in  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  two  ex- 
ceptions were  taken  to  rulings  of  the  court 
in  excluding  certain  testimony  offered  by 
the  defendant.  The  defendant  appealed 
from  the  judgment,  and  the  questions  pre- 
sented for  our  consideration  are  the  rulings 
of  the  court  on  the  demurrer  and  the  offers 
of  testimony  embodied  in  the  two  bills  of  ex- 
ception. 

1.  This  is  the  first  time  a  suit  of  this 
character  has  been  before  this  court.  There 
lias  been  but  little,  if  any,  difference  of 
opinion  as  to  the  right  of  a  husband  to  sue 
for  what  is  termed  "the  loss  of  consortium," 
that  is,  the  loss  of  his  wife's  society,  affec- 
tion, and  assistance,  and  when  anyone,  by 
the  alienation  of  her  affections,  deprives  him 
of  his  conjugal  rights,  he  is  liable  to  re- 
spond in  damages.  Indeed,  such  right  has 
been  sustained  at  least  as  far  back  as  the 
case  of  Witismore  v.  Oreenhank,  Willes,  577. 
The  authorities  are  not  so  harmonious  as 
to  the  right  of  the  wife  to  sue  for  injuries 
sustained  by  her  !)y  being  unlawfully  de- 
prived of  the  socict}',  affection,  etc.,  of  the 
husband.  But  whatever  differences  now  re- 
main relative  to  it  are,  for  the  most  part, 
as  to  the  source  from  which  she  acquired 
the  right,  rather  than*  whether  such  right 
exists  at  all. 

In  countries  and  states  where  the  common 
law  has  prevailed  members  of  the  bench 
and  bar  have  been  accustomed  in  the  past 
to  consider  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  mar- 
ried women  as  they  existed  under  its  rules, 
and  although  statutes  have  been  passed  from 
time  to  time  enlarging  their  rights  and  in- 
creasing their  liabilities,  they  have,  in  many 
jurisdictions,  including  our  own,  been  for 
the  most  part  kept  strictly  within  the  lines 
fixed  by  legislative  enactment.  The  tenden- 
cy of  modern  legislation  has  been  to  greatly 
increase  their  powers,  and  in  many  states 
of  this  country  such   rights  are  conferred 
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and  such  liabilities  imposed  on  them  as  vill 
probably  furniHh  courts  difficult  problems 
to  solve  in  determining  'wbo  is  the  head  of 
the  house.  But  whatever  their  legal  rights 
have  been  in  the  past,  they  have,  as  a  rule, 
surpassed  their  husbands  in  their  capacity 
to  appreciate  and  enjoy  domestic  happiness. 
When,  then,  the  marital  rights  of  a  woman 
are  unlawfully  invaded,  so  as  to  cause  this 
"loss  of  consortium,"  why  should  she  not  be 
entitled  to  have  the  wrong  done  her  re- 
dressed by  the  law,  as  her  husband  would 
be,  under  such  circumstances?  If  entitled 
to  it,  refusal  to  grant  such  redress  can  only 
be  excused,  if  at  all,  on  the  ground  that,  by 
reason  of  her  peculiar  status  as  a  married 
woman,  no  remedy  had  been  or  could  be  pro- 
vided her,  and  hence  we  must  inquire  into 
and  determine  that  question. 

We  have  seen  it  stated  that  there  are  only 
two  states  in  this  country,  in  which  the 
question  has  arisen,  where  the  right  of  a 
married  woman  to  maintain  such  an  action 
is  still  denied.  Whether  that  be  correct  or 
not,  we  cannot  say,  but  in  our  investigation 
of  the  authorities  we  have  only  found  two, 
Wisconsin  and  Maine,  although  most  of  the 
decisions  are  based  on  statutes.  In  Duf- 
fies v.  Duffles,  76  Wis.  374,  8  L.  R.  A.  420, 

46  N.  W.  522,  it  was  decided  that  neither  at 
common  law  nor  under  the  statutes  of  that 
state,  could  a  wife  maintain  an  action 
against  one  enticing  away  her  husband,  for 
tne  loss  of  his  society  and  support;  and  in 
Doe  V.  Roc,  82  Me.  503,  8  L.  R.  A.  833,  20 
Atl.  83,  affirmed  in  Morgan  v.  Martin,  92 
Me.  190,  42  Atl.  354,  the  right  is  denied,  ap- 
parently on  othe>  grounds.  The  Wisconsin 
case  is  not  alone  as  to  the  right  to  sue  at 
common  law,  and  the  statute  in  force 
when  that  rase  arose  was  held  not  to  sus- 
tain the  right  of  action.  The  case  of  Logan 
V.  Logan,  77  Ind.  558,  cited  in  Duffles  v.  Duf- 
fies, is  practically,  although  not  in  terms, 
overruled  bv  Haynes  v.  yowlin,  129  Ind. 
.'SSI,  14  L.  R.  A. "787.  29  N.  E.  389,  so  far 
as  it  affects  this  question ;  and  the  case  of 
Van  Arnam  v.  Ayers,  67  Barb.  544,  is  over- 
ruled by  Bennett  y.  Bennett,  116  N.  Y.  .584, 
6  L.  R.  A.  553,  23  N.  E.  17. 

There  are  other  cases  which  have  denied 
the  right  of  recovery,  under  the  peculiar 
facts  that  were  alleged  or  proved.  For  ex- 
ample, in  Houghton  v.  Riec,  174  Mass.  .366, 

47  L.  R.  A.  310,  54  \.  E.  843,  and  Xnnlle  v. 
Oile,  174  Mass.  305,  54  N.  E.  841,  it  was 
held  that  the  declarations  wore  not  suffi- 
cient, as  in  that  state  a  husband  could  not 
recover  for  the  mere  alienation  of  the  wife's 
afToetions,  but  there  must  be  the  loss  of  the 
wife's  consortium,  and  a  wife  was  in  no  bet- 
ter position  than  the  husband.  Then  there 
are  cases  in  which  a  distinction  is  made  be- 
tween suits  against  strangers  and  those 
against  the  parents  of  the  husband  or  wife. 
If  the  latter  act  in  good  faith  and  without 
malice  they  are  sronerally  relieved  because 
they  are  under  obligation  by  the  law  of  na- 
ture to  protect  their  children  and  relieve 
them  when  in  distress. 

But  tliere  are  many  authorities  which  sus- 
tain this  character  of  suit.  That  of  Foot  v. 
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Card,  5S  Conn.  1,  6  L.  R.  A.  829,  18  Atl. 
1027,  is  a  leading  one  and  has  taken  a  more 
advanced  position  than  most  of  the  others, 
although  it  has  been  frequently  referred  to 
by  other  courts. 

After  referring  to  the  right  of  the  hus- 
band to  sue,  Justice  Pardee,  in  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  said:  ''Whatever 
inequalities  of  right  as  to  property  may  re- 
sult from  the  marriage  contract,  husband 
and  wife  are  equal  in  rights  in  one  respect; 
namely,  each  owes  to  the  other  the  fullest 
possible  measure  of  conjugal  affection  and 
society,  the  husband  to  the  wife  all  that  the 
wife  owes  to  him.  Upon  principle  this 
right  in  the  wife  is  equally  valuable  to  her, 
as  property,  as  is  that  of  the  husband  to 
him."  He  also  said:  **The  law  will  permit 
no -one  to  obtain  redress  for  wrong,  except 
by  its  instrumentality,  and  it  will  furnish 
a  mode  of  obtaining  adequate  redress  for 
every  wrong.  This  rule,  lying  at  the  foun- 
dation of  all  law,  is  more  potent  than,  and 
it  takes  precedence  of,  the  reason  that  the 
wife  is  in  this  regard  without  the  pale  of 
the  law  because  of  her  inferiority;"  and 
again:  ** Wherever  there  is  a  valuable  right 
and  an  injury  to  it,  with  consequent  damage, 
the  obligation  ia  upon  the  law  to  devise  and 
enforce  such  form  and  mode  of  redress  as 
will  make  the  most  complete  reparation," 

After  speaking  of  the  reason  of  the  gen- 
eral rule  that  a  husband  shall  join  in  a  suit 
for  damages  resulting  from  an  injury  to  the 
person,  property,  reputation,  or  feelings  to 
the  wife,  he  with  great  force  shows  why  that 
should  not  be  done  in  a  case  where  the  hus- 
band by  reason  of  his  own  conduct  has  not 
suffered  the  injury  and  cannot  ask  for  re- 
dress himself;  and  added:  *'To  ask  in  his 
name  would  be  to  plant  the  seeds  of  death 
in  the  cause  at  the  outset,  and  the  law*  does 
not  compel  those  who  have  suffered  wrong 
so  to  ask  for  redress  as  to  insure  denial.  In 
a  case  of  this  kind  the  wife  can  only  ask 
for  damages  by  and  for  herself ;  the  law  can- 
not make  redress  otherwise  than  to  her  sole- 
ly, apart  from  all  others,  especially  apart 
from  her  husband,"  and  the  conclusion 
reached  is  that  of  legal  necessity  the  dam- 
ages for  the  injury  must  be  to  her  solely, 
and  the  suit  could  therefore  be  maintained 
in  her  own  name  at  common  law. 

JnLifuch  V.  Knighi,S)  H.  L.  Cas.  577, Lord 
Chancellor  ("ampbell  thought  that  the  wife 
could  sue  with  bar  husband.  Lord  C'ran- 
worth'was  inclined  to  that  view,  but  did  not 
feel  called  upon  to  express  a  decided  opin- 
irn,  as  the  case  wa^s  to  be  disposed  of  on 
other  grounds.  Lords  Brougham  and  W^ens- 
leydale  thought  an  action  would  not  lie. 
In  Bennett  v.  Bennett,  116  N.  Y.  584,  6  L. 
R.  A.  553,  23  N.  E.  17,  the  court  said:  "A 
remedy  not  provided  by  statute,  but  Spring- 
ing from  the  flexibility  of  the  common  law, 
and  its  adaptability  to  the  changing  nature 
of  human  affairs,  has  long  existed  for  the  re- 
dress of  the  wrongs  of  the  husband.  As  the 
wrongs  of  the  wife  are  the  same  in  princi- 
ple, and  are  caiised  by  acts  of  the  same  na- 
ture as  those  of  the  husband,  the  reme.Iv 
should  be  the  same."    That  case,  however. 
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hftsed  the  right  to  maintain  the  action  on 
the  statute.  It  fully  recognizes  the  right  of 
the  wife  to  damages  for  injury  to  her,  but 
questions  lier  right  to  sue  at  common  law, 
unless  her  husband  joinj),  and  holds  that  the 
Code  of  that  state,  authorizing  her  to  sue 
ftlone,  enabled  her  to  maintain  a  suit  of  this 
charac*ter. 

So.?ie  authorities  hold  that  the  common 
law  gives  a  married  woman  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion, but  by  reason  of  her  disability  of  cov- 
erture the  right  remains  in  abeyance  while 
she  is  married.  There  are  others  in  which 
her  right  to  damages  is  regarded  as  belong- 
ing to  her  at  common  law,  and  hence  she 
can  recover  under  statutes  enabling  her  to 
sue  as  a  feme  sole^  and  still  others  sustain 
her  right  to  sue  under  statutes  giving  equal 
rights  to  husband  and  wife,  irrespective  of 
any  substantive  right  existing  at  common 
law.  For  authorities  on  the  several 
grounds  see,  in  addition  to  the  above, 
Ea\fnes  v.  'Sovclin,  129  Ind.  584,  14  L.  R. 
A.  787,  29  N.  E.  389;  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  133 
Ind.  386,  32  N.  E.  932 )  Seaver  v.  Adams,  66 
N.  H.  142,  19  Atl.  776:  Warren  v.  Warren, 
89  Mich.  123,  14  L.  R.  A.  545,  50  N.  W.  842 ; 
note  V.  Ckapm-jn,  125  Mo.  101,  26  L.  R.  A. 
412,  28  S.  W.  328  ( 8.  c.  46  Am.  St.  Rep. 
468,  where  there  is  an  extensive  note  on  the 
subject)  ;  Hodgkinson  v.  Hodgkinson,  43 
Neb.  269,  27  L.  R.  A.  120,  01  X.  W.  577; 
Westlakc  v.  Wcstlake,  34  Ohio  St.  621,  32 
Am.  Rep.  397 ;  Price  v.  Price,  91  Iowa,  693, 
29  L.  R.  A.  150,  60  N.  W.  202;  Gerncrd  v. 
Gemcrd,  185  Ta.  233,  40  L.  R.  A.  549, 
39  Atl.  884,  and  15  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
2d  ed.  p.  864,  where  many  of  the  above  and 
other  cases  are  cited. 

Under  our  statute  {§  5,  art.  45,  of  the 
Code,  as  amended  by  act  1898,  chap.  458) 
married  women  have  the  power  "to  sue  for 
the  recovery,  security,  or  protection  of  their 
property,  and  for  torts  committed  against 
them,  as  fully  as  if  they  were  unmarried." 
As  it  is  applicable  to  this  case,  there  would 
Bcem  to  be  no  room  to  doubt  that  the  ap- 
pellee can,  in  her  own  name,  maintain  this 
suit.  That,  in  our  opinion,  she  had  a  cause 
of  action  is  apparent  from  what  we  have 
already  said.  Whether  or  not  it  was  pos- 
sible for  her  to  enforce  such  a  claim  at 
eommon  law,  while  still  married,  is  not  now 
material.  We  have  frequently  held  that  for 
personal  injuries  to  a  wife  she  must  at 
common  law  sue  jointly  with  her  husband, 
hut  if  he  died  before  judgment  the  action 
did  not  abate,  but  could  be  prosecuted  by 
the  widow,  and  even  if  he  died  after  judg- 
ment, without  disposing  of  it,  it  survived  to 
her.  "Independently  of  his  wife,  the  hus- 
band had  no  eau.se  of  action  whatever  for 
personal  injury  to  her."  Clark  v,  Wootton, 
63  Md.  115.  Of  course,  that  does  not 
refer  to  his  right  to  sue  for  loss 
«f  services,  expenses  incurred,  etc.,  by 
reason  of  the  injury  to  his  wife.  Mani- 
festly, then,  the  wife  had  at  common 
law  a  cause  of  action  for  such  injuries,  al- 
though she  was  prevented  from  enforcing 
it  during  coverture,  without  the  joinder  of 
ber  husband.  In  cases  of  this  character,  if 
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it  be  admitted  (although  we  do  not  deter- 
mine that  question)  that  she  could  not  have 
sued  at  common  law  during  coverture  be- 
cause her  husband  was  a  necessary  party, 
and  he  ought  not  to  be  a  party  to  a  suit 
brought  to  recover  damages  sustained 
through  his  own  misconduct,  yet  if  he  had 
been  dead,  or  had  abandoned  his  wife  and 
left  the  state,  as  in  Wolf  v.  Bauereia,  72 
Md.  481,  8  L.  R.  A.  680,  19  Atl.  1045,  be- 
fore the  suit  was  brought,  she  could  have 
sued  as  if  she  were  a  feme  sole,  for  her  dis- 
ability would  then  have  been  removed.  As 
the  act  of  1898  authorized  her  to  sue,  as  if 
unmarried,  for  a  tort  committed  against  her. 
we  think  it  gave  her  the  right  to  sue  in 
her  own  name  even  if  the  cause  of  action 
had  arisen  before  this  act  took  effect  (Janu- 
ary 1,  1899),  as  it  emancipated  her  from 
the  disability,  and  her  husband  had  no  right 
to  damages  to  be  recovered  by  reason  of  his 
own  misconduct. 

To  permit  his  marital  rights  to  attach  to 
damages  recovered  for  such  a  cause  would 
be  an  acknowledgment  of  an  injustice  in 
the  administration  of  the  common  law  that 
ought  not  to  be  attributed  to  it  or  coun- 
tenanced by  any  court  governed  by  its  prin- 
ciples. If,  then,  her  cause  of  action  existed 
at  common  law,  but  was  held  in  abeyance 
by  reason  of  her  disability  of  coverture,  this 
statute  relieved  her  of  that  disability;  but, 
independent  of  that,  such  rights  were  con- 
ferred on  married  women  by  the  act  of  1898, 
of  which  the  above  quotation  is  only  a 
small  part,  as  to  remove  all  possible  doubt 
as  to  the  right  of  the  wife  to  sue  in 
cases  of  this  character  as  the  huHband  can. 
This  suit  was  brought  fifteen  months  after 
the  act  of  1898  took  effect,  and  there  is 
nothing  in  the  declaration  to  show  that  the 
cause  of  action  arose  before  that  time,  but 
if  it  had,  it  would  not  have,  for  that  rea- 
son, been  defective  or  demurrable.  The  de- 
murrer  was  properly  overruled. 

2.  The  defendant  offered  to  prove  by  a 
witness  that  she  "heard  the  defendant,  Mrs. 
Wolf,  tell  Frank,  the  plaintiff's  husband, 
to  leave  her  home  and  not  to  come  there  any 
more,  and  that  she  saw  the  defendant  push 
the  said  Frank  out  of  the  kitchen  door  on 
different  occasions."  That  was  objected  to, 
and,  having  been  ruled  out  by  t^e  court,  its 
action  is  brought  before  us  by  the  first  bill 
of  exceptions.  Under  some  circumstances 
such  testimony  might  be  relevant,  as  re- 
flecting upon  the  question  as  to  whether  the 
defendant  did  entice  and  procure  the  hus- 
band to  abandon  the  plaintiff,  but  there  is 
nothing  in  the  record  to  show  under  what 
circumstiinces  or  vvlien  these  things  oc- 
curred. Every  occasion  referred  to  may 
have  been  after  this  suit  was  brought,  so 
far  as  the  offer  shows,  and  all  that  did  take 
place  may  have  been  done  for  the  very  pur- 
pose of  building  up  a  defense  to  the  plain- 
tiff's suit. 

The  occurrences  were  not  said  to  have  tak- 
en place  in  the  presence  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
unless  it  was  shown  that  it  was  a  bona  fide 
effort  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  keep 
the  husband  away  from  her  home,  reflect- 
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Ing  upon  the  question  as  to  whether  she  was 
responsible  for  his  absenting  himself  from 
liis  own  home,  it  could  not  have  aided  the 
jury  in  reaching  a  proper  conclusion.  All 
that  was  proffered  to  be  proved  may  have 
been  the  result  of  a  quarrel  between  them, 
and  did  not  meet  or  explain  the  testimony 
•offered  by  the  plaintiff,  that  he  had  contin- 
ued to  live  at  the  defendant's  house  from 
December,  1893,  to  the  time  of  trial.  If 
she  did  not  want  him  there,  it  would  have 
heen  an  easy  matter  to  get  rid  of  him. 
No  error  is  shown  by  the  record  to  have 
been  committed  in  that  ruling. 

3.  We  think,  however,  there  was  error  in 
the  ruling  as  presented  in  the  second  bill 
of  exceptions.  The  defendant  offered  the 
testimony  of  a  witness  that  the  plaintiff 
had  had  improper  relations  with  one  Kieffer, 
in  October,  1898,  and  offered  to  prove  knowl- 
edge of  such  fact  by  the  plaintiff's  husband. 
While  that  would  not  be  a  bar  to  action, 
unless  it  was  followed  up  by  proof  that  the 
husband  left  his  wife  by  reason  of  her  un- 
faithfulness, and  not  by  the  procurement 
of  the  defendant,  it  would  have  been  proper 
to  be  considered  by  the  jury  in  mitigation 
of  damages.  The  plaintiff  had  proved  that 
on  the  27  th  day  of  December,  185)8,  the  hus- 
band of  the  plaintiff  had  his  trunks  and 
clothes  removed  from  the  home  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  went  to  the  home  of  the  defendant 
to  live,  and  has  been  with  her  ever  since. 
That  was  only  about  two  months  after  the 
alleged  improper  relations  by  the  plaintiff 
with  Kieffer,  and  it  might,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  jury,  have  been  the  cause  of  his 
leaving  the  plaintiff  at  that  time^  but  if 
the  jury  had  believed  that  statement,  it 
<»ertainly  might  have  affected  the  amount  of 
damages  awarded  to  her. 

It  is  impossible  to  fix  any  definite  rule 
in  cases  of  this  character  to  guide  the  jury 
as  to  the  quantum  of  damages  to  be  allowed. 
The  loss  of  the  society,  affection,  etc.,  of  a 
husband  to  a  true  wife  is  necessarily  great- 
er than  to  one  who  herself  has  not  been 
faithful  to  her  marriage  vows.  When  a  de- 
voted wife,  free  from  blame  herself,  has 
been  deprived  of  the  society,  affections,  etc., 
of  her  husband,  by  the  intrigues  and  acts 
of  another,  she  stands  in  a  very  different 
light,  before  the  law  and  before  any  in- 
telligent jury,  from  that  of  a  woman  who 
has  been  unfaithful   herself.     As   was  said 


in  Shufeldt  v.  Shufeldt,  8G  Md.  519,  39  Atl. 
410,  **there  can  be  no  surer  means^adopted 
to  estrange  husband  and  wife,  and  stifle  all 
affections  that  ever  existed  between  them, 
than  the  existence  of  improper  relations,  es- 
pecially of  a  criminal  nature,  between  one 
of  them  and  another  party." 

No  woman  who  permitted  another  man  to 
have  improper  relations  with  her  could  have 
the  desire  for  the  society  and  affection  of 
her  husband  that  the  law  assumes  exists 
between  husband  and  wife,  when  it  author- 
izes a  suit  for  the  unlawful  interference 
with  those  conjugal  rights,  and  a  jury  would 
not  likely  allow  such  a  woman  the  same 
amount  of  damages  as  would  be  awarded 
to  a  plaintiff  free  from  such  fault.  It  is, 
therefore,  a  proper  subject  for  the  consid- 
eration of  the  jury,  when  such  proof  is  be- 
fore them.  As  was  said  in  Smith  v.  Mas- 
ten,  15  Wend.  270:  If  the  plaintiff  was  in 
the  habit  of  improper  intimacy  with  any 
other  than  her  husband,  her  sense  of  moral 
propriety  and  regard  for  chastity  could  not 
be  much  offended  by  the  loss  of  virtue  of 
her  husband.  The  guilt  of  defendant  is  not, 
therefore,  diminishwl,  but  the  plaintiff  has 
sustained  less  damages.  The  merits  of  the 
plaintiff,  but  not  the  demerits  of  the  defend- 
ant, are  less;  both,  however,  are  consid- 
ered by  the  jury  in  forming  their  verdict, 
and  all  the  circumstances  which  diminish  the 
one,  or  enhance  the  other,  are  proper  sub- 
jects for  their  consideration. 

It  is  said  on  the  part  of  the  appellees 
that  the  proffer  did  not  show  when  the 
husband  had  knowledge  of  the  alleged  im- 
proper relations,  but  if  he  never  had  any 
such  knowledge  the  evidence  would  have 
been  admissible,  as  reflecting  upon  the  ex- 
tent of  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff,  sustained 
for  the  reasons  we  have  given  above,  and 
if  he  did  have  such  knowledge  before  he 
left  his  home  to  live,  it  might  have  mate- 
rially reflected  upon  the  question  as  to 
whether  the  defendant  was  responsible  for 
his  leaving.  It  may  be  that  there  was  no 
truth  whatever  in  the  alleged  act  of  unfaith- 
fulness, but  that  was  a  question  for  the 
jui-y,  and  should  have  been  submitted.  The 
judgment  must  therefore  be  reversed  for 
that  error. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  new  trial  award- 
ed, the  appellee  to  pay  the  costs. 


CONNECTICUT  SUPREME  COURT  OF  ERRORS. 


George  A.  ALLEN  et  al, 

V. 

Henry  P.  SOMERS  ct  al,  Appt8. 
(73  Conn.  353.) 

BalleeM  for  litre,  M'Iio  received  drewiied 
poultry    to    be    kept    In    cold    storaijre, 

without  any  specific  agreement  respei-tlnj?  the 


Note. — Liabilily  of  bailee  for  damages  to  goods 
recaced  for  cold  storage. 

The  general  rule  is  well  settled  as  to  the  lia- 
bility of  the  bailee  in  this  class  of  cases  where 
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temperature  to  be  maintained,  are  not  liable 
for  a  damaged  condition  of  the  poultry  due 
to  the  fact  that  the  temperature  was  too  high, 
when  this  was  such  as  is  usually  maintained 
in  cold-storage  rooms,  and  both  parties  sup- 
posed it  would  be  sufficiently  cold,  but  It  was 
not  so  low  as  that  at  which  a  freezer  is  kept. 

(December  18,   1900.) 


damage  is  occasioned  by  negligence  in  falling  to 
maintain  the  proper  temperature,  or  permitting 
deteriorating  odors  to  come  in  contact  with  the 
subject  of  the  bailment.  The  question  most  in 
controversy  Is  as  to  whether  or  not  the  bailee 
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4  PPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
Jl  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  New 
LuDtlon  County  in  favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an 
action  brought  to  recover  compensation  for 
cold  storage  of  property  belonging  to  de- 
fendants.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Solomon  Iincas  for  appellants. 

Messrs.  Brown  A  Perkins,  for  appel- 
lees: 

From  the  delivery  of  the  property  to  the 
plaintiffs  to  be  kept  by  them  as  bailees  for 
hire,  the  law  implies  a  contract  that  they 
will  exercise  ordinary  care  in  keeping  it. 

Ordinary  care  is  that  cp,re  which  an  ordi- 
narily careful  and  prudent  man  exercises  in 
the  care  of  his  own  property. 

Bradley  v.  Cunningham,  61  Conn.  485,  15 
L.  R.  A,  679,  23  Atl.  932 :  Foster  v.  Essex 
Bank,  17  Mass.  500,  9  Am.  Dec.  168;  May- 
Mrd  v.  Buck,  100  Mass.  47 ;  Willett  v.  Rich, 


142  Mass.  358,  56  Ajn.  Rep.  684,  7  N.  E.  776. 

The  court  finds  that  "both  parties  be- 
lieved when  the  property  was  placed  in  the 
plaintifl's  room  that  it  was  suitable  for  its 
preservation." 

The  defendant,  then,  in  leaving  his  own 
to  be  kept  in  the  cold-storage  room  of  the 
plaintiff,  which  he  believed  to  be  suitable 
to  preserve  it,  acted  with  ordinary  care, 
and  if  he  did,  tlie  plaintiffs  did  the  same; 
but  if  the  defendant  did  not  act  with  ordi- 
nary care,  then  he  was  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  which   would   bar  his  recovery. 

The  law  does  not  impose  upon  a  mere 
bailee  for  hire  the  duty  of  preserving  prop- 
erty so  that  it  will  not  spoil  or  deteriorate 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  nature. 

Torrance,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

In  this  action  the  plaintiffs  seek  to  re- 


tras  i«  fact  negiigent.  That  !a  not  considered 
in  this  note,  but  only  the  question  of  liability 
iuid€r  the  facts  of  the  case  as  established. 
Limitations  of  liablHty  are  strictly  construed, 
as  illustrated  by  two  or  three  cases. 

There  are  a  few  exoeptiuns  to  the  general  rule, 
so'-'h  as  bailments  with  knowledge  of  the  partic- 
Qlar  couditioQH  under  which  the  goods  are  to  be 
stored,  as  to  which  the  bailor  may  be  considered 
uas3u:ning  the  risk  by  reason  of  his  knowledge 
of  their  existence,  his  acting  upon  such  knowl- 
edge, and  the  absence  of  any  agreement  or  war- 
raaiy  as  to  the  existence  of  different  conditions. 
Of  such  an  exception  the  main  case  of  Allun 
▼.  SoM£.Rs»  Is  an  illustration. 

A  cold-storage  company  is  responsible  for 
damagei:  resulting  from  the  contamination  of 
esKS  by  the  escape  of  ammonia  in  the  building, 
or  by  gases  from  fruit  in  adjoining  corridors 
and  rooms,  entering  the  room  where  the  eggs 
were  stored.  Hunter  v.  Baltimore  Packing  & 
Cold  Storage  Co.  75  Minn.  408,  78  N.  \V.  11. 

And  is  not  relieved  from  liability  for  damages 
requiting  from  such  contamination  by  the  provi- 
sions of  warehouse  receipts  that  "all  damages 
...  to  perishable  property  at  owner's  risk," 
vhich  Is  to  be  considered  as  referring  to  loss  re- 
sulting from  inherent  qualities  of  the  subject  of 
the  bailment,  and  that  "the  company  will  pro- 
vide any  desired  temperature,  but  will  not  be 
responsible  for  results."  which  clearly  refers  ex- 
ciasiTelr  to  the  results  of  the  temperature  re- 
quested by  the  bailor.     Ihid. 

Nor  is  a  cold  storage  company  relieved  from 
liability  for  damages  resulting  from  the  deterio- 
ration of  cheese  from  dampness  and  mold  due 
to  the  melting  and  dripping  of  frost  and  ice  on 
OTerhead  pipes  by  reason  of  its  negligence  in 
permitting  the  temperature  to  rise  above  the 
point  stipulated  for,  under  a  condition  In  the  re- 
ceipt that  all  property  is  to  be  at  the  owner's 
risk  of  any  loss  or  damage  from  water,  deterlo- 
ratioD.  frost,  or  from  being  perishable,  etc.,  but 
Thicb  did  not  provide  against  negligence  on  Its 
part,  as  the  exemption  from  loss  or  damage 
through  any  particular  cause  will  not  be  con- 
ttnied  to  cover  a  negligent  loss  of  that  charac- 
ter. Minnesota  Butter  &  Cheese  Co.  v.  St.  Paul 
Cold  Storage  Warehouse  Co.  75  Minn.  445,  77 
N.  W.  911. 

I^idence  that  chickens  and  squabs  placed  In 
fi>id  storage  were  in  good  condition,  but  that 
vhen  taken  out  they  were  moldy  and  decayed, 
and  that  the  warehouse  was  damp,  which  would 
fonn  mold,  and  mold  would  cause  rot.  sustains 
a  finding  that  their  condition  when  removed  was 
dne  to  the  negligence  of  the  warehouseman, 
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which  entitles  the  owners  to  recover  for  the  act- 
ual loss  sustained,  without  proof  of  some  specific 
act  of  negligence  producing  the  dampness. 
Leidy  v.  Quaker  City  Cold  Storage  &  Warehouse 
Co.  180  Pa.  323,  36  Atl.  851. 

The  owners  of  apples  placed  In  cold  storage 
under  an  agreement  that  they  shall  be  kept  at 
a  certain  temperature  are  entitled  to  recover 
such  damages  as  they  sustain  by  reason  of  the 
damaged  condition  thereof,  where  It  is  conceded 
that  the  temperature  was  higher  than  that 
stipulated  for.  If  the  condition  of  the  apples  re- 
sulted in  whole  or  in  part  from  failure  to  keep 
the  stipulated  temperature.  Wilson  v.  F.  C. 
Llnde  Co.  47  App.  Div.  327,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  69. 

A  warehouseman  receiving  apples  for  cold 
storage  is  responsible  to  the  owners  thereof  to 
the  extent  to  which  his  negligence  in  falling  to 
supply  proper  ventilation  contributed  to  their 
decay,  even  if  due  In  part  to  the  condition  of 
the  apples  when  placed  in  storage.  Townsend 
V.  Rich,  58  Minn.  559,  60  N.  W.  546. 

And  that  the  method  of  storage  used  by  a 
I  warehouseman  would  result  In  the  contamina- 
tion of  butter  received  for  cold  storage,  is  no 
defense  to  an  ac  tion  for  the  contamination  there- 
of by  odors  from  fruit  stored  In  the  same  ware- 
house, where  the  bailors  were  not  acquainted 
with  the  method  of  storage  used.  Holt  Ice  & 
(\ild-Storage  Co.  v.  Arthur  Jordan  Co.  (Ind. 
App.)   57  N.  E.  575. 

So.  also,  a  warehouse  company  is  liable  for 
damages  to  fruit  taken  for  storage  at  a  tem- 
perature ranging  from  35  to  40  degrees,  but 
which  was  placed  In  a  mucli  lower  temperature, 
whereby  It  was  frozen  and  ruined.  (Jreenwich 
Warehouse  Co.  v.  Maxfield,  8  Misc.  308.  28  N. 
Y.  Supp.  732.  It  was  contended  that  the  owner 
of  the  fruit  knew  the  temperature  of  the  room 
in  which  It  was  placed,  and  that  it  was  placed 
there  with  his  knowledge  and  consent ;  but  this 
Is  not  discussed. 

But  a  warehouse  company  Is  not  liable  for 
damages  to  eggs  received  for  cold  storage,  from 
the  contamination  thereof  resulting  from  the 
negligent  use  of  hard  pine  boards  for  the  inside 
walls  of  the  building  because  of  Inexperience  in 
the  construction  of  such  houses.,  although  Its 
rooms  were  represented  by  a  circular  letter  to 
be  free  from  taint,  where  the  bailor,  who  had 
had  many  years*  experience  in  the  egg  business, 
had  ample  opportunity  to  ascertain,  from  in- 
spection of  the  building,  the  material  of  which 
it  was  composed,  and  the  effect  thereof  upon 
pei'ishable  goods,  and  expressed  his  satisfaction 
with  it  for  his  purpo.ses.  Parker  v.  Union  Ice  & 
Salt  Co.  59  Kan.  626,  54  Pac.  672. 
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cover  compensation  for  keeping,  as  bailees 
of  the  defendants  for  hire,  certain  property 
in  cold  storage.  By  the  pleadings  the  de- 
fendants admitted,  in  effect,  that  the 
amount  of  conipenKation  claimed  was  due; 
but  they  alleged,  by  way  of  counterclaim, 
that  the  plaintiffs  had  not  used  due  care  in 
keeping  the  property,  and  that  as  a  conse- 
quence thereof  the  property  had  spoiled  and 
become  of  no  value,  and  they  claimed  to 
recoter  as  damages  a  much  larger  sum  than 
the  amount  due  for  storage  charges,  less 
said  charges.  The  plaintiffs,  as  a  first  de- 
fense to  the  counterclaim,  denied  these  al- 
legations, and,  as  a  second  defense,  set  up 
a  former  judgment  as  a  bar.  The  court 
held  that  the  former  judgment  was  not  a 
bar,  and  the  case  was  then  tried  upon  the 
issues  formed  by  the  first  defense  to  the 
counterclaim,  irpon  such  trial  the  follow- 
ing material  facts  were  found  by  the  court : 
The  property  in  question  consisted  of  dressed 

And  likewise  a  cold-storage  company  is  not 
liable  for  the  deterioration  of  eirgs  resulting 
from  a  rise  in  temperature  due  to  the  melting  of 
the  ice,  which  did  not  occur  from  any  negligence 
on  Its  part  or  defect  In  tlie  warehouse  or  ice 
house,  where  there  was  no  express  contract  as 
to  the  storage  thereof,  and  t[ie  bailors  Icnew  the 
temperature  necessary  for  the  preservation  of 
eggs,  had  and  acted  upon  full  knowledge  as  to 
the  facilltieK  of  the  plant  and  its  capabilities 
as  to  temperature,  as  to  which  there  was  no 
warranty  or  representation,  put  the  eggs  where 
^  they  pleased,  had  access  at  all  times,  frequently 
examined  and  took  out  eggs  therefrom,  had  In- 
formation or  the  means  of  information  as  to  the 
daily  temperature,  and  were  aware  of  the  change 
of  temperature  before  the  damage  occurred, 
but  made  no  suggestion  with  reference  there- 
to. Sutherland  v.  Albany  Cold-Storage  &  Ware- 
house Co.  55  App.  Div.  212,  66  X.  Y.  Supp.  835. 

One  who  contracts  for  the  cold  storage  of 
eggs  at  a  certain  temperature  must,  in  order 
to  entitle  him  to  recover  for  the  spoiling  there- 
of, show  that  they  were  in  a  fit  and  sound  con- 
dition, and  in  such  condition  as  to  keep  at  a 
stipulated  temperature,  when  stored,  and  that 
the  deterioration  thereof  resulted  solely  from 
the  acts  of  the  warehouseman.  Doswell  v.  Col- 
lins <Pa.)  7  Cent.  Rep.  487,  8  Atl.  845. 

But  in  Holt  Ice  &  Cold'Storage  Co.  v,  Arthur 
.Jordan  Co.  (Ind.  App.)  57  N.  E.  575,  Involving 
butter  contaminated  by  the  odors  of  fruit,  the 
rule  is  stated  that  plaintlflT,  In  an  action  for  In- 
jury to  goods  received  for  cold  storage,  makes  a 
prima  facie  case  entitling  him  to  recover,  where 
he  shows  the  delivery  thereof  in  good  condition 
and  a  return  In  a  damaged  condition,  not  result- 
ing from  any  cause  inhei'ent  in  the  goods,  and 
the  burden  is  upon  the  bailee  to  account  for  the 
injury  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  exercise 
of  reasonable  care  on  his  part ;  but  where  the 
bailee  accounts  for  the  injury  thereto  in  a  man- 
ner consistent  wMth  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care 
on  his  part  the  bailor  must  prove  positive  negli- 
gence occasioning  the  loss. 

Measure  of  damages. 

Diminution  of  the  market  value  of  fruit  from 
decay,  caused  by  the  temperature  of  the  place 
where  it  was  stored  being  allowed  to  reach  a 
much  greater  height  than  that  stipulated  for  by 
the  contract,  may  be  considered  as  an  element 
of  damages  in  an  action  for  breach  of  the  con- 
tract. Hyde  v.  Mechanical  Uefrigerating  Co. 
U4   .Mass.  '*32,  Jl   .N.   K.  673. 

The  measure  of  damages  for  the  improper 
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poultry,  and  was  known  to  be  such  by  the 
plaintiffs  when  they  received  it  from  the 
defendants.  The  defendants  intrusted  it  to 
the  plaintiffs  in  boxes  and  packages,  to  be 
kept  in  the  cold-storage  room  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, as  bailees  for  hire.  It  was  received 
by  the  plaintiffs  in  prime  condition,  but 
when  redelivered  to  the  defendants  it  'was 
in  bad  condition.  The  term  ''cold  storage/' 
as  used  in  the  trade,  means  a  storehous^e  or 
storeroom  ordinarily  used  for  the  preserva- 
tion of  butter  and  eggs,  where  the  tempera- 
ture is  kept  at  a  low  degree,  but  above  the 
freezing  point:  while  a  **freezer"  is  a  place 
for  the  preservation  of  meat  or  poultry 
where  the  temperature  is  kept  below  the 
freezing  point, — from  zero  up  to  32.**  **I 
am  not  satisfied  that  these  technical  terms 
were  understood  either  by  the  plaintiffs  or 
the  defendants,  and  I  find  that  both  parties 
believed,  when  the  poultry  was  placed  in 
the  plaintiff's  room,  that  it  was  suitable  for 

care  of  eggs  stored  in  a  warehouse  containing 
whatf  Is  known  as  a  "cold-storage  room,"  which 
is  claimed  to  be  specially  adapted  to  the  storage 
of  eggs,  is  their  market  value  in  the  localitj 
where  Injured  when  they  were  injured,  and  not 
the  highest  market  price  the  bailor  coald  have 
obtained  at  that  time  in  any  market ;  and  when 
the  market  Is  fluctuating,  and  the  prices  some- 
what indefinite,  the  average  range  of  price  about 
the  time  inquired  of  affords  the  proper  stand- 
ard of  the  market  value.  Adams  v.  Su Mi- 
van.  100  Iiyd.  S.  While  the  language  might 
indicate  that  the  time  of  injury  should  be 
considered  as  the  time  for  the  estimate  of 
The  damages,  there  was  no  question  raised  in 
the  case  as  to  any  injury  prior  to  the  time  the 
eggs  were  withdrawn  from  storage,  as  remarked 
in  Molt  Ice  &  Cold  Storage  Co.  v.  Arthur  Jor- 
dan Co.  (Ind.  App.)  57  N.  R.  575,  so  that  dam- 
ages were  evidently  estimated  as  of  the  time  of 
withdrawal.  And  in  the  latter  case  the  obliga- 
tion of  a  bailee  of  butter  for  storage  in  a  cold- 
storage  warehouse  to  return  the  property  in  as 
good  a  condition  afi  when  received,  except  as  to 
Injury  without  the  bailee's  fault,  is  said  to  con- 
tinue until  ihe  bailment  ends. 

The  measure  of  damages  for  injury  to  butter 
contaminated  by  the  odor  of  fruit  stored  in  the 
same  warehouse  is  the  difference  l)etween  Ms 
market  value  In  Its  damaged  condition  In  the 
locality  where  injured,  at  the  time  of  Its  re- 
turn to  the  owner,  which  In  legal  contemplation 
is  the  time  the  injury  occurred, , and  such  value 
in  good  condition  at  .such  time,  although  odors 
were  contaminating  part  of  the  butter  before 
the  termination  of  the  bailment,  which  was  for 
an  indeflnlte  term,  where  the  bailee,  with  knowl- 
edge of  such  contamination,  voluntarily  contin- 
ued the  bailment  without  removing  the  contami- 
nating influences,  which  it  was  in  Its  power  lo 
do.  Holt  Ice  &  Cold-Storage  Co.  v.  Arthur  Jor- 
dan Co.  (Ind.  App.)  57  N.  E.  573. 

The  price  to  be  taken  as  the  market  price  in 
determining  the  damages  recoverable  l)y  the 
owners  of  chickens  and  squabs  injured  by  tlie 
negligence  of  a  cold-storage  company  is  such  as 
Is  obtainable  for  squabs  and  chickens  kept  in 
cold  storage  for  the  same  length  of  time.  Leidy 
V.  Quaker  City  Cold  Storage  &  Warehouse  Co. 
J 80  Pa.  323,  36  Atl.  80 1. 

The  right  to  recover  Is  limited  to  the  actual 
loss  sustained.     Ihid. 

Cases  Involving  the  liability  of  carriers  for 
negligence  in  respect  to  temporary  cold  storage 
in  refrigerator  cars  during  transportation  are 
not  included  in  this  note.  J.  E.  W. 
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its  preservation/*  The  plaintiffs  exercised 
due  care  in  the  management  of  their  cold- 
<lora|>e  room  while  the  defendants*  prop- 
erty was  there,  and  kept*  it  at  a  temperature 
vtiryiog  from  22**  to  25°  above  zero,  which 
\Ms  ti  low  temperature  for  a  cold-storage 
room,  but  was  too  high  a  temperature  to 
properly  keep  and  preserve  poultry  for  such 
ao  extended  period  as  this  poultry  was  kept, 
"or  reasonably  might  have  been  expected  to 
be  kept  when  placed  in  storage.**  The  plain- 
liffs'  cold-storage  room  was  not  adapted  for 
the  »afe  preservation  of  poultry  for  an  ex- 
tended period,  and  the  poultry  in  question 
va&  damaged  in  consequence  of  being  kept 
in  too  high  a  temperature. 

Upon  these  facts  the  defendants  asked 
the  court,  in  effect,  to  rule  as  follows:  (1) 
That  the  property  being  in  prime  condition 
when  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  in  a 
(Jamaged  condition  when  received  back  by 
the  defendants  the  burden  was  upon  the 
plaintiffs  to  show  that  they  kept  said  prop- 
erty with  ordinary  care  and  diligence;  (2) 
that  to  keep  the  property  in  question  witli 
ordinary  care  and  diligence  required  of  the 
plaintiffs  that  ordinary  care  and  diligence 
customary  among  prudent  men  engaged  in 
the  business  of  keeping  dressed  poultry  in 
cold  borage,  '*and  that  the  rule  preHi'ribe<l 
the  diligence  of  experts  as  the  standard  of 
attention  and  watchfulness,  using  the  term 
Experts*  as  descriptive  of  persons  having  ac- 
tual knowledge  of  the  business,  derived  from 
experience."  The  court  sustained  the  ttrst 
of  these  claims,  and  about  this  ruling  no 
ctnnplaint  is  made  by  either  party:  but  the 
i'oun  also  held  that,  upon  the  facts  found, 
tlie  plaintiffs  had  sustained  such  burden, 
and  bad  kept  the  property  with  the  care  and 
diligence  required  of  them  under  the  circum- 
*tam-es:  and  the  principal,  if  not  the  only, 
question  upon  this  appeal  is  whether  the 
"ourt  erred  in  so  holding.  We  are  of  opin- 
ion that  it  did  not  err. 

It  appears  by  the  finding  that  there  are 
two  kinds  of  storage  rooms  in  use,  where 
^oods  of  a  perishable  nature  are  accuntomcHl 
to  be  stored  for  keeping,  one  known  as  a  freez- 
er, and  the  other  as  a  cold-storage  house  or 
room,  and  that  the  temperature  of  the  freez- 
er is  ordinarily  kept  much  lower  than  that 
of  the  cold-storage  room.  The  plaintiffs 
kept  a  cold-storage  room,  and  not  a  freezer, 
and  this  was  known  to  the  defendants  when 
they  intrusted  their  property  to  them.  The 
<'laim  of  the  defendants  in  the  court  below, 
'i2  L.  B.  A. 


as  we  understand  it,  was,  in  effect,  that, 
unless  the  plaintiffs  kept  the  temperature 
of  their  storage  room  at  the  temperatui'e  of 
a  freezer,  they  had  not  used  the  care  and 
diligence  required  of  them.  If  such  a  duty 
rested  upon  the  plaintiffs,  it  was  imposed 
either  by  law  or  by  the  agreement  of  the 
parties.  No  claim  is  or  can  be  made  in  the 
ease,  as  it  stands,  that  such  a  duty  was  im- 
posed upon  them  by  agreement.  No  such 
claim  is  set  up  in  the  pleadings.  Even  if 
we  assume,  as  the  defendants  claim,  that 
the  somewhat  meager  allegations  of  the 
counterclaim  on  this  point  are  helped  out 
by  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  still, 
at  most,  the  counterclaim  only  alleges  that 
the  gooiis  were  intrusted  to  the  plaintiffs 
to  be  kept  in  cold  storage  as  bailees  for 
hire.  There  is  no  allegation  that  the  plain- 
tiffs assumed  any  other  duty  towards  the 
defendants  than  that  which  the  law  im- 
posed upon  them  as  cold-storage  bailees  for 
hire.  If,  then,  the  duty  to  keep  their  room 
at  the  temperature  of  a  freezer  did  not  rest 
upon  the  plaintiffs  by  specific  agreement, 
did  the  law,  under  the  circumstances,  im- 
pose upon  them  any  such  duty?  We  think 
not.  The  general  rule  is  that  a  bailee  of 
goods  to  be  kept  for  hire  mu;«t.  in  keeping 
them,  exercise  that  degiee  of  care  and  dili- 
gence which  may  reasonably  be  expected 
from  a  person  of  ordinary  prudence  in  his 
situation.  Bradley  v.  Cunningham,  61 
Conn.  48.')^ jm,  15  L.  R.  A.  679,  23  Atl.  932. 
This  general  rule  may.  of  course,  be  varied 
by  agreement.  The  cane  at  bar  falls  within 
the  general  rule.  The  duty  of  the  plaintiffs 
was  to  keep  the  temperature  of  their  room 
at  the  ordinary  cold-storage  room  tempera- 
ture. The  law,  under  the  circumstances  of 
this  case,  imposed  that  duty  ui>on  them,  in 
the  absence  of  specific  agreement  otherwise; 
and  this  was  the  only  duty  that  rested  upon 
them,  so  far  as  the  temperature  of  the  room 
was  concerned.  This  duty  they  fully  per- 
formed. They  did  not  engage  to  ko^p  the 
goods  in  a  freezer,  and  were  not  liable  for 
not  doing  so. 

As  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  must 
stand,  it  heronies  unnecoHHary  to  consider 
the  matters  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  which  is 
made  a  part  of  the  record,  and  we  express 
no  opinion  thereon. 

There  is  no  error. 

The  other  Judges  concur. 


110 


Massachusetts  Supbemb  Judioiai.  Court. 


Jan.» 


MASSACHUSETTS  SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT. 


William  H.  LINCOLN  ct  a?.,  Appts.,  Exrs., 
etc.,  of  Frank  N.  Thayer,  Deceased, 

V. 

Alice  H.  BURR  AGE. 
(177  Mass.  378.) 

1.  A  promise  to  pay  a  nhare  of  the  cont 
of  a  party  >Tall  >vlien  It  In  nsed,  made 
by  a  grantee  for  himself,  his  heirs,  and  as- 
signs to  a  grantor  who  had  built  the  wall 
but  had  previously  sold  the  adjoining  lot, 
does  not  run  with  the  land  so  as  to  bind  one 
who  subsequently  acquires  both  lots  and 
malces  use  of  the  foundations  of  the  party 
wall  in  erecting  a  new  building  on  them. 

2.  A  Ktipnlatlon  In  a  deed  as  to  a  pa^ty 
iTall  bnilt  by  the  grantor,  who  has  pre- 
viously conveyed  the  adjoining  lot,  by  the 
terms  of  ivhich  *^he  granteo,  his  iielrs,  and 
assigns  are  Abound  tu  pay  a  share  of  the  cost 
of  the  wall  whenever  it  is  used,  does  not  cre- 
ate an  implied  promise  to  pay  for  such  wall 
on  the  part  of  one  who  subsequently  acquires 
both  lots,  and  uses  the  imrty  wall  in  the 
foundations  of  a  new  building  on  both  lots. 

(January  3,   1901.) 

APPEAL  by  complainants  from  a  judg- 
ment of  the  Supeiior  Court  for  Sutfolk 
County  in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action 
brought  to  enforce  an  aj^reement  to  pay  for 
the  use  of  the  party  wall.     Affirmed. 

Defendant  purcha.sed  two  adjoining  lots 
in  the  city  of  Boston.  Upon  one  was  a 
dwelling  house  having  a  party  wall  stand- 
ing partly  on  the  adjoining  lot,  which  was 
vacant.  The  house  had  been  erected  by 
plaintiff's  testator,  who  at  the  time  was 
the  owner  of  both  lots.  After  his  death 
his  executor  conveved  the  one  on  which  the 
house  stood  to  one  Flower,  and  the  other  to 
one  Rose.  In  the  deed  to  Rose  was  the  fol- 
lowing clause:  "Said  grantee,  by  accepting 
this  deed,  agrec/s,  for  himself  and  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  to  pay  to  said  executors,  or 
their  successors  in  said  trust  from  time  to 
time,  the  value  at  the  time  of  use  of  so 
much  of  said  party  wall  standing  on  the  de- 
ftcribed  premises,  including  the  piling  and 
foundations  under  the  same,  as  he  or  they 
may  at  any  time  use."  The  title  of  both 
lots  having  become  vested  in  defendant,  she 
proceeded  to  remove  the  building  and  erect 
another  covering  both  lots,  using  in  the 
work  the  foundations  of  the  party  wall. 
Plaintiffs  then  brought  this  action  to  hold 


Note. — On  questions  as  to  rights  in  party 
wall  there  are  other  authorities  in  this  series 
as  follows : 

As  to  lack  of  mutuality  to  invalidate  cove- 
nant for  party  wall  running  with  land,  see 
Mott  V.  Oppenheimer  (N.  Y.)   17  L.  R.  A.  409. 

For  easement  anfl  servii  Je  as  to  party  wall 
created  by  agreement,  see  cases  in  note  to  Fow- 
ler V.  Saks  (D.  C.)  7  L.  R.  A.  649. 

For  promise  to  pay  part  of  expen!»e  of  party 
wall,  see  Nalle  v.  Paggi  (Tex.)  13  L.  R.  A.  50: 
Matthews  v.  Dixey  (Masa.)  5  L.  R.  A.  102;  and 
Swift  V.  Calnan  (Iowa)  37  L.  R.  A.  462. 

For  covenant  as  to  party  wall  generally,  see 
Nalle  v.  Paggi  (Tex.)  1  L.  B.  A.  33,  and  note. 
62  L.  R.  A. 


her  liable  upon  the  agreement  in  the  deed 
to  Rose. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Reginald  Foster  and  William 
D.  Turner,  tor  appellants: 

This  agreement  was,  in  a  sense,  a  per- 
sonal one,  between  the  plaintiffs  and  Rose. 
Kose,  by  accepting  the  deed,  became  bound 
by  its  terms,  because  the  law  implies  an 
agreement  upon  his  part;  but  its  terms  did 
not  make  Roue  liable  unless  he  were  the 
owner  at  the  time  of  u.ee. 

The  terms  of  the  agreement  embraced  also 
Rose's  heirs  and  assigns,  and  when  the'  de- 
fendant accepted  her  deed  with  notice  of 
and  subject  to  this  agreement,  she  became 
I  bound  by  its  terms,  on  an  as.sump>*it  implied 
I  by  law,  in  the  same  way  that  Ro«>e  had  be- 
come bound  before. 

titandish  v.  Lawrence^  111  Mass.  Ill; 
Maine  v.  Cumston,  98  Mass.  317;  Richard- 
sofi  V.  Tob€i/y  121  Mass.  457,  23  Am.  Rep. 
283;  Walker  v.  Stetson,  1(»2  Mass.  86,  38 
N.  E.  18.  8ee  also  Irving  v.  Turtibull 
[lOOOJ  2  Q.  B.  129. 

The  defendant,  by  destroying  the  wall, 
either  used  the  wall,  or  rendered  impos.sible 
the  happening  of  the  contingency  upon. 
which  payment  was  to  be  made,  and  there- 
fore becomes  liable  immediately. 

yalle  V.  Paggi,  81  Tex.  201,  13  L.  R.  A. 
50,  10  S.  \V.*932,  17  S.  W.  370;  Raxcson. 
V.  Bell,  46  Ga.   19. 

Mr.  Bancroft   G.   Davis,   for  appellee: 

In  order  that  the  plaintiffs  may  succeed 
in  this  action  they  must  satisfy  the  court 
that  the  covenant  or  promise,  express  or  im- 
plied, or  liability,  upon  which  they  sue,  was 
one.  the  burden  of  which  ran  with  the  land, 
while  the  benefit  thereof  did  not  run  with 
the  land. 

There  is  no  authority  in  Massachusettsi 
or  elsewhere  for  saying  that  the  burden  of 
this  promise  ran  with  the  land  while  the 
benefit  of  it  remained  in  the  original  prom- 
isee. 

The  general  rules  governing  covenants 
w'hich  run  with  the  land  are: 

1.  Where  the  relation  of  lessor  and  lessee 
does  not  exist  the  benefit  of  a  covenant  con- 
cerning land  runs  with  the  land,  but  the 
burden  does  not. 

Spencer's  Case,  5  Coke,  16,  1  Smith,  Lead. 
Cas.  9th  Am.  ed.  174;  Cole  v.  Hughes,  54 
N.  Y.  444.  13  Am.  Rep.  611;  Whiitentonr 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Staples,  164  Mass.  327,  29  L. 
R.  A.  500,  41  N.  E.  441. 

2.  In  Massachusetts  it  is  held  that  both 
the  benefit  and  the  burden  of  such  cove- 
nants run  with   the  land. 

Morse  v.  Aldrich,  19  Pick.  449;  Sarage^ 
V.  .1/ason,  3  Cush.  .500;  King  v.  Wight,  155 
Mass.  444,  29  N.  E.  644;  Bronson  v.  Coffin^ 
108  Mass.  180,  11  Am.  Rep.  336. 

3.  Party-wall  agreements  are  regarded  a*j 
creating  easements  of  use  and  support  in 
Massachusetts,  and  promises  to  pay  for  the 
use  of  the  wall  when  under  sesil  are  cove- 
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Daots  of  which  both  the  benefit  and  burden 
nm  with  the  land. 

Savage  v.  Mason,  3  Cush.  500;  King  v. 
Wight,  155  Mass.  447,  29  N.  E.  644, 

4.  Neither  the  benefit  nor  the  burden  of 
a  promise  runs  with  the  land  unless  it  is 
a  covenant,  i.  e,,  unless  it  is   under   seal. 

Kennedy  v.  Otcen,  136  Mass.  199:  Mar- 
tin V.  Drinan,  128  Mass.  515;  Parish  v. 
Whitney,  3  Grav,  516.  See  also  Nalle  v. 
Faggi   (Tex.)    1  L.  R.  A.  33,  9  S.  W.  205. 

.5.  The  Massachusetts  courts  have  also  es- 
tablished a  doctrine  which,  in  view  of  the 
nile  of  Martin  v,  Drinan,  appears  to  us  to 
be  rather  anomalous,  namely,  that. if  A  con- 
veys to  B  by  a  deed  poll  which  contains 
a  stipulation  that  B  shall  pay  for  a  party 
wall  standing  in  part  on  the  granted  land 
when  he  shall  use  it,  B  or  B  s  grantee  is 
obliged  to  pay  "to  whomsoever  should  be 
the  owner  of  the  adjoining  lot  when  he 
should  desire  to  use  the  half  of  the  wall  on 
his  side." 

King  v.  Wight,  155  Mass.  447,  29  N.  E. 
644;  Maine  v.  Cumston,  98  Mass.  317; 
Richardson  v.  Tohey,  121  Mass.  457,  23  Am. 
Rep.  283. 

6.  It  has  also  been  decided  by  a  majority 
opinion  in  Massachusetts,  in  a  case  where 
the  court  said  that  no  action  at  law  for  the 
breach  of  any  promise  or  covenant  would 
lie,  that  in  equity  an  "equitable  servitude"' 
to  pay  money  to  the  owner  of  the  servient 
tenement  might  be  established. 

Whittenton  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Staples,  164  Mass. 
319,  29  L.  R.  A.  500,  41  N.  E.  441. 

The  plaintiflTs  in  the  case  at  bar  do  not 
bring  themselves  within  any  of  the  classes 
of  cases  in  which  a  recovery  is  allowed  in 
this  commonwealth. 

If  defendant's  liability  arises  out  of  cove- 
nant, the  covenant  runs  with  the  land,  and 
both  the  liability  to  perform  and  the  right 
to  enforce  are  vested  in  the  same  person. 
Hence  the  liability  is  extinguished. 

Savage  v.  Mason,  3  Cush.  505;  King  v. 
Wight,  155  Mass.  447,  29  N.  E.  644. 

The  promise  sued  on  is  not  a  covenant. 
It  was  not  signed  or  sealed  by  the  defendant 
or  her  grantor. 

Pariah  v.  Whitney,  3  Gray,  516;  Martin 
Y.  Drinan,  128  Mass.  515. 

If  there  is  any  implied  promise  to  pay  for 
the  use  of  the  wall  it  runs  to  Mrs.  Burrage 
herself  as  owner  of  lot  A;  and  therefore 
Ginnot  be  enforced  against  herself. 

Maine  y.  Cumston,  98  Mass.  317;  Rich- 
ardson T.  Tobey,  121  Mass.  457,  23  Am. 
Rep.  283;  Standisk  v.  Lawrence,  111  Mass. 
Ill;  King  y.  Wight,  155  Mass.  444,  29  N. 
£.  644. 

Holaaes,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  acceptance  by  Rose  of  the  conveyance 
to  him  implied  a  promise  by  him  to  pay  for 
the  party  wall  at  the  time  of  use.  Al- 
though not  a  covenant,  under  our  decisions 
such  a  promise  might  be  hel4,  in  equity,  if 
not  at  law,  to  follow  the  analogy  of  cove- 
52  L.  R.  A. 


nants  running  with  the  land  in  a  case  to> 
which  that  analogy  would  apply.  Whittenton 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Staples,  164  Mass.  319,  29  L.R.  A. 
500,  41  N.  E.  441.  But  it  is  most  unusual 
to  see  a  covenant  under  which  the  rights 
are  held  in  gross  and  the  burdens  go  with 
the  land.  We  suspect  that  it  would  be  hard 
to  find  in  the  books  another  case  like  Mid- 
dlefield  v.  Church  Mills  Knitting  Co.  160 
Mass.  267,  272,  35  N.  E.  780.  Compare, 
further,  Walsh  v.  Packard,  165  Mass.  189, 
192,  40  L.  R.  A.  321,  42  N.  E.  577.  Leav- 
ing cases  of  landlord  and  tenant  on  one- 
side,  commonly,  where  the  burden  of  a  cove- 
nant goes  with  land,  the  covenant  either  cre- 
ates a  servitude,  or  a  restriction  in  the 
nature  of  a  servitude,  in  favor  of  a  neigh- 
boring parcel,  or  else  is  in  some  way  inci- 
dent to  and  inseparable  from  such  a  servi- 
tude, or,  if  attached  to  the  dominant  estate, 
appears  to  be  the  quid  pro  quo  for  tl>e  ease- 
ment enjoyed.  Savage  v.  Mason,  3  Cush^ 
500;  Richardson  v.  Tobey,  121  Mass.  457, 
23  Am.  Rep.  283;  Norcross  v.  James,  140 
Mass.  188,  191,  2  N.  E.  946;  King  v.  Wight, 
155  Mass.  444,  29  N.  E.  644;  Whittenton 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Staples,  164  Mass.  319,  29  L. 
R.  A.  600,  41  N.  E.  441.  In  the  present 
case  Rose's  assumpsit  did  not  purport  to 
be  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner  for  the- 
time  being  of  the  adjoining  land.  The  deed 
which  he  accepted  showed  that  his  grantors 
had  conveyed  that  land  so  that  they  could 
not  annex  a  promise  to  it,  and  disclosed  na 
interest  on  their  part  to  secure  compensa- 
tion for  use  of  the  party  wall  to  their  gran- 
tee. On  the  contrary,  the  stipulation  is  iu 
favor  of  the  executors  making  the  convey- 
ance, "or  the  successors  in  said  trust  from 
time  to  time,"  showing  in  the  clearest  way 
that  the  benefit  of  the  promise  was  intended 
to  be  personal,  and  a  postponed  compensa- 
tion to  the  estate  for  the  use  of  a  wall 
which  the  testator  had  built.  This  is  the 
construction  upon  which  this  action  is- 
brought.  But  if  the  promise  is  personal  on 
the  side  of  the  benefit,  no  reason  whatever 
is  shown  for  departing  from  the  tradition 
of  the  law  in  order  to  make  it  follow  the 
land  with  its  burden,  as  we  have  already 
said.  Indeed,  the  words  of  Rose's  promise 
are  satisfied  if  they  be  read  as  a  personal 
promise  to  pay  whenever  he  or  his  assigns 
may  use  the  wall.  Furthermore,  it  never 
is  to  be  forgotten  that  under  all  circum- 
stances it  is  an  anomaly  requiring  explana- 
tion when  an  active  duty  is  other  than  per- 
sonal, and  is  attached  to  land.  See  Nor- 
cross  V.  James,  140  Mass.  188-190,  2  N.  E. 
946;  Cole  V.  Hughes,  54  N.  Y.  444,  13  Am. 
Rep.  611.  This  difficulty  is  felt  so  strongly 
in  England  that,  when  a  duty  to  pay  for  a 
party  wall  is  recognized  between  ownera 
who  have  not  contracted  together  personally,. 
it  seems  likely  that  it  will  be  worked  out 
in  terms  of  implied  contract,  as  it  was  in 
Irving  v.  Tumbull  [1900]  2  Q.  B.  129.  See 
also  Maine  v.  Cumston,  98  Mass.  317,  320; 
Standish  v.  Lawrence,  111  Mass.  Ill,  114; 
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Richardson  v.   Tohey,   121   Mass.  457,  459, 
4(50,  23  Am.  Rep.  283. 

The  plaintifT»  put  their  argument  in  the 
iorm  last  suggested.  But  we  do  not  see 
any  reason  why  a  change  in  the  fiction 
sliould  enlarge  their  rights.  In  fact,  the  de- 
fendant did  not  contract  with  the  plaintiffs. 
Any  ground  upon  which  she  should  be  held 
liable  in  contract  would  be  a  fiction.  In 
the  present  case,  where  the  plaintiffs  have 
no  interest  in  the  property  used  by  the  de- 
fendant, it  is  no  better  to  say  that  a  con- 
tract is  implied  than  to  say  that  it  runs 
M-ith  the  land.  If  a  covenant  by  Rose  in 
the  form  of  the  stipulation  set  forth  would 
not  have  bound  his  assigns,  even  under  our 
law,  which  permits  the  burden  of  such  cove- 
nants to  be  transferred,  and  if,  therefore, 
there  was  no  obligation  on  the  defendant 
arising  from  Rose's  simple  contract  on  the 
analoj?v  to  such  a  covenant,  we  conceive 
that  we  should  be  unwarranted  in  saying 
tliat  a  contract  by  the  defendant  was  to  be 
implied  simply  from  the  fact  of  that  same 
contract  by  Rose  and  the  defendant's  suc- 
cession to  his  title. 

It  is  not  quite  clear  that  there  are  any 
further  facts  which  might  strengthen  the 
plaintiffs'  case  on  this  latter  ground  of  im- 
plied contract.  It  is  not  quite  clear  that  the 
defendant  actually  contracted  even  with  her 
grantor.  It  does  not  appear  that  her  gran- 
tor was  Rose.  If  both  these  facts  be  as- 
sumed to  have  been  in  the  form  most  favor- 
able for  the  plaintiffs,  while  it  may  be  that 
slight  circumstances  would  be  laid  hold  of 
to  avoid  circuity,  and  to  establish  a  privity 
of  contract  l)etween  the  parties  to  this  suit, 
still  it  would  be  difficult  to  imply  a  con- 
tract in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  simply  on 
the  ground  that  a  contract  was  made  with 
somebodv  else.  In  the  cases  which  have 
gone  furthest,  the  first  step  has  been  that 
.both  lots  have  been  conveved  under  an  ar- 
rsingeraent  with  contemplated  reciprocal 
benefits  and  burdens  between  the  two. 
Maine  v.  Cumston,  98  Mass.  317,  320;  Irv- 
ing V.  TurnbuU   [1900]   2  Q.  B.   129. 

Perliaps  a  word  should  be  said  of  a  case 
properly  enough  not  cited  at  the  argument, 
— Haper  Stock  Disinfecting  Co.  v.  Boston 
Disinfecting  Co.  147  Mass.  318.  17  N.  E. 
504, — where  a'  promise  was  implied  on  the 
part  of  the  assignees  of  a  license  under  a 
patent  granted  by  deed  poll  containing  a, 
stipulation  for  payment.  In  that  case  the 
license  was  revocable  on  failure  to  pay  as 
agreed,  and,  as  a  license  in  its  nature  is 
not  an  estate,  but  a  personal  permission,  it 
was  quite  reasonable  to  say  that  the  defend- 
ant really  accepted  it  from  the  plaintiff,  al- 
though through  a  third  person,  and  by  do- 
ing so  impliedly,  but  actually,  agreed  to  pay 
for  it  according  to  its  terms. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
»2  L.  R.  A. 
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1.  A  v^ia^ral  trademark  for  a  inan«- 
factvrer's  vooda,  or  for  a  large  variety  of 
them,  may  be  acquired  by  its  use  very  largely 
in  the  jobbing  trade  of  a  particular  market, 
and  In  the  general  retail  trade  throughout  a 
large  section  of  country  to  cover  a  wide  range 
of  articles  which  he  manufactures  and  sells, 
although  he  at  the  same  time  uses  other 
names,  most  of  which  are  used  for  the  spe- 
cial goods  of  particular  dealers  only, 

2.  Contlnaed  value  In  a  trademark, 
and  absence  of  Intent  to  abandon  It, 
may  be  found  notwithstanding  discontinu- 
ance of  Its  use  together  with  the  business  la 
which  It  was  employed  for  a  period  of  four 
years  so  as  to  entitle  its  owner  to  resume 
Its  use  as  against  one  who  acquired  rights 
by  Its  use  during  the  Interval  of  discontinu- 
ance. 


8.  A  trademark  may  be  found  to  kave 
Indicated  tbe  nource  from  which  the  arti- 
cle to  which  It  was  attached  was  recommend- 
ed, rather  than  that  of  its  manufacture,  so 
that  its  owner  may  change  its  use  from  goods 
-of  his  own  manufacture,  to  those  sold  by  htm 
as  Jobber,  and  to  Incorporate  the  word  Into  his 
business  name  as  such  Jobber. 

(April  4.  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Suffolk  County 
in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  to  re- 
strain the  alleged  infringement  of  a  trade- 
mark.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

.Mr.  Normaa  F.  HeMoltine,  for  appel- 
lants : 

The  respondent  never  acquired  a  good  and 
valid  trademark  in  the  so-called  "Knicker- 
bocker" label,  or  any  part  thereof. 

The  respondent  never  intended  to  claim  a 
trademark.  If  a  merchant  uses  a  mere  sym- 
bol or  picture,  not  for  the  purpose  of  iden- 
tifying his  wares,  but  for  the  purpose  of 
advertising  them  and  bringing  them  promi- 
nently before  the  public  and  leading  to  in- 
creased sales,  there  is  an  advertisement,  not 
a  trademark.  There  must  be  an  intention 
to  claim  a  trademark. 

Columbia  Mill  Co.  v.  Alcorn,  150  U.  S. 
460,  37  L.  ed.  1144,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  i51 ; 
Levy  V.  Waitt,  56  Fed.  1016:  Kohler  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Beeshore,  8  C.  C.  A.  215,  17  U.  S. 
App.  352.  5J)  Fed.  576;  Browne,  Trademarks, 
2d  ed.  9  121). 

A  merchant's  valid  trademark  should  be- 
come identified  with  his  goods.  Such  iden- 
tification can  only  be  by  continuous  ana  un- 
interrupted use,  which  is  one  of  the  ele- 
ments of  intention. 

Hopkins,  Unfair  Trade,  8  H:  Trademark 

Note. — For  earlier  case  In  this  series  as  to 
temporary  discontinuance  of  u»e  to  constitute 
abandonment  of  trademark,  see  Levy  y.  Waltt 
(C.  C.  A.  1st  C.)  25  L.  B.  A.  190. 
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V(ucs,  100  U.  S.  82,  8uh  nom.  United  Siatc8 
y.  Steffens,  25  L.  ed.  550;  Levy  v.  Waitl^ 
25  L.  R.  A.  190,  10  C.  C.  A.  227,  21  U.  S. 
App.  .'594.  61  Fed.  1008;  Menendez  v.  Holt, 
128  L'.  S.  514,  32  L.  ed.  520,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
143. 

There  being  no  continuous  and  uninter- 
rupted use  necessary  to  identify  the  label, 
or  any  part  thereof,  with  the  product,  there 
could  be  no  trademark. 

Schumacher  v.  Schicenke,  36  Pat.  Off. 
Gftz.  457. 

The  principle  of  many  trademarks  in  a 
biisinei«i«  "cannot  be  tolerated.'' 

Columbia  Mill  Co.  v.  Alcorny  150  U.  S. 
4iJ0.  37  L.  ed.  1144,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  151 ; 
hohler  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Beeshore,  53  Fed.  202, 
«  C.  C.  A.  215,  17  U.  S.  App.  352,  59  Fed. 
572;  Rickter  v.  Reynolds.  8  C.  C.  A.  220,  17 
r.  S.  App.  427,  59  Fed.  577,  52  Fed.  455: 
l^y  V.  ^Vaitt,  25  L.  R.  A.  190,  10  C.  C.  A. 
227.  21  U.  S.  App.  394,  61  Fed.  1008;  ±1- 
taiiy  Perforated  Wrapping -Payer  Co,  v. 
John  Hoberg  Co.  102  Fed.  157. 

Even  if  the  respondent  did  have  a  valid 
trademark  in  1890,  he  lost  it  by  abandon- 
ment. A  trademark  abandoned  is  a  subject 
of  appropriation. 

A  simple  statement  that  respondent  did 
Dot  intend  to  abandon  amounts  to  no  more 
than  a  willingness  to  contest  the  case.  In- 
tention entirelv  disassociated  from  action  is 
a  state  of  mind  with  which  courts  have  not 
cooc-emed  them^^lves  since  the  time  of  the 
Inquisition. 

(Jftrge  v.  Smith,  52  Fed.  832. 

There  was  an  abandonment  at  law.  The 
facts  in  eindenee  would  amount  to  an  aban- 
donment at  law. 

Story,  Partn.  §  99;  Barber  v.  Connecti- 
cut Hut.  L.  Ins.  Co,  15  Fed.  312;  Armstrong 
1.  Kleinhans,  82  Ky.  303,  56  Am.  Rep.  894. 

As  goodwill  has  no  separate  existence,  so 
a  trademark  cannot  exist  apart  from  the 
goodwill  or  business  with  which  it  is  asso- 
ciated. 

Allan.  Goodwill,  pp.  2,  26;  Kerly,  Trade- 
marks, pp.  272.  287 :  Hopkins,  Unfair  Trade', 
$S  11,  12,  63;  2  Lindley,  Partn.  439;  Wes- 
t<m  V.  Ketcham,  51  How.  Pr.  455 ;  Sebastian, 
Trademarks,  4th  ed.  p.  99;  Coddington's  Di- 
gest of  Trademarks,  §  97:  Ex  parte  Law- 
ffire  Bros,  44  L.  T.  X.  S.  98;  Cotton  v.  Gil- 
krd.  44  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  90;  Robertson  v. 
Quiddinuton,  28  Beav.  629;  Partridge  v. 
Mf^k.  2  Barb.  Ch.  101.  47  Am.  Dec.  281 ; 
Begeman  v.  Hegcman,  8  Daly,  1;  Weener 
T.  Bmyton,  152  Mass.  101,  8  L.  R.  A.  640, 
25  K.  E.  46:  Cigar  Makers*  Protective 
Vnion  No.  98  v.  Conhaim,  40  Minn.  243, 
3  L  R.  A.  125.  41  N.  VV.  943;  Hoxie  v. 
(kaney,  143  Mass.  592,  10  N.  E.  713;  Chad- 
vick  v.  Ooi'W/,  151  Mass.  190.  6  L.  R.  A. 
^3»,  23  N.  E.  1068. 

The  abandonment  of  a  business,  or  its 
intentional  discontinuance,  is  the  abandon- 
inent  of  the  trademark  connected  with  it. 
Abandonment  is  intentional  discontinuance. 

Browne.  Trademarks,  2d  ed.  §  690:  At- 
i«ntic  Milling  Co.  v.  Robinson.  20  Fed.  217; 
O'Rourkc  V.  Central  City  Soap  Co.  26  Fed. 
{»76:  Symonds  v.  Oreene,  28  Fed.  834;  Brow- 
52  L.  R.  A. 


er  V.  Bonlton,  7  C.  C.  A.  567,  20  U.  S.  App. 
166,  58  Fed.  888:  Blackirell  v.  Dibrell,  3 
Hughes,  151,  Fed.  Cart.  No.  1,475;  Royal 
Baking  Powder  Co.  v.  Raymond,  70  Fed. 
376;  Allan,  Goodwill,  p.  26;  Ralph  v.  Tay- 
lor, L.  R.  25  Ch.  Div.  194. 

Even  if  the  respondent  did  acquire  a 
trademark,  and  even  if  he  did  abandon  it, 
he  is  not  justified  in  his  present  use. 

Richter  v.  Anchor  Remedy  Co.  52  Fed. 
455;  Browne.  Trademarks.  \  66;  26  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc.  Law.  p.  381 ;  Hopkins,  Unfair 
Trade,  §  41;  Mcsser  v.  The  Vadettes,  168 
Mass.  140,  37  L.  R.  A.  721,  46  N.  E.  407; 
Kerly,  Trademarks.  $  49;  Starey  v.  Chil- 
north  Gunpowder  Co.  L,  R.  24  Q.  B.  Div. 
90:  Kransa  v.  Jos.  R.  Peebles*  Sons  Co.  58 
Fed.  585:  American  Cereal  Co.  v.  Eli  Petti- 
john  Cereal  Co,  72  Fed.  903. 

Messrs.  Sherman  It,  Whipple  and 
George  F.  Bean,  for  defendants: 

By  the  adoption  or  registering  of  a  trade- 
mark a  person  acquires  no  title  or  rights 
therein  as  against  one  who  has  previously 
adopted  and  used  the  same  trademark,  or 
one  embodvino:  the  same  essential  features, 
and  who  has  not  abandoned  it. 

Amoskeag  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Trainer,  101  U.  S. 
51,  25  L.  ed.  993:  Coats  v.  Merrick  Thread 
Co.  149  U.  S.  502,  37  L.  ed.  847,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  966;  Hall  v.  Barroics,  32  L.  J.  Ch.  N. 
S.  548. 

Title  to  a  trademark  is  acquired  imme- 
diately upon  the  application  of  it  to  the 
vendible  articles. 

Leidersdoif  v.  Flint,  8  Biss.  327,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  8,219;  Browne,  Trademarks,  §  52;  Mo- 
Andrews  V.  Basset  t,  4  De  G.  J.  &  S.  380; 
Hall  V.  Barrows,  32  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  548; 
Kathreiner's  Malzknffee.  etc.,  v.  Pastor 
Kneipp  Medicine  Co.  27  C.  C.  A.  351,  53  U. 
S.  App.  425,  82  Fed.  321 ;  Ransome  v.  Gra- 
ham, 51  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  897. 

Abandonment,  being  in  the  nature  of  a 
forfeiture,  must  be  strictly  proved.  Mere 
lapse  of  time  does  not  per  se  warrant  the 
conclusion  of  abandonment.  Abandonment 
is  a  fact,  not  a  conclusion  of  law.  The  pre- 
sumption is  against  it.  The  intention  must 
be  manifested  by  acts. 

Browne,  Trademarks,  §  681;  Julian  v. 
Hoosier  Drill  Co.  78  Ind.  408:  Russell  d 
E,  Mfg.  Co,  V.  Mallory,  10  Blatchf.  140, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,166;  Mouson  v.  Boehm,  L. 
R.  26  Ch.  Div.  398. 

Mere  nonuser  by  an  owner  of  a  trademark 
during  a  term  of  years  does  not  amount  to 
abandonment. 

Mouson  V.  Bi>ehm,  L.  R.  26  Ch.  Div.  398. 

A  trademark  may  be  applied  to  all  mer- 
chandise of  a  species  or  class,  and  its  owner 
will  be  protected  in  such  use. 

Amoskeag  Mfg,  Co.  v.  Trainer,  101  U.  S. 
53,  25  L.  ed.  994;  Colman  v.  Crump,  70  N. 
Y.  573;  Amoskeag  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Garner,  54 
How.  Pr.  299;  Jay  v.  Ladler,  L.  R.  40  Ch. 
Div.  049. 

A  trademark  may  be  affixed  to  the  article 
or  to  the  box  or  wrapper  containing  it. 

Sivgvr  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  J..  R.  2  Ch. 
Div.  441;  Jay  v.  Ladler,  L.  R.  40  Ch.  Div. 
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649;  Slater,  Copyright  &  Trademarks,  p. 
237;   Browne,  Trademarks,  p.  387. 

A  trademark  is  a  peculiar  name  or  device 
by  which  a  person  douliug  in  an  article 
designates  it  as  an  article  of  a  peculiar  kind, 
character,  or  quality,  or  as  manufactured 
by  or  for  him. 

Rogers  v.  Taintor,  97  Mass.  291. 

Holmesj  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  is  a  bill  to  restrain  the  infringe- 
ment of  an  alleged  trademark  consisting  of 
the  word  **Knickerbrx*ker,"  as  applied  to 
boots  and  shoes.  In  the  answer  a  prior  use 
and  acquisition  of  the  trademark  by  the  de- 
fendant is  f.et  up.  The  case  is  here  on  the 
evidence,  by  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the 
superior  court  dismissing  the  bill,  after  a 
finding  that  the  facts  were  as  alleged  in  the 
answer. 

In  considering  whether  the  defense  is 
made  out,  of  course  we  shall  assume  in  fa- 
vor of  the  finding  that  the  defendant  was 
an  honest  witness,  as  he  had  every  appear- 
ance of  being,  so  far  as  the  printed  answers 
go.  It  was  admitted  in  the  argument  be- 
fore us  that  the  defendant  was  the  first 
to  use  the  word.  It  would  have  to  be  ad- 
mitted also  that  when  he  resumed  the  use 
he  did  bo  in  ignorance  of  what  the  plaintiffs 
had  done  in  the  meantime,  so  that  in  its 
dramatic  aspect  the  case  for  the  defendant 
is  pretty  strong.  The  plaintiffs,  however, 
deny  that  the  defendant  ever  did  more  than 
to  use  the  word  as  an  advertising  device, 
and  insist  that  if  he  did  get  a  trademark 
it  was  abandoned,  as  matter  of  fact  and  of 
law,  and,  further,  that  the  defendant  now 
is  making  a  use  of  the  word  not  within  the 
Bcope  of  any  right  which  he  may  have  ac- 
quired. 

We  assume  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  that 
they  might  be  entitled  to  prevail  notwith- 
standing the  fact  that  the  defendant  first 
used  the  word  in  its  present  connection,  and 
that  the  right  to  a  trademark  does  not  de- 
pend upon  originality,  even  as  against  the 
originator  of  the  characteristic  use.  Mcncn- 
dez  V.  Holt,  128  U.  S.  514,  521,  32  L.  ed. 
526,  528,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  143;  Royal  Baking 
Powder  Co.  v.  Raymond,  70  Fed.  376.  We 
therefore  assume  that  the  points  toward 
which  the  plaintiffs  have  directed  their  ar- 
gument are  the  points  necessary  to  be  con- 
sidered, and  that  what  we  have,  called  the 
dramatic  aspect  of  the  facts  is  not  conclu- 
sive of  the  equities  upon  whiA  the  decision 
of  the  case  must  turn. 

In  the  first  place  then  it  is  to  be  consid- 
ered whether  the  defendant  ever  had  a 
trademark.  Upon  this  question  the  finding 
of  the  superior  court  seems  to  us  fully  war- 
ranted by  the  evidence.  From  1894  to  1896 
the  defendant  used  the  mark,  very  largely, 
as  he  says,  in  the  jobbing  trade  in  New 
York,  and  in  the  general  retail  trade,  es- 
pecially through  the  middle  states  and  the 
west.  He  used  it,  not  to  designate  a  par- 
ticular style  of  shoe,  but  to  cover  a  wide 
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range  of  shoes  which  he  manufactured  and 
sold.  It  is  true  that  he  also  used  other 
names,  but  most  of  them  were  used  for  the 
special  goods  of  particular  houses  only,  and 
one  which  was  started  for  general  use.  "Ex- 
celsior" became  appropriated  to  a  single 
firm.  Without  intimating  that  a  man  could 
not  have  more  than  one  trademark  for  his 
boots  and  shoes,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
judge  was  warranted  in  finding  that  by  the 
course  of  the  defendant's  business  ** Knicker- 
bocker" became  his  general  mark  for  his 
goods,  or  for  a  large  variety  of  them. 

There  is  more  difficulty  on  the  question 
of  abandonment,  but  in  view  of  the  testi- 
mony of  the  defendant  we  are  not  prepared 
to  say  that  the  finding  of  the  superior  court 
was  wrong.     If  we  should  adopt  the  plain- 
tiffs* contention  that  the  defendant's  intent 
is  immaterial,  then  the  question  would  be 
whether,  from  lapse  of  time,  or  the  public 
abandonment  of  his  business,  or  from  other 
causes,   the    goodwill    associated    with   the 
name  had  molted  awav,  either  ffraduallv  or 
at    once.     In    July,    1896,    the    defendant's 
factory    in    Massachusetts   was  burned   and 
he  went  out  of  business.     From  that  time, 
until  July  or  August,  1900,  he  worked  for 
others  as  a  salesman  in  other  states.     Dur- 
ing those  four  years  of  course  he  made  no 
use  of  his  trademark.     Then  he  began  busi- 
ne«<s  again  on  his  own  account  in  Philadel- 
phia, selling  goods  of  a  New  Jersey  com- 
pany as  a  jobber,  and  then  he  resumed  the 
use  of  the  name  on  his  packages,  adopting 
it  as  a  title  for  his  concern,  "Knickerbocker 
Shoe  Company."     Certainly  it  is  hard  to  be- 
lieve that  a  name  which  had  not  been  more 
or  longer  associated    with    the  defendant's 
goods  than  this  had  been  still  should  have 
value  from  any  goodwill  once  attached  to 
it.     But  the  defendant  testified,  at  least  by 
implication,  that  it  did,  and  the  extent  to 
which  hifl  testimony  should  carry  credence 
is  a  matter  on  which  we  cannot  undertake 
tq  revise  the  opinion  of  the  judge  who  saw 
him.     Royal     liaking-Poirder    Co,    v.    Ray- 
mond,    70     Fed.     376,     380;      Mouson     v. 
Boehin,  L.   R.   26   Ch.   Div.   308:    Julian  v. 
Iloosier  Drill  Co.  78  Ind.  408,  412;  Browne, 
Trademark**,  §  080. 

It  may  be  argued  that  there  is  another 
aspect  of  the  facts  just  stated,  also  irre- 
spective of  intent.  It  may  be  contended 
that  discontinuing  the  use  of  the  trademark, 
at  least  when  coupled  with  abandonment  of 
the  business,  amounts  to  a  notification  of 
the  public  that  anyone  is  free  to  use  the 
mark,  and  that  the  defendant  cannot  go  be- 
hind the  import  of  his  acts  after  the  plain- 
tiffs have  taken  up  the  use,  although  the 
old  goodwill  still  attaches  to  the  name, 
whatever  the  private  intent  of  the  defendant 
may  have  been.  But  it  is  plain  that  there 
is  no  such  mpaning  absolutely  attached  to 
a  disfontinuance  of  use,  and  it  seems  to  us 
that,  even  when  the  business  also  is  dis- 
continued, it  is  not  a  necessary  conclusion 
that  the  use  of  the  mark  at  once  is  free 
to  all.     Or,  at  least,  to  put  it  more  cautious- 
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ly.  whatever  rights  may  have  been  gained 
by  the  plaintifl's,  if  they  used  the  mark  in 
gcod  faith  in  the  interval  of  discontinuance, 
the  defendant  still  may  be  entitled  as 
against  it  to  resume  his  use.  Mouson  v. 
Boehm,  L.  R.  26  Ch.  Div.  398,  407,  408; 
Lny  V.  Waitt,  25  L.  R.  A.  190,  10  C.  C.  A. 
227,  21  U.  S.  App.  394,  61  Fed.  1008 ;  Ju- 
lian  V.  Hoosier  DHll  Co,  78  Ind.  408,  412. 

In  the  cases  and  text-books  intent  is  as- 
sumed to  be  important.  Browne,  Trade- 
marks, §  681.  Perhaps  it  might  be  so  as 
giving  a  character  to  the  ambiguous  fact  of 
discontinuing  the  use  of  the  mark.  Perhaps 
if  the  use  were  given  up  with  the  intent 
never  to  resume  it,  that  would  amount  to 
an  offer  of  it  to  the  public  which  any  one 
might  accept  at  once,  although  giving  up 
the  use  with  intent  to  resume  would*  not 
have  that  effect.  If  this  should  be  so,  and 
if  a  trademark  may  be  lost  under  such  cir- 
cumstances before  the  vanishing  of  the  good- 
will associated  with  it,  here,  again,  it  is 
something  of  a  stretch  to  believe  that  the 
defendant,  during  the  four  years  that  he 
was  a  salesman,  continuously  intended  to 
reiiume  business  on  his  own  account  and 
again  to  use  the  name.  But  it  is  perfectly 
pos^'ible,  he  says  that  he  did,  and  the  su- 
perior court  has  found  accordingly,  and  in 
this  matter  also  we  have  no  sunieient  ground 
fcr  ^oing  behind  its  view  of  the  facts. 

Finally,  the  plaintiffs  argue  that  the  de- 
fendant is  attempting  to  make  his  old  trade- 
mark cover  a  new  meaning,  as  well  as  to 
change  its  form.  Tt  was  used  on  shoes  man- 
ufactured by  him  in  Massachusetts,  and 
ferms  in  fact  to  have  been  confined  mainly 
to  shoes  for  voung  people,  in  connection  with 
the  word  "School''  ("Knickerbocker  School 
Shoes"').  It  now  is  used  upon  shoes  made 
hy  another  firm  in  New  Jersey  and  sold  by 
him  in  Philadelphia.  It  is  pointed  out  also 
that  he  has  talcen  his  word  into  his  business 
and  dropped  "School"  altogether.  Again 
we  have  to  fall  back  on  the  findings.  We 
cannot  say  that  the  judge  was  not  war- 
ranted in*  finding  that  the  word  originally 
indicated  the  .«ource  from  which  the  shoe 
was  recommended,  rather  than  that  of  its 
manufacture, — a  judgment  of  excellence 
which  more  or  less  commends  itself  to  buy- 
ers. If  so,  it  might  be  found  that  the  pres- 
ent u«e  is  like  the  former  in  its  character- 
i>tic  features,  and  if  that  were  found  and 
it  were  established  that  the  defendant  could 
n«e  the  trademark  on  the  shoes  which  he  in- 
tended to  sell,  we  see  no  ground  on  which 
the  plaintiffs  could  prevent  his  incorporat- 
ing the  same  word  into  his  business  name. 

It  will  be  seen  that  we  nowhere  undertake 
to  say  what  our  decision  would  have  been 
on  the  printed  evidence  had  it  come  before 
us  in  the  first  instance.  We  confine  our- 
selves according  to  the  settled  practice  to 
eon.«idering  whether  we  can  say  that  the 
judge  who  saw  the  witnesses  necessarily  was 
wrong  upon  matters  which  depended  very 
largely  on  the  degree  to  which  they  were 
believed. 

Bill  dismissed, 
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V. 
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1.  In  a.n  a-ctlon  for  damages  for  pro* 
cnrinflT  plain tilTa  dlscliarire  from  em- 
ployment, the  substance  of  the  false  state- 
ments by  which  the  defendant  is  alleged  to 
have  induced  the  discharge  must  be  set  out. 

2.  Mallclonsly  and  'witliont  canae  pro- 
enrlnv  tlie  dlschartfe  of  an  employee 
is  an  actionable  tort,  whether  this  Is  accom- 
plished by  Intimidation,  slander,  or  malevol- 
ent advfce. 

3.  That  an  employment  !■  at  will,  and 

the  employer  la  free  from  liability  for  dis- 
charging a  servant,  do  not  exempt  from  lia- 
bility one  who  has  controlled  the  employer's 
action  and  maliciously  procured  the  discharge. 

4.  An  opportunity  to  amend  the  com- 
plaint Bhonld  be  ariven  In  an  action  for 
damages  for  maliciously  causing  plalntifTs 
discharge  from  employment,  where  one  count 
Is  demurrable  because  it  fails  to  set  out  the 
substance  of  the  false  statements  by  which 
the  discharge  Is  alleged  to  have  been  procured. 

(January  4,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Suflfolk  County 
in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  wrongfully  procur- 
ing the  discharge  of  plaintiff  from  his  em- 
ployment.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

.Ifr.  James  H.  Hiokey,  for  appellant: 

A  declaration  alleging  malicious  and 
wrongful  interference  with  the  plaintiff's 
right  to  contiact  by  publishing  "certain  slan- 
derous charges''  or  otherwise,  to  his  damage, 
is  not  demurrable  for  the  reason  that  it  ifl 
an  action  of  slander,  or  analogous  thereto, 
and  does  not  set  out  the  slander  specifically, 
or  for  any  other  reason. 

It  is  well  established  as  a  distinct  cause 
of  action  separated  from  slander,  that  it  is 
actionable  to  interfere  wrongfully  and  mali- 
ciouely  with  rights  and  obligations  actually 
existing,  or  with  rights  or  obligations  about 
to  be  formed  or  acquired,  to  one's  damage; 
and  in  such  case  the  slanderous  words  need 
not  be,  and  are  not,  set  forth. 

This  general  principle  first  gained  expres- 
sion in  actions  brought  under  a  subdivision 
of  the  general  principle,  namely,  that  subdi- 
vision relating  to  the  enticement  of  servants 
to  leave- their  masters. 

Brooke,  Abr.  title,  Action  aur  le  case,  pi. 
38;  11  Hen.  IV.  23,  pi.  46;  Statute  of  La- 
borer^ 23  Edw.  III.  (1351);  Hart  v.  Aid- 
ritje  (1774)  Cowp.  54;  Hartley  v.  Cum- 
mings  (1847)  5  C.  B.  247;  Evans  v.  Walton 
(1807)  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  615;  Kcehle  v.  Hicker- 
ingill  (1707)  11  East,  574,  note  at  pp.  575, 
576;  Tarleton  v.  McOatcley  (1794)  Peake  N. 
P.  Cas.  pt.  1,  p.  270;  Gregory  v.  Brunsivick 

NoTK. — On  the  general  question  of  liability 
for  inducing  a  person  to  break  his  contract,  see 
note  to  Boysen  v.  Thorn  (Cal.)  21  L.  R.  A.  233. 

As  to  procuring  discharge  of  employee,  see 
Raycroft  v.  Tayntor  (Vt.)  33  L.  R.  A.  225. 
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(1843)  6  Mann.  &  G.  205,  (1844)  953;  Erie, 
Trades-Unions,     p.     16;    Riding    v.    Hmith 

(1870)  L.  R.  1  Excb.  Div.  91:  Lumlcy  v. 
Oye  (1853)  2  El.  &  Bl.  216;  Winsmore  v. 
Grcenbank  (1745)  Willes,  577;  Ua^ley  v. 
Ueywood  (1870)  121  Mass.  236;  Tasker  v. 
atanley  (1891)  153  Mass.  148,  10  L.  R.  A. 
468,  20  N.  E.  417. 

^lore  recently  it  has  become  settled  law 
generally  that  the  wrongful  or  malicious 
procurement  of  a  breach  of  contract  is  ac- 
tionable if  damage  results. 

Lumley  v.  Gye  (1853)  2  Ei.  A  Bl.  216; 
Walker  v.  Cronin  (1871)  107  Mass.  555: 
Bowen  v.  Hall  (1881)  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  Div. 
333;  Van  Hoi-n  v.  Van  Horn  (1890)  52  N. 
J.  L.  284,  10  L.  R.  A.  184,  20  Atl.  485, 
(1891)  53  N.  J.  L.  514,  21  Atl.  1009,  (1893) 

50  N.  J.  L.  318,  28  Atl.  009;  Tempeiton  v. 
Rtisaell  [1893]  1  Q.  B.  715. 

It  is  equally  actionable  without  justifica- 
tion to  prevent  the  formation  of  a  bargain 
or  contract,  or  to  interfere  to  prevent  pos- 
sible contracts.  The  principle  is  the  same; 
a  right  is  infringed. 

Coniyns  Digest,  Action  on  Case,  A ;  Careic 
V.  Rutherford  (1870)  100  Mrss.  1,  8  Am. 
Rep.  287;  Walker  v.  Cronin  (1871)  107 
Mass.  555;  Shtrry  v.  Perkins  (1888)  147 
Mass.  212,  17  N.  E.  307;  Old  Dominion  8.  8, 
Co.  V.  McKenna  (1887)  30  Fed.  48;  Deh  v. 
Winfr^e  (1891)  80  Tex.  400,  16  S.  W.  Ill; 
Tempcrion  v.  Russell  [1893]  1  Q.  B.  716; 
Hartnett  v.  Plumbers*  8upply  Asso.  (1897) 
109  Mass.  229,  38  L.  R.  A.  194,  47  N.  E. 
1002;  Plant  v.  Woods  (1900)  176  Ma4is.  492, 

51  L.  R.  A.  339,  57  N.  E.  1011.  See  also 
H(mton  v.  Pratt  (1829)  2  Wend.  385,  20  Am. 
Rep.  623;  Rice  v.  Manley  (1876)  66  N.  Y. 
82,  23  Am.  Rep.  30;  Vegelahn  v.  Ountner 
( 1890)  107  Mass.  92,  35  L.  R.  A.  722,  44  N. 
E.  1077. 

The  means  adopted  in  the  malicious  inter- 
ference certainly  9hould  be,  and  are,  surplus- 
age on  principle,  and  in  other  jurisdictions 
than  Massachusetts  are  so  treated. 

Winsmore  v.  Greenhank  (1745)  Willes, 
577;  Riding  v.  8mith  (1876)  L.  R.  1  Exch. 
Div.  91;  Van  Horn  v.  Van  Horn  (1890)  32 
N.  J.  L.  284,  10  L.  R.  A.  184.  20  Atl.  485. 
See  Van  Horn  v.  Van  Hoiti  (1891)  53  N.  J. 
L.  514,  21  Atl.  1069;  May  v.  Wood,  172 
Mass.  11,  51  N.  E.  191. 

But  in  Massachusetts  there  are  two  au- 
thorities maintaining  that  in  such  actions 
the  slanderous  words  should  l>e  set  out. 

Rice  V.  Alhee  (1895)  164  Mass.  88.  41  X. 
E.  122;  May  v.  Wood  (1898)  172  Mass.  11, 
61  N.  E.  191, 

It    is    submitted  that    WaJker    v.  Cronin 

(1871)  107  Mass.  555,  correctly  states  the 
law. 

Carew  v.  Rutherford  (1870)  106  Mass.  1, 
8  Am.  Rep.  287;  Plant  v.  M'oods  (1900)  175 
Mass.  492,  51  L.  R.  A.  339,  57  N.  E.  1011. 

Mr,  Clarence  F.  Eldredge  for  appellee. 

Holmes,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  in  this 
case  substantially  follows  the  form  held  bad 
in  J/ov  V.  Wood,  172  Mass.  11,  51  N.  E.  191, 
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and  Rice  v.  Albee,  164  Mass.  88,  41  N.  E. 
122,  and  the  plaintiff's  argument  is  directed 
to  getting  those  cases  overruled.  It  appears 
in  the  Reports  that  the  later  decision  did  not 
coniiiiaud  the  assent  of  all  of  us,  and  it  i» 
quite  possible,  at  least,  that  if  the  question 
came  up  now  for  the  first  time  the  majority 
might  be  found  to  be  on  the  side  which  did 
not  prevail.  Van  Horn  v.  Van  Horn,  56  V. 
J.  L.  318,  319,  28  Atl.  669.  But  it  is  not  de- 
sirable that  decisions  should  oscillate  with. 
changes  in  the  bench,  and  we  accept  what 
was  decided  as  the  law.  Still  we  deem  it 
proper  to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
cases  cited  go  only  to  a  point  of  pleading. 
What  they  decide,  so  fa^r  as  they  bear  on 
the  present  case,  is  merely  that  the  sub- 
stance of  false  statements  by  which  a  de- 
fendant is  alleged  to  have  induced  a  third 
person  to  break  or  end  his  contract  must 
be  set  out.  That  we  accept.  But  in  view 
of  the  series  of  decisions  by  this  court,  from 
Walker  v.  Cronin,  107  Mass.  555.  through 
Morasse  v.  Brochu,  151  Mass.  567,  8  L.  R.  A, 
524,  25  N.  E.  74*  Tasker  v.  Stanley,  153 
Mass.  148,  10  L.  R.  A.  468,  26  N.  E.  417; 
Vegelahn  v.  Ountner,  167  Mass.  92,  32  L.  R. 
A.  722,  44  X.  E.  1077;  Hwrtneit  v.  Plumb- 
ers' Supply  Asso,  169  Maes.  229,  38  L.  R,  A. 
194,  47  N.  E.  1002;  and  Weston  v.  Barnicoat, 
175  Mass.  454,  49  L.  R.  A.  612,  56  N.  E.  619, 
—to  Plant  v.  Woods,  176  Mass.  492,  51  I.. 
R.  A.  339,  57  N.  E.  1011,  we  cannot  admit  a 
doubt  that  maliciously  and  without  justifi- 
able cause  to  induce  a  third  person  to  end 
his  employment  of  the  plaintiff,  whether  the 
inducement  be  false  slanders  or  successful 
persuasion,  is  an  actionable  tort.  See  also 
Angle  v.  Chicago.  St.  P.  M.  d  O.  R.  Co.  151 
U.  S.  1,  13,  38  L.  ed.  55,  63,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
240. 

We  apprehend  that  there  no  longer  is  any 
difliculty  in  recognizing  that  a  right  to  be 
protected  from  malicious  interference  may 
be  incident  to  a  right  arising  out  of  a  con- 
tract, although  a  contract,  so  far  as  per- 
formance is  concerned,  imposes  a  duty  only 
on  the  promisor.  Again,  in  the  case  of  a 
contract  of  employment,  even  when  the  eni- 
plo^\Tnent  is  at  will,  the  fact  that  the  em- 
ployer is  free  from  liability  for  discharging" 
the  plaintiff  does  not  carry  with  it  immun- 
ity to  the  defendant  who  has  controlled  the 
employer's  action  to  the  plaintiff's  harm. 
'i*hc  notion  that  the  employer's  immunity 
must  1k»  a  nonconductor,  so  far  as  any  re- 
moter liability  was  concerned,  troubled  sonio 
of  the  judges*in  Allen  v.  Flood  [1S9H]  A.  C. 
1,  but  is  disposed  of  for  this  commonwealth 
by  the  ca.ses  cited.  See  also  May  v.  Wood 
172  MasH.  11.  14,  15,  51  N.  E.*  191.  So] 
again,  it  mav  be  taken  to  be  settled  bv  Plant 
V.  Woods,  176  Mass.  492,  501,502,51  L.  R.  A. 
339,  57  X.  E.  1011,  that  motives  may  deter- 
mine the  question  of  liability:  that,  while 
intentional  interference  of  the*  kind  supposed 
may  be  privileged  if  for  certain  purpoe»e£>, 
yet.  if  due  only  to  malevolence,  it  must  be 
answered  for.  On  that  point  the  judges 
were  of  one  mind.  See  176  Mass.  504.  51  Li. 
R.  A.  344,  57  N.  E.  1011.  Finally,  we  see 
no  sound  distinction  between  persuading  by 
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malevolent  advice  and  accomplishing  the 
game  result  by  falfiehood  or  putting  in  fear. 
In  all  cases  the  employer  is  controlled 
through  motives  created  by  the  defendant 
for  the  unprivileged  purpose.  It  appears  to 
us  not  to  matter  which  motive  is  relied  upon. 
If  accomplishing  the  end  by  one  of  them  is  a 
wrong  to  the  plaintiff,  accomplishing  it  by 
either  of  the  others  must  be  equally  a  wrong. 

it  follows  from  what  we  have  said  that 
we  are  of  opinion  that  both  counts  of  the 
declaration  disclose  a  good  cause  of  action, 
although  the  first,  on  Sie  authority  of  May 
T.  Wood,  172  Masa.  14,  51  N.  £.  191,  must 
be  held  insufficient  in  point  of  form.  The 
second  is  not  within  the  authority  or  reason 
of  that  case,  and  is  in  a  form  similar  to  the 
third  count,  which  was  held  good  in  Walker 
V.  Cfx>ntn.  See  Lumley  v.  Oye,  2  £1.  &  Bl. 
21 G.  As  to  that  the  demurrer  will  be  over- 
ruled. As  to  the  other  the  demurrer  will 
be  sustained,  but  it  seems  to  us  that  under 
the  circumstances  the  plaintiff  should  be 
given  an  opportunity  to  amend. 

Demurrer  to  first  count  sustained;  demur- 
rer to  second  count  overruled. 


Norman  L.  MTLLARI),  Admr.,  etc.,  of  Isa- 
belle  S.  Millard,  Deceased, 

Frances  H.  BRAYTON. 

1.  The  rlfflitii  of  clalmaiitB  of  life  In- 
■nranee  are  to  be  determined  by  the 
law  of  tlie  state  in  which  the  applicant  re- 
sided, made  his  application,  and  received  the 
policy,  although  the  application  was  sent  by 
an  agent  to  the  home  office  of  the  company, 
in  another  state,  where  it  was  accepted  and 
the  policy  returned  to  the  agent,  and  there 
nas  a  stipulation  that  the  premiums  and  the 
Rim  insured  were  to  be  paid  In  that  state. 

2.  A  life  ianarance  poU^  the  applica- 
tion for  ^v-hich  !■  ■Iflrnea  by  a  married 
woman  as  applicant  and  by  her  husband  as 
the  person  whose  life  is  proposed  for  assur- 
ance, when  the  policy  recites  a  payment  by 
the  wife  and  declares  that  it  assures  the  life 
of  the  husband  for  her  sole  use,  agreeing  to 
pay  her  the  amount  for  her  sole  use  If  liv- 
ing, and.  If  not  living,  to  her  children  or 
their  guardian  for  their  use,  though  it  does 
Bot  expressly  declare  that  the  promise  is 
made  to  the  wife,  must  be  construed  to  be  a 
contract  between  the  company  and  the  wife, 
though  It  appears  that  the  husband  himself 
made  the  application,  representing  himself  as 
agent  for  his  wife,  and  that  he  paid  all  the 
premiums. 

Z,  The  authority  of  a  hnaband  to  ap- 
ply In  behalf  of  hla  -wife  for  Inmir- 
aace  vpon  his  owrn  life,  and  her  knowl- 
edge of  the  fact,  are  immaterial  In  a  contest 
between  the  representatives  of  their  chil- 
dren, who  by  the  terms  of  the  policy  are  en- 
titled   to    the    proceeds    after    the    mother's 

Note. — For  an  earlier  case  in  this  series  on 
the  rights  of  children  to  the  pror^eeds  of  a  life 
inrarance  policy  on  their  father's  life,  where  the 
mother,  to  whom  the  policy  was  made  payable, 
is  dead,  see  Voss  ▼.  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co. 
(Mich J  \A  L.  R.  A.  689. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


death,  and  the  representatiye  of  the  hnsband, 
where  the  insurer  has  recognized  the  validity 
of  the  contract  and  paid  over  the  money. 
4.  The  rlerht  to  the  proceeds  of  life  In- 
surance under  a  policy  insuring  a  man's 
life  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife,  and  providing 
that  It  shall  be  payable,  if  she  is  not  living, 
to  her  children,  vest's  In  the  children  upon 
her  death  during  the  life  of  her  husband,  and, 
in  case  they  die  before  their  father,  passes  to 
their  representatives,  and  not  to  the  repre- 
sentative of  the  father. 

(February  20,  1901.) 

EEPORT  by  the  Superior  Court  for  Berk- 
shire County  for  the  opinion  of  the  Su- 
preme Judicial  Court  after  a  finding  in 
plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action  to  recover  a 
portion  of  the  proceeds  of  a  policy  of  insur- 
ance upon  the  life  of  Shubael  W.  Brayton, 
deceased.    Judgment  on  the  finding. 

The  factfl  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Plnsree,  Da'wea,  A  Burke,  for 
defendant : 

The  contract,  having  been  completed  in 
this  state,  was  therefore  made  in  this  state ; 
for  a  contract  is  made  in  that  state  wherein 
it  is  completed. 

Milliken  v.  Pratt,  125  Mass.  376,  28  Am. 
Rep.  241 ;  Seamans  v.  Knapp-Stout  d  Co.  Oo, 
89  Wis.  171,  27  L.  R  A.  362,  61  N.  W.  757 ; 
Thunng  v.  Great  Western  Ins.  Co.  Ill  Mass. 
109;  Reliance  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Sawyer,  160 
Mase.  414,  36  N.  E.  59;  Berry  v.  Kmghts 
Templars'  d  M arsons*  Life  Indemnity  Co.  46 
Fed.  439;  Equitable  Life  Assur.  8oc.  v.  Win- 
ning, 7  C.  C.  A.  359,  19  U.  S.  App.  173,  58 
Fed.  541 ;  McM aster  v.  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co. 
78  Fed.  37;  National  Union  v.  Marlow,  21 
C.  C.  A.  89,  40  U.  S.  App.  95,  74  Fed.  775; 
New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Russell,  23  CCA. 
43,  40  U.  S.  App.  530,  77  Fed.  94;  Hicks  v. 
National  L.  Ins.  Co.  9  C  C  A.  215,  20  U.  S. 
App.  410,  60  Fed.  692;  Equitable  Life  Assur. 
8oc.  v.  Clements,  140  U.  S.  226,  sub  nom. 
Equitable  Life  Assur.  8oc.  v.  Pettus,  35  L. 
ed.  497,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  822;  McCulloch  v. 
Eagle  Ins.  Co.  1  Pick.  278;  Lewis  v.  Brown- 
ing, 130  Mai«.  175. 

When  the  policy  left  the  New  York  office 
of  the  company  it  was  not  an  acceptance  of 
Mr.  Brayton's  offer,  but  contained,  instead, 
a  new  and  different  offer  to  him,  which  he 
accepted,  if  at  all,  when  he  took  the  policy 
from  the  company's  agent  in  this  state. 

1  Parsons,  Contr.  5th  ed.  477. 

The  contract  would  not  have  been  com- 
pleted until  the  first  premium  was  paid  on 
the  delivery  of  the  policy  by  the  company's 
agent  in  this  state. 

Mar  key  v.  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  126 
Mass.  158;  Wainer  v.  Milford  Mut.  F.  Ins. 
Co.  153  Mass.  339,  11  L.  R.  A.  598,  26  N.  K. 
877;  Equitable  Life  Assur.  8oc.  v.  Clements, 
140  U.  S.  232,  sub  no7n.  Equitable  Life  As- 
sur. 8oc.  V.  Pettus,  35  L.  ed.  500,  11  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  822;  Beiry  v.  Knights  Templars*  ot 
Masons*  Life  Indemnity  Co.  46  Fed.  439; 
Equitable  Life  Assur.  8o€.  v.  Winning,  7  C 
C.  A.  359,  19  U.  S.  App.  173,  58  Fed.  541 ; 
MvMaster  v.  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  78  Fed. 
37;  National  Union  v.  Marlow,  21  C  C  A. 
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89,  40  U.  S.  App.  95,  74  Fed.  775;  tfew  York 
L,  Ins.  Co,  V.  Jiufntell,  23  C.  C.  A.  43,  40  U. 
S.  App.  530,  77  Fed.  94:  Hicks  v.  National 
L.  Ins.  Co.  9  C.  C.  A.  215,  20  U.  S.  App.  410, 
GO  Fed.  092 ;  1  Joyce,  Ins.  §  230 ;  Qriffith  v. 
Atu?  York  L.  Ins,  Co.  101  Cal.  627,  30  Pa«. 
113. 

Mr.  Brayton  procured  the  blank  applica- 
tion from  the  local  agents  whose  names  ap- 
pear on  the  application.  The  blank  was 
tilled  out,  and  he  alone  of  his  family  signed 
it.  Is  not  Mr.  Brayton  the  person  who  "ef- 
fected the  insurance?" 

Vose  V.  Haglc  Life  d  Health  Ins.  Co,  0 
Cush.  47. 

To  establish  a  resulting  trust  it  is  always 
competent  to  show  who  paid  the  considera- 
tion; otherwise  such  a  trust  oould  not  be 
bhown. 

Cardinal  v.  Hadley,  158  Mass.  354,  33  N.  E. 
575;  Fuller  v.  Linzce,  135  Mass.  468;  Ryan 
V.  Rothucilcr,  50  Ohio  St.  595,  35  N.  E.  679. 

The  fact  that  Mr.  Brayton  paid  the  origi- 
nal premium  seems  conclusively  to  make  him 
the  procurer  of  the  policy  or  insurance. 

Mellen  v.  ^^'hipple,  1  Gray,  317;  Ryan  v. 
Roihweilvr,  50  Ohio  St.  595,  35  N.  E.  679. 

Where  a  gift  is  made  upon  trusts  that  are 
void,  in  whole  or  in  part,  for  illegality,  or 
that  fail,  by  lapse  or  otherwise,  during  the 
life  of  the  donor,  a  trust  will  result  to  the 
donor,  his  heirs,  or  legal  representatives,  if 
the  property  is  not  otherwise  disposed  of. 

1  Terry,  Tr.  §  159;  Fuller  v.  Linzee,  135 
ISIass.  468;  Hawkins  v.  Kendall y  158  Mass. 
227,  35  N.  E.  495;  Bancroft  v,  Russell,  157 
Mass.  47,  31  N.  E.  710;  Boyden  v.  Massachu- 
st'.tts  Masonic  Life  Asso.  167  Mass.  242,  45 
N.  E.  735;  National  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Haley,  IB 
Me.  268,  57.Am.  Rep.  807,  4  Ati.  415. 

Unless  the  policy  points  out  to  whom  the 
insurance  money  shaJl  be  paid  in  ease  the 
beneficiary  dies  before  tlie  insured,  the  ap- 
pointment of  the  beneficiary  is  revoked  by 
his  death. 

Foster  v.  G'i/c,  50  Wis.  603,  7  N.  W.  555, 
8  N.  W.  217 ;  Given  v.  Wisconsin  Odd  Fel- 
lows' Mat.  L.  Ins.  Co.  71  W^is.  551,  37  N.  W. 
817;  Knights  Templars'  d  Masonic  Mut.  Aid 
Asso.  v.  Greene,  79  Fed.  461;  Atkins  v.  At- 
kins, 70  Vt.  565,  41  Atl.  503;  Kimball  v. 
titory,  108  Mass.  385. 

Sarah  M.  Brayton  is  the  only  beneficiary 
named  in  the  application.  The  policy  makes 
Sarah  M,  Brayton  and  her  children  the  bene- 
ficiaries. 

The  policy  not  only  refers  to  the  plaintiff's 
written  application  for  a  more  particular  de- 
scription of  the  property  insured,  but  it  re- 
fers to  it  "as  forming  a  part  of  this  policy." 
The  application  was  thus  by  express  words 
made  part  and  parcel  of  the  contract,  and 
the  two  instruments  must  be  read  in  the 
same  manner  as  though  they  had  been  actu- 
ally molded  into  one. 

Burritt  v.  Saratoga  County  Mut,  F.  Ins. 
Co.  5  Hill,  191,  40  Am.  Dec.  345;  Jennings 
V.  Chenango  County  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  2  Denio, 
75 :  Egan  v.  Mutual  Ins.  Co.  5  Denio,  326. 

That  part  of  -the  policy  which  makes  the 
children  beneficiaries  is  printed,  and  is  part 
of  the  printed  form  of  the  policy,  while  in  the 
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application  the  name  of  the  beneficiary  U 
written,  and  is  not  printed.  So  much,  tlieo, 
of  the  printed  matter  in  the  policy  as  is  re- 
pugnant to  the  written  particulars  in'the  ap- 
plication, must  yield  to  the  latter. 

Harper  v.  Albany  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  17  N.  Y. 
198;  Benedict  v.  Ocean  Ins.  Co.  31  N.  Y.  389; 
2  Parsons,  Contr.  516;  Arnould,  Ins.  80; 
Reynolds  v.  Commerce  F.  Ins.  Co.  47  N.  Y. 
603;  Hernandez  v.  Sun  Mut.  Ins.  Co,  6 
Blatchf.  317,  Fed.  Gas.  No.  6,415;  1  Joyce, 
Ins.  §  223. 

Considering,  then,  Sarah  M.  Brayton  the 
sole  beneficiary,  as  the  application  makes 
her,  on  her  death  the  beneficial^  interest  in 
the  policy  passed  under  the  New  York  law  to 
Mr.  Brayton. 

Olmsted  v.  Keyes,  85  N.  Y.  602;  United 
States  7'rust  Co.  v.  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co. 
115  N.  Y.  157,  21  N.  E.  1025;  Walsh  v.  Mu- 
tual L.  Ins.  Co.  133  N.  Y.  419,  31  N.  E.  228. 

Under  the  laws  of  descent  and  distribu- 
tion in  this  commonwealth  in  1877,  when 
Mrs.  Sarah  M.  lirsiyUm  died  Mr.  Brayton 
was  entitled  to  the  whole  of  her  personal 
pi-operty;  and  so  by  the  law  of  descent  and 
distribution  in  either  state  the  insurance 
money  would  pass  to  Mr.  Brayton's  estate. 

Gen.  Stat.  chap.  95,  §  16,  H  4. 

Mr,  A.  Potter,  for  plaintiff: 

The  rights  of  the  parties  in  this  case  de- 
pend upon  the  contract  between  the  insur- 
ance company  and  the  wife  and  children  of 
S.  W.  Brayton,  and  the  policy  is  sole  evi- 
dence of  that  contract. 

aians  v.  Gloeckler,  104  111.  573,  44  Am. 
Rep.  94;  Brown's  Appeal,  125  Pa.  303,  17 
AU.  419. 

Mr.  Brayton  was  not  a  party  to  that  con- 
tract, and  had  no  power  to  change  or  modi- 
fy it. 

Campbell  v.  New  England  Mut.  L.  Ins,  Co, 
98  Mass.  381 ;  North  American  L,  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Wilson,  111  Ma£s.  542;  National  L.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Haley,  78  Me.  268.  57  Am.  Rep.  807,  4  Atl. 
416;  Atkins  v.  Atkins,  70  Vt,  565,  41  Atl. 
503;  Harley  v.  Heist,  86  Ind.  196,  44  Am. 
Rep.  285;  Yore  v.  Booth,  110  Cal.  238,  42 
Pac.  808. 

It  was  with  the  wife  and  children  only. 

Norris  v.  Massachusetts  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co. 
131  Mass.  294;  Whitehead  v.  New  York  L. 
Ins.  Co.  102  N.  Y.  143,  55  Am.  Rep.  787,  6 
N.  E.  267;  Central  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hume,  12S 
U.  S.  195,  32  L.  ed.  370,  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  41. 

The  payment  of  the  premiums  after  the 
death  of  his  wife  did  not  make  it  his  prop- 
erty. 

Sipan  V.  Snow,  11  Allen,  224. 

Whatever  was  done  by  him  was  done  as 
the  agent  of  his  wife  and  children;  and  he 
oould  found  no  rights  thereon. 

Whitehead  v.  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co,  102  N. 
Y.  143,  55  Am.  Rep.  787,  6  N.  E.  267 ;  Baker 
V.  Union  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  43  N.  Y.  283; 
Hooker  v.  Sugg  (N.  C.)  11  Am.  St.  Rep. 
723,  note;  Griffith  v.  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co. 
101  Cal.  627,  36  Pac.  113;  Felrath  v.  Schon- 
field,  76  Ala.  199,  52  Am.  Rep.  319. 

The  contract  was  made  in  New  York,  and 
is  governed  by  the  laws  of  that  state. 

Fuller  y.  Linzee^  135  Mass.  468;   Union 
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Ctnt.  L.  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Pollard,  94  Va.  140,  36 
L.  U.  A.  271,  26  S.  E.  421;  White  v.  Provi- 
d<Ht  Hap.  Life  Assur,  8oc,  163  M«ass.  108,  27 
L.  It.  A.  398,  39  N.  E.  771;  Havens  v.  Oer- 
Pionia  F.  Ihs.  Co.  123  Mo.  403,  26  L.  R.  A. 
107,  27  S.  W.  718. 

The  application  constituted  an  offer  ad- 
dressed to  the  company  in  New  York,  which 
waui  accepted  there,  and  the  policy  made  and 
signed  there,  and  this  was  the  place  where 
the  Unal  assent  was  given  and  the  contract 
wa«  consummated  and  became  binding  on 
each  party. 

2  Pariions,  Contr.  582;  McGarry  v.  Nick- 
lin.  110  Ala.  559,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  40,  and 
note,  17  So.  726;  Milliken  v.  Pratt,  125 
Mass.  375,  28  Am.  Rep.  241 ;  Hyde  v.  Oood^ 
iwif,  3  N.  Y.  266;  Afarden  v.  Hotel  Oicnera' 
his.  Co,  85  Iowa,  584,  52  N.  W.  509 ;  Com- 
nwmjcealih  Mut.  F*  Ins.  Co.  v.  William 
Knabe  d  Co.  Mfg.  Co.  171  Mass.  265,  50  N- 
£.  51C;  Eguilahle  Life  Asaur.  Soc.  v.  Clem- 
ents, 140  U.  S.  226,  mib  nom.  Equitable  Life 
As^ur.  Hoc.  V.  Pettus,  35  L.  ed.  497,  1 1  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  822;  Ruae  v.  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ina. 
Co.  23  xV.  Y.  516. 

And  New  Y'ork  was  the  place  of  delivery 
and  the  place  of  performance,  and  where  the 
parties  live  in  different  states  the  place  of 
perfomianoe  is  sometimes  said  to  be  the 
place  of  making. 

Peck  V.  Mayo,  14  Vt,  33,  39  Am.  Dec.  20.5 ; 
Alt  V.  American  TriMt  d  Sav.  Bank.  159  111. 
4G7,  42  N.  E.  856;  Shoe  d  Leather  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Wood,  142  Mass.  503,  8  N.  E.  753; 
Baxter  Sat.  Bank  v.  Talbot,  154  Mass.  213, 
13  L.  R  A.  52,  28  N.  E.  163. 

And  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  oon- 
tra^-t  is  made  is  incorporated  into  and  forms 
a  part  of  the  contract. 

Baxter  Xat.  Bank  v.  Talbot,  154  Mass. 
213,  13  L.  R.  A.  52,  28  N.  E.  163;  Central 
^<lf.  Bank  v.  Hume,  128  U.  S.  195,  32  L.  ed. 
370,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  41 ;  Union  Cent.  L.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Pollard,  94  Va.  146,  36  L.  R.  A.  271, 
tii  S.  E.  421;  Chapin  v.  Dobson,  78  N.  Y. 
74.  34  Am.  Rep.  512;  Dickinson  v.  Edicarda, 
77  N.  Y.  573,  33  Am.  Rep.  671. 

.^nd  the  law  of  the  place  where  a  contract 
U  made  governs  as  to  its  nature,  validity, 
and  interpretation. 

Baxter  Nat.  Bank  v.  Talbot.  154  Mass. 
213,  13  L.  R.  A.  52,  28  N.  E.  163. 

In  this  case  when  the  application  was  re- 
ceived and  approved  by  the  company,  tnd 
the  policy  executed  and  put  in  course  of 
transmission  to  the  insured,  the  contract  was 
complete,  if  not  before,  and  both  parties  be- 
'i-me  bound,  so  that  if  a  loss  had  occurred 
Wore  the  actual  receipt  of  the  policy  by  the 
inMired  the  company  would  have  been  re- 
sponsible. The  contract  was  consummated 
by  the  final  assent  on  the  part  of  the  com- 
pany, and  upon  that  assent,  and  not  upon 
the  actual  delivery  of  the  policy  to  the  in- 
sured, became  operative. 

Porter  v.  Mutual  L.  Ina.  Co.  70  Vt.  504, 
41  Atl.  970;  Cooper  v.  Pacific  Mut.  L.  Ina. 
Co.  7  Nev.  116,  8  Am.  Rep.  705;  Common- 
vfiUh  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  William  Knabe  d 
Co.  Mfg.  Co.  171  Mass.  265,  50  N.  E.  516; 
Cromu;ell  v.  Royal  Cc^nadian  Ina.  Co.  49  Md. 
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366,  33  Am.  Rep.  258;  New  York  L.  Ina.  Go. 
V.  Babcovk,  104  Ga.  67,  42  L.  R.  A.  88,  30  S. 
E.  273;  Hartford  Steam  Boiler  Inspection  d 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Lasher  Stocking  Co.  66  Vt.  439, 

29  Atl.  629 ;  Baker  v.  Spaulding  Bros.  71  Vt. 
169,  42  Atl.  982;  Western  v.  Genesee  Mut. 
Ins.  Co.  12  N.  Y.  258. 

The  application  is  no  part  of  the  policy. 
Albert  V.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  122  N.  C.  92, 

30  S.  E.  327. 

The  moment  such  a  policy  is  executed  and 
delivered  it  becomes  property,  and  the  title 
to  it  vests  in  the  beneficiaries  named  . 

Continental  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Palmer,  42 
Conn.  60,  19  Am.  Rep.  530;  Connecticut 
Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Fish,  59  N.  H.  126;  Glam 
V.  Gloeckler,  104  111.  573,  44  Am.  Rep.  94; 
Whitehead  v.  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  102  N. 
Y.  143,  55  Am.  Rep.  787,  6  N.  E.  267;  Bicker 
V.  Clmrter  Oak  L.  Ina.  Co.  27  Minn.  193,  38 
Am.  Rep.  289,  6  N.  W.  771 ;  Hooker  v.  Sugg, 
102  N.  C.  116,  3  L.  R  A.  217,  8  S.  E.  919; 
Harley  v.  Heist,  86  Ind.  196,  44  Am.  Rep. 
285;  Baker  v.  Union  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  43  N. 
Y.  283;  Garner  v.  Germania  L.  Ins.  Co.  110 
N.  Y.  266,  1  L.  R.  A.  256,  18  N.  E.  130; 
Olmsted  v,  Keyes,  85  N.  Y.  593;  United 
States  Trust  Co.  v.  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co. 
115  N.  Y.  152,  21  N.  E.  1025;  Walsh  v.  Mu- 
tual L.  Ins.  Co.  133  N.  Y.  408,  31  N.  E.  228 ; 
Gould  V.  Emerson,  99  Mass.  154,  96  Am.  Dec. 
720;  Eadie  v.  Slimmon,  26  N.  Y.  9,  82  Am. 
Dec.  395 ;  Stilwcll  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Go.  72 
N.  Y.  388;  Thompson  v.  American  Tontine 
Life  d  Sav.  Ins.  Co.  46  N.  Y.  675 ;  New  York 
L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Ireland  (Tex.)  14  L.  R.  A.  278, 
17  S.  W.  617. 

So  far  as  the  rights  of  property  in  the  pol- 
icy are  concerned,  it  makes  no  difference 
whether  the  wife  took  out  the  policy  and 
paid  the  premiums,  or  the  husband.  In 
either  case  the  beneficiaries  took  vested  in- 
terests in  the  policy,  of  which  they  could  not 
be  deprived  without  their  consent. 

Harley  v.  Heist,  86  Ind.  196,  44  Am.  Rep. 
285;  Baker  y.  Union  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  43  N. 
Y.  283;  Re  Dobbel,  104  Cal.  432,  38  Pac.  87; 
Fclrath  v.  Schonfield,  76  Ala.  199,  52  Am. 
Rep.  319. 

Assuming  that  the  husband  took  out  the 
policy  and  paid  the  premiums,  an  irrevoca- 
ble, voluntary,  and  executed  settlement  was 
created,  which  could  not  be  revoked  in  a  mo- 
ment of  caprice  or  necessity. 

Gould  V.  Emerson,  99  Mass.  154,  96  Am. 
Dec.  720;  Boy  den  v.  Massachusetts  Mut.  L. 
Ins.  Co.  153  Mas.s.  544,  27  N.  E.  669;  Bicker 
V.  Charter  Oak  L.  Ins.  Co.  27  Minn.  193,  38 
Am.  Rep.  280,  6  N.  W.  771;  New  York  L. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Ireland  (Tex.)  14  L.  R.  A.  278, 
17  S.  W.  617. 

The  title  to  the  fund  vested,  in  point  of 
right,  immediately  upon  the  issuing  of  the 
policy,  but  was  liable  to  be  devested  upon  the 
happening  of  a  subsequent  contingency.  The 
wife's  enjoyment  of  the  fund  depended  upon 
her  surviving  her  husband;  the  children's 
right  upon  the  husband  surviving  the  wife. 
It  was  a  present  right  to  the  future  enjoy- 
ment of  the  property;  and  this  right  be- 
came lixed  in  the  children  upon  the  death  of 
the  wife  during  the  life  of  the  husband. 
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Continental  L.  Ins,  Co.  v.  Palmer,  42 
Conn.  60,  19  Am.  Rep.  530;  Voss  v.  Connec- 
ticut Mut,  L.  Ins.  Co.  119  Mich.  161,  44  L. 
R.  A.  68P,  77  N.  W.  097. 

The  terms  of  the  policy  constitute  a  con- 
tract of  the  company  to  pay  the  specified 
amount  to  tlie  l)eneficiaries  designated,  and 
create  direct  legal  relations  between  them. 

IJookcr  V.  8u<jg,  102  N.  C.  115,  3  L.  R.  A, 
217,  8  S.  E.  919,  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  717,  note. 

And  this  is  so,  although  no  knowledge  of 
th«  existeiKje  of  the  policy  oomes  to  them 
until  after  the  death  of  the  assured. 

Baker  v.  Union  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  43  N.  Y. 
283;  Garner  v.  Oermania  L.  Ins.  Co.  110  N. 
Y.  260,  1  L.  R.  A.  256,  18  N.  E.  130;  White- 
head V.  A* etc  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  102  N.  Y.  143, 
55  Am.  Rep.  787,  6  N.  E.  267. 

The  interest  in  such  a  policy  is  a  right  of 
property,  which  is  inlieritable  and  descendi- 
ble like  any  other  property. 

Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fish,  59  N. 
H.  126;  Contifivrital  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Palmer, 
42  Conn.  60,  19  Am.  Rep.  530;  Winslow  v. 
Goodicin,  7  Met.  363;  Anderson^s  Estate,  85 
Pa.  202;  Ilise  v.  Hartford  L.  Ins.  Co.  (Ky.) 
29  Am.  St.  Rep.  361,  note;  Deginther's  Ap- 
peal, 83  Pa.  337 ;  Fraternal  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Appiegate,  7  Ohio  St.  292;  Conigland  v. 
Smith,  79  N.  C.  303;  Hooker  v.  Sugg  (N. 
C.)  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  721,  note;  V.  B.  Mut. 
Aid  Soc.  y.  Miller,  107  Pa.  162;  Barley  v. 
Heist,  86  Ind.  196,  44  Am.  Rep.  285;  Re  Dob- 
bel,  104  Cal.  432,  38  Pac.  87 ;  Milner  v.  Bow- 
man, 119  Ind.  449,  5  L.  R.  A.  95,  21  N.  E. 
1094;  Rollins  v.  McHatton  (Colo.)  25  Am. 
St.  Rep.  204,  note;  \eicman  v.  Covenant 
Mut.  Ins.  Asso.  76  Iowa,  56,  1  L.  R.  A.  659, 
40  N.  W.  87;  Smith  v.  Covenant  Mut.  Ben. 
Asso.  24  Fed.  685;  Hooker  v.  Sugg,  102  N. 
C.  115,  3  L.  R.  A.  217,  8  S.  E.  919,  U  Am. 
St.  Rep.  717,  note;  Voss  v.  Connecticut  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.  119  Mich.  161,  44  L.  R.  A.  689, 
77  N.  W.  697;  Phosnix  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Dunham,  46  Conn.  79,  33  Am.  Rep.  14. 

Mrs.  Millard's  interest  in  the  policy  could 
have  been  assigned  by  her,  and  would  have 
passed  under  a  devise  in  a  will  the  same  as 
any  other  property. 

Continental  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Palmer,  42 
Conn.  60,  19  Am.  Rep.  530;  State  ex  rel. 
Wiight  V.  Tomlinson,  16  Ind.  App.  662,  45 
N.  E.  1110;  Re  Dobbel,  104  Cal.  432,  38  Pac. 
87. 

Hammond,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

In  1868  the  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Com- 
pany of  New  York  issued  a  policy  upon  the 
life  of  Shubael  W.  Bray  ton,  then  a  resident 
of  North  Adams,  in  this  state,  in  the  sum  of 
$10,000,  "for  the  sole  use  of  his  wife,"  Sarah 
W.  Brayton,  the  money  to  be  paid  to  her  if 
living  at  the  death  of  her  husband,  "and,  if 
not  living,  to  her  children,  or  their  guardian 
for  their  use."  She  died  in  1877,  leaving 
her  husband  and  three  children  surviving. 
Of  these  children,  William,  never  having 
married,  died  in  1881,  a  minor.  Harriott 
died  in  1888,  leaving  a  husband,  but  no  chil- 
dren, surviving.  IfMibelle,  in  1876,  married 
the  plaintiff,  and  in  1894  died,  leaving  him, 
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but  no  children,  surviving.  Shubael  W. 
Brayton  died  in  1897,  leaving  the  defendant, 
his  second  wife,  surviving,  and  she  is  his  ex- 
ecutrix and  sole  legatee.  In  1890,  by  an 
agreement  between  Mr.  Brayton  and  tlie 
company,  the  policy  was  "continued  a^s  and 
for  a  paid-up  policy"  for  $6,217,  no  further 
premiums  to  be  required,  "except  in  oasis 
where  an  extra  premium  would  be  charge- 
able," and  after  his  death  the  insurance  mon- 
ey was  paid  to  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff 
joining  in  a  release  to  the  company.  In 
this  action  the  plaintiff,  as  the  administra- 
tor of  the  estate  of  the  daughter  Isa belle, 
seeks  to  recover  one  third  of  this  money. 

The  first  question  is  whether  the  rights  of 
the  parties  to  this  action  are  to  be  detej- 
mined  by  the  law  of  New  Y^'ork  or  of  thi* 
state.  At  the  time  of  the  application  ami 
thereafter,  Mr.  Brayton  and  his  wife  were 
continually  residents  of  this  state.  The 
application  was  made  in  this  state,  to  tin- 
duly  authorized  agent  of  the  company  in 
this  state,  who  forwarded  the  same  to  the 
home  otliee,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  where 
it  was  accepted,  and  the  policy  was  sent  by 
the  company  to  its  agent  in  this  state,  and 
by  him  here  delivere<l.  It  does  not  apjKjar 
that  any  notice  was  given  of  the  acceptanee 
until  the  policy  was  delivered  in  this  slate. 
In  the  application  the  beneficiary  was  the 
wife  alone,  while  in  the  policy  as  sent  by  the 
company  she  was  not  the  only  beneficiary. 
The  policy  was  not  to  be  delivered  until  the 
premium  was  paid.  The  contract  was  not 
made  until  the  policy  as  changed  was  de- 
livered to  Mr.  Brayton,  and  the  premiuin 
paid.  The  case  is  clearly  distinguishubie 
from  Commonirr.alth  Mut.  F.  In.*t.  Co.  v. 
William  Knabe  d  Co.  Mfg.  Co.  171  Mas^. 
265,  50  N.  E.  516,  upon  which  the  plaintiff 
relies.  The  contract  was  made  in  this  statv, 
and  the  rights  of  the  parties,  so  far  as  iji- 
volved  in  this  suit,  must  be  settled  by  the 
law  of  this  state,  notwithstanding  the  stipn 
lation  in  the  policy  that  the  premiums  aii<l 
the  sum  insured  were  to  be  paid  in  the  stair 
of  New  York.  Thwing  v.  Great  Westeni  ita. 
Co.  Ill  Mass.  109;  Markey  \\  Mutual  Brn.  I. 
Ins.  Co.  120  Mass.  158;  Equitable  Life  As 
sur.  Soc.  V.  Clements,  140  U.  S.  226,  sub  tion. 
Equitable  Life  Assur.  Soc.  v.  Pettwt.  .3.1  I.. 
ed.  497,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  822.  See  also  Mi: 
tual  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Phinney,  178  U.  S.  327.  4  4 
L.  ed.  108S,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  906:  Hamhi  i 
V.  Talviker  Distillery  [1894]  A.  C.  202:  ./« 
cohs  V.  Credit  Lyonnais,  L.  R.  12  Q.  B.  l)i\. 
589;  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cohen,  179  U.  S. 
202,  45  L.  ed.  181,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  106. 

The  next  question  is  whether,  the  benefi- 
ciaries named  in  the  policy  having  di<xl  U 
fore  the  termination  of  the  life  insurcnl.  th<' 
proceeds  of  the  policy  go  to  the  estate  of  Mi. 
Brayton  as  a  resulting  trust.  In  the  deter- 
mination of  this  question  it  is  necessary  to 
ascertain  whether  the  contiact  with  the  com- 
pany was  that  of  the  wife  or  the  husband. 
As  the  application  is  made  a  part  of  the  con- 
tract, its  statements  are  to  be  regarde*!  as 
material  on  that  question.  It  is  apparent, 
from  the  most  cursory  examination  of  th*- 
application,    that    many    of     the    question- 
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therein  are  propounded  directly  to  the  perr 
son  \>hoji»e  life  is  to  be  insured,  and  are  ex- 
pected to  be  anpwered  by  him,  and  not  by 
the  applicant,  while  others  are  propounded 
direftly  to  the  applicant,  and  are  expected 
to  be  answered  by  her,  and  not  by  the  per- 
!40ii  >»hot<e  life  is  to  be  insured.     But,  wheth- 
er the  questions  are  propounded  to  the  one 
or  the  other,  both  affirm  and  declare  that  all 
the  answeri^  are  true  and  correct.     This  ap- 
plication upon  its  face  distinguishes  between 
the  applicant  and  the  person  whose  life  is  to 
be  inf>ured,  or  between  the  wife  and  the  hus- 
band.   The  answer  to  the  eighteenth  ques- 
tion is  that  Sarah  M.  Bravixin,  the  wife,  is 
the  person  for  whose  benefit  the  assurance  is 
to  be  effected.     Then  follows  the  statement 
th.it  "it  is  hereby  aflirmed  and  declared  by 
Sarah   M.    Brayton,     the    applicant    above 
named,  and  also  by  the  person  whose  life  is 
proposed  for   in?»urance,"  that  the  answers 
are  correct.     Further  on  it  is  declared  "that 
the  Blx)ve-nanied  a})plic*ant  has  an   interest 
in  the  ]if(>  of  the  said  person  whose  life  is 
proposed  for  insurance,  to  the  full  extent  of 
the  amount  of  insurance  above  applied  for." 
It  is  also  expressly  stipulated  and  agreed 
that  the  application   and   declaration  shall 
fonn  the  basis  of  the  contract  "between  the 
alwve- named  persons"  and  the  insurer,  "and 
the  said  per.'^ion  whose  life  is  proposed  for 
insurance"  makes  further  declarations,  not 
here  material.     Tlie  application  has  two  sig- 
natures.    The  first  is  "Sarah  M.  Brayton,  by 
S.  W.  Brayton,"   who  signs  as  "the  appli- 
cant or  the  person  for  whose  benefit  the  as- 
surance is  applied  for;"  and  the  second  is 
Sbubaet  W.  Brayton,  who  signs  as  "the  per- 
^n  whose  life  is  proposed  for  assurance." 
Throughout  the  whole  document,   including 
the  signatures,  the  wife  is  described  as  the 
appliiant,  and  the  huslxind  appears  simply 
a*  th€  person  whose  life  is  to  be  assured. 
Turning  to  the  policy,  we  find  the  same  dis- 
tinction  sharply   drawn.     The   insurer,   "in 
coueideration   of    the    representations   made 
...     in  the   application,"  and  of  a   cer- 
tain sum  "paid  by  Sarah  M.  Brayton,  wife 
af  Shuliael  W.  Brayton,"  and  of  other  pay- 
ir.«nis  to  be  made,  assured  "the  life  of  the 
<iid  ShulKiel  W.  Brayton,     .     .     .     for  the 
v>ie  uj^   of  his   said   wife,   in   the   amount 
ftf  ^'10,000,  for  the  term  of  his  natural  life." 
AlO    the    insurer   agrees    to    pay    the    said 
ainmmt  "to  the  said  assured  for  her  sole  Uf<o, 
if  living,     .     .     .     and,  if  not  living,  to  her 
'hildren  or  their  guardian,  for  their  use,"  in 
"•ixty  days  after  due  notic>e  and  proof  of  loss. 
It  is  further  provided  that  this  policy  "is  is- 
"ii^d  and  accepted  by  the  assured"  upon  cer- 
tain conditions  concerning  the  acts  or  con- 
durt  "of  the  said  person  whose  life  is  hereby 
in<iured." 

It  is  true  that  the  promise  to  pay  is  not 
niaile  in  express  terms  to  the  wife,  but  it  is 
nade  in  con f«i deration  of  money  recited  to 
fi:ive  been  paid  by  her,  is  a  promise  to  pay 
the  wife,  and  the  policy  recites  that  it  is  ac- 
oi-pted  by  the  assured — that  is,  the  wife — up- 
f^n  certain  conditions  therein  expressed.  Tlie 
only  proper  conclusion  is  that  the  promise 
i«  made  to  the  one  who  applies  for  it,  who 
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is  acknowledged  by  th*  promisor  to  be  the- 
person  who  pays  for  it,  and  who  receives  and 
accepts  it  upon  the  conditions  upon  which 
it  is  made;  and  especially  is  this  so  as 
against  the  claim  made  by  the  estate  of  the 
husband,  who  did  not  apply  for  it,  who  is  not 
the  person  recognized  by  the  promisor  as 
paying  for  it,  or  as  the  person  who  is  expect- 
ed to  accept  it.  It  appears,  therefore,  from 
the  application  and  policy,  constituting  to- 
gether the  contract,  that  the  wife,  having  an 
insurable  interest  in  the  life  of  her  huslmnd 
to  the  amount  of  $10,000,  wished  to  insure 
that  interest,  and  applied  to  the  company  for 
such  insurance;  that  upon  such  application 
the  policy  was  issued;  that  the  basis  of  the 
contract,  or  the  thing  insured,  was  the  inter- 
est of  the  wife  in  the  life  of  her  husband,  as 
stated  in  the  application,  and  not  the  inter- 
est of  the  hushiind  in  his  own  life;  that  the 
consideration  for  the  contract  was  recog- 
nized by  all  parties  as  coming  from  the 
wife;  that  the  promise  by  the  insurance 
company,  although  not  made  in  express 
terms  to  the  wife,  was,  by  fair  and  reasona- 
ble implication  and  in  law,  a  promise  to  the 
wife;  that  it  was  a  promise  to  pay  the  wife, 
and  was  made  upon  certain  express  condi- 
tions, which  were  to  be  accepted  by  the  as- 
sured, namely,  the  wife,  and  by  no  one  else. 
It  follows,  as  a  necessary  consequence,  that 
the  contract  wa«  in  law  between  the  com- 
pany and  the  wife.  It  was  a  contract  by 
which  she  was  insured  upon  her  interest  in 
the  life  of  her  husband,  and  not  a  contract 
by  which  he  was  insured  upon  his  interest  in 
his  own  life.  In  Whitehead  v.  New  York  L. 
IvH.  Co.  102  N.  Y.  143,  150,  .5.5  Am.  Rep.  787, 
G  X.  E.  207,  where  each  of  three  policies  in 
the  life  of  the  husband  recited  that  the  con- 
sideration wa«  paid  by  the  wife,  and  the 
moniey  was  to  be  paid  to  her,  the  court  said: 
These  contracts  purport  upon  their  face  to 
be  contracts  with  the  wife  as  the  party  as- 
sured, and  not  at  all  with  the  husband,  who 
stands  in  the  policy  as  simply  the  life  in- 
sured ;  his  conduct  and  death  furnishing  the 
contingencies  upon  which  the  liability  of  the 
insurer  is  made  to  depend.  As  was  tersely 
expressetl  in  the  argument,  the  contract  was 
about  the  husband,  and  not  with  him.  And  in 
Central  Xat.  Hank  v.  Hume,  128  U.  S.  195,  32 
L.  ed.  370,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  41,  a  similar  deci- 
sion was  made  upon  a  similar  contract.  See 
also  Browns  Appeal,  125  Pa.  303,  17  Atl. 
411);  Coiitituntal  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Palmer,  42 
Conn.  00,  19  -\m.  Rep.  530;  Covuvcticut 
Mut.  L.  his.  Co.  V.  Burroughs,  34  Conn.  305, 
91  Am.  Dec.  725;  Phoenix  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Dunham,  46  Conn.  79,  33  Am.  Rep.  14;  Cy- 
renius  v.  MutuaA  L.  Ins.  Co.  145  N.  Y.  576,. 
40  N.  E.  225. 

It  is  said,  however,  that  the  husband 
caused  the  application  to  be  made,  and  that 
he  paid  all  tlie  premiums.  That  is  true,  but 
in  making  the  application  he  re])resente<l 
himself,  not  as  acting  for  himself,  but  only 
as  agent  for  his  wif€»,  and  therefore,  upon 
the  facts  of  the  case,  and  as  between  the 
parties  to  this  suit  he  must  be  assumed  to 
have  acted  as  such  agent ;  and,  in  so  far  as 
he  paid  any  premium  before  or  after  her  de- 
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cease,  he  must  be  held  to  have  paid  it  as  the 
Agent  of  those  to  whom  the  policy  was  pay- 
able. The  payment  of  the  premiiiuns,  wheth- 
er before  or  aiter  the  death  of  the  wife,  did 
not  affect  the  nature  or  construction  of  the 
contract,  did  not  make  him  a  party  to  it, 
nor  the  policy  his  property.  Swan  v.  SnoWf 
11  Allen,  224;  Baker  v.  Union  Mut,  L.  Ins. 
Co.  43  N.  Y.  283 ;  Whitehead  v.  New  York  L. 
Ins,  Co,  102  N.  Y.  151,  66  Am.  Rep.  787,  6  N. 
£.  267.  And  the  change  to  a  paid-up  policy 
is  immaterial.  As  between  the  parties  to 
this  suit,  the  latter  policy  must  stand  in  the 
place  of  the  original.  If  the  change  was  un- 
authorized, the  plaintiff,  so  far  as  respects 
his  interest,  has  ratified  it  by  bringing  this 
«uit.  In  Fuller  v.  Linzee,  135  Mass.  468, 
upon  which  the  defendant  relies  as  an  au- 
thority in  support  of  the  proposition  that  a 
policy  like  this  is  a  contract  between  the  in- 
surance company  and  the  person  whose  life 
is  insured,  the  ouesition  decided  was  that  in- 
asmuch as,  by  tne  terms  of  the  contract,  the 
wife  had  no  interest  transmissible  unless 
she  survived  her  husband,  her  next  of  kin 
'Could  not  maintain  their  claim  to  the  fund 
without  proving  that  she  survived  him.  In 
that  case  it  appeared  that  the  policy  was 
procured  by  the  husband,  and  the  applica- 
tion was  not  before  the  court.  Here  the  ap- 
plication is  before  the  court,  and  the  wife, 
and  not  the  husband,  is  shown  to  be  the  ap- 
plicant. In  so  far  as  the  oaae  of  Fuller  v. 
Linzee,  135  Mass.  468,  may  seem  to  be  an  au- 
thority for  the  proposition  that  a  contract 
like  the  one  at  bar,  even  where  premiums 
are  paid  by  the  husband,  is  to  bee  regarded 
under  our  statutes  as  a  contract  with  the 
husband,  it  is  inconsistent  with  a  previoii.<4 
•decision  of  this  court  in  Suran  v.  Snow,  11 
Allen,  221,  and  the  decision  is  to  be  sup- 
ported, if  at  all,  by  the  peculiar  circumstan- 
<?es  of  the  case.  In  Bancroft  v.  Russell,  157 
Mass.  47,  31  N.  E.  710,  it  is  stated  in  the 
bill,  and  admitted  in  the  answer,  that  the 
husband  "procured  the  policies,"  and  in  the 
agreed  facts  that  "he  caused  to  be  issued'' 
the  policy,  and  there  is  nothing  to  show 
which  of  the  two,  the  husband  or  the  wife, 
was  the  one  with  whom  the  contract  was 
made.  In  Haskins  v.  Kendall,  158  Mass. 
224,  33  N.  E.  495,  it  directly  appears  that 
the  policy  was  taken  out  by  the  husband, 
and  that  the  contract  was  with  him. 

If  it  be  suggested  that,  at  the  time  this 
contract  was  made,  the  wife  had  no  authori- 
ty to  enter  into  such  a  contract,  the  answer 
is  that  Gen.  Stat.  chap.  58,  §  62,  distinctly 
recognizes  that  a  contract  of  insurance  of  the 
life  of  the  husband  may  be  "procured"  by 
the  wife,  and  provides  that  such  a  contract 
shall  inure  to  her  separate  use  and  benerit 
and  that  of  her  children.  See  Stran  v. 
Snow,  11  Allen,  224;  Burroughs  v.  State 
Mut.  Life  Assur.  Co.  97  Mass.  359. 

It  is  suggested  by  the  defendant  that  there 
is  no  evidence  that  the  husband  wa^  author- 
ized to  apply  in  behalf  of  the  wife,  or  that 
she  ever  knew  that  he  had  so  applied;  but 
the  answer  is  that  this  litigation  is  not  be- 
tween the  parties  to  the  contract.  The  in- 
surance company  has  recognized  the  validi- 
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ty  of  the  contract,  and  has  paid  the  money 
over  in  compliance  with  its  terms,  and  it  is 
held  by  the  defendant  upon  the  trust  ini' 
pose^  by  the  contract. 

We  have  here,  therefore,  a  contract  be- 
tween th^  insui'unce  company  and  Sarah  M. 
Brayton,  by  the  terms  of  which  the  com- 
pany agrees  to  pay  certain  money  on  the  de- 
cease of  Shubael  W.  Brayton  to  her  if  she 
be  then  living,  otherwise  to  her  children. 
9he  had  a  vested  interest  in  this  sum,  liable 
to  be  defeated  by  her  death  before  her  huH- 
band,  but  it  could  not  be  assigned  without 
her  consent,  nor  could  even  her  assignee  take 
any  greater  estate  than  she  had.  Knicker- 
bocker L.  Ins,  Co.  V.  Weitz,  99  Mass.  157; 
May,  Ins.  S§  391,  392,  and  cases  therein  cit- 
ed. Upon  her  deatli  during  the  life  of  her 
husband,  the  interest  became  vested  in  the 
children,  just  as  a  promissory  note  would  be 
which  was  made  payable  to  them  after  the 
death  of  tlieir  mother.  Connecticut  Hut.  L. 
Ins,  Co.  V,  Burroughs,  34  Conn.  305,  315,  91 
Am.  Dec.  725;  Continental  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Pal- 
mer, 42  Conn.  60,  19  Am.  Rep.  530. 

This  is  not  a  case  where  a  man  insures  his 
interest  in  his  own  life  for  the  benefit  of  his 
wife  and  children  or  some  other  relative,  and 
no  beneficiary  survives  him,  but  is  a  case 
where  the  wife  insures  her  interest  in  the 
life  of  her  husband  for  her  own  benefit  if 
she  survives  him.  otherwise  for  the  benefit  of 
her  children,  and  then,  during  the  life  of  her 
husband,  dies  leaving  children  surviving  her. 
In  the '  one  case  the  insured  survives  the 
beneficiaries,  and  in  the  other  the  benefi- 
oinrios  survive  the  insured;  and  whatever 
may  be  the  dcx*trine  respecting  a  resulting 
trust  in  the  insured  in  the  former  case,  based 
on  the  fact  of  his  survi^-al  of  the  beneficiariei*, 
it  is  not  applicable  in  the  latter  case,  where 
the  beneficiaries  survive  the  insured.  The 
foundation  of  the  doctrine  of  a  resulting 
trust,  namely,  the  death  of  the  beneficiaries 
before  the  insured,  is  wanting.  And  even  if 
it  be  said  that  a  contract  of  this  kind  with 
a  life  insurance  company  is  somewhat  in  the 
nature  of  a  testamentary  disposition,  and 
that  the  right  of  the  beneficiaries  is  contin- 
gent upon  their  survival  of  the  person  mak- 
ing the  contract,  the  doctrine  is  not  applica- 
ble to  this  case,  because  the  person  making 
the  testamentary  provision  is  the  wife,  and 
not  the  husband,  and  the  benefieiaries  sur- 
vived her.  After  the  death  of  the  wife,  the 
contract  became  a  promise  to  pay  to  the  chiU 
dren  a  certain  sum  of  money  on  the  happen- 
ing of  an  event  which  was  sure  to  occur. 
There  was  no  uncertainty  about  it.  It  was 
in  terms  an  absolute  piT>mise,  founded  upon 
sullicient  consideration.  The  general  rule  is 
that  a  promise  to  pay  money  at  a  time  in  the 
future  sure  to  arrive  inures  to  the  benefit  of 
the  legal  representatives  of  the  person  to 
whom  the  money  is  to  be  paid,  if  he  be  ncvt 
alive  at  the  time  th«»  payment  is  due,  and  we 
see  no  reason  why  this  rule  is  not  applicable 
in  this  case.  See  Connecticut  Mut,  L,  Ins, 
Co.  V.  Fish,  59  X.  11.  126.  In  the  opinion  of 
the  majority  of  the  court,  the  plaintiff,  as 
the  administrator  of  the  estate  of  one  of  the 
children,  is  entitled  to  recover.    For  deci- 
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siona  in  other  states  bearing  upon  the  ques- 
tions involved,  in  addition  to  the  cases  above 
cited,  see  United  States  Trust  Co.  v.  Mutual 
Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co,  115  N.  Y.  152,  21  N.  E. 
1025;  Walsh  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  133  N.  Y. 
408,  31  X.  K.  228 ;  and  the  authorities  col- 
lected in  May,  Ins.  3d  ed.  399,  note;  Voss  v. 


Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  119  Mich.  101, 
44  L.  R.  A.  680,  77  N.  W.  697;  Harlcy  v. 
Heist,  86  Ind.  196,  44  Am.  Rep.  285.  See 
also  for  a  collection  of  some  of  the  authori- 
ties. Hooker  v.  Sugg  (N.  C.)  11  Am.  St.  Rep. 
721  et  seq. 
Judgment  on  the  finding. 


NEBRASKA  SUPREME  COURT. 


YOUXG   MEN'S    CHRISTIAN   ASSOCIA- 
TION of  Omaha,  Appt., 

V. 

DOUGLAS  COUNTY  et  al, 

(60  Neb.  642.) 

*1.  An  intention  to  nse  property  oecn- 
pled  for  bnsineiis  pnrpoiiea  at  some  un- 
certain time  ia  the  future,  for  purposes  which 
will  render  it  exempt  from  taxation  under 
the  laws  of  the  state,  will  not  preclude  its 
being  taxed  under  the  general  revenue  laws, 
so  long  as  occupied  for  such  business  pur- 
poses. 

1.  Stmtateaft  providtnflr  for  exemption  of 
properti  from  tnxnt  ion  when  used  for 
parposes  therein  mentioned,  being  an  excep- 
tion to  the  general  rule  of  taxation,  and  in 
derogation  of  the  equal  rights  of  all,  are  to 
be  strictly  construed. 

S.  The  Yovns  Men's  Cfiristinn  Associn- 
tion  of  Ontnhn,  l)eing  organized  and  Incor- 
porated for  educational,  charitable,  and  reli- 
gious worlc,  owned  certain  real  estate,  upon 
which  was  erected  a  building  used  by  it  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  forward  the  object 
of  its  organization,  except  the  first  floor  there- 
of, which  was  rented  for  business  purposes, 
the  rents  being  applied  to  the  worlc  of  the 
association.  Held,  that  the  portion  of  the 
property  occupied  for  business  purposes  was 
not  used  excluslyely  for  educational,  charit- 
able, and  religious  work,  and  therefore  not 
exempt  from  taxation,  under  the  general  rev- 
et ne  laws  of  the  state. 

(October  18,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for   Douglas  County 
in  favor  of  defendants  in   an  action  to    re- 
strain the  collection  of  an  alleged  illegal  tax. 
A/^rmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.   Acheaon  A   Adams  for    appel- 
lant. 
Mr.  H.  I<.  Day  for  appellees. 

Holcomby  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

A  petition  waa  filed  for  the  purpose  of  ob- 
taining an  order  of  injunction  to  restrain 
the  appellees,  the  county  of  Douglas  and  the 
-county    treasurer    thereof,    from    collecting 

*l!eadnotes  by  Holcosib,  J. 


certain  taxes  alleged  to  have  been  illegally 
assessed  against  the  appellant's  property  sit- 
uated in  Omaha,  Douglas  county,  and  con-, 
sis^ting  of  a  city  lot  smd  a  building  erected 
thereon.  In  the  petition  it  is  alleged  that 
the  appellant  is  a  duly-organized  corpora- 
tion, under  and  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of  the 
stute,  maintained  and  existing  for  school,  re- 
ligious, and  charitable  purposes,  and  that 
the  property  which  is  attempted  to  be  as- 
sessed is  exempt  under  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  the  state.  It  is  to  be  conceded  at 
the  outset,  as  it  is  admitted  by  the  demurrer 
to  the  petition  which  was  filed,  and  under 
which  the  question  was  decided,  that  the  ob- 
ject and  purposes  of  the  appellant  corpora- 
tion are  such  as  to  exempt  the  property 
used  exclusively  by  it  for  the  purposes  of  its 
organization  from  taxation  under  the  laws 
of  the  state.  Tlie  controversy  as  to  its  prop- 
erty being  taxable,  notwithstanding  the  ex- 
emption referred  to,  arises,  and  becomes  ap- 
parent, from  the  following  allegations  in  the 
second  paragraph  of  the  petition.  After  de- 
scribing the  lot  of  land  owned  by  it,  it  is 
said  "that  on  this  lot  this  plaintiff  con- 
structed, about  the  year  1887,  and  has  ever 
since  been  maintaining,  a  large  four-story 
stone  building,  which  building  has  always 
been  used  fcr  said  purposes  of  said  Young 
Men's  Christian  Association.  The  first  floor 
of  said  building  the  plaintiff  is  now  leasing 
tempoi-arily  for  business  purposes;  the  rents 
thereof,  as  well  as  itll  the  income  from  all 
sources,  being  used  exclusively  in  maintain- 
ing the  educational,  religious,  and  charitable 
work  of  the  plaintiff.  It  is  the  purpose  and 
intention  of  the  plaintiff  to  use  the  first 
floor  for  offices,  gymnasium,  baths,  etc. ;  but, 
owing  to  its  restricte<l  income,  it  is  com- 
pelled, for  the  prt«ent,  to  rent  the  same,  and 
apply  the  rents  to  the  running  expenses  of 
the  institution,  until  its  income  from  other 
sources  and  voluntary  donations  will  pay 
the  expenses  of  maint4?.nance  for  the  purposes 
aforesaid."  Whether  the  assessment  of 
taxes  souglit  to  be  restrained  is  against  the 
entire  property,  or  only  the  portion  thereof 
rented  for  business  purj)o>^es,  is  not  disclosed 
by  the  petition.  It  is  alleged  that  there  was 
levied  and  assessed  against  the  plaintiff,  and 
against  the  said  lot  of  ground,  the  taxes  for 
the  vears  181)2,  1893,  1895,  and  1896. 


Nors. — For  authorities  in  earlier  volumes  of 
tilts  series  on  the  effect  of  using  property  of 
fbaritabie  institution  In  secular  business  or  for 
r«TeDae  upon  an  alleged  exemption  from  taxa- 
tion. Bpe  Book  Agents  of  M.  E.  Church,  South, 
T.  Hlaton   (Tenn.)  19  L.  B.  A.  289,  and  note; 
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Montana  Catholic  Mission  v.  Lewis  &  C.  Coun- 
ty (Mont.)  22  L.  R.  A.  684;  American  Sunday 
School  Union  v.  Taylor  (Pa.)  23  L.  R.  A.  695; 
Portland  Hibernian  Benev.  Soc.  v.  Kelly  (Or.)  30 
L.  R.  A.  1G7;  and  Fitterer  v.  Crawford  (Mo.) 
50  L.  E.  A.  191. 


\u 


Nebraska  Suprsmb  Court. 


Oct., 


'Hie  demurrer  to  the  petition  raises  but 
one  question,  and  that  is  whether  or  not, 
under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  state, 
the     plaintifFs    property,    or     the     portion 
thereof     rented    for     busine^ss    purposes,    is 
wliolly  and  altogether  exempt  from  taxation. 
It  is  "provided  by  §  2,  art.  9,  of  the  Consti- 
tution,   that    "the    property    of    the    state 
.     .     .     shall  be  exempt  from  taxation,  and 
such  other  property  as  may  be  used  exclu- 
sively    .     .     .     for  school,  religious,    .    .    . 
and  charitable  purposes,  may  be  exempted 
from  taxation,  but  such  exemptions  shall  be 
only  by  general  law."     By  §  2,  chap.  77,  of 
the  revenue  laws  it  is  provided:     "The  fol- 
lowing property  shall  be  exempt  from  taxa- 
tion    in     this     state:     .     .     .     Such    other 
property  as  may  be  used  exclusively     .     .     . 
for    school,  religious,    cemetery,  and    chari- 
table purposes."     While  there  is  an  allega- 
tion   that  the    plaintiff  intends  to   use    the 
rooms  now  rented  for  business  purposes,  for 
offices,     gymnasium,     and     other     purpose-j 
proper  and  necessary  for  carrying  out  the 
object,s  of  itfl  organization,  we  do  not  think 
such  allegation  can  materially  affect  the  de- 
cision of  the  case  as  to  the  pr^ent  situation 
and  uses  to  which  the  property  is  put  as 
disclosed  by  the  petition.     An  intention  to 
use  it  for  such  purposes  in  the  future,  which 
would    doubtless,  when    so    used,  exempt  it 
from    taxation,  is    not    a    present  exclusive 
use,  as   contemplated  by   the   constitutional 
and    statutory    provisions    quoted.     In    the 
case  of  Academy  of  Sacred  Heart  v.  /ret/,  51 
Neb.  755,  71  N.  W.  752,  it  is  held  that,  in 
order  to  be  exempt  from  taxation,  the  prop- 
erty must  be  used  directly,  immediately,  and 
exclusively  for    the*  purposes    mentioned  in 
the    provisions    referred  to.     It    cannot,  we 
think,  under  the  allegations  of  the  petition, 
be  successfully  contended  that,  because  of  an 
intention  to  use  the  property  at  some  time 
in  the  future  directly  by  the  association  for 
olllces,  etc.,  such  intention  is  a  direct  and  im- 
me<liate  use  for  such  p/operty.     As  has  been 
iiptly  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Brewer,  in  Wash- 
burn College  v.  Hhawnee  County  Comrs.,  8 
Kan.  344:     "An  intention  to  occupy  is  not 
equivalent  to  occupation, — does  not  tend  to 
prove  it.     The  pleadings  recognize  the  dif- 
ference, for  they  admit  the  failure  while  they 
allege  the  intention  to  occupy.     An  occupa- 
tion which  is  to  be — though  here  it  is  only 
which  may  be — is  no  present  use.     Nor  is 
ownership  evidence  of  use.     Full  possession 
and   perfect  title  are  consistent  with   total 
failure  to  u^^e.     This   is   too   plain   to  need 
either    argument    or    illustration.      If    the 
framers  of  the  Constitution  had  intended  to 
exempt  all   property  belonging    to    literary 
and    charitable   institutions    from    taxation, 
the  language  employed  would  have  been  very 
different.    They  would  have  used  the  simple., 
ordinary   language   for  expressing   such   in- 
tiintion.     The  fax^t  that  they  ignored  *owner- 
ship,*  and  made  'use'  the  test  of  exemption, 
shows  clearly  that  they  recognized  the  es- 
sential distinction  between  the  two,  and  es- 
tablished the  latter,  rather  than  the  former, 
as  the  basis  of  exemption."    In  Firat  Chris- 
tian Church  V.  Beatrice,  39  Neb.  432,  58  N. 
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W.  166,  it  is  held  that  the  possession  and 
ownership  of  a  lot  which  is  rented,  the 
rent  derived  therefrom  being  set  apart  to 
constitute  a  building  fund  for  the  purpose 
of  erecting  a  church  edifice  thereon,  which 
the  society  had  resolved  to  build,  was  not 
a  use  of  the  property  such  as  would  exempt 
it  from  taxation  under  the  provisions  of  tie 
law  referred  to.  It  would  therefore  seem 
that  an  intention  to  use,  at  some  indefinite 
time  in  the  future,  the  rented  portion  of 
the  property  exclusively  for  the  purposes  for 
which  the  society  is  organized,  cannot  con- 
trol in  the  determination  of  the  legal  ef- 
fect of  the  present  uses  of  the  property  as^ 
alleged  in  the  petition. 

The  controversy  is  thus  narrowed  to  the 
one  question  of  whether  the  renting  of  the 
first  floor  of  the  building  for  business  pur- 
poses, when  the  income  or  rental  is  devoted 
to  the  objects  of  the  association,  is  an  ex- 
clusive use  of  the  property  for  religious  and 
charitable  purposes,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  law.  In  arriving  at  a  conclusion  with 
respect  to  the  matter,  we  are  to  bear  in  mind 
that,  the  exemption  claimed  being  an  excep- 
tion to  the  general  rule  of  taxation,  and  in 
derogation  of  the  equal  rights  of  all,  the 
statute  is  to  be  strictly  construed.  This  does 
not  mean  that  there  should  not  be  a  liberal 
construction  of  the  language  used  in  order 
to  carry  out  the  expressed  intention  of  thp 
fundamental  lawmakers  and  the  legislature, 
but,  rather,  that  the  property  which  i* 
claimed  to  be  exempt  must  come  clearly 
within  the  provisions  granting  such  exemp- 
tion. As  is  said  by  many  eminent  authori- 
ties, the  exemptions  are  granted  on  the  hy- 
pothesis that  the  association  or  organization, 
is  of  benefit  to  society,  that  it  promotes  the 
social  and  moral  welfare,  and,  to  some  e:x- 
tent.  is  bearing  burdens  that  would  other- 
wise be  imjx)8ed  upon  the  public,  to  be  met 
by  general  taxation,  and  that  from  these 
ccm^ {derations  the  exemption  is  granted. 
There  is,  in  this  case,  no  question  as  to  the 
organization  which  claims  the  exemption 
being  one  serving  such  beneficial  purjwse,. 
and  entitled  to  the  privileges  granted,  in  so 
far  as  its  property  is  used  exclusively  for 
such  puriK)ses.  It  is  not  whether  it  is  en- 
titled to  any  exemption,  but  whether  the 
property  claimed  to  be  exempt  is  exclusively 
used  for  the  purposes  of  its  organization. 
In  ileterniining  this,  we  are  to  adhere  to  a 
strict  rule  of  construction  of  the  language 
uschI  granting  the  exemption.  Cincinnati 
College  v.  iitaie,  19  Ohio,  110;  f^iahl  v. 
Kansas  Kdu.  Asso.,  54  Kan.  542,  38  Pac. 
70(1;  State  ex  rel.  Board  of  Admrs.  v.  Board 
of  Assessors,  35  La.  Ann.  668. 

It  is  argued  that,  the  appellant  being  in 
the  actual  possession  and  use  of  the  property 
taxed  for  the  legitimate  purposes  of  its  char- 
ter, and  renting  two  rooms  temporarily,  ap- 
plying the  rents  to  the  charita-ble  purposes 
of  the  organization,  the  property  is  within^ 
the  protection  of  the  statute  exempting  it 
from  taxation,  notwithstanding  the  tempo- 
rary renting  of  the  rooms  on  the  first  floor 
for' business  purposes.  To  hold  that  prop- 
erty rented  for  business  purposes  is  ejcempt^ 
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vlien  the  rentals  or  income  therefrom  are 
used  exclusively  for  religious,  charitable,  or 
educational  purposes  is  extending  the  opera- 
tion of  the  law  further  than  is  warranted 
by  the  language  used.    There  is  a  clear  and 
^^ell-defined  distinction  between  the  use  of 
property  and  the  use  of  the  income  derived 
therefrom.     As  was  said  in  First  Christian 
Church  V.  Beatrice,  39  Neb.  432,  58  N.  W. 
16d:     "It  might  be  that  these  rents  would 
be  exempt  under  the  provisions  of  the  Con- 
stitution and  the  statute  to  which  allusion 
has  been  made:   for  it  might  be  contended 
viith  much  plausibility  that  the  money  de- 
rived from  rents  is  property  to  be  used  ex- 
clusively   for     religious     purposes.''     There 
mav  be  an  exclusive  use  of  the  income,  and 
not  of  the  property  from  which  such  income 
is  derived.     VN  ebater  defines  "exclusive"  as 
**po>j>essed  and  enjoyed  to  the  exclusion  of 
uUiers;  debarred  from  participation  or  en- 
jujnient";  and  "exclusively"  is  defined,  "in 
a  manner  to  exclude;  as  enjoying  a  privilege 
exclusively."    If  the  property  be  used  by  ap- 
pellant exclusively  for  purposes  of  its  own 
<*rganization,  this  would  exclude  the  idea  of 
others  using  it  for  an  entirely  different  or 
doeular  purpose.    Tlie  fact  that  appellant  is 
in  the  exi-luiiive  use  of  a  portion  of  the  prop- 
erty for  the  legitimate  purposes  of  its  or- 
ganization does  not  preclude  the  occupancy 
oi  other  portions  for  purely    secular    pur- 
pises,  and  thus  subject  the  property  so  used 
tu  the  general  law  of  taxation.     This  has 
been  repeatedly  held  in  other  jurisdictions, 
where  laws  exempting  from  taxation  prop- 
erty   used     for    charitable,   religious,    and 
educational      purposes     have     l>een     under 
coQsideration,    and    it    occurs    to    us    that 
the  mere  fact  of  proximity  cannot  vary  the 
rule.     Whether  it  be  portions  of  the  same 
property,  or  separate  and  distinct  parcels, 
it  is  governed  by  the  same  rule  of  construc- 
tion.   Our  law  is  broad  and  comprehensive, 
and  provides  that  all  property  exclusively 
used  for  the  purposes  mentioned  is  exempt, 
n^ativing  the  idea  that    property    not    so 
used  is  entitled  to  such  favor.     In  Stahl  v. 
Kansas  Edu.  Asso,  54  Kan.    542,    38    Pac. 
T^>.  where  the  language  under   which   the 
exemption   was  claimed   is  very  similar   to 
that  in  the  present  instance,  it  is  said,  at 
p*ge  549,  54  Kan.,  and  page  797,  38  Pac, 
by  Horton,  Ch.  J. :    "Tliis  construction  omits 
to  give  fiuilicient  force  to  the  following  lan- 
guage of   §   6,   viz.f  *for  the  exclusive  pur- 
poses of  religion  or  education.'     The  prop- 
erty exempt  from  taxation  must  not  only 
hiive  been  received,  held,  or  appropriated  by 
or  for  the  association,  but  it  must  'be  re- 
vived, held,  or  appropriated  for  the  exclu- 
sive purpoi^es  of  religion  or  education,'  ex- 
»pt  the  ground  for  a  cemetery.    Therefore, 
firing  the  provisions  in  the  statute  creating 
Uie   exemption    a    strict    construction,    the 
charter  ntU2»t  be  interpreted  to    mean    that 
Uie  real   or    personal    property   of   the   as- 
aonation  must  be  received,  held,  or  appro- 
prbted  *for  the  exclusive  purposes  of  reli- 
gion or  education  only,'  not  for  lease,  invest- 
Dient,  or   profit.     When  its  real    estate    is 
rented  to  a  tenant,  or  its  funds  invested  in 
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other  proi>erty  for  profit,  or  loaned  at  in- 
terest, the  property  thus  rented  or  invest- 
ed or  loaned  will  be  liable  to  taxation,  as 
niuch  as  any  other  property  that  is  rented 
or  invested  or  loaned,  no  matter  in  whose 
hands  it  might  be."  In  Cinciiuiati  College 
v.  State,  19  Ohio,  110,  it  is  held:  "The 
property  of  literary  and  scientific  societies  is 
only  exempt  from  taxation  when  usfd  ex- 
clusively for  literary  and  scientific  purposes. 
If  used  for  other  purposes,  it  is  liable  to 
taxation,  although  the  proceeds  are  in 
future  to  be  applied  for  the  promotion  of 
literature  and  science."  Says  Caldwell,  J.: 
"It  would,  we  think,  be  rather  a  forced  con- 
struction of  language  to  say  that  this  build- 
ing, witli  its  other  stores,  its  merchant's  ex- 
change, and  its  other  rooms  used  for  mis- 
cellaneous purposes,  is  used  exclusively  for 
literary  and  scientific  purposes.  .  .  . 
But  when  any  society,  no  matter  of  what 
kind,  whether  scientific,  literary,  or  reli- 
gious, enters  the  common  business  of  life, 
and  uses  property  for  the  purpose  of  accu- 
mulating money,  the  government  should,  and 
we  think  the  statute  does,  treat  it  in  the 
same  way  persons  are  dealt  with  who  are 
using  property  in  a  similar  manner,  and  en- 
gag€wd  in  the  same  business.  Government 
cannot  discriminate  between  the  uses  w^hich 
dilTerent  societies  or  individuals  will  make  of 
the  proceeds  of  their  business,  and  determine 
that  this  society  or  individual  will  make  a 
more  worthy  disposition  of  the  proceeds  of 
his  business  than  that,  and  therefore  the  one 
sha.ll  be  taxed  and  the  other  not."  In 
Cleveland  Libran/  Asso.  v.  Pelton,  36  Ohio 
St.  258,  it  is  said!  "The  fact  that  the  in- 
come derived  from  rents  or  parts  of  the 
building  not  used  is  devoted  exclusively  to 
the  objects  and  purposes  of  the  association, 
and  not  used  for  the  benefit  or  profit  of  its 
members,  can  make  no  difference.  The  law 
looks  to  the  property  as  it  finds  it  in  use, 
and  not  to  what  is  done  with  its  accumuila- 
tions."  To  the  same  effect  are  Oerlce  v. 
Purcell,  25  Ohio  St.  249;  Ulate  ex  rel.  Board 
of  Admrs.  v.  Board  of  Assessors,  35  La.  Ann. 
()<iS;  Pvople  ex  rel.  Hutchinson  v.  CoUison, 
22  Abb.  N.  C.  52,  0  N.  Y.  Supp.  711; 
i^alem  Lyceum  v.  iialem,  154  Mass.  15,  27 
N.  E.  672. 

We  have  not  overlooked  the  fact  that 
many  of  the  authorities  cited  are  under  ex- 
emption statutes  differing  from  ours  in  some 
respects,  and  that  some  differences  exist  be- 
tween most,  if  not  all,  statutory  provisions 
governing  the  subject;  yet  there  are  prin- 
ciples which  are  generally  applicable  to  all, 
and  which  we  have  attempted  to  ap- 
ply in  the  pre^sent  case.  We  have  carefully 
examined  the  authorities  cited  by  appellant, 
and  find  none  of  them  in  serious  conflict 
with  the  views  herein  expressed,  and,  for 
the  moht  part,  the  cases  cited  may  be  readily 
distinguished  by  reason  of  peculiar  condi- 
tions surrounding  the  case  decided,  as  dis- 
closed by  the  opinion  rendered,  or  of  spe- 
cial charters  granting  exemption. 

The  language  of  the  statute  is  clear  and 
explicit.  Under  it,  all  property  used  exclu- 
sively for  the  purposes  mentioned  is  exempt 
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from  taxfttion.  Property  not  bo  used  le  sub- 
ject to  the  general  laws  of  taxation.  Nor  do 
we  think  that  the  proximity  of  one  class  of 
property  to  the  other  is  material;  the  sole 
question  being  whetlier  the  use  of  the  prop- 
erty renders  it  exempt.  It  is  not  necessary 
that  the  property  should  be  such  as  to  per- 
mit of  its  separation  into  distinct  and  defi- 
nite parcels  or  tracts  of  land.  As  is  said 
in  Proprietors  of  South  Cong.  Meeting- 
hotise  V.  Lowell,  1  Met.  538:  "There  may 
be  several  distinct  tenements  under  the  same 
roof,  and  tenements  are  as  essentially  dis- 
tinct when  one  is  under  the  other  as  when 
one  is  by  the  side  of  the  other." 

A  portion  of  appellant's  property  being 
used  for  business  purposes,  and  therefore 
not  within  the  purview  and  privilege  of  the 
statute  referred  to,  we  regard  it  as  the  evi- 
dent intention  of  the  legislature  that  such 
property  is  and  should  be  subject    to    the 


general  revenue  laws,  as  all  other  property 
in  the  state.  Cleveland  Library  Asso,  v. 
Felton,  30  Ohio  St.  258;  Gerke  v.  Purcell, 
2.5  Ohio  St.  241);  Profrrietora  of  hiouth  Cong. 
Meetinghouse  v.  Lowt-U,  1  Met.  538;  Cincif^ 
nati  College  v.  Yeattnanj  30  Ohio  St.  276; 
Baltimore  v.  Grand  Lodge  of  A.  F.  tt  A.  Jf» 
60  Md.  280;  People  ex  rel.  Hutchinson  v. 
Collison,  22  Abb.  N.  C.  32,  6  N.  Y.  Supp. 
711. 

In  reaching  a  conelutiion  in  this  ca«e,  wc 
do  not  desire  to  be  understood  as  holding 
that  all  of  the  property  mentioned  in  the 
petition  of  appellant  is  subject  to  taxation, 
but  only  that  part  which  is  used  for  other 
than  the  purposes  contemplated  by  the  or- 
ganization maintained  by  appellant. 

The  ruling  on  the  demurrer  we  regard  as 
a  correct  expression  of  the  law,  and  accord- 
ingly affirm  the  judgment  entered  therein. 


MEW   MEXICO  SUPREME  COURT. 


Arthur  J.  ^L\LOY,  Appi., 

V. 

BERNALILLO     COUNTY     COMMISSION- 
ERS. 
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*1.  A  county  treaaarer  !■  not  a  mere 
bailee  or  trustee,  but  Is  special  bailee,  sub- 
ject to  special  obi  i^al  ions,  to  fulfil  the 
obligations  of  his  ofiicial  bonds ;  and  the  law 
of  bailment  is  not  the  proper  measure  of  his 
responsibility. 

S.  To  the  extent  of  the  obligation  of 
hi*  bond,  such  officer's  responsibility  is 
absolute,  relievable  only  by  overrulioff  neces- 
sity occasioned  by  the  act  of  God  or  the  pub- 
lic enemy. 

8*  In  the  abaence  of  a  atattite  reqalr- 
InflT  a  treasurer  to  acconnt  to  the  county 
for  interest  on  the  public  funds  in  his  posses- 
sion, and  where  the  statute  prohibits  such 
oflicer  from  loaning  the  public  funds,  with  or 
without  interest,  or  to  appropriate  such  funds 
to  his  own  use,  the  county  is  not  entitled  to 
recover  from  such  officer  interest  paid  him, 
after  he  has  retired  from  office,  and  where 
there  was  no  contract  that  interest  should  be 
paid,  notwithstanding  such  interest  was  paid 
to  him  on  account  of  the  deposit  of  public 
funds  In  a  banl(. 

4.     'Where   a  comnty   treaanrer   falls   to 

•Head notes  by  McIi'ie,  J. 


pay  o-ver  to  his  successor  the  balance 
of  the  public  funds,  when  he  is  required 
to  do  80  by  law,  interest  accrues  upon  such 
balance,  from  the  time  of  his  default,  at  the 
rate  of  C  per  cent  per  annum  under  the  gen- 
eral provisions  of  the  law,  and  may  be  recov- 
ered as  incidental  to  the  indebtedness :  but 
where  the  county  has  made  a  settlement  in 
full  with  the  treasurer,  and  given  him  a  re- 
ceipt for  the  balance  due,  an  action  cannot 
be  maintained  thereafter  for  interest  accruini^ 
as  an  incident  to  the  debt. 

(October  23,  1000.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  ('ourt  for  Bernalillo  Coun- 
ty in  favor  of  plaintilT  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  from  defendant  interest  which  he 
had  received  upon  money  in  his  possession  as 
county  treasurer.     Reversed, 

Statement  by  McFle,  J.: 

The  appellant,  Arthur  J.  !Maloy,  qualified 
as  treasurer  of  Bernalillo  county  on  the  1st 
Monday  of  January,  1893,  and  held  the  office 
for  two  ycatrs  from  that  date.  In  July,  189.3, 
the  Albuquerque  National  Bank  failed,  the 
appellant  having  about  $18,000  on  deposit  to 
his  credit,  as  treasurer,  at  the  time  the  bank 
closed.  A  receiver  was  appointed  for  the 
bank,  and  he  bejran  paying  dividends,  which 
were  paid  over  by  the  treasuier  as  indebted- 
ness   was   presented;    but   at   the   time    his 


Note. — As  to  trust  in  deposit  of  public 
moneys  in  bank,  sec  earlier  cases  in  this  series 
as  follows;  State  v.  Foster  (Wyo.)  29  L.  R. 
A.  226 ;  State  ex  rel.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bart- 
ley  (Neb.)  23  L.  R.  A.  07  ;  Allibone  v.  Ames 
(8.  D.)  33  L.  R.  A.  585;  Bartley  v.  Meserve 
(Neb.)  36  L.  R.  A.  746:  Marquette  v.  Wilkinson 
(Mich.)  43  L.  R.  A.  840;  Marquette  Fire  & 
Water  Comrs.  v.  Wilkinson  (Mich.)  44  L.  R.  A. 
493. 

For  the  authorities  generally  on  the  liability 
of  oflicers  on  official  bonds  for  the  loss  of  money 
by  bank  failure,  see,  in  addition  to  the  above, 
note  to  Wilson  v.  People  use  of  Pueblo  &  A.  Vai- 

52  L.  R.  A. 


ley  R.  Co.  (Colo.)  22  L.  R.  A.  440  :  also  the 
following  later  cases :  Falrchlld  v.  Hedges 
(Wash.)  31  L.  R.  A.  851 :  State  use  of  Overton 
County  V.  Copeland  (Tenn.)  31  L.  R.  A.  844 
Bu8h  V.  .Johnson  County  (Neb.)  32  L.  R.  A.  223 
Tlllinphnst  v.  Merrill  (X.  Y.)  .34  L.  R.  A.  C78 
and  State  v.  Gramm  (Wyo.)  40  L.  R.  A.  C90. 

As  to  liability  of  public  officer  for  interest 
collected  on  deposits  of  public  funds,  see  Peo- 
ple v.  Walsen  (Colo.)  15  L.  R.  A.  4.56.  and  note; 
niso  State  v.  Mrl'\nrldge  (Wis.)  20  L.  R.  A. 
223:  and  Wilkes  Barre  v.  Rockafellow  (Pa.)  30 
L.  R.  A.  393. 
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ttrm  of  olTioe  expired  the  bank  still  had  $9,- 
911^5  whicli  had  not  been  paid  to  the  treas- 
urer, and  when  appellant  turned  over  the 
office  to  his  successof  January  11,  1895,  he 
failed  to  turn  over  to  him  the  above  amount, 
a«  his  successor  refused  to  receive  the  re- 
ceiver's rec^pt  for  the  amount  due.  After 
appellant  retired  from  office  he  paid  to  his 
Buccesbor  the  entire  amount  he  had  failed 
to  pay  by  the  following  instalments:  1895, 
Miiv  9Ui,  ^1,802.10;  1895,  June  26th,  $1,802.- 
10;' 1895,  September  17th,  $1,802.10;  1890, 
January  1 7th,  $4,505.25.  The  receipt  for 
the  tinal  payment  was  given  by  his  successor, 
being  in  the  following  terms : 

Albuquerque,  N.  M.,  Jan.  17,  1896. 
Received  from  A.  L.  Maloy,  forty-five  hun- 
dred live  and   25/100  dollars,  balance  due 
county  of  Bernalillo. 

R.  B.  Meyers,  County  Treasurer. 
$4,505.25. 

Subsequent  to  this  final  pa}nnent,  on 
the  16th  day  of  January,  1897,  the  re- 
ceiver allowed  and  paid  the  appellant  $1,- 
712  as  interest  on  the  deposit.  Tnere  was 
DO  previous  contract  or  agi  cement  between 
ibe  appellant  and  the  bank  or  the  receiver 
under  which  interest  was  to  be  paid.  The 
funds  were  not  nii.\ed  with  appellant's  own 
funds.  All  warrants  and  orders  on  county 
funds  were  promptly  paid  by  him  while  in 
office.  The  only  delay  was  in  the  payment 
of  the  balance  due  when  he  went  out  of  of- 
fice. On  June  27,  1897,  and  more  than  six 
months  after  this  interest  had  been  paid  to 
appellant,  the  county  authorities  made  de- 
maiid  upon  appellant  to  pay  over  the  inter- 
est to  the  county,  which  he  refused  to  do, 
and  on  July  28,  1897,  suit  was  brought  for 
this  interest.  The  cause  was  tried  by  the 
court,  jury  being  waived,  and  judgment  was 
rendered  in  favor  of  the  county  for  $1,902.25 
and  costs.  The  defendant  in  the  court  be- 
low perfected  appeal  to  this  court. 

M^98r9,  Gliilders  A  Dobson,  for  appel- 
lant: 

Interest  is  only  recoverable  as  damages, 
unless  expressly  authorized  by  statute  or 
contract,  Xo  interest  was  collectable  at 
common  law. 

2  Bl.  Com.  454;  11  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
p.  454;  Pckin  v.  Reynolds,  31  111.  529,  83 
Am.  Dec.  244,  note;  Curtis  v.  Innerarity,  6 
How.  154,  12  L.  ed.  383;  Lloyd  v.  Scott,  4 
Pet.  205,  7  L.  ed.  833. 

It  is  only  recoverable  as  an  incident  to  the 
contract,  as  damages ;  and  when  the  contract 
itself  has  once  been  performed  no  separate 
ariion  can  be  maintained  for  the  recovery  of 
tlie  interest. 

Stfwurt  v.  Barnes,  153  U.  S.  462,  38  L.  ed. 
784.  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  849;  Mason  v.  Callen- 
derl  2  Minn.  350,  Gil.  302,  72  Am.  Dec.  102 ; 
American  Bible  Soc.  v.  Wells,  68  Mc.  572,  28 
Am.  Kep.  82;  A'tn^r  v.  Phillips,  95  N.  C.  245, 
50  Am.  nep.  238 ;  Hoice  v.  Bradley,  19  Me. 
31 ;  Anderaon's  Huccession,  12  La.  Ann.  95. 

A  public  officer  in  charge  of  public  funds 
i^  an  insurer  thereof,  unlesa  the  statute  re- 
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quires  him  to  deposit  in  banks,  or  make  some- 
other  disposition  of  them. 

United  fitates  v.  Prescott,  3  How.  578,  11 
L.  ed.  734;  United  States  v.  Morgan,  11 
How.  154,  13  L.  ed.  043;  United  States  v. 
DaskirL  4  Wall.  182,  18  L.  ed.  319;  United 
States  v.  Keehler,  9  Wall.  83,  19  L.  ed.  574; 
Boyden  v.  United  States,  13  Wall.  17,  20  L. 
ed.  527;  TilUnyhast  v.  Merrill,  151  N.  Y. 
135,  34  L.  U.  A.  078,  45  N.  E.  375;  State  v. 
Allen  (Tenn.  Ch.  App.)  46  S.  W.  305;  Peo- 
ple y.  Wilson,  117  (Jal.  242,  49  Pac.  1^5; 
Johnstown  v.  Rodgers,  20  Misc.  202,  45  N.  Y. 
JSupp.  601;  Bush  v.  Johnson  County,  48  Neb.. 
1,  32  L.  R.  A.  223,  66  N.  W.  1023;  Fairchild 
V.  Hedges,  14  Wash.  117,  31  L.  R.  A.  851,  44 
Pac.  125;  Xdams  v.  Lee,  72  Miss.  281,  16  So. 
245;  Oriffin  v.  Mississippi  Levee  Comrs.  71 
^liss.  767,  15  So.  107;  Mechem,  Pub.  Oflf.  §. 
912. 

The  law  creates  an  obligation  to  pay  inter- 
est only  where  the  debtor  is  put  m  default 
for  the  payment  of  the  principal;  and  in 
such  a  cabc  it  runs  only  from  the  date  of  the- 
default. 

Rtidy,  Duncati,  1  La.  Ann.  205;  Whit- 
worth  V.  Hart,  22  Ala.  343 ;  Gay  v.  Gardiner, 
54  Me.  477;  Hubbard  v.  Charlestousn 
Branch  R,  Co.  11  Met.  124;  yational  Lan- 
cers V.  Lovering,  30  N.  H.  511;  Beardslee  v. 
Horton,  3  Mich.  560;  United  States  v.  Den- 
vir,  106  U.  S.  536,  27  L.  ed.  264,  1  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  481 ;  United  States  v.  Knoicles,  106  U. 
S.  537,  note,  27  L.  ed.  264,  1  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
482;  United  States  v.  Curtis,  100  U.  S.  119, 
25  L.  ed.  571;  Freeland  v.  Edwards,  3  N.  C. 
(2  Hayw.)  49,  2  Am.  Dec.  620;  Murray  v. 
Aiken  Min.  d  Porcelain  Mfg.  Co.  39  S.  C. 
457,  18  S.  E.  5;  Wolff  v.  Matthews,  98  Mo. 
246,  11  S.  W.  503. 

Mr.  T.  A.  Finical  for  appellee. 

McFie,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Appellant  having  paid  to  his  successor  the 
full  amount  of  money  coming  into  his  hands 
as  treasurer  of  the  county,  and  holding  re- 
ceipt therefor,  the  sole  question  for  our  de- 
tenu i  nut  ion  is  whether  the  county  is  entitled 
to,  and  has  a  right  of  action  for,  the  $1,712 
of  interest  paid  to  appellant,  after  he  had 
retired  from  oflice,  as  interest  upon  his  de- 
posit in  the  Albuquerque  National  Bank.  It 
is  not  claimed  that  the  appellant,  was  in  de- 
fault by  failing  to  pay  claims  against  the- 
county  when  the  same  were  presented  while 
he  was  in  office;  and,  such  being  the  case,  it 
cannot  be  contended  that  the  appellant  was- 
required  to  pay  interest  upK)n  funds  coming 
into  his  possession  while  in  office.  In  the 
absence  of  a  specific  statute  on  the  subject,, 
the  rule  as  to  the  payment  of  interest  by 
public  officers  is  stated  in  the  case  of  United 
States  V.  Dcniir,  106  U.  S.  536,  27  L.  ed.  264, 
1  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  481,  as  follows:  *' Where  an 
officer  of  the  government  has  money  commit- 
ted to  his  charge,  with  the  duty  of  disburs- 
ing or  paying  it  out  as  occasion  may  arise, 
he  cannot  be  charged  with  interest  on  such 
money  until  it  is  shown  that  he  has  failed 
to  pay  when  such  occasion  required  him  to 
do  so,  or   has   failed   to  account  when  re- 
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quired  by  the  government,  or  to  pay  over  or 
transfer  the  money  on  aome  lawful  order." 
Mhit worth  v.  Hart,  22  Ala.  343;  Gay  v. 
(lOrdiner,  54  Mc.  477 ;  Hubbard  v.  Charles- 
toivn  Branch  R.  Co.  11  Met.  124:  National 
Lancers  v.  Loverhig,  30  N.  H.  511;  Beards- 
Ice  v.  Uorton,  3  Mich.  500.  Mechem,  Pub. 
Off.  [§  911],  states  the  rule  as  follows:  "A 
public  ollicer  who  duly  accounts  for  public 
funds  at  the  proper  time  would  not,  unless 
by  express  statute  or  special  agreement,  be 
chargeable  with  interest  thereon.  But  if 
he  makes  default  in  payment  at  the  proper 
tini«,  o<r  omits  to  include  a  portion  in  his 
account,  or  appropriates  it  to  his  own  use, 
or  retains  it  for  an  unreasonable  time,  he 
will  be  liable  for  interest  upon  the  amount 
retained,  from  the  time  when  he  should  have 
paid.*'  The  record  fails  to  show  that  the 
appellant  was  in  default,  except  in  his  fail- 
ure to  turn  over  to  his  successor  the  $9,911.- 
55  when  he  w^as  required  by  law  to  do  so. 
In  any  event,  therefore,  the  county  was  not 
entitled  to  any  interest  from  the  appellant 
while  he  was  in  office,  but  only  upon  his 
default  when  he  was  required  to  pay  over 
the  funds  in  his  hands  to  his  successor,  as 
it  will  be  conceded  that  there  is  no  statute 
in  this  territory  making  a  county  treasurer 
responsible  for  interest  upon  funds  coming 
into  his  hands  as  such  officer. 

The  record  shows  that  appellant  went  out 
of  office  January  11,  1895.  He  made  final 
settlement  with  the  county,  and  received  re- 
ceipt for  the  balance  due  January  17,  1896. 
The  interest  sued  for  was  not  in  his  hands 
at  the  time  he  made  settlement,  but  was  paid 
to  him  June  27,  1897, — one  year  and  a  half 
after  he  hud  settled  with  the  county,  and  two 
vears  and  a  half  after  he  had  retired  from 
office.  The  appellant  testified  in  the  court 
below  that  there  was  no  arrangement  made 
bv  him  with  tlie  bank  that  the  bank  should 
pay  interest  upon  the  money  he  deposited, 
and,  there  being  no  evidence  to  the  contrary, 
the  payment  of  this  interest  by  the  bank 
was  a  purely  voluntary  transaction,  without 
any  legal  obligation  whatever  requiring  it, 
as  the  record  further  shows  that  there  was 
no  arrangement  made  with  the  county 
whereby  interest  was  to  be  paid  upon  the 
deposit.  While  this  interest  was  paid  to  ap- 
pellant because  of  this  deposit,  it  was  paid 
to  him  more  than  a  year  after  the  bank  had 
paid  the  deposit  in  full,  and  the  appellant 
testifies,  without  contradiction,  that  the  "in- 
terest was  paid  to  him  individually,"  and 
he  iniiists  here  that  this  was  his  own  mon- 
ey, and  that  the  county  luis  no  right  to  it, 
or  right  of  action  for  it. 
.  The  legal  proijosition  contended  for  by  the 
appellant  is  that  under  his  bond  and  the 
laws  of  this  territory  his  responsibility  is 
that  of  an  insurer  of  the  public  monevK 
coming  into  his  hands,  and  as  such  he  is 
not  liable  to  the  county  for  this  interest. 
The  legal  proposition  insisted  upon  by  the 
appellee  is  that  the  appellant's  responsibility 
is  that  of  an  ordinary  bailee,  agent,  or  trus- 
tee of  the  funds  in  his  hands,  and  as  such 
he  must  account  for  and  pay  over  all  pi'ofits 
derived  therefrom. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


An  examination  of  the  authorities  shows 
that  there  is  a  condiet  of  authority  as  to  the 
responsibility  of  officers  whose  duty  it  is  to 
hold  and  account  for  public  moneys  coming 
into  their  possession  by  virtue  of  their  offi- 
cial position.  Much  of  this  conflict  origi- 
nates under  the  statutes  of  different  states 
which  have  attempted  to  legislate  upon  that 
subject.  It  will  be  found,  however,  that 
there  is  a  strong  preponderance  in  the  deci- 
sions of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  adverse  to  the  contention  of  the  ap- 
pellee that  the  responsibility  of  the  appel- 
lant is  that  of  an  agent,  bailee,  or  trustee, 
and  the  determination  of  this  case  will  be 
found  to  rest  upon  that  point.  If  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  appellant  is  that  of  an 
ordinary  agent,  bailee,  or  trustee,  then  the 
appellant  would  be  compelled  to  account  for 
and  pay  over  all  profits  derived  from  the 
use  of  the  funds  coming  into  his  possession 
by  virtue  of  his  office,  whether  of  interest 
or  of  any  other  nature,  unless  tlie  appellee 
has  lost  its  right  of  action  by  reason  of  a 
final  settlement  with  the  appellant  for  the 
principal  sum  of  money  without  reference  to 
profits  or  interest  thereon.  The  appellee  re- 
fers to  §  909  of  Mechem  on  Public  Offic-es 
and  Officers,  wherein  the  author  savs:  *'It 
is  the  duty  of  the  public  officer,  like  any 
other  agent  or  trustee,  although  not  declared 
by  express  statute,  to  faithfully  account  for 
and  pay  over  to  the  proper  authorities  all 
moneys  which  might  come  into  his  hands 
upon  the  public  account."  Section  429  of 
the  4th  edition  of  Perry  on  Trusts  states  the 
general  doctrine  as  follows:  "Trustees  can- 
not make  profit  from  tlie  trust  funds  com- 
mitted to  them  by  using  the  money  in  any 
kind  of  trade  or  speculation,  nor  in  their 
own  business;  nor  can  they  put  the  funds 
into  tlie  trade  or  business  of  another  under 
a  stipulation  that  tliey  shall  receive  a  bonus 
or  other  profit  or  advantage.  In  all  such 
cases  the  trustees  must  account  for  every 
dollar  received  from  the  use  of  the  trust 
money,  and  they  shall  be  aJjsolutely  respon- 
sible for  it  if  it  is  lost  in  any  such  transac- 
tiops.'*  In  the  case  of  Baiiiey  v.  Saunders, 
10  How.  535,  14  L  ed.  1047,  the  court  says: 
"It  is  a  well-settled  principle  of  equity  that 
wherever  a  trustee,  or  one  standing  in  a 
fiduciary  character,  deals  with  the  trust  es- 
tate for  his  own  personal  profit,  he  shall 
account  to  the  cestui  que  trust  for  all  the 
gain  which  he  has  made.  If  he  uses  the  trust 
money  in  speculations  dargerous,  though 
profitably,  the  risk  will  be  his  own,  but  the 
profit  will  inure  to  the  cestui  que  trust. 
Such  a  rule,  though  rigid,  is  necessary  to 
prevent  malversation." 

These  are  fair  statements  of  the  general 
doctrine  defining  the  responsibility  of  ordi- 
nary trustees,  bailees,  or  agents  in  all  cases 
where  such  relation  exists,  and  if  the  appel- 
lant in  this  case  occupied  this  relation  to  tlie 
county,  upon  these  authorities  he  would  be 
required  to  account  for  any  gains  or  prolits 
by  speculation,  interest,  or  otherwise  which 
accumulated  by  virtue  of  the  use  of  the  pub- 
lic funds  in  his  hands.  We  are  of  the  opin- 
ion, however,  that  this  relation  did  not  ex- 
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isi  between  the  defendant   below    and    the 
eountj,  under  the  laws  of  the  territory  and 
the  obligation  of  the  bond  required  of  the 
tppellant.     Proceeding,  then,  to    an    exam- 
ination of  the  law,  as  contended  for  by  the 
^>pellant,  that  he  was  an  ineurer    of    the 
funds  in  his  hands,  and  therefore  the  relation 
of  debtor  and  creditor  existed,  we  find  the 
weight  of  authority  to  sustain  this  view  of 
the   relation    and    accountability    existing. 
In  i  911  of  Mechem's  Public  Offices  and  Of- 
ficers, the  author  says:     "A    public   officer 
who  duly  accounts  for  public  funds  at  the 
proper  time  would  not,  unless    by    express 
•Utute  or  special  agreement,  be  chargeable 
with  interest  thereoiu     But  if  he  makes  de- 
fault in  payment  at  the  proper  time,  or  omits 
to  include  a  portion  in  his  account,  or  ap- 
propriates it  to  his  own  use,  or  retains  it 
for  an  unreasonable  time,  he  will  be  liable 
for  interest  upon  the  amount  retained  from 
the  time  when  it  should  have   been   paid." 
"L'nder  some  of  these  statutes  the  money  be- 
oonies,  upon  its  payment  to  the   officer,    in 
legal  effect  his  money,  and  he    becomes    a 
debtor  to  the  public  for  the  amount  of  it. 
In  such  a  case  it  is  obvious  that  his  liability 
is  absolute,  and,  like  any  other  debtor,  he 
inu>t  repay,  although  he  may  have  been  so 
unfortunate  as  to  lose  or  be  deprived  of  the 
money  without  his  fault.     •    .     .     But,  ex- 
cept in  such  instances,  the  officer's  liability 
18,  according  to  tlie  great  majority  of  deci- 
sions, held  to  be  fixed  by  the  terms  of  the 
•tttute  or  the  language  of  the  bond ;  and  he 
is  regarded,  not  as  a  mere  bailee,  but  as  one 
who,  by  the  terms  of  his  undertaking,  has 
ininirred  a  fixed  and  absolute  liability,  to 
keep  the  money  safely  at  all  hazards.    Thus, 
a  county  or  township  treasurer,  or  other  re- 
ceiver of  public  moneys,  is  not  discharged 
from  liability  by  the  failure  of  a  bank  in 
which  he  had  deposited  the  funds,  though  he 
was  guilty  of  no  negligence  in  ascertaining 
its   financial    condition,    and    although    the 
county  provided  no  safe  place  for  its  deposit; 
or  by  being  voluntarily  robbed  of  it;  or  by 
iU  being  stolen  from  the  county  safe  with- 
out any  lack  of  care  on  his  part;  or  by  the 
destruction  of  the  money  without  his  fault." 
11  §  912.     Counsel  for  both  the  appellant 
and  appellee  refer  approvingly  to  Mechem 
on  Public  Ofilces  and  Officers  in  support  of 
their  respective  theories  in  this  case.     An 
examination  of  this  work  discloses  the  fact 
th\t  the  author  does  not  agree  with  the  doc- 
trine announced  by  a  large  majority  of  the 
ca^es  on  the  subject.     In  discussing  the  lia- 
bility of  sureties  on  official  bonds  in  cases 
where  funds    are   lost,   Mr.   Mochem   says: 
^And  as,  obviously,  no  loss  can  excuse  them 
which  is  based  upon  the  officer's  own  negli- 
gf'nce  or  default,  the  question  becomes  nar- 
ro.ved  to  this :    What  loss  occurring  without 
his  negligence  or  default  will  excuse  him? 
In  respect  to  this  question,  four  theories,  at 
least,  have  prevailed.     Thus,    one    view    is 
based  upon  the  strict  language  of  the  bond. 
The  officer  having  bound    himself    and    his 
sureties,  without  reservation  or  qualification, 
by  tlie  express  terms  of  his  bond,  that  he 


funds  which  come  into  his  hands,  this  ob- 
ligation 'can  only  be  met  or  discharged  by 
making  such  delivery  or  payment;'  and  that, 
having  bound  himself  by  his  solemn  agree- 
ment to  do  this  act,  he  must  be  'held  liable 
for   its  nonperformance,   though  it  is  ren- 
dered impossible  by  events  over  which  he  had 
no  control.'    If  the  parties  had  desired  ex- 
emption, 'in  a  given  contingency,  it  should 
have  been  so  nominated  in  the  bond.'"  United 
States  V.  Prescott,  3  How.  678,  11  L.  ed.  734; 
United  States  v.  Morgan,  11  How.  154  13  L. 
ed.  643;   United  States  v.  Dashiel,  4  Wall. 
182,  18  L.  ed.  319;  Umied  States  v.  Keehler, 
9  Wall.  83,  19  L.  ed.  674;  Boyden  v.  United 
States,  13  Wall.  17,  20    L.    ed.    627.       "A 
second  view,  somewhat  analogous  to  the  last, 
is  based  upon  the  requirements  of   public 
policy.    'Public  policy,*  says  McLean,  J.,  're- 
quires that  eveiry  depositary  of  the  public 
money  should  be  held  to  a  strict  account- 
ability.    Not  only  that  he  should  exercise 
the  highest  degree  of  vigilance,  but  that  "he 
should  keep  safely'  the  money  which  comes 
to  his  hands.    Any  relaxation  of  this  con- 
dition would  open  a  door  to  frauds  which 
might  be  practised  with  impunity.      A  de- 
positary would  have  nothing    more   to    do 
than  to  lay  his  plans  and  arrange  his  proofs 
so  as  to  establish  his  loss  without  laches  on 
his  part.    Let  such  a  principle  be  applied  to 
our  postmasters,  collectors  of  the  customs, 
receivers  of  public  moneys,  and  others  who 
receive  more  or  less  of  the  public  funds,  and 
what  losses  might  not  be  anticipated  by  the 
public.     No  such  principle  has  been  recog- 
nized or  admitted  as  a  legal  defense.     .     .     . 
As  every  depositary  receives  the  office  with 
a  full  knowledge  of  its    responsibility,    he 
cannot,  in  case  of  loss,  complain  of  hardship. 
He  must  stand  by  his  bond,  and  meet  the 
hazards     which     he     voluntarily     incurs." 
United  Stales  v.  Frescott,  3  How.  578,  11 
L.    ed.    734;    Jefferson    County    Comrs,    v. 
Liiiebagviy  3  Mont.  231,  35  Am.  Rep.  402; 
Com.  V.  Comly,  3  Pa.  St.    372;    Muzzy    v. 
Shattuck,  1   Denio,  233;    United    States    v. 
Dashiel,  4  Wall.  185,  18  L.  ed.  321;   United 
States  V.  Morgan,   11   How.   154,  13  L.  ed. 
043;  United  States  v.  Thomas,  15  Wall.  337, 
21  L.  ed.  89;  State  use  of  Wyandot  County 
V.  Harper,  6  Ohio  St.  607,  67  Am.  Dec.  303; 
State  V.  Nevin,  19  Nev.  162,  7  Pac.  650.    "A 
third   view   is   based   upon   the  assumption 
that  by  force  of  the  statutes  governing  the 
subject  the  officer  becomes,  in  effect,  the  debt- 
or of  the  public.     His  liability,  therefore,  be- 
comes absolute,  and,  like  all  other  debtors, 
he  is  not  relieved  from  liability  because  he 
is  so  unfortunate  as  to  lose,  though  by  an 
unavoidable  accident,  the  money  with  which 
he  expected  to  make  payment.    In  legal  ef- 
fect, he  is  not  a  mere  bailee,  but  he  loses 
his  own  money,  and  cannot,  therefore,  call 
uf)on  the  public  to  boar  the  loss."    Mechem, 
Pub.  Off.     §§   207-301.     The    author,   then, 
before  proceeding  to  state  the  fourth  view, 
which  he  considered  more    consonant    with 
reason  and  justice  than  the    three    former 
views,  says:     "But  another  view,  less  strin- 
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consonant  with  reason  and  justice,  has  also 
ment  with  favor,  although  the  cases  which 
maintain  it  are  few.  By  this  view  the  of- 
ficer is  regarded  as  standing  in  the  position 
of  a  bailee  for  hire,  and  'K>und  virtute  of- 
ficii to  exercise  good  faith  and  reasonable 
skill  and  diligence  in  the  discharge  of  his 
trust;  or,  in  other  words,  to  bring  to  its  dis- 
charge that  prudence,  caution,  and  attention 
which  careful  men  usually  exercise  in  the 
management  of  their  own  affairs,'  but  'not 
responsible  for  any  loss'  occurring  without 
any  default  on  his  part."  Cumberland 
County  V.  Pennell,  69  Me.  357;  York 
County  V.  Watson,  15  S.  C.  1,  40  Am.  Rep. 
675;  United  States  v.  ThomaSy  15  Wall.  337, 
21  L.  ed.  89. 

The  case  of  United  States  v.  Prescott, 
above  referred  to,  was  a  case  where  public 
moneys  in  the  custody  of  a  receiver  of  pub- 
lic moneys  were  feloniously  stolen,  and  this 
fact  was  set  up  as  a  defense  and  to  secure 
a  release  of  the  bond.  The  court,  in  decid- 
ing the  case,  said:  "This  is  not  a  case  of 
bailment,  and  consequently  the  law  of  bail- 
ment does  not  apply  to  it.  The  liability  of 
the  defendant,  Presoott,  arises  out  of  his  of- 
ficial bond  and  principles  which  are  founded 
upon  public  policy.  .  .  .  The  condition 
of  the  bond  has  been  broken,  as  the  defend- 
ant, Prescott,  failed  to  pay  over  the  money 
received  by  him  when  required  to  do  so ;  and 
the  question  is  whether  he  shall  be  exonerat- 
ed from  the  conditions  of  his  bond  on  the 
f round  that  the  money  had  been  stolen  from 
im.  .  .  .  Shall  he  be  discharged  from 
liability,  contrary  to  his  own  express  under- 
taking? There  is  no  principle  on  which  such 
a  defense  can  be  sustained.  The  obligation 
to  keep  safely  the  public  money  is  ab»:>lute, 
without  any  condition,  express  or  implied; 
and  nothing  but  the  payment  of  it,  when 
required,  can  discharge  the  bond." 

The  case  of  United  States  y.  Morgan,  11 
How.  154,  13  L.  ed.  043,  was  a  case  in  which 
a  collector  received  treasury  notes  in  pay- 
ment for  duties,  which  were  canceled  by  him, 
but  afterwards  stolen  or  lost,  altered,  and 
then  received  by  him  again  in  payment  of 
other  duties.  In  this  case  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  sustained  the 
doctrine  aimounced  in  the  case  of  United 
States  y.  Prescott,  and  held  the  collector 
responsible,  under  his  bond,  for  the  amount 
lost.  The  case  of  United  States  y.  Dashiel, 
4  Wall.  182,  18  L.  ed.  319,  above  referred 
to,  was  a  case  where  public  money  was  fe- 
loniously stolen  from  the  ofiicer,  though  with- 
out fault  on  his  part,  and  this  was  set  up 
as  a  defense  to  the  action  by  the  govern- 
ment. The  defense  was  overruled,  and  the 
officer  was  held  to  be  responsible  for  the 
money  thus  lost,  and  the  cases  of  United 
States  v.  Prescott  and  United  States  y. 
Morgan  were  cited  as  decisive  of  the  case. 
The  case  of  United  States  v.  Keckler,  9 
Wall.  83,  19  L.  ed.  574,  was  the  case  of  a 
postmaster  who  failed  to  pay  over  funds 
coming  into  his  hands,  and  set  up  that  he 
had  paid  the  money  to  a  creditor  of  the 
government.  In  this  ca$«e  the  court  specif- 
ically sustained  the  doctrine  announced  in 
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the  three  cases  last  above  referred  to,  and 
says:  ''But  this  court  has  decided  more 
than  once  that  in  an  action  on  the  ofiicial 
bonds  of  such  officers  the  right  of  the  govern- 
ment does  not  rest  on  the  implied  contract 
of  bailment,  but  on  the  express  oontract 
found  in  the  bond  to  pay  over  the  funds." 
The  case  of  Boydm  v.  United  States,  13  Wall. 
17,  20  L.  ed.  527,  was  a  case  where  a  re- 
ceiver of  public  moneys  set  up  in  defense, 
and  as  a  ground  of  relief  from  responsibility, 
that  he  had  been  robbed  of  the  money.  The 
court,  after  reviewing  a  large  number  of 
cases  previously  decided  on  this  subject,  and, 
among  others  the  four  cases  last  above 
referred  to,  says:  "The  doctrine  of 
Prcseott*s  Case  >vas  also  recognized  in 
United  States  y.  Kcehler,  and  it  must  be 
con$^idered  as  settled  law.  .  .  .  It  ii 
true  that  in  Prescott' s  Case  the  defense  set 
up  was  that  the  money  had  been  stolen, 
while  the  defense  set  up  here  is  robbery. 
But  that  can  make  no  aifference,  unless  it 
be  held  that  the  receiver  is  a  mere  bailee. 
If,  as  we  have  seen,  his  liability  is  to  be 
measured  by  his  bond,  and  that  binds  him  to 
pay  the  money,  tlien  the  cause  which  ren- 
ders it  impossible  for  him  to  pay  is  of  no 
importance,  for  he  has  assumed  the  risk  of 
it.'^ 

The  case  of  State  v.  Walsen,  17  Colo.  170, 
15  L.  R.  A.  456,  28  Pac.  1119,  decided  at 
the  January  term,  1892,  is  a  well-considered 
and  very  instructive  case,  and  seems  to  be 
directly  in  point.  In  the  case  Walsen  was 
treasurer  of  tlie  state  of  Colorado,  and  as 
such  officer  it  was  insisted  by  the  state  that 
he  had  received  interest  upon  the  publio 
money  in  his  hands,  and  suit  was  brought 
to  recover  the  interest  received.  Section  13 
of  article  10  of  the  Constitution  of  the  state 
providt's  that  "the  making  of  profit,  direct- 
ly or  indirectly,  out  of  state,  county,  city, 
town,  or  school -district  money,  or  using  the 
same  for  any  purpose  not  authorized  by  law, 
by  any  public  officer,  shall  be  deemed  a 
felony,  and  shall  be  punished  as  provided  by 
law."  The  provision  is  very  similar  to  Com  p. 
Laws  1-897,  §  1125,  of  this  territory,  which 
is  as  follows :  "If  any  person,  having  in  his 
possession  any  money  belonging  to  this  ter- 
ritory, or  any  county,  precinct,  or  city,  or  in 
which  this  territory,  or  any  collector  or 
treasurer  of  any  precinct  or  county  or  the 
treasurer  or  disbursing  officer  of  this  terri- 
tory, or  any  other  person  holding  an  office 
un^er  the  laws  of  this  territory,  to  whom  is 
intrusted  by  virtue  of  his  office,  or  shall  here- 
after be  intrusted  with,  the  collection,  safe- 
keeping, receipt,  disbursement,  or  the  trans- 
fer of  any  tax,  ro'enue,  fine,  or  other  money, 
shall  convert  to  his  own  use,  in  any  way  or 
manner  whatever,  any  part  of  said  money,  or 
shall  loan,  with  or  without  interest,  any 
part  of  the  money  intrusted  to  his  care  as 
aforesaid,  or  wilfully  neglect  or  refuse  to 
pay  over  said  money,  or  any  part  thereof,  ac- 
cording to  the  provisions  of  law,  so  that  he 
shall  not  be  able  to  meet  the  demands  of  any 
person  lawfully  demanding  the  same,  wheth- 
er such  demand  be  made  before  or  after  the 
expiration  of  his  oHice,  he  shall  be  deemed 
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ind  adjiid^d  to  be  guilty  of  an  embezzle- 
ment/' In  Colorado  it  is  declared  to  be  a 
felony  for  a  state  treasurer  to  use  the  pub- 
lic muneys,  or  appropriate  them  so  as  to 
make  a  profit  from  them.  In  this  territory 
public  oflleers  are  absolutely  prohibited  by 
statute  from  appropriating  the  money  to 
tlieir  own  use,  or  loaning  it,  with  or  without 
interest^  or  in  any  way  using  it,  so  as  to 
1112 ke  a  profit  from  its  use,  from  interest,  or 
in  any  other  manner ;  so  that  there  is  practi- 
cally BO  difference  in  the  prohibition  in  the 
sute  of  Colorado  and  that  provided  for  in 
this  territory.  In  that  case  Chief  Justice 
Ha\'t  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and, 
among  other  thingB,  says :  ''It  is  contended  by 
appellant  that  the  state  treasurer  is  a  bailee 
or  truiitee  of  the  public  funds,  and  as  such 
snbject  to  the  oommon-law  liability  of  trus- 
tees. Absolute  liability  of  the  treasurer  and 
his  :)uretie8  for  all  public  moneys  received  by 
him  as  treasurer  is  fixed  by  the  state  Consti- 
tution. In  this  respect  the  obligation  of  the 
treasurer  is  difl^erent  from  that  of  an  ordi- 
nary trustee.  Such  a  trustee  is  only  held  to 
the  exercise  of  reasonable  care  with  reference 
to  the  property.  If  the  trust  funds  are  stol- 
en. Of  otherwise  lost,  without  fault  of  the 
trustee,  he  is  not  liable.  Not  so,  however, 
«ith  the  t»tate  treasurer.  No  amount  of  care 
will  excuse  him  in  case  of  loss  by  theft,  fire, 
or  by  insolvency  of  the  banks  selected  as  de- 
po!»ttaries;  be  must  make  the  loss  good  to 
the  state.  He  can  only  be  discharged  by 
paving  over  the  money  when  requir^,  and 
the  sureties  upon  his  ofiicial  bond  also  as- 
sume this  unusual  liability.  ...  In  this 
respect,  then,  the  obligation  of  the  state 
trea8urer  is  dissimilar  from  that  of  a  bailee 
at  common  law.  The  distinction  between  of- 
ficers invested  with  the  collection  and  dis- 
bursement of  public  funds  and  a  private 
bailee  has  been  pointed  out  and  enforced  in 
raanv  adjudicated  cases.  Wilson  v.  Wichi- 
1a  r'f^uty,  67  Tex.  647,  4  S.  W.  67;  Com.  v. 
Gfxiithaw,  92  Ky.  435,  17  S.  W.  737;  New 
Providence  v.  McHachron,  33  N.  J.  L.  339; 
I'nitfd  States  V.  Prescott,  3  How.  578,  11  L. 
ed.  734.  The  Constitution  declares  that  the 
making  of  profit  by  him,  either  directly  or 
indirectly,  out  of  public  funds,  shall  be 
dft^ied  a  felony,  and  punished  as  provided 
by  law.  This  provision  recognizes  that  a 
profit  may,  in  fact,  be  made  by  the  treasurer, 
although  it  declares  the  making  thereof  a 
felony,  to  be  punished  as  provided  by  law. 
It  does  not  provide  that .  the  profit  to  be 
Eiade  shall  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  state." 
The  court  then  proceeds  to  consider  numer- 
OQs  cases  decided  by  other  courts  on  that 
fitibjeet  (among  the  cases  considered  are  two 
of  the  cases  relied  upon  by  the  appellee  in 
this  case, — United  States  v.  Thomas,  15 
Wall.  337,  21  L.  ed.  89,  and  United  States  v. 
Hoiby,  133  U.  S.  273,  33  L.  ed.  625,  10  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  327),  and  concludes  as  follows: 
**Tbe  measure  of  the  liability  of  the  officer 
seems  to  be  the  distinction  upon  which  ail, 
or  nearly  all,  adjudicated  cases  may  be  har- 
monized. In  those  jurisdictions  where  the 
liability  of  the  oflicer  is  held  to  be  absolute, 
no  action  can  be  maintained  against  him  for 
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the  interest  or  profits  made  upon  the  money, 
in  the  absence  of  a  statute  authorizing  such 
recovery;  while,  on  the  contrary,  in  those 
jurisdictions  in  which  the  ofilcer  is  held  to 
a  less  strict  liability,  a  different  rule  pre- 
vails." lleferring  to  the  case  of  Com.  v. 
(JodshavD,  above  referred  to,  the  court  says: 
"The  decision  in  the  latter  case  has  been  filed 
since  the  oral  sA'gument  in  the  case  at  bar, 
and  is  the  latest  authoritative  exix)sition  of 
the  law  we  have  found.  It  is  there  express- 
ly determined  that  the  rule  in  regard  to 
ordinary  trustees  holding  for  ccstuis  que 
trust  does  not  apply  to  a  public  officer,  who 
is  an  insurer  of  the  money,  and  that,  in  the 
absence  of  a  statute,  the  treasurer  is  not  lia- 
ble for  interest  received  on  money  deposited 
in  bank.  It  is  believed  that  the  authorities 
upon  this  point  are  uniform.  No  case  has 
been  citc*d  from  jurisdictions  in  which  the 
oiilcers'  liability  is  absolute  where,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  statute,  he  has  been  held  as  bailee 
or  trustee  of  the  fund  with  common-law  lia- 
bilities as  to  the  interest  thereon.  It  is  not 
claimed  that  Walsen  did  not  pay  over,  when 
required,  all  the  money  ^llected  by  him  as 
treasurer;  the  claim  being  that  he  made  a 
profit  out  of  this  money,  and  that  such  prof- 
it belonged  to  the  stale.  The  treasurer  was 
not  required  to  loan  the  principal ;  if  he  did 
put  it  out,  and  secure  interest  upon  it,  as 
charged,  or  if  he  had  invested  it  in  business, 
and  made  a  profit,  although  such  acts  are 
felonious  under  our  Constitution,  we  are  of 
the  opinion  that  such  profit  cannot  be  recov- 
ered by  the  state  under  the  law  as  it  then  ex- 
isted." This  case,  fix>m  which  we  have 
quoted  so  fully,  covers  the  points  involved  in 
this  case;  and  also  a  large  number  of  other 
eases  might  be  referred  to,  but  it  is  deemed 
unnecessai-y. 

Counsel  for  appellee,  in  referring  to  the 
case  of  State  v.  Walsen,  makes  the  criticism 
that  more  recent  cases  decided  by  the  su- 
preme court  of  Colorado  have  announced  a 
difi'erent  doctrine.  This  criticiisra  is  correct, 
but,  as  pointed  out  in  the  case  of  State  v. 
Walsen,  the  legislature  of  Colorado,  under  a 
provision  of  the  state  Constitution  giving  it 
power  to  legislate  upon  this  subject,  enacted 
a  law  requiring  the  state  treasurer  and  all 
other  custodians  of  public  moneys  to  be  as- 
countable  for  profits  or  interest  made  upon 
public  funds  in  their  hands.  This  law  ne- 
cessitated a  change  in  the  decision  of  the 
courts  of  that  state,  as  it  will  be  conceded 
that  there  is  liability  for  interest  or  profits 
where  the  statute  specifically  so  provides. 

Two  cases  from  the  United  States  Su- 
preme Court  are  relied  upon  by  the  appellee 
as  announcing  a  diifeient  doctrine  from  that 
announced  in  the  cases  before  cited  from 
that  court,  and  counsel  insist  that  the  doc- 
trine announced  in  these  cases  is  that  the 
liability  of  a  trustee  or  bailee  is  the  measure 
of  responsibility  of  the  appellant  in  this 
case.  The  case  of  United  States  v.  Thomas, 
15  Wall.  337,  21  L.  ed.  89.  was  the  case  of  a 
surveyor  of  customs  for  the  port  of  Nash- 
ville, Tenn.  Thomas  had  received  $4,880, 
which  he  did  not  safely  keep  in  his  posses- 
sion, but  which  he  paid  out  to  persons  not 
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entitled  thereto^  whereby  it  waa  wholly 
lost."  As  a  defense  to  the  recovery  of  this 
moiiey  by  the  government,  the  defendant 
''pleaded  seizure  of  the  money  in  question  by 
the  rebel  authorities  by  the  exercise  of  force 
which  [he]  Thomas  was  unable  to  resist,  and 
against  his  will  and  consent;  he  being  a  loy- 
al citizen,  endeavoring  faithfully  to  perform 
his  duty."  This  case,  while  in  one  particu- 
lar it  modifies  the  doctrine  announced  in  the 
cases  of  United  States  v.  Prescott,  United 
States  V.  Oashiel,  United  States  v.  Kcehler, 
Boy  den  v.  United  States,  and  Bevans  v. 
United  States,  13  Wall.  56,  20  L.  ed. 
531,  does  not  overrule  them,  but  dis- 
tinguishes them  from  the  case  of  United 
States  V.  Thomas.  The  Thomas  Case  arose 
during  the  Civil  War,  wherein  it  was  shown 
that  Thomas,  although  a  loyal  citizen,  was 
compelled  by  the  Confederate  officers  to  pay 
out  the  money  in  his  hands  belonging  to  the 
^vernment,  by  threats  of  force  and  violence 
which  he  was  unable  to  resist.  The  court, 
after  reviewing  many  of  the  former  decisions 
of  the  ooui*t,  and  conceding  that  the  doctrine 
an?H>unced  by  them  is  still  the  doctrine  of 
that  court>  relieves  Thomas  from  liability 
upon  the  specific  ground  that  "no  rule  of 
public  policy  requires  an  officer  to  account 
for  moneys  which  have  been  destroyed  by  an 
overruling  necessity,  or  taken  from  him  by 
a  public  enemy."  It  will  thus  be  seen  that, 
while  the  doctrine  remains  that  the  custo- 
dian of  public  moneys,  under  bond,  is  an  in- 
surer of  public  moneys  ordinarily,  the  act  of 
God  or  the  public  enemy  are  exceptions,  and 
the  only  exception  suliicient  to  excuse  the  of- 
ficer. This  case  cannot  be  used  as  support- 
ing the  doctrine  that  the  liability  of  the  offi- 
cer is  that  of  an  ordinary  bailee  or  trustee, 
because  the  court  specifically  says:  "These 
provisions  show  that  it  is  the  manifest  poli- 
cy of  the  law  to  hold  all  collectors,  receivers, 
and  depositaries  of  public  money  to  a  very 
strict  accountability.  The  legislative  anxie- 
ty on  the  subject  culminate  in  requiring 
them  to  enter  into  bond,  with  sufficient  sure- 
ties, for  the  performance  of  their  duties,  and 
in  imposing  criminal  sanctions  for  the  unau- 
thorized use  of  the  moneys.  Whatever  duty 
can  be  inferred  from  this  course  of  legisla- 
tion is  justly  exacted  from  the  officers.  No 
ordinary  exouse  can  be  allowed  for  the  ncm- 
production  of  the  money  committed  to  their 
ha)ids.  Still,  they  are  nothing  but  bailees. 
To  call  them  anything  else,  when  they  are 
expressly  forbidden  to  touch  or  use  the  pub- 
lic money  except  as  directed,  would  be  an 
abuse  of  terms.  But  they  are  special 
bailees  subject  to  special  obligations.  It  is 
evident  that  the  ordinary  law  of  bailment 
cannot  be  invoked  to  determine  the  d^ree  of 
their  responsibility.  This  is  placed  on  a  new 
basis.  To  the  extent  of  the  amount  of  their 
official  bond,  it  is  fixed  by  special  contract." 
In  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Moshy,  133 
17.  S.  273,  33  L.  ed.  625,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
327,  the  defendant  was  consul  for  the  Unite<l 
States  at  Hong  Kong.  During  his  term  of 
ofiice  he  received  $104.51  of  interest  upon  the 
public- moneys  which  he  had  deposited  in  the 
banks  (there  being  no  law  prohibiting  this), 
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and  he  paid  this  money  into  the  Treasury, 
with  other  funds  received  by  him.  Mosby, 
after  his  tenn  of  office  expired,  sued  the 
United  States  to  recover  back  a  large  part 
of  the  money  he  had  paid  over,  and  among 
the  amounts  sued  for  was  the  interest  above 
mentioned.  The  court  properly  refused  to 
allow  him  this  interest.  Also,  in  the  case  of 
Richmond  County  Supers,  v.  Wandel,  6 
Lans.  33.  The  defendant  had  receited  mon- 
ey for  interest  on  public  funds,  and  paid  the 
same  over  to  the  treasurer.  Afterwards  he 
claimed  the  money,  and  induced  the  auditing 
board  to  make  an  order  allowing  him  to 
withdraw  and  retain  the  amount  of  the  in- 
terest paid  over.  The  court  held  that  the 
auditing  board  had  no  authority  to  make  the 
allowance,  and  therefore  the  county  had  a 
right  to  the  money  paid  over.  These  cases 
are  decided  upon  a  diiTerent  principle  from 
that  laid  down  above,  but  there  is  no  con- 
flict. In  the  last  two  cases  the  interest  was 
paid  over  to  the  treasury,  and  thus  treated 
by  the  officer  himself  as  public  money;  and 
in  all  such  cases  the  courts  hold  that  the  of- 
ficer cannot  recover  back  the  money.  Even 
if  there  was  a  statute  prohibiting  an  officer 
from  loaning  the  public  money,  or  using  it  in 
any  way  so  that  profits  might  accrue,  if  the 
officer  did  loan  or  use  the  money,  and  did  re- 
ceive profits  thereon,  and  pay  the  same  into 
the  treasury,  the  courts  would  refuse  to  give 
it  back  to  the  officer,  because  in  paying  the 
same  over  he  admitted  it  to  be  public  money 
that  he  did  not  claim  to  be  his  own ;  and  al- 
so, as  a  voluntary  payment,  he  could  not  re- 
cover it  back,  llierefore  these  oases  are  not 
in  point  in  this*  case,  where  the  officer  did  not 
pay  over  the  money,  but  claimed  the  hame  as 
his  own,  and  where  the  statute  prohibited 
the  officer  from  so  using  the  money  that  in- 
terest would  accrue  thereon.  From  an  ex- 
amination of  all  the  authorities  upon  this 
subject,  we  are  satisfied  that  the  contention 
of  the  county  that  Maloy  was  a  mere  agent 
trustee,  or  Uiilee  is  not  sustained  by  them; 
and,  while  it  is  not  quite  true  that  he  was 
absolute  insurer  of  the  funds,  without  relief 
under  any  circumstances,  the  true  doctrine, 
as  modified  by  the  case  of  United  Slates  v. 
Thomas,  now  is  that  Maloy  was  a  ''special 
bailee  subject  to  special  obligations."  A 
special  bailee  is  practically  an  insure^  of  the 
funds  to  the  extent  of  the  obligation  of  the 
bond,  as  in  the  Thomas  Case  it  is  expreesly 
declared  that  it  is  "evident  that  the  ordinary 
laws  of  bailment  cannot  be  invoked  to  de- 
termine the  degree  of  their  responsibility." 
It  is  fixed  by  special  contract.  These  special 
bailees  are  bound  to  perform  the  conditions 
of  their  obligation,  relievable  only  by  over- 
ruling necessity,  arising,  for  instance,  from 
the  act  of  God  or  the  public  enemy.  The  dif- 
ference between  an  ab^lute  insurer  and  such 
special  bailee  is  not  important  here,  as.  un- 
der the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  obli- 
gation would  be  the  same.  In  State  v.  Wal- 
sen,  17  Colo.  170,  15  L.  R.  A.  456,  28  Pao. 
1119,  the  court,  after  an  exhaustive  review 
of  the  Constitution,  statutes  of  Colorado, 
and  the  authorities,  many  of  which  are  cit4?J 
in  this  case,  says :     "The  measure  of  the  iia- 


1900. 


Malot  ▼.  Bernalillo  Couktt  Ck)MMi8SiOMEiuB. 


188 


iMlity  of  the  officer  seems  to  be  the  distinc- 
tion upon  which  all,  or  nearly  all,  adjudi- 
eated  cases  may  be  harmonized.  In  those 
jurisdictions  where  the  liability  of  the  ofil- 
cer  is  held  to  be  absolute,  no  action  can  be 
maintained  against  him  for  the  interest  or 
profits  made  upon  the  money,  in  the  absence 
of  a  statute  authorizing  such  recovery."  The 
rule  of  responsibility  contended  for  by  the 
appellee  in  this  case  is  the  rule  of  the  com- 
mon law,  and  the  basis  of  the  common-law 
rule  is  founded  on  the  doctrine  of  bailment. 
At  common  law,  officers  would  be  held  re- 
sponsible as  bailees  or  trustees  of  the  funds 
in  their  hands,  conditioned  only  for  the  ex- 
ercise of  good  faith  and  reasonable  care  and 
diligeoce  in  handling  the  public  funds,  and 
they  would  not  be  responsible  for  loss  occur- 
ring without  their  fault  or  negligence.  This 
rule  of  responsibility  has  been  changed  by 
legislative  enactment  in  many  of  the  states, 
and,  under  the  provisions  of  these  statutes, 
collectors,  receivers,  and  depositaries  of  pub- 
lic money  are  held  to  a  very  strict  accounta- 
bility. 

Turning  now  to  the  legislation  of  our  own 
territory  upon  that  subject,  it  is  Jfound  to  be 
almost  identical  with  the  legislation  of  Colo- 
rado, under  which  the  case  of  State  v.  WcU- 
ten,  17  Colo.  170,  15  L.  R.  A.  466,  28  Pac. 
1119,  was  tried.  Of  course,  there  is  no  con- 
stitutional provision  here,  but  the  statute 
of  this  territory  is  even  more  stringent  than 
the  constitutional  provision  and  later,  the 
statute,  of  Colorado.  Hie  county  treasurer 
of  New  Mexico  is  required  to  safely  keep  and 
account  for  all  the  money  coming  into  his 
hands,  and  also  required  to  turn  over  to  his 
succ^ior,  upon  retiring  from  office,  all  of 
the  public  funds  coming  into  his  hands  by 
Tirtue  of  his  oflice.  Not  only  this,  but  un- 
der (1125  the  officer  is  declared  to  be  guilty 
of  embezzlement  if  he  shall  convert  to  his 
own  use,  or  shall  loan,  with  or  without  inter- 
est, any  part  of  the  money  intrusted  to  his 
care  as  such  officer;  or  if  he  shall  wilfully 
neglect  or  refuse  to  pay  over  said  mone^,  or 
any  part  of  it,  aa  required  by  law ;  or  if  he 
shall  not  be  able  to  meet  the  demands  of  any 
person  lawfully  d^anding  the  same.  These 
pn  visions  of  law  are  to  be  considered  as  es- 
tal>lis4iing  the  measure  of  responsibility  of 
the  county  treasurer  and  other  county  offi- 
cerfr  in  this  territory,  and  it  will  readily  be 
seen  that  this  statute  is  intended  to  accom- 
plish the  same  purpose  that  the  constitution- 
al provision  of  Colorado  was  adopted  to  ac- 
complish, and  that  it  was  intended  to  pre- 
serve the  principal  of  the  funds  coming  into 
the  hands  of  such  officer,  and  to  absolutely 
prohibit  him  from  using  the  money  for  spec- 
ulative purposes,  or  loaning  the  same,  with 
or  without  interest.  From  these  provisions 
it  follows  that  the  legislature  of  New  Mexi- 
co, in  the  passage  of  these  laws,  intended  to 
preserve  the  funds  lai^fully  coming  into  the 
hands  of  county  officers  intact,  arid  that  no 
profit  whatever  should  accumulate  from  the 
we  of  these  funds  by  such  officers.  Indeed, 
thcie  is  no  provision  for  a  county  treasurer 
to  deposit  the  funds  coming  into  his  posses- 
sion in  a  bank,  and,  if  he  does  so,  he  does  it 
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at  his  peril,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
the  county  has  made  no  provision  for  the 
safe  keeping  of  the  money.  He  takes  the  en- 
tire  responsibilitv  in  case  of  lose  of  funds  by 
virtue  of  the  failure  of  l^e  bank;  and  the 
funds  must  be  preserved  and  turned  over  in 
full  when  required.  Nothing  but  an  over- 
ruling necessity  arising  from  the  act  of  God 
or  the  public  enemy  is  available  to  such  offi- 
cer as  a  defense,  where,  therefore,  the  stat- 
ute forbids  the  accumulation  of  profits  from 
interest,  speculation,  or  otherwise,  it  cannot 
be  successfully  contended  that  the  official 
bond  of  an  officer  contemplated,  or  that  its 
obligations  provided  for,  accounting  and 
turning  over  profits.  The  legislation  pro- 
hibiting county  officers  from  using  funds  so 
as  to  accumulate  profits  thereon  indicates 
an  intention  on  the  pert  of  the  legislature  to 
provide  against  loss  of  the  original  fund,  and 
also  to  prevent  counties  from  assuming  any 
responsibility  for  loss  occasioned  by  the  de- 
fault and  misconduct  of  their  officers.  If 
the  law  authorized  county  treasurers  and 
collectors  to  loan  the  public  funds  that  prof- 
its might  accrue  thereon,  the  public  would  be 
required  to  assume  more  or  less  responsibili- 
ty for  any  loss  which  might  occur,  and  the 
ofiicer  would  then  become  a  bailee  or  trustee, 
required  to  use  only  ordinary  care  and  dili- 
gence as  to  the  public  funds  in  his  hands. 
The  legislature  has  seen  fit  to  provide 
against  this  divided  responsibility,  and' 
therefore  has  provided  for  holding  officers  to 
a  strict  accountability  for  the  original  fund, 
and  has  made  no  provision  whereby  profits 
shall  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  county.  This 
is  substantially  the  construction  given  to 
similar  laws  in  other  states  and  by  the 
courts  of  the  United  Static  The  basis  of 
this  rigid  rule  of  accountability  may  be 
found  in  the  evident  purpose  of  the  legisla- 
ture to  prevent  the  dissipation  of  the  origi- 
nal fund;  and  enactment  of  the  statute  pro- 
hibiting the  appropriation  or  use  of  the 
funds  by  the  custodian  was  deemed  sufficient 
guaranty  of  the  funds.  It  is  true  that  the 
custodian  may  loan  the  funds  in  his  hands, 
and  receive  interest  therefor;  but,  if  he  does 
so,  he  does  it  at  his  peril,  and  is  subject/  to 
the  criminal  penalties  provided  by  law, 
where  the  same  is  done  by  contract  or  by  ar- 
rangement. It  is  no  part  of  the  legitimate 
funds  of  the  county,  however,  and  the  sure- 
ties on  the  official  bond  of  the  officer  are  not 
responsible  for  it  to  the  county. 

When  the  principal  sum  of  the  legal  funds 
coming  into  the  custody  of  the  officer  is  paid 
in  full,  the  obligation  of  the  bond  is  dis- 
charged, provided  there  has  been  no  default 
in  paying  over  the  funds  upon  order  by  those 
having  t£e  legal  right  to  disburse  the  same, 
or  in  paying  over  the  balance  remaining  in 
his  hands  to  his  successor,  when  the  law  re- 
quires the  same  to  be  done.  Under  this  rule 
of  strict  accountability  for  the  public  funds 
the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor  exists  be- 
tween the  county  and  the  custodian  of  the 
county  funds,  and  he  is  only  relievable  for 
default  by  overruling  necessity  arising  from 
the  act  of  God  and  the  public  enemy.  It  is 
not  for  the  court  to  make  the  law,  but  to  de- 
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clare  and  apply  it.  If  the  legislature  desires 
a  different  rule  of  accountability  to  prevail, 
it  has  power  to  so  provide,  as  was  done  in 
Colorado. 

From  the  record  it  appears  that  no  con- 
tract or  arrangement  of  any  kind  Mfas  made 
with  the  bank  by  which  the-  bank  should  pay 
any  interest  whatever  upon  the  money  de- 
posited ;  nor  ib  it  shown  that  any  rule  of  the 
bank  existed  requiring  its  payment;  and,  so 
far  as  the  record  shows,  neither  the  county 
nor  the  appellant  had  any  knowledge  or  ex- 
pectation that  any  interest  would  be  paid  to 
either  of  them.  Therefore  the  officer  had 
not  laid  himself  liable  as  for  embezzlement, 
under  §  1125.  On  the  contrary,  his  deposit 
of  funds  in  the  bank  appears  to  have  been 
simply  for  safe  keeping.  It  is  not  a  usual 
occurrence  for  interest  to  be  paid  by  receiv- 
ers of  bankrupt  corporations,  and  therefore 
it  cannot  be  said  that  either  the  officer  or  the 
county  had  a  right  to  expect  interest  to  be 
paid  upon  deposits  in  that  bank.  Therefore 
the  payment  of  interest  would  appear  to 
have  been  a  purely  voluntary  transaction  on 
the  part  of  the  bank,  and  an  individual 
transaction  on  the  part  of  the  officer,  wholly 
apart  from  the  duties  or  responsibilities  of 
his  office;  and,  there  being  no  law  requiring 
him  to  pay  it  t»  tlie  county,  the  money  be- 
came his  own.  It  was  no  part  of  the  origi- 
nal funds  coming  into  his  hands  during  his 
term  of  oflice,  and  neither  the  officer  himself 
nor  the  sureties  on  his  official  bond  could  be 
made  liable  for  it.  It  ifl  dear  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below  cannot  be  sustained, 
in  so  far,  at  least,  as  it  relates  to  the  $1,712 
of  interest,  for  which  this  suit  was  brought; 
and,  as  thiB  works  a  reversal,  it  would  seem 
to  l>e  unnecessary  to  consider  the  remaining 
question  in  this  case,  which  relates  to  the 
appellant's  right  of  action  for  any  amount. 
However,  we  shall  brierfly  consider  this  also. 

It  is  true  that  the  appellant  failed  to  pay 
over  to  his  successor  the  balance  of  $9,911.5.) 
in  his  possession  during  his  term  of  office, 
when  the  law  required  him  to  do  so.  He 
therefore  became  liable  for  the  payment  of 
interest  upon  the.  money  for  the  payment  of 
which  he  was  in  default,  at  the  rate  of  6  per 
cent  per  annum  from  the  time  the  default 


matured.  This  interest  accrued  by  virtue  of 
the  default,  and  was  wholly  incidental  to  the 
main  transaction,  and  the  liability  for  its 
payment  results  as  a  matter  of  law  and  in 
the  nature  of  damages.  In  that  case  the  law 
seems  to  be  that  the  county  lost  its  right  of 
action,  when  it  made  final  settlement  with 
the  officer.  In  the  case  of  Steicart  v. 
Barnes,  153  U.  S.  462,  88  L.  ed.  784,  14  Suo. 
Ct.  Rep.  849,  the  law  is  stated  to  be  as  fol- 
lows: "Where  money  is  retained  by  one 
man  against  the  declared  will  of  another 
who  is  entitled  to  receive  it,  and  who  is  thus 
deprived  of  its  use,  the  rule  of  courts  in  ordi- 
nary cases  is,  in  suits  brought  for  the  recov- 
ery of  the  money,  to  allow  interest  as  com- 
pensation to  the  creditors  for  such  loss.  In- 
terest in  such  cases  is  considered  as  dam- 
ages, and  does  uot  form  the  basis  of  the  ac- 
tion, but  is  an  incident  to  the  recovery  of  the 
principal  debt.  The  right  of  action  is  the 
right  to  compel  the  payment  of  the  money 
which  is  being  retained.  When  he  who  has 
this  right  commences  an  action  for  its  en- 
forcement, he  at  the  same  time  acquires  a 
subordinate  right  incident  to  the  relief 
which  he  may  obtain  to  demand  and  receive 
interest.  If,  however,  the  principal  sum  hu3 
been  paid,  so  that  as  to  it  an  action  brought 
cannot  be  maintained,  the  opportunity  to  ac- 
quire a  right  to  damage  is  lost."  Mason  v. 
Vallender,  2  Minn.  350,  Gil.  302,  72  Am.  Dec. 
102;  American  Bible  8oc,  v.  Wells,  68  Me. 
572,  28  Am.  Rep.  82.  This  seems  to  be  con- 
clusive against  the  right  of  the  county  to  rcb 
cover  such  incidental  interest  in  cases  where 
the  statute  has  made  no  specific  provision 
that  the  funds  shall  bear  interest.  The  stat- 
utes of  this  territory  make  no  specific  provi- 
sion for  interest  in  such  oases,  and  the  inter- 
est, if  recoverable  at  all,  is  only  such  as  re- 
sults from  the  general  law  by  which  interest 
miiy  be  recovered  on  oveidue  accounts  and 
the  like.  Final  settlement  having  been 
made,  incidental  interest  cannot  be  recovered 
in  this  suit. 

It  fellows  that  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below  should  be  reversed,  and  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mills,  Ch.  J.,  and  PaAier,  J.,  concur. 


NORTH    DAKOTA    SUPREME    COURT. 


William  J.  ANDERSON 

V. 

J.   G.   GORDON,   Nelson   County   Auditor, 

et  aU 

^Thliii  court.  In  the  exercliie  of  Its  oris- 
Inal  JnrlMdlctlon,  can  issue  a  writ  of  In- 
junction only  upon  an  Information  therefor 

*Headnote  by  Bautholohisw^  Ch.  J. 


died  by  the  attorney  (general,  or  under  his 
authority,  and  by  leave  of  court  first  obtaiaed, 
and  in  the  name  of  the  state. 

(November  3,  1900.) 

APPLICATION  for  a  writ  of  injunction  to 
restrain  defendants  from  placing  the 
name  of  a  certain  candidate  on  the  oiTioial 
ballots  to  be  used  at  an  approaching  election. 
Dtnif'.d. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Note. — For  earlier  cases  in  this  series  on  the 
Issue  of  an  injunction  by  the  court  of  last  re- 
sort in  the  exercise  of  original  Jurisdiction,  see 
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Stale  ex  rel.  Goodwin  v.  Nelson  County  (X.  D.) 
8  L.  U.  A.  28o ;  and  State  ew  rel.  Adams  County 
V   Cunningham  (Wis.)  15  L.  R.  A.  561. 
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Messrs,  Boaard  ft  Bosard  for  relator. 
Ur.  Ony  C.  H.  Corliii  for  defendants. 

Bartholomew,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

Ilie  plaintiff,  William  J.  Anderson,  alleg- 
ing that  he  is  a  citizen  of  th«  United  States, 
a  res^ident  and  qualified  elector  of  the  first 
ward  of  the  city  of  Grand  Forks,  first  judi- 
cial district  of  North  Dakota,  and  appearing 
by  his  counsel,  Messrs.  Boe&rd  &  Bosard, 
who  disclaim  acting  under  the  direction  or 
by  the  authority  of  the  attorney  general  and 
without  any  allegation  that  the  attorney 
general  is  unable  or  unwilling  to  act  in  the 
matter,  seeks  to  invoke  the  original  jurisdic- 
tion of  this  court,  and  procure  an  injunction 
restraining  the  auditors  of  the  counties  of 
Grand  Forks  and  Nelson,  composing  the  first 
judicial  district,  from  placing  the  name  of 
Charles  J.  Fisk  upon  the  official  ballot  to  be 
used  at  the  approaching  general  election  as 
a  eandidate  for  the  ofuoe  of  judge  of  said 
district. 

Plaintiff  desired  to  accomplish  a  restraint, 
bat  our  statute  ( Rev.  Codes,  §  9343 ) ,  hav- 
ing abolished  the  writ  of  injunction  as  a  pro- 
visional remedy,  and  substituted  an  injunc- 
tion by  order,  and  as  such  order  could  only 
be  made  in  a  pending  case,  the  plaintiff 
caused  a  summons  and  complaint  to  be 
Bended  upon  the  defendants  as  in  an  action 
in  the  district  court,  and  also  served  notice 
of  an  application  to  this  court  for  a  restrain- 
ing order.  When  the  application  was  made 
it  was  suggested  by  the  court  that  it  could 
exercise  original  jurisdiction  only  through 
junsdictional  writs,  and  that  it  could  not  ac- 
quire jurisdiction  through  service  of  sum- 
nHHLB.  Thereupon  counsel  moved  for  leave 
to  file  his  complaint  as  an  information  for 
writ  of  injunction,  and  that  a  preliminary 
injunction  issue  thereon.  The  defendants 
appear  specially  and  object  to  this  proceed- 
ing upon  the  grounds  that  the  state  is  not  a 
party  plaintiff  directly  or  upon  relation,  and 
that  leave  to  file  the  information  is  not 
asked  by  the  attorney  general  or  by  his  au- 
thority. 

We  think  these  objections  are  well  taken. 
It  is  true  that  under  the  weight  of  modern 
authority,  voiced  by  Rev.  Codes,  §  5232, 
where  the  question  is  one  of  general  intere^i^t, 
one  party  may,  without  showing  any  special 
intereiit  in  himself,  sue  for  all.  The  state 
need  not  be  made  a  party  plaintiff  in  any 
manner.  But  that  is  not  the  question  here. 
the  state  Constitution  ((87)  declares  that 
this  court  "shall  have  power  to  issue  writ."^ 
of  habeas  corpus,  mandamus,  quo  warranto, 
certiorari,  injunctions,  and  such  other  origi- 
nal and  remedial  writs  a»  may  be  necessary 
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to  the  proper  exercise  of  its  jurisdiction,  and 
shall  have  authority  to  hear  and  determine 
the  same."  We  are  not,  in  this  case,  con- 
cerned about  those  remc^dial  writs  through 
which  this  court  may  exercise  its  superin- 
tending control  over  inferior  courts.  Plain- 
tiff asks  an  original  writ.  It  must  be  a  ju- 
risdictional writ,  because  it  is  only  through 
the  writ  that  this  court  obtains  original  ju- 
risdiction of  the  controversy.  Injunction 
is  known  a«  the  great  chancery  writ.  It  was 
not  a  prerogative  writ,  not  a  writ  of  right,  not 
a  jurisdictional  writ,  not  an  original  writ, 
but  was  a  judicial  writ  used  in  aid  of  a  ju- 
risdiction tliat  had  already  attached.  In 
the  Constitution  we  find  it  grouped  with  the 
great  common-law  prerogative  writs  that 
might  always  be  used  as  original  writs.  It 
seems  to  be  the  mandate  of  the  Constitution 
that  this  court  should  use  the  writ  of  injunc- 
tion, in  cases  where  that  is  the  appropriate 
writ,  in  the  same  manner  and  by  the  same 
means  employed  in  the  use  of  the  prerogative 
writs  with  which  it  is  grouped.  Either  thab 
must  be  done,  or  a  court  of  limited  original 
jurisdiction  must  acknowledge  its  inability 
to  employ  the  writ  of  injunction  as  an  origi- 
nal writ.  But  courts  cannot  disregard  or 
emasculate  the  plain  provisions  of  a  funda- 
mental law.  Jt  has  therefore  been  held,  un- 
der identical  language,  that  courts  must 
treat  the  writ  of  injunction  as  a  quasi-pre- 
rogative writ.  That  such  is  the  proper 
course  is  conclusively  shown  in  the  master- 
ful opinion  of  Chief  Justice  Ryan  in  Atty, 
Gen,  V.  Chicago  d  N.  W.  R.  Co,  35  Wis.  425. 
See  pages  512  e^  seq. 

But  treating  it  as  a  prerogative  writ,  it 
must  be  procured  as  prerogative  writs 
always  have  been  secured;  and  that  is  upon 
an  information  filed  by  the  law  officer  of  the 
state,  or  with  his  authority,  upon  leave 
granted,  and  in  the  name  of  the  state.  This 
is  the  practice  prescribed  by  this  court  in 
Sta.te  V.  Nelson  County,  1  N.  D.  88,  8  L.  R. 
A.  283,  45  N.  W.  33.  Since  the  decision  of 
that  case  this  court  has  upon  several  occa- 
sions been  called  upon  to  exercise  its  orig- 
inal jurisdiction  in  mandamus  cases.  This 
is  the  first  instance  since  the  Nelson  County 
CoAe  where  an  injunction  has  been  asked. 
It  is  for  this  reason  that  we  have  stopped 
to  point  out  why  our  original  jurisdiction 
could  be  exercised  in  the  issuance  of  that 
writ  only  in  the  same  manner  in  which  it  is 
exercised  in  procuring  the  issuance  of  prerog- 
ative writs  proper.  The  application  for 
leave  to  file  the  information  not  being  made 
by  the  attorney  general,  or  in  the  name  of  the 
state,  the  writ  must  be  denied. 

All  concur. 
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Grant   COOPER  et   al.,  Appts., 


V. 


COMMONWEALTH  of  Kentucky. 


( 


Ky. 


) 


The  felonious  converalon  of  money  re- 
ceived uoder  a  mutual  mistake  from  a  bank 
In  a  package  supposed  to  contain  a  much 
smaller  sum  does  not  constitute  larceny. 

(February  27,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Union  County 
convicting  them  of  grand  larceny.  Re- 
versed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  Oeorse  A.  Prentioe  for  appellants. 


Mr.  Robert  A.  Breckenridge   for  ap' 

pel  lee. 

O'Rear,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Appellants  Grant  Cooper,  Fred  Cooper, 
Thomas  Harris,  and  Sandy  Waggener  were 
convicted  in  the  Union  circuit  court  of  the 
crime  of  grand  larceny,  under  the  following 
state  of  facts:  The  four  nJEimed  had  been 
shucking  corn,  and  were  paid  $6  for  their 
services.  In  order  to  divide  the  Tnoney 
equally  among  themselves  they  went  to  the 
Bank  of  Uniontown  to  have  $2  of  the  money 
changed  into  smaller  denominations.  Ap' 
pellant  Sandy  Waggener  went  into  the  bank 
and  to  the  casliier^s  counter,  handed  him  the 
$2,  and  asked  for  the  change.  The  cashier 
handed  him  two  half  dollars  and  a  roll  of 


Note, — Larceny  of  money  or  property  delivered 

by  mietahe. 

In  CooPBB  V.  Com.,  where  a  cashier  of  a  bank 
gave  a  party  a  roll  of  small  coin  wrapped  up 
In  a  paper,  saying.  "There  are  twenty  nickels  In 
change,"  and  subsequently  the  party  receiving 
the  same,  having  gone  a  distance,  of  four 
squares,  discovered  that  it  contained  twenty 
five-dollar  gold  coins  instead  of  nickels,  and  kept 
the  money,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  lar- 
ceny unless  the  intent  to  appropriate  it  existed 
In  the  mind  of  the  taker  at  the  time  it  came 
into  his  hands.  This  decision  Is  in  accord  with 
the  weight  of  authority. 

In  Rex  V.  Mucklow,  1  Moody,  C.  C.  160,  Car. 
Crim.  Law,  280,  it  was  held  that  If  a  man  takes 
a  letter  supposing  that  it  belongs  to  himself, 
and,  on  finding  that  It  does  not,  appropriates 
to  himself  the  property  it  contains,  he  is  not 
answerable  for  larceay,  there  being  no  animus 
furandi  when  he  first  received  the  letter.  The 
reporter  says  in  the  statement  of  the  case :  "It 
was  objected  that  this  could  not  in  law  amount 
to  larceny,  as  the  possession  of  the  letter  and 
draft  had  been  voluntarily  parted  with  by  Lea  | 
ft  Sons,  and  also  by  the  postman,  and  without 
any  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner,  and 
Story's  Case,  Russ.  &  R.  C.  C.  81,  and  Walsh's 
Case,  Rusa  k  R.  C.  C.  215,  were  cited." 

In  Story's  Case,  Russ.  &  R.  C.  C.  81.  Story 
was  convicted  of  obtaining  goods  by  false  pre- 
tenses. Story  obtained  a  letter  directed  to 
Storer,  containing  a  money  order,  which  he  In- 
dorsed In  his  own  name  and  received  the  money 
for  it  without  any  representations,  and  he  was 
not  asked  if  he  was  the  person  for  whom  the  let- 
ter and  order  were  intended,  nor  did  he  say  that 
be  was.  The  conviction  was  on  the  ground 
that,  by  presenting  the  order  for  payment  and 
signing  at  the  postofflce,  he  represented  himself 
as  the  person  named  in  the  note. 

In  larceny  the  intent  to  steal  must  exist  at 
the  time  of  the  taking,  and  where  the  defendant 
took  the  property  Innocently  under  a  mistake 
of  fact,  and  thereafter  converted  it  to  his  own 
use  with  a  felonious  Intent,  he  was  held  not 
guilty  of  larceny.  People  v.  Miller,  4  Utah,  411, 
11  Pac.  514.  The  facts  of  this  case  are  not 
given  in  the  report,  except  simply  that  the  de- 
fendant took  the  property  In  question  under 
mistake  In  belief  of  title  in  himself.  Tbe  court 
said  :  "In  order  to  convict  of  larceny,  the  jury 
must  be  satisfied  that  the  taking  of  the  proper- 
ty was  with  a  felonious  intent.  It  Is  not  suffi- 
cient to  find  that,  after  the  taking.  It  was  con- 
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verted  to  the  use  of  the  defendant  with  a  felon- 
ious intent.  It  is  necessary  to  find  that  the  In- 
tent to  stea4  existed  at  the  time  of  the  taking* 
No  subsequent  felonious  Intent  will  snlBce." 

Where  a  purchaser  paid  half  a  sovereign  in 
mistake  for  a  sixpence,  and  the  receiver  looked 
at  it  and  put  it  In  his  pocket,  and  afterward* 
on  demand  for  restoration  said :  "All  right  my 
boy ;  I'll  give  It  to  you," — but  failed  to  return 
the  money.  It  was  held  not  to  be  larceny.  Reg. 
V.  Jacobs,  12  Cox,  C.  C.  151.  In  this  case  th« 
court  said :  "Whatever  might  have  been  hl» 
subsequent  dishonest  Intent,  if  the  original  pos- 
session  was  not  felonious,  no  after  conversion 
would  be  larceny." 

To  constitute  larceny  by  retaining  money  paid 
by  mistake  in  giving  a  $10  bill  for  a  $1  bill,  the 
receiver  must  have  known  at  the  very  time  he 
received  the  money  that  he  was  receiving  too 
much  and  more  than  was  Intended  for  him,  and 
must  have  intended  to  convert  tbe  money  to  his 
own  use.     Bailey  v.  State,  58  Ala.  414. 

And  where  a  $100  note  was  given  in  mistake 
as  a  $10  note  to  pay  a  $2  account,  and  the  re- 
ceiver handed  back  $8  change,  it  was  held  that 
if  the  receiver  knew  it  was  a  $100  note  when  he 
took  it,  and  designedly  and  fraudulently  con- 
cealed his  knowledge  of  the  mistake,  and  after- 
wards concealed  it  and  appropriated  the  $100 
note  to  his  own  use  without  the  consent  of  the 
owner.  It  was  a  felonious  faking  and  carrying 
away  of  the  note  by  him  with  that  intent,  and 
constituted  the  crime  of  larceny.  State  v.  Will- 
iamsoD,  Houst.  Crlra.  Rep.  (Del.)   155. 

In  Wolfstein  v.  People,  6  Hun,  121,  where  a 
bank  draft  In  the  French  language  for  $74  waa 
paid  with  $740  by  mistake,  it  was  held  that  if 
the  overpayment  was  observed  In  the  bank  by 
the  accused  when  the  money  was  delivered,  and 
he  took  it  with  the  Intent  to  cheat  and  defraud 
the  owner,  the  crime  of  larceny  was  then  com- 
plete. In  this  case  the  evidence  conclusively 
showed  that  the  prisoner  was  guilty.  The  court 
said :  "If,  however,  the  error  was  not  then  no- 
ti(!ed,  but  was  afterwards,  and  the  Intent  of 
felonious  appropriation  was  then  formed  and 
executed,  the  legal  guilt  of  the  prisoner  was 
at  that  time  incurred." 

U«der  Tex.  Penal  Code,  art.  727,  defining 
theft,  and  providing  that  the  taking  must  be 
wrongful,  so  that  if  the  property  came  Into  the 
possession  of  the  person  accused  of  theft  by 
lawful  means,  the  subsequent  appropriation  of 
It  is  not  theft,  but  if  the  taking,  though  origin- 
ally lawful,  was  obtained  by  any  false  pretext, 
or  with  any  Intent  to  deprive  the  owner  of  the 
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imall-sized  coin  wrapped  in  paper,  saying: 
"There  are  twenty  nickels."  VVaggener, 
without  unwrapping  the  coins,  and  not 
knowing  what  was  in  the  paper  except  from 
the  statement  of  the  casnier,  rejoined  his 
companions,  and  the  four  together  went  a 
distance  of  some  four  squares  to  a  more 
secluded  spot  to  divide  the  money.  On 
opening  the  package  they  discovered  it  con- 
tained twenty  five-dollar  gold  coins,  instead 
of  nickels.  Waggener  remarked:  "Boys, 
banks  don't  correct  mistakes,"  and  the 
money  was  divided  among  the  four,  and  ap- 
propriated by  them. 
Upon  this  evidence  the  court  save  the 

t'aiy  the  following  instruction:  ''Ii  you  be- 
ieve  from  the  evidence,  to  the  exclusion  of 
a  reasonable  doubt,  that  in  this  county  and 
prior  to  the  findins  of  the  indictment  here- 
in, the  defendants  Grant  Cooper,  Fred  Coop- 


er, and  Thos.  Harris,  and  Sandy  Waggener 
sought  to  have  some  money  changed  at  the 
Bank  of  Uniontown  in  order  to  get  twenty 
nickels  or  some  small  change,  and  that 
Chas.  Kelleners,  the  assistant  cashier  of 
said  bank,  in  makins  said  change  delivered, 
by  mistake,  to  the  aefendants,  twenty  five- 
dollar  gold  pieces  wrapped  in  a  paper,  be- 
lieving at  the  time  that  ne  was  giving  them 
twenty  nickels,  and  that  the  defendants 
sharing  in  that  belief  shortly  thereafter 
opened  said  paper  and  found  therein  twenty 
five-dollar  gold  pieces,  and  failed  to  return 
said  gold  pieces  to  said  bank,  now,  if  you 
further  believe  from  the  evidence  to  the  ex- 
clusion of  a  reasonable  doubt  that  when 
said  defendants  unwrapped  said  paper  and 
found  therein  and  in  their  possession  the 
said  five-dollar  gold  pieces,  they  knew  that 
same  had  been  delivered  to  them  by  said 


▼aine  thereof,  and  appropriate  the  property  to 
the  use  and  benefit  of  the  person  taking,  and 
the  same  Is  so  appropriated,  the  offense  of  theft 
Is  complete.  It  was  held  that  where  a  party 
f  raodulently  appropriated  money  overpaid  to  him 
on  a  draft  by  the  cashier  of  a  bank  through  mis- 
take. If  at  the  time  he  received  It  he  formed  the 
mminal  design  to  appropriate  it  to  his  own  use, 
and  did  so  appropriate  It,  It  would  be  theft. 
Fnlcher  v.  State,  32  Tex.  Crim.  Bep.  621,  25  8. 
W.  625. 

In  Com.  V.  Elchelberger,  110  Pa.  254,  13  Atl. 
422.  a  party  was  convicted  of  larceny  where  he 
had  called  at  the  bank  to  renew  a  |1,90Q  note, 
and  paid  the  discount  for  ninety  days,  and  he 
banded  the  cashier  a  note  for  |16,  and  the  cash- 
ier, by  mistake  and  oversight,  supposed  It  was 
11.600,  and  gave  up  the  note  with  an  indorse- 
ment thereon.  It  appears  that  nothing  was 
laid  In  regard  to  the  amount,  but  the  note  was 
pn^sented  with  the  deliberate  design  and  In- 
tention of  defrauding  the  bank,  and  with  the 
Intention  that  the  officer  should  overlook  the 
fact  that  the  note  offered  was  for  |16,  and 
ahonld  give  up  the  note  for  $1,600.  The  felo- 
nioos  Intent  evidently  existed  at  the  time  of  re- 
celrlng  the  note  for  1 1,600. 

A  depositor  in  a  postofflce  savings  bank  ob- 
tained a  warrant  for  the  withdrawal  of  lOa., 
and  presented  it  with  his  depositor's  book  to  a 
dcrk  at  the  postofflce,  who.  Instead  of  referring 
to  the  proper  letter  for  10«,  referred  by  mis- 
take to  another  letter  of  advice  for  £8,  16«.  lOd., 
and  placed  that  ti^m  upon  the  counter.  The 
clerk  entered  £8  16#.  lOd.  in  the  depositor's  book 
u  paid,  and  stamped  it.  Th^  depositor  took 
op  that  sum  and  went  away.  The  jury  found 
that  be  had  the  animus  furandi  at  the  moment 
of  taking  the  money  from  the  counter,  and  that 
be  knpw  the  money  to  be  the  money  of  the  Post- 
master General  when  he  took  it  up ;  and  found 
blm  gnUty  of  larceny.  It  was  held  by  a  major- 
ity of  the  Judges  that  he  was  properly  convicted 
of  larceny.  Reg.  v.  MIddleton,  12  Cox,  C.  C. 
260,  417,  1  Green,  Crlm.  Law,  4,  L.  B.  2  C.  C. 
38,  42  U  J.  M.  C.  N.  S.  73,  28  L.  T.  N.  S.  777. 
It  was  held  by  seven  of  the  Judges  that  the 
elerk  having  intended  that  the  property  In  the 
money  should  belong  to  the  prisoner  through 
mistake,  the  prisoner,  knowing  of  the  mistake 
and  having  the  animu$  furandi  at  the  time,  was 
fnllty  of  larceny.  It  was  held  by  three  of  the 
jndges  that  the  clerk,  having  only  limited  au- 
thority, had  no  power  to  part  with  the  property 
In  tbe  n»oney  to  the  prisoner,  and  therefore  the 
conviction  was  right.  It  was  held  by  one  of  the 
jndges  that  all  possession  of  the  money  was 
parted  with,  and  while  It  was  on  the  cou^iter 
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the  prisoner  had  the  animus  furandi  and  took  It 
ap,  and  was  therefore  guilty  of  larceny.  It 
was  held  by  four  of  the  Judges  that  the  money 
was  not  taken  in  vito  domini,  and  therefore 
there  was  no  larceny.  It  was  held  by  two  of 
the  Judges  that  the  clerk  had  authority  to  part 
with  the  possession  and  property  In  the  entire 
pum. 

And  where  a  carman,  having  ordecs  to  deliver 
goods  to  a  certain  person,  by  mistake  delivered 
them  to  another  person,  who  appropriated  them 
to  his  own  use.  It  was  held  that  tbe  carman 
did  not  part  with  the  property  In  the  goods  by 
delivering  them  to  the  wrong  party,  and  that 
the  latter,  in  appropriating  them  to  bis  own  use, 
was  guilty  of  larceny.  Reg.  v.  Little,  10  Cox, 
C.  C.  559.  In  this  case  the  recorder  said  "that 
the  property  In  the  goods  had  not  been  parted 
with.  The  carman  had  the  limited  authority 
to  part  with  them  to  E^sten  k  Company  only, 
and  by  leaving  them  in  mistake  the  property 
was  not  really  parted  with."  The  party  receiv- 
ing the  goods  evidently  knew  at  the  time  he  re- 
ceived them  that  they  did  not  belong  to  him. 

The  Innocent  receipt  of  a  chattel,  coupled 
with  Its  subsequent  fraudulent  appropriation, 
does  not  amount  to  larceny.  Beg.  v.  Flowers, 
L.  R.  16  Q.  B.  Dlv.  643,  55  L.  J.  M,  C.  N.  S.  179, 
54  L.  T.  N.  S.  547,  84  Week.  Bep.  367,  50  J.  P. 
648,  16  Cox,  C.  C.  33.  In  this  case  the  accused 
received  3d.,  claiming  that  shortage  in  his  pay 
envelope,  and  by  mistake  the  pay  envelope  of 
another  employee  was  handed  to  him  at  the 
same  time,  which  he  afterwards  opened  and 
used  the  money  therein  contained.  The  Judges 
who  were  for  acquittal  In  this  case  were  for 
conviction  In  the  Ashwell  Case,  L.'  B.  16  Q.  B. 
Dlv.  190,  55  L.  J.  M.  C.  N.  8.  65,  53  L.  T.  N.  S. 
773,  34  Week.  Bep.  297,  50  J.  P.  181, 16Cox,C.C, 
1,  infra.  It  seems  very  difficult  to  reconcile 
the  two  cases.  In  the  Ashwell  Case  the  ac- 
cused did  not  know  he  received  a  sovereign  un< 
tU  after  It  had  been  handed  to  him,  and  he 
was  convicted.  In  this  case  the  prisoner  came 
to  the  clerk,  handed  him  bis  torn,  empty  enve- 
lope and  said  It  was  3d.  short.  He  was  then 
handed  3d.  In  cash  and  a  bag  containing  79. 
imd.,  which  the  clerk  believed  belonged  to  the 
prisoner,  but  which  belonged  to  another  em- 
ployee. Shortly  afterwards  the  prisoner  said 
that  he  had  been  paid  double  wages.  Coleridge, 
Ch.  J.,  who  was  for  conviction  In  the  Ashwell 
Case,  tries  to  distinguish  It,  and  says:  *'In 
that  case  the  Judges  who  were  In  favor  of.  up- 
holding the  conviction  did  not  Intend  to  ques- 
tion the  ancient  doctrine  that  an  Innocent  re- 
ceipt of  a  chattel  and  Its  subsequent  fraudulent 
appropriation   do   not   constitute   larceny.    On 
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Kelleners  through  mistake,  and  knew  or  had 
the  means  of  ascertaining  that  the  bank 
wa»  the  owner  of  said  gold  pieces;  but, 
thereupon,  nevertheless,  feloniously  convert- 
ed the  same  to  their  own  use  intending  to 
permanently  deprive  the  owner  thereof, — 
YOU  will  find  them  guilty  as  charged,  and 
in  your  verdict  you  will  fix  their  punish- 
ment at  confinement  in  the  penitentiary  for 
not  less  than  one  nor  more  than  five  years." 

Appellants  objected  to  the  foregoing,  and 
asked  the  court  to  give  the  jury  these  in- 
structions: 

"A.  Tlie  court  instructs  the  jury  that  to 
find  the  defendants  guilty  of  larceny  they 
must  believe  that  at  the  time  they  received 
the  money  from  Chas.  Kelleners  they  must 
have  then  had  the  purpose  and  intent  to 
convert  the  excess  which  they  received,  over 
ana  above  what  was  justly  due  to  them  as 


change,  to  their  own  use  and  benefit,  and  to 
deprive  the  bank  of  its  money  feloniously. 
That  unless  the  felonious  intent  was  proved 
at  the  time  of  the  receiving  of  the  money, 
the  law  is  for  the  defendants,  and  the  jury 
will   so  find." 

"B.  The  court  instructs  the  jury  that  the 
felonious  intent  must  exist  at  the  time  of 
receiving  the  money,  and  that  no  felonious 
intent,  subsequent  or  wrongful  conversion, 
will  amount  to  a  felony," 
— which  were  rejected  by  the  courts 

It  was  held  in  Elliott  v.  Com.  12  Bush, 
176,  that  w^here  the  possession  of  the  goods 
were  obtained  by  the  accused  for  a  particu- 
lar purpose,  with  the  intent  then,  however, 
on  the  part  of  the  accused,  to  convert  them 
to  his  own  use,  which  he  subsequently  did, 
it  would  constitute  larceny. 

In  Snapp  v.  Com,  82  Ky.   173,  we  held 


the  contrary.  It  will  be  seen  from  the  Judgment 
of  one  of  the  judges  in  that  case  that  he  ex- 
preBsly  accepts  that  rule  of  law.  In  the  pre- 
sent case  the  learned  recorder  directed  the  Jm'y 
that  if  the  prisoner  Innocently  received  the 
money,  and  afterwards  fraudulently  appro- 
priated it,  he  was  guilty  of  larceny.  It  was  not 
our  Intention  In  Queen  v.  Asbwell,  L.  R.  16  Q. 
B.  DIv.  190,  53  L.  J.  M.  C.  N.  S.  65,  58  L.  T.  N. 
S.  773,  84  Week.  Rep.  297.  60  J.  P.  181,  16 
Cox.  C.  C.  1,  to  enunciate  any  such  rule,  and 
the  law  has  been  Incorrectly  laid  down  to  the 
Jury  by  the  learned  recorder ;  they  may  have 
thought  consistently  with  his  direction,  that  a 
fraudulent  appropriation  six  months  after  the 
or'glnal  receipt  would  be  sufficient  to  warrant 
them  in  convicting  the  prisoner  of  larceny.  We 
are  asked  to  say  whether  the  Jury  were  wrongly 
directed,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  they  were. 
If  the  Judgments  of  the  seven  Judges  who  af- 
firmed the  conviction  In  Queen  v.  Ashwell  are 
carefully  read,  it  will  be  seen  that  there  Is  a 
most  substantial  difference  between  that  case 
and  the  present,  and  that  those  Judges  were  of 
opinion  that  to  Justify  a  conviction  for  larceny 
the  receipt  and  appropriation  must  be  contem- 
poraneous." This  case  seems  lo  clearly  over- 
rule the  Ash  well  Case.  Of  the  two  cases,  the 
Ashwell  Case  should  have  held  for  acquittal, 
and  this  case  would  easily  have  sustained  a 
conviction  because  the  prisoner  was  only  Sd. 
short,  and  on  receiving  the  Zd.  in  cash  and  also 
an  envelope  containing  more  than  Is.,  he  must 
have  known  at  the  time  be  received  the  enve- 
lope that  he  was  receiving  what  he  was  not  en- 
titled to. 

In  Queen  T.  Ashwell,  L.  R.  16  Q.  B.  DIv.  190, 
56  L.  J.  M.  C.  N.  S.  65,  53  L.  T.  N.  S.  773,  34 
Week.  Rep.  297,  50  J.  P.  181,  16  Cox,  C.  C.  1, 
whtre  a  party  gave,  a  sovereign  intending  to 
loan  a  shilling,  and  the  party  receiving  the  same 
took  it  under  the  same  belief,  but  some  time  aft- 
erwards discovered  that  It  was  a  sovereign,  and 
then  and  there  fraudulently  appropriated  it  to 
his  own  use,  it  was  held  that  he  was  not  guilty 
of  larceny  as  bailee.  The  court  being  equally 
divided  as  to  whether  he  was  guilty  of  larceny 
at  common  law.  the  conviction  of  the  trial  court 
was  not  reversed. 

It  may  be  well  to  notice  the  views  of  the  dif- 
ferent Judges  In  this  case  on  the  question  of 
the  crime  of  larceny.  Smith,  J.,  who  was  for 
quashing  the  Judgment,  took  the  ground  that 
the  coin  was  not  taken  against  the  will  of  the 
owner,  and  secondly,  that  the  concession  that 
there  was  no  felonious  intent  in  the  prisoner 
when  he  received  the  coin  was  fatal  to  the  act 
bemff  I'lrcony  at  common  law.  Mathew,  J.,  who 
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concurred  with  Smith,  J.,  took  the  view  that 
the  taking  must  be  a  trespass  in  order  to  con- 
stitute the  crime.  Stephen,  J.,  who  also  con- 
curred, said  that  it  has  always  been  held  that 
a  felonious  taking  is  essential  to  larceny, 
and  that  a  fraudulent  conversion  of  property 
after  an  innocent  taking,  though  in  some  partic- 
ular cases  criminal  by  statute,  does  not  amount 
to  larceny  at  common  law.  Manlsty,  J.,  con- 
curred with  Smith,  J.,  and  held  that  the  jury 
negatived  the  allegation  that  he,  at  the  time 
he  took  it,  stole  or  took  it  and  carried  it  away 
feloniously,  and  they  found  that  the  prisoner 
did  not  know  it  was  a  sovereign  at  the  time  he 
received  it.  Field,  J.,  concurred  with  them. 
Cave,  J.,  for  conviction,  held  that  the  prisoner 
did  not  actually  take  possession  until  he  knew 
what  the  coin  was  of  which  he  was  taking  pos- 
session, in  which  case,  as  he  then  determined  to 
deprive  the  prosecutor  of  his  property,  there 
was  a  taking  possession  simultaneously  with  the 
formation  of  that  intention.  Hawkins,  J.,  con- 
curred with  Cave,  J.  Denman,  J.,  who  had 
tried  the  case,  based  his  Judgment  on  the  au- 
thority of  the  case  of  finders  of  lost  property. 
Coleridge,  Ch.  J.,  concurred,  and  based  his  opin- 
ion on  the  proposition  that  delivery  and  re- 
ceipt are  acts  Into  which  mental  Intention  en- 
ters, and  that  there  is  no  delivery  or  receipt  nn- 
less  the  giver  aud  receiver  intend  to  give  and 
receive  respectively  what  is  respectively  given 
and  received,  and  that  the  sovereign  was  re- 
ceived by  the  prisoner  and  misappropriated  by 
him  at  one  and  the  same  Instance  of  time. 
With  this.  Grove,  Pollock,  and  Huddleston,  JJ., 
concurred. 

One  who  receives  money  from  another  to 
which  he  knows  he  is  not  entitled,  and  which  he 
knows  has  been  paid  to  him  by  mistake,  and  con- 
ceals such  overpayment,  and  appropriates  the 
money  to  his  own  use  with  intent  to  defraud  the 
owner  thereof,  is  guilty  of  larceny.  State  ▼. 
Ducker,  8  Or.  394.  34  Am.  Rep.  590.  In  this 
case  error  was  assigned  for  refusal  to  charge 
as  follows:  "1.  That  unless  the  Jury  believed 
from  the  evidence  that  defendant  Intended  to 
convert  the  money  so  received  by  mistake  as 
soon  as  he  discovered  this  mistake;  the  subse- 
quent conversion  was  not  larceny.  2.  That  it 
at  any  time  after  defendant  discovered  the  mis- 
take, and  before  conversion,  defendant  honestly 
intended  to  return  the  money  to  Bracker  (If 
Bracker  was  the  person  he  received  it  of),  then 
any  subsequent  conversion  would  not  constitute 
larceny.  3.  That  the  animus  furandi  must 
ha^e  existed  as  soon  as  defendant  discovered 
the  mistake,  in  order  to  constitute  larceny.** 
But  the  court  held  that  It  was  presumed  they 
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that  where  money  came  into  the  hands  of 
the  accused,  lawfully,  his  subsequent  feloni- 
ous conversion  would  not  be  larceny. 

In  the  last-named  case  the  court  said 
it  derolved  upon  the  commonwealth  to  show 
an  unlawful  taking  of  this  money  from  the 
city  (the  owner)  by  the  accused  with  a  fe- 
lonious intent,  and  that  "the  money  had  been 
received  without  fraud,  and  as  a  matter  of 
right;  and  in  such  a  case,  although  he  may 
hare  the  animus  furandi  afterwards,  and 
convert  it  to  his  own  use,  he  was  not  guilty 
of  larceny." 

In  iimith  t.  Com.  96  Ky.  87,  28  S.  W. 
852.  this  court  announced:  "The  general 
and  common- law  rule  is  that  when  property 
eomes  lawfully  into  the  possession  of  a  per- 
son, either  as  agent,  bailee,  part  owner,  or 
otherwise,  a  subsequent  appropriation  of  it 
is  not  larceny,  unless  the  intent  to  appro- 
priate it  existed  in  the  mind  <^  the  taker 
at  the  time  it  came  into  bis  hands." 


Wharton,  Crim.  Law,  S  958,  says:  "To 
constitute  larceny  in  receiving  an  overpay- 
ment, the  defendant  must  know  at  the  time 
of  the  overpayment,  and  must  intend  to 
steal." 

The  authorities  seem  to  be  agreed  that  to 
constitute  the  crime  of  larceny  there  must 
be  a  simultaneous  combination  of  an  un- 
lawful taking,  an  asportation,  and  a  feloni- 
ous intent. 

We  conclude  that  the  instructions  asked 
by  appellants  should  have  been  given  to  the 
jury,  and  that  the  idea  exprensed  in  the 
first  instruction  given,  that  if  appellants  re- 
ceived the  money  under  a  mutual  mistake, 
and  afterwards  discovering  it,  feloniously 
converted  it,  should  not  have  been  given. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
for  a  new  trial,  and  for  proceedings  consist- 
ent herewith. 


wer«»  given,  as  the  bill  of  acceptance  was  silent 
on  this  matter.  The  case  turned  upon  the  In- 
structions as  slven,  which  were  sustained,  and 
were  as  follows :  *'lf  the  prosecuting  witness 
delivered  to  the  defendant  ten  twenty-dollar 
gold  pieces  under  the  belief  that  be  was  giving 
him  that  number  of  silver  pieces,  and  the  de- 
fendant so  took  them  sharing  the  mistake,  and 
if,  upon  discovering  the  mistake,  defendant 
knew  or  bad  the  means  of  knowing  who  the 
owner  of  the  gold  pieces  was,  but  he  thereupon, 
nevertheless,  converted  them  to  his  own  use,  it 
was  larceny." 

In  People  v.  Miller,  4  Utah.  410,  11  Pac.  514, 
the  case  of  State  v.  Ducker,  8  Or.  394,  34  Am. 
Rep.  590.  was  doubted,  saying  that  the  great 
weight  of  authority  is  the  other  way,  and  "it  j 
ic  in  elementary  principle  that  Ignorance  or  ' 
migtake  In  point  of  fact  is,  In  ail  cases  of  sup- 
posed offense,  a  sufficient  excuse." 

In  Robinson  v.  State,  11  Tex.  App.  403,  40 
Am  Rep.  790,  where  a  party  sold  a  trunk  In 
ignorance  of  the  fact  that  the  proprietor  of  the 
store  had  placed  some  goods  therein,  a  convic- 
tion was  had,  the  court  applying  the  principle 
of  the  flnder  of  lost  articles  knowing  the  own- 
er, and  holding  that  neither  the  owner  nor  his 
<ierk  id  delivering  the  trunk  Intended  to  con- 
Tejr  the  title  or  possession  of  its  contents,  and 
the  goods,  so  far  as  all  parties  were  concerned, 
were  lost. 

In  Merry  v.  Green,  7  Mees.  ft  W.  628,  10  L.  J. 
U.  C.  N.  S.  154.  where  a  person  purchased  a 
bureau  and  found  In  it  a  secret  drawer  contain- 
ing money  which  he  appropriated  to  his  own 
use.  It  was  held  that  unless  he  had  notice  that 
ibe  bureau  was  sold  with  its  contents  he  was 
guilty  of  larceny.  This  was  on  the  ground  that, 
although  there  was  a  delivery  of  the  bureau, 
there  was  no  delivery  of  the  note. 

This  rase  hardly  seems  consistent  with  that 
of  Rex  V.  Mocklow,  as  it  Is  difficult  to  see  why 
the  delivery  of  a  letter  should  operate  as  a  de- 
livery of  notes  Inclosed  in  it,  whereas  the  deliv- 
ery of  a  bureau  does  not  operate  as  a  delivery 
of  its  contents. 

In  Agar  v.  Haines,  11  N.  Y.  8.  B.  644,  which 
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was  an  action  for  arrest  in  a  civil  action  to  re- 
cover a  bill  which  bad  been  paid  twice  by  mis- 
take, after  discussing  the  criminal  cases  of  lar- 
ceny the  court  says:  *'The  action  proceeds  on 
the  theory  of  the  defendant's  wrong.  The  act 
of  the  defendant,  under  the  circumstances  of 
ihe  case,  uuiy  perhaps  be  one  of  which  the 
criminal  courts  have  no  cognisance,  but  It  Is 
certainly  the  duty  of  civil  courts  to  right  the 
wrong  If  they  have  the  power  to  do  It." 

Bummarp, 

The  weight  of  authority  is  clearly  to  the  ef- 
fect that  where  property  is  obtained  by  mistake, 
and  subsequently  the  mistake  Is  discovered  by 
the  receiver,  who  thereupon  fraudulently  con- 
verts the  property  to  his  own  use,  it  is  not  lar- 
reny.  The  effort  of  some  courts  to  make  it  iar* 
ceny  has  developed  a  line  of  metaphysical  rea- 
soning that  seems  Incongruous  and  hardly 
sound,  such  as  that  there  is  no  possession  until 
knowledge  of  the  mistake ;  that  there  is  no  de- 
livery until  the  mental  Intention  to  appropriate 
by  the  receiver,  and  therefore  the  intent,  appro- 
priation, and  receiving,  are  simultaneous.  In 
other  cases  it  is  assumed  that  when  the  mis- 
take is  as(*ertained  the  holder  stands  in  the  atti- 
tude of  a  finder  of  lost  property,  knowing  the 
owner.  In  other  cases  it  Is  held  that  the  ''prop- 
erty" in  the  goods  has  not  been  parted  with. 
There  is  no  question  but  what  the  receiver  of 
property  given  him  by  mistake  is  guilty  of  lar- 
ceny if  at  the  time  he  receives  the  property  he 
discovers  the  mistake,  and  then  and  there  forms 
the  intention  to  appropriate  It  to  his  own  use, 
and  thereafter  retains  the  property. 

Cases  of  taking  property  under  mistake  of 
title,  where  the  real  owner  did  not  deliver  the 
property,  are  not  Included  In  this  note. 

As  to  larceny  of  property  found,  see  State  v. 
Hayes  ([o\«a)  37  L.  R.  A.  116,  note. 

As  to  what  constitutes  larceny,  see  State  v. 
Powell  (N.  C.)  4  L.  R.  A.  291,  note;  State  v. 
Norman  (Mo.)  10  L.  &.  A.  85. 
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Pamilve  acquiescence  on  the  part  of  tite 
owners  of  land  In  tlie  expenditure  of 
a  conalderable  •nnt  of  ntoney  for  the 

oonstrnctloa  of  an  Irrigating  ditch  across 
their  property  does  not  estop  their  grantee, 
v>-ho  purchased  the  land  with  knowledge  of 
the  existence  of  the  ditch,  from  destroying 
the  ditch  within  the  period  of  limitations, 
since  the  right  to  maintain  it  Is  a  mere  li- 
cense, revocable  at  pleasure. 

(November  26,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Morrow  County 
in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought 
to  enjoin  interference  with  an  irrigating 
ditch.    Affirmed, 

Statement  by  Moore,  J.: 

This  is  a  suit  to  enjoin  interference  with 
an  irrigating  dit<5h.  It  is  substantially  al- 
leged in  the  complaint  that  plaintiff  is  in 
possession,  and  entitled  to  the  possession  of 
certain  arid  land  in  the  N.  ^  of  section  17, 
in  township  2  N.,  of  range  23  E.,  in  Morrow 
county,  Oregon;  that  in  1801,  at  an  expense 
of  $510,  he  constructed  a  ditch  from  the 
bank  of  Willow  creek,  at  a  point  in  the 
north  half  of  section  20,  in  said  township 
and  ranse,  in  a  northerly  direction,  across 
the  south  half  of  said  section  17,  to  his  prem- 
ises, whereby  he  diverted  water  from  said 
crecJc,  which  was  thereafter  continuously 
used,  except  as  hereinafter  stated,  in  irrigat- 
ing his  land ;  that  when  the  ditch  was  dug 
the  land  in  said  section  20  was  claimed,  un- 
der the  timber  culture  act,  by  one  T.  H. 
Rhea,  who  thereafter  secured  from  the  Unit- 
ed States  a  patent  therefor,  and  on  March 
31,  1898,  conveyed  it  to  the  defendant;  that 
in  1891  the  south  half  of  said  section  17  was 
claimed,  under  acts  of  Congress,  by  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  which, 
in  1896,  transferred  all  its  interest  therein 
to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Company, 
and  the  latter,  in  1898,  agreed  to  sell  and 
convey  said  land  to  the  defendant,  who  is 
in  possession  thereof;  that  J.  H.  Rhea  and 
the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company 
knew  of  and  acquiesced  in  the  construction 
of  said  ditch,  and  that  they  and  the  North- 
ern Pacific  Railway  Company  at  all  times 
stood  by  and  saw  plaintiff,  who  relied  upon 
such  knowledge  and  acquiescence,  expend 
large  sums  of  money  in  constructing  said 
ditch  and  in  improving  his  premises;  that 
notwithstanding  the  defendant,  prior  to'  se- 
curing T.  H.  Rhea's  deed,  knew  that  said 

Note. — On  the  question  of  the  revocabllity  of 
a  license  to  maintain  a  burden  on  land  after  the 
licensee  has  Incurred  expense  In  creating  the 
burden,  see  note  to  Plfer  v.  Brown  (W.  Va.)  49 
L.  li.  A.  497. 

52  L.  R.  A. 


ditch  had  been  constructed,  and  that  the 
water  conducted  therein  had  been  continu- 
ously used  in  irrigating  plaintiff's  land,  he, 
in  April,  1898,  wilfully  destroyed  said  ditch 
south  of  plaintiff's  land,  thereby  deprivin^^ 
him  of  the  use  of  the  water.  The  court, 
having  sustained  a  demurrer  to  the  com- 
plaint dismissed  the  suit,  and  plaintiff  ap- 
peals. 

Mr.  8.  A.  D.  Gvrley,  for  appellant: 

Where,  for  a  number  of  years,  riparian 
owners  and  their  grantors  have  acquiesced 
in  the  diversion  of  a  part  of  the  water  of  a 
stream  by  a  person  who  is  not  a  riparian 
owner,  and  such  person  has  expended  money 
on  his  farm  which  would  be  valueless  with- 
out water,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  enjoin 
a  further  diversion  of  the  water  at  the  suit 
of  such  riparian  owner. 

McBroom  v.  Thompson,  25  Or.  559,  37 
Pac.  57. 

Acquiescence  estops  a  party  from  his  re- 
lief in  a  very  short  period. 

2  Herman,  Estoppel,  §  1061;  Curtis  v. 
La  Orande  Uydraulio  Water  Co.  20  Or.  34, 
10  L.  R.  A.  484, 488,  23  Pac.  808,  25  Pac.  378. 

A  parol  license  to  divert  and  appropriate 
water  will  not  be  revoked  after  the  licensee 
has  expended  his  money  and  labor  in  con- 
structing a  ditch  and  preparing  his  land  for 
irrigation  upon  the  faith  of  such  parol  li- 
cense; and  a  grantee  of  the  riparian  owner 
takes  subject  to  sucfi  license. 

McBroom  v.  Thompson,  25  Or.  559,  37 
Pac.  57, 

.  When  water  is  running  through  ditches 
on  land  of  another,  he  who  purchases  the 
premises  is  presumed  to  purchase  with  no- 
tice of  the  ditches,  and  takes  the  premises 
subject  thereto. 

Coffman  v.  Rohhins,  8  Or.  279. 

The  license  has  also  been  taken  out  of  the 
statute  of  frauds  by  performance. 

5  Lawson,  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.  ed.  1890,  § 
2675;  Dalton  Y.  Rentaria  (Ariz.)  15  Pac. 
38;  Angell,  Watercourses,  7th  ed.  §  328; 
Swain  v.  Seamens,  9  Wall.  254,  19  L.  ed. 
554. 

Mr.  C.  E.  Redfleld,  for  respondent: 

A  license  is  an  authority  to  do  some  act 
or  series  of  acts  on  the  land  of  another  for 
the  benefit  of  the  licensee,  without  passing 
any  estate  in  the  land. 

Christensen  v.  Pacific  Coast  Borax  Co.  26 
Or.  302,  38  Pac.  127;  Stinson  v.  Hardy,  27 
Or.  584,  41  Pfitc.  116;  Black,  Law  Diet.  p. 
717,  Easement,  p.  405;  Oarrett  v.  Bishop,  27 
Or.  349,  41  Pac.  10;  1  Washb.  Real  Prop. 
4th  ed.  629;  Kinney,  Irrigation,  §  93;  3 
Kent,  Com.  13th  ed.  p.  645. 

To  establish  a  license  something  more 
must  be  shown  than  a  passive  acquiescence. 

Lavcry  v.  Arnold,  36  Or.  84,  58  Pac.  524, 
57  Pac.  006;  Garrett  v.  Bishop,  27  Or.  349, 
41  Pac.  10;  Hallock  v.  Buitor  (Or.)  60  Pac. 
384. 

An  easement  implies  an  interest  in  the 
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land,  which  can  only  be  created  by  a  writ- 
ing or  by  prescription. 

1  Waabb.  Real  Prop.  4th  ed.  629;  Black, 
Law  Diet.  p.  405;  Kent,  Com.  13th  ed.  pp. 
681,  645. 

To  establish  a  right  by  adverse  user,  or 
prescription,  the  possession  must  be,  first, 
hostile,  under  a  claim  of  right;  second,  ac- 
tual ;  third,  open  and  notorious ;  and  fourth, 
continuous  for  a  period  of  ten  years. 

1  Am.  &  Eng  Enc.  Law,  p.  795;  Lavery 
T.  Arnold,  36  Or.  84,  58  Pac.  524,  57  Pac. 
906;  Garrett  v.  BUhop,  27  Or.  349,  41  Pac. 
10;  Yeapcr  ▼.  Woodruff,  17  UUh,  361,  53 
Pac.  1045;  1  HiU's  Code,  §  4. 

Even  where  money  has  been  expended  by 
the  licensee  on  the  faith  of  the  license,  the 
licensor  may  yet  exercise  his  power  of  revo- 
cation. 

13  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  550;  Yeager 
V.  Woodruff,  17  Utah,  361,  53  Pac.  1045; 
Oreat  Falls  Waterworks  Co,  v.  Oreat  North- 
ern R.  Co,  2]  Mont.  487,  54  Pac.  963; 
Dvight  V.  Hayes,  160  111.  273,  37  N.  E. 
218;  Haihaicay  v.  YakirML  Light  d  Power 
Co.  14  Wash.  461,  44  Pac.  896;  Thoemke 
V.  Fiedler,  91  Wis.  386,  64  N.  W.  1030; 
Flick  v.  BcU  (Cal.)  42  Pac.  813;  Minne- 
apolia  Western  R.  Co,  y.  Minneapolis  d  8t, 
L,  R.  Co,  68  Minn.  128,  69  N.  W.  983; 
Cronkhite  ▼.  Cronkhite,  94  N.  Y.  323;  Pitz- 
man  v.  Boyce,  111  Mo.  387,  19  S.  W.  1104; 
Hodgkins  v.  Farrington,  150  Mass.  19,  5  L. 
R.  A.  209,  22  N.  £.  73;  Croadale  v.  Lanni- 
gan,  129  N.  Y.  604,  29  N.  E.  824;  MoBroom 
V.  Thompson,  25  Or.  669,  37  Pac.  57. 

In  this  state  the  other  rule  has  been 
adopted,  and  a  licensor  cannot  revoke  a  li- 
cense where  money  has  been  expended  on  the 
faith  of  the  license. 

Bowman  v.  Bowman,  35  Or.  279,  57  Pac. 
548;  Lavery  v.  AmoW,  36  Or.  84,  58  Pac. 
524,  57  Pac.  906;  Garrett  v.  Bishop,  27  Or. 
349,  41   Pac.   10. 

Plaintiff  is  claiming  more  than  a.  water 
right;  he  is  claiming  an  easement  over  the 
land  of  defendant,  and  an  easement  cannot 
be  acquired  or  created  in  the  way  in  which 
be  claims. 

Yeager  v.  Woodruff,  17  Utah,  361,  53  Pac. 
1045;  1  Washb.  Real  Prop.  4th  ed.  p.  629; 
Black,  Law  Diet.  p.  405;  3  Kent,  Com.  13th 
ed.  pp.  581,  645. 

Moore,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  question  to  be  considered  is  whether 
a  complaint  alleging  a  passive  acquiescence 
by  defendant's  predecessors  when  they  knew 
that  plaintiff  was  expending  large  sums  of 
money  in  making  valuable  improvements 
upon  his  land  while  relying  upon  the  faith 
of  the  implied  license  to  maintain  said 
ditch,  which,  if  revocable,  would  render  such 
improvements  valueless,  states  facts  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  cause  of  suit.  Plain- 
tilTs  counsel  contends  that  the  complaint  is 
sufficient  in  this  respect,  and  that  the  court 
^rred  in  sustaining  the  demurrer ;  and  relies 
iipon  the  case  of  Curtis  v.  La  Grande  Hy- 
draulic Water  Co,  20  Or.  34,  10  L.  R.  A. 
484,  23  Pac.  808,  25  Pac.  378,  in  which  it 
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appears  that  in  1865  the  company's  prede- 
cessor, with  the  consent  and  assistance  of 
one  Green  Arnold,  built  a  dam  across  a 
creek,  and  laid  a  pipe  therefrom,  by  which 
water  was  diverted  and  conducted  to  the 
city  of  La  Grande  for  the  use  of  its  inhabi- 
tants. Mrs.  Curtis,  the  plaintiff  therein, 
in  1876  acquired  by  mesne  conveyances  from 
Arnold  the  title  to  a  tract  of  land  through 
which  said  creek  flowed,  and  in  1887  the 
company,  without  her  express  consent,  built 
a  new  dam  across  the  creek  about  1,000  feet 
above  the  old  one,  and,  taking  up  the  con- 
duit, relaid  it  from  the  new  dam,  and  re- 
sumed the  supply  of  water  thereby.  Mrs. 
Curtis  having  instituted  a  suit  to  enjoin 
the  diversion,  it  appeared  at  the  trial  that 
the  company  chan^fed  the  point  of  diversion 
under  a  claim  to  the  use  of  the  water  which 
it  believed  was  well  founded ;  that  Mrs.  Cur- 
tis, with  knowledge  of  such  claim,  stood  by 
without  asserting  any  right  to  have  the  un- 
diminished flow  of  the  stream  continue  in 
the  natural  channel  until  she  had  seen  the 
company  expend  large  sums  of  money  in 
improving  its  property,  which,  without  the 
use  of  the  water  at  the  new  point  of  di- 
version, would  be  rendered  valueless,  where- 
upon it  was  held  that  by  her  passive  ac- 
quiescence she  was  estopped  from  asserting 
any  ri^ht  to  the  uninterrupted  flow  of  the 
water  m  the  creek.  In  Garrett  v.  Bishop, 
27  Or.  349,  41  Pac.  10,  it  was  held  that  the 
evidence  of  an  irrevocable  license  should  be 
clear  and  convincing,  and  show  a  permis- 
sion to  do  the  particular  act  performed,  or 
some  participation  in  its  execution  by  the 
alleged  licensor.  In  Lavery  v.  Arnold,  36 
Or.  84,  57  Pac.  906,  58  Pac.  524,  it  was 
held  that  a  passive  acquiescence  was  insuffi- 
cient to  create  an  estoppel;  the  court  say- 
ing: "But  such  license  must  result  from 
some  consideration  paid  by  the  licensee,  or 
some  benefit  accruing  to  the  licensor ;  other- 
wise, a  person  entitled  to  the  use  of  water 
might  be  deprived  thereof  by  seeing  a  neigh- 
bor constructing  a  ditch,  making  no  objec- 
tion thereto  until  the  water  was  diverted, 
under  an  honest  belief  that  he  intended  to 
use  only  the  surplus."  So,  too,  in  Hallock 
V.  Suitor  (Or.)  60  Pac.  384,  it  was  held 
that  a  riparian  owner  upon  a  stream,  who 
made  no  objection  when  informed  by  a  lower 
riparian  proprietor  that  he  intended  to  build 
a  dam  on  her  land,  was  not  estopped  by  any 
failure  to  assert  her  right,  and  that  such 
passive  acquiescence  was  not  equivalent  to 
a  iigense  to  construct  the  dam.  A  license 
of  this  character  is  an  authority  to  do  some 
act  or  series  of  acts  on  the  land  of  another 
for  the  benefit  of  the  license  without  pass- 
ing any  estate  in  the  land.  Christensen  v. 
Pacific  Coast  Boraw  Co,  26  Or.  302,  38  Pac. 
127;  8tin8on  \.  Hardy,  27  Or.  684,  41  Pac. 
116.  "A  license,"  savs  Mr,  Justice  Lord  in 
Curtis  V.  La  Grande  Hydraulic  Water  Co. 
20  Or.  .S4,  10  L.  R.  A.  484,  23  Pac.  808,  25 
Pac.  378,  "creates  no  interest  in  land.  It 
is  founded  on  personal  confidence,  and  is 
not  assignable;  and  its  continuance  depends 
on  the  pleasure  of  the  party  giving  it,  and 
is  revocable  unless  executed  under  such  cir- 
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cumstances  as  would  authorize  the  interfer- 
ence of  equity  to  prevent  injustice."  The 
rule  is'  well  settled  in  this  state  that  if  a 
party  has  paid  a  consideration  therefor,  or 
been  encouraged  by  any  participation  in  a 
common  enterprise,  or  induced  by  a  definite 
oral  agreement  to  expend  money  in  making 
permanent  valuable  improvements,  the  parol 
license  upon  the  faith  of  which  he  has  acted 
in  executing  it  cannot  be  revoked  to  his 
prejudice.  Coif  man  v.  RohhinSj  8  O^:.  278; 
Huston  V.  Bybee,  17  Or.  140,  2  L.  R.  A.  568, 

20  Pac.  51 ;  Combs  v.  fllayton,  19  Or.  99,  26 
Pac.  661 ;  Curtis  v.  La  Grande  Hydraulic 
Water  Co.  20  Or.  34,  10  L.  R.  A.  484,  23 
Pac.  808,  25  Pac.  378;  Baldock  v.  Atwood, 

21  Or.  73,  26  Pac.  1058 ;  McBroom  .v.  Thomp- 
son, 25  Or.  559,  37  Pac.  67;  Oarrett  v. 
Bishop,  27  Or.  349,  41  Pac.  10;  Bou)man  y. 
Bovcman,  35  Or.  279,  57  Pac.  546;  Lavery 
V,  Arnold,  36  Or.  84,  67  Pac.  906,  58  Pac. 
624;  Hallock  v.  Suitor  (Or.)  60  Pac.  384; 
Miser  v.  O'Shea  (Or.)  62  Pac.  491.  While 
frequent  trespasses  upon  the  track  of  a  rail- 
road company,  of  which  it  had  no  knowl- 
edge, does  not  ereate  a  license  to  use  the 
track  as  a  footpath  {Ward  v.  Southern  P. 
Co,  25  Or.  433.  23  L.  R.  A.  715,  36  Pac. 
166),' it  must  be  conceded,  we  think,  that 
a  mere  naked  license  by  acquiescence  may 
be  created  in  favor  of  a  person  or  the  pub- 


lic by  his  or  its  use  of  real  property  or  an 
easement  therein,  without  the  owner's  ob- 
jection {Cederson  v.  Oregon  R,  d  Nav,  Co. 
[Or.]  62  Pac.  637 )  ;  but  a  license  of  that 
character,  unless  enjoyed  for  such  a  time  as 
to  bar  the  statute  of  limitations,  may  be 
revoked  at  any  time  at  tlie  pleasure  of  the 
licensor  {Carskaddon  y.  Mills,  5  Ind.  App. 
22,  31  N.  £.  559;  Parish  y.  Kaspare,  109 
Ind.  586,  10  N.  E.  109;  Simpson  v.  Wright, 
21  111.  App.  67;  Pitzman  v.  Boyce,  111  Mo. 
387,  19  S.  W.  1104).  We  do  not  think  that 
upon  principle  a  mere  naked  license,  which 
is  predicated  upon  an  invasion  of  another's 
right,  and  is,  in  effect,  a  trespass  upon  his 
property,  so  encourages  a  party  to  act  upon 
the  faith  of  the  implied  permission  as  to 
render  it  irrevocable,  even  when  money  has 
been  expended  in  improving  property  under 
a  belief  that  the  uninvited  use  relied  upon 
will  never  be  interrupted;  and,  in  so  far  as 
the  decision  in  Curtis  v.  La  Grande  Hy- 
draulic Water  Co,  20  Or.  84,  10  L.  R.  A. 
484,  23  Pac.  808,  25  Pac.  378,  is  in  con- 
flict with  the  principle  here  announced,  it 
is  overruled. 

Upon  this  theory  the  complaint  did  not 
state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  suit,  and,  no  error  having  been  commit- 
ted in  sustaining  the  demurrer,  the  decree 
is  affirmed. 
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GT.E\TXAXD     TERMINAL     &     VALLEY 
ILMLROAD  COMPANY,  Plff,  in  Err., 

V. 

Raymond  Gilbert  MARSH,  Infant,  by  Next 

Friend. 

(68  Ohio  St.  236.) 

*l.  It  ts  error  to  allo'vr  a  iFrltness  to 
tentlfy,  over  the  objection  of  the  other  side, 
as  to  the  Identity  of  a  person,  without  first 
qnallfying  himself  by  showing  that  he  has 
some  knowledge  on  the  subject. 

2.  A  ^'Itnemi  iihonid  testify  In  accord- 
ance ^rlth  the  kiioi;«*leclffe  he  has  at  the 
time  of  testifying,  and  Is  not  confined  to  the 
knowledge  he  may  have  had  at  a  previous 
time 

8.  One  who  i«  Invited  by  a  servant  of  a 
corporation  in  charge  of  its  work  or  serv- 
ice to  assist  him  therein,  and  does  so  with 
some  purpose  or  benefit  to  be  subserved  in  his 
owD  behalf  In  addition  to  the  purpose  of  so 
assisting,  is  not  a  volunteer,  and  is  entitled, 
while  BO  assisting,  to  be  protected  against  the 
negligence  of  the  servants  of  the  company. 

4.  liVhlle  a  railroad  company  oi^-es  a 
daty  to  the  pnblic  to  keep  it«  tracks 
free  from  unnecessary  danger  along  where 
the  public  are  allowed  to  use  such  tracks  as 

•Headnotes  by  the  Codbt. 


Note. — As  to  assumption  by  volunteer  of  the 
risks  of  service,  see  Kvnrts  v.  Bt.  I*aul,  M.  &  M. 
R.  Co.  (Minn.)  22  L.  R.  A.  863,  and  note;  also 
O'Donne"  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (Me.)  25  L.  R.*  A. 
658,  un  I.  *  question  who  are  volunteers. 

62  L.  R.  A. 


a  way  for  travel,  one  who  Is  not  using  such 
tracks  as  such  way  cannot  be  heard  to  com- 
plain of  the  breach  of  such  duty,  and,  In  case 
of  injury  to  hlro.  cannot  bring  the  breach 
of  such  duty  to  his  aid  in  attempting  to  re- 
cover for  an  injury  caused  by  reason  of  some 
other  alleged  negligence  of  the  company. 
5. '  To  establish  nevllvence,  there 
should  be  either  direct  proof  of  the 
facts  constituting  such  negligence,  or  pi*oof 
of  facts  from  which  negligence  may  be  reason- 
ably presumed.  There  should  be  no  guessing 
by  either  court  or  Jury. 

iWiUiams  and  Mltishall,  JJ.,  dissenting.) 
(October  16.   IQOO.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Summit 
County  to  review  a  judgment  affirming 
a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  al- 
leged to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's 
negligence.     Reversed. 

Statement  by  Bvrket,  J.: 

The  action  in  the  court  of  common  plea^ 
was  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  a  per- 
sonal injury  suffered  by  Raymond  G.  Marsh, 
then  of  the  age  of  ten  years,  by  reason  of  the 
explosion  of  a  signal  torpedo  on  the  track 
of  the  railroad  of  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The 
injury  occurred  at  the  village  of  Myersvill«, 
and  at  that  place  the  railroad  runs  north 
and  south,  and  the  main  street  of  the  vil- 
lage,  running  east  and  west^  crosses  the  rail- 
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road;  the  station  and  water  tank  being  on 
the  south  side  of  the  street,  and  a  switch 
stand  about  40  rods  north  of  the  street,  and 
another  about  a  quarter  of  a  mile  south  of 
the  street.     X^e  railroad  company  had  em- 
ployed Milo  Swinehart  as  station  agent,  and 
it  w^aa  his  duty  to  light  and  place  upon  the 
switch   stands   each   evening  certain   lights 
supplied  by  the  company  for  the  purpose, 
and  to  bring  the  lanterns  in  each  morning, 
and  clean  and  fill  them  so  as  to  have  them 
ready  for  use  the  next  evening.     The  station 
agent,  without  authority,  and  without  the 
knowledge  of    the   company,   employed    the 
^larsh  boy  to  attend  to  the  lamps ;  and  when 
on  his  way  to  the  north  switch  stand  with 
tlie  light  on  the  evening  of  April  18,  1890, 
he  found  a  signal  torpedo  by  the  side  of  one 
of  the  rails,  at  a  point  about  20  rods  north 
of  the  street,  and,  not  knowing  its  danger- 
ous character,  he  put  down  his  lamp,  and  ex- 
ploded the  torpedo  by   pounding  it   with  a 
stone,  and   the   explosion   seriously  injured 
him.     The  petition  averred,  and  the  evidence 
introduced  tended  to  prove,  that  people,  in- 
cluding children,  were  generally,  for  years, 
accustomed  to  pass  along  and  upon  the  rail- 
road where  the  injury  occurred,  without  hin- 
drance, and  with  the  full  knowledge  of  the 
railroad  company.     On  the  day  of  the  acci- 
dent, at   the   hour  of    12:33    noon,  a   local 
freight  train  arrived  at  Myersville  station 
from   the  north,  and  ran   upon   the   switch 
north  of   the  public   highway,  entering   the 
same  at  the  north  end,  and  there  remained 
until  a  passenger  train,  also  from  the  north, 
T»hiefa  arrived  at  12:47  P.  M.,  had  passed, 
and  a  passenger  train  from  the  south,  which 
arrived  at  1:01  P.  M.,  had  also  passed.     At 
1:03  P.  M.  it  pulled  out  onto  tlie  main  track 
from  the  soutn  end  of  the  switch,  which  was 
about  one  fourth  of  a  mile  south  of  the  high- 
way, and   departed    south.     Upon  the   trial 
there  was  evidence,  admitted  over  the  objec- 
tion of  the  defendant  below,  which  tended  to 
prove  that  one  of  the  crew  of  the  freight 
train  obtained  a  signal  torpedo  from  the  sta- 
tion agent  while  the  train  was  on  the  side 
track  that  day,  and  then  proceeded  towards 
the   north   end   of   his   train.    As   to   who 
plnced  the  torpedo  upon  the  railroad  track, 
or  how  it  came  to  be  there,  there  was  no  evi- 
dence except  the   above, — as  to  one  of   the 
train  crew  having  that  day  obtained  such 
torpedo  from  the  station  agent.     At  the  close 
of  plaintiff's  evidence,  counsel  for  the  rail- 
road company  moved  the  court  to  rule  out 
all  the  evidence  relating  to  the  tiavel  of  peo- 
ple generally  upon  and  along  the  railroad 
track  north  of  the  highw^ay,  which  motion 
was  overruled  and  exceptions  taken.    There 
were  also  proper  exceptions  saved  to  the  in- 
trodurtion  of  certain  testimony,  and  to  the 
refusal  of  the  court  to  charge  as  requested, 
and  to  the  charge  as  given,  which  fully  ap- 
pear in  the  opinion.    There  were  a  verdict 
and  a   judgment    for    the   plaintiff   below, 
which  was  affirmed  by  the  circuit  court;  and 
now  the  railroad  company  comes  here,  seek- 
in;;  to  reverse  the  judgments  of  the  lower 
courts. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


Messrs.  F.  H.  Golf  and  Allen  ft  Cobbs, 

for  plaintiff  in  error: 

It  was  error  for  the  court  to  as^^ume  and 
to  say  that  tlie  main  proposition  in  the  case 
of  llarriman  v.  Pittsburgh^  G.  d  St.  L. 
R.  Co.  45  Ohio  St.  11,  12  N.  E.  451,  was  appli- 
cable to  this  case,  and  that  because  the  pub- 
lic did  to  some  extent  travel  over  the  road- 
bed of  the  company  at  the  place  where  the 
injury  was  received,  that  fact  put  the  com- 
pany to  responsibility  to  protect  the  Marsh 
boy  from  danger  while  upon  the  track  under 
the  circumstances  existing  at  the  time  of  his 
injury. 

The  boy  through  his  contract  with  Swine- 
hart, the  station  agent,  became  subject  to 
the  rule  of  liability  established  for  "volun- 
teers," and  if  the  negligence  by  which  he  was 
injured  was  the  negligence  of  Swinehart  or 
some  other  servant  of  the  company,  that  was 
a  risk  of  negligence  of  a  fellow  servant  which 
he  assumed,  and  for  which  the  company  is 
not  liable. 

A  person  who  voluntarily,  and  without  any 
employment,  undertakes  to  perform  a  service 
foi'  another,  stands  in  the  same  relation  as 
a  servant  for  the  time  being,  and  is  regarded 
as  assuming  all  the  risks  incident  to  the  busi- 
ness. 

Wood,  Mast .  &  S.  §  455,  and  notes ; 
Flower  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  69  Pa.  210, 
8  Am.  Kep.  251 ;  Osborne  v.  Knox  d  L.  R.Co. 
68  Me.  49,  28  Am.  Rep.  16 ;  Cfcurc/i  v.  Chicago, 
M.  d  St.  P.  R.  Co.  50  Minn.  218,  16  L.  R.  A. 
801,  52  N.  W.  647;  Mayton  v.  Texas  d  P. 
R.  Co.  03  Tex.  77,  51  Am.  Rep.  637;  Bar- 
stow  V.  Old  Colony  R.  Co.  143  Mass.  535, 
10  N.  E.  255;  Wischam  v.  Richards,  136  Pa. 
lOU,  10  L.  R.  A.  97,  20  Atl.  532;  Cooper  v. 
Lake  EHe  d  W.  R.  Co.  136  Ind.  366,  36  N. 
E.  272. 

If  the  boy  was  to  be  regarded  as  a  tres- 
passer at  the  time  of  the  injury,  or  even  if 
he  were  to  be  treated  a«  a  licensee,  yet,  in 
either  event,  the  company  would  be  under 
no  liability  to  him  for  the  injury  in  ques- 
tion. 

A  trespasser  or  licensee  is  not  entitled  to 
claifti  immunity  from  danger  from  such  entry 
upon  another's  premises. 

llarriman  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  d  St.  L.  R.  Co. 
45  Ohio  St.  20,  12  N.  E.  451 ;  Pittsburgh,  Ft. 
W.  d  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Bingham,  29  Ohio  St.  369, 
23  Am.  Rep.  751. 

In  no  case  has  the  party  complained  of 
been  held  accountable  where  the  accident 
could  not  have  been  anticipated.  The  whole 
theory  of  negli«(ence  is  indeed  founded  upon 
the  idea  that  the  injury  could  have  been  an- 
ticipated. 

Kelley  v.  Columbus,  41  Ohio  St.  263. 

If  the  accident  could  not  have  been  fore- 
seen, then  there  was  no  negligence  upon  the 
part  of  the  company  in  leaving  the  torpedo 
upon  its  private  property,  and  the  act  of 
Swinehart  was  not  a  condition  contributing 
to  the  negligence  of  the  company  to  bring 
about  the  injurious  result,  but  was  an  inter- 
vening and  independent  cause  to  which  the 
accideiit  was  attributable. 

Lane  T.  Atlantic  Works,  111  Mass.  136. 


144 


Ohio  Sopuemb  Cocbt. 


Oct., 


Messrs.  Tlbbali  Sc  Frank,  for  defendant 
in  error: 

The  instrumentality  by  which  the  injury 
was  produced  was  a  signal  torpedo,  and  what 
in  law  is  called  a  dangerous  agency,  used  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error  for  its  own  purposes. 

Bradford  Glycerine  Co.  v.  St.  MoA-ys 
Woolcti  Mfg.  Co.  60  Ohio  St.  560,  45  L.  R.  A. 
658,  54  N.  K  528. 

This  court  has  uniformly  held  the  users 
of  dangerous  agencies  to  a  strict  accounta- 
bility. 

Defiance  Water  Co.  v.  Olingery  54  Ohio  St. 
632,  32  L.  R.  A.  736,  44  N.  E.  238 ;  Tiffin  v. 
McCormaok,  34  Ohio  St.  638,  32  Am.  Rep. 
408. 

The  ftignal  torpedo  is  a  dangerous  agency. 

llanHman  v.  rittshurgh,  C.  d  8t.  L.  H. 
Co.  45  Ohio  St  11,  12  N.  E.  451 ;  Pittsburgh, 
C.  dt  St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Shields,  47  Ohio  St. 
387,  8  L.  R.  A.  464,  24  N.  E.  658. 

The  place  where  the  injury  occurred  was 
very  close  to  the  station,  where  defendant 
expected  to  find  men,  women,  and  children 
expecting  to  be  carried  by  its  trains,  and, 
doubtless,  where  it  also  expected  to  find 
other  people,  men  and  boys,  without  other 
business  tnan  their  pleasure  or  curiosity. 

A  child  of  tender  years  is  involved. 

Harriman  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  d  St.  L.  R. 
Co.  45  Ohio  St.  11,  12  N.  E.  451. 

An  examination  of  the  so-called  "volun- 
teer" cases  will  show  a  wide  distinction  be- 
tween them  and  the  case  at  bar. 

In  many  of  the  cases  on  this  subject-mat- 
ter the  position  of  the  volunteer  is  said  to 
be  that  of  a  fellow  servant. 

Mclntire  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Bolton,  43  Ohio 
St.  224,  1  N.  E.  333 ;  Wischam  v.  Richards, 
130  Pa.  109,  10  L.  R.  A.  97,  20  AU.  532; 
Osbonie  v.  Knox  d  L.  R.  Co.  68  Me.  49,  28 
Am.  Rep.  16;  Barstou)  v.  Old  Colony  R.  Co. 
143  Mass.  535,  10  N.  £.  255;  Eason  v.  Sabine 
d  E.  T.  R.  Co.  65  Tex.  577,  57  Am.  Rep.  606. 

The  defendant  in  error  wafi  not  at  the  time 
of  his  injury  in  the  relation  of  a  servant 
to  the  railroad  company. 

The  foundation  of  the  principle  as  to  oo- 
employees  is  the  doctrine  of  assumed  risks. 

It  does  not  include  direct,  voluntary^  neg- 
ligence of  the  maater  himself;  nor  does  it 
include  risks  which  in  the  exercise  of  ordi- 
nary care  a  servant  would  discover ;  and  it 
does  not  apply  to  an  infant,  further  than  the 
infant  has  capacity  and  intelligence  to  com- 
prehend and  understand  the  risks  assumed. 

Cleveland  Rolling  Mill  Co.  v.  Corrigan,  46 
Ohio  St.  283,  3  L.  R.  A.  385,  20  N.  E.  466 ; 
Johnson  v.  Ashland  Water  Co.  71  Wis.  553, 
37  N.  W.  823 ;  Rhodes  v.  Georgia  R.  d  Bkg. 
Co.  84  Ga.  320,  10  S.  E.  922;  Evarts  v.  St. 
VuhU  M.  d  M.  R.  Co.  56  Minn.  141,  22  L.  R. 
A.  0G3,  57  N.  W.  459. 

Bnrket,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 

coiiit: 

The  first  question  arises  as  to  the  intro- 
duction of  part  of  the  evidence  by  Dr.  Bauer. 
He  testified  that  on  the  day  of  the  accident 
he  was  in  the  station  when  the  freight  train 
from  the  north  pulled  in  upon  the  side  track, 
and  that,  "while" in  there,  one  of  the  train 
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crew,  I  took  it  to  be,  came  in  aad  held  a  con- 
versation— "  Objection  being  made,  counsel 
for  plaintiff  said,  ''Describes  this  man  that 
came  in."  Counsel  for  defendant,  still  ob- 
jecting, said,  "He  may  describe  the  man." 
The  witness  answered,  "He  was  a  stranger 
to  ine,  but  he  was  &  trainman,— one  of  the 
train  crew."  The  court  was  asked  to  ex- 
clude and  rule  out  this  testimony,  but  re- 
fused to  do  so,  to  which  there  was  an  excep- 
tion saved.  This  testimony  was  not  compe- 
tent. When  a  party  offers  evidence,  he  must 
first  qualify  his  witness  to  speaic  as  to  the 
subject-matter.  Here  the  witness  failed  to 
show  that  he  was  qualified  to  say  whether 
the  man  was  one  of  the  crew  or  not.  And, 
objection  being  made  by  counael  for  the  de- 
fendant, it  was  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff 
to  show  that  the  witness  had  some  means  of 
knowledge  upon  the  subject,  and  was  not 
just  merely  guessing  at  it.  The  same  wit- 
ness also  testified  that  this  trainman  ob- 
tained an  object  from  the  station  agent,  and 
that  the  trainman  and  the  station  agent  had 
some  conversation  about  it,  and  the  station 
agent  said:  "Here  is  one.  1  have  got  one,'* 
— and  handed  it  to  the  trainman;  that  the 
object  was  a  metallic  box  about  3  inches 
long,  2y2  inches  wide,  and  %  of  an  inch 
thick,  with  rounded  ends;  that  at  the  time 
he  did  not  know  what  it  was,  but  that  he 
knew  at  the  time  of  testifyine  that  it  was 
a  signal  torpedo.  To  all  of  tSiis  testimony 
there  was  objection,  and  proper  exceptions 
saved.  As  the  witness  had  not  qualified  as 
to  whether  the  man  who  came  into  the  sta- 
tion was  a  trainman  or  not,  the  evidence  as 
to  the  conversation  was  incompetent.  If  the 
witness  did  not  know  on  that  day  what  the 
object  so  delivered  by  the  station  agent  waa, 
Vut,  by  knowledge  subsequently  obtained, 
knew  at  the  time  he  testified  that  it  was 
a  signal  torpedo,  it  was  competent  for  him 
to  testify  to  the  fact  as  he  knew  it  to  be  at 
the  time  of  testifying.  Runyan  v.  Price,  15 
Ohio  St.  1,  86  AnL  Dec.  459.  A  witness  may 
see  a  stranger  and  not  know  who  he  is,  but 
by  knowle^e  subsequently  obtained,  as  by 
acquaintance  and  association  with  him,  he 
may  be  able  years  afterwards  to  testify  posi- 
tively who  the  stranger  was.  A  witness 
should  testify  as  his  knowledge  is  at  the 
time  of  testifying,  and  not  as.  his  ignorancre 
was  at  a  previous  time. 

Upon  tne  trial,  counsel  for  the  railroad 
company  requested  the  court  to  charge  as  fol- 
lows: "If  you  find  that  at  the  time  the 
plaintiff,  Raymond  Gilbert  Marsh,  received 
his  injury,  lie  was  on  the  property  of  the 
railroad  company  for  no  purpose  except  to 
place  the  north  switch  light  in  position,  pur- 
suant to  the  request  of  the  station  a^ent, 
Swinehart,  then  I  say  to  you  that  the  fact 
that  the  railroad  company  had  permitted 
the  public  to  travel  over  this  part  of  its 
property  without  objection  would  not  enti- 
tle the  plaintiff  to  receive  at  the  time  of 
his  injury  that  degree  of  protection  from  in- 
jury which  such  public  would  have  been  en- 
titled to  receive,  nor  that  degree  of  protec- 
tion he  would  have  been  entitled  to  receive 
had  he  been  upon  the  property  as  one  of 
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the  public."  This  request  was  refused,  and 
the  court  charged  the  jury  upon  the  same 
Bubjetrt  as  follows:  '*And  I  say  to  you  fur- 
ther upon  this  point  that  it  is  negligence  for 
the  servants  of  such  railroad  company,  wan- 
tonly and  needlessly,  and  without  notice, 
warning,  or  other  precaution,  to  place  and 
leave  exposed  to  observation,  at  such  point 
or  place  on  its  railroad  where  the  public,  in- 
eluding  children,  are  and  have  been  so  per- 
Diitted  by  the  company  to  travel  and  p^d^, 
an  apparently  harmless,  but  in  fact  highly- 
explosive  and  dangerous,  object,  like  a  sig- 
nal torpedo,  easily  picked  up  and  handled  by 
children  aiid  likely  to  attract  them,  and 
known  to  such  servants  to  be  such.  The 
qiu'btion,  therefore,  gentlemen,  comes  to 
this:  It  is  admitted  that  this  boy  was  in- 
jured by  the  explosion  of  a  signal  torpedo 
on  the  railroad  track.  The  plaintiff  charges 
that  it  was  placed  there  and  left  unexploded, 
and  that  at  that  time  and  place,  and  undor 
those  circumstances,  the  track  having  been 
c«)mmonly  used  for  a  long  time  by  the  pub- 
lit  snd  by  children  as  a  passageway  with  the 
knowledge  of  the  defendant,  and  with  its 
permission,  and  that  the  defendant  was 
guilty  of  a  want  of  ordinary  care  in  such 
use  of  its  property,  and  by  placing  this  tor- 
pedo upon  its  tracks  and  permitting  it  to  lie 
there  unexploded,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was 
injured.  Now,  this  is  the  plaintiff's  claim. 
.  .  .  The  burden  of  proof,  as  1  have 
stAted  to  you,  is  upon  the  plaintiff  to  estab- 
lish these  propositions  by  a  preponderance 
of  the  evidence.  He  must  show  you  that  the 
railroad  company  permitted  its  tracks  and 
right  of  way  to  be  used  by  the  public  and  by 
children  in  the  manner  that  I  have  already 
suited  to  you,  and  that  while  he  was  there 
upon  that  track,  or  passing  alon^;  the  same, 
under  the  circumstances  stated  in  his  peti- 
tion, that  he  was  injured  by  the  explosion 
of  this  torpedo,  and  that  tiie  torpedo  was 
placed  there  and  left  unexploded  by  the  de- 
fendant, its  servants  or  agents."  Proper 
exceptions  were  saved  to  this  charge  and  to 
the  refusal  of  the  court  to  charge  as  re- 
quested. The  court  erred  in  refusing  to 
enarge  as  requested,  and  in  the  charge  as 
gik'en,  and  in  refusing  to  rule  out  the  evi- 
dence as  to  the  travel  of  the  public  includ- 
ing children,  upon  and  along  the  railroad, 
and  also  in  receiving  such  evidence.  The  er- 
ror occurred  by  regarding  the  principles  of 
tlie  case  of  Harriman  v.  Pittahurghy  C.  d  8t. 
L  R.  Co,  45  Ohio  St.  11,  12  N.  £.  451,  as 
applicable  to  the  facts  of  this  case.  In  that 
case  an  unexploded  signal  torpedo  was  know- 
ingly and  recklessly  left  on  the  railroad 
track  at  a  point  where  the  public,  including 
children,  had  for  years  been  permitted  to 
cross  the  track,  using  it  as  a  path  of  travel, 
and  the  torpedo  was  picked  up  by  a  boy  at 
th;it  place  while  using  the  path  of  travel  in 
the  usual  manner,  as  one  of  the  public  pass- 
ing and  repassing  along  the  same ;  while  in 
the  case  at  bar  the  torpedo  was  not  picked 
Dp  by  the  boy  while  passing  along  and  upon 
the  railroad  track  as  one  of  the  public,  but 
«hile  going  upon  the  track  in  the  perform- 
ance of  his  engagement  with  the  station 
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agent,  to  light  the  lamp  at  the  switch  stand. 
His  being  upon  the  track  at  that  time  was 
not  induced  by  the  fact  that  the  track  had 
been  used  for  years  as  a  line  of  travel  by 
the  public,  but  by  reason  of  his  engagement 
to  light  the  lamps.  His  rights  and  the  li- 
abilities of  the  railroad  company  would  have 
been  the  same  if  the  track  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany had  never  been  used  as  a  line  of  travel, 
or  if  the  injury  had  occurred  while  the  boy 
viRS  going  to  the  switch  stand  south  of  the 
highway,  where  the  railroad  was  not  used 
as  a  line  of  travel,  so  far  as  appears  in  this 
case.  The  principle  is  the  same  as  that  held 
in  Kellcy  v.  Columbus,  41  Ohio  St.  203,  270, 
where  the  court  says :  "If  there  had  been  a 
business  room  in  the  building,  or  upon  an- 
other part  of  the  lot,  which  would  have  been 
an  implied  invitation  to  the  public  to  go 
there,  it  still  would  not  help  the  plaintiff, 
when  he  admits  that  he  did  not  go  upon  the 
lot  for  any  such  purpose." 

Counsel  for  the  railroad  company  also  re- 
quested the  court  to  give  the  following  char- 
ges to  the  jury,  which  were  refused,  and  ex- 
ceptions taken :  "(2)1  say  to  you  further 
that  if  you  find  that  he  was  upon  that  part 
of  the  property  of  the  railroad  company 
where  he  received  his  injury,  at  the  time  he 
received  his  injury,  only  for  the  purpose  of 
placing  the  north  switch  light  in  position  at 
Swinehart's  request,  then  his  right  to  be 
there  was  no  greater  than  that  of  a  licensee, 
and  the  compcuiy  was  under  no  obligation  to 
do  more  than  refrain  from  inflicting  wilful 
injury  upon  him.  (3)1  say  to  you  further 
that,  if  you  find  that  plaintiff  was  at  the 
place  where  the  injury  was  received  for  no 
purpose  except  to  carry  out  the  request  of 
Swinehart  as  to  the  switch  light,  then  and 
thereby  he  assumed  all  risks  of  injury,  short 
of  wilful  injury,  that  might  result  from  the 
negligeuce  of  any  servant  of  the  company. 
(4)  If  you  find  that  any  member  of  the  train 
crew  of  the  local  freight  train  which  reached 
Myersville  between  twelve  and  one  o'clock 
p.  M .  on  the  day  of  the  accident  left  an  un- 
exploded torpedo  upon  the  property  of  the 
railroad  company,  where  the  plaintiff  re- 
ceived his  injury,  which  torpedo  was  found 
and  exploded  by  the  plaintiff  at  that  place 
while  there  pursuant  to  the  request  of  Swine- 
hart to  place  said  north  switch  light  in  posi-* 
tion,  and  in  consequence  thereof  he  received 
the  injuries  complained  of,  then  I  say  to  you 
further  that  such  act  of  said  member  of  that 
train  crew  would  not  constitute  negligence 
of  the  company,  of  which  the  plaintiff  could 
in  law  complain.  (5)  The  petition  in  this 
case  does  not  aver  that  the  defendant  had 
knowledge  of  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  was 
lighting  and  carrying  the  switch  lamps  back 
and  forth  along  the  railroad,  or  that  the 
plaintiff  was  going  back  and  forth  along  the 
railroad  for  any  purpose;  and,  unless  you 
can  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  injury  to 
the  plaintiff  was  wilfully  and  intentionally 
caused  by  the  defendant,  then  your  verdict 
should  be  for  the  defendant.**  There  was  no 
error  in  refusing  these  requests.  The  re- 
quests are  all  founded  upon  the  theory  that 
one   who,  upon   request,  voluntarily   assists 
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the  servant  of  a  corporation  in  the  perform- 
ance of  his  duties  without  the  knowledge  of 
the  oiTlcers,  the  servant  having  no  authority 
to  procure  such  assistance,  is  a  volunteer, 
and  can  recover  from  the  company  only  for 
wilful  injuries  inflicted  upon  him.  Upon  the 
hearing  this  view  was  persistently  urged  by 
oouneel  for  plaintiif  in  error,  both  in  their 
brief  and  upon  oiral  argument.  Where  a 
person,  at  the  request  of  a  servant  of  a  cor- 
poration, assists  such  servant  in  the  per- 
formance of  his  work,  without  any  purpose 
or  benefit  of  his  own  to  be  served  by  such  as- 
sistance, he  is  regarded  as  a  mere  volunteer ; 
and  the  requests  to  charge  would  be  appli- 
cable to  such  a  case.  But  where  he  has  a 
purpose  or  benefit  of  his  own  to  be  served  by 
such  assistance,  in  addition  to  the  purpose 
of  assisting  Uio  servant,  he  is  regarded  as 
acting  in  his  own  behalf,  with  at  least  the 
acquiescence  of  the  company.  A  trespasser 
who  is  upon  the  company's  premises  wrong- 
fully, and  a  mere  volunteer,  stand  upon  sub- 
stantially the  same  footing,  and  are  entitled 
to  recover  only  for  such  negligence  as  occurs 
after  the  servants  of  the  company  discover 
their  perilous  situation;  that  is,  for  wilful 
or  intentional  injury.  But  there  is  a  class 
between  mere  volunteers  and  trespassers, 
and  partaking  somewhat  of  the  characteris- 
tics of  each;  that  is,  where  the  person  as- 
sists the  servant  at  his  request,  not  only  for 
the  purpose  of  assisting  in  the  work  of  the 
master,  out  also  for  a  purpose  and  benefit  of 
his  own.  In  such  cases  it  cannot  be  said 
that  he  is  wrongfully  upon  the  premises,  be- 
cause he  is  invited  by  tne  servant  in  charge. 
The  master  may  not  have  assented,  but  nei- 
ther has  he  dissented;  and  being  ^ere  upon 
the  invitation  of  the  servant  in  charge,  and 
there  being  no  dissent  of  the  master,  he  is 
re^rded  as  being  there  by  sufferance.  And, 
being  there  by  sufferance,  he  is  rightfully 
there  for  the  double  purpose  of  aiding  the 
servant,  and  thereby  furthering  the  interests 
of  the  master,  and  of  furthering  his  own  pri- 
vate interests  in  his  own  behalf  and  for  his 
o^vn  purposes  and  benefits.  In  such  cases 
the  person  so  assisting  cannot  be  held  to 
thereby  become  a  servant  of  the  master,  be- 
cause the  servant  inviting  such  assistance 
has  no  power  or  authority  to  employ  other 
servants,  and  therefore  the  law  of  fellow 
servants  is  not  applicable^  As  such  assist- 
ant is  not  a  trespasser,  and  not  a  fellow  sei*^'- 
ant,  and  not  a  mere  volunteer,  the  law  as- 
signs to  him,  without  name,  the  position  of 
one  who,  being  upon  the  premises  of  another 
by  the  sufferance  of  such  other,  performing 
labor  or  service  for  his  own  purpose  and  ben- 
efit in  his  own  behalf,  is  entitled  of  right  to 
be  protected  against  the  negligence  of  the 
owner  of  the  premises  or  his  servants.  The 
case  of  Mclntire  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Bolton,  43 
Ohio  St  224,  1  N.  E.  333,  was  decided  upon 
this  principle,  although  the  principle  is  not 
very  clearly  stated  in  the  report  of  the  case. 
The  case  of  Eason  v.  Scibine  d  E,  T.  R.  Co, 
65  Tex.  677,  67  Am.  Rep.  600,  belongs  to  the 
same  class.  The  court  in  that  case  savs: 
"The  principle  upon  which  a  recovery  is  al- 
lowed is  this:  The  injured  person  is  not  a 
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volunteer,  but  engaged,  at  the  request  or 
with  the  permission  of  the  railway's  agents, 
in  a  transaction  of  interest  as  well  to  him- 
self or  his  master  as  to  the  railroad  com* 
pany,  and  this  entitles  him  to  the^same  pro- 
tection against  the  negligence  of  the  com- 
pany's servants  as  if  he  were  at  the  time  at- 
tending to  his  own  private  affairs.  Though 
performing  a  service  beneficial  to  both,  he  im 
doing  so  in  his  own  behalf,  and  not  as  a  serv- 
ant of  the  company.  The  request  or  ac- 
quiescence gives  him  the  right  to  perform 
Uie  service;  the  fact  that  he  acts  in  nis  own 
behalf,  however  beneficial  his  labors  may  be 
to  the  company,  gives  him  the  right  to  be 
protected  against  the  negligence  of  the  com- 
pany's servants.**  There  is  also  a  clear  ex- 
planation of  this  principle  in  Church  v.  Chi' 
coffo,  M,  d  St,  P.  R,  Co.  50  Minn.  218,  221, 
16  L.  R.  A.  861,  52  N.  W.  647.  Many  other 
cases  illustrating  l^is  principle  in  its  appli- 
cation to  different  facts  are  found  in  the 
above-eases,  and  in  cases  cited  by  counsel  in 
their  briefs,  and  which  the  reporter  will 
carry  into  the  report  of  this  case.  As  the 
boy  in  this  case  by  his  engagement  with  the 
station  agents  was  to  perform  a  service  in 
lighting  and  cleaning  the  lamps  beneficial  to 
the  company,  on  the  one  hand,  and  to  him- 
self, on  the  other,  as  he  was  to  receive  and 
did  receive  pay  from  the  a^nt  for  his  serv- 
ices, we  think  that  he  was  on  the  railroad 
at  the  time  of  the  injury  by  the  sufferance 
of  the  company, — not  as  a  servant  of  the 
company,  nor  as  a  trespasser,  nor  as  a  mere 
volunteer,  but  as  one  performing  a  service 
in  his  own  behalf,  and  for  his  own  purpose 
and  benefit, — and  entitled  of  right  to  be  pro- 
tected against  the  negligence  of  the  servants 
of  the  ocmipany. 

One  case  is  cited  by  counsel  for  defendant 
in  error,  and  we  know  of  no  other  [Rhodea 
V.  Georgia  R.  d  Bkg.  Co.  84  Ga.  320,  10  S.  E, 
922 ) ,  where  it  is  in  effect  held  that  where  a 
child  under  the  age  of  discretion  assists, 
upon  request,  the  servant  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany in  the  performance  of  his  duties,  with- 
out *any  purpose  or  benefit  of  his  own  to  be 
subserved  thereby,  and  therefore  a  mere  vol- 
unteer, and  is  injured  by  the  negligence  of 
such  servant  while  in  the  act  of  assisting 
him,  the  company  is  liable  to  such  child  in 
damages.  Whether  this  decision  was  in- 
duced by  the  statutes  of  that  state  does  not 
clearly  appear,  but  it  probably  was,  because, 
in  addition  to  their  statutes  as  to  children 
under  the  aee  of  discretion,  referred  to  in 
the  opinion,  S  3033  of  their  Code  provides  ae 
follows:  '*A  railroad  company  shall  be  li- 
able for  any  damage  done  to  persons,  stock, 
or  other  property,  by  the  running  of  the  lo- 
comotives, or  cars,  or  other  machinery  of 
such  company,  or  for  damage  done  by  any 
person  in  the  employment  and  service  of  such 
company,  unless  the  company  shall  make  it 
appear  that  their  agents  have  exercised  all 
ordinary  and  reasonable  care  and  diligence^ 
the  presumption  in  all  cases  being  against 
the  company."  The  injury  in  that  case  oc- 
curred in  moving  a  freight  car.  This  section 
is  broad  enough  to  make  a  railroad  company 
liable  to  mere  volunteers,  whether  adults  or 
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infants,  and  yet  H  is  oonoeded  in  the  opin- 
ioxi  that  a  mere  rolunteer  cannot  recover. 
Hie  exact  ground  of  the  decision  ia  not 
f^eajrlj  pointed  out*  and  whether  the  courta 
of  tikia  state  would  go  to  the  extreme  limit 
of  that  case  may  well  be  doubted.  But  we 
are  not  reouired,  however,  in  the  ease  at  bar, 
to  go  to  the  extent  of  the  Georgia  caae,  be- 
cause here  the  boy  had  a  right  to  be  pro- 
tected against  the  negligence  of  the  servants 
of  the  company  upon  t£e  principles  herein- 
before stated.  As  the  oompany  had  em- 
ployed a  proper  person  for  station  agent»  it 
had  the  right  to  rely  upon  him,  and  presume 
that  he  would  perform  his  duty  as  to  light- 
ing and  cleaning  the  lamps,  and  it  was  not 
bound  to  anticipate  that  the  station  agent 
vould  employ  a  boy  of  tender  years  to  per- 
form that  duty  for  him,  and  therefore  it 
was  not  bound  to  keep  its  right  of  way 
in  a  safer  condition  than  would  have  been 
required  in  case  the  station  agent  had  at- 
tended to  the  lights  himself.  If,  however, 
the  company  had  knowledge  that  the  boy 
was  actually  performing  that  service,  and 
for  that  purpose  was  daily  passing  over  and 
along  its  .track,  it  waa  bound  to  anticipate 
that  an  une^cploded  signal  torpedo  upon  its 
track  might  be  picked  up  and  exploded  by 
him,  to  hia  injury;  and  uie  leaving  of  such 
torpedo  upon  the  track,  dther  wrongfully  or 
n^ligently,  by  the  servants  of  the  company, 
would  be  such  negligence  as  would,  in  case 
of  injury  to  the  ^y  by  reason  thereof,  sus- 
tain an  action  against  the  company. 

Counsel  for  defendant  in  error  have  cited 
and  strongly  urged  the  cases  of  Defiance  Wa^ 
ier  Co.  v.  Olinger,  54  Ohio  St.  632,  32  L.  R. 
A.  736,  44  N.  E.  238,  and  Bradford  Glycer- 
ine Co,  V.  8t.  Maryt  Woolen  Mfg,  Co.  60 
Ohio  St.  560,  45  L.  R.  A.  668,  64  N.  E.  528, 
bat  thoee  cases  are  not  applicable  to  the 
case  at  bar.  The  principle  of  those  cases 
and  Fletcher  v.  Rylatids,  L.  R.  1  Exch.  266, 
upon  which  they  are  founded,  is,  that  if  tlie 
owner  of  a  dangerous  animal  or  substance 
allows  it  to  escape,  or  sends  it  from  his  own 
premises  upon  the  premises  of  another,  he  ie 
liable  for  all  proximate  damages  resulting 
tiierefrom.  In  the  Defiance  Water  Co,  Case, 
water  was  allowed  to  escape,  and  in  the 
Bradford  Glycerine  Co.  Case,  force  or  con- 
cussion was  allowed  to  escape  to  the  prem- 
ises of  another,  and  it  was  held  that  proper 
damages  might  be  recovered.  The  following 
cases  throw  some  light  upon  the  rights  of 
the  parties  wiiere  some  eubstance  is  cast 
upon  the  premises  of  another:  Columhua  & 
H.  Coal  d  I.  Co.  V.  Tucker,  48  Ohio  St.  41, 
12  L.  R.  A.  677,  26  N.  E.  630;  Collins  v. 
Chartiers  VaUey  Gas  Co.  131  Pa.  143,  6  L. 
R.  A.  280,  18  Atl.  1012;  Letts  ▼.  Kessler,  64 
Ohio  St.  73,  40  L.  R  .A.  177,  42  N.  E.  765; 
Kelley  y.  OMo  Oil  Co.  57  Ohio  St.  317,  39  L. 
R.  A.  765,  49  N.  E.  399.  In  the  case  at  bar 
nothing  was  sent  or  allowed  to  escape  from 
the  premises  of  the  railroad  company,  but 
the  injury  occurred  upon  its  own  premises, 
llie  boy  came  to  the  dangerous  object,  in- 
stead of  its  escaping  and  going  to  him.  The 
principlea  governing  the  two  conditions  are 
very  different.  Aa  signal  torpedoes  are  nee- 
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essary  In  the  operatiim  of  trains  on  rail- 
roads, the  possession  of  them  by  men  of  the 
train  crew  cannot  be  regarded  as  negligence, 
and  it  cannot  be  presun^  that  they  are  neg- 
ligently used ;  but  negligence  in  such  a  case, 
as  in  all  others,  must  be  proved  either  by 
testimony  directly  eetablishing  the  fact,  or 
by  the  proof  of  facta  from  which  such  negli- 
gence will  reasoiULbly  follow  and  be  pre- 
sumed. The  jury  cannot  be  allowed  to  guess 
that  there  was  negligence,  without  some 
proof  thereof,  either  direct  or  inferential. 

For  the  errors  above  pointed  out,  the 
judgments  of  the  lower  courts  are  reversed, 
and  the  cause  remanded  to  the  Ck>urt  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  for  a  new  trial, 

TXriUiama,  J.,  dissenting: 

The  purport  of  the  instruction  requested 
by  the  defendant,  the  refusal  to  give  which 
is  made  a  ground  for  reversing  the  judg- 
ments below,  is,  in  its  application  to  the 
facts  of  this  case,  that  because  the  plaintiff, 
when  he  received  the  injury  of  which  he  com- 
plains, was  on  the  defendant's  railway  at  the 
instance  and  procurement  of  the  agent  of  the 
company,  it  was  absolved  from  the  duty  of 
observing  ordinary  eare  for  his  protection, 
and  liafc^e  only  for  wilful  injury.  It  is  to 
the  maintenance  of  that  proposition  that  the 
argument  in  the  briefs  for  the  plaintiff  in 
error  is  ohiefly  directed.  The  statement  of 
the  propoaition,  as  there  made,  is  that,  as 
the  jury  specially  found  "the  evidence  did 
not  show  that  the  boy  [the  plaintiff]  was 
upon  the  property  of  the  company  for  any 
purpose  except  the  performance  of  his  con- 
tract with  the  station  agent,  the  proper  per- 
son for  the  boy  to  look  to  for  protection  or 
indemnity  would  be  the  person  [the  agent] 
who  sent  him  into  danger,"  and  that  "under 
these  ciroomstances  the  oompany  owed  him 
no  duty  of  protection,  except  against  wilful 
injury."  The  evidence  shows  that  the  de- 
fendant had  intrusted  to  its  station  agent 
the  duty  of  keeping  lighted  a  switch  some 
distance  from  the  station  at  all  proper  times, 
the  method  of  doing  which  was  by  placing 
there  at  night  lighted  lamps  that  were  left 
in  tiie  agent's  custody  for  that  purpose. 
These  lamps  were  carried  from  the  station 
to  the  switch  in  time  to  be  lighted  before 
dark,  and  the  next  day  taken  back  to  the 
station  to  be  cleaned  an<i  made  ready  for 
use  at  the  switch  at  night.  The  defendant's 
agent,  who  had  the  full  charge  of  this  work, 
employed  the  plaintiff,  a  boy  ten  years  of 
age,  to  carry  tne  lamps  both  ways  between 
the  station  and  the  switch.  He  had  been 
performing  that  service  daily  for  several 
months  before  receiving  his  injury.  While 
so  engaged  he  was  frequently  noticed  on  the 
railway  by  the  defendant's  employees  in 
charge  of  and  operating  trains  over  the  road 
at  that  place;  and  the  jury  found,  in  re- 
sponse to  an  interrogatory  submitted  by  the 
defendant,  that  prior  to  the  plaintiff's  in- 
jury the  conductors,  engineers,  and  brake- 
men  of  the  defendant's  trains  had  opportuni- 
ties to  know  that  "the  plaintiff  was  accus- 
tomed to  pass  up  and  down  the  track  to  at- 
tend to  the  switch  lights."    It  was  while  the 
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plaintiff  was  upon  the  defondaSht's  railway 
in  the  performance  of  this  worlc  that  he 
found  the  torpedo  and  was  injured  by  itb 
explosion. 

Iudej>endent  of  the  plaintiff's  right  to  go 
upon  the  railroad  at  that  place,  because  it 
had,  by  the  acquiescence  of  the  defendant, 
practically  become  a  generally  traveled  high- 
way, he  was  in  no  sense  a  trespasser  or 
wrongdoer.  'Though  the  contract  with  the 
defendant's  agent  was  not  binding  on  the 
company,  for  want  of  authority  on  his  part 
to  make  it,  and  no  contractual  relation  ex- 
isted between  the  company  and  the  plaintiff, 
he  was  nevertheless  there  in  the  perform- 
ance of  a  service  for  the  company  at  the 
express  invitation  of  its  agent,  in  whose  con- 
trol that  service  had  been  placed  by  the  com- 
pany. Even  if  notice  to  the  defendant's 
station  agent  of  the  presence  of  the  boy  on 
the  railway  under  those  circumstances,  and 
of  his  daily  custom  of  parsing  along  the 
track  while  engaged  in  the  work  he  was  so 
employed  to  do  should  not  be'  held  sufficient 
to  charge  the  company  with  notice  of  such 
use,  the  defendant  otherwise  had  the  means 
of  knowing,  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care, 
thnt  the  {daintiff,  in  the  performance  of  his 
service,  was  required  and  accustomed  to  go 
from  the  station  to  the  switch  and  back,  and 
thus  necessarily  pass  along  the  company's 
track,  from  which  it  might  properly  be  in- 
ferred that  the  defendant  acquiesced  in  that 
use  of  its  track.  And  a  person  of  ordinary 
prudence  would  reasonably  expect  that  the 
boy  would  pick  up  an  attractive  article, 
like  an  unexploded  t5rpedo,  left  exposed  at 
that  place,  and,  following  his  childish  in- 
stincts, would  be  likely  to  handle  and  ex- 
plode it.  The  company  should  therefore  be 
held  to  the  use  of  ordinary  care  to  prevent 
the  exposure  of  the  boy  to  that  situation  of 
danger.  Harriman  v.  Pittsburgh,  C,  d  8t, 
L.  R,  Co.  45  Ohio  St.  11,  12  N.  E.  451 ;  Pitts- 
burgh, C?.  d  Si.  L.  R.  Co.  y.  Shields,  47  Ohio 
St.  387,  8  L.  R.  A.  464,  24  N.  E.  668 ;  Powers 
v.  Harlow,  53  Mich.  607,  51  Am.  Rep.  154, 
19  N.  \V.  257.  Besides,  it  is  held  in  the  ma- 
jority opinion  in  this  caee,  as  I  understand 
it,  that  as  the  plaintiff,  when  he  wa«  in- 
jured was  on  the  defendant's  road  in  pur- 
suance of  his  engagement  with  the  station 
agent  in  tlie  pej'formance  of  a  service  for 
the  benefit  of  the  company,  of  which  the 
agent  had  control,  the  duty  of  due  care  to 
protect  the  plaintiff  against  injury  rested 
upon  the  company.  In  that  opinion  it  is 
said  that  "as  the  boy  in  this  case,  by  his  en- 
gagement with  the  station  agent,  was  to  per- 
form a  service  in  lighting  and  cleaning  the 
lamps  beneficial  to  the  company,  on  the  one 
hand,  and  to  himself  on  the  other,  as  he  was 
to  receive  and  did  receive'  pay  from  the  agent 
for  his  services,  we  think  that  he  was  on  the 
railroad  at  the  time  of  the  injury  by  the 
sufferance  of  the  company, — ^not  as  a  serv- 
ant of  the  company,  nor  as  a  trespasser,  nor 
as  a  mere  volunteer,  but  as  one  performing 
a  service  in  his  own  behalf  and  for  his  own 
purpose  and  benefit, — and  entitled  of  right 
to  be  protected  against  the  negligence  of  the 
servants  of  the  company."  In  either  view  of 
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the  case,  therefore,  ordinary  care  was  tliQ 
measure  of  the  defendant's  <A)ligation  to  the 
plaintiff;  and  the  refusal  of  the  court  to 
charge,  as  requested,  that  the  company  was 
liable  only  for  wilful  injury,  was  not  error. 

The  doctrine  of  fellow  servants  appears 
to  be  inapplicable  to  the  case.  The  cause  of 
action  arose  in  April,  1896,  and  the  action 
was  commenced  in  August  of  that  year.  The 
negligence  charged  as  the  proximate  cause 
of  plaintiff's  injury  is  not  that  of  the  station 
agent  but  is  that  of  the  defendant's  em* 
ployees  in  charge  and  control  of  its  trains, — 
a  separate  and  distinct  department  of  its 
service;  so  that  under  our  statute  they  were 
neither  fellow  servants  of  the  station  agent 
nor  of  the  plaintiff,  if  he  may  be  called  the 
servant  of  the  company  at  all. 

The  reversal  of  the  judgments  for  error 
in  the  charge  given  by  the  court  is  based  on 
the  proposition  that  because  the  plaintiff, 
when  injured,  w€ts  on  the  defendant's  road- 
way under  his  enga^ment  with  the  station 
agent,  he  lost  the  right  which  he  otherwise 
had  as  one  of  the  public  that  used  the  rail- 
road, with  permission  of  the  company,  as  a 
traveled  highway.  If,  however,  as  held  in 
the  majority  opinion,  the  plaintiff  was  right- 
fully on  the  railroad  traclc  when  he  was  in- 
jured, because  he  was  there  in  pursuance 
of  his  engagement  with  the  defendant's 
aprent,  and  that  gave  him  the  right  to  protec- 
tion from  the  negligence  of  the  defendant 
it  would  seem  to  be  unimportant  t>hat  he 
should  have  that  right  for  any  other  reason ; 
for,  if  the  company  was  liable  for  its  negli- 
gence upon  the  ground  stated,  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover  upon  proof  of  such 
negligence,  and  no  contributory  negligence 
appeared,  although  he  was  not  then  in  the 
use  of  the  track  as  one  having  the  right  to 
it  as  a  generally  traveled  way.  In  that  view 
of  the  case  the  portion  of  the  charge  in  ques- 
tion was  unavailable  as  a  ground  of  error, 
because  immaterial.  But  no  reason  is  given, 
nor  is  any  perceived,  why  both  rights  may 
not  coexist,  nor  why  the  exercise  of  one 
should  destroy  the  other.  Indeed,  the  use  of 
the  railroad  track  by  the  plaintiff  when  pur- 
suing his  employment  with  the  station  agent 
WAS  a  use  of  it  as  a  way  of  travel;  and  his 
right  to  use  it  as  a  traveled  way  was  not  im- 
paired, nor  that  nature  of  its  use  changed,  by 
the  fact  that  the  defendant's  agent  requested 
him  to  make  that  use  of  it  any  more  than  it 
would  be  if  he  traveled  over  the  track  at 
the  request  of  any  other  person,  or  on  an 
errand  for  his  parents,  or  on  his  way  to 
school.  The  only  effect  of  his  emplo\nnent 
by  the  defendant's  agent  was  to  give  him  an 
additional  ground  for  claiming  that  he  was 
lawfully  on  the  railway  when  he  received 
his  injury.  But  if  it  were  otherwise,  and  he 
was  on  the  railroad  only  in  pursuance  of 
his  employment,  he  was,  as  has  been  seen, 
lawfully  there,  and  on  that  ground  entitled 
to  recover  in  his  action,  if  without  fault 
on  his  part  his  injury  was  caused,  as  he 
claimed,  through  the  negligence  of  the  com- 
pany in  the  use  of  the  torpedo;  and  hence, 
it  became,  not  only  proper,  but  necessary, 
that  the  jury  should  be    instructed    as    to 
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^hat  would  constitute  negligence  in  the  use 
of  fiuch  dangerous  instruments  by  a  railroad 
oonipany  where  children  should  be  expected 
to  «o/  The  instruction  which  the  court  gave 
on  that  subject  is  part  of  the  charge  for 
which  the  judgments  below  have  been  re- 
versed, and  is  as  follows:  "It  is  negligence 
for  the  servants  of  such  railroad  company, 
v'antonly  and  needlessly,  and  without  no- 
tice, warning,  or  other  precaution,  to  place 
ard  leave  exposed  to  o4>servation  at  such 
point  or  place  on  its  railroad  where  the  pub- 
lic, including  children,  are  and  have  been  so 
f«»nnitted  by  the  company  to  travel  and  pass 
an  apparently  harmless,  but  in  fact  highly- 
explosive  and  dangerous,  object,  like  a  signal 
torpedo,  easily  picked  up  and  handled  by 
children,  and  likely  to  attract  them,  and 
known  to  such  servants  to  be  such."  This 
portion  of  the  charge  is  taken  from  the  syl- 
labub in  the  Ilarriman  Casey  45  Ohio  St.  11, 
12  X.  E.  451.  Its  soundness  as  a  proposi- 
tion of  law  is  not  disputed.  Its  principle 
hafi  been  accepted  and  approved  in  many 
cases,  not  only  in  this  state,  but  in  other 
elates  generally.  Its  applicability  to  this 
ca^^e,  in  either  view  that  has  been  taken  of 
it.  seems  evident.  Beyond  that  instruction 
and  the  statement  of  the  plaintiff's  claim, 
th^re  is  nothing  more  in  the  charge  com- 
plained of,  except  that  the  burden  was  on 
the  plaintiff  to  show  ''that  the  railroad  com- 
pany permitted  its  tracks  and  right  of  way 
to  be  used  by  the  public  and  by  children  in 
the  manner  that  I  have  already  stated  to 
you.  and  that  while  he  was  there  upon  that 
track,  or  passing  along  the  same,  under  the 
drcunistances  stated  in  his  petition,  that  he 
w.ia  injured  by  the  explosion  of  this  torpedo, 
and  that  the  torpedo  was  placed  there  and 
left  unexploded  by  the  defendant,  its  serv- 
ants or  agents.*'  Certainly  it  was  not  im- 
proper for  the  court  to  charge  the  jury  that 
the  but  den  was  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  that 
h«»  was  injured  by  the  explosion  of  the  tor- 
p<^o,  and  that  it  was  placed  on  the  track 
where  found,  and  left  unexploded,  by  the  de- 
fendant, its  servants  or  agents,  as  alleged  in 
the  petition.  That  burden  was  indisputably 
npon  the  plaintiff.  The  objection  can  only 
Hate  to  that  part  of  the  charge  which 
placed  on  the  plaintiff  the  burden  of  proving 
"that  the  railroad  company  permitted  its 
traek«  andi  right  of  way  to  be  used  by  the 
puWic  and  by  children"  as  a  public,  traveled 
vay:  and  the  ground  of  the  objection  stated 
U  that  it  was  not  applicable  to  the  case, 
IxK-aujie  the  plaintiff,  when  injured,  was  not 
u.-injf  the  track  in  that  way,  but  was  using 
it  in  pursuance  of  his  engagement  with  the 
station  agent.  If  the  plaintiff  had  the  right 
U>  claim  that  he  was  law*fully  upon  the  rail- 
rood  wlien  he  was  injured,  because  it  had 
Wxwie  a  public  traveled  highway  at  that 
plaw  by  the  defendant's  permission,  then,  it 
i«  conceded,  this  charge  would  be  correct, 
pertinent,  and  material.  And,  if  his  right 
to  be  on  the  track  is  restricted  to  the  ground 
that  he  was  there  in  the  performance  of  his 
en(rB;;enient  with  the  defendant's  agent,  un- 
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dei*  the  rule  declared  in  the  majority  opin- 
ion, the  proof  required  by  this  instruction 
was  wholly  unnecessary  to  his  recovery.  It 
simply  imposed  upon  iiim  a  burden  that  was 
not  incumbent  on  him,  and  in  this  respect 
might  be  harmful  to  him,  but  the  imposition 
of  such  unnecessary  burden  on  him  could  in 
no  way  he  harmful  to  the  defendant.  On 
the  contrary,  it  gave  the  defendant  an  addi- 
tional chance  of  escaping  liabrlity  at  the 
hands  of  the  jury,  if  the  plaintiff  failed  to 
make  the  proof  required  by  the  instruction,. 
— a  chance  to  which  the  defendant  was  not 
entitled.  Instead,  therefore,  of  this  instruc- 
tion being  prejudicial  to  the  defendant,  it 
might  have  proved  beneficial.  In  any  aspect 
of  the  case,  the  charge  given  affords  no 
ground  for  a  reversal  of  the  judgment. 

The  tetotimouy  held  to  be  incompetent  re- 
lates to  a  transaction  and  conversation  be- 
tween a  pei'son  of  whom  the  witness  speaks 
as  a  ''trainman"  and  the  agent  in  charge  of 
the  defendant's  railroad  sto^tion,  by  which 
the  former  obtained  from  the  latter,  in  the 
station,  a  signal  torpedo.  These  instruments 
are  kept  by  the  agents  at  railroad  stations 
for  the  use  of  trainmen  for  giving  signals  in 
the  operation  of  trains.  The  testimony  is 
held  incompetent  because  the  witness  did 
not  first  qualify  himself  to  speak  of  the  per- 
son referred  to  as  a  "trainman."  The  oc- 
currence to  which  the  testimony  relates  took 
place  at  the  station  near  which  the  plaintiff 
was  injured,  and  at  a  time  when  a  freight 
train  had  recently  arrived.  That  station  is 
situated  in  a  small  village,  where  few  per- 
sons went ;  and  the  agent  appears  to  have  at- 
tended to  all  business  at  the  station, — even 
to  the  lamps  at  the  switch,  some  distance 
away.  No  other  employees  were  required, 
lliese  facts  were  before  the  court  and  jury 
when  the  witness  testified.  The  identific^i- 
tion  of  a  trainman  is  not  the  subject  of  ex- 
pert testimony.  The  identity  of  a  conductor 
or  engineer  panssing  from  a  train  just  ar- 
rived, into  a  station,  is  as  obvious  to  com- 
mon observation  as  that  of  a  policeman  on 
hid  beat  in  a  citv.  And  it  would  seem  a* 
unnecessary  to  the  competency  of  testimony 
of  the  acts  of  the  former,  for  whose  use  sig- 
nal torpedoes  are  kept,  in  obtaining  such  in- 
struments of  the  agent  at  the  station  where 
they  are  kept  for  that  purpose,  that  the  wit- 
ncfts  should  first  testify  he  knew  the  person 
to  be  a  conductor  or  engineer,  as  it  was  that 
he  should  first  testify  he  knew  the  person 
in  charge  of  the  station  to  be  the  station 
agent,  or  would  be  that  he  knew  a  police- 
man when  he  saw  one,  before  he  could  testi- 
fy that  he  saw  a  policeman  make  an  arrest. 
If  there  was  any  doubt  of  the  accuracy  of 
the  witness's  knowledge  on  the  subject,  he 
was  open  to  cross-examination;  and  the 
weight  of  his  testimony  in  that  respect,  as 
well  as  in  all  others,  was  for  the  jury.  For 
these  reasons,  1  am  unable  to  concur  in  the 
majority  opinion  or  in  the  judgment. 

Minshall,    J.,    concurs  in  the  dissenting 
opinion. 
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City  of  ZANESVILLE,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

ZANESVILLE     TELEGRAPH     &    TELE- 
PHONE COMPANY. 

(64  Oblo  67.) 

•1.  The  diatrlbntloit  of  the  powers  of 
the  atate,  by  the  Conatltiitioii,  to  the 

legislative,  execative,  and  judicial  depart- 
ments, operates,  by  implication,  as  an  Inhibi- 
tion against  the  Imposition  upon  either  of 
those  powers  which  dlstlnctiyely  belong  to 
one  of  the  other  departments. 

5.  The  fact  that  a  po-vrer  la  eoaferred 
by  atatate  on  a  court  of  |a«tlce»  to  be 
exercised  by  It  in  the  first  Instance  In  a  pro- 
ceeding Instituted  therein,  is,  itself,  of  con- 
trolling importance  as  fixing  the  judicial  char- 
acter of  the  power,  and  Is  decisive  in  that  re- 
spect, unless  it  is  reasonably  certain  that  the 
power  belongs  exclusively  to  the  legislative  or 
executive  department. 

8«  The  Inatltation  and  proaecatlon  of 
a  proeeedlnff  in  a  conrt  comprehenda 
the  filing  of  a  proper  complaint,  process  for 
bringing  in  the  proper  parties,  and  a  judicial 
inquiry  according  to  established  rules  and 
practice. 

4.  Inhere  the  lB>yv  confers  a  rlffht*  and 
anthorlsea  an  application  to  a  conrt 
of  justice  for  the  enforcement  of  that  right, 
the  proceeding  upon  such  application  is  the 
exercise  of  a  Judicial  function,  though  the 
order  or  judgment  authorised  be  of  such  a  na- 
ture that  it  can  only  be  performed,  or  its 
execution  enforced,  progressively  during  a  fu- 
ture period. 

O.  A  mauicipal  corporation,  thon^h 
holdin«r  the  title  to  itm  ■treeta,  has  no 
private  proprietary  Interest  in  them  which 
entitles  it  to  compensation  when  they  are 
subjected  to  an  authorized  additional  public 
burden  by  the  construction  of  a  telephone  line 
therein ;  but,  being  charged  with  the  duty  of 
keeping  the  streets  under  Its  control  in  repair, 
it  may  be  allowed  compensation  to  an  amount 
sufficient  to  make  the  repairs  rendered  neces- 
sary by  such  additional  use.  It  is  not  essen- 
tial that  provision  be  made  for  the  assess- 
ment of  such  compensation  by  a  Jury. 

6.  Telephone  companies,  organised 
under  the  laws  of  this  state,  have  the 
right,  by  virtue  of  88  3454,  3461-1,  and  8471 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  to  construct  their 
lines  along  the  streets  and  public  ways  of 
municipal  corporations,  in  accordance  with 
the  order  of  the  probate  court  made  in  pursu- 
ance of  8  3461,  directing  in  what  mode  the 
lines  shall  be  so  constructed,  when  the  munici- 
pal authorities  and  the  company  fall  to  agree, 
or  the  former  unreasonably  delay  to  enter 
Into  an  agreement  with  the  company. 

7.  The  pofver  to  make  snch  order,  as 
provided  in  8  3461,  is  not  inappropriately  con- 
ferred on  the  probate  court,  and  that  court 
has  complete  jurisdiction  of  a  proceeding  in- 
stituted therein  in  conformity  with  that  sec- 
tion. .The  provision  is  not  obnoxious  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  state,  on  the  ground  that 
the  power  it  confers  Is  distinctively  legislative 

*Headnotes  by  the  Coubt. 


Note. — Earlier  authorities  in  this  series  on 
the  grant  of  nonjudicial  powers  to  courts  are. 
State  ex  rel,  Paul  v.  Circuit  Court  Judge  (N.  J. 
L.)  1  L.  R.  A.  86 ;  White  County  Comrs.  v.  Gwin 
(Ind.)  22  L.  R.  A.  402 ;  B'ox  v.  McDonald  (Ala.) 
21  L.  R.  A.  529 ;  French  v.  State  er  rel.  Harley 
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or  administrative,  but  is  constitutional  and 
valid. 

(January  22,  1900.) 

iShauclt  Ch,  J.,  and  Minahall,  J.,  dis§cni.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Musk- 
ingum County  to  review  a  judgment  re- 
versing a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  which  in  turn  affirmed  a  judgment  of 
the  Probate  Court  dismissing  a  petition  for 
leave  to  use  streets  of  Uie  defendant  city 
for  stringing  telephone  wires.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  TXTiUiams,  J.: 

The  Zanesville  Telephone  &  Telegraph 
Company  is  a  corporation  organized  under 
the  Ohio  statutes,  and  authorized,  in  the 
construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
its  lines,  to  use  the  public  roads,  streets, 
and  ways  within  the  state,  and  to  appro- 
priate such  private  property  as  may  be  nec- 
essary for  its  purposes.  Desiring  to  con- 
struct and  operate  telephone  lines  in  the  city 
of  Zanesville,  the  company  made  applica- 
tion to  the  city  council  in  order  that  an 
agreement  might  be  arrived  at  in  regard  to 
the  mode  of  constructing  its  lines  in  the 
streets  and  alleys  of  the  city.  The  applica- 
tion was  accompanied  with  a  proposed 
ordinance,  the  adoption  of  which  was  re- 
quested, providing  that  the  location  of  the 
company's  poles  and  wires  should  be  under 
the  control  of  the  councirs  committee  on 
streets  and  alleys,  and  be  so  placed  as  not 
to  interfere  with  the  public  travel,  and  it 
contained  provisions  for  protecting  the  city 
against  damages  arising  from  the  construc- 
tion and  maintenance  of  the  telephone  lines. 
The  council  declined  to  accept  the  proposed 
agreement,  and  adopted  an  ordinance  im- 
posing different  and  more  onerous  condi- 
tions, among  others  one  requiring  the  com- 
pany's wires  to  be  placed  under  ground.  The 
provisions  of  this  ordinance  were  not  sat- 
isfactory to  the  company;  and,  the  negotia- 
tions having  resulted  in  a  disagreement,  the 
company  made  its  application,  in  the  form 
of  a  petition,  amendment  thereto,  and  sup- 
plemental petition,  to  the  probate  court  of 
Muskingum  county  for  an  order,  under  § 
3461  of  the  Rev.  Stat.,  directing  in  what 
mode  the  company's  line  should  be  construct- 
ed along  the  streets  and  public  ways  of  the 
city.  The  city  was  made  a  party,  was 
served  with  process,  and  filed  an  answer  al- 
leging that  the  company  "never  offered  nor 
tendered  to  the  said  city,  or  to  the  said 
city  council,  any  lawful  ordinance  or  agree- 
ment in  relation  to  the  matter  set  out  in 
the  petition,  or  offered  or  attempted  to  en- 
ter into  any  lawful  agreement  in  relation 
thereto."  The  case  was  heard  on  the  plead- 
ings and  evidence,  on  the  9th  day  of  Auf^st, 
IsSo,  and,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  trial  as 
the  record  shows,  the  court  held  that  §  3461, 

(Ind.)  29  L.  R.  A.  113 :  State  ea?  rel.  Railroad  & 
W.  Commission  v.  Adams  Exp.  Co.  (Minn.)  38 
L.  R.  A.  225;  Norwalk  Street  R.  Co.'s  Appeal 
(Conn.)  39  L.  K.  A.  794  ;  and  State  ejr  rel.  God- 
ard  V.  Johnson  (Kan.)  49  L.  R.  A.  662. 
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under  favor  of  which  th«  proceeding  was 
bad,  was  unconstitutional,  and  on  that 
ground  dismissed  the  proceeding  at  the  cost 
of  the  company.  That  judgment  and  its 
affirmance  by  the  court  of  common  pleas 
were  reversed  bv  the  circuit  court,  and  the 
cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings. 
The  case  is  here  to  obtain  the  reversal  of 
the  circuit  court. 

Messri.  Oharlea  O.  GriAtka  awl 
TkoauM  J.  MoJOermott,  with  Mr,  Frank 
A.  Awbaa,  for  plaintiff  in  error : 

The  l^slature  nad  in  mind  the  mere  pass- 
ing through  a  cfly  by  a  telegraph  or  tele- 
phone company,  and  did  not  have  in  mind 
the  occupation  by  a  telephone  or  telegraph 
company  of  all  the  streets  and  alleys  of  a 
dtv. 

It  was  passed  so  that  telegraph  and  tele- 
phone oompaniea  being  constructed  from 
ton-n  to  town  over  the  country  would  not  be 
hindered  or  prevented  in  their  work  of  con- 
struction through  a  town  or  city  by  the  re- 
fusal of  the  municipal  authorities  to  grant 
them  the  right. 

It  is  unreasonable  to  suppose  the  legisla- 
ture intended  to  take  the  control  of  the 
streets  of  a  city  from  the  municipality  and 
five  it  over,  to  any. extent  whatever,  to  an- 
other department  or  branch  of  the  state 
government. 

Suburban  Liaht  d  Power  Co.  v.  Boston 
153  Mass.  200r  10  L.  R.  A.  497,  26  N.  £. 
447;  Keasbey,  Electric  Wires,  38. 

If  the  legislature,  by  Rev.  Stat.  §  3401, 
intended  to  deprive  the  municipality  of  the 
control  over  its  streets,  the  act  is  uncon- 
ititutional,  because: 

(a)  To  the  extent  of  the  use  of  the 
•treets  by  a  telegraph  and  telephone  com- 
pany, it  deprives  the  inhabitants  of  local 
telf'govemment,  and  puts  that  control  in 
the  keeping  of  the  probate  court,  which  is  no 
part  of  the  government  of  the  municipality. 

The  control  of  their  streets,  instead  of 
being  in  the  hands  of  their  local  officers, 
would  pass  largely  to  an  officer  elected,  not 
bj  them,  but  by  the  people  of  the  entire 
county. 

State  em  rel.  Broerman  v.  Hamilton  Coun- 
ty Comrs.  54  Ohio  St.  333,  43  N.  E.  587. 

(b)  Rev.  Stat.  §  34G1,  is  unconstitution- 
tl  because  it  Reeks  to  impose  on  the  judi- 
dsry  of  the  state  duties  which  are  clearly 
legislative. 

6  Am.  &;  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  1006; 
State  V.  Baughman,  38  Ohio  St.  459 ;  State 
ex  n?/,  Atty.  Gen.  v.  PcterSy  43  Ohio  St.  647, 
4  N.  E.   81. 

The  mere  distribution  of  powers  between 
the  three  departments  is  of  itself  a  prohibi- 
tion against  conferring  on  any  one  branch 
ef  the  government  the  duty  of  another  and 
eo-ordinate  branch. 

Kilboum  v.  Thompson,  103  U.  S.  191,  26 
L  ed.  387;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  250;  Nor- 
iffl/fc  Street  R.  Co.'s  Appeal  69  Conn.  576, 
89  L.  R.  A.  794,  37  Atl.  1085.  38  Atl.  708; 
^^'estem  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Myatt,  98  Fed. 
336;  6  Am.  k  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  1009. 

The  probate  court  being  a  part  of  the  ju- 
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diciary  of  the  state,  the  le^slature  may  en- 
large its  jurisdiction  but  it  cannot  impose 
upon  that  court  legislative  duties. 

Western  U.  Teleg.  Co,  v.  Myatt,  98  Fed. 
335;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  250;  Fleming  v. 
Trowsdale,  29  C.  C.  A.  106,  54  U.  S.  App. 
574,  85  Fed.  189;  Dash  v.  Van  Kleeck,  7 
Johns.  408,  5  Am.  Dec.  291;  United  States 
v.  Todd,  13  How.  52,  note,  14  L.  ed.  47,  note; 
Nortcaik  Street  R.  Co.*s  Appeal,  69  Conn. 
576,  39  L.  R.  A.  794,  37  Atl.  1080,  38  Atl. 
708. 

Regulating  the  use  of  the  streets  by  pub- 
lic corporations  is  a  proper  exercise  of  legis- 
lative power  by  the  municipality. 

Western  U,  Teleg.  Co.  v.  New  York,  3  L. 
R.  A.  449,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  533,  38  Fed. 
552 ;  People  ex  rel,  Neto  York  Electric  Lines 
Co.  V.  Squire,  107  N.  Y.  593,  14  N.  E.  820; 
Keasbey,  Electric  Wires,  7;  State,  Hoboken 
Land  «£  Improv.  Co.,  Prosecutors,  v.  Hoboken, 
35  N.  J.  L.  208;  Indianapolis  v.  Miller,  27 
Ind.  394. 

Prescribing  the  mode  and  manner  in  which 
public  corporations  may  occupy  the  streets 
of  a  municipality  is  the  exercise  of  a  legis- 
lative power  and  in  the  nature  of  a  police  . 
regulation. 

Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  §§  656,  698;  Tiedeman, 
Mun.  Corp.  §§  289,  297;  Western  U,  Teleg. 
Co.  V.  Philadelphia  (Pa.)  11  Cent.  Rep.  192, 
12  Atl.  144;  Korwalk  Street  R.  Co.'s  Ap- 
peal, 69  Conn.  576,  39  L.  R.  A.  794,  37  Atl. 
1080,  38  Atl.  708;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co,  ▼. 
Myatt,  98  Fed.  335. 

Messrs,  J.  VI.  Warrinston,  W.  M. 
Ampt,  and  Ellis  O.  Kinkead  also  for 
plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs.  S.  M.  Winn  and  A.  J.  An- 
drews, for  defendant  in  error: 

The  legislature  did  not  in  any  way  in- 
tend to  deprive  the  municipality  of  the  con- 
trol of  their  streets. 

As  all  laws  must  be  of  uniform  opera- 
tion throughout  the  state,  there  can  be  no 
force  in  the  claim  now  made  that  this  law 
(§  3461)  deprives  the  inhabitants  of  the 
city  of  self-government. 

Section  3461  has  been  on  the  statute 
books  unchanged  for  more  than  thirty  years, 
the  benefits  of  its  provisions  claimed  and 
enforced  without  challenge  throughout  the 
state.  After  this  long  acquiescence  it  is  too 
late  for  an  inferior  court  to  entertain  the 
question  of  its  constitutionality. 

7  Ohio  Laws,  pp.  1-4;  State  ex  rel.  ▼. 
Bader,  Com.;  Stuart  v.  Laird,  1  Cranch, 
309,  2  L.  ed.  118;  Prigg  v.  Pennsylvania, 
16  Pet.  621,  10  L.  ed.  1091;  Bloom  v.  Xenia, 
32  Ohio  St.  464. 

Tlie  legislature  has  full  power  to  change, 
modify,  restrict,  or  take  away  entirely  any 
and  all  powers  conferred  on  defendant^ 
could  even  repeal  its  charter,  and  invest 
other  agents  of  the  state  therewith. 

Hendershot  v.  State,  44  Ohio  St.  208,  • 
N.  E.  245. 

The  distribution  of  power  among  the  leg- 
islative, executive,  and  judicial  branches  of 
the  government  is,  in  a  general  sense,  easily 
understood;  but  no  exact  rule  can  be  laid 
down,  a  prion,  for  determining  in  all  cases 


162 


Ohio  Supbemb  Court. 


Jan., 


what  powers  may  or  may  not  be  assigned  by 
law  to  each  branch. 

Stale  V.  Harmon,  31  Ohio  St.  258;  State 
ea  rel.  Atiy.  Gen,  v.  Hawkins,  44  Ohio  St. 
109,  5  N.  E.  228 ;  Musser  v.  Adair,  55  Ohio 
St.  472,  45  N.  £.  003;  State  ex  rel.  Atty, 
Gen.  V.  Covington,  29  Ohio  St.  102;  State 
ex  rel,  Atty,  Gen.  v.  Guilhert,  66  Ohio  St. 
575,  38  L.  R.  A.  619,  47  N.  E.  551 ;  State 
V.  Kendle,  52  Ohio  St.  346,  39  N.  E.  947; 
State  ex  rel,  Atty,  Gen,  v.  Peters,  43  Ohio 
St.  047,  4  N.  E.  81 ;  Boon  v.  Biteley,  49  Ohio 
St.  596,  32  N.  E.  600;  McLaughlin  y.  Mc- 
Laughlin,  4  Ohio  St.  511,  64  Am.  Dec.  603; 
State  ex  rel,  American  V.  Teleg.  Co,  v.  Bell 
Teleph,  Co.  36  Ohio  St  296;  State  ex  rel. 
Crosby  v.  Dayton  d  S.  E.  R,  Co.  36  Ohio 
St.  434. 

The  legislature  has  given  telegraph  and 
telephone  companies  the  right  to  use  the 
streets  and  highways  for  certain  purposes, 
and  for  those  purposes  they  have  just  as 
good  right  to  the  use  thereof  as  any  pedes- 
trian. 

Section  3461  has  been  construed  by  the 
circuit  court,  and  recognized  as  perfectly 
yalid. 

^  State  ex  rel,  Matthews  v.  Central  U. 
Teleph.  Co.  5  Ohio  C.  D.  312.  See  also  State 
ex  rel.  Matthews  v.  Central  U.  Teleph.  Co. 
14  Ohio  C.  C.  273 ;  Canada  Northtrn  R.  Co. 
V.  International  Bridge  Co,  7  Fed.  653. 

Messrs.  Foraker,  Ontoalt,  Chranser,  ft 
Prior  also  for  defendant  in  error. 

TXrilliams,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  judgment  of  reversal  announced  after 
the. first  hearing  of  this  case  was  not  the 
unanimous  decision  of  the  court,  although 
no  dissent  appeared.  The  case,  having  been 
more  fully  argued  on  the  rehearing,  and 
further  considered  by  the  court,  is  now  for 
disposition  as  upon  the  original  submission. 
The  only  question  that  has  engaged  the  at- 
tention of  counsel  and  the  court  on  each  of 
the  hearings  is  whether  that  provision  of 
§  3461,  Rev.  Stat.,  which  confers  jurisdic- 
tion on  the  probate  court  to  direct  the  mode 
of  constructing  a  telegraph  or  telephone  line 
in  the  streets  of  a  municipality  when  its  au- 
thorities and  the  company  are  unable  to 
agree,  is  repugnant  to  the  Constitution  of 
the  state,  and  the  sole  ground  of  the  attack 
upon  the  constitutionality  of  the  provision 
alluded  to  is  that  the  power  it  purports  to 
confer  on  the  court  is  purely  legislative  in 
character.  It  is  a  sound  proposition  that 
the  distribution  of  the  powers  of  the  state, 
by  the  Constitution,  to  the  legislative,  exec- 
utive, and  judicial  departments,  operates, 
by  implication,  as  an  inhibition  against  the 
imposition  upon  either  of  those  powers  which 
distinctively  belong  to  one  of  the  other  de- 
partments. But  in  classifying  those  pow- 
ers, and  determining  to  which  class  various 
powers  created  by  statute  exclusively  or 
properly  belong,  difficulties  are  encountered, 
and  many  nice  distinctions  have  been  made. 
If  the  power  here  in  question  is  such  that 
it  can  be  conferred  on  any  judicial  tribunal, 
52  L.  R.  A. 


there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  capacity  of  the 
probate  court  to  receive  and  exercise  it,  by 
virtue  of  the  constitutional  provision  which 
enables  that  court  to  take  any  jurisdiction, 
in  any  county,  which  the  legislature  may 
confer  upon  it.  8  8,  art.  4.  The  statutory 
provisions  which  may  aid  in  a  determina* 
tion  of  the  nature  of  the  power  involved 
in  this  controversy  are  those  contained  in 
§8  3454,  3461-1,  3471,  and  §§  3456-3459, 
and  3461  of  the  Rev.  Stat.  These  sections 
provide  as  follows: 

"Sec.  3454.  A  magnetic  telegraph  com- 
pany heretofore  or  hereafter  created  may 
construct  telegraph  lines,*  from  point  to 
point,  along  and  upon  any  public  road,  by 
the  erection  of  the  necessary  fixtures,  in- 
cluding posts,  piers,  and  abutments  neces- 
sary for  the  wires;  but  the  same  shall  not 
incommode  the  public  in  the  use  of  such 
road." 

"Sec.  3461-1,  Any  person  or  persons  may 
be  and  are  hereby  authorized  to  construct 
lines  of  electric  telegraphs,  from  point  to 
point,  upon  and  along  any  of  the  public 
roads  and  highways,  and  across  any  of  the 
waters  within  the  limits  of  this  state,  by 
the  erection  of  the  necessary  fixtures,  in- 
cluding posts,  piers,  or  abutments  for  sus- 
taining the  cords  or  wires  of  such  lines; 
provided  that  the  same  shall  not  in  any  in- 
stance be  so  constructed  as  to  incommode 
the  public  in  the  use  of  said  roads  or  high- 
ways, or  endanger  or  injuriously  interrupt 
the  navigation  of  said  waters;  nor  shall  this 
act  be  so  construed  as  to  authorize  the  erec- 
tion of  any  bridge  across  any  of  the  waters 
of  this  state." 

**Sec.  3471.  The  provisions  of  this  chap- 
ter shall  apply  also  to  any  company  organ- 
ized to  construct  any  line  or  lines  of  tele- 
phone; and  every  such  company  shall  have 
the  same  powers  and  be  subject  to  the  same 
restrictions  as  are  herein  prescribed  for  mag- 
netic telegraph  companies." 

"Sec.  3456.  Any  such  company  may  enter 
upon  any  land,  whether  held  by  an  individ- 
ual or  a  corporation,  and  whether  acquired 
by  purchase  or  appropriation,  or  in  virtue 
of  any  provision  in  its  charter,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  preliminary  examinations 
and  surveys,  with  a  view  to  the  location  and 
erection  of  lines  of  magnetic  telegraph,  and 
may  appropriate  so  much  thereof  as  may  be 
deemed  necessary  for  the  erection  and  main- 
tenance of  its  telegraph  poles,  piers,  abut- 
ments, wires  and  other  necessaiy  fixtures, 
and  for  stations,  and  the  right  of  way  over 
such  lands  and  adjacent  lands  sufficient  to 
enable  it  to  construct  and  repair  its  lines. 

"Sec.  3457.  No  such  company  shall,  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  owneV  thereof,  in 
writing,  enter  a  building  or  edifice  or  use 
or  appropriate  any  part  thereof,  or  erect  any 
telegraph  pole,  pier,  or  abutment  in  any 
yard  or  inclosure  within  which  an  edifice 
is  situate,  nor,  in  cases  not  provided  for  in 
section  three  thousand  four  hundred  and 
sixty-one,  erect  any  telegraph  pole,  pier, 
abutment,  wires,  or  other  fixtures,  so  near 
to  any  edifice  as  to  occasion  injury  thereto, 
or  risk  of  injury,  in  case  such  pole,  pier. 
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or  abutment  be  overthrown,  nor  injure  or 
destroy  any  fruit  or  ornamental  trees." 

**Sec.  3458.  When  lands  sought  to  be  ap- 
propriated for  lines  of  magnetic  telegraph 
are  held  by  a  corporation  incorporated  un- 
der any  law  of  this  state,  whether  held  by 
purchase  or  in  virtue  of  any  appropriation 
authorized  by  its  charter  or  by  any  law  of 
this  state,  the  right  of  tho  company  to  ap- 
propriate such  lands  shall  be  limited  to 
such  use  of  the  same  as  shall  not,  in  any 
material  degree,  interfere  with  the  practical 
uses  to  which  the  company  is  authorized 
to  put  such  lands  under  its  charter;  and 
no  sach  company  shall  erect  poles,  piers, 
abutments,  wires,  or  other  necessary  fix- 
tures, in  such  close  proximity  to  an^  other 
line  of  magnetic  telegraph  authorized  by 
law  to  be  constructed  as  to  interfere  me- 
chanically with  the  practical  working  of 
euch  telegraph." 

"Sec.  .^59.  The  right  of  sMrh  company  to 
use  lands  held  by  a  railroad  company,  for 
the  permanent  structures  of  such  telegraph,* 
shall  be  limited  to  the  land  which  lies  with- 
in five  feet  of  the  outer  limits  of  the  right 
of  way  of  the  railroad  company,  where  it 
is  practicable  to  erect  the  line  within  those 
limits;  when  the  company  seeks  to  appro- 
priate lands  that  lie  beyond  those  limits, 
its  petition  must  set  forth  the  facts  Bho¥dng 
that  it  is  impracticable  to  erect  such  line 
within  said  limits,  and  designate,  either  by 
a  survey  and  map,  or  by  reference  to  monu- 
ments, or  by  other  means  of  easy  identifica- 
tion, the  place  or  places  where  the  company 
seeks  to  establish  the  line ;  the  probate  court 
shall,  in  all  instances,  determine,  if  it  be 
eontroverted  by  the  railroad  company, 
whether  the  erection  of  the  line  at  the  place 
or  places  designated  will,  in  any  material 
de^ee,  interfere  with  the  practical  uses  to' 
which  such  railroad  company  is  authorized 
to  put  such  land;  and  if  the  court  is  sat- 
isfied that  it  will  so  interfere  it  shall  reject 
the  petition  or  require  the  structure  to  be 
erected  at  such  other  place  or  places  as  the 
court  shall  direct ;  but  nothing  in  this  chap- 
ter shall  be  so  construed  as  to  authorize  any 
company  to  appropriate  the  use  of  the  track 
or  rolling-stock  of  any  railroad  company  for 
the  purpose  of  transporting  poles,  mate- 
rials, or  the  employecH  of  such  telegraph 
company,  or  for  any  other  purpose  what- 
ever." 

"Sec.  3461.  When  any  lands  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  the  use  of  a  company  are 
subject  to  the  easement  of  a  street,  alley, 

{ujblic  way,  or  other  public  use,  within  the 
imits  of  any  city  or  village,  the  mode  of 
use  shall  be  such  as  shall  be  agreed  upon 
between  the  municipal  authorities  of  the 
city  or  iHIlage  and  the  company ;  and  if  they 
cannot  agree,  or  the  municipal  authorities 
unreasonably  delay  to  enter  into  any  agree- 
ment, the  probate  court  of  the  county,  in 
a  proceeding  instituted  for  the  purpose,  shall 
direct  in  what  mode  such  telegraph  line 
shall  be  eonstructed  along  such  street,  alley, 
or  public  way,  so  as  not  to  incommode  the 
public  in  the  use  of  the  same;  but  nothing 
in  this  section  shall  be  so  construed  as  to 
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authorize  any  municipal  corporation  to  de- 
mand or  receive  any  compensation  for  the 
use  of  a  street,  alley,  or  public  way,  beyond 
what  may  be  necessary  to  restore  the  pave- 
ment to  its  former  state  of  usefulness." 

It  may  be  observed,  at  the  outset,  that 
the  efi'ect  of  §  3471  is  to  place  telephone 
companies  on  the  same  footing  as  telegraph 
companies,  so  that  when  the  latter  kind  of 
company  is  mentioned  in  the  other  sections 
of  the  statute  the  former  is  also  included; 
and  that,  under  §§  3454  and  3461-1,  compa- 
nies of  either  kind,  when  created,  obtain  tvom 
the  state  franchises  to  construct  and  main- 
tain their  lines,  from  point  to  point,  upon 
and  along  any  public  road  or  highway,  and 
across  any  of  the  waters,  within  the  state, 
by  the  erection  of  the  necessary  fixtures,  in- 
cluding posts,  piers,  and  abutments  neces- 
sary for  sustaining  the  cords  or  wires  for 
such  lines,  subject  only  to  the  limitation 
that  the  lines  shall  not  be  so  constructed 
as  to  incommode  the  public  in  the  use  of 
the  roads  and  highways,  or  endanger  or  in- 
juriously interrupt  navigation.  In  order 
that  such  companies  may  fully  enjoy  the 
franchises  thus  granted  them  by  the  state 
they  are  clothed,  by  §  3456,  with  the  au- 
thority to  appropriate  any  lands  of  indi- 
viduals or  corporations  that  are  deemed  nec- 
essary by  the  companies  for  the  erection  and 
maintenance  of  their  poles,  piers,  abutments, 
wires,  and  other  appliances  and  the  right  of 
way  over  adjacent  lands  sufficient  to  enable 
them  to  construct  and  repair  their  lines. 
But  this  right  of  appropriation  of  private 
property  for  the  use  of  such  companies  is 
subject  to  certain  limitations  prescribed  in 
the  subsequent  sections,  one  of  which,  con- 
tained in  S  3457,  forbids  the  appropriation 
or  use  by  such  company,  without  the  owner's 
consent,  of  any  yard  or  inclosure  within 
which  an  edifice  is  situated,  or  the  erection 
of  any  pole  or  structure  so  near  to  any  edi- 
fice as  to  occasion  injury  or  risk  of  injury 
thereto,  or  so  that  it  will  injure  or  destroy 
any  fruit  or  ornamental  tree.  Another  lim- 
itation, which  is  contained  in  §  3458,  restricts 
the  right  of  the  company,  in  the  appropria- 
tion of  lands  held  by  another  corporation, 
to  such  use  of  the  same  as  will  not  in  any 
material  degree  interfere  with  the  practical 
use  which  the  other  corporation  is  author- 
ized by  its  charter  to  make  of  such  lands, 
and  it  forbids  the  construction  of  the  com- 
pany's line  in  such  close  proximity  to  an- 
other such  line  as  to  interfere,  mechanically, 
with  the  practical  working  of  the  latter. 
By  §  3459,  a  restriction  is  imposed  on  tlie 
right  of  appropriation  of  property  held  by 
railroad  companies,  to  the  effect  that  there 
shall  not  be  taken  for  any  permanent  struc- 
ture an^  part  of  the  railroad  right  of  way 
that  lies  more  than  5  feet  from  its  outer 
limits,  where  it  is  practicable  to  construct 
the  telephone  or  telegraph  line  within  those 
bounds,  and,  if  it  be  claimed  that  is  imprac- 
ticable, the  appropriation  petition  must 
state  tJie  facts  showing  it  to  be  so.  When 
the  petition  is  controverted,  the  probate 
court  is  required  in  all  instances  to  deter- 
mine whether  the  line  at  the  place  proposed 
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will,  in  any  material  degree,  interfere  with 
the  practical  uses  which  the  railroad  com- 
pany is  authorized  to  make  of  its  right  of 
way,  and,  if  satiBfied  it  will  ao  interfere,  the 
court  is  empowered  to  reject  the  petition,  or 
to  require  the  telephone  poles  or  structures 
to  be  erected  at  such  other  place  or  places 
as  the  court  may  direct.  It  may  be  well  to 
notice  here  the  nature  of  the  power  con- 
ferred on  the  probate  court  by  this  provi- 
sion of  the  statute;  for  it  is  obvious  that 
it  is  not  different  in  nature  from  the  power 
conferred  by  §  3461.  It  is  essential  that  the 
rights  of  the  two  corporations,  each  holding 
separate  franchises  from  the  state,  with  re- 
spect to  the  uses  which  each  are  claiming 
of  the  same  property,  should  be  so  adjusted 
that  both  may  be  able  to  carry  out  the  pur- 
poses of  their  creation,  and  neither  defeated 
in  their  objects  by  the  conduct  of  the  other. 
To  accomplish  that  result,  some  impartial 
tribunal  must  be  clothed  with  the  power  to 
hear  and  determine  on  proper  application 
what  mode  of  use  by  each  company  of  the 
same  property  will  enable  both  companies  to 
carry  on  their  business  without  obstruction 
by  the  other.  Where,  it  may  be  asked,  could 
that  power  be  more  appropriately  lodged 
than  in  the  tribunal  in  which  the  appropri- 
ation proceeding  is  had?  And  can  it  be 
any  the  less  judicial  in  its  nature  because 
exercised  by  the  court  in  the  first  instance 
than  it  would  be  if  resort  were  had  to  a 
court  of  equity  to  settle  the  dispute,  after 
actual  conilict  between  the  two  companies 
had  arisen?  If  it  is  a  judicial  function  to 
direct  where  the  poles  of  a  telephone  line 
shall  be  placed  in  order  to  prevent  interfer- 
ence with  the  proper  use  of  a  railway,  it 
must  be  equally  so  to  direct  the  mode  of 
construction  of  the  line  in  other  respects 
so  as  to  accomplish  the  same  result,  or  so  as 
to  avoid  unnecessary  obstruction  to  the  use 
of  a  public  street.  It  may  be  said  that  the 
proceeding  under  this  provision  of  the  stat- 
ute does  not  involve  the  exercise  of  any  su- 
pervisory or  administrative  power  belonging 
to  municipal  authorities.  Neither  does  that 
under  §  3461.  That  section  makes  provision 
for  all  further  appropriation  proceedings 
that  are  necessary  to  the  complete  enjoyment 
by  the  companies  of  their  franchises,  by  au- 
thorizing the  condemnation  of  the  easements 
appurtenant  to  property  abutting  on  the 
public  streets  and  ways,  the  owners  of  which 
are  entitled  to  compensation  for  the  new 
burden.  And  then  follows  the  provision  in 
question,  designed,  evidently,  to  furnish  a 
competent  tribunal,  and  provide  a  method 
of  procedure,  for  the  adjustment  of  any  con- 
troversy between  the  company  and  the  mu- 
nicipal authorities  in  regard  to  the  mode  of 
constructing  the  company's  lines  in  the 
streets,  that  being  the  only  remaining  step 
necessary  to  enable  the  company  to  enter  up- 
on the  full  use  of  its  franchises.  The  provi- 
sion is  that  "the  mode  of  use"  of  the  streets 
'*shall  be  such  as  shall  be  agreed  upon  be- 
tween the  municipal  authorities  of  the  city 
or  village  and  the  company ;  and  if  they  can- 
not agree,  or  the  municipal  authorities 
unreasonably  delay  to  enter  into  any  agree- 
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ment,  the  probate  court  of  the  countj» 
in  a  proceeding  instituted  for  the  pur- 
pose, shall  direct  in  what  mode  such 
telegraph  line  shall  be  constructed  along 
such  street,  ally,  or  public  way,  so 
as  not  to  inccHnmode  the  public  in  the  use 
of  the  same;  but  nothing  in  this  section 
shall  be  so  construed  as  to  authorize  any 
municipal  corporation  to  demand  or  receive 
any  compensation  for  the  use  of  a  street, 
alley,  or  public  way  beyond  what  may  be 
necessary  to  restore  the  pavement  to  its 
former  state  of  usefulness. '  This  is  prac- 
tically a  provision  for  an  appropriation  pro- 
ceeding against  the  municipality,  and  it  is 
the  only  proceeding  of  that  nature  that 
is  necessary  against  the  municipal  body  in 
order  to  enable  the  company  to  make  the 
needed  uses  of  its  streets.  It  will  bo 
noticed  that  it  is  not  the  right  to 
use  the  streets  that  is  made  the  sub- 
ject of  agreement  between  the  company  and 
the  municipal  authorities  or  of  determina- 
tion by  the  court.  That  right,  as  has  been 
seen,  is  granted  to  the  company  directly  by 
the  legislature,  and  it  is  not  made  to  depend 
upon  any  consent  or  agreement  on  the  part 
of  the  municipality.  It  is  only  the  mode  of 
such  use  that  becomes  the  subject  of  agree- 
ment or  judicial  determination.  The  power 
of  eminent  domain  residing  in  the  state,  it  has 
been  held,  under  our  present  Constitution, 
is  committed  to  the  control  of  the  general 
assembly  by  the  grant  of  legislative  power, 
and  it  may  be  exereised  bj  that  body  direct- 
ly, or  by  agencies  like  private  corporations, 
in  such  manner,  under  such  conditions,  and 
through  such  tribunals  having  capacity  to 
receive  the  jurisdiction,  as  may  be,  by  l^is- 
lative  enactment,  provided;  subject,  how- 
ever, to  the  constitutional  requirement  that 
the  property  taken  be  for  a  public  use,  and 
to  the  constitutional  guaranty  of  compensa- 
tion for  private  property  so  taken.  A  muni- 
cipal corporation,  though  holding  the  fee  in 
its  street,  has  no  private  proprietary  right  or 
interest  in  them  which  entitles  it  to  compen- 
sation, under  the  Constitution,  when  they  are 
subjected  to  an  authorized  additional  burden 
of  a  public  nature.  Liewis,  Em.  Dom.  §  119. 
Being  charged  with  a  public  duty  only,  with 
respect  to  the  streets  under  its  control,  in- 
cluding that  of  keeping  them  in  repair,  the 
compensation  it  is  allowed  to  demand  or  re- 
ceive for  the  ujBe  of  its  streets  by  a  telephone 
company  is  expressly  limited,  by  the  provi- 
sion of  the  statute  under  consideration,  to 
"what  may  be  neceasary  to  restore  the  pave- 
ment to  its  former  state  of  usefulness," 
where  it  is  disturbed  in  the  construction 
of  the  company's  lines.  This  compensation, 
not  being  for  any  private  property  taken,  may 
without  interfering  with  any  constitutional 
restraint,  be  assessed  by  the  court  without 
a  jury.  Xor  can  there  be  any  doubt  that  the 
use  of  property  and  of  highways  for  the  le^t- 
iniHte  purposes  of  a  telephone  or  telegraph 
company  is  a  public  use,  within  the  purvievr 
of  the  Constitution,  nor  that  the  occupation 
of  streets  for  those  uses  is  consistent  with 
their   original    design.     Indeed,   such  oom- 
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panies  have  become  indispensable  business 
and  social  agencies,  which  materially  relieve 
the  puUie  highways  from  use  by  the  ordi- 
nary methods  of  travel,  thus  contributing  to 
their  convenience  and  safety.  The  statute 
eonteniplates  that,  if  the  mode  of  using  the 
public  ways  of  cities  and  villages  by  tele- 
phone companies  were  left  entirely  to  agree- 
nient  between  the  council  and  company,  the 
franchise  of  the  latter  might  be  made  un- 
available by  the  refusal  of  the  former  to 
negotiate  Mith  the  latter,  or  by  bona  fide 
disagreement  of  the  parties,  a  contingency 
not  unlikely  to  occur;  and  hence  the  neces- 
sity for  the  provision  of  |  3461,  now  in  ques- 
tion, by  which  jurisdiction  is  conferred  on 
a  oompetent  court  to  deteimine  the  mode  of 
9uch  use  by  an  order  binding  on  both  parties. 
Whether  that  provision  be  considered  as 
strictly  a  part  of  the  system  established  for 
making  appropriations  by  such  companies 
under  the  power  of  eminent  domain,  or  as 
incidental  and  auxiliary  thereto,  it  calls  for 
the  exercise  of  judicial  functions  of  the  same 
general  nature. 

The  contention  of  those  who  contest  the 
constitutionality  of  this  statutory  provision 
u  that  the  proceeding  authorized  by  it> 
though  not  nominally  so,  is  in  reality  an 
appeal  from  the  action  of  the  municipal 
oouncU,  a  purely  legislative  body,  the  pur- 
pose of  which  is  to  invoke  the  exercise  of 
powers  by  the  court  of  the  same  legislative 
character  as  those  that  have  been  exercised 
by,  and  properly  pertain  to,  the  council. 
This  is  an  incorrect  view  of  the  statute. 
The  proceeding  is  not  an  appeal  from  the 
council,  either  in  substance  or  form.  An 
appeal  is  the  removal  of  a  cause  or  matter 
from  an  inferior  jurisdiction  after  its  de- 
cision to  a  superior  jurisdiction  for  retrial 
on  iU  merits,  and  a  proceeding  in  a  superior 
jurisdiction  cannot,  with  any  propriety,  be 
called  an  appeal  where  the  cause  or  matter 
involved  was  not  before  any  inferior  tri- 
bunal or  body.  No  action  of  the  council,  nor 
any  matter  within  its  cognizance,  is  brought 
before  the  probate  court  by  the  proceeding 
therein,  under  the  statute,  for  review  or  re- 
consideration. The  council  is  given  no  power 
to  direct  in  what  mode  the  lines  of  a  tele- 
phone company  shall  be  constructed  in  the 
streets  of  the  municipality.  Its  sole  prov- 
irce  is  to  come  to  an  agreement  with  the 
company  in  regard  to  the  mode  of  using  the 
streets  by  the  company.  The  making  of  such 
a^rreement  between  the  parties  is  not  involved 
in  the  proceeding  instituted  in  the  court, 
nor  is  its  action  m  that  regard  in  any  way 
invoked.  The  juri;sdiction  conferred  on  the 
crutrt  is  to  determine  the  controversy  between 
the  disputant  corporations,  arising  from 
t}ieir  disagreement  or  failure  to  agree,  by 
an  order  binding  on  both,  directing  in  what 
mode  the  telephone  lines  shall  be  constructed 
in  the  streets  and  alleys  so  as  not  to  incom- 
mode the  public  in  the  use  of  the  same.  The 
niPthod  of  calling  this  jurisdiction  into  exer- 
n<«  i«  not  by  appeal,  and  could  not  be  so,  for 
the  reason  already  given,  but,  in  the  lan- 
guage of  statute,  is  by  an  original '^proceeding 
instituted  for  that  purpose."  The  institu- 
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tion  and  prosecution  of  a  legal  proceeding  in 
a  court  plainly  comprehends  the  filing  of  a 
proper  complaint,  process  for  bringing  the 
necessary  parties  into  court,  and  judicial  in- 
quiry according  to  the  usual  rules  and  prac- 
tice of  courts.  And  this  fact  alone,  of  con- 
ferring on  a  judicial  tribunal  in  the  first  in- 
stance the  power  to  act  in  a  given  matter, 
is  of  controlling  importance  in  giving  judi- 
cial character  to  the  nature  of  the  power, 
though  that  is  not  necessarily  a  conclusive 
test,  for  if  it  were,  the  existence  of  a  statute 
would  establish  its  validity;  but  it  is  deci- 
sive in  that  respect,  unless  it  is  reasonably 
certain  that  the  power  belongs  exclusively  to 
the  legislative  or  executive  department. 
This  court,  in  State  y.  Hormone  31  Ohio  St. 
250.  259,  approved  of  that  principle,  as  stated 
by  iSelden,  J.,  in  Cooper's  Case,  22  N.  Y.  84, 
as  follows:  "Hie  principle  ...  ob- 
viously is  that  where  any  power  is  conferred 
upon  a  couH  of  justice,  to  be  exercised  by  it 
as  a  courtj  in  the  manner  and  with  the  for- 
malities used  in  its  ordinary  proceedings,  the 
action  of  such  court  is  to  be  regarded  as 
judicial,  irrespective  of  the  original  nature 
of  the  power.  The  legislature,  by  confer- 
ring any  particular  power  upon  a  court,  vir- 
tually declares  that  it  considers  it  a  power 
which  may  be  most  appropriately  exercised 
under  the  modes  and  forms  of  judicial  pro- 
ceedings." 

In  this  important  feature,  our  statute  is 
the  opposite  of  the  Ck>nnecticut  statute, 
which  was  held  unconstitutional  by  the  su- 
preme court  of  that  state  in  Nqrwulk  Street 
R.  Co/s  Appeal,  69  Conn.  576,  39  L.  R.  A. 
794,  37  AU.  1080,  38  Atl.  708,  which  is  cited 
and  chiefly  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff  in  error 
to  sustain  its  position  with  respect  to  the 
invalidity  of  our  statute.  The  statutory  pro- 
visions considered  in  that  case  are  embraced 
in  two  sections,  one  of  which  was  passed  in 
1893,  and  the  other  in  1895.  The  former 
(Pub.  Acts  1893,  chap.  169,  §  2)  provides 
that  when  any  street-railway  company  de- 
sires to  lay  its  traclls,  or  any  additional 
tracks,  in  the  streets  of  any  city,  town,  or 
borough,  it  shall  make  and  submit  a  plan 
for  laying  its  tracks,  etc.,  to  the  mayor  and 
common  council  of  the  city,  the  selectmen 
of  the  tcv^,  or  warden  or  burgesses  of  the 
borough,  who  may  adopt  the  same,  or  "make 
such  modifications  therein  as  they  deem 
proper,"  and  that  "no  such  company  shall 
construct  such  railway,  or  lay  additional 
tracks"  in  the  streets  of  such  city,  town,  or 
borough  except  in  accordance  with  a  plan 
approved  by  such  local  authorities.  The  sec- 
tion contains  the  further  provision  that  "the 
refusal  or  neglect  of  any  such. local  author- 
ity to  notify  said  company  of  its  decision 
(on  the  company's  application,  within  a 
specified  time)  shall  be  deemed  to  \ye  a  re- 
fusal to  approve  and  accept  said  plan  as 
presented  by  said  company."  The  section 
adopted  in  1895  (Pub.  Acts  1895,  chap.  283, 
I  1)  provides  that,  when  the  local  authori- 
ties named  in  the  former  section  shall  make 
or  render  any  decision  or  order  with  respect 
to  any  matter  relating  to  any  street  railway 
within  their  jurisdiction,  the  company  may 
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appeal  therefrom  to  the  superior  court,  or 
a  judge  thereof,  "and  said  court  or  judge 
shall  make  such  order,  in  reference  to  said 
matter  appealed  from,  as  may  by  it  or  him 
be  deemed  equitable  in  the  premises."  Thca 
follows  the  further  provision  that,  whenever 
the  local  authorities  named  in  the  act  of 
1893,  above  referred  to,  shall  thereunder  "be 
deemed  to  have  refused  to  approve  or  accept 
any  plan  presented  by  any  street  railway 
company,  said  street  railway  company  shall 
have  a  like  right  of  appeU  therefrom  to 
said  superior  court  or  any  judge  thereof; 
and  said  court  or  judge  shall  have  the  same 
powers  with  reference  to  said  plan  and  the 
acceptance  or  modification  thereof  that  said 
municipal  authorities  would  have  had  under 
the  provisions  of  said  act,  and  may  make 
all  such  orders  with  reference  thereto  as  may 
be  deemed  equitable."  Perhaps  it  may  aid 
somewhat,  in  arriving  at  a  clearer  under- 
standing of  the  decision  in  the  Connecticut 
case  referred  to,  to  notice  here  that  the  act 
of  1895  provides  for  appeals  in  two  distinc-t 
classes  of  cases,  and  that  the  powers  con- 
ferred on  the  court  or  judse  by  the  respec- 
tive appeals  are  somewhat  different.  It  first 
provides  for  appeals  from  any  order  or  de- 
cision made  or  rendered  by  the  municipal 
authorities  on  the  railway  company's  appli- 
cation, and  the  power  conferred  on  the  court 
or  judge  in  that  class  of  cases  is  simply  to 
make  sucli  order  in  the  matter  so  appealed 
from  as  the  court  or  judge  may  deem  equi- 
table. Then  it  makes  separate  provision  for 
appeals  from  the  neglect  or  refusal  of  the 
municipal  authorities  to  act  upon  the  appli- 
cation of  the  railway  company  within  the 
required  time,  and  in  cases  of  that  kind  it  is 
provided  tliat  the  court  or  judge  "shall  have 
the  same  powers  that  the  municipal  author- 
ities would  have  had"  under  the  statute  of 
1803.  It  is  this  last  provision,  and  that 
alone,  by  which  it  was  attempted  to  confer 
on  the  court  or  judge  all  the  powers  of  the 
municipal  council  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
supreme  court  of  Connecticut,  made  the 
functions  of  the  appellate  court  or  judge  so 
essentially  and  distinctively  legislative  as  to 
render  that  provision  invalid. 

The  other  provisions  of  the  Rtatute,  includ- 
ing that  providing  for  appeals  in  the  other 
class  of  cases, — that  is,  from  orders  and  deci- 
sions made  and  rendered  by  the  council,  in 
regard  to  which,  as  above  shown,  the  statute 
does  not  purport  to  confer  on  the  appellate 
court  or  judge  the  powers  of  the  council,  but 
limits  the  jurisdiction  to  the  making  of  such 
orders  as  shall  be  deemed  equitable, — were 
held  valid,  and  an  appeal  of  that  kind  sus- 
tained in  Central  R,  d  Electric  Go.*8  Appeal^ 
67  Conn.  197,  35  Atl.  32.  This  case  was  not 
overruled  by  the  later  case  of  Nortcctlk 
Street  R.  Co.'s  Appeal,  69  Conn.  576,  39  L. 
R.  A.  794,  37  Atl.  1080,  38  Atl.  708,  but  was 
distinguished.  In  that  part  of  the  opinion 
in  the  last  case  which  distinguishes  the  for- 
mer one,  the  provision  of  the  statute  for  ap- 
peals from  orders  and  decisions  of  the  mu- 
nicipal council,  and  the  power  thereby  con- 
ferred on  the  court  or  judge,  are  referred  to 
as  follows:  "The  act  of  1895  provided, 
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among  other  things,  that  an  aggrieved  per- 
son might  appeal  from  an  order  made  by  a 
municipal  council  in  pursuance  of  the  iict 
of  1893,  that  such  appeal  should  be  by  peti- 
tion to  the  court,  which  should  specifically 
state  the  portion  of  the  order  appealed  from, 
and  the  reasons,  and  be  served  on  the  coun- 
cil ;  and  that  such  appeal  should  be  tried  by 
the  court,  and  appropriate  judgment  ren- 
dered." Tlien  the  learned  judge,  after  giving 
the  reasons  for  sustaining  that  provision  of 
the  statute  and  the  appeal  taken  under  it  in 
the  former  case,  proceeds  to  state  the  differ- 
ence in  the  provision  in  question  authorizing 
appeals  when  there  is  a  refusal  of  the  council 
to  act,  and  in  the  nature  of  the  power  it  pur- 
ports to  confer  on  the  appellate  court  or 
judge,  as  follows:  "But  the  act  of  1895  goes 
further,  and  contains  an  additional  provi- 
sion, which  is  not  fairly  susceptible  of  being 
construed  as  merely  providing  for  a  process 
to  bring  into  action  the  judicial  power  of 
the  court,  and  which,  without  any  action  by 
a  municipal  council  other  than  a  failure  to 
act  within  a  limited  time,  purports  to  trans- 
fer to  the  court  all  the  powers  conferred  on 
municipal  councils  by  the  act  of  1893.  The 
distinction  between  the  two  provisions  of  the 
act  is  vital."  So  that  the  real  ground  of  that 
dedsion,  holding  invalid  the  statutory  pro- 
vision ther§  in  question,  is  that  its  purpose 
was  to  transfer  to  the  appellate  tribunal,  to 
be  exercised  by  it,  all  the  legislative  and  ad- 
ministrative powers  of  the  municipal  council 
over  the  subject-matter  of  the  appeal.  That 
principle  has  no  application  to  our  statute; 
for,  as  has  been  heretofore  shown,  the  pro- 
ceeding authorized  by  it  is  in  no  sense  a  sutn 
stitutiou  of  the  court  for  the  municipal 
council,  nor  in  the  nature  of  an  appeal  from 
that  body,  nor  does  it  transfer  to  the  court, 
to  be  exercised  by  it,  any  power  primarily 
conferred  on  that  body,  nor  purport  to  do  so. 
And,  fuHhermore,  whether  the  distinction 
made  in  the  Connecticut  case  between  the  dif- 
ferent provisions  of  the  statute  there  con- 
sidered be  substantial  or  not,  it  is  clear  the 
proceeding  under  each  provision  is  strictly 
an  "appeal,"  in  the  appropriate  sense  of  that 
term,  from  a  le&fislative  body,  on  matters 
originally  committed  to  it,  which,  of  itself, 
is  a  feature  of  controlling  influence  in  fixinjr 
the  legislative  character  of  the  power  con- 
ferred, and  which  is  wholly  lacking  in  our 
statute. 

The  reasonable  limits  of  an  opinion,  al- 
ready enlarged,  will  not  permit  a  review  of 
all  the  oases  cited  by  council  for  the  plain- 
tiff in  error.  We  have  carefully  examined 
them  all,  and  find  none  of  them  more  directly 
in  point  than*  the  one  just  noticed,  and  none, 
we  believe,  is  claimed  to  be  so.  "It  is  cer- 
tainly clear  as  a  general  rule,"  says  Selden, 
J.,  in  Cooper's  Case^  22  N.  Y.  84,  "that  when- 
ever the  law  confers  a  right,  and  authoriz*>3 
an  application  to  a  court  of  justice  to  en- 
force that  right,  the  proceedings  upon  such 
an  application  are  to  be  regarded  as  of  a  ju- 
di.'ial  nature."  It  is  competent  for  the  state, 
through  its  legislative  department,  to  grant 
to  telephone  and  telegraph  companies  organ- 
ized under  its  authority  the  right  to  con- 
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struct  their  lines  in  the  streets  of  munici- 
palities, and  in  the  present  instance  the 
grant  was  so  made.  The  inability  or  failure 
of  the  council  to  oome  to  an  agreement  with 
the  company  in  regard  to  the  mode  of  using 
the  streets  for  that  purpose  practically 
amonntfi  to  a  denial  of  the  company's  right, 
the  remedy  for  the  enforcement  of  which  is 
that  provided  by  §  3461,  Rev.  Stat.  The  ad- 
ministration of  that  remedy  does  not  involve 
the  exercise  of  any  continuing  supervisory 
pcwers  over  the  municipal  or  telephone  cor- 
poration^  nor  the  adoption  or  execution  of  ad- 
ministrative regulations  for  the  givernment 
of  either,  but  consists  of  an  order  made  by  the 
court  in  the  usual  manner  of  legal  proceed- 
in^fs,  after  a  hearing  of  the  allegations  and 
eiidence  of  parties  who  are  brought  before 
the  court  by  proper  process. 

It  is  necessary,  no  doubt,  to  specify  in  the 
order,  with  reasonable  certainty,  the  mode 
of  construction  of  the  company's  lines,  so 
that  they  will  not  incommode  the  public  in 
the  u:»e  of  the  streets;  and  it  is  true  that 
an  order  of  that  nature  can  only  be  per- 
foimed,  or  its  execution  enforced,  in  the 
future.  But,  w  hile  orders  of  that  description 
may  be  infrequent,  they  are  not  unknown  to 
the  courts.  In  Pennsylvania  v.  Wheeling  d 
b.  Bridge  Co.  13  How.  518,  626,  14  L.  ed.  249, 
'201.  the  court,  after  the  examination  of  plans 
submitted,  and  the  hearing  of  expert  and 
other  evidence,  entered  its  order' directing  the 
defendant  to  bo  change  the  construction 
of  its  bridge  over  the  Ohio  river,  according 
to  certain  detailed  plans  and  specifications 
therein  set  forth,  as  not  to  obstruct  the  navi- 
jFation  of  Uie  river.  And  other  instances  of 
like  orders  and  decrees  of  courts  may  be 
found  in  tlie  books.  The  case  of  Canada 
yfTihem  R.  Co.  v.  Inteniationdl  Bridge  Co. 
7  Fed.  653,  was  a  proceeding  in  a  Federal  court 
under  an  act  of  Congress  which  "authorized 
the  construction  and  maintenance  of  a  bridge 
across  the  Niagara  river  by  the  International 
Bridge  Company,  and  provided  that  'all  rail- 
way companies  desiring  to  use  said  bridge 
shall  have  and  be  entitled  to  equal  rights 
and  privileges  in  the  passage  of  the  same, 
and  in  the  use  of  the  machinery  and  fixtures 
tlvpreof,  and  of  all  the  appurtenances  thereto, 
under  and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  9>ha.]\  be  preseribed  by  the  district  court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  northern  district 
of  New  York,  upon  hearing  the  allegations 
and  proofs  of  the  parties,  in  case  they  shall 
not  agree.'  The  Canada  Southern  Railway 
Company  subsequently  presented  their  peti- 
tion under  this  act  to  the  district  court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  northern  district  of 
New  York,  and,  alleging  that  it  had  never 
been  able  to  agree  with  the  International 
Bridge  Company  upon  the  amount  of  com- 
pensation whicli  it  should  pay  for  the  use 
of  ^uch  bridge,  prayed  the  court  to  determine 
and  prescribe  the  terms  and  conditions  upon 
which  it  might  use  the  said  bridge,  together 
with  the  machinery,  fixtures,  and  approaches. '' 
llie  jurisdiction  of  the  court  was  called  in 
question  on  the  ground  that  the  power  which 
the  statute  attempted  to  confer  on  the  court 
wa9  legislative,  and  not  judicial.  But  the 
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court  held  that  "a  determination  by  a  court, 
under  the  authority  of  a  statutory  enact- 
ment, in  a  case  of  disagreement,  of  the  terras 
and  conditions  upon  which  a  railway  com- 
pany should  be  entitled  to  the  use  of  a  bridge 
and  its  appurtenances,  after  hearing  the  al- 
legations and  proofs  of  the  parties,  is  not  an 
improper  exercise  of  the  judicial  function;" 
that  it  is  no  less  the  exercise  of  a  judicial 
function  to  prescribe  a  rule  of  conduct,  or 
protect  the  exercise  of  a  right  during  a  fu- 
ture period,  than  it  is  to  determine  whether 
the  right  has  been  invaded  in  the  past;  and 
that  when  a  statute  refers  the  quet^tion  of 
the  conditions  upon  which  an  easement  shall 
be  enjoyed  to  a  judicial  tribunal  for  decision, 
after  hearing  the  proofs  and  all^ations  of 
the  parties,  the  implication  is  cogent  that 
the  decision  shall  proceed  upon  settled  prin- 
ciples of  law  and  equity,  aikl  not  upon  ar- 
bitrary discretion. 

The  necessity  for  the  existence  of  some  tri- 
bunal authorized  to  hear  and  determine  dis- 
agreements between  municipalities  and  tel- 
ephone companies  with  respect  to  the  mode 
of  construction  of  the  companies'  lines  in  the 
public  streets  is  apparent,  not  only  for  the 
protection  of  the  rights  of  the  respective  cor- 
porations, but  also  in  the  public  interest,  as 
conservative  of  peace  and  good  order,  and  in 
securing  to  the  public  the  full  benefit  of  the 
service  such  companies  are  designed  to  af- 
ford, at  those  reasonable  rates  which  always 
attend  fair  competition,  and  the  best  consid- 
eration we  have  been  able  to  give  this  case 
has  failed  to  satisfy  us  that  the  power  con- 
ferred on  the  probate  court  by  the  statutory 
provision  in  question  has  b^n  inappropri- 
ately bestowed.  The  argument  to  the  con- 
trary', tiiorough  and  able  as  it  has  been,  at 
ni>6t  has  served  to  cast  a  doubt  upon  the 
validity  of  the  provision,  but  that  is  not 
enough  to  justify  the  court  in  holding  it  un- 
constitutional. 

The  judgment  ia  therefore  affirmed. 

Bnrket,  Spear,  and  Davis,  JJ.,  concur. 
Shauok,  Ch.  J.,  and  Minshall,  J.,  dissent 

Rehearing  denied. 


Esther  KING,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

James  O.  KING,  Exr.,  etc.,  of  James  How- 
land,  Deceased. 

(63  Ohio  St.   863.) 

*1.  A  contract  br  'wlilch  a  person 
asrcea  to  live  -wltli  and  take  care  of 
another  during  bis  life,  and  further  agrees 

♦Headnotes  by  the  Court. 


Note. — As  to  an  agreement  to  give  money  or 
property  at  death  of  promisor,  see  note  to  Krell 
V.  Cod  man  (Mass.)  14  L.  R.  A.  800. 

For  earlier  authorities  in  this  series  on  con- 
ditions in  restraint  of  marriage,  see  Mann  v. 
Jackson  (Me.)  16  L.  R.  A.  707;  Phillips  v.  Fer- 
gerson  (Va.)  1  L.  R.  A.  837,  and  note;  Herd 
V.  Catron  (Tenn.)  37  L.  R.  A.  731. 
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not  to  marry  during  such  service.  In  consid- 
eration of  the  agreement  of  the  other  that  he 
will  provide  for  her  amply  sufficient  to  make 
her  comfortable  and  well  oflT,  is  not  necessar- 
ily an  Invalid  contract.  Although  the  prom- 
Ise  not  to  marry  is  in  Itself  a  void  promise, 
as  against  public  policy*  yet  It  Is  but  an  Inci- 
dent to  the  main  engagement,  which  Is  for 
labor  and  care;  and,  if  that  service  be  fully 
performed,  and  the  recipient  fails  to  perform 
his  engagement  during  life,  the  other  may 
maintain  an  action  against  his  estate  on  the 
contract. 
2.  In  sucla  case  the  mlscblefs  Illceljr  to 
ensue  to  the  public  by  permlttlnir  a 
recovery  notwithstanding  the  void  stipula- 
tion would  be  less  than  those  likely  to  follow 
a  holding  which  would  encourage  the  viola- 
tion of  contracts  and  the  repudiation  of  Just 
obligations  after  full  value  had  been  received. 

(November  27,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Cuyahoga 
County  to  review  a  judgment  reversing 
a  judgmenit  in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  enforce  performance  of  a  contract 
to  compensate  plaintiff  for  services*  rendered 
to  defendant's  intestate.    Reversed, 

Statement  by  Spear,  J. : 

Action  by  one  King  against  one  King,  ex- 
ecutor of  James  Howland,  deceased,  and 
others,  to  recover  for  personal  services  ren- 
dered in  the  performance  of  a  contract  made 
with  James  Rowland,  in  1881,  whereby 
plaintiff  agreed  to  live  with  him  and  take 
care  of  him  during  hie  life.  He  was  a  man 
of  means,  well  advanced  in  years,  witliout 
family,  living  on  Euclid  avenue  in  Cleveland, 
and  much  of  the  time  in  ill  health.  The 
plaintiff  was  a  daughter  of  his  niece.  She 
performed  the  oontract  on  her  part,  the 
service  extending  from  the  year  1881  to  189G, 
when  Howland  died.  The  contract^  as 
stated  in  the  petition,  was  that  ''this  plain- 
tiff agreed  with  the  said  James  Howland 
that  she  would  refrain  from  marriage  while 
he  should  live,  and  that  she  would  live  with 
him  and  take  care  of  him  while  he  lived; 
and  he,  in  consideration  thereof,  agreed  that 
he  would  provide  for  her  amply  suflicient  to 
make  her  comfortable  and  well  off."  How- 
land, in  his  will,  left  to  plaintiff  a  legacy  of 
$500,  but,  save  small  amounts  of  money 
given  her  from  time  to  time,  did  not  perform 
the  contract.  A  recovery  was  had  in  the 
common  pleas.  The  judgment  was  reversed 
by  the  circuit  court  because  of  error  in  the 
charge  in  instructing  the  jury  that  the  con- 
tract was  a  legal  one,  and,  if  proved  to  have 
been  made  as  alleged,  and  duly  performed 
by  plaintiff,  there  might  be  a  recovery.  To 
reverse  this  judgment  of  reversal  this  pro- 
ceeding is  prosecuted. 

Messrs,  John  F.  Clark  and  George  Ii. 
PliillipSy  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

This  was  not  an  engagement  not  to  marry ; 
it  was  a  contract  for  services.  The  agree- 
ment to  remain  unmarried  during  the  period 
of  service  was  simply  and  only  to  enhance 
the  value  of  the  eenices,  and  was  a  mere  in- 
cident of  the  contract,  and  therefore  does  not 
vitiate  the  general  engagement. 
62  L.  R.  A. 


Central  Ohio  Natural  Gas  d  Fuel  Co.  v. 
Capital  City  Dairy  Co.  60  Ohio  St.  96,  53 
N.  E.  711. 

The  object  of  all  laws  is  to  protect  legal 
rights,  to  enforce  legal  obligations,  and  to 
promote  justice  and  honest  dealing.  It  is 
the  business  of  the  law  and  its  administra- 
tion to  enforce  the  performance  of  contracts. 
There  are  classes  of  contracts  the  enforce- 
ment of  which  will  not  be  promotive  of  the 
general  welfare;  and  these  contracts 
the  courts,  following  the  maxim  that  the 
general  welfare  is  the  highest  law,  refuse  to 
enforce.  When  a  contract  has  been  made 
that  falls  within  an  exception,  and  the  court 
finds  the  parties  in  a  situation  with  ref- 
erence thereto  that  will  make  its  enforce- 
ment more  promotive  of  the  general  welfare 
than  refusal  to  enforce,  the  exception  doea 
not  apply. 

Jjcater  v.  Hoicard  Bwnk,  33  Md.  558,  3  Am. 
Rep.  211;  Hays  v.  GaXion  Gaslight  d  Coal 
Co,  29  Ohio  St  330. 

If  an  engagement  that  is  in  partial  re- 
straint of  marriage  is  against  public  policy, 
how  much  more  is  it  against  public  policy 
tliat  when  one  party  to  such  contract  hsis 
in  good  faith  performed  all  her  covenants 
the  other  should  take  the  benefit  of  the  con- 
tract and  the  performance  thereof,  and  re- 
pudiate his  covenants,  all  of  which  are  legal. 

Burkholder's  Appeal,  106  Pa.  31. 

Messrs.  Smltb  and  Blake,  for  defend- 
ant in  error : 

A  bare  agreement  not  to  marry  within  a 
particular  period  is  void. 

Wald's  Pollock,  Contr.  new  ed.  307,  308 ; 
Loic  V.  Peers,  Wilmot,  371;  2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur. 
§  931 ;  1  Bishop,  Marr.  Div.  &  Sep.  §  207. 

Contracts  which  are  in  restraint  of  mar- 
riage have  been  uniformly  held  by  the  au- 
thorities to  be  illegal. 

9  Am.&  Eng.£ncLaw,p.918;C1ark, Contr. 
p.  443;  Hartley  v.  Rice,  10  East,  22;  Sterling 
V.  Sinniokson,  5  N.  J.  L.  766;  White  v.  Equi- 
table  Nuptial  Benefit  Union,  76  Ala.  251, 
62  Am.  Rep.  326;  Weeks  v.  Hill,  38  N.  H. 
199;  Chalfant  v.  Pay  ton,  91  Ind.  202,  46 
Am.  Rep.  586;  Williams  v.  Cotoden,  13  Mo. 
211,  53  Am.  Dec.  143;  James  v.  Jettison,  94 
Ind.  292,  48  Am.  Rep.  151 ;  Waters  v.  Taze- 
well, 9  Md.  291 ;  Greenhood,  Pub.  Pol.  p.  480. 

Courts,  having  been  created  by  law  for  the 
purpose  of  properly  administering  the  same, 
have  invariably  held  that  it  was  no  part  of 
the  duty  of  the  court  to  give  aid  and  assist- 
ance to  those  who  sought  it  in  the  enforce- 
ment of,  or  relief  from,  such  contracts  as 
were  either  illegal,  immoral,  or  against  pub- 
lic policy. 

Atlcood  V.  Fisk,  101  Mass.  868,  100  Am. 
DecL  124. 

The  rule  that  the  court  will  not  assist  or 
aid  either  party  to  an  illegal  contract  is  the 
same  in  equity  as  in  law. 

Roll  V.  Raguet,  4  Ohio,  400,  22  Am.  Dec. 
759 ;  Thomas  v.  Cronise,  16  Ohio,  64 ;  Widoe 
V.  Webb,  20  Ohio  St.  431,  5  Am.  Rep.  664; 
Kahn  v.  Walton,  46  Ohio  St.  195,  20  N.  E. 
203 ;  McQuade  v.  Roseorans,  36  Ohio  St  442 ; 
Springfield  F.  d  3f.  Ins,  Co.  v.  Hull,  51  Ohio 
St.  270,  25  L.  R.  A.  37,  37  N.  E.  1116. 
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The  oourt  will  not  relieve  a  party  to  Buch 
t  contract  who  has  actually  fulfilled  it  and 
leeks  to  recover. 

See  Attoood  v.  Fisk,  101  Mass.  363,  100 
Am.  Dec.  124;  Thomas  v.  Cronise,  16  Ohio, 
M;  Hooker  v.  De  Polos,  28  Ohio  St  251. 

If  the  consideration  to  be  paid  is  single 
and  entire  the  contract  must  be  held  to  be 
entire,  although  the  subject  of  the  contract 
nay  consist  of  several  distinct  and  wholly 
independent  items. 

2  Parsons,  Contr.  5th  ed.  p.  610;  Clark, 
Contr.  pp.  471-473;  Widoe  v.  Ve66,  20  Ohio 
St  431,  5  Am.  Kep.  664;  McQuade  v.  Rose- 
crofu,  36  Ohio  St  442 ;  Htote  ex.  rel,  Laskey 
▼.  Perry tiburg  Bd,  of  Edu,  35  Ohio  St  519. 

Where  a  near  relative  goes  into  a  family, 
lives  as  one  of  the  family,  and  has  the  op- 
portunities and  privileges  of  one  of  the  fam- 
ily, no  wages  or  compensation  is  to  be  paid 
by  the  head  of  the  family. 

Lovet  V.  Price,  Wright  (Ohio)  89;  Willis 
▼.  Dun,  Wright  (Ohio)  133;  Hawthorn  v. 
McClure,  4  Ohio  C.  a  11;  Pollock  v.  Pollock, 
2  Ohio  0.  C.  143. 

If  this  contract  was  originally  void, — that 
is,  if  it  was  not  legal  for  her  to  make  such  a 
prtnnise, — then  the  same  could  not  be  after- 
wards ratified  and  affirmed,  nor  would  the 
fulfilment  of  her  part  of  the  same  permit 
her  to  recover  the  compensation  to  be  re- 
ceived. 

See  Handy  v.  8t.  Paul  Olobe  Pub.  Co.  41 
Minn.  188,  4  L.  It  A.  466,  42  N.  W.  872; 
Greenhood,  Pub.  Pol.  rule  9;  Shenk  v. 
PMps,  6  111.  App.  612. 

Messrs,  Marrin  A  Shupe  also  for  de- 
fendant in  error. 

Spear,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  sole  ground  of  reversal  is  that  the  con- 
tract is  void  because  against  public  policy, 
being  in  restraint  of  marriage;  hence  there 
could  be  no  recovery.  That  contracts  in  re- 
straint of  marriage  are  void,  as  being  con- 
trary to  the  public  policy  of  the  law,  is  con- 
ceded. But  the  question  here  is  whether  the 
contract  to  render  service,  fully  performed 
by  the  one  party,  so  rests  upon  the  promise 
not  to  marry,  or  is  so  tainted  by  that  part  of 
tlie  agreement  as  to  be  incapable  of  enforce- 
ment Hie  consideration  moving  to  the 
agreement  on  the  part  of  Howland  to  make 
ample  provision  for  his  niece  was,  on  its  face, 
twofold:  One,  the  promise  to  perform  the 
service  agreed  upon ;  the  other,  not  to  marry 
during  the  continuance  of  such  service.  The 
first  was  a  valid  promise,  and  of  itself  suffi- 
cient to  support  the  promise  of  the  other 
party;  the  second  was  a  void  promise,  not 
affording  any  consideration  wnatever.  As 
given  in  text-books  and  numerous  decisions, 
the  general  rule  is  that»  if  one  of  two  oon- 
aiderations  for  a  promise  be  merely  void,  the 
other  will  support  the  promise,  although,  if 
one  of  two  considerations  be  unlawful,  the 
promise  of  the  other  party  is  void;  and  yet 
this  rule  has  many  exceptions,  as  will  be 
shown  later  on.  That  is,  if  one  of  two  con- 
siderations is  void  merely  for  insufficiency, 
and  not  for  illegality,  the  other  will  support 
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the  contract  Widoe  v.  Webb,  20  Ohio  St 
435,  5  Am.  Rep.  664;  Metcalf,  Contr.  246; 
Chitty,  Contr.  .988 ;  1  Parsons,  Contr.  466 ; 
Comstock,  Contr.  24;Pikard  y.Cottels,  Yelv. 
56;  Bliss  V.  Negus,  8  Mass.  51;  Carleton  v. 
Woods,  28  N.  H.  290;  Woodruff  v.  Hinman, 
11  Vt  502,  34  Am.  Dec.  712;  King  v.  Sears, 
2  Oromp.  M.  &  R.  48;  Erie  R.  Co.  v.  Union 
Locomotive  %t  Ewp.  Co.  35  N.  J.  L.  240 ;  Brad- 
bume  V.  Bradbume,  1  Cro.  Eliz.  149.  This 
distinction  between  a  contract  merely  void 
and  an  illegal  contract  would  seem  to  be  an 
important  one.  Courts,  as  a  general  proposi- 
tion, are  open  for  the  enforcement  of  con- 
tracts; not  for  their  destruction.  So  that, 
where  parties  have  deliberately  entered  into  a 
contract  valuable  to  them,  and  one  has  re- 
ceived the  full  advantageof  it,  the  general  pol- 
icy of  the  law  is  to  exact  proper  performance 
by  him  who  has  thus  obtained  the  advan- 
tage; and  some  substantial  defect  should  be 
shown  before  a  court  will  refuse  enforcement 
A  mere  technical  objection  should  not  pre- 
vail. Now,  a  void  contract  is  one  whic^i  has 
no  legal  force,  and  which,  for  that  reason, 
cannot  be  enforced;  an  unlawful  oontract  is 
one  to  do  an  act  which  the  law  forbids,  or  to 
pmit  an  act  which  the  law  enjoins,  and  for 
that  reason  is  nonenforceable.  There  is  no 
provision,  either  by  statute  or  at  common 
law,  which  enjoins  upon  any  particular  per- 
son the  duty  to  marry;  nor  can  anyone  be 
punished  for  not  marrying.  To  marry  or 
not  to  marry  is  left  to  the  free  choice  of  all 
who  are  eligible  to  marriage.  Hence  to  omit 
to  marry  is  not  illegal,  uad  the  promise  to 
omit  is  one  which  the  law  will  not  enforce. 
It  would  appear  naturally  to  follow  that  the 
only  result  of  making  such  a  promise  would 
simply  be  tliat  no  legal  right  could  \» 
founded  on  the  promise,  and  no  remedy  af- 
forded for  its  breach.  It  is  difficult  to  see 
any  good  reason  for  denouncing  such  con- 
tract as  illegal  in  the  sense  of  violating  any 
law,  or  of  placing  parties  who  mav  have  en- 
tered into  it  outside  the  pale  of  the  law. 
But,  aside  from  this,  in  the  present  case  the 
promise  on  the  part  of  the  woman,  which 
was  of  value  to  the  man,  was  the  promise 
to  care  for  him.  The  promise  not  to  marry 
was  a  mere  incident  to  the  main  purpose, 
entered  into  simply  because  it  was  supposed 
that  by  remaining  single  the  woman  could 
the  better  perform  her  contract  It  was  im- 
material to  the  man  whether  she  married  or 
not,  so  long  as  she  fulfilled  her  promise  as 
to  care.  In  other  words,  the  promise  to  re- 
main unmarried  did  not  enter  into  or  become 
part  of  the  substance  of  the  general  agree- 
ment That  agreement  was  for  the  perform- 
ance of  services.  If  the  performance  was 
adequate,  and  the  services  rendered  in  a  sat- 
isfactory manner,  tJieir  value  could  neither 
be  enhanced  nor  diminished  by  the  fact  that 
thev  had  been  rendered  by  a  single  woman, 
rather  than  a  married  one.  So  that,  had  the 
plaintiff  married,  yet  if  she  satisfactorily 
performed  her  contract,  the  recipient  of  the 
services  would  lose  nothing  by  the  fact  of 
marriage.  As  matter  of  fact  she  did  not 
marry;  whether  because  of  the  contract  or 
for  reasons  wholly  apart  from  it  is  not  ma- 
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terial,  for  she  was  under  no  obligation  to 
marry  nor  to  refrain  from  bo  doing.  She  did 
perforin  the  service.  That,-  the  verdict  and 
uidgment  of  the  common  pleas  settles  to  all 
intents  and  purposes  for  the  present  inquiry'. 
As  abovi^  stated,  the  promise  not  to  marry, 
although  void  because  against  public  policy, 
^as  not  illegal  as  against  positive  law;  and 
it  is  not  eazsy  to  perceive  how  its  presence 
in  tiie  contract,  or  its  observance  by  her,  or 
both  facts,  could  place  the  parties  in  what 
is  termed  in  pari  delictOy — i.  e.,  in  a  position 
where  the  law  should  adjudge  them  guilty 
of  its  violation,  and  hence  refuse  relief  for 
that  reason  in  the  face  of  the  fact  that  the 
claimant  had  fully  performed.  In  such  case 
the  maxim,  In  part  delicto  mclior  est  con- 
diti^  possideniisy  has,  in  reason,  no  appli- 
cation, and,  wfe  think,  ought  not  to  have  ap- 
plication in  law. 

CJourts  refuse  to  enforce  or  recognize  cer- 
tain classes  of  acts  because  against  public 
policy  on  the  ground  that  they  have  a  mis- 
chipvous  tendency,  and  are  thus  injurious  to 
the  interests  of  the  state,  apart  from  illegal- 
ity or  immorality.  A  contract  in  restraint 
of  marriage  is  of  this  nature.  But,  as  be- 
fore suggested,  it  does  not  follow  that  all 
contracts  which  may  have  an  element  of  in- 
sufficiency, and  may  be  void  as  to  ooe  fea- 
ture, are  incapable  of  enforcement,  or  even 
that  all  that  are  illegal  will  not  be  enforced. 
Decisions  are  abundant  in  support  of  the 
proposition  that,  even  where  the  acts  of  the 
parties  have  b^n  in  violation  of  positive  law, 
the  contract  may,  under  some  circumstances, 
be  enforced.  A  case  in  point  is  Lester  v. 
Howard  Bank,  33  Md.  558,  3  Am.  Rep.  211. 
The  bank's  charter  forbade  a  director,  under 
penalty  of  fine  and  imprisonment,  to  borrow 
money  from  the  bank.  It  was  claimed  that 
the  act  of  thuA  lending  by  the  bank  was  null 
and  void;  that  no  rights  could  accrue  from 
it,  and  hence  no  action  could  be  had  by  either 
party  based  upon  it.  The  court  held,  how- 
ever, that  "contracts  made  in  violation  of  a 
statute  are  not  necessarily  incapable  of  en- 
forcement because  of  their  illegality. 
Whether  the  courts  will  enforce  them  or  not 
is  a  question  of  public  policy,  and  they  will 
be  enforced  when  it  may  be  adjudged  that 


such  policy  requires  their  enforcement. 
Robinson,  J.,  in  the  opinion,  remarks  that 
"public  policy,  it  must  be  borne  in  mind,  lies 
at  th«  lMi«4s  of  the  law  in  regard  to  illegal 
contracts;  and  the  rule  is  adopted,  not  for 
the  benefit  of  parties,  but  of  the  public.  It 
is  evident,  therefore,  that  cases  may  arise, 
even  under  contracts  of  this  character,  in 
which  the  public  interests  will  be  better  pro- 
moted by  granting  than  by  denying  relief, 
and  in  such  the  general  rule  must  yield  to 
this  policy," — and  cites  1  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  § 
208.  This  policy  of  the  law  finds  expression 
in  our  statutes  authorizing  the  recovery 
back  of  money  lost  at  gaming,  and  the  de- 
cisions undei'  them.  See  also  Burkholder^a 
Appeal,  106  Pa.  31.  To  justify  refusal  of 
relief  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  ground  referred 
to,  the  court  ought  to  be  ready  to  hold  that 
the  public  mischiefs  would  be  greater  by  per- 
mitting a  party  to  recover  who  had  made 
and  performed  a  contract  otherwise  well 
founded,  but  embracing  an  agreement  not 
to  marry  while  in  its  performance,  than  by 
permitting  the  other  party  to  have  the  full 
benefit  of  meritorioua  service  for  nothing, 
thus  repudiating  his  agreements,  all  of 
which  were  leg^,  and  based  upon  at  lea^st 
one  consideration  entirely  adequate  and 
wholly  lawful.  We  are  jiot  prepared  to 
make  such  a  holding,  but  are  clearly  of 
opinion  that  no  mischiefs  to  the  pubUc 
would  result  from  sustaining  a  right  to  re- 
cover in  a  case  like  the  present  comparable 
to  those  which  would  follow  a  contrary  hold- 
ing, one  which  would  encourage  the  viola- 
tion of  contracts  and  the  repudiation  of  just 
obligations  after  full  value  had  been  re- 
ceived. 

Other  phases  of  the  case  are  argued  by  de- 
fendant in  error.  The  printed  record  pre- 
sented embraces  only  the  question  here 
treated.  It  is  not  the  duty  of  the  court  to 
hunt  through  portions  of  the  record  not 
printed  in  the  quest  of  other  reasons  why  the 
judgment  of  the  common  pleas  should  have 
been  reversed,  and  we  decline  to  do  so. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  will  be 
reversed,  and  that  of  the  Common  Pleas  af- 
firmed. 
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V. 

STATE  of  Texas. 

( Tex.  Crini.  App ) 

All  agr^itt  of  a  nonresident  or^ran  com- 
pany, ^tIio  travels  by  ^^aflron,  carrying 


an  organ  with  him,  which  he  sells  whenever 
he  can  do  so.  or.  In  lieu  thereof,  takes  an  or- 
der for  a  dlflTerent  organ,  which  when  sh'.pped 
to  him  he  delivers  to  the  purchaser,  is  en- 
gaged in  Interstate  commerce  so  as  to  be 
exempt  from  an  occupation  tax  on  peddlers 
under  state  law. 

(October  17,  l'JOO.> 


NoTK. — For  authorities  found  in  earlier  vol- 
umes of  this  series  on  the  business  of  agent  of 
nonresident  as  Interstate  commerce,  see  Re 
Spain  (C.  ('.  E.  D.  N.  C)  14  L.  R.  A.  97,  and 
uolc  on  peddlers  and  drummers  as  related  to  in- 
terstate commerce :  Gunn  v.  White  Sewing 
Marh.  Co.  (Ark.)  18  L.  R.  A.  206:  State  v. 
Phipps  (Kan.)   18  L.  R.  A.  657;  State  T.  Gor- 
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I  ham  (N.  C.)  25  L.  R.  A.  810;  Milan  Mill.  & 
I  MfK.  Co.  V.  Gorton  (Tenn.)  26  L.  R.  A.  135 ; 
State  y.  Scott  (Tenn.)  36  L.  R.  A.  461;  Mac- 
naughtan  Co.  v.  McGirl  (Mont.)  38  L.  R.  A. 
n67  :  Smith  v.  Jackson  (Tenn.)  47  L.  R.  A.  416 ; 
Adkins  7.  Richmond  (Va.)  47  L.  R.  A.  58.*}: 
and  Croy  ▼.  Epperson  (Tenn.)  51  L.  R.  A.  254. 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Mills  County  Court  convicting  him 
of  peddling  without  complying  with  provi- 
lionfi  of  the  statute.     Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  Robert  A.  Jolia  for  the  State. 

Headerson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Appellant  was  convicted  under  the  law  au- 
thorizing an  occupation  tax  of  peddlers  with 
two  horses,  and  his  punishment  assessed  at 
s  fine  of  $10.    Appellant   presents    several 
iteignnients,  but  it  is  only  necessary  to  con- 
liider  one,  to  wit,  that  the  proof  showed  that, 
as  a  peddler,  he  was  engaged  in  the  sale  of 
property  which  was  protected  by  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States  as  interstate 
commerce,  and  that  the  state  had  no  author- 
ity to  require  him  to  pay  a  tax.     The  proof 
shows  that  defendant  was  the  agent  of  the 
Estey  Organ  Company,  of  St.  Louis,  Mis- 
souri, and  his  method  of  selling  the  organs 
was  as  follows:     He  traveled  in  a  two-horse 
hack  all  over  Mills  county,  Texas,  taking  an 
organ  along  with  him,  and  whenever  he  made 
a  dale  of  the  same  style  organ  as  he  carried 
he  delivered  it  at  once  to  the  party  who  pur- 
chased.    If   the   party    wanted   a    different 
style  organ  than  the  one  he  carried  with 
liim,  he  made  a  contract,  and  sent  the  order 
in  to  the  St.  Louis  house,  and  the  organ  was 
shipped  to  defendant,  who  took  it  in  person 
upon  his  said  two-horse  wagon  or  hack,  and 
delivered  it  at  the  residence  of  the  purchaser, 
receiving  therefor  money  and  notes  payable 
to  the  company,  which  said  notes  were  al- 
ways forwarded  to  the  company.    The  de- 
fendant guaranteed  the  notes  which  he  took 
in  favor  of  the  company.     It  seems,  if  the 
purchaser  so  desired,  the  instrument  would 
be  shipped   direct   to   the  purchaser.    The 
proof  further  showed,  in  regard  to  the  sale 
of  the  organ  in  this  case,  that  defendant 
<»iat  to  the  house  of  Willett  Johnson,   in 
ilills  county,  Texas,  on  July  12,  1899,  driv- 
ing a  pair  of  horses  to  a  hack,  and  repre- 
sented his  business  as  an  organ  dealer,  and 
sold  to  witness  an  organ,  telling  witness  that 
he  had  the  organ  at  the  residence  of  a  cer- 
tain man  living  7   or  8   miles  distant,   in 
Hamilton  county.     A  few  days  later  defend- 
ant brought  the  organ  to  witness's  house  in 
Mills  county,  delivered  it  to  the  purchaser, 
vUo  settled  for  the  same  in  cash  and  notes ; 
the  notes  being  made  payable  to  the  Estey 
Or^n  Company,  St.  Louis,  Missouri.     The 
^ue^tion    thus   presented   is.   Was   the   sale 
here  made  of  property  subject  to  interstate 
fommerce?     For,  if  it  was,  it  is  conceded 
t*iat  the  state  had  no  authority  to  tax  the 
peddler    engaged    in    interstate    commerce, 
either  directly  on  the  goods  sold,  or  by  in- 
direction on  his  occupation  of  selling  such 
property  while  it  was  under  the  protection 
of  the  Constitution  as  interstate  commerce. 
See  Ashtr  v.  Texas,  128  U.  S.  129,  32  L.  ed. 
S68,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  241,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1 :  Welton  V.  Missouri.  91  U.  S.  275,  23  L.  ed. 
347.    It  is  also  conceded  that  the  organ  in 
question  was  protected   from  any  interfer- 
ence by  the  state  during  its  transit  from  St. 
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Louis,  Missouri,  up  to  the  time  of  its  arrival 
at  its  destination  in  the  state  of  Texas.    If 
it  had  been  previously  sold,  it  would  be  pro- 
tected until  its  delivery  to  the  purchaser.  If 
it  had  not  been  sold,  it  would  be  protected 
up  to  the  time  of  its  arrival  in  the  ware- 
house or  depository  of  the  manufacturer, 
if  he  had  one  in  this  state;    and   the   later 
decisions  hold  that  it  would  be  equally  pro- 
tected after  its  arrival  in  the  state,  and  until 
it  should  be  sold  and  mingled  with  the  com- 
mon mass  of  the  property  of  the  citizens  of 
this  state.     See  Leisy  v.  Hardin,  135  U.  S. 
100,  34  L.  ed.  128,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  36,  10 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  681;   Miller  v.  Ooodman,  91 
Tex.  41,  40  S.  W.  718.    Leisy's  Case,  135  U. 
S.  100,  34  L.  ed.  128,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  36, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  681,  involved  a  shipment  of 
beer  in  original  packages  from  the  state  of 
Illinois,  where  it  was  manufactured,  into  the 
state  of  Iowa.    Said  beer  was  received  in 
Iowa,  in  the  warehouse  of  the  manufacturer, 
and  then  sold  in  original  packages  to  pur- 
chasers in  the  state  of  Iowa,  in  contraven- 
tion of  a  law  of  the  state  of  Iowa  prohibit- 
ing the  sale  of  such  intoxicating  liquors  ex- 
cept imder  permits  granted  by  the  state  for 
certain  purposes  therein  stated,  to  wit,  me- 
dicinal and  sacramental  purposes,  etc.    The 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  that 
case    distinctly    holds,    after    discussing    a 
great  number  of  cases  bearing  on  the  subject, 
"that  it  is  only  after  the  importation  is  com- 
pleted, and  the  property  imported  has  min- 
gled with  and  become  a  part  of  the  general 
property  of  the  state,  that  its  regmations 
can  aet  upon   it;"  and,  further,   that  the 
plaintiff  had  the  right  to  import  such  beer 
from  the  state  of  Illinois  into  the  state  of 
Iowa,  and  to  sell  it,  by  which  act  alone  it 
would  become  mingled  in  the  common  mass 
of  the  property  within  the  state.    In  Miller 
V.  Goodman,  91  Tex.  41,  40  S,  W.  718,  our 
own  supreme  court  refers  to  this  case  with 
approval.     The  case  of  State  v.  Richards,  32 
W.  Va.  348,  3  L.  R.  A.  705,  9  S.  E.  245,  which 
appears  to  be  directly  in  point,  contravenes, 
as  we  think,  the  doctrine  above  announced, 
but  it  does  not  appear  to  have  been  carried 
to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
and  was  rendered  prior  to  the  decision  of 
Leisy  v.  Hardin ;  and,  of  course,  does  not  dis- 
cuss that  case,  though  it  does  discuss  the 
Asher  Case  and  Rohbins  v.  Shelby  County 
Taxing  IHst.  120  U.  S.  489,  30  L.  ed.  694,  1 
Inters.  Com.  Rep.  45,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  592, 
and  attempts  to  draw  a  distinction  between 
those  cases,  which  were  sales  by  sample,  and 
a  sale  of  goods  carried  around  by  a  dealer  or 
drummer,  and  sold  and  delivered  from  his 
wagon.     Witli  due  deference  to  the  learned 
judge  who  rendered  that  opinion,  we  must 
confess  that  we  can  see  no  difference  in  prin- 
ciple between  a  sale  by  sample  and  a  sale 
from  the  warehouse.     If  interstate  commerce 
protects  an  article  of  traffic  between  states 
in  transit,  and  after  its  arrival  at  a  ware- 
house, and  until  it  is  sold  therefrom,  and  de- 
livered thence  to  the  purchaser  by  the  seller, 
who  acts  as  the  agent  of  the  foreign  compa- 
ny, it  is  dillicult  to  see  how  the  same  article 
will  not  be  protected  while  the  agent  of  the 
11 
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foreign  company  carries  it  around  with  him,  | 
and,  when  he  finds  a  purchaser,  then  sells 
and  delivers  it  to  such  purchaser.  It  is  not 
the  vehicle,  as  we  take  it,  that  gives  char- 
acter to  the  traffic,  but  it  is  the  fact  that  the 
property  has  not  become  mingled  with  the 
common  mass  of  the  property  of  the  citizens 
of  the  state;  and  if  this  is  not  done,  in  the 
one  case,  until  a  sale  and  delivery  by  the  for- 
eign company  from  its  warehouse,  we  fail  to 
see  how  it  becomes  mingled  with  the  mass  of 
the  projicrty  of  the  citizens  of  the  state  un- 
til it  is  sold  by  the  agent  of  the  foreign  com- 
pany to  the  purchaser  from  his  wagon.  If 
it  is  a  sale,  in  the  one  case,  that  terminates 
its  character  as  interstate  commerce,  we 
think  it  equally  does  so  in  the  other.    It  is 


not  necessary  here  to  enter  into  a  discussion 
of  this  question  as  an  original  proposition. 
As  we  understand,  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  and  the  decisions  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States  constru- 
ing the  same  are  the  paramount  law,  and  we 
merely  take  those  decisions  and  apply  them 
to  the  facts  of  this  case,  and,  in  our  view, 
appellant,  at  the  time  of  his  arrest  and  con- 
viction, was  engaged  in  interstate  commerce, 
and  so  not  amenable  to  the  occupation  tax 
which  was  attempted  to  be  collected  from 
him.  Turner  v.  State  (Tex;  Crim.  App.)  55 
S.  W.  834,  and  Hmhorities  there  cited. 

The  judgment  is  accordingly  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded. 
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Parol  evidence  1«  «dml««lble  to  mlkovr 
that  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  a 
deed  containing  a  covenant  against  encum- 
brances it  was  agreed  between  the  parties 
that  the  grantee  should  assume  the  payment 
of  certain  vendor's  lien  notes  which  were  a 
charge  upon  the  premises,  since  such  agree- 
ment was  a  part  of  the  consideration  for  the 
conveyance,  and  proof  thereof  does  not  vary 
the  written  contract. 

(November  15,  190d.) 

CERTIFICATION  by  the  Court  of  (^vil 
Appeals  for  the  First  Supreme  Judicial 
District  for  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  questions  arising  on  appeal  by 
plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of  the  District 
Court  for  Harris  County  in  favor  of  defend- 
ants in  an  action  brought  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  breach  of  a  covenant  of  warranty  in 
a  conveyance  of  real  estate.  Answers  re- 
turned requiiing  affirmance. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Bald^iriii  A  Meek  for  appellant. 

Mr.  H.  H.  MaoNiooll,  for  appellees: 

Johnson's  acceptance  of  the  land  subject 
to  the  Corbett  notes,  and  his  assumption  and 
agreement  to  pay  the  same,  were  part  of  the 

fiurchase-money  consideration,  and  Elmen.. 
he  vendor,  was  not  estopped  from  showing 
that  such  part  of  the  purchase  money  was 
still  unpaid. 

Morris  v.  Oaines,  82  Tex,  255,  17  S.  W. 
538;  Spann  v.  Cochran,  63  Tex.  240;  Muller 
V.  Riviere,  59  Tex.  640,  46  Am.  Rep.  291: 
Monroe  v.  BucJianan,  27  Tex.  241. 

Where  one  purchases  land  subject  to  a 
mortgage,  and  as  part  of  the  consideration 
verbally  promises  to  pay  it,  such  promise, 
though  verbal,  is  not  within  the  statute  of 
frauds,  and  can  be  enforced  in  an  action  in- 
stituted for  that  purpose. 

Note. — On  the  subject  of  parol  evidence  to 
ihow  consideration  of  deed,  see  Velten  v.  Car- 
mack  (Or.)  20  L.  R.  A.  101,  and  note;  Baum  v. 
Lynn  (Miss.)  36  L.  R.  A.  441;  and  Loud  ▼. 
Hamilton  (Tenn.)  45  L.  R.  A.  400. 
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Beitel  v.  Dobbin  (Tex.  a  v.  App.)  44  8. 
W.  299. 

In  an  action  on  warranty  between  the 
original  parties,  where  the  rights  of  third 
persons  without  notice  have  not  intervened, 
the  recital  in  the  deed  of  the  amount  paid 
by  the  purchaser  is  not  conclusive,  and  the 
real  consideration  may  be  shown  by  parol 
evidence. 

Olenn  v,  Mathews,  44  Tex.  406;  Allison  ▼. 
Pitkins,  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  665,  33  S.  W.  293. 

The  rule  allowing  parol  testimony  to  show 
the  true  consideration  of  a  deed  is  a  substan- 
tial right,  not  to  be  varied  or  defeated  by 
any  form  of  expression  or  recitals  contained 
in  the  instrument  itself. 

McLean  v.  Ellis,   79   Tex.   398,  15   S.    W. 
394;  Oarrett  v.  Robinson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.) 
43  S.  W.  288 ;  Lanier  v.  Foust,  81  Tex.  186, 
16  S.  W.  994. 

When  the  consideration  is  not  expressed 
in  a  written  contract,  parol  testimony  i» 
admissible  to  supply  the  deficiency. 

Taylor  v.  Merrill,  64  Tex.  494;  Castro  t. 
lilies,  13  Tex.  232;  Womack  v.  Wamble,  7 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  273,  27  S.  W.  154;  Gibson  T- 
Fifer,  21  Tex.  261;  Northington  v.  Tuohy, 
2  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas.  (Willson)  §  826; 
Webb  V.  Brown,  2  Posey,  Unrep.  Oas.  47; 
Ackerman  v.  Bundren,  I  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas. 
(White  &  W.)  §  1306;  Downey  v.  Hatter 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.)  48  S.  W.  35;  Eitz  v.  ^a-* 
tional  Metropolitan  Bank,  111  U.  S.  725,  28 
L.  ed.  678,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  613;  2  Wharton, 
Ev.  §§  1027,  1044;  1  Greenl.  Ev.  p.  399,  fi§ 
284a,  285;  Bonney  v.  AforWZZ,  57  Me.  368; 
Thomas  v.  Loose,  114  Pa.  35,  6  Atl.  326. 

Gaines,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  case  comes  to  us  upon  a  certificate 
of  dissent  from  the  court  of  civil  appeals 
for  the  first  district.  We  take  the  follow^ 
ing  statement  of  the  facts  of  the  case  from 
the  opinion  of  the  court:  '^Appellant 
(Johnson)  was  the  owner  of  certain  lots 
in  the  city  of  Houston,  which  propertj''  was, 
at  that  time  and  at  the  time  of  the  trial  of 
this  cause  in  the  court  below,  worth  about 
$3,000,  and  was  encumbered  with  a  lien  to 
secure   an   indebtedness   of   $2,000.    •    •    • 


ItiOO. 


Johnson  y.  Elm&n. 


168 


The  ftp|)c)le«  C.  A.  Elmen  was  the  owner  of 
a  trait  of  320  acres  of  land  in  Harris  county, 
worth  at  that  time  and  at  the  time  of  trial 
of  this  cause   about  $1,600.     Ilie   640-acre 
tract  of  land,  of  which  this  320  acres  is  a 
part,  was  at  that  time  encumbered  by  a  ven- 
dor's lien  to  secure  two  notes  of  $250  each, 
besides  interest  and  attorney's  fees.    .     .    . 
Appellant,     through     his     duly-authorized 
agent  and  attorney,  Stewart  Johnson,  com- 
menced negotiations  with  said  appellee  with 
a  view  of  trading  him  the  lots  above  men- 
tioned for  the  320  acres  of  land,  and  on  said 
date  it  was  verbally  agreed  between  the  par- 
ties that  the  said  C.  A.  Elmen  would  convey 
to  appellant  the  320  acres  of  land  subject  to 
said  encumbrance,  and  that  appellant  would 
conTey  to  said  Elmen  the   lots   above  men- 
tioned and  pay  him  $700  in  consideration  of 
the  conveyance  of  said  land,  said  lots  to  be 
also  conveyed  subject  to  said  lien  of  $2,000, 
each  of  said  parties  agreeing  to  accept  the 
property  conveyed  subject  to  the  liens  be- 
fore mentioned.     In  pursuance  of  this  agree- 
ment, Elmen  prepared  a  deed  conveying  the 
320  acres  of  land  to  appellant,  which  deed 
recited  a  consideration  of  $700  cash  in  hand 
paid,  the  conveyance  of  the  lots  by  Johnson, 
and  the  assumption  by  Johnson  of  the  pay- 
ment of  the  vendor's   lien   notes   upon   the 
land.    Johnson  did  not  accept  this  deed,  and 
stated  that  he  did  not  want  the  vendor's  lien 
notes  mentioned  in  the  deed,  as  he  intended 
to  pay  them  off  in  the  next  ten  days,  and 
that  he  would  prepare  a  deed  for  Elmen  to 
execute.     Thereupon  the  said  Stewart  John- 
son prepared  deeds  for  both  parties,  which 
were  by  them  executed,   and  the   deed  pre- 
pared by  Elmen  was  destroyed.    The  deeds 
executed  by  the  parties  were  each  general 
warranty   deeds,   and   each    contained    the 
words,  •have  granted,  bargained,   sold,   and 
wnveyed,  and  do  by  these   presents  grant, 
ttrgain,  sell,  and  convey.'    The  deed  from 
Elmen  to  Johnson  recited  the  consideration 
to  be  $700  and  the  exchange  of  other  prop- 
erty, and  made  no  reference  to  the  vendor's 
lien  notes  before  mentioned.    The  deed  from 
Johnson  to  Elmen  recited  that  the  lots  are 
conveyed  subject   to    the   $2,000    lien.     The 
appellant,  Johnson,  agreed  and  promised  ap- 
pellee that  he  would  pay  the  vendor's  lien 
notes,  and  his  assumption  of  these  notes  was 
a  part  of  the  consideration  for  the  convey- 
»nce  to  him  by  appellee  of  the  320  acres  of 
wnd.    On  the  day   after   the  execution  of 
these  deeds  the  appellant  mortgaged  the  320 
teres  of  land  to  secure  notes  for  the  sum  of 
K.OOO,  which  notes  and  mortgage  have  never 
Wn  paid  or  satisfied  in  any  way.    Appel- 
Itnt  (ailed  to  pay  the  vendor's  lien  notes 
on  the  320  acres  of  land,  and    .    .    .     W. 
C.  Corbett,  who  was  the  owner  and  holder 
of  the  not«8,  filed  suit  thereon,  and  recov- 
ered a  judgment  foreclosing  his  lien.     .     .     . 
Appellee  Elmen  was  not  made  a  party  to  this 
Mit,  but  appellant  was  one  of  the  parties 
<Jefendant  therein,  and  failed  to  answer  or 
nuke  any  defense  to  said  suit.     Under  this 
jodinnent  of   foreclosure,   the   320  acres   of 
land  was  sold  and  bought  in  by  Corbett,  and 
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appellant  was  thereby  ousted  from  posses- 
sion, and  devested  of  the  title  of  the  same." 

The  form  of  the  deed  from  the  appellee  to 
appellant  being  such  as  to  imply  a  covenant 
against  encufhbrances,  the  latter  brought 
suit  for  a  breach  of  the  covenant,  and  sought 
to  recover  the  property  conveyed  by  him 
upon  the  ground  of  a  failure  of  considera- 
tion. The  trial  court  admitted  evidence  of 
the  parol  agreement  to  pay  the  vendor's  lien 
upon  the  land  conveyed  by  Elmen  to  John- 
son, and,  upon  appeal,  the  court  of  civil  ap- 
peals upheld  that  ruling,  one  of  the  judges 
dissenting.  This  presents  the  question 
which  has  been  certified  for  our  determina- 
tion. 

The  cases  in  which  the  question  of  the  ad- 
missibility of  parol  evidence  to  affect  a  cove- 
nant against  encumbrances  in  a  deed  con- 
veying land  arises  may  be  divided  into  three 
classes.  In  many  cases  it  has  been  sought  to 
show  that  one  or  more  encumbrances  were 
known  to  the  covenantor,  and  to  exclude  such 
from  the  operation  of  the  covenant.  But  it  is 
held,  certainly  by  the  great  weight  of  au- 
thority, that  this  cannot  be  done.  A  suffi- 
cient reason  for  the  rule  is  that  the  cove- 
nantor in  many  instances  may  insist  upon  the 
covenant  for  the  very  purpose  of  guarding 
against  encumbrances  which  he  knew  to 
exist.  In  other  cases  it  has  been  held  that 
parol  evidence  cannot  be  admitted  to  show 
merely  that  the  parties  orally  agreed  that  a 
certain  encumbrance  should  be  excepted 
from  the  operation  of  the  covenant.  To  ad- 
mit such  evidence  is  to  violate  the  familiar 
rule  that  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to 
vary  the  terms  of  a  written  contract.  So 
far  the  courts  are  in  practical  accord.  But 
whether  or  not,  notwithstanding  a  covenant 
against  encumbrances  in  a  deed,  it  may  be 
shown  by  parol  evidence  that  it  was  agreed 
between  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
veyance, and  as  a  part  of  the  contract,  that 
the  covenantor  should  himself  discharge  an 
encumbrance,  is  a  question  of  more  difficulty, 
and  one  upon  which  there  is  a  conflict  of  au- 
thority. We  think,  however,  the  rule  that 
in  such  cases  parol  evidence  is  admissible  is 
supported  by  the  better  reason  and  the 
weight  of  authority. 

A  deed  may  contain  all  the  terms  of  the 
contract  of  sale  between  the  parties  to  it. 
This  occurs  where  the  purchase  money  is 
fully  paid  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
the  instrument,  and  its  payment  is  acknowl- 
edged in  the  deed.  Again,  the  recitals  may 
be  so  explicit  as  not  only  to  sliow  all  the 
stipulations  on  part  of  the  grantee,  but  also 
to  exclude  the  existence  of  any  other.  In 
other  words,  the  conveyance,  with  its  re- 
citals, may  be  such  as  to  make  it  apparent 
upon  its  face  that  it  contains  all  the  terms 
of  the  contract  between  the  parties.  But, 
for  the  reason  that  the  conveyance  must  be 
in  writing  in  order  to  pass  the  title,  it  some- 
times occurs  that  the  deed  is  but  a  part  of 
the  contract,  and  that  there  are  other  stipu- 
lations on  part  of  one  or  both  of  the  parties 
which  do  not  appear  upon  its  face.  When 
such  other  terms  of  the  contract  are  not  re- 
quired by  law  to  be  in  writing,  they  may  be 
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proved  by  parol  evidence,  and  given  their 
proper  legal  effect;  subject,  however,  to  the 
rule  that  the  effect  of  the  deed  as  a  convey- 
ance and  as  to  its  covenants  cannot  be 
varied  by  such  proof.  Parol  evidence  can- 
not be  admitted  to  show  that  more  or  less 
land  was  agreed  to  be  conveyed  than  appears 
in  the  deed  itself,  nor,  where  there  is  a  cove- 
nant against  encumbrances,  that  a  partic- 
ular encumbrance  was  to  be  excepted  which 
is  not  excepted  in  the  writing.  Thus,  as  a 
rule,  a  consideration  different  from  that  re- 
cited in  the  conveyance  may  be  shown  by 
parol  evidence.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that, 
in  the  absence  of  a  covenant  against  encum- 
brances in  the  deed  in  question,  the  appellee 
would  have  been  permitted,  in  any  proceed- 
ing in  which  the  question  could  have  arisen, 
to  prove  by  such  evidence  that,  as  a  part  of 
the  consideration  for  the  conveyance  of  the 
land,  the  appellant  agreed  to  pay  the  notes 
which  were  a  charge  upon  it.  But,  there  be- 
ing a  covenant  against  encumbrances  in  this 
case,  the  result  of  such  proof  is  the  same  as 
if  the  notes  which  were  secured  by  a  vendor's 
lien  upon  the  land  had  been  expressly  ex- 
cepted from  the  covenant.  The  question 
presents  itself  whether,  because  of  the  re- 
sulting effect  upon  the  covenants  in  the  deed, 
the  grantor  is  deprived  of  the  right  of  show- 
ing the  assumption  of  the  notes  on  part  of 
the  grantor, — a  right  which  would  clearly 
have  been  his  had  he  not  covenanted  against 
encumbrances.  While  there  is  very  high 
authority  to  the  contrary,  we  are  of  opinion 
that  it  does  not.  The  agreement  of  the 
grantee  to  pay  the  notes  was  a  part  of  the 
contract  for  the  exchange  of  the  lands,  but 
was  not  a  necessary  part  of  either  convey- 
ance. It  was  an  additional  consideration 
which  the  appellant  was  to  pay  for  the  prem- 
ises conveyed  to  him,  which,  as  a  general 
rule,  as  we  have  seen,  may  be  established 
by  parol  evidence.  It  was  a  part  of  the 
original  contract  which  was  agreed  upon  be- 
tween the  parties,  and  which  was  finally  con- 
summated by  their  respective  conveyances. 
'The  ground  upon  which  the  authorities 
which  hold  parol  evidence  inadmissible  in 
such  a  case  proceed  is  that  the  effect  of  the 
proof  is  to  except  the  encumbrance  from  the 
covenant,  and  thus  to  vary  the  contract  as 
shown  by  the  writing.  But  does  proof  of 
the  promise  to  discharge  the  debt  which  is 
a  lien  upon  the  land  except  anything  from 
the  covenant?  Does  it  conflict  with,  or  is  it 
inconsistent  with,  the  terms  of  the  convey- 
ance? We  think  not.  Clearly,  in  a  suit  for 
a  breach  of  a  covenant  against  encumbran- 
<:es,  it  could  be  shown  that  a  lien  had  been 
•discharged  either  before  or  at  the  time  of 
or  after  the  execution  of  the  deed;  and  we 
think  that  the  effect  of  the  promise  which 
was  proved  by  parol  in  this  case  was  not  to 
except  the  vendor's  lien  notes  from  the  cov- 
enant, but  was  to  show  that,  as  between  the 
parties  to  the  contract,  the  encumbrance  had 
been  discharged.  In  a  case  which,  we  think, 
is  not  to  be  distinguished  in  principle  from 
this,  the  supreme  court  of  Pennsylvania 
says:  "This  being  so,  this  mortgage  was, 
as  between  the  grantors  and  the  corporation 
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grantee,  paid."  Johnston  ▼.  Markle  Paper 
Co,  163  Pa.  195,  25  Atl.  560,  885.  Is  the  ap- 
pellant to  be  permitted  to  claim  a  right  by 
reason  of  the  nonpayment  of  a  debt,  which, 
bv  his  own  promise,  he  became  primarily  lia- 
ble to  pay  ?  Does  it  lie  in  his  mouth  to  com- 
plain that  his  ffrantor  has  not  done  that 
which  he  bound  himself  to  do?  The  lien  re- 
mained after  his  promise,  but,  as  between 
him  and  the  grantor,  it  was  no  longer  an 
encumbrance  resting  upon  the  latter,  but 
one  which  he  had  taken  upon  himself.  It 
seems  to  us  that,  althoup^h  this  is  a  question 
of  law,  the  equitable  principle  should  apply 
that  that  is  considered  as  done  which  ought 
to  be  done,  and  that,  as  between  the  parties, 
the  lien  should  be  held  to  be  discharged. 

We  are  aware  that  our  text  writers  lay 
down  the  rule  that  parol  evidence  is  not  ad- 
missible in  such  cases,  and  claim  that  it  is 
supported  by  the  weight  of  authority.  1 
Jones,  Real  Prop.  §  862;  2  Devlin,  Deeds,  § 
914.  Such  also  seems  to  be  the  opinion  of 
the  author  of  Rawle  on  Covenants  for  Title. 
See  Rawle,  Covenants,  5th  ed.  §  88,  notes. 
As  we  have  previously  said,  it  seems  to  us 
that  the  weight  of  authority  is  the  other 
way.  In  the  following  cases,  where  the  pre- 
cise question  was  presented,  it  was  ruled 
that  parol  evidence  was  admissible:  Sid- 
dera  v.  Riley,  22  III.  110;  Wachefidorf  v. 
Lancaster,  66  Iowa,  458,  23  N.  W.  922: 
Blood  V.  Wilkins,  43  Iowa,  567;  Strohauer 
V.  Voltz,  42  Mich.  444,  4  N.  W.  161;  Laud- 
man  V.  Ingram,  49  Mo.  212;  Miller  v.  Fich- 
thorn,  31  Pa.  252;  Johnston  v.  Markle 
Paper  Co,  153  Pa.  195,  26  Atl.  560,  885,  cited 
above;  Hays  v.  Peck,  107  Ind.  389,  8  N.  E. 
274.  The  decision  in  the  case  last  cited  is 
the  more  pointed,  since  the  same  court,  with- 
in a  few  days  thereafter,  held  that  parol  evi- 
dence was  not  admissible  to  show,  as  against 
covenants  in  a  deed,  that  it  was  agreed  be- 
tween the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  convey- 
ance that  the  grantee  was  to  assume  and  pay 
off  a  certain  dower  interest  in  the  land: 
calling  it  an  encumbrance.  The  court  ruled 
that  it  was  not  an  encumbrance,  but  an  in- 
terest in  the  land  itself,  and  that  the  effect 
of  the  evidence  was  to  vary  the  deed,  and 
that  it  was  not  admissible. 

A  portion  of  the  opinion  in  the  case  of 
Miller  v.  Fichthorny  31  Pa.  252,  was  quoted 
with  approval  by  this  court  in  the  case  of 
Thomas  v.  Hammond,  47  Tex.  42,  and  with 
reference  to  the  case  the  court,  says:  "In 
that  case  Miller  was  sued  on  his  obligation 
for  $293,  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money 
of  land  conveyed  to  him  by  Fichthorn,  for 
an  expressed  consideration  of  $5qO,  and 
which  land,  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance, 
was  subject  to  the  lien  of  a  judgment  against 
a  prior  owner  for  $202.34,  under  which  the 
property  was  subsequently  sold  by  the 
sheriff.  The  question  seems  to  have  been. 
Whose  fault  Vas  it  that  the  land  was  sold  ? 
And  the  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  show  that 
the  party  who  contracted  for  the  land,  and 
had  it  conveved  to  Miller  at  the  time  of  the 
deliveiy  of  the  deed,  agreed  to  pay  the  judp- 
raent  lien,  in  addition  to  the  $293,  for  which 
he  gave  his  obligation.  This  case,  in  iia  facta 
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tad  in  the  questions  involved,  is  not  unlike 
the  case  in  hand."  In  Thomas  t.  Hammond, 
however,  it  does  not  appear  that  there  was 
an?  express  covenant  against  encumbrances, 
though  there  might  have  been  one  implied, 
w  in  the  present  case,  from  the  language  of 
the  conveyance.  The  conveying  clause  does 
not  appear  in  the  report  of  the  case.  In 
Massaohusetts  it  is  held  that  parol  evidence 
is  not  admissible  in  a  case  like  the  present. 
Simanovich  v.  Wood,  146  Mass.  180,  13  N. 
E.  391;  Flynn  v.  Boumeuf,  143  Mass.  277, 
58  Am.  Rep.  133,  9  N.  £.  650.  The  supreme 
court  of  Minnesota  probably  holds  the  same 


view,  though  the  case  decided  by  them  did 
not  present  the  exact  question  presented  in 
the  present  case.  Brutu  v.  Sohreiber,  43 
Minn.  468,  45  N.  W.  861. 

For  the  reasons  given,  we  are  of  opinion 
that  the  majority  of  the  court  of  civil  ap- 

Seals  were  correct  in  holding  that  parol  evi- 
ence  was  admissible  to  show  that  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  in  question 
it  was  agreed  between  the  parties  that  the 
grantee  assumed  the  payment  of  the  notes 
which  were  a  charge  upon  the  premises,  and 
our  opinion  will  b«  so  certified. 


MONTANA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Andrew  RODINI,  Appt,, 

V. 

Elias  LYTLE  et  al.,  Respts, 
(17  Mont.  448.) 

A  Jadarment  airaln«t  a  eonstable  for  an 

unlawful  seizure  has  no  effect  as  against  the 
sureties  on  bis  official  bond,  who  were  not 
parties  to  the  action  In  which  It  was  rendered. 

(January  27,  1890.) 


NoTB. — Effect  agaimt  surety  on  offloial  bond,  of 
judgment  against  officer. 

I.  Introductory, 
II.  When  not  evidence. 

a.  Judgment  recovered  in  action. 

b.  Judgment  on  motion  for  rule  atsolute 

or  amercement. 

III.  When  prima  facie  evidence. 

a.  Judgment  recovered  in  action. 

b.  Judgment  on  motion  for  rule  ahso- 

lute  or  amercement. 

IV.  When  conclusive  evidence. 

a.  Judgment  recovered  in  action. 

b.  Judgment  on  motion  for  rule  abso- 

lute or  amercement. 
T.  In  action  on  boful  of  deputy  gfflcer, 

a.  When  not  evidence. 

1.  Judgment  against  superior, 

2.  Judgment  against  deputy, 

b.  When  prima  facie  evidence, 

c.  When  conclusive  evidence. 
VI.  Judgment  in  favor  of  principal. 

VII.  Executors,  administrators,  and  guardians. 

a.  When  not  evidence. 

b.  When  prima  facie  evidence, 

c.  When  conclusive  evidence, 

I.  Introductory. 

The  question  as  to  what  ts  the  effect  upon 
the  rights  of  a  surety  upon  the  bond  of  an  of- 
ficial, of  a  judgment  against  the  principal,  of 
tke  proceedings  to  obtain  which  the  surety  had 
no  notice,  has  In  all  probability  given  rise  to 
u  great  a  diversity  of  decision  as  most  any 
other.  This  diversity  has  arisen  from  the  In- 
tbUIty  of  the  different  tribunals  before  which 
the  proposition  has  come  for  adjudication,  to 
igree  as  to  where  the  line  should  be  drawn  In 
the  attempt  to  reconcile  these  well-known  prin- 
ciples: 

1.  That  a  claim  against  ar  surety  Is  strictis- 
shU  juris,  and  that,  as  against  such,  a  contract 
cannot  be  carried  beyond  the  strict  letter  of  it. 

2.  That  no  man  ought  to  be  bound -by  pro- 
ceedings to  which  he  is  a  stranger. 

3.  "niat  a  question  having  been  once  fairly 
52  L.  B.  A. 


APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Silver  Bow  Coun- 
ty sustaining  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint 
in  an  action  brought  to  enforce  liability  up- 
on a  constable's  bond  for  wrongful  levy  made 
by  him.    Affirmed. 

I 

Statement  W  De  Witt,  J. : 

The  plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment  against 
the  defendant  Lytle  for  damages  by  reason 
of  an  unlawful  seizure  by  Lytle,  as  consta- 
ble, of  personal  property  belonging  to  plain- 


and  impartially  tried,  all  litigation  on  that 
question,  and  between  the  same  parties,  should 
be  closed  forever. 

A  well-known  text  writer  has  said  that  under 
the  term  ''parties"  In  this  connection  the  law 
Includes  all  who  are  directly  interested  In  the 
subject-matter,  and  had  a  right  to  make  defense, 
or  control  the  proceedings,  and  to  appeal  from 
the  Judgment.  This  right  Involves,  also,  the 
right  to  adduce  testimony,  and  to  cross-examine 
the  witnesses  adduced  on  the  other  side.  Per- 
sons not  having  these  rights  are  strangers  to 
th%  cause.  But  to  give  full  effect  to  the  prin- 
ciple by  which  parties  are  held  bound  by  a 
Judgment,  all  persons  who  are  represented  by 
the  parties,  and  claim  under  them,  or  In  privity 
with  them,  are  equally  concluded  by  the  same 
proceedings. 

The  ground,  therefore,  upon  which  persons 
standing  In  this  relation  to  the  litigating  party 
are  bound  by  the  proceedings  to  which  he  was 
a  party,  is  that  they  are  identified  with  him 
in  interest,  and  wherever  this  identity  is  found 
to  exist  all  are  alike  concluded.  1  Greenl.  Ev. 
f  623 ;  Quoted  and  approved  In  Lovejoy  v.  Mur- 
ray, 3  Wall.  1,  18  L.  ed.  129. 

An  Interesting — and  if  it  were  not  a  matter 
solemnly  Judicial,  one  might  almost  be  tempted 
to  say,  amusing — Instance  of  this  diversity  Is 
found  in  a  comparison  of  what  has  been  decided 
by  the  ultimate  courts  of  Alabama  and  Ne- 
braska. 

In  Alabama  previous  to  the  adoption  of  f 
3764  of  the  Code  the  rule  would  seem  to  have 
been  that  a  summary  Judgment  upon  an  official 
lK>nd,  upon  motion  against  the  principal,  was 
conclusive  upon  the  sureties  (McClure  v.  Col- 
clough,  6  Ala.  07)  ;  while  a  Judgment  In  an  ac- 
tion against  the  principal  was  no  evidence 
against  them.  Lucas  v.  The  Governor,  6  Ala.  826. 

The  almost  exactly  opposite  position  in  both 
Instances  seems  to  have  been  assumed  by  the 
court  of  last  resort  in  Nebraska,  in  deciding  that 
a  Judgment  obtained  in  an  action  on  an  official 
bond  against  the  principal  is  conclusive  against 
the  sureties,  though  not  notified  of  the  suit 
(Pasewalk  ▼.  BoUman,  29  Neb.  619,  46  N.  W 
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tiff.  Tlie  seizure  by  the  constable  was  made 
in  an  action  in  which  persons  other  than 
this  plaintiff  were  defendants.  Hie  judg- 
ment was  affirmed  in  13  Mont.  123,  32  Pac. 
491.  Upon  the  remittitur  filed  in  the  dis- 
trict court,  the  plaintiff,  Rodini,  commenced 
the  action  now  before  us  against  Lytle,  the 
constable,  and  the  sureties  on  his  official 
bond,  J.  D.  Thomas  and  H.  G.  Valiton.  The 
plaintiff  set  up  the  facts  above  mentioned, 
and  pleaded  in  full  the  official  bond  of  the 
constable.  The  bond  was  to  the  effect  that 
if  said  Lytle  shall  faithfully  perform  all  the 
duties  of  his  said  office  as  constable,  accord- 
ing to  law,  and  the  requirements  of  any  law 
that  may  hereafter  be  enacted,  the  obligation 
bhall  be  null;  otherwise,  to  remain  in  full 
force  and  effect.  The  sureties  filed  demur- 
rers to  the  complaint.  The  demurrers 
were  upon  several  grounds, — among  them, 
that  the  complaint  did   not  set   up   facts 


sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 
The  complaint  set  forth  the  rendering  of 
the  former  judgment  in  favor  of  this  plain- 
tiff and  against  the  defendant  Lytle.  That 
judgment  having  been  so  rendered,  plaintiff 
claimed  that,  upon  pleading  that  fact,  as  he 
Sid,  and  the  giving  of  the  official  bond  by 
the  sureties,  the  said  judgment  theretofore 
given  against  said  Lytle  created  a  liability 
against  the  sureties.  Hie  sureties  were  not 
joined  in  the  original  suit,  and  were  not  in 
any  way  made  parties  thereto.  The  point 
raised  by  the  defendante'  demurrers  was 
that  they,  not  being  parties  to  the  original 
suit,  were  not  bound  by  the  judgment  therein, 
nor  liable,  by  reason  of  their  bond,  to  pay 
said  judgment.  The  demurrers  were  sus- 
tained. Plaintiff  electing  to  stand  upon 
his  complaint,  judmnent  was  rendered 
against  him,  from  which  he  now  appeals. 


780 ;  Thomas  v.  Markmann,  43  Neb.  823,  62  N. 
W.  206),  but  that  a  Judgment  of  amercement 
on  due  notice  to  the  officer  Is,  In  a  suit  on  his 
official  bond,  only  prima  facie  evidence  against 
the  surety.  Fire  Asso.  of  Philadelphia  v.  Ruby, 
49  Neb.  584,  68  N.  W.  939. 

This  diversity  has  led  to  such  a  variety  of 
opinion  among  the  several  courts  that  have  un- 
dertaken to  decide  the  question,  that  the  best, 
if  not  in  fact  the  only,  way  In  which  such 
opinion  can  be  made  known,  Is  to  give  the  sever- 
al decisions  in  which  It  is  variously  expressed, 
coupled  with  a  statement  of  the  circumstances 
under  which  a  peculiar  case  or  class  of  cases 
arose,  as  concisely  as  complete  understanding 
will  permit. 

It  is  hardly  necessary  to  say  that  notice  and 
opportunity  to  appear  and  defend  the  original 
action  or  motion  against  the  officer  is,  as  to 
every  party  to  whom  the  same  is  given  or  af- 
forded, equivalent  to  making  such  an  one  a 
party  to  the  action  or  proceeding;  and  that 
the  judgment  therelb  will  be  conclusive  upon 
such. 

II.  When  not  evidence. 
a.  Judgment  recovered  in  action. 

In  an  action  of  debt  In  the  name  of  the  gov- 
ernor for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff  in  an  execution 
on  a  sheriff's  bond  the  declaration  alleged  a 
false  return  of  nulla  bona  on  the  execution  by 
the  sheriflT.  On  the  trial  the  plaintiff  gave  in 
evidence  the  record  of  the  Judgment  in  his  favor 
against  the  sheriff.  The  defendant  objected  to 
this,  and  excepted  to  Its  Introduction.  The  de- 
fendant offered  to  prove  that  the  defendant  in 
the  execution  was,  before  the  execution  was 
issued  and  while  it  was  in  the  sheriff's  hands, 
utterly  and  entirely  Insolvent,  and  continued 
so  until  its  return,  and  that  he  had  no  prop- 
erty whatever  out  of  which  it  could  be  satis- 
fied. This  evidence  was  excluded  from  the 
Jury,  on  the  ground  that  It  was  an  attempt  to 
contradict  the  record  of  the  Judgment  against 
the  sheriff.  The  only  evidence  before  the  Jury 
was  the  record  of  the  original  Judgment,  the 
record  of  the  Judgment  against  the  shertflT,  and 
the  sheriffs  bond ;  and  upon  this  the  court  ruled 
that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  un- 
less the  Judgment  against  the  sheriff  was  im- 
peached for  fraud  or  collusion.  On  error  to 
the  trial  court  the  supreme  court  reversed  the 
Judgment,  holding  that  the  record  of  the  Judg- 
ment against  the  sheriflT  was  Improperly  ad- 
mitted as  evidence.  Goldthwalte,  J.,  who  de- 
livered the  opinion,  said :  "In  the  case  of  Mc- 
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Clure  V.  Colclough,  6  Ala.  67,  the  question  before 
us  was  whether  the  sureties  to  a  sherlfTs  bond, 
against  whom  a  summary  Judgment,  upon  mo- 
tion, had  been  obtained,  under  the  statute,  could. 
In  equity,  controvert  the  conclusiveness  of  that 
Judgment;  and  we  held  that  they 'could  not.  In- 
asmuch as  the  several  statutes  appear  to  In- 
dicate a  legislative  intention  that  the  litigation 
In  that  class  of  suits  should  be  confined  to  the 
plalntiflP  in  execution  and  the  sheriff.  We  also 
said  there  that  the  only  matters  which  the 
surety  can  litigate,  in  such  cases,  are  the /actvm 
of  the  bond  and  its  legal  sufficiency.  It  will  be 
seen  that  our  opinion  is  there  confined  exclusive- 
ly to  the  case  of  a  summary  Judgment  under  the 
statute ;  but  my  own  view  is  that  the  legislative 
Intention  being  to  confine  the  litigation  with  re- 
spect to  the  breach  of  duty  to  the  sheriflT  and 
the  plaintiff  In  that  class  of  cases,  harmony  of 
decision  calls  for  the  application  of  the  same 
rule  to  all  other  cases  where  the  sureties  are 
sought  to  be  charged.  A  majority  of  the  court, 
however,  think  differently,  and  hold  the  opinion 
that  when  the  plaintiff  rejects  the  statutory 
mode  of  relief,  and  pursues  his  common-law  rem- 
edy, he  must  be  governed  by  the  rules  of  the 
common  law.  The  general  rule  Is  that  a  judg- 
ment Is  no  evidence  against  a  stranger  to  It ; 
but  a  large  class  of  American  cases  seem  to 
recognize  and  establish  a  modification  of  it  so 
as  to  allow  the  Judgment  against  the  principal 
to  be  prima  facie  evidence  against  his  sureties, 
when  the  latter  are  sued  upon  an  official  bond." 
Goldthwalte,  J.,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court  in  McClure  v.  Colclough,  5  Ala.  67, 
further  said :  "We  have  looked  in  these  deci- 
sions, and,  so  far  as  they  held  the  Judgment 
against  the  sheriff  to  be  prima  facie  evidence 
against  the  sureties,  it  Is  impossible  to  perceive 
on  what  principle  they  rest.  Doubtless,  there 
are  cases  where  the  acts  or  admissions  of  the 
sherlfT  have  the  effect  to  bind  his  sureties :  but 
it  will  probably  be  ascertained,  whenever  these 
are  necessary  to  be  examined,  that  the  acts  and 
admissions  are  a  part  of,  or  Immediately  con- 
nected with,  his  official  duty.  The  case  of  a 
Judgment  against  him  is  certainly  not  of  this 
description  ;  and  we  can  conceive  of  no  reason 
why  It  should  have  any  effect  against  his  sure- 
ties, wnless  they  are  concluded  by  it.  If  such 
a  judgment  is  prima  facie  evidence,  anyone  will 
perceive  the  difBcuIty  there  is  rebutting  it ;  and 
why  should  any  greater  effect  be  given  to  a 
Judgment  obtained  by  default  against  a  sherlflT, 
or,  by  his  confession,  against  his  surety,  when 
it  Is  certain  that  his  confession,  by  itself,  would 
not  be  so?    The  Judgment  against  the  sheriff 
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Mr,  Charles  O'Donnell,  for  appellant: 

An  action  upon  any  contract,  obligation,  or 
liability  founded  upon  any  instrument  in 
writing  shall  be  commenced  within  six  years. 

This  is  an  action  upon  an  obligation  or 
liability,  and  clearly  comes  within  the  stat- 
ute. 

People  V.  Fan  A'e««,  79  Cal.  84,  21  Fac 
554. 

The  statute  of  limitations  for  breach  of  an 
official  bond  does  not  commence  running  un- 
til the  expiration  of  the  official  term,  and  the 
period  thereafter  required  to  eifect  a  bar  is 
tour  years. 

Adams  v.  Jones,  68  Ala.  117;  Btaie  use  of 
St.  Louia  County  v.  Dailey,  4  Mo.  App.  172; 
2  Brandt,  Suretyship  &  Guaranty,  §  588,  p. 
42;  Cohen  v.  Gelding,  27  La.  Ann.  77. 

Sureties  in  a  judgment  at  law  which  has 
been  enjoined  by  the  unconscionable  litiga- 
tion of  the  principal   until  it  has  become 


barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations  are  in 
privity  Mdth  the  principal,  and  bound  to  all 
the  l^al  consequences  of  his  acts,  and  will 
not  therefore  be  allowed  to  avail  themselves 
of  the  advantage  of  the  statute  thus  ob- 
tained; and  they  will  be  enjoined  in  equity 
from  setting  it  up  at  law. 

Dctvia  V.  Hoopee,  33  Miss.  173. 

The  statute  of  limitations  commences  run- 
ning in  favor  of  a  surety  or  guarantor  from 
the  time  he  is  liable  to  suit. 

The  Governor  v.  Stonum,  11  Ala.  679;  1 
Brandt,  Suretyship  &  Quaranty,  p.  213. 

Mr.  John  T.  Baldwin,  for  respondents : 

A  judgment  against  the  officer  individual- 
ly is  not  a  necessary  preliminary  to  an  ac- 
tion on  his  official  bond. 

3  Am.  A  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  467^/,  and  note 
6;  Van  Pelt  v.  Littler,  14  Cal.  194. 

The  plaintiff  may  elect  either  to  sue  the 
officer  alone  as  for  trespass  (which  was  done 


Is  cot  essential.  In  tbls  state,  to  enable  the  party 
to  proceed  against  the  surety,  and  therefore 
leems  to  have  no  bearing  in  an  action  upon  his 
bond.  It  may  be  remarked  that  the  case  of  a 
sberlir  is  entirely  different  from  that  of  an  ad- 
ministrator and  guardian,  inasmuch  as  a  part 
of  tbeir  duty  Is  the  settlement  with  the  court." 
Lucas  ▼.  The  Governor,  6  Ala.  826. 

Compare  Thomas  v.  Marlcmann,  43  Neb.  823, 
«2  N.  W.  206.  infra,  IV.  a. 

Plaintiff  in  an  execution  brought  an  action 
sfiinst  a  constable  for  money  collected  thereon 
in  assumpsit,  and  thereafter  brought  an  action 
tgainst  the  sureties  of  the  constable  on  his  of- 
ficial bond,  and  on  the  trial  offered  the  Judgment 
recovered  by  him  against  the  constable  in  the 
action  of  assumpsit  in  evidence.  The  trial  court 
beld  that  the  evidence  offered  was  insuOScient 
to  prove  the  breach  of  the  condition  so  as  to 
charge  a  surety.  On  review  in  the  supreme 
court  the  court  held  that  official  delinquency  is 
the  gravamen  from  which  the  action  against  the 
surety  arises,  and  is  flnt  to  be  established ;  that 
It  is  for  security  against  the  defaults  and  misdo- 
ings of  a  contftabie  that  a  bond  is  required,  not  to 
sustain  his  promises;  that  the  action  was 
based  upon  a  misfeasance  or  nonfeasance  in  of- 
fice, not  upon  a  promise  to  do  his -duty;  that 
the  remedy  on  a  sheriff's  or  constable's  bond 
sbould  be  preceded  by  a  suit  and  Judgment 
agiinst  the  officer,  founded  directly  upon  his 
oflicial  delinquency ;  and  the  exceptions  were 
OTermled.     Bailey  v.  %utterfleld,  14  Me.  112. 

The  surety  on  a  sheriff's  official  bond  does 
not  agree  that  his  principal  shall  pay  any  spe 
dfic  Judgment,  or  that  his  principal  shall  pay 
any  Judgment  whatever.  And  hence  the  pro- 
dDctlon  of  the  Judgment  shows  no  liability.  He 
has  agreed  that  the  principal  shall  faithfully 
perform  his  office.  But  the  Judgment  against 
the  principal  does  not,  as  against  the  surety, 
show  that  the  sheriff  did  not  so  perform.  The 
sarety  was  a  stranger  to  that  Judgment,  and 
on  well-settled  principles  it  is  no  evidence  for 
or  against  him. 

The  court,  after  citing  and  approving  Thomas 
▼.  Hubbell,  15  N.  Y.  405,  69  Am.  Dec.  610, 
further  stated  that  a  different  rule  is  laid  down 
in  Massachusetts  (Lowell  v.  Parker,  10  Met. 
309,  43  Am.  Dec.  436;  Tracy  v.  Goodwin,  5 
Allen,  i09,  and  adhered  to  in  Dennie  v.  Smith, 
i29  Mass.  14S)  :  and  also,  it  is  said,  in  Pennsyl- 
vania. 

The  Judgment  was  not  prima  facie  evidence, 
{f  the  defendant  Is  properly  a  privy  to  the  Judg- 
pient  It  would  be  conclusive,  unless  it  were 
pbown  to  have  heen  obtained  by  fraud  or  col« 
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lusion.  If  he  is  not  a  privy,  then  it  is  not 
prima  facie  evidence  of  the  8heriff*s  misconduct. 
People  eop  rel.  Tuthill  v.  Russell,  25  Hun,  524. 

In  an  action  in  the  name  of  the  governor  on 
the  relation  of  the  appellant  on  the  official 
bond  of  a  sheriff  against  the  administrator  of  a 
surety  on  the  bond,  the  declaration,  after  setting 
forth  the  bond  and  condition,  assigned  for 
breaches  of  the  latter  that  sundry  executions 
were  delivered  to  the  sheriff,  which  he  failed  to 
return,  and  that  for  such  failure  the  relator  re- 
covered against  him  sundry  fines,  upoirf  motion, 
the  Judgment  for  which  fines  remained  in  full 
force  and  unsatisfied.  On  the  trial  of  the  issue 
plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  copies  of  the  record 
of  the  Judgments  for  fines  set  out  in  the  declara- 
tion, and  the  copy  of  a  record  of  a  suit  in  chan- 
cery in  which  the  sheriff  was  plaintiff  and  the 
relator  in  this  action  was  defendant.  The  ob- 
ject of  the  latter  suit  was  to  enjoin  the  Judg- 
ments for  fines.  The  injunction  was  awarded, 
and  afterwards  dissolved.  The  defendant  ob- 
jected to  this  evidence  as  inadmissible,  and  the 
court  rejected  it.  The  Jury  found  for  the  de- 
fendant. The  court  of  appeals  held  that  the 
Judgments  for  fines  against  the  sheriffs  were 
mere  surplusage,  and  had  no  relation  to  the  ac- 
tion to  reco\er  damages  actually  sustained  by 
the  sheriff's  failure  to  return  the  execution, 
and  were  therefore  no  evidence  against  the  sure- 
ties of  the  sheriff.  M'Dowell  v.  Burwell,  4 
Rand.  (Va.)  817. 

The  case  of  Treasurera  of  the  State  v.  Bates, 
2  Ball.  L.  379,  which  first  introduced  or  recog- 
nized from  necessity  the  practice  of  suggesting 
further  breaches  after  one  Judgment  upon  a 
sheriff's  bond  in  directing  the  course  of  proceed- 
ings, contemplates  that  the  defendant  shall 
plead  to  the  suggestion.  The  practice  in  South 
Carolina  presupposes  a  Judgment  already  ob- 
tained, which  Is  to  stand  as  a  security  for  the 
damages  that  may  be  proved,  and  whilst  it  pre- 
scribes a  suggestion  rather  than  a  scire  facias 
as  a  simpler  proceeding,  it  assists  the  defend- 
ant to  plead,  because  the  breaches  suggested  will 
be  for  the  benefit  of  a  new  party,  and  in  the 
nature  of  further  breaches,  and  because  in  the 
matter  of  the  breaches,  or  In  occurrences  sub- 
sequent to  the  Judgment,  there  may  be  good 
ground  for  the  defendant  to  deny  his  liability. 
But  the  defendant  cannot,  by  any  default  or 
error  of  pleading,  be  put  in  a  worse  condition 
than  that  of  an  ordinary  defendant  in  an  action 
of  debt  on  bond  conditioned  for  the  performance 
of  covenants,  after  plaintiff's  recovery  of  Judg- 
ment for  the  penalty :  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances must  l>e  proved  before  a  Jury,  who  shall 
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in  the  case  at  bar),  or  join  hie  sureties  as 
defendants. 

Charles  v,  Eaakina,  11  Iowa,  329,  77  Am. 
Dec.  148. 

In  the  case  of  official  bondp  the  sureties 
undertake,  in  general  terms,  that  the  prin- 
cipal will  perform  his  official  duties,  and  a 
judgment  against  the  officer  in  a  suit  to 
which  they  were  not  parties  is  not  evidence 
against  them. 

Pico  V.  Webster yM  Cal.  203,  73  Am.  Dec. 
647 ;  State  v.  Leeds,  31  N.  J.  L.  185. 

As  a  general  rule  sureties  upon  official 
bonds  are  not  concluded  by  a  decree  or  judg- 
ment against  their  principal,  unless  they 
have  had  their  day  in  court  or  an  opportu- 
nity to  be  heard  in  their  defense. 

Irwin  V.  Backus,  25  Cal.  214,  85  Am.  Dec. 
125. 

A   cause   of  action   on  an   official   bond 


against  the  principal  and  his  sureties  can- 
not be  united  with  a  cause  of  action  for 
damages  against  the  principal  alone. 

State  V.  Krutschnitt,  4  Nev.  178. 

The  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sulH- 
cient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

Paige  v.  Carroll,  61  Cal.  211. 

Be  Witty  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  question  raised  upon  this  appeal  is. 
What  is  the  effect,  upon  the  sureties  on  the 
official  bond,  of  a  judgment  rendered  against 
their  principal?  There  is  a  direct  conflict 
in  the  authorities  upon  this  question.  2 
Black,  Judgm.  §  588;  Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  9 
290;  Brandt,  Suretyship,  S  637;  and  caRe» 
collected  and  reviewed  in  these  text-books* 
It  is  held  by  many  courts  that,  when  a  bond 
is  given  to  the  effect  that  the  principal  will 


assess  the  damages  accordingly.  The  Treas- 
urers v.  Buckner,  2  McMull.  L.  823. 

In  an  action  upon  the  bond  of  a  constable 
against  him  and  his  sureties  it  was  alleged  as 
a  breach  of  the  bond  to  "faithfully  discharge 
the  duties  of  his  office  as  constable"  that  the 
principal  refused  to  surrender  to  the  real  plain- 
tiff property  of  hers  which  be  had  levied  upon 
under  an  execution  against  her,  upon  her  claim 
that  it  was  exempt  under  the  statute.  The  dec- 
laration showed  that  she  had  recovered  a  Judg- 
ment in  trover  against  him  for  a  conversion  of 
the  property,  but  without  satisfaction.  The  de- 
fendants pleaded  to  the  declaration,  and,  on  de- 
murrer to  all  their  pleas,  the  declaration  was 
adjudged  insufficient  and  final  Judgment  entered 
for  defendants.  The  plaintiff  prosecuted  a  writ 
of  error.  In  affirming  the  Judgment  the  ap- 
pellate court  said :  "The  proper  distinction  be- 
tween the  cases  In  which  a  Judgment  against 
the  principal  is,  or  Is  not,  binding  upon  the 
sureties.  Is  pointed  out  by  Sanderson,  Ch.  J.,  in 
Irwin  V.  Backus,  25  Cal.  214,  85  Am.  Dec.  125, 
and  quoted  by  Black  in  note  to  |  589.  When 
the  condition  Is  to  abide  the  order  or  Judgment 
of  a  court,  the  action  of  the  court  binds  the 
surety,  though  he  had  no  opportunity  to  in- 
fluence it;  but  if  it  be  to  perform  an  act  in 
pais,  then  such  a  Judgment  against  the  principal 
is  not  evidence  against  the  surety.  This  case 
falls  within  the  latter  class."  People  v.  Zlngraf, 
43  111.  App.  337. 

In  an  action  brought  upon  the  bond  of  a 
constable  against  him  and  his  sureties  before  a 
Justice  of  the  peace,  the  real  plaintiff  filed 
with  the  Justice  a  penal  bond  executed  by  the 
defendants,  and  a  written  statement  relative  to 
the  ground  of  action.  The  bond  was  condi- 
tioned for  the  due  performance  by  the  constable 
of  his  duties  as  such.  The  written  statement 
filed  was  intended  as  an  assignment  of  breaches. 
The  only  breaches  assigned  were  that  the  real 
plaintiff  had  obtained  a  Judgment  against  the 
constable  for  certain  sums  of  money,  for  neglect 
of  duty  with  respect  to  certain  executions 
against  third  persons  in  favor  of  the  real  plain- 
tiff, and  that  executions  on  the  Judgments 
against  the  constable  had  been  returned  "no 
property  found."  The  circuit  court  to  which 
the  cause  was  submitted  gave  Judgment  for  the 
real  plaintiff,  and  the  defendants,  the  sureties, 
appealed  to  the  supreme  court.  In  reversing 
the  Judgment  the  supreme  court  held  that,  as 
the  suit  was  commenced  before  a  Justice  of 
the  peace,  the  filing  of  the  bond,  together  with 
a  proper  assignment  of  breaches,  might  have 
been  sufficient.  But  the  plaintiff  below  had  at- 
tempted to  assign  breaches,  but  had  failed  in 
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bis  assignment  to  show  any  forfeiture  of  the 
bond  as  respects  the  sureties  of  the  constable. 
That  the  circumstances  that  the  plaintiff  ha<i 
obtained  Judgments  against  the  constable  for 
neglect  of  duty  as  such,  which  Judgments  were 
unpaid,  did  not  show  a  cause  of  action  against 
the  other  defendants,  who  were  his  sureties. 
The  reason  given  for  so  holding  was  that  the 
sureties  of  the  constable  were  not  parties  to 
the  Judgment  obtained  against  the  principal, 
and  that  they  had  no  opportunity  to  defend  the 
suit  brought  against  him  alone,  and  cannot  be 
bound  by  the  Judgment  in  those  suits.  White 
V.  State,  1  Blackf.  2d  ed.  557 ;  Citing  and  ap- 
proving Shelby  v.  The  Governor,  2  Blackf.  280. 

A  sheriff  levied  on  the  property  of  the  plain- 
tiff under  color  of  process.  Suit  was  brought 
against  him  for  the  trespass  Involved  in  the 
levy  and  seizure,  and  Judgment  recovered 
against  him  before  the  institution  of  the  pres- 
ent action.  The  record  of  this  recovery  wae 
offered  as  evidence  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  trial. 
The  defendants  offered  to  prove,  on  their  part, 
that  the  sheriff  was  not  guilty  of  the  trespass 
complained  of,  and  that  the  property  seized  was 
not  the  property  of  the  plaintiff.  The  court 
refused  to  admit  the  testimony,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  Judgment  against  the  sheriff  was  con^ 
elusive  of  all  the  facts  passed  upon  and  decided 
by  the  record.  In  reversing  the  Judgment  the 
supreme  court  held  that  the  rule  that  where  a 
surety  stipulates  without  regard  to  notice  to 
him  of  the  proceedings  to  obtain  Judgment,  hie 
liability  is  of  course,  itdependent  of  any  sucb 
fact,  does  not  apply  to  the  case  of  official  bonds, 
where  the  sureties  undertake,  in  general  terms, 
that  the  principal  will  perform  his  official  da- 
ties.  That  they  do  not  agree  to-,  be  absolutely 
bound  by  any  Judgment  obtained  against  hint 
for  official  misconduct,  nor  to  pay  every  sacb 
Judgment.  They  are  only  held  for  a  breach  of 
their  own  obligations.  That  it  is  a  general 
principle  that  no  party  can  be  so  held  without 
an  opportunity  to  be  heard  In  defense :  and 
that  this  right  is  not  devested  by  the  fact  that 
another  party  has  defended  on  the  same  cause 
of  action  and  been  unsuccessful :  that  they 
have  a  right  to  contest  with  the  plaintiff  the 
question  of  their  liability  ;  for  to  hold  that  they 
are  concluded  from  this  contestation  by  the  suit 
against  the  sheriff  is  to  hold  that  they  under- 
took for  him  that  they  would  be  responsible  for 
any  Judgment  against  him  which  might  be  ren- 
dered by  accident,  negligence,  or  error,  instead 
of  merely  stipulating  that  they  would  be  re- 
sponsible for  his  official  conduct.  Pico  v.  Web- 
ster, 14  Cal.  202,  78  Am.  Dec.  647. 

Plaintiff  had  become  surety  upon  the  bond 
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do  a  certain  act, — as,  for  instance,  pay  a  cer- 
tain sum  of  money,  or  satisfy  a  judgment, — 
then  the  sureties  are  bound  that  he  shall  do 
iQch  act;  and  the  judgment  against  the  prin- 
cipal is  conclusive  against  the  sureties.  But 
that  is  not  this  case,  and  that  ouestion  need 
not  here  be  treated.  Hie  bond  here  was  not 
for  the  performance  of  a  specific  act,  but  it 
was  for  general  good  and  faithful  conduct. 
It  is  as  to  judgments  affainst  principals  who 
bare  given  bonds  of  Uiis  nature — that  is, 
offidaf  bonds  of  sheriffs  and  constables — 
that  the  difference  of  opinions  among  the 
authorities  exists,  and  which  difference  we 
shall  now  note.  One  line  of  authorities  holds 
that  the  judgment  against  the  principal  is 
eonclusive  against  the  sureties.  The  courts 
holding  this  view  are  very  few,  although 
among  them  is  one  wholly  respectable  tri- 
bunal.   Hie  second  view  held  is  that  the 


judgment  against  the  principal  is  prima  fa- 
de evidence  against  the  sureties.  The  third 
rule  laid  down  by  the  authorities  is  that  the 
judgment  against  the  principal  is  no  evidence 
at  all  against  the  sureties,  and  that,  to  hold 
the  sureties  for  the  misfeasance  of  the  prin- 
cipal, the  facts  of  the  misfeasance  must  be 
proved  in  an  action  in  which  the  sureties  are 
defendants.  These  two  latter  rules  are  sus- 
tained by  probably  a  nearly  equal  number  of 
respectable  courts. 

The  question  being  a  new  one  with  us,  and 
the  authorities  being  divided,  we  shall  pro- 
ceed to  decide  the  matter  upon  what  ap- 
pears to  us  to  be  the  most  reasonable  princi- 
ple. The  case  of  jPioo  v.  Webster,  14  Cal. 
203,  73  Am.  Dec.  647,  is  a  leading  case.  We 
find  it  cited  by  all  text  writers,  and  in  many 
of  the  opinions.  Its  reasoning  appeals  to 
us  so  strongly  that  we  quote  from  it  some- 


of  a  collector  of  taxes,  and  as  an  Inducement 
for  Um  to  do  so  the  collector  and  the  defend- 
ant had  made  to  him  a  joint  and  several  bond 
tondltlooed  to  keep  harmless  and  Indemnified- 
the  plaintiff  from  all  loss,  costs,  etc.,  that  he 
Bight  be  pnt  to  by  reason  of  becoming  such 
nrety.  In  an  action  upon  the  letter's  bond 
alleging  as  a  breach  that  the  plaintiff  was  com- 
pelled to  pay  to  the  receiver  general  a  sum 
which  the  collector  bad  failed  to  pay,  it  was 
held  that  a  Judgment  against  the  plaintiff  for 
the  amount  claimed  at  the  salt  of  the  receiver 
geoenl  was  not  evidence  that  he  was  legally 
liable  to  the  extent  for  which  the  Judgment  was 
aigned,  and  that  for  such  a  purpose  the  judg- 
ment could  not  be  used,  and  that  to  hold  other- 
wtae  would  be  holding  that  a  stranger  to  a  judg- 
ment, who  had  no  opportunity  to  cross-exam- 
ine the  witnesses  or  to  dispute  the  conclusions 
to  be  drawn  from  the  evidence,  could  be  bound 
by  the  verdict,  where  the  judgment  is  after 
terdlct,  or  could  be  bound  by  an  agreement  made 
without  his  privity  or  Intervention,  between  the 
parties  to  the  Judgment,  where,  as  In  the  pres- 
ent ease,  it  was  a  Judgment  founded  on  agree- 
ment. King  V.  Norman,  4  C.  B.  884,  17  L.  J. 
C.  P.  N.  8.  23,  11  Jur.  824. 

The  rule  In  North  Carolina,  that  a  decree 
against  a  sheriff  will  not  be  permitted  to  be  re- 
alred  as  evidence  against  the  securities,  because 
they  were  not  parties  to  It,  and  because  the  evi- 
dence on  which  it  rested  might  again  be  brought 
before  the  court,  when  they  became  parties  in 
any  other  suit,  does  not  apply  to  the  return  of 
a  aheriff  on  an  execution  that  he  had  received 
the  money ;  such  a  return  is  conclusive  of  the 
qiaeitlon  because  as  long  as  that  return  stands 
the  party  haa  no  remedy  against  the  sheriff  for 
the  amount  which  the  sherlff*8  return  states 
to  be  received.  The  Governor  v.  Twltty,  12  N. 
C.  (1  Dev.  L.)  158. 

OJdter,  of  course,  as  to  the  subject  under  con- 
alderation,  but  possibly  of  some  value  as  stating 
the  rule  as  it  existed  in  that  state. 

b.  Jitdgment  on  motion   for  rule   absolute   or 

ameroemeni, 

Jndgment  had  been  rendered  against  a  sheriff 
npon  a  motion  for  falling  to  pay  over  money  for 
the  amount  collected  and  damages.  In  an  ac- 
tion on  the  sheriff's  ofllcial  bond  against  his 
Borety  It  was  held  that  the  -judgment  rendered 
npon  the  motion  against  the  sheriff  alone  was 
not  evidence,  as  It  could  not  have  been  Intro- 
duced for  the  mere  purpose  of  proving  that  such 
a  jidgment  was  rendered,  and  must  have  been 
iatrodneed  to  prove  the  existence  of  the  fact 
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on  which  It  was  supposed  to  be  founded,  the 
collection  of  the  money  under  an  execution  ;  and 
it,  therefore^  came  within  the  rule  established 
by  the  authorities  that  the  surety  was  no  party 
to  it,  and  could  not  have  made  himself  so.  and 
therefore  had  no  power  to  contest  the  recovery. 
Carmlchael  v.  The  Governor,  8  How.  (Miss.) 
286 ;  Citing  Carmack  v.  Com.  use  of  Boggs,  5 
Binn.  184,  as  analogous  In  principle. 

A  judgment  of  amercement  nisi  had  been  ob- 
tained against  the  sheriff  for  failure  to  return 
an  execution,  and  the  judgment  had  afterwards 
been  made  absolute  against  him.  In  an  action 
of  debt  brought  against  his  sureties  on  his  of- 
ficial bond  it  appeared  that  the  Bherlff*s  term  of 
office  expired  before  the  expiration  of  the  time 
within  which  the  execution  might  be  returned. 
The  plaintiff  was  nonsuited.  On  appeal  it  was 
Insisted  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  de- 
fendants were  concluded  by  the  Judgment 
against  the  sheriff.  The  supreme  court  held 
that  this  was  not  so,  that  the  sureties  of  the 
sheriff  might  show  that  the  judgment  was 
either  fraudulently  or  Improperly  obtained 
against  their  principal,  citing  McLynn  v.  Hardie, 
26  N.  C.  (8  Ired.  L.)  407.  The  court  stated 
that  it  "runs  nearly  upon  all  fours  with  this 
case,  and  Is  decisive  of  It.  It  was  there  held  that 
a  sheriff,  to  whom  a  writ  had  been  delivered, 
but  who  went  out  of  office  before  the  return  day 
of  the  writ,  had  no  power  to  malce  the  return 
on  It,  and  therefore  was  not  subject  to  an 
amercement  for  not  doing  so.  Without  overrul- 
ing this  case  (which  we  do  not  feel  disposed  to 
do),  we  are  bound  to  affirm  the  judgment." 
State  V.  Woodside.  29  N.  C.  (7  Ired.  L.)  296. 

The  records  of  the  proceedings  against  a  sher- 
iff for  an  amercement  imposed  upon  him  are  not 
evidence  against  his  sureties  to  prove  his  de- 
fault ;  but  they  are  admissible  against  them  to 
prove  the  fact  of  the  existence  of  the  amerce- 
ment itself.  The  Governor  v.  Montfort,  23  N. 
C.  (1  Ired.  L.)  155. 

In  an  action  In  the  name  of  the  governor  on 
the  relation  of  the  appellant  upon  the  official 
bond  of  a  sheriff,  the  declaration  assigned  for 
breaches  that  sundry  executions  were  delivered 
to  the  sheriff  which  he  failed  to  return,  an.d  for 
such  failure  the  relator  recovered  against  him 
sundry  fines  upon  motion,  the  judgment  for 
which  fines  remained  in  full  force  unsatisfied. 
The  court  said  that  the  first  question  which 
presented  itself  was  whether  the  sureties  of 
the  sheriff  were  responsible  for  fines  Imposed 
upon  their  principal  upon  a  motion,  for  failing 
to  return  executions,  and  whether  those  fines 
could  be  recovered  In  an  action  on  a  sheriff's 
bond.     It  was  held  that  the  sureties,  In  this  ac- 
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what  at  length :  "This  suit  was  brought  on 
the  otRcial  bond  of  the  defendant,  Webster, 
who  was  sheritl  of  San  Joaquin  county, 
against  Webster  and  his  sureties.  The  suit 
was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  levy 
by  Webster  on  property  of  plaintiff,  whicn 
levy  was  made  under  color  of  process.  Suit 
was  brought  against  Webster  for  the  tres- 
pass involved  in  this  levy  and  seizure,  and 
judgment  recovered  against  him  before  the 
institution  of  this  suit.  The  record  of  this 
recovery  was  offered  as  evidence  by  the  plain- 
tiff on  the  trial.  The  defendants  offered  to 
prove,  on  their  part,  that  Webster  was  not 
guilty  of  the  trespass  complained  of,  and 
that  the  property  seized  was  not  the  proper- 
ty of  the  plaintiff  here.  But  the  court  re- 
fused to  admit  the  testimony,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  judgment  against  the  sher- 
iff was  conclusive  of  all  the  facts  passed  up- 


on and  decided  by  the  record.  To  this  rul- 
ing the  defendants  excepted,  and  now  pre- 
sent it  for  review  here  on  appeal.  There  is 
no  little  conflict  in  the  cases  on  this  subject. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that,  where  a  surety 
undertakes,  for  the  principal,  that  the  prin- 
cipal shall  do  a  specific  act,  to  be  ascertained 
in  a  given  way,  as,  that  he  will  pay  a  judg- 
ment, that  the  judgment  is  conclusive 
against  the  surety;  for  the  obligation  is  ex- 
press that  the  principal  will  do  this  thing, 
and  the  judgment  is  conclusive  of  the  fact 
and  extent  of  the  obligation.  As  the  surety 
in  such  cases  stipulates  without  regard  to 
notice  to  him  of  the  proceedings  to  obtain 
the'judgment,  his  liability  is  of  course,  inde- 
pendent of  any  such  fact.  Train  v.  Gold,  5 
Pick.  380;  Lincoln  v.  Blanchard,  17  Vt.  464. 
See  also  Riddle  v.  Baker^  13  Cal.  295.  It  U 
upon  this  ground  that  the  liability  of  a  bail 


tion,  were  not  responsible  for  the  fines  Imposed 
upon  the  sheriff,  and  that  the  evidence  afforded 
by  them,  offered  to  prove  a  breach  of  the  con- 
dition of  the  bond,  was  not  evidence  that  the 
sheriff  had  received  the  executions  and  failed 
to  return  them :  the  judgments  were  not  evi- 
dence of  these  facts,  as  against  the  sureties  in 
any  degree.  They  did  not  per  se  bind  them. 
It  was  r€8  inter  alios  <iota  and  emphatically  so, 
for  the  sureties  had  no  more  interest  in  the  sub- 
ject of  these  judgments  than  any  other  stranger. 
M'Dowell  V.  Burwell,  4  Rand.  (Va.)   317. 

III.  When  prima  facie  evidence, 

a.  Judgment  recovered  in  action. 

The  defendants  were  a  constable  and  his  sure- 
ties upon  his  official  bond.  The  nominal  plain- 
tiff, who  was  the  obligee  of  the  bond,  brought 
the  action  for  the  whole  penalty.  (In  Massa- 
chusetts official  bonds  are  made  to  the  town, 
city,  commonwealth,  or  other  municipality  as 
the  case  may  be,  and  the  bond  is  prosecuted  in 
the  event  of  its  breach  by  the  nominal  obligee, 
and  the  judgments  are  taken  for  the  full  pen- 
alty, and  execution  issued  thereon  to  every  per- 
son injured  by  the  breach  for  the  amount  of 
damages  sustained  In  each  instance.)  The 
breach  assigned  in  the  declaration  was  that  the 
constable,  the  principal  in  the  bond,  had  carried 
away  and  detained  certain  goods  of  the  real 
plaintiff.  The  declaration  also  alleged  the  re- 
covery of  a  judgment  by  the  real  plaintiff 
against  the  constable  for  such  taking  and  carry- 
ing away  of  the  goods  for  an  amount  in  dam- 
ages, and  also  alleged  that  the  Judgment  was 
unsatisfied,  but  did  not  allege  that  any  notice 
was  given  to  the  sureties  on  the  bond  of  the 
pendency  of  the  action  in  which  the  Judgment 
was  recovered.  A  copy  of  the  judgment  recov- 
ered by  the  principal  plaintiff  against  the  con- 
stable by  default  was  introduced  in  evidence. 
It  appeared  that  the  action  in  which  said  last- 
named  judgment  was  rendered  had  been  origin- 
ally commenced  against  the  constable  and  the 
plaintiff  in  the  action  by  virtue  of  the  writ  in 
which  the  constable  had  attached  the  real  plain- 
tiff's goods :  but  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  in  the 
original  action  was  subsequently  stricken  out  on 
motion  of  the  real  plaintiff.  The  defendants 
contended  that  the  sureties  were  not  liable  for 
any  default  or  malfeasance  of  the  constable 
while  acting  under  the  writ  in  the  original  ac- 
tion, because  he  could  not  lawfully  serve  the 
same :  also  that  the  action  could  not  be  main- 
tained against  the  defendants  because  the  orig- 
inal Judgment  against  the  constable  was  recov- 
ered against  him,  in  an  action  wherein  he  was 
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jointly  sued  with  another.  The  trial  judge  re- 
fused to  admit  evidence  offered  by  the  defend- 
ants to  prove  the  above  contention,  and  di- 
rected a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  penal- 
ty of  the  tK>nd.  Upon  exceptions  In  the  supreme 
court  it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  the  suit 
was  originally  commenced  against  the  constable 
and  the  attaching  creditor  tn  the  original  suit 
jointly  did  not  affect  the  Judgment  taken  against 
the  constable  alone.  That  all  the  judgment 
showed  was  that  the  constable  had  taken  the 
plaintiff*8  goods  wrongfully ;  that  the  objection 
that  the  judgment  was  not  admissible  in  evi- 
dence because  the  sureties  were  not  notified,  and 
that  therefore  it  was  res  inter  alioe,  cannot  be 
supported  under  the  circumstances  of  the  caae : 
that  the  judgment  in  the  action  against  the  con- 
stable for  a  failure  in  the  performance  of  his 
duty,  foe  the  faithful  performance  of  which  the 
sureties  entered  into  their  covenant,  is  prima 
facie  evidence  In  the  suit  against  the  sureties. 
But  if  it  can  be  made  to  appear  that  such  judg- 
ment was  obtained  by  fraud  or  collusion  it 
would  be  wholly  set  aside,  otherwise  it  is  prima 
facie  evidence  to  stand  until  impeached  or  con- 
trolled In  whole  or  in  part  by  countervailing 
proofs.  Lowell  v.  Parker,  10  Met.  309,  43  Am. 
Dec.  436. 

A  suit  was  brought  on  a  sheriff^s  bond  against 
the  sureties  on  the  bond  for  misconduct  In  office 
of  the  sheriff,  to  the  injury  of  the  plaintiffs,  by 
seixlng  and  converting  their  property  under  an 
attachment  against  another  party.  The  decla- 
ration showed  that  suit  had  been  brought  and 
damages  recovered  against  the  sheriff  for  the 
wrong,  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States, 
upon  which  an  execution  was  returned  unsatis- 
fied for  want  of  property  to  hi  found.  Upon 
the  trial  below  reliance  was  had  upon  this  judg- 
ment, and  the  court  found  for  plaintiffs  for  its 
amount  against  the  defendants  as  sureties  on 
the  sheriff's  bond.  Among  the  questions  raised 
on  error  in  the  supreme  conrt  was  one  as  to 
the  judgment  In  the  United  States  court,  as 
not  admissible  against  the  surety.  On  this 
question  the  court  held  that  while  there  waa 
some  variance  in  the  authorities  on  the  subject, 
the  prevailing  reasons,  except  where  there  were 
statutory  difficulties,  seemed  to  favor  the  rule 
that  such  a  judgment  is  prima  facie  evidence 
against  the  sureties,  citing  and  approving  Lowell 
V.  Parker,  10  Met.  809,  43  Am.  Dec.  436.  The 
court  said,  further:  "That  such  a  judgment 
should  not  be  conclusive  against  the  surety,  un- 
less he  has  been  notified  to  defend,  or  made  a 
party,  is  well  enough  based  on  the  possibility  of 
fraud  or  collusion."  People  use  of  Norris  t. 
Mersereau,  74  Mich.  687,  42  N.  W.  163. 
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is  fixed  absolutely  by  the  judgment  against 
tbe  principal.  But  this  rule  rests  upon  the 
terms  of  the  contract.  In  the  case  of  official 
bonds,  the  sureties  undertake,  in  general 
terms,  that  the  principal  will  perform  his 
official  duties.  They  do  not  agree  to  be  ab- 
dohitely  bound  by  any  judgment  obtained 
against  him  for  official  misconduct,  nor  to 
pay  every  such  judgment.  They  are 
only  held  for  a  breach  of  their  own  obliga- 
tions. It  is  a  general  principle  that  no  party 
can  be  so  held  without  an  opportunity  to  be 
beard  in  defense.  This  right  is  not  devested 
by  the  fact  that  another  party  has  defended 
on  the  same  cause  of  action  and  been  unsuc- 
cessful. As  the  sureties  did  not  stipulate 
that  they  would  abide  by  the  judgment 
against  the  principal,  or  permit  him  to  con- 
duct the  defense  and  be  themselves  responsi- 
ble for  the  result  of  it,  the  fact  that  the 


principal  has  unsuccessfully  defended  has 
no  effect  on  their  rights.  They  have  a  right 
to  contest  with  the  plaintiff  the  question  of 
their  liability,  for  to  hold  that  they  are  con- 
cluded from  this  contestation  by  the  suit 
against  the  sheriff  is  to  hold  that  they  under- 
took, for  him,  that  they  would  be  responsi- 
ble for  any  judgment  against  him  which 
might  be  rendered  by  accident,  negligence, 
or  error,  instead  of  merely  stipulating  that 
they  would  be  responsible  for  his  official  con- 
duct. The  authorities  which  sustain  this 
view  are  numerous.  In  M*Kellar  ▼.  Botcell, 
11  N.  C.  (4  Hawks.)  34,  a  decree  against  the 
administrator  of  a  guardian  was  held  not  to 
be  evidence  against  the  sureties  of  the 
guardian,  to  charge  them  with  the  amount 
which  was  recovered  against  the  estate  for 
unfaithful  administration  of  the  trust. 
Munford    v.    Overaeera    of    Poor,  2   Rand. 


Tbe  reason  given  In  the  portion  of  the  opin- 
ion quoted  above  does  not  seem  to  be  a  very 
good  one,  as  nearly  all  the  decisions  holding 
that  a  judgment  against  tbe  principal  under  such 
circumstances  is  conclusive  upon  the  sureties, 
although  they  had  no  notice,  also  hold  that  such 
a  judgment  In  any  case  may  be  impeached  for 
fraad  or  collusion,  and  some  of  them,  even,  for 
mist  alee. 

The  United  Statea  had  obtained  a  Judgment 
against  a  defaulting  signal  officer  for  the 
amount  for  which  he  was  a  defaulter,  and  there- 
after brought  an  action  against  the  sureties,  of 
whom  the  plaintiff  in  error  (defendant  below) 
waa  one,  and  was  the  only  one  served  with  proc- 
ess. The  Judgment  was  admitted  in  evidence, 
and  the  government  had  a  Judgment  for  the 
amount  for  which  the  officer  was  a  defaulter. 
Neither  surety  was  a  party  to  the  Judgment, 
which  was  solely  against  the  defaulting  officer, 
and  the  record  of  the  judgment  was  admitted 
In  evidence  under  the  objection  and  exception 
of  the  defendant.  The  defendant  brought  er- 
ror to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
vhU'h  court,  in  affirming  the  Judgment,  held 
that  the  Judgment  against  the  principal  was 
properly  admitted  in  evidence  against  the  surety. 
It  proved,  at  least,  prima  facie  a  breach  of  the 
bond  by  showing  the  amount  of  public  moneys 
which  the  principal  had  failed  to  faithfully  ex- 
pend and  honestly  account  for.  It  was  far 
beyond  the  penalty  in  the  bond,  and,  unex- 
plained, the  Judgment  was  sufficient  evidence 
of  the  breach  of  condition.  Moses  v.  United 
States,  166  U.  S.  571,  41  L.  ed.  1119,  17  Sup. 
€t.  Rep.  682 ;  citing  Drummond  v.  Prestman,  12 
Wheat.  515,  6  L.  ed.  712;  United  States  v. 
Allabnry,  4  Wall.  186,  aub  nom.  United  States 
T.  Bnrbank.  18  L.  ed.  321 ;  McLaughlin  v.  Bank 
of  Potomac,  7  How.  220,  12  L.  ed.  675 ;  Stovall 
▼.  Banks,  10  Wall.  583,  19  L.  ed.  1036 :  Wash- 
ington Ice  Co.  V.  Webster,  125  U.  S.  426,  31  L. 
<d.  799,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  947. 

Moses  ▼.  United  States,  ^upra.  Affirms  8.  c. 
nh  nom.  Howgate  v.  United  States,  8  App.  D.  C. 
277. 

Plaintiff's  assignor  recovered  a  Judgment 
against  the  sheriff  for  his  wrongful  act  In  levy- 
ing an  execution  on  the  property  of  plaintiff's 
assignor  to  satisfy  the  debt  of  another  party. 
This  judgment  remaining  unsatisfied,  this  action 
was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  upon  the  official 
bond  of  tbe  sheriff  against  him  and  his  sureties. 
Tb»  defendants  filed  separate  pleas,  to  which 
there  were  demurrers,  which  were  overruled 
and  jndgment  thereupon  rendered  for  the  de- 
fendants, and  tbe  plaintiff  appealed.  In  revers- 
ing the  Judgment  the  supreme  court  held  that 
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the  liability  of  the  surety  is  dependent  upon 
that  of  the  principal.  Though  not  a  party,  the 
surety  Is  not  a  stranger  to  the  Judgment.  He 
covenants  that  his  principal  shall  discharge  cer- 
tain official  duties.  When  It  is  once  fairly  de- 
termined by  a  competent  Judicial  tribunal  that 
there  has  been  a  breach  of  the  official  under- 
taking, the  liability  of  the  surety  prima  facie 
attaches,  whether  he  was  a  party  to  the  action 
adjudging  the  breach  or  not.  In  an  action 
against  him  the  surety  may  show  fraud  or  col- 
lusion In  obtalnkig  the  Judgment  against  the 
principal,  or  he  may  show  a  mistake  in  the 
amount,  or  that  It  has  been  paid  (Bergen  v. 
Williams,  4  McLean,  125,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,340), 
and,  as  the  surety  could  claim  the  benefit  of  a 
Judgment  In  favor  of  his  principal,  so  he  Is 
concluded,  as  above  explained,  by  a  Judgment 
against  him.  Tbe  wrongful  conversion  of  the 
goods  by  the  principal  as  sheriff  has  been  once 
determined  by  a  court  of  competent  Jurisdic- 
tion ;  and  as  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  against 
the  sureties  a  larger  amount  than  that  ad- 
Judged  against  the  principal,  neither  can  the 
sureties  go  behind  such  Judgment  and  relltlgate 
the  question  thus  already  determined.  Charles 
V.  Hosklns,  14  Iowa,  471,  83  Am.  Dec.  378. 

The  syllabus  of  the  above  case  states  that  it 
Is  an  authority  that  the  Judgment  against  the 
principal  Is  prima  facie  evidence  against  the 
sureties ;  but  the  Inquiry  naturally  comes  wheth- 
er the  latter  part  of  the  opinion  does  not  carry 
the  Idea  that  It  was  the  Intention  of  the  court 
to  hold  that  It  was  not  only  so,  but  that,  aside 
from  the  exceptional  defenses  mentioned.  It  was 
also  conclusive. 

Plaintiff  recovered  a  Judgment  against  a 
sheriff  for  levying  on  his  property  by  virtue 
of  an  execution  against  other  parties,  and,  not 
being  able  to  collect  It  of  the  sheriff,  brought 
action  against  the  sureties  on  his  bond,  and  on 
the  trial  thereof  offered  In  evidence  the  Judg- 
ment roll  In  an  action  against  the  sheriff,  and 
the  writ  of  execution  and  Its  return  of  "Unsatis- 
fied" thereon.  To  this  the  defendants  objected, 
but  were  overruled,  and  they  excepted.  The 
Jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  the 
amount  of  the  Judgment  against  the  sheriff. 
Defendants  moved  for  a  new  trial,  but  were  de- 
nied, and  they  appealed.  The  court  held  that 
the  judgment  against  the  sheriff  was  prima  facie 
evidence  against  his  sureties,  and  in  doing  so 
said :  "While  the  authorities  are  wide  apart 
upon  the  question.  It  is  evident  that  the  decided 
weight  is  in  favor  of  the  doctrine  that  a  judg- 
ment against  the  principal  upon  an  official  bond 
is  prima  facie  evidence  against  tbe  sureties. 
By  this  rule  the  right  is  reserved  to  such  sure- 
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(Va.)  313,  went  a  little  further,  holding 
that  a  iudgmeut  a^inst  the  sheriff  was  no 
estoppel  against  him  in  an  action  on  the 
bond  against  him  and  his  sureties.  It  seems 
to  be  held  there  that  no  recovery  oould  be 
had  against  the  principal,  because  ne  was  not 
liable  jointly  with  the  sureties,  and  that  the 
record  of  the  judgment  would  be  only  prima 
facie  evidence  against  the  sureties.  Beall 
V.  Beck,  3  Har.  £  M'H.  242,  is  to  the  same 
effect.  Douglaa9  ▼.  Howland,  24  Wend.  35, 
is  a  leading  case.  The  authorities  are  re- 
viewed by  Mr.  Justice  Gowen  with  his  usual 
learning.  That  case  was  covenant,  brought 
by  the  plaintiff  against  the  surety  on  an  ob- 
ligation, by  the  principal,  to  account  and 
pay  over  such  sum  as  shall  be  found  to  be 
owing  by  him,  and  the  surety  covenanted 
that  the  party  thus  agreeing  'shall  perform 
the    agreement.'    A     decree     in    <mancery 


against  the  principal  was  offered.  The  de- 
cree was  on  a  bill  filed  to  compel  an  account. 
Held,  that  it  was  no  evidence  against  the 
surety,  unless  he  had  notice  of  the  suit,  and 
an  opportunity  to  defend  in  the  name  of  the 
principal.  Many  authorities  are  cited  by 
the  learned  judge,  who  concludes  that  the 
surety's  obligation  was  to  pay  over  a  bal- 
ance due,  not  that  he  should  abide  by  a  judg- 
ment at  law,  or  a  decree  in  chancery,  for  not 
Accounting."  The  doctrine  of  this  case  is 
reafiirmed  in  Irtcin  v.  Bdckua,  25  Cal.  214, 
85  Am.  Dec.  125,  in  which  case,  however,  it 
was  also  held,  as  in  14  Cal.  203,  73  Am.  Dec. 
647,  that  administrators'  bonds  are  excep- 
tions to  the  rule  announced.  See,  further, 
in  the  opinion  in  Pico  v.  Webster,  for  a  re- 
view of  the  cases.  The  rule  was  also  orig- 
inally held  in  Pennsylvania  in  CcLrmack  v. 
Com.  use  of  Bogga,  5  Binn.  184.    A  depart- 


ties  to  interpose  any  defense  they  may  have, 
and  to  be  fully  heard  on  the  merits/'  Beau- 
chalne  v.  McKlnnon,  65  Minn.  818,  56  N.  W. 
1065. 

This  case  is  of  value  on  accoont  of  the  colla- 
tion of  authorities  in  the  opinion  of  Justice  Col- 
lins on  the  three  different  prox>08itlon8  in  re- 
gard to  the  status  of  a  Judgment  against  the 
principal  in  an  action  against  the  sureties  on 
an  official  bond ;  namely :  First,  that  it  is  of  no 
value  as  against  sureties,  and  hence  inadmissible 
in  evidence  in  an  action  brought  to  enforce  their 
liability ;  second,  that  it  is  at  least  presumptive 
evidence  as  against  sureties  upon  an  official 
bond ;  third,  that  It  is  absolutely  conclusive  on 
the  sureties.  ' 

In  State  use  of  Fulton  v.  Colerlck,  8  Ohio, 
487,  the  question  being  as  to  the  effect  of  a 
Judgment  against  a  sheriff  In  an  action  against 
him  and  his  sureties,  the  court  said :  "We 
tatse  the  distinction  to  be  that  where  the  sure- 
ties have  notice  of  the  suit,  and  may  or  do  make 
defense,  the  Judgment  against  the  principal  is 
conclusive  against  them.  Where  such  notice  is 
not  given,  the  Judgment  against  the  principal 
is  prima  facie  only.  It  may  be  impeached  for 
colllislon  or  for  mistake.  But,  until  so  im- 
peached, it  is  sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff 
to  recover  the  amount  for  which  it  is  rendered  ;'* 
citing  and  approving  Brown  County  Comrs.  v. 
Butt,  2  Ohio,  348. 

A  Judgment  by  confession  of  the  principal  or 
upon  testimony  of  witnesses  is  evidence  against 
the  sureties  on  a  constable's  bond,  but  it  is  not 
conclusive,  and  they  may  approve  or  establish 
such  facts  as  show  that  the  principal  is  not 
liable.     Atkins  v.  Bally,  9  Yerg.  111. 

The  facts  in  an  agreed  case  were  these :  An 
action  was  commenced  in  the  common  pleas  and 
on  judgment  obtained,  a  fl.  fa.  issued  and  levied 
on  property  as  the  property  of  the  defendant  In 
the  execution,  which  was  claimed  by  the  real 
plaintiff  herein,  and  notice  of  their  claim  given 
to  the  sheriff,  who,  nevertheless,  sold  the  prop- 
erty and  paid  the  proceeds  to  the  plaintiff  in  the 
execution.  Afterward  the  real  plaintiff  herein 
and  other  owners  brought  trover  against  the 
sheriff,  and  recovered  a  verdict,  upon  which 
final  Judgment  was  entered.  This  action  was 
then  brought,  which  was  a  scire  facias  against 
the  sheriff  and  his  sureties  on  his  official  recog- 
nizance to  recover  from  them  the  amount  of  the 
Judgment  in  trover.  The  plaintiffs  in  error 
made  the  point  that  the  recovery  In  trover  was 
not  conclusive  against  the  sureties. 

The  Judgment  of  the  common  pleas  was 
against  the  defendants  below,  and  they  brought 
error.  Held,  per  Tilghman,  Cb.  J.,  and  Yeates 
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J.,  that  the  Judgment  against  the  sheriff  was 
not  conclusive  against  the  sureties,  and  that  the 
latter  not  being  parties  to  the  action  in  which  it 
was  rendered  might  interpose  any  defense  that 
might  have  been  interposed  in  the  original  ac- 
tion against  the  sheriff. 

Brackenridge,  J.,  dissented  on  the  ground  that 
the  Judgment  against  the  sheriff  should  be  held 
conclusive  against  the  sureties,  and  that  to  con- 
sider it  otherwise  would  be  letting  in  the  tra- 
verse of  the  act  ab  origine,  which  would  render 
it  more  advisable  to  have  sued  on  the  bond  or 
recognizance  in  the  first  instance.  But  an  ac- 
tion of  trespass  could  not  be  brought  on  the 
bond,  though  in  an  action  of  debt  on  the  penalty 
a  trespass  or  delinquency  might  be  allowed  as 
a  breach  of  the  condition  whereby  action  ac- 
crued. Carmack  v.  Com.  use  of  Boggs,  5  Binn. 
184. 

Compare  Masser  v.  Strickland,  17  Serg.  &  R. 
854,  17  Am.  Dec.  668 ;  Evans  v.  Com.  8  Watts, 
398,  84  Am.  Dec.  477;  Musselman  v.  Com.  7 
Pa.  240;  Com.  v.  Smith,  4  Phlla.  61,  and  Mc- 
Mlcken  v.  Com.  58  Pa.  214,  infra,  IV.  a. 

Plaintiff  had  recovered  a  Judgment  against 
the  defendant  sheriff  for  attaching  his  property 
as  the  property  of  other  parties,  and  thereafter 
brought  an  action  against  the  sheriff  and  his 
sureties  on  his  bond,  on  the  trial  of  which  the 
Judgment  against  the  sheriff  was  offered  in 
evidence,  received,  and  Judgment  thereon  ren- 
dered against  the  defendants.  On  a  review  on 
exceptions  the  supreme  Judicial  court  held  that, 
before  an  action  can  be  sustained  npon  the 
official  bond  of  a  sheriff,  the  plaintiff  in  interest 
must  show  that  the  act  complained  of  was  an 
official  act,  and  that  he  has  ascertained  the 
amount  of  his  damages  in  a  suit  against  the 
sheriff ;  that  if  such  a  Judgment  was  fairly  re- 
covered for  an  official  act  or  neglect  It  Is  bind- 
ing on  the  sureties  in  a  suit  against  them,  but 
that  all  that  the  Judgment  against  the  sheriff 
establishes  is  that  he  took  the  goods  of  the 
plaintiff  and  converted  them  to  his  own  use ;  bat 
the  action  in  which  it  was  rendered  not  having 
been  brought  against  him  in  his  official  capacity, 
it  does  not  show  that  in  doing  this  he  acted 
under  color  of  office,  and  that  he  has  been  gailtv 
of  any  official  neglect  or  wrong.  It  does  fix 
the  damages  in  case  the  defendants  are  liable. 
Dane  v.  Gllmore,  49  Me.  173. 

Ordinarily  this  case  would  be  classed  with 
those  which  decide  that  such  a  Judgment  is  no 
evidence  against  the  sureties ;  and  so  it  would 
have  been  but  for  the  following: 

In  Dane  v.  Gilmore.  51  Me.  544,  which  wan 
another  action  upon  the  same  official  bond  as  In 
the  last  case  but  in  behalf  of  a  different  real 
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ure  from  the  rule  was  made  in  thai  state  in 
Master  v.  Strickland,  17  Serg.  &  R.  354,  17 
Am.  Dec  668.  This  departure,  however, 
was  in  the  face  of  an  able  protest  on  the  part 
of  Chief  Justice  Qibson,  as  noted  in  Pico  v. 
Webster,  14  Cal.  at  page  206,  73  Am.  Dec. 
650.  See  dissenting  opinion  of  Gibson,  Ch. 
J.,  17  Serg.  &  R.  358,  17  Am.  Dec.  673.  See 
also,  generally,  Littleton  v.  Richardson,  34 
N.  H.  179,  66  Am.  Dec.  759.  In  this  state  a 
principal  and  sureties  may  be  sued  together. 
Wibaux  v.  Orinnell  Live-Stock  Co.,  9  Mont. 
154, 22  Pac  492;  Hoskins  v.  White,  13  Mont. 
72,  32  Pac.  163;  Woodman  v.  Calkins,  13 
Mont.  365,  34  Pac.  187;  Nelson  v.  Donovan 
16  Mont.  85,  40  Pac.  72. 

There  is  no  reanon  in  the  case  at  bar  why 
the  principal  and  sureties  were  not  original- 
ly Eued  in  one  action.  It  therefore  seems  to 
119  that  it  is  not  within  the  spirit  of  the  prac- 


tice in  this  stale  to  allow  one  to  sue  the 
principal  first,  and  then  make  that  judgment 
either  conclusive  or  prima  facie  evidence 
against  the  sureties,  who  were  not  made  par- 
ties to  that  action.  It  seems  that  to  allow 
such  practice  would  be  an  invasion  of  the 
principle  that  every  man  is  entitled  to  hii» 
day  in  court.  Another  principle  is  that 
when  a  defendant  is  sougnt  to  be  charged 
with  a  liability,  there  is  not  a  presumption 
of  his  liability  to  commence  with.  If  we 
hold  that  a  judgment  against  the  principal 
is  conclusive  or  prima  facie  evidence  against 
the  sureties,  the  sureties  are  obliged  to 
start  into  the  action  with  a  presumption  of 
liability  against  them.  The  ordinary  rule 
of  law  is  that  the  plaintiff  must  prove  his 
case  by  evidence;  but,  if  a  judgment  against 
the  principal  is  evidence  against  the  sureties, 
the  affirmative  of  the  case  is  thrown  upon 


plaintiff,  it  was  held  that,  the  signatures  to  the 
bond  being  admitted,  and  the  judgment  against 
the  sheriff  being  produced,  if  the  case  rested 
here  the  plalntlff*s  right  to  recover  could  neither 
be  doubted  nor  denied ;  citing  Cony  v.  Barrows, 
46  Me.  497.  That  the  evidence  offered  would 
make  oat  a  prima  facie  case,  and  if  is  not  neces* 
niT  to  consider  how  far  a  Judgment  against 
the  principal  is  conclusive  upon  the  sureties 
without  notice;  but  that  it  is  well  settled,  if  it 
be  obtained  by  fraud  or  collusion,  they  may  con- 
test its  conclusiveness  as  against  them ;  citing 
Lowell  T.  Parker,  10  Met.  314,  48  Am.  Dec.  436. 

If,  in  an  action  on  a  bond  given  for  the  faith- 
ful performance  of  the  duties  of  an  office,  the 
principal  is  defaulted,  the  declaration  is  to  be 
uken  as  true  against  him  alone :  and  the  sure- 
ties are  not  thereby  precluded  from  any  matter 
proper  to  their  defense.  Foxcroft  v.  Kevens,  4 
Me.  72. 

In  an  action  against  the  sureties  on  a  receiv- 
er's b<md  a  Judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
ag&Inst  the  receiver  was  offered  in  evidence 
against  the  defendant,  and  admitted.  On  ap- 
peal to  the  supreme  court  the  Judgment  ren- 
dered thereon  was  affirmed,  the  court  holding 
that,  although  the  defendants  were  not  con- 
i'luded  In  their  rights  by  this  Judgment,  it  was 
^idence  against  them  until  its  effect  was  im- 
pugned.    Whitehead  v.  Woolfolk,  3  La.  Ann.  42. 

A  sheriff  had  levied  upon  property  to  which 
claim  was  made  by  two  different  parties,  who 
claimed  the  same  under  a  levy  of  a  former  sher- 
iff on  senior  executions.  The  sheriff  sold 
the  property,  and  thereafter  instituted  an  equi- 
ty ffult  against  different  parties  claiming  the 
proceeds,  and  a  decree  was  made  in  that  suit 
directing  the  sheriff  to  pay  the  claimant's  claim. 
The  sheriff  squandered  the  money,  and  became 
iosrjiTent.  These  claimants  afterward,  by  mo- 
tion, upon  due  notice  applied  to  the  county  court 
under  a  provision  of  the  Code  permitting  such 
a  motion  for  Judgment  against  the  sheriff  and 
hu  sureties.  The  county  court  admitted  as  evi- 
dence the  record  of  the  decree  in  the  equity  suit, 
but  decided  the  motion  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ftnts  on  the  merits.  The  circuit  court  on  error 
afirmed  the  decision  admitting  the  record  as 
evidence,  but,  reversing  the  Judgment  on  the 
merits,  adjudged  to  the  claimants  the  sums  of 
money  each  was  entitled  to.  This  Judgment 
vas  affirmed  by  the  supreme  court  of  appeals, 
vhich  held  that  the  decree  of  the  court  of  chan- 
<^ry  was  prima  fade  evidence  against  the  sure- 
ties, and  proof  of  their  liability  for  .the  default 
of  their  principal.     Carr  v.  Meade,  77  Va.  142. 

A  trustee  appointed  under  a  will  resigned  his 
trusteeship  of  the  property  vested  In  him  by  the 
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will,  and  the  defendant  was  appointed  by  the 
court  and  gave  bond  to  the  ordinary  with  sure- 
ties for  the  faithful  performance  of  "all  and 
singular  the  duties  required  as  trustee  agree- 
ably to  his  appointment  and  the  law ;  and  also 
well  and  faithfully  to  account  of  and  concern- 
ing the  said  trust."  The  life  tenant  died,  and 
the  persons  entitled  to  the  remainder  brought 
suit  on  the  equity  side  of  the  court  against  the 
trustee  for  the  recovery  of  the  property  held  by 
him  in  trust  in  which  they  had  a  decree  by 
which  they  recovered  all  the  real  estate  men- 
tioned in  an  Item  of  the  will  and  $200  as  rent 
accrued  since  the  death  of  the  life  tenant.  The 
real  property  recovered  by  the  decree  was  turned 
over  to  the  complainants  by  the  trustee,  and 
falling  to  pay  the  amount  found  against  him 
execution  issued,  on  which  the  sheriff  returned 
nulla  bona;  and  thereupon  the  ordinary  for  the 
use  of  the  plaintiffs  In  the  execution  instituted 
a  suit  against  the  trustee  and  his  sureties  upon 
their  bond  executed  on  his  appointment,  for  the 
recovery  of  the  unpaid  portion  of  the  decree. 
In  affirming  a  Judgment  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiffs the  supreme  court  said  that  it  might  be 
true  that  thft  decree  was  not  conclusive  against 
the  securities  as  to  the  amount  found  to  be  due 
from  the  trustee,  but  that  it  was  prima  facie 
evidence  of  the  fact.  Haddock  v.  Perham,  70 
Ga.  672. 

A  constable  having  a  writ  of  replevin  against 
anothei*  party  took  from  the  plaintiff  certain 
personal  property.  Plaintiff  brought  an  action 
against  the  constable  for  the  trespass  in  taking 
his  goods,  and  recovered  damages,  which,  on 
execution,  he  failed  to  collect,  the  constable  be- 
ing insolvent.  In  an  action  on  the  bond  of  the 
constable,  brought  against  him  and  his  sureties, 
the  record  of  the  case  against  the  constable 
showing  the  recovery  In  the  action  of  trespass 
was  offered  in  evidence,  objected  to,  and  re- 
jected. The  verdict  was  for  the  defendant,  and 
from  the  Judgment  rendered  thereon  the  plain- 
tiff brought  error.  The  supreme  court  held,  cit- 
ing State  use  of  Fulton  v.  Colerick,  3  Ohio,  487, 
and  Westerhaven  v.  Clive,  5  Ohio,  136,  that  the 
record  of  such  a  Judgment,  when  the  sureties 
had  no  notice.  Is  prima  facie  evidence  only,  and 
while,  In  the  absence  of  other  evidence,  it  will 
authorize  a  Judgment  against  them,  they  have 
the  right,  not  merely  to  attack  the  Judgment  for 
fraud  or  collusion,  but  to  open  up  the  inquiry 
into  the  merits.  The  court  said,  further  : 
"These  decisions  may  be  subject  to  Just  criti- 
cism, and  questionable  as  to  the  principle  on 
which  they  rest.  2  Am.  Lead.  Cas.  (Hare  & 
W.)  441  et  seq.,  and  cases  cited.  But  we  do 
not  feel  that,  after  the  lapse  of  thirty  years,  we 
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the  defendants.  They  must  take  the  burden 
of  proof.  Instead  of  the  plaintiff  proving 
his  case,  the  defendants  are  placed  in  a  posi- 
tion of  being  obliged  to  prove  their  nonlia- 
bility. In  analogy  to  a  criminal  case,  the 
defendants  would  be  obliged  to  prove  their 
own  innocence.  Defendants,  in  such  a  posi- 
tion, would  be  required  to  prove  that  their 
principal,  the  constable,  had  not  been  guilty 
of  misconduct  in  his  office.  They  would  be 
obliged  to  prove  that  he  had  faithfully  per- 
formed the  duties  of  his  office.  It  appears 
to  us,  however,  that  the  proof  should  come 
from  the  other  side ;  that  the  plaintiff  should 


be  required  to  prove,  against  the  sureties^ 
that  the  constable  had  not  faithfully  per- 
formed the  duties  of  his  office.  This  seems 
to  us  to  be  within  the  ordinary  rules  o€ 
practice  and  pleading.  If  the  other  rule  is 
to  be  adopted,  then  the  sureties  would  be 
obliged  to  go  back,  perhaps  several  years  in 
time  (three  years,  as  it  appears,  in  thia 
case),  and  find  the  witnesses  who  were  able 
to  testify  as  to  whether  the  constable  had 
committed  a  trespass  upon  the  goods  of 
plaintiff.  By  that  time  the  witnesses  may 
be  scattered  or  dead.  The  principal  him- 
self may  be  dead.    The  sureties  would  be 


would  be  Justified  in  disturbing  them,  supported 
as  they  are  by  lilgbly  respectable  authorities. 
Lowell  V.  Parker,  10  Met.  309,  43  Am.  Dec.  436 ; 
Masser  v.  Striclcland,  17  Berg.  &  R.  354,  17  Am. 
Dec.  668 ;  Evans  v.  Com.  8  Watts,  398,  34  Am. 
Dec.  477 ;  Garber  v.  Com.  7  Pa.  265 ;  McLaugh- 
lin V.  Bank  of  Potomac,  7  How.  220,  12  L.  ed. 
675 :  Jacobs  v.  Hill,  2  Leigh,  393."  State  use 
of  Story  v.  Jennings,  14  Ohio  St.  78. 

Bow  Masser  v.  Strickland  and  Evans  v.  Com. 
support  any  such  doctrine  may  seem  somewhat 
obscure.     See  infraj  IV.  a. 

A  suit  may  be  maintained  upon  a  sheriff's 
official  bond  without  a  previous  order  of  the 
court.  The  statute  provides  that  "the  bond  of 
any  public  officer  in  this  state  may,  at  all  times, 
be  sued  on  by  the  public,  any  corporation  or  pri- 
vate person  aggrieved  by  any  misconduct  of 
such  public  officer.**  The  sheriff,  in  the  execu- 
tion of  ordinary  process,  acts  as  a  public  officer, 
and  Is  thus  within  the  provision  of  the  statute. 
It  is  no  objection  to  uniting  a  sheriff  with  his 
sureties  as  defendant  in  an  action  upon  his  offi- 
cial bond  for  his  misconduct  that  a  previous  re- 
covery has  been  had  against  him  alone.  The 
record  of  such  a  recovery  against  the  sheriff  is 
clearly  admissible  against  his  sureties  without 
previous  proof  of  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the 
suit  against  the  sheriff  and  an  opportunity  to 
defend  the  same,  and  prima  facie  evidence  of 
a  breach  of  the  condition  of  the  bond.  State 
cw  rel.  Coleman  v.  Cason,  11  S.  C.  392 ;  citing 
The  Treasurers  v.  Temples,  2  Speers,  L.  48; 
Treasurers  of  the  State  v.  Burch,  2  Hill,  L. 
519 ;  Norton  v.  Wallace,  1  Rich.  L.  607,  2  Rich. 
L.  460 ;  Distinguishing  Smith  v.  Moore,  7  S.  C. 
N.  S.  209,  24  Am.  Rep.  479. 

A  judgment  rendered  against  a  constable  for 
damages  is  prima  facie  evidence  against  the 
sureties  upon  his  official  bond.  Heath  v. 
Shrempp,  22  La.  Ann.  167. 

A  recovery  against  a  constable  for  a  breach  of 
his  official  duty  as  such  is  admissible  as  evidence 
in  an  action  against  him  and  his  sureties  on  his 
official  bond,  and  where  it  appears  from  such 
recovery  that  the  defendant  constable  collected 
the  plaintiff's  money  as  constable  it  Is  sufficient 
prima  facie  showing  to  cast  the  burden  of  proof 
on  the  other  side.  The  Treasurers  v.  Temples, 
2  Speers,  L.  48. 

The  county  court,  having  made  a  settlement 
with  the  sheriff  and  ascertained  a  balance 
against  him,  rendered  a  Judgment  against  him, 
and,  failing  to  enforce  the  payment  of  it  by 
execution,  afterwards  directed  a  notice  to  the 
sureties  on  his  bond ;  and,  upon  the  return  of 
*"no  inhabitant'*  as  to  three  of  them,  and  of 
service  on  the  others,  who  appeared  and  re- 
sisted a  Judgment  against  them,  abated  the  mo- 
tion as  to  the  former,  and  rendered  a  Judgment 
against  the  latter  for  the  amount  of  the  Judg- 
ment against  the  sheriff,  and  legal  interest. 
The  supreme  court  held,  first :  That  the  mo- 
tion being,  as  it  certainly  was,  an  action  found- 
ed on  the  bond,  the  statute  which  authorizes 
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an  abatement  as  to  any  one  of  the  several  Joint 
obligors  as  to  whom  there  shall  have  been  a  re- 
turn of  "no  inhabitant,'*  and  a  Judgment  against 
the  others  who  have  been  r^^ularly  notified, 
shall  be  construed  as  being  fully  applicable  to 
the  procedure  in  this  case.  That  the  Judgment 
thus  rendered  is  some  evidence  against  the  sure- 
ties as  to  the  delinquency  of  the  sheriff,  and  the 
extent  of  It,  even  though  without  the  settlement^ 
the  Judgment  would  not  have  been  any  evidence- 
against  them.  And  there  being  no  countervail- 
ing testimony,  the  proceedings  and  Judgment 
against  the  sheriff  authorized  the  Judgment 
against  the  sureties  so  far  as  the  amount  of  It 
is  concerned.  Orayham  v.  Washington  County 
Ct.  9  Dana,  182. 

In  an  action  against  a  sheriff  and  his  sureties- 
on  a  bond  for  the  .faithful  discharge  of  his  du- 
ties as  such,  the  breach  assigned  was  that  after 
the  execution  of  the  tMXid  a  Judgment  was  re- 
covered in  the  county  court  against  the  sher- 
iflT,  who  had  been  duly  appointed  collector  of 
the  poor  rates  for  the  county  in  favor  of  the 
overseers  of  the  poor,  for  the  amount  of  the 
poor  rates  collected  by  the  sheriff  in  a  certain 
year,  and  which  he  had  failed,  neglected,  and 
refused  to  pay  over  and  account  for  accordlni^ 
to  law,  to  said  overseers:  and  that  the  Judg- 
ment and  costs  have  never  been  paid.  The  Jur^- 
found  that  the  sheriff  was  duly  appointed  and 
qualified  as  sheriff  for  the  year  mentioned ;  that 
he  was  not  api>olnted  or  notified  of  his  appoint- 
ment as  collector  of  the  poor  rates  in  the  coun- 
ty unless  the  Judgment  offered  in  evidence  by 
the  plaintiff,  obtained  against  him  by  the  over- 
seers of  the  poor  in  the  county  court,  should  be 
considered  as  conclusive  evidence  of  his  appoint- 
ment of  collector  of  poor  rates.  The  court  gave 
Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  on  review  in  tike 
court  of  appeals  that  court  reversed  the  judg- 
ment, holding :  That  a  Judgment  against  a  prin- 
cipal on  a  bond  is  not  conclusive  evidence  against 
his  sureties ;  that  whether  such  evidence  be  con- 
clusive against  the  principal  or  not,  it  is  only 
prlma  facie  evidence  against  the  sureties,  and 
may  be  contradicted,  repelled,  or  avoided,  unless 
it  be  conclusive  upon  them  for  some  other 
reason  than  that  it  is  conclusive  upon  htm. 
The  court  said:  "The  general  rule  is  that  ver- 
dicts and  Judgments  bind  conclusively  parties- 
and  privies;  because  privies  in  blood,  in  8tate» 
and  in  law  c^alm  under  the  person  against 
whom  the  Judgment  Is  rendered;  and  they, 
claiming  his  rights,  are,  of  course,  bound  as  he 
is.  But  as  to  all  others,  they  are  not  conclus- 
ively binding  :  because  it  is  unjust  to  bind  a  par- 
ty by  any  proceeding  in  which  he  had  no  op- 
portunity of  making  a  defense,  of  offering  evi- 
dence, of  cross-examining  witnesses,  or  of  ai>- 
peallng  if  he  was  dissatisfied  with  the  Judg- 
ment.** Munford  v.  Overseers  of  Poor,  ^ 
Rand.    (Va.)    818. 

A  f<herlff's  bond  was  conditioned  that  be 
should  "well  and  faithfully  In  all  things  per- 
form and  execute  the  duties  of  sheriff  according 
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obliged  to  collect  a  mass  of  evidence,  the 
knowledge  of  which  would  be  peculiarly 
within  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
perhaps  only  by  accident  within  the  reach 
of  the  defending  sureties.  We  cannot  coun- 
tenance such  practice.  We  believe  by  far 
the  best  of  the  three  rules  above  noticed  is 
that  which  denies  to  the  judgment  against 
the  principal  any  effect  as  against  the  sure- 
ties. We  think  the  sureties  should  not  be 
compelled  to  face  a  judgment,  with  all  its 
presumptions,  and  one  which  was  rendered 
in  an  action  to  which  the  sureties  were  not 
parties,  and  of  which  they  had  no  notice 


whatever,  and  to  defend  which  they  had  no 
opportunity.  This  action  being  upon  the 
iudgment,  as  plaintiff's  counsel  has  insisted 
m  his  brief  and  argument,  we  are  of  opin- 
ion that  the  district  coui-t  was  correct  in 
holding  that  that  judgment  could  not  bind 
these  sureties.  The  court  was  therefore  cor- 
rect in  sustaining  the  demurrers  to  the  com- 
plaint. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Pembertoiiy  Gh.  J.,  concurs. 

Hnnt,  J.,  absent. 


to  law  during  his  continuance  in  office,  without 
frand,  deceit,  or  oppression."  The  complaint  in 
an  action  upon  the  bond  against  the  sheriff  as 
principal  and  tbe  other  defendants  as  sureties 
aJIeged  that,  in  an  action  in  which  the  plaintiff 
and  two  others  as  copartners  were  defendants, 
an  attachment  was  issued  and  placed  in  the 
hands  of  the  defendant  sheriff,  and  that  under 
the  pretended  authority  of  this  attachment,  he 
ierled  on  certain  exempt  property  of  the  present 
plaintiff:  that  after  notice,  demand,  etc.,  the 
plaintiff  brought  an  action  against  the  sheriff 
for  the  wrongful  taking,  and  recovered  a  verdict, 
when  a  Judgment  was  rendered  against  the  sher- 
iff for  damages  and  costa  These  allegations 
were  practically  admitted  by  the  answer,  and 
the  court  ordered  judgment  against  the  defend- 
ants on  the  pleadings.  On  appeal  the  supreme 
coort  said,  in  reversing  the  Judgment:  "But 
ilkere  is  a  ground  upon  which  the  action  of  the 
trial  court  in  ordering  Judgment  on  the  plead- 
ings was  clearly  erroneous.  It  can  be  sustained 
only  upon  the  hypothesis  that  the  judgment 
against  the  principal,  Marty,  is  conclusive  evi- 
dence against  the  sureties  of  every  fact  which 
It  was  necessary  to  establish  in  order  to  the 
recovery  of  such  a  judgment."  Hursey  v.  Mar- 
ty, 61  Minn.  430,  63  N.  W.  1090,  Citing  and  ap- 
proving Beauchaine  v.  McKinnon,  56  Minn.  318, 
5€  X.  W.  10G5 ;  the  doctrine  of  the  latter  case 
being  that  the  judgment  against  the  officer  is 
prima  facie  only  against  his  sureties*. 

Plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment  against  a  sher- 
iff, and  after  the  return  of  an  execution  against 
him  wholly  unsatisfied  brought  action  upon  his 
official  bond,  and  on  the  trial  of  the  latter  ac- 
tion the  judgment  against  the  sheriff  was  ad- 
Bitted  as  evidence  against  the  defendants.  On 
appeal  the  supreme  court  held  that  the  judg- 
ment was  prima  facie  proof  at  least  of  the  lia- 
bility of  the  appellants  as  sureties  on  the  official 
bond  of  the  officer.  That,  although  the  law 
zealously  protects  sureties  from  the  imposition 
of  burdens  beyond  their  undertaking,  it  is  clear 
from  the  cases  that  courts  are  not  disposed  to 
resort  to  unwarranted  indulgence  or  great  nice- 
ty of  construction  in  order  to  allow  them  to  es- 
cape liability  voluntarily  assumed.  In  order  to 
iademify  the  public  against  the  delinquencies  or 
mlKondnct  of  a  public  officer.  Connor  v.  Cor- 
sca.  13  S.  D.  550.  83  N.  W.  588. 

b.  Judgment    on   motion  for  rule  absolute  or 

amercement. 

A  sheriff,  having  made  a  portion  of  the  amount 
of  an  execution,  paid  t)ie  same  less  his  fees  to 
the  plaintiff  therein,  and  took  his  receipt.  In 
the  meantime  he  had  lost  the  writ  of  execution, 
and  wrote  to  the  clerk  to  that  effect,  sending 
hira  a  statement  of  his  fees.  Thereafter  the 
plaintiff,  under  a  statute  of  Kansas  permitting 
Bocfa  a  proceeding,  filed  her  motion  in  the  dis- 
trict coort  to  amerce  the  sheriff  for  neglecting 
to  return  the  execution  on  or  l>efore  the  return 
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day  thereof.  The  sheriff  failed  to  appear,  and 
the  motion  was  called  up,  and  he  was  amerced 
in  the  full  amount  of  the  execution.  Thereafter 
an  action  was  commenced  to  make  the  sureties 
on  his  official  bond  parties  to  the  judgment  or 
order  of  amercement  under  the  provisions  of  f 
478  of  the  Code.  His  sureties  made  answer, 
alleging,  among  other  things,  that  the  execution 
was  lost  without  the  fault  of  the  sheriff.  Up- 
on a  hearing  the  sureties  gave  in  evidence  the 
written  statement  of  the  sheriff  on  file  with  the 
clerk,  and  the  acceptance  by  the  plaintiff  of  the 
money  transmitted  with  the  statement.  The 
court  made  the  sureties  parties  to  the  order  and 
Judgment  against  the  sheriff,  and  adjudged  that 
the  plaintiff  recover  of  them  the  full  amount  of 
the  execution  and  costs.  Upon  the  writ  of  er- 
ror the  supreme  court  held  that  the  remedy  by 
amercement  is  summary  and  highly  penal,  and 
that  anyone  who  would  avail  himself  of  the  rem- 
edy must  be  both  within  the  letter  and  spirit 
of  the  law.  That  the  only  default  consisted  In 
the  nonreturn  of  the  execution.  That  if  the 
plaintiff  with  knowledge  of  the  default  accepted 
the  fruits  of  the  execution  it  amounted  to  a 
ratification  of  whatever  had  been  done  or  omit- 
ted to  be  done  in  the  way  of  the  nonreturn  of 
the  execution  by  the  sheriff,  so  far,  at  least,  as 
to  pre<dude  the  plaintiff  from  alleging  such  non- 
return as  a  ground  of  amercement.  The  court 
held,  further,  that,  except  in  cases  where,  upon 
the  fair  construction  of  the  contract,  the  surety 
may  t>e  held  to  have  undertaken  to  be  responsi- 
ble for  the  result  of  a  suit,  or  when  he  Is  made 
privy  to  the  suit  by  notice,  and  the  opportunity 
is  given  him  to  defend  it,  a  judgment  against 
the  principal  is  not  conclusive  against  the  sure^ 
ty ;  and  that  this  is  especially  true  in  the  case 
of  official  bonds,  where  the  sureties  undertake, 
In  general  terms,  that  the  principal  will  perform 
his  official  duties,  pay  over  the  moneys  that 
may  come  to  his  hands,  and  deliver  to  his 
succressor  the  writs,  books,  and  papers  of  his 
office.  They  do  not  agree  to  be  absolutely  bound 
by  any  order  or  judgment  against  them  for  offi- 
cial misconduct  or  neglect,  nor  by  every  such 
judgment.  It  is  a  general  principle  that  no 
party  can  be  held  for  a  breach  of  his  own  obli- 
gation without  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  in 
defense.  Graves  v.  Bulkley,  25  Kan.  249,  37 
Am.  Rep.  249. 

In  Fay  v.  Edmlston,  25  Kan.  439,  the  supreme 
court  of  Kansas,  approving  Graves  v.  Bulkley, 
25  Kan.  249,  37  Am.  Rep.  249.  held  that  the 
judgment  of  amercement  Is  prima  facie  evidence 
of  the  proof  of  the  charges  against  the  sheriff, 
but  those  charges  are  open  to  inquiry.  That 
the  question  is  not  how  the  plaintiff  obtained 
his  judgment  against  the  sheriff,  but  whether 
the  charges  upon  which  that  judgment  was 
based  are  really  true.  The  judgment  is  prima 
facie  evidence  of  their  truth,  but,  not  being 
conclusive,  the  facts  themselves  are  still  open 
to  Investigation. 

A  judgment  sgainst  a  sheriff  on  a  rule  to 
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show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  adjudged  to 
pay  the  amount  of  a  bid  ihade  on  a  sale  under 
an  execution  is  not  res  judicata  against  the 
sureties  on  his  offlcial  bond.  Mullen  ▼.  8cott» 
9  La.  Ann.  178. 

A  sheriff  had  sold  land  under  a  decree  of 
foreclosure  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  this 
was  an  action  against  him  and  his  sureties  up- 
on his  official  bond  for  his  alleged  failure  to  pay 
over  to  the  plaintiff  the  proceeds  of  such  sale. 
There  was  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  the  de- 
fendants, which  the  plaintiff  sought  to  review. 
Nebraska  Code  Civ.  Proc.  |  613,  provides  that  if 
the  sheriff  "shall  refuse  or  neglect,  on  demand, 
to  pay  over  to  the  plaintiff,  his  agent,  or  attor- 
ney of  record,  all  moneys  by  him  collected  or  re- 
ceived for  the  use  of  said  party,"  he  shall  be 
amerced  as  provided  therein.  A  motion  had 
been  filed  for  the  amercement  of  the  sheriff, 
due  notice  given,  and  a  judgment  of  amercement 
had  been  entered  for  the  sum  due.  It  was  con- 
tended by  the  plaintiff  that  the  judgment  of 
amercement  was  conclusive  on  -all  the  defend- 
ants. The  court  held  that  a  judgment  of 
amercement,  on  due  notice,  is,  when  the  officer 
is  sued  upon  his  bond,  conclusive  against  the  of- 
ficer, but  only  prima  fade  evidence  against  the 
sureties.  Fire  Asso.  of  Philadelphia  v.  Ruby,  49 
Neb.  &84,  68  N.  W.  939.  Compare  McClure  v. 
Colciough,  5  Ala.  67,  infra,  IV.  b. 

In  a  Georgia  case  the  question  made  by  the 
record  was.  How  far  was  a  rule  absolute,  taken 
against  the  sheriff,  evidence  in  the  suit  upon  the 
bond  against  his  securities?  The  court  below 
chaiged  that  the  rule  absolute  was  conclusive 
against  the  sheriff,  and  prima  facie  evidence 
against  the  securities.  Upon  writ  of  error  the 
supreme  court  held  that  the  rule  adopted  by  the 
lower  court  was  correct,  and  stated  that  it  fol- 
lowed "the  lead  of  most  of  the  American  cases 
and  of  this  court."  Taylor  v.  Johnson,  17  Ga. 
521. 

In  an  action  against  a  sheriff  and  his  sureties 
upon  his  official  bond  the  breach  alleged  was 
failure  to  pay  the  amount  of  a  /I.  fa.  in  favor 
of  the  real  plaintiff  against  a  third  party  upon 
an  order  absolute  of  the  inferior  court,  com- 
manding the  principal  to  do  so,  he  having  failed 
to  collect  the  same.  On  the  trial  the  rule  ab- 
solute against  the  sheriff  was  in  evidence  be- 
fore the  Jury.  The  defendant  then  offered  in 
evidence  executions  against  the  defendant  in  the 
execution  In  question  to  a  large  amount  unsatis- 
fied, to  show  his  Insolvency ;  to  which  the  plain- 
tiff objected  on  the  ground,  among  others,  that 
the  rule  absolute  against  the  sheriff  was  con- 
clusive against  him  and  his  sureties.  The  ob- 
jection was  overruled,  and  the  plaintiff  excepted. 
Plaintiff  then  offered  the  deposition  of  the  de- 
fendant in  execution  to  prove  that  he  had  suffi- 
cient property  to  pay  his  debts  at  the  time  plain- 
tiff's execution  was  in  the  sheriff's  hands. 
These  interrogatories  were  taken  In  another  case 
between  the  same  parties  in  which  the  defend- 
ants had  sued  out  an  injunction  of  the  present 
case  against  the  plaintiff.  The  court  excluded 
the  testimony,  and  the  plaintiff  excepted.  The 
court  charged  the  Jury  that  the  rule  absolute 
agnlnst  the  sheriff  was  only  prima  facie  evi- 
dence against  the  sureties,  and  might  be  rebutted. 
To  this  charge  plaintiff  excepted.  The  court. 
In  awarding  a  new  trial,  did  so  with  the  follow- 
ing Instructions,  among  others,  to  the  court  be- 
low :  That  a  rule  absolute  against  the  sheriff 
ordering  him  to  pay  over  to  the  plaintiff  the 
amount  due  upon  his  fl.  fa.  is  conclusive  against 
the  principal,  but  prima  facie  evidence  only 
against  the  sureties  in  an  action  upon  the  bond  ; 
that  said  sureties  will  be  entitled  to  have  any 
defense  which  the  sheriff  himself  could  have 
made  to  the  original  rule  against  him,  yet.  In- 
asmuch as  he  could  not  defend  himself,  under 
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the  facts  and  circumstances  stated  In  the  fore- 
going direction,  so  neither  can  the  sureties  re- 
sist a  recovery  on  that  showing,  and  that  any 
evidence  offered  for  what  purpose  is  incompetent 
and  inadmissible.  Crawford  v.  Word,  7  Gm. 
445. 

IV.  When  oonoUtsive  evidence, 

a.  Judgment  recovered  <»  action, 

A  clause  in  the  condition  of  the  bond  of  a 
constable  provided  that  the  constable  should  with 
"faithfulness,  speed,  and  diligence  serve  ail 
writs,  executions,  and  distresses  In  private 
causes  between  party  and  party,  and  make  re- 
turn thereof  duly,"  etc.  In  an  action  against 
a  constable  and  his  sureties  upon  a  bond  by  the 
city  treasurer  for  the  benefit  of  the  real  plain- 
tiff. It  appeared  that  on  a  writ  against  a  party 
the  constable  attached  the  property  of  the  real 
plaintiff  herein  in  pursuance  of  directions  of  the 
plaintiff  in  the  writ,  and  acting  under  an  hon- 
est belief  that  the  same  belonged  to  the  defend- 
ant in  the  writ.  That  the  real  plaintiff  herein 
afterwards  recovered  Judgment  against  the  con- 
stable therefor,  and  an  execution  Issued  for  the 
damages  and  costs,  which  were  still  unsatisfied. 
The  court  ruled  that  the  bond  was  valid,  that 
the  defendants  were  liable  thereon  upon  the 
facts  proved,  and  that,  in  the  absence  of  fraud 
or  collusion,  the  judgment  against  the  consta- 
ble was  conclusive  evidence  as  to  the  damages 
and  costs,  and  rendered  Judgment  accordingly. 
The  defendants  alleged  exceptions,  and  on  the 
hearing  of  the  same  tn  the  supreme  judicial 
court,  the  court  said :  "The  question  whether 
the  judgment  obtained  by  Marden  against  the 
defendant  Goodwin  is  conclusive  evidence 
against  the  sureties  of  Goodwin,  is  not  without 
difficulty.  That  it  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  ree 
inter  alios,  and  therefore  incompetent,  is  set- 
tied  in  Lowell  v.  Parker,  10  Met.  309,  43  Am. 
Dec.  436.  Such  a  judgment  was  there  held  to 
be  prima  facie  evidence  against  sureties,  but  the 
court  did  not  find  it  necessary  to  decide  whether 
it  was  in  any  respect  conclusive.  It  is  there 
remarked  that  the  judgment  does  not  purport  to 
decide  whether  the  officer  took  the  goods  by 
color  of  his  office.  On  that  question  it  is  not 
even  prima  facie  evidence.  It  merely  proves 
that  he  took  the  goods  wrongfully,  and  the 
amount  of  the  damage.  As  to  him  it  is  con- 
clusive on  these  two  points.  But  as  to  his  sa re- 
ties,  different  courts  have  entertained  different 
views  of  its  effect.  In  Lucas  v.  The  Governor, 
6  Ala.  820,  It  is  held  to  be  Incompetent  evidence 
as  to  sureties.  In  State  v.  Woodslde,  29  N.  O. 
(7  Ired.  L.)  296,  it  is  held  to  be  prima  facie 
evidence,  but  not  conclusive.  In  Masser  v. 
Strickland,  17  Serg.  &  R.  354,  17  Am.  Dec.  668, 
it  is  held  to  be  conclusive,  not  only  as  to  the 
misconduct  or  neglect  of  the  constable,  but  also 
as  to  the  amount  of  the  damages  sustained  hy 
the  plaintiff.  Gibson,  Ch.  J.,  dissented  in  an 
able  and  learned  opinion ;  but  the  decision  was 
afterwards  affirmed  In  Evans  v.  Com.  8  Watts, 
.308,  34  Am.  Dec.  477.  Foxcroft  v.  Nevens.  4 
Me.  72,  was  an  action  against  a  collector  of  tax- 
es and  his  sureties.  The  principal  being  de- 
faulted, it  was  held  that  his  default  should  not 
be  regarded  as  an  admission  of  record  affecting 
the  sureties.  The  point  there  decided  la  analo- 
gous to  the  point  before  us,  but  not  precisely  the 
same.  Hayes  v.  Seaver,  7  Me.  237,  was  an  ac- 
tion on  an  administrator's  bond.  It  was  not  de- 
nied that  a  Judgment  which  the  plaintiff  bad  re- 
covered against  the  principal  was  evidence  in 
the  case,  but  the  sureties  were  permitted  to 
show  that  it  was  conclusive.  But  sureties 
would  be  permitted  to  prove  that  it  was  collu- 
sive, and  thus  avoid  it  entirely,  even  if  It  would 
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otherviae  hare  been  held  conclusive.  In  Heard 
T.  Lodge,  20  Pick.  53,  32  Am.  Dec.  197,  a  Judg- 
ment against  an  administrator  was  held  to  be 
euadosiTe  upon  the  sureties;  but  this  decision 
was  founded  upon  the  peculiar  character  of  the 
bond,  which  made  the  sureties  liable  for  the 
pajment  of  such  debts  as  should  be  ascertained 
hj  Judgment  of  court.  It  has  no  application, 
therefore,  to  a  case  like  the  one  before  us. 
Judicial  reasonings  and  decisions  having  thus 
far  left  the  question  involved  in  much  doubt,  we 
have  to  decide  it  by  a  reference  to  the  general 
principles  which  appear  to  be  applicable  to  it. 
We  most  regard  it  as  settled  In  this  case  that 
the  Judgment  is  competent  evidence  against  the 
sureties ;  and  it  appears  that  the  bond  in  suit  is 
Joint,  and  not  several.  As  to  the  constable,  who 
is  one  of  the  defendants,  the  Judgment  proves 
conclusively  the  wrongful  taking  of  the  plain- 
tilTs  property,  and  the  amount  of  damage  sus- 
tained by  him.  The  execution  of  the  bond  and 
ttie  taking  of  the  property  by  color  of  his  office 
bang  proved  by  other  evidence,  it  follows  that 
this  Joint  bond  was  given  for  the  purpose, 
AQong  others,  of  securing  the  plalntiif  against 
tiiis  tortious  act  of  the  oi&cer.  If  no  part  of 
tht  Judgment  has  been  paid,  the  amount  of  it  is 
tbe  amount  due  from  him  on  the  bond.  And 
Xh9  sureties  have  so  made  their  l>ond  that  a 
Joint  Judgment  must  be  rendered  in  this  suit 
against  all  the  defendants.  If  they  were  per- 
mitted to  open  the  matter,  and  show  that  the 
plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  recovered  his  Judg- 
ment, In  whole  or  fn  part,  their  defense  must 
isore  to  the  benefit  of  the  principal,  as  well  as 
to  theirs.  We  think  It  more  bi  conformity  with 
the  true  Intent  and  spirit  of  their  obligation  to 
hold  that  It  Is  a  guaranty  to  the  plaintiff  for 
auch  amount  as  he  has  legally  established  to  be 
dae  to  himself  from  the  constable ;  and  that.  In 
the  absence  of  fraud  or  collusion,  the  Judgment 
against  him  settles  conclusively  against  his 
BoretiesL  as  well  as  himself,  not  only  the  right 
of  the  plaintiff  to  recover  against  him,  but  the 
amount  of  the  damages.  If  the  bond  had  been 
several  as  well  as  Joint,  there  would  have  been 
lesi  embarrassment  in  treating  the  evidence  as 
prima  facie  and  permitting  the  sureties  to  offer 
ftbotting  evidence.  We  do  not  understand  the 
pmlding  Judge  to  have  decided  that  the  Judg- 
ment was  conclusive  beyond  these  points.  As 
to  ibe  constable's  having  done  the  acts  by  color 
of  bis  office,  or  as  to  his  having  paid  any  por- 
tion of  the  Judgment,  nothing  is  settled  by  It  as 
to  them,  and  apparently  nothing  as  to  him.  But 
00  question  is  raised  touching  either  of  these 
matters."  And  the  exceptions  were  overruled. 
Tracy  t.  Goodwin,  6  Allen,  409. 

From  this  opinion,  which  has  t>een  taken  at 
considerable  length  on  account  of  its  statement 
of  the  various  positions  taken  by  the  different 
et.arts  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  Judgment 
against  the  principal  as  evidence,  and  as  to  its 
eifect  if  admitted,  it  would  appear  that,  whether 
ioeh  a  Judgment,  when  admitted  as  evidence,  is 
eooelnslve  against  the  sureties  or  prima  facie 
«aiy,  depends  upon  whether  the  obligation  is 
joint  only,  or  Joint  and  several. 

The  treasurer  of  the  city  of  Boston  brought 
as  action  upon  a  constable's  l>ond  executed  by 
Ma  and  the  other  defendants  as  sureties,  and 
containing  the  condition  that  he  should  "faith- 
fojly  perform  all  the  duties  of  a  constable  in 
the  service  of  all  civil  processes  which  may  be 
^^nsmitted  to  him."  The  real  plaintiff  had  re- 
covered  a  Judgment  In  an  action  against  the 
constable  alone,  the  declaration  in  which  did 
not  describe  him  as  a  constable,  which  Judgment 
was  put  in  evidence  in  the  action  against  the 
constable  and  his  sureties.  The  Jury  returned 
B  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendants 
alleged  exceptions.  In  overruling  the  excep 
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tlons  the  supreme  court  said :  "We  find  no 
error  in  the  rulings  of  the  presiding  Judge.  Up- 
on making  the  attachment,  it  was  the  official 
duty  of  the  constable  to  retain  possession  of  the 
proi>erty,  to  await  the  result  of  the  suit,  and, 
upon  the  termination  of  the  suit  In  favor  of 
the  original  defendant,  to  return  it  to  him.  Uls 
failure  to  do  so  was  a  breach  of  his  official  duty. 
It  was  therefore  a  violation  of  the  condition 
of  his  l>ond.  It  is  immaterial  that,  in  the  suit 
against  the  constable,  the  declaration  does  not 
In  terms  describe  him  as  holding  that  office.  The 
conclusiveness  of  the  former  Judgment,  both 
as  to  principal  and  sureties,  in  a  suit  against 
them  upon  their  Joint  bond,  is  distinctly  settled 
in  Tracy  v.  Goodwin,  5  Allen,  409.  In  Boston 
V.  Moore,  3  Allen,  126,  cited  by  the  defendants, 
the  alleged  misconduct  of  the  officer  consisted 
in  not  accounting  for  money  paid  to  him  by 
the  debtor  in  settlement  of  the  claim  sued ;  a 
neglect  which  the  court  held  not  to  be  a  viola- 
tion of  official  duty.'*  Dennie  v.  Smith,  129 
Mass.  143. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  in  this  case,  also,  the 
bond  was  a  Joint  obligation. 

None  can  take  advantage  of  the  record  of  a 
Judgment  who  might  not  be  prejudiced  by  it, 
and  this  includes  only  parties  and  privies.  The 
question  of  mutuality  almost  always  arises  be- 
tween those  who  have  occupied  an  antagonis- 
tic position,  in  litigation  of  which  the  Judgment 
is  the  fruit.  But  the  principle  in  which  estop- 
pel springs  is  also  applicable  between  Joint  de- 
fendants, where,  from  the  nature  and  course  of 
the  suit,  everything  necessary  to  give  to  one  de- 
fendant a  cause  of  action  against  his  fellow 
must  have  been  proved  by  the  original  plaintiff 
in  support  of  his  claim  to  recover.  Lloyd  v. 
Barr,  11  Pa.  62. 

This  was  said  as  to  a  question  entirely  differ- 
ent from  that  under  consideration ;  but  is  taken 
to  illustrate  who  are  privies,  and  the  general 
rule  as  to  estoppel  as  between  defendants  or 
parties  Jointly  interested,  and  with  a  view  of 
illustrating  those  cases  under  consideration 
which  hold  that  the  proposition  as  to  whether 
a  surety  is  concluded  by  the  Judgment  or  decree 
agaiust  the  principal  depends  or  may  depend 
upon  the  question  whether  the  liability  is  Joint 
or  Joint  and  several. 

In  a  case  which  was  retried,  the  trial  Judge 
directed  a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  and  the 
plaintiff  alleged  exceptions.  On  the  trial  it  ap- 
peared that  the  principal,  the  constable,  was  not 
legally  served  with  the  writ  commencing  the  ac- 
tion In  which  the  Judgment  was  obtained 
against  him  for  his  default  in  permitting  the 
escape  of  the  prisoner  in  the  execution.  The 
court  said:  How  far  sureties  are  bound  by  a 
Judgment  against  their  principal  has  been  much 
discussed.  In  the  absence  of  any  proof  of  fraud 
or  collusion  in  obtaining  the  Judgment,  there 
would  be  much  reason  In  maintaining  that  a 
Judgment  regularly  rendered  against  a  principal 
would  be  conclusive  evidence  against  the  sure- 
ties, even  if  their  obligation  would  be  incidental- 
ly affected  thereby.  Tracy  v.  Goodwin,  5  Allen, 
409;  Wood  v.  Mann,  125  Mass.  319.  But  we 
have  no  occasion  now  to  consider  this.  The 
court  then  proceeded  to  overrule  the  exceptions 
upon  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  pro- 
cured a  valid  Judgment  against  the  principal. 
Fall  River  v.  Riley,  140  Mass.  488,  5  N.  E.  481. 

Of  course  the  allusion  of  the  court  to  the  sub- 
ject under  consideration  was  obiter  in  the  above 
case,  and  stated  to  be  so ;  but  the  mere  fact  that 
the  court  alluded  to  it  as  a  matter  of  course 
shows  that  the  authority  and  doctrine  of  Tracy 
V.  Goodwin,  6  Allen,  409,  prevail  in  Massachu- 
setts. 

In  Massachusetts  suits  on  the  official  bonds  of 
constables  bear  an  analogy  to  those  on  the  offl- 
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o!al  bonds  of  sheriffs  which  can  ordinarily 
only  be  sued  by  those  who  have  recovered  Jadg- 
Dient  against  the  sheriff.  Gen.  Stat.  chap.  17, 
$  07 ;  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  23,  |  9 ;  Fftll  ttiver  t. 
Klley,  188  Mass.  836. 

This  is  probably  an  additional  reason  why  in 
that  state  the  judgment  against  the  principal 
in  an  olHcial  bond  is  held  to  be  conclusive  as 
to  his  sureties. 

Plaintiff  recovered  a  Judgment  against  certain 
defendants,  who  brought  error  and  gave  bond 
with  sureties  to  supersede  the  execution.  The 
judgment  was  affirmed  in  the  appellate  court, 
and  execution  issued  thereon  to  the  sheriff  of 
the  proper  county.  The  execution  contained  an 
indorsement  of  receipt  by  the  sheriff,  and  a  re- 
turn in  the  handwriting  of  his  deputy,  "Taken 
up  by  writ  of  error,*'  signed  with  the  name  of 
the  sheriff  by  his  deputy.  On  the  day  of  the 
date  of  SQch  return  the  defendant  in  the  judg- 
ment and  execution  sued  out  another  writ  of  er- 
ror to  the  supreme  court,  and  gave  a  bond  in 
error  with  the  deputy  sheriff  and  another  as 
sureties.  Judgment  in  the  supreme  court  was 
affirmed,  and  execution  issued  thereon,  which 
was  returned  nulla  bona.  The  plaintiff  proved 
the  receipt  of  $500  and  $1,000,  signed  by  the 
d<*puty  sheriff.  The  plaintiff  afterward  sued 
out  of  the  circuit  court  a  scire  facias  against 
the  deputy  sheriff  and  the  other  surety  in  the 
writ  of  error  bond,  upon  which  he  obtained 
judgment,  which  was  subsequently  taken  to  the 
supreme  court  on  writ  of  error,  and  affirmed. 
Upon  this  proceeding  the  other  surety  relied  up- 
on the  aforesaid  payments  to  the  deputy  sher- 
iff; and  of  all  which  the  sheriff  was  notlfled. 
Notice  was  also  given  to  the  administrators  of 
the  sheriff,  and  to  the  defendants,  his  sureties ; 
the  object  of  which  was  to  apprise  them  that 
the  proceedings  under  the  scire  facias  would  be 
used  in  evidence  against  them  in  a  future  suit, 
in  the  event  that  it  was  determined  that  the 
aforesaid  payments  were  properly  made  to  the 
sheriff.  In  an  action  against  the  sureties  upon 
the  sheriff's  bond,  the  record  of  the  judgment 
by  sd.  fa.  against  the  sureties  upon  the  writ  of 
error  bond,  to  recover  the  amount  so  paid  to 
the  deputy,  was  held  to  be  conclusive  against 
the  defendants.  li'Broom  v.  The  Governor,  4 
Port.  (Ala.)  00. 

This  decision  was  undoubtedly  made  because 
of  the  notice  to  the  defendants  of  the  scire 
facias  proceedings,  and  that  they  would  be  held 
and  bound  by  the  judgment  therein. 

The  act  of  1S21  (Ala.)  provided  for  the  grant 
of  administration  to  the  sheriff  or  coroner  of  the 
county  where  none  had  qualified,  or  the  admin- 
istration had  become  vacant  by  death,  removal, 
or  resignation ;  and  that  in  such  case,  "unless 
the  judge  shall  otherwise  order,  no  other  oath, 
bond,  or  security  shall  be  necessary  to  be  given 
than  the  l>ond  and  oath  of  office  already  taken 
and  given  by  such  sheriff  or  coroner;  but,  on 
bis  bond  for  the  performance  of  the  duties  of 
bis  office,  he  and  his  securities  shall  be  liable 
for  his  administration,  and  such  bond  may  be 
sued  and  judgment  from  time  to  time  recovered 
thereon,  in  the  same  manner  as  is  or  may  be 
provided  by  law  in  case  of  other  bonds  of  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  guardians.** 

In  March,  1842,  a  sheriff  was  appointed  ad- 
ministrator de  honiM  no».  His  term  of  office, 
and  with  it  his  administration  under  the  ap- 
pointment, expired  In  March,  1845.  After  the 
expiration  of  his  term  he  was  appointed  on  his 
individual  application  administrator  de  bonis 
ft  on  of  the  decedent,  and  thereupon  gave  a  new 
bond  as  such  administrator  with  different  sure- 
ties. He  was  afterward  superseded,  and  anoth* 
er  administrator  appointed.  More  than  six 
years  after  the  termination  of  his  administra- 
tion a  decree  was  made  on  his  final  settlement 
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in  the  probate  court  In  favor  of  the  succeeding 
administrator.  An  execution  on  this  decree 
against  the  sheriff  administrator  having  been 
returned  "No  property  found"  an  execution  was 
Issued  thereafter  against  him  and  the  sureties 
on  his  official  bond  as  sheriff,  and  afterward 
an  alias  execution. 

The  last  having  been  levied  on  property  be- 
longing to  the  sureties  on  the  sheriff's  bond, 
they  filed  a  petition  for  a  supersedeas  In  the 
probate  court  claiming  that  all  liability  for  the 
assets  received  by  him  under  his  first  admin- 
istration was  transferred  from  the  sureties  on 
his  official  bond  as  sheriff  to  the  sureties  on  hia 
new  bond  as  administrator  in  his  Individual 
capacity ;  and  pleading  the  statute  of  llmitationa 
of  six  years,  as  a  bar  to  the  proceeding  against 
them.  The  plaintiff  in  the  execution  demurred 
to  the  petition.  The  probate  court  sustained 
the  demurrer,  and  dismissed  the  petition,  and 
on  error  from  its  Judgment  the  supreme  court, 
in  affirming  the  same,  held  that,  under  the  aci 
before  mentioned,  when  a  sheriff  Is  appointed 
administrator  virtuie  officii,  the  court  may  re- 
quire him  to  execute  a  special  administration 
bond,  or  may  permit  him  to  qualify  and  act  as 
administrator  under  his  official  bond  as  sheriff. 
The  effect  of  the  statute  is  that  when  the  latter 
course  is  adopted,  the  official  bond  becomes  an 
administration  bond,  and  the  sheriff  and  his 
sureties  are  liable  upon  it  to  the  same  extent 
as  if  they  had  executed  an  administration  bond 
proper  under  an  order  of  the  court.  (The  Gov- 
ernor V.  Davis,  9  Ala.  918.)  The  court  further 
held  that,  as  the  probate  court  had,  by  Its  de- 
cree, determined  that  the  sheriff  was  liable  for 
the  amount  thereof  In  his  eai>acity  as  admini- 
strator de  honia  non  by  virtue  of  his  office  as 
sheriff,  his  securities  were  concluded  by  that 
decree,  and  that  it  was  too  well  settled  In  that 
state  (Alabama)  to  be  any  longer  the  subject 
of  controversy,  that,  in  the  absence  of  fraud, 
the  sureties  of  an  administrator  are  concluded 
by  a  final  settlement  of  their  principal  In  the 
probate  court ;  citing  various  Alabama  cases. 
Ragland  v.  Calhoun,  86  Ala.  606. 

Under  the  statute  of  Alabama,  Code,  |  2377, 
the  sheriff  of  the  county  under  certain  circum- 
stances is  appointed  guardian.     The  principal 
in  this  case  had  been  so  appointed  some  two 
years  previous  to  the  expiration  of  his  office  as 
sheriff.     As  sheriff  he  had  filed  the  usual  bond 
of  his  sureties.     Five  years  after  the  expiration 
of  his  office  he  filed  bis  account  and  vouchers 
for  a  final  settlement  of  his  guardianship  in  the 
probate  court  of  the  county,  which  court  ren- 
dered a  decree  against  him  on  his  said  final  set- 
tlement.     Execution    Issued   upon   this   decree 
against  hlm*and  his  sureties.     The  sureties  (the 
appellants  here)   thereupon  filed  their  petition, 
and  prayed  that  the  execution  be  quashed.     The 
ground  of  the  petition  seemed  to  be  that  at  the 
time  of  the  rendition  of  the  decree  the  term  of 
office  of  their  principal  had  expired,  and  they 
were  not  bound  as  sureties  on  his  official  bond 
by  such  a  decree, — -one  argument  being  that  the 
decree  does  not  imply  liability  prior  to  the  date 
of  its  rendition ;  and  the  other,  that  the  sureties 
of  the  sheriff  on  his  official  bond  are  not  bound 
for  his  acts  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  of 
office.     (Gravett  v.  Malone,  64  Ala.  19 ;  Yeend 
V.  Weeks,  104  Ala.  331,  16  So.  165.;     The  court 
decided  that,  conceding  that  both  propositions 
are  true  in  a  proper  case,  these  principles  have 
no  application  to  the  facts  as  presented  in  the 
petition.  When  the  sheriff  was  appointed  guard- 
ian, by  the  condition  of  his  bond,  he  and   his 
sureties  became  bound  In  all  respects  so  lon^  as 
his  guardianship  continued,  as  If  the  bond  had 
been    specially   executed   by   him   as  guardian. 
The  decree  of  the  court,  rendered  on  final  settle- 
ment, which  is  made  an  exhibit  to  the  petition^ 


189& 


RODINI  ▼.  Lttlb. 


171 


ftdmlti  of  no  other  constractlon  than  that  the 
mooey  was  paid  over  to  him  daring  his  official 
term  as  sheriff,  and  while  he  was  guardian. 
UsTing  been  appointed  guardian  by  virtue  of 
his  office  as  sheriff,  it  may  be  that  his  guardlan- 
ahip  expired  with  the  termination  of  his  official 
office  as  sheriff;  but  the  termination  of  his 
guardianship  no  more  relleyed  him  from  liabil- 
ity for  money  rec^ved  by  him  as  guardian  dur- 
ing his  official  term  than  death  or  resignation 
of  a  guardian  would  relieve  his  sureties  from  ac- 
countability. Pearee  v.  Hail,  118  Ala.  245,  21 
So.  250. 

Plaintiffs  below  had  recovered  a  judgment 
against  a  constable  for  neglect  of  duty,  and  aft- 
er execution  Issued  thereon  the  constable  was  ar- 
rested, and  having  no  goods,  etc.,  was  imprison- 
ed, and  soon  after  discharged  under  the  laws 
for  Insolvent  debtors;  thereupon  the  plaintiffs 
brought  this  action  against  his  sureties  by  pro- 
ceeding by  scire  facias  against  them.  The  cause 
was  carried  to  the  common  pleas  by  appeal, 
where  the  plaintiffs  offered  in  evidence  the  rec- 
ord of  the  judgment  for  the  same  cause  of  action 
against  the  constable,  which  was  objected  to, 
l^t  admitted.  Upon  a  writ  of  error  the  su- 
preme court  held  that  the  Judgment  against  the 
constable  was  conclusive  against  his  sureties 
ss  to  his  misconduct  and  the  Injury  of  the 
pialntiffto ;  but  that  It  was  not  absolutely  conclu- 
sive against  the  bail,  and  they  might  plead  any 
defense  personal  to  themselves,  or  anything  to 
show  that  at  the  time  the  constable  was  liable 
they  were  not.  Masser  v.  Strickland,  17  Serg. 
k  R.  354,  17  Am.  Dec.  668.  Gibson,  Ch.  J.,  dis- 
senting. 

This  case  has  probably  been  cited  oftener 
tlian  any  other,  as  an  unqualified  authority  for 
the  doctrine  that  a  Judgment  against  the  prin- 
cipal in  an  official  l>ond  Is  conclusive  as  to  the 
surety. 

Compare  Carmack  v.  Com.  use  of  Boggs,  6 
Binn.  184,  supra.  III.  a. 

In  Evans  v.  Com.  8  Watts,  808,  84  Am.  Dec. 
477*  which  was  an  action  against  the  sureties 
of  a  constable  upon  his  official  bond  to  recover 
the  amount  of  a  Judgment  for  which  the  con- 
stable had  become  liable  and  for  which  a  Judg- 
ment liad  been  previously  obtained  against  him, 
it  was  held  that  the  Judgment  previously  ob- 
tained against  the  constable  alone  was  conclu- 
•tve  evidence  of  the  liability  of  the  surety.  The 
court  said :  **The  principle  of  liasser  v.  Strick- 
land. 17  Serg.  &  R.  354,  17  Am.  Dec.  668,  as  set- 
tled by  a  majority  of  this  court,  would  seem  to 
rale  this  case.  There  it  was  held  that  a  Judg- 
ment against  the  constable  was  not  only  conclu- 
sive against  his  sureties  as  to  the  misconduct  or 
neglect  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  constable, 
which  was  made  the  ground  of  action  whereon 
the  Judgment  was  obtained  against  him,  but  like- 
wise as  to  the  amount  of  damages  actually  sus- 
tained by  the  plalnUff." 

This  decision  since  its  rendition  has  been  cited 
fre<]uently  with  Masser  v.  Strickland,  17  Serg. 
k  R.  354,  17  Am.  Dec.  668,  and  to  the  same  ef- 
ttct. 

Compare  Carmack  t.  Com.  use  of  Boggs,  5 
Blnn.  184,  supra.  III.  a. 

In  an  action  against  the  sureties  on  a  con- 
stable's bond  the  plaintiff,  after  proving  the 
b<»id  execoted  by  the  constable  and  the  defend- 
ants, gave  in  evidence  a  transcript  from  the 
record  of  a  Justice  of  the  peace  of  an  action 
brought  by  himself  against  the  constable  to  re- 
cover money  collected  by  the  constable  in  a  suit 
against  third  parties,  from  which  it  appeared 
that  the  constable  confessed  a  Judgment  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  the  debt  and  interest, 
and  tliat  an  execution  Issued  upon  such  Judg- 
■«ttt  was  returned  nulla  bona.  The  defendants 
offered  to  prove  that  on  or  before  the  return  of 
52L.  B.  A. 


the  execution  in  the  original  suit  against  the 
third  parties  the  constable  had  collected  the 
money,  and  that  being  in  his  hands  it  was  lent 
by  him  to  the  plaintiff.  The  evidence  was  re- 
jected, and  from  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff  the  defendants  took  a  writ  of  error.  In 
affirming  the  Judgment  In  an  opinion  per  curiam 
it  was  said:  "It  is  impossible  to  distinguish 
this  case  from  Masser  v.  Strickland,  17  Serg.  &. 
R.  354,  17  Am.  Dec.  668.  Judgment  has  been 
had  against  the  constable  for  an  official  default ; 
and,  according  to  the  principle  of  that  case,  it 
conclusively  establishes  the  fact  in  a  proceed- 
ing against  his  bail."  Bagles  v.  Kern,  5  Whart. 
144. 

A  committee  of  the  person  and  estate  of  a  lun- 
atic had  been  appointed  by  the  court  of  common 
pleas,  and  gave  bond  with  surety  to  perform  his 
trusts.  The  committee  accounted,  and  the  com- 
mon pleas  passed  upon  his  account  and  deter- 
mined to  what  extent  he  was  liable.  It  was 
held  that  when  that  account  was  settled  was 
the  time  to  adjudicate  whether  he  was  responsi- 
ble for  any  money  received  from  any  source,  and 
that  the  decree  on  such  settlement  was  conclu- 
sive against  his  surety ;  that  the  question  could 
not  be  raised  In  an  action  against  the  committee 
and  his  surety  on  his  official  bond  as  co-obligors ; 
that  the  amount  for  which  the  principal  was 
liable  in  the  action  against  him  and  the  sureties 
had  been  judicially  determined ;  and  that  the  de- 
cree of  the  court  confirming  the  report  of  the 
auditor  upon  his  account  Is  conclusive  upon  him, 
and  also  upon  his  surety.  Com.  use  of  Todd  v. 
Rhoads,  37  Pa.  60. 

Defendant's  testator  had  given  a  bond  Jointly 
with,  and  as  surety  for,  a  trustee,  conditioned 
for  the  true  and  faithful  performance  of  the 
trust.  In  an  action  against  the  executor  upon 
the  bond  of  his  testator  It  was  held  that  It  has 
been  established  by  reiterated  decisions  that 
sureties  in  official  bonds  are,  like  bail,  answer- 
able, not  for  what  their  principals  may  omit, 
or  do,  in  point  of  fact,  but  for  what  they  shall 
be  decreed  or  adjudged  to  have  omitted  or  done 
in  a  suit  or  proceedl<ng  prosecuted  before  an  ap- 
propriate tribunal ;  and,  by  a  necessary  conse- 
quence, that  while  no  suit  will  lie  against  a 
surety  of  this  description  until  a  Judgment  or 
decree  has  been  obtained  against  the  principal, 
such  Judgment  will,  when  pronounced,  be  con- 
clusive against  the  surety ;  citing  Masser  v. 
Strickland,  17  Serg.  &  R.  364,  17  Am.  Dec.  668 ; 
Com.  V.  Evans,  1  Watts.  437 ;  Bvans  v.  Com. 
8  Watts.  898,  34  Am.  Dec.  477 ;  Com.  v.  Wenrick, 
8  Watts.  160 ;  Garber  v.  Com.  7  Pa.  266 :  Com. 
use  of  Myers  v.  Fretz,  4  Pa.  347 ;  Com.  v. 
Reitzel,  9  Patts.  &  S.  109.  The  court  further 
said :  That  this  course  of  decisions  is  a  de- 
parture from  the  logical  simplicity  of  the  com- 
mon law  will  hardly  be  denied  by  anyone  who 
reads  the  unanswerable  opinion  of  Chief  Jus- 
tice Qibson  in  Masser  v.  Strickland ;  but  It  Is 
recommended  by  reasons  of  policy  and  conveni- 
ence, and  has  now  grown  inveterate  by  the  lapse 
of  time.     Com.  v.  Smith,  4  Phila.  51. 

In  Musselman  v.  Com.  7  Pa.  240,  it  was  held, 
on  the  principle  of  Masser  v.  Strickland,  17 
Serg.  &  R.  854,  17  Am.  Dec.  668,  and  other 
cases  of  that  stamp,  that  a  recovery  against  a 
constable  concludes  his  sureties. 

In  an  action  brought  against  a  sheriff  and 
his  sureties  upon  his  official  bond  all  the  de- 
fendants except  the  sheriff  pleaded  severally, 
and  thereafter,  on  motion  of  the  plalntiflTs  at- 
torney, the  court  directed  Judgment  to  be  en- 
tered against  the  sheriff  for  default  of  appear^ 
ance  in  favor  of  the  commonwealth  for  the  pen- 
alty of  the  bond  and  of  the  real  plaintiffs  for 
the  amount  of  their  claim  and  accumulations ; 
thereupon  a  Jury  was  sworn,  and  the  trial  pro- 
ceeded against  the  other  defendants.     Plaintiffs 
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offered  in  evidence  the  bond,  the  record  of  the 
Judgment  in  their  favor  against  the  defendant  in 
the  execution  mentioned  in  the  writ»  the  execu- 
tion with  the  date  of  its  issue  and  return,  and 
the  indorsement  of  the  receipt  of  $4,000  on  the 
writ  signed  by  the  sheriff;  they  also  offered  in 
evidence  the  scire  facias  on  their  recognizance, 
ali  of  which  were  objected  to  and  admitted,  and 
bills  of  exceptions  sealed.  Defendants  then  of- 
fered to  prove  that  they  never  acknowledged  or 
entered  into  the  recognizance  by  the  recorder 
before  whom  it  was  reported  to  have  been  ac- 
knowledged and  taken.  It  was  held  that  this 
Judgment  against  the  sheriff  established  con- 
clusively his  liability  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  dis- 
pensed with  any  evidence  of  requests  before  suit 
which  would  otherwise  have  been  necessary  to 
meet  the  express  terms  of  the  condition  of  the 
recognizance,  and  that  a  Judgment  against  a 
constable  or  sheriff  for  official  misconduct  is  con- 
clusive against  his  sureties  as  to  liability.  Mc- 
Micken  v.  Com.  58  Pa.  214. 

The  present  plaintiffs  in  interest  recovered  a 
Judgment  against  a  sheriff  for  his  alleged  default 
in  not  serving  and  returning  a  writ  issued  in 
their  behalf.  On  this  Judgment  an  execution 
was  duly  issued,  and  returned  unsatisfied.  At 
the  time  of  the  rendition  of  the  Judgment,  and 
for  some  seven  or  eight  years  afterwards,  the 
sheriff  resided  in  the  county,  and  was  the  visi- 
ble and  real  owner  of  a  large  amount  of  real 
and  personal  estates  subject  to  attachment. 
None  of  his  sureties  were  called  upon  to  satisfy 
the  Judgment  until  after  his  decease,  which 
was  ten  or  twelve  years  after  its  rendition.  The 
statute  provision  is  that  "any  person  injured 
by  the  neglect  or  misdoings  of  a  sheriff,  who  has 
first  ascertained  the  amount  of  his  damages  by 
Judgment  in  a  suit  against  him,  etc.,  may,  at  his 
own  expense,  in  the  name  of  the  treasurer,  in- 
stitute a  suit  on  his  official  bond,"  etc.  The 
court  said:  **The  only  statutory  prerequisites 
to  the  maintenance  of  such  a  suit  are  an  injury 
suffered  by  the  neglect  or  misdoings  of  the 
sheriff,  and  the  damages  ascertained  by  a>suit 
against  him  and  the  rendition  of  Judgment  thei*e- 
on.  And  the  case  finds  that  these  requirements 
have  been  performed.  It  was  not  necessary  to 
issue  an  execution,  or  to  notify  the  sureties  of 
the  default,  or  of  the  Judgment.  Neither  was 
the  long  delay  in  bringing  this  action  any  legal 
bar  to  its  maintenance,  for  the  case  discloses  no 
contract,  consideration,  or  motive  fbr  such  ne- 
glect. Leavltt  V.  Savage,  16  Me.  72,  and  the 
cases  there  cited,  contain  much  law  upon  this 
subject,  to  which  those  particularly  Interested 
are  referred.  No  time  short  of  twenty  years 
can  raise  the  legal  presumption  that  the  Judg- 
ment has  been  satisfied."  Cony  v.  Barrows,  46 
Me.  497. 

The  plaintiff  in  certain  executions  had  in- 
demnified the  sheriff,  on  which  the  sheriff  had 
taken  property,  sold  it,  and  paid  the  proceeds  to 
the  plaintiff  in  the  execution.  The  sheriff  was 
afterwards  sued,  and  Judgments  recovered 
against  him  by  other  parties  for  the  conversion 
of  their  property.  In  an  action  by  the  sheriff 
on  the  indemnity  l>ond  It  was  held  that  the  ob- 
ligors therein  were  concluded  by  the  Judgment 
of  the  owners  of  the  property  against  the  sheriff, 
the  court  holding  that  the  sureties  undertook  to 
save  the  officer  harmless  from  any  Judgment 
that  might  be  recovered  against  him  by  reason  of 
the  levying  of  the  executions.  That  It  was  no 
part  of  the  agreement  that  the  sureties  should 
be  notified  of  the  pendency  of  the  action.  Pase- 
wnlk  V.  Bollman,  20  Neb.  619,  46  N.  W.  780.  In 
this  case  the  court  cites  nearly  all  the  cases 
holding  that  a  Judgment  obtained  in  a  suit  on 
an  official  bond  against  the  principal  Is  conclu- 
sive against  the  sureties  though  not  notified  of 
the  suit. 
62  L.  R.  A. 


Plaintiff  below  recovered  a  Judgment  against 
a  constable  for  levying  on  and  taking  her  prop- 
erty on  an  execution  against  her  husband.  The 
petition  alleged  the  election  of  the  constable : 
his  acceptance  and  qualification  of  the  office  by 
giving  a  bond,  and  that  the  other  defendants 
were  his  sureties ;  the  recovery  of  the  Judgment 
on  which  the  execution  was  issued  under  which 
he  took  the  property ;  the  issuing  of  the  execu- 
tion and  the  taking  of  the  property  for  the 
payment  of  that  Judgment;  that  the  plaintiff 
was  the  owner,  and  so  notified  the  constable ; 
the  bringing  of  the  action  against  the  constable ; 
the  trial  of  it  and  the  Judgment  pronounced 
therein ;  that  an  execution  had  been  Issued  on 
it  and  returned  wholly  unsatisfied ;  and  that 
the  constable  was  insolvent.  The  defendants 
substantially  admitted  ail  the  facts  alleged,  but 
alleged  in  their  answer  that  thai  plaintiff  did 
not  recover  a  valid  and  subsisting  Judgment,  but 
that  said  Judgment  was  recovered  by  fraud,  mis- 
representation, and  contrary  to  law.  The  trial 
resulted  in  a  verdict  and  Judgment  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  a  petition  in  error  was  {Arose- 
cuted  by  the  defendants  to  the  supreme  court. 
The  court  held,  citing  and  approving  Tracy  ▼. 
Goodwin,  5  Allen,  409;  Dennie  v.  Smith,  129 
Mass.  143,  and  Pasewalk  v.  Bollman,  29  Neb. 
619,  46  N.  W.  780,  8upra,  III.  a,  that  the  Judg- 
ment against  the  constable  was  conclusive  upon 
him  and  the  sureties  on  his  official  bond  in  the 
action  on  the  bond ;  and  affirmed  the  Judgment. 
Thomas  v.  Markmann,  43  Neb.  823,  62  N.  W. 
206. 

Compare  Lucas  v.  The  Governor,  6  Ala.  826, 
aupra,  II.  a. 

In  an  action  brought  by  the  inhabitants  of 
a  township  on  a  constable's  bond,  given  by  one 
of  the  defendants  and  his  sureties,  the  plain- 
tiff declared  generally  on  the  bond ;  the  defend- 
ants pleaded  performance  in  the  words  of  the 
condition.  The  plaintiff  in  reply  assigns  for 
breach :  First,  the  recovery  of  a  Judgment 
against  a  defendant  in  an  action;  the  issue  of 
the  execution  to  the  defendant  constable,  and 
his  failure  to  make  the  same;  SAd  second,  that 
he  had  collected  the  money  and  failed  to  pay  It 
over.  The  defendants  rejoined  that,  before  the 
commencement  of  the  action,  the  plaintiff  In  the 
execution  sued  the  constable  in  an  action  of 
debt  alone,  for  a  neglect  on  the  same  execution* 
and  for  the  same  neglect  of  duty  complained  of 
In  this  suit,  in  which  action  the  defendant,  the 
constable,  recovered  Judgment.  To  this  the 
plaintiff  demurred,  and  in  overruling  the  demur- 
rer, and  giving  Judgment  for  the  defendant.  Che 
court,  among  other  things,  said:  "Who  is  the 
real  plaintiff  in  this  action?  Most  certainly 
Bowen.  [Bowen  was  the  plaintiff  in  the  action 
against  the  constable.]  The  Inhabitants  of  the 
township  of  Lower  Alloways  Creek  are  mere 
nominal  parties,  and  have  no  more  Interest  in 
the  suit  than  John  Den  has  in  an  ejectment. 
Who,  then,  is  the  real  defendant?  Undoubtedly 
Moore.  He  must  respond,  not  only  to  the  plain- 
tiff, but,  if  a  recovery  Is  had,  to  his  codefend- 
ants,  who  are  his  sureties.  What  Is  the  cause 
of  action  here?  What  the  injury  complained  of? 
What  the  evidence  necessary  to  maintain  the 
action?  Precisely  in  every  particular  the  same 
as  in  the  action  before  the  Justice.  It  Is  not 
res  inter  alio§  acta,  but  between  the  same  par- 
ties substantially,  and  for  the  same  identical 
thing.  If  Judgment  had  passed  against  Moore, 
In  the  action  before  the  Justice,  it  would  have 
been  conclusive  in  an  action  on  the  t>ond.  and 
could  not  have  been  questioned,  even  by  the  se- 
curities, except  for  fraud  or  covin."  Lower  Al- 
loways Creek  v.  Moore,  16  N.  J.  L.  146. 

The  proposition  stated  In  the  language  quoted 
above  is  the  argument  used  in  many  of  the 
cases,  which  hold  that  such  a  Judgment  la  con- 
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clofttve  against  the  sureties.  In  such  cases  It 
hai  fre<|uently  been  reasoned  that  the  Judgment 
against  a  principal  In  an  official  bond  should 
be  conclusive  on  his  sureties,  because  a  Judg- 
ment In  his  favor  would  be  so,  to  their  exonera- 
tion. 

The  act  of  1795  (2  Faust,  10)  enacted  that  "it 
ihtli  not  be  lawful  for  any  person,  etc.,  to  com- 
mence any  action  against  the  security,  etc.,  un- 
til a  return  of  nulla  bona  shall  have  been  made, 
on  some  execution  to  be  Issued  against  the 
sheriff,  etc  Provided  further,  that  If  the  said 
sheriff  shall  have  been  first  sued  after  a  return 
of  nulla  bona  the  security,  etc.,  shall  not  be  en- 
titled to  an  Imparlance.*' 

The  court,  in  a  case  requiring  the  construction 
and  application  of  this  statute  of  South  Caro- 
lina, said :  **And  the  reason  arising  out  of  the 
state  of  facts  comports  with  the  literal  distinc- 
tion between  the  two  provisions.  The  former 
la  to  prevent  a  security  from  being  harassed, 
vhlle  his  priclpai  may  be  solvent,  and  may  him- 
self discharge  the  claim.  The  latter  is  to  save 
the  creditor  from  unnecessary  delays,  if  he 
sbonid  sue  the  securities  after  his  claim  has  been 
made  unquestionable  and  precise,  by  actual  re- 
covery had  against  the  principal ;  and  after  the 
principal  lias  been,  moreover,  pursued  to  in- 
solvency." Commissioners  of  the  Treasury  y. 
iiecarltles  of  Neuby,  1  McCord,  L.  184. 

A  Judgment  had  been  recovered  against  a 
cierk  and  all  the  sureties  but  one  upon  his  of- 
Stlal  bond  for  the  amount  which  it  was  claimed 
had  been  collected  and  appropriated  by  the  clerk, 
and  which  belonged  to  the  relator.  In  an  ac- 
tion against  the  remaining  surety  It  was  held 
that  the  Judgment  in  the  previous  action  against 
the  clerk  and  the  others  of  his  sureties  on  the 
aame  bond  was  competent  evidence  to  fix  the 
amount  due  by  the  clerk.  Under  a  construction 
fiven  to  the  act  of  1844,  Rev.  Code,  chap.  44, 
I  10.  as  It  then  existed.  It  was  decided  that 
the  Judgment  against  the  principal  upon  an  of- 
ficial bond  of  a  clerk,  sheriff,  constable,  coroner, 
or  other  officer  was  not  only  conclusive  of  the 
debt,  as  it  was  without  the  aid  of  the  enact- 
ment, but  of  assets  also,  and  that  this  was 
the  effect  given  to  a  Judgment  against  a  guard- 
ian upon  his  official  bond  in  Badger  v.  Daniel, 
7d  N.  C.  372.  This  statute  was  amended  by  the 
act  of  January  20,  1881,  and  made  to  furnish 
a  presumption,  instead  of  conclusive  evidence 
against  the  sureties.  Code,  |  1845.  State  ew 
rel.  Morgan  v.  Smith,  95  N.  C.  396. 

Baker  v.  Preston,  Glim.  (Va.)  235,  was  a  mo- 
tion made  by  the  treasurer  for  the  common- 
veaith  under  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Code 
against  a  former  treasurer  and  his  sureties  on 
a  bond  given  in  conformity  with  the  same  chap- 
ter, it  would  seem  from  the  case  that  the  Code 
provided  for  the  Joining  of  issues  on  such  a  mo- 
tion and  the  trial  of  the  facts  involved,  by  a 
jury  the  same  as  in  an  action.  Issues  were 
made  and  joined,  and  the  cause  tried.  On  the 
trial  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  deficiency 
o{  the  principal  the  plaintiff  gave  in  evidence 
the  annual  reports  made  by  him  to  the  general 
assembly ;  and  the  books  of  the  treasury  depart- 
ment during  the  whole  period  during  which  the 
principal  was  treasurer.  Thereafter  the  defend- 
ants gave  in  evidence  facts  tending  to  prove 
the  incorrectness  of  such  reports.  Whereupon 
the  plaintiff  moved  to  exclude  the  evidence  so 
aiiduced  by  the  defendants,  which  motion  the 
court  denied  and  admitted  the  evidence.  On  ap- 
peal the  court  of  appeals  held  that  the  books 
were  conclusive  against  the  treasurer,  and  also 
conclnslve  against  his  sureties.  That  if  a 
Judgment  against  him  Is  to  bind  them,  so,  also, 
is  the  evidence  on  which  that  Judgment  is  ren- 
dered: and  that  It  was  error  to  permit  the  sure- 
ties to  impeach  or  contradict  the  evidence  of  the 
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books  ajid  reports  of  their  principal.  Sureties 
arc  not  to  be  permitted  to  try  over  again  cases 
already  decided  against  the  principal ;  nor,  when 
tried  against  them  In  the  first  Instance,  to  avail 
themseHes  of  evidence  which  the  principal  him- 
self would  be  inhibited  from  using.  The  court 
cites  Braxton  v.  Wlnslow,  1  Wash.  (Va.)  31, 
and  Call's  Manuscript  Reports  more  at  large, 
and  says  it  was  there  decided  that  to  fix  the 
amount  of  an  executor's  liability  the  action 
must  be  brought  against  him,  and  that  the  re- 
covery against  him  will  bind  his  sureties.  (The 
case,  as  reported  in  1  Wash.  (Va.)  31,  does  not 
decide  the  latter  proposition,  and  we  have  beea 
unable  to  procure  "Call's  Manuscript  Reports.'' 
The  case  does  not  appear  to  be  reported  iik 
Call's  regular  reports  as  published.)  But,  in- 
asmuch as  it  is  stated  in  the  opinion  in  Baker 
V.  Preston  that  it  was  so  decided  that  the  recov- 
ery  against  the  principal  would  bind  the  sure- 
ties, it  is  probable  that  such  was  the  decision  as 
shown  by  the  report  In  Call's  Manuscript.  The 
court  also  cites  Greerslde  v.  Benson,  3  Atk.  248, 
which  was  sa  action  brought  under  the  follow- 
ing circumstances :  The  plaintiffs  were  sureties 
with  an  administratrix  in  an  administration 
bond  given  to  the  commissary  according  to  the 
statute  of  distributions,  for  her  bringing  In  a 
true  and  perfect  inventory  of  the  intestate's 
effects;  and  the  administratrix  did  afterwards 
exhibit  an  inventory  In  the  spiritual  court.  A 
creditor  of  the  Intestate,  by  bond  in  a  penalty 
of  £600,  brought  an  action  against  the  adminis- 
tratrix upon  that  bond,  and  she  pleaded  that 
she  had  not  assets  ultra  £54,  which  she  paid 
into  court.  The  creditor,  not  being  satisfied 
with  the  Inventory  brought  in  by  her,  procured 
an  assignment  of  the  administration  bond,  and 
put  It  i<n  suit  by  bringing  three  several  actions, 
one  against  the  administratrix,  and  one  against 
each  of  the  sureties;  and  assigned  for  breach 
of  the  bond  that  she  had  not  exhibited  a  true 
and  perfect  Inventory.  These  causes  came  on 
to  be  tried,  and  no  defense  was  made  by  the  two 
sureties,  and  there  was  Judgment  for  the  plain- 
tiff by  default.  This  action  was  a  bill  in  equity 
brought  by  the  sureties  against  the  creditor 
as  defendant,  insisting  that  he,  as  a  creditor^ 
had  no  right  to  put  the  bond  In  suit  against  the 
sureties,  according  to  the  statute,  and  prayed  an 
injunction  to  stay  the  proceedings  at  law.  It 
appears  that  the  administratrix  was  also  made 
a  defendant.  It  was  decided  by  Lord  Chancel- 
lor Hardwicke  that  the  administratrix  could 
not  dispute  the  verdict,  which  found  that  she 
did  not  administer  the  whole  assets;  and  that 
the  case  of  the  sureties  was  not  at  all  better, 
for,  as  the  verdict  was  obtained  against  the  ad- 
ministratrix, who  was  the  proper  person  to  try 
it,  it  would  be  hard  to  have  this  tried  over 
again  In  as  many  actions  as  the  sureties  pleased. 
That  it  was  no  excuse  to  say  that  the  verdict 
was  without  defense  of  the  administratrix,  for 
that  was  rather  a  consciousness  that  she  had 
no  defense.  As  stated,  the  bond  was  for  "bring- 
ing in  a  true  and  perfect  Inventory  of  the  In- 
testate's effects."  From  this  general  condition 
the  Inquiry  naturally  fiows  whether  such  an  ad- 
ministrator's bond  is  not  more  like  the  official 
bond  of  later  times,  and  thus  whether,  also, 
the  case  was  not  authority  for  the  proposition 
that  a  Judgment  against  a  principal  in  an  official 
bond  is  conclusive  against  bis  sureties. 

The  distinction  generally  made  between  the 
rights  and  liabilities  of  sureties  In  administra- 
tion bonds  and  those  in  official  bonds  is  that 
in  the  former  the  contract  is  that  the  principal 
shall  do  or  submit  to  some  particular  thing 
(generally  among  others  the  decree  of  a  court), 
while  in  the  latter  the  condition  Is  that  the 
principal  generally  will  perform  his  duty. 
True,  in  iJaker  v.  Preston,  it  was  not  a  Judg- 
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ment  that  was  held  conclusive;  bat  the 
statement  of  the  court,  that  a  Judgment  against 
the  principal  in  an  official  bond  would  be 
conclusive  upon  his  sureties,  as  a  reason  for 
holding  that  the  evidence  upon  which  such  a 
Judgment  Is  rendered  would  be  so,  would  seem 
to  be  something  more  than  obiter. 

Where  the  surety  of  a  receiver  has  had  by 
due  notice  an  apportunlty  to  appear  and  Inter- 
vene in  the  taking  of  an  account  In  chancery, 
he  will,  in  a  suit  at  law  on  the  bond,  be  held  to 
:be  concluded  by  the  amount  found  due  in  the 
•chancery  court  against  the  receiver.  Bail  t. 
The  Chancellor,  47  N.  J.  L.  125. 

4).  Judgment   on   motion   for  rule   absolute   or 

amercement. 


The  sheriff  attached  certain  personal  proper- 
ty under  an  attachment  subject  to  four  prior 
•attachments.  Judgment  was  afterwards  ren- 
dered for  all  the  several  plaintiffs  except  one, 
^nd  executions  were  duly  Issued  and  placed  In 
the  hands  of  the  sheriff.  In  the  meantime  the 
property  had  been  sold  by  agreement  of  the  par- 
ties on  mesne  process.  After  satisfying  the 
executions  prior  to  the  plaintiff's  there  was  a 
sum  remaining  in  the  sheriff's  hands,  which  he 
never  paid  over  to  anyone,  but  which  should 
have  been  applied  on  the  plaintiff's  execution. 
The  sheriff  afterwards  died  and  letters  of  ad- 
ministration were  Issued  on  the  estate,  and  com- 
missioners appointed  thereon  with  a  limitation 
of  six  months  for  the  examination  and  allowance 
of  claims.  The  then  owner  of  the  Judgment  pre- 
sented it  as  a  claim  to  the  administrator,  and 
left  it  with  him  on  his  assurance  that  the  com- 
missioners should  not  close  the  business  of  their 
appointment  until  he  had  an  opportunity  to 
present  it,  and  he  never  presented  it  to  the  com- 
missioners. The  report  of  the  commissioners 
introduced  In  evidence  purported  to  have  been 
dated  and  signed  fifteen  months  after  their  ap- 
pointment, and  returned  to  the  probate  court 
nearly  five  years  thereafter,  and  then  accepted 
as  matter  of  fact.  Both  commissioners  had  re- 
moved from  the  county  previous  to  making  any 
report  on  the  claim,  and  shortly  before  the  re- 
port was  returned  to  the  probate  court  a  party 
Interested  in  the  claim  took  the  report  to  an- 
other state,  where  one  of  the  commissioners  then 
lived,  who  then  signed  It  for  the  first  time,  and 
the  party  on  bis  return  sent  the  same  to  the 
other  commissioners,  who  also  signed  It,  the 
same  being  approved  of  by  the  administrator. 
The  estate  was  finally  closed  nearly  two  years 
thereafter,  and  it  appeared  from  the  records  of 
the  probate  court  that  there  were  no  assets  for 
division  among  the  creditors.  After  receiving 
this  evidence  the  referee  held  that  the  validity 
of  the  action  of  the  commissioners  and  the  pro- 
bate court  could  not  be  questioned  In  this  pro- 
ceeding, which  was  a  scire  facias  on  a  recogniz- 
ance entered  into  by  the  defendants  as  sureties 
for  the  sheriff  conditioned  for  the  faithful  per- 
formance of  his  duties  as  sheriff.  The  supreme 
•court  affirmed  the  Judgment  entered  upon  the 
report  of  the  referee,  holding  that  the  Judg- 
ment of  the  probate  court  was  conclusive  upon 
the  sureties,  although  they  were  not  parties  to 
the  proceedings  there.  Tute  v.  James,  50  Vt. 
124. 

A  scire  facias  was  brought  upon  a  recognis- 
ance entered  into  by  one  of  the  defendants  as 
sheriff  and  principal,  and  the  other  defendants 
as  sureties,  to  secure  the  faithful  performance 
by  the  said  principal  of  the  duties  of  sheriff.  I 
The  questions  In  the  case  arose  upon  a  demur-  | 
rer  to  the  separate  plea  of  one  of  the  sureties.  { 
The  statute  of  Vermont  provided  that  the  party 
claiming  to  have  been  injured  by  the  official  mis- 
conduct of  the  sheriff  should  first,  and  before 
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resorting  to  a  recognizance,  establish  his  claim 
by  obtaining  a  Judgment  against  the  sheriff  for 
his  damages  resulting  from  such  misconduct, 
and  show  a  failure  to  collect  the  same  of  him. 
This  had  been  done.  It  was  also  provided  by 
the  statute  that  on  the  return  of  the  writ  of 
scire  facias  the  court,  unless  satisfactory  cause 
be  shown  to  the  contrary,  should  render  judg- 
ment against  such  sheriff  and  his  sureties  in 
favor  of  the  creditor  for  the  amount  of  tucb 
Judgment,  with  all  charges  with  interest  and 
costs.  The  plea  alleged  facts  which.  If  proved, 
might  have  constituted  a  good  defense  to  the 
principal  in  the  suit  brought  by  the  plaintiff 
against  him  as  sheriff.  The  court  held  that  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  that  tbe 
Judgment  against  the  sheriff  should  be  conclu- 
sive of  the  claimant's  right  to  a  Judgment 
against  the  sheriff  and  his  sureties,  and  in  a 
scire  facias,  as  against  all  defenses  that  the 
sheriff  might  have  urged  in  defense  of  the  suit 
against  him  alone.  It  was  objected  that  there 
is  a  hardship  in  concluding  the  sureties  by  a 
Judgment  against  the  principal,  obtained  in  a 
proceeding  to  which  they  were  not  parties.  Tbe 
court  held  that  this  objection  was  more  potent 
in  theory  than  in  practice,  as  it  was  hardly  to 
be  supposed  that  a  sheriff  would  allow  a  Judg- 
ment to  be  obtained  against  him  for  such  a 
cause,  without  availing  himself  of  all  legitimate 
defenses  that  exist,  and  no  person  is  likely  to 
be  as  well  Informed  upon  the  subject  as  himself, 
and  whatever  hardship  there  might  be  In  such 
cases  was  more  than  counterbalanced  by  the 
hardship  that  would  be  otherwise  entailed  upon 
the  other  party,  who  would  be  compelled  twice 
to  follow  through  a  protracted  litigation  of  tbe 
same  points  and  substantially  of  the  same  par- 
ties, for  it  cannot  t>e  doubted  that  in  both  con- 
tests the  sheriff  would  be  the  real  party  with 
whom  he  would  have  to  contend.  Bradley  ▼. 
Chamberlin,  36  Vt.  277. 

The  last  reason  would  scarcely  apply  In  those 
Jurisdictions  where  an  action  may  be  main- 
tained against  the  officer  and  his  sureties  ic  the 
first  instance. 

By  a  former  statute  of  Vermont  the  treasurer 
issued  in  the  first  instance  a  warrant  to  tbe 
constable  of  the  town  commanding  him  to  col- 
lect of  Its  Inhabitants  a  tax,  and  if  he  was  de- 
linquent in  the  payment  of  the  tax  into  the 
treasury  he  Issued  a  processs  which  was  desig- 
nated an  extent,  to  the  sheriff,  commanding 
him  to  make  the  amount  of  the  taxes  out  of  tbe 
goods,  etc.,  of  the  constable,  and  if  the  sheriff 
returned  that  nulla  bona  he  issued  another  ex- 
tent to  the  sheriff  against  the  inhabitants  of 
the  town.  If  the  sheriff  failed  to  execute  that 
extent,  he  then  Issued  another  extent  ngainst 
the  sheriff  to  the  high  bailiff  of  the  county  com- 
manding him  to  levy  and  collect  of  the  goods, 
etc.,  of  the  sheriff.  In  an  action  In  favor  of  a 
state  treasurer  against  the  sureties  upon  the 
official  bond  of  a  sheriff  for  failure  of  the  sher- 
iff to  execute  an  extent  against  a  delinquent 
constable,  the  supreme  court  held  that,  though 
the  state  treasurer  had  a  right  by  ^statute  to 
Issue  an  extent  against  the  sheriff  for  his  neg- 
lect in  levying  and  returning  an  execution 
against  the  delinquent  constable,  he  was  not 
thereby  deprived  of  his  remedy  of  an  action  at 
law  for  the  same  neglect ;  and  If  the  treasurer, 
instead  of  Issuing  an  extent  against  such  delin- 
quent sheriff,  bring  an  action  against  him  for 
such  neglect,  and  recover  a  Judgment  therefor, 
and  the  sheriff  be  committed  to  Jail  on  the  execu- 
tion, such  sheriff's  bail  are  liable  in  scire  facias 
for  the  amount  of  the  Judgment,  and  cannot 
plead  in  bar  thereof  the  delay  or  neglect  of  the 
treasurer  to  Issue  an  extent  against  such  sheriff. 
State  Treasurer  v.  Kelsey,  4  Vt.  371. 

As  the  present  statutes  of  Vermont  contain 
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BO  iiroTlilon  for  the  Issuing  of  an  extent,  the 
foregoing  case  is  valuable  chiefly  as  showing 
wben  the  result  of  a  Judicial  proceeding  against 
tiie  sheriff  will  be  concIusiTS  upon  the  sureties 
en  his  official  bond. 

Mosby  y.  Mosby  and  Miller  t.  Jones,  9  Gratt. 
684,  were  two  cases  argued  and  decided  to- 
feiher.  The  first  was  an  application  to  charge, 
ty  rule  absolute,  the  representative  of  the  late 
sheriff  for  moneys  received  by  his  deputies,  act- 
ing  as  such,  while  the  sheriff  was  acting  under 
appointment  under  the  statute  as  administrator 
4€  bonis  mm  of  the  estate  in  which  the  plain- 
tlflts  were  beneficiaries.  The  second  action  was 
ao  application  of  the  same  character,  to  charge 
the  defendants  therein,  who  were  sureties  on  the 
bond  of  the  deputies  to  the  sheriff,  for  the  same 
default.  Deciding  both  cases  in  one  opinion, 
the  court  held  that  the  representative  of  the 
sheriff  was  liable  on  account  of  the  default  of 
his  deputies  to  the  plaintiffs  in  the  first  action, 
and  that  Its  adjudication  to  that  effect  bound 
and  held  the  defendants  in  the  second  action  as 
sureties  of  the  deputies  in  the  bond  to  the  sher- 
iff for  a  like  obligation,  and  in  the  same  amount. 

A  notice  to  the  sheriff  alone  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  statutes  of  Alabama  authorizes  a 
Judgment  against  him  and  his  securities,  or  any 
one,  or  either,  of  them,  for  moneys  collected  on 
«  scire  facias,  and  not  paid  over  on  demand 
duly  made.  Broughton  v.  State  Bank,  6  Port. 
(Ala.)  48:  H*Whorter  v.  Marrs,  1  Stew.  (Ala.) 
^;  Harris  v.  Bradford,  4  Ala.  214;  Reid  v. 
IManters*  &  M.  Bank,  8  Ala.  712;  Braseal  v. 
Smith.  5  Ala.  206. 

(It  Is  suggested  that  the  statute  of  Alabama, 
which  now  requires  notice  to  the  sureties  of 
•iich  a  motion, — Ala.  Code,  |  3764, — must  have 
changed  this  rule.) 

While  there  was  still  sufficient  time  to  re- 
turn an  execution,  the  sheriff,  who  had  It,  called 
upon  the  attorney  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  execu- 
tion, who  offered  to  take  the  execution  and  de* 
liver  it  to  the  derk  on  the  first  day  of  the  term. 
The  attorney  did  so,  and  afterward  his  client, 
the  plaintiff  in  the  execution,  ruled  the  sheriff 
(or  not  returning  it  three  days  before  court,  and 
obtained  Judgment  against  him  and  his  sureties. 
Neither  of  the  sureties  had  any  notice  of  the 
rule,  nor  did  they  know  that  Judgment  could  be 
rendered  against  them,  without  personal  service. 
The  sheriff  afterwards,  in  the  names  of  all  the 
defendants  to  the  Judgment,  prosecuted  a  writ 
of  error  to  the  supreme  court,  where  the  Judg- 
flieat  was  affirmed.  After  this  affirmance,  one 
of  the  sureties  sued  out  another  writ  of  error, 
under  the  Impression  that  he  had  the  right  to  do 
so,  and  gave  bond  with  two  sureties,  they  be- 
ing wholly  ignorant  of  the  previous  writ  of  er- 
ror. The  Judgment  was  again  affirmed,  and  ren- 
dered also  against  the  sureties.  In  point  of 
fact  the  parties  made  liable  as  the  sureties  of 
the  sheriff  were  not  legally  bound,  although  they 
bad  signed  a  paper  intended  to  be  a  bond  wben 
full;  executed  and  approved.  They  signed  un- 
der the  expectation,  with  the  full  understanding 
and  with  assurances  from  the  Judge  of  the 
county  court,  who  took  the  bond,  that  another 
party  would  also  execute  the  same  as  surety. 
The  Judge  of  the  county  court  assured  them  that 
he  was  authorized  to  execute  the  bond  in  that 
other  party's  name.  But  he  was  not  so  author- 
ized, by  which  the  sureties  were  deceived  and 
defrauded.  When  the  Judge  came  to  consider 
the  approval  of  the  bond,  doubts  arose  in  his 
mind  as  to  whether  the  other  party  was  bound 
fh<>r<>by.  and  so  he  would  not,  and  never  did  ap- 
prove it.  in  a  bill  In  equity  brought  by  the  sure- 
ties on  the  sherllTs  bond  and  the  sureties  on 
their  writ  of  error  as  plaintiffs,  against 
the  plaintiff  In  the  execution,  the  sheriff,  and 
The  party  who  did  not  sign  the  sheriff's  bond, 
52  L.  R.  A. 


the  court  held,  affirming  the  decision  of  the 
chancellor  dismissing  the  bill,  that,  after  the 
plaintiff  at  law  had  succeeded  In  fixing  the  lia- 
bility of  the  sheriff,  and  after  the  statutory 
Judgment  had  been  rendered  against  them,  the 
sureties  of  the  sheriff  could  not  avail  them- 
selves of  the  defense  that  the  neglect  of  the 
sheriff  to  return  the  execution  was  induced  by 
the  attorney  of  the  plaintiff  at  law,  nor  of  the 
other  defense  that  the  bond  out  of  which  the 
liability  of  the  complainant  is  said  to  arise  was 
invalid  In  point  of  law.  After  stating  the  com- 
mon-law rule,  that  a  Judgment  Is  not  evidence 
against  a  stranger  to  it,  and  the  mere  fact  that 
several  persons  are  Jointly  or  Jointly  and  sever- 
ally botmd  by  the  same  Instrument  does  not 
create  an  exception,  and  that  there  is  some  con- 
trariety of  decision  on  this  subject  In  the  Amer- 
ican reports  as  In  some  of  the  states.  Judgment 
against  the  principal  In  an  official  bond  is  held 
to  be  no  evidence  against  his  sureties,  while  In 
others  It  Is  said  to  be  prima  facie  evidence  of 
all  the  matters  ascertained  by  It,  and  even  con- 
clusive when  the  principal  Is  by  law  required 
to  do  some  particular  act,  the  court  further 
said:  "We  do  not  see  clearly  how  there  can 
well  be  any  middle  ground  between  rejecting 
such  evidence  altogether,  or  giving  It  a  con- 
clusive effect.  If  it  Is  said  to  be  prima  facie 
evidence  against  a  surety,  it  may  be  asked,  but 
cannot  well  be  answered.  What  means  has  he  to 
disprove  it?  or.  How  Is  he  to  establish  a  nega- 
tive? Again,  the  Judgment  against  the  princi- 
pal may  be  Induced  by  his  declarations,  and 
these  would  not  be  evidence  against  the  surety, 
and  do  they  become  so  when  indorsed  by  the 
verdict  of  a  Jury  ?  Without  undertaking  now  to 
determine  what  Is  the  effect.  In  general,  of  such 
Judgments,  as  evidence  against  the  sureties,  we 
prefer  to  rest  this  decision  upon  our  own  statutes, 
as  was  done  In  the  case  of  Williamson  v.  How- 
ell, 4  Ala.  693.  We  think  then  that  our  sever- 
al statutes  where  they  authorize  summary  Judg- 
ments to  be  rendered  against  sureties,  without 
notice  to  them,  or  by  giving  notice  to  the  prin- 
cipal, were  Intended,  and  have  the  effect,  to 
make  the  Judgment  against  the  principal  conclu- 
sive of  every  matter  found  by  It,  and  that,  so 
long  as  the  principal  Is  alive  and  Is  made  a  par- 
ty, the  sureties,  as  such,  are  not  entitled  to  liti- 
gate the  question  of  liability,  except  In  the  name 
of  the  principal.  We  think  the  Intention  never 
could  have  been  to  permit  a  Judgment  to  be 
rendered  which  would  be  conclusive  of  nothing 
whatever  against  the  surety,  which  would  be 
the  case  If  he  is  allowed  to  question  the  liability 
of  his  principal,  when  that  has  been  Judicially 
ascertained."     McClure  v.  Colclough,  5  Ala.  65. 

(This  case  also  must  have  been  decided  pre- 
vious to  the  amendment  to  the  statute  providing 
for  notice  to  the  sureties.) 

Compare  Fire  Asso.  of  Philadelphia  v.  Ruby, 
49  Neb.  584,  68  N.  W.  939,  supra,  III.  a. 

An  admission  by  a  principal,  made  after  the 
relation  of  principal  and  surety  has  ceased  to 
exist.  Is  not  ordinarily  evidence  against  the  sure- 
ty. This  rule,  however,  is  not  applicable  to  the 
case  of  the  principal  and  sureties  In  the  official 
bond  of  a  sheriff,  particularly  where  the  admis- 
sion Is  constituted  by  a  default  on  the  part  of 
the  sheriff  to  defend  an  application  for  a  rule 
absolute  against  him.  And  this  is  not  because 
the  rule  is  made  absolute  by  virtue  of  the  sher- 
iff's admission,  but  because  of  his  failure  to  ap- 
pear and  show  cause  for  what  otherwise  appears 
oillclal  delinquency  occurring  while  he  was  regu- 
larly In  ornce,  and  the  relation  of  principal  and 
security  was  confessedly  subsisting  between  him- 
self and  his  sureties :  and  becaune  of  the  latteV 
the  liability  of  the  securities  Is  thereby  fixed. 
Wyche  v.  Myrick.  14  Ga.  584. 

A  rule  absolute,  and  Judgment  thereon  against 
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a  tberlff,  establish  his  liability  and  that  of  tho 
sureties  on  his  bond.  The  undertaking  of  the 
latter  is  to  make  good  the  official  defaults  of 
their  principal.  Such  a  default  is  established 
by  the  judgment  on  the  rule ;  that  fixes  their 
liability.     Towns  v.  Hicks,  6  Ga.  239. 

A  Judgment  by  default  in  a  summary  proceed- 
ing against  a  tax  collector  and  the  sureties  on 
his  official  bond  is  conclusiTe  as  to  the  amount 
then  due  from  the  collector  to  the  state,  and 
neither  he  nor  his  sureties  can  in  any  subse- 
quent litigation  with  the  state  claim  credits 
which  might  haye  been  set  up  in  defense  of  the 
summary  proceeding.  State  v.  McBrlde,  76  Ala. 
61. 

Frc>m  the  foregoing  it  woald  appear  that 
where  an  action  or  proceeding  has  been  brought 
against  the  principal  in  an  official  bond  Co 
charge  him  with  a  breach  of  its  condition,  and 
notice  and  opportunity  to  defend  are  given  the 
surety,  the  latter  will  be  concluded  by  the  Judg- 
ment; and  that  the  weight  of  authority  is  in 
favor  of  the  doctrine  that  when  no  such  notice 
or  opportunity  Is  given,  the  surety  is  not  bound, 
but  the  Judgment  Is  prima  facie  evidence,  In  an 
action  on  the  official  bond,  against  him. 

In  the  principal  case,  Rodini  v.  Lytle,  one  of 
the  reasons  given  for  deciding  that  the  Judg- 
ment against  the  officer  is  not  evidence  against 
the  surety  in  his  official  bond,  is  that  in  Mon- 
tana the  principal  and  surety  may  be  sued  orig- 
inally In  one  action ;  and  that  to  permit  one  to 
sue  the  principal  first,  and  then  make  that  Judg- 
ment conclusive  or  prima  facie  evidence  against 
the  sureties.  Is  opposed  to  the  practice  in  that 
state,  and  an  Invasion  of  the  principle  that 
every  man  is  entitled  to  his  day  In  court ;  and 
compels  the  sureties  to  start  into  the  action 
with  a  presumption  of  liability  against  them. 

There  Is  force  in  this,  coupled  with  an  impli- 
cation that  in  Jurisdictions  where  there  is  a  re- 
quirement that  no  action  can  be  maintained 
against  the  surety  upon  an  official  bond  until 
the  liability  of  the  officer  has  been  fixed,  the 
Judgment  against  the  principal  is  or  should  be 
certainly  prima  facie,  if  not  conclusive,  as  to 
the  sureties. 

But  the  line  of  reconciliation  mentioned  In 
the  opening  of  this  note  is  best  drawn  by  the 
supreme  court  of  South  Dakota  In  Connor  v. 
Corson,  13  8.  D.  550,  83  N.  W.  588,  and  the  rule 
there  laid  down  is  best  supported  by  the  deci- 
sions on  the  subject.  That  rule  is  so  well  stated 
by  Fuller,  Ch.  J.,  that  It  will  bear  repetition, 
and  Is  that,  although  the  law  zealously  protects 
sureties  from  the  imposition  of  burdens  beyond 
their  undertaking,  it  Is  clear  from  the  cases 
that  courts  are  not  disposed  to  resort  to  un- 
warranted indulgence  or  great  nicety  of  con- 
struction in  order  to  allow  them  to  escape  liabil- 
ity voluntarily  assumed,  in  order  to  indemnify 
the  public  against  the  delinquencies  or  miscon- 
duct of  a  public  official. 

V.  In  action' on  bond  of  deputy  officer. 

In  an  action  on  the  bond  of  a  deputy  officer 
a  number  of  cases  have  arisen,  being  actions  and 
proceedings  brought  by  a  superior  or  principal 
officer  upon  the  official  bond  of  his  deputy  to 
him. 

The  condition  of  a  bond  of  this  class  usually 
(almost  invariably)  contains  a  clause  of  indem- 
nity. An  exception,  however.  Is  found  In  the 
bond  in  the  case  of  Thomas  v.  Hubbell,  15  N. 
Y.  405,  69  Am.  Dec.  619.  infra,  V.  b,  in  which 
the  absence  of  such  a  clause  Is  given  as  a  reason 
for  holding,  in  that  case,  that  the  Judgment 
against  the  sheriff  for  the  act  of  the  deputy 
was  not  conclusive  against  the  sureties  of  the 
latter.  In  the  subsequent  case  of  Fay  v.  Ames, 
44  Barb.  327,  infra,  V.  c,  where  the  bond  con- 
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talned  the  indemnity  clause,  the  sureties  on  thi 
bond  of  the  deputy  were  held  to  be  concluded 
'by  the  Judgment  against  the  sheriff.  In  the  lat- 
ter case  the  former  was  not  only  distinguished, 
because  of  the  difference  In  the  condition  of  tli« 
bond  In  either  case,  but  was  cited  as  an  autho^ 
ity  by  the  court  for  Its  decision. 

And  still,  as  In  the  cases  of  actions,  etc  upon 
the  official  bonds  of  the  superior  or  principal  of- 
ficer, and  for  no  other  or  better  reasons,  the  sev* 
eral  courts  differ  as  to  the  liability  of  the  surety 
on  these  bonds  of  deputy  officers ;  some  holdini 
that  where  the  principal  has  had  notice — but 
the  sureties  none — of  an  action  or  proceediu] 
ago  Inst  the  obligee  in  the  t>ond,  the  Judgment 
is  no  evidence  against  the  surety ;  others  that 
it  is  prima  facie  evidence ;  and  still  others  that 
it  Is  conclusive. 

a.  When  not  evidence* 

1.  Judgment  against  guperior. 

In  an  action  upon  a  bond  given  by  a  deputy 
sheriff  and  his  securities  to  the  sheriff,  condi- 
tioned  that  the  deputy  would  faithfully  perform 
I  the  duties  of  the  office  so  as  to  keep  his  princi- 
pal indemnified,  and  pay  to  his  principal  cer- 
tain sums,  It  was  held  that  sundry  records  of 
Judgments  against  the  sheriff,  imposing  fines  for 
failing  to  return  execution,  were  not  evidence 
against  the  deputy  of  his  default  sufficient  to 
support  the  action.  That,  so  far  as  the  fact 
that  a  Judgment  had  been  rendered  against  the 
sheriff  was  material,  the  record  of  the  Judgment 
was  proper  evidence,  and  no  other  could  be  ad- 
mitted or  required ;  but  of  the  truth  of  the  facts 
upon  which  the  records  purported  the  Judg- 
ment to  be  predicated,  it  was  not  evidence 
against  the  deputy.  That,  as  he  was  no  party 
to  the  proceedings,  it  would  be  contrary  to  the 
first  principles  of  natural  Justice,  as  well  as  the 
fundamental  rules  of  our  Jurisprudence,  that  a 
man's  «:ause  should  be  decided  before  he  had  an 
opportunity  to  be  heard.  Lewis  v.  Knox,  2 
Bibb,  454. 

3.  Judgment  against  deputy^ 

An  action  had  been  commenced  by  the  plaintiff 
as  sheriff,  against  his  deputy,  for  failure  to  col- 
lect certain  state  and  county  taxes  intrusted  to 
the  deputy  for  collection.  It  was  by  consent 
of  the  parties  referred  to  arbitrators,  who  made 
an  award  upon  which  Judgment  was  afterwards 
entered  for  the  sheriff,  the  plaintiff  herein, 
against  the  deputy,  for  the  penalty  of  the  bond, 
to  be  released  on  payment  of  a  sum  stated.  On 
the  trial  of  an  action  by  the  sheriff  as  plaintiff, 
against  the  administratrix  of  the  surety  on  the 
deputy's  bond  to  the  sheriff  for  the  faithful  per- 
formance of  his  office  of  deputy  sheriff  and  col- 
lector, such  Judgment  was  offered  in  evidence, 
to  which  the  defendant  objected,  and,  the  court 
being  divided  in  opinion,  the  evidence  was  not 
permitted  to  be  given.  Plaintiff  appealed  to  the 
court  of  appeals,  and  the  Judgment  of  the  lower 
court  was  affirmed.  Beall  y.  Beck,  3  Ilarr.  k 
Mil.  242. 

b.  When  prima  faoie  evidence. 

In  an  action  brought  by  a  sheriff  against  his 
deputy  and  the  sureties  upon  his  official  bond 
to  the  sheriff,  It  appeared  that  an  execution  was 
placed  In  the  hands  of  the  defendant  deputy, 
which  was  by  him  served  upon  the  peraonivl 
property  in  possession  of  the  defendant  in  the 
execution,  and,  as  was  claimed  by  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  execution,  the  deputy  suffered  the 
property  to  be  used  up  and  squandered  by  the 
'  debtor.  The  plaintiffs  in  the  execution  sued  the 
sheriff  for  the  default  of  the  deputy,  and  recov- 
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ered  a  judgment  against  him.  When  the  sher- 
iff was  sued,  he  notified  the  deputy  of  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit  against  him,  and  re- 
quested  him  to  come  and  adylse  as  to  the  de- 
fense, or  take  charge  of  the  defense  if  he  de- 
sired. No  notice  of  that  suit  was  given  to  the 
saretiea  of  the  deputy.  Upon  the  trial  of  the 
present  action,  the  sureties  offered  to  show  tbac 
the  Judgment  In  the  action  against  the  sheriff 
vts  not  given  upon  the  real  merits  of  the  ac- 
tion, but  was  either  decided  upon  an  erroneous 
niUng  of  the  Judge,  or  else  that  the  merits  of 
tbe  defense  were  excluded  by  a  defect  in  the  an- 
iwer,  in  setting  up  the  defense  by  the  sheriff. 
There  was  no  pretense  that  there  was  any  in- 
tentional omission  by  the  sheriff  In  maiclng  his 
defense  In  that  action.  It  was  held  that  the 
sureties  were  at  liberty  to  prove  facts  which 
voold  have  established  a  good  defense  in  the 
action  against  the  sheriff.  Thomas  v.  fiubbell, 
15  N.  Y.  405,  69  Am.  Dec.  619,  Reversing  18 
Barb.  9. 

In  this  case  the  condition  of  the  bond  did  not 
contain  the  clause  of  indemnity  usually  found 
!n  l)onds  of  this  character,  but  was  that  the 
principal  should  well  and  faithfully,  in  all 
things,  perform  and  execute  the  duties  of  deputy 
sheriff  of  the  county  without  fraud,  deceit,  or 
oppression. 

A  sheriff  who  had  been  commissioned  such  for 
one  year  was  by  a  second  commission  continued 
In  the  office  two  additional  years.  The  pream- 
ble of  the  condition  of  a  bond  given  by  a  deputy 
appointed  by  the  sheriff  was  recited  that  the 
deputy  had  undertaken  the  duties  of  the  said 
office  for  and  during  tbe  time  the  said  sheriff 
may  continue  in  office.  During  the  second  year 
of  the  sheriff's  shrievalty  the  clerk  of  the  coun- 
ty put  his  tickets  for  fees  Into  the  hands  of  the 
deputy  for  collection,  and,  the  latter  failing  to 
collect  and  account  for  them,  the  clerk  made  a 
motion  in  the  county  court  against  the  sheriff 
for  tbe  amount  and  damages  according  to  the 
Etatute,  upon  which  the  sheriff  confessed  Judg- 
ment for  the  amount  due,  and  the  damages.  The 
sheriff  then  gave  a  notice  to  the  deputy  and  his 
sureties  that  he  should  make  a  motion  against 
them  in  the  same  court  for  the  same  amount, 
snd  the  damages  and  costs  which  the  clerk  had 
recotered  against  him  for  the  default  of  the 
deputy.  The  above  facts  appeared  at  the  trial 
of  tbe  latter  motion  in  the  county  court,  and,  in 
addition,  it*  was  proved  that  the  sheriff  con- 
fessed the  Judgment  to  the  clerk  with  the  assent 
of  the  deputy,  which  was  the  only  proof  ad- 
duced of  the  deputy's  default ;  and  there  was  no 
proof  that  the  latter' s  sureties  were  a  privy  to, 
or  had  knowledge  of,  the  sheriff's  confession  of 
Judgment.  The  county  court  directed  Judgment 
for  the  sheriff  for  the  amount,  damages-  and 
costs,  recovered  of  him  by  the  clerk,  with  inter- 
est on  the  aggregate  principal,  damages  and 
costs,  from  the  date  of  the  clerk's  Judgment  for 
them,  and  the  costs  of  the  motion.  The  circuit 
ooort  reversed  the  Judgment,  and  the  sheriff  ap- 
pealed to  the  court  of  appeals.  The  latter  held 
that,  as,  by  the  record  It  appeared  that  the  mo- 
rion against  the  sheriff  for  Judgment  was  for 
tbe  amount  of  the  clerk's  tickets  for  fees,  put 
Into  the  hands  of  his  deputy  during  the  second 
year  of  his  shrievalty,  and  that,  upon  that  mo- 
tion, the  deputy  assented  In  open  court  to  the 
coBfeaslon  of  Judgment  by  the  sheriff, — in  other 
words,  confessed  that  he  had  received  the  clerk's 
tickets,  and  had  not  accounted  for  them, — this 
vas  ample  evidence  of  the  fact,  and  charged  Lis 
sureties  unless  disproved  by  them.  The  court 
rerened  tbe  Judgment  of  the  circuit  court,  but, 
SY  it  also  held  that  the  county  court  had  com- 
mitted an  error  in  allowing  the  plaintiff  (the 
sheriff)  Interest,  it  also  reversed  that  Judgment, 
and  of  its  own  motion  directed  a  Judgment  to 
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be  entered  according  to  Its  own  holding.  Jacobs 
V.  Hill,  2  Leigh,  393. 

In  a  proceeding  by  the  representative  of  a 
sheriff  to  recover  from  his  deputy  and  his  co- 
obligors  in  a  bond  to  the  sheriff,  the  amount  of 
a  Judgment  recovered  against  the  administra- 
trix of  the  sheriff,  for  a  default  of  the  deputy, 
the  Judgment  furnished  prima  facie  evidence 
against  the  deputy  and  his  sureties,  and  showed 
that  the  representative  of  the  sheriff  had  been 
subject  to  a  liability  for  the  default  of  the  dep- 
uty. Cox  V.  Thomas,  9  Gratt.  812;  Cox  v. 
Thomas,  9  Gratt.  323. 

A  defendant  In  a  replevin  suit  had  recovered 
Judgment  against  the  sheriff  by  default  for  the 
neglect  of  his  deputy  to  take  a  sufficient  bond 
of  the  plaintiff.  In  an  action  by  the  sheriff  up- 
on a  bond  made  by  the  deputy  with  sureties  for 
the  faithful  discbarge  of  his  duties  by  tbe  dep- 
uty, it  was  held  that  the  defendants  were  not 
concluded  by  the  Judgment  recovered  In  the  oth- 
er suit  against  the  plaintiff,  but  might  make 
any  defense  which  the  plaintiff  could  have  made 
to  that  suit.     Wilkins  v.  Dlngley,  29  Me.  73. 

(As  the  Judgment  in  the  case  was  for  the 
plaintiff  on  the  ground  that  the  deputy  had 
taken  an  insufficient  l>ond,  which  was  not  re- 
futed or  excused,  It  Is  a  question  whether  the 
holding  al>ove  mentioned  was  not  obiter.) 

A  Judgment  had  been  obtained  against  a  sher- 
iff on  the  ground  of  the  negligence  of  his  deputy 
in  not  levying  upon  the  property  of  tbe  defend- 
ant in  the  execution.  The  deputy  had  notice  of 
the  action,  and  appeared  and  defended  tbe  same 
at  his  own  expense.  In  an  action  by  the  sheriff 
against  the  sureties  In  the  bond  of  the  deputy  to 
him,  the  Judgment  roll  In  the  former  action 
against  the  plaintiff  was  offered  in  evidence, 
objected  to,  and  admitted  in  evidence  by  the 
trial  court.  That  court  directed  the  Jury  to  re- 
turn a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  full 
amount  of  the  Judgment  recovered  against  him 
in  the  former  action,  and  from  the  Judgment  on 
that  verdict  the  defendants  appealed.  It  was 
urged  on  the  argument  by  the  counsel  for  the 
appellants  that  such  Judgmmit  was  res  inter 
aUOM  acta,  and  therefore  not  admissible.  That 
court  held  that  in  an  action  of  this  kind  the 
plaintiff's  right  of  action  depends  upon  the. 
fault  or  misconduct  of  the  principal,  and  such 
fault  or  misconduct  must  be  proved  in  the  ac- 
tion In  order  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover 
at  all.  That  a  Judgment  against  such  principal, 
which  is  absolutely  conclusive  against  him,  that 
he  was  guilty  of  such  fault,  ought  to  be  at  least 
presumptive  evidence  against  his  sureties  of 
that  fact.  It  Is  evident  that  the  sureties  could, 
In  an  action  against  them,  make  use  of  a  Judg- 
ment in  an  action  against  their  principal,  as  a 
defense,  when  the  Judgment  was  In  his  favor. 
Stephens  v.  Shafer,  48  Wis.  54,  38  Am.  Rep.  793, 
3  N.  W.  835. 

The  whole  of  the  reasoning  contained  In  the 
opinion  in  this  case  is  applicable  to  an  action 
brought  by  an  execution  creditor  against  a  sher- 
iff or  constable  for  failure  to  collect  or  return 
an  execution. 

c.  When  conclusive  evidence* 

Parties  plaintiff  in  a  Judgment  had  Issued  an 
execution  against  the  defendants  therein  to  the 
plaintiff,  who  sent  It  to  one  of  the  defendants, 
his  deputy,  for  collection.  The  latter  levied  it 
on  tbe  good*i  of  the  defendant  In  the  execution. 
Afterwards  the  plaintiffs  In  the  execution  sued 
the  plaintiff  herein  for  negligence  In  not  collect- 
ing the  execution,  of  which  suit  the  deputy  had 
notice.  Thereafter  the  plaintiffs  In  the  execu- 
tion recovered  a  Judgment  In  their  action 
against  the  plaintiff,  as  sheriff,  which  the  plain- 
tiff   paid,    and    thereupon   brought    an    action 
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against  the  defendants  berein,  hla  deputy*  and 
his  sureties,  to  the  sheriff,  to  recover  the  amount 
of  the  Judgment  which  he  had  been  compelled  to 
pay  by  reason  of  the  negligent  acts  and  omls- 
•ions  of  the  deputy.  The  defendants,  who  were 
sureties,  had  no  notice  of  the  action  against  the 
sheriff.  The  surety  offered  to  prove  on  the  trial 
facts  which  he  claimed  excused  his  principal, 
the  deputy  sheriff  and  by  relation  the  sheriff, 
from  liability  to  the  plaintiffs  in  the  execution. 
It  was  held  that  the  sureties  of  the  deputy  were 
concluded  by  the  Judgment  against  the  plaintiff 
as  sheriff.  Fay  v.  Ames,  44  Barb.  327.  In  this 
case  the  condition  of  the  bond  was  that  the 
deputy  should  well  and  sufficiently  indemnify 
and  keep  harmless  the  plaintiff  from  and  of  all 
manner  of  all  costs,  charges,  damages,  and  ex- 
penses which  he  might  incur  or  be  put  to  by 
reason  of  any  act  or  acts,  Omission  or  omissions, 
at  the  deputy.  The  court  distinguished  Thomas 
V.  Hubbell,  16  N.  Y.  405,  69  Am.  Dec.  619,  for 
the  reason  that  the  condition  of  the  bond  in 
that  case  did  not  contain  the  indemnity  clause. 
In  an  action  by  an  execution  creditor  against 
a  sheriff  for  the  failure  of  his  deputy  to  pay 
over  money  made  on  the  execution,  the  deputy 
was  present  at  the  trial  and  examined  as  a  wit- 
ness, and  there  was  a  verdict  and  Judgment  for 
the  plaintiff  against  the  sheriff.  In  an  action 
by  the  sheriff  against  the  deputy  and  his  sure- 
ties on  their  bond  with  condition  to  indemnify 
the  sheriff  from  all  loss  and  damage  from  the 
conduct  of  the  deputy  in  his  office,  the  Judgment 
against  the  sheriff,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or 
collusion,  is  conclusive  evidence  of  the  default 
of  the  deputy  against,  not  only  the  deputy,  but 
also  his  sureties.  The  sureties  of  the  deputy 
have  no  right  to  require  the  sheriff  to  do  more 
than  to  notify  the  deputy  to  defend  the  action, 
and,  having  done  that,  the  sheriff  may  leave  the 
defense  of  the  action  to  the  deputy,  and  may 
look  to  the  deputy  and  his  sureties  for  full  and 
complete  indemnity  against  any  Judgment  which 
may  be  recovered  in  the  action,  and  "against  the 
costs  of  det^nding  it.  Munford  v.  Overseers  of 
Poor,  2  Rand  (Va.)  313,  distinguished  on  the 
ground  that  the  contract  in  the  present  case 
was  one  of  indemnity,  and  in  the  case  cited  it 
was  not,  but  was  one  which  came  within  the 
rule  there  referred  to.  Jacobs  v.  Hill,  2  Leigh, 
893,  was  also  distinguished,  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  not  necessary  to  decide,  and  was  not  de- 
cided in  that  case,  that  the  Judgment  against 
the  sheriff  was  not  conclusive  evidence  against 
the  sureties  of  the  deputy,  but  it  was  sufficient 
to  decide,  as  it  was  decided,  that  such  a  Judg- 
ment was  prima  facie  evidence  against  them. 
Crawford  v.  Turk,  24  Gratt.  176.  In  this  case 
most  of  the  authorities  cited  by  the  court  are 
not  cases  where  the  bond  contained  the  condi- 
tion that  the  sureties  should  be  liable  generally 
for  the  good  conduct  of  the  official  and  the  pay- 
ment of  money,  but  are  cases  of  bonds  of  execu- 
tors or  administrators  or  indemnity  bonds 
against  damage,  etc.,  In  consequence  of  levying 
an  execution  upon  certain  property,  and  others 
of  that  character,  where  the  condition  of  the 
bond  refers  to  particular  acts  and  things.  It 
seems  in  this  case  the  condition  of  the  bond  in 
its  terms  referred  by  necessary  construction  to 
suits  against  the  sheriff — to  Judgment  against 
him  for  damages  and  costs.  It  Is  believed  that 
in  all  such  cases  the  rule,  as  established  by  the 
larger  number  of  authorities,  is  that  the  sure- 
ties are  concluded  by  a  Judgment  against  the 
principal,  even  though  they  had  no  notice  of  the 
action  or  proceeding  in  which  such  Judgment 
was  rendered :  although  there  are  quite  a  num- 
ber of  cases  holding  that  such  a  Judgment  is 
only  prima  facie  evidence  against  the  sureties. 
See  Executors,  adminiatratorM,  and  guardianM, 
infra,  VII. 
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The  plaintiff  was  sued  at  sheriff  on  account 
of  the  default  of  one  of  the  defendants,  who 
was  his  deputy.  In  neglecting  to  pay  over  to 
the  creditor  the  moneys  collected  by  him  upon 
a  certain  execution.  Judgment  was  rendered 
against  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  the  execu- 
tion collected.  The  deputy  had  notice  of  the 
suit  against  the  plaintiff,  and  appeared,  and 
took  upon  himself  the  defense  of  the  action. 
The  other  defendants,  who  were  the  sureties  on 
the  bond  of  the  deputy  to  the  sheriff,  had  no 
notice  of  the  suit.  From  a  Judgment  In  favor  of 
the  plaintiff  the  defendants  by  the  proper  pro- 
ceeding removed  the  case  to  the  supreme  court. 
The  court,  in  holding  that  the  Judgment  agaibst 
the  sheriff  was  conclusive,  not  only  against  tha 
deputy,  but  also  against  the  other  defendants  as 
sureties  on  his  bond,  said:  "The  rule  of  law 
that  none  shall  be  bound  by  a  Judgment  but  par- 
ties and  privies  is  founded  in  Justice.  It  would 
be  most  unjust — contrary  to.  all  Ideas  of  the 
administration  of  Justice  in  civilized  countries 
— to  hold  that  a  Judgment  should  be  binding  up- 
on one  who,  neither  by  himself  nor  by  one  rep- 
resenting him  and  identified  in  interest  with 
him,  has  had  an  opportunity  to  appear  in  court 
and  make  defense.  The  difficulty  in  applying 
the  rule  is  to  determine  who  are  privies.  The 
general  doctrine  as  expressed  by  Mr.  Greenleaf 
is  that  the  person  who  represents  another,  and 
the  person  who  Is  represented,  have  a  legal  iden- 
tity, so  that  whatever  binds  the  one  in  relation 
to  the  subject  of  their  common  interest  binds 
the  other  also.  1  Greenl.  Ev.  f  536,  p.  710." 
Chamberlain  t.  Godfrey,  86  Vt.  880,  84  Aol 
Dec.  690. 

For  an  act  of  the  deputy  he  was  called  in  war- 
ranty by  the  sheriff.  Judgment  was  rendered 
against  the  sheriff  and  his  sureties,  and  against 
the  deputy  in  warranty.  The  defendants  ap- 
pealed, but  the  deputy  allowed  the  Judgment  in 
warranty  to  stand  without  Joining  in  the  ap- 
peal. In  an  action  by  the  sheriff  against  the 
deputy  and  his  sureties  for  the  use  of  the  sher- 
IfTs  sureties,  to  recover  the  amount  which  they 
had  been  compelled  to  pay  under  the  Judgment 
above  referred  to,  it  was  held,  reversing  the 
Judgment  of  the  trial  court,  that  the  Judgment 
against  the  deputy  in  warranty  must  be  con- 
sidered as  res  judicata  against  him,  and  that  Ms 
sureties  were  in  the  same  attitude  with  their 
principal.     Simpson  v.  I^wis,  19  La.  Ann.  45.3. 

A  sheriff  and  his  sureties  are  liable  for  the 
acts  of  such  sheriff  done  colore  officii.  A  sher 
iff  and  his  sureties  are  liable  for  the  acts  of  the 
deputy  of  such  sheriff  done  colore  officii.  A  dep- 
uty and  his  sureties  are  liable  to  the  sheriff 
for  the  acts  of  the  deputy  done  colore  offlvU 
In  this  case  the  sheriff  appointed  his  deputy, 
who  gave  the  usual  bond,  and  the  deputy  after- 
ward took  possession  of  an  estate  and  adminis- 
tered it  in  the  name  of  the  sheriff  as  adminis- 
trator de  honis  non,  collected  the  debts,  paid 
claims,  and  consented  to  an  order  in  a  chancery 
suit  against  the  sheriff  as  such  administrator, 
which  recited  the  fact  that  the  sheriff  was  ap- 
pointed such  administrator.  A  settlement  was 
made  in  the  suit,  and  a  decree  rendered  against 
the  sheriff  &s  such  administrator  for  a  sum  of 
money,  which  the  sheriff  paid  on  an  execution 
issued  under  the  decree,  and  brought  a  suit 
against  his  deputy  and  the  sureties  on  his  oflx- 
dal  bond  as  deputy  sheriff  to  recover  the 
amount  so  paid,  he  having  collected  the  money 
from  the  estate,  and  being  In  default.  There 
appeared  no  order  on  the  proper  record  showing 
the  estate  had  been  in  fact  committed  to  the 
sheriiT.  It  was  held  that  the  acts  of  the  deputy 
under  the  circumstances  in  administrating  on  the 
estate  were  done  colore  officii ,  and  the  deputy 
and  his  sureties  were  liable  to  the  sheriff  for 
the  default     Lucas  v.  Locke,  11  W.  Va.  82. 
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In  Hand  t.  Taylor,  4  Ind.  409,  tt  waa  held^ 
that  a  Judgment  againat  a  marshal  for  taking 
insufficient  t>all  waa  conclusive  In  an  action  by 
the  marahal  on  a  bond  against  a  deputy  marshal 
and  hla  suretiea,  where  the  defendants  were 
notified  of  the  action  againat  the  marshal,  and 
authorised  to  plead  and  offer  auch  eyldence  of 
the  action  aa  they  might  desire. 

VI.  Judgment  iim  favor  of  principal. 

In  United  Sutea  t.  AUabury,  4  Wall.  186, 
4ub  noM.  United  States  t.  Burbank,  18  L.  ed. 
321,  Allsbury  had  become  bound  aa  surety  In 
the  official  bond  of  a  poatmaater,  and  judgment 
had  been  obtained  againat  the  postmaster  and 
another  of  the  auretlea;  thereafter  the  present 
suit  on  the  same  official  bond  waa  brought 
against  the  peraonal  repreaentatWea  of  Alls- 
bory,  and  the  case  came  on  for  trial,  after  the 
trial,  Ferdlct,  and  judgment,  just  metloned, 
flfainst  the  principal,  and  the  other  aurety. 
The  Judgment  waa  pleaded  puis  darrein  oontinu- 
4tuct,  In  this  suit,  for  the  purpoae  of  reducing 
the  recovery  to  the  amount  of  that  judgment ; 
which  waa  admitted  by  the  court  witli  instruc- 
tions accordingly,  under  which  the  jury  found 
a  Terdlct  for  the  amount  of  the  judgment.  In 
affirming  the  judgment  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States,  Mr.  Juatlce  Nelaon  deliver- 
ing  the  opinion  of  the  court,  aald :  **It  la  un- 
necessary to  refer  to  authorltlea  to  show  that  the 
liihiilty  of  the  surety  cannot  exceed  that  of  hla 
principal :  and  that  amount  having  been  fixed 
by  a  Judgment  at  law,  It  formed  the  rule  to 
determine  the  sum  to  be  recovered  in  this  suit. 
The  verdict  and  judgment  were  competent  evi- 
dence on  behalf  ef  the  aurety  for  this  purpose : 
indeed,  the  highest  evidence  of  the  fact.  Other 
questions  would  have  arisen  if  thia  Judgment 
had  been  offered  againat  the  surety." 

Saretlea  arc  reaponalble  on  their  bond  when- 
erer  their  principal  Is ;  and  when  he  la  not,  they 
are  not ;  and  conaequently  when  they  are  not,  he 
Is  not.     Hobba  v.  Middleton,  1  J.  J.  Marsh,  176. 

An  estoppel,  arising  out  of  the  Judgment  of  a 
court  of  competent  Juriadlctlon,  Is  equally  con- 
clusive upon  all  the  parties  to  the  action  and 
their  privies.  It  may  not  be  invoked  or  repu- 
diated at  the  pleaaure  of  one  of  the  parties  and  i 
as  bi8  interest  may  happen  to  require.  Brook-  { 
lyn  City  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  National  Bank  of  the 
Eepublic,  102  U.  S.  14.  26  L.  ed.  6l. 

Id  an  action  against  a  sheriff  and  the  sureties 
on  his  ofllcial  bond  Judgment  waa  recovered 
against  the  sureties,  after  which,  In  a  trial  of 
the  issue  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  sheriff, 
Judgment  was  rendered  In  favor  of  the  latter. 
It  was  held  that  a  court  of  equity  should  per- 
petually restrain  the  collection  of  the  Judgment 
against  the  sureties.  Ames  v.  Maclay,  14  Iowa, 
281. 

A  rule  nisi  had  been  obtained  againat  a  sher- 
iff for  alleged  breach  of  his  official  duty,  to 
which  the  sheriff  answered,  and  upon  the  Issue 
thus  Joined  there  waa  a  verdict  and  Judgment 
In  favor  of  the  sheriff.  Subsequently  an  action 
was  brought  for  the  same  alleged  breach  of  duty 
against  the  aherlff  and  his  sureties.  It  was 
held  that  the  sureties  could  avail  themselves  of 
the  former  Judgment  In  favor  of  their  princi- 
pal, although  they  were  not  parties  thereto. 
Brown  v.  Bradford,  30  Ga.  927 ;  a.  p.  Chapman 
V.  Smith,  16  How.  114,  14  L.  ed.  808. 

VII.  Executors,  administrators,  and  guardians. 

Whether  the  bond  given  by  an  executor,  ad- 
nlnisirator,  or  guardian  may  be  properly  termed 
an  official  t>ond  is  a  question.  The  bond  of  an 
adoiinistrator  has  been  characterized  as  such. 
Hobbs  V.  Middleton,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  176.  But, 
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strictly  Slinking,  it  can  hardly  be  considered  as 
the  bond  of  an  officer,  and,  therefore,  an  official 
bond.  Htlli,  aa  there  are  numeroua  Instancea 
where  the  decisions  in  actions  upon  bonda  of 
that  character  have  been  cited  aa  authority  in 
i-asea  involving  the  liability  of  a  aurety  upon 
what  Is  undoubtedly  an  official  bond,  by  both 
coart  and  counsel.  It  has  been  deemed  advisable 
to  give  a  Hat  of  the  decisions  as  to  the  effect 
of  a  Judgment  againat  the  principal  upon  the 
rigbta  of  a  surety  in  this  class  of  bonds.  And 
aa  in  the  case  of  bonda  of  the  character  before 
alluded  to,  ao  alao  in  regard  to  theae,  the  courts 
will  be  found  to  differ,  In  their  several  decisions, 
aa  to  the  rights  and  ilabilitiea  of  the  aurety. 

a.  When  not  evidence, 

M'Kellar  v.  BowelJ,  11  N.  C.  (4  Hawks)  34 ; 
Mecklenburg  County  Ct.  v.  Oark,  11  N.  C.  (4 
Hawka)  43;  Washington  County  Ct.  v.  Harra- 
mond,  11  N.  C.  (4  Hawks)  841;  Strickland  v. 
Murphy,  52  N.  C.  (7  Jonea  L.)  242. 

1*he  rule  In  North  Carolina  as  laid  down  In  the 
above  cases  has  been  twice  changed  by  the  stat- 
ute since  their  rendition.  The  act  of  1S44 
changed  the  rule,  and  rendered  competent 
against  the  auretlea  to  official  bonda,  and  thoae 
given  by  executora,  administrators,  and  guard- 
ians, whatever  evidence  would  be  competent 
againat  the  principal  a,  and  thIa  waa  declared  to 
be  conclusive  where  the  evidence  was  a  Judg- 
ment againat  him.  State  ew  rel.  Brown  v.  Pike, 
74  N.  C.  631 ;  Badger  v.  Daniel,  79  N.  C.  372. 

Thereafter  the  act  of  1881  was  passed  amend- 
ing the  previous  enactment,  making  the  evidence 
"preaumptive  only**  againat  the  sureties.  The 
Code,  I  1345.  Moore  v.  Alexander,  96  N.  C.  34, 
1  S.  B.  586. 

b.  When  prima  facie  evidence. 

Smith  V.  Smitbaon,  48  Ark.  261,  3  S.  W.  49 : 
Bigglus  V.  Ualsch,  107  Cal.  210,  40  Pac.  333; 
Bryant  v.- Owen,  1  Ga.  355 ;  Bradwell  v.  Spencer, 
16  Ga.  578 ;  Haddock  v.  Perham,  70  Ua.  572  ; 
Bennett  v.  Graham,  71  Ga.  211 ;  Gibson  v.  Rob- 
inson, 90  Ga.  756,  16  S.  E.  969 :  Bird  v.  Mitch- 
ell, 101  Ga.  46.  28  S.  B.  674;  Brown  v.  Wiley, 
107  Ga.  85,  32  S.  B.  905 ;  Weaver  v.  Thornton, 
63  Ga.  65.i;  Fauntleroy  v.  Lyle,  5  T.  B.  Mod. 
266 :  Verret  v.  Belanger,  6  La.  Ann.  109 ;  Canal 
ft  Bkg.  Co.  V.  Brown,  4  La.  Ann.  545 ;  Purguson 
V.  (xlaze,  12  La.  /Uin.  667 ;  Fusel ler  v.  Bablueau, 
14  La.  Ann.  777  ;  Iglehart  v.  State  use  of  Macku- 
bin.  2  GUI  ^  J.  235  ;  Parr  v.  State  use  of  Cockey, 
71  Md.  220.  17  Atl.  1020  ;  Lipscomb  v.  Postell, 
38  Miss.  476,  77  Am.  Dec.  651;  State  use  of 
Balrd  v.  Hull,  53  Miss.  626  ;  Williams  v.  State 
use  of  Flippln,  68  Miss.  680,  10  So.  52 :  Thomas 
v.  Hubbell,  35  N.  Y.  121 ;  DeGrelff  v.  Wilson.  30 
N.  J.  Eq.  435;  Moore  v.  Alexander,  96  N.  C. 
34,  1  S.  E.  536 ;  Vanhook  v.  Barnett.  4  Dev.  L. 
208;  Todd  v.  Lewla.  2  Handy  (Ohio)  280; 
Charleston  DIst.  v.  Condy,  2  Hill  L.  313  ;  The 
Ordinary  v.  Carllle.  1  McMull.  L.  100 ;  Young  v. 
K(»nnedy,  2  McMull.  L.  80  f  Henderson  v.  Ken- 
ner.  1  Kich.  L.  474  ;  Slmklns  v.  Cobb.  2  Ball.  L. 
60 ;  Lucas  v.  Guy.  2  Bail.  L.  403 ;  Lyles  v.  Cald- 
well. 3  McC'ord  L.  225  ;  Sheiton  v.  Cureton.  3 
McCord  L.  412;  Norton  v.  Wallace,  1  Rich.  L. 
r>07 ;  Norton  v.  Wallace.  2  Rich.  L.  460 ;  Hobson 
V.  Yancey.  2  Gratt.  73 ;  Jones  v.  Williams.  10 
L.  J.  Kxch.  N.  S.  120 ;  Wilbur  v.  Hutto.  25  S.  C. 
246. 

c.  When  conclusive  evidence. 

Stovall  v.  Ranks.  10  Wall.  583,  19  L.  ed. 
1(KJ<>:  Limestone  County  Ct.  Judge  v.  Coalter.  3 
Htew.  &  V.  (Ala.)  348;  Burke  v.  Adkins,  2  iN)rt. 
(Ala.)  230;  Williamson  v.  Howell,  4  Ala.  603; 
Slatter  v.  Glover.  14  Ala.  648,  48  Am.  Dec.  118  ; 
Chilton  V.  Parks,  15  Ala.  671 ;  Perkins  v.  Moore, 
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16  Ala.  0 :  Lamkln  v.  Heyer,  19  Ala.  228 ;  Watt» 
▼.  Gayle,  20  Ala.  817;  Kyle  ▼.  Mays,  22  Ala. 
692;  Holley  v.  Acre,  23  Ala.  603;  Seawell  v. 
Buckley,  64  Ala.  592 ;  Jonea  t.  Ritter,  56  Ala. 
270 ;  Glenn  y.  BUllngalea,  64  Ala.  845 ;  Ualley 
V.  Boyd,  64  Ala.  399 ;  Means  t.  Hicks,  65  Ala. 
241 ;  Grlmmet  ▼.  Henderson,  66  Ala.  521 ;  Mar- 
tin Y.  Tally,  72  Ala.  28  ;  Banks  ▼.  Speers,  97  Ala. 
560,  11  So.  841 ;  Street  t.  Henry,  124  Ala.  158, 
27  So.  411;  Irwin  ▼.  Backus,  25  Cal.  214,  85 
Am.  Dec.  125 :  Brodrib  t.  Brodrib,  56  Cal.  563 ; 
Chaquette  v.  Ortet.  60  Cal.  594  ;  Wllley  v.  Paulk, 
6  Conn.  74;  Ralston  ▼.  Wood,  15  111.  159,  58 
Am.  Dec.  604 ;  Uoush  v.  People  use  of  Camp,  66 
111.  378;  Mcaeary  ▼.  Menke,  109  III.  294;  Ne- 
Yltt  y.  Woodbum,  160  111.  203,  48  N.  E.  885; 
Ryan  y.  People  use  of  Degan,  165  111.  143,  46 
N.  E.  206 ;  Moulding  y.  Wilhartz,  169  111.  422, 
48  N.  B.  189 ;  Ream  y.  Lynch,  7  111.  App.  161 ; 
Neyltt  y.  Woodbum,  '56  III.  App.  846  ;  Goodwin 
V.  Wilson,  1  Blackf.  344 ;  Salyer  y.  State  ex  rel. 
Tyner,  5  Ind.  202;  State  ew  rel.  Fayorlte  y. 
Slauter,  80  Ind.  597;  McWilllams  y.  Kalbach, 
55  Iowa,  110 ;  Knepper  y.  Glenn,  73  Iowa,  730, 
36  N.  W.  763;  Hobbs  y.  Middleton,  1  J.  J. 
Marsh,  176;  McCalla  y.  Patterson,  18  B.  Mon. 
201 ;  Hayes  y.  Seayer,  7  Me.  237 ;  Thurlough  y. 
Kendall,  62  Me.  166;  Bourne  y.  Todd,  63  Me. 
427;  Jenkins  y.  State  use  of  Staylor,  76  Md. 
255,  23  Atl.  608,  790 ;  Heard  y.  Lodge,  20  Pick. 
53, -32  Am.  Dec.  197  ;  White  y.  Weatherbee,  126 
Mass.  450;  Dennte  y.  Smith,  129  Mass.  143; 
Botkln  y.  Kleinschmidt,  21  Mont.  1,  52  Pac. 
563;  Kenck  y.  Parchen,  22  Mont.  519,  57  Pac. 
94 ;  State  use  of  Griffith  y.  Holt,  27  Mo.  340,  72 
Am.  Dec.  273 ;  Taylor  y.  Hunt,  34  Mo.  205 ; 
State  ex  rel.  Christy  y.  Donegan,  12  Mo.  App. 
100;  Judge  of  Probate  y.  Sulloway,  68  N.  H. 


511,  49  L.  R.  A.  347,  44  Atl.  720 ;  Annett  T. 
Terry,  35  N.  Y.  256 ;  Casoni  y.  Jerome,  68  N.  Y. 
315  ;  Gerould  y.  Wilson,  81  N.  Y.  573 ;  Scofield 
y.  Churchill,  72  N.  Y.  565;  Harrison  y.  Clark, 
87  N.  Y.  572 ;  Deobold  y.  Oppermann,  111  N.  Y. 
531,  2  L.  R.  A.  644,  19  N.  E.  94 ;  Douglass  y. 
Ferris,  l.'^S  N.  Y.  192,  33  N.  B.  1041 ;  McMahon 
y.  Smith,  24  App.  Dly.  25,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  93 ; 
Baggott  y.  Boulger,  2  Duer,  160;  Corbia  v. 
Westcott,  2  Dem.  559 ;  People  em  rel.  Demarest 
y.  Laws,  3  Abb.  Pr.  450 ;  State  ew  rel.  Brown  y. 
Pike,  74  N.  C.  631 ;  Badger  y.  Daniel,  79  N.  C. 
372 :  Bralden  y.  Mercer,  44  Ohio  St.  839,  7  N. 
E.  155 ;  Slagle  y.  Entrekin,  44  Ohio  St.  687,  10 
N.  B.  075 ;  Perkips  y.  Scott,  9  Ohio  C.  C.  207  ; 
Garber  y.  Com.  7  Pa.  265 ;  Com.  use  of  Stub 
y.  Stub,  11  Pa.  150,  51  Am.  Dec.  515;  Com.  y. 
Wenrick,  8  Watts,  160 ;  Com.  use  of  Shaffer  y. 
Julius,  173  Pa.  322.  34  Atl.  21;  Re  Yung  (Pa.) 
48  Atl.  692 ;  Boyd  y.  Caldwell,  4  Rich.  L.  117  ; 
Seat  y.  Cannon,  1  Humph.  471 ;  Gray  y.  Mc- 
Farland,  29  Tex.  163;  Stewart  y.  Morrison,  8f 
Tex.  396.  17  S.  W.  15;  Bopp  y.  Hansford,  18 
Tex.  Cly.  App.  340,  45  S.  W.  744 ;  Hornung  v. 
Schramm,  22  Tex.  Cly.  App.  827,  54  S.  W.  615  : 
Fahey  y.  Boulmay  (Tex.  Cly.  App.)  59  S.  W. 
300;  Crim  y.  England,  46  W.  Va.  480,  33  S. 
E.  310 ;  Shepard  y.  Pebbles,  38  Wis.  378 ;  Hold- 
en  y.  Curry,  85  Wis.  504,  55  N.  W.  965 ;  Meyer 
y.  Barth,  97  Wis.  352,  72  N.  W.  748 ;  Gillett  v. 
Wiley,  126  111.  810,  19  N.  E.  287 ;  Frank  y.  Peo- 
ple use  of  Hoecker,  147  111.  105,  85  N.  E.  530  : 
People  use  of  Sexton  y.  Seelye,  146  HI.  18&.  32 
N.  £.  458;  Kattelman  y.  Guthrie,  142  111.  357, 
31  N.  E.  589 ;  Ammons  y.  People  use  of  Iloke. 
11  111.  6;  Fogarty  y.  Ream,  100  111.  366. 

P.  H.  V. 
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Re  A.  P.  SCHELD. 

(104  Fed.  870.) 

A  life  Inaurance  policy  of  «  bankrupt 
ifrhlch  hajt  a  cash-surrender  valae 
paanes  to  hla  truatee  In  bankruptcy  as 
assets  under  the  bankrupt  act  of  1898,  I  70, 
unless  its  cash-surrender  value  is  paid  oyer 
or  secured  to  the  trustee,  although  by  the 
laws  of  the  state  in  which  the  bankrupt  re- 
sides such  policies  are  exempt  from  claims  of 
creditors,  and  the  bankrupt  act,  I  6,  provides. 
In  general,  that  the  same  exemptions  shall 
exist  under  that  act  as  exist  under  state  laws, 
since  the  specific  provisions  of  j|  70,  provid- 
ing that  su'jh  a  policy  shall  pass  to  the  trus- 
tee unless  its  cash-surrender  value  Is  paid 
over,  constitute  a  limitation  of  the  more  gen- 
eral provisions  of  {  6. 

(November  5,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  petitioner  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  of  the  Unit^  States 
for  the  Northern  District  of  California 
denying  his  claim  to  exemption  of  certain 
life  insurance  policies  from  surrender  to  a 
bankruptcy  trustee.     Affirmed. 

Before  Gilbert  and  Ross,  Circuit  Judges, 
and  Hairley,  District  Judge. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Note. — Life  Insurance  as  assets  of  bankrupt 
or  insolvent,  see  prior  cases  in  this  series  of 
Morirfs  v.  Dodd  (Ga.)  50  L.  B.  A.  33,  and  note; 
Lehman  v.  Gunn  (Ala.)  51  L.  R.  A.  112. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


Messrs,  A«  M.  Johnson  and  Riordan  & 
Lande  for  petitioner. 

Mr.  Isaac  Joseph,  for  respondent: 

Giving  to  the  words  used  in  §  70  of  the 
bankrupt  act  of  1898  their  usual  and  fair 
import,  they  clearly  declare  that  policies  of 
insurance  of  the  character  of  that  in  issue  in 
this  case  pass  to  the  trustee  as  part  of  the 
assets  of  the  bankrupt,  and  as  those  words 
deal  with  a  specific  matter  they  must  be 
construed  to  be  a  limitation  upon  the  gen- 
eral declaration  with  respect  to  exemption 
found  in  §  6. 

Re  Lunge,  91  Fed.  361 ;  Re  SteelCy  98  Fed. 
78;  Re  Diack,  100  Fed.  770. 

Money  due  upon  a  policy  of  life  insurance, 
payable  to  the  testator  or  intestate,  for  the 
sole  use  and  benefit  of  himself  or  his  legal 
representatives,  or  according  to  his  will,  are 
assets,  which  it  is  the  administrator's  or 
executor's  duty  to  collect  and  administer 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors  and  uistributees. 

Boydcn  v.  Massachusetts  Mut.  L.  Ins,  Co. 
153  Ma8.s.  644,  27  N.  E,  669;  Harding  v. 
Littledale,  150  Mass.  100,  22  N.  E.  703: 
Union  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Stevens,  19  Fed. 
671 ;  Johnson  v.  Van  Epps,  110  111.  551. 

One  clause  of  a  statute,  apparently  con- 
clusive as  to  some  particular  thing,  nui^'  be 
enlarged  or  limited  by  other  provisions  of 
the  statute  upon  the  same  subject. 

^S'aii  Diego  v.  Qranniss,  77  Cal.  514,  19  Pac. 
875. 
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Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  tbe  court: 

In  this  matter  the  sole  question  presented 
for  decision  is  whether  insurance  policies 
having  a  cash  surrender  value,  and  exempt 
from  execution  under  the  laws  of  the  state, 
pass  to  the  trustee  of  the  bankrupt  as  assets 
unless  the  insured  secures  to  the  trustee 
such  caoh-surrender  value.  Section  6  of  the 
present  bankrupt  act  declares:  "That  this 
act  shall  not  affect  the  allowance  to  bank- 
rupts of  the  exemptions  which  are  prescribed 
bv  the  state  laws  in  force  at  the  time  of  the 
filing  of  the  petition  in  the  state  wherein 
thev  have  had  their  domicil  for  the  six 
months,  or  the  greater  portion  thereof,  im- 
mediately preceding  the  filing  of  the  pe- 
Ution."     [30  Stat,  at  L.  544.] 

Tbds,  as  will   be   seen,  is    a   general  pro- 
vision, and,  if  it  stood  alone,  would  clearly 
exempt  the  policy  in  question;   for,  under 
the  law  of  California,  such   a  policy  is  ex- 
empt.    But  in  a  later  section  of  the  bank- 
rupt act     (§    70)   it   is    declared   that   the 
trustee  of  the  estate  shall  become  vested  by 
operation  of  law  with  the  title  of  the  bank- 
rapt,  "except  in  so  far  as  it  is  to  property 
which   is  exempt,  to  all     .     .     .    property 
which,  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  petition,  he 
eoald    by    any  means   have   transferred,  or 
which  might  have  been  levied  upon  and  sold 
under  judicial   process   against  him:     pro- 
vided,  that  when  any  bankrupt  shall  have 
any  iiLsnrance  policy  which  has  a  cash-sur- 
render value  payable  to  himself,  his  estate 
or  personal  representatives,  he  may,  within 
thirty  days  after  the  cash-surrender  value 
has     been     ascertained   and   stated   to   the 
trustee   by  the  company  issuing  the  same, 
pay  or  fsecure  to  the  trustee  the  sum  so  as- 
certained   and    stated,     and    continue    to 
hold,  own,  and  carry  such  policy  free  from 
the  claima  of  the  creditors  participating  in 
the  distribution  of  his  estate  under  the  bank- 
rnptcy    proceedings;    otherwise   the    policy 
shall  pass  to  the  trustee  as  assets."    In  re- 
spect to  these  provisions  we  agree  with  the 
^iews  of  Judge  Shiras  as  expressed  in  Re 
Langey  91  Fed.  361,  that  S  6  "is  the  declara- 
tion of  the  general  purpose  of  Congress  to 
«erure  to  bankrupts  the  exemption  provided 
for  by  the  laws  of  the  state  in  which  they 


reside,  but  that  this  general  purpose  is 
limited  by  the  subsequent  clause  of  §  70, 
which  declares  the  rule  to  be  applied  with 
respect  to  a  named  and  particular  kind  of 
property,  to  wit,  policies  of  insurance  hav- 
ing a  surrender  value  payable  to  the  bank- 
rupt or  his  estate.  The  fact  that  this  special 
clause  is  preceded  by  the  word  'provided' 
does  not  in  any  sense  limit  the  force  thereof. 
Thus,  in  Georgia  R,  d  Bkg,  Co,  v.  Smith, 
128  U.  S.  174,  32  L.  ed.  377,  9  Sup.  a.  Rep. 
47,  it  is  said.:  'It  is  a  common  practice  in 
legislative  proceedings,  on  the  consideration 
of  bills,  for  parties  desirous  of  securing 
amendments  to  them  to  precede  their  pro- 
posed amendments  with  the  term  "provided," 
so  as  to  declare  that,  notwithstanaing  exist- 
ing provisions,  the  one  thus  expressed  is  to 
prevail ;  thus  having  no  greater  signification 
than  would  be  attached  to  the  word  "but*' 
or  "and*'  in  the  same  place,  and  simply  serv- 
ing to  separate  or  distinguish  the  different 
paragraphs  or  sentences.'  Giving  to  the 
words  used  in  §  70  their  usual  and  fair  im- 
port they  clearly  declare  that  policies  of  in- 
surance of  the  character  of  that  in  issue  in 
this  case  pass  to  the  trustee  as  part  of  the 
assets  of  the  bankrupt ;  and,  as  these  words 
deal  with  a  specific  ntatter,  they  must  be  con- 
strued to  be  a  limitation  upon  the  general 
declaration  with  respect  to  exemptions  found 
in  §  6."  It  will  be  seen  that  the  clause  of  S 
70  above  quoted  does  not  include  policies  of 
insurance  payable  to  the  wife,  children,  or 
other  kin  of  the  bankrupt,  but  is  limited  to 
policies  the  proceeds  of  which  are  payable  to 
the  bankruj^t  himself,  his  estate,  or  personal 
representatives.  The  enactment  does  not  de- 
prive the  family  of  a  debtor  of  the  protec- 
tion which  he  may  have  secured  to  them  in 
taking  out  policies  for  their  benefit  payable 
at  his  death,  but  it  does  prevent  debtors 
from  availing  themselves  of  the  opportunity 
of  making  investments  for  their  own 
benefit  in  the  form  of  endowment  policies, 
or  policies  payable  to  themselves,  and 
holding  the  same  while  seeking  a  dis- 
charge from  their  debts  through  the  bank- 
rupt act.  If  there  is  anything  unjust  or  un- 
wise in  this, — which,  however,  we  are  unable 
to  see, — the  remedy  is  with  Congress  alone. 
The  judgment  m  affirmed* 


MICH  IGAN  SUPREME  COURT. 


John  MONROE,  Jr., 

V. 

OT,rien    J.    ATKINSON,  St.   Clair   Circuit 

Judge. 

( Mich ) 

The  eovitmon-Iavr  privlleare  of  exemp- 
tion from  arreat  -while  attendlmsr 
e««rt  doea  not  extend  to  the  owner  of  a  vet- 
%^l  who  has  delivered  posseBsion  of  her  un- 


der a  contract  of  sale  free  from  liens,  when, 
on  notice  that  the  vessel  has  been  libeled, 
he  goes  to  the  court  at  the  request  of  the 
purchaser,  made  under  advice  of  counsel,  to 
see  if  he  cannot  arrange  for  the  discharge 
of  the  boat,  and  Is  arrested  In  another  suit 
brought  by  the  same  attorney  by  whose  ad- 
vice the  purchaser  had  sent  for  him. 

(Moore  and  Long,  JJ.,  dissent.) 
(December  4,  1900.) 


X*/rK. — Am  to  exemption  from  process  while 
f^*!ag  to.  attending,  or  returning  from,  court, 
•*-«  prior  cases  In  this  series  of  Mulhearn  v. 
Ir*^  Pub.  Co.  (N.  J.  L.)  11  L.  R.  A.  101 ; 
Parser  ▼.  Bfarco  (N.  Y.)  20  L.  R.  A.  45 ;  Wilson 


V.  Donaldson  (Ind.)  3  L.  R.  A.  266,  and  note; 
Holyoke  &  S.  11.  Falls  Ice  Co.  v.  Amsden  (C. 
C.  D.  Mass.)  21  L.  R.  A.  319  ;  Mullen  v.  San- 
born (Md.)  25  L.  R.  A.  721;  Hoffman  v.  Bay 
County  Circuit  Judge  (Mich.)  38  L.  R.  A.  663. 
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Michigan  Sdfbbice  Court. 


Dbc., 


PETITION  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to 
compel  respondent  to  release  petitioner 
from  arrest  npon  the  OTound  that  he  had 
come  into  the  jurisdiction  for  the  purpose 
of  attending  a  suit  and  was  therefore  privi- 
leged.   Denied* 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinions. 

Messrs.  Avery  Brothers  for  relator. 

Messrs,  Phillips  A  Jenks  for  respon- 
dent. 

Hooker,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Monroe,  living  at  Charlevoix,  owned  a 
vessel.  He  sold  and  delivered  her  into  the 
possession  of  Sly  field,  who  paid  $100  in  cash 
and  left  a  draft  and  other  papers  with  Pratt 
&  Davis,  a  law  firm  at  Traverse  City,  to  be 
delivered  to  Monroe  upon  his  executing  a 
proper  bill  of  sale  and  a  bond  to  protect  Sly- 
field  against  liens.  Sperry  commenced  a 
suit  against  the  boat,  for  supplies,  in  the 
Federal  district  court  for  the  eastern  dis- 
trict of  Michigan,  and  the  boat  was  seized 
at  Port  Huron  oy  the  United  States  marshal. 
Slyfield  conferred  with  Phillips,  an  attorney 
at  Port  Huron,  to  ascertain  whether  he  could 
safely  pay  the  claim,  and  was  advised  that 
he  could  not,  and  that  Monroe  had  better  au- 
thorize Slyfield  to  pay  it,  or  come  down  to 
Port  Huron  and  arrange  it.  Slyfield  tele- 
graphed Monroe  to  come,  and  he  did  so, 
whereupon  he  was  arrested  at  the  suit  of  one 
Bonnah,  for  whom  Phillips  was  counsel. 
The  circuit  court  refused  to  discharge  him, 
which  was  asked  upon  the  ground  that  he 
was  privileged  from  arrest. 

The  privile^  of  a  witness  or  suitor  is  to 
be  found  in  the  common  law  or  our  statute 
(Comp.  Laws  1897,  S  10,157).  The  statute 
does  not  cover  this  case,  for  the  relator  did. 
not  attend  as  a  witness.  But  the  privilege 
of  a  party  from  arrest  existed  at  common 
law,  and  has  not  been  abrogated.  This 
privileffe  applied  to  him  while  in  attendance 
upon  the  court,  and  was  a  rule  of  public 
policy,  based,  not  upon  the  welfare  of  the 
partv,  so  much  a«  upon  the  protection  of  the 
administration  of  justice;  and  it  extended 
no  further  than  to  the  period  of  his  actual 
attendance  upon  some  judicial  proceeding  or 
inquisition,  and  the  reasonable  time  used  in 

foing  to  and  returning  from  such  tribunal, 
am  able  to  find  no  sanction  for  the  doctrine 
that  it  protects  a  party  while  going  away 
from  his  residence  to  consult  counsel,  wheth- 
er at  the  place  where  the  court  is  usually 
held  or  elsewhere;  and  no  case  is  cited  which 
recognizes  it,  while  he  is  in  such  locality  for 
the  purpose  of  settling  his  case.  The  rea- 
son for  this  privilege,  and  its  nature  and 
extent,  are  shown  by  numerous  cases  cited  in 
a  note  to  the  case  of  Mullen  v.  Sanboiyi 
(Md.)  25  L.  R.  A.  721.  We  do  not  quote 
from  them,  for  the  summary  can  as  well  be 
read;  but,  in  our  opinion,  neither  the  cases 
themselves  nor  the  principle  underlying 
them  sanctions  such  an  application  of  the 
doctrine  as  is  sought  here.  Nor  do  the  cases 
from  Michigan  justify  it.  It  is  said  that 
"the  right  of  a  defendant  to  be  sued  at  his 
domicil  is  not  a  technical,  but  a  substantial, 
62  L.  R.  A. 


right."    If  this  be  true,  the  same  can  be  said 
of  the  plaintiff ;  i.  6.,  that  his  right  to  sue  a 
defendant  away  from  his  domicil,  which  he 
may  do  under  the  statute,  is  not  a  technical,, 
but  a  substantia],  one.    If  the  one  is  not  to 
be  deprived  of  a  right  by  disregarding  hia 
privilege,  the  other  is  not,  by  extending  it 
to  cases  not  within  the  rule   or  its  reason. 
In  the  case  of   People  y.  Detroit   Superior 
Judge,  40  Mich.  730,  the  plaintiff  was  ar- 
rested and  taken  from  his  domicil  to  the 
place  where  he  was  sued.    He  was  clearly- 
protected  under  t^he  common-law  rule.     In 
Mitchell  V.  Huron  Circuit  Judge,  53  Mich. 
541,  19  N.  W.  176,  a  person  attended  court 
solely  for  the  purpose  of  testifying  as  a  wit- 
ness.   He  was  clearly  within  the  statutory 
as  well  as  the  common-law  rule.    Letherhif 
V.  Shaver,  73  Mich.  600,  41  N.  W.  677,  was 
on  all  fours  with  Mitchell  v.  Huron  Circuit 
Judge.    In  Hoffman  v.  Bay  Circuit  Judge,. 
113  Mich.  109,  38  L.  R.  A.  663,  71  N.  W.  480, 
the  rule  was  applied  to  counsel  when  return- 
ing from  a  session  of  this  court,  where  he 
had  argued  a  case.    He  was  protected  both 
by  statute  and  common  law.    The  only  case 
that  seems  to  afford  any  support  to  relator's 
contention  is  Jacohson  v.  Hosmer,  76  Mich. 
234,42  N.W.I  110.  The  relator  was  let  to  bail 
in  the  village  of  Vassar.  The  next  moming^ 
he  went  to  Detroit  to  consult  counsel  in  re- 
lation to  his  arrest.    While  in  his  ofiice  he 
was  served  with  process  in  favor  of  a  non- 
resident of  the  state.  The  court  did  not  hold 
that  he  was  privileged  because  he  went  to 
consult  counsel,  and  clearly  indicated  that 
the  holding  would  have  been  the  same  had 
he  not  desired  to  consult  counsel.    They  say 
that  "it  appears  that  to  go  by  Detroit  [to  his 
home  in  Greenville]  was  as  convenient  and 
usual  as  any  other  route,"  but  that  'this 
does  not  impress  us  as  very  significant,  in- 
asmuch as  it  was  a  common  line  of  travel" 
(i.  e.  between  those  places),  and  that  **he 
had  a  right  to  see  his  regular  counsel  on  his 
way  home,"  and  that  "it  cannot  be  treated 
as  going  out  of  his  way  to  do  so."    In  the 
case  before  us  there  was  no  pretense  that  re- 
lator went  to  Port  Huron  to  attend  court, 
nor,  for  that  matter,  to  see  his  regular  coun- 
sel, or  any  counsel.    There  is  nothing  to  in- 
dicate that  court  was  in  session.    Ue  went 
there  voluntarily,  at   Slyfield's   request,   to 
see  if  he  could  not  make  arrangements  to 
carry  out  his  contract  of  sale,  and  was  no 
more  privileged  than  as  though  he  had  gone 
there  to  sell  his  vessel,  in  the  first  instance, 
and  had  been  arrested.  His  claim  to  immun- 
ity from  arrest  has  not  the  sanction  of  au- 
thority, and  is  not,  in  our  opinion,  within 
the  reason  of  the  rule  invc^ed. 

The  order  of  the  learned  circuit  fudge 
should  he  affirmed,  and  the  writ  is  denied. 

MontKomeryy  Gh.   J.,   and   Grant,    J., 

concurred  with  Hooker,  J. 

Moore,  J.,  dissenting: 

This  is  an  application  for  a  writ  of  manda- 
mus to  compel  the  respondent  to  release  the 
relator  from  an  arrest  made  at  the  insinnce 
of   one   Bonnah,   who  commenced   suit    by 
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eapioi  ad  respondendum  against  the  respon- 
dent. Gottnsel  for  relator  ask  for  his  dis- 
charge for  two  reasons:  First,  because  he 
wafi  decoyed  and  enticed  into  St.  Clair  coun- 
ty for  the  purpose  of  serving  process  upon 
him;  second,  because  he  was  pnvil^ed  from 
arrest  when  the  process  was  served  upon 
him.  The  circuit  judge  was  of  the  opinion 
that  the  first  of  the  above-named  reasons  did 
not  exist,  and  that  under  the  circumstances 
of  the  case  the  relator  was  not  privileged 
from  arrest. 

There  is  not  very  much  dispute  about  the 
facts.  Mr.  Monroe  is  a  resident  of  Charle- 
voix county.  He  was  the  owner  of  the 
schooner  Annie  P.  Grover.  He  had  agreed 
to  Bell  a  half  interest  in  her  to  one  Slyfield. 
llr.  Slyiield  paid  $100  on  the  purchase  price, 
and  she  had  been  delivered  into  his  posses- 
sion. 3(Ir.  Slyfield  also  left  with  Pratt  & 
Davis,  attorneys  at  Traverse  City,  a  draft 
and  other  papers,  to  be  delivered  to  Monroe 
upon  his  executing  a  proper  bill  of  sale  and 
giving  a  bond  to  protect  Slyfield  from  any 
nens  against  the  bKMit.  One  Sperry,  of  Port 
Horon,  commenced  a  suit  against  the  boat, 
for  supplies,  in  the  eastern  district  of  Mich- 
igan, and  the  boat  was  seized  by  the  United 
States  marshal  at  Port  Huron.  Mr.  Slyfield 
conferred  with  Mr.  Phillips,  an  attorney,  as 
to  whether  he  could  safely  pay  the  claim 
against  the  boat,  and  he  was  advised  that 
he  oould  not,  as  the  bill  was  a  disputed  one, 
and  that  Monroe  had  either  better  authorize 
Slyfield  to  pay  the  claim,  or  make  arrange- 
ments at  Traverse  City  to  have  it  paid,  or 
come  to  Port  Huron  and  arrange  it.  Mr. 
Slyfield  tel^raphed  to  Monroe  that  the  boat 
had  been  seizea,  and  to  come  at  once.  De- 
cember Ist  Monroe  telegraphed  to  Slyfield  to 
wire  Pratt  &  Davis  to  send  all  papers,  and 
that  he  would  leave  the  same  nignt.  On  the 
same  day  Slyfield  tel^^phed  Pratt  ft  Davis 
to  send  papers,  and  on  the  same  day  Mr. 
Phillips  sent  a  like  telegram.  Mr.  Monroe 
arrived  in  Port  Huron  the  next  day,  and  was 
promptly  arrested  at  the  suit  of  Mr.  Bonnah, 
for  whom  Mr.  Phillips  was  one  of  the  attor- 
neys. It  is  the  claim  of  the  relator  that  Mr. 
PMllipe  was  consulted  in  his  interest,  as 
well  as  .in  the  interest  of  Mr.  Slyfield,  and 
that  his  purpose  in  giving  the  advice  he  did 
was  to  get  the  relator  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court.  It  is  the  claim  of  Mr. 
Phillips  that  he  was  acting  only  for  Slyfield, 
and  that  the  purpose  of  Monroe  in  coming  to 
Port  Huron  was  to  complete  a  bargain  with 
Slyfield,  and  that  he  did  not  need  to  come  to 
Port  Huron  to  look  after  the  libel  suit. 
Without  stopping  to  refine  words,  we  think 
it  clear  that  there  was  no  reason  for  Mr. 
Monroe  coming  to  Port  Huron,  except  be- 
eanse  of  the  conditions  naturally  growing  out 
of  the  commencement  of  the  libel  suit.  This 
proceeding  tied  up  the  vessel,  and,  if  con- 
tinned,  would  result  in  its  sale.  He  had  al- 
ready sold  a  half  interest  of  the  schooner, 
and  ag^reed  to  make  a  bill  of  sale  thereof. 
The  person  with  whom  he  made  his  agree- 
Bent  deemed  his  presence  in  Port  Huron 
necessary,  and  so  telegraphed  him.  It  was 
the  relator's  daim  that  Mr.  Sperry  had  no 
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valid  claim  against  the  schooner.  It  is  diffi« 
cult  to  see  how  he  could  properly  look  after 
this  judicial  proceeding  and  protect  his  own 
interests  without  coming  to  Port  Huron,  and 
we  think  he  had  a  right  to  do  so  without  be- 
ing subjected  to  arrest.  In  Jacohson  v. 
Hosmer,  76  Mich.  234,  42  N.  W.  1110,  the  re- 
lator  was  arrested  in  Tuscola  county.  His 
residence  was  in  Montcalm  county.  After 
being  let  to  bail  he  went  to  Detroit  to  con- 
sult his  attorney  in  relation  to  the  case 
which  had  been  commenced  against  him. 
While  in  Detroit  he  was  served  with  a  sum- 
mons for  the  same  torts  involved  in  the 
criminal  case.  The  court  dismissed  the  case 
commenced  in  Detroit,  and  in  doing  so  used 
the  following  language:  "The  right  of  a 
person  to  be  sued  at  his  own  domicil  is  not  a 
technical  one,  but  one  of  importance,  and 
should  not  be  taken  away  except  in  strict 
compliance  with  law.  And  nonresidents,  as 
a  rule,  must  sue  their  respondents  at  home. 
It  is  open  to  some  question  how  far  defend- 
ants can  be  sued  in  such  an  action  of  tort  as 
the  one  now  involved,  in  any  county  where 
they  do  not  reside,  merely  because  someone 
else  may  be  sued  with  them,  so  long  as  the 
plaintiff  does  not  reside  in  the  state.  See 
How.  Anno.  Stat.  S§  7316,  7547.  We  are 
not  required  to  pass  on  this,  and  only  refer 
to  it  to  save  any  point  that  may  be  in  it. 
It  is  oppressive  to  resort  to  such  proceed- 
ings \«ithout  some  good  reason,  and  the  serv- 
ice cannot  be  upheld  if  unfair  and  in  fraud 
of  any  legal  privilege.  Relator  had  a  right 
to  consult  counsel  in  his  defense  in  the  crim- 
inal case,  and  it  was  not  unreasonable  to  go 
where  his  regular  counsel  lived,  on  his  way 
home,  for  that  purpose.  It  cannot  be 
treated  as  going  out  of  his  way  to  do  so,  and 
it  cannot  be  held  that  he  should  cut  short 
his  consultation,  so  long  as  within  reasona- 
ble bounds.  Counsel  cannot  always  be  at  the 
instant  command  of  clients.  In  the  present 
case  relator  was  served  in  the  office  of  his 
counsel  on  the  day  when  he  first  procured  ac- 
cess to  him.  The  fact  that  the  civil  suit  was 
for  the  same  purpose  as  the  criminal  one, 
and  b^^n  by  the  complainant  in  that  pro- 
ceeding, negatives  any  idea  that  bringing  it 
was  a  mere  coincidence,  or  that  the  sheriff 
served  the  process  accidentally.  And,  at 
any  rate,  the  service  was  made  while  relator 
was  on  his  way  home,  without  any  deviation 
as  to  his  journey,  and  with  no  delay  that 
was  not  fully  justified.  The  case  seems  to 
us  a  very  clear  one,  both  of  breach  of  privi- 
lege, and  of  abuse  of  process,  and  we  think 
the  motion  should  have  been  granted."  See 
also  the  following  authorities:  People  v. 
Detroit  Super.  Judge,  40  Mich.  729;  Mitchell 
V.  Hosmer,  53  Mich.  541,  19  N.  W.  176; 
Letherhy  v.  Shaver,  73  Mich.  500,  41  N.  W. 
677;  Hoffman  v.  Bay  Circuit  Judge,  113 
Mich.  109,  38  L.  R.  A.  663,  71  N.  W.  480.  In 
Parker  v.  Marco,  136  N.  Y.  589,  20  L.  R.  A. 
46,  32  N.  E.  989,  the  following  language  is 
used:  "The  privilege  of  a  suitor  or  witness 
to  be  exempt  from  service  of  process  while 
without  the  jurisdiction  of  his  residence  for 
the  purpose  of  attending  court  in  an  action 
to  which  he  is  a  party,  or  in  which  he  is  to  be 


102 


MlCEIIOAN   SUPRBMB  COUBT. 


Dec, 


sworn  as  a  witness,  Ib  a  very  ancient  one. 
Y.  B.  13  Hen.  IV.,  Viner,  Abr.,  Privilege,  It 
has  always  been  held  to  extend  to  every  pro- 
ceeding of  a  judicial  nature  taken  in  or 
emanating  from  a  duly-constituted  tribunal, 
which  directly  relates  to  the  trial  of  the  is- 
sues Involved.  It  is  not  simply  a  personal 
privilege,  but  it  is  also  the  privilege  of  the 
court,  and  is  deemed  necessary  for  uie  main- 
tenance of  its  authority  and  dignity,  and  in 
order  to  promote  the  due  and  efficient  ad- 
ministration of  justice.  Person  v.  Grier,  66 
N.  Y.  124,  23  Am.  Rep.  35;  Matthews  v. 
Tufts,  87  K.  Y.  668.  .  .  .  The  tendency 
has  been,  not  to  restrict,  but  to  enlarge,  the 
right  of  privilege,  so  as  to  afford  full  pro- 
tection to  parties  and  witnesses  from  all 
forms  of  civil  process  durine  their  attendance 
at  couH,  and  for  a  reasonable  time  in  going 
and  returning.  Lamed  v.  Oriffin,  12  Fed. 
592.  Hearings  before  arbitrators,  legisla- 
tive committees,  registers,  and  commission- 
ers in  bankruptcy,  and  examiners,  and 
commissioners  to  take  depositions,  have 
all  been  declared  to  be  embraced^  with- 
in the  scope  of  its  application.  Bacon, 
Abr.,  Privilege;  Banford  v.  Chaise,  3 
Cow.  381;  Matthews  v.  Tufts,  87  N. 
Y.  568 ;  Hollender  v.  Hall,  18  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc. 
Rep.  394,  13  N.  Y.  Supp,  758,  19  N.  Y.  av. 
Proc.  Rep.  292,  11  N.  Y.  Supp.  521;  Thorp 
v.  Adamsy  19  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  351,  11 
N.  Y.  Supp.  479;  Bridges  v.  Sheldon,  18 
Blatchf.  295,  7  Fed.  17;  Plimpton  v.  Wins- 
low,  9  Fed.  365;  and  Lamed  v.  Oriffin,  12 
Fed.  692. 

It  has  even  been  ext^ided  to  a  suitor  re- 
turning from  an  appointment  with  his  solic- 
itor for  the  purpose  of  inspecting  a  paper  in 
his  adversary's  possession,  in  preparation 
for  an  examination  before  a  master.  (Sid- 
gier  v.  Birch,  9  Ves.  Jr.  69),  and  while  at- 
tending at  the  registrar's  office  with  his  solic- 
itor to  settle  the  terms  of  a  decree  (Newton 
V.  Asksw,  6  Hare,  319)  ;  and  while  attending 
from  another  state  to  hear  an  argument  in 
his  own  case  in  the  court  of  appeals.  Pell's 
Case  [Ch.  MSS.  Dec.  cited  in]  1  Rich.  L. 
197.  No  good  reason  can  be  perceived  why 
the  privilege  should  not  be  extended  to  a 
party  appearing  upon  the  examination  of 
his  adversary's  witnesses,  where  the  testi- 
mony is  taken  pursuant  to  the  authority  of 
law,  and  can  be  read  upon  the  trial  with  the 
same  force  and  effect  as  if-  it  had  been  taken 
in  open  court.  It  is  a  proceeding  in  the 
cause,  which  materially  affects  his  rights, 
and  tiie  necessity  for  his  attendance  is  quite 
as  urgent  as  it  would  be  if  the  examination 
was  had  at  a  trial.  But  we  do  not  think 
that  the  question  of  the  necessity  of  his  pres- 
ence is  material.  It  is  the  right  of  the  party, 
as  well  as  his  privilege,  to  be  present  when- 
ever evidence  is  to  be  taken  in  the  action 
which  may  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  affect- 
ing its  final  determination.  It  is  essentially 
a  part  of  the  trial,  and  should  be  so  regarded 
so  far  as  it  may  be  necessary  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  suitor."  In  the  notes  to  25  L. 
R.  A.  727,  there  is  a  full  collation  of  cases 
bearing  upon  the  question.  We  think  that 
relator  was  privileged  from  arrest  at  the 
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time  the  arrest  was  made.     The  writ  should 
issue  as  prayed. 

Long,  J.^  concurred  with  Moore,  J. 


Frank  E.  FISHER,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

Hugo  A.  WINEMAN  et  al. 
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A    Jads-ment    im-hlch    «»«aiiie«   to    ereat^ 
«  preference  in  favor  of  a  labor  debt 

over  a  pre-existing  lien  on  the  debtor's  prop- 
erty, in  pursuance  of  Pub.  Acts  1887,  No. 
94,  I  2,  authorizing  such  Judgment,  without 
making  the  lienor  a  party  to  the  action,  or 
making  provision  for  determining  the  ques- 
tion of  the  debtor's  insolvency  or  of  the  right 
to  the  preference,  Is  void  as  to  him  because 
its  enforcement  would  deprive  him  of  his 
property  without  due  process  of  law. 

(January  29,  1901.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Wayne 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor 
of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
possession  of  certain  property  which  had 
been  levied  upon  under  an  execution  upon 
a  judgment  recovered  against  the  Fisher 
Electrical  2^ianufacturing  Company  for  a 
labor  debt  which  by  statute  was  given  a  pref- 
erence over  other  claims  against  insolvent 
estates.    Reversed, 

Statement  by  Chrant,  J.; 

This  is  an  action  of  replevin.  Plaintiff 
claims  title  under  a  chattel  mortgage  fore- 
closure sale;  defendant  Wineman  claims 
title  as  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  Fisher 
Electrical  Manuf suturing  Company.  The 
other  two  defendants  are  the  officers  who 
made  the  \evj  under  the  execution.  The 
Msher  Electrical  Manufacturing  Company 
executed  a  mortgage  February  10,  1898.  to 
George  W.  Bates  as  trustee,  to  secure  the 
payment  of  $6,037.08,  executed  by  the  Elec- 
trical Manufacturing  Company  to  the  De- 
troit Savings  Bank.  Sale  upon  the  foreclos- 
ure was  made  March  9,  1898,  to  George  W. 
Bates.  On  October  11,  1899,  Bates  executed 
a  biit  of  sale  to  plaintiff.  Defendant  Wine- 
man,  an  employee  of  the  Fisher  Elec- 
trical Manufacturing  Company,  brought 
suit  in  justice  court  for  the  amount  due  him, 
and  recovered  a  judgment  for  $251.16.  The 
summons,  issued  May  25,  1899,  was  in  the 
usual  form.  Tlie  declaration  was  <m  the 
common  counts  of  assumpsit;  plea  the  gen- 
eral issue. 

Plaintiff  filed  a  bill  of  particulars  for 
work  and  labor  performed  immediately  pre- 

NoTB. — ^As  to  superiority  of  mechanics*  liens 
over  earlier  mortgages,  see  prior  cases  in  this 
series  of  Wimberley  v.  Mayberry  (Ala.)  14  L. 
R.  A.  805,  and  note;  Oriental  Hotel  Co.  ▼. 
Grimths  (Tex.)  30  L.  R.  A.  765;  Vilas  v.  Mc- 
Donongh  Mfg.  Co.  (Wis.)  30  L.  R.  A.  778: 
Anglo-American  Sav.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Campl)ell 
(D.  C.)  43  L.  R.  A.  622;  Fletcher  v.  Kelly 
(Iowa)  21  L.  R.  A.  347:  Dnimmond  Carriage 
Co.  T.  Mills  (Neb.)  40  L.  R.  A.  761. 
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ceding  February  15,  1898.  In  the  judgment 
entry  it  was  stated  that  the  entire  amount  of 
said  judgment  was  for  labor,  and  that  the 
same  was  a  preferred  claim  under  act  No. 
94  of  the  Public  Acts  of  1887.  Execution 
was  issued  on  said  judgment  November  28, 
1899,  which  execution  recited  that  the  judg- 
ment was  for  labor,  and  that  it  was  a  pre- 
ferred claim  under  said  act.  The  officers 
leried  upon  the  goods  and  chattels  which 
had  been  sold  under  the  foreclosure  sale. 

Plaintiff  made  his  case  by  introducing  the 
foreclosure  proceedings  and  bill  of  sale,  and 
rested.  Defendants  then  introduced  the  rec- 
ord of  the  judgment  in  the  justice  court,  the 
issuing  of  the  execution,  the  levy  upon  the 
property',  and  rested.  Plaintiff  then  moved 
for  judgment.  Defendants  insisted  that  the 
judgment  of  the  justice  was  conclusive.  The 
court  held  that  the  judgment  was  not  bind- 
ing upon  the  plaintiff,  because:  (1)  He  was 
not  a  party  to  the  suit;  and  (2)  becausie  S 
2  of  the  act  in  question  makes  no  provision 
for  determining  the  insolvency  of  the  debtor, 
or  that  the  claim  is  a  labor  debt,  and  held 
that  this  section  was  nugatory  and  void. 
The  court  then  gave  defendants  an  oppor- 
tunity to  put  in  proofs  as  to  the  insolvency 
of  the  company,  and  the  nature  of  the  debt. 
To  this  defendants*  attorney  objected.  Tlie 
court  then  informed  him  that  he  should  di- 
rect a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  unless  he  put 
in  further  proofs.  The  attorney  did  so  un- 
der protest,  and  gave  evidence  of  the  nature 
of  the  claim  and  the  insolvency  of  the  com- 
pany. The  court  left  it  to  the  jury  to  de- 
termine these  two  questions,  and  they  rend- 
ered a  verdict  for  the  defendants.  Act  No. 
^4  reads  as  follows:  "An  Act  to  Make  All 
Debts  for  Labor  Preferred  Claims  against 
the  Estates  of  Debtors  becoming  Insolvent, 
and  Give  the  Same  Precedence  over  All 
Debts  Not  a  Lien  on  Such  Estates  Prior  to 
the  Performance  of  Such  Labor. 

-Sec.  1.  That  all  debts  which  shall  be 
orving  for  labor  by  any  person  or  persons  or 
corporation  at  the  time  he,  they,  or  it  shall 
become  insolvent  shall  be  preferred  claims 
against  the  estate  of  such  insolvent  debtor 
or  debtors,  and  have  precedence  in  the  pay- 
ment thereof  over  all  debts  owing  by  such 
ini<olvent  debtor  or  debtors  at  the  time  <tf  be- 
aming insolvent,  which  shall  not  have  be- 
come a  lien  on  such  estate,  or  some  portion 
thereof,  prior  to  the  performance  of  the 
laljor  for  which  such  debts  for  labor  shall  be 
owing. 

''Sec.  2.  In  case  of  suit  upon  any  such 
preferred  claim,  or  any  claim  a  part  of  which 
U  preferred  as  above  provided,  and  the  same 
be  prosecuted  to  judgment,  the  court  render- 
ing judsrment  thereon  shall  specify  in  such 
judgment  the  part,  portion,  or  amount  for 
which  the  same  is  a  preferred  claim  hereun- 
der afjainst  the  estate  of  the  defendant  or  de- 
fendants, and  thereupon  executions  may  be 
i^«ued  from  said  court  requiring  that  the 
amount  of  such  preferred  claim  be  first 
made  out  of  the  goods  and  chattels,  and,  for 
want  thereof,  then  of  the  lands  and  tene- 
ments of  the  defendant  or  defendants  therein 
named,  and  that  the  remaining  portion  of 
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such  judgment,  if  any,  shall  be  collected  and 
made  under  said  execution  [execution^]  as 
any  other  unpref erred  claim  is  required  to 
be  collected  and  made  under  the  statute  in 
such  case  made  and  provided.  Any  surplus 
arising  from  the  sale  of  any  property  under 
any  such  execution  shall  be  disposed  of  ac- 
cording to  law. 

'*Sec.  3.  Any  person  having  a  preferred 
claim  hereunder,  the  amount  whereof  shall 
be  one  hundred  dollars  or  more,  or  any  two 
or  more  persons  having  such  claims,  the 
aggregate  amount  whereof  shall  be  one  hun- 
dred dollars  or  more,  and  who  may  join  for 
the  purpose,  may  proceed  in  chancery  for 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  and  the  mar- 
shaling of  assets,  and  the  application  thereof 
to  the  payment  of  the  claim  or  claims  in- 
volved, pro  rata  or  otherw^ise,  in  case  of  any 
fraud  affecting  such  claim  or  claims,  or  the 
recovery,  satisfaction,  or  payment  thereof, 
or  if  a  common-law  or  other  assignment  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors  shall  have  been  made 
by  the  defendants  or  any  of  them.* 
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Mr,  George  W.  Bates,  for  plaintiff  in 
error : 

There  are  two  questions  in  this  case,  first, 
the  validity  of  the  judgment  as  against  this 
plaintiff:  and  second,  whether  the  insolven- 
cy and  that  the  debt  was  a  labor  debt,  could 
be  raised  collaterally. 

1.  This  section  of  the  act  has  never  been 
passed  upon  by  this  court,  though  the  act  as 
a  whole  has  often  been  before  the  courts.  It 
has  been  held  not  to  create  any  new  liabili- 
ties, but  it  is  merely  a  statute  regulating  the 
distribution  of  insolvent  estates;  that  it 
does  not  depend  upon  any  constitutional  pro- 
visions to  authorize  it,  and  simply  regards 
the  remuneration  of  labor  performed  for  the 
employer  as  more  worthy  of  payment  than 
mere  merchandise  debts  or  other  unsecured 
claims  against  an  insolvent  debtor. 

Blacl-s  Appead,  83  Mich. 521,47  N.W.342; 
Rr,  Clark.92  Mich.  351,  52  N.W.637 ;  C/arA:'« 
Appeal  100  Mich.  448,  59  N.  W.  150;  Mich- 
igan Trust  Co.  V.  Grand  Rapids  Democrat, 
113  Mich.  615,  71  N.  W.  1102;  Lairton  v. 
Richardson,  118  Mich.  669,  77  N.  W.  205; 
^yincman  v.  Fisher  Electrical  Mfg,  Co.  118 
Mich.  030,  77  N.  W.  245. 

In  form,  the  suit  before  the  justice  was 
an  ordinary  suit  for   work  and  labor.     In 

■r 

judgment,  the  justice  recited  that  the  claim 
was  for  labor,  and  is  a  preferred  claim  under 
this  act  against  the  estate  of  the  defend- 
ant; and  under  the  execution  issued  in  the 
case  a  levy  was  made  on  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff,  who  claimed  title  under  a  foreclos- 
ure of  a  mortgage  upon  it. 

In  the  first  place,  the  express  terms  of 
this  section  of  the  act  contain  no  provision 
for  litigating  the  fact  of  insolvency  and  that 
the  debt  was  a  labor  debt,  and  as  such  it 
must  be  concluded  that  no  such  intention 
was  contemplated  by  the  legislature,  when 
this  act  was  passed.  Under  such  circum- 
stances, no  other   construction   is   possible. 

Fuller  V.  Lake  Sfhore  d  M.  8.  R.  Go.  108 
Mich.  690,  66  N.  W.  593;  Connecticut  Mut. 
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L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Wood,  115  Mich.  444,  74  N.  W. 
666;  People  v.  Plumsied,  2  Mich.  465. 

Otherwise,  it  would  violate  the  plain  pro- 
visions of  the  Constitution,  because  it  would 
be  in  effect  an  attempt  to  take  the  property 
of  one  witliout  **due  process  of  law,"  by  not 
allowing  him  his  **day  in  court." 

U.  S.  Const.  Amend.  14th  ed.  5  1;  Mich. 
Const  art.  6,  §  32;  Parsons  v.  Russelly  11 
Mich.  113,  83  Am.  Dec.  728;  Rouse,  H.  d  Co. 
V.  Donovan,  104  Mich.  234,  27  L.  R.  A.  577, 
62  N.  W.  359;  A  me*  v.  Port  Huron  Log  Driv- 
ing d  Boom.  Co.  11  Mich.  139,  83  Am.  Dec 
731 ;  Lang  v.  People,  14  Mich.  439 ;  Weimer 
V.  Bunbury,  30  Mich.  201 ;  Risser  v.  Hoyt,  53 
Alich.  185,  18  N.  W.  611.  See  notes  to 
Kuntz  V.  Sumption  (Ind.)  2  L.  R.  A.  655; 
Oilman  v.  Tucker  (N.  Y.)  13  L.  R.  A.  304; 
Ulman  v.  Baltimore  (Md.)  11  L.  R.  A.  224. 

2.  These  facts  cannot  be  shown  collateral- 
ly. 

The   judgment  before  the   juetice  of   the 

peace  is  either  conclusive  or  it  is  not. 
Whether  it  is  or  is  not  roust  be  determined 
on  the  face  of  the  record,  and  if  Uiird  per- 
sons were  not  parties  to  it,  it  could  not  bind 
them.  The  court  below  held  that  there 
was  no  provision  in  this  section  of  the  act  to 
determine  the  fact  of  insolvency,  and  that 
the  debt  was  a  labor  debt;  but  further  held 
that,  as  a  third  party  has  had  no  opportun- 
ity to  contest  these  matters,  he  should  be  al- 
lowed to  do  so  at  some  stage  of  the  proceed- 
ings, and  accordingly  allowed  the  defendants 
in  this  suit  to  put  in  proofs  on  both  ques- 
tions. This  was  clearly  an  error,  f oei  it  was 
equivalent  to  holding  that  the  judgment  in 
itself  was  not  conclusive  on  its  face;  and  if 
not,  the  original  suit  could  not  be  reopened, 
when  the  validity  of  that  judgment  is  at- 
tacked in  a  collateral  proceeding. 

3.  A  preference  which  exists  under  this 
act  is  against  the  estate  of  the  insolvent 
debtor,  and  cannot  be  treated  as  giving  any 
priority  over  separate  portions  of  the  prop- 
erty of  the  debtor: 

The  1st  section  of  the  act  expressly  states 
that  the  labor  debt  'is  declared  to  be  a  pre- 
ferred claim  against  the  estate  of  the  insol- 
vent debtor." 

Pub.  Acts  1887,  act  No.  94,  §  1;  3  C.  L. 
1897,  §  0550. 

A  levy,  therefore,  on  separate  portions  of 
the  debtor's  property  would  not  be  within 
the  express  terms  of  the  act. 

This  levy  was  made  on  a  part  of  such 
property,  on  the  theory  that  §  2  authorized 
it.  It  mtist  then  be  held  to  be  absolutely 
void. 

Mr,  William  Stacej,  for  defendants  in 
error : 

The  statute  is  constitutional. 

Black's  Appeal,  83  Mich.  521  47  N.  W. 
342. 

The  mortgage  under  which  Mr.  Fisher 
claims  was  executed  after  Mr.  Wineman's 
lien  attached. 

The  courts  have  always  looked  with  leni- 
ency on  the  methods  adopted  for  enforcing 
a  lien  after  the  lien  has  once  attached. 

SmaUcy    v.     Northwestern     Terra-Cotta 
Co.  113  Mich.  148,  71  N.  W.  466. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


Grant,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  th« 
court: 

The  contention  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants that  the  judgment  of  the  justice  of  the 
peace  is  conclusive  against  the  plaintiff,  han 
no  foundation  either  in  law  or  in  justice. 
An  insolvent  debtor  has  no  interest  to  pre- 
vent or  establish  preferences  among  his 
creditors.  It  does  not  concern  him.  He  ha:» 
no  power  to  bind  them  by  concessions  in 
suits  to  which  they  are  not  parties. 

The  title  to  this  property  has  passed  from 
the  electrical  company  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
he  was  lawfully  in  possession  thereof.  To 
make  such  a  judgment  conclusive  upon  the 
plaintiff  would  be  in  direct  violation  of  the 
constitutional  provision  that  *'no  person 
shall  be  deprived  of  his  property  without  due 
process  of  law*."  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
his  day  in  court.  He  had  not  had  it.  His- 
property  was  seized  under  an  execution  in  a 
suit  to  which  he  was  a  stranger.  If  this  be 
the  proper  construction  of  this  statute,  it 
is  absolutely  void. 

Two  facts  must  be  established  in  order  to 
create  the  preference:  (1)  That  the  debt  is^ 
for  labor;  and  (2)  that  the  debtor  is  insol- 
vent. The  statute  makes  no  provision  for 
bringing  in  lienors  who  are  so  by  mortgage,. 
I  attachment,  or  otherwise.  In  somewhat 
analogous  proceedings  against  partnership 
associations,  the  law  providing  for  a  le>'y 
upon  the  unpaid  stock  of  the  members  con- 
tains suitable  provision  for  giving  the  part- 
ner his  day  in  court.  It  was  held  that  the 
statute  provided  for  due  process  of  law^. 
Rouse,  H.  d  Co.  v.  Donovan,  104  Mich.  234, 
27  L.  R.  A.  677,  62  N.  W.  359. 

It  is  significant  that  during  the  thirteen 
years  since  this  act  was  parsed  no  attempt 
I  has  been  made,  until  the  one  now  before  us,, 
to  proceed  in  a  suit  at  law  under  it.  Evi- 
dently the  profession  has  recognized  the  dif- 
ficulty, if  not  the  impossibility,  of  proceed- 
ing under  it  at  law.  Several  cases  have  l>een 
brought  under  the  1st  and  3d  sections,  and 
all  upon  the  equity  side  of  the  court.  The 
title  to  the  act,  as  well  as  the  language  of 
the  1st  section,  leads  to  the  inference  that 
proceedings  were  contemplated  against  the 
estates  of  debtors,  and  not  against  the 
debtors  themselves. 

Couns.el  for  plaintiff  states  that  he  has 
made  diligent  search,  but  is  unable  to  find 
a  law  similar  to  this  in  any  other  state,  and 
neither  counsel  has  cited  any  such  law  or  au- 
thorities upon  the  question. 

If  it  be  held  that  the   question   of   in.sol- 
vency  and  of  preference  can  be  raised  in  a 
collateral  suit,  which  plaintiff  was  forced  to 
begin  or  abandon  his  rights,  it  would  resxilt : 
(1)   That  the  determination  by  the  justice 
of  insolvency  and  of   preference   is   useless^, 
for  it  would  bind  nobody;  and  (2)  that  the 
issues  of  insolvency  and  preference  must  be- 
,  tried  again  in  every  such  collateral  suit.  It 
I  must  result  that  these  questions  would  be  in 
I  issue  in  every  such  case,  and  one  jury  might 
decide  in  favor  of  insolvency,  and  another,. 
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upon  the  same  state  of  facts,  might  not. 
Section  2  of  the  statute  (Act  No.  94,  Pub. 
Acts  1887)  makes  no  provisions,  and  pro- 
Tides  no  methods  for  determining  questions 
of  insolvency  and  preference  between  those 
who  alone  are  interested  in  those  issues.  We 


are  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  it  is  inop- 
erative and  void. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  new  trial 
ordered. 

The  other  Justices  concur. 


VERMONT  SUPREME  COURT. 


R  J.  HAWLEY 

V, 

E.  B.  HURD. 


KUSSELL  LUMBER  &  COAL  COMPANY, 

Trustee. 

(72  Vt.   122.) 

1.  A  triii»tee  can  defend  In  attachmeot  by 
trastee  process  upon  the  ground  of  rights 
acquired  by  an  assignee  who  does  not  appear. 

Z.  C4»rvoratloiis  are  not  citisenii  with- 
in the  roeaning  of  the  provisions  of  U.  S. 
Const,  art.  4,  |  2,  and  U.  S.  Const.  Amend. 
14,  f  1,  respecting  equal  privileges  and  im- 
muolties  of  citizens. 

S.  A  eorporation  not  created  by  a 
■late,  nor  dolnv  bnsinesa  there  un- 
der conditions  that  subject  it  to  process  is- 
suing from  the  courts  of  that  state,  is  not 
within  its  Jurisdiction  so  as  to  t>e  entitled 
to  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws  guaran- 
teed by  U.  S.  Const.  Amend.  14,  |  1. 

4.  The  dlserlnftlnatlon  in  favor  of 
baaka  nrltbin  tbe  atate  aa  compared 
with  national  banlca  oatalde  the 
state,  made  by  StaL  I  1306,  proyidlng  that 
negotiable  paper  may  be  attached  by  trustee 
process  before  notice  of  transfer,  but  that 
negotiable  paper  actually  transferred  to  a 
bank  in  the  state  before  due  shall  t>e  exempt 
from  attachment,  does  not  make  the  statute 
invalid  on  the  ground  that  it  tends  to  im- 
pair the  utility  of  a  national  bank  outside 
the  state  as  an  instrumentality  of  the  Fed- 
eral goTernment. 

(February  14,  1900.) 

EXCEPTIONS  hy  the  trustee  to  rulings 
of  the  Bennington  County  Court  made 
during  the  trial  of  a  proceeding  to  reach  as- 
Kts  in  its  possession  belonging  to  defendant 
Kurd  which  resulted  in  a  judgment  in  plain- 
tiff's favor.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  W.  B.  Sheldom,  for  trustee: 

Prior  to  the  act  of  1841  negotiable  paper, 
vhile  current,  was  not  subject  to  trustee 
process. 

Butchins  v.  Evans,  13  Vt.  541;  Hall  v. 
Bowker,  44  Vt.  83. 

The  law  of  the  place  of  payment  governs 
aegotiaUe  paper  in  trustee  process. 


Baylies  v.  Houghton,  15  Vt.  630;  Emerson 
V.  Partridge,  27  Vt.  8,  62  Am.  Dec.  617. 

A  judgment  against  the  trustee  in  a  for- 
eign state  constitutes  no  defense. 

Ward  V.  Boyce,  152  N.  Y.  191,  36  L.  R.  A. 
549,  46  N.  E.  180;  Douglass  v.  Phenix  Ins. 
Co.  138  N.  Y.  209,  20  L.  R.  A.  118,  33  N.  E. 
938 ;  Williams  v.  Ingersoll,  89  N.  Y.  508 ; 
Osgood  V.  Maguire,  61  N,  Y.  624;  Plimpton 
V.  Bigelow,  93  N.  Y.  592 ;  Straus  v.  Chicago 
Glycerine  Co.  46  Hun,  216,  108  N.  Y.  654; 
Reynolds  v.  Stockton,  140  U.  S.  254,  35  L. 
ed.  404,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  773;  Carpenter  v. 
Strange,  141  U.  S.  87,  35  L.  ed.  640,  11  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  960;  Louis  v.  Brown  Ttcp.  109  U. 
S.  162,  27  L.  ed.  892,  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  92; 
Cromwell  v.  Sac  County,  94  U.  S.  351,  24  L. 
ed.  195;  Russell  v.  Place,  94  U.  S.  606,  24  L. 
ed.  214 ;  Windsor  v.  McVeigh,  93  U.  S.  274, 
23  L.  ed.  914;  Pennoyer  v.  Neff,  95  U.  S. 
714,  24  L.  ed.  565;  Perry  v.  Dickerson,  85 
N.  Y.  345,  39  Am.  Rep.  663;  Remington 
Paper  Co.  v.  0' Dougherty,  81  N.  Y.  474; 
Durant  v.  Ahendroth,  97  N.  Y.  132 ;  1  Greenl. 
Ev.  §  542;  Story,  Confl.  L.  §  549;  Robinson 
V.  Ward,  8  Johns.  86,  5  Am.  Dec.  327. 

blatters  bearing  upon  the  execution,  in- 
terpretation, and  validity  of  a  contract  are 
determined  by  the  law  of  the  place  where 
the  contract  is  made.  Matters  connected 
with  its  performance  are  regulated  by  the 
law  prevailing  at  the  place  of  performance. 
Matters  respecting  the  remedy,  such  as  the 
bringing  of  suits,  admissibility  of  evidence, 
statute  of  limitations,  depend  upon  the  law 
of  the  place  where  the  suit  is  brought. 

Scudder  v.  Union  liat.  Bank,  91  U.  S.  406, 
23  L.  ed.  245 ;  Alilhr  v.  Tiffany,  1  Wall.  298, 
17  L.  ed.  540;  Brahston  v.  Gibson,  9  How. 
263.  13  L.  ed.  131.;  Calhoun  County  Supers. 
V.  Galbradth,  99  U.  S.  214,  25  L.  ed.  410; 
Drake  v.  Found  Treasure  if  in.  Co.  52  Fed. 
474. 

A  party  who  takes  negotiable  paper  before 
due  for  a  valuable  consideration,  without 
knowledge  of  any  defect  of  title,  in  good 
faith,  can  hold  it  against  all  the  world. 

Hotchkiss  V.  National  Shoe  d  Leather 
Bank,  21  Wall.  354,  22  L.  ed.  645;  Cromwell 
V.  Sa4j  County,  96  U.  S.  51,  24  L.  ed.  681. 

The  law  of  the  place  of  payment  of  nego- 


KoTBL — As  to  protection  of  nonresident  cred- 
itor against  garnishment,  see  note  to  Illinois 
C.  R.  Co.  T.  Smith  (Miss.)  19  L.  R.  A.  577,  and 
^be  Mibseqnent  cases  in  this  series  of  Bragg  ▼. 
<'t7Bor  (Wis.)  21  L.  R.  A.  161;  Neufelder  v. 
^man  American  Ins.  Co.  (Wash.)  22  L.  R. 
A.  287:  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  t.  Fleming  (Neb.)  23 
L.  R.  A.  210:  Wyeth  Hardware  &  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
H.  V.  Lang  k  Co.  (Mo.)  27  L.  R.  A.  651; 
Betaers  ▼.  Seatco  Mfg.  Co.  (0.  C.  App.  6th  C.) 

52UR.A. 


30  L.  R.  A.  364 ;  Virginia  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  ▼. 
New  York  Carousal  Mfg.  Co.  (Va.)  40  L.  R.  A. 
237;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Nash  (Ala.) 
41  L.  U.  A.  331,  and  cases  cited  In  footnote 
thereto  ;  Swedish  American  Nat.  Bank  t.  Bleeck- 
er  (Minn.)  42  L.  R.  A.  283;  Stewart  t.  North- 
ern Aasur.  Co.  (W.  Va.)  44  L.  R.  A.  101  ; 
Strause  Bros.  ▼.  ^tna  Ins.  Co.  (N.  C.>  48  L. 
R.  A.  452. 
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liable  paper  determines  the  rights  of  the  par- 
ties. 

Amt'iiccm  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  v.  HettleTf  37 
Xeb.  849,  5G  X.  W.  711;  Waiker  v.  A\  K. 
Fairbanks  d  Co.  55  Mo.  App.  478;  First  yat. 
Bank  v.  Hall,  150  Pa.  466.  24  Atl.  665: 
Story,  Confl.  L.  $  2S0;  2  Kent,  Com.  p.  459; 
Btevem  v.  Gregg,  89  Ky.  461,  12  S.  W.  775; 
Briggs  v.  Latham,  36  Kan.  255,  59  Am.  Hep. 
546,  13  Pac.  393;  Loicy  v.  Andreas,  20  III. 
App.  521 ;  Oregon  d  W.  Trust  d  Invent.  Co. 
V.  Ratkbun,  5  Sawy.  32,  Fed.  Cos.  No.  10,- 
555;  Bell  v.  Packard,  69  Me.  105,  31  Am. 
Rep.  251 ;  ^fills  v.  Wilson,  88  Pa.  118;  Dunn 
V.  Wel/ih,  62  Ga.  241 ;  Kibling  v.  Burley,  20 
N.  H.  35'i;  Leicis  v.  Woodfolk,  2  Baxt.  25; 
Ludloic  V.  Bingham,  4  Dall.  47,  1  L.  ed.  736; 
Carbce  v.  Mason,  64  K.  H.  10,  4  Atl.  791. 

The  situs  of  necfotiable  paper  and  of  the 
debt  it  represents  follows  the  domicil  of  the 
owner,  and  courts  of  foreign  states  can  ac- 
quire no  jurisdiction  over  it  by  trustee  pro- 
cess or  otherwise. 

Ward  V.  Boyce,  152  X.  Y.  191,  36  L.  R.  A. 
549,  46  X.  E.  180;  Douglass  v.  Phenix  Ins. 
Co.  138  X.  Y.  209.  20  L.  R.  A.  118,  33  X.  E. 
940;  Walkei'  v.  X.  K.  Fairbanks  d  Co.  55 
Mo.  App.  478 ;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Chatta- 
nooga, U.  d  C.  R.  Co.  68  Fed.  685;  Briggn 
V.  Latham,  36  Kan.  255,  59  Am.  Rep.  546,  13 
Pac.  393:  Lou>y  v.  Andreas,  20  111.  App.  521; 
Leicis  V.  Woodfolk,  2  Baxt.  25. 

Where  the  maker  of  a  negotiable  Instru- 
ment is  summoned  as  a  garnishee  of  the 
payee  or  indorsee,  the  plaintiff  in  attach- 
ment is  not  entitled  to  a  judgment  of  con- 
demnation if  it  appears  that  the  instrument, 
either  before  or  after  the  service  of  the  at- 
tachment, has  been  transferred  or  indorsed 
over  to  a  third  person  before  its  maturity, 
for  value,  and  without  actual  notice  to  him 
of  the  attachment. 

Cruett  v.  Jenkins,  53  Md.  217;  Somerville 
v.  Brown,  5  Gill,  399;  Secor  v.  Witter,  39 
Ohio  St.  218 ;  Wooldridge  v.  Holmes,  78  Ala. 
568;  Hill  v.  Kroft,  29  Pa.  186;  Day  v.  Zim- 
merman, 08  Pa.  72,  8  Am.  Rep.  157 ;  Hoice 
v.  Quid,  28  Gratt.  1 ;  Enos  v.  Tuttle,  3  Conn. 
27;  Culver  v.  Parish,  21  Conn.  412;  Glanton 
V.  Griggs,  5  Ga.  430 ;  Mints  v.  West,  38  Ga. 
18,  95  Am.  Dec.  379;  Burton  v.  Wynne,  55 
Ga.  615;  Scott  v.  Hill,  3  Mo.  88;  Walden  v. 
Valiant,  15  Mo.  409;  Colcord  v.  Daggett,  18 
Mo.  557;  Himon  v.  Uuot,  8  Hun,  378;  Pell- 
man  V.  Hart,  1  Pa.  St.  263 ;  Ege  v.  Koontz,  3 
Pa.  St.  109;  Peace  v.  Jones,  7  X.  C.  (3 
Murph.)  256:  Myrrs  v.  Beeman,  31  X.  C.  (0 
Ired.  L.)  116;  Ormond  v.  Moye,  33  X. 
C.  (11  Ircd.  L.)  564:  Shuler  v.  Bryson, 
65  X.  C.  201:  Turner  v.  Armstrong, 
9  Yerg.  412;  Yarborough  v.  Thompson, 
3  Smedes  &  M.  291,  41  Am.  Dec.  620; 
Tlwmpson  v.  Shelby,  3  Smedes  &  M.  296; 
Saxoycr  v.  Moran,  3  Tenn.  Ch.  35;  Lafayette 
kav.  Bank  v.  Bt.  Louis  Stoneware  Co.  4  Mo. 
App.  276;  Bremmerman  v.  Jennings,  60  Ind. 
175;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Beaird,  3  111.  App. 
239;  Lewis  v.  Woodfolk,  2  Baxt.  25. 

Where  the  trustee's  disclosure  shows  a 
claimant  the  plaintiff  must  tiike  steps  to 
make  such  claimant  a  party  if  he  docs  not 
appear  voluntarily,  otherwise  the  trustee 
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must  be  discharged,  as  no  binding  adjudica- 
tion of  such  claimant's  right«  will  have  been 
had. 

Look  Y.  Brackett,  74  Me.  347 :  Vt.  Stat.  § 
1358;  McLaughlin  v.  ^ftrann,  18  How.  217, 
15  T^  ed.  357;  Fitch  v.  Brotrer,  42  X.  J.  Fai. 
300,  11  Atl.  330:  Schuler  v.  Israel,  120  I. 
S.  500,  30  L.  ed.  707,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  648. 

To  charge  the  garnishee  with  liability  it 
must  aflirmatively  appear  that  the  defend- 
ant In  the  attachment  still  holds  the  note, 
or  had  not  assigned  it. 

BtUs  v.  Xatwnal  Park  Bank,  89  X.  Y. 
343 ;  Gibson  v.  Xational  Park  Bank,  98  X. 
Y.  87. 

To  discriminate  against  a  national  bonk 
as  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff  would  be 
to  violate  U.  S.  Const,  art.  4,  §  2,  and  Amend, 
14. 

Sprague  v.  Fletcher,  69  Vt.  74,  37  L.  R.  A. 
840,  37  Atl.  239 ;  Hammond  Beef  d  Provision 
Co.  V.  Best,  91  Me.  431,  42  L.  R.  A.  528.  40 
Atl.  338;  Santa  Clara  County  v.  Southern 
P.  R.  Co.  118  U.  S.  394,  30  L.  ed.  118,  6  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  1132;  Louisiana  d  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Ten- 
nessee R.  Commission,  19  Fed.  679;  St.  LouU 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Allen,  2  McCrary,  92,  5  Fed. 
551 ;  Talmadge  v.  Third  Xat.  Bank,  27  Hun. 
61. 

The  states  have  no  power  to  interfere  with 
or  exercise  control  over  national  banks,  ex- 
cept so  far  as  Congress  may  authorize. 

Farmers'  d  M.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Dearing,  01 
U.  S.  29,  23  L.  ed.  196. 

Messfs.  Barber  €c  Darling,  for  plain- 
tiff: 

Act  1841,  Xo.  8,  provides  "that  all  nego- 
tiable paper,  whether  undue  or  overdue,  may 
be  attached,  .  .  .  unless  it  shall  appear 
that  the  same  has  been  negotiated  and  notice 
thereof  given  to  the  maker  or  indorser  be- 
fore the  service  of  the  trustee  process  on 
him." 

The  situs  of  a  chose  in  action  is  ambula- 
tory, and  wherever  the  creditor  can  maintain 
a  suit  to  recover  his  debt  there  it  may  be  at- 
tached as  his  property. 

Wyfth  Hardware  d  Mfg.  Co.  v.  H.  F.  Lang 
d  Co.  127  Mo.  242,  27  L.  R,  A.  651,  29  S.  W. 
1010;  Cross  v.  Brown,  19  R.  I.  220,  33  Atl. 
147 ;  National  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chambers,  53  X. 
J.  Eq.  408,  32  Atl.  063;  Harvey  v.  Great 
Northern  R.  Co.  50  Minn.  405,  17  L.  R.  A. 
84,  52  X.  W.  905. 

While  the  notes  in  the  case  at  bar  are  pay- 
able in  Xew  York,  presentment  and  noliw 
there  are  not  nec<*sary  to  bind  the  maker, 
and  are  only  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  the  li- 
ability of  the  indorsers.  An  action  on  these 
notes  would  be  transitory,  and  the  payco 
and  all  subsequent  indorsers  may,  without 
presentment  or  notice,  enforce  their  remedy 
by  suit  against  the  maker  in  this  state. 

Tarbell  v.  Downer,  27  Vt.  509:  Hannibal 
d  Si.  J.  R.  Co.  V.  Crane,  102  111.  249,  40  Am. 
Rep.  587;  Butterfield  v.  Kinzie,  2  111.  445. 
30  Am.  Dec.    657 ;  Washington  v.  Planters 
Bank,  1  How.  (Miss.)  230,  28  Am.  Dec.  333. 

The  statute  has  made  this  paper  subject 
to  trustee  process,  and  the  law  merchant  is 
modified  in  this  respect. 

A  trustee  residing  in  Vermont  is  liable,  aA- 
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tbongh  the  defendant  resides  in  New  York 
and  Die  debt  from  the  trustee  to  the  defend- 
ant was  contracted,  and  in  law  payable,  in 
the  state  of  New  York. 

yiekoU  V.  Hooper,  61  Vt.  295,  17  Atl.  134 ; 
Croig  v.  Gunn,  67  Vt.  92,  27  L.  R.  A.  511,  30 
Atl.  860;  Martin  v.  Potter,  34  Vt  87 ;  Bragg 
?.  Oaytior.  85  Wis.  468,  21  L.  R.  A.  161,  53 
K.  W.  919. 

It  is  competent  for  the  legislature  to  mod- 
ify the  law  merchant;  and  when  that  law 
conflicts  with  the  statute  the  former  must 
yield. 

The  parties  are  all  before  the  court,  and 
BO  Federal  question  is  involved. 

Cross  V.  Brown,  19  R.  I.  220,  33  Atl.  147; 
Unda  V.  Hoick,  129  Mo.  663,  31  S.  W.  900. 

The  judgment  in  this  suit  is  a  full  protec- 
tion to  the  trustee. 

Holmt^s  V.  Clark,  46  Vt.  22. 

If  Unrd  had  been  notified  of  the  pendency 
of  the  suit  immediately  upon  the  service 
upon  the  trustee,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that 
Hurd  would  not  have  negotiated  the  notes; 
and  if  the  trustee  w^ould  escape  liability,  he 
riK)ald  have  taken  immediate  steps  to  in- 
foim  the  defendant. 

Snright  v.  Beaumond,  68  Vt.  249,  35  Atl. 
57 :  Marsh  v.  Dams,  24  Vt  363 ;  Setoard  v. 
Htflin,  20  Vt  144. 

MvBsoay  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  plaintiff  and  the  trustee  are  residents 
of  this  state,  and  the  defendant  is  a  resident 
of  New  York.  The  indebtedness  on  account 
of  which  the  trustee  was  held  chargeable  in 
the  court  below  was  evidenced  by  two  prom- 
issory notes  executed  by  the  trustee  in  this 
state,  made  payable  to  the  defendant's  order 
at  the  First  National  Bank  of  Hoosic  Falls, 
Kew  York,  and  discounted  by  that  bank  in 
the  regular  course  of  business  before  notice 
of  the  service  of  the  trustee  process  was  re- 
eeived.  It  i«  not  necessary  to  consider  the 
ccnflicting  decisions  concerning  the  location 
of  a  debt  for  purposes  of  attachment  It  is 
held  in  this  state  that  a  resident  trustee  is 
chargeable  upon  a  debt  payable  to  a  nonresi- 
dent in  the  state  of  his  domicil.  yickols  v. 
Hooper,  61  Vt  295,  17  Atl.  134.  In  this 
ease  the  court  expressly  refused  to  be  gov- 
erned by  Toide  ▼.  Wilder,  57  Vt.  622,  say- 
ing there  was  nothing  to  show  upon  what 
point  that  ease  tum^.  In  saying,  as  the 
foart  did  in  Craig  v.  Gunn,  67  Vt  92,  27  L. 
R.  A.  511,  30  Atl.  860,  that  it  found  no  oc- 
easioD  to  depart  from  the  decision  in  Totcle 
1.  Wilder,  it  evidently  assumed  that  the  case 
was  disposed  of  upon  the  question  of  juris- 
diilion  over  the  trustee;  for  Nichols  v. 
Hooper  was  cited  as  determinative  of  the 
other  poinU  involved.  Vt  Stat  §  1306, 
first  provides  generally  that  negotiable  paper 
may  be  attad^od  by  trustee  process  before 
notice  of  transfer.  It  provides  further,  how- 
ever, that  negotiable  paper  actually  trans- 
ferred to  a  bank  in  this  state  before  due  shall 
be  exempt  from  such  attachment  This 
leaves  paper  transferred  to  a  bank  without 
the  state  to  be  governed  by  the  general  pro- 
vision, and  the  trustee  contends  tiiat  this  re- 
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stricted  exemption  works  a  discrimination 
against  national  banks  without  the  state, 
from  which  they  are  protected  by  article  4, 
S  2,  of  the  Federal  Constitution,  and  article 
14,  S  1,  of  the  amendments  thereto.  Al- 
though this  question  is  raised  by  the  trustee, 
and  without  the  bank  bedng  made  a  party,  it 
is  to  be  considered  and  determined  as  if  pre- 
sented by  the  bank  as  claimant  of  the  fund. 
A  trustee  can  defend  upon  the  ground  of 
rights  acquired  by  an  assignee  who  does  not 
appear.  See  Holmes  v.  Clark,  46  Vt.  22.  If 
these  notes  have  become  payable  to  the  bank 
by  virtue  of  a  transfer  which  the  Federal 
Constitution  requires  us  to  recognize,  the 
trustee  cannot  be  held.  Article  4,  §  2,  pro- 
vides that  the  citizens  of  each  state  shall  be 
entitled  to  all  the  privilcffes  and  immunities 
of  citizens  in  the  several  states.  Corpora- 
tions are  not  citizens  within  the  meaning  of 
the  term  as  here  used.  Paul  v.  Virginia,  8 
Wall.  168,  19  L.  ed.  357;  Pembina  Consol, 
Silver  Min.  d  MUl.  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania,  125 
U.  S.  181,  31  L.  ed.  650,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
24,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  737.  It  is  true  that 
many  of  the  reasons  given  for  this  holding 
are  inapplicable  to  corporations  created  by 
act  of  Congress,  and  that  the  rights  of  na- 
tional banks  were  not  involved  in  any  ca^e 
which  asserts  the  rule.  But  the  distinction 
suggested  cannot  be  made  without  ignoring 
the  positive  statement  of  the  cases  cited 
that  the  term  applies  only  to  natural  per- 
sons. Article  14,  $  1,  of  the  amendments 
provides  that  no  state  shall  make  or  enforce 
any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  Or 
immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States. 
It  is  held  in  Orient  Ins,  Co,  v.  Daggs,  172 
U.  S.  557,  43  L.  ed.  552,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  281, 
that  a  corporation  is  not  a  citizen  within  the 
meaning  of  this  provision ;  and  the  extended 
discussion  in  earlier  cases  as  to  what  privi- 
leges and  immunities  were  intended  seems 
to  exclude  the  possibilitv  of  an  exception  in 
favor  of  national  banks.  See  Slaughter- 
House  Cases,  16  Wall.  36,  21  L,  ed.  394.  T^e 
section  last  cited  also  declares  that  no  state 
shall  deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdic- 
tion the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  The 
term  "person,"  as  here  used,  is  held  to  in- 
clude corporations.  Minneapolis  d  St.  L. 
R.  Co,  V.  Bcckwith,  129  U.  S.  26,  32  L.  ed. 
585,  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  207.  But  this  check 
upon  the  state  relates  only  to  persons  "with- 
in its  jurisdiction."  A  corporation  not  cre- 
ated by  this  state,  nor  doing  business  here 
under  conditions  that  subject  it  to  proce.%s 
issuing  from  the  courts  of  this  state,  is  not 
within  jts  jurisdiction.  Blake  v.  McClung, 
172  U.  S.  239,  43  L.  ed.  432,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
166.  It  must  be  remembered,  however,  that 
the  right  of  a  national  bank  to  protection 
from  state  interference  does  not  depend  upon 
its  being  brought  within  any  of  these  provi- 
sions. As  an  inatrumentality  of  the  Fed- 
eral government,  it  is  protected  from  hostile 
legislation  by  the  supremacy  of  the  Federal 
Constitution.  Independently  of  specific  pro- 
hibitions, the  state  has  no  power,  by  taxa- 
tion or  otherwise,  to  retard,  impede,  burden, 
or  in  any  manner  control,  the  operation  of 
constitutional  laws  enacted  to  carry  into  ex- 
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ecuiion  the  powers  vested  in  the  general  gov- 
ernment. McCuUoch  V.  Maryland,  4  Wheat. 
310,  4  L.^ed.  570.  The  state  can  exercise  no 
control  over  a  national  bank,  nor  in  any 
wise  affect  its  operation,  except  as  Congress 
may  permit.  Farmers*  d  51,  Nat.  Ba/iik  v. 
Dearing,  91  U.  S.  29,  23  L.  ed.  190.  But 
there  is  a  well- recognized  limitation  to  the 
protection  which  this  Federal  supremacy  se- 
cures to  a  national  bank.  It  protects  the 
bank  only  from  such  legislation  as  tends  to 
impair  its  utility  as  an  instrumentality  of 
the  Federal  government.  Watte  v.  Dowley, 
94  U.  S.  527,  24  L.  ed.  181.  As  regards  Uie 
oonstruction  of  contracts,  the  acquisition 
and  transfer  of  property,  the  collection  of 
debts,  and  the  liability  to  suit,  the  bank  re- 


n^ains  under  the  control  of  the  state.  First 
Nat,  Bank  v.  Kentucky,  9  Wall.  353,  19  L. 
ed.  701.  Tlie  most  that  can  be  said  of  the 
discrimination  complained  of  is  that  it  ea- 
ables  a  bank  within  the  state  to  discount 
with  safety  paper  whicii  a  bank  without  the 
stat«  could  not  discount  without  risk,  and 
that  to  this  extent  it  operates  as  an  inciden- 
tal restriction  upon  the  business  of  the  lat» 
ter  bank.  It  is  clear  that  this  touches  only 
the  general  business  relations  of  the  bank, 
and  can  have  no  appreciable  effect  upon  ita 
continuance  and  utility  as  an  agent  of  the 
Federal  government.  It  is  not  claimed  that 
our  statute  is  in  conflict  with  any  act  of 
Congress. 
Judgment  affirmed. 
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STATE  of  Wyoming 

r. 

Almoth  0.  WILLINGHAM. 
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1.  PorirRlts  and  frames  manafacinred 
In  another  state  In  conipltance  ifrlth 
orders  taken  by  a  travel! ngr  salesman 

and  shipped  into  the  state  consigned  to  the 
maker,  whereupon  they  are  delivered  by  the 
agent  to  the  persons  ordering  them,  and  the 
price  agreed  upon  at  the  time  the  orders  were 
given  collected,  are  the  subject  of  Interstate 
commerce,  and  such  agent  cannot  be  sub- 
jected to  a  license  tax  by  state  authority, 
since  the  sale  is  made  in  the  state  in  which 
the  home  company  Is  located,  and  not  at  the 
place  of  delivery. 

2.  The  provision  that ,  all  taxation 
shall  be  eqnal  and  uniform,  contained 
in  Const,  art.  1,  f  28,  Is  not  violated  by  an 
ordinance  requiring  the  payment  of  a  license 
tax  by  any  person  or  company  keeping  a  store 
or  selling  any  goods,  wares,  or  merchandise, 
but  excepting  from  its  provisions  merchants 
who  pay  an  annual  tax  on  their  stocks  of 
goods  assessed  according  to  the  revenue  laws 
of  the  city,  and  traveling  agents  who  sell  ex- 
clusively by  sample  or  otherwise  to  regular 
merchants  doing  business  In  the  city,  since 
the  classification  is  a  reasonable  one,  and 
there  is  no  discrimination  between  persons  of 
the  same  class. 

(Noveinber  13,  1900.) 

RESERVATION  by  the  District  Court  for 
Laramie  County  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  questions  arising  upon  an 
appeal  by  defendant  from  conviction  before 
a  justice  of  the  peace  of  violating  an  or- 
dinance of  the  City  of  Cheyenne  relating  to 
the  licensing  of  merchants.  Reversal  recom- 
mended. 


Statement  by  Corn,  J.. 

The  defendant  was  convicted  before  a  Jus- 
tice of  the  peace  of  a  violation  of  an  ordi- 
nance of  the  city  of  Cheyenne  entitled  "An 
Ordinance  Concerning  City  Licenses,"  and 
sentenced  to  pay  a  fine  of  $50  and  costs.  The 
ordinance  is  as  follows: 

"Sec.  1.  That  any  person  or  persons,  com- 
pany or  corporation,  who  shall  directly  or 
indirectly,  keep  a  store,  or  sell,  vend,  or  re- 
tail any  goods,  wares  or  merchandise,  with- 
out being  first  duly  authorized  by  a  license 
as  hereinafter  provided,  the  person  or  per- 
sons, company  or  corporation,  so  ofifending 
shall  be  fined  in  any  sum  not  less  than  fifty 
dollars  nor  more  than  one  hundred  dollars: 
provided,  this  ordinance  shall  not  be  con- 
strued to  apply  to  the  sale  of  goods,  wares, 
or  merchandise  by  merchants  or  other  per- 
sons who  pay  an  annual  tax  upon  such 
goods,  wares,  or  merchandise,  assessed  ac- 
cording to  the  revenue  laws  of  this  city;  pro- 
vided, further,  that  this  ordinanc*e  shall  not 
apply  to  traveling  agents  who  sell  exclusive- 
ly by  sample  or  otherwise*  to  regular  mer- 
chants doing  business  in  this  city. 

"Sec.  2.  That  from  and  after  the  passage 
and  approval  of  this  ordinance  any  person 
or  persons,  company  or  corporations  not  pay- 
ing  an  annual  tax  as  hereinbefore  provided, 
shall  pay  a  license  of  twenty- five  dollars  per 
month:  provided,  that  no  license  shall  be 
issued  for  less  time  than  one  month.'' 

It  appears  that  the  defendant,  as  agent  of 
the  Chicago  Portrait  Company,  a  concern  on- 
gaged  in  the  business  of  making  portraits 
and  picture  frames  in  Chicago,  solicited  or- 
ders in  Cheyenne,  and  the  portraits  and 
frames  ordered  were  subsequently  shipped 
from  Chicago  to  Cheyenne,  being  consigned 
to  the  Chicago  Portrait  Company.    The  de- 


NoTE. — For  authorities  found  in  earlier  vol- 
omes  of  this  series  on  the  business  of  agent  of 
nonresident  as  interstate  commerce,  see  Re 
Spain  (C.  C.  E.  D.  N.  C.)  14  L.  R.  A.  97,  and 
note  on  peddlers  and  drummers  as  related  to 
Interstate  commerce :  Gunn  v.  White  Sewing 
Mach.  Co.  (Ark.)  IS  L.  R.  A.  206:  State  v. 
Phlpps  (Kan.)   18  L.  R.  A.  657  ;  State  v.  Gor- 
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ham  (N.  C.)  25  L.  R.  A.  810 ;  Milan  Mill.  &  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Gorton  (Tenn.)  26  L.  R.  A.  135 :  State  ▼. 
Scott  (Tenn.)  36  L.  R.  A.  461;  Macnaushtan 
Co.  V.  McGIrl  (Mont)  38  L.  R.  A.  367:  Smith 
V.  Jackson  (Tenn.)  47  L.  R.  A.  416 :  Adklns  ▼. 
Richmond  (Va.)  47  L.  R.  A.  583 :  Vtoj  v.  Bp. 
person  (Tenn.)  51  L.  R.  A.  254 ;  and  French  t. 
State  (Tex.)  ante,  160. 
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fendant  was  engaged  in  delivering  them  to 
his  customer 8,  and  collecting  the  prices  agreed 
upon  at  the  time  the  orders  were  given,  when 
he  was  arrested.  The  company  had  no  place 
of  business  in  the  state  of  Wyoming  and  was 
doing  business  in  this  state  only  as  was  be- 
ing done  by  Willingham  at  the  time  of  his  ar- 
rest. The  persons  to  whom  said  portraits 
tnd  frames  were  delivered  were  not  regular 
merchants  doing  business  in  the  city  of  Chey- 
enne paying  taxes  to  the  city,  and  the  defend- 
ant had  no  license.  He  appealed  to  the  dis- 
trict court,  which  has  reserved  certain  ques- 
tions for  the  decision  of  this  court.  The 
qnestions  are  very  long,  and  the  substance 
of  them  is  sufficiently  stated  in  the  opinion 
of  the  court. 

if r.  £•  W*  Mann  for  the  State. 

Messrs.  A.  D.  Gash  and  W.  R.  Stoll,  for 

defendant: 

The  defendant  at  the  time  of  his  arrest 
was  engaged  in  carrying  on  interstate  com- 
merce; and  the  ordinance  in  question,  so  far 
ms  it  applies  to  him,  attempts  a  regulation 
of,  or  imposition  upon,  interstate  commerce, 
and  is  therefore  void. 

Robhina  v.  Shelby  County  Taseing  Dist. 
120  U.  S.  489,  30  L.  ed.  694,  1  Inters.  Com. 
Bep.  45. 7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  692  j  Asher  v.  Texas, 
128  U.  S.  129,  32  L.  ed.  368,  2  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  241,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1;  Stoutenburgh 
T.  Uennick,  129  U.  S.  141,  32  L.  ed.  637,  9 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  256;  Clements  v.  Casper,  4 
Wyo.  494,  35  Pac.  472;  Brennan  v.  Titus- 
ct/fe,  153  U.  S.  289,  38  L.  ed.  719,  4  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  658,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  829;  Re 
Spain,  14  L.  R.  A.  97,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
738,  47  Fed.  208;  Re  Mitchell,  4  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  707,  62  Fed.  576;  Ex  parte  Hough,  5 
Inters.  Com.  Rep.  327,  69  Fed.  330;  Ex  parte 
Holman,  36  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  255,  36  S.  W. 
441 ;  State  v.  Scott,  98  Tenn.  254,  36  L.  R.  A. 
461,  39  S.  W.  1 ;  Talbutt  v.  State,  39  Tex. 
Grim.  Rep.  G4,  44  S.  W.  1091 ;  State  v.  Licht- 
enstein,  44  W.  Va.  99,  28  S.  E.  763 ;  Baxter 
V.  Thomas,  4  Okla.  605,  46  Pac.  479;  State 
ex  rel.  Selliger  v.  OVonnor,  5  N.  D.  629,  67 
N.  W.  824;  State  v.  Rankin,  11  S.  D.  144,  76 
y.  W.  299;  State  v.  Coop,  62  6.  C.  508,  41  L. 
R.  A.  501,  30  S.  E.  609;  Laurens  v.  Elmore, 
55  S.  C.  477,  45  L.  R.  A.  249,  33  S.  E.  560 ; 
Re  Nichols,  48  Fed.  164;  Re  Tyerman,  48 
Fed.  167;  Ames  v.  People,  25  Colo.  508,  65 
Pae.  725. 

It  would  be  absurd  to  say  that  an  agent, 
while  engaged  in  soliciting  orders  for  his 
nonresident  employer,  would  be  engaged  in 
interstate  commerce,  but,  while  delivering 
goods  previously  ordered,  he  would  not  b« 
engaged  in  such  interstate  commerce. 

Qibhons  v.  Ogden,  9  Wheat.  1,  6  L.  ed.  23; 
Brown  ▼.  Maryland,  12  Wheat.  419,  6  L.  ed. 
678;  Passenger  Cases,  7  How.  283,  12  L.  ed. 
702;  Cooley  v.  Philadelphia  Port  Wardens, 
12  How.  299,  13  L.  ed.  996;  Almy  v.  Calif  or- 
mia,  24  How.  169,  16  L.  ed.  644;  Veazie  v. 
Moor,  14  How.  568,  14  L.  ed.  645 ;  Oilman  v. 
Philadelphia,  3  Wall.  713,  18  L.  ed.  96; 
State  Freight  Tax  Case,  15  Wall.  232,  sub 
ROM.  Philadelphia  d  R.  R,  Co.  v.  Pennsyl- 
rania,  21  L.  ed.  146;  Welton  v.  Missouri,  91 
52  L.  EL  Au 


U.  S.  275,  23  L.  ed.  347 ;  Mobile  County  v. 
Kimball,  102  U.  S.  691,  26  L.  ed.  238; 
Olouccsfer  Ferry  Co,  v.  Pennsylvania,  114 
U.  S.  196,  29  L.  ed.  158,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
382,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  826;  Brown  v.  Houston, 
114  U.  S.  622,  29  L.  ed.  257,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1091 ;  Card  well  v.  American  River  Bridge 
Co,  113  U.  S.  205,  28  L.  ed.  959,  5  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  423;  Walling  v.  Michigan,  116  U.  S.  446, 
29  L.  ed.  691,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  454;  Pickard  v. 
Pullman  Southern  Car  Co,  117  U.  S,  34,  29 
L.  ed.  785,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  635;  Wabash,  St. 
L.  d  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Illinois,  118  U.  S.  557,  30 
L.  ed.  244,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  31,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  4 ;  Clements  v.  Casper,  4  Wyo.  494,  35 
Pac.  472 ;  Kennedy  v.  People  use  of  La  Jun- 
ta, 9  Colo.  App.  490,  49  Pac.  373. 

A  state  may  require  a  license  to  engage  in 
any  trade,  business,  or  profession,  but  such 
license  must  be  uniform,  and  not  discrimi? 
nate  in  favor  of  one  class  and  against  anoth- 
er, nor  in  favor  of  its  own  citizens  and 
against  the  citizens  of  other  states,  or  re- 
quire a  license  which  will  constitute  a  regu- 
lation of  interstate  commerce. 

Ames  V.  People,  25  Colo.  508,  55  Pac.  725; 
Buffalo  V.  Reavcy,  37  App.  Div.  228,  55  N. 
Y.  Supp.  792. 

Com,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

There  are  two  principal  questions  pre- 
sented in  this  case:  First,  whether  the  or- 
dinance is  void  because  in  violation  of  the  in- 
terstate commerce  clause  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States;  and,  second,  whether 
it  is  void  as  in  violation  of  the  provision  of 
§  28,  art.  1,  of  our  state  Constitution  that 
'*all  taxation  shall  be  equal  and  uniform." 

The  principles  which  control  the  decision 
of  the  first  question,  with  the  authorities, 
were  set  out  in  a  very  clear  and  well-consid- 
ered opinion  by  Chief  Justice  Groesbeck  in 
the  case  of  Clements  v.  Ca^sper,  4  Wyo.  495, 
35  Pac.  472.  We  do  not  deem  it  necessary 
to  rehearse  the  reasoning  of  the  court  in  that 
case.  But  since  that  decision  was  rendered 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  have 
again  passed  upon  the  question  in  a  case 
.where  the  facts  were  almost  identical  with 
those  in  the  one  before  us.  Brennan  v.  Ti- 
tusville,  153  U.  S.  289,  38  L.  ed.  719,  4  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  658,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  829.  In 
that  case  a  maker  of  portraits  and  picture 
frames  in  Chicago  had  sent  hfs  a^ent  into 
the  state  of  Pennsylvania  to  solicit  orders 
for  pictures  and  picture  frames  by  going  per- 
sonally to  citizens  and  residents  of  that 
state.  Upon  receiving  orders  for  pictures 
and  frames,  the  agent  forwarded  such  orders 
to  the  manufacturer  in  Chicago,  where  the 
goods  were  made  and  shipped  by  him  to  the 
purchasers  in  Titusville,  by  railroad  freight 
or  express,  the  express  companies  or  the 
manufacturer's  agents  collecting  the  price  of 
the  goods,  and  forwarding  the  amounts  to 
him  at  Chicago.  The  ordinance  of  the  city 
of  Titusville  required  that  persons  so  em- 
ployed in  canvassing  or  soliciting  in  the  city 
should  procure  a  license  from  the  mayor, 
paying  therefor  certain  sums  fixed  by  the  or- 
dinance, but  providing  that  its  provisions 
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should  not  apply  to  perBons  selling  by  sam- 
ples to  manufacturers  or  licensed  merchants 
or  dealers  residing  and  doing  business  in 
said  city.  After  examining  the  authorities, 
the  court  decided  that  it  must  be  held  that 
the  license  tax  imposed  upon  the  defendant 
was  a  direct  buraen  upon  interstate  com- 
merce, and  was  therefore  beyond  the  power 
of  the  state.  Those  decisions  are  controlling 
in  this  case,  and  the  ordinance  in  question 
must  be  held  to  be  void,  as  in  conflict  with 
the  interstate  commerce  clause  of  the  Consti- 
tution. 

The  second  proposition,  that  the  ordinance 
is  void  because  in  conflict  with  the  provision 
of  the  Constitution  of  this  state  requiring 
that  "all  taxation  shall  be  equal  and  uni- 
form," stands  upon  entirely  different  ground. 
The  sovereignty  may,  in  the  discretion  of  its 
legislature,  levy  a  tax  on  every  species  of 
property  within  its  jurisdiction,  or,  on  the 
other  hand,  it  may  select  any  particular 
species  of  property^  and  tax  that  only,  if,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  legislature,  that  course  will 
be  wiser.    And  what  is  true  of  property  is 
true  of  privileges  and  occupations  also.    The 
state  may  tax  all,  or  it  may  select  for  taxa- 
tion certain  classes  and  leave  the  others  un- 
taxed.    Considerations  of  general  policy  de- 
termine what  the  selection  shall  be  in  such 
cases,  and  there  is  no  restriction  on  the  pow- 
er of  choice  unless  one  is  imposed  by  Consti- 
tution.    Cooley,  Tax'n,  570.    In  a  number 
of  the  states  it  has  been  held  that  the  con- 
stitutional requirement  of  equality  and  uni- 
formity does  not  apply  at  all  to  the  taxation 
of  occupations,  owing  to  the  fact  that  the 
taxation  of  all  occupations  equally  would 
work  the  greatest  possible  injustice  and  is 
impossible  in  practice.     But,  if  applicable  at 
all,  it  does  not  deprive  the  legislature  of  the 
power  of  dividing  the  objects  of  taxation  in- 
to classes.    It  merely  obliges  the  legisla- 
ture to  impose  an  equal  burden  upon  all 
those  who  find  themselves  in  the  same  class. 
State  V.  Lathrop,  10  La.  Ann.  402.     To  be 
uniform,    taxation    need   not   be   universal. 
Certain  objects  may  be  made  its  subject,  and. 
others  may  be  exempted  from  its  operation; 
certain  occupations  may  be  taxed,  and  others 
not ;  so  some  occupations  may  be  taxed  for  a 
greater  amount,  and  others  for  a  less;  but, 
as  between  the  subjects  of  taxation  in  the 
same  class,  there  must  be  an  equality.   State 
V.  Poydraa,  9  La.  Ann.  168.     As  said  in  a 
Virginia  case:  "The  requisitions  of  the  Con- 
stitution may  be  carried  out  by  a  uniform 
tax  on  licenses  to  persona  following  the  same 
pursuit,  under  the  same  conditions  and  cir- 
cumstances.   A  difference  therein  will  justi- 
fy a  discrimination  in  the  tax."    Slaughter 
V.  Com,  13  Gratt.  776;  Ex  parte  Mirandey 
73  Cal.  373, 14  Pac.  888;  Cooley,  Taxn,  2d  ed. 
169. 

Tested  by  these  rules,  we  are  unable  to 
perceive  that  the  ordinance  conflicts  with  the 
clause  of  the  Constitution  in  question.  There 
is  nothing  unequal  in  classifying  differently 
merchants  who  pay  an  annual  tax  upon  their 
62  L.  R.  A. 


stocks  of  goods  under  the  revenue  laws  of 
the  city  and  those  who  pay  no  such  tax.  But, 
upon  the  contrary,  it  seems  to  be  an  attempt 
to  secure  entire  equality  as  nearly  as  may  be 
by  requiring  each  class  to  contribute  ita 
proportion  to  the  fund  necessary  to  defray 
the  expenses  of  the  city  government.  Nor 
is  there  anything  unreasonable  or  unequal  in 
exempting  from  this  tax  the  traveling  sales- 
men, who  supply  the  regular  merchants,  in 
whole  or  in  part,  with  their  stocks  of  good» 
upon  which  they  pay  taxes  to  the  city.  The 
distinctions  between  the  two  classes  are  ap- 
parent. The  latter  are,  in  a  sense,  the  as- 
sistants and  purveyors  of  the  regular  mer- 
chants, the  goods  sold  by  them  pass  at  once 
into  the  stocks  of  the  merchants  to  be  as- 
sessed for  taxation,  and  any  license  fee  re- 
quired of  them  would  operate  in  a  measure 
as  a  double  tax  upon  the  merchants  who  buy 
from  them ;  while  the  goods  sold  by  the  other 
class  become  at  once  the  personal  belongings 
of  their  customers,  and  inevitably,  in  a  great 
measure,  escape  taxation. 

The  foregoing  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  all 
of  the  voluminous  questions  presented  for 
the  consideration  of  the  court,  except  the 
ninth  and  tenth,  which  may  require  a  sep- 
arate consideration.  The  substiince  of  them 
is.  Did  the  goods,  under  the  circumstances, 
become  a  part  of  the  general  mass  of  prop- 
erty of  /this  state  upon  their  shipment  to^ 
Cheyenne,  and  not  the  subject  of  interstate 
commerce,  and  did  the  delivery  of  them  by 
the  agent  constitute  a  sale?  The  general 
rule  is  that,  in  the  absence  of  special  author- 
ity to  bind  his  principal,  the  drummer  can 
merely  solicit  and  transmit  the  order,  and 
the  contract  of  sale  does  not  become  com- 
plete until  the  order  is  accepted  by  his  prin- 
cipal. Up  to  that  time  the  order  is  a  mere 
proposal,  and  the  place  of  the  contraet  is 
where  the  proposal  is  accepted.  Oill  v. 
Kaufman,  16  Kan.  571;  Burbank  v.  McDuf- 
fee,  65  Me.  135;  McKindly  v.  Dunham,  55 
Wis.  515,  42  Am.  Rep.  740,  13  N.  W.  485. 

From  the  statement  of  facts  in  this  case, 
it  appears  that  the  portraits  and  frames 
were  manufactured  in  compliance  with  the 
order,  and  shipped  to  Cheyenne  for  the  pur- 
pose of  being  delivered  to  the  persons  order- 
ing. Tliis  was  an  acceptance  of  the  order, 
and  it  was  an  Illinois  contract.  The  deliv- 
ery of  the  articles  to  the  persons  ordering 
did  not  constitute  a  sale  by  the  agent  mak- 
ing the  delivery,  but  the  manufacture,  ship- 
ment, and  delivery  of  the  goods  were  simply 
steps  taken  by  the  Chicago  Company  in  the 
performance  of  its  contract.  The  shipment 
of  them  by  the  company  to  itself  at  Chey- 
enne had  no  greater  significance  than  if  they 
had  been  sent  by  the  company  from  one 
of  its  warehouses  to  another  in  the  city  of 
Chicago.  They  were  still  the  subject  of  in- 
terstate commerce,  and  the  arrest  of  tlie 
agent  was  not  authorized  by  law. 


Potter,  CK  J.,  and 


J.,  concur. 
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PaUie  D.  B.  ARRINGTON,  Appt., 

V, 

W.  H.  ARRINGTON. 
(127  N.  C.  190.) 

1.  A  J«dsrmeut  for  alimony,  rendered 
after  npDenrance  of  the  defendant,  is  en- 
UUed  to  fuU  faith  and  credit  under  U.  S. 
Conit.  art.  4,  S  1»  when  an  action  thereon  is 
broQght  in  another  state  for  instalments  of 
alimony  that  have  subsequently  become  due 
noder  the  judgment. 

2.  A  plea  of  the  atatnte  of  llmltatlona 
la  an  action*  on  a  judgment  obtained  In  an- 
other state  is  a  plea  to  the  remedy,  and 
■object  to  the  lew  fori. 

S.  Annnal  lustalments  of  alimony 
whlek  beeamo  dne  and  eollectible 
vnder  a  Jndvment  of  another  state 
BM»re  than  ten  years  before  the  institution  of 
an  action  therefor  are  barred  by  Code,  I 
152,  limiting  actions  on  a  judgment  to  ten 
years  **from  the  date  of  the  rehdition  of 
■aid  judgment  or  decree.*' 

iCiark  and  DougUu,  J  J.,  di8$€ni.) 
(NoYember  20,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Wake  County  in 
favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to 
enforce   a   foreign   judgment   for    alimony. 

JiCV^f  MM*. 

The  facta  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mesar9.  Pomglaaa  A  Simma,  for  appel- 
lant: 

Fall  faitli  and  credit  should  be  given  to 
tKe  judgment  of  another  state  when  it  ap- 
pears from  the  certified  record  thereof  that 
the  court  bad  acquired  jurisdiction  of  the 
parties  and  the  subject-matter;  and  no  de- 
fense is  available  against  it  which  might 
have  been  set  up  in  Qie  court  in  which  the 
judgment  was  rendered. 

Edtcards  v.  Jonea,  113  N.  C.  453,  18  S.  E. 
500. 

By  virtue  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  and  acts  of  Congress  in  pur- 
suance thereof,  the  judgments  of  other  states 
are  put  upon  the  same  footing  as  domestic 
jutigrocnts.  They  are  conclusive  of  all  ques- 
tioDs  inv<^ved  in  them  except  fraud  in  their 
procurement  and  whether  the  parties  were 
properly  before  the  court. 

Miller  ▼.  L&tek,  95  N.  C.  229;  Barber  v. 
Berber,  21  How.  582,  16  L.  ed.  226. 

the  same  effect  is  given  U>  a  judgment 
rendered  in  the  court  ol  one  state,  when  of- 


fered in  evidence  in  this  state,  as  an  exempli- 
fication of  it  would  have  in  another  court  in 
the  state  in  which  it  Mas  rendered. 

MoiTis  V.  Burgess,  116  N.  C.  40,  21  S.  E. 
27. 

In  Illinois  a  decree  for  the  payment  of  ali- 
mony, like  any  other  money  decree,  may  be 
collected  by  execution  where  the  decree  doe& 
not  provide  for  it  being  executed  by  a  mas- 
ter m  chancery  or  a  commissioner;  and  an 
execution  may  issue  precisely  as  upon  a 
judgment  at  law. 

Dinet  v.  Eigenmann,  80  111.  274. 

The  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  be- 
ing a  plea  to  the  remedy  is  determined  by 
the  lea  fori, 

12  Am.  A  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  1492,  and 
notes;  M'Elmoyle  v.  Cohen,  13  Pet.  312,  10 
L.  ed.  177;  N.  C.  Code,  |  152. 

Where  the  decree  for  alimony  orders  that 
it  be  paid  in  instalments,  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations begins  to  run  on  each  instalment  as 
it  falls  due. 

mokes  v.  Sanborn,  45  N.  H.  274. 

.Ifr.  F.  8.  Spmill,  for  appellee: 

In  Illinois  t^e  action  is  in  the  nature  of  a 
proceeding  in  personam,  and  it  is  not  notice- 
of  lis  per^ens,  even  where  the  bill  sets  forth 
the  defendant's  lands,  but  asserts  and  seeks 
no  equitable  remedy  against,  or  right  in  re- 
spect of,  them. 

8app  V.  Wightnian,  103  111.  150. 

In  North  Carolina  if  its  effect  were  to  be 
governed  by  the  laws  of  this  state  it  would 
ordinarily  be  merely  a  judgment  against  the 
husband  in  personam, 

Daniel  v.  Hodges,  87  N.  C.  99. 

It  is  no  lien  under  the  Illinois  law,  iwless 
the  court  specifically  makes  the  allowance  a 
charge  upon  the  land  in  the  decree. 

Storey  v.  Storey,  125  IlL  608,  1  L.  R.  A. 
320,  18  N.  E.  320;  2  Am.  A  Eng.  Enc.  Law,. 
2d  ed.  p.  133,  note  3. 

Nor  is  it  a  charge  in  Illinois  upon  the  per- 
sonalty. 

Yelion  v.  Ilandley,  28  111.  App.  642. 

While  the  courts  of  North  Carolina  by 
comity  recognize  the  validity  of  the  Illinois 
judgment,  a!ud  make  it  effective  as  to  the  per- 
sonal— ^the  marital — ^rights  of  the  plaintiff 
and  defendant,  the  decree  cannot  be  enforced 
in  North  Carolina  as  one  for  alimony  per  se, 
because  no  decree  for  alimony  after  divorce 
a  vinculo  can  be  rendered  here. 

Roqers   v.  \ines,  28    N.  C.   (6    Ired.    L.) 
293;'i)ttffy  v.  Duffy,  120  N.  C.  346,  27  S. 
E.  28. 

The  court  can  make  such  order  as  it  will 


NoTB. — Am  to  effect  of  divorce  In  other  state, 
prior  cases  In  this  series  of  Cummlngton  v. 
Bdchcrtown  (Mass.)  4  L.  R.  A.  131,  and  note; 
Thompson  v.  Thompson  (Ala.)  11  L.  R.  A.  444, 
and  iMie;  Adams  ▼.  Adams  (Mass.)  13  L.  R.  A. 
275;  Keiley  v.  Kelley  (Mass.)  25  L.  R.  A.  806; 
BollodE  ▼.  Bullock  (N.  J.  Eq.)  27  U  R.  A. 
»d:  Hllbish  V.  Battel  (Ind.)  33  L.  R.  A.  783; 
Dsnham  v.  Dunham  (111.)  35  L.  R.  A.  70 ;  Ath- 
«rtoa  V.  Athenon  (N.  Y.)  40  L.  R.  A.  291,  Re- 
Terted  In  181  U.  8.  155,  45  ti  ed.  —,  21  Sup. 
62L.R.  A- 


Ct.  544;  Felt  V.  Felt  (N.  J.  Eq.)  47  L.  R.  A. 
546. 

As  to  validity  of  divorce  granted  by.  court  ot 
foreign  country,  see  prior  case  in  this  series, 
of  St.  Sure  v.  Lindsfelt  (Wis.)  19  L.  R.  A  C15, 
and  note. 

Effect  of  appearance  by  nonresident  to  give 
Jurisdiction  of  divorce  case,  see  prior  cases  in 
this  series,  of  Ellis's  Appeal  (Minn.)  23  L.  R. 
A.  287,  and  note;  Lynda  y.  Lynde  (N.  Y.)  4ft 
L.  R.  A.  670,  Affirmed  in  181  U.  S.  183,  45  L. 
ed.  —,  21  Sup.  Ct.  555. 
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in  respect  of  the  amount  to  be  paid,  i.  e.,  in- 
crease it  or  decrease  it  at  will,  even  if  it 
should  hold  that  alimony  should  be  granted. 

Rogers  v.  Vines,  28  N.  C.  (6  Ired.  L.) 
203;  Alexaiider  v.  Alexander,  13  App.  D.  C. 
334,  45  L.  R.  A.  806;  Robhins  v.  Robbins, 
101  111.  416;  2  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed. 
p.  136,  note  5. 

This  is  not  a  judgment  such  as  precludes 
the  defendant  from  making  any  defenses  to 
it.  It  is  not  in  the  CkxLe  definition :  *'A  fi- 
nal determination  of  the  rights  of  the  par- 
ties." "A  final  decree  is  one  which  fully 
■decides,  and  finally  disposes  of,  the  entire 
merits  of  tlie  cause." 

13  Am.  &,  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  27,  note  2; 
Wheelbei-ger  v.  Knights,  71  IlL  App.  331; 
Fain  v.  Pain,  80  N.  C.  322;  CJiase  v.  In- 
galls,  97  Mass.  524;  Campbell  v.  Campbell, 
57  Wis.  206 ;  Xoyes  v.  Hubbard,  64  Vt.  302, 
15  L.  R.  A.  394,  23  Atl.  727. 

The  court  is  without  power  to  alter  a  final 
decree. 

Bryant  v.  Fmp,  83  III.  11;  13  Am.  &  Eng. 
J^iUc.  Law,  p.  32,  note  3 ;  Lynde  v.  Lynde, 
162  N.  Y.  418,  48  L.  R.  A.  679,  56  N.  E.  979; 
Rorer,  Interstate  Law,  p.  253,  3;  Wharton, 
Confl.  L.  §  804. 

The  defendant  may,  when  it  is  sought  to 
make  it  an  order  or  decree  of  the  courts  of 
^orth  Carolina,  in  so  far  as  it  affects  any- 
thing except  the  marital  property  rights  of 
the  parties,  ofFer  to  the  action  any  defense 
which  he  might  have  offered  had  the  suit 
been  originally  brought  in  North  Carolina. 

Shato  V.  Sha/w,  9  Mich.  164. 

The  plaintiff's  right  is  fixed  by  the  oourt 
of  Illinois,  but  when  she  seeks  to  enforce 
that  right  in  North  Carolina  her  remedy  is 
governed  by  the  law  of  that  forum. 

Armstrong  v.  Best,  112  N.  C.  59,  25  L.  R. 
A.  188,  17  S.  E.  14;  Story,  Confl.  L.  37; 
Bank  of  Augusta  v.  Earle,  13  Pet.  519,  10 
L.  ed.  274. 

The  Illinois  judgment  cannot  be  enforced 
in  North  Carolina  unless  it  has  in  Illinois 
"the  effect  of  a  judgment  at  law  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money." 

Kunze  v.  Kunze,  94  Wis.  54,  68  N.  W.  391. 

A  court  in  which  a  foreign  judgment  is 
asserted  has  a  right  to  inquire  and  deter- 
mine just  what  effect  such  a  judgment  has 
at  home. 

Whitaker  v.  Bramson,  2  Paine,  209,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  17,520;  Stark  v.  Ratcliff,  111  111. 
75. 

And  the  law  of  the  state  where  the  judg- 
ment was  rendered  must  be  proved. 

Hwnlcv  v.  Donoghue,  116  U.  S.  1,  29  L. 
«d.  535,  ^)  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  242. 

An  order  or  decree  for  alimony  is  not  a 
debt. 

Pain  V.  Pain,  80  N.  C.  322;  Ex  parte  Per- 
kins, 18  Cal.  00;  Ex  parte  Murray,  35  Fed. 
496;  Carlton  v.  Carlton,  44  Ga.  216;  Wight- 
man  V.  Wighiman,  45  111.  167 ;  Ballard  v. 
Capcrton,  2  Met.  (Ky.)  412;  Leicis  v.  Leicis, 
80  Ga.  706,  6  S.  E.  918;  Grimm  v.  Gnmm, 
1  E.  D.  Smith,  100 ;  Shcafe  v.  Sheafe,  36  N. 
H.  155;  Andrew  v.  Andrew,  62  Vt.  495,  20 
Atl.  817;  Steller  v.  Steller,  25  Mich.  159. 

The  Illinois  decree  for  alimony  cannot  be 
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enforced  in  North  Carolina  as  a  decree  for 
alimony  per  se. 

Duffy  V.  Duffy,  120  N.  C.  346,  27  S.  E.  28; 
Kunzv  v.  Kunze,  94  Wis.  54,  68  N.  W.  391; 
Barber  v.  Barber,  2  Pinncy  (Wis.)  297. 

The  statute  of  limitations  can  be  pleaded. 

M'Elmoyle  v.  Cohen,  13  Pet.  312,  10  L.  etl. 
177;  Ambler  v.  Whipple,  139  111.  311,  28  N. 
E.  841;  Wren  v.  Moss,  6  111.  560. 

Mr.  B.  H.  Bunn  also  for  appellee. 

Faircloth,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court; 

It  appears  from  the  record  in  this  ca>»e 
that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  mar- 
ried in  North  Carolina  about  1869,  and  that 
they  lived  together  as  man  and  wife  in  said 
state  until  the  year  1879,  when  the  plain- 
tiff removed  to  the  state  of  Illinois,  and  ac- 
quired a  residence  in  that  state;  the  defend- 
ant remaining  a  citizen  of  North  Carolina 
until  the  present  time.     It  also  appears  that 
the  plaintiff,  after  acquiring  her  legal  resi- 
dence in  the  state  of  Illinois,  about  1879  or 
1880,  instituted  an  action  or  bill  for  divorce 
against  the  defendant  in  the  circuit  court  of 
Sangamon  county,  in  said  state  of  Illinois 
(a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction) ,  <kllegin£|^ 
facts  and  matters,  sucn  as  the  violence  and 
cruel  treatment  of  her  husband,  as  would  en- 
title her  in  North  Carolina  to  a  divorce  a 
mcnsa  et  thoro,  which  matters  are  adjudged 
in  the  state  of  Illinois  sufficient  to  authorize 
a  decree  of  dissolution  of  the  bonds  of  matri- 
mony; that  is,  a  divorce  a  vinculo.    After 
notice  by  publication,  etc.,  the  defendant  ap- 
peared in  said  proceeding  by  an  attorney; 
and  in  November,  1881,  it  was  adjudged  and 
decreed  in  said  proceeding  that  the  plaintiff 
be  divorced  and  separated  from  the  bonds  of 
matrimony  theretofore  existing  between  her 
and  her  husband,  the  defendant  therein,  and 
that  she  have  the  care,  custody,  and  educa- 
tion of  their  children.     It  was  also  adjudged 
that  the  defendant  pay  to  the  complainant 
for  her  alimony  and  maintenance,  annually, 
the  sum  of  $154,  until  the  further  order  of 
the  court  (said  payments  beginning  and  dat- 
ing from  June  1,  1879,  and  to  be  payable 
semiannually) ,  and  that  the  defendant  also 
pay  annually  to  the  complainant  $300  for 
the  care,  custody,  support,  and  education  of 
their    children,  payaJ>Ie   semiannually  until 
the  further  order  of  the  court  ( said  last  pay- 
ment to  begin  and  date  from  June  1,  1879). 
The  plaintiff,  now  a  resident  of  North  Caro- 
lina,   brought   this   action    to   recover    the 
amount  due  on  said  Illinois  judgment,  al- 
leging nonpayment  of  the  same,  and  files  a 
duly  authenticated  transcript  of  said  record 
and  judgment  in  this  action.    The  effect  of 
this  judgment  on  the  property  rights  of  the 
plaintiff  was  before  this  court  in  1889,  in 
Arrington  v.  Arrington,  102  N.  C.  491,  9  S. 
K.  200,  and  it  was  held  that  said  Illinois 
judgment  of  divorce  was  valid  and  binding. 
In  the  present  action,  among  other  defensof^^ 
the  defendant  relies  on  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations.    At  the   trial,  when   the   pleadinjv.s 
were  read,  his  honor  was  of  opinion  that  the 
plaintiff's  action  wa^  barred  by  the  statut«» 
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and  thereupon  the  plaintiff  took  a  nonsuit 
and  appealed. 

It  is  admit t«d  that  hy  the  law  of  Illinois 
alimony  may  be  allowed  when  an  absolute 
divorce  a  vinculo  is  granted.  We  might  dis- 
pose of  this  appeal  on  this  simple  ruling, 
bat  another  question  is  important  to  be  set- 
tled and  understood,  to  which  the  arguments 
were  chiefly  addressed,  and  we  feel  that  it  is 
proper  to  consider  it.  That  question  is, 
What  is  the  force  and  effect  of  said  judg- 
ment when  sued  upon  in  North  Carolina, 
where  both  parties  now  reside.  Is  it  res  judi- 
cata and  binding  on  the  parties,  or  can  the 
defendant  now  plead  to  the  merits  of  the 
orij^inal  cauiie  of  action?  This  depends  upoa 
the  construction  given  to  art.  4,  S  1,  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  in 
these  words:  "Full  faith  and  credit  shall 
be  giren  in  each  state  to  the  public  acts,  rec- 
ords and  judicial  proceedings  of  every  other 
state.  And  the  Congress  may  by  general 
laws  prescribe  the  manner  in  which  such 
acts  records  and  proceedings  shall  be  proved, 
and  the  effect  tiiereof."  By  the  act  of  May 
26, 1790,  chap.  11,  Congress  provided  for  the 
mode  of  authenticating  the  records  and  ju- 
dicial proceedings  of  the  state  courts,  and 
then  further  declared  that  "the  records  and 
judicial  proceedings  authenticated  aa  afore- 
said, shall  have  such  faith  and  credit  given 
to  them  in  every  court  within  the  United 
States  as  they  have  by  law  or  usage  in  the 
courts  of  the  state  from  whence  the  said 
records  are  or  shall  be  taken."  At  common 
law  the  judicial  proceedings,  etc.,  of  foreigu 
nations  are  not  taken  notice  of,  nor  admitted 
as  of  course,  by  our  courts.  They  must  be 
proved  like  other  facta  when  brought 
into  controversy  in  any  suit  Whatever  re- 
ITird  for  them  has  been  shown  is  the  result 
of  treaty  or  mere  comity.  In  the  American 
eolonies,  before  the  adoption  of  our  Consti- 
totion,  there  was  no  uniform  rule  as  to  judg- 
ments in  other  colonies.  Some  of  the  colo- 
nial courts  held  these  judgments  conclusive; 
some  held  that  they  were  not;  some,  iJiat 
they  were  prima  facie  valid,  open  to  be  con- 
troverted by  new  proofs,  etc.  So  that  there 
va.%  little  or  no  extraterritorial  force  or  ef- 
fect given  to  foreign  or  domestic  judgments. 
The  latter  were  uniformly  held  conclusive  on 
the  parties  in  the  colony  or  state  in  which 
they  were  rendered,  and  not  open  to  be  con- 
troverted or  impeached  with  new  proofs. 
Xo  one  will  fail  to  see  how  inconvenient 
this  system,  before  the  adoption  of  our  Con- 
stitution, must  have  been,  and  the  attending 
dinger  of  the  grossest  injustice.  Suppose  a 
jud^nnent  in  one  state,  in  a  court  having 
jurisdiction,  after  a  trial  and  verdict  by  a 
jury  upon  a  contract,  or  for  a  trespass  or 
other  juj^t  cause  of  action,  in  a  place  where 
all  the  witnesses  lived,  and  after  a  while  the 
defendant  should  reside  in  another  state,  and 
material  witnesses  should  die  or  remove,  so 
that  their  testimony  could  not  be  had,  and 
the  defendant  in  a  new  suit  could  controvert 
anew  all  tlie  facts  found  by  the  jury  in  the 
oripnal  suit,  and  so  again  and  again ;  there 
ouuld  be  no  certainty  of  any  just  redress  to 
the  plaintiff.  It  muat  have  been  the  purpose, 
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therefore,  of  the  Constitution  (art.  4,  S  l)t 
with  appropriate  legislation,  to  suppress  this 
irritation  and  mischief  between  citizens  of 
different  states,  hy  declaring  that  full  faith 
and  credit  should  be  given  to  the  judicial  pro- 
ceedings, etc.,  of  every  other  state.  Any 
other  interpretation  would  give  no  efficacy 
to  that  clause,  and  leave  suitors  in  the  same 
condition  as  they  were  before  art.  4,  §  1,  was 
adopted. 

In  1813  the  question  was  presented  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  MUle 
V.  Duryee,  7  Cranch,  481,  3  L.  ed.  411,  and 
it  was  held  that  "nil  debet  is  not  a  good  plea 
to  an  action  founded  on  a  judgment  of  an- 
other state."  There  a  valid  judgment  had 
been  rendered  in  New  York  state,  and  upon 
the  certided  copy  a  suit  was  instituted  in  the 
District  of  Columbia.  Story,  J.,  for  the 
court,  said :  "It  is  argued  that  this  act  pro- 
vides only  for  the  admission  of  such  records 
as  evidence,  but  does  not  declare  the  effect 
of  such  evidence  when  admitted.  This 
argument  cannot  be  supported.  The  act 
dedares  that  the  record,  duly  authenticated, 
shall  have  such  faith  and  credit  as  it  has  in 
the  state  court  from  whence  it  is  taken.  If 
in  such  court  it  has  the  faith  and  credit  of 
evidence  of  the  highest  nature,  viz.,  record 
evidence,  it  must  have  the  same  faith  and 
credit  in  every  other  court.  Congress  has 
therefore  declared  the  effect  of  the  record 
by  declaring  what  faith  and  credit  shall  be 
given  to  it.  .  .  .  Another  objection  is 
that  the  act  cannot  have  the  effect  contended 
for,  because  it  does  not  enable  the  courts  of 
another  state  to  issue  executions  directly  on 
the  original  judgment.  This  objection,  if  it 
were  valid,  would  equally  apply  to  every 
other  court  of  the  same  state  where  the  judg- 
ment was  rendered.  But  it  has  no  founda- 
tion. The  right  of  a  court  to  issue  execu- 
tion depends  upon  its  own  powers  and  organ- 
ization. Its  judgments  may  be  complete 
and  perfect  and  have  full  effect  independent 
of  the  right  to  issue  execution.'*  "A  decree 
for  the  payment  of  alimony,  like  any  other 
money  decree,  may  be  collected  by  execution, 
where  the  decree  does  not  provide  for  its 
being  executed  by  a  master  in  chancery  or 
a  commissioner.  An  execution  may  issue 
precisely  as  upon  a  judgment  at  law." 
Dinet  v.  IHgenmann,  80  III.  274.  In  1818 
the  question  came  up  in  Hampton  v. 
M'ConneU,  3  Wheat.  234,  4  L.  ed.  378,  where 
Marshall,  Ch.  J.,  said:  "This  is  precisely 
the  same  case  as  that  of  Mills  v.  Duryee^  7 
Cranch,  481,  3  L.  ed.  411.  .  .  .  The  doc- 
trine there  held  was  that  the  judgment  of 
a  stete  court  should  have  the  same  credit, 
validity,  and  effect  in  every  other  court  in 
the  United  Stetes  which  it  had  in  the  state 
whore  it  was  pronounced,  and  that  whatever 
pleas  would  be  good  to  a  suit  thereon  in  such 
state,  and  none  others,  could  be  pleaded  in 
any  other  court  in  the  United  States."  The 
same  conclusion  is  reached  in  Af '  Elmoyle  v. 
Cohen,  13  Pet.  312.  !0  L.  ed.  177:  Christmas 
V.  Russell,  5  Wall.  303,  18  L.  ed.  475;  and 
Cheever  v.  ir-.Von,  9  Wall.  123,  19  L.  ed. 
008:  and  otliera. 

The  question  and  the  authorities  are  re- 
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viewed  in  Barber  v.  Barber,  21  How.  582, 
16  L.  ed.  220.  The  parties  resided  in  New 
York,  where  a  decree  of  s^aration  a  mensa 
el  thoro  was  entered.  It  was  also  adjudged 
that,  for  the  purpose  of  maintenance  of  Mrs. 
F-arber,  there  should  be  allowed  and  paid  to 
her  by  the  defendant,  in  quarterly  instal- 
ments, the  annual  sum  of  $300  in  each  and 
e>'ery  year,  from  the  day  the  bill  was  filed, 
during  her  life,  and  in  case  it  waa  not  so 
paid  the  quarterly  payments  should  bear 
interest  as  they  respectively  became  due,  and 
that  execution  might  issue  therefor  to- 
ties  quo  ties.  It  was  also  decreed  that  the 
defendant  should  pay  forthwith  $960,  being 
the  alimony  retrospectively  due,  and  the 
plaintiff  should  have  execution  therefor. 
Soon  after  the  decree  of  divorce  and  for  ali- 
mony was  made,  the  defendant  removed  to 
the  state  of  Wisconsin,  without  paying  any 
of  the  alimony  due;  and,  upon  a  duly-au- 
thenticated transcript  of  the  papers  in  that 
suit,  a  suit  was  instituted  in  Wisconsin  for 
the  amount  of  the  alimony  due  by  the  de- 
fendant. The  case  went  to  a  hearing  on  the 
pleadings  and  proofs,  and  a  judgment  was 
entered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  according  to 
the  judgment  in  New  York;  and  on  appeal 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  Statee  held 
that  the  court  of  Wisconsin  had  committed 
no  error  in  sustaining  its  jurisdiction,  nor 
in  the  decree  which  it  had  made.  In  this 
case  the  court  remarks:  "The  parties  to  a 
cause  for  a  divorce  and  for  alimony  are  as 
much  bound  by  a  decree  for  both  which  has 
been  given  by  one  of  our  state  courts  hav- 
ing jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  and 
over  the  parties  as  the  same  parties  would 
be  if  the  decree  had  been  given  in  the  ec- 
clesiastical court  of  England.  The  decree  in 
both  is  a  judgment  of  record,  and  will  be 
received  aa  such  by  other  courts.  And  such 
a  judgment  or  decree  rendered  in  any  state 
of  the  United  States,  the  court  having  juris- 
diction, will  be  carried  into  judgment  in 
any  other  state,  to  have  there  the  same  bind- 
ing force  that  it  has  in  the  state  in  which  it 
wa»  originally  given."  When  the  marital 
ton^rol  and  protection  have  been  lost  by  a 
judgment  of  divorce,  a  decree  for  alimony 
"becomes  a  judicial  debt  of  record  against 
the  husband,  which  may  be  enforced  by  ex- 
ecution or  attachment  against  his  person, 
issuing  from  the  court  which  gave  the  de- 
cree; and  when  that  cannot  be  done,  on  ac- 
count of  the  husband  having  left  or  fled 
from  that  jurisdiction  to  another,  where  the 
process  of  that  court  cannot  reach  him,  the 
wife,  by  her  next  friend,  may  sue  him  wher- 
ever he  may  be  found,  or  where  he  shall 
have  acquired  a  new  domicil,  for  the  pur-, 
pose  of  recovering  the  alimony  due  to  her, 
or  to  carry  the  decree  into  a  judgment  there 
with  the  same  effect  that  it  has  in  the  state 
in  which  the  decree  was  given.  Alimony  de- 
creed to  a  wife  in  a  divorce  of  separation 
from  bed  and  board  is  as  much  a  debt  of 
record,  until  the  decree  has  been  recalled,  as 
any  other  judgment  for  money  is."  21 
How.  595,  16  L.  ed.  230.  This  doctrine  has 
been  expressly  declared  in  several  of  our 
states. 
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In  the  cases  dted  it  appears  that  decrees 
for  alimony  due  and  collectible  in  futuro  by 
instalmenta  annually  are  as  efficacious  and 
binding  on  the  parties  as  if  they  were  col- 
lectible as  soon  as  they  are  recorded.  From 
the  authorities  we  have  examined,  it  seema 
to  be  assumed  that  either  party,  upon  & 
change  of  circumstances,  may  move  m  the 
court  that  made  the  decree  to  have  the  de- 
cree modified  or  discharged,  as  may  aeem 
proper  in  the  opinion  of  Siat  court.  In  har- 
mony with  the  foregoing  authorities  are 
several  ca.Hcs  in  North  Carolina.  Irby  v. 
Wilson,  21  N.  C.  (1  Dev.  A  B.  Eq.)  578; 
Davidson  v.  Bharpe,  28  N.  C.  (6  Ired.  L.) 
14;  Miller  v.  Leach,  95  N.  C.  229;.  Walton 
V.  Sugg,  61  N.  C.  (Phill.  L.)  98,  93  Am. 
Dec  580.  In  these  cases  the  conclusive  ef- 
fect of  the  judgment  rendered  in  another 
state  is  recognized,  holding  that  the  record, 
properly  authenticated,  is  the  highest  and 
moAt  conclusive  evidence.  In  all  cases  where 
the  defendant  is  not  served  with  legal  notice, 
and  not  present  in  person  or  by  attorney,  the 
original  judgment  in  another  state  is  a  nul- 
lity. 

2.  As  to  the  statute  of  limitations:  Tliis, 
as  we  understand  the  record,  is  the  only^ 
question  on  which  his  honor  intimated  an 
opinion.  The  plea  of  the  statute,  in  an  ac- 
tion in  our  state  on  a  judgment  obtained  in 
another  state,  is  a  plea  to  the  remedy,  and 
consequently  the  lex  fori  must  prevail  in 
.such  an  action.  M^Elmoyle  v.  Cohen,  13  Pet- 
312,  10  L,  ed.  177.  That,  in  North  Carolina, 
is  the  ten  years*  statute.  Code,  §  162.  The 
language  is,  "from  the  date  of  the  rendition 
of  said  judgment  or  decree."  That  must  re- 
fer to  a  judgment  which  is  at  once  due  and 
collectible.  It  cannot  reasonably  intend  a 
judgment  which  in  terms  is  not  due  and  col- 
lectible until  a  future  day,  without  present- 
ing the  absurdity  of  a  statute  barring  or 
running  against  a  judgment  debt  before  the 
debt  is  due  or  collectible.  We  are  of  the 
opinion,  therefore,  that  the  annual  sums  ad- 
judged in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  which  became 
due  and  collectible  more  than  ten  years  be- 
fore the  institution  of  this  action  are  barred 
by  the  Code,  $  152,  and  that  those  that  be- 
came due  within  the  ten  years  are  not  barred. 

Error. 

Clark,  J.,  dissenting: 

This  is  an  action  for  $7,836,  allied  to  be 
due  for  arrearages  of  alimony  upon  a  judg- 
ment rendered  in  an  Illinois  court  November, 
1880,  decreeing  an  absolute  divorce,  and  the 
payment  of  $154  alimony  annually,  and  $300 
annually  for  support  of  the  children  awarded 
to  the  custody  of  the  wife.  The  laws  of  this 
state  do  not  recognize  alimony  after  the 
grant  of  an  absolute  divorce,  and,  in  the 
nature  of  things,  the  children,  or  most  of 
them,  mu<(t  long  since  have  become  of  age.  Be- 
ftivles.  by  the  universal  law,  that  part  of  the 
judgment  which  is  for  alimony  and  main- 
tenance of  the  children  is  subject  to  modifl- 
c'ltion  by  the  court  at  any  time,  and  is  there^ 
fore  interlocutory,  and  not  a  final  judgment, 
upon  which  alone  an  action  can  be  broug:ht 
in  the.  court  of  another  state.     In  a  verj 
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recent  and  well-considered  opinion  {Lynde  v. 
lym^e,  162  N.  Y.  405,  48  L.  R.  A.  679,  56 
X.  E.  979)  the  oourt  of  appeals  of  New 
York  held,  affirming  41  App.  Div.  280;  58  N. 
Y.  Supp.  567,  that  while  a  decree  for  alimony 
in  a  lump  sum,  or  paat  alimony,  is  a  final 
jadgnient,  upon  which  an  action  can  be 
brought  in  the  courts  of  another  state,  a 
jiidgiiient  lor  payment  of  alimony  in  the 
future  is  not  such  a  judgment  that  action 
can  be  maintained  upon  it  in  the  courts  of 
another  state.  The  reasoning  and  the  au- 
thorities cited  in  this  case  (162  N.  Y.  41S- 
420,  48  L.  R.  A.  684,  685,  56  K.  £.  983, 
9S4.  and  cases  there  cited)  leave  nothing  to 
be  added.  For  these  reasons,  it  is  clear  that 
the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action. 

Without  citing  further  autliorities  upon 
propositions  which  would  seem  self-evident, 
the  judge  below  followed  the  plain,  unam- 
biffuous  language  of  the  statute,  when  he 
h^'ld  the  cause  of  action  barred  by  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations.  Code,  §  152  ( 1 ) .  bars  an 
action  after  ten  years  "upon  a  judgment  or 
decree  of  any  court  of  this  state,  or  of  the 
United  States,  or  of  any  state  or  territory 
thereof,  from  the  date  of  the  rendition  of 
the  said  judgment  or  decree."  The  date  of 
the  rendition  of  the  judgment  in  Illinois 
sued  on  is  November  10,  1880,  and  the  date 
of  the  summons  in  this  action  is  March  27, 
1899.  This  leaves  no  room  for  argument. 
There  is  no  exception  in  the  statute  as  to 
judgments  upon  which  executions  are  to  is- 
sue at  stated  periods  thereafter,  nor  as  to 
decrees  in  divorce,  or  any  other  kinds  of 
decrees.  Hie  statute  may  be  defective,  in 
that  it  did  not  except  some  judgments  from 
thli  limitation,  or  did  not  provide  that,  as 
to  judgments  framed  like  this,  the  statute 
should  not  run  from  the  rendition    of    the 


judgment,  but  from  the  falling  due  of  each 
payment.  But,  as  this  court  once  justly 
observed  through  Judge  Daniel,  "We  cannot 
be  wiser  than  the  law."  The  court  has  no 
legislative  authority.  It  cannot  put  into 
tlie  statute  word%  which  the  lawmaking 
power  did  not  put  there,  nor  amend  it  be- 
cause we  may  think  the  general  assembly 
might  have  written  the  law  differently  if  its 
attention  had  been  called  to  this  case,  as  to 
which  our  opinion  might  be  at  fault.  The 
language  of  the  statute  bars  actions  on  all 
judgments  after  the  lapse  of  ten  years  "from 
the  date  of  the  rendition  of  said  judgment," 
not  from  the  date  of  its  performance.  The 
plaintiff  could  have  sued  on  the  judgment 
within  ten  years  from  its  rendition,  Novem- 
ber 10,  1880,  and,  not  having  chosen  to  do 
so,  she  is  barred  by  tlie  statute  from  bring- 
ing this  action,  which  is  upon  that  judg- 
ment. A  state  statute  of  limitations  is  a  bar 
to  an  action  in  a  state  court  upon  a  judg- 
ment rendered  in  a  court  of  the  United 
States  or  of  another  state.  M'Elmoyle  v. 
('ohcn,  13  Pet.  312,  10  L.  ed.  177;  13  Am.  k 
Eng.  Enc.  L»w,  2d  ed.  p.  1033,  note  3.  It 
is  the  statute  of  limitations  of  the  state  in 
which  the  action  is  brought  which  governs, 
and  not  that  of  the  state  in  which  the  judg- 
ment sued  on  is  rendered.  M'Elmoyle  v. 
Cohen,  13  Pet.  312,  10  L.  ed.  177 ;  13  Am.  k 
Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  1033,  note  5; 
An*6/«T  V.  Whipple,  139  III.  311,  28  N.  E. 
841.  The  North  Carolina  statute  contains  no 
exception.  It  is  too  plain  to  be  misunder- 
stood by  anyone,  and  the  court  has  no  power 
to  correct  or  amend  it,  as  if  the  act  of  the 
general  assembly  were  the  action  of  a  subor- 
dinate court. 

Douglas,  J.,   concurs   in   the   dissenting 
opinion. 
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The  omrncr  of  n  stenm  roller  will  be 
liable  for  Injuries  eavsed  by  the 
easlneer's  nefcleet  to  warn  travelers  of 
tbe  danger  of  escaping  steam,  where  he  hires 
and  has  power  to  discharge  the  engineer, 
and  pays  his  wages,  although  the  roller  has 

Note. — As  to  which  of  two  or  more  persons 
Is  the  master  of  another  who  is  conceded  to 
te  the  servant  of  one  of  them,  see  prior  cases 
in  this  series,  of  Hardy  y.  Shedden  Co.  (C.  C. 
Am).  6th  C.)  87  L.  B.  A.  33,  and  note;  Chan- 
BOB  V.  8anford  Co.  (Conn.)  41  L.  R.  A.  200; 
<«agnon  v.  Dana  (N.  H.)  41  L.  R.  A.  389; 
Murray  ▼.  Dwight  (N.  Y.)  48  L.  R.  A.  673. 

For  lairfniness  of  use  of  steam-traotlon  en- 
floe  Ic  highway,  see  prior  case  In  this  series, 
of  Com!  ▼.  Allen  (Pa.)  16  L.  R.  A.  148,  and 
note. 
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been  hired  by  the  day  to  a  municipality  for 
use  upon  Its  streets,  and  its  officers  direct 
where  the  roller  shall  be  used. 


(December  27,  1900. •) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  corporation  from 
a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  for 
Alameda  C'ounty  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an 
action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  per- 
sonal injuries  caused  by  negligence  for  which 
defendant  was  alleged  to  be  responsible. 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

Messrs,  Cl&iokerins,  Tliomas,  SB 
Oregory  and  B.  MoFadden,  for  appel- 
lants : 


*A  de^'islon  was  reached,  and  an  opinion 
handed  down,  in  this  case  In  department  on 
May  21,  1900.  A  rehearing  was  subsequently 
granted,  after  which  the  opinion  published  here- 
with was  handed  down,  superseding  the  former 
one,  and  making  It  of  no  value. 
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If  there  is  any  liabiKty  for  the  accident 
it  Ib  that  of  the  city  of  OfUcIand,  and  not  the 
California  Improvement  Company. 

Conger  was  not  the  servant  of  the  com- 
pany for  the  particular  work  in  question. 
The  test  is  us  to  the  person  having  the  pow- 
er of  supervision  over  the  servant's  conduct. 

Cotter  V.  Lindgren,  106  Cal.  602,  39  Pac. 
950;  Cuughlan  v.  Cambridge,  166  Mass.  268, 
44  N.  E.  218;  Clapp  v.  Kemp,  122  Mass.  481 ; 
Smith  V.  Belshaw,  89  Cal.  427,  26  Pac.  834; 
Morse  v.  Richmond,  41  Vt.  445,  98  Am.  Dec. 
600;  Dtmovan  v.  Laing,  W.  d  D.  Conatr. 
Syndicate  [1893]  1  Q.  B.  629;  Miller  v. 
Minnesota  d  A'.  W.  H,  Co,  76  Iowa,  655,  39 
N.  W.  188:  Byrne  v.  Kansas  City,  Ft,  8.  d 
M.  R.  Co.  24  h.  R.  A.  693,  9  C.  C.  A.  666, 
22  U.  S.  App.  220,  61  Fed.  605;  Powell  v. 
Virginia  Constr.  Co.  88  Tenn.  692,  13  S.  W. 
691. 

On  petition  for  rehearing. 

The  substantial  grounds  upon  which  the 
appellants  have  always  relied  in  this  case 
have  never  received  the  attention  of  this 
court. 

There  was  no  duty  imposed  upon  the  en- 
gineer to  warn  plaintiff,  because  the  emis- 
sion of  steam  through  the  safety  valve  was 
one  of  the  ordinary  noises  which  are  in- 
evitable in  the  management  of  any  steam  en- 
gine, and  quite  beyond  the  control  of  the 
engineer. 

Hahn  v.  Southern  P.  R.  Co.  51  Cal.  605; 
Omaha  d  R.  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Clarke,  39  Neb. 
65,  23  L.  R.  A.  507,  57  N.  W.  645;  Houcard 
▼.  Union  Freight  R.  Co.  156  Mass.  159,  30 
N.  E.  479;  Duvall  \.  Baltimore  d  0.  R.  Co. 
73  Md.  510,  21  Atl.  496;  Wabash,  St.  L.  d 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Farver,  111  Ind.  196,  60  Am. 
Rep.  696,  12  N.  E.  296;  McCerrin  v.  Ala- 
bama d  V.  R.  Co.  72  Miss.  1013,  18  So.  420; 
Scaggs  v.  Delaware  d  E.  Canal  Co.  145  N. 
Y.  201,  39  N.  E.  716;  Detoey  v.  Chicago,  M. 
d  St.  P.  R.  Co.  99  Wis.  465,  76  N.  W.  74. 

In  no  event  could  the  presence  of  such  a 
watchman  have  helped  the  plaintiff  in  this 
case,  because  he  had  many  times  seen  this 
roller,  knew  just  where  it  was,  and  on  this 
occasion  had  seen  it  working  from  the  time 
he  reached  the  top  of  the  hill  several  blocks 
away. 

Howard  v.  Union  Freight  Co.  156  Mass. 
159,  30  N.  E.  479;  Wabash,  St.  L.  d  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  Farver,  111  Ind.  195,  60  Am.  Rep.  696, 
12  N.  B.  296. 

A  steam  roller  is  not  an  unlawful  object 
upon  a  public  street. 

Maanum  v.  Madison,  104  Wis.  272,  80  N. 
W.  691 ;  Macomber  v.  Nichols,  34  Mich.  212; 
Wilson  V.  New  York  C.  d  H.  R.  R.  Co.  41 
App.  Div.  30,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  617. 

Messrs.  Pringle  ft  Pringle,  for  respond- 
ent: 

The  attempt  to  place  the  liability  for  the 
accident  on  the  city  of  Oakland  is  not  sound. 
The  engineer  was  the  servant  of  the  defend- 
ant California  Improvement  Company,  em- 
ployed and  paid  by  it. 

Cotter  v.  lAndgren,  106  Cal.  602:  Whar- 
ton, Neg.  §  173 :  Coyle  v.  Pierrepont,  37  Hun, 
379;  Hulf  v.  Ford,  126  Mass.  24,  30  Am. 
Rep.  645;  Ames  v.  Jordan,  71  Me.  540,  36 
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Am.  Rep.  352;  Oerlach  v.  Edelmcyer,  88  N. 
Y.  645;  Du  Pratt  v.  Lick,  38  Cal.  691;  Bo»- 
well  V.  Laird,  S  Cal.  469,  68  Am.  Dec.  345. 

If  this  action  had  been  brought  against 
the  city  of  Oakland  the  city's  answer  would 
have  been  that  the  execution  of  the  superin- 
tendent's directions  was  not  the  direct  cause 
of  the  accident. 

Taylor  v.  Baldwin,  78  Cal.  522,  21  Pac. 
124;  Oakland  Bank  of  Savings  v.  Murfey,  68- 
Cal.  462,  9  Pac.  843;  Craven  v.  Central  P.  R. 
Co.  72  Cal.  347,  13  Pac.  878;  Lewis  v.  Flint 
d  P.  M.  R.  Co.  54  Mich.  66,  19  X.  W.  744 ; 
Chidcster  v.  Consolidated  People's  Ditch  Co, 
53  Cal.  56 :  Durgin  v.  Neal,  82  Cal.  595,  2;^ 
Pac.  133,  375. 

Van  Dyke,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Action  for  personal  injury.  The  trial 
was  by  the  court  without  a  jury.  PlaintifiT 
had  judgment,  from  which,  and  from  an  or- 
der denying  their  motion  for  ai  new  trial, 
defendants  appeal. 

The  court  found  that  defendant  Conger 
was,  on  the  4th  day  of  March,  1896,  employed 
by  the  defendant  California  Improvement 
Company  as  engineer  to  manage  a  steam 
roller  owned  by  said  company,  and  used  bj 
it  in  rolling  and  leveling  streets.  The  said 
roller  was  then  in  the  use  of  the  city  of  Oak- 
land ;  the  same,  with  the  engineer  in  charge, 
having  been  hired  by  the  city  of  Oakland 
from  the  defendant  California  Improvement 
Company.  At  the  time  that  the  accident  oc- 
curred the  roller  was  being  used  under  the 
direction  of  the  superintendent  of  streets  of 
-the  city  of  Oakland  in  rolling  and  leveling' 
Iwelfth  street  where  it  forms  a  dam  at  the 
lower  end  of  Lake  Merritt:  and  the  court 
finds  that  at  that  time  said  Twelfth  street 
was  the  only  safe  public  highway  for  the 
passage  of  vehicles  between  the  eai»tern  and 
central  parts  of  Oakland,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  then  driving  a  well-trained,  steady, 
and  reliable  horse  on  said  street.  "While 
the  defendant  Conger  was  in  charge  of  said 
engine,  and  standing  thereon,  and  m  control 
thereof,  steam  escaped  from  the  engine 
through  the  safety  valve  in  front  of  plain- 
tiff^s  horse.  It  had  been  necessary  to  gen- 
erate all  the  steam  which  the  engine  could 
safely  carry,  and  the  defendant  Conger  had 
wrongfully  and  carelessly  failed  and  neglect- 
ed to  give  any  warning  of  the  said  letting- 
off  of  steam,  or  that  there  was  any  danger 
of  its  escape  through  the  safety  valve,  al- 
though he  (the  said  defendant)  saw  the  dan- 
ger to  the  plaintiff,  and  had  the  opportunity 
and  power  to  give  him  warning  thereof :  and 
the  escaping  of  the  steam  so  frightened  the 
plaintiff's  horse  that  it  became  unmanagea- 
ble, and  wheeled  short  around,  and  tilted 
over  plaintiff's  cart,  and  the  plaintiff,  with- 
out any  fault  on  his  part,  was  thrown  out, 
and  dashed  violently  upon  the  ground.*'  The 
main  contention  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
company  was  and  is  that  the  injury  to  the 
plaintiff  was  not  caused  by  its  n^igence*. 
but,  if  it  resulted  from  any  negligence,  it 
was  upon  the  part  of  the  city  of  Oakland. 
But  the  court  below  foXind  that  said  defend- 
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ant  California  Improvement  Company  had 
selected  the  said  engineer,  and  his  services 
vere  to  be  paid  by  said  company,  and  Haid 
company  bad  the  right  to  remove  him ;  that 
the  relation  of  master  and  servant  existed 
between  said  defendant  company  and  the  de- 
fendant Conger,  and  not  between  the  city  of 
Oakland  and  defendant  Conger.     The  testi- 
mcnj  supports  the  finding  and  conclusion  of 
the  court  below  that  the  injury  to  the  plain- 
tiff was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  de- 
fendants, and  not  of  the  city  of 'Oakland. 
3klr.  Miller   (at  the  time  superintendent  of 
streets  of  the  city  of  Oakland),  called  as  a 
witness  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  says: 
'*This  roller  was  in  the  employ  of  the  city  of 
Oakland  the  day  of  this  accident.     It  was 
hired  from  the  California  Improvement  Com- 
pany.   Mr.     Sherman,    my    foreman,    had 
charge  of  the  work,  together  with  myself." 
On  cross-examination  he  was  asked:     "Did 
Mr.  Sherman  assume  to  have  such  control 
over  the  roller  as  to  affect  the  engine — af- 
fect the  movements  of  the  engine?"    After 
an  objection  to  such  question  had  been  over- 
ruled, the  witness  answered:     "I  think  not. 
.    .    .    Nothing  was  said  in  the  lease  of  the 
engine  to  the  city  about  discharging  the  en- 
gineer.   I  secured  the  engine  imder  the  au- 
thority of  the  board  of  public  works.    We 
had  to  have  a  roller,  and  this  was  the  most 
available  one.     I  telephoned  to  the  office  of 
the  California  Improvement  Company  that 
we  would  like  to  have  their  roller  upon  the 
Twelfth  street  dam.     They  replied  that  they 
would  have  the  roller  there.     We  said  noth- 
ing about  anybody  to  run  it,  or  about  the 
pay.    The  understanding  was  that  the  ma- 
chine, with  the  fuel  and  engineer,  should  be 
«nppUed  at  so  much  per  day."    And  being 
2£ked  whether,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  roller, 
while  operating  upon  the  street,  was  not  en- 
tirely under  the  direction  of  himself  or  fore- 
man, answered:     ''Yes,  sir.     W^e  controlled 
to  the  extent  of  notifying  what  portion  of 
the  street  we  wanted  roll^.     I  exercised  the 
judgment  as   to  when  the  road  was   rolled 
enough,  and  when  it  was  not.     I   did   not 
stipulate  as    to    any    particular   engineer." 
rtiis  is  substantially  the  testimony  in  refer- 
en.ee  to  the  terms  of  the  contract  between 
the  saperintendent  of  streets  and  defendant 
California      Improvement     Company.    The 
rompany  was  to  furnish  the  roller  and  en- 
idneer  and  fuel  for  so  much  a  day,  and  the 
-uperintendent  of  streets  was  to  control  the 
asovements  of  the  roller  by  directing  as  to 
what  portion  of  the  street  should  be  rolled, 
and  when  sufficiently  rolled.  Neither  the  su- 
perintendent of  streets  nor  his  foreman  pre- 
«iuncd  to  direct  the  engineer  in  reference  to 
the  management  of  the  engine  in  regard  to 
the  preMore  of- the  steam,  or  how  or.  when  it 
rhoold  be  applied  or  shut  off,  or  in  reference 
to  the  escaping  of  steam  through  the  safety 
Talve.     No  one  not  an  engineer,  or  having 
feme  knowledge  or  experience  in  reference  to 
the  management  of  an  engine,  would  assume 
to  direct  the  engineer  in  reference  to  such 
matters.    As  he  was  the  one  to  know,  and 
not  the  superintendent  of  streets  or  his  fore- 
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man,  whether  there  was  danger  in  the  es- 
caping of  steam  through  the  safety  valve, 
the  duty  devolved  upon  him  to  give  people 
warning  in  case  there  was  such  danger;  and 
for  injury  resulting  from  negligence  in  this 
respect  he,  and  the  owner  of  the  engine,  who* 
put  him  in  charge  of  the  same,  would  be  re- 
spon.eible. 

One  who  should  hire  a  hack  and  driver 
from  a  carriage  company,  and  in  the  use 
thereof  should  direct  on  what  streets  to* 
drive,  where  to  go,  and  when  to  stop,  and  in 
fact  have  the  entire  control  of  the  move- 
ments of  the  carriage,  would  not  thereby  be- 
come liable  for  damages  resulting  from  the- 
negligence  of  the  driver  in  the  management 
of  his  team.  The  driver  is  hired  by  the  car- 
riage company  presumably  for  his  fitness  in 
the  line  for  which  he  is  employed,  the  same 
as  was  the  engineer  in  this  case  by  the  Cali- 
fornia Improvement  Company.  If  damages- 
accrue  through  his  negligence  or  careless- 
ness, such  company  is  liable,  and  not  the* 
one  who  may  have  hired  and  used  the  car- 
riage. In  Boawcll  v.  Laird,  8  Cal.  469,  68 
Am.  Dec.  345,  the  question  here  presented 
was  thoroughly  discussed,  and  in  the  opinion 
there  it  is  said :  "The  relation  between  par- 
ties to  which  responsibility  attaches  to  one- 
for  the  acts  or  'negligence  of  the  other  must 
be  that  of  superior  and  subordinate,  or,  a» 
it  is  generally  expressed,  of  master  and  serv- 
ant, in  which  the  latter  is  subject  to  the  con- 
trol of  the  former.  The  responsibility  is 
placed  where  the  power  exists.  Having  pow- 
er to  control,  the  superior  or  master  is  bound 
to  exercise  it  to  the  prevention  of  injuries  to 
third  parties,  or  he  will  be  held  liable.  The 
responsibility  attaches  to  the  superior  upon 
the  ppnciple  qui  facii  per  alium  facii  per  at. 
To  determine  the  responsibility,  therefore,  it 
is  necessary  to  ascertain  whether  the  relation 
existing  between  the  party  charged  and 
the  party  actually  conomitting  the  in- 
jury be  in  fact  that  of  superior  and  subor- 
dinate, or  master  and  servant."  This  case- 
was  referred  to  in  Du  Pratt  v.  Licky  38  Cal. 
691,  as  laying  down  the  correct  rule  on  this- 
subject.  The  court  there  says  "that  where 
there  is  no  power  of  selection  or  direction 
there  can  be  no  superior;  and  that  where  a 
man  is  employed  to  do  the  work  with  his  own 
means,  and  by  his  own  servants,  he  has  the 
power  of  selection  and  direction;  and  he^ 
and  not  the  person  for  whom  the  work  is 
primarily  done,  is  the  superior."  In  refer- 
ring to  the  doctrine  as  laid  down  in  Boatvelt 
V.  La/ird,  8  Cal.  469,  68  Am.  Dec.  345,  the 
court  says :  "We  are  entirely  satisfied  with 
it,  and  find  no  occasion  to  renew  the  discus- 
sion." In  Blake  v.  Ferris,  5  N.  Y.  48,  55 
Am.  Dec.  304,  the  court  says:  "The  rule  of 
respondeat  superior,  as  its  terms  imply,  be- 
longs to  the  relation  of  superior  and  subor- 
dinate, and  is  applicable  to  that  relation 
wherever  it  exists,  whether  between  princi- 
pal and  agent  or  master  and  servant,  and  to 
the  subjects  to  which  that  relation  extends,, 
and  is  coextensive  with  it,  and  ceases  when 
the  relation  itself  ceases  to  exist."  In 
Coyle  V.  Pierrepont,  37   Hun,  379,  a  steve^ 
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dore,  who  wa«  employed  to  unload  a  vessel 
at  defendants'  docks,  hired  from  the  defend- 
ants a  portable  engine,  with  an  engineer  to 
run  it,  for  the  purpose  of  hoisting  tlie  cargo 
from  the  vessel  and  lowering  it  upon  the 
wharf.  An  employee  of  the  stevedore  was  in- 
jured by  the  negligenoe  of  the  engineer,  and 
the  eoui-t  below  charged  the  juiy  that  the 
defendants,  from  whom  the  stevedore  had 
hired  the  engine,  with  tlie  engineer  to  oper- 
ate it,  were  responsible  for  the  negligence  of 
9uch  engineer.  The  appellate  court  held  the 
instruction  correct,  and  that  the  defendants 
were  the  masters  of  the  engineer,  and  not 
the  stevetlore,  in  whose  employ  he  was  at  the 
time  in  unloading  the  vessel.  In  Huff  v. 
Ford,  126  Mass.  24,  30  Am.  Rep.  645,  a 
wagon  and  horses  and  driver  wore  hired  by 
the  oity  from  the  defendants,  and  the  driver, 
while  thus  employed,  struck  one  of  the 
liOTses  a  violent  blow,  causing  it  to  kick  a 
loose  shoe  through  a  window.  The  decision 
reads:  "The  driver,  employed  and  paid  by 
the  defendant,  and  who  had  the  entire  man- 
agement of  the  horses  as  to  the  manner  of 
driving  them,  and  whose  duty  it  was  to  see 
that  they  were  properly  shod,  was  a  servant 
•of  the  defendant  in  so  driving  the  horses  and 
liaving  them  shod;  and  for  injuries  to  third 
persons  by  his  negligence  in  these  respects 
the  defendant  was  responsible."  The  cases 
cited  by  appellant  do  not  hold  that  in  a 
•case  of  this  kind,  where  a  person  has  not  the 
<H)ntrol  of  the  conduct  of  the  other  in  the 
particular  matter  in  question,  he  is  liable 
for"  the  negligence  of  such  other.  The  test 
in  all  these  eases  is.  Who  conducts  and  su- 
pervises the  particular  work,  the  doing  of 
which,  or  the  careless  and  negligent  doing 
of  which,  causes  the  injury  or  damage  If 
Here  the  city  simply  hired  the  use  of  the 
street  roller  outfit  from  the  defendant  com- 
pany— to  wit,  the  roller,  engine,  and  the  en- 
gineer to  manage  the  same — for  so  much  a 
day.  The  city's  agent — foreman  of  the 
street  superintendent — only  directed  or  su- 
pervised how  and  where  the  street  should 
be  rolled.  He  did  not  have  the  control  or 
management  of  the  engine.  This  was  sub- 
ject entirely  to  the  judgment  of  the  en- 
gineer, the  servant  of  the  owner,  the  def end- 
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ant  company,  who  had  selected  and  employed 
him  for  that  special  purpose,  paid  him  his 
wages,  and  had  the  sole  right  to  discharge 
him.  We  think  the  conclusion  of  law  de- 
duced by  the  court  below  from  the  facts 
found  that  the  defendants  are  liable, and  not 
the  city  of  Oakland,  is  correct. 

The  judgment  and  order  appealed  from  are 
affirmed. 

We  concur:  Oarontte,  J.;  Temple,  J.; 
M oFarliind,  J. 

A  petition  for  second  rehearing  having 
been  filed,  the  following  response  was  handed 
down  January  26,  1901: 

Per  Curiam  s 

In  the  petition  for  rehearing  on  the  part 
of  the  defendants,  it  is  suggested  that,  the 
attention  of  the  court  having  been  particu- 
larly directed  to  a  consideration  of  the  ques- 
tion as  to  who  was  the  master  or  employer 
of  the  engineer, — ^whether  the  city  of  Oak- 
land or  the    California   Improvement    Com- 
pany,— ^the  real  question,  to  wit,  whether  the 
engineer  was'  liable  at   all,   has   been    over- 
looked.    The  liability  of  the  engineer  is  a 
necessai'y  postulate  to  the  discussion  or  in- 
quiry in  reference  to  who  was  his  employer 
or  master.     If  the  damages  resulted  without 
any  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  engineer, 
it  would  be  altogether  immaterial  who  era- 
ployed  him,  or  who  >Vas  responsible  for  his 
acts.     The  court  therefore  could  not,  and  did 
not,  overlook    that    question.     But.    as    the 
argument  of  the  respective  counsel  was  di- 
rected mostly  to  the  controversy  as  to  who 
employed   the  engineer,  or  was   responsible 
for  his  acts,  ncfossarily  the  opinion  is  most- 
ly devote<l  to  the  consideration  of  that  ques- 
tion.    The  court   below  finds  that   the    in- 
jury to  the  plaintiff  was  caused  by  the  negli- 
gence of  the  defendant,  the  engineer.  Conger, 
without  any  fault  or  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  plaint  iff,  and  that  at  the  time  the  re- 
lation of  master  and  servant  existed  between 
the  California   Improvement   Company    and 
said  defendant  Conger.     T^iese  findings  are 
supported  by  the  evidence. 

Rehearing  denied* 


1890. 
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A.  H.  ANDREWS  &  COMPANY,  Appt. 
(92  Wis.  214.) 

1.  A  r«aiionabl«  and  fair  profit  tomt 
hj  a  parebaser  of  aroodii  who  bought 
theoa  to  fill  another  contract  may  be  recov- 
ered as  damages  for  the  failure  of  the  vendor 
to  comply  with  his  agreement*  if  he  knew 
for  what  the  goods  were  bought,  although 
be  did  not  know  the  price  that  was  to  be 
obtained  by  the  vendee  under  his  contract 
trith  (he  third  person. 

S.  BxtraordinmrT  and  nnnanal  profits 
loit  by  a  parebaser  of  groods  on  ac- 
coaat  of  tbe  vendor**  failure  to  com- 
ply with  his  agreement  cannot  l>e  recovered 


as  damages,  although  the  vendor  knew  that 
the  goods  were  bought  to  fill  a  previous  con- 
tract with  a  third  person,  if  he  did  not  know 
the  price  which  was  to  be  obtained  under  it, 
and  could  not  reasonably  have  been  presumed 
to  have  in  contemplation  a  price  which  would 
yield  such  profit. 
3.  •%.  referee**  fiadinar*  must  be  against 
tlie  clear  preponderance  of  evidence  In  order 
to  be  set  aside  on  appeal. 

(January  28,  1890.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Milwaukee 
County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  and  disallowing 
defendant's  counterclaim  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  the  value  of  certain  show 
cases  manufactured  by  plaintiff  for  defend- 
ant.    A  fprmed. 


Note. — Lona  of  profits  of  sale  or  purchase  as 

damages. 
I.  6'ropr. 
n.  Breach  by  vendor. 

a.  General  rules. 

b.  The   rule  as   to  special  circumstances. 

1.  Generally. 

2.  As  applied  to  notice    or    knowU 

edge  of  sale  or  purpose  to  re- 
sell. 

3.  What  notice  or  knowledge  of  re- 

Hale  su0cient. 

4.  .\M  applied  to  notice    or    knowl- 

edge of  special  use. 

5.  What  notice  or  knowledge  of  use 

sufficient. 
c  The  rule  as  to  the  absence  of  a  mar- 
ket. 

1.  When  goods  are  practicably  un- 

obtainable. 

2.  When    a    substitute  may   be  ob- 

tained. 
8.  When  other  markets  may  be  re- 
sorted to, 
d.  The  rule  as  to    remoteness,    contin- 
gency, and  uncertainty, 

1.  Generally. 

2.  As  applied  to  cases  of  purchase 

to  resell. 
S.  As  applied  to  cases  of  purchase 

for  manufacture. 
4.  As  applied  to  cases  of  purchase 

for  use. 
c  The  rule  as  to  sale  of  articles  to  be 

manufactured. 

1.  Application   of  general  rules. 

2.  As    applied     to    special    circum- 

stances. 

3.  .1*    applied    to    remoteness,    con- 

tingency, and  uncertainty. 
t.  Breach  of  warranty. 

1.  General  rules. 

2.  Purchase  audi  warranty  for  spe- 

cial purpose. 

3.  Purchase  to  resell. 
g.  dale  of  a   businesSj  goodwill,  or  ex- 
clusive right. 

h.  Breach  of  contract    to    convey    real 
estate. 

1.  Ocnerai   statement  as   to. 

2.  When  vendor  acts  in  good  faith. 

3.  When  vendor  acts  mala  fides. 
III.  Breach  by  vendee. 

a.  Aliernative  rights   of  recorc«|f. 

b.  When  title  does  not  pass. 

c.  Ueasure  of  damages  generally. 
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III. — Continued. 

d.  Efiect   of  notice  of  refusal    to    per- 
form. 

e.  Resale  by  vendor. 

1.  Right  to  make,  and  effect  of. 

2.  Prerequisites  to  validity  of. 
t.  Effect  of  absence  of  market,  in  which 

to  rise II. 
g.  The  rule  as  to  purchase  of  articles  to 
be  manufactured. 

1.  Right  to  recover  profits. 

2.  The  me<isure  of  damages. 

3.  Resale, 
h.  Remoteness,  contingency,  uncertainty. 
1.  Breach   of   contract   to  purchase  real 

estate. 
IV.  Duty  to  try  to  prevent  or  reduce  damages. 
V.  Effect  of  illegality. 
VI.  Conclusion. 

I.  Bcope. 

This  note  is  confined  to  the  question  of  re- 
covery of  damages  for  the  loss  of  profits  as 
such  consisting  of  net  gains,  or  the  excess  of 
re<.eipt8  over  expenditures.  Questions  as  to 
the  loss  of  the  thing  purchased,  or  of  the  thing 
sold,  or  of  the  use  thereof,  or  of  the  pay  for 
It,  are  excluded,  as  are  also  questions  as  to 
loss  of  rents  and  injury  to  business. 

So,  this  note  Includes  rules  with  reference 
to  sale  and  purchase  only.  General  rules  ap- 
plicable to  contracts  in  general,  though  apply- 
ing to  sales  and  purchases,  are  reserved  for 
another  note  in  this  series  on  the  subject  of 
"Loss  of  profits  as  on  element  of  damages  for 
breach  of  contract." 


II.  Breach  by  vendor. 
a.  General  rules. 

The  general  measure  of  damages  for  breach 
by  the  vendor  of  a  contract  of  sale  is  compen- 
sation, the  vendee  being  entitled  to  be  placed 
in  the  same  position  he  would  have  occupied, 
had  It  not  been  for  the  breach.  This  is  ac- 
complltihed  in  a  great  majority  of  cases  by  al- 
lowing a  recovery,  for  the  breach,  of  the  dif- 
ference between  the  contract  price  and  the 
market  price  of  the  property  sold,  at  the  time 
and  place  of  delivery,  or  at  the  time  of  the 
breach. 

The  ground  for  this  rule  is  that,  on  failure 
of  the  vendor  to  deliver,  the  purchaser  may  go  in- 
to the  market  at  the  time  and  place  of  delivery, 
and  supply  himself  with  the  same  kind  of  goods 
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Statement  by  Marshall,  J.: 

This  action  was  brought  by  plaintiff  to  re- 
cover $1,978,  alleged  to  be  due  from  the  de- 
fendant for  show  cases  and  other  articles 
manufactured  for  it,  which  articles  it  had 
contracted  to  furnish  exhibitors  at  the 
World's  Fair.  The  answer  of  defendant  con- 
tained a  denial  of  liability,  and  set  up  as 
a  defense  that  the  articles  were  not  con- 
structed or  furnished  according  to  the  con- 
tract, and  were  not  reasonably  worth  the 
contract  price,  or  as  much  as  the  payments 
that  had  been  made.  It  counterclaimed 
for  the  amount  of  the  overpayments,  and  al- 
so for  damages,  claiming  as  such  damages 
the  .loss  of  profits  it  would  have  made  if 
plaintiff  had  fully  complied  with  the  con- 
tract, and  placing  such  damages  at  the  dif- 
ference between  the  price  it  agreed  to  pay 
plaintiff  and  the  amount  it  was  to  receive 


from  the  exhibitors;  the  advance  being  from 
100  to  150  per  cent.  The  case  was  tried  by 
a  referee,  who  found  that  the  goods  were  all 
manufactured  and  furnished  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  contract,  except  in 
some  small  particulars,  for  which  a  rebate 
of  the  purchase  price  was  allowed.  The  evi- 
dence shows  that  the  goods  were  manufac- 
tured for  a  special  purpose,  that  there  was 
no  market  price  for  such  goods,  and  that 
plaintiff  knew,  when  it  contracted  with  de- 
fendant, that  it  was  under  contract  to  fur- 
nish the  goods  to  exhibitors  at  the  World's 
Fair,  and  that  the  contract  was  made  by  it 
with  plaintiff  to  enable  it  to  carry  out  the 
contract  previously  made  by  it  ydth  such  ex- 
hibitors. The  findings  of  the  referee  were 
confirmed  by  the  court,  and  judgment  was 
entered  in  plaintiff's  favor,  from  which  this 
appeal  w^as  taken. 


at  the  market  price.  And  the  effect  therefore  Is, 
not  the  recovery  of  profits  which  the  vendee 
might  have  made  had  it  not  been  for  the  breach, 
but  merely  the  giving  the  vendee  what  he  was  en- 
titled to  under  his  contract,  and  the  placing  him 
in  the  position  in  which  he  aimed  to  be  placed, 
so  that  he  can  go  on  in  the  course  originally  in- 
tended, and  make  the  expected  proflta  or  ac- 
complish the  expected  object.  Consequently 
the  great  number  of  cases  holding  the  above 
rule,  that  the  measure  of  damages  for  failure 
to  deliver  goods  contracted  to  be  sold  and  de- 
livered is  the  difference  between  the  price  at 
which  the  goods  were  to  be  sold  and  delivered 
and  the  market  value  of  such  goods  at  the  time 
and  place  where  they  should  have  been  delivered 
or  at  the  time  of  the  breach,  have  been  omitted 
from  this  note,  as  have  also  the  contrary  cases 
allowing  the  highest  price  between  the  breach 
and  the  trial,  instead  of  the  market  price,  as 
such  cases  are  also  based,  not  on  profits,  but  on 
a  different  idea  of  compensation. 

This  general  rule,  by  which  the  purchaser  is 
placed  in  the  position  he  would  have  occupied 
had  it  not  l>een  for  the  breach,  is  based  on  the 
theory,  not  only  that  profits  which  might  have 
been  made  are  too  remote,  speculative,  con- 
tingent, and  uncertain  for  allowance,  but  also 
that  they  could  not  have  been  within  the  con- 
templation of  the  parties  at  the  time  the  sale 
was  made.  There  are  numerous  cases,  how- 
ev<!r,  in  which  special  circumstances  render 
the  above  rule  inapplicable,  and  make  a  con- 
sideration of,  or  a  measurement  of,  damages 
by  the  profits  lost  a  proper  course,  such  as  a 
purchase  made  for  a  special  purpose  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  vendor,  absence  of  market 
at  which  the  thing  purchased  can  be  replaced, 
etc.,  and  It  is  with  cases  containing,  or  claimed 
to  contain,  such  special  circumstances  that 
this  note  deals. 

But  even  in  such  cases  the  rule  is  that,  in 
the  absence  of  proof  aliunde  of  knowledge  by 
the  defaulting  party  at  the  time  a  contract  of 
sale  is  made,  of  special  circumstances,  which 
malce  loss  of  profits  the  natural  and  probable 
effect  of  delay  or  failure  to  deliver,  no  recovery 
can  be  had  therefor.  Such  damages  only  as 
arc  implied  by  the  contract  Itself,  and  such 
as  would  naturally  flow  from  its  breach  in  the 
usual  course  of  things,  and  such  as  would  rea- 
sonably be  anticipated  by  the  parties,  may  be 
recovered.  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Clark,  34  C. 
C.  A.  354.  02  Fed.  293. 

And  profits  too  remote,  contingent,  and  spec- 
ulative to  be  brought  within  any  safe  or  rea- 
sonable estimation  of  damages  cannot  be  al- 
lowed, as,  for  Instance,  profits  depending  upon 
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fluctuations  of  markets  and  business :  supposed 
successful  speculations  by  a  vendor  with  moneys 
that  would  have  been  realized  out  of  the  con- 
tract had  it  been  performed ;  a  good  bargain 
of  resale  by  the  vendee  of  the  thing  bought, 
if  it  had  been  delivered,  etc.  Tahoe  Ice  Co. 
V.  Union  Ice  Co.  109  Cal.  242,  41  Pac.  1020, 
diclum. 

The  measure  of  damages  for  failure  to  de- 
liver specified  articles  In  accordance  with  a 
contract  is  the  difference  between  the  contract 
price  and  their  value  at  the  time  and  place 
where  they  should  have  been  delivered,  and 
loss  of  profits  in  the  business  carried  on  cannot 
be  allowed  unless  the  data  of  estimation  are  so 
certain  and  definite  that  they  can  be  ascer 
talned  reasonably  by  calculation,  and  the  party 
in  fault  had  notice,  either  from  the  nature  of 
the  contract  or  by  explanation  at  the  time, 
that  such  damages  would  ensue  from  nonper- 
formance. Hamilton  v.  Schumacher,  4  Tex. 
App.  Civ.  Cas.  (Willson)   |  212. 

And  it  is  only  where  the  parties  have  made 
a  contract  In  contemplation  of  special  circum- 
stances that  special  damages  can  be  recovered 
for  the  breach  thereof.  Toplitz  v.  King  Bridge 
Co.  20  Misc.  376,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  418. 

1'hat  an  estate  was  purchased  for  the  pur- 
pose of  selling  the  same  again  IS  inadmissible 
In  evidence  to  enhance  the  damages  in  an  action 
for  breach  of  contract  of  sale,  when  no  notice 
was  given  to  the  vendor  of  such  motive  and  ob- 
ject.    Batchelder  v.  Sturgia,  3  Cush.  201. 

And  a  mere  allegation  of  refusal  to  deliver 
property  sold,  or  to  pay  the  profits  thereof. 
Is  not  sufficient,  without  amendment,  to  war- 
rant a  recovery  for  anything  more  than  the 
value  of  the  property  with  Interest.  Moo- 
maugh  V.  Everett,  88  Ga.  67,  13  S.  B.  837. 

The  rules  which  govern  the  recovery  of  an- 
ticipated profits  in  an  action  for  breach  of  con- 
tract of  sale  when  a  recovery  is  allowed  do  ^ 
not  materially  differ  from  those  which  measure 
the  recovery  of  expenses  incurred,  or  other 
losses  sustained  through  the  breach  of  an  agree- 
ment. Central  Trnst  Co.  v.  Clark.  34  C.  C.  A. 
354.  92  Fed.  293, 

And  the  rnle  that  the  measure  of  damages  for 
breach  of  contract  for  the  sale  of  an  article 
is  the  difference  between  the  contract  price  and 
the  market  price  at  or  about  the  time  wh^n  the 
contract  ought  to  have  been  performed,  is  not 
affected  by  the  fact  that  the  article  sold  was 
of  much  greater  value  than  either  of  the  par- 
ties supposed  at  the  time  of  the  sale.  Josling 
V.  Irvine,  6  Hurlst.  &  N.  .'512,  30  L.  J.  Kxch.  N. 
S.  78,  4  L,  T.  N.  S.  251. 

And    where    the    plaintiff   in    an   action    for 
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J/e«9r9.  Cary  ft  Cary  and  Sylvester  ft 
Belielber,  for  appellant: 

Respondent  wan  not  shown  the  contracts 
that  appellant  had  with  the  several  exhibi- 
tors, nor  vfixs  it  infoi*med  of  the  price  that 
the  exhibitors  were  to  pay  the  appellant. 
This  was  unnecessary. 

Booth  V.  Hpuyten  Duyvil  Rolling  Mill  Co. 
60  X.  4'.  487 ;  Cockbum  v.  Ashland  Lumber 
Co.  54  Wis.  626,  12  N.  W.  49. 

The  general  rule  for  the  measure  of  dam- 
ageii  for  a  breach  of  an  executory  contract 
to  sell  and  deliver  personal  property  is  the 
difference  between  the  contract  price  and  the 
market  value  of  the  article,  at  the  time  and 
place  of  delivery. 

There  are  cases  that  often  occur  when  this 
rule  would  be  wholly  inapplicable,  as,  for 
instance,  when  there  is  no  market  value  for 
the  ^oods;  and  when  there  is  no  market 
value  some  other  rule  must  be  sought. 


The  question  then  becomes,  What  is  the 
rule  for  the  measure  of  damages  that  must 
be  applied  in  cases  similar  to  the  one  at  bar? 

Hadley  v.  Bdxctidai^^  9  Exch.  341 ;  Sedgw. 
Damages,  pp.  126,  309;  Barries  v.  Hutchin- 
son, 18  C.  li.  N.  S.  445;  Sicain  v.  Schicffelin^ 
134  X.  Y.  471,  18  L.  R.  A.  385,  31  N.  E.  1025; 
Harrow  Spring  Co.  v.  Whipple  Harrow  Co. 
90  Mich.  147,  51  N.  W.  197;  Eagk  Tube  Co. 
V.  Edxoard  Barr  Co.  16  Daly,  212,  10  N.  Y. 
Supp.  113;  Messmore  v.  'Sew  York  Shot  d 
Lead  Co.  40  N.  Y.  422;  Booth  v.  Spuyten 
Duyvil  Rolling  Mill  Co.  60  N.  Y.  487; 
Shepard  y.  Milwaukee  Gaslight  Co.  15  Wis. 
318,  82  Am.  Dec.  679;  Richardson  v.  Chyno- 
wethy  26  W'is.  656;  Cockbum  v.  Ashland 
Lumber  Co.  54  Wis.  619,  12  N.  W.  49;  Pop- 
oskey  v.  Munkxvitz,  68  Wis.  330,  60  Am. 
Rep.  858,  32  N.  W.  35;  Hammer  v.  Schoen- 
f elder,  47  Wis.  455,  2  N.  W.  1129;  Loescher 
V.  Deisterberg,  26  111.  App.  520;   France  v. 


the  recovery  of  damages  caused  by  the  failure 
of  the  defendants  'to  deliver  property  sold  ac- 
cording to  contract  proves  upon  the  trial  the 
differem-e  between  the  price  at  which  they  were 
furnished  and  the  market  value,  with  a  view 
of  fixing  the  amount  of  damages,  it  is  com- 
petent for  the  defendant  to  prove,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  reducing  the  amount  of  damages,  that 
from  the  profits  which  would  be  realized  ac- 
cording to  the  proof  Introduced,  there  must 
nei-eauirlly  be  a  deduction  of  the  expenses 
vbich  it  would  be  absolutely  essential  to  Incur 
io. making  a  sale  of  the  property.  Giles  v. 
Morrison.  50  Barb.  50. 

A  vendee  may  hold  a  vendor  In  damages  un- 
der La.  Civ.  Code,  arts.  2589-2611,  for  the  lat- 
ter's  refusal  to  carry  out  the  sale,  for  what- 
ever loss  the  vendee  has  been  thereby  caused, 
SDd  for  whatever  profits  he  has  been  deprived 
of.    Dorlocourt  v.  Lacrolx,  29  La.  Ann,  286. 

So,  In  Fletcher  v.  Tayleur,  17  C.  B.  21.  25 
L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  65,  It  was  suggested  by  WUles, 
J.,  that  it  might  be  a  convenient  rule,  if  the 
iD<«fnre  of  damages  In  an  action  for  failure  to 
deliver  a  chattel  at  the  time  agreed  upon  was 
held,  by  analogy  to  the  measure  of  damages  for 
tbe  nonpayment  of  money,  which  is  interest  on 
tlie  money  only,  to  be  the  average  profit  made 
bj  the  use  of  the  chattel ;  but  the  question  was 
Dot  made  at  the  trial,  and  was  not  deemed  to  be 
beff.re  the  court. 

b.  The  rule  as  to  special  circumstances. 

1.  Oencrally. 

Where  the  parties  to  a  contract  of  sale  have 
f'Wh  knowledge  of  special  circumstances  af- 
Ifnlng  the  question  of  damages  that  it  may 
k  fairly  inferred  they  contemplated  a  particu- 
lar nile  for  estimating  them,  and  entered  into 
tbe  contract  on  that  basis,  that  rule  will  be 
■dopted.  Kagle  Tube  Co.  v.  Edward  Barr  Co. 
16  Daly,  212,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  113. 

And  where  notice  is  brought  home  to  a  con- 
tracting party  that  goods  are  purchased  to  be 
Vnt  to  a  particular  use,  he  Is  chargeable.  In 
coMeqnence  of  a  failure  to  perform,  with  the 
f^ralt§  which  such  notice  fairly  apprised  him 
vonld  probably  follow  upon  the  breach.  In- 
dostrlal  Works  v.  Mitchell,  114  Mich.  29,  72 
X.  W.  23. 

And  proof  of  knowledge  by  the  defaulting 
party  at  the  time  he  made  a  sale,  of  special 
circnm^tances  which  makes  loss  of  profits  other 
tbtc  thofle  Implied  by  the  contract  Itself  and 
Datarally  flowing  from  It,  the  natural  and  prob- 
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able  effect  of  its  breach,  will  warrant  a  recov- 
ery therefor.  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Clark,  34 
C.  C.  A.  354.  92  Fed.  293. 

As  between  vendor  and  vendee,  where  an  arti- 
cle Is  destined  for  a  special  purpose,  that  fact 
should  be  communicated  to  the  vendor  If  it  Is 
to  be  made  the  foundation  of  special  damages 
against  him.  and  If  It  Is  of  a  character  likely 
to  affect  his  action.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Cobb, 
64  111.  128;  Carpenter  v..  First  Nat.  Bank,  119 
111.  352,  10  N.  E.  18. 

The  rule  of  damages  for  the  nondelivery  of 
chattels  sold  Is  the  market  price  on  the  day 
appointed  for  delivery,  less  the  contract  price, 
without  reference  to  prices  at  which  the 
vendee  may  have  promised  the  goods  to  others 
In  the  mean  time.  Davis  v.  Shields,  24  Wend. 
322. 

And  the  profits  which  would  have  been  made 
through  a  bargain  for  a  resale  of  property, 
pending  a  delay  In  the  execution  of  the  contract 
of  purchase,  la  not  an  element  of  damages, — at  J 
least  when  at  the  time  of  the  contract  the  ven- 
dor did  not  know  that  the  vendee  was  pur- 
chasing for  the  purpose  of  resale.  Violet  v. 
Rose,  39  Neb.  661,  58  N.  W.  216 ;  Wappoo  Mills 
V.  Commercial  Guano  Co.  91  Ga.  396,  18  S.  E. 
308. 

In  Violet  V.  Rose,  39  Neb.  661,  58  N.  W.  210, 
Hupra,  Drake  v.  Baker,  34  N.  J.  L.  358,  infra, 
II.  h,  2,  3,  and  Engel  v.  Fitch,  L.  R.  3  Q.  B. 
314,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  659,  38  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  304, 
17  Week.  Rep.  894,  10  Best  &  S.  738,  infra,  II. 
h,  3,  were  distinguished  upon  the  ground  that 
In  the  case  at  bar  there  was  no  total  breach, 
but  merely  delay,  while  In  these  cases  the 
party  was  Injured  by  a  total  breach  of  the  con- 
tract. 

And  In  such  case  an  Instruction  in  an  action 
for  a  breach  of  the  contract  of  sale,  to  Include 
in  -the  damages  what  the  purchaser  may  have 
lost  in  the  way  of  profit.  Is  erroneous.  Wappoo 
Mills  V.  Commercial  Guano  Co.  91  Ga.  306,  18 
S.  E.  308. 

And  the  defendant  In  an  action  on  an 
account  for  goods  sold  cannot  reconvene 
for  damages  upon  the  ground  that  the  plain- 
tiff failed  to  comply  with  his  agreement  to 
sell  him  all  the  clothing  which  he  might  order 
at  various  times  in  a  year,  by  refusing  to  com- 
ply with  an  order  for  certain  summer  and  fall 
clothing  amounting  to  a  large  sum,  which  he 
had  sold  in  anticipation  of  receiving  such 
goods,  and  had  made  a  contract  with  a  large 
number  of  persons  to  sell  each  of  them  certain 
suits  thus  ordered,  where  there  is  nothing  to 
warrant  the  conclusion   that  the  plaintiff  had 
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Gaudet,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  199;  McUose  v.  Ful- 
mer,  73  Pa.  3fi5. 

Messrs.  Escliweiler  ft    Carpenter,   for 

respondent : 

If  it  had  been  the  intention  of  the  parties 
at  the  time  of  conti*acting  to  make  possible 
profits  the  measure  of  damages  it  would 
have  been  easy  and  very  natural  to  incor- 
porate suck  a  provision  in  the  written  con- 
tract (especially  in  view  of  the  enormous 
and  unreasonable  amount  of  profits  the  de- 
fendants were  contemplating).  It  cannot 
be  interpolated  into  the  contract. 

Beckicith  v.  Thompson,  11  C.  C.  A.  149, 
25  U.  S.  App.  58,  63  Fed.  232. 

It  is  sometimes  quite  difficult  to  deter* 
mine  whether  prospective  profits  are  to  be 
allowed  or  not  allowed,  and  such  deter- 
mination must  be  governed  largely  by  the 


special  circumstances  of  each  parti<;u1ar 
case. 

Wright  v.  Mulrancy,  78  Wis.  89,  9  L.  R. 
A.  807,  46  N.  W.  1045. 

The  allowance  of  prospective  profits  as 
damages^  which  at  best  are  conjectural  and 
uncertain,  is  liable  to  operate  unjustly  and 
oppressively. 

Petcaukee  Milling  Co.  v.  Hotvitt,  86  Wis. 
270,  56  N.  W.  784. 

The  loss  of  probable  profits  constitutes  no 
part  of  the  general  damages. 

Masterton  v.  Brooklyn,  7  Hill,  61,  42  Am. 
Dec.  38;  Petrie  v.  Lane,  67  Mich.  454,  35  N. 
W.  70?  Devlin  v.  S'ew  York,  63  N.  Y.  8; 
Reed  lAimher  Co,  v.  Lewis,  94  Ala.  626,  10 
So.  333;  Denva-,  T.  d  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Hutchins, 
31  Neb.  572,  48  N.  W.  398;  Great  Western 
Printing  Co.  v.  Tucker,  73  Iowa,  755,  34  N. 


notice  of  the  defendant's  purpose  to  sell  the 
goods  in  advance  of  their  delivery  to  him. 
Voorheis  v.  Fry  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  52  S.  W.  580. 

And  in  fixing  the  damages  for  breach  of  con- 
tract of  sale  of  an  article  by  failure  to  deliver, 
there  having  been  no  notice  as  to  the  use  to 
be  made  of  it,  there  can  t>e  a  recovery  only  of 
the  proflts  which  would  result  from  the  ordin- 
ary use  of  the  article  for  which  the  seller  sup- 
posed it  was  bought,  though  the  purchaser  In- 
tended to  make  an  entirely  different  use  of  it. 
Cory  V.  Thames  Ironworks  ft  Shipbuilding  Co. 
37  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  68,  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  181.  17 
L.  T.  N.  S.  495,  16  Week.  Rep.  457. 

So,  in  Rose  v.  Bozeman,  41  Ala.  679,  and 
Arrowsmith  v.  Gordon,  3  La.  Ann.  105,  the 
right  to  recover  for  profits  lost  through  breach 
of  a  contract  of  sale  of  an  article  for  a  special 
purpose  known  to  the  vendor  at  the  time  of 
the  breach  was  recognized,  but  both  cases 
turned  upon  other  questions. 

See  also  Murrell  v.  Pacific  Rxp.  Co.  54  Ark. 
22,  14  S.  W.  3098;  Orr  v.  Farmers'  Alliance 
Warehouse  ft  Commission  Co.  97  Ga.  241.  22 
S.  K.  937;  Coffin  v.  State,  144  Ind.  578,  43 
N.  E.  654,— ^fi/ra,  II.  d,  2. 

2.  As  applied  to  notice  or  knowledge  of  sale  or 
purpose  to  resell, 

m 

The  rule  that  the  measure  of  damages  for 
failure  to  deliver  property  sold  is  the  difference 
between  the  contract  price  to  be  paid  and  the 
value  of  the  article  in  the  market  at  the  time 
and  place  of  delivery,  does  not  apply  where  at 
the  time  of  entering  into  the  contract  the 
purchaser  had  a  contract  with  another  person 
for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  thing  purchased, 
and  the  purchase  was  made  to  fulfil  such  con- 
tract, and  the  vendor  agreed  to  supply  such 
article  to  enable  the  purchaser  to  fulfil  It,  and 
failed  to  deliver  in  accordance  with  the  con- 
tract, the  measure  of  damage  in  such  case  be- 
ing the  profits  which  would  have  accrued  to  the 
purchaser  If  the  vendor  had  performed  his  con- 
tract. Rahm  v.  Deig,  121  Ind.  283,  23  N.  R. 
141  ;  Carpenter  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  119  111. 
352,  10  N.  E.  18. 

If  goods  are  purchased  for  the  purpose  of  ful- 
filling an  existing  contract  of  resale,  and  this 
Is  known  to  the  seller,  the  profits  which  would 
have  been  realized  from  the  resale  are  recov- 
erable when  he  fails  to  fulfil  his  contract. 
Young  V.  Cureton,  87  Ala.  727.  6  So.  352  :  Penn 
V.  Smith,  104  Ala.  445,  18  So.  38:  Laird  v. 
Townsend,  5  Hun,  107 ;  Stewart  v.  Power.  12 
Kan.  600 :  Measraore  v.  New  York  Shot  &  Lead 
Co.  40  N.  Y.  422;  Jordan  v.  Patterson,  67 
Conn.  473,  35  Atl.  521. 

As  such  damages  were  within  the  contem- 
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platlon  of  the  parties  as-  the  natural  conse- 
quence  of  the  breach  of  the  contract  to  deliver. 
Young  V.  Cureton,  87  Ala.  727,  6  So.  352; 
Carpenter  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  119  111.  352,  10 
N.  E.  18 ;  Messmore  v.  New  York  Shot  ft  Lead 
Co.  40  N.  Y.  422. 

And  evidence  as  to  what  price  the  goods  in 
question  would  have  retailed  at  is  admissible 
in  an  action  for  breach  of  contract  for  the  sale 
of  such  goods  In  which  profits  arising  from 
subsaies  are  claimed  as  damages,  where  the 
witness  had  knowledge  of  the  market  price  of 
such  goods.  Jordan  v.  Patterson,  67  Conn. 
473,  35  Atl.  521. 

This  is  the  rule  announced  in  GuRTZKaw 
Bros.  Co.  v.  A.  H.  Andrews  &  Co.,  with  the 
quoliflcation  that  the  profits  of  the  resale  when 
the  vendor  did  not  know  the  price  agreed  upon 
must,  to  be  recoverable,  be  ordinary  and  usual 
profits,  as  distinguished  from  extraordinary  and 
unusual  ones. 

Nor  is  the  rule  adopted  In  cases  of  marine 
trespass  and  for  capture  and  collision,  that  the 
proper  measure  of  damages  Is  the  cost  or  value 
of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  loss  with  in- 
terest, applicable  to  a  case  of  violation  of  a 
contract  entered  into  for  the  express  purpose 
of  procuring  goods  for  sale  at  their  place  of 
destination,  when  their  market  value  at  that 
place  can  be  shown.  In  snch  case  a  loss  of 
profits.  If  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
parties  at  the  time  of  entering  into  the  con- 
tract, and  a  direct  consequence  of  the  breach, 
and  not  speculative  or  contingent,  may  be  re- 
coverable.    Heinemann  v.  Heard,  50  N.  Y.  27. 

Thus,  where  a  contract  by  which  machines 
were  to  be  manufactured  at  a  price  fixed  by  the 
manufacturer,  and  sold  to  a  dealer  at  a  dis- 
count from  those  prices,  is  broken  by  the 
manufacturer  by  refusing  to  supply  any  more 
machines,  and  the  manufacturer  wrongfully 
prevents  the  dealer  from  carrying  on  his  basi- 
nesR.  and  reports  him  to  be  financially  irrespon- 
sible, and  a  large  number  of  orders  are  on  hand. 
unfulfilled  at  the  time,  and  a  number  are  sub-^' 
sequently  received,  the  number  of  machines  sold 
in  a  given  time  being  easily  ascertained,  neither 
the  cost  of  the  article  nor  the  expense  of  the 
business,  nor  the  amount  realized  being  a  mat- 
ter of  uncertainty  and  the  business  being  a 
growing  one,  the  loss  of  profits  must  be  deemed 
to  have  been  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
parties  as  the  natural  and  necessary  result  of 
the  breach,  and  the  profits  may  be  estimated. 
In  an  action  for  the  breach  and  for  the  wrong 
of  breaking  up  the  business,  by  basing  the  esti- 
mate upon  the  actual  average  profits  for  a 
designated  time  preceding  the  breach,  the  prof- 
its to  be  estimated  for  such  a  time  as  would 
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W.  205;  Olmste€Ld  v.  Burke,  25  III.  80; 
^Yinne  v.  Kclley,  34  Iowa,  339;  Georgia  R. 
Co.  y,  Hayden,  71  Ga.  518,  51  Am.  Rep.  274; 
Primrose  v.  Western  D,  Teleg.  Co.  154  V. 
S.  1,  .38  L.  ed.  883,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1098; 
Elhingcr  Actien-Qesellschafft  v.  Armstrong, 
L  R.  9  Q.  B.  473;  Willingham  v^Hooven,  74 
Ga.  233,  58  Am.  Rep.  435 ;  Brotcn  ▼.  Smith, 
12  Cush.  366;  Hotcard  v.  Stillwell  d  B,  Mfg. 
Co.  139  U.  S.  199,  35  L.  ed.  147,  11  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  500;  Home  v.  Midland  R.  Co.  L.  R.  8 
C.  P.  134;  Bridges  v.  Lanham,  14  Neb.  369, 
45  Am.  Rep.  121,  15  N.  W.  704;  QHffin  v. 
Co/ivr,  16  N.  Y.  489,  69  Am.  Dec.  718; 
Blanehard  v.  Ely,  21  Wend.  348,  34  Am.  Dec. 
250;  Ullman  v.  Bahcock,  63  Tex.  68. 

Upon  delivery  of  goods  on  an  executory 
contract  of  sale,  the  purchaser,  having  full 
opportunity  for  examination,  waives  de- 
fects in  the  goods;  unless  he  refuses  to  ac- 


cept them  under  the  contract,  or  accepts 
only  on  condition.  A  mere  objection  that 
the  goods  are  defective  will  not  prevent  a 
waiver,  if  they  are  accepted  as  a  compli- 
ance with  the  contract. 

Olson  V.  Mayer,  56  Wis.  551,  14  N.  W, 
640;  McClurc  v.  Jefferson.  85  Wis.  208,  65 
N.  W.  77 ;  Locke  v>.  Williamson,  40  Wis, 
377;  Buffalo  Barb  Wire  Co.  v.  Phillips,  67 
Wis.  129,  30  N.  W.  295 ;  QUI  v.  Benjamin,  64 
Wis.  362,  54  Am.  Rep.  619,  25  N.  W.  445. 

M arslially  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

There  is  no  controversy  but  that  the  find- 
ings of  fact  warrant  the  judgment  that  was 
entered,  and  it  seems  clear  that,  waiving  the 
question  of  whether  they  are  support^  by 
the  evidence,  in  respect  to  the  determination 
that  the  contract  between  the  parties  was 


elapie  after  the  breach  before  the  contract  could 
haTe  been  legally  terminated.  Oliver  v.  Per- 
kins, d2  Mich.  804,  62  N.  W.  609. 

Aad  where  the  purchaser  of  a  cargo  of  lum- 
ber has  a  contract  for  a  resale  thereof,  and  the 
purcbiise  is  made  expressly  to  fulfil  such  con- 
tract, and  the  vendor  knows  it,  the  profits 
whicb  would  have  accrued  from  such  resale  are 
rfcoverable  In  an  action  for  breach  of  the 
orlfioai  contract  of  sale, — especially  where  the 
parcbaaer  could  not  procure  other  lumber  of 
a  like  kind  in  the  market  where  delivery  was 
to  be  made.  Robinson  v.  Hyer,  33  ITla.  544, 
17  8o.  743. 

And  an  order  for  a  quantity  of  bullets  made 
for  the  purpose  of  furnishing  a  state  with  the 
iame  quantity  at  an  advance  price,  with  notice 
to  the  vendor  of  such  purpose,  entitles  the 
Tendee  to  recover  for  breach  of  the  contract  in 
falUng  to  supply  the  bullets,  for  the  profits 
▼blch  would  have  accrued  to  him  had  the  con- 
tract been  fulfil  led.  Messmore  v.  New  York 
Shot  &  Lead  Co.  40  N.  7.  422. 

So,  breach  of  a  contract  to  sell  and  deliver 
certain  pottery  ware  at  a  specified  time,  on 
board  a  car  on  the  railroad  track,  the  pur- 
chaser having  a  contract  for  a  much  larger 
amount  of  the  same  ware  and  being  himself 
able  to  supply  the  balance,  warrants  a  recovery 
by  the  purchaser  of  the  difference  between  the 
price  he  was  to  pay  for  the  ware  and  the  price 
he  was  to  receive  for  It  under  his  contract. 
Van  Arsdale  v.  Rondel,  82  III.  63. 

And  the  rule  of  damages  in  an  action  for  a 
failure  to  purchase  and  ship  certain  silks  in 
accordance  with  instructions  and  orders  sent 
which  were  accepted,  where  the  correspondence 
between  the  parties  shows  conclusively  that  a 
loss  of  profits  was  within  their  contemplation, 
is  the  difference  between  the  cost  of  the  silk 
at  the  place  of  delivery  and  its  market  value 
there  at  the  time  It  would  have  arrived  in  the 
nsual  course  of  trade.  Heineman  v.  Heard, 
2  Hun,  332. 

And  where  a  manufacturer  of  shoes  con- 
tracts to  furnish  another  with  a  large  quan- 
tity of  shoes,  both  parties  being  aware  that  the 
shoes  were  wanted  for  the  French  army  for 
the  winter  campaign,  and  the  manufacturer 
gosrantees  that  the  soles  of  the  shoes  made 
shall  contain  no  paper,  being  aware  that  the 
shoes  would  be  rejected  by  the  French  autbor- 
itiei  and  the  contractors  probably  imprisoned 
if  the  shoes  tendered  contained  paper  fillings 
lo  the  soles,  and  some  of  the  shoes  mixed 
throngh  the  whole  lot  are  found  to  contain 
psper  fillings,  and  the  French  authorities  re- 
ject them  on  that  account,  the  first  purchaser 
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has  a  right  to  reject  the  shoes  manufactured 
under  the  contract  on  that  ground,  and  Is  en- 
titled to  recover  of  the  manufacturer  for  the 
loss  of  profits  which  would  have  accrued  to  him 
had  the  shoes  been  accepted  by  the  French  au- 
thorities. Heilbntt  v.  Hickson,  L.  R.  7  C.  P. 
455,  41  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  8.  228,  27  L.  T.  N.  8. 
836,  20  Week.  Kep.  1035. 

And  an  agreement  between  a  mailufacturer 
of  cigarettes  and  a  Jobber,  by  which  the  Job- 
tier  was  to  push  the  sale  of  certain  cigarettes, 
and  the  Jobber  was  to  be  allowed  $1,000  per  an- 
num to  be  taken  from  current  bills,  and  the  man- 
ufacturer was  to  make  an  allowance  of  2  per  cent 
below  the  price  given  to  any  other  house  on  the 
same  cigarettes,  constitutes  an  obligation  to  allow 
the  Jobber  $1,000  per  year  to  be  deducted  from 
current  bills,  which  necessarily  Imports  an  agree- 
ment on  the  manufacturer's  part  to  sell  at 
least  $1,000  worth  of  cigarettes  per  year;  and 
in  case  of  his  refusal  to  do  so  the  measure  of 
damages  Is  the  difference  between  the  amount 
the  Jobber  was  to  receive  in  case  of  performance 
and  the  cost  of  performance.  But  If  it  should 
appear  that  the  Jobber's  profits  on  the  sales 
made  by  him  above  the  price  he  was  required 
to  pay  for  the  goods  would  equal  or  exceed  the 
cost  of  performance,  then  no  deduction  should 
be  made.  Ellis  v.  Miller,  164  N.  Y.  434,  58  N. 
E.  516. 

So,  where  a  party  sells  a  quantity  of  naphtha 
to  another  by  sample,  and  the  purchaser  im- 
mediately resells  it  to  a  third  party,  also  by 
sample,  and  upon  analysis  the  sample  Is  found 
to  contain  a  large  percentage  of  bensol,  which 
makes  it  of  much  greater  value  than  the  con- 
tract price  therefor,  and  the  vendor  afterwards 
fails  to  deliver  the  same,  what  his  vendee  is 
liable  to  pay  to  the  subpurchaser  for  loss  of 
bis  bargain  may  be  taken  into  consideration, 
and  the  vendor  will  be  liable  to  his  immediate 
vendee  for  the  difference  between  the  purchase 
price  such  vendee  was  to  pay  and  the  real  value 
of  the  article  as  represented  by  the  sample. 
Josling  V.  Irvine,  6  Hurlst.  ft  N.  512,  30  L.  J. 
Kxch.  N.  8.  78,  4  L.  T.  N.  8.  251. 

And  where  a  vendor  of  a  large  quantity  of 
caustic  soda,  an  article  not  ordinarily  procur- 
able in  the  market,  had  notice  that  the  vendee 
was  buying  It  for  the  purpose  of  a  resale  to  a 
subvendee  on  the  continent,  and  failed  to  deliver 
the  soda  at  the  time  named  in  the  contract, 
and  afterwards  delivered  but  a  part  of  it,  the 
vendee  Is  entitled  to  recover  for  the  breach  for 
the  loss  of  his  profits  on  the  resale,  which 
would  be  the  difference  between  the  price  of  the 
part'  undelivered,  at  which  the  vendor  had  sold 
it,  and  the  price  at  which  the  vendee  had  con- 
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substantially  complied  with,  appellant  is  not 
entitled  to  prevail  on  this  appeal,  unless  the 
rule  for  which  it  contends — that  is,  that 
it  is  entitled  to  recover  the  loss  of 
profits,  amounting  to  from  100  to  150  per 
cent — should  have  been  adopted  by  the  trial 
court.  The  evidence  was  taken  on  appel- 
lant's theory,  but  at  the  close  of  the  trial 
was  stricken  out;  the  referee  holding  that 
the  rule  contended  for  would  not  be  applied 
to  the  case.  He  said:  "The  decided  weight 
of  authority  is  in  favor  of  the  exclusion 
from  consideration,  on  the  question  of  dam- 
ages, the  profits  the  original  contractor 
might  have  made  under  his  contract;  that 
such  damages — possible  profits — ^are  uncer- 
tain, speculative,  and  too  remote  to  affect 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  testimony  in  relation 
to  the  same  should  be  excluded."  Looking 
at  this  ruling  in  the  light  of  the  evidence 


and  appellant's  contention,  we  assume  the 
court  did  not  hold,  or  intend  to  hold,  that 
lost  profits  are  not  recoverable  in  a  proper 
case,  but  that  the  rule  contended  for  by  ap- 
pellant could  not  be  applied,  and  that  the 
evidence  did  not  tend  to  establish  damages 
under  any  other  rule.  On  this  subject  the 
learned  counsel  for  appellant  say:  "We  say 
frankly  that  if,  in  the  light  of  the  facts  of 
this  case,  the  referee  decided  that  proposi- 
tion correctly,  the  judgment  should  be  af- 
firmed." So  we  may  properly  consider  this 
subject  at  the  outset  in  determining  the  case, 
and,  in  doing  so,  shall  take  into  considera- 
tion the  evidence  that  was  stricken  out.  If, 
notwithstanding  such  evidence,  the  court 
could  not,  on  the  whole  case,  have  allowed 
loss  of  profits  as  damages,  then  the  error  in 
striking  out  such  evidence,  if  it  was  error, 
did  not  prejudice  appellant;  hence,  does  not 


tracted  to  sell  it,  together  with  the  excess  of 
freight  and  insurance,  which  was  the  neces- 
sary result  of  the  breach  of  contract,  but  he  is 
Dot  chargeable  with  a  sum  of  money  paid  by 
the  vendee  to  his  vendor  to  compensate  him 
for  the  loss  of  his  bargain,  this  t>eing  too  re- 
mote. Borrles  v.  Hutchinson.  18  C.  B.  N.  S. 
445,  34  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  169,  11  Jur.  N.  S.  267, 
11   L.  T.  N.  S.  771.  13  Week.  Rep.  386. 

In  the  above  case  Randall  v.  Raper,  El.  Bl. 
&  Ei.  84,  27  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  266.  4  Jur.  N.  S. 
662,  infra,  II.  f,  3,  was  distinguished  on  the 
ground  that  in  that  case  the  defendant  sold  the 
plaintlflTs  seed  barley  with  a  warranty  that  it 
was  barley  of  a  particular  description,  but  the 
seed  was  subject  to  an  inherent  or  latent  de- 
fect, by  reason  of  which  it  produced  an  inferior 
and  insufficient  crop,  so  that  whether  the  dam- 
ages accrued  to  the  first  purchaser  or  to  a  sub- 
purchaser from  him  was  a  matter  of  compara- 
tive indifference. 

So,  breach  of  contract  by  a  vendor  of  cer- 
tain beef  cattle,  by  refusal  to  permit  the  pur- 
chaser to  take  possession  or  transport  them  to 
a  neighboring  city.  If  the  vendor  knew  that  the 
purchaser  contracted  to  purchase  the  cattle 
to  resell  upon  their  arrival  at  that  place,  en- 
titles the  vendee  to  special  damages  to  the 
amount  of  any  difference  existing  between  the 
contract  price  agreed  to  be  paid  for  the  cattle 
added  to  the  cost  of  transporting  them  to  such 
city,  and  the  current  market  price  of  such  cat- 
tle in  that  city  on  the  day  when  it  was  contem- 
plated by  the  parties  that  the  cattle  should  ar- 
rive there ;  and  he  is  also  entitled  to  recover 
anch  usual  and  reasonable  charges  as  he  was 
compelled  to  pay  the  railroad  company  for 
specially  furnishing  and  holding  in  readiness 
cars  and  appliances  for  the  necessary  trans- 
portation. Hockersmith  v.  Hanley,  29  Or.  27, 
44  I'ac.  497. 

And  one  who  goes  to  another  and  Informs 
him  that  he  is  about  to  complete,  or  has  com- 
pleted, a  contract  with  a  customer,  and  wishes 
the  latter  to  supply  sheep  skins,  which  will  en- 
able him  to  fulfil  it,  which  the  latter  agrees, 
but  fails,  to  do,'  is  entitled  to  recover  where 
there  is  no  market  for  the  goods,  not  only 
for  the  profits  which  he  otherwise  would  have 
made  from  his  customer,  but  also  for  such  sum 
as  he  Is  obliged  to  pay  his  customer  on  account 
of  his  breach  of  contract  with  him.  Gr^bert- 
Borgnis  v.  Nugent,  L.  R.  16  Q.  B.  Div.  85,  54 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  511. 

And  where  a  vendor  knew  that  his  vendee 
bought  advertising  space  to  sell,  and  persons 
of  pecuniary  ability  had  agreed  to  pay  him  a 
larger  sum  for  the  space  than  that  for  which  he 
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had  purchased  it,  the  profit  can  easily  be  de- 
termined, and  he  is  entitled  to  recover  there- 
for in  an  action  against  the  vendor  for  a  breach 
of  the  contract  of  sale.  Hubbard  v.  Rowell, 
51  Conn.  423. 

But  an  instruction  in  an  action  for  breach 
of  contract  for  the  sale  of  grain  purchased  for 
the  purpose  of  a  resale,  fixing  the  measure  of 
damages  as  the  difference  between  what  the 
grain  of  the  best  quality  was  contracted  to  be 
sold  for,  and  what  it  actually  sold  for  in  the 
market  for  which  it  was  purchased.  Is  erroneous, 
and  properly  refused,  where  the  existence  of  a 
contract  for  a  resale  at  an  advanced  price  was 
a  matter  of  dispute  to  be  determined  by  the 
Jury  from  the  evidence,  and  as  leaving  out  of 
consideration  the  question  whether  or  not,  If 
such  a  contract  did  exist,  the  vendor  knew  of 
its  existence,  and  that  the  grain  was  bought 
to  fulfil  it.  Carpenter  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  119 
111.  352,  10  N.  E.  18. 

So,  the  breach  by  a  brick  manufacturer  of 
a  contract  with  a  Jobber  by  which  the  Jobber 
contracted  with  the  manufacturer  for  the  en- 
tire output  of  his  factory  for  a  designated 
price,  with  the  view  on  the  part  of  the  Jobber  of 
reselling  to  builders  and  contractors  at  a  profit, 
entitles  the  jobber  to  recover  in  an  action 
therefor,  not  the  difference  between  the  con- 
tract price  of  the  bricks  and  the  price  which 
the  plaintiff  as  Jobt)er  could  sell  them  for  to 
builders  and  contractors,  but  the  difference  be- 
tween the  contract  price  of  the  brick  furnished 
in  the  quantities  and  at  the  price  mentioned 
In  the  contract  and  the  market  value  of  the 
brick  at  those  places  which  he  would  have  to 
pay  as  Jobber  for  brick  of  a  similar  kind  and 
In  similar  quantities  and  at  periods  when  he 
was  entitled  to  receive  them  under  the  con- 
tract. Hewson-IIerzog  Supply  Co.  v.  Minne- 
sota Brick  Co.  55  Minn.  530,  57  N.  W.  129. 

And  one  who,  having  a  contract  with  another 
for  a  carload  of  apples,  returns  them  because 
they  are  not  such  as  he  had  contracted  for, 
and  afterwards  purchases  another  carload  of 
apples  such  as  the  contract  called  for,  for 
which  he  has  to  pay  $49.05  more,  is  enHtlod  to 
recover  of  the  vendor  the  $49.05  to  make  hln)- 
self  whole  In  the  purchase  of  the  second  car- 
load. But  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover  for  lost 
profits  from  the  failure  to  carry  out  agree- 
ments with  retail  dealers  because  of  the  fail> 
ure  of  the  vendor  to  deliver  the  apples  con- 
tracted for,  which  profits  he  would  have  made 
had  he  been  able  to  furnish  them  the  apples 
they  had  agreed  to  buy.  Hamilton  v.  'Schu- 
macher, 4  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas.  (Willson)  i  212. 

And  It  cannot  be  assumed  that  a  cor^tract 
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CDUsmute  reversible  error.  There  is  no  con- 
troversy but  that  the  difference  between  the 
contract  price  for  the  goods  to  appellant  and 
what  it  was  to  receive  wa8  unusually  large. 
To  say  that  such  increased  price  to  the  ex- 
hibitors was  extraordinary  in  a  superlative 
degree  would  be  fully  justified.  It  also  ap- 
pear:) beyond  controversy  that  respondent's 
oflicers  knew,  when  the  contract  was  made 
with  appellant,  that  the  goods  were  intended 
for  a  special  purpose.  They  had  reason  to 
know  that  there  was  no  established  market 
price  for  such  goods.  They  knew  that  de- 
fendant was  under  contract  to  furnish  the 
goods  to  the  exhibitors,  but  it  does  not  ap- 
pear that  they  had  any  notice  of  the  contract 
price  such  exhibitors  were  to  pay;  and  it  ia 
in  the  light  of  these  facts  that  we  must  de- 
termine the  question  presented.  As  stated, 
in  effect,  by  this  court  in  Wright   v.    Mul- 


raney,  78  Wis.  89,  9  L.  R.  A.  807,  46  N.  W. 
1045,  it  is  sometimes  difficult  to  determine 
when  the  rule  of  prospective  profits  should 
be  applied,  and  when  not,  and  such  deter- 
mination must  be  largely  governed  by  the 
special  circumstances  in  each  particular  case^ 
and,  as  often  said  by  this  court,  in  terms 
or  in  effect,  such  profits  are  at  best  con- 
jectural and  uncertain,  and,  when  allowed, 
are  likely  to,  or  necessarily  do,  operate  un- 
justly and  oppressively.  Wright  v.  Mul- 
vaney,  78  Wis.  89,  9  L.  R.  A.  807,  46  N.  W. 
1045;  Feicaukee  Milling  Co.  v.  Hoimtt,  80 
Wis.  270,  56  N.  W.  784;  Bierbach  v.  Oood- 
year  Rubber  Co.  54  Wis.  208,  41  Am.  Rep.  19, 
11  U.  W.  614;  Anderson  v.  Sloane,  72  Wis. 
566,  40  N.  W.  214.  Therefore,  before  the 
rule  should  be  applied  to  any  given  case, 
such  case  should  be  brought  clearly  within 
the  authorities  on  the  subject,  leaving  no 


for  the  purchase  of  steel  caps  to  be  used  in 
making  steel  rails,  for  the  purpose  of  filling 
a  (ontract  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser  with 
another  to  supply  stent  rails,  where  the  vendor 
of  the  steel  caps  was  not  infornaed  as  to  the 
price  which  the  purchaser  of  the  steel  rails 
was  to  pay  therefor  to  his  vendor,  was  made 
with  reference  to  such  price,  where  there  does 
not  app«ir  to  be  any  market  price  for  the  steel 
caps,  or  any  market  price  for  the  completed 
rail.  Booth  v.  Spuyten  Duyvll  Rolling  Mill  Co. 
«0  X.  Y.  4S7. 

And  one  who  purchased  a  quantity  of  corn 
of  another  for  transportation  to  the  southern 
market,  which  fact  was  known  to  the  vendor 
at  the  time  of  the  sale,  a  part  of  which  corn 
proves  to  l>e  bad,  is  entitled  to  recover  where 
the  purchase  was  made  upon  the  representation 
of  the  vendor  that  the  com  was  sound,  the 
coit  of  transportation  incurred  because  of  such 
representations,  to  the  amount  of  the  extent  of 
the  expenditures  for  transx)ortation,  and  for 
what  be  had  disbursed  both  in  consequence  of 
hit  purchase  and  in  accomplishment  of  the 
object  of  his  purchase,  less  what  he  sold  and 
received  for  a  part  of  the  cprn ;  but  he  is  not 
entitled  to  a  decree  for  the  amount  of  his  loss 
on  the  speculation  in  the  southern  market,  or 
for  the  dlfTerence  In  the  sale  and  resale  of  the 
residue  of  the  sacks  of  corn,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  part  that  was  spoiled  had  injured  the 
credit  of  the  whole  lot.  Moore  v.  Payne,  7 
Dana,  380.  See  also  Gueuzkow  Bbos.  Co.  v. 
A.  H.  AvDSEWd  &  Co. 

8o.  in  Harper  v.  Miller,  27  Ind.  277.  it  was 
>ald  that  damages  claimed  in  an  action  for 
hreacb  of  contract  for  the  delivery  of  corn  on 
the  ground  that  the  purchaser  had  a  contract 
for  the  delivery  of  corn  to  the  government,  and 
that  the  contract  with  the  vendor  was  made  for 
the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  comply  with 
•ich  contract,  which  was  known  to  the  vendor, 
and  that  the  purchaser  was  prevented  from  per- 
forming such  contract  by  the  failure  of  the 
vendor  to  deliver  the  com  under  his  contract, 
woaid  not  be  the  necessary  or  direct  result  of 
the  failure  of  the  vendor  to  deliver  the  corn, 
and  would  be  too  remote  to  justify  a  recovery. 
But  the  case  was  decided  on  the  failure  of  the 
pnrrhaser  to  claim  special  damages. 

Ihe  vendee  of  a  thing  sold  is  entitled  to  have 
th^  thing  bargained  for  at  the  price  agreed  | 
upon,  and  to  resell  it  himself.  If  he  wishes,  at 
its  market  price,  and  in  case  of  breach  of  con- 
tract by  the  vendor  he  is  fully  Indemnifled  when 
h**  has  received  the  profit  which  it  Is  shown  he 
<^ald  have  made  from  a  resale,  and  he  is  not 
eatitied  to  Interest  on  money  which  lay  un- 
52  L.  R  A. 


productive  on  account  of  the  breach,  or  for  dam- 
ages for  having  made  a  lease  before  he  was  ad- 
vised of  the  refusal  to  complete  the  contract. 
Kempner  v.  Cohn,  47  Ark.  527,  68  Am.  Kep. 
77R,  1  S.  W.  869. 

See  also  Young  v.  Cureton,  87  Ala.  727,  6 
So.  352 ;  Raisin  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  J.  J.  Barrow, 
Jr.,  Co.  97  Ala.  694,  12  So.  388, — infra,  II.  d,  2. 

3.  What  notice  or  knowledge  of  resale  gufflcient. 

Special  damages  resulting  from  a  failure  to 
make  a  resale  can  only  be  recovered  In  an  ac- 
tion for  breach  of  the  contract  for  a  sale  of 
property,  where  the  contract  of  resale  was 
brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the  vendor,  and 
where,  by  reason  of  his  special  knowledge  of ' 
the  circumstances,  he  Impliedly  undertakes, 
in  case  of  his  failure  to  make  the  conveyance,  to 
pay  such  special  damages  by  way  of  indemnity^ 
I.ynch  V.  Wright,  94  Fed.  703 ;  Topllts  v.  King 
Bridge  Co.  20  Misc.  576,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  418. 

Thus,  a  piirchaser  of  goods  is  not  entitled  to 
damages  against  his  vendor  for  breach  of  con- 
tract, for  the  loss  of  profit  on  a  subcontract, 
which  he  had  made  for  the  sale  of  the  goods, 
where  the  subcontract  was  not  known  to  the 
seller  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  though  it  was  ^ 
known  that  he  had  purchased  the  goods  for  the 
purpose  of  resale.  Thol  v.  Henderson,  L.  R. 
8  Q.  B.  Div.  457,  46  L.  T.  N.  S.  483 ;  Rahm  v. 
Deig,  121  Ind.  283,  23  N.  E.  141 ;  Penn  v.  Smith, 
104  Ala.  445,  IS  So.  38. 

In  Thol  V.  Henderson,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  Div.  457, 
46  L,  T.  N.  S.  483,  supra,  Borries  v.  Hutchin- 
son, 18  C.  B.  N.  S.  445,  34  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S. 
169,  11  Jur.  N.  S.  267.  11  L.  T.  N.  S.  771,  13 
Week.  Rep.  386,  aupra,  II.  b,  2,  was  distin- 
guished upon  the  ground  that  In  that  case  the 
existence  of  the  subcontract  was  known  to  the 
seller  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  or,  at  all  events, 
the  facts  were  known  ^o  the  seller  that  the 
goods  were  purchased  for  a  specific  purpose, 
and  that,  delivery  being  required  for  that  spe- 
cific purpose,  the  buyer  would  incur  loss  by 
such  nondelivery  which  would  prevent  his  ef- 
fecting the  specific  purpose,  so  that  the  seller 
must  be  taken  to  have  had  notice  either  of  the 
Bubsale  or  that  the  goods  were  bought  for  some 
specific  purpose. 

So,  ail  that  can  be  recovered  for  breach  of 
a  contract  to  furnish  a  designated  number  of 
ties  by  failure  to  furnish  all  the  ties  contracted 
for  Is  the  difference  between  the  contract  price 
and  the  market  value  at  the  time  and  place 
stipulated  for  delivery,  where  there  Is  nothing 
in  the  contract  which  was  in  writing  tending 
to  show  that  any  other  than  the  ordinary  lia- 
bility was  stipulated  for ;  and  in  such  case  evi- 
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reasonable  controversy  in  respect  to  it.  To 
be  sure,  in  this  case,  the  clement  of  uncer- 
tainty, as  the  term  is  commonly  used,  was  in 
some  respects  not  present,  because  the  con- 
tract between  the  appellant  and  the  exhib- 
itors relieved  it  in  a  measure  of  that  diffi- 
culty; but  uncertainty  still  remained,  quite 
prejudicial  to  respondent,  in  that  it  was  not 
known  to  its  officers,  at  the  time  of  the  mak- 
ing of  the  contract,  that  the  price  appellant 
was  to  obtain  from  the  exhibitors  would 
yield  an  extraordinary  profit.  Where  there 
has  been  a  previous  sale,  or  where  there  has 
not,  the  fundamental  principle  to  be  observed 
is  that  the  damages  for  the  breach  com- 
plained of  must  be  confined  to  such  as  may 
be  fairly  considered  to  arise,  according  to  the 
usual  course  of  things,  from  such  breach,  or 
such  as  may  reasonably  be  supposed  to  have 
been  in  contemplation  of  the  parties  at  the 


time  of  making  the  contract  as  the  probable 
result  of  the  breach  of  it.  Hadley  v.  Bajpen- 
dale,  9  £xch.  341 ;  Cockbum  v.  Ashland  Lum- 
ber Co.  64  Wis.  619,  12  N.  W.  49.  Hence,  it 
is  held  that,  in  order  to  make  applicable  the 
special  rule  of  damages, — ^that  is,  loss  of 
profits, — ^it  must  be  shown  that  the  special 
circumstances,  by  reason  of  w^hich  the  party 
invokes  such  application,  were  brought  clear- 
ly home  to  the  knowledge  of  both  parties  at 
Uie  time  the  contract  was  made,  and  it  i» 
only  applicable  in  so  far  as  such  circum- 
stances were  so  brought  home. 

All  rules  for  the  assessment  of  damages 
for  the  breach  of  contracts  are  supposed  to 
be  founded  upon  principles  of  natural  jus- 
tice, the  intention  being  to  keep  strictly 
within  such  principles.  It  is  on  that  ground 
that  the  general  rule  established  for  the  as- 
sessment of  damages  for  the  breach  of  an  ex- 


dence  that  the  purchaser  bad  a  contract  with 
third  parties  to  furnish  them  with  ties,  which 
he  was  unable  to  fulfil  on  account  of  the 
breach,  is  inadmissible.  Jemlson  v.  Gray,  29 
Iowa,  537. 

And  breach  of  a  contract  to  supply  a  desig- 
nated quantity  of  logs  does  not  warrant  a  re- 
covery of  the  profits  expected  to  be  made  on  the 
lumber  in  which  the  logs  were  intended  to  be 
sawed,  though  the  vendor  knew  that  the  mill 
owner  bought  the  logs  to  saw  them  into  lumber 
at  his  mill.  Cannon  y.  Folsom,  2  Iowa,  101, 
03  Am.  Dec.  474. 

And  the  fact  that  whisky  was  purchased  for 
the  Christmas  trade  is  not  such  a  specific  ob- 
ject or  special  circumstance  as  will  remove  the 
case  from  the  operation  of  the  general  rule  as 
to  the  recoverabillty  of  profits.  Young  v. 
Cureton,  87  Ala.  727,  6  So.  352. 

And  though  soon  after  the  time  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  goods  is  made,  the  purchaser, 
relying  thereon,  begins  to  sell  the  goods  pur- 
chased at  a  profit,  and  gives  notice  to  the  ven- 
dor of  such  subcontracts,  a  reasonable  time  be- 
fore the  date  at  which  the  goods  are  to  be  de- 
livered, the  profits  of  such  subcontracts  can- 
not be  allowed  as  damages  in  an  action  against 
the  vendor  for  breach  of  the  contract  of  sale, 
as  such  subsales  cannot  reasonably  be  consid- 
ered to  have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  the 
parties  at  the  time  they  make  the  contract. 
Jordan  v.  Patterson,  67  Conn.  473,  35  Atl.  621. 

Nor  is  a  party  Injured  by  a  partial  breach 
of  contract  to  furnish  certain  saw  logs  entitled 
to  recover  damages  for  the  breach  on  the  ground 
that,  in  the  contemplation  of  that  contract,  he 
made  an  agreement  with  a  third  person  to  fur- 
nish him  with  lumber  expected  to  be  sawed  out 
of  such  logs,  and  that  as  a  consequence  of  the 
failure  to  furnish  the  logs,  he  was  unable  to 
keep  the  latter  agreement,  where  the  latter 
agreement  had  no  existence  when  the  former 
was  entered  into.  Wetmore  v.  Pattlson,  45 
Mich.  439,  8  N.  W.  67. 

And  where  after  a  contract  of  sale  and  de- 
livery of  a  quantity  of  cotton  was  made,  and 
before  it  was  to  be  performed,  the  price  of  cot- 
ton rose  and  fell  again,  and  during  that  time 
the  purchaser  made  a  contract  to  sell  at  a 
higher  price,  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover  the 
excess  of  such  selling  price  over  the  market 
price  at  the  time  of  the  breach.  Williams  v. 
Reynolds.  0  lU^st  *  H.  495.  34  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S. 
221,  n  Jur.  N.  B.  973,  12  L.  T.  N.  8.  729,  13 
Week.  Hep.  940. 

In  the  abiivr  cane,  Ilorrlen  v.  Hutchinson,  18 
C.  B.  N.  n.  445,  34  L.  J.  ('.  V.  N.  8.  169,  11 
Jur.  N.  ».  267,  11  L.  T.  N.  8.  771,  18  Week. 
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Rep.  386,  supra,  II.  b,  2,  was  distinguished 
upon  the  ground  that  the  contract  made  by 
the  plaintiffs  in  that  case,  to  supply  the  foreign 
merchant  with  soda,  was  contemporaneous  with, 
and  known  to  the  defendant  at,  the  time  of  hi* 
contract.  And  Dunlop  v.  Hlgglna,  1  H.  L.  Cas. 
381,  12  Jur.  295,  supra.  III.  c,  was  explained 
and  criticised,  the  court  saying  that  that  case 
turned  upon  the  law  of  Scotland,  but  if  the 
Scottish  rale  were  to  be  carried  out  to  its  fair 
extent  no  one  could  contract  to  sell  goodSr 
which  were  not  actually  in  his  possession,  with- 
out charging  an  additional  premium  commen- 
surate with  the  profits  which  the  vendee  might 
possibly  make,  and  for  which  he  himself  would 
have  to  pay  If  prevented  from  carrying  out  hl» 
agreement. 

So,  while  loss  of  profits  on  existing  contract* 
may  be  a  source  of  damage  which  may  be  set 
up  as  a  defense  In  an  action  for  the  purchase 
price  of  a  machine  with  which  the  work  was  to 
be  done,  the  delivery  of  which  had  been  delayed, 
it  is  incumbent  on  the  defendant  to  show  In  his 
afltdavlt  of  defense  that  the  contracts  were  ex- 
isting ones.  Keystone  Drilling  Co.  v.  BtahU 
17  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  498. 

To  bind  the  defendant  in  an  action  for  breach 
of  contract  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  goods, 
for  damages  based  upon  the  price  stipulated 
for  on  a  resale  of  the  goods,  he  must  have  had 
notice  of  such  resale  when  the  contract  wae 
made,  though  perhaps  not  of  the  contract 
price ;  and  In  the  absence  of  such  notice  it  can- 
not be  fairly  said  that  the  special  damages 
sufl'ered  because  of  Inability  to  fulfil  the  con- 
tract of  resale  may  reasonably  be  supposed  to 
have  been  within  the  contemplation  of  the  par- 
ties. Cockburn  v.  Ashland  Lumber  Co.  54  Wis. 
619,  12  N.  W.  49. 

The  mere  circumstance,  however,  that  a  ven- 
dor of  goods  does  not  know  the  precise  price 
specified  in  a  contract  for  the  fulfilling  of 
which  the  purchase  was  made,  does  not  exon- 
erate him  from  liability  for  the  loss  of  such 
contract  because  of  bis  breach  of  contract  of 
sale.  Booth  v.  Spuyten  Duyvil  Rolling  Mill 
Co.  60  N.  Y.  487. 

And  where  vendors  of  goods  had  knowledge 
at  the  time  of  the  contract  that  the  purchasers 
contracted  therefor  in  order  to  resell  them  to 
others,  they  are  chargeable  with  knowledge 
that  the  purchasers  would  make  such  profits 
as  the  market  price  of  such  goods  would  give 
thera,  and  evidence  of  the  terms  of  subsales  ^ 
subsequently  made  of  such  goods  is  admissible 
In  an  action  for  a  breach  of  the  original 
contract  of  sale.  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  what  :he  market  price  of  such  goods 
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ecutory  contract  to  sell  and  deliver  property, 
i.  e.,  the  difference  between  the  contract  price 
and  the  market  value  at  the  time  and  place 
of  the  delivery,  in  order  to  work  out  natural 
justice  in  case  of  special  circumstances,  must 
necessarily  be  broadened  out  to  fit  such  cir- 
cumstances, but  only  when  such  special  cir- 
cumstances are  shown  to  have  been  brought 
home  to  the  knowledge  of  both  parties  at  the 
making  of  the  contract.  The  leading  case 
of  Hadley  v.  Baa:endale,  9  £xch.  341,  states 
the  rule  applicable  to  a  case  of  this  kind, 
and  it  has  been  repeatedly  approved  by  this 
court.  It  is  thus  stated^  in  the  language  of 
Alderson,  B.:  *'Where  two  parties  liave 
made  a  contract,  which  one  of  them  has  brok- 
en, the  damages  which  the  other  party  ought 
to  receive  in  respect  of  such  breach  of  con- 
tract should  be  such  as  may  fairly  and  rea- 
M^nably  be  considered  either  arising  natural- 


ly, t.  €.,  according  to  the  usual  course  of 
things,  from  such  breach  of  contract  itself, 
or  such  as  may  reasonably  be  supposed  to 
have  been  in  contemplation  of  both  parties, 
at  the  time  they  made  the  contract,  as  the 
probable  result  of  the  breach  of  it.  Now,  if 
the  special  circumstances  under  which  the 
contract  was  actually  made  were  communi- 
cated by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants,  and 
thus  known  to  both  parties,  the  damages  re- 
sulting from  the  breach  of  such  contract 
which  they  would  reasonably  contemplate 
would  be  the  amount  of  injury  which  would 
ordinarily  follow  from  a  breach  of  contract 
under  these  special  circumstances,  so  known 
and  communicated.  But,  on  the  other  hand, 
if  these  special  circumstances  were  wholly 
unknown  to  the  party  breaking  the  contract, 
he,  at  the  most,  could  only  l^  supposed  to 
have  had  in  his  contemplation  the  amount 


wae  at  the  time  when  they  were  to  be  delivered. 
Jordan  v.  Patterson.  67  Conn.  473,  85  Atl.  521. 

And  one  who  purchases  goods  for  shipment 
to  a  diatant  city  for  resale  at  that  place  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  vendor,  is  entitled,  on  breach 
of  the  contract  by  the  vendor,  to  the  benefit  of 
the  market  price  there  in  the  estimate  of  the 
damages,  as  such  market  price  may  reasonably 
be  snppGwed  to  have  been  within  the  contempla- 
tion of  the  parties  when  the  contract  was  made. 
Cockbum  v.  Ashland  Lumber  Co.  54  Wis.  619, 
12  N.  W.  49. 

And  breach  of  contract  of  sale  of  a  desig- 
nated quantity  of  scrap  iron  of  a  specified  qual- 
ity by  delivering  goods  of  an  Inferior  quality 
and  different  description,  warrants  a  recovery 
by  the  purchaser  against  the  vendor,  where  the 
Tendor,  previous  to  the  sale,  upon  solicitation 
of  the  purchaser,  showed  the  goods  to  a  person 
whom  he  knew  to  be  an  American  gentleman 
tr<«ting  for  the  goods,  with  a  view  to  sending 
them  to  I'hiladelphia,  of  the  difference  between 
the  actual  value  and  the  amount  which  would 
bSTe  been  received  under  the  subcontract  of 
aie  bad  the  goods  been  in  accordance  with  the 
rtiDtract,  and  not  merely  the  difference  between 
the  actual  value  and  the  value  of  goods  equal 
la  quantity  and  quality  to  those  contracted 
for  at  the  time  of  delivery.  Hamilton  v.  Ma- 
gill,  Ir.  L.  R.  12  C.  L.  186. 

Id  the  above  case,  Borrles  v.  Hutchinson,  18 
C.  B.  N.  8.  445,  34  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  169,  11  Jur. 
N.  S.  267,  11  L.  T.  N.  S.  771,  13  Week.  Rep. 
386,  supra,  II.  b,  2,  was  distinguished  upon  the 
froond  that  the  existence  of  the  subcontract 
ia  that  case  was  in  fact  not  known  to  the  seller 
tt  the  time  of  sale. 

But  a  sale  of  apples,  the  vendor  knowing 
that  they  were  for  the  Canada  market,  and  that 
th«  purchaser  would  have  no  opportunity  to  In- 
iPKt  the  fruit  until  it  reached  the  place  of  des- 
tination, though  not  made  with  relation  to 
tbat  market,  which  apples  were  wholly  lost  In 
consequence  of  the  fault  of  the  vendor,  while 
It  might  entitle  the  vendee  to  recover  the  ex- 
pense of  transportation  to  the  contemplated 
market  in  addition  to  the  price  paid  for  the 
fmlt  would  not  entitle  him  to  recover  anything 
on  the  ground  of  the  loss  of  profits.  Lattin  v. 
Davis.  HUl  &  D.  Supp.  9. 

In  TrIgg  V.  Clay,  88  Va.  330,  13  S.  E.  434, 
boweTer,  It  was  said  that  the  distinction  made 
In  aome  of  the  cases  between  a  resale  made 
at  an  advance  subsequent  to  a  contract  of  pur- 
dmte  and  a  resale  made  at  an  advance  before 
tbe  contract  of  purchase,  which  was  known  to 
*be  seller  of  the  goods  (citing  Carpenter  v. 
(Irat  Nat.  Bank,  110  111.  854,  10  N.  E.  18, 
^i  L.  K  A. 


aupra^  II.  b.  2),  Is  rather  fanciful,  it  not  being 
In   accord    with    the   ordinary    usage   of   trade    ^ 
that  a   man  buying  to  sell  again    should    dis- 
close his  dealings  with  tbe  same  goods  to  his 
vendor. 

4.  A8  applied  to  notice  or  knowledge  of  special 

U9e. 

The  rule  that  the  measure  of  damages  for 
breach  by  a  vendor  of  a  contract  of  sale  would 
be  the  difference  between  the  contract  price 
and  tlie  market  value  of  the  article  at  the 
time  and  place  It  was  to  be  delivered.  Is  cor- 
rect In  actions  for  the  nondelivery  of  ordinary 
merchandise  which  can  be  at  once  replaced  In 
the  market ;  but  It  is  not  applicable  to  a  case 
where  a  specific  article  Is  bought  for  a  specific 
purpose  known  to  the  vendor  at  the  time  of 
sale,  which  he  wilfully  refuses  to  deliver.  Ben- 
ton V.  Kay,  64  III.  417. 

In  rase  a  manufacturer  of  goods  sells  them 
to  a  purchaser  to  be  used  for  a  particular  pur- 
pose which  Is  known  to  the  vendor  at  the  time 
of  the  sale,  a  more  liberal  rule  as  to  damages 
for  a  breach  prevails  than  In  cases  where  like  ^ 
articles  are  sold  as  merchandise  for  general 
purposes ;  and  In  such  cases  the  future  prof- 
Its  and  expenses  Incurred  may  be  recovered. 
Swain  V.  SchlefTelln,  134  N.  Y.  471,  18  L.  B. 
A.  385.  81  N.  E.  1025. 

Where  property  Is  bought  to  fill  contracts  al- 
ready made,  the  profits  are  not  speculative  or 
uncertain,  but  are  the  subject  of  almost  exact 
mathematical  calculation,  and  their  loss  is  the 
direct  and  Immediate  result  of  a  breach  of  con- 
tract.    Stewart  v.  Power,  12  Kan.  600. 

Thu^s,  where  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of 
machinery  Is  made  directly  with  reference  to 
a  certain  use  to  be  made  of  the  machinery,  and 
contracts  were  already  made  by  the  buyer 
whereby  he  would  receive  a  certain  fixed  and 
definite  profit,  which  is  known  to  the  seller, 
such  profit  may  be  considered  in  measuring 
the  damages,  If  the  seller  wrongfully  and  with- 
out fault  on  the  purchaser's  part  falls  to  com- 
ply with  his  contract.  A.  J.  Anderson  Elec- 
tric Co.  V.  Cleburne  Water,  Ice  &  Lighting  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.)   27  S.  W.  504. 

And  one  who  orders  machinery  necessary  to 
be  used  in  dredging  a  beach  for  which  he  has 
a  contract  with  the  government,  which  fact 
is  known  to  the  vendor  at  the  time.  Is  entitled 
to  recoup  the  loss  of  profits  on  the  government 
contract  which  he  suffers  by  reason  of  delay 
in  furnishing  the  machinery,  and  of  delay  occa- 
sioned In  furnishing  defective  machinery,  In 
an  action  brought  by  the  vendor  for  the  con- 
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of  injury  which  would  arise  generally,  and, 
in  the  great  multitude  of  cases,  not  affected 
by  any  special  circumstances,  from  such  a 
breach  of  contract.  For,  had  the  special  cir- 
cumstances been  known,  the  parties  might 
have  specially  provided  for  a  breach  of  con- 
tract by  special  terms  as  to  the  damages  in 
that  case.  To  the  same  effect  are  Borries 
V.  Hutchinson^  18  C.  B.  N.  S.  445;  Messmore 
V.  A>M?  York  Hhot  d  Lead  Co.  40  N.  Y.  422 ; 
Booth  V.  Spuyten  Duyvil  Rolling  Mill  Co, 
60  N.  Y.  487  ;  McIIose  v.  Fulmer,  73  Pa.  365 ; 
Poposkpy  V.  Mnnktcitz,  68  Wis.  322,  60  Am. 
Rep.  858,  32  N.  W.  35 ;  Cockhum  v.  Ashland 
Lumber  Co.  54  Wis.  619,  12  N.  W.  49,  and 
substantially  all  the  authorities  on  the  sub- 
ject; and  if  all  were  collated  no  more  light 
could  be  thrown  on  the  general  principle  in- 
volved. 

But  the  question  arises  whether  the  price 


to  the  first  vendee  must  be  communicated  to 
the  second  vendor  in  order  that  he  may  be 
charged  with  the  special  rule  of  damages  at 
the  suit  of  his  vendee,  in  case  of  a  breach 
on  the  part  of  such  second  vendor ;  and  upon 
the  precise  point  here  presented  the  authori- 
ties  are  not  numerous.  In  Cockhum  v.  Ash- 
land Lumber  Co.  54  Wis.  619,  12  N.  W.  49, 
Mr.  Ju:)tice  Lyon  said:  "To  bind  the  de- 
fendant by  the  price  stipulated  for  on  a  re- 
sale, he  must  have  had  notice  of  such  resale 
when  the  contract  was  niade,  though,  per- 
haps, not  of  the  contract  price."  But  it 
must  be  observed  that,  in  the  case  then  un- 
der consideration,  the  circumstance  of  ex- 
traordinary profits  wai^not  present;  that  is, 
the  evidence  did  not  disclose  but  that  tlie 
profits  were  such  as  were  reasonable,  and 
might  reasonably  have  been  in  contempla- 
tion by  both  parties  to  the  transaction  when 


tract  price.     Industrial  Works  v.  Mitchell,  114 
Mich.  29.  72  N.  W.  25. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  by 
the  owner  of  a  tract  of  land  having  timber  upon 
it  suitable  for  making  charcoal,  of  a  contract 
for  the  conversion  of  the  timber  into  charcoal, 
the  owner  to  pay  a  designated  price  therefor 
and  furnish  supplies  from  his  store  necessary 
to  carry  on  the  Job  of  coaling,  by  failure  and 
refusal  to  furnish  such  supplies,  is  the  profits 
which  the  party  injured  could  have  secured 
had  he  been  permitted  to  perform  the  contract ; 
and  evidence  in  an  action  for  the  breach,  of 
the  expense  of  buUding  houses  on  the  land  for 
the  occupancy  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  em- 
ployees, and  of  the  expense  Incurred  in  bring- 
ing employees  to  the  lands,  is  inadmissible. 
Mason  v.  Alabama  Iron  Co.  73  Ala.  270. 

So,  the  damages  under  a  contract  for  the 
snle  of  q^uano,  broken  by  a  delivery  of  only  part 
of  the  amount  purchased  with  not*ce  that  it 
was  Intended  for  use  on  the  purchaser's  cotton 
crop,  are  measured  by  the  profits  which  he  lost 
in  a  depreciated  production  of  cotton  on  the 
land  upon  which  he  intended  to  use  It,  where 
it  appears  that  the  breach  was  too  late  to  en- 
able him  to  purchase  elsewhere,  and  he  used 
the  part  delivered  upon  part  of  his  land,  the 
crop  upon  which  exceeded  that  upon  the  bal- 
ance at  the  rate  of  $9  or  $10  per  acre.  Bell 
V.  Ueynolds,  73  Ala.  511,  56  Am.  Rep.  52. 

One  who  purchases  a  planing  machine,  how- 
ever, stipulating  to  get  the  particular  machine 
purchased,  and  arranges  his  other  machinery 
with  a  view  to  its  use,  and  the  vendor  refuses 
to  deliver  it,  whereby  he  Is  delayed  in  his  busi- 
ness, should  be  permitted  to  show.  In  an  action 
for  the  Injury,  what  would  have  been  a  fair 
rent  for  the  use  of  the  building  and  machinery 
if  in  running  order,  during  the  time  they  lay 
idle  in  consequence  of  the  refusal  of  the  vendor 
to  deliver  the  machinery,  and  evidence  that  he 
had  erected  a  building  and  put  in  a  steam  en- 
gine and  shafting  at  a  large  expense,  with  a 
view  to  the  use  of  the  machinery  to  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  vendor,  which  lay  idle  in  conse- 
quence of  the  vendor's  breach,  is  admissible ; 
but  evidence  as  to  probable  profits  should  not 
be  received.     Benton  v.  Fay,  64  111.  417. 

See  also  Ueed  Lumber  Co.  v.  Lewis,  94  Ala. 
626.  10  So.  333,  infra,  11.  d.  4 :  Hammer  v. 
Schoenfelder,  47  Wis.  455,  2  N.  W.  1129,  in- 
fra, IL  c,  1. 

6.  What  not  lea  or  knoicledt/e  of  use  sufficient. 

A  vendor  will  not  be  liable  to  the  vendee 
for  special  damages  consisting  of  the  loss  of 
profits  in  every  case,  where  it  appears,  even 
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by  parol  evidence,  that  the  goods  were  pur- 
chased for  a  particular  purpose,  and  that  the 
vendor  knew  it.  To  create  such  extraordinary 
liability,  'there  must,  in  every  case,  be  some- 
thing In  the  terms  of  the  contract,  read  in  the 
light  of  surrounding  circumstances,  which 
shows  an  intention  upon  the  part  of  the  vendor 
to  assume  an  enlarged  engagement, — a  wider 
responsibility  than  is  assumed  by  the  vendor 
in  ordinary  contracts  for  the  sale  and  delivery 
of  merchandise.     Clark  v.  Moore,  3  Mich.  55. 

And  a  contract  by  which  a  manufacturer 
agrees  to  furnish  certain  cordage  necessary  to 
rig  a  vessel  which  the  other  contracting  party 
is  building,  does  not  constitute  an  undertaking 
that  the  vendee  shall  have  the  use  of  the  goods 
for  the  purpose  specified,  but  is  merely  a  des- 
ignation of  the  use  for  which  the  materials 
are  usable  and  of  the  quantity  to  he  furnished : 
so  that  the  vendee,  In  an  action  for  a  breach 
of  Che  contract,  can  only  be  allowed  as  dam- 
ages the  difference  between  the  contract  price 
and  the  market  value  of  the  articles.     /Md. 

All  that  Is  required,  however,  to  warrant  a 
recovery  of  profits  lost  through  the  loss  of  an- 
other contract,  dependent  upon  the  principal 
one,  is  that  sufficient  Information  of  the  special 
circumstances  be  given  by  one  to  the  other  of 
the  contracting  parties  to  put  the  latter  upon 
reasonable  inquiry  concerning  them.  Llman  v. 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  4  Misc.  539,  24  N.  -T. 
Supp.  824. 

And  one  who  purchases  a  railway  ticket  for 
another,  directing  its  delivery  to  him.  inform- 
ing the  agent  of  the  company  that  the  ticket 
purchased  for  the  delivery  to  the  other  was 
required  to  enable  the  latter  to  proceed  to  bis 
destination  in  fulfilment  of  an  agreement  for 
his  exhibition  there  on  a  designated  day,  ade- 
quately discharges  the  duty  incumbent  upon 
him  of  giving  information  as  to  special  cir- 
cumstances so  as  to  entitle  him  to  recover  prof- 
its for  the  engagement  lost,  by  reason  of  the 
failure  of  the  railroad  company  to  deliver  the 
ticket.     Ibid. 

So,  notice  of  the  fact  that  machinery  ordered 
was  to  be  put  to  use  in  performing  a  con- 
tract with  the  government  is  a  sufficient  notice 
that  the  purchasers  expected  to  derive  a  profit 
from  the  business,  and  the  natural  and  neci^s- 
sary  Inference  must  be  that  a  failure  to  ful- 
fil tjie  contract  would  result  in  the  loss  of  the  . 
profits  so  as  to  render  them  recoverable  in  an 
a<'tion  for  the  breach.  Industrial  Works  ▼. 
Mitchell,  114  Mich.  29,  72  N.  W.  25. 

And  a  breach  of  contract  by  the  nondelivery 
at  an  agreed  time  of  a  hull  capable  of  being 
used  as  a   hulk   for  storing  coals,   the  conse- 
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tbe  contract  was  made.  The  question  has 
been  inauy  times  eonHidered  in  the  courts  of 
En;,'land,  and  may  be  said  to  have  been  long 
t>eitI<Hl,  that  the  second  vendor  is  only  bound 
b}'  the  terms  of  the  contract  with  the  second 
vendee.  .«o  far  as  communicated  to  him,  or  he 
had  reasonable  ground  to  know  the  same,  by 
inference  from  facts  brought  to  his  knowl- 
edcre.  All  of  the  cases  refer  to,  and  are 
founded  upon,  the  general  principle  laid  down 
in  Uadley  v.  Bfixendalc,  9  Exch.  341.  In 
Borries  v.  Hutchinson  these  circumstances 
were  present:  There  was  a  Russian  con- 
tract between  the  plaintiff  and  a  third  per- 
M)n  as  his  vendor.  The  fact  of  the  contract 
wa»  made  known  to  defendant,  but  not  its 
terms.  lie  knew  the  goods  were  to  be  deliv- 
ered in  Russia,  to  be  transferred  there  by 
rail.  He  was  familiar  with  the  fact  that 
freight  rates  and  insurance  rates  were  high- 


er there  in  winter  than  in  summer.  He 
agreed  to  deliver  the  goods  in  summer,  but 
did  not  deliver  till  later,  so  that  the  winter 
rates  of  freight  and  insurance  applied.  It 
was  held  that  he  was  bound  to  know,  under 
the  circumHtances,  at  the  time  he  made  the 
contract,  that  the  late  delivery  would  necessi- 
tate a  loss  on  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  in- 
creased freight  and  insurance  charges. 
Hence,  he  was  charged  with  such  loss,  be- 
cause so  much  of  the  contract  was  made 
known  to  him  as  charged  him  with  knowl- 
edge that  the  loss,  by  increased  freight  and 
insurance  rates,  would  naturally  follow  such 
late  deliveiy.  Plaintiff  was  liable  to  his 
Russian  vendee  for  certain  penalties  for  fail- 
ure to  deliver  the  goods  at  the  time  agreed 
upon;  but  defendant  was  not  held  liable  for 
such  penalties,,  because  knowledge  of  the 
terms  of  the  Russian  contract  in  that  regard 


quonces  that  woald  naturally  arise  from  such 
DOD'ielivery  being,  that  the  purchaser  would  not 
be  able  to  earn  money  by  its  use,  warrants  a 
r^overy  for  the  loss  of  profits  from  its  use 
iutlng  the  delay  in  delivery,  though  the  pur- 
<tmHor  intended  to  make  an  entirely  different 
U9e  of  it,  where  he  actually  suffered  losses  to 
that  amount.  Cory  v.  Thames  Iron  Works  & 
Shipbuilding  Co.  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  181.  37  L.  J.  Q. 
B  X.  S.  68,  17  L.  T.  N.  S.  495,  16  Week.  Hep. 
407. 

e.  The  rule  as  to  the  absence  of  a  market. 

1.  When  ffoods  are  practically  unobtainable. 

The  rule  that  when  a  vendor  falls  to  comply 
with  his  contract  the  measure  of  damages  Is  the 
diflTerence  between  the  contract  and  the  market 
price  of  the  article  at  the  time  of  the  breach, 
duet  not  apply  when  the  circumstances  of  the 
rtv  are  sach  that  the  vendee  cannot  supply 
hiBmeif  in  the  market ;  and  in  such  case  his 
i«tttimate  loss  which  he  can  recover  is  the  dlf- 
fereuce  between  the  contract  price  he  was  to 
par  to  his  vendor  and  the  price  he  was  to  re- 
ceive for  the  article,  where  it  was  purchased  for 
The  purpose  of  l>eing  thus  disposed  of,  as  this 
!i  a  loM  which  springs  directly  from  the  non- 
falfilment  of  the  contract.  McHose  v.  Ful- 
mer.  73  Pa.  365 ;  Low  v.  Craig,  8  Pa.  Super. 
Ci.  622 :  Lrjescher  ▼.  Delsterberg,  2*6  III.  App. 
521 :  llaUtead  Lumber  Co.  v.  Sutton,  46  Kan. 
1^  26  Pac.  444 ;  Bluegrass  Cordage  Co.  v. 
Luthy  k  Co.  98  Ky.  583,  33  S.  W.  835 ;  Camp- 
belliiTille  Lumber  Co.  v.  Bradlee,  96  Ky.  494, 
2»  8.  W.  313 ;  Den  Bleyker  v.  Gaston,  97  Mich. 
554.  56  N.  W.  763 ;  Parsons  v.  Sutton,  66  N.  Y. 
%:  Cockbum  v.  Ashland  Lumber  Co.  54  Wis. 
619.  12  N.  W.  49 ;  Stroud  v.  Austin,  Cab.  &  E. 
119. 

Bgpecially  where  the  expected  profits  were 
ftirlr  «rithln  the  contemplation  of  both  parties. 
Bhipcrass  Cordage  Co.  v.  Luthy  &  Co.  98  Ky. 
5.W.  33  S.  W.  835. 

Aod  tbe  rule  holds  though  the  vendor  had 
DO  notice  of  the  subsale  at  the  time  of  tbe  con- 
tra', t.    Stroud  V.  Austin,  Cab.  &  E.  119. 

Thi>  measure  of  damages  for  failure  to  de- 
liter  in  such  case  is  the  difference  between  the 
<^ntnict  price  and  the  market  price  at  the  place 
«bere  the  goods  were  to  be  sent,  less  the  cost 
of  transportation.  Vanstone  v.  Hopkins,  '49 
Mo.  App.  386. 

Tbna,  where  an  agreement  to  sell  and  deliver 
icmber  at  an  agreed  price  and  place  Is  broken 
^T  ibe  seller,  and  there  had  been  a  contract  to 
resell  the  lumber  at  an  agreed  price,  and  there 
i«  DO  market  at  or  near  the  place  of  delivery 
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where  similar  lumber  can  be  procured,  the  price 
at  which  the  lumber  was  bargained  to  a  pur- 
chaser affords  the  best  test  of  its  value,  and 
the  measure  of  damages  for  the  breach  of  the 
contract  of  sale  would  be  the  difference  be- 
tween the  contract  price  and  the  price  at  which 
it  had  been  resold.  Trigg  v.  Clay,  88  Va.  330, 
13  S.  E.  434  :  Halstead  Lumber  Co.  v.  Sutton, 
46  Kan.  192,  26  Pac.  444. 

And  in  determining  the  amount  of  damages 
for  breach  of  contract  for  the  sale  and  delivery 
of  lumber  of  a  particular  kind  purchased  for 
shipment  and  resale,  in  another  place,  which 
conid  not  be  elsewhere  obtained  at  the  place 
of  delivery,  the  jury  may  consider  the  price  of 
such  lumber  at  the  place  to  which  It  was  to  be 
shipped  and  resold,  and  the  expense  of  trans- 
porting the  same  from  the  place  of  delivery  to- 
gether with  the  cost  of  inspection,  and  in  that 
way  ascertain  the  value  of  such  lumber  at  the 
place  of  delivery,  and  the  damages  sustained 
by  the  nonfulfilment  of  the  contract.  Cock- 
burn  V.  Ashland  Lumber  Co.  54  Wis.  619,  12 
N.  W.  49. 

And  a  seller  of  lumber,  who  knew  the  pur- 
chaser was  engaged  in  dealing  in  lumber  in 
Boston,  and  that  the  lumber  sold  was  to  tie 
shipped  direct  to  that  place  for  resale,  is  liable, 
for  failure  to  deliver  the  lumber  according  to 
contract,  for  the  difference  between  the  con- 
tract price  and  the  market  value  at  Boston,  less 
the  cost  of  transportation,  where  there  was 
then  no  market  value  for  such  lumber  at  the 
place  of  purchase.  Campbellsvllle  Lumber  Co. 
V.  Bradlee,  90  Ky.  494,  29  S.  W.  313. 

So,  while  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach 
of  a  contract  to  deliver  every  day  for  a  desig- 
nated period  logs  of  a  certain  size  and  quantity 
at  a  sawmill  is  the  difference  between  the  con- 
tract price  and  the  price  at  which  logs  could 
by  reasonable  diligence  have  been  procured,  if 
there  was  any  interval  after  the  breach  dur- 
ing which  the  logs  could  not  have  been  l)ought 
at  any  price,  for  such  period,  the  damage  is  the 
net  profit  which  would  have  been  derived  from 
sawing  and  selling  the  number  of  logs  that  were 
to  have  been  furnished  under  the  contract  dur- 
ing such  period.  Hassard-Short  v.  Hardlson, 
114  N.  C.  482,  19  S.  E.  728. 

And  the  damages  suffered  In  consequence  of 
breaking  up  pending  negotiations  for  pre-en- 
gaging the  commodity  at  the  time  notice  was 
given  that  no  further  deliveries  would  be  made, 
by  the  party  who  undertr>ok  to  make  delivery 
of  such  cross-ties  as  the  other  party  might  sell 
In  conducting  his  business,  cross-ties  not  being 
a  commodity  of  general  commerce,  are  not 
speculative  and  remote,  where  it  appears  that 
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was  not  brought  home  to  him,  nor  facts  that 
would  reasonably  have  suggested  that  ele- 
ment of  probable  damages  in  case  of  a 
breach.  To  the  same  effect  are  Elhinger 
Actirn-Oesellschafft  v.  Armstrong,  L.  R.  9  Q. 
B.  473 ;  Grebert-Borgnis  v.  Nugent,  L.  R.  15 
Q.  B.  Div.  85.  In  this  last  ca^e  there  was  a 
contract  between  plaintiff  and  a  third  per- 
son, as  his  vendee,  for  goods  of  a  particular 
kind,  which  contract  was  made  known  to 
him.  The  contract  was  the  same  as  between 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  except  as  to  price. 
The  latter  contract  was  broken.  There  was 
no  market  price  for  the  goods.  There  was 
no  question  but  that  the  difference  in  price 
was  no  more  than  a  reasonable  profit.  He 
was  held  liable  for  such  profits  as  one  of  the 
natural  consequences  of  the  breach  of  so 
much  of  the  contract  as  was  .made  known  to 
him.     Brett,  M.  R.,  stated   the  rule  thus: 


"It  seems  to  me,  according  to  what  has  been 
decided,  that  the  original  vendor  in  such  a 
case  as  this  is  only  liable,  in  the  case  of  a 
breach  of  contract,  for  the  natural  conse- 
quences of  so  much  of  the  subcontract  as 
was  made  known  to  him.  If  he  were  told, 
for  instance,  that  the  contract  was  Miat,  if 
I  do  not  supply  my  purchaser  with  the  goods 
which  I  am  ordering  for  him,  my  vendor,  I 
shall  have  to  pay  my  purchaser  £4  a  ton  for 
every  ton  which  I  do  not  deliver;  then,  if 
there  be  a  breach  of  the  contract,  the  orig- 
inal vendor  would  have  to  pay  the  £4  a  ton. 
But,  supposing  there  was  in  the  subcontract 
between  myself  and  my  purchaser,  not  only 
a  stipulation  that  I  should  pay  £4  a  ton,  but, 
besides  that,  I  should  be  liable  to  a  penalty 
of  £5  a  day ;  although  this  is  in  the  subcon- 
tract, yet  if  that  part  of  it  was  not  made 
known  to  the  original  vendor,  then  for  that 


such  contracts  pre-engaging  the  commodity 
would,  if  not  thus  broken  up,  have  been  com- 
plied with,  and  that  the  difference  between  the 
cost  and  the  net  proceeds  in  each  case  would 
have  been  a  fixed  sum.  Fontaine  ▼.  Bazley,  00 
Ga.  416,  17  S.  E.  1015. 

And  breach  of  an  agreement  to  furnish  a 
butcher  with  what  ice  he  might  require  for  his 
Ice  box  In  which  he  kept  fresh  meat,  the  party 
agreeing  to  furnish  it  understanding  that  the 
ice  was  procured  for  the  purpose  of  preserving 
the  meflt,  and  knowing  that  the  butcher  would 
be  unable  to  procure  the  ice  elsewhere,  renders 
the  promisor  liable  for  the  whole  loss  sustained 
by  the  butcher,  including  damages  for  meat 
spoiled  for  want  of  Ice.  But  the  price  of  the 
Ice  should  be  deducted  from  the  value  of  the 
meat  spoiled.  Hammer  v.  Schoenfelder,  47 
Wis.  455,  2  N.  W.  1129. 

So,  breach  of  contract  of  sale  of  twine  by 
failure  to  deliver  where  the  purchaser  was  un- 
able to  purchase  twine  of  the  same  character 
and  description  in  the  market,  purchased  for 
the  purpose  of  a  resale  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
vendor,  the  profits  anticipated  thereon  being 
In  the  contemplation  of  both  parties  and  being 
the  motive  which  Induced  the  purchase,  en- 
titles the  vendee  to  recover  the  difference  be- 
tween the  contract  price  of  the  twine,  plus  the 
freight  thereon  and  the  price  at  which  it  could 
have  been  sold  by  the  vendee  at  their  place  of 
business.  Bluegrass  Cordage  Co.  v.  Luthy  & 
Co.  98  Ky.  583,  38  S.  W.  835. 

And  where  the  article  sold  Is  a  patented  arti- 
cle not  obtainable  in  the  open  market  the  gen- 
eral rule  does  not  apply,  and  the  loss  sustained 
by  the  buyer  must  be  computed  in  some  other 
way.  Davis  v.  Grand  Kapids  School-Furniture 
Co.  41  W.  Va.  717,  24  S.  E.  630. 

And  where  a  vendor  of  coal-tar  fails  to  de- 
liver it  at  the  time  and  place  specified  In  the 
contract  of  sale,  and  there  is  no  general  market 
for  coal-tar  at  that  place,  from  which  the  con- 
tract quantity  can  be  procured,  and  the  pur- 
chaser purchased  It  for  the  purpose  of  manufac- 
turing It  into  oil  and  fuel  to  sell,  the  difference 
between  the  price  at  which  he  would  sell  the 
manufactured  article  less  the  cost  of  manufac- 
turing, and  what  he  gave  for  the  tar  In  Its 
crude  state,  would  represent  the  loss  suffered 
from  the  breach,  and  be  a  proper  measure  of 
the  damage.  Equitable  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Balti- 
more Coal  Tar  ft  Mfg.  Co.  65  Md.  73,  8  Atl. 
108. 

So,  the  defendant  In  an  action  on  an  account 
for  goods  sold  is  entitled  to  counterclaim  for 
breach  of  a  contract  by  which  the  plaintiff 
agreed  to  furnish  him  with  certain  stock  and 
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materials  to  be  used  In  his  business  in  time  for 
the  approaching  state  fair,  with  direct  refer- 
ence to  the  increased  trade  and  business  ex- 
pected on  that  occasion,  as  the  defendant,  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  plaintiff  being  unable  to  sup- 
ply himself  with  such  stock  and  materials  In 
the  market  where  he  was  located,  would  be 
entitled  to  recover  such  damage  as  he  can  prove 
with  reasonable  certainty  to  have  been  the  di- 
rect and  natural  result  of  the  breach.  Rich- 
ardson V.  Chynoweth,  26  Wis.  656. 

And  an  instruction  In  an  action  for  breach 
of  an  agreement  to  furnish  a  quantity  of  bot- 
tles purchased  for  the  purpose  of  filling  tbem 
with  syrup  and  selling  them,  when  articles  of 
the  same  quality  could  not  be  procured  in  the 
market,  entitles  the  party  Injured  to  recover 
his  actual  loss,  which  would  be  the  amount  of 
damages  be  sustained  In  his  own  manufacture 
by  not  receiving  the  advance  on  the  contract 
price  upon  any  contracts  which  he  had  made 
in  reliance  upon  the  fulfilment  of  the  contract 
with  the  vendor,  and  that  he  should  recover 
the  amount  of  profit  on  the  bottles  as  distin- 
guished from  the  amount  of  profit  upon  the 
whole  article,  Is  as  favorable  to  the  defend- 
ant as  he  could  reasonably  ask.  Culin  v. 
Woodbury  Glass  Works,  108  Pa.  220. 

And  a  manufacturer  contracting  with  a  roll- 
ing-mill company  to  deliver  at  their  mill  a  speci- 
fied quantity  of  steel  caps  for  railroad  rails  to 
be  completed  at  a  specified  time,  the  roll  ins- 
mills  company  then  having  a  contract  with  a 
railroad  company  to  furnish  a  quantity  of  steel- 
capped  rails  to  the  knowledge  of  the  manufac- 
turer, both  parties  being  aware  that  the  caps 
mentioned  could  not  be  procured  elsewhere  In 
season,  and  had  no  market  value  when  sepa- 
rated from  the  Iron,  Is  liable  In  case  of  a 
breach  of  the  contract  for  the  profits  which 
would  have  been  made  by  the  rolling-mill  com- 
pany on  its  contract  with  the  railroad  com- 
pany for  the  sale  of  the  rails  had  it  been  com- 
pleted. Booth  V.  Spuyten  DuyvII  Rolling  Mill 
Co.  60  N.  Y.  487. 

In  the  above  case,  Home  v.  Midland  R.  Cb, 
L.  R.  8  C.  P.  134,  42  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  59,  28  L, 
T.  N.  S.  312,  21  Week.  Rep.  481,  which  was  a 
case  of  delay  by  a  carrier,  was  distinguished 
upon  the  ground  that  in  that  case  the  article 
had  a  well-known  market  value,  and  the  sub- 
contract was  at  an  unusual  and  extra  vagrant 
price  of  which  the  defendant  was  not  Informed. 

So,  a  breach  upon  the  part  of  a  contractor 
for  the  removal  of  dead  animals  from  a  city, 
of  a  contract  by  which  he  agreed  to  furnish 
the  carcanses  of  all  animals  which  he  could 
collect  In  the  city  for  a  designated  period,   as 
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reason,  and  because  it  is  not  a  natural  conse- 
quence of  his  bargain,  he  would  not  be  liable 
10  pay  the  penalty  of  £5  a  day.  It  seems  to 
me  that  Uie  cases  establish  that  the  original 
vendor  is  to  be  liable  to  so  much  of  the  sub- 
contract as  was  made  known  to  him,  but  only 
to  that  extent."  To  the  same  effect  are  the 
American  authorities,  all  substantially 
adopting  the  rule  of  Hadley  v.  Basendale. 
They  are  numerous,  and  it  is  sufficient  to  re- 
fer to  Poposkey  v.  MunkwitZf  68  Wis.  322, 
60  Am.  Rep.  858,  32  N.  W.  35,  and  Cockhum 
y.  Ashland  Lumber  Co,  54  Wis.  619,  12  N. 
W.  49,  in  our  own  court.  Differences  may 
be  found  in  the  interpretation  which  courts 
have  put  on  the  rule  of  Hadley  v.  Bawendale; 
but  they  generally  hold  that  the  price  in 
the  first  contract  need  not  be  communicated, 
as  intimated  in  Cockhum  v.  Ashland  Lum- 
ber Co.  in  this  court.    They  proceed  upon 


the  principle,  all  of  them,  that  knowledge  of 
the  first  contract  is  sufficient  to  bring  homo 
to  the  second  vendor,  as  an  inference  of  fact, 
knowledge  that  the  price  in  the  first  contract 
is  sufficiently  in  advance  of  the  price  in  the 
second  contract  to  allow  a  reasonable  profit 
to  the  second  vendee.  We  venture  to  say 
that  no  case  can  be  found,  where  the  price 
was  out  of  all  proportion  to  anything  that 
might  be  consideitld  reasonable  in  order  to 
give  a  fair  profit,  that  the  court  has  held 
that  such  unreasonable  profits  may  be  recov- 
ered as  damages,  where  knowledge  of  such 
unreasonable  profits,  as  a  special  circum- 
stance, was  not  known  to  both  parties  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  contract.  The 
most  that  is  held  in  Booth  v.  Spuyten  Duy- 
vil  Rolling  Mill  Co.  60  N.  Y.  487, 
cited  with  confidence  by  appellants,  is 
that     the     second     vendor     is     bound     by 


rapidly  aa  may  be,  to  one  engaged  in  the  manu- 
fad  are  of  a  marketable  commodity  from  such 
bodies,  entitles  the  jury  in  an  action  therefor 
to  take  into  consideration,  for  the  purpose  of 
meamrlng  the  damages,  the  amount  of  net 
proftts  which  the  evidence  shows  the  plaintiff 
vould  have  made  by  his  process  with  his  ma- 
cbloery,  on  the  numl)er  of  the  animals  which 
the  defendant  had  gathered,  and  which  under 
toe  contract  he  had  agreed  to  deliver  but  re- 
fused to,  there  being  no  market  price  for  such 
a  commodity.     Sternfels  v.  Clark,  2  Hun,  124. 

And  while  ordinarily  the  measure  of  damage 
for  breach  of  contract  to  furnish  an  article  is 
the  difference  between  the  contract  price  and 
the  market  price  of  the  article  at  the  time  and 
place  of  delivery,  where  a  granite  company 
t;re<Hl  to  furnish  granite  of  such  quality  and 
color  as  would  meet  the  approval  of  an  archi- 
tect employed  to  see  that  a  building  was 
erected  according  to  specifications,  and  the 
stODe  was  required  to  be  In  compliance  with 
certain  specifications  and  dressed  in  a  certain 
mencer  to  fit  a  particular  place,  so  that  there 
coaid  be  no  open  market  for  the  supply  of  the 
particular  stone,  and  to  obtain  such  stone  only 
two  quarries  were  available,  one  of  which  was 
not  accessible  and  the  other  was  not  open,  and 
tbe  granite  company  refused  to  continue  its 
contract,  and  in  order  to  obtain  the  granite 
tbe  contractor  was  required  to  pay  freight  and 
to  open  the  quarry,  the  expenses  which  he  nec- 
«^rarliy  incurred  in  performing  this  act  and 
Ftying  such  freight  and  of  dressing  the  stone 
are  all  elements  to  be  considered  In  determin- 
ing the  cost  of  completing  the  contract,  and 
tsrertalnlng  the  true  measure  of  damages.  Gal- 
lafber  v.  Balrd,  54'App.  Dlv.  898,  66  N.  Y. 
Supp.  759. 

And  a  landowner  who  prevents  the  perform- 
ance by  a  contractor  of  a  contract,  whereby  the 
contractor  was  to  cut  timl>er  on  his  land  at  a 
<«rtain  rate  of  stumpage,  and  he  was  to  fur- 
niib  him  with  supplies  during  tbe  continuance 
of  the  contract,  who  knew  that  the  contractor 
-vottid  be  unable  to  obtain  these  supplies  else- 
where, and  that  he  could  not  carry  out  the 
nndertaklng  without  them,  and  knew  that  when 
b»  ceased  furnishing  the  same  the  result  would 
^  to  compel  the  contractor  to  abandon  the 
enterprise  or  to  seriously  embarrass  him  In  the 
farther  execution  thereof,  must  be  held  to  have 
contemplated  the  direct  and  presumable  results 
of  his  own  wrongful  act,  and  be  held  answer- 
able in  damages  therefor,  the  meaHure  of  which 
would  be  the  difference  between  the  value  of ' 
the  logs  which  tbe  contractor  could  have  put  I 
Into  ibe  market  with  the  full  force  he  could 
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have  operated  If  the  supplies  had  been  fur- 
nished, and  the  value  of  the  logs  he  did  put  In 
with  the  diminished  force,  less  the  cost  of  get- 
ting out  and  handling  the  excess.  Skagit  R.  ft 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Cole,  2  Wash.  57,  25  Pac.  1077. 

But  where  the  commodity  Is  one  having  a 
regular  market  price, — such  as  lumber, — and  the 
absence  of  a  market  price  Is  due  to  the  fact 
that  the  lumber  was  cut  Into  strips  for  a  spe- 
cial purpose,  such  as  for  making  buggy  shafts, 
the  value  of  the  material  not  supplied  and  for 
which  no  substitute  was  procured  must  be  ar- 
rived at  through  persons  qualified  to  Judge  by 
determining  what  material  of  a  similar  kind, 
quantity,  and  amount  would  cost,  or  would 
have  been  worth  at  that  time  and  place.  Den 
Bleyker  v.  Gaston,  97  Mich.  354,  56  N.  W.  783. 

The  rule  that  the  measure  of  damages  for 
breach  of  a  contract  of  sale  of  an  article  not 
obtainable  In  the  general  market  which  had 
been  resold  at  a  profit.  Is  the  amount  of  such 
profit,  cannot  be  applied  when  the  goods  are 
shown  to  be  obtainable  In  the  market,  and  to 
have  some  market  value  at  the  place  of  deliv- 
ery, or  where  the  terms  of  the  contract  of  resale 
are  not  disclosed  with  completeness.  Low  v.- 
Cralg,  8  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  622. 

And  in  order  to  recover  special  damages  suf- 
foT'ed  by  a  purchaser  of  an  article  for  which 
there  Is  no  market  at  the  place  It  was  to  be 
delivered  through  failure  of  the  seller  to  deliver 
it,  the  purchaser  must  allege  such  damages  In 
his  pleading,  so  that  the  seller  may  prepare  to 
litigate  It  upon  the  trial.  Parsons  v.  Sutton, 
66  N.  Y.  92. 

See  also  New  Market  Co.  v.  Embry,  20  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  1130,  48  S.  W.  980.  infra,  IL  d,  4  ;  Borrles 
V.  Hutchinson,  18  C.  B.  N.  S.  445,  34  L.  J.  C.  P. 
N.  S.  169,  11  Jur.  N.  S.  267,  11  L.  T.  N.  S. 
771,  13  Week.  Rep.  386;  Booth  v.  Spuyten 
Duyvll  Rolling  Mill  Co.  60  N.  Y.  487:  Robinson 
V.  Hyer,  35  Fla.  544,  17  So.  745;  Gr^bert- 
Borgnls  v.  Nugent,  L.  R.  15  Q.  B.  Dlv.  85.  54 
L.  .1.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  511,  supra,  IL  b,  2 ;  Hopkins 
V.  Sanford.  41  Mich.  243,  2  N.  W.  39,  supra,  IL 
d,  3 :  Tribune  Co.  v.  Bradshaw,  20  III.  App.  17, 
infra,  IL  c,  2. 

2.  When  a  substitute  may  he  obtained. 

The  rule  that,  in  the  absence  of  a  market  at 
which  a  vendee  can  supply  himself  with  the 
article  purchased  In  case  of  breach  of  contract 
of  sale  by  his  vendor,  the  vendee  can  recover 
the  profits  he  would  have  made  had  the  con- 
tract not  been  broken,  does  not  apply  where  a 
reasonably  satisfactory  substitu^  might  be 
obtained.  In  such  case  the  measure  of  dam- 
age would  be  the  difference  between  the  con- 
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the  price  his  vendee  is  to  receive,  un- 
less it  is  shown  that  such  price 
is  extravagant,  or  of  an  unusual  or  excep- 
tional character.  That  is  as  far  as  the  New 
York  courts  have  gone.  Church,  Ch.  J., 
said :  "There  is  considerable  reason  for  the 
position  that  where  the  vendor  is  distinctly 
informed  that  the  purchase  is  made  to  en- 
able the  vendee  to  fulfil  a  subcontract,  and 
knows  that  there  is  no  market  price  for  the 
article,  he  assumes  the  risk  of  being  bound  by 
the  price  named  in  the  subcontract,  what- 
ever that  may  be."  But  no  such  rule  was 
adopted,  and  no  case  was  there  cited  to  sup- 
port such  a  rule,  and  we  are  unable  to  see 
wherein  such  reason  exists.  It  could  only 
be  consistent  with  the  theory  that  the  law- 
aims  at  complete  compensation  for  all  losses, 
including  gains  prevented  as  well  as  losses 
sustained,  without  the  important  condition, 


requisite  to  give  the  rule  the  basic  founda- 
tion upon  which  all  rules  for  the  assessment 
of  damages  are  supposed  to  rest,  that  of  nat- 
ural justice,  which  condition  must  always  be 
considered  in  order  that  the  true  rule  may 
be  correctlv  stated, — that  is.  that  the  dam- 
ages  must  be  such  as  can  be  fairly  supposed 
to  have  entered  into  the  contemplation  of 
both  parties. 

Further  discussion  of  the  subject  might  be 
interesting,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  a  de- 
cision of  this  case;  and  the  only  excuse  for 
extending  it  thus  far  is  the  fact  that  it  dtye^ 
not  appear  that  the  precise  question  here 
presented  has  heretofore  been  decided  by  this 
court.  We  state  the  conclusion  arrived  at 
thus:  When  the  vendor  is  informed  that 
the  purchase  is  made  to  enable  the  vendee 
to  fulfil  a  contract  which  he  has  theretf>- 
fore  made  with  a  third  person,  and  such 


tract  price  and  the  market  value  of  the  sub- 
stitute. 

'J'hiis,  damages  for  failure  to  ship  potatoes 
within  the  time  contemplated  by  the  contract 
of  r^ale,  based  upon  the  fact  that  the  purchaser 
had  contracts  with  parties  where  he  was  en- 
gaj;ed  in  business  for  the  resale  of  the  potatoes, 
and  that  he  lost  In  profits  from  25  to  50  cents 
per  barrel  in  consequence  of  the  late  delivery 
of  the  potatoes,  are  not  recoverable  where  he 
might  have  obtained  a  substitute  for  the  goods 
In  time  to  have  filled  his  subcontracts  at  a 
price  which  would  not  have  reduced  bis  profits. 
Bunch  V.  I'otts,  57  Ark.  257,  21  S.  W.  437. 

And  the  defendant  in  an  action  for  paper 
sold  and  delivered  cannot  counterclaim  for  dam- 
ages sustained  by  him  by  a  failure  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff  to  deliver  to  him  a  quantity  of 
paper  contracted  to  be  delivered  at  a  specified 
time,  which  was  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of 
printing  a  frontispiece  for  a  particular  number 
of  a  periodical  published  by  him,  on  the  ground 
That  there  was  uo  market  for  the  paper  at  the 
place  where  it  was  to  be  delivered,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  evidence  that  he  could  not  find  paper 
which  would  substantially  answer  the  purpose. 
Pai-aous  V.  Sutton,  66  N.  Y.  92. 

So,  the  rule  applicable  to  sales  of  personal 
property,  that  where  the  article  sold  is  one  that 
can  be  bought  in  the  market,  the  proper  meas- 
ure of  damages  for  the  breach  of  the  contract 
to  deliver  is  the  difference  between  the  con- 
tract price  and  the  marlcet  price  at  the  time  of 
the  breach,  applies  to  a  breach  of  a  contract 
for  the  insertion  of  an  advertisement  In  a  news- 
paper, and  to  distribute  and  post  copies  ofi  such 
advertisement,  if  an  advertisement  of  like  char- 
acter was  readily  obtainable  in  the  market ; 
and  If  no  such  advertisement  could  be  obtained 
so  as  to  invoke  a  different  rule  in  the  measure- 
ment of  damages,  it  is  for  the  plaintiff  to  show 
that  fact,  and  in  the  absence  of  such  proof  the 
price  of  the  advertisement,  and  not  the  lost 
profits,  must  constitute  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages. Tribune  Co.  v.  Bradshaw,  20  III.  App. 
17. 

Damage  for  breach  of  contract  for  the  sale 
of  lumber  of  a  particular  grade  cut  into  strips 
for  a  particular  purpose,  however,  ought  not 
to  be  determined  by  taking  lumber  of  a  lower 
grade,  and  rejecting  as  waste  all  that  does  not 
conform  to  the  required  grade.  Den  Bleyker 
V.  Gaston,  97  Mich.  354,  56  N.  W.  763. 

8.  When  other  mark€t8  may  he  resorted  to. 

The  rtrst  aim  In  cases  of  breach  of  contract 
of  sale  is  always  to  place  the  purchaser  In  the 
position  he  would  have  occupied  had  It  not 
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been  for  the  breach,  so  that  he  can  proceed 
with  his  enterprise ;  and  the  profits  he  might 
have  made  will  never  be  allowed  when  that  can 
be  done.  Though  there  is  no  market  at  the 
place  of  delivery  therefor,  if  there  are  oth**r 
markets  from  which  it  would  be  practicable  lo 
obtain  the  commodity  in  question,  the  differ- 
ence between  the  market  value  at  such  other 
markets  and  the  contract  price  plus  the  freight 
to  the  place  of  delivery,  and  not  the  proOts 
lost,  will  be  the  measure  of  damages.  And  if 
there  is  no  market  on  the  particular  day  in 
question  a  market  price  previously  or  subse- 
quently existing,  If  not  too  far  removed,  may 
be  taken. 

Thus,  where  articles  to  be  delivered  nndtT  a 
contract  of  sale  have  no  market  value,  or  can- 
not be  had  in  the  market  where  by  the  contract 
they  were  to  l>e  delivered,  they  may.  on  breach 
of  the  contract  of  sale,  be  bought  in  the  nearest 
market,  or  where  they  can  be  procured  on  the 
most  advantageous  terms,  and  the  additional 
cost  and  expense  over  and  above  the  contract 
price  charged  to  the  vendor,  who  failed  to  com- 
ply with  his  contract.  Vickery  v.  McCormlck. 
117  Ind.  594,  20  N.  E.  495 ;  Berry  v.  Dwinel,  44 
Me.  255. 

And  while  evidence  of  the  value  of  an  arti- 
cle agreed  to  be  delivered  at  a  fixed  time  and 
place,  at  other  places  In  the  vicinity  of  the  place 
of  delivery,  is  Inadmissible  in  an  action  for  a 
breach  of  the  contract  to  deliver,  where  the  evi- 
dence is  clear  and  explicit  as  to  the  value  at 
the  place  of  delivery,  when  it  is  not  clear  and 
explicit  as  to  such  value,  evidence  of  value  at 
other  places  may  be  resorted  to  to  ascertain 
the  value  at  the  place  of  delivery.  Gregory  v. 
McDowel,  8  Wend.  435. 

So,  the  measure  of  damages  for  fallare  of  a 
vendor  of  coal  to  deliver  it  according  to  con- 
tract, where  there  was  no  market  price  for 
coal  at  the  place  of  delivery,  and  the  vendor 
knew  that  the  coal  was  purchased  to  be  used 
at  the  nearest  market,  is  the  difference  between 
the  market  price  at  such  nearest  market  and 
the  contract  price  with  the  expense  of  trans- 
portation added.  Johnson  v.  Allen,  78  Ala. 
387,  56  Am.  Rep.  34. 

And  the  same  rule  was  laid  down  with  ref- 
erence to  the  sale  of  corn,  in  Cobb  v.  >VhItsett, 
51  Mo.  App.  146. 

And  with  reference  to  a  sale  of  a  large  quan- 
tity of  patent  fruit  jars.  In  Capen  v.  De  Steiger 
Glass  Co.  105  111.  185. 

And  a  contract  for  the  delivery  on  board  of 
barges  or  other  vessels  to  be  provided  by  the 
other  party  of  a  designated  quantity  of  coal 
during  each  of  certain  specified  months,   with 
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vendor  furnishes  the  goods,  but  not  accord- 
ing to  contract,  and  there  is  no  market  price 
for  such  goods,  and  the  purchaser  furnishes 
such  goods  to  such  third  person,  but  is  not 
ftble  to  recover  of  him  the  price  stipulated  in 
the  contract  with  such  third  person,  by  rea- 
wn  of  the  breach  of  the  contract  committed 
by  such  vendor,  in  determining  the  damages 
for  such  breach,  such  vendor  is  bound  by 
the  price  his  vendee  was  to  receive  from 
^nch  third  person,  whether  such  price  was 
communicated  to  him  at  the  time  of  the  mak- 
ing of  the  contract  with  his  vendee  or  not, 
unless  the  price  was  such  as  to  yield  an  ex- 
traordinary and  unusual  profit,  which  could 
not  reasonably  have  been  presumed  to  have 
been  in  contemplation  by  him  at  the  time  he 
made  his  contract.  In  such  a  case  he  would 
not  be  bound  beyond  such  sum  as  would 
yield  a  reasonable  and  fair  profit  to  his  ven- 


dee. Ordinarily,  the  price  to  the  first  ven- 
dee would,  presumptively,  be  held  to  be  a 
reasonable  price ;  but  if  the  facts  in  any  giv- 
en case  are  such  as  to  show  such  price  to 
yield  an  extravagant  or  extraordinary 
profit,  the  second  vendor  will  not  be  bound 
by  such  price,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  of 
previous  knowledge,  as  before  stated;  and, 
in  order  to  assess  the  damages,  the  court 
must  be  put  in  possession  of  sufficient  evi- 
dence to  enable  it  to  arrive  at  a  conclusion 
in  respect  to  what  would  amount  to  a  rea- 
sonable profit  on  the  transaction.  It  follows 
from  the  foregoing  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence before  the  referee  by  which  he  could 
have  assessed  in  plaintiff's  favor  damages 
for  loss  of  profits  for  the  breach  of  the  con- 
tract between  it  and  the  defendant,  if  there 
was  a  breach. 

After  a  careful  examination  of  the  evi- 


&n  option  either  to  furnish  the  coal  or  to  pay 
iwaty-flve  cents  per  ton  for  not  furnishing, 
and  giving  the  purchaser  his  election  to  re- 
ceive coal  in  the  following  month  which  he 
was  entitled  to  have  received  on  the  preceding 
montti,  gives  such  purchaser  the  option  either 
to  take  the  liquidated  damage  accruing  on  each 
month's  deflclency.  or  to  insist  on  having  the 
eA«I  itself  delivered  in  the  following  moAth ; 
and  in  case  of  failure  to  deliver  the  monthly 
qiutntltf  of  coal,  though  he  has  barges  ready 
to  receive  it,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  the  act- 
ual damages  sustained  by  its  nondelivery,  the 
price  at  the  place  of  delivery  being  the  stand- 
ard of  estimation,  or  if  there  be  none  there 
other  than  that  mnde  by  the  party  failing  to 
deliver,  then  that  at  the  nearest  available 
naarket  may  be  taken.  Grand  Tower  Min.  Mfg. 
k  Traosp.  Co.  v.  rhilllps,  23  Wail.  471,  23  L. 
«d.  71. 

Bnt  the  rule  that  the  measure  of  damages 
for  fallare  to  deliver  property  sold  where  there 
is  no  market  for  the  property  at  the  place  of 
delhpry,    would    be    the    price    the    purchaser 
vonld  have  to  pay  for  it  at  the  nearest  avail- 
able market  plus  the  price  of  transportation, 
don  not  apply  to  the  sale  of  an  article  like 
coal-tar,  which  is  costly  and  difficult  to  trans- 
port to  any  distance,  as  in  case  of  a  contract 
for  delivery    in    Baltimore,    where    it   appears  | 
:hat    no    coal-tar  could   be   procured  to   fulfil  , 
The  contract    at   any   nearer   point   than    New  i 
York  city.     Equitable    Gaslight    Co.    v.    Balti- ' 
core  Coal  Tar  &  Mfg.  Co.  65  Md.  78,  3  Atl.  | 

i(«.  ; 

And  before  the  defendant  in  an  action  for  | 
breach  of  contract  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of 
lamber  of  a  particular  klAd  for  which  there 
vaa  no  market  at  the  time  and  place  of  deliv- 
ery, can  be  nllowed  to  show  that  lumber  of 
'iiat  kind  might  have  been  obtained  by  the 
plaintiff  at  other  places,  it  must  show,  not 
oDiy  tliat  Inmber  of  that  particular  kind  could 
iiave  been  thus  obtained,  but  also  that  the 
plaintiff  bad  sufficient  time,  after  notice  that 
the  defendant  would  not  deliver  the  lumber  and 
before  the  time  specified  for  delivery,  to  pur- 
''hase  the  same  and  get  it  to  the  place  where 
delivery  was  to  be  made,  and  evidence  that 
s«cb  loml>er  could  have  l)een  procured  at  other 
place's  hi  the  absence  of  such  showing  is  inad- 
missible. Cockburn  v.  Ashland  Lumber  Co.  54 
Wis.  619.  12  N.  W.  49. 

^,  the  market  price  of  goods  sold  immediate- 
ly tefore  and  after  the  day  of  delivery  may  be 
asked  for  on  cross-examination  In  an  action 
for  breach  of  the  contract,  with  a  view  of  es- 
tablishing the  amount  of  damages  where  there 
tiL-R.  A. 


had  been  no  sales  on  the  day  on  which  the  con- 
tract called  for  the  delivery.  But  where  a  sale 
is  shown  to  have  been  made  fifteen  days  after 
the  time  fixed,  an  examination  Into  the  prices 
at  which  sales  were  made  for  three  months  be- 
fore and  after  that  time  cannot  be  permitted. 
I>ana  v.  Fiedler,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  463. 

And  a  merchant  selling  goods  to  another, 
who  immediately  repudiates  the  sale  and 
promptly  informs  the  other  of  the  intention  to 
do  so,  will  not  be  held  liable  to  the  other  in 
the  absence  of  anything  showing  that  the  other 
could  not  supply  the  same  articles  within  a  few 
days,  from  other  vendors,  for  anything  on  ac- 
count of  loss  of  profits  on  a  resale  In  another 
market, — especially  where  the  prospective  sales 
were  wholly  unknown  to  the  vendor.  Barker 
V.  Maitn,  5  Bush.  672,  96  Am.  Dec.  373. 

d.  The  rule  €U  to  remoteness,  contingency,  and 

uncerlaintif, 

1.  Oenerally. 

While  special  circumstances  known  to  the 
veudor  may  bring  profits  lost  through  a  breach 
of  contract  of  sale  within  the  contemplation 
of  the  parties,  and  justify  a  recovery  therefor, 
though  otherwlRC  they  would  be  deemed  too 
remote,  if  they  are  contingent  or  uncertain, 
the  rule  seems  to  be  that  they  are  not  recover- 
able, whether  special  circumstances  existed 
and  were  known  to  the  vendor  or  not. 

Thus,  profits  should  not  be  allowed  as  dam- 
ages in  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered, 
where  they  depend  upon  the  chances  of  trade. 
Only  those  can  be  allowed  which  are  certain, 
or  may  be  rendered  reasonably  certain  by.  evi- 
dence. Smith  V.  SIpe,  25  Ohio  L.  J.  31)5 ; 
.lames  v.  Adams.  8  W.  Va.  568 ;  Grubb  v.  Bur- 
ford,  98  Va.  553,  37  8.  E.  4. 

The  requisite  to  the  allowance  of  profits  as 
damages  for  breach  of  contract  Is  some  stand- 
ard, as  regular  market  values  or  other  daia, 
by  reference  to  which  the  amount  may  be  satis- 
factorily ascertained.  Brigham  v.  Carlisle,  78 
Ala.  243,  56  Am.  Rep.  28. 

And  unrealised  profits  which  could  not  be 
passed  to  the  account  of  profit  and  loss  con- 
sistent with  the  principles  of  bookkeeping,  can- 
not be  set  off  in  an  action  for  the  purchase 
price  of  goods  sold.  Mackey  v.  Millar,  6  Phi  la. 
527. 

Where  speculative  profits  are  to  be  taken  In- 
to consideration  in  the  asflessment  of  damages 
for  breach  of  a  contract  of  nale.  they  must  be 
expressly  stipulated  for  In  the  contract  Itself. 
McWhlrter  v.  Douglas.  1  Coldw.  591. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  mere  fail- 
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dence,  we  are  unable  to  conclude  that  the 
trial  court  erred  in  refusing  to  set  aside  the 
referee's  findings  of  fact  on  the  question  of 
whether  the  contract  was  substantially  com- 
plied with  or  not.  Under  repeated  decisions 
of  this  court,  to  warrant  setting  aside  find- 
ings of  fact  as  against  evidence,  it  must  ap- 
pear that  they  are  against  the  clear  prepon- 
derance of  the  evidence.  Briggs  v.  Hilea,  87 
Wis.  438,  58  N.  W.  752;  Bacon  v.  Bacon, 
33  Wis.  147;  Lord  v.  Devendorf,  54  Wis.  491, 


41  Am.  Rep.  68,  11  N.  W.  903;  Messersmitk 
V.  Dtjvcndorf,  54  Wis.  498,*  11  N.  \\\  90G. 
Moreover,  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  bill  of 
exceptions  is  sufficiently  certified  to  enable 
the  court  to  review  the  question  of  whether 
the  evidence  supports  the  findings  or  not.  It 
follows,  from  the  foregoing,  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  superior  court  should  be  af- 
firmed. 

The  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  is  af- 
firmed. 


ure  to  ship  goods  according  to  contract  Is  the 
actual  loss  at  the  time  and  place  of  delivery, 
and  not  the  probable  profits  wh'ob  might  have 
been  made  In  case  the  anticipated  delivery  had 
been  made.     F'rench  v.  Ramge,  2  Neb.  254. 

2.  A$  applied  to  caaea  of  purchase  to  resell. 

The  al>ove  general  rules  as  to  remoteness, 
contingency,  and  uncertainty  apply  to  the  ques- 
tion of  the  right  to  recover  for  profits  lost  from 
a  breach  of  contract  of  sale  and  delivery,  where 
the  purchase  was  made  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
selling, or  the  profits  lost  were  those  of  a  re- 
sale that  might  have  been  subsequently  made. 

Thus,  breach  of  contract  to  deliver  goods  at 
a  specified  time  warrants  a  recovery  by  the  ven- 
dee of  the  difl^erence  between  the  contract  price 
and  the  market  price  at  the  time  and  place  of 
the  breach  of  contract,  or.  If  the  vendee  had 
sold  to  the  Imowledge  of  the  vendor,  the  dif- 
ference between  the  contract  price  and  such 
seiiing  price.  Dut  he  cannot  recover  as  special 
damage  for  the  loss  of  anticipated  profits  to  be 
made  by  his  vendees.  Peterson  v.  Ayre,  13  C. 
B.  353. 

And  refusal  by  one  party  to  supply  another 
with  goods  on  credit  in  accordance  with  a  pre- 
vious contract,  in  consequence  of  which  the 
latter  lost  a  sale  of  the  goods  upon  which /he 
would  have  made  a  profit,  constitutes  no  de- 
fense in  an  action  by  the  former  against  the 
latter  for  goods  sold.  Bunting  v.  Hopple,  2 
W.  N.  C.  445,  3  W.  N.  C.  472. 

And  the  losses  caused  by  seiiing  goods  on 
orders  and  being  unable  to  deliver  the  same, 
due  to  a  delay  in  the  delivery  of  the  goods  by 
the  person  from  whom  they  were  purchased, 
cannot  be  recouped  in  an  action  for  the  pur- 
chase price,  as  such  damages  are  purely  specu- 
lative, and  not  presumably  within  the  contem- 
plation of  the  parties  when  the  agreement  was 
made.     Koch  v.  Merk,  48  111.  App.  26. 

So,  the  loss  of  probable  profits  which  the 
purchaser  of  coal  might  have  realized  from  the 
disposition  of  the  coal  at  retail  is  entirely  too 
remote  and  uncertain  to  be  recovered  in  an 
action  for  breach  of  the  contract  of  sale  of 
the  coal,  and  evidence  of  the  price  per  ton  the 
coal  could  have  been  sold  for  at  retail  is  In- 
admissible. Denver.  T.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Hutch- 
ins.  31  Neb.  573,  48  N.  W.  398. 

And  breach  by  the  seller  of  a  quantity  of 
coal  of  stipulations  in  the  contract  therefor  to 
use  every  exertion  to  obtain  vessels  for  the 
shipping  of  the  coal,  whereby  it  was  not 
shipped  in  its  regular  order,  warrants  a  recov- 
ery by  the  purchaser  of  the  difference  between 
the  cost  price  and  the  value  of  the  coal  on  the 
day  when  It  should  have  been  delivered ;  but  he 
cannot  recover  the  profit  he  would  have  made 
on  the  coal  if  received  In  time.  Yorke  v.  Ver 
Planck,  65  Barb.  316. 

So,  the  recovery  In  an  action  for  damages 
for  breach  by  the  owner  of  land  or  a  contract 
by  which  he  sold  all  the  timber  of  a  certain 
kind  and  quality  upon  his  land,  by  permitting 
a  third  person  to  enter  upon  the  land  and  cut 
some  of  the  timber,  cannot  exceed  the  market 
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value  of  the  timber  cut  by  such  third  person. 
which  the  purchaser  had  a  license  to  cut.  less 
the  amount  the  purchaser  had  agreed  to  pay  for 
!  it  with  lawful  interest  on  the  balance.  Cle- 
ments V.  Beatty,  87  Ala.  238.  6  So.  151. 

And  the  proof  of  loss  under  an  allegation  in 
an  action  for  breach  of  contract  to  deliver  lum- 
ber that  by  the  nonfulfilment  of  the  contract 
the  plaintifl^  has  lost  and  has  l>een  deprived  of 
divers  great  gains  and  profits,  which  might  and 
otherwise  would  have  accrued  to  him  by  the 
delivery  of  the  iuml>er,  should  be  only  of  such 
loss  as  would  arise  from  the  ordinary  coursie 
of  business  and  trade.  If  the  plaintiff  de- 
sired to  offer  evidence  that  he  had  made  ar- 
rangements for  a  particular  disposition  of  the 
lumber,  by  reason  of  which  he  had  sustained 
a  particular  loss,  that  should  have  been  special- 
ly alleged.     Stevens  v.  Lyford,  7  N.  H.  360. 

But  one  who  purchased  an  estate  with  the 
right  to  pay  for  it  in  Iuml>er  at  current  retail 
prices,  the  vendor  assuming  the  payment  of  a 
mortgage  thereon  which  he  fails  to  dlschan^e. 
whereupon  the  vendee  is  compelled  to  pay  it 
In  cash,  is  entitled  to  recover  for  breach  of 
the  covenant  to  pay  the  mortgage  the  profits 
which  would  have  accrued  to  him  by  the  de- 
livery of  the  amount  paid  to  satisfy  the  mort- 
gage In  lumber  at  retail  prices,  instead  of  cash. 
Somers  v.  Wright,  115  Mass.  298. 

So  the  price  of  flour  on  the  day  It  was  due 
under  an  agreement  to  pay  a  bill  in  flour  on 
the  day  of  its  date.  Is  the  Just  measure  of  the 
damages  for  failure  to  deliver  it  at  that  time. 
and  nothing  Is  added  thereto,  though  flour 
afterwards  advanced  in  price  so  that  the  person 
to  whom  it  should  have  been  delivered  might 
have  made  a  profit  thereon.  Davenport  v. 
Wells,  1  Iowa,  598. 

And  a  purchaser  of  trees  not  delivered  with- 
in the  time  provided  for  in  the  contract  can  , 
recover  only  the  difference  between  their  mar- 
ket value  at  the  time  and  place  they  ou^ht 
to  have  been  delivered  and  such  value  when  ' 
they  were  delivered,  together  with  any  extra 
expense  caused  by  the  delay,  where  the  vendor  j 
had  no  notice  that  the  trees  were  shipped  for 
delivery  under  sales  theretofore  made.  I)e  is 
not  entitled  to  recover  in  such  case  the  dif- 
ference between  the  price  for  which  he  had  con- 
tracted to  sell  the  trees  and  their  market  value 
at  the  time  and  place  they  were  delivered. 
Murrell  v.  Pacific  Exp.  Co.  54  Ark.  22,  14  S.  W 
1098. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  failure    to 
deliver  a  quantity  of  coffee  under  a  contract 
therefor  is  the  market  price  of  the  goods    at 
the  time  when  they  were  to  be  delivered,    and 
nothing  further  can  be  given,   though   the    re- 
fusal  to  deliver  may  have  been  made  with    a 
view  of  profiting  by  an  advance  in  price  :    bnt 
if  the  price  was  not  fixed,  and  appears  by    the    ' 
evidence  to  have  ranged  l)etween  different  rates, 
the  Jury  may  take  the  highest,  lowest,  or  Inter-    j 
mediate  rate  according  to  the  contract  of    the 
defendant.     BIydenburgh  v.  Welsh,  Baldw.  :^39 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,683. 

And  the  rule  of  damages  In  an  action     for 
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James  UAMBLE  et  al.y  Appta. 

(148  N.  Y.  382.) 

The  difference  bet^'oen  .  the  contrmct 
price  and  the  co»t  of  prodactlon  Is 
the  meannre.of  daniaffes  for  breach  of 
a  contract  to  take  a  large  quantity  of  an 
article  which  was  manufactured  in  large 
quantities  only  to  All  orders  and  was  perish- 
able In  Its  natui'e  so  that  large  quantities  of 
it  could  not  be  kept  in  stock,  while  the  de- 
mand was  limited  and  It  had  no  market 
price,  although  the  manufacturer  was  able 
to  eifect  some  salea  at  a  price  less  than  that 
fixed  by  the  broken  contract. 

.  (February  18,  1896.) 


APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  First  Department,  affirming  a  judg- 
mont  of  the  New  York  Circuit  in  favor  of 
plaintiffs  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  breach  ot  contract  to  purchase 
silicate  of  soda.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Charles  E.  Hughes  and  Arthur 
C.  Rounds,  for  appellants: 

The  measure  of  damages  is  the  difference 
between  the  contract  price  and  the  value  of 
the  commodity  at  the  time  of  breach. 

Dillon  V.  Anderson,  43  N.  Y.  231 ;  Clark  v. 
Mavsiglia,  1  Denio,  317,  43  Am.  Dec.  670; 
Uamilton  v.  McFherson,  28  N.  Y.  72,  84  Am. 
Dec.  330;  Parsons  v.  Sutton,  66  N.  Y.  92; 
Johnson  v.  Meeker,  96  N.  Y.  93,  48  Am.  Rep. 


breach  of  contract  to  supply  a  large  quantity 
of  madder  Is  the  same,  and  inquiries  as.  to  what 
efftK^t  the  delivery  of  so  large  a  quantity  would 
have  had  upon  the  market  price  are  Improper 
18  founded  upon  an  attempt  to  substitute  a 
hy^'Othetlcal  market  value  for  the  actual  mar- 
ket ralue.  I>ana  v.  Fiedler,  12  N.  Y.  40,  62 
Am.  Dec.  130,  1  E.  D.  Smith.  463. 

So,  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  by  a 
SPl'tr  of  a  contract  of  sale  of  a  quantity  of 
CO! ton  by  failure  to  deliver  the  whole  quantity 
is  the  difference  between  the  contract  price  and 
the  market  price  on  the  day  when  the  delivery 
siioald  have  been  made,  and  the  profits  which 
Toald  have  a/^crued  upon  a  subcontract  for  the 
f-  sale  of  the  cotton  at  a  higher  price  are  not 
rei-overable.  as  their  loss  cannot  be  deemed  to 
hare  naturally  resulted  from  the  breach,  and 
to  hare  been  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
parties.  Williams  v.  Reynolds,  6  Best  &  S.  495. 
34  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  221.  11  Jur.  N.  S.  973,  12 
L.  T.  N.  8.  729,  13  Week.  Rep.  940. 

.\nd  profits  which  a  purchaser  of  cotton 
woald  have  made  on  a  contract  for  the  sale 
thereof  to  a  third  person.  If  thfe  party  who 
sold  and  contracted  to  deliver  the  cotton  to 
him  bad  duly  performed  his  contract,  are  not 
recoverable  in  an  action  for  a  breach  of  the 
ori^aal  contract,  unless  the  vendor  had  notice 
of.  and  contracted  with  reference  to,  resale 
by  his  vendee;  or,  at  any  rate,  unless  notice 
Tfis  brought  home  to  him  before  he  made  a 
breach  of  his  own  contract.  Orr  v.  Farmers' 
Ainance  Warehouse  &  Commission  Co.  97  Ga. 
241.  22  S.  E.  937. 

And  breach  of  an  agreement  between  a  brush 
manufacturer  and  a  dealer,  by  which  the  manu- 
facturer was  to  furnish  the  dealer  all  the  brush- 
es he  should  order,  and  the  dealer  was  to  sell 
the  same,  receiving  10  per  cent  of  the  sales 
abore  the  Invoice  price,  by  refusal  to  flil  orders 
for  brushea,  does  not  warrant  a  recovery  upon 
the  part  of  the  dealer  for  the  anticipated  prof- 
its of  the  contract,  and  such  a  claim  cannot 
be  set  off  against  a  claim  for  the  purchase  price 
of  brushes.  Van  Kleeck  v.  Pickering,  11  W.  N. 
C.  238. 

So.  breach  of  a  contract  upon  the  part  of  a 
manufacturing  company  with  agents,  in  which 
the  agents  agreed  to  devote  their  entire  time 
10  the  sale  of  the  company's  machines,  the  com- 
pany to  supply  the  agents  with  all  the  machines 
t)<«'j  could  sell  at  a  designated  price,  by  fail- 
nn"  to  supply  the  agents  with  machines  which 
ttey  wt>re  prepared  to  sell  and  could  have  sold, 
^titles  the  agents  to  recover  for  their  reason 
.'2  I.  R.  A. 


able  expenditures  and  loss  of  time;  but  the 
value  of  the  time  lost  should  be  estimated  gen- 
erally without  reference  to  the  profits  which 
they  would  have  made  under  the  contract. 
Howe  Mach.  Co.  v.  Bryson,  44  Iowa,  159,  24 
Am.  Rep.  735. 

And  bri^ach  of  an  agreement  between  a  glass 
company  and  a  gas  company  by  which  the  gas 
company  was  to  supply  the  glass  company  with 
a  designated  quantity  of  fuel,  pursuant  to 
which  the  glass  company  completed  and 
equipped  a  plant  for  a  glass  factory,  which  was 
unsuccessful  In  its  operation  by  failure  of  the 
gas  company  to  furnish  a  sufiicient  quantity 
of  gas,  does  not  entitle  the  glass  company  to 
recover  of  the  gas  company  profits  that  would 
have  been  realized  If  the  business  had  continued, 
where  no  such  business  had  ever  been  previous- 
ly established  In  Kansas,  as  the  amount  of  prof- 
its would  have  been  largely  a  matter  of  specu- 
lation and  conjecture.  Paola  Gas  Co.  v.  Paola 
Glass  Co.  56  Kan.  614,  44  Pac.  621. 

In  the  above  case  Hoge  v.  Norton,  22  Kan. 
374  ;  Brown  v.  Hadley,  43  Kan.  267,  23  Pac. 
492, — infra,  II.  c,  4,  and  Arkansas  Valley  Town 
&  Land  Co.  v.  Lincoln,  56  Kan.  145,  42  Pac. 
706,  a  general  contract  case, — were  distinguished 
upon  the  ground  that  In  each  of  them  the  busi- 
ness upon  which  profits  were  allowed  was  not 
new  or  untfied,  but  had  been  established  and 
carried  on  to  such  an  extent  in  the  community 
that  a  safe  basis  of  calculation  could  be  found. 

So.  the  profits  lost  by  Inability  to  fulQl  a 
contract  for  a  resale  of  bonds  at  an  advance  are 
too  remote  to  be  considered  in  estimating  the 
damages  for  a  breach  of  the  original  contract 
by  which  the  person  reselling  purchased  them. 
In  the  absence  of  anything  to  show  that  the 
original  vendor  had  any  notice  or  knowledge  of 
the  contemplated  resale.  Coffia  v.  State,  144 
Ind.  578,  43   N.  B.  654. 

And  profits  which  might  have  been  realized 
from  the  sale  of  a  patent  are  too  uncertain  and 
contingent  for  a  basis  upon  which  to  estimate 
damages,  and  cannot  t>e  recovered  In  an  action 
for  breach  of  contract  for  the  sale  thereof,  the 
purchaser  to  pay  a  certain  sum  therefor  out 
of  the  profits  as  rapidly  as  such  profits  should 
be  realized,  where  there  Is  no  proof  of  profits 
realized,  or  which  might  have  been  realized. 
Winslow  V.  Lane,  63  Me.  161. 

And  the  proiits  of  a  contract  between  a 
brewing  company  and  one  of  its  stockholders, 
by  which  the  brewing  company  agreed  to  fur- 
nish him  with  all  the  beer  he  required  for  bot- 
tling   purposes,    and    to   furnish    bottling   beer 
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600;  Wright  v.  Bank  of  the  Metropolis,  110 
N.  Y.  237,  1  L.  R.  A.  289,  18  N.  E.  79. 

In  this  coimection  a  distinction  may  be 
drawn  between  "value"  and  "market  value." 
Value  simply  expresses  a  ratio  of  exchange. 
It  is  what  may  be  obtained  for  the  article  in 
the  current  medium  of  exchange.  It  pre- 
supposes an  ability  to  effect  an  exchange. 
Given  this  ability  there  is  a  value. 

"Market  value"  involves  a  market,  a  place 
where  exchanges  are  so  commonly  made  that 
they  may  be  counted  upon. 

Farvicnter  v.  Fitzpatrick,  135  N.  Y.  190, 
31  N.  E.  1032;  Abbott,  Tr.  Ev.  p.  308, 

Where  there  is  a  "market  value"  the  cost 
of  production  cannot  be  inquired  into,  for 
the  court  has  a  criterion  of  value  in  the 
transactions  of  the  "market."  And  if  there 
be  no  "market,"  in  a  restricted  sense,  still, 
if  the  commodity  is  the  subject  of  sale,  and 


there  is  i^.  ''selling  price,"  the  same  rule  ob- 
tains, and  proof  of  cost  should  be  excluded. 

2  Sedgw.  Damages,  7th  ed.  367  ct  scq.; 
Baker  v.  Dnike,  53  N.  Y.  211,  13  Am.  Rep. 
507;  Dana  v.  Fiedler,  12  N.  Y.  40,  62  Am. 
l»ec.  130;  Barties  v.  Brown,  130  N.  Y.  372, 
29  N.  E.  760;  Windmuller  v.  Pope,  107  X.  Y. 
074,  14  N.  E.  436;  Dolph  v.  Troy  Laundry 
Machinery  Co,  28  Fed.  553;  Murray  v.  Stan- 
ton, 99  Mass.  345;  Barries  v.  HutchinsoH'^  19 
C.  B.  N.  S.  445;  France  y.  Gaudet,  L.  R.  6  Q. 
B.  199;  tiinde  Y.  Liddell,  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  265; 
IJetcson-Herzog  Supply  Co.  v.  Minnesota 
Brick  Co.  55  Minn.  530,  57  N.  W.  129;  Hem- 
ingicay  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Council  Bluffs  Canning 
Co.  62  Fed.  897;  Mayne,  Damages,  5th  ed. 
18,  275,  276;  (yilanlan  v.  Great  Western  R, 
Co.  6  Best  &  S.  484;  Den  Blcyker  v.  Gaston, 
97  Mich.  354,  56  N.  Y.  763;  Gunn  v.  Burg- 
hart,  15  Jones  &  S.  371;  Jones  v.  Morgan, 


to  no  one  else  daring  a  term  of  five  years,  with 
an  option  for  an  additional  period  of  five  years, 
which  was  broken  by  the  voluntary  dissolution 
of  the  brewing  company  and  Its  consolidation 
with  other  companies,  cannot  be  recovered, 
where  it  appears  that  the  party  injured  was  a 
director  as  well  as  a  stockholder,  and  as  such 
participated  In  all  the  proceedings  which  re- 
sulted In  the  liquidation  of  the  corporation, 
favoring  and  approving  them,  and  the  liquida- 
tion produced  large  pecuniary  advantages  to 
the  stockholders.  Schletder  v.  Dielman,  44  La. 
Ann.  462,  10  So.  984. 

Nor  will  profits  be  allowed  as  damages  In 
an  action  for  breach  of  contract  to  deliver  goods 
which  were  purchased  for  the  purpose  of  ful- 
filling an  ezlstlDg  contract  of  resale,  where 
the  goods  consisted  of  whisky  and  the  pur- 
chaser was  In  the  business  of  retailing,  and 
there  were  no  data  from  which  to  compute 
with  aiiy  degree  of  certainty  the  amount  of 
profits  which  would  accrue  from  retailing. 
Young  V.  Cureton,  87  Ala.  727,  6  So.  852. 

And  failure  to  deliver  the  whole  quantity  un- 
der a  contract  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  a 
large  quantity  of  guano  does  not  authorize  a 
recovery  by  the  purchaser  from  the  vendor 
of  the  profit  which  the  purchaser  would  have 
made  upon  a  contract  for  the  sale  to  custom- 
ers of  a  part  of  the  guano.  In  the  absence  of 
proof  of  the  cost  of  transportation  from  the 
place  of  delivery  to  the  place  of  delivery  under 
the  subcontract,  and  of  the  market  value  of  the 
guano  at  the  time  and  place  of  delivery,  or 
that  the  subcontract  was  made  with  responsible 
persons  who  could  have  been  coerced  to  re- 
spond In  damages  for  failure  to  perform  their 
agi'eement.  Raisin  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  J.  J.  Bar- 
row, Jr.,  Co.  97  Ala.  694,  12  So.  888. 

See  also  Oliver  v.  Perkins,  92  Mich.  804,  52 
N.  W.  609;  Moore  v.  Payne,  7  Dana,  880, — 
supra,  II.  b,  2. 

8.  As  applied  to  canes  of  purchase  for  manu- 
facture. 

Loss  of  profits  as  damages  for  breach  of  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  material  contracted  for 
for  the  purpose  of  using  It  In  manufacture  Is 
governed  by  the  same  rules. 

Thus,  the  measure  of  damages  for  nondeliv- 
ery of  a  quantity  of  logs  contracted  to  be  de- 
livered Is  not  the  profits  on  manufacturing 
them  under  the  contract.  The  damages  In 
such  case  should  be  such  as  may  fairly  and  rea- 
sonably be  considered  as  arising  naturally  ac- 
cording to  the  usual  course  of  things,  from 
such  breach  of  contract  itself,  or  such  as  may 
reasonably  be  supposed  to  have  been  In  the  con- 
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templatlon  of  both  parties  at  the  time  the  con- 
tract was  made  as  the  probable  result  of  the 
breach.     Hopkins  v.  Sanford,  38  Mich.  611. 

And  profits  lost  upon  breach  of  a  contract 
to  furnish  a  quantity  of  lumber  cannot  be  re- 
covered in  an  action  for  the  breach,  where  the 
claim  was  based  upon  what  might  have  been 
made  by  manufacturing  the  logs  Into  lumber, 
and  hauling  the  lumber  to  another  place  and 
there  selling  them.  Involving  a  change  In  the 
character  of  the  property,  additional  labor, 
expense,  business  ability  and  the  contingencies 
of  business.     Haak  v.  Wise,  2  W.  N.  0.  689. 

And  where  a  breach  of  contract  to  deliver 
logs  forces  the  vendee's  mill  to  remain  idle  for 
ten  days,  the  general  profits  for  so  short  a  per- 
lod  are  too  speculative  to  be  the  subject  of  re- 
coupment in  an  action  by  the  vendor  against 
the  vendee  for  the  contract  price  of  the  logs. 
Watson  V.  Klrby,  112  Ala.  436,  20  So.  624. 

So,  the  defendant  In  an  action  upon  a  con- 
tract for  the  purchase  price  of  lumber,  who  re- 
coups for  damages  for  failure  to  deliver  a  requi- 
site quantity  of  lumber  to  keep  his  mill  run- 
ning according  to  the  alleged  terms  of  the  con- 
tract, and  Is  allowed  the  net  profits  he  would 
have  made  in  sawing  the  logs  had  they  been 
delivered,  cannot  prove  by  oral  testimony  that 
prior  to  and  at  the  time  the  contract  in  ques- 
tion was  entered  into  it  was  known  to  both 
parties  that  he  would  depend  upon  these  logs 
to  keep  his  mill  running  during  the  coming 
season,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  damages 
In  consequence  of  the  mill  remaining  Idle  for 
want  of  logs.  Hopkins  v.  Sanford,  41  Mich. 
243,  2  N.  W.  39. 

But  breach  of  contract  to  furnish  logs  to 
keep  the  mills  of  the  other  party  thereto  in 
operation  for  a  designated  period  authorizes 
a  recovery  by  the  party  Injured  of  the  profits 
which  would  have  accrued  to  him  had  the  con- 
tract been  carried  out,  and  In  estimating  such 
profits  the  rent  of  the  mill  should  be  taken  Into 
consideration  as  part  of  the  cost  of  manufac- 
turing the  lumber.  Morrison  v.  Lovejoy,  9 
Minn.  319,  Gil.  224. 

And  failure  to  perform  the  conditions  of  a 
contract,  by  which  the  defendants  agreed  to 
furnish  for  the  plaintiff  on  his  specification  all 
the  material  required  for  use  In  operating  the 
plaintiff's  factory,  but  failed  to  do  so,  by  rea- 
son of  which  the  factory  was  kept  idle,  entitles 
the  plaintiff  to  recover  damages  based  upon  the 
net  earnings  of  the  factory  If  It  had  been  em- 
ployed, as  such  damages  would  not  be  specula- 
tive, remote,  or  contingent  profits.  Taft  ▼. 
Tlede,  55  Iowa,  370,  7  N.  W.  617. 

In  ascertaining  the  profits  to  be   recovered 
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90  N.  Y.  4,  43  Am.  Rep.  131 ;  Silkstone  d 
D.  Coul  d  /.  Co.  V.  Joint  Stock  Coal  Co.  35 
L  X.  X.  S.  (J66;  Dolph  v.  Troy  Lwandry 
Waihinery  Co.  28  Fed.  553. 

Damages  axe  always  assesBed  as  of  the 
time  of  breach.  Tlie  loss  for  which  recoup- 
ment is  sought  then  falls  upon  the  injured 
party.  He  is  then  entitled  to  be  made  whole. 
Given  the  measure  of  damages,  it  is  appli- 
cable as  of  that  time. 

Master  ton  v.  Brooklyn,  7  Hill,  61,  42  Am. 
Det.  38;  New  York  &  U.  R.  Co.  v.  Story y  0 
Barb.  419,  Affirmed  in  6  N.  Y.  85;  Barnes  v. 
IkMlow,  30  N.  Y.  S.  R.  316,  9  N.  Y.  Supp. 
53. 

Mr.  Benjamin.  F.  Traey,  for  respond- 
ents: • 

In  a  case  where  the  contract  is  an  execu- 
tcry  contract  to  manufacture  goods  to  be  de- 
livered in  the  future,  and  the  vendee  notifies 
the  vendor  before  the  goods  are  made  th.it 


he  will  not  take  them,  the  vendor  is  not 
bound  to  manufacture  the  goods  and  attempt 
to  market  them,  when  there  is  no  market 
for  them,  and  such  course  would  probably 
enhance  the  damages. 

The  entire  consumption  of  the  article  in 
the  United  States  is  only  about  500  barrels 
per  week.  To  manufacture  2,887  barrels  of 
such  a  perishable  article, — about  six  weeks' 
consumption  for  the  whole  United  States, — 
and  attempt  to  market  it  for  the  defendants' 
account,  would  have  been  unprecedented  and 
most  unbusinesslike. 

Maaterton  v.  Brooklyn,  7  Hill,  61,  42  Am. 
Dec.  38;  Dillon  v.  Anderson,  43  N.  Y.  231; 
Silkstone  d  D.  Coal  d  I.  Co.  v.  Joint  Stock 
Coal  Co.  35  L.  T.  N.  S.  668. 

Gray,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  appeal  presents  the  question  of  the 


in  an  action  for  breach  of  contract  to  furnish 
material  to  be  manufactured,  where,  by  rea- 
son of  a  failure  to  pay  for  the  material,  a  part 
of  the  work  was  not  done,  it  is  necessary  to 
estimate  the  cost  and  expense  of  work  and  ma- 
terials in  •completing  the  contract  on  the  part 
of  the  manufacturer,  and  to  deduct  this  sum 
from  the  contract  price,  and  the  balance  would 
be  the  profit  which  would  hare  accrued  if  the 
&>D tract  bad  been  fulfilled,  and  which  can  l>e 
recovered  therein.  Fox  y.  Harding,  7  Cuah. 
516. 

The  direct  and  immediate  damages  resulting 
from  breach  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  and  de- 
liverr  of  a  quantity  of  phosphate  rock,  how- 
eTer,  would  ordinarily  be  the  difference  between 
the  contract  price  and  the  market  price  at  the 
time  and  piace  of  delivery,  and  a  claim  for 
damans  for  such  a  breach  on  the  ground  that 
from  the  failure  to  supply  the  contract  quau- 
titj  the  product  of  the  purchaser's  factory  had 
been  iessened  a  designated  quantity  for  a  desig- 
nated time,  and  that  he  had  lost  a  designated 
amoant  in  profits  thereby,  is  too  remote  and 
specnlative.  Peace  River  Phosphate  Co.  t. 
Grafflin,  58  Fed.  550. 

And  the  fact  that  cordage  for  the  comple- 
tion of  a  vessel  which  the  vendor  failed  to  de- 
Urer  according  to  contract  could  not  be  pro- 
cured in  Detroit,  and  that  the  completion  of  the 
renel  was  delayed  and  the  owner  lost  the  use 
of  tier  during  the  time  necessarily  occupied  in 
sending  elsewhere  to  procure  It,  does  not  en- 
title him  to  recover  for  the  loss  of  such  use  in 
an  action  for  damages  for  the  breach  of  con- 
tract, where  it  appears  that  the  delay  resulted, 
not  solely  from  the  failure  of  the  vendor  to  de- 
liver the  materials,  but  also  from  the  peculiar 
state  of  the  Detroit  market  at  the  time.  Clark 
T.  Moore,  3  Mich.  55.  In  such  case  the  dam- 
a^  is  not  the  proximate  result  of  the  breach. 

4.  A$  applied  to  cases  of  purchase  for  «•«. 

The  fact  that  an  article  is  purchased  for 
nte.  and  not  for  resale,  does  not  affect  the  qnes- 
tiw  of  the  effect  of  remoteness,  contingency, 
tad  uncertainty  upon  the  right  to  recover  for 
Prifits  lost  or  prevented,  since  the  profits  from 
ase  are  the  same  in  legal  effect  as  profits  from 
a  r»ale. 

Thus,  the  profits  which  the  purchaser  of  a 
chattel  expects  to  make  by  the  use  of  It  are 
B^  recoverable  in  an  action  for  damages  against 
tbe  seller  for  its  nondelivery  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  sale,  and  the  principle  is  the  same 
vhere  the  chattel  is  delivered  but  is  incapable 
or  leae  capable  of  the  use  for  which  it  was  in- 
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tended.     Moulthrop  v.  Hyett,  105  Ala.  493,  17 
So.  32. 

The  measure  of  damages  for  interruption  of 
a  business  is  the  value  of  the  use  of  the  busi- 
ness as  determined  from  actual  past  experience, 
but  such  use  is  not  to  be  estimated  by  expected 
or  anticipated  specific  profits,  because  the  earn- 
ing of  such  profits  is  conjectural,  and  depends 
upon  too  many  contingencies.  Williams  v. 
Island  City  Milling  Co.  25  Or.  573,  37  Pac.  49. 

So,  the  loss  of  future  contracts  for  work  re- 
sulting from  a  delay  in  the  delivery  of  machin- 
ery with  which  the  work  was  to  l>e  done  is  too 
speculative,  remote,  and  intangible  to  be  set 
up  as  a  defense  in  an  action  for  the  purchase 
price  of  the  machines.  Keystone  Drilling  Co. 
V.  Stahl,  17  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  498. 

Failure  to  furnish  a  contractor  with  piles 
within  the  time  provided  for  by  contract  is  not 
the  proximate  cause  of  delay  on  his  part  in 
the  completion  of  his  contract  and  failure  to 
re'alize  the  money  therefor,  and  cannot  be  Inter- 
posed as  a  defense  in  an  action  to  recover  for 
the  piles.  Friend  &  T.  Lumber  Co.  v.  Miller, 
67  Cal.  464,  S  Pac.  40. 

And  a  manufacturing  company  sued  by  a 
machinist  for  machinery  sold  and  delivered  to 
It  cannot  recoup  for  damages  caused  by  the 
failure  of  the  machinist  to  deliver  the  machin- 
ery within  the  time  stipulated  In  the  contract, 
for  profits  which  it  would  have  realized  from 
running  its  factory  during  the  time  it  was 
delayed  by  the  nondelivery  of  the  machinery. 
Pettee  v.  Tennessee  Mfg.  Co.  1  Sneed,  381. 

And  loss  of  profits  by  the  owner  of  a  saw- 
mill through  the  enforced  Idleness  of  his  mill 
and  consequent  Inability  to  fill  certain  contracts 
for  lumber  caused  by  the  failure  of  the  vendor 
of  mill  machinery  to  deliver  It  within  the  stip- 
ulated time  cannot  be  recovered  of  the  vendor 
in  the  absence  of  anything  to  show  that  he  con- 
tracted to  deliver  tlie  machine  In  contemplation 
of  contracts  on  the  part  of  the  vendee  to  supply 
lumber  to  others,  and  such  profits  cannot  be  re- 
couped in  an  action  by  the  vendor  on  promls- 
«6ory  notes  given  for  the  purchase  price,  as  such 
profits  are  too  speculative  and  conjectural,  and 
not  capable  of  clear  and  satisfactory  proof. 
Reed  Lumber  Co.  v.  Lewis,  94  Ala.  626,  10  So. 
333. 

Nor  can  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  the 
breach  of  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of  a  saw- 
mill and  a  shingle  mill,  alleged  to  have  been 
broken  by  failure  to  deliver  the  shingle  mill, 
recover  for  loss  of  profits  on  shingles,  upon  the 
theory  that  if  the  shingle  mill  had  been  de- 
livered as  agreed  he  would  have  made  a  large 
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proper  measure  of  damages,  in  an  action 
•against  the  defendants  for  refusing  to  per- 
form their  contract  with  the  plaintiiTs.  By 
that  contract  the  plaintifTs,  who  were  manu- 
iacturers  of  chemicals,  were  to  furnish  tlic 
defendants  with  "whatever  quantities  of  sil- 
icate of  soda  they  will  require  to  use  in  their 
factories  during  one  year  from  date/'  a:t  the 
price  of  $1.10  per  hundred  pounds,  in  New 
York.  Under  this  agreement  the  plaintiffs 
had  delivered,  and  the  defendants  had  paid 
for,  3.)U  barrels  of  the  article,  when  the  lat- 
ter notified  the  former  that  they  would  not 
receive  any  more.  The  refusal  on  the  part 
of  the  defendants  to  perform  their  contract 
seems  to  have  been  purely  arbitrary.  Upon  re- 
ceiving this  notice  from  the  defendants,  tlie 
plaintiffs  ceased  to  manufacture  under  the 
contract,  and  I  believe  that  tlie  defendants 
have  not  contended  that  it  was  the  duty  of 


the  plaintiffs  to  do  otherwise.  It  was  coa- 
ceded  that^  for  the  balance  of  the  contract 
year,  the  defendants  used  about  2,877  bar- 
rels ol  silicate  of  soda  (each  barrel  cont&in- 
ing  about  550  pounds),  which  they  pur- 
chtised  from  other  parties,  and  under  in- 
structions from  the  court  that  the  plaintiffs, 
if  there  was  no  market  value  for  the  article, 
were  entitled  to  recover  the  difference  be- 
tween the  cost  of  production  and  the  con- 
tract price,  the  jury  rendered  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiffs  against  the  defendants,  for 
their  failure  to  take  that  amount,  for  dam- 
ages measured  b}'  that  rule.  They,  also, 
upon  the  request  of  the  court,  made  a  spe- 
cial finding  that,  at  the  time  of  the  breach 
by  the  defendants  of  their  contract,  there 
was  no  market  value  for  silicate  of  soda. 

The  general  rule  for  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages, in  the  case  of  a  breach  by  a  vendee  in 


quantity  of  shingles  which  he  might  have  mark- 
eted at  a  profit,  where  there  Is  nothing  to 
show  the  alleged  damages  to  be  the  natural, 
certain,  and  proximate  result  of  the  breach. 
Jones  V.  Nathrop,  7  Colo.  1,  1  Pac.  433. 

80  the  damages  for  breach  of  contract  to  fur- 
nish machinery  for  a  steam  mill  at  a  stipulated 
time  should  be  given  upon  the  principle  of  a 
reasonable  rent  and  Insurance  of  the  buildings 
and  the  actual  loss  by  decay,  etc.,  of  the  ma- 
terials during  the  period  the  owner  was  pre- 
vented from  carrying  on  operations  therein 
by  reason  of  the  default  of  the  contractor,  but 
do  not  include  the  estimated  value  of  the  prof- 
its he  might  have  made  If  the  contract  had 
been  complied  with,  such  an  estimate  being  too 
vague  and  uncertain  to  form  any  criterion  of 
damages.  Boyle  v.  Reeder,  23  N.  C.  (1  Ired. 
L.)  007  ;  Davis  v.  Cincinnati,  H.  &  D.  R.  Co.  1 
Disney   (Ohio)  23. 

iknd  the  anticipated  or  expected  profits  from 
the  operation  of  a  flouring  mill  are  proverbially 
uncertain  and  contingent,  and  cannot  be  -re- 
covered as  such  as  damages  in  an  action  for  a 
breach  of  contract  to  furnish  machinery  and 
appliances  for  the  mill.  The  measure  of  dam- 
ages in  such  case  would  l>e  the  value  of  the 
use  of  the  mill  during  the  time  It  was  pre- 
vented fi-om  operating  on  account  of  the 
breach  of  contract.  Williams  v.  Island  City 
Miillug  Co.  25  Or.  573,  37  Pac.  49;  Penny- 
packer  V.  Jones,  106  Pa.  237. 

And  this  is  especially  so  where  the  loss  of 
profits  was  not  due  solely  to  defects  In  the  ma- 
chines.    Pennypacker  v.  Jones,  106  Pa.  237. 

But  proof  of  past  profits  would  be  admissible 
for  the  puriKise  of  showing  the  value  of  the  us^ 
of  the  mill  during  the  time  It  was  prevented 
from  operating  by  the  breach  of  contract.  Wil- 
liams V.  Island  City  Milling  Co.  25  Or.  573,  37 
Pac.  40. 

So,  the  profits  of  the  business  of  elevator 
builders  are  necessarily  uncertain,  speculative, 
and  conjectural,  and  damages  for  breach  of 
a  contract  of  sale  of  castings  for  use  In  their 
business  do  not  include  such  profits.  Knorr  v. 
Reedy,  27  Ohio  L.  J.  103. 

And  breach  of  a  contract  upon  the  part  of 
a  car  manufacturing  company  to  supply  a  rail- 
road company  with  a  large  number  of  cable 
cars  entitles  the  railroad  company  to  recover 
an  amount  equivalent  to  a  reasonable  hire  or 
rent  for  such  cars  for  the  time  they  could  and 
would  have  been  In  actual  service,  less  the  In- 
terest on  the  contract  price  of  the  cars,  but 
d<H»H  not  entitle  it  to  recover  the  profits  that 
might  have  ac<rued  to  It  had  the  contract  for 
the  delivery  of  the  cars  not  been  violated. 
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Washington  &.  G.  R.  Co.  v.  American  Car  Co.  5 
App.  D.  C.  324. 
I  Nor  does  failure  of  the  vendor  of  certain  gin 
machinery  to  ship  a  spike  belt  necessary  to  the 
operation  of  the  machinery  so  that  the  purchas- 
er was  delayed  in  starting  the  machinery  for 
some  time,  warrant  a  recovery  by  the  purchaser 
of  the  profits  which  he  would  have  made  from 
running  the  machinery  during  such  time,  as 
the  loss  of  such  profits  is  not  to  be  deemed  to 
have  been  reasonably  within  the  contemplation 
of  the  parties  as  the  result  of  the  delay.  Var- 
ner  v.  Dexter  («ln  &  Mill.  Co-op.  Asso.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.)  3U  S.  W.  206. 

And  breach  of  con|:ract  In  falling  to  de- 
liver certain  machinery  purchased  for  the  pur- 
pose of  erecting  a  smelter,  in  consequence  of 
whicli  the  construction  of  the  plant  was  de- 
layed, does  not  authorize  the  party  Injured  to 
recover  for  the  profits  which  he  might  tiave 
made  by  operating  the  smelter  during  the  time, 
where  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  any  prof- 
its would  have  been  realized  If  the  machinery 
had  been  delivered  within  the  time  required  by 
the  contract.  Fraser  v.  Echo  MIn.  &  Smelting 
(t'o.  9  Tex.  Civ.  App.  210,  28  8.  W.  714. 

So,  evidence  of  ttie  loss  of  profits  In  the 
plaintiff's  business  resulting  from  the  breach 
of  a  contract  of  sale  of  a  machine  and  of  the 
plaintiff's  expense  In  procuring  another  ma- 
chine, is  Inadmissible  in  an  action  for  the 
breach  of  contract,  as  such  loss  and  expense 
are  too  remote  and  speculative  to  constitute 
elements  of  damage.  Goodell  v.  Bluff  City 
Lumber  Co.  57  Ark.  203.  21  8.  W.  104. 

And  anticipated  future  profits  on  speculation 
in  real  estate  cannot  be  recovered  as  damages 
for  breach  of  a  contract,  where  profits  could  only 
have  accrued  from  sales  of  property  at  an  in- 
creased price  beyond  the  purchase  money,  ac- 
quired by  purchases  made  subsequently  to  the 
date  of  the  contract  broken.  Seely  v.  State,  11 
Ohio,  501. 

And  breach  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  a 
bakery  establishment  on  the  part  of  the  vend- 
or does  not  authorize  a  recovery  by  the  vendee 
for  prospective  profits  which  he  might  have  real- 
ized by  running  the  bakery  business  had  the 
purchase  been  completed.  Koch  v.  Godshaw.  12 
Bush.  318. 

So,  on  the  breach  by  the  owner  of  a  store 
of  a  contract  between  him  and  another  by 
which  the  owner  agreed  to  furnish  a  stock  of 
i?oods  to  enable  the  other  party  to  carry  on  busi- 
ness in  his  store  for  a  designated  time,  the  other 
to  receive  one  half  of  the  profits  as  compensation, 
the  latter  is  entitled  to  recover,  not  the  loss  of 
profits  which  he  would  have  probably  received  If 
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the  contract  for  the  sale  of  an  article  of  mer- 
chandise at  a  fixed  price,  is  the  difference  be- 
twepn  the  contract  price  and  the  market 
value  of  the  article,  on  the  day  and  at  the 
place  of  delivery.  Gregory  v.  McDoiocU  8 
Wend.  435;  Dey  y.  Dox,  9  Wend.  129,  24 
Am.  Dec.  137 ;  WindnitcUer  v.  Pope,  107  N. 
Y.  674.  14  X.  E.  430:  Wood's  Mayne,  Dam- 
ages, §  200.  That  is  the  rule  which  has  been 
recoifnized  both  in  England  and  here.  Thr) 
principle  upon  which  it  rests  is  that  of  an 
indemnilication  of  the  injured  party  for  the 
injuiy  which  he  has  sustained  and,  in  ordi- 
nary cases,  the  value  in  the  market  on  the 
day  forms  the  readiest  and  most  direct 
niothod  of  ascertaining  the  measure  of  this 
indemnity.  If  the  article  is  bought  and  sold 
in  tlie  market,  the  market  price  shows  what 
pecuniary  sum  it  would  take  to  put  the 
plaintiff  in  as  good  a  position  as  if  the  con-  ^ 


tract  held  been  performed.  Sedgw.  Dama- 
ges, §§  243,  244.  In  Murray  v.  Stanton,  99 
Mass.  345,  it  was  said  in  the  opinion: 
"When  there  is  a  'market  value'  it  shows 
tlie  price  at  which  either  party  may  have  re- 
lief from  the  consequences  of  the  default  of 
the  other; and  therefore  it  properly mca^^uveft 
hi"^  damages.  Hut  when  there  is  no  such 
standard,  the  damages  must  be  estimated 
from  other  means  of  valuation."  To  justify 
a  departure  from  this  general  rule,  the  facts 
must  take  the  case  out  of  the  ordinary,  and, 
if  there  is  no  such  standard  as  a  market 
value,  the  measure  of  the  plaintiff's  damage 
may  be  arrived  at,  in  a  case  like  the  present 
one,  by  ascertaining  the  difference  between 
the  contract  price  and  the  cost  of  production 
and  delivery.  Market  value,  in  the  ordinary 
sense,  is  generally,  but  not  always,  the  meas- 
ure of  damages,  and  the  application  of  the 


the  bubinessbad  been  continued  for  the  time  men- 
lioDed  in  the  contract,  but  compensation  for 
the  ]oss  of  hU  time  and  for  the  expense  of  re- 
BUfVjng  his  family  to  the  place  where  the  store 
vag  Eituated.  and  removing  them  after  the  con- 
tract had  bes3  broken.  Johnson  ▼.  Arnold,  2 
Cusb.  46. 

.Vnd  breach  of  an  aisreement  by  one  party  to 
»\\  another  all  the  goods  which  he  required  in 
bis  busineBs  and  which  the  former  could  furnish 
for  the  season  at  a  greatly  reduced  rate  much 
below  the  market  price,  by  refusal  to  fill  the 
porebaser's  orders,  does  not  authorize  a  re- 
(Xtvery  based  upon  the  loss  of  profits  and  ad- 
rant&];e  he  would  have  gained  if  the  vendor 
had  complied  with  his  agreement  In  the  ab- 
sence of  anything  to  show  that  such  profits  were 
&ot  speculative  and  remote,  and  such  a  claim 
cannot  be  offset  against  a  claim  for  goods  sold. 
SItgreaves  v.  Griffith,  2  W.  N.  C.  705. 

And  breach  of  a  contract  to  furnish  supplies 
vith  which  to  carry  out  another  contract  for 
lumbering  operations,  to  continue  through  a 
lenn  of  ten  years,  reciting  the  latter  contract, 
entitles  the  party  injured  to  recover  the  dif- 
ference between  the  price  agreed  to  be  paid  and 
tbc-  market  price  of  like  goods  at  the  time  and 
place  of  delivery,  but  does  not  authorize  a  re- 
'•OTpTj  of  the  profits  of  the  lumbering  contract, 
vbere  the  party  committing  the  breach  had  not 
thereby  made  himself  responsible  for  the  per- 
formaoce  of  the  lumber  contract,  and  the  prof- 
its wonld  depend  upon  the  rise  and  fall  of  the 
Frice  of  labor,  provisions,  and  timber  for  the 
term  of  ten  years,  and  were  therefore  con- 
jectural.    Bridges  v.  Stickney,  38  Me.  369. 

And  the  jury  in  an  action  for  breach  by  the 
vendor  of  a  contract  to  furnish  a  large  amount 
"f  tiett  may  take  Into  consideration  the  amount 
"f  lies  the  vendor  was  In  default  In  not  dellv- 
^rine,  the  condition  of  the  market,  scarcity  or 
pt^ntj  in  the  market,  the  time  of  delivery,  the 
4*maiid  and  the  supply,  and  the  actual  state 
of  tfa<>  market  8f>  far  as  they  aid  in  determining 
■b<^  market  value  of  the  ties  at  such  times  and 
P-acies.  but  they  cannot  take  into  consideration 
ft  hat  might  have  been  the  probable  consequence 
^o  the  market  had  the  purchaser  gone  into  the 
r58rk*"t  on  the  day  of  delivery  to  buy  the  quan- 
*'tr  of  ties  that  should  have  been  delivered  that 
^7>  as  that  would  be  remote  and  speculative. 
J'mrai«*on  v.  Gray,  20  Iowa,  537. 

N'or  do  the  estimated  profits  upon  the  manu- 
facture of  a  specified  quantity  of  flaxseed  Into 
lln»e«d  oil  constitute  a  legitimate  item  of  dam- 
a?»s  in  an  action  for  a  breach  of  a  contract  to 
i^ake  and  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  certain  ma- 
"'alnnrj  designed  for  the  purpose  of  manufac- 
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taring  the  oH  within  a  certain  time.     Freeman' 
v.  Clute,  3  Barb.  424. 

.4nd  while  breach  of  contract  in  falling  to- 
deliver  a  quantity  of  linseed  pursuant  to  a 
contract  of  sale  warrants  a  recovery  of  the 
money  advanced  therefor  with  Interest  and  pay- 
ment of  the  difference  between  the  contract  price 
and  the  price  of  the  linseed  at  the  time  when 
it  ought  to  have  been  delivered.  It  does  not  war- 
rant a  recovery  in  the  absence  of  anything  to 
show  what  the  purchaser  intended  to  do  with 
it,  for  the  profits  which  he  might  possibly  have 
made  upon  it  If  It  had  been  delivered.  Start- 
up V.  Cortazzl,  2  Cromp.  M.  &  K.  165,  5  Tyrw. 
607. 

And  loss  of  profits  to  be  estimated  as  dam- 
ages is  confined  in  case  of  breach  of  contract  by 
a  gns  company  by  Kbutting  off  the  gas  from  the 
preraisps  of  a  consumer,  who  had  conformed 
with  ail  conditions  on  his  part,  to  a  recovery 
for  the  damages  for  the  breach.  And  where 
such  damages  are  not  the  immediate  result  of 
the  breach  or  omission  of  duty,  and  cannot  be 
traced  directly  to  the  breach  or  admission,  they 
are  too  remote,  uncertain,  and  unreliable  to  war- 
rant a  recovery  on  that  ground.  Morey  v.  Met- 
ropolitan Gaslight  Co.  6  Jones  &  S.   185. 

But  while  mere  speculative  profits  cannot 
l>e  recovered  In  an  action  for  breach  of  contract^ 
where  the  breach  was  of  an  agreement  to  fur- 
nish the  other  party  enough  coal  to  keep  his 
coke  ovens  In  operation  for  a  designated  time 
at  a  designated  price,  the  profits  are  not  specu-  y/ 
lative,  but  can  be  ascertained  with  mathemati- 
cal accuracy,  and  the  party  injured  should  re- 
cover for  the  net  profits  which  he  certainly 
would  have  made.  Imperial  Coal  Co.  v.  Po;'t 
Uoyal  Coal  Co.  138  Pa.  45,  20  Atl.  937. 

So,  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  a 
contract  by  which  a  vendor  of  real  estate  was 
to  furnish  the  purchaser  with  a  designated 
number  of  cows  and  swine  for  a  stated  period, 
the  purchaser  to  have  all  the  benefit  derived 
from  the  cows,  which  were  to  be  used  exclusive- 
ly for  b»itter  mnking.  and  the  skim  milk  was  to 
be  fed  to  the  swine  and  their  Intrease,  which 
was  to  be  divided  equally  among  the  parties 
when  such  increase  should  reach  the  weight 
of  75  pounds  apiece,  by  a  failure  to  furnish 
the  number  of  cows  and  swine  specified,  is 
siK'h  fair  and  reasonable  profit  arising  irom  the 
URo  of  the  cows  for  the  designated  purposes 
as  the  experlenfe  of  dairymen  in  that  locality 
shows  can  be  estimated  with  reasonable  certain- 
ty. .  Brown  v.  lladley,  43  Kan.  2G7,  23  l*ac. 
402. 

And  where  machinery  is  purchased  to  be 
paid  for  in  sawing  logs  for  the  vendor,  the  time 
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rule  nccess&rily  must  be  to  a  case  where  it 
id  shown  that  there  is  a  market  value  for 
the  subject  of  the  contract  of  sale. 

In  this  case  it  appears  that  when  the  con- 
tract was  made,  the  plaintiffs  and  another 
concern  manufactured  substantially  all  the 
silicate  of  soda  made  in  the  United  States. 
After  the  making  of  the  contract  a  new  con- 
cern was  started,  which,  as  we  are  allowed 
to  infer  from  the  evidence^  occasioned  the 
refusal  by  the  defendants  to  continue  order- 
ing any  longer  from  the  plaintiffs.  The 
principal  use  of  silicate  of  soda  is  in  the 
manufacture  of  laundry  soaps,  in  which 
buRiness  Uie  defendants  w^ere  largely  en- 
gaged, and  consumed,  during  the  year  in  ques- 
tion, over  60  barrels  a  week,  or  something 
over  one  tenth  of  the  entire  production  of 
the  country.  It  seems  that  the  article  is 
highly  perishable  in  its  nature,  and  can  only 


be  fairly  well  kept  for  any  reasonable  time 
by  being  barrelled  up.  Ck)nsequently,  but 
little  of  it  is  kept  in  stock  by  manufacturers, 
who  deal  directly  with  the  consumers  and 
produce  it  as  they  require  it.  Merchants 
do  not  usually  keep  it  in  stock;  though, 
upon  the  question  of  its  having  a  market, 
the  defendants  adduced  some  evidence  by  a 
dealer  in  chemicals  to  show  that  he  bought 
the  article  from  manufactureis  and  sold  it 
to  consumers. .  But  his  aggregate  sales  in 
the  year  in  question  he  estimated  to  be  only 
from  100  to  150  barrels,  and  he  seldom  kept 
over  15  barrels  on  hand.  Of  course,  this 
w^as  quite  insufficient  evidence  to  warrant  a 
finding  by  the  jury  as  to  there  being  a  gen- 
eral market  for  the  article,  upon  which  it 
could  be  disposed  of  in  such  large  quantities. 
The  contract,  if  carried  out,  would  have 
called  for  a  production  at  the  rate  of  60  bar- 


to  put  them  in  being  limited  to  four  years,  and 
the  contract  is  broken  by  the  failure  of  the 
vendor  to  furnish  logs,  and  it  appears  that  if 
the  contract  had  been  fuifllied,  the  whole  prin- 
cipal sum  and  interest-  would  have  been  paid 
within  two  years,  the  damages  may  be  ascer- 
tained by  adding  to  the  contract  price  of  the 
machinery  two  years'  interest,  and  deducting 
payments  made  which  would  leave  the  amount 
unpaid  on  the  machinery,  which  sum  should  be 
deducted  from  the  unpaid  profits  for  sawing, 
the  balance  representing  the  sum  of  the  pur- 
chaser's profit  upon  the  whole  contract.  Jones 
v.  Foster,  67  Wis.  296,  30  N.  W.  697. 

And  where,  under  a  contract  by  which  a 
party  was  to  talce  slop  from  a  distillery  to  a 
designated  amount  at  a  stated  price  per  bushel, 
and  pursuant  thereto  he  purchased  a  large 
number  of  cattle  to  consume  the  slop,  the  parties 
'x>n  tern  plating  that  the  cattie  would  be  thus 
fattened  and  be  ready  for  marltet  as  fat  cat- 
tie  at  the  expiration  of  the  contract,  and  after 
be  had  fed  the  slop  so  long  that  the  cattle 
could  not  be  profitably  fattened  on  anything 
else,  and  it  was  not  practicable  to  get  any  other 
slop,  the  distillery  shut  down,  and  the  owner 
refu8c>d  to  furnish  any  more  slop,  and  the  own- 
er of  the  cattle  was  compelled  to  seii  them 
at  a  loss,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  of  the 
distiller  the  reasonable  profit  he  would  have 
made  from  fattening  the  cattie  on  the  slop,  if 
the  contract  had  been  carried  out.  New  Market 
Co.  V.  Embry,  20  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1130,  48  S.  W. 
980. 

But  breach  of  a  contract  of  sale  of  a  num- 
ber of  cattle  by  failing  to  deliver  them  at  the 
time  and  place  agreed  upon  does  not  authorize 
an  estimate  of  tiie  increase  of  the  cattle  in 
computing  the  damages.  Calvit  v.  McFadden, 
13  Tex.  326. 

And  while  breach  of  a  contract  to  furnish  a 
designated  number  of  cows  and  hogs  to  be  kept 
on  a  farm  entitles  the  party  injured  to  recover 
their  value  at  the  time  they  should  have  been 
delivered  over  the  cost  price,  he  cannot  recover 
the  proceeds  that  might  have  been  derived  from 
that  number  of  cows  and  hogs  for  the  year, 
and  evidence  of  such  proceeds  and  instructions 
adopting  that  as  the  measure  of  damages,  are 
improper.  Chesmore  v.  Barker,  101  Iowa,  676, 
70  N.  W.  701. 

e.  The  rule  <u  to  sale  of  articles  to  be  manu- 
factured. 

1.  Application  of  general  rules. 

The  fact  that  an  article  sold  did  not  exist 
at  the  time  of  the  transaction,  but  was  to  be 
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manufactured  by  the  vendor,  seems  to  be  of  no 
elfect  upon  the  question  of  the  right  of  the  pur- 
chaser to  recover  for  profits  lost  through  breach 
of  the  contract  by  the  vendor. 

This  rule  was  laid  down  generally  and  ap- 
plied to  a  sale  of  washing  machines,  in  Dolph 
V.  Troy  Laundry  Mach.  Co.  28  Fed.  553. 

2.  As  applied  to  special  circumstancet. 

That  the  rule  as  to  sales  applies  to  sales  of 
goods  to  be  manufactured  is  true  with  reference 
to  special  circumstances,  afl^ecting  the  right  to 
recover  for  profits  lost  through  a  breach  of 
contract  of  sale,  such  as  purchases  for  resale, 
or  for  some  special  use  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
vendor,  absence  of  a  market,  etc. 

Thus,  breach  of  contract  for  the  construc- 
tion of  a  part  of  a  machine,  which  the  person 
ordering  was  under  contract  to  supply  to  a 
third  person  at  a  designated  time,  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  person  contracting  to  make 
it,  where  the  one  contract  was  made  upon  the 
basis  of  the  other,  and  both  parties  were  aware 
that  if  the  machine  was  rejected  It  would  be 
unsalable  so  that  the  work  done  by  both  would 
be  thrown  away,  warrants  a  recovery  where 
the  machine  is  rejected  on  account  of  such 
breach,  for  the  loss  of  profit  upon  the  contract 
for  the  completed  machine,  together  with  the 
expenditure  uselessly  incurred  in  making  the  l>al- 
ance  of  the  machine.  Hydraulic  Engineering 
Co.  V.  Mcllaflle.  L.  B.  4  Q.  B.  Div.  670,  27 
Week.  Rep.  221. 

And  one  for  whom  another  has  contracted  to 
erect  an  electric-light  plant  may  recover  for 
a  breach  of  the  contract  such  profits  as  would 
directly  and  immediately  have  resulted  from 
subcontracts  made  by  him,  relying  on  the  con- 
tract for  the  use  of  such  lights  by  third  per- 
sons. A.  J.  Anderson  Electric  Co.  v.  Cleburne 
Water,"  Ice  &  Lighting  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.) 
44   S.  W.  920. 

And  proof  of  the  market  value  of  certain  ma- 
chines in  Louisiana  Is  admissible  in  an  action 
for  breach  of  an  agreement  to  manufacture 
such  machines  In  a  designated  quantity  where 
the  manufacturer  was  notified  that  the  ma- 
chines were  intended  for  use  in  the  Louisiana 
market,  such  market  thereby  becoming  an  ele- 
ment of  the  injury  sustained.  Alabama  Iron 
Works  V.  Hurley,  86  Ala.  217,  5  So.  418. 

But  a  breach  by  a  manufacturer  of  a  con- 
tract to  furnish  the  materials,  and  make  for 
a  mill  owner  two  boilers  to  be  completed  and 
connected  by  a  designated  time,  does  not  au- 
thorize the  mill  owner  to  recoup  in  an  action 
against  him  for  the  contract  price  for  damages 
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rels  a  week,  and  the  evidence  does  not  war- 
rant the  Mief  that  any  such  quantity  could 
hare  found  a  ready  market,  and,  if  not,  then 
the  article  would  soon  have  become  unfit  for 
u>e.  It  18  very  clear,  upon  the  evidence,  if 
the  plaintiffs  had  continued  manufacturing 
after  the  refusal  by  the  defendants  to  be 
bound  by  the  contract,  that  it  would  not 
have  been  for  the  advantage  of  the  latter, 
with  reiypect  to  diminishing  the  damages. 
It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  the  ca- 
pacity of  the  plaintiffs'  factories  was  from 
200  to  300  barrels  a  week,  or  about  100  bar- 
rels in  excess  of  their  sales,  and,  therefore, 
the  plaintiffs  were  sho>>^'n  to  have  been  in  a 
position  to  have  furnished  the  defendants 
with  the  quantities  which  they  subsequently 
took  from  other  parties.  The  contract  price 
had  lieon  lixed  at  a  concession  upon  the 
plaintiffs'  selling  price  of  the  article,  and 


as  to  such  sales  as  were  made  of  the  article 
upon  orders,  during  the  balance  of  tlie  con- 
tract year,  the  price  did  not  vary  materially. 
If  the  contention  of  the  defendants  should 
prevail  and  the  measure  of  damages  should 
be  held  to  be  the  difference  between  the  con- 
tYRCt  price  and  the  value  of  the  commodity 
at  the  time  of  the  l^reach,  as  fixed  by  the 
price  received  at  some  known  sales,  the 
plaintiffs  would  have  been  entitled  to  re- 
cover nothing,  or  only  nominal  damages,  of 
the  defendants. 

The  defendants  proceed  upon  the  assump- 
tion that  if  an  article  is  shown  to  have  a 
value  or  selling  price,  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages must  be  the  difference  between  it  and 
the  contract  price,  irrespective  of  the  ques- 
tion of  the  nature  of  the  market  for  it.  To 
use  their  language:  "If  there  be  no  market, 
in  a  restricted  sense,  yet  if  the  commodity  is 


erowing  out  of  the  fact  that  the  boilers  were 
to  be  naed  in  his  steam  mill  and  salt  block  for 
the  poi-pose  of  running  the  same,  and  that  with- 
out the  boilers  he  could  not  manufacture  any 
■It,  and  that  in  consequence  of  the  breach 
the  use  and  profits  of  his  salt  block  were  wholly 
lost  during  the  time  of  the  delay,  where  the 
contract  was  silent  aa  to  the  particular  busi- 
ness which  was  to  be  carried  on.  though  It  was 
known  to  both  the  contracting  parties.  Mc- 
Kicnon  v.  McEwan,  48  Mich.  106.  42  Am.  Rep. 
4M,  11  N.  W.  828. 

And  breach  by  a  manufacturing  company  of 
a  contract  tvlth  a  cable  car  company  to  make 
and  deliver  a  gear  wheel  and  pinion  within  a 
designated  time,  by  delaying  the  delivery,  does 
not  authorize  a  reduction  of  the  recovery  by 
the  manufacturing  company  for  the  purchase 
price  of  the  wheel  and  pinion  for  the  loss  of 
inrome  entailed  upon  the  cable  company  during 
the  delay  In  the  delivery  of  the  wheel  and  pin- 
ion, due  to  the  fact  that  the  machinery  which 
It  Tvas  to  replace  broke  down,  and  was  so  badly 
cracked  and  worn  that  It  was  Insufficient  to 
operate  the  cable  at  more  than  three  fourths 
of  Ita  normal  speed,  where  no  knowledge  by,  or 
notice  to,  the  steel  company  at  or  before  it 
mudc  the  contract,  that  the  gear  wheel  and  pin- 
ion were  ordered  to  replace  old  machinery,  or 
that  the  old  machinery  was  insufficient  to  oper- 
ate the  railroad,  is  shown.  Central  Trust  Co. 
V.  Clark.  S4  C.  C.  A.  354.  92  Fed.  293. 

See  al8<>  Alamo  Mills  Co.  v.  Hercules  Iron 
Works.  1  Tex.  Civ.  App.  683,  22  S.  W.  1007; 
PiTtiburK  Coal  Co.  v.  Foster,  59  Pa.  365, — 
i»fra,  II.  e,  3. 

3.  Ai  aitpUed  to  remoteness,  contingvnvy,  and 

uncertainty. 

The  fact  that  profits  lost  were  remote,  con- 
tingent, or  uncertain,  or  not  within  the  con- 
templation of  ih«?  parties  at  the  time  of  the 
e>Dtract  of  sale,  will  defeat  their  recovery  In 
an  action  for  a  breach  by  the  vendor,  where 
the  goods  sold  were  to  be  thereafter  manufac- 
tnr^l.  aa  weil  as  when  they  were  complete  at 
the  rime. 

Thna.  breach  of  contract  upon  the  part  of 
t  oiannfacturer  to  manufacture  and  furnish  cer- 
tain machines  for  use  In  a  sawmill  within  a 
^9imated  time  does  not  entitle  the  sawmill 
owner  to  recover  the  profits  of  the  mill  during 
th<*  peririd  of  delay,  as  the  profits  of  running 
«  «wmill  are  proverbially  uncertain,  indefinite, 
>nd  contingent.  All  Is  v.  McLean,  48  Mich. 
*<«.  12  X.  W.  040. 

And  tb«  antiHpated  profits  of  a  mill  owner 
'lilting  from  the  grinding  of  wheat  into  fiour 
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and  selling  the  same,  had  his  mill  been  com- 
pleted at  the  date  specified  in  a  contract,  for 
the  construction  and  placing  of  machinery 
therefor,  cannot  be  recovered  by  way  of  dam- 
ages for  such  delay,  loss  of  profits  not  being 
such  a  consequence  of  the  breach  as  could  have 
been  fairly  and  reasonably  contemplated  by 
both  parties  when  they  made  the  contract. 
Howard  y.  Stillwell  &  B.  Mfg.  Co.  139  U.  S. 
199.  35  L.  ed.  147,  11  Sup.  C^.  Rep.  500. 

And  where  the  owners  of  a  mill  contract  for 
the  erection  therein  of  machinery,  agreeing  to 
have  the  building  ready  for  setting  It  up  by 
a  designated  day,  the  parties  furnishing  the 
machinery  agreeing  to  have  It  up  within  a  lim- 
ited time.  U  the  owners  are  not  ready  with  the 
building  according  to  contract,  and  thereby  de- 
lay the  work  of  putting  the  machinery  in,  they 
cannot  show  In  an  action  for  the  delay  what 
their  mill  would  have  earned  from  the  time 
the  machinery  should  have  been  in,  had  it  then 
been  ready.     Holmes  v.  Boydston,  1  Neb.  357. 

So,  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  a 
contract  to  furnish  and  deliver  a  patent  ma- 
chine for  sawing  saddle  trees  as  soon  as  such 
machine  could  be  conveniently  manufactured  Is 
the  value  of  the  use  of  the  machine  during  the 
time  the  plaintiff  was  deprived  thereof,  and  not 
the  profits  which  might  have  been  derived  from 
It  during  such  time.  Singer  v.  Farnsworth.  2 
Ind.  597. 

And  where  a  party  having  a  contract  with 
another  for  the  delivery  of  a  large  quantity  of 
Ice,  orders  of  a  manufacturing  company  an  Ice 
plant  of  a  -designated  capacity,  though  the  con- 
tract therefor  was  made  with  reference  to  the 
contract  to  furnish  the  Ice,  and  the  manufac- 
turing company  wholly  failed  to  furnish  the 
plant  contracted  for,  and  it  could  not  be  pro- 
cured elsewhere,  expected  profits  from  the 
manufacture  and  sale  of  Ice  during  the  season 
would  not  be  sufficiently  reliable  to  constitute 
a  basis  for  estimating  damages  for  breach  of 
the  contract,  but  the  profits  that  would  have 
been  made  on  the  contract  with  reference  to 
which  the  plant  was  ordered  may  be  recovered. 
Alamo  Mills  Co.  v.  Hercules  Iron  Works.  1  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  683,  22  S.  W.  1097. 

And  while  the  failure  to  furnish  and  erect 
Ice-manufacturIng  machines  within  the  time 
specified  In  the  contract  entitles  the  vendee  to 
recover  the  fair  rental  value  of  machines  of 
like  capacity  and  character  for  the  period  dur- 
ing which  the  vendor  was  In  default,  estimated 
profits  which  it  Is  conjectured  might  have  been 
made  by  the  use  of  the  machine  In  business 
constitute  no  part  of  such  rental  value,  and  are 
too  speculative  and  contingent  to  form  a  basis 
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the  Subject  of  sale  and  there  is  a  selling 
price,  the  same  rule  obtains  and  proof  of 
cost  should  be  excluded."  Proceeilincr  upon 
that  assumption,  they  argue,  substantially, 
that  as  there  was  shown  to  be  a  selling  price, 
from  the  fact  of  there  having  been  sales  of 
the  article  by  the  plaintiffs,  it  is  a  control- 
ling factor  and  compels  the  application  of 
the  general  rule  for  which  they  contend.  To 
that  proposition  I  think  we  should  not  as- 
sent, and  I  fail  to  find  adequate  supjport  for 
it  either  iu  principle  or  in  the  authorities. 
The  general  rule,  certainly,  can  have  no  ap- 
plication to  the  case  of  a  breach  of  a  con- 
tract for  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  a  com- 
modity, unless  it  is  made  to  appear  that, 
upon  the  breach  by  the  vendee,  tiie  vendor 
could  have  placed  the  commodity  upon  the 
market,  and,  by  thus  dispof>ing  of  it,  have  re- 
lieved himself  from  the  conifiequcnces  of  the 


defendants'  default.  The  principle  of  in- 
demnity upon  which  the  rule  rests  would  be 
satisiied  in  such  a  case,  and  the  vendor 
would  be  confined  for  his  recovery  to  the  dif- 
ference between  a  known  market  value  at  the 
time  of  the  brea-ch  of  the  contract  and  the 
price  fixed  by  the  contract.  In  Hadlcy  v. 
Baxcndule,  9  Exch.  341,  this  rule  was  laid 
down  by  Baron  Alderson:  "Where  two  par- 
ties have  made  a  contract,  which  one  of  them 
has  broken,  the  damages  which  the  other  par- 
ty ought  to  receive,  in  respect  of  such  breach 
of  contract,  should  be  such  as  may  fairly  and 
reasonably  l)e  considered  either  arising  nat- 
urally, t.  c,  according  to  the  usual  course 
of  things,  from  such  brt^ch  of  contract  it- 
self, or  such  as  may  reasonably  be  suppos'^d 
to  have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  both 
parties  at  the  time  they  made  the  contract, 
as  the  probable  result  of  the  breach  of  it. 
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for  calculating  rlnmages.  Central  Trust  Co.  v. 
Arctic  Ice  Mach.  Mfg.  Co.  77  Md.  202,  20  Atl. 
403. 

So,  under  a  contract  by  which  a  general  or- 
der for  bow  sockets,  to  be  followed  with  specific 
orders  from  time  to  time,  was  given  and  ac- 
cepted, the  manufacturer  can  only  be  held  liable 
for  refusal  to  till  such  specific  orders  as  were 
rightfully  made  under  the  contract,  or  for  the 
lose  of  profits  on  sales  which  the  plaintiff  had 
the  opportunity  of  making,  and  would  have 
made  had  not  the  manufacturer  in  advance  re- 
fused to  fill  any  more  orders.  Shadbolt  &  B. 
Iron  Co.  v.  Topliflf,  85  Wis.  513,  55  N.  W. 
S54. 

And  damages  for  breach  of  a  contract  to 
manufacture  and  vigorously  push  the  sale  of  a 
patent  medicine  cannot  be  estimated  upon  the 
amount  of  sales  of  the  medicine  and  profit 
thereon  for  a  period  of  time  before  the  con- 
tract in  suit  was  made.  Lord  v.  Owen,  35  111. 
App.  382. 

And  breach  by  a  railroad  company  of  an 
agreement  with  a  coal  mining  company  to  build 
a  iocomotiye  engine  to  fit  a  track  unusually 
wide  belonging  to  the  coal  company,  designed 
to  be  used  in  its  business  of  coal  mining,  it  ap- 
pearing that,  owing  to  the  gauge  of  the  rail- 
road track  it  was  impossible  to  procure  or  hire 
an  engine  to  suit  their  purpose,  and  that,  owing 
to  the  breach,  they  had  to  transport  their  coal 
by  horses  and  mules,  warrants  a  recovery  of 
the  difference  in  the  expense  of  transporting  the 
coal  carried  by  horse  or  mule  power  and  by 
steam  power ;  but  the  coal  company  is  not  en- 
titled to  show  that  they  would  have  mined  and 
hauled  one  third  more  coal  with  the  engine 
than  with  the  horses  and  mules,  or  to  show  the 
profits  which  would  arise  therefrom.  Pitts- 
burg Coal  Co.  v.  Foster,  59  Pa.  365. 

But  the  owner  of  an  Iron  foundry,  who  un- 
dertakes to  construct  a  mill  for  a  4ugar  plant- 
er, accepting  the  latter's  notes  for  the  price, 
thus  becoming  a  debtor  of  the  mill,  brings  him- 
self within  the  provisions  of  the  La.  Civ. 
Code  art.  192S,  providing  that  if  an  under- 
taker dues  not  execute  the  work  in  the  manner 
contracted  for,  he  is  liable  for  the  losses  that 
may  ensue,  and  that  when  the  object  of  a  con- 
tract Is  anything  but  the  payment  of  money, 
the  damages  due  to  the  creditor  for  the  breach 
are  the  amount  of  the  loss  which  he  has  sus- 
tained and  of  the  profits  which  he  has  been  de- 
prived of,  but  when  the  debtor  has  been  guilty 
of  no  fraud  or  bad  faith,  he  Is  only  liable  for 
such  damages  as  may  reasonably  be  supposed 
to  have  entered  Into  the  contemplation  of  the 
parties  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  which 
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would  include  the  sugar  and  molasses  which 
the  planter  failed  to  make  as  the  profits  of 
which  he  was  deprived,  to  be  valued,  however, 
not  at  the  market  price,  but  by  taking  the  ex- 
pense of  grinding,  manufacture,  and  carrying 
to  market,  etc..  into  consideration.  Lobdeil  v. 
I'arker,  3  La.  328. 

And  where  a  contract  is  entered  into  by  a 
manufacturer  to  build  and  put  in  operation  on 
the  plantation  of  a  sugar  planter  a  sugar  mill 
an^  steam  engine,  to  be  delivered  at  a  desig- 
nated place  on  or  before  the  18th  of  June,  and 
the  manufacturer  breaks  the  contract  by  fur- 
nishing a  defective  engine  which  was  not  prop- 
erly constructed,  and  by  falling  to  use  proper 
skill  in  putting  it  up,  so  as  to  cause  delay,  it 
will  be  deemed  to  have  been  within  the  con- 
templation of  the  parties  that  the  mill  and  en- 
gine in  question  were  designed  to  grind  the 
crop  of  sugar  cane  of  that  year,  and  that  they 
must  have  contemplated  that  the  making  of  the 
crop  might  be  delayed  or  frustrated  by  a  failure 
to  fulfil  the  contract  so  that  the  manufacturer, 
under  the  provisions  of  La.  Civ.  Code,  art.  1928, 
would  DC  held  liable  under  the  contract  for  the 
damages  to  the  crop  resulting  therefrom.  In- 
cluding the  loss  of  the  sugar  and  molasses 
which  the  planter  failed  to  make,  which  are 
the  profits  of  which  he  is  deprived.  (Jioodloe 
V.  Uogers,  9  La.  Ann.  273,  61  Am.  Dec.  205,  10 
La.  Ann.  631. 

.\nd  where  a  contract  was  entered  into  be- 
tween a  manufacturer  of  organs  and  a  dealer, 
by  which  the  dealer  was  to  engage  in  the  busi- 
ness of  selling  organs  manufactured  by  the 
manufacturer,  and  was  to  introduce  them  Into 
use  in  a  given  territory,  and  the  manufacturer 
was  to  furnish  him  with  organs  for  sale  In 
such  territory,  which  he  might  need  for  that 
purpose,  selling  them  to  him  at  reasonable 
rates,  the  arrangement  to  continue  so  long  as 
cither  party  may  choose,  and  the  manufacturer 
violated  the  agreement  by  putting  an  end  to 
the  arrangement  without  giving  the  dealer  rea- 
sonable notice  of  its  intention  to  do  so,  but  of- 
fering to  let  hlra  have  some  stock  to  keep  him 
going  until  he  fixed  himself  elsewhere,  in  re- 
sponse to  which  the  dealer  asked  for  ten  or- 
gans and  received  without  further  reply  but 
three,  it  will  be  deemed  that  the  ten  was*  fixed 
upon  as  a  reasonable  number  with  which  to 
supply  orders  then  existing  or  which  the  deal- 
er had  a  reasonable  prospect  to  obtain,  and  be 
would  be  entitled  to  recoup  the  profits  which 
he  would  have  made  upon  the  other  seven  or- 
gans In  an  action  by  the  manufacturer  against 
him  for  the  purchase  price  of  the  organs  sent, 
as  such  profits  would  not  be  contingent   upon 
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■  W1iat  must  the  parties  be  deemed  to  have 
ponteniplated  in  the  present  eai*e?  The  de- 
fendantA  bound  the  plaintiffs,  through  this 
contract,  to  supply  all  the  silicate  of  soda 
which  they  would  reauire  for  the  year.  The 
plaintiffs,  with  ample  capacity  for  supply- 
ing the  article,  contemplated  that  their  pro- 
duction would  be  increased  by  the  amount 
which  the  defendants  would  take  from  them 
during  the  year.  The  defendants  agreed  to 
take  the  article  only  from  the  plaintiffs,  and 
were  accorded  a  concession  upon  the  price 
at  which  the  plaintiffs  were  then  selling 
their  product.  The  plaintiffs  were  assured 
of  Bales  which,  with  their  facilities  for  man- 
ufacturing., would  represent  to  them  a  profit 
measured  by  the  difference  between  the  cost 
of  its  production  and  the  price  which  they 
ha<i  fixed  in  the  contract.  The  defendants 
well  knew,  from  the  perishable  nature  of  the 


article  and  its  limited  demand,  that  t!ie 
plaintiffs  would  manufacture  to  meet  their 
recjuiremonts  in  their  business  and  that  sufh 
an  article  would  not  be  manufactured  in 
such  large  quantities  as  would  be  needed  by 
them,  unless  it  could  be  disi)osed  of  at  once. 
Of  course,  they  must  have  contemplated  a 
profit  to  the  plaintiffs  if  they  could  manu* 
faoture  at  a  cost  under  the  contract  price. 
It  is  absurd  to  say,  in  view  of  the  evidence, 
that  there  was  a  market  value,  in  the  ordi- 
nary sense  of  the  term,  for  silicate  of  soda, 
and  perhaps  the  defendants  do  not  seriously 
argue  that  there  was.  But  if  we  are  to 
hold,  in  accordance  with  their  views,  beg^iuse 
there  was  a  price  at  which  the  plaintiffs  had 
been  able  to  effect  sales  of  tiie  article  at  the 
time  of  the  breach,  that  that  fact  must  be  con- 
trolling in  fixing  the  measure  of  damages,  we 
should  be  doing  a  great  injustice,  and  we 


fature  bargains  or  speculatlont  or  conjecture. 
Sterling  Organ  Co.  v.  House,  25  W.  Va.  64. 

So,  In  Fletcher  v.  Tayleur,  17  C.  B.  21,  25 
L.  C.  P.  N.  8.  65,  which  was  an  action  for 
failure  to  complete  a  ship  pursuant  to  contract, 
In  wbich  the  Jury  gave  by  way  of  damages  the 
difference  between  the  net  freight  which  the 
TCKev!  nroUably  would  have  earned  had  she  been 
ready  at  the  stipulated  time,  and  the  amount 
actually  earned  by  her  when  delivered  some  i 
months  later,  when  freights  in  the  particular 
trade  were  lower,  the  court  refused  to  disturb 
the  findings,  no  question  having  been  rained  at 
the- trial  as  to  the  price  at  which  the  damages 
ought  to  have  been  assessed. 

In  Porter  v.  Woods,  3  Humph.  56,  39  Am. 
Dec.  153,  however,  it  was  held  that  damages  for 
delay  in  business  and  for  injury  to  reputation, 
and  for  speculative  profits  and  expenses  in- 
corred  in  trips  to  see  about  the  execution  of 
the  contract,  occasioned  by  failure  to  carry  out 
in  full  a  contract  for  the  delivery  in  successive 
>earB  of  a  specified  quantity  of  castings,  cannot 
be  recouped  in  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  the 
tastings  delivered,  as  they  are  not  such  dam- 
£|^  as  the  defendant  could  have  recovered  In 
t  ..TOSS  action.  i 

See  also  Oliver  v.  Perkins,  92  Mich.  304.  52 
N.  W.  600 ;  Heilbutt  v.  Hickson,  L.  R.  7  C.  P.  > 
4r.5.  41  L.  J.  C.   P.   N.   S.  228,  27  L.  T.   N.   S. 
336.  20  Week.  Rep.  1035,  aupra,  II.  b,  2. 

f.  Brrach   of   warranty. 

1.  Qcnvral   rules. 

The  rules  with  reference  to  the  right  to  re- 
^A•?r  for  a  breach  of  warranty  for  the  profits 
vhicb  the  vendee  might  have  made,  had  It  not 
•ieea  for  the  breach,  are  very  similar  to  those 
with  reference  to  an  ordinary  breach  of  con- 
tract, in  ordinary  cases  the  sum  recoverable  for 
a  breach  by  a  vendor  of  warranty  of  a  thing 
►'Id  being  the  difference  between  the  price 
««iiitrarted  to  be  paid  for  the  article  as  war- 
fanted  and  the  market  price  of  the  thing  sold 
aa  It  really  was  at  the  time  of  the  breach. 

This  measure,  like  the  measure  of  damages, 
la  cage  of  breach  by  the  vendor  of  an  ordinary 
^DtrafTt  of  sale  merely  contemplates  placing 
'he  injured  party  in  the  position  he  would  have 
Ofcupted  bad  it  not  been  for  the  breach,  and 
^t  a  recovery  of  profits  lost,  and  consequently 
the  cases  with  reference  thereto  have  been 
'•aitted  from  this  note,  unless  the  question  of 
N>a«  of  profits  was  alRO  involved. 

Bat  If,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things,  a 
P««flt  woQld  have  resulted  to  the  purchaser, 
vhtf;h  profit  has  been  lost  by  reason  of  the 
^i^cu  the  vendor  is  liable  for  such  loss  of 
52  U  R.  A. 


profit,  provided  it  may  be  presumed  to  have 
been  In  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  as  dam- 
tiges,  resulting  from  the  breach  of  warranty. 
Draper  v.  Sweet,  66  Barb.  147 ;  Union  Bank  v. 
Blanchard,  65  N.  H.  21,  18  Atl.  00. 

The  measure  of  damages  for  breach  by  a 
vendor,  of  warranty  of  quality  of  goods  sold 
In  the  absence  of  fraud.  Is  the  difference  between 
the  price  paid  and  the  vaJue  of  the  goods  as 
they  actually  were  at  the  time  and  place  of  the 
sale  and  delivery,  together  with  any  conse- 
quential damages,  falling  within  the  rule  ex- 
cluding indirect  and  speculative  damages. 
Clark  V.  Neufvllle,  46  Ga.  261. 

But  as  a  general  rule  the  loss  of  the  profits 
of  a  business  that  has  been  Interrupted  by  a 
breach  of  warranty  cannot  be  claimed  unloas 
the  partiefl  are  shown  to  have  contemplated, 
or  can  reasonably  be  presumed  to  have  contem- 
plated, ^uch  loss  at  the  time  the  contract  was 
made,  for  the  breach  of  which  the  action  Is 
brought.     Drake  v.  Sears,  8  Or.  209. 

Thus,  breach  of  contract  for  the  sale  and  de- 
livery of  specified  machinery  by  delivering  ma- 
chinery of  a  dlft'erent  capacity  and  quality  war- 
rants a  recovery  for  the  difference  in  value  of 
the  machinery  actually  delivered  and  that  con- 
tracted for,  but  not  for  contingent  and  specu- 
lative damages.     Stark  v.  Alford.  49  Tox.  260. 

And  breach  of  a  contract  to  erect  an  ice  ma- 
chine guaranteed  to  make  a  designated  quan- 
tity with  the  use  of  a  designated  quantity 
of  coal,  by  failure  to  make  a  machine  cor- 
responding with  the  guaranty,  does  not  en- 
title the  party  injured  to  recover  profits  which 
ho  mi£ht  have  realized  had  the  machine  been 
ns  guaranteed.  Biymer  Ice  Mach.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Donald. 48  La.  Ann.  439,   19  So.  459i 

And  the  defendant  in  an  action  upon  prom- 
issory notes  given  for  the  purchase  price  of 
engines,  boilers,  and  other  machinery,  pur- 
chased by  the  plaintiff  to  be  used  in  his  woolen 
factory  in  connection  with  other  motive  power, 
may  recoup  for  a  breach  of  warranty  that  the 
boilers  should  be  made  of  the  best  materials, 
and  that  the  engine  and  machinery  should  be 
in  perfect  running  order,  and  is  entitled  to  l>e 
allowed  therefor  the  damages  necessarily  and 
legitimately  resulting  from  the  inferior  char- 
acter of  the  materials,  and  defective  constriic- 
tion,  but  not  for  damages  arising  from  the 
loss  of  the  use  of  the  engines,  boilers,  and  other 
macblnery  of  his  factory  during  the  time  re- 
quired for  correcting  the  defects.  Cassldy  v. 
LeFevre,  45  N.  Y.  5U2. 

So,  a  sale  of  apples  warranted  to  be  good 
Ingrafted  winter  fruit,  some  of  which  proved 
to  be  damaged,  entHles  the  party  injured  to  re- 
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should  be  establishing  a  commercial  rule 
which  would  work  injuriously  in  cases 
where,  like  the  present  one,  the  subject  of 
sale  between  the  parties  is  an  article  perish- 
able in  its  nature^  when  kept  for  any  length 
of  time,  having  but  a  limited  demand  and 
no  real  market,  and  only  manufactured  in 
any  quantities  upon  orders  by  consumers. 
In  Parsons  v.  Sutton,  60  N.  Y.  92,  upon  the 
question  of  a  vendee's  claim  for  damages  for 
breach  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  and  deliv- 
ery of  paper,  Judge  Earl,  in  stating  the  or- 
dinary rule  of  damages,  added:  "When  the 
buyer  can  go  into  market  and  buy  the  ar- 
ticle which  the  seller  has  failed  to  deliver, 
this  ftj  the  only  rule,  as  it  offers  the  buyer 
full  indemnity.  Special  damages  are  al- 
.  lowed  when  this  rule  will  not  furnish  full  in- 
demnity." He  instances,  "if  there  is  no 
market  for    the    article."     The    converse  of 


the  prop«>8ition  should  be  true  where  the  sel- . 
ler  suffers  from  the  breach  by  the  buyer. 

Much  reliance  is  placed  by  the  defendants 
upon  Dolph  V.  Troy  Laundry  Machinery  Co. 
28  Fed.  0.53.  In  that  case  the  parties  were 
competitors  in  the  business  of  manufactur- 
ing and  selling  washing  machines,  and,  to 
obviate  the  consequences  to  each  other  of 
competition,  a  contract  was  made  between 
them  to  divide  the  profits  on  sales,  upon  the 
basis  of  a  fixed  manufacturers'  price  for  a 
term  of  years.  Under  the  contract,  the 
plaintiff  was  obliged  to  deliver  a  certain 
number  of  his  machines  at  a  ceitain  price 
each  year,  as  the  defendant  should  order 
from  time  to  time;  or  the  plaintiff  was  to 
have,  the  option  of  manufacturing  all  ma- 
chines sold  by  both  parties.  After  a  year 
the  defendant  terminated  the  contract  by 
notice,  and  the  plaintiff  sued  for  damaged 


cover  the  difTerence  In  value  between  a  sound 
and  an  unsound  article  at  the  place  of  delivery, 
but  he  can  recover  nothing  on  the  ground  of 
a  loss  of  proAts.  Lattin  y.  Davis,  Hill  &  D. 
Supik  9. 

And  the  loss  of  the  use  of  a  cotton  compress, 
due  to  a  breach  of  contract  between  an  iron 
founder  and  the  owner  of  a  plant  for  compress- 
ing cotton,  for  the  sale  of  hydraulic  cylinders 
In  the  plant,  one  of  which  exploded  injuring 
the  plant,  is  the  rental  value  of  the  plant  for 
the  period  of  enforced  idleness  caused  thereby, 
where  it  was  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
parties  by  the  terms  of  the  agreement  or  by  di- 
rect notice,  that,  in  the  event  of  default  to 
furnish  suitable  and  proper  machinery,  the  loss 
of  the  use  of  the  compress  would  necessarily 
ensue,  and  not  what  might  have  been  realized 
in  profits  by  working  it  during  such  time. 
Livermore  Foundry  &  Mach.  Co.  v.  Union  Stor- 
age &  Compress  Co.  105  Tenn.  187,  58  S.  W. 
270. 

So,  where  a  warranty  of  a  thing  is  general 
not  having  reference  to  any  particular  purpose, 
the  law  does  not  go  beyond  the  general  marlset 
for  indemnity  against  its  breach.  Passenger 
V.  Thorburn,  35  Barb.  17* 

Thus,  no  damages  can  l>e  recovered  on  the 
ground  that  goods  sold  were  not  of  the  kind, 
quality,  and  description  agreed  upon,  so  that 
the  purchaser  was  delayed  and  prevented  from 
entering  into  the  business  of  selling  such  goods 
In  the  proper  season,  and  were  thereby  injured 
in  a  designated  amount,  unless  It  is  distinctly 
made  to  appear  that  the  special  circumstances 
were  communicated  to  the  vendor's  agent  when 
the  order  was  taken,  and  he  was  informed  of 
the  purpose  for  which  the  property  was  pur- 
chased, and  where  no  such  facts  appear,  such 
a  claim  cannot  be  offset  against  a  claim  for  the 
goods  sold.  Buffalo  Barb  Wire  Co.  v.  Phillips, 
G4  Wis.  338,  25  N.  W.  208. 

And  see  also  Glidden  v.  Pooler,  50  111.  App. 
36 :  Gaar  v.  Snook,  1  Ohio  C.  C.  259,  infra,  II. 
f,  2  :  Union  Bank  v.  Blanchard,  65  N.  H.  21, 
18  Atl.  90,  infra,  IV. 

Loss  of  profits  on  sales  by  a  retailer,  how- 
ever, may  be  included  in  damages  against  a 
wholesaler  for  a  breach  of  a  guarantor  on  the 
sale  of  goods  when  they  are  not  speculative  or 
remote,  and  are  such  as  may  be  fairly  supposed 
to  have  entered  into  the  contemplation  of  the 
parties  when  the  contract  was  made.  Smith 
V.  Sipe,  25  Ohio  L.  J.  395. 

And  breach  of  warranty  that  a  boat  construct- 
ed was  suitable  for  navigation  of  the  Rrie 
canal  warrants  a  recovery  of  general  damages 
which  would  consist  of  the  difference  between 
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the  value  of  the  boat  as  she  was  and  as  she 
was  warranted  to  be,  and  the  special  damage 
sustained  by  delays,  loss  of  time,  and  other  In- 
jury on  her  first  trip,  unavoidably  sustained 
before  her  defects  were  ascertained.  Zuller  v. 
Rogers,  7  Hun,  540. 

And  breach  of  warranty  on  the  sale  of  aa 
engine,  that  the  engine  and  all  the  machinery 
necessarily  connected  therewith  shall  be  of  a 
good  quality,  and  that  it  shall  be  executed  In  a 
complete  workmanlike  manner,  and  that,  when 
completed  and  put  on  board  the  boat  for  which 
it  was  intended,  it  should  propel  the  boat  at  a 
designated  average  rate  of  speed,  in  conse- 
quence of  which  the  9wner  of  the  boat  loses  the 
use  of  her  for  several  months,  warrants  a  re- 
covery by  the  owner  for  the  money  actually 
expended,  and  the  loss  of  gain  directly  resulting 
from  the  defects  warranted  against.  BMndley 
V.  Breedlove,  4  Mart.  N.  S.  105. 

So,  in  Cox  V.  Walker,  6  Ad.  &  El.  523,  note, 
which  was  an  action  for  breach  of  warranty  of 
a  horse  sold  as  sound,  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 
directed  the  Jury  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  recover  the  difference  between  the  price  at 
which  the  purchaser  had  sold  the  horse  and  the 
actual  value  of  the  horse  if  he  had  been  sound 
at  the  time  of  the  sale.  But  a  rule  was  ob- 
tained for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdi- 
rection, and  afterwards  the  case  was  com  pro- 
mlsed  and  settled. 

Where  gains  prevented  by  a  breach  of  war- 
ranty are  allowed  as  damages  in  an  action  for 
the  breach,  interest  on  the  damages  from  the 
time  the  gains  would  have  been  realized  should 
not  be  allowed,  where  the  demand  was  un- 
liquidated, and  the  amount  could  not  be  deter- 
mined by  computation  simply,  or  by  reference 
to  market  values.  White  v.  Miller.  71  X.  Y. 
118,  27  Am.  Rep.  13. 

See  also  Draper  v.  Sweet,  6C  Barb.  147,  in- 
fra, IV. 

2.  Purchase  and  warranty  for  special  purpose. 

When  a  warranty  of  a  thing  has  referoncf* 
to  a  purpose  for  which  it  is  to  be  used,  the  rnie 
of  Indemnity  for  the  broken  contract  of  war- 
ranty brings  in  the  damages,  which  naturally 
follow  or  might  naturally  be  expected  to  fol- 
low, its  violation,  when  the  thing  warranted 
is  put  to  the  Intended  or  understood  use.  If 
they  are  In  their  nature  reasonably  certain, 
and  it  is  certain  that  they  proceeded  from  the 
breach.     Passenger  v.   Thorburn,  35  Barb.    17. 

Thus,  breach  by  a  manufacturer  of  an  ex- 
press warranty  to  so  construct  a  freezer  that 
the  purchaser's  chickens  could  be  kept  therein 
in  perfect  condition,  made  with  knowledge  of 
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measured  hy  the  difference  between  the  cost 
and  the  contract  price.  Aa  I  read  the  opin- 
ion of  Judge  Wallace,  it  assumes  th&t  there 
vas  a  market  for  the  sales  of  such  articles, 
and  he  held  that  the  measure  of  damages 
was  the  difference  between  what  the  plain- 
tiff would  have  been  entitled  to,  if  he  had 
built  all  the  machines  during  the  term  of 
the  contract,  viz.,  their  market  value,  and 
the  contract  price.  His  citation  of  Elhiiir- 
ger  Actien-O&tcllschafft  v.  Armstrong,  L.  R. 
9  Q.  B.  473,  seems  to  show  his  understanding 
of  the  exception  to  the  general  rule.  It  was 
there  said  by  Justice  Blackburn :  "Where, 
from  the  nature  of  the  article,  there  is  no 
market  in  which  it  can  be  obtained,  this 
niie  [the  general  rule]  is  not  applicable." 
However  appropriate  the  application  of  the 
Ifeneral  rule  may  have  been  to  that  case,  I 
do  not  consider  it  as  an  authority  for  its  ap- 


plication upon  the  facts  of  the  present  case. 
The  leading  case  in  this  state  of  Mtisterton 
V.  Brooklyn,  7  Hill,  61,  42  Am.  Dec.  38,  il- 
lustrates an  application  of  the  rule  that  the 
difference  between  the  cost  and  the  contract 
price  will  be  allowed,  if  there  is  no  market 
value  for  the  article.  In  that  case  the  plain- 
tiff had  contracted  with  the  city  of  Brook- 
lyn to  furnish  certain  marble  lor  the  city 
hall;  and  Nelson,  Ch.  J.,  observed  in  his 
opinion:  "If  there  was  a  market  value  of 
the  article  in  this  case,  the  question  would 
be  a  simple  one.  As  there  is  none,  however, 
the  parties  will  be  obliged  to  go  into  an  in- 
quiry as  to  the  actual  cost  of  furnishing  the 
article  at  the  place  of  delivery."  At  another 
place  he  says:  "Where  the  article  has  no 
market  value,  an  investigation  into  the  con- 
stituent elements  of  the  cost  to  the  party 
who  has  contracted  to  furnish  it  becomes 


the  fact  that  the  freezer  was  to  be  put  into 
Immediate  use  for  the  preservation  of  chickens, 
for  the  May  market  following,  whereby  many 
buDdredfi  of  iMunds  of  chickens  were  lost,  en- 
titles the  purchaser  to  recover,  not  only  the 
difference  between  the  value  of  the  refrigerator 
as  coQstructed,  and  its  value  as  It  would  have 
been  If  made  according  to  contract,  but  also 
the  raluc  of  the  chickens  lost  less  the  cost  of 
getting  them  to  market.  Beeman  v.  Banta, 
118  N.  Y.  538,  23  N.  E.  887. 

And  one  who  purchases  a  machine  for  roll- 
ing and  bending  sheets  of  iron,  warranted  to  be 
of  a  certain  capacity,  and  who  makes  a  con- 
tract with  a  third  person  involving  the  use  of 
snch  machinery,  which  contract  he  is  unable 
to  perform  because  of  the  insuf&clency  pf  the 
machinery,  and  the  performance  of  which  he 
prucnres  by  a  third  party.  Is  entitled  to  recover, 
for  the  breach  of  warranty  of  the  machinery, 
(he  difference  between  what  it  would  have  cost 
him  to  do  the  work  required  by  the  dependent 
contract  If  the  machinery  had  conformed  to  the 
warranty,  and  what  he  was  compelled  to  pay 
to  the  third  party  for  doing  or  completing  the 
vorlu  the  vendor  knowing  that  the  machinery 
could  not  be  elsewhere  pbtalned  in  the  market, 
and  that  it  was  purchased  for  use  in  the  ven- 
dee s  business  Involving  such  contracts.  Car- 
ro'l-Forter  Boiler  &  Tank  Co.  v.  Columbus 
Macb.  Co.  5  C.  C.  A.  190.  3  U.  S.  App.  631,  55 
Fed.  451. 

And  false  representations,  accompanied  by  a 
guaranty  that  a  saw-mill,  which  formed  part 
of  wood  land  conveyed,  had  power  and  was  in 
crmditlon  to  cut  a  designated  quantity  of  lum- 
ber every  day  of  each  year,  when  from  dilapi- 
dation and  want  of  power  the  mill  could  not 
perform  what  it  was  warranted  to  do,  author- 
iiea  a  recuyery  of  damages,  when  it  was  not  so 
ahoatcd  as  to  be  rented  as  a  custom  mill,  to  be 
as't^rtalned  from  the  evidence,  based  upon  what 
v'ax  the  customary  value  of  earnings  of  such 
a  siiil.  per  thousand  feet,  deducting  all  ex- 
P*'n«e)i,  and  a  comparison  with  what  it  would 
<^  In  its  existing  condition,  the  difference  of 
the  value  of  ihe  mill  as  warranted  ana  as  it 
was  when  delivered  being  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages.   Walker  v.   France,  112   Pa.  203,  5  Atl. 

And  where,  in  case  of  a  breach  of  warranty 
of  thi»  quality  of  iron  sold,  the  iron  was  in 
▼l*w  of  both  of  the  parties  to  be  used  at  a 
particular  place,  the  damages  for  the  breach 
ar?  to  be  ascertained  at  that  place.  Philadel- 
PbU  k  R.  Coal  &  I.  Co.  V.  Hoffman  (Pa.)  1 
C«nt.  R«p.  927. 

So,  a  breach  of  warranty  on  the  sale  of  a 
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quantity  of  cabbage  seed  that  it  was  genuine 
Bristol  cabbage  seed,  when  it  was  In  reality 
worthless,  entitle  the  purchaser  to  recover  the 
difference  in  value  between  the  crop  raised 
from  the  defective  seed  and  a  crop  of  Bristol 
cabbage  such  as  would  ordinarily  have  been 
produced  in  the  year  in  which  the  seed  was 
sown.  White  v.  Miller,  71  N.  Y.  118,  27  Am. 
Rep.  13,  AlHrmlng  7  Hun,  427,  as  to  this  point : 
White  V.  Miller.  78  N.  Y.  393,  34  Am.  Rep. 
544;  Passlnger  v.  Thorburn,  34  N.  Y.  634,  90 
Am.  Dec.  753,  Affirming  35  Barb.  24. 

And  this  would  Include  the  gains  prevented, 
as  the  loss  of  the  crop  would  be  naturally  ex- 
pected to  follow  from  the  delivery  of  the  im- 
pure seed.     White  v.  Miller,  7  Hun,  427. 

And  where  cabbage  seed  is  sold,  warranted 
to  be  Van  Wlcktin's  Flat  Dutch  and  that  it 
would  produce  that  vegetable,  and  the  war- 
ranty fails,  the  vendee  may  recover  the  value 
of  the  reasonably  anticipated  crop  less  the  cost 
of  tillage  and  the  value  of  what  was  in  fact 
raised ;  and  where  the  cabbage  in  fact  raised 
was  worthless,  the  vendee  should  not  be  re- 
quired to  credit  the  vendor  with  lost  labor  and 
expenses.  Van  Wyck  v.  Allen,  69  N.  Y..  61, 
25  Am.  Rep.  136. 

So,  the  breach  of  warranty  of  the  quality 
of  a  quantity  of  turnip  seeds  sold  for  a  partic- 
ular purpose  known  to  the  seller  entitles  the 
purchaser  to  recover  the  difference  between 
the  value  of  the  crop  produced  from  the  defec- 
tive seed,  and  the  crop  which  would  have  been 
produced  If  the  seed  had  been  answerable  to 
the  warranty.  Woicott  v.  Mount,  38  N.  J.  L. 
496,  20  Am.  Rep.  425,  36  N.  J.  L.  262,  13  Am. 
Rep.  438. 

And  where  hop  roots  are  purchased  for  the 
purpose  of  cultivation  and  production,  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  vendor,  who  warrants  them 
to  be  first-class  roots  and  good  runners,  and 
a  large  quantity  of  them  prove  to  be  unproduc- 
tive, the  purchaser  is  entitled  to  recover  all 
his  damages,  including  gains  prevented  as  well 
as  losses  sustained.  Schutt  v.  Baker,  9  Uun, 
556. 

And  where  a  contract  is  entered  Into  be- 
tween dealers  in  flaxseed  and  a  landowner  de- 
siring to  raise  a  crop  of  flax,  providing  that 
the  dealers  should  furnish  flaxseed  to  sow  and 
purchase  the  crop  from  the  owner  upon  des- 
ignated terms,  and  the  flaxseed  furnished, 
though  appearing  to  be  good.  Is  In  fact  worth- 
less, and  does  not  germinate,  and  the  owner 
loses  h's  time  and  lal>or  In  procuring  the  s>ed 
Ri»d  sowing  It  and  preparing  the  ground  and 
the  use  of  the  ground,  the  dealer  cannot  recov- 
er on  the  contract  for  the  agreed  price  of  the 
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ne?essary;  and  that,  compared  with  the  con- 
tract price,  will  afford  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages." Applying  the  principle  of  that  deci- 
sion to  the  present  case,  we  have  ample  au- 
thority for  saying  that  as  siliciite  of  soda 
was  an  article  which  had  no  market  value, 
in  the  ordinary  sense,  but  was  usually  man- 
ufactured upon  orders  given  by  consumers, 
the  manufacturer,  whose  contract  to  furnish 
it  is  broken  by  the  refusal  of  the  vendee  to 
take  it,  is  entitled  to  recover  as  his  damages 
the  profits  which  the  performance  of  the 
contract  by  the  vendee  would  have  pro- 
duced to  him ;  or  the  difference  between  what 
it  would  cost  him  to  manufacture  and  de- 
liver it  under  the  contract  and  the  price 
agreed  therein  to  be  paid  by  the  vendee.  A 
comparatively  recent  case  in  England  is 
much  in  point.  In  the  case  of  milestone  Jc 
D.  Coal  d  L  Co,  V.  Joint  JStock  Coal  Co.  35 


L.  T.  N.  S.  608,  decided  in  the  exchequer  di- 
viMion,  the  plaintiff  company,  colliery  own- 
ers, contracted  to  supply,  and  the  defendant 
company,  dealers  in  coal  in  London,  nm- 
tracted  to  purchase,  3,250  tons  of  old  Silk- 
stone  coal,  at  19a.  a  ton ;  to  be  delivered  to 
and  taken  by  the  defendant  at  the  pit's 
mouth  in  equal  monthly  quantities,  extend- 
ing over  a  period  of  nine  months.  Durin? 
several  of  the  months  the  defendant  failed 
to  send  wtigons  forward  to  accept  the  full 
quantity  they  were  bound  to  accept,  an-l 
which  the  plaintiff  was  ready  and  willing 
to  supply  in 'Such  months,  and  the  defendant 
therein  made  default.  Tlie  coal  of  the  plain- 
tiff's colliery  was  of  a  perishable  nature,  de- 
teilorating  rapidly  in  quality  if  stacked  or 
stored  above  ground,  and  it  was  not  the  or- 
dinarv  course  of  business  for  the  collicrv 
owner  to  raise  such  ooal,  except  to  supply 


flaxseed,  but  the  owner  may  recover  all  loss  | 
necessarily  sustained  by  him,  by  reason  of  the 
worthlessness  of  the  seed,  Including  his  loss 
of  time  and  labor,  and  the  loss  of  the  use  of 
his  ground.  Shaw  v.  Smith,  45  Kan.  334,  11  L. 
R.  A.  GSl,  25  Pac.  886 ;  Shaw  v.  Jones,  45  Kan. 
339,  25  Pac.  887. 

So,  the  plainliff  in  an  action  for  breach  of 
warranty  on  the  sale  of  wheat  that  the  wheat 
would  grow,  who  alleges  that  he  was  deprived 
of  gr^t  gains,  is  not  prevented  from  giving 
evidence  of  what  the  value  of  the  crop  might 
have  l>een  with  a  view  to  his  dnmajres  on  the 
first  count,  by  the  fact  that  the  declaration 
also  contained  counts  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived and  on  an  account  stated,  the  particu- 
lars of  the  demand  being  for  the  price  of  the 
wheat,  where  they  were  expressly  limited  to 
the  indebitatM  account.  Page  v.  Pavey,  8  Car. 
&  P.  7(i9. 

In  Hurley  v.  Buchi.  10  Lea,  346,  however, 
It  was  held  that  one  who  purchases  a  quantity 
of  Karly  Rose  potatoes  for  seed  to  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  vendor,  and  is  furnished  with  pota- 
toes which  mature  much  later  than  the  Early 
Rose,  which  he  plants,  not  knowing  that  they 
are  not  the  potatoes  ordered,  Is  entitled  to  re- 
cover the  dlfTerence  If  the  potatoes  contracted 
for  are  worth  more  than  those  delivered,  but 
he  cannot  recover  the  increased  value  of  the 
potatoes  be  would  have  raised  and  sold  if  the 
seed  delivered  had  been  Karly  Rose,  over  the 
value  of  those  raised  of  the  variety  actually 
delivered. 

And  Butler  v.  Moore,  68  Ga.  780,  45  Am. 
Rep.  508,  holds  that  the  measure  of  damages 
for  breach  by  a  vendor  of  seed  sold  of  a  war- 
ranty as  to  Its  quality.  In  the  absence  of  fraud, 
would  be  the  purchase  money  with  Interest 
and  expenses  Incurred  by  the  purchaser  In  com- 
plying with  the  contract,  such  as  the  hauling 
of' the  seed,  preparing  of  the  land  for  planting, 
sowing,  and  rolling,  and  such  other  necessary 
expenses  as  were  Incurred  after  the  making  of 
the  contract :  but  loss  of  prospective  profits  on 
the  land  planted  with  the  seed  Is  not  Included. 

In  the  above  case  the  court  said  that  It  was 
aware  that  a  dlflPerent  rule,  as  to  the  measure 
of  recovery  for  breach  of  warranty,  prevails 
In  many  of  the  other  states,  citing  cases  from 
New  York,  New  Jersey,  and  England,  but  it 
was  said  that  the  states  announcing  the  rule 
contended  for  in  those  cases  are  each  commer- 
cial states  with  the  national  bias  of  the  courts 
In  favor  of  the  salesman  as  against  the  farmer. 

But  breach  of  a  warranty  that  an  animni 
sold  was  first  class  for  the  purposes  for  which 
such  animals  are  kept  does  not  entitle  the  par- 
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ty  Injured  to  the  profit  which  he  would  have 
derived  from  such  animal  had  he  been  first 
class,  where  the  profit  depended  upon  other 
conditions,  as  well  as  upon  the  character  and 
condition  of  the  animal  In  question.  Conno- 
ble  V.  Clark,  38  Mo.  App.  470. 

And  the  profits  which  the  purchaser  of  a 
horse  might  have  made  from  his  use  and  from 
contests  In  speed  If  he  had  been  as  represenrM, 
are  too  speculative  and  uncertain  to  form  a 
basis  for  the  assessment  of  damages  as  an  off- 
set in  an  action  on  a  note  given  for  a  part  of 
the  purchase  price  Williamson  v.  Brandt-n- 
berg,  133  Ind.  594,  32  N.  E.  834. 

In  assessing  damages  in  such  a  case  the  jnry 
cannot  take  into  consideration  prospecMve 
gains  ©r  profits  that  the  defendant  expectod  to 
make  by  the  service  of  the  horse,  unless  thp;'e 
were  outstanding  contracts  for  such  servhvs 
at  the  time  of  the  purchase,  known  to  the  plaiu- 
tiff,  and  the  sale  and  purchase  were  made  w-'b 
reference  thereto.  Glidden  v.  Pooler,  50  111. 
App.  36. 

But  a  recovery  may  be  had  for  a  loss  t»f 
probable  profits  in  an  action  for  breach  uf  a 
guaranty  that  a  etalllon  sold  to  the  plaintiff 
wan  a  sure  foal  getter,  and  that  under  speci- 
fied circumstances  he  would  get  a  designated 
number  of  mares  with  foal,  when  there  wa.s  evi- 
dence of  the  existence  of  the  required  circum- 
stances and  as  to  the  number  of  mares  rhar 
could  have  been  bred  to  him  and  the  number 
that  was  actually  bred,  and  as  to  what  p-rcf^ni 
ase  of  mares  bred  will  foal,  and  the  Jury  wps 
charged  to  take  all  these  elements  into  con- 
sideration.    Stewart    v.    Patton,    65    Mo.    App. 

•>i 
«•  J. 

So,  the  true  measure  of  damages  for  br<^ft«h 
of  warranty  by  a  druggist  that  an  article  s":d 
was  parls  green  when  It  was  chrome  green, 
the  substance  not  having  the  properties  of 
pnris  green,  which  was  sold  and  purchased  for 
the  purpose  of  killing  cotton  worms,  and  us-h! 
for  that  purpose,  after  which  the  cotton  crop 
was  destroyed  by  worms,  is  the  value  of  the 
crop  as  it  stood  just  before  it  was  destroyed, 
with  the  cost  of  the  compound  used,  and  of 
Its  preparation  and  application,  with  Interest 
on  the  money  thus  expended,  and  not  the  value 
of  the  cotton  crop  had  It  matured.  Jones  v. 
(Jeorge,  61  Tex.  345,  48  Am.  Rep.  280. 

\>4iat  the  cotton  would  have  made  had  the 
worm  been  destroyed  Is  a  matter  of  conjecture, 
too  contingent,  remote,  and  speculative  for  re- 
covery. Jones  V.  George,  56  Tex.  149,  42  An. 
Uep.  689. 

And  damages  for  the  loss  of  profits  by  rea- 
son of  having  received  an  inferior  outfit,  under 
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contracts  previously  entered  into.  It  was 
raised,  as  far  as  possible,  from  day  to  day  to 
supply  the  wagons  arriving  to  receive  it,  into 
which  it  was  delivered  directly  from  the  pit's 
mouth.  The  coal  already  raised,  but  not 
token  by  purchasers,  could  be,  and  fre- 
quently was,  sold  in  small  quantities  in  the 
London  Coal  Exchange.  In  an  action 
brou^'ht  by  the  plaintiff  to  recover  damages 
from  the  defendant,  for  a  breach  of  the  con- 
tfitct,  in  failing  to  take  the  full  monthly 
quantity,  it  was  held  that  the  amount  of 
damages  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover 
wa^  the  difference  between  the  cost  of  rais- 
in;; the  coal>  added  to  the  value  of  the  coal 
it^If  remaining  unraised  in  the  mine,  and 
the  contract  price.  In  that  case  the  con- 
tentioD  of  the  defendants  was  that  the 
proper  measure  of  damage  was  the  differ- 
ence between  the  price  at  which  the  coals 


could  have  been  sold  as  raised  coal  and  the 
contract  price.  It  was  said  by  Kelly,  C.  B. : 
"It  appears  most  clearly  from  the  case  that 
if  the  plaintiffs  had  raised  the  coal,  and 
brought  it  to  the  pit's  mouth  and  endeav- 
ored to  sell  iti,  the  result  of  such  a  proceed- 
ing would  have  been  a  deterioration  of  the 
coal  from  day  to  day  until  a  purchaser  could 
have  been  found  for  it;  and  that  even  if  one 
had  been  found,  it  w^ould  have  been  very  un- 
certain whether  the  price  that  would  have 
been  obtained  would  have  been  equal  to  that 
which  the  defendants  had  contracted  to  pay. 
.  .  .  Under  these  circumstances  it  ap- 
pears to  me  to  he  that  we  have  only  to  con- 
sider what  is  the  amount  of  the  profit  that 
the  plaintiffs  would  have  gained  by  the  de- 
fendants' performing  their  contract.  They 
would  undoubtedly  have  gained  the  differ- 
ence between  the  amount  of  their  expendi- 


a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  a  sawmill  and 
oatiit.  cannot  be  recovered  in  an  action  for  a 
breflib  of  the  contract,  as  they  are  too  remote 
aad  (DiitiDgent.  and  evidence  .concerning  them 
ij  properlj  rejected.  Wlllingham  v.  Hooven, 
74  Ga.  233,  58  Am.  Kep.  435. 

And  a  purchaser  of  ^a  sawmill  warranted  by 
tbf  vendor  to  be  in  complete  running  order 
and  the  f»vfh  to  be  free  from  flaws  and  as  true 
u  nws  can  be  made,  cannot  recover  damages 
for  breach  of  the  warranty  on  account  of  fall- 
are  to  furnish  suitable  saws,  whereby  he  was 
uD^ole  to  fulfil  a  favorable  contract,  as  such 
damages  would  be  In  the  nature  of  future  prof- 
Its,  and  too  remote  and  contingent,  the  sale  of 
the  mill  not  having  been  made  with  reference 
to  such  contract.     Gaar  v.  Snook,  1  Ohio  C.  C. 

Sot  can  a  purchaser  of  a  brick  drying  ma- 
<blne  recoup  on  the  ground  of  a  breach  of  war- 
ranty of  the  machine  for  the  prospective  profits 
b»  would  have  made  on  a  rising  market,  if 
ttai>  capacity  of  the  machine  had  been  as  war- 
ranied.  in  an  action  on  a  promissory  note  given 
for  the  purchase  price,  as  such  damages  are 
too  remote,  si>ec*ulatlve,  conjectural,  and  un- 
<-«rtain  to  be  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
parties.  Moulthrop  v.  llyett,  105  Ala.  493,  17 
i«o  32. 

And  while  the  rental  value  of  a  dry  crush- 
ing silver  ore  mill  and  Its  connecting  appara- 
tus may  be  shown  by  proving  the  value  or 
amount  of  ore  delivered  or  milled,  to  show  the 
f^Picity  of  tho  mill,  in  an  action  on  a  note 
flvi^n  therefor  in  which  the  defense  was  in- 
terriosed  that  the  mill  was  defective.  It 
cannot  be  given  to  show  the  actual 
*<>*«  of  nse  of  the  machinery  during  the  period 
4(  stoppage  due  to  the  defects  or  the  loss  of 
profits  that  would  have  accrued  but  for  the  de- 
fective -nachlnery,  as  such  profits  are  too  re- 
mote and  apeculatlve  to  be  capable  of  ascer- 
tainment. New  York  &  C.  Mln.  Syndicate  & 
^0.  V.  Fraaer,  130  U.  8.  611.  32  L.  ed.  1031,  9 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  663. 

And  breach  by  the  manufacturer  of  an  en< 
fine,  of  warranty  of  Its  capacity  to  do  the  work 
ff  elevating  and  cleaning  the  grain  at  the  pnr- 
^haier*»  warehouse,  by  delivering  an  engine 
^hich  could  not  be  made  to  do  the  work,  war- 
»*rt8  a  recovery  by  the  purchaser  of  the  ex- 
panse Incurred  In  employing  men  and  teams  t^ 
»ork.  and  furnishing  materials  to  be  used  In 
putting  up  the  engine,  and  for  damages  result- 
ing from  thp  failure  of  the  engine  to  elevate 
^rain,  so  that  he  was  unable  to  properly  store 
I'  «an'  for  It,  and  was  compelled  to  leave  a 
^J^*  amount  out  of  doors,  where  it  was  dam- 
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aged  by  the  elements;  but  If  he  Is  entitled  to 
recover  for  the  loss  of  profits  in  his  business, 
he  t-annot  do  so  under  an  allegation  that  he  had 
lost  his  customers  who  had  takem  sacks  and 
would  have  stored  wheat  with  him,  and  that  he 
had  lost  business,  and  that  he  was  to  have  the 
storing  and  caring  for  grain,  where  he  does 
not  state  what  profits  he  could  have  made  on 
these  contracts,  and,  for  all  that  appears,  the 
expense  of  storing,  work,  and  losses  attending 
it  might  be  more  than  what  he  was  to  receive. 
Drake  v.  Sears,  8  Or.  209. 

An  instruction  thAt  damages  for  breach  of 
warranty  of  machines  do  not  Include  probable 
profits  or  prospective  gains  Implies  that  such 
damages  as  do  not  Include  probable  profits'  or 
prospective  gains  might  be  recovered,  and  are 
proper.  Underwood  v.  Wolf,  131  III.  425,  23 
N.  E.  598. 

See  also,  on  this  subject,  cases  cited  under 
Oeucral  rules,  supra,  II.  f,  1. 

8.  Purchase  to  resell, 

A  vendee  who  takes  a  warranty  and  gives 
notice  that  he  buys  to  sell  again  in  another 
mn:  et  may  Include  iu  his  damages  for  breach 
of  the  contract  both  the  loss  he  actually  sus- 
tained by  reason  of  the  breach  and  also  the 
profits  he  would  have  made  upon  the  resale  had 
the  article  been  what  it  was  warranted  to  be. 
Lewis  V.  Ilountree,  79  N.  C.  122,  28  Am.  Rep. 
309. 

The  rule  that  a  purchaser  of  an  article  which 
la  not  of  the  quality  bargained  for  Is  entitled  to 
recover  the  difference  between  the  contract 
price  and  the  value  of  the  article  received  in 
the  market  at  the  time  and  place  of  delivery, 
is  (hanged,  where  the  vendor  knows  that  the 
purchaser  has  nn  existing  contract  for  a  resale 
ut  an  advanced  price,  and  that  the  purchase 
Is  made  to  fulfil  such  contract,  and  the  vendor 
agrees  to  supply  the  article  to  enable  him  to 
do  so ;  as  In  such  case  the  profits  which  would 
accrue  to  the  purchaser  upon  fulfilling  the  con- 
tract of  resale  may  be  Justly  said  to  have  en- 
tered into  the  contemplation  of  the  parties. 
Carpenter  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  119  111.  352,  10 
N    K.  18. 

Thus,  the  measure  of  damages  In  an  action 
for  a  breach  of  warranty  of  a  quantity  of  rosin, 
purchnKed  with  the  vendor's  knowledge  that  it 
was  bought  to  ship  and  sell  in  some  other  mar- 
ker. Is  the  difference  between  what  the  rosin 
would  hnve  sold  for  In  a  reasonable  time  after 
its  purchase  in  the  market  which  the  purchaser 
selected  if  it  had  been  what  it  was  warranted 
to  be,  and  the  sum  It  did  actually  sell  for  or 
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tiire  in  raising  the  ooal,  added  to  the  value 
of  the  coal  itself,  had  it  remained  unraised 
and  unsold  in  the  mine,  .  .  .  and  the 
contract  price  of  10«.  per  ton,  which  they 
would  have  received  for  the  coals  had  the 
contract  been  duly  performed;  and  that  dif- 
ference is  the  sum  which  the  plaintiiTs  are 
entitled  to  recover." 

That  case  seems  to  have  been  well  consid- 
ered, and  is  quite  similar,  in  its  facts,  to  the 


present  one.  I  think  we  should  conclude 
that  there  was  no  error  in  the  instruction 
given  by  the  trial  judge  to  the  jury,  and 
this  conclusion  makes  it  unnecessary  for  us 
to  consider  any  of  the  other  exceptions  in 
the  case. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  should  he  af- 
firmed, with  costs. 

All  concur. 


could  have  been  sold  for  In  the  market  being 
what  It  was.  Lewis  y.  Rountree,  79  N.  C.  122, 
28  Am.  Rep.  300. 

.4nd  a  vendor  of  hams  who  warrants  them 
to  be  first  class,  purchased  in  Chicago  for  a 
Salt  Lake  customer  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
vendor,  is  liable  for  the  breach  of  the  warranty 
for  the  difTerence  between  the  price  paid  at 
Chicago  or  what  they  were  worth  when  deliv- 
ered, together  with  the  freight  on  them  from 
Chicago  to  Salt  Lake  City,  and  the  profits 
which  might  i*ea8onabIy  l>e  expected  on  resale 
at  the  latter  place.  Thorne  v.  •  McVeagh,  75 
111.  84. 

And  loss  of  profits  by  a  dealer  in  bicycles, 
which  had  been  purchased  and  returned  by  the 
purchasers  because  defective,  Is  a  proper  ele- 
ment of  damagea  in  an  action  by  the  dealer 
against  the  manufacturer  for  breach  of  war- 
ranty of  the  bicycles,  as  such  loss  must  have 
been  within  the  contemplation  of  the  parties 
when  the  purchase  was  made  as  probable  con- 
sequences of  a  breach  of  the  warranty,  the 
manufacturer  knowing  that  the  bicycles  were 
purchased  by  the  dealer  for  sale  in  his  trade. 
Burr  V.  Redhead,  62  Neb.  617,  72  N.  W.  1058. 

So,  the  defendant  in  an  action  to  recover  for 
harrow  teeth  furnished  by  the  plaintiff  during 
a  certain  year  may  recoup  damages  on  the 
ground  that  the  teeth  furnished  were  not  prop- 
erly tempered  and  not  equal  to  sample,  both 
for  the  profits  which  he  would  have  made,  and 
expenses  incurred  in  making  sales,  where  it 
appears  that  the  contract  was  made  with  refer- 
ence to  the  defendant's  season  trade,  as  in  such 
case  the  profits  to  be  derived  from  a  resale 
of  the  goods  were  within  the  contemplation  of 
both  parties  when  they  made  the  contract. 
Harrow  Spring  Co.  v.  Whipple  Harrow  Co.  90 
Mich.  147,  51  N.  W.  197. 

And  breach  of  warranty  on  a  sale  of  seed 
barley,  pursuant  to  and  in  reliance  upon  which 
the  purchaser  resold  it  to  another  with  a  simi- 
lar warranty,  and  the  last  purchaser  sows  it 
and  obtains  an  inferior  crop,  entitles  the  first 
purchaser  to  recover  of  his  vendor  for  his 
breach  of  warranty  the  amount  for  which  he 
became  liable  for  his  breach  of  warranty  to  his 
vendee  because  of  the  defective  crop.  Randall 
V.  Raper,  El.  Bl.  &  El.  84,  27  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S. 
266,  4  Jur.   N.   S.  662. 

As  in  case  of  purchase  and  warranty  for  a 
special  purpose  or  use,  however,  the  profits  to 
be  allowed  must  have  been  proximate,  certain, 
and  within  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  at 
the  time  of  the  sale. 

Thus,  loss  of  contracts  by  a  purchaser  of 
cement  which  he  had  hoped  to  obtain  if  his 
work  on  the  contract  in  hand  should  be  suc- 
cessful, and  the  impairment  of  the  value  of 
patents  owned  by  him  because  of  the  inferior 
quality  of  the  cement  sold  and  delivered  to  him, 
are  consequences  too  remote  to  be  set  up  in  de- 
fense of  an  action  for  a  balance  due  for  the  pur- 
chase price  of  the  cement  sold  and  delivered. 
Ralph  V.  Rathburn  Co.  21  C.  C.  A.  584,  89  U. 
S.  App.  297,  75  Fed.  971. 

A-nd  a  purchaser  of  lumber  which  proves  to 
be  of  a  quality  inferior  to  that  bargained  for 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  of  his  vendor  for  dam- 
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ages  which  he  supposed  he  had  sustained  In 
the  loss  of  the  sale  of  the  lumber  at  a  profitable 
advance,  through  its  defective  quality.  McAi- 
pin  V.  Lee,  12  Conn.  129,  30  Am.  Dec.  609. 

And  breach  of  warranty  on  the  sale  of  a 
large  quantity  of  eggs  and  potatoes,  that  the 
eggs  were  strictly  fresh  and  the  potatoes  good, 
author! xes  a  recovery  of  the  difference  between 
the  contract  price  and  the  value  of  the  eggs 
and  potatoes  in  the  market  at  the  time  and 
place  of  delivery,  but  does  not  authorize  a  re- 
covery for  loss  of  profits  which  the  purchaser 
could  have  made  by  a  resale  of  the  eggs  and 
potatoes  if  it  had  been  made.  English  t. 
Spokane  Commission  Co.  6  C.  C.  A.  416,  15  U. 
S.  App.  218,  57  Fed.  451. 

Nor  can  a  purchaser  of  a  horse  recover 
against  the  vendor  thereof  for  a  breach  of  \var- 
ranty  for  the  loss  of  a  bargain  of  resale  of  the 
horse  as  special  damages,  though  the  contract 
of  resale  at  a  profit  had  been  actually  com- 
pleted before  the  unsoundness  was  discovered. 
Clare  v.  Maynard,  6  Ad.  &  EI.  519.  1  Nev.  St 
P.  701,  1  W.  W.  &  H.  274,  7  Car.  &  P.  741, 

And  where  a  wholesaler  sells  a  large  qaan* 
tity  of  plated  chain  goods  to  a  retail  dealer, 
guaranteeing  that  the  chains  will  wear  five 
years,  and  the  retail  dealer  sells  lots  to  dif- 
ferent customers,  and,  a  part  of  them  wearlng^ 
but  a  few  months,  the  whole  are  returned,  only 
such  goods  will  be  deemed  to  be  included  In  the 
guaranty  as  had  been  worn  and  fallen  short 
of  the  guaranty,  and  on  that  account  retamed. 
And  the  loss  of  profits  on  goods  returned  be- 
cause other  goods  purchased  by  the  aame  party 
had  fallen  shott  of  the  guaranty  cannot  be  re- 
covered.    Smith  V.  Sipe,  25  Ohio  L.  J.  395. 

And  where  a  contract  between  a  merchant  In 
Canton  and  a  merchant  in  Philadelphia  for  the 
purchase  of  teas  of  a  certain  quality  for  sale 
in  Amsterdam  is  broken  by  delivery  of  teas 
which  wei'c  not  of  the  quality  stated  in  the 
contract,  the  sales  at  Amsterdam  of  teas  of 
prime  quality  compared  with  the  sales  of  the 
teas  furnished  under  the  contract  furnish  the 
rate,  but  not  the  amount,  of  loss  which  is  to  be 
applied  to  the  first  cost  in  Canton ;  but  a  sup- 
posed gain  from  the  difference  of  exchange  can- 
not be  allowed.  Gllplns  v.  Consequa,  Pet.  C.  C. 
S5,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,452. 

So,  In  Clare  v.  Maynard,  6  Ad.  ft  El. '519,  1 
Nev.  ft  P.  701,  1  W.  W.  ft  H.  274,  7  Car.  &  l>. 
741,  the  question  was  raised  but  not  decided, 
whether  the  measure  of  damages  In  an  action 
for  breach  of  warranty  of  the  soundness  of  a 
horse,  is  the  difference  between  the  price  sriven 
by  the  purchaser  and  that  ultimately  obtained 
by  him  on  a  resale,  or  the  difference  between 
the  price  obtained  on  resale  and  the  actual 
value  of  the  horse  if  he  had  been  sound  at  the 
time  of  the  resale. 

See  also  Hamilton  v.  Maglll,  Ir.  L.  R.  12  C. 
L.  186,  supra,  11.  b,  3. 

g.  Sale  of   a   business,  goodwill,  or   exclv8ivc 

right. 

Tt  would  seem  that  the  loss  of  profits  as  m 
consequence  of  a  breach  must  necessarily  have 
been  within  the  contemplation  of  the  parties 
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to  k  contraot  for  the  sale  of  a  business  Includ- 
ing tbe  goodwill  and  an  agreement  not  to  carry 
OD  a  similar  competing  business.  The  right 
to  recover  for  loss  of  profits  for  the  breach, 
therefore,  depends  solely  upon  the  question  of 
remoteness,  contingency,  and  uncertainty. 

Thus,  breach  by  a  vendor  of  a  business  and 
baiiness  premises  of  a  contract  not  to  engage 
in  the  same  business  for  a  designated  period, 
antborlzes  a  recovery  by  the  Injured  party  of 
tbe  damages  naturally  and  proximately  result- 
ing therefrom,  which  include  any  gain  pre- 
Tented,  which  could  be  certainly  shown  to 
have  resulted  from  the  competition,  as  the  ob- 
ject of  the  contract  is  to  secure  the  business 
ptirchased  against  any  loss  of  profit  which 
might  result  from  a  competitive  business  car- 
ried on  by  tbe  vendor.  Hitchcock  v.  Anthony, 
28  C.  C.  A.  80,  54  U.  B.  App.  439,  83  Fed.  779. 

And  where  one  person  has  by  contract  the 
exdutlve  right  to  buy  from  another,  and  resell 
within  a  certain  territory,  goods  in  which  such 
other  person  enjoys  a  monopoly,  and  such  other 
penon,  in  violation  of  his  contract,  sells  such 
goods  to  other  persons  within  the  territory,  the 
measure  of  damages  Is  the  profit  which  such 
first  person  may  with  reasonable  certainty 
show  that  he  would  ^ave  realised  If  the  con- 
tract had  been  performed  by  the  other  party. 
Ronell  ▼.  Horn,  B.  ft  ^.  Mfg.  Co.  41  Neb.  507, 
59  N.  W.  901, 

ADd  the  past  profits  of  a  business  are  ad- 
misaible  In  evidence  in  an  action  for  breach 
of  contract  not  to  go  Into  the  same  business  in 
competition  therewith  as  bearing  upon  the 
fotore  profits  prevented.  Hitchcock  v.  An- 
thony, 28  C.  C.  A.  80,  54  U.  S.  App.  439,  83 
Fed.  779. 

So,  breach  of  a  contract  by  ft  vendor  of  hotel 
property  with  the  vendee  not  to  engage  In 
hotel  business  within  the  limits  of  the  city  dur- 
ing tbe  time  the  vendee  remains  proprietor  of 
th^  hotel  purchased,  consisting  of  the  act  of 
opening  and  keeping  open  a  new  hotel  result- 
ing Id  the  diversion  of  patronage  and  loss  of 
basiness  or  profits,  warrants  a  recovery,  and 
tbe  amount  of  such  loss  or  diversion  Is  the 
proper  measure  of  damages.  Lashus  v.  Chamber- 
Itin.  5  Utah,  140,  13  Pac.  861. 

And  breach  by  the  lessor  of  a  hotel  of  a  con- 
tract not  to  rent  an  adjoiniiig  building  for  the 
purpose  of  conducting  a  hotel  or  any  similar 
basiness  entitles  the  lessee  to  a  recovery  of 
the  amount  of  loss  he  has  sustained  and  the 
profit  which  be  has  been  deprived  of,  with  the 
qnaliflcatioins  stated  in  La.  Civ.  Code,  art.  1928, 
provided  he  can  fix  accurately  the  damages  re- 
ralting  from  such  violation.  Smith  v.  Thlelen, 
17  U.  Ann.  239. 

And  the  owner  of  a  hotel,  who  exchanged  It 
with  another  owner  for  his  hotel,  the  latter 
corenantlng  in  his  deed  that  the  hotel  he  took 
■honid  not  be  used  for  hotel  purposes  for  a  des- 
igttsted  period,  which  covenant  he  afterwards 
broke,  may  show.  In  an  action  for  the  breach, 
ion  of  patronage  resulting  from  the  operation 
of  the  other  hotel,  such  evidence  being  the  l>est 
ittainable  evidence  of  the  loss  of  profits  un- 
der the  drcnmstances.  Wittenberg  v.  Molly- 
Dcsux  (Neb.)   83  N.  W.  842. 

Bat  proof  that  the  dally  receipts  of  a  hotel 
decreased  a  designated  amount  after  a  simi- 
lar business  was  opened  In  an  adjoining  build- 
isK.  because  tbe  customers  who  frequented  the 
li<»tel  resorted  to  the  adjoining  one,  is  not  suf- 
ficient to  show  the  profits  which  the  proprietor 
of  the  hotel  would  have  made  out  of  the  cus- 
tomers who  left  him,  so  as  to  warrant  their 
f^^vrtTj  In  an  action  against  his  lessor  for 
bvvicb  ^  covenant  not  to  let  the  adjoining 
boUdlng  for  hotel  purposes,  where  the  aggre- 
Site  of  the  decrease  In  the  receipts  is  not ' 
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shown  to  be  exclusive  of  the  expense  of  con- 
ducting the  business,  and  it  does  not  appear 
thaf  the  original  hotel  would  have  received 
the  benefit  of  the  patronage  of  such  custom- 
ers had  the  adjoining  establishment  not  opened. 
Smith  V.  Thielen,  17  La.  Ann.  239. 

So,  damages  sufPered  by  persons  engaged  In 
the  business  of  exporting  agricultural  tools, 
from  breach  by  a  manufacturer  of  an  agree- 
ment to  give  them  their  exclusive  export  trade 
in  lawn-mowers,  by  selling  to  others  for  such 
trade,  is  what  it  may  be  fairly  assumed  they 
would  have  gained  If  they  had  been  allowed  to 
have  what  was  secured  to  them  by  the  con- 
tract, the  exclusive  sale  of  the  mowers  in  for- 
eign markets,  to  be  exported,  which  would  be 
measured  by  the  difference  between  what  they 
paid  the  manufacturers  for  the  mowers  and 
the  average  price  they  ordinarily  obtained  for 
them  from  the  exporters  and  foreign  custom- 
ers. Carr  v.  Hills  Archimedean  Lawn  Mower 
Co.  12  Daly,  332. 

And  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  purchaser  of 
the  stock  and  business  of  an  undertaker,  who 
agreed  not  to  start  an  undertaking  business  in 
the  same  place  as  long  as  tbe  purchaser  re- 
mained in  business,  as  to  the  amount  of  busi- 
ness done  by  the  vendor  after  he  reopened  and 
as  to  the  amount  of  his  profits,  and  as  to  the 
business  and  profits  of  the  vendee  since  his 
purchase,  is  admissible  in  an  action  for  breach 
of  the  agreement  not  to  go  into  the  business, 
as  tending  to  show  that  the  purchaser  was 
damaged,  and  the  amount  of  his  damage. 
Welsh  V.  Morris,  81  Tex.  159,  16  S.  W.  744. 

And  proof,  in  an  action  for  breach  of  an 
agreement  not  to  engage  in  a  certain  business 
In  a  designated  township  In  competition  with 
the  other  party  to  the  contract,  concerning  the 
length  of  time  during  which  the  party  In  fault 
had  been  in  business  in  violation  of  his  con- 
tract, the  amount  of  his  stock,  the  numl>er  and 
amount  of  his  sales,  who  were  his  customers, 
and  the  loss  of  sales  by  the  party  injured  by 
the  breach,  is  sufficient  to  authorize  the  Jury 
to  determine  with  a  sufficient  degree  of  accur- 
acy the  amount  of  the  damages.  Heatwole  v. 
Oorrell,  33  Kan.  692,  12  Pac.  135. 

So,  where  one  who  contracted  with  an  ex- 
position company  for  the  exclusive  privilege  of 
selling  cigars  on  the  exposition  grounds,  which 
contract  was  violated  by  the  exposition  com- 
pany by  permitting  others  to  sell  cigars  on  the 
grounds,  the  cigars  sold  by  others  should  be 
treated  as  If  they  had  k>een  sold  by  the  exposi- 
tion company,  and  the  party  contracting  for 
the  exclusive  privilege  is  entitled  to  be  al- 
lowed such  profits  thereon  as  he  would  have 
made  had  he  sold  the  same  amount  of  goods, 
where  it  appears  that  his  business  was  profit- 
able, and  that  he  had  made  all  his  prepara- 
tions to  do  the  entire  business,  so  that  it  would 
have  cost  him  little  if  anything,  more  to  have 
sold  all  the  cigars  that  were  sold  on  the 
ground.  Whorley  v.  Tennessee  Centennial  Ex- 
position Co.   (Tenn.  Ch.  App.)  62  S.  W.  346. 

And  such  a  contract,  a  part  of  the  considera- 
tion for  which  was  a  percentage  on  the  gross 
profits,  cannot  l>e  treated  as  abandoned,  and 
the  lessee's  liability  to  the  lessors  be  determined 
on  a  quantum  meruit  in  an  action  for  breach 
of  contract  in  permitting  others  to  sell,  where 
In  such  suit  the  exposition  company  Insisted 
upon  its  rights  under  the  contract.     Ibid. 

And  the  exposition  company  cannot  escape 
liability  for  profits  lost  through  its  permitting 
a  club  to  sell  cigars  within  the  limits  of  its 
grounds,  on  the  theory  that  the  club  was  a  cor- 
poration organized  under  the  law  of  the  state 
by  which  It  was  authorized  to  sell  cigars,  and 
that    the    lessee   of   the    privilege    must    have 
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known  that  fact  and  contracted  in  Tiew  there- 
of.    Ibid. 

And  estimates  made  by  witnesses  from  ob- 
servation as  to  the  sales  made  at  cigar  stands 
belonging  to  the  person  contracting  for  the  ex- 
clusive privilege  of  selling  the  cigars,  and  of 
sales  made  at  other  stands  permitted  upon  the 
grounds  in  violation  of  the  contract,  are  compe- 
tent, in  an  action  for  the  breach,  as  a  basis  on 
which  to  e8titr.ate  the  amount  of  profits  lost 
to  him  which  could  be  allowed  as  damages. 
Jbid. 

But  broach  of  a  contract  between  two  Illu- 
minating companies,  by  which  one  was  to  sell 
exclusively  to  the  other  for  use  in  designated 
counties  all  the  burners,  fixtures,  and  appli- 
ances made  by  such  company,  agreeing  not 
knowingly  to  sell  or  permit  other  parties  to 
sell  any  such  burners,  lamps,  etc.,  in  such  terri- 
tory, by  Itself  selling  a  quantity  of  lamps  to  a 
gas  company,  does  not  warrant  a  recovery  by 
the  party  injured  of  the  profits  which  it  would 
have  received  if  it  had  itself  made  the  sale  of 
the  lamps  sold  by  the  other  party,  as  It  Is  whol- 
ly uncertain  that  it  would  have  been  able  to 
make  such  sales.  Cincinnati  Siemens-Lungren 
Gas  Illuminating  Co.  v.  Western  Siemens-Lun- 
gren Co.  152  U.  S,  200,  38  L.  ed.  411,  14  Sup. 
Ct.   Uep.   523. 

So,  breach  of  contract  by  a  physician  who 
sold  his  practice  to  another,  and  agreed  to  quit 
practice  In  his  favor,  by  afterwards  resuming 
practice  In  the  same  neighborhood,  entitles  the 
other  to  a  recovery  of  the  value  of  the  practice 
which  the  purchaser  lost  between  the  time 
when  the  seller  resumed  his  practice  and  the 
time  of  instituting  the  suit  therefor.  Warfield 
V.  Booth,  33  Md.  63. 

But  a  physician  who  purchased  the  practice 
of  another  cannot  recover  damages  in  an  action 
for  a  breach  of  the  contract  of  sale  of  the  busi- 
ness by  making  prescriptions  and  professional 
calls,  for  the  amount  he  might  have  made  from 
professional  practice  elsewhere  if  the  contract 
had  not  been  made  and  violated.  RIgney  v. 
Monette,  47  La.  Ann.  648,  17  ^o.  211. 

So.  a  shipper  having  a  contract  with  a  manu- 
facturer of  bitters  to  furnish  him  with  bittert 
at  a  specified  price,  the  manufacturer  agree- 
ing not  to  appoint  any  other  Jobber  In  the  same 
counties  during  the  continuance  of  the  contract, 
which  contract  is  broken  by  the  appointment 
of  another  Jobl)er,  who  makes  sales  In  his  coun-. 
ties,  is  entitled  to  counterclaim  In  an  action  for 
the  bitters  for  what  would  have  been  his  prof- 
it if  he  himself  had  made  the  sales  made  by 
the  other  Jobber.  Dr.  Harter  Medicine  Co.  v. 
Hopkins,  83  Wis.  309,  53  N.  W.  501. 

But  tho  injury  resulting  from  a  breach  of 
agreement  by  the  proprietor  of  a  beautifler  for 
women  made  with  druggists,  in  consideration 
of  an  order  given  her  to  add  their  names  at 
the  bottom  of  her  advertisements  In  certain 
papers,  stnting  that  a  full  line  of  her  remedies 
could  be  bad  at  their  stores,  by  appointing  oth- 
er agents  In  tliat  place.  Is  the  loss  of  such  prof- 
It  as  would  have  resulted  from  the  advertising, 
which  Is  a  matter  of  mere  conjecture,  and  not 
recoverable  as  damages.  Stevens  v.  Yale,  113 
Mich.  680,  72  N.  W.  5. 

And  the  damages  for  violation  of  an  agree- 
ment not  to  sell  a  certain  balsam  of  wild  cherry 
within  a  certain  territory  belonging  to  the  oth- 
er party  to  the  contract  must  be  determined 
by  a  computation  of  the  profits  actually  made 
by  tlie  party  violating  the  contract,  and  not  of 
the  profits  which  he  might  have  made,  and  a 
computation  by  substituting  the  cost  to  the 
party  Injured  of  making  and  selling  the  balsam 
lui  the  cost  to  the  other  party  of  the  same 
Items,  Is  not  proi)er,  as  the  business  of  selling 
nostrums  and  med-icines  of  that  class  depends 
ri2  L.  R.  A. 


more  upon  the  expedients  employed  to  recom- 
mend them  to  the  public  than  upon  the  merits 
of  the  medicine.     Fowie  v.  Park,  48  Fed.  789. 

So,  the  defendant  in  an  action  upon  notes 
given  for  the  purchase  price  of  certain  milk 
cans  cannot  set  up  in  recoupment  that  the 
notes  were  given  for  the  full  and  exclusive 
right  to  use  such  cans  within  a  designated  ter- 
ritory, and  that  the  territory  had  been  used, 
occupied,  and  enjoyed  by  another  creamery 
which  had  used  and  gathered  cream  within 
the  territory  with  that  kind  of  can.  In  viola- 
tion of  the  agreement,  and  offset 'damages  con- 
sisting in  a  loss  of  profits  which  they  would 
have  made  had  they  been  permitted  the  sole 
and  exclusive  use  of  such  cans  In  the  territory 
designated,  where  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
per^ple  in  this  territory  would  have  supplied 
their  cream  to  his  creamery  in  preference  to 
other  creameries  in  other  cans,  as  there  is 
nothing  tangible  upon  which  a  Jury  can  base 
an  estimate  of  the  loss  of  profits  on  account 
of  competition  with  another  company  uiing  the 
same  cans.  Davis  v.  Davis,  84  Mich.  324,  47 
N.  W.  555. 

And  a  stipulation  in  a  contract  of  sale  of  a 
quantity  of  blankets,  tliat  the  vendor  would 
not  sell  blankets  to  anyone  else  in  his  place  of 
location,  there  being  nothing  in  the  contract 
as  to  any  further  sale  of  blankets  l>etween  them, 
continues  and  requires  the  vendor  to  refrain 
from  sales  in  such  place  until  the  vendee  sells 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  the  blankets 
which  he  bought  on  the  faith  of  such  contract, 
but  does  not  warrant  a  recovery  for  loss  of 
profits  on  the  sale  of  blanket!  which  the  ven-. 
dee  afterwards  purchased  of  the  vendor  after 
the  vendor  had  sold  to  others  In  the  same  place, 
but  before  the  vendee  was  aware  of  such  sale. 
Saddlery  Hardware  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Hillsborough 
MilLs,  68  N.  H.  216,  44  Atl.  300. 

And  evidence  that  the  agent  of  the  purchas- 
er stated  to  the  treasurer  of  the  vendor  that 
If  the  purchaser  had  th^  exclusive  sale  he  could 
probably  sell  3,000  blankets,  made  at  the  time 
of  a'  purchase  of  662  blankets,  is  inadmissible 
In  an  action  by  the  vendee  against  the  vendor 
for  breach  of  a  covenant  to  sell  to  no  one  else 
in  the  vendee's  place  of  location,  whereby  he 
lost  the  profits  on  the  sale  of  blankets  after- 
wards purchasedr  both  because  merged  in  the 
subsequent  written  contract,  and  because  it 
has  no  tendency  to  show  an  agreement  to  pur- 
chase more  blankets.     Ibid. 

See  also  Schlelder  v.  Dielman,  44  La.  Ann. 
462,  10  So.  934,  8upra,  11.  d,  2. 

h.  Breach  of  contract  to  convey  real  estate. 

1.  General  statement  as   to. 

The  question  as  to  the  right  of  a  vendee  to 
recover  for  profits  lost  througli  breach  by  bis 
vendor  of  a  contract  to  convey  real  estate 
seems  to  depend  upon  whether  or  not.  in  refus- 
ing to  convey,  the  vendor  acted  in  good   faith. 

In  breaches  of  contract  to  convey  real  estate. 
If  the  party  breaking  the  contract  acts  In  g^ood 
faith,  the  contract  price  is  the  measure  of 
damages,  but  if  he  acts  metJm  fide,  the  vendee 
may  recover  all  the  damages  he  has  sustained 
by  reason  of  the  breach.  Tracy  v.  Gunn,  2!> 
Kan.  508:  Baldwin  v.  Munn.  2  Wend.  SOO.  20 
Am.  Dec.  627 ;  and  see  also  cases  set  forth  in- 
fra, II.  h,  2,  and  II.  h,  3. 

In  this  class  of  cases  the  courts  have  treated 
the  difference  between  the  contract  price  of 
property  sold  or  agreed  to  be  sold  and  the 
market  value  thereof  as  profits  to  some  extent, 
and  treated  the  right  to  recover  such  differ- 
ence, In  an  action  for  breach  of  contraot  to 
convey,   as  a  right  to  recover  for  profits    lost 
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through  the  breach,  rather  than  as  a  mere  right 
of  the  vendee  to  be  placed  In  the  position  In 
which  the  fuldlment  of  his  contract  would 
hare  placed  him,  as  is  the  case  with  refer- 
ence to  contracts  pertaining  to  personal  prop- 
erty. This  Is  probably  owing  to  the  fact  that 
because  of  the  inherent  differences  In  different 
pieces  of  real  estate  one  piece  could  not  be 
deemed  a  substitute  for  another,  and  a  vendee 
eoald  not  be  deemed  to  have  been  compensated 
by  the  loss  of  one  by  being  enabled  to  go  into 
the  marltet  and  purchase  another.  Cases  with 
it'fereDce  to  the  right  to  recover  such  diflPer- 
ence.  therefore,  have  been  included  in  this  sub- 
division, though  that  class  of  cases  is  elsewhere 
rejected. 

• 

2.  When  vendor  acts  in  good  faith. 

The  vendee  In  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land 
is  not  ocdinarlly  entitled,  upon  breach  and  fail- 
ure to  convey,  to  recover  of  the  vendor  dam- 
i^es,  measured  by  the  goodness  of  his  bargain 
or  the  financial  benefit  that  would  result  from 
performance.  It  is  only  when  the  vendor  is 
for  some  reason  chargeable  with  bad  faith  In 
the  matter  that  recovery  beyond  nominal  dam- 
ageii  on  that  account  can  be  had.  North  ridge 
v.  Moore,  118  N.  Y.  419,  23  N.  E.  570 ;  Boyd  v. 
De  Um-ey,  17  App.  Div.  567,  45  N.  Y.  Supp. 

Ordinarily  the  plaintiff  In  an  action  on  the 
ca<ie  for  breach  of  an  agreement  to  convey  land 
is  eatitled  to  recover  what  he  paid  and  ex- 
pended by  way  of  obtaining  the  title  he  bar- 
gained for,  but  he  can  recover  nothing  to  com- 
pensate him  for  the  loss  of  his  bargain.  Du- 
ma rs  V.  Miller,  34  Pa.  319 :  Ilertzog  v.  Uertzog, 
:.4  1*8.  42S. 

Thus,  breach  of  a  parol  contract  for  the  con 


if  they  are  offered  by  him  for  a  resale  too  soon, 
it  is  at  his  own  peril,  and  the  damages,  if  any, 
resulting  from  such  offer,  are  not  recoverable. 
Walker  v.  Moore,  10  Barn.  &  C,  416. 

In  the  above  case  Hopkins  v.'  Grazebrook,  6 
Barn.  &  C.  31,  9  Dowl.  &  R.  22.  infra,  II.  h. 
3,  was  distinguished  upon  the  ground  that  there 
the  defendant  had  sold  property  as  his  own, 
which  was  not  so,  and  the  court  was  of  the 
-opinion  that,  the  defendant  being  in  fault  by 
representing  himself  to  be  the  owner  of  the 
property,  the  plaintlflT's  right  was  not  restricted 
to  nominal  damages. 

So,  one  who  has  an  option  for  the  purchase 
of  land  unaer  which  the  other  party  refuses 
to  convey,  and  who  sues  before  the  time  for 
delivery  of  the  deed,  and  immediately  after 
the  refusal,  is  not  entitled  to  the  difference  be- 
tween the  contract  price  and  the  value  of  the 
land  at  the  time  of  the  breach.  He  is  only  en- 
titled to  the  value  of  his  contract,  and  in  the 
absence  of  proof  on  that  question  he  can  re- 
cover nominal  damages  only.  Boyd  v.  De  Lan- 
cey,  17  App.  Dlv.  5«7,  43  N.  Y.  8upp.  603. 

And  one  who  had  recovered  possession  of 
lands  by  an  ejectment  brought  to  get  rid  of 
a  reversionary  lease,  and  in  ignorance  of  the 
law,  supposing  the  ejectment  had  got  rid  of 
that  lease,  makes  an  agreement  to  convey  the 
lands,  and  afterwards  the  person  entitled  to 
the  reversionary  lease  brings  ejectment  and  he 
Is  turned  out  of  possession  so  as  to  be  unable 
to  make  the  conveyance,  though  liable  to  the 
vendee  for  the  actual  loss  sustained.  Is  not  lia- 
ble to  him  for  the  loss  of  his  bargain.  Buck- 
ley v.  Dawson,  4  Ir.  0.  L.  Rep.  211. 

So,  one  who  agrees  to  convey  lands  vested  in 
trustees  under  a  marriage  settlement  to  secure 
an  annuity  to  the  widow  of  a  devisor,  know- 
ing that   he  cannot   make  title  free  from  en- 


Teyance  of  land  In  consideration  of  money  paid**  cumbrances,    upon   her   parol    promise   that   In 


and  services  rendered  warrants  a  recovery  of 
the  consideration  paidi  measured  by  the  value 
of  the  services  and  the  amount  paid,  and  not 
by  the  market  value  of  the  land.  Ilertzog  v. 
Hertzog,  34  Pa.  428. 

.And  the  measure  of  damages  In  case  one, 
believing  he  has  a  right  to  convey  real  estate, 
contracts  in  good  faith  to  do  so,  but  Is  pre- 
vented from  fulfilling  his  contract  by  failure  of 


the  event  of  the  sale  she  would  transfer  her 
security  to  another  property,  which  she  refused 
to  do  after  the  sale,  In  consequence  of  which 
the  bargain  fails.  Is  liable  to  the  purchaser 
for  his  deposit  and  expenses  of  investigating 
the  title:  but  where  be  acted  in  good  faith, 
relying  upon  the  widow's  promise,  the  purchas- 
er would  not  be  entitled  to  recover  damages 
for  the  loss  of  his  bargain.     Sikes  v.  Wild.   1 


title.  Is  the  amount  of  the  advance  payment  Uost  &  S.  587,  30  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  325,  7  Jur. 
with  Interest,  and  not  the  alleged  profit  which  n.  s.  1280,  5  L.  T.  N.  S.  422.  10  Week.  Rep.  14, 
would  have  accrued  from  the  purchase.     Mor-    4  Best  &  S.  421,  32  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  375,  8  L. 


gin  V.  Bell,  3  Wash.  554,  16  L.  R.  A.  614.  28 
^u  925;  Letcher  v.  Woodson,  1  Brock.  212, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,280;  Pumpelly  v.  Phelps,  40 
N.  Y.  60.  100  Am.  Dec.  408;  Northrldge  v. 
Moore,  118  N.  Y.  419,  23  N.  B.  570;  Flureau 
V.  Thomhlll,  2  W.  Bl.  1077 ;  Bitner  v.  Brough, 
11  Pa.  127  ;  Drake  v.  Baker,  34  N.  J.  L.  358. 

Although  It  appears  that  a  considerable  prof- 
it might  have  been  derived  by  blm  from  the 
completion  of  the  purchase.  Bitner  v.  Brough, 
11  Pa.  127. 

And  the  rule  Is  the  same  where  the  vendor 
falls  to  make  a  good  title  pursuant  to  his  con- 
tract, because  it  was  afterwards  discovered 
that  he  had  an  equitable  title  only.  Pounsett 
T.  Kuller,  17  C.  B.  660,  26  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  145. 

But  the  vendee  may  recover  the  expenses 
Incurred  In  examining  the  title  with  Interest. 
Northrldge  V.  Moore,  118  N.  Y.  419,  23  N.  K. 
570. 

And  where  a  vendor  undertook  to  make  good 
title,  and  was  warranted  In  honestly  thinking 
that  he  would  be  able  to  do  so,  and  It  turned 
otit  that  he  could  not,  and  consequently  the 
contract  was  broken,  the  purchaser  must  show 
that  the  damages  which  he  seeks  to  recover 
•rose  from  the  acts  of  the  vendor,  and  not  from 


T.  N.  8.  642,  11  Week.  Rep.  964. 

And  where  the  executors  of  a  person  pos- 
sesHcd  of  an  agreement  for  a  twenty-one  years* 
lease  of  an  Iron-ore  royalty  contracted  to  as- 
sign the  residue  of  the  term,  such  assignment 
to  be  valid,  requiring  the  consent  of  the  lessor, 
and  the  assignee  agreed  to  sell  his  interest  to 
another,  and  the  consent  of  the  lessor  was 
never  obtained,  the  transaction  amounts  to  a 
sale  by  the  executors  of  an  equitable  Interest 
only,  entitling  the  purchaser  to  have  the  agree- 
ment performed  subject  to  the  lessor's  right, 
to  object,  and  the  second  sale  Is  merely  a  sale 
of  the  Interest  the  purchaser  had  acquired ;  and 
the  second  vendor,  having  been  willing  to  com- 
plete his  contract,  and  only  falling  because  he 
failed  to  get  the  consent  of  the  lessor,  which 
be  supposed  there  would  be  no  difficulty  In  get- 
ting, Is  liable  to  the  last  vendee  for  the  deposit 
money  which  he  had  paid  and  the  expense  In- 
cidental to  the  Investigation  of  the  title  only, 
and  not  for  the  loss  of  his  bargain.  Bain  v. 
KotherglU,  L.  R.  6  Kxch.  59.  40  L.  J.  Exch. 
N.  S.  34.  23  L.  T.  N.  S.  670,  19  Week.  Rep. 
134.  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  158,  43  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S. 
243.  31  L.  T.  N.  S.  387. 

In  the  above  case  Hopkins  v.  Grazebrook,  6 


hii  own  haste,  and  while  he  might  recover  the|  I  ..rn.  &  C.  31,  1  Eng.  C.  L.  Rep.  31,  9  Dowl. 
profit  which  would  have  arisen  from  a  resale,  &  R.  22,  infra,  11.  h.  3,  was  distinguished  by 
52  L.  R.  A.  10 
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Cleasby,  B.,  upon  the  ground  that  there  the  de- 
fendant undertook  to  make  a  good  title  by  a 
day  certain,  while  In  the  present  case  the  par- 
ties were  really  dealing,  not  with  actual  prop- 
erty, but  only  with  an  interest  in  a  contract  rela- 
tive to  property.  And  it  was  said  by  Martin, 
K.,  that  it  is  quite  clear  from  the  Judgment  in 
that  case  that  Lord  Tenterden  disapproved  of 
Flureau  v.  Thornhill,  2  W.  Bl.  1078,  supra, 
I(.  h,  2;  but  his  views  have  not  been  followed 
in  subsequent  rases,  and  the  doctrine  of  the 
former  case  therefore  ought  not  to  be  extended ; 
and  that  the  true  rule  Is  laid  down  in  Engel  v. 
Kltfh.  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  659,  38  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S. 
:i04.  17  Week.  Rep.  894,  10  Best  &  S.  738,  infra, 
II.  h,  3. 

So,  in  Jones  v.  Dyke,  set  forth  in  Conger  y. 
Weaver,  20  X.  Y.  143,  in  which  a  contract  for 
the  sale  of  real  estate  was  made  by  auctioneers 
without  authority,  the  court  refused  to  allow 
anything  for  the  loss  of  the  bargain  though 
the  difference  between  the  value  of  the  land 
and  the  amount  agreed  to  be  paid  was  very 
large ;  and  the  same  courte  was  taken  In  Bratt 
V.  Kills,  reported  in  1  Sugd.  Vend.  14th  ed.  237. 

And  in  McXair  v.  Compton,  35  Pa.  23,  it 
was  said  that  the  value  of  the  plaintiff's  bar- 
gain is  not  the  measure  of  damages  in  an  ac- 
tion for  breach  of  contract.  But  the  action 
was  for  breach  of  a  parol  contract  for  the  sale 
of  land,  and  the  question  was  as  to  the  measure 
of  damages  where  the  consideration  consisted  of 
services  rendered. 

In  Klrkpatrick  v.  Downing,  58  Mo.  32,  17 
Am.  Uep.  678,  however,  it  was  held  that  the 
consideration  paid  for  land,  and  interest,  will 
be  taken  as  the  correct  value  of  the  land  in  an 
action  for  breach  of  contract  to  convey,  in  the 
absence  of  evidence  showing  any  change  in 
situation ;  but  where  the  evidence  shows  a 
change  in  the  value  of  the  land,  its  value  at 
the  time  the  breach  occurred,  and  when  the 
conveyance  ought  to  have  been  made  according 
to  the  contract,  will  furnish  the  standard  for 
damages. 

So,  the  measure  of  damages  in  an  action  for 
breach  of  covenant  in  faili-ng  to  convey  land  in 
an  action  at  law  is  the  purchase  money  and 
Interest,  without  any  deduction  for  rents  and 
profits  received  by  the  covenantee,  as,  if  the 
covenantee  has  had  the  possession,  and  has 
taken  the  rents  and  profits,  and  has  made  Im- 
provements or  committed  wastes,  etc.,  these 
things  are  too  complicated  for  the  jury,  and 
properly  belong  to  chancery,  and  must  be  settled 
there.     Combs   v.   Tarlton,   2   Dana,   465. 

And  a  purchaser  under  a  covenant  of  own- 
ership, seisin,  power  to  sell  and  for  peaceable 
enjoyment,  who  Is  evicted,  can  only  recover  the 
value  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  purchase, 
with  interest  for  so  long  a  time  as  he  pays 
mesne  profits,  and  the  cost  of  the  ejectment 
that  may  be  brought  against  him.  but  not  those 
for  the  action  for  mesne  profits.  Staats  v. 
Ten  Eyck,  3  Cal.  116,  2  Am.  Dec.  254. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  a 
covenant  of  seisin  in  a  deed,  broken  by  the  fact 
that  the  wail  of  the  building  thereof  encroached 
upon  the  strcei:  and  upon  land  of  an  adjoin- 
ing owner,  is  the  difference  in  value  in  the  house 
contained  within  the  metes  and  bounds  of  the 
lot  and  its  value  as  It  stood,  and  not  the  loss 
of  profits  the  owner  had  sustained  on  any  at- 
tempted sale  of  the  property  on  account  of  any 
brokerage  or  other  expense  he  had  paid  in  the 
matter,  and  evidence  in  an  action  for  the 
breach  that  he  had  made  a  contract  for  a  sale 
of  the  property,  and  that  the  purchaser  had  re- 
fused to  accept  on  rhe  ground  of  such  encroach- 
ment, and  as  to  commissions  he  had  to  pay  the 
broker  for  effecting  the  sale,  and  the  loss  of 
profits  he  would  have  realized  had  the  sale  been 
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'  c-arried  out,  Is  Inadmissible.     Steam    v.    Hes- 
dorfer,  9  Misc.  134,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  34. 

And  where  a  vendor  of  a  lot  of  land.  tb« 
principal  value  of  which  consists  In  depos^lts 
of  clay  adapted  to  the  manufacture  of  brick, 
delays  in  conveying  It  according  to  his  contract, 
and  a  bill  for  the  specific  performance  of  the 
contract  is  sustained  so  that  the  entire  property 
with  its  supply  of  clay  unexhausted  Is  transferred 
to  the  purchaser,  and  the  value  of  the  use  and 
occupation  of  the  land  owing  to  its  character 
is  little  or  nothing,  the  measure  of  damages  for 
the  detention  is  not  the  value  of  such  use  and 
occupation  or  the  profits  which  might  have  been 
made  from  making  brick,  but  the  purchaser 
should  be  relieved  from  the  payment  of  interest 
on  the  unpaid  purchase  price.  Worrall  v. 
Munn,  38  N.  Y.   137. 

So,  the  general  rule  of  damages  for  delay  in 
the  conveyance  of  premises  contracted  to  be 
sold  is  that  a  court  of  equity  will,  as  far  at 
possible,  place  the  parties  in  the  same  situation 
as  they  would  have  been  in  If  the  contract  had 
been  performed  according  to  its  terms,  and  to 
this  end  the  vendor  will  be  regarded  as  trut»t«>e 
of  the  land  for  the  heneflt  of  the  purchaser  and 
liable  to  account  to  him  for  the  rents  and  prof- 
Its,  and  the  purchaser  will  be  treated  as  a 
trustee  of  the  purchase  money  if  not  paid,  and 
will  be  charged  with  interest  thereon,  and 
where  the  vendor  himself  is  in  actual  occnpa 
tion  he  will  be  charged  with  the  value  of  the 
use  and  occupation.     Ibid. 

And  In  estimating  the  rents  and  profits  of 
lands  which  the  vendor  refuses  to  deliver  po^ 
session  of  according  to  contract,  where  the 
vendee  hajd  paid  the  purchase  money  after  a 
rule  for  specific  performance  had  been  ob- 
tained, the  annual  value  of  the  land  in  the 
hands  of  a  prudent  and  discreet  tenant  und«>r 
a  judicious  system  of  husbandry  is  the  propter 
rule,  to  be  influenced  in  some  measure  by  the 
mode  of  treatment  of  the  land  by  the  occupanl. 
Boiling  V.  Lersner,  20  Gratt.  36. 

8.  When  vendor  acta  mala  fides. 

Where  a  vendor  of  real  estate,  who  falls  to 
convey  the  same,  does  not  act  'in  good  faith,  or 
has  been  guilty  of  deception,  the  vendee  may 
recover,  not  only  for  his  actual  loss  in  monf?. 
labor,  or  services  performed  on  the  faith  uf 
the  contract,  but  also  for  the  loss  of  his  bar- 
gain.    Meason  v.  Kaine,  67  Pa.  126. 

^^'here  a  vendor  fails  or  refuses  to  make  out 
a  title  through  collusion,  tort,  artifice,  or  fraud 
to  escape  the  effects  of  a  bad  bargain,  ih« 
vendee-  is  not  only  entitled  to  compensatory 
damages,  but  to  damages  arising  from  the  loss 
of  the  bargain,  or  the  money  he  might  have 
derived  from  the  completion  of  the  contract. 
BItner  v.  Brough,  11  Pa.  127. 

Thus,  where  a  person  contracting  to  convey 
real  estate  either  did  or  should  have  known 
that  he  could  not  comply  with  his  undertakirg. 
or  where  he  refuses  to  do  so,  or  where,  having; 
title  at  the  time  of  the  agreement,  he  after 
wards  disables  himself  from  completing  the  con- 
tract by  a  sale  to  a  third  person,  or  where  h^ 
has  no  title ;  and  In  all  cases  where  his  inabil- 
ity arises  from  fraud, — the  purchaser  is  en- 
titled to  recover  substantial  damages  for  h 
breach  of  the  contract,  Including  any  actual 
loss,  as  by  the  increased  value  of  the  land  at 
the  time  the  contract  Hhould  have  been  executed. 
Swcem  v.  Steele.  5  Iowa,  352. 

And  (1)0  measure  of  damages  In  an  action 
for  breach  of  an  executory  contract  to  convi'v 
real  (state,  the  vendor  having  refused  or  put 
It  beyond  his  power  to  convey,  in  which  no 
part  uf  the  consideration  has  been  paid,  is  .he 
value  of   the   land   at   the  time    the    contract 
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should  have  been  performed,  less  the  contract 
prl(i».  Carver  v.  Taylor,  35  N>b.  421),  53  N. 
W.  3WJ :  Doherty  v.  Doian.  65  Me.  87,  20  Am. 
\Wp.  677,  dictum;  Allen  v.  Atkinson,  21  Mich. 
:t51 ;  Boyd  v.  Del^ncey,  91  llim,  542,  36  N.  Y. 
.'Jupp.  245;  Pumpeliy  v.  Phelps,  40  N.  Y.  60, 
U)0  Am.  Dec.  468 ;  Klrkpatrick  v.  Downing,  58 
Mo.  40,  17  Am.  Kep.  678 ;  Dunshee  v.  Geoghe- 
gan,  7  Utah,  113,  25  Pac.  731;  Loney  v.  Oliver, 
n  ()Dt.  Rep.  89. 

Atid  where  lands  are  contracted  to  be  con- 
veyed, and  a  part  payment  is  made  thereon, 
and  the  vendor  fails  to  convey,  and  the  land  is 
worth  less  than  the  contract  price,  the  dam- 
ages recoverable  would  be  what  the  land  was 
ih^Q  worth,  less  the  amount  of  the  price  for 
It  remaining  unpaid.  Doherty  v.  Dolan,  65 
Me.  87,  20  Am.  Rep.  677,  dictum. 

And  the  rule  Is  the  same  where  the  vendor 
was  aware  at  the  time  of  entering  into  the  con- 
tract that  his  ability  to  comply  depended  upon 
a  contingency.  Drake  'v.  Baker,  34  N.  J.  L. 
358. 

Or  whore  his  failure  was  due  to  a  change  of 
miDd.  or  where  he  neglected  to  take  the  proper 
vteps  to  put  the  purchaser  in  possession.  Klrk- 
patrick V.  Downing,  58  Mo.  40,  17  Am.  Kep.  078. 

Or  where  the  vendor  refused  to  convey  be- 
cause the  property  had  increased  In  value,  with 
a  Tiew  of  profiting  by  such  increase.  Baldwin 
T.  Munn,  2  Wend.  399,  20  Am.  Dec.  627. 

Or  where  the  vendor  of  land  refused  to  con- 
vey to  his  vendee  in  accordance  with  his  con- 
tract, on  the  ground  that  he  was  the  owner  of 
only  an  undivided  interest  In  the  land  he  con- 
trarted  to  sell.  Dunshee  v.  Geoghegan,  7  Utah, 
113.  25  Pac,  731. 

And  a  purchaser  of  lota  sold  at  auction  by 
one  who  had  no  title  thereto  and  who  held  them 
ander  a  contract  to  convey,  but  who  proves  un- 
able to  convey  them  tiecause  his  vendor  never 
made  a  conveyance  to  him,  is  entitled  to  recover 
of  hi^i  immediate  vendor,  not  only  the  expense 
vblch  he  has  incurred,  but  also  damages  for 
loss  of  the  benefit  of  the  purchase  which  he  sus- 
tained by  not  having  the  contract  carried  into 
effect.  Hopkins  v.  Grazebrook,  6  Barn.  &  C. 
SI.  9  Dowl.  &  R.  22. 

In  the  above  case  Flureau  v.  Thornhill,  2  W. 
Bl.  1078,  8upra,  II.  h,  2,  was  dlstingufshed 
upon  the  ground  that  there  the  vendor  was  the 
owner  of  the  estate,  and,  an  objection  having 
been  made  to  the  titie,  he  oflTered  to  convey  the 
estate,  with  such  title  as  he  had,  or  to  return 
tlie  purchase  money  with  Interest,  while  in  the 
m»  at  bar  no  such  offer  was  or  could  be  made. 

So.  the  rule  that  where  a  contract  of  sale 
of  real  estate  la  terminated  in  consequence  of 
a  defect  in  the  vendor's  title,  the  vendee  is  not 
"milled  to  damages  for  loss  of  the  bargain,  does 
Qot  apply  to  the  case  of  a  lease  granted  by  one 
vho  had  no  title  to  grant  it ;  and  it  makes 
no  dilTerence  that  the  lease  Is  a  lien  In  reversion 
and  Dot  in  possession. — especially  where  the 
teaaee  Is  already  In  possession  of  the  premises 
inder  a  former  valid  subsisting  lease.  Lock  v. 
Kurxe,  19  C.  B.  N.  S.  96,  34  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S. 
201,  11  Jur.  N.  S.  726,  13  Week.  Rep.  971. 

And  one  who  contracts  to  sell  the  lease  of  a 
house,  after  which  the  purchaser  resells  at  an 
advance,  and  the  first  vendor  fails  to  give  pos- 
"**5ioii  because  it  is  In  the  possession  of  an- 
otUiT  who  refuses  to  give  it  up,  and  refuses  to 
'^nNt  him,  though  he  is  entitled  to  do  so,  on 
th«  ground  of  expense,  is  liable  for  breach  of 
ih*"  contract  of  sale,  cot  only  for  the  deposit  and 
'xp^'nsse  of  investigating  the  title,  but  also  for 
damageti  for  the  loss  by  his  vendee  of  his  bar- 
c^in.  the  measure  of  damages  being  the  profits 
•liich  the  vendee  could  have  made  on  the  re- 
^l*.    Kn«el  V.  Fitch,  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  314. 

^,  a  hustmnd  who  sells  realty  in  which  his 
52  L  R.  A. 


wife  Is  entitled  to  a  contingent  right  of  dower, 
and  afterwards  fails  to  make  title  because  of 
her  refusal  to  sign  the  conveyance,  Is  liable 
to  the  vendee  for  the  profits  which  might  have 
been  derived  by  him  from  the  completion  of  the 
purchase,  in  the  absence  of  anything  to  show 
that  there  was  no  collusion  between  the  hus- 
band and  wife.  Bitner  v.  Brough,  11  Pa.  127  ; 
Timby  v.  Kinsey,  18  Hun,  255. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  the  entire 
breach  by  a  landowner  of  a  contract  of  sale 
of  the  land,  the  purchaser  agreeing  to  raise 
oats  on  a  specified  portion  thereof  in  each  year 
for  live  years,  and  deliver  the  same  to  the  ven- 
dor, the  five  crops  to  l>e  full  payment  for  the 
land,  is  the  value  of  the  land  estimated  at 
the  time  the  contract  was  broken,  less  what 
the  purchaser  agreed  to  pay  therefor,  which, 
would  be  the  necessary  expense  of  raising  the 
five  crops  of  oats  and  delivering  the  same  pur- 
buant  to  the  contract.  Muenchow  v.  Roberts,. 
77  Wis.  520,  46  N.  W.  802. 

And  one  who  contracted  to  convey  premises 
to  another  upon  the  performance  of  certain 
conditions,  but  prevented  the  performance  of 
the  conditions,  who  had  no  title  to  the  premises, 
but  did  not  discover  that  fact  until  the  other 
had  brought  a  bill  in  equity  to  compel  specific 
performance,  after  which  the  other  bought  the 
premises  at  an  advance  price  from  the  party 
having  the  title,  is  liable  to  such  other  for 
such  a  sum  In  damages  as  would  place  him'  in 
the  same  position  that  he  would  have  been  In 
if  the  vendor  had  performed  his  contract,  the 
diflTerence  between  the  contract  price  and  the 
price  paid  for  the  property  and  the  amount  he 
would  have  laid  out  in  improvements  and  re- 
pairs, and  the  fact  that  the  purchaser  would 
have  received  the  rents,  ail  being  taken  into 
consideratio>n  In  determining  what  would  have 
been  his  profit  to  which  he  was  fairly  entitled. 
Chartier  v.  Marshall,  56  N.  H.  478. 

Failure  of  title  of  the  vendor  of  a  tract  of 
land,  however,  does  not  warrant  a  recovery  by 
the  purchaser  on  the  ground  that  by  the  loss 
of  that  tract  his  mill  situated  upon  another 
tract  would  be  destroyed,  or  the  profits  greatly 
diminished  by  reducing  the  water  which  fiowed 
back  upon  the  land ;  and  such  a  claim  cannot  be 
set  off  against  a  claim  for  the  purchase  price. 
Bond  V.  Quattlebaum,  1  McCord  L.  584,  10 
Am.  Dec,  702. 

And  the  purchaser  cannot  recover  for  profits 
of  a  contract  which  he  had  made  to  resell  the 
lands  lost  by  breach  of  the  original  contract. 
Loney  v.  Oliver,  21  Out.  Rep.  89 :  Sanderlln  v. 
Willis,  94  Ga.  171,  21  S.  E.  291. 

Unless  the  vendor  had  notice  of  such  con- 
tract at  the  time  of  the  agreement  to  convey, 
or  at  any  rate  unless  notice  came  to  him  before 
the  breach.  Sanderlln  v.  Willis,  94  Ga.  171, 
21  S.  E.  291. 

And  one  who  purchases  an  option  to  buy 
property,  and  afterwards  elects  to  buy  It  when 
the  other  party  refuses  to  convey,  is  bound  to 
prove  that  he  susj^ained  damage  by  reason  of 
the  refusal  of  the  other  to  execute  his  contract, 
and  In  the  absence  of  such  proof  only  nominal 
damages  will  be  allowed  for  the  breach  of  the 
agreement  to  convey.  Boyd  v.  De  Lancey,  17 
App.   Dlv.  567,  45  X.  Y.   Supp.  693. 

And  evidence  bearing  upon  the  prospective 
value  of  the  property  to  be  caused  In  part  by 
improvements  which  the  vendee  contemplated 
making  is  Inadmissible  in  an  action  for  the 
breach.  Boyd  v.  DeLancey,  91  Hun,  542,  36 
N.  Y.  Supp.  245. 

And  the  breach  of  an  agreement  accompany- 
ing a  transfer  of  real  estate,  referring  to  the 
existence  upon  the  land  conveyed  of  a  well  of 
water  of  medicinal  properties,  and  entered  into 
with  a  view  to  the  development  of  the  place  aa 
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a  health  resort,  authorizes  the  purchaser  to 
recover  the  difference  between  the  real  value  and 
what  it  would  have  been  worth  if  It  had  been  as 
represented,  but  does  not  warrant  a  recovery 
of  profits  upon  the  sale  of  town  lots  at  prices 
beyond  their  present  market  value,  depending 
for  their  realization  upon  the  worlclng  up  of 
a  boom,  through  the  development  of  the  place 
as  a  health  resort.  Carbondale  Invest.  Co.  t. 
Burdick,  58  Kan.  517,  50  Pac.  442. 

But  while  a  vendee  of  a  lot  of  land,  whose 
vendor  refuses  to  convey  It,  cannot  hold  the 
vendor  liable  on  evidence  to  show  that  he  could 
shortly  afterwards  have  sold  the  property  for 
an  increased  price,  where  the  property  was 
actually  sold  a  few  weeks  after  the  breach  for 
an  advanced  price,  It  Is  sufficient  to  warrant 
a  recovery,  under  the  Louisiana  Civil  Code,  for 
such  increase.  Doriocourt  v.  Lacroix,  29  La. 
Ann.  286. 

And  while  the  true  measure  of  damages, 
where  a  party  fails  to  perform  his  contract  to 
convey  laud,  is  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time 
of  the  breach  of  covenant,  if  he  afterwards  pro- 
cures title  and  offers  to  convey,  which  offer  is 
not  accepted,  he  can  only  be  held  for  the  fair 
rental  value  of  the  land  in  the  condition  in 
which  It  was  during  the  time  the  possession  was 
withheld :  and  he  is  not  liable  for  the  yearly 
rental  or  profits  of  a  mill,  a  site  for  which 
wais  situated  upon  the  land,  where  the  mill 
never  had  any  actual  existence,  though  the  in- 
ducement to  the  purchase  was  the  existence  of 
the  mill  site  thereon.  Clagett  v.  Easterday,  41 
Md.  617. 

III.' Breach  hy  vendee, 

ft.  Alternative  rights  of  recovery, 

A  vendor  of  personal  property,  where  the 
pui'ciiaser  does  not  take  and  pay  for  the  prop- 
erty sold,  hab  Che  choice  ordinarily  of  either 
one  of  three  methods  of  Indemnity :  First,  he 
may  store  or  retain  the  property  for  the  vendee 
and  sue  him  for  the  entire  purchase  price ;  sec- 
ond, he  may  sell  the  property  acting  as  agent 
of  thfc  vendee,  for  the  purpose  and  recover  the 
difference  between  the  contract  price  and  the 
price  obtained  on  such  resale ;  or,  third,  he  may 
keep  the  property  as  his  own  and  recover  the 
difference  between  the  market  price  at  the  time 
and  place  of  delivery  and  the  contract  price. 
Dustan  v.  McAndrew,  44  N.  Y.  72 ;  Dwiggins 
V.  Clark,  94  Ind.  49,  48  Am.  Rep.  140  ;  Rldgley 
V.  Mooney,  16  Ind.  A  pp.  362,  45  X.  K.  348  ;  Bag- 
ley  V.  Findlay,  82  111.  524  ;  Woldert  v.  Arledge, 
4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  692,  23  S.  W.  1052;  Bell  v. 
Offutt,  10  Bush,  632:  Webber  v.  Minor,  6 
Bush,  463,  99  Am.  Dec.  688  :  Gray  v.  Central 
R.  Co.  82  Ilvin.  52.">,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  704  ;  Van 
Brocklen  v.  Smeallio,  140  N.  Y.  70,  35  N.  E, 
415;  Mason  v.  Decker,  72  N.  Y.  595,  28  Am. 
Rep.  190 ;  Lincoln  Shoe  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Sheldon,  44 
li.    Neb.  279,  62   X.  W.  480. 

But  the  rule  that  a  vender  whose  vendee  re- 
fuses ro  receive  property  sold,  where  there  had 
been  no  delivery,  may  elect  to  treat  the  prop- 
erly as  bis  own  and  sue  for  the  difference  be- 
tween the  actual  value  and  the  price  paid;  or 
consider  the  property  as  the  vendee's,  and  sell 
It  with  due  precaution  and  notice,  and  recover 
the  balance  of  the  price,  or  consider  It  as 
the  vendee's  subject  to  his  order,  and  recover 
the  whole  price. — applies  only  where  the  ven- 
dor himself  has  possession  of  the  goods.  Where 
he  has  contracted  with  a  third  party  for  the 
f;oods.  he  can  recover  only  the  difference  be- 
tween the  market  value  and  the  contract  price. 
Woldert  v.  Arledge.  4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  692,  23 
S.  W.  1052. 

And  where  It  appears  that  the  property  sold 
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had  not  been  tendered  at  the  place  appointed  for 
delivery,  or  that  it  was  not  impossible  to  ca&ke 
such  tender,  or  that  such  tender  was  not  Id 
any  way  excused  ;  or  where  It  appears  that  for 
any  reason  the  title  to  such  property  had  not 
passed  to  the  purchaser, — the  vendor  cannot 
recover  the  contract  price  of  the  vendee  for 
the  breach,  as  the  vendor  could  not  be  permitted 
to  hold  the  property  and  also  recover  the  prit«e. 
Dwiggins  y.  Clark,  95  Id.  49,  48  Am.  Rep.  140. 

And  the  rule  that  the  measure  of  damage;: 
for  refusal  of  a  purchaser  to  receive  the  giH^ds 
purchased  Is  the  difference  between  the  marke: 
value  at  the  time  and  place  stipulated  for  de- 
livery and  the  contract  price.  Is  not  affected 
by  the  fact  that  the  action  for  the  breach  "de- 
clares specially  on  the  contract  for  the  full 
price.  Tufts  y.  Grewer,  83  Me.  407,  22  Atl. 
382. 

And  evidence  as  to  the  market  price  Is  ad- 
missible in  an  action  by  a  vendor  against  a 
vendee,  who  refused  to  receive  a  part  of  the 
Koods  contracted  for,  where  he  sued,  not  oniy 
for  the  recovery  of  the  contract  price  of  the 
goods  which  he  had  delivered,  but  also  for  the 
recovery  of  the  damages  alleged  to  have  been 
sustained  by  reason  of  the  purchaser's  refusal 
to  accept  the  balance  of  the  goods  contracted 
for.  Breneman  y.  Kllgore  (Tex.  Civ.  App.i  35 
S.  W.  202. 

A  recovery  of  the  contract  price  of  property 
sold,  whei-e  title  has  passed,  however,  included 
no  element  of  the  recovery  of  profits  lost :  and 
the  cases  with  reference  to  breaches  of  giuch 
contracts  of  sale  have  been  excluded  from  this 
note,  except  so  far  as  they  go  to  show  the  al- 
ternate right,  existing  to  some  extent,  to  sue 
either  for  the  contract  price  or  for  damages  for 
the  breach  of  contract,  and  except  so  far  as 
they  go  to  show  the  rule  as  to  when  the  title 
remains  in  the  vendor,  necessitating,  or  at  least 
warranting,  a  suit  for  damages,  Instead  of  one 
for  the  contract  price. 

When  the  title  to  the  thing  sold  remains  in 
the  vendor,  however,  another  rule  applies.  If 
the  contract  price  was  greater  than  the  value 
of  the  property,  the  excess  Is  the  profit  of  the 
sale,  and  as  in  such  case,  if  the  vendor  fails 
to  get  the  contract  price  for  the  goods,  there 
is  necessarily  a  loss  of  profits,  the  cases  with 
relation  to  such  profits  and  their  loss  are  dealt 
with  in  this  branch  of  this  note. 

b.  When  title  does  not  pose. 

The  question  as  to  whether  or  not  a  Kile 
passes  title  to  the  purchaser  of  the  properrj 
sold  so  as  to  warrant  a  recovery  for  a  breach 
by  the  vendee  of  the  contract  price  instead  of 
the  profits  of  the  contract,  depends  upon  the 
question  whether  or  not  the  property  had  been 
delivered,  or  whether  or  not  a  sufflclent  s^•cr^*- 
gatlon  from  the  bulk  of  the  vendor's  similar 
properly,  and  a  sufflclent  tender  thereof,  had 
been  made  to  amount  in  legal  effect  to  a  de- 
livery, or  which  would  excuse  a  delivery.  In 
other  words,  the  general  law  as  to  transfer  of 
title  by  sale  governs  on  the  question  as  to 
whether  or  not  the  vendor  In  a  broken  contract 
of  sale  is  confined  to  a  recovery  of  the  profits 
lost  by  the  breach. 

Thus,  upon  a  valid  sale  of  specific  chattols 
when  nothing  remains  to  be  done  by  the  vender 
except  delivery,  whether  conditioned  upon  pav- 
ment  or  not,  the  right  of  property  passes  to  the 
vendee,  at  whose  risk  it  is  retained  by  the  ven- 
dor. And  the  same  consequence  as  to  title 
results  from  a  valid  tender  upon  an  exe<«tory 
contract.     Uayden  v.  Demets,  53  N.   Y.  42»J. 

And  where,  -mder  a  contract,  the  8ubject-ni.nt. 
ter  thereof  is  a  specific  article  to  be  manufa ' 
tured  by  the  yendor  for  the  vendee,  and  tb« 
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rendor  completes  hi*  contract  and  performs  all 
that  it  requires  blm  to  do  and  tenders  the  arti- 
cle, the  damages  for  breach  of  contract,  con- 
sisting of  the  refusal  to  receive  It,  should  be 
tl'p  contract  price,  as  the  vendor  in  such  case 
will  be  deemed  to  hold  the  property  for  the 
Tendee.  Black  Ulver  Lumber  Co.  v.  Warner, 
'jZ  Mo.  374,  6  S.  W.  210 ;  Bement  t.  Smith,  15 
WeDd.  49:j. 

Tbe  two  cases  above  set  forth  are  given  to 
Ehow  the  general  rule  as  to  what  is  sufficient  to 
transfer  title.  But  as  this  branch  of  the  ques- 
tioD  does  not  relate  to  the  recovery  of  profits, 
tbe  £:eneral  ru}e  only  is  shown,  without  attempt- 
log  to  exhaust  the  cases. 

I'pon  the  other  hand,  however,  a  sale  of  a 
quantity  of  scrap  steel  by  sample  Is  an  execu- 
tory sale,  on  which  the  title  does  not  pass,  and 
where  the  purchaser  refuses  to  receive  It  he 
is  liable,  not  for  the  contract  price,  but  for  the 
difference  between  the  price  agreed  upon  and 
the  market  value  on  the  day  appointed  for  de- 
livery :  and  where.  In  an  action  for  the  breach, 
the  plaintiff  fails  to  submit  any  evidence  of 
such  damages,  a  verdict  will  be  directed  for  the 
defendants.  Jones  v.  Jennings  Bros.  &  Co.  168 
Pa.  493,  32  Atl.  51. 

And  where  an  order  Is  given  for  a  large 
quantify  cf  crockery  for  future  shipment,  and 
the  purchaser  afterwards  notifies  the  vendor 
by  letter  that  he  will  not  receive  U,  the  letter 
conatitutes  a  countermand  of  the  order,  and  the 
contract  remains  executory,  and  the  title  does 
not  pass  to  the  vendees,  though  doing  so  con- 
stitutes a  breach  of  the  contract.  And  In  such 
case  the  vendor's  measure  of  damages  is  not 
the  whole  contract  price,  but  the  difference  be- 
tween tbe  contract  price  and  the  market  value 
tt  the  time  and  place  of  the  breach.  Funke  v. 
Allen,  54  Xeb.  407,  74  N.  W.  832. 

In  the  above  case  Lincoln  Shoe  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Sheldon.  44  Neb.  279,  62  N.  W.  480,  supra.  III. 
a,  was  explained  and  distinguished,  the  court 
saying  that  the  decision  In  that  case  hinges 
upon  tbe  profiosltion  that  the  contract  In  ques- 
tion was  one  of  subscription  for  shares  of 
stcH'i!,  and  not  of  sale  and  purchase,  and  the 
rale  of  the  measure  of  damages  for  a  breach  of 
t  contract  of  sale  by  a  vendee  was  not  directly 
in  question,  or  involved  In  the  action,  and  what 
wa«  said  on  the  subject  was  not  authoritative. 

So,  one  who  orders  a  quantity  of  sugar  with- 
out reserving  the  right  to  countermand  the  or- 
der, and  afterwards  and  on  the  same  day  coun- 
termands It,  the  contract  Is  executory  and  no 
title  passes,  and  the  measure  of  the  recovery 
of  the  vendor  is  the  difference  between  the  mar- 
ket value  of  the  sugar  at  the  time  and  place 
of  delivery  and  the  contract  price.  Adler  v. 
Kiber,  5  Tex.  Civ.  App.  415,  27  S.  W.  23. 

And  under  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  a 
designated  quantity  of  lumber  at  a  specified 
price  to  be  delivered  at  a  specified  place,  the 
purchaser  having  the  right  of  inspection,  the 
title  to  the  timber  does  not  vest  In  the  pur- 
chaser, where  he  negligently  falls  to  take  and 
pay  therefor,  and  the  criterion  of  recovery,  If 
any  can  be  had.  is  the  difference  between  the 
price  agreed  to  be  paid  and  the  sum  that  the 
Vendor  could  have  sold  It  for  by  reasonable 
effort  after  the  failure  to  receive  It  accord- 
ItiR  to  the  contract,  and  not  the  contract  price. 
Singpr  Mfcr.  Co.  v.  Cheney,  21  Ky.  L.  Hep.  550, 
81  S.  W.  S13. 

And  where  an  agreement  was  entered  Into 
for  the  sale  of  timber  to  be  delivered  at  the 
stump,  and  after  its  execution  the  purchaser 
wncluded  that  be  could  cut  the  timber  cheaper 
than  the  vendor,  and  the  vendor  acquiesced, 
ud  tjie  purchaser  cut  and  appropriated  part 
of  the  quantity  agreed  upon  and  refused  to  take 
tbe  rest,  and  the  vendor  failed  to  offer  delivery 
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of  the  balance,  the  contract  is  an  executory  one, 
not  completed  by  delivery  as  to  such  part ;  and 
the  measure  of  the  recovery  of  the  vendor 
therefor  would  be,  not  the  contract  price  of  the 
delivered  timber,  but  the  damages  sustained  by 
the  breach ;  and  such  damages,  being  unliqui- 
dated, cannot,  thoui;h  arising  from  the  breach 
of  contract,  be  made  the  subject  of  set-off  In 
Arkansas,  In  an  action  upon  a  note  and  account 
given  for  supplies.  Stewart  v.  Scott,  54  Ark. 
187,  15  S.  W.  403. 

So,  repudiation  of  a  contract  for  a  lot  of 
fireworks  and  celebration  goods  before  they 
were  separated  from  the  bulk  of  the  goods  of 
the  manufacturer  and  set  apart  to  the  defend- 
ant prevents  the  title  thereto  from  passing  to 
the  purchaser,  and  an  action  therefor  cannot 
be  for  the  price,  but  must  be  for  the  special 
damages  In  the  way  of  profits  lost  on  account 
of  the  refusal  to  receive  the  goods  when  de- 
livery was  tendered ;  and  where  no  evidence 
was  given  of  the  market  value  of  the  goods  a« 
compared  with  the  contract  price  no  damage 
appears,  as  there  Is  nothing  to  show  that  the 
goods  were  not  worth  the  price  agreed  upon  In 
the  open  market.  Unexcelled  Fire-Works  Co. 
V.  Pontes,  130  Pa.  536,  18  Atl.  1058. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of 
a  contract  by  which  one  party  agreed  to  Bell 
and  deliver  to  another  a  large  number  of  cattle 
to  be  delivered  at  a  designated  time,  title  not 
to  pass  until  a  note  given  for  the  purchase  price 
was  paid  and  satisfied,  broken  by  refusal  of  the 
purchaser  to  receive  the  cattle,  after  which  a 
number  of  them  died.  Is  the  difference  between 
the  contract  price  and  the  value  of  the  cattle 
at  the  time  of  the  offer  to  deliver  them,  and 
not  the  contract  price,  where  no  act  or  declara- 
tion was  made  by  the  vendor  which  placed  the 
property  at  the  disposal  of  the  vendee.  Morris 
V.  Cohn,  55  Ark.  401,  17  8.  W.  342,  18  S.  W. 
384. 

So,  where  a  vendor  of  a  designated  number 
of  barrels  to  be  delivered  at  the  vendee's  mNI, 
upon  notice  by  the  vendee  not  to  deliver  them 
makes  no  tender,  he  does  not  place  himself  In 
the  position  of  a  bailee  for  the  vendee,  and  the 
barrels  remain  the  property  of  the  vendor,  and 
If  a  part  of  them  are  burned  It  Is  his  loss  and 
not  that  of  the  vendee,  and  he  would  be  en- 
titled to  recover  of  the  vendee  only  the  differ- 
ence between  the  contract  price  and  the  market 
value  at  the  time  of  the  default  with  reference 
to  the  burned  barrels,  as  well  as  with  reference 
to  the  others.  Neal  v.  Shewalter,  5  Ind.  App. 
147,  31  N.  E.  848. 

And  where.  In  pursuance  of  a  contract  there- 
for, a  large  quantity  of  firewood  Is  cut,  hauled, 
and  piled  along  the  line  of  a  railroad,  of  which 
the  railroad  company  has  notice,  and  refuses 
to  measure,  receive,  and  pay  for  a  part  thereof 
according  to  the  agreement,  and  the  wood  Is 
afterwards  destroyed  by  fire,  the  property  does 
not  pass  from  the  vendor  to  the  vendee,  where 
the  vendor  refuses  to  receive  and  Insure  it  in 
his  own  name  and  for  his  own  benefit;  and  he 
must  suffer  the  loss,  and  can  only  recover  in  an 
action  against  the  railroad  company  for  breach 
of  the  contract  to  receive  it,  the  measure  of 
damages  for  which  would  be  the  difference  be- 
tween the  contract  price  and  the  market  price 
at  the  time  and  place  at  which  it  ought  to  have 
been  accepted.  Pittsburgh,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Heck,  50  Ind.  303,  10  Am.  Rep.  713. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  refusal  of 
a  personal  representative  to  accept  a  railroad 
boivd  tendered  him,  which  had  been  subscribed 
for  by  the  decedent,  the  bond  sold  not  being 
specific  in  character,  merely  being  one  of  a 
serlts.  any  one  of  which  would  have  answered 
the  purpose,  is  the  difference  between  the  con- 
tract price  and  the  market  value  at  the  time 
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and  place  where  it  was  to  have  been  delivered. 
Newport  &  S.  Valley  K.  Co.  y.  Seager,  19  Ta. 
Co.  Ct.  465. 

A  breach  of  contract  for  the  sale  of  an  arti- 
cle, the  vendor  retaining  the  article.  Is  not  ex- 
cepted from  the  general  rule  that  the  damages 
would  be  the  dlffereiu^e  between  the  contract 
price  and  the  market  value  of  the  article,  by 
the  theory  that,  as  the  article  agreed  to  be  sold 
was  covered  by  a  patent  owned  by  the  vendor, 
all  purchasers  thereof  must  buy  from  him,  there- 
by giving  him  a  profit  upon  each  sale  made  ;  and 
If  he  were  required  to  sell  the  article  made  for 
the  vendee  he  would  thereby  be  deprived  of  the 
profit  of  the  sale  which  It  could  make  to  the 
second  buyer  of  another  of  the  patented  articles, 
where  there  are  other  machines  used  for  the 
same  purpose,  and  it  cannot  be  certainly  known 
whether  the  purchaser  would  wish  to  purchase 
his  machines  or  such  other  machines.  Heming- 
way Mfg.  Co.  V.  Council  Bluffs  Canning  Co.  62 
Fed.  897. 

The  question  as  to  whether  or  not  the  title 
has  passed  would  seem  to  be  Important  only, 
with  reference  to  the  subject  of  this  note,  be- 
cause if  It  has  passed,  all  three  remedies  con- 
sidered in  the  preceding  subdivision  are  open 
to  the  vendor,  while,  if  it  has  not  passed,  he 
is  confined  to  an  action  for  the  difference  be- 
tween the  market  value  and  the  contract  price, 
or  to  one  for  the  difference  t)etween  the  contract 
price  and  the  price  obtained  on  a  resale. 

e.  Measure  of  damages  generally. 

While  the  general  rule  Is  that  when  a  vendor 
stands  in  the  position  of  a  complete  perform- 
ance on  his  part,  he  Is  entitled  to  recover  the 
contract  price  as  his  measure  of  damage,  In  the 
case  of  an  executory  contract  for  the  sale  of 
goods  which  are  not  specific,  the  rule  is  that 
the  measure  of  damages  for  a  refusal  to  receive 
the  goods  18  the  difference  between  the  price 
a^eed  upon  and  the  market  value  on  the  day 
appointed  for  delivery,  or  at  the  time  they 
should  have  been  received  and  accepted.  Gla.s8- 
coi:k  V.  Kosengrant,  55  Ark.  376,  18  S.  W.  370  ; 
Haskell  v.  McHenry,  4  Cal.  411 ;  Tahoe  Ice  Co. 
V.  Unioo  Ice  Co.  109  Cal.  242.  41  Pac.  1020; 
Allen  V.  Jarvls,  20  Conn.  38 ;  Camp  v.  Ilamlln, 
55  Ga.  250 ;  Bagley  v.  Findlay,  82  111.  524 ;  San- 
born V.  Benedict,  78  111.  310 ;  Burnham  ▼. 
Roberts,  70  111.  10;  Ullmann  v.  Kent,  60  111. 
271;  Murray  v.  Doud,  167  III.  368,  47  N.  E. 
717.  Affirming  63  III.  App.  247  ;  Fell  v.  Muller, 
78  Ind.  507  :  Drowning  v.  Simons,  17  Ind.  App. 
45,  46  N.  E.  2^6  ;  Dill  v.  Mumford,  19  Ind.  App. 
609,  49  N.  E.  861 ;  McComas  v.  Haas,  107  Ind. 
512,  8  N.  K.  579;  Ridgley  v.  Mooney,  16  Ind. 
App.  362,  45  N.  E.  348;  Harris  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Marsh,  40  Iowa,  11 ;  Lawrence  Canning  Co.  v. 
II.  D.  Lee  Mercantile  Co.  5  Kan.  App.  77,  48 
Pac.  740 ;  Williams  v.  Jones,  1  Bush,  021 ; 
Hauser,  B.  &  F.  Co.  v.  Tate,  20  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
171'C,  49  S.  W.  475;  Miller  v.  Burch,  19  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  629,  41  S.  W.  307 ;  Jochams  v.  Ong,  45 
La.  Ann.  1280,  14  So.  247 ;  Barry  v.  Cavanagh, 
127  Mass.  394  ;  International  Fair  &  Exposition 
Asso.  V.  Walker,  88  Mich.  62,  49  N.  W.  1086; 
Black  River  Lumber  Co.  v.  Warner,  93  Mo. 
874,  6  S.  W.  210;  Rickey  v.  Tenbroeck,  63  Mo. 
563 ;  Northrup  v.  Cook,  39  Mo.  208 ;  Whitmore 
V.  Coats,  14  Mo.  9 ;  Funke  v.  Allen,  54  Neb. 
407,  74  N.  W.  832;  Rand  v.  White  Mountains 
R.  Co.  40  N.  H.  79  ;  Gordon  v.  Norris.  49  N,  H. 
376:  Haines  v.  Tucker,  50  N.  H.  307;  Bridg- 
ford  V.  Crocker,  60  N.  Y.  627 ;  Cahen  v.  Piatt, 
69  X.  Y.  348,  25  Am.  Rep.  203  ;  Blgelow  v.  Legg, 
102  N.  Y.  052,  6  N.  E.  107  :  Windmuller  v.  Pope, 
107  N.  Y.  G74,  14  N.  E.  436:  Stanton  v.  Small, 
8  Sandf.  230:  Unexcelled  Fire- Works  Co.  v. 
routes,  130  Pa.  636,  18  Atl.  1058;  GulIIon  T. 
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Eamshaw,  169  Pa.  463,  3#  At!.  545 ;  Corser  v. 
Hale,  149  Pa.  274,  24  Atl.  285 ;  GIrard  v.  Tsg- 
gart,  5  Serg.  &  R.  19,  9  Am.  Dec.  327 :  MartiD<a 
V.  Earnshaw,  36  W.  N.  C.  498;  Woldert  v.  Ar- 
ledge,  4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  692,  23  S.  W.  1052; 
Sonka  v.  Chatham,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  312,  21  S. 
W.  948;  Rider  v.  Kelley,  32  Vt.  268,  76  Am. 
Dec.  176;  James  v.  Adams,  8  W.  Va.  56S; 
Chapman  ▼.  Ingrain,  30  Wis.  290 :  T.  B.  Srt>tt 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Hafner-Lothman  Mfg.  Co.  91  Wis. 
667.  65  N.  W.  513;  Rhodes  v.  Cleveland  Roll- 
ing Mill  Co.  17  Fed.  426 ;  Dolph  v.  Troy  Laun- 
dry Machinery  Co.  28  Fed.  553 ;  Hemlnrway 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Council  Bluffs  Canning  Co.  62  Fed. 
897 ;  Fisher  y.  Newark  City  Ice  Co.  10  C.  C. 
A.  546,  17  U.  8.  App.  514,  62  Fed.  569 ;  Cherry 
Valley  Iron  Works  v.  Florence  Iron  River  Co.  12 
C.  C.  A.  306,  22  U.  8.  App.  655,  64  Fed.  569: 
Field  V.  United  States,  16  Ct.  Ct.  434 ;  Newarlt 
City  Ice  Co.  v.  Fisher,  22  C.  C.  A.  261,  39  l*.  S. 
App.  335,  76  Fed.  429.  10  C.  C.  A.  546,  17  U.  S. 
App.  514,  62  Fed.  569 ;  Tredegar  Iron  k  Coal 
Co.  V.  Gielud,  1  Cab.  &  El.  27. 

Together  with  the  necessary  expenses  of  a 
sale  to  other  parties.  Whitmore  v.  Coats,  14 
Mo.  9;  Woldert  v.  Arledge,  4  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
692,  23  S.  W.  1052 ;  Ridgley  v.  Mooney.  16  Ind. 
App.  362,  45  N.  E.  348. 

Less  the  cost  of  delivery  If  that  Item  Is 
saved.  Newark  City  Ice  Co.  v.  Fisher,  22  C.  C. 
A.  261,  39  U.  S.  App.  335,  76  Fed.  429.  10 
C.  C.  A.  546,  17  U.  S.  App.  514,  62  Fed.  .'iCO. 

The  time  when  the  property  should  have  been 
received  being  deemed  to  be  the  date  of  the 
breach  of  contract,  when  no  particular  time  for 
delivery  Is  specified,  or  when,  from  the  nature 
of  the  contract,  the  time  of  delivery  must  be 
uncertain  or  must  continue  through  an  Indefi- 
nite period.  Glasscock  v.  Rosengrant,  55  Ark. 
376,  18  8.  W.  379 ;  Harris  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Marsh, 
49  Iowa,  11 ;  Rand  v.  White  Mountains  R.  Co. 
40  N.  H.  79;  T.  B.  Scott  Lumber  Co.  v.  Haf- 
ner-Lothman Mfg.  Co.  91  Wis.  667,  65  X.  W. 
513;  Rhodes  v.  Cleveland  Rolling  Mill  Co.  17 
Fed.  426 ;  Tredegar  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  y.  Glelud, 
1  Cab.  &  El.  27. 

Or  the  date  when  the  vendor  discovered  defi- 
nitely that  the  purchaser  would  not  receive  ihe 
goods  purchased.  Martinez  v.  Earnshaw,  36 
W.  N.  C.  498:  GulUoa  v.  Earnshaw,  169  Pa. 
463,  32  Atl.  54.5. 

And  If  the  goods  bought  were  in  large  quan- 
tities, the  market  price  at  retail  Is  not  the 
standard,  but  the  market  price  In  large  quan- 
tities must  be  taken.  Bagley  v.  Findlay,  82 
in.  524. 

And  no  damage  can  be  allowed  where  the 
vendor  falls  to  show  any  difference  between  lb? 
contract  price  of  the  goods  referred  to  and 
the'r  market  value  at  any  time  between  the 
date  of  the  contract  and  the  commencement  of 
the  suit.     Fell  v.  Muller,  78  Ind.  507. 

Refusal  of  a  purchaser  to  accept  and  pay 
for  goods  purchased  does  not  rescind  the  sale, 
but  leaves  him  liable  for  the  difference  between 
the  value  of  the  goods  and  the  price  agreed 
upon.     Schnebly  v.  Shlrtcllff,  7  Phlla.  236. 

And  the  rule  of  damages  In  an  action  for  the 
nonacceptance  of  property  sold  or  contracted 
for,  where  the  property  Is  utterly  worthless 
In  the  hands  of  the  vendor,  is  the  whole  price 
agreed  to  be  paid.  Allen  v.  Jarvls,  20  Conn. 
38. 

And  a  complaint  In  an  action  for  refusal  to 
receive  personal  property  sold,  where  the  title 
has  not  passed  to  the  vendee  seeking  to  recover 
the  difference  between  the  market  value  of  the 
goods  and  the  contract  price,  the  expense  of  re- 
shipping  and  reselling  the  same.  Is  fatally  de- 
fective where  tt  falls  to  show  the  market  value 
of  the  property  when  the  default  waa  made  and 
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expense  of  shipment  and  sale,  tlldgley  v. 
MiH)ne7.  16  Ind.  App.  362.  45  N.  K.  348. 

These  rules  were  applied  to  breach  of  con- 
tract to  purchase  a  quantity  of  ore.  In  Martinez 
V.  F:arn8haw,  36  W.  N.  C.  498 ;  Gulllon  v.  Earn- 
£luiw,  160  Pa.  463,  32  Atl.  545  :  Alleghany  Iron 
Co.  T.  Teaford,  96  Va.  372,  31  S.  E.  525; 
Rhodes  v.  Cleveland  Rolling  Mill  Co.  17  Fed. 
426;  Cherry  Valley  Iron  Works  v.  Florence 
iron  River  Co.  12  C.  C.  A.  306,  22  U.  S.  App. 
655,  64  Fed.  569. 

And  to  breach  of  contract  of  purchase  of  a 
quantity  of  timber  and  lumber,  in  Glasscock  t. 
Rosengrant,  55  Ark.  376,  18  S.  W.  379;  Miller 
T.  Burch,  19  Ky.  L,  Rep.  629,  41  S.  W.  307 ; 
Chapman  t.  Ingram,  30  Wis.  290;  T.  B.  Scott 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Hafner-Lothman  Mfg.  Co.  91 
Wis.  667,  65  N.  W.  513. 

And  to  breach  of  contract  to  purchase  cor- 
porate stock,  in  International  Fair  &  Exposition 
Asso.  V.  Walker,  88  Mich.  62,  49  N.  W.  1086 ; 
RflDd  V.  White  Mountains  R.  Co.  40  N.  H.  79 ; 
Curser  ▼.  Hale.  149  Pa.  274,  24  Atl.  285. 

And  to  breach  of  contract  to  purchase  a 
quantity  of  Ice  m  Taroe  Ice  Co.  v.  Union  Ice  Co. 
109  Cal.  242,  41  Pac.  1020 ;  Newark  City  Ice 
Co,  T.  Fisher,  22  C.  C.  A.  261,  39  U.  S.  App.  335, 
76  Fed.  429,  10  C.  C.  A.  646,  17  U.  S.  App. 
514,  62  Fed.  509. 

And  of  grain,  in  Sant>orn  y.  Benedict,  78 
III.  310;  Harris  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Marsh,  49  Iowa, 
U. 

And  of  flour,  in  Stanton  y.  Small,  3  Sandf. 

And  of  hay,  In  Gordon  v.  Norris,  49  N.  H. 
376. 

And  of  hops,  in  Rider  y.  Kelly,  32  Vt.  268, 
76  Am.  Dec.  176. 

And  of  malt,  in  Haines  y.  Tucker,  60  N.  H. 
307. 

And  of  cattle.  In  Bridgford  y.  Crocker,  60  N. 
T.  627. 

And  of  wool,  in  Blgelow  y.  Legg,  102  N.  Y. 
652.  6  N.  E.  107. 

And  of  bacon,  in  Woldert  y.  Arledge,  4  Tex. 
CiT.  App.  692,   23   S.   W.    1052. 

And  of  canned  tomatoes,  In  Lawrence  Can- 
ning Co.  y.  li.  D.  J^e  Mercantile  Co.  5  Kan. 
App.  77,  48  Pac.    749. 

And  of  glass,  in  Cahen  y.  Piatt,  69  N.  Y. 
M\  25  Am.  Rep.  203. 

And  of  cement,  in  Jochams  y.  Ong,  45  La. 
Ann.  1289,  14  So,  247. 

And  of  bay  forks  and  hay  carriers.  In  Mc- 
Comas  y.  Haas,  107  Ind.  512.  8  N.  E.  579. 

And  of  hair  and  bristles  of  hogs,  in  Ullmapn 
T.  Kent,  60  111.   271. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  in  an  action  for 
brpsch  of  contract  for  the  delivery  of  a  des- 
bniated  quantity  of  logs  for  which  a  fixed 
price  was  to  be  paid,  consisting  of  preventing 
the  plamtift  from  fully  performing  his  part  of 
the  contract.  Is  the  value  of  the  labor  performed 
and  the  amount  of  the  profit  which  could  fairly 
hare  been  derived  from  the  labor  left  unper- 
foimed  by  the  act  of  the  defendant.  Cunning- 
kam  V.  Doraey,  6  Cal.  19. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  refusal  by 
the  purchaser  to  receive  logs  under  a  contract 
with  the  vendor  to  deliver  them  at  a  desig- 
nated price,  payment  to  be  made  in  lumber  at 
\hf>  purchaser's  mill,  no  time  for  delivery  having 
Nen  agreed  upon,  is  the  difference  between  the 
contract  pri^  and  the  market  value  of  the 
lamber  estimated  at  the  time  of  the  refusal  to 
perform  the  contract.  Gnice  v.  Crenshaw,  60 
Tex.  344. 

So,  breach  of  a  contract  to  purchase  and  re- 
vive a  designated  quantity  of  coal  to  be  de- 
llTered  at  the  mouth  of  the  coal  pit  In  stated 
iiaaatltles  monthly  for  a  period  of  nine  months, 
bj  failure  to  send  wagons  for  the  full  quantity, 
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warrants  a  recovery  by  the  injured  party  of 
the  difTerence  between  the  cost  of  raising  the 
coal  and  the  value  of  the  coal  Itself  remaining 
unraised  in  the  mine,  and  the  contract  price ; 
and  where  the  coal  was  of  a  perishable  char- 
acter, and  would  deteriorate  in  value  when  ex- 
posed to  the  air,  its  value  may  be  calculated 
and  ascertained  by  persons  familiar  with  the 
subject  without  actually  raising  and  selling  it. 
Siikstone  &  D.  Coal  &  1.  Co.  v.  Joint  Stock  Coal 
Co.  35  L.  T.  N.  S.  668. 

And  one  who  contracts  to  furnish  another 
with  his  entire  supply  of  coal  for  one  year 
may,  where  the  other  received  the  coal  during 
the  season  when  the  market  was  above  the  con- 
tract price,  and  had  the  benefit  of  the  difTerence 
between  the  market  and  the  contract  price,  but 
when  the  dull  season  arrived  and  the  advantages 
of  the  contract  would  accrue  to  the  other,  re- 
pudiated it, — waive  the  contract,  and  maintain 
an  action  for  its  wrongful  termination,  for  the 
difference  between  the  contract  price  and  the 
.market  pfice  at  the  time  the  coal  was  to  be 
delivered.  Wellston  Coal  Co.  v.  Franklin  Paper 
Co.  57  Ohio  St.  182,  48  N.  B.  888. 

So,  breach  of  contract  to  sell  and  deliver  a 
quantity  of  pig  iron,  committed  l>ecause  of  an 
advance  in  price  in  the  commodity,  warrants 
a  recovery  by  the  purchaser,  not  only  of  the 
damage  which  would  have  arisen  had  he  gone 
into  the  market  and  bought  the  pig  iron  at  the 
increased  price,  but  also  of  the  profit  which  would 
have  been  received  If  the  other  party  had  per- 
formed his  contract.  Dunlop  v.  Higglns,  1  II. 
L.  Cas.  381,  12  Jur.  295. 

And  the  amount  of  damages  sustained  by  one 
contracting  to  furnish  a  quantity  of  screen 
gravel  to  a  city  at  a  designated  price,  from  a 
rescission  of  the  contract  by  the  city  after  a 
part  had  been  received  and  paid  for,  may  be 
calculated  by  taking  what  it  would  have  cost 
him  to  perform  his  contract  from  what  he  was 
to  receive  for  complete  performance.  Hare  v. 
Pavkersburg,  24  W.  Va.  554. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  by 
a  purchaser  of  cedar  posts  and  telegraph  poles 
of  the  contract,  by  refusing  to  provide  vessels 
for  their  transportation  according  to  the  con- 
tract and  to  accept  and  pay  for  them,  is  the 
difference  between  the  contract  price  and  the 
price  on  board,  where  they  were  to  be  delivered, 
according  to  market  value  on  the  day  provided 
for  delivery.  Brownlee  v.  Bolton,  44  Mich. 
218,  6  N.  W.  657. 

So,  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of 
contract  to  receive  and  pay  for  certain  labels 
is  the  difference  between  the  price  at  which 
the  goods  were  to  have  been  taken  and  the  ex- 
pense to  the  vendor  of  getting  them  up,  or  any 
other  damage  or  expense  caused  to  him  by  rea- 
son of  the  refusal  of  the  purchaser  to  take 
them.  Gallagher  v.  Whitney,  147  Pa.  184,  23 
Atl.  560. 

And  that  for  breach  of  a  contract  to  purchase 
a  quantity  of  potatoes  by  giving  notice  after 
part  had  been  purchased,  to  purchase  no  more, 
is  the  difference  between  the  price  the  purchaser 
had  stipulated  to  pay  and  what  It  would  have 
cost  the  vendor  to  procure  and  deliver  the  po- 
tatoes according  to  the  contract.  Danforth  v. 
Walker,  37  Vt.   239. 

And  the  damages  for  breach  of  a  contract  to 
purchase  and  receive  a  quantity  of  hops  to  be 
delivered  at  different  times,  by  renunciation 
thereof  before  performance  is  due,  are  measured 
by  what  the  injured  party  would  have  suffered 
by  the  continued  breach  of  the  other  party 
down  to  the  time  of  complete  performance,  less 
any  abatement  by  reason  of  circumstances  of 
which  he  ought  reasonably  to  have  availed 
himself.  And  an  allowance  of  the  difference 
between  what  Ihe  vendor  could  have  made  sub- 
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contracts  for,  for  forward  deliveries  according 
to  the  contracts  in  suit  and  the  price  flxed  by 
the  contract  sued  on,  is  proper.  Roehm  v. 
Horst,  178  U.  S.  1,  44  L.  ed.  053,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  780,  Affirming  33  C.  C.  A.  550,  62  U.  S. 
App.  b'40,  91  Fed.  345,  which  Affirmed  84  Fed. 
51>5. 

And  while  one  who  contracts  to  supply  the 
government  with  a  quantity  of  hay,  the  gov- 
ernment agreeing  to  protect  the  contractor 
while  engaged  In  the  fulfilment  of  his  contract, 
can  recover  for  a  quantity  of  hay  destroyed  by 
the  enemy  on  .account  of  the  failure  of  the 
United  States  to  furnish  sufficient  protection 
for  the  value  of  the  property  actually  lost  for 
want  of  it,  he  cannot  be  allowed  prospective 
'profits  on  the  hay  which  he  contracted  to  de- 
liver. Chandler  v.  United  States,  17  Ct.  CI.  1 ; 
United  States  v.  McKee,  97  U.  S.  235,  24  L.  ed. 
012. 

And  breach  of  an  agreement  to  pay  for  speci- 
fied property  a  certain  sum,  and  a  further  sum 
in  the  stock  of  a  company  to  be  formed  for  the, 
purpose  of  developing  a  pleasure  resort,  au- 
thorizes a  recovery  by  the  party  Injured  for 
what  the  contract  was  worth  tp  her  in  view  of 
the  terms  of  the  agreement  and  of  the  property 
designed  to  be  acquired  thereunder  by  the  pro- 
posed company  at  its  inception,  in  consideration 
of  the  stock,  based  on  what  the  fair  and  reason- 
able value  of  the  stock  In  question  would  have 
been  upon  the  organization  of  the  company  as 
agreed  upon.  Huse  &  L.  Ice  &  Transp.  Co.  v. 
Helnze,  102  Mo.  245,  14  S.  W.  756. 

So,  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  by  the 
United  States  of  a  contract  to  furnish  army 
supplies  is  the  difference  between  the  cost  of 
doing  the  work  and  what  the  contractor  was 
to  receive  for  It.  United  States  v.  Speed,  8 
Wall.  77,  19  L.  ed.  449. 

And  one  who  contracts  with  the  government 
to  deliver  at  his  stone  quarry  a  quantity  of 
riprap  Intended  for  use  in  the  Improvement  of 
a  river,  to  be  furnished  as  called  for,  prior  to 
a  certain  day,  the  government  to  furnish  the 
barges  with  which  to  transport  It,  which  It  falls 
to  do  until  after  the  date  when  the  contract  is 
to  be  completed,  who,  upon  the  Engineer  Bureau 
holding  the  contract  to  be  a  continuing  one, 
furnishes  the  remainder  of  the  stone,  under 
protest,  is  entitled  to  recover  the  actual  extra 
outlay  imposed  upon  him  by  the  default  of  the 
United  States,  made  in  an  endeavor  to  fulfil 
his  contract  obligation,  and  also  the  direct 
profit  which  he  loses.  Cole  v.  United  States,  23 
Ct.  CI.  341. 

As  to  contracts  with  government,  broken  by 
the  United  States,  see  also  Field  v.  United 
States,  16  Ct.  CI.  434  ;  Yates  v.  United  States, 
15  Ct.  CI.  119,  infra.  III.  h. 

So,  where  a  vendee  of  a  quantity  of  flax  or 
other  property  breaks  his  contract,  the  vendor 
may  recover  damages  In  North  Dakota  accord- 
ing to  the  rule  laid  down  in  Dak.  Rev.  Code,  i 
4988,  subd.  2,  |  5009;  so  that  he  would  be  en- 
titled to  the  difference  between  the  price  agreed 
to  be  paid  for  the  flax  and  Its  market  value  at 
the  place  of  delivery  at  such  time  after  the 
time  of  delivery  as  would  have  sufficed  with 
reasonable  diligence  for  him  to  effect  a  sale 
thereof,  together  with  the  excess  of  expense,  if 
any,  unless  he  has  in  fact  proceeded  under  | 
4833  thereof,  by  which  a  vendor  In  an  execu- 
tory contract  of  sale,  the  title  not  having  passed 
to  the  vendee,  is  entitled  to  treat  the  property 
as  the  property  of  the  vendee  for  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  fixing  the  measure  of  damages.  Stan- 
ford V.  MrfJill,  6  N.  D.  536,  38  L.  R.  A.  760, 
72  N.  W.  938. 

In  estimating  the  profits  which  may  be  re- 
covered for  breach  of  a  contract  to  receive  and 
pay  for  property  purchased,  however,  allowance 
52  L.  11.  A. 


should  be  made  for  every  item  of  cost  and  ex- 
pense necessarily  attending  a  full  porformance. 
Sullivan  v.  McMillan,  26  Fla.   543.  8  So.   4r»0. 

And  the  court  In  an  action  for  breach  by  the 
purchaser  of  an  executory  contract  of  sale,  in 
which  llie  vendee  retains  the  property,  will  not 
assume  that  the  property  has  been  at  any  time 
since  the  breach  of  a  value  less  than  the  con- 
tract price,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  that 
effect,  where  the  evidence  shows  that  the  con- 
tract price  was  the  usual  price  for  which  the 
articles  in  question  were  sold,  so  as  to  authorize 
a  recovery  of  more  than  nominal  damages. 
Hemingway  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Council  Bluffs  Canning 
Co.  62  B^ed.  897. 

And  while  one  who  has  tf  contract  with  the 
government  to  deliver  to  It  a  designated  quan- 
tity of  oats»  which  is  broken  by  the  re- 
fubal  of  the  government  to  receive  a  part  of 
the  oats,  may  recover  In  the  court  of  claims  for 
any  damage  which  he  has  suffered  from  such 
refusal,  where  the  oats  have  risen  in  price  In 
the  market  above  the  contract  price  at  the  time 
the  tender  of  the  oats  was  refused,  the  pre- 
sumption Is  that  the  contractor  was  benefited 
instead  of  injured  by  the  refusal  of  the  govern- 
ment to  accept  them.  Gibbons  v.  United  States, 
8  Wall.  269,  19  L.  ed.  453. 

d.  Effect  of  notice  of  refusal  to  perform. 

There  seems  to  be  some  conflict  of  opinion 
as  to  the  effect  of  an  express  refusal  by  a  vendee 
to  perform  a  contract  to  purchase  property, 
or  of  a  notice  that  he  would  not  perform ;  but 
the  prevailing  doctrine  seems  to  be  that  where 
the  vendee  refuses  to  perform,  and  gives  notice 
to  that  effect,  the  vendor  may  sue  for  loss  of 
the  profits  of  the  sale  at  once,  without  waiting^ 
for  the  time  agreed  upon  for  delivery :  and  his 
measure  of  damages  in  such  case  Is  the  differ- 
ence between  the  contract  price  and  the  market 
value  at  the'tlnu?  of  the  notice  of  refusal,  in- 
stead of  at  the  time  agreed  upon  for  delivery, 
though  there  are  some  cases  to  the  contrary. 

Thus,  where  a  purchaser  of  property  by  an 
executory  contract  at  the  time  for  the  perform- 
ance thereof,  or  while  It  is  being  performed,  un- 
equivocally notifies  the  other  that  he  will  not 
perform  or  further  perform  his  part,  or  will 
not  accept  performance  by  the  other,  the  lat- 
ter may  treat  the  contract  as  at  an  end  or  en- 
tirely broken  by  the  former,  and.  If  ready  and 
willing  to  perform  on  his  part,  sue  him  at  once 
for  an  entire  breach  without  waiting  for  the 
expiration  of  the  time  It  would  take  to  complete 
the  contract,  and  recover  as  damages  the  same 
profit  that  would  have  been  earned  had  he  en- 
tirely performed  the  contract.  Sullivan  ▼.  Mc- 
Millan, 26  Fla.  543,  8  So.  450. 

An  unqualified  and  positive  refusal  to  per- 
form a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  goods 
though  the  performance  thereof  Is  not  yet  due 
may.  If  the  renunciation  goes  to  the  whole  con- 
tract, be  treated  as  a  complete  breach  which 
win  entitle  the  injured  party  to  bring  his  ac- 
tion for  the  profits  lost  at  once.  Roehm  y. 
Horst,  178  U.  S.  1,  44  L.  ed.  953,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  780,  Affirming  33  C.  C.  A.  550,  62  U.  S. 
App.  520,  91  Fed.  345,  which  Affirmed  84  Fed. 
565. 

And  a  vendor  need  not  tender  the  goods  sold 
to  the  vendee  after  repeated  refusals  on  the 
part  of  the  vendee  to  carry  out  the  contract,  in 
order  to  recover  the  profits  .which  he  would 
have  made  from  the  sale.  Woldert  v.  Arledge, 
4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  692,  23  S.  W.  1052. 

Where  a  vendor  is  ready  and  willing  to  per- 
form, and  offers  to  do  so,  but  his  vendee  re- 
fuses, though  the  title  to  the  goods  sold  is  not 
vested  in  the  vendee,  the  vendor  is  entitled  to 
sue  on  the  contract  for  damages,  and  the  rule 
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of  damages  lo  such  cam  would  be  the  actual 
injury  sustained,  which  is  ordluarily  the  differ- 
9iice  between  the  value  of  the  property  at  the 
time  ot  the  refusal  and  the  price  agreed  upon. 
Gaoson  ▼.  Madiffan,  13  Wis.  tS8. 

And  a  vendor  cannot  increase  or  enhance  the 
damages  for  breach  by  a  purchaser  of  an  agree- 
mm  40  purchase  and  receive  property,  con- 
sisting of  the  difference  between  the  market 
valne  at  the  time  of  refusal  and  the  price  agreed 
t(j  b€  paid,  by  a  tender  of  performance  after 
notice  by  the  purchaser  that  be  would  not  ac- 
cept tbe  property  purchased.  Rhodes  v.  Cleve- 
land Rolling  Mill  Co.  17  Fed.  426. 

And  where  a  contract  Is  made  to  purchase  ar- 
tirlea  or  commodities  of  merchandise  which  are 
to  be  manufactured  by  the  vendor,  and  before 
they  are  manufactured  the  vendee  notifies  the 
vfLdor  that  he  will  not  receive  the  articles  or 
commodities,  thus  violating  the  contract,  the 
vendor  has  no  right  to  proceed  to  manufacture 
tne  articles  or  commodities  and  thereafter  sue 
tbe  vendee  for  the  full  price  of  the  same  when 
manufactured.  He  is  limited  to  such  damages 
as  be  may  have  suffered  at  the  time  of  notice  of 
the  breach.  Queen  City  Electric  Light  Co.  v. 
Gikson  House  Co.  4  Ohio  N.  P.  119. 

.So.  tbe  vendor  of  a  quantity  of  iron  to  be  de- 
ihered  at  a  designated  time,  the  delivery  of 
which  is  postponed  from  time  to  time  at  the 
solicitation  of  the  purchaser,  the  last  post- 
ponement not  stating  any  definite  time,  may  in 
a  reasonable  time  after  such  last  postponement 
treat  tbe  contract  as  broken  by  the  purchaser, 
and  have  the  damages  assessed  according  to  the 
prit.'e  of  the  Iron  at  the  date  of  the  last  post- 
ponement. Hickman  v.  Uaynes,  44  L.  J.  C.  V. 
.N.  S.  358,  L,  R.  10  C.  P.  698,  32  L.  T.  N.  8. 
S73.  23  Week.  Rep.  872. 

.4nd  the  measure  of  damages  for  repudiation 
by  the  purchaser  of  a  .contract  for  the  purchase 
of  certain  machinery  is  the  difference  between 
the  contract  price  of  the  machinery  and  the 
nuarket  valne  of  the  same  in  the  condition  it 
vas  In  when  the  manufacturer  received  notice 
of  repudiation,  and  not  the  difference  between 
the  contract  price  and  what  the  machinery 
vo3ld  have  cost  delivered  at  the  place  of  deliv- 
ery named  In  the  contract.  W.  T.  Adams  Mach. 
Co.  V.  Looney  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  47  8.  W.  •71. 

So,  a  clear  and  unequivocal  notification  by 
a  purchaser  of  the  saw  logs  from  a  designated 
tract  of  land,  that  he  will  receive  no  more  logs 
if  he  finds  that  the  contract  has  been 
fjlly  executed,  and  a  second  statement  that  he 
haj4  Bo  found.  In  no  wise  withdrawing  or  quall- 
f>injE  the  first  notification,  Is  a  distinct  and 
positive  notification  to  the  other  party  that  no 
more  logs  will  be  received  under  the  contract. 
Which  win  authorize  him  to  regard  the  con- 
tract as  broken  and  sue  at  once  for  the  profits 
of  tbe  whole  contract.  Sullivan  ▼.  McMillan, 
2C  Fla.  543,  8  So.  450. 

And  where  aferwards,  upon  being  notified 
by  the  vendor  that  he  would  make  the  receipt 
of  certain  logs  then  In  boom  a  test  as  to  wheth- 
er or  not  the  purchaser  reJTused  to  go  on  with 
The  contract,  he  states  t^at  he  Is  willing  to 
n^ive  the  logs  In  boom,  but  that  In  so  receiv- 
ini(  and  paying  for  them  he  must  not  be  un- 
■^erstood  as  waiving  the  position  previously 
taken  by  him,  he  does  not  thereby  recognize 
tbe  contract  as  continuing,  and  waive  his  pre- 
TJijji  position  so  as  to  prevent  the  other  party 
from  suing  him  at  once  after  the  breach  and 
recovering  the  profits  of  the  whole  contract. 
Ibid. 

In  Parish  ▼.  United  States.  100  U.  8.  500, 
25  L.  ed.  763,  however.  It  was  held  that  a  per- 
son contract Ini;  to  deliver  a  large  quantity  of 
1'^  to  the  government,  which  contract  was  sus- 
F'^r.ded  but  not  revoked,  by  reason  of  which  a 
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large  amount  of  Ice  melted  away  and  was  lost, 
is  entitled  to  recover  what  he  paid  for  tbe  ice 
which  was  lost,  and  for  expenses  he  was  put  to 
In  making  the  purchase  aud  In  keeping  it  until 
it  was  lost ;  but  where  he  never  delivered  or 
offered  to  deliver  the  remainder,  he  cannot  re- 
cover either  the  contract  price,  or  the  profits 
he  might  have  made  if  he  bad  done  so. 

And  Phlllpotts  V.  FIvans,  5  Mees.  A  W.  475, 
holds  that  tbe  measure  of  damages  for  breach 
of  a  contract  to  purchase  and  receive  a  quan- 
tity of  wheat  at  a  designated  time  and  place 
by  giving  notice  to  the  vendor  while  the  wheat 
was  In  transit  that  the  purchaser  would  not  re- 
ceive It  Is  the  difference  between  the  contract 
price  and  tbe  market  price  on  tbe  day  when  the 
wheat  was  tendered  t^o  the  purchaser  for  ac-  * 
ceptance,  as  the  contract  was  then  broken,  and 
not  broken  by  the  previous  declaration  by  the 
purchaser  that  he  would  not  receive  it. 

And  Miller  v.  Burch,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  629,  41 
8.  W.  307,  holds  that,  where  a  purchaser  of 
lumber  refuses  to  receive  It,  and  action  is 
brought  by  the  vendor,  not  only  before  the  de- 
livery, but  before  the  time  for  delivery  of  the 
greater  part  if  not  of  all  of  the  lumber,  the 
loss  of  prospective  profits  cannot  be  recovered 
unless  the  special  damage  is  specifically  ai- 
leged  and  shown,  and  in  the  absence  of  such  al- 
legation the  damages  can  only  be  nominal. 

e.  Hctale  by  vendor. 

1.  Right  to  make,  and  effect  of. 

The  general  rule  Is  that,  where  a  vendee 
of  personal  property  refuses  to  accept  it  the 
vendor  may  resell  It,  taking  proper  measures  to 
secure  as  fair  and  favorable  a  sale  as  possible, 
and  the  difference  between  the  contract  price 
and  the  proceeds  of  tbe  sale,  together  with  the 
expenses  necessarily  incurred,  will  be  the  prop- 
er measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  the  con- 
tract of  sale,  in  tbe  absence  of  other  evidence 
upon  the  subject.  Pollen  v.  Le  Roy,  30  N.  Y. 
550:  Hayden  v.  Dcmets,  53  N.  Y.  426;  Dustan 
V.  McAndrew,  44  N.  Y.  72;  Cahen  v.  Patt.  69 
N.  Y.  348,  25  Am.  Rep.  203 ;  Smith  v.  Pettee, 
7  Hun,  335 ;  Bogart  v.  O'Regan,  1  E.  D.  Smith, 
500  ;  Saladin  v.  Mitchell,  45  111.  79  :  Dili  v.  Mum- 
ford,  19  Ind.  App.  609,  49  N.  E.  861 ;  Atwood 
V.  Lucas,  53  Me.  5QS,  80  Am.  Dec.  713;  In- 
gram V.  Matthien,  3  Mo.  209 ;  Strauss  v.  Lab* 
sap,  59  Mo.  App.  260 ;  Van  Horn  v.  Rucker, 
33  Mo.  391 ;  Anderson  v.  Frank,  45  Mo.  App. 
482 ;  M'Combs  v.  M'Kennan,  2  Watts  ft  S.  216, 
37  Am.  Dec.  505 ;  Ashcom  v.  Smith,  2  Penr.  ft 
W.  211;  James  v.  Adams,  8  W.  Va.  568;  Field 
v.  United  States,  16  Ct.  CI.  434. 

The  vendor  may  ascertain  or  liquidate  the 
damages  by  a  resale,  taking  all  proper  measures 
to  secure  as  fair  and  favorable  a  sale  as  possi- 
ble. Pollen  V.  Le  Roy,  30  X.  Y.  556  ;  (Jlrard 
V.  Taggart,  5  Serg.  ft  R.  19,  9  Am.  Dec.  327  ; 
Camp  V.  Ilamlln,  55  Ga.  259  :  White  v.  Matador 
Land  ft  Cattle  Co.  76  Tex.  465,  12  S.  W.  866. 

Such  sale  to  be  made  within  a  reasonable 
time  at  auction  after  tender,  if  the  goods  are 
perishable  and  expensive  or  likely  to  go  out 
of  season.     Camp  v.  Ilamlin,  55  Ga.  25iK 

And  where  the  purchaser  of  property  refuses 
to  receive  the  snmo,  and  the  vendor  resells  It, 
after  giving  notice  to  the  vendee,  the  price 
brought  at  the  resale  may  be  treated  as  deter- 
mining the  market  value  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  the  measure  of  damages  for  the 
breach.     Rickey  v.   Tenbroeck,   63   Mo.   563. 

And  such  a  resale,  though  made  at  auction, 
Is  evidence  to  be  considered  on  the  question 
of  the  market  value  at  the  time  of  the  breach  ; 
and  If  the  resale  is  made  with  reasonable  effort 
to  obtain  the  bestf  price  obtainable,  or  If  the 
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price  obtained  is  a  fair  one,  it  settles  the  qaes- 
tiOQ  of  murlcet  value  for  tlie  pfirpose  of  ascer- 
taining the  damages  suffered  from  the  breach. 
T.  B.  Scott  Lumber  Co.  v.  Uafner-Lothman  Mfg. 
Co.  91  Wis.  607,  65  N.  W.  513;  BIgelow  v. 
Lesg,  102  N.  Y.  652,  6  N.  E.  107. 

But  one  who  contracts  to  sell  property,  when 
the  vendee  refuses  to  take  it,  must,  in  making  a 
resale,  e^Krclse  reasonable  and  intelligent  Judg- 
ment in  ascertaining  the  market  price  at  the 
point  where  it  was  to  have  been  delivered  un- 
der the  original  contract,  that  price  being  the 
one  which  must  be  obtained  to  warrant  a  re- 
covery by  him  of  the  difference  between  the 
price  at  the  resale  and  the  original  price  agreed 
upon.  Martinez  v.  Earnshaw,  36  W.  N.  C. 
41)8 ;  Guillon  v.  Earnshaw,  169  Pa.  463,  32  Atl. 
545. 

Thus,  the  difference  between  the  contract 
price  of  land  and  the  price  obtained  at  an  auc- 
tion sale  made  by  the  vendor,  of  which  the  ven- 
dee had  notice,  while  not  conclusive,  is  a  good 
criterion  of  the  damages  actually  sustained  by 
the  vendor  from  a  refusal  by  the  vendee  to  re- 
ceive a  deed  and  pay  for  the  land.  Hazleton 
V.  Le  Due,  10  App.  D.  C.  379. 

And  breach  of  an  agreement  for  the  purchase 
of  an  undivided  Interest  in  a  partnership,  after 
which  and  after  giving  notice  of  an  intended 
sale,  the  interest  is  resold,  there  being  nothing 
to  Indicate  that  the  resale  is  not  perfectly  fair 
and  productive  of  the  best  possible  price,  war- 
rants a  recovery  by  the  person  Injured  of  the 
difference  between  the  contract  price  and  the 
price  obtained  upon  the  resale.  Van  Brocklen 
V.  Smeallle,  140  N.  Y.  70,  35  N.  E.  415. 

So,  the  measure  of  damages  in  an  action  for 
breach  of  contract  to  deliver  a  lot  of  live  fat 
hogs,  which  were  offered  at  the  proper  place 
but  the  purchaser  refused  to  receive  them,  is 
the  difference  between  the  market  price  at  the 
time  the  hogs  were  resold  and  the  contract 
price,  together  with  costs  and  expenses  of  keep- 
ing from  and  after  the  refusal  to  receive  them 
up  to  the  date  of  the  resale.  McCracken  v. 
Webb,  36  Iowa,  5^1. 

And  the  purchaser  of  a  carload  of  bacon, 
who  refuses  to  receive  and  pay  for  it  because 
the  vendor  has  demanded  pay  before  delivery, 
after  which  the  vendor  resells  it  in  the  market 
at  the  place  of  delivery  at  a  less  price,  bacon 
havtng  declined  in  price,  i^  liable  to  the  vendor 
for  the  difference  between  the  contract  price 
and  the  net  proceeds  of  the  sale.  McCord  v. 
Laldley,  87  Ga.  221,  13  S.  E.  509. 

And  the  rule  of  damages  for  breach  of  a  con- 
tract to  furnish  a  quantity  of  buffalo  hides,  by 
refusal  of  the  purchaser  to  accept  them,  after 
which  they  were  sold  by  the  vendor  at  auction 
sale  after  due  notice  to  the  purchaser,  is  the 
contract  price  less  the  net  proceeds  of  the  auc- 
tion sale,  where  that  does  not  appear  to  be  an 
unusual  mode  of  disposing  of  such  goods. 
Whitney  v.  Boardman,  118  Mass.  242. 

So,  the  measure  of  damages  for  refusal  to 
receive  a  part  of  a  quantity  of  barley  purchased, 
which  was  afloat  when  purchased,  and  after- 
wards and  before  the  time  for  delivery  put  into 
a  warehouse,  where  there  was  no  evidence  that 
it  was  to  be  delivered  by  the  vendor,  is  the  dif- 
ference between  the  contract  price  and  the 
price  for  which  the  vendor  fairly  and  in  good 
faith  sold  it.  the  ordinary  rule  that  the  dam- 
ages should  be  the  difference  between  the  con- 
tract price  and  the  market  value  when  it 
should  have  been  delivered  not  applying,  when 
no  other  delivery  was  contemplated  than  that 
by  storage  in  a  warehouse.  Saladin  v.  Mitchell, 
45  111.  79. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of 
contract  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  a  number 
of  car  loads  of  oats  according  to  sample,  by  re- 
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fusal  of  the  purchaser  to  accept  and  pay  for  a 
part  of  the  oats,  Is  the  difference  between  the 
contract  price  and  the  amount  for  which  the 
oats  were  sold  at  auction,  leas  the  expense  of 
sale  and  storage,  the  vendor  having  stored  them 
and  afterwards  sold  them  at  auction  on  the  Ten- 
dee's  account,  and  not  merely  the  difference  be- 
tween the  market  value  of  goods  falling  below 
the  sample  at  the  time  of  acceptance  and  the 
net  amount  realized  by  the  sale  at  auction. 
Woods  V.  Cramer,  34  S.  C.  508,  13  S.  E.  660. 

And  a  manufacturer  who  sold  to  a  merchant 
in  another  place  a  quantity  of  flour,  which  upon 
being  shipped  to  the  place  of  delivery  the  mer- 
chant refused  to  receive  and  pay  for,  after 
which  a  member  of  the  firm  of  manufactar- 
ers  went  to  such  place  and  resold  the  flour  in 
the  market,  may  recover  for  the  breach  the  dif- 
ference between  the  contract  price  and  *the 
price  brought  at  the  resale ;  but  no  recovery  - 
can  be  had  for  the  time  and  expense  of  the 
member  of  the  Arm  who  went  to  the  place  of 
delivery  and  made  the  sale.  Penn  v.  Smith,  93 
Ala.  476,  9  So.  609. 

So,  the  measure  of  damages  for  a  refusal  of 
a  purchaser  of  a  steamboat  to  take  it  and  pay 
the  price  agreed  upon,  after  which  the  vendor  v 
sells  it  pursuant  to  notice,  is  the  difference  be- 
tween the  contract  price  and  the  actual  value 
of  the  vessel,  where  the  sale  of  the  vessel  was 
for  less  than  it  was  worth.  Gray  v.  Central  B. 
Co.  82  Huh,  523,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  704. 

And  in  Madden  v.  Lemke,  86  Mich.  139,  48 
X.  W.  785,  in  which  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  sell 
the  defendant  a  quantity  of  cedar  posts,  which 
the  defendant  was  to  receive  free  on  board  cars 
at  a  designated  place,  and  the  shipping  was  to 
commence  on  a  designated  date,  but  the  de- 
fendant failed  to  inspect  and  take  any  of  the 
posts,  after  which  the  plaintiff  sold  them  for 
less  than  the  contract  price,  a  verdict  for  the 
amount  of  such  loss  was  sustained ;  but  the 
case  was  decided  upon  the  question  as  to  who 
was  to  blame  for  failure  to  tally  the  posts. 

So,  the  fact  that  the  vendor  of  goods  which 
the  purchaser  refused  to  receive  purchased 
some  of  them  at  a  resale  made  at  auction  for 
the  account  of  the  vendee,  the  evidence  not  be- 
ing sufficiently  definite  to  identify  the  articles, 
does  not  preclude  him  from  the  recovery  of  the 
difference  between  the  amount  realized  and  the 
contract  price  as  damages  for  the  breach,  where 
the  sale  was  fairly  conducted.  Strauss  v.  LAb- 
sap,  59  Mo.  App.  260. 

And  the  receipt  of  money  by  the  vendor  of 
a  specific  article  under  a  contract  by  which  it 
was  to  be  paid  for  on  delivery,  who  resold  it, 
on  failure  of  the  purchaser  to  pay  when  It  was 
offered  for  delivery,  after  the  time  of  the  offer, 
on  account  of  the  contract,  does  not  preclude 
him  from  recovering  the  difference  between  the 
price  for  which  he  sold  the  article  and  that 
for  which  he  contracted  to  sell  it.  M'Combs  v. 
M'Kennan,  2  Watts  &  S.  216,  37  Am.  Dec.  505. 

And  the  vendor  of  a  quantity  of  ore  which 
the  purchaser  refuses  to  receive  is  not  pre- 
vented from  recovering  the  difference  between 
the  price  received  on  a  resale  and  the  contract 
price  for  the  breach,  by  the  fact  that  he  mixed 
the  ore  with  one  fourth  or  one  fifth  of  an  In- 
ferior quality  of  ore  to  further  the  sale  of  the 
whole,  though,  if  by  so  doing  the  price  received 
was  less  than  could  have  been  obtained  for  the 
ore  in  its  original  condition,  the  market  price, 
and  not  the  price  of  the  mixture,  controls  tlie 
recovery.  Guillon  v.  Earnshaw,  169  Pa.  4i>3, 
32  Atl.  545. 

But  it  is  only  where  property  has  been  resold 
by  the  vendor  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  Dale. 
Rev.  Code,  §  4833,  authorizing  such  sale,  that 
he  can  recover  as.  damages  in  that  state  the  ex- 
cess, if  any,  of  the  amount  due  from  the   pur- 
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chaser  under  the  contract  over  the  net  proceeds 
of  resale.  If  it  is  not  so  sold  tbe  measure  of 
damages  Is  the  difference  between  tbe  price 
agreed  to  be  paid  and  tbe  market  value  of  tbe 
property  at  tbe  place  of  delivery  at  such  time 
after  the  time  of  delivery  as  would  have  suf- 
fice^l  with  reasonable  diligence  to  effect  a  sale 
thereof  and  tbe  excess  of  expenses.  If  any ; 
and  an  abortive  attempt  to  make  a  sale  will 
not  preclude  tbe  recovery  of  damages  under  the 
latter  rule.  Stanford  v.  McGiU,  6  N.  Dak.  536, 
38  L.  R.  A.  760,  72  N.  W.  938. 

And  where  a  person  contracting  to  furnish 
a  desiifhated  quantity  of  logs  at  tbe  mill  of  the 
other  party  as  soon  as  the  water  will  permit 
prepares  and  rafts  the  logs  as  agreed,  and  com- 
plies in  full  with  tbe  terms  of  the  contract  on 
bis  part,  and  the  other  party  refuses  to  partici- 
pate in  tbe  measurement  and  scaling  of  the 
logs,  and  refuses  to  receive  them  after  tender 
at  tbe  mill  as  provided  by  the  contract,  the 
cDQt factor  tendering  them  has  the  right  to  sell 
ibe  logs,  and.  after  accounting  for  the  proceeds 
of  thobe  sold,  he  may  recover  tbe  contract  price 
for  the  residue  of  the  logs  so  delivered,  provided 
ibey  are  of  a  proper  quality,  and  is  not  lim- 
ited to  the  difference  l>etween  the  market  value 
of  ibe  logs  at  the  point  where  they  are  scaled 
aod  the  contract  price.  Dobbins  v.  Edmonds, 
!*»  Mo.  App.  307. 

Tbe  rule  that  a  vendor  of  personal  property 
vbich  the  vendee  refuses  to  take  may  resell  the 
same  and  recover  the  difference  between  the  con- 
trafi  price  and  the  price  obtained  upon  the  re- 
sale coders  every  species  of  personal  property, 
including  an  undivided  partnership  Interest  in 
a  partnership,  the  assets  of  which  consisted 
in  part  of  real  estate.  Van  Brocklen  v.  Smeal- 
lie,  140  N.  Y.  70,  35  N.  E.  415. 

2.  Prercquisitea  to  validity  of. 

In  order  that  a  second  sale  may  be  used  In 
ascertaining  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach 
of  contract  for  a  former  sale,  it  should  be 
made  under  equally  favorable  circumstances 
with  the  first  sale.  Gull  v.  West,  65  Hun,  1, 
19  N.  T.  Supp.  757. 

Thas,  to  conclude  a  former  purchaser  by  a 
resale  it  should  take  place  as  soon  after  refus- 
al to  accept  the  property  sold  as  it  can  practi- 
cally be  done.     Smith  v.  Pettee,  7  Hun,  335. 

And  a  delay  of  a  period  of  nearly  four 
months,  during  which  time  tbe  market  price 
VIS  constantly  depreciating,  is  too  long.     Ibid. 

And  a  sale  of  goods  a  months  after  tbe 
breach  of  contract  to  receive  and  pay  for  them 
in  a  distant  market  without  notice  Is  not  evi- 
dence of  their  market  value  In  an  action  against 
tbe  Arst  purchaser  for  the  difference  between 
their  market  value  and  tbe  contract  price  for 
fefnsal  to  receive  them.  Lawrence  Canning 
Co.  y.  H.  D.  Le*  Mercantile  Co.  5  Kan.  App.  77, 
48  Pac.  749 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  a 
'Contract  for  tbe  purchase  of  a  cargo  of  maize 
to  be  shipped  from  a  port  In  the  Argentine  He- 
pobllc,  by  a  repudiation  of  the  contract  on  the 
part  of  the  buyer,  while  the  market  was  fall- 
iug  and  continued  to  fail  with  no  prospect  of 
'■bango,  is  the  difference  between  the  contract 
price  and  tbe  market  price  on  the  day  when 
tho  vendor  accepted  the  purchaser's  repudia- 
tion by  bringing  action  for  the  breach,  and  not 
tb««  difference  between  the  contract  price  and 
vbat  it  refjold  for  after  tbe  cargo  arrived,  as 
In  viev  of  the^  falling  prices  the  vendor  should 
not  have  waited  for  Its  arrival  to  make  the  re- 
sale. Roth  &  Co.  V.  Taysen,  73  L.  T.  N.  S. 
628. 

And.  under  Cal.  Civ.  Code,  ft  3353,  providing 
that  In  esitimating  damages  the  value  of  prop- 
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erty  to  a  seller  Is  the  price  which  be  could  have 
obtained  :n  tbe  market  nearest  to  the  place 
where  the  buyer  should  have  accepted  It,  as 
soon  after  the  breach  as  the  buyer  could  with 
reasonable  diligence  have  effected  a  resale,  the 
value  of  oranges  which  a  purchaser  refuses  to 
take,  the  difference  between  which  and  the  con- 
tract price  is  recoverable  as  damages  for  tbe 
breach.  Is  the  value  Immediately  after  the  repu- 
diation of  the  contract  when  tbe  vendor  would 
have  been  at  liberty  to  resell  them,  and  not 
their  value  after  they  bad  gone  to  decay.  Tus- 
tln  Fruit  Asso.  v.  Earl  Fruit  Co.  (Cal.)  53  Pac. 
693. 

So,  as  a  general  rule  the  resale  should  be 
made  at  the  place  of  delivery  under  the  broken 
contract,  though  a  better  place  of  sale,  if  It  ex- 
ists, may  be  selected. 

I'hus,  one  who  contracts  to  deliver  a  quan- 
tity of  lumber  to  another,  a  part  of  which  tbe 
latter  refuses  to  receive,  after  which  he  runs 
the  lumber  to  a  place  other  than  the  place  of 
delivery,  and  there  sells  it,  cannot  charge  the 
party  refusing  to  receive  It  with  the  difference 
between  the  contract  price  and  what  the  lumber 
sold  for  In  the  place  to  which  he  ran  It,  after 
deducting  tbe  expense  of  running  it  there,  as 
he  had  no  right  to  select  the  place  of  market 
at  the  expense  of  the  other  party.  Chapman  v. 
Ingram,  30  Wis.  290. 

But  where  a  purchaser  of  cattle  falls  to  be 
on  hand  to  receive  them  at  the  time  and  place 
of  delivery,  and  the  market  value  at  the  place 
of  delivery  is  dependent  upon  and  governed  by 
the  market  price  In  a  larger  neighboring  place, 
the  vendor  may  ship  the  cattle  to  such  larger 
place  and  sell  them  there,  and  recover  the  dif- 
ference between  the  amount  for  which  they 
are  sold  And  tbe  coutract  price,  where  It  does 
not  ajjpear  that  a  better  price  has  been  ob- 
tained at  tbe  place  of  delivery.  Ingram  v. 
Wackernagel,  83  Iowa,  82,  48  N.  W.  998. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  refusal  by 
the  purchaser  to  receive  a  car  load  of  hides  di- 
rected to  be  shipped  to  Chicago,  after  which 
the  vendor  recalled  the  hides  and  shipped  them 
to  Chicago  and  resold  them  there  after  notice, 
Chicago  being  tbe  greatest  bide  market  of  tbe 
country,  Is  the  difference  between  the  contract 
price  and  the  selling  price,  with  the  expense 
of  resale.  Sawyer  v.  Dean,  114  N.  Y.  4G9,  21 
N.  E.  1012. 

So,  the  general  rule  is  that.  If  the  vendor 
elects  to  resell  the  goods  In  question  and  re- 
cover tbe  difference  from  the  former  purchaser, 
he  must  manifest  bis  election  to  do  so  by  a  pre-  v 
limlnary  notice  that  he  intends  to  sell,  and 
hold  the  purchaser  for  the  loss.  Rldgley  v. 
Mooney,  16  Ind.  App.  362,  45  N.  E.  348;  Dill 
V.  Mumford.  19  Ind.  App.  609,  49  N.  E.  861. 

And  that  a  vendor  of  goods,  who,  on  the  pur- 
chaser's refusal  to  complete  the  contract  of  sale 
and  abandonment  of  the  property,  retakes  pos- 
session thereof,  treating  it  as  his  own,  and  sells  v 
it  without  notice  to  the  purchaser,  rescinds  the 
contract,  and  Is  not  entitled  to  recover  for  the 
loss  of  profits  of  the  sale.  Redmond  v.  Smock, 
28  Ind.  3G5:  Woldert  v.  Arledge,  4  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  692,  23  S.  W.  1052. 

In  Van  Hrocklen  v.  Smeallie,  140  N.  T.  70, 
35  N.  E.  415,  however,  it  was  held  that  where 
a  vendee  of  personal  property  refuses  to  re- 
ceive it,  and  the  vendor  elects  to  resell  tbe  same  . 
and  hold  the  vendee  for  the*  difference  between 
the  price  obtained  and  the  contract  price,  the 
resale  need  not  be  at  auction  unless  that  is  the 
customary  method  of  selling  the  kind  of  prop- 
erty in  question  :  and  it  is  not  absolutely  essen- 
tial that  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  the 
sale  should  be  given,  though  it  is  always  wis- 
est for  the  vendor  to  give  such  notice,  and 
quite  unsafe  to  omit  it. 
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And  Holland  v.  Rea.  48  Mich.  218,  12  X.  W. 
167,  holds  that  the  question,  in  an  action  by 
a  vendor  against  a  vendee  for  refusal  to  re- 
ceive goods  sold,  after  which  the  vendor  had 
sold  the  goods,  as  to  whether  notice  of  the  re- 
sale was  necessary,  where  the  agreement  was 
silent  In  regard  to  It  and  no  special  Instance 
appeared  to  require  it,  and  the  extent  of  the 
vendee's  liability  was  not  to  be  unalterably  de- 
cided by  the  price  obtained,  will  not  be  con- 
sidered on  appeal  where  the  request  for  the 
charge  out  of  which  the  question  arose  was 
equivocal  and  fell  short  of  indicating  with  any 
distinctness  that  the  notice  alluded  to  was  no- 
tice of  election  to  resell,  rather  than  notice  of 
actual  resale  itself,  and  had  not  turned  the 
mind  of  the  Judge  to  its  application  aa  a  no- 
tice of  actual  resale,  and  no  offer  whatever  was 
made  to  explain. 

Notice  by  a  vendor  of  cattle,  the  purchaser 
of  which  failed  to  be  on  hand  at  the  time  and 
place  of  delivery  to  receive  them,  that  the  ven- 
dor would  hoid  them,  subject  to  the  purchas- 
er's order,  one  day,  and,  if  not  received  by  him, 
he  would  then  take  steps  authorized  by  law  to 
protect  himself,  is  sufficient  to  warrant'  a  re- 
covery for  the  breach  of  contract  by  the  pur- 
chaser of  the  difference  between  the  contract 
price  and  the  price  for  which  the  cattle  were 
resold,  where  the  purchaser  knew  that  the  time 
given  him  by  the  agreement  was  about  to  ex- 
pire, and  the  cattle  market  was  declining,  as 
it  is  not  necessary  for  the  notice  to  state  Just 
what  action  the  vendor  will  take  to  indemnify 
himself  against  loss.  Ingram  v.  Wackernagel, 
83  Iowa,  82,  48  N.  W.  098. 

Where  there  was  in  fact  a  contract  of  sale 
and  a  breach  by  the  purchaser,  the  vendor  will 
not  be  refused  recovery  bctcrause  he' has  mis- 
taken his  measure  of  damages  in  framing  his 
petition  with  a  view  to  recover  the  difference 
between  the  price  obtained  upon  a  resale  of  the 
goods  and  the  contract  price,  instead  of  seek- 
ing to  recover  the  difference  betw*een  the  market 
value  and  the  contract  price.  Woldert  v.  Ap- 
ledge,  4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  692,  23  S.  W.  1052. 

And  a  vendor  of  goods  which  the  vendee  re- 
fused to  accept  and  pay  for,  who  sold  them  at 
auction  In  the  market  of  delivery.  shoiUd, 
where  It  appears  that  the  actual  value  was 
equal  to  the  price,  and  that  a  far  less  amount 
was  received  at  the  auction,  in  order  to  re- 
cover the  difference,  show  when  and  where  the 
auction  took  place,  what  notice  of  It  was  given, 
how  the  sale  was  conducted,  who  were  the  pur- 
chasers and  at  what  price,  as  he  is  in  the  posi- 
tion of  a  party  accounting,  and  ought  to  ac- 
count fully  and  with  reasonable  particularity. 
Camp  v.  Hamlin,  55  Ga.  259. 

f.  Effect  of  alsence  of  market  in  which  to  re- 
sell. 

While  the  proper  measure  of  damages  for 
breach  of  contract  for  the  purchase  of  the 
property  is,  as  a  general  rule,  the  difference  be- 
tween the  contract  price  and  the  market  price 
at  the  time  and  place  of  delivery,  this  rule  is 
not  applicable  where  from  the  nature  of  the 
articles  there  is  no  market  in  which  they  can 
be  sold. 

In  such  case  the  measure  is  the  difference 
between  what  it  would  cost  the  manufacturer 
to  make  and  deliver  such  articles  and  the 
price  which  the  purchaser  agreed  to  pay  for 
them.  Kingman  &  Co.  v.  Hanna  Wagon  Co. ; 
176  111.  545.  52  X.  E.  328,  Affirming  74  111. 
App.  22  :  Clements  v.  State,  77  X.  C.  142 ;  Mas- 
terton  v.  Brookljn,  7  Hill,  61,  42  Am.  Dec. 
43;   Field  v.   United  States,  16  Ct.  CI.  434. 

In  this  connection,  see  also  Todd  v.  Gamble. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  suffered  by  one 
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who  contracts  to  sell  a  specified  quantity  of 
goods  which  the  purchaser  refu^s  to  receive, 
where  the  goods  are  of  no  value  to  the  con- 
tractor, and  he  is  unable  to  procure  anything 
for  them  by  sale,  and  they  are  a  total  loss.  Is 
the  whole  contract  price.  Field  v.  United 
States,  16  Ct.  CI.  434. 

But  the  fact  that  an  article  agreed  to  be 
furnished  has  no  well-ascertained  market  value 
does  not  change  the  principle  governing  a 
breach  of  the  contract  on  the  part  of  the  pur- 
chaser by  preventing  its  full  performance,  but 
ouly  the  mode  of  ascertaining  the  actual  value 
of  the  article,  or  rather  the  cost  of  thP  party 
producing  It ;  and  in  such  case  an  Investigation 
Into  the  constituent  elements  of  the  cost  is 
necessary,  and  that  cost  must  be  compared  with 
the  contract  price,  and  this  must  be  ascertain^^d 
upon  evidence  of  the  outlay,  trouble,  risk,  etc., 
which  enter  Into  and  make  up  the  cost  of  the 
article.  Masterton  v.  Brooklyn,  7  Hill,  61,  42 
Am.  Dec.  38. 

Thus,  while  the  measure  of  damages  ordi- 
narily for  refusal  to  receive  and  pay  for  goods 
purchased  is  the  difference  between  the  contract 
price  and  the  market  value,  where  the  goods 
purchased  consist  of  50,000  cigarettes  of  a 
kind  for  which  there  is  no  market  In  such 
large  quantities,  the  measure  of  damages  w^ould 
he  the  difference  between  the  contract  price  and 
the  cost  of  production.  Kelso  v.  Marshall.  24 
App.  Dlv.  128,  48  X.  Y.  Supp.  728. 

And  breach  by  the  purchaser  of  a  contract 
to  purchase  and  accept  a  quantity  of  paving 
stones  for  which  there  was  no  market  value 
at  the  place  of  delivery  is  the  difference  l>e- 
tween  the  cost  of  procuring  and  delivering 
them  at  that  place  and  the  contract  price. 
Barry  v.  Cavanagh,  127  Mass.  394. 

And  one  who  contracted  to  construct  and  put 
up  a  heating  apparatus  in  a  hotel,  but  was  pre- 
vented from  completing  It  by  the  other  party 
to  the  contract,  is  entitled  to  recover  for  the 
breach,  if  Its  value  in  the  condition  it  then 
was  wai  less  than  the  cost  of  labor  and  mate- 
rials, the  difference  in  such  values  In  addition 
to  the  profits  of  the  w^hole  contract.  E.  Keeler 
Co.  V.  Schott,  1   Pa.  Super.  Ct.  458. 

So,  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  a 
contract  to  receive  and  pay  for  a  quantity  of 
granite  bases  and  sills  for  a  building  to  be 
erected,  after  they  had  been  finished  and  when 
they  were  of  little  value  for  any  other  build- 
ing or  purpose,  there  being  no  market  value  for 
them.  Is  the  profit  of  the  contract,  which  would 
consist  of  the  difference  between  what  It  cost 
to  procure  and  prepare  them  for  delivery  and 
the  price  which  was  to  be  paid  for  them,  l^ss 
the  market  value  of  the  granite  still  remaining 
in  the  hands  of  the  contractor.  Decry  v.  Will- 
iams, 27  App.  Dlv.  l31,  50  X.  Y.  Supp.  138, 

And  refusal  by  the  purchaser  to  accept  ma- 
chinery purchased,  to  be  delivered  on  board 
cars  at  a  designated  time  and  place,  warrants 
a  recovery  by  the  vendor  of  the  contract  price 
less  the  market  value  of  the  goods  at  the  place 
of  sale,  as  to  such  goods  as  tlie  vendor  had  in 
stock  there,  and  the  cost  of  shipping  them  to 
the  place  of  delivery,  and  less  such  further 
sums  as  the  machinery  purchased  cost  the  ven- 
dor, unless  it  should  appear  that  he  could  not 
have  disposed  of  it  for  as  much  as  he  paid  for 
it,  in  which  event  the  amount  which  he  could 
reasonably  have  realized  from  It  had  it  not 
been  shipijed  to  the  place  of  delivery  should  be 
deducted.  Sonka  v.  Chatham  (Tex.  Civ.  Appj 
21  S.  W.  948. 

So,  where  a  purchaser  of  stock  In  a  llmltpd 
partnership  refuses  to  accept  the  stock,  the 
se'lor  is  not  compelle<l,  when  the  stock  has  no 
known  market  value,  to  sell  It  on  the  market 
for  the  best  price  obtainable,  and  measure  his 
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damages  by  the  difference  between  the  price 
ihud  obtained  and  the  contract  price,  but  may 
r^x»ver  from  the  purchaser  the  price  agreed 
to  be  paid,  with  interest  from  the  time  of  the 
breach.  ^lobley  y,  Morgan  (Pa.)  5  Cent.  Rep. 
527. 

Tbe  burden  of  proof  that  an  artlcie  sold  has 
Qo  market  value  so  as  to  warrant  a  recovery 
of  the  difference  l>etween  the  contract  price 
and  the  actoal  money  value,  rests  with  the 
plaintiff  in  an  action  for  breach  of  the  contract 
to  purchase  It ;  and  whether  it  had  or  had  not 
sach  a»  value  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  Jury, 
aod  not  one  of  law  for  the  court.  Todd  t. 
Gfimble.  «7  Hun,  38,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  739. 

A  neighboring  market,  however,  If  it  is  with- 
in reasonable  easy  reach,  may  be  taken  Into 
coogideration  in  the  absence  of  a  market' at  the 
place  of  delivery. 

Tbuf^  in  the  absence  of  a  market  at  the  place 
of  delirery  of  property  the  value  thereof  may 
t-e  shown  in  an  action  against  a  purchaser  for 
refasal  to  take  it,  by  proof  of  the  market  price 
at  tbe  nearest  point  where  property  of  a  like 
character  could  be  bought  and  sold,  with  the 
addition  of  cost  of  transportation.  White  v. 
Matador  Land  &  Cattle  Co.  75  Tex.  465,  12  S. 
W.  8C6. 

And  breach  by  the  purchaser  of  a  contract 
for  tbe  purchase  of  a  lot  of  horses  for  delivery 
at  a  tpeclTied  time  and  place  warrants  a  recov- 
ery of  the  difference  between  the  contract  price 
agreed  to  be  paid  for  such  horses  and  the  net 
proceeds  realized  from  the  sale  of  the  same 
at  tbe  nearest  market  to  the  place  of  delivery, 
there  being  no  market  at  that  place.     Ibid. 

So,  evidence  of  the  price  of  a  commodity 
which  a  vendee  refuses  to  receive  need  not  be 
i-oufiDed  to  the  precise  time  when  the  contract 
vas  to  have  been  performed,  but  may  cover  a 
brief  period  before  and  after  that  time,  not  for 
tlie  purpose  of  establishing  the  price  at  any 
other  time,  but  for  the  purpose  of  showing  as 
well  as  practicable  the  market  price  on  the 
day  the  contract  was  to  be  performed.  And  It 
D^d  not  be  confined  to  the  precise  place  of  de- 
iiviry,  where  there  have  been  no  sales  there, 
bnt  may  cover  the  price  at  places  not  distant, 
or  nt  any  other  controlling  markets,  not  for  the 
purpose  of  establishing  a  market  at  any  other 
place,  but  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  mar- 
ket price  at  thQ  place  of  delivery.  Cahen  y. 
PlaTi,  69  N.  Y.  348,  25  Am.  Rep.  203. 

I^Dt  a  sale  of  bacon  in  St.  Louis  by  one  who 
had  sold  it  for  delivery  in  Kansas  City,  which 
sale  had  been  repudiated  by  the  purchaser,  Is 
Dot  evidence  of  the  value  of  the  property  in 
Kansas  City  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
'he  dilTerence  between  the  market  value  there 
and  the  -contract  price.  Woldert  v.  Arledge, 
4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  692,  23  S.  W.  1052. 

And  evidence  that  a  holier  constituting  part 
of  a  heating  apparatus,  constructed  and  put  in- 
to a  hotel,  has  a  market  value,*  and  Is  bought 
and  sold  as  merchandise,  is  admissible  in  an 
action  by  the  contractor  against  the  hotel  own- 
er for  preventing  full  performance  of  the  con- 
tract, on  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
t^Aler  as  it  stood  was  worth  more  than  the 
f^m  of  the  labor  and  materials  put  In  It,  and 
ojDSt>quently  as  to  whether  or  not  the  recovery 
would  be  limited  to  the  profits  of  the  contract, 
since  the  fact  that  such  a  boiler  was  market- 
able does  not,  of  Itself,  preclude  recovery  of 
daciages  In  an  action  for  the  breach  of  such 
contract,  beyond  the  profits  that  would  have 
been  made  on  the  entire  contract,  unless  Its 
value  in  the  condition  It  then  was  was  equal 
to  the  cost  of  the  labor  and  materials  that 
w«^nt  into  It.  E.  Keeler  Co.  ▼.  Schott,  1  Ta. 
J^oper.  Ct  458. 
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g.  The  rule  aa  to   purchase  of  articlea   to   he 

manufacturtd. 

1.  Rif/ht  to  recover  profits. 

The  right  of  a  vendor  to  recover  of  a  pur- 
chaser, for  breach  of  contract  to  receive  per- 
sonal property  purchased,  the  difference  be- 
tween the  contract  price  and  the  market  value 
of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  delivery 
called  for  by  the  contract,  is  the  same  whether 
the  artlcie  to  be  delivered  Is  in  existence  at  the 
time  of  the  contract,  or  is  only  to  be  manufac- 
tured from  time  to  time  as  required.  I)olph  v. 
Troy  Laundry  Machinery  Co.  28  Fed.  553; 
Hale  V.  Hess,  30  Neb.  42,  46  N.  W.  261. 

And  profits  or  advantages  of  a  contract  in* 
volvlng  the  furnishing  of  labor  and  materials, 
which  are  the  direct  and  Immediate  fruits  of 
the  contract,  are  part  and  parcel  of  the  con- 
tract itself,  and  are  presumed  to  have  been 
taken  into  consideration  and  deliberated  upon 
by  the  parties  at  the  time  of  making  the  con- 
tract, and  a  loss  of  profits  constitutes  a  prop- 
er item  in  estimating  damages  for  its  breach. 
Mastertou  v.  Brooklyn,  7  Hill,  61.  42  Am.  Dec. 
38. 

And  when  there  is  an  executory  contract  for 
the  manufacture  and  supply  of  goods  from  time 
to  time  to  be  paid  for  after  delivery,  if  the 
purchaser,  having  accepted  and  paid  for  a  por- 
tion of  the  goods  contracted  for,  gives  notice 
to  the  vendor  not  to  manufacture  any  more,  as 
he  has  no  occasion  for  and  will  not  accept  or 
pay  for  them,  the  vendor  being  able  to  com- 
plete the  contract,  may,  without  manufacturing 
and  tendering  the  rest  of  the  goods,  maintain 
an  action  against  the -purchaser  for  breach  of 
the  contract.  Cort  v.  Ambergate,  N.  &  B.  & 
E.  Junction  R.  Co.  17  Q.  B.  127,  20  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
X.  8.  460,  15  Jur.  877. 

Thus,  breach  by  the  purchaser  of  a  contract 
for  pipes  for  Ihe  manufacture  of  kerosene  oil, 
called  meerscliaunis,  deliverable  at  a  certain 
time,  by  preventing  the  other  party  from  com- 
pleting the  contract,  authorizes  the  recovery 
by  the  vendor  of  the  profits  which  he  would 
have  made  upon  the  machinery  left  unmanufac- 
tured. Underbill  v.  North  American  Kero- 
sene Gaslight  Co.  31  How.  Pr.  34. 

And  the  failure  of  a  purchaser  of  a  large 
quantity  of  steel  rails  to  furnish  drilling  di- 
rections as  provided  for  in  the  contract  of  pur- 
chase, and  a  request  on  his  part  to  postpone 
the  delivery  of  the  rails,  and  a  notice  that  he 
was  not  ready  to  accept  and  pay  for  them,  ex- 
cuses the  vendor  from  actually  manufacturing 
and  tendering  them,  and  warrants  an  action 
against  the  vendee  without  such  tender  for  the 
profit^  which  he  would  have  realized  on  the 
rails  had  the  contract  been  performed.  Hinck- 
ley V.  Pittsburgh  Bessemer  Steel  Co.  121  U.  S. 
264,  80  L.  ed.  067,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Hep.  873. 

So,  one  who  contracts  to  con.struct  a  heat- 
ing apparatus  to  consist  of  a  furnace,  steel 
boiler,  steam  pipe  fittings  and  radiators,  who 
is  stopped  in  the  performance  of  the  work  be- 
fore its  completion  by  the  other  party  to  the 
contract,  is  entitled  to  recover,  where  title  has 
not  passed,  the  profits  he  would  have  made  on 
the  entire  contract.  E.  Keeler  Co.  v.  Schott,  1 
Fa.  Super.  Ct.  458. 

And  breach  of  a  contract  for  the  manufac- 
ture of  a  large  number  of  shells  fcr  electrlc- 
llght  lamps,  to  be  delivered  monthly  for  twenty 
months,  by  a  repudiation  by  the  purchaser 
within  five  days  after  the  contract  was  made, 
when  nothing  had  been  done  and  no  expenses 
I  Incurred  tliereunder,  warrants  an  action  for 
I  a  breach  of  the  entire  contract  and  an  assess- 
ment of  all  the  damages  at  once.     Ontario  I^n- 
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tern  Co.  t.  Hamilton  Brass  fiifg.  Co.  27  Ont. 
App.  Rep.  346i 

And  a  breach  of  a  contract  for  the  delivery 
of  marble  wrought  in  a  particular  manner  so  as 
to  be  fitted  for  use  In  the  erection  of  a  certain 
public  building,  complete  performance  of  which 
is  prevented  by  the  purchaser  before  the  ar- 
rival of  the  time  for  full  performance,  entitles 
the  contractor,  if  he  elects  to  consider  it  as 
broken,  to  recover  the  amount  he  would  have 
realized  as  profits  had  he  been  allowed  to  fully 
execute  it.  Mastertou  v.  Brooklyn,  7  Hill,  61, 
42  Am.  Dec.  38. 

In  the  above  case  Lincoln  v.  Saratoga  &  S.  R. 
Co.  23  Wend.  425,  which  Is  a  personal  Injury 
case,  was  explained,  the  court  saying  that  in 
that  case  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  might 
prove  that  he  was  engaged  in  the  dry-goods 
business  and  its  extent ;  but  there  was  no  at- 
tempt to  prove  what  the  past  profits  of  the 
business  were  with  a  view  to  show  what  the 
future  would  be. 

Failure  of  a  purchaser  to  pay  for  the  fifth 
locomotive,  however,  under  a  contract  for  the 
construction  of  sixteen  locomotives  to  be  paid 
for  when  delivered,  is  not  such  a  prevention 
of  the  completion  of  the  contract  as  will  war- 
rant the  builder  in  abandoning  It.  and  permit 
him  to  recover  the  profits  he  would  have  made 
by  completing  It.  Paim  v.  Ohio  &  M.  R.  Co. 
18  111.  217. 

2.  2"h€  measure  of  damages. 

Where  a  vendor  of  articles  to  be  manufac- 
tured has  completed,  or  substantially  completed, 
his  part  of  the  contract  at  the  time  of  the 
breach  by  the  vendee,  so  that  there  Is  property 
in  existence  to  which  the  contract  of  sale  may 
flpplyt  the  rule  would  appear  to  be  that  the 
measure  of  damages  it  the  difference  between 
the  contract  price  and  the  market  price  at  the 
time  and  place  of  delivery,  if  there  is  a  market 
price.  Dwiggins  v.  Clark,  94  Ind.  49,  48  Am. 
Rep.  140 ;  Kingsland  &  F.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  St.  Louis 
Malleable  Iron  Co.  29  Mo.  App.  526. 

Thus,  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of 
an  executory  contract,  for  the  sale  and  purchase 
of  goods,  a  part  of  which  were  kept  In  stock 
by  the  vendor  and  part  were  to  be  manufac- 
tured by  him  and  part  to  be  purchased  else- 
where, and  for  the  expending  of  labor  and 
stock  In  renovating  certain  apparatus  for  the 
purchaser,  the  goods  to  be  delivered  at  an 
agi-eed  time,  title  to  remain  In  the  vendor  un- 
til notes  given  for  the  purchase  price  were  paid, 
by  rescinding  the  contract  and  failing  to  exe- 
cute notes  or  honor  drafts  for  the  purchase 
price,  is  the  difference  between  the  value  of  the 
goods  at  the  time  and  place  of  delivery  and  the 
contract  price.  Tufts  v.  Bennett,  103.  Mass. 
398,  40  N.   E.   172. 

So.  the  measure  of  damages  for  repudiation 
of  the  contract  for,  and  the  refusal  to  accept, 
a  phaeton  which  one  party  procured  the  other 
to  have  constructed  for  her,  where  the  latter 
retains  the  property  as  his  own,  is  the  differ- 
ence between  the  contract  price  of  the  phaeton 
and  its  market  value  at  the  time  and  place 
fixed  for  Its  delivery.  Shlpps  v.  Atkinson,  8 
Ind.   App.   50o,   36   N.   E.   375. 

And  breach  by  the  purchaser  of  a  contract 
for  the  sale  and  purchase  of  a  soda  fountain, 
made  4  to  his  order  for  his  own  use,  and  espe- 
cially for  him,  by  refusing  to  pay  for  and  ac- 
cept the  same,  warrants  a  recovery  by  the  con- 
tractor from  the  vendee  of  the  difference  be- 
tween the  market  value  at  the  time  and  place 
stipulated  for  delivery  and  the  contract  price, 
together  with  the  expense  of  reselling  the  prop- 
erty, and  not  the  full  contract  price,  though 
it  was  manufactured  after  a  particular  pat- 
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tern  upon  the  order  of  the  vendee.     Tufts  v. 
Grewer,  83  Me.  407,  22  All.  382. 

In  the  above  case  Bement  v.  Smith,  15  Wt^nd. 
493,  supra.  III.  b,  was  In  effect  disapproved. 

So,  where  one  party  agreed  with  another  to 
furnish  an  arc  motor,  the  contract  not  calling 
for  a  new  one,  but  one  as  good  as  new,  and 
calling  also  for  the  performance  of  labor  in 
wiring  and  setting  it  up,  pursuant  to  wbit-b 
the  party  agreeing  to  supply  It  purchased  a 
second-hand  motor  in  an  outside  market,  and 
changed  #ind  repaired  it  so  as  to  meet  the  re- 
quirements of  the  contract,  when  the  other 
party  repudiated  the  contract  and  refused  to 
let  him  set  it  up,  the  damages  are  to  be  meas- 
ured by  deducting  the  amount  actually  paid 
for  the  material  and  labor  necessary  for  the 
performance  of  the  contract  from  the  contract 
price.  Sllbersteln  v.  Duluth  News-Tribune  Co. 
68  Minn.  430,  71  N.  W.  622. 

But  where  the  contract  was  broken  before 
the  arrival  of  the  time  for  full  performance, 
and  the  opposite  party  elected  to  consider  It  as 
broken,  the  market  price  on  the  day  of  the 
breach  governs.  Masterton  v.  Brooklyn,  7 
Hill,  61,  42  Am.  Dec.  43. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  -of  a 
contract  for  the  manufacture  of  a  lot  of  sh()«^ 
which  the  purchaser  countermanded  before  the 
work  was  finished,  is  the  difference  between  the 
contract  price  and  the  market  value  of  ibe 
shoes  at  the  time  of  the  breach.  Heiser  v. 
Mears,  120  N.  C.  443,  27  S.  E.  117. 

So,  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  by 
the  state  of  a  contract  entered  into  by  ii.  for 
the  manufacture  of  cell  doors  for  the  statp 
penitentiary.  Is  the  profits  which  the  contract- 
or lost  by  the  default  of  the  state,  and  thfsp 
profits  are  to  be  arrived  at  by  taking  the  mar- 
ket value  at  the  time  of  the  breach.  If  there  is 
a  market.     Clements  v.  State.  77  N.  C.  142. 

W^here  no  part  of  the  contract  had  been  per- 
formed, however,  or  where  It  was  only  parilallr 
performed  so  that  there  was  no  property  io 
existence  at  the  time  of  the  breach  to  which 
it  could  apply,  the  measure  of  damages  is  tbc" 
difference  between  what  It  would  have  cost  to 
perform  the  contract  and  the  contract  price. 
Tufts  v.  Welnfeld,  88  Wis.  647,  60  X.  W.  992 . 
Sullivan  v.  McMillan,  26  Fla.  543,  8  So.  450: 
Gibney  v.  Turner.  52  Ark.  117.  12  S.  W.  201 : 
Beardsley  v.  Smith,  61  111.  Aop.  340 ;  Kingman 
&  Co.  V.  Western  Mfg.  Co.  34  C.  C.  A.  489.  92 
Fed.  486. 

Thus,  the  measure  of  damages  for  an  improp- 
er rescission  of  an  order  for  an  article  before 
the  article  was  constructed  Is  not  the  difference 
between  the  contract  price  and  the  market 
price  thereof,  as  there  was  no  property  In  ex- 
istence at  the  time  of  the  breach  to  which  rh>' 
contract  could  apply,  and  therefore  the  defend- 
ants would  have  no  right  to  deduct  from  tLe 
contract  price  what  the  plaintiff  would  have 
realized  had  he  manufactured  the  same  ac- 
cording to  the  contract  and  then  sold  it  in 
the  market.  The  loss  would  necessarily  be 
equivalent  to  the  net  profits  which  the  manii 
facturer  would  have  realized  had  the  conir.nt 
been  performed  by  both  parties.  Tufts  ▼.  W*»iu- 
feld.  88  Wis.  647,  60  N.  W.  992. 

And  If  materials  have  been  purchased  with 
which  to  fulfil  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  an 
article  to  be  manufactured,  but  no  work  hni 
been  bestowed  upon  them  at  the  time  of  ihe 
breach,  the  measure  of  the  manufacturers  dam- 
ages is  the  difference  between  the  amount  it 
would  coHt  him  to  make  and  deliver  the  article 
contracted  for,  including  the  cost  of  the  mate- 
rials and  their  contract  price  if  greater,  plus 
I  the  difference  between  the  cost  and  the  marki»t 
value  of  the  materials  that  have  been  purchased 


1896 


Todd  y.  Gamblb. 


255 


at  the  time  of  the  breach.  Kingman  &  Co.  ▼. 
Western  Mfg.  Co.  3-^  C.  C.  A.  489,  92  Fed.  486. 
And  where  labor  had  been  done  before  the 
m&Dafacturer  had  notice  of  the  breach,  the 
mtrasure  of  bid  damages  la  the  same,  plus  the 
difference  between  the  value  of  partly  manufac- 
tured articles  and  the  cost  of  the  labor  and 
materials  that  had  been  bestowed  upon  them  at 
ibe  time  of  the  breach.     Ibid, 

So,  the  measure  of  damages  In  an  action  for 
refrsing  to  perform  a  contract  to  purchase  lum- 
ber to  be  gotten  out  and  delivered  by  the  ven- 
dor, notice  of  which  refusal  was  given  after 
rbe  logs  bad  beem  purchased  and  before  any 
of  tbem  had  been  sawed,  is  the  profit  which  the 
Tender  conld  have  made  on  the  contract  had  he 
been  permitted  to  perform  the  same,  which 
woQid  be  the  price  agreed  to  be  paid  for  the 
lumber  leas  the  cost  of  Its  production.  Came- 
ron T.  White,  74  Wis.  425,  5  L.  R.  A.  493,  43 
X.  W.  155- 

And  breach  of  a  contract  between  a  lumber 
manufacturer  and  another,  whereby  the  former 
was  to  manufacture  and  deliver  a  designated 
qaantlty  of  lumber  for  a  specified  price,  by  the 
act  of  the  purchaser  in  refusing  to  receive  the 
lumber,  warrants  a  recovery  upon  the  part  of 
^be  manufacturer,  as  to  the  lumber  sawed  but 
not  delivered,  and  the  lumber  not  sawed,  be- 
cause of  the  breach  of  the  contract,  of  the  prof- 
its which  would  have  accrued  to  him  but  for 
the  refusal  of  the  other  party  to  go  on  with  the 
contract,  which  would  be  the  difference  between 
the  contract  price  and  the  cost  of  manufactur- 
ing, including  the  cost  of  delivery  at  a  place 
where  it  could  be  sold.  Black  River  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Warner,  93  Mo.  374,  6  S.  W.  210. 

And  one  who  contracts  with  another  to  manu- 
facture for  him  a  given  quantity  of  lumber  by 
a  giren  time  for  a  specified  price  payable  at 
the  end  of  each  month,  which  contract  Is 
broken  by  the  latter  by  refusal  to  pay  for  lum- 
ber manofactured  and  received  and  refusal  fo 
receive  any  more  lumber,  and  a  declaration 
that  the  contract  is  at  an  end,  is  entitled  to 
leeover  the  difference  between  the  cost  of 
Diannfacturlng  the  lumber  and  the  contract 
price.    Hale  ▼.  Trout,  35  Cal.  230. 

And  breach  by  a  railroad  company  of  a  con- 
tract by  which  a  contractor  was  to  furnish  It 
with  a  large  quantity  of  ties  giving  the  ex- 
elusive  right  to  furnish  it  with  ties  for  a  desig- 
nated period,  by  abandoning  the  contract  and 
preventing  its  performance,  authorizes  a  recov- 
t^ry  by  the  contractor  of  the  difference  between 
the  contract  price  and  the  cost  of  getting  out 
and  delivering  the  ties  on  the  railroad  right  of 
way  according  to  the  contract.  Chapman  v. 
Kansas  City,  C.  &  S.  R.  Co.  146  Mo.  481,  48  S. 
W.  646. 

So.  one  who  enters  into  a  contract  to  furnish 
a  quantity  of  iron  work  at  a  stipulated  price, 
and  supplies  all  that  the  other  party  will  re- 
«^iTe,  is  entitled  to  recover,  on  refusal  of  the 
oth#T  party  to  receive  the  whole  quantity  con- 
tracted for,  such  a  portion  of  the  whole  contract 
prir>eas  the  quantity  of  Iron  work  which  he  fur- 
nished bears  to  the  whole  quantity  contracted  for, 
aid,  in  addition  to  that,  profit  which  be  would 
bare  made  If  he  had  been  allowed  to  complete  his 
••ontract,  t<^ether  with  the  damages  he  incurred 
m  providing  means  for  furnishing  the  residue 
of  the  iron  work  called  for,  but  not  delivered 
b^aose  of  the  breach.  Upstone  v.  Weir,  54 
Cal.  126. 

And  the  failure  of  a  party  contracting  with 
anofber  to  receive  and  pay  for  a  large  quantity 
of  nee]  rails,  on  due  notice  to  furnish  drilling 
^iffctions,  and  a  request  to  iK>stpone  the  de- 
Krery  of  the  rails,  and  a  subsequent  refusal  to 
^^ke  any  rails  under  the  contract,  and  notice 
tfaat  arrangements  had  been  made  to  purchase 
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rails  of  others  at  a  lower  price,  is  a  violation 
of  the  contract,  which  will  excuse  the  other 
party  from  actually  manufacturing  and  ten- 
dering the  rails ;  and  the  measure  of  damages 
for  such  breach  Is  the  profit  which  the  manu- 
facturer would  have  made,  less  the  profit  act- 
ually realized  on  the  rails  made  from  the  ma- 
terial purchased  with  which  to  perfosm  the 
original  contract.  Hinckley  v.  Pittsburgh 
Bessemer  Steel  Co.  121  U.  S.  264,  30  L.  ed. 
967,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  875. 

And  see  also  Queen  City  Electric  Light  Co. 
V.  Gibson  House  Co.  4  Ohio  N.  P.  119,  eupra, 
III.  c. 

And  one  who  contracted  with  another  for  a 
quantity  of  curtain  rollers  to  be  made  and 
shipped  by  the  latter,  a  part  of  which  proved 
to  be  defective  in  certain  parts,  the  parties 
afterwards  agreeing  that  the  manufacturer 
should  replace  the  defective  parts,  which  he 
made  arrangements  to  do,  after  which  the  pur- 
chaser rescinded  the  order,  Is  entitled  to  re- 
cover the  contract  price  of  the  rollers  less 
what  it  would  cost  the  manufacturer  to  de- 
liver to  the  purchaser  the  parts  to  "supply  those 
which  were  defective,  with  interest  from  an 
average  time  after  the  times  of  payment  named 
in  the  contract.  Muskegon  Curtain-Roll  Co.  v. 
Keystone  Mfg.  Co.  135  Pa.  132,  19  Atl.  1008. 

And  see  also  Hare  v.  Parkersburg,  24  W^  Va. 
554,  supra.  III.  c. 

But  breach  of  a  contract  for  the  manufacture 
and  sale  of  a  large  number  of  shells  for  elec- 
tric-light lamps  to  be  delivered  monthly  for 
twenty  months,  by  a  repudiation  by  the  pur- 
chaser within  five  days  after  the  contract  was 
made,  when  nothing  had  been  done  and  no  ex- 
pense incurred  thereunder,  does  not  warrant 
a  recovery  of  the  full  amount  of  expected  profit 
thereunder,  as  allowance  should  be  made  for 
the  many  contingencies  which  might  happen 
before  the  time  of  fulfilment.  Ontario  Lantern 
Co.  V.  Hamilton  Brass  Co.  27  Out.  App.  Rep. 
346. 

And  breach  by  the  purchaser  of  a  contract, 
by  which  the  vendor  had  the  option  of  manu- 
facturing certain  machines  for  the  other  party 
at  such  prices  as  might  be  bid  on  them  In  open 
competition  by  any  other  responsible  manufac- 
turer for  goods  of  equal  quality  does  not  nec- 
essarily authorize  a  recovery  of  the  difference 
between  the  actual  cost  of  the  machines  to  the 
purchaser  and  the  sum  it  would  have  cost  the 
vendor  to  make  and  furnish  them,  aa  the  ven- 
dor might  have  been  unwilling  to  act  upon  the 
option  at  prices  which  other  manufacturers 
would  have  offered,  and  the  purchaser  might 
have  been  so  situated  that  be  could  better  af- 
ford to  employ  his  own  men  and  facilities, 
though  by  doing  so  the  machines  would  cost 
more  than  to  buy  them  ;  and  an  Instruction  In 
an  action  for  the  breach,  that  the  vendor  was 
entitled  to  recover  as  his  loss  the  difference  be- 
tween what  it  cost  the  defendant  to  build  the 
machines  and  what  the  plaintiff  could  have 
built  them  for,  unduly  restricts  the  jury,  as,  at 
most,  the  cost  to  the  defendant  Is  not  control- 
ling, but  only  evidence  to  be  considered  with 
the  other  evidence,  of  the  ordinary  manufactur- 
er's price  for  such  machines.  -  Dolph  v.  Troy 
Laundry  Machinery  Co.  28  Fed.  553. 

So,  the  general  rule  that  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages for  breach  of  contract  to  receive  and  pay 
for  personal  property  is  the  difference  between 
the  contract  price  and  the  market  value  at  the 
time  and  place  of  delivery,  does  not  apply  where 
the  contract  does  not  require  the  manufacturer 
or  the  vendor  to  have  the  article  sold  ready  for 
delivery  at  the  beginning  of  the  term  fixed  by 
the  contract,  but  only  to  fill  orders  In  each 
year  according  to  contract  with  reasonable 
promptness,  the  manufacturer  being  at  liberty 
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to  manufactare  them  as  required,  though  If  the 
manufacturer  should  In  good  faith  manufac- 
ture the  article  In  advance  of  the  contract,  the 
market  value  for  them  would  probably  be  ap- 
plied. Kimball  Bros.  v.  Deere,  W.  ft  Co.  108 
Iowa,  676,  77  N.  W.  1041. 

Thus,  where  a  contract  made  with  t|^e 
United* States  to  deliver  during  the  progress  of 
the  erection  of  a  public  building  upon  requisi- 
tion of  the  superintendent  a  designated  quan- 
tity of  hard-burned  red  brick,  Is  rescinded  with- 
out good  cause.,  when  the  contractor  has  on 
hand  ready  for  delivery  a  large  number  of  brick 
of  the  contract  quality,  and  these  brick  are 
afterwards  sold  at  the  then  market  price,  the 
contractor  is  entitled  to  recover  the  difference 
between  the  price  at  which  he  sold  the  brick 
and  the  contract  price,  and  as  to  the  remainder 
of  the  contract  the  difference  between  the  cost 
of  doing  the  work  and  what  he  was  to  receive 
for  it,  making  reasonable  deduction  for  the 
less  time  engaged  and  for  release  from  care, 
trouble,  risk,  and  responsibility  attending  a  full 
execution.  Moore  v.  United  States,  17  Ct.  CI. 
17. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of 
contract  between  a  manufacturer  and  dealer, 
by  which  the  manufacturer  was  to  furnish  and 
the  dealer  to  receive  a  designated  number  of 
scales  during  five  years,  enumerating  seven 
different  kinds  of  scales  at  different  prices  per 
scale,  without  specifying  the  number  of  each 
kind  which  was  to  be  taken,  by  refusal  of  the 
dealer  to  perform  his  contract,  is  the  difference 
between  the  contract  price  of  the  class  of 
scales  on  which  the  manufacturer  would  have 
received  the  smallest  profit  and  the  cost  to  him 
of  manufacturing  the  number  of  scales  of  that 
class  which  would  have  been  required  to  fill  the 
contract,  making  a  reasonable  deduction  for  the 
less  amount  of  time  required  In  the  manufac- 
ture and  the  release  from  trouble,  risk,  and  re- 
sponsibility attending  a  full  execution.  Kim- 
ball Bros.  V.  Deere,  W.  ft  Co.  108  Iowa,  676,  77 
N.  W.  1041. 

And  breach  by  a  dealer  In  lye,  of  a  contract 
with  a  manufacturer  of  tin-ware  to  take  his 
entire  outfit  of  lye  cans  to  be  not  less  than 
10.000  cans  per  day.  as  long  as  the  dealer  in 
lye  should  use  cans,  by  a  refusal  to  take  any 
more  cans,  and  making  a  contract  with  another 
for  cans,  warrant  a  recovery  by  the  manufac- 
turer for  the  profits  which  he  would  have  real- 
ized If  he  had  been  permitted  to  make  10.000 
per  day  during  the  life  of  the  contract,  which 
would  be  the  dlfTerence  between  the  contract 
price  and  the  cost  of  manufacture ;  and  where 
the  Jury  estimated  the  profits  upon  the  number 
of  cans  actually  used  by  the  dealer  after  the 
breach,  which  was  considerably  less  than  10,000, 
and  considered  the  contract  as  terminated  by 
the  death  of  one  of  the  members  of  the  firm, 
there  is  no  error  as  against  the  dealer.  Walsh 
V.  Myers.  92  Wis.  397,  66  N.  W.  250. 

In  estimating  what  the  performance  of  a 
contract  would  cost  the  party  desirous  of  carry- 
ing it  out  when  the  other  party  has  prevented 
Its  performance,  with  a  v<ew  of  ascertaining  the 
recoverable  profits,  the  court  and  Jury  should 
be  governed  by  the  prl^e  of  labor  and  materials 
at  the  time  of  the  breach,  paying  no  attention 
to  subsequent  fluctuations  In  the  market,  where 
the  contract  Is  broken  before  the  arrival  of  the 
time  for  full  performance,  and  the  Injured  party 
elects  to  consider  it  as  broken  at  that  time ; 
and  the  jury  should  be  guided  by  the  testimony 
of  practical  men  having  experience  In  the  de- 
partment of  business  to  which  the  contract  re- 
lates, and  due  allowance  should  be  made  for 
the  risks  and  contingencies  incident  to  the  exe- 
cution of  enterprises  of  a  similar  character. 
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Masterton  ▼.  Brooklyn,  7  pill,  61,  42  Am.  Dec. 
38. 

And  the  Jury,  In  estimating  the  damages,  are 
Justified  in  taking  into  their  calculation  all  of 
the  goods  which  remained  to  be  manufactured 
and  delivered  under  the  contract.  Cort  v. 
Ambergate,  N.  ft  B.  ft  E.  Junction  R.  Co. 
17  Q.  B.  127,  20  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  460,  15  Jur. 
877. 

It  will  not  t>e  assumed  by  the  court,  in  an 
action  against  a  purchaser  of  an  article  upon 
which  labor  is  to  be  bestowed  by  preventing  full 
performance,  that  the  vendor  was  necessarily 
compelled  to  break  all  subsequent  contracts  as 
a  consequence  of  the  breach  of  the  principal 
contract,  so  that  damages  to  which  be  might 
thus  be  subjected  ought  to  enter  Into  the  esi- 
mate  of  the  amount  recoverable  for  the  breach 
of  the  principal  contract.  Masterton  v.  Brook- 
lyn, 7  Ulll,  61,  42  Am.  Dec.  38. 

8.  Resale, 

The  right  of  a  vendor  of  goods  to  resell  them 
on  breach  by  the  purchaser  of  his  contract  to 
receive  and  pay  for  them,  and  to  recover  of  the 
purchaser  the  difference  between  the  contract 
price  and  the  price  received  upon  the  resale, 
would  appear  to  be  the  same  whether  the  goods 
were  In  existence  at  the  time  of  the  sale  or 
whether  they  were  to  be  thereafter  manufac- 
tured. It  Is  thought  that  there  can  be  no  dif- 
ference In  the  rules  governing  the  two  subjects, 
where  at  the  time  of  the  breach  the  manufacture 
had  progressed  to  the  extent  that  there  was 
something  to  which  the  contract  of  sale  could 
apply,  and  where  there  was  a  market  in  which 
a  resale  could  be  made.  No  cases  have  been 
found,  however,  on  the  former  question. 

But  the  general  rule  for  the  measure  of 
damages.  In  the  case  of  a  breach  by  a  vendee 
In  a  contract  for  sale  of  an  article  of  merchan- 
dise at  a  fixed  price,  that  the  difference  between 
the  contract  price  and  the  market  value  on  the 
day  and  at  the  place  of  delivery  Is  recoverable, 
has  no  application  to  the  case  of  a  breach  of 
contract  for  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  a 
commodity,  unless  It  is  made  to  appear  that, 
upon  the  breach  by  the  vendee,  the  vendor  could 
haS'e  placed  the  commodity  upon  the  market, 
and  by  thus  disposing  of  it  could  have  relieved 
himself  from  the  consequences  of  the  defend- 
ant's default.     Todd  v.  Gamble. 

And  a  contract  for  the  manufacture  of  print- 
ing presses,  broken  by  the  party  ordering  th*^m 
after  a  press  had  been  partially  completed  by 
notifying  the  other  party  to  suspend  all  work 
and  declining  to  accept  the  press,  authorize*^ 
a  recovery  of  the  contract  price  less  the  value 
of  the  machine  as  It  was  at  the  time  the  work 
was  stopped,  and  the  cost  necessary  to  complete 
It  and  set  It  In  place,  where  the  press  had  no 
market  value  when  the  work  was  stopped  ex- 
cept as  metal,  and  would  have  had  none  except 
.IS  metal  i^heu  completed,  owing  to  Its  un- 
usual size.  Thomas  v.  Cauldwell,  58  N.  Y.  S. 
U.  142,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  785. 

So,  one  who  enters  Into  a  contract  to  manu- 
facture silicate  of  soda,  which  Is  an  article 
which  has  no  market  value  In  the  ordinary 
sense,  but  is  usually  manufactured  upon  orders 
given  by  the  consumers,  which  contract  is 
broken  by  refusal  of  the  purchaser  to  take  the 
quantity  provided  for,  Is  entitled  to  recover,  as 
damages  for  the  breach,  the  profits  which  th«> 
performance  of  the  contract  by  the  vendee  would 
have  produced  to  him,  or  the  difference  betwe<»n 
what  it  would  cost  him  to  manufacture  and 
deliver  it  under  the  contract  and  the  prlot* 
agreed  therein  to  be  paid  the  vendee.  Todi>  v. 
<;amble.  Afilrmlng  67  Hun,  38,  21  N.  Y.  Supp. 
739. 
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In  the  above  case  Dolph  r.  Troy  Laundry 
Marbinery  Co.  28  Fed.  553,  supra,  II.  e,  1,  was 
distinguished  upon  the  ground  that  the  opinion 
In  that  case  assumes  that  there  was  an  agree- 
ment for  the  sale  of  the  articles  In  question. 

Where  a  person  orders  an  article  to  be  manu- 
factured according  to  a  certain  measure,  pat- 
tern, or  style,  however,  as  a  suit  ot  clothes  or  a 
c&rrta;$e  or  a  steam  engine  or  a  water  wheel, 
the  manufacturer,  after  he  has  completed  his 
contract  and  tendered  the  article,  which  Is  re- 
fused, is  entitled  to  recover  the  full  contract 
price,  and  not  merely  the  difference  between 
the  contract  price  and  the  market  price.  Book- 
waiter  T.  Clark,  11  Blss.  126,  10  Fed.  793. 

h.  Remoicnesa,  contingency,  uncertainty. 

The  rule  with  reference  to  remoteness,  con- 
tinsency,  and  uncertainty  as  to  profits  seems 
to  be  the  same  where  the  breach  is  by  the  pur- 
chawr  as  that  wltli  reference  to  breach  by  the 
reader. 

And  the  profits  whicli  may  be  recovered  for 
breach  of  contract  to  receive  and  pay  for  prop- 
ertj  purchased,  as  a  general  rule  are  the  direct 
and  immediate  fruits  of  the  contract.  Sullivan 
T.  McMillan,  26  Fla.  543,  8  So.  450. 

Thus,  loss  of  profits  upon  the  part  of  the 
render  of  a  quantity  of  ice,  upon  the  refusal 
of  Che  vendee  to  receive  it,  Is  the  direct  and 
natural  result  of  the  breach  of  contract,  and 
for  such  breach  damages  are  recoverable  with- 
out special  allegations.  Tahoe  Ice  Co.  v.  Union 
Ice  Co.  109  Cal.  242,  41  Pac.  1020. 

And  the  profits  which  would  accrue  upon  the 
last  year  of  a  contract  between  two  ice  com- 
panies, by  which  one  sold  to  the  other  all  its 
crop  of  ice  for  five  years,  which  was  broken 
during  the  third  year  by  refusal  by  the  pur- 
chaser to  receive  any  more  ice,  are  not  too 
spH^uIatire  and  conjectural  for  recovery  In  an 
action  for  breach  of  the  contract.     Ibid, 

.So,  breach  of  contract  to  receive  and  pay  for 
certain  logs  entities  the  party  Injured  to  re- 
cover the  profits  he  would  have  made  in  the  per- 
formance of  the  contract,  where  the  cost  of 
performance  and  the  difference  between  such 
costs  and  the  contract  price  appear  definitely, 
and  do  not  depend  upon  any  contingencies. 
Sabine  Tram  Co.  ▼.  Jones  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  43 
8.  W.  903. 

And  breach  of  a  contract  for  furnishing  a 
designated  quantity  of  staves  at  a  stated  price, 
br  refusal  upon  the  part  of  the  purchaser  to 
receiTe  and  pay  for  any  more,  entitles  the  ven- 
dor to  recover  the  difference  between  the  mar- 
ket price  and  the  contract  price  at  the  place 
of  delivery  as  to  any  staves  that  had  t>een 
Danufactnred  and  were  on  hand  at  the  time 
of  the  refusal  to  receive,  and  the  profits,  If 
any,  which  would  have  accrued  to  the  vendor 
bj  the  manufacture  and  delivery  of  the  remain- 
isir  staves  up  to  the  number  necessary  to  com- 
pKe  the  contract,  there  being  nothing  specu- 
lative about  the  profits  which  the  vendor  would 
hare  realized  upon  the  contract.  Hi^user,  B. 
k  F.  Co.  V.  Tate,  20  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1716,  49  S.  W. 
4T5. 

Bat  s(hile  breach  of  a  contract,  by  refusal  to 
furnish  supplies,  by  lumber  merchants,  made 
with  the  owner  of  a  steam  saw-mill,  to  purchase 
all  the  lumber  that  the  steam  saw-mill  owner 
should  manufacture  at  his  mill  for  a  designated 
period,  paying  him  a  designated  price  there- 
for and  also  one  half  of  the  net  profits,  the  lum- 
ber merchant  to  furnish  the  miller  with  ail 
supplies  needed  to  carry  on  the  mill,  authorizes 
a  rec-overy  by  the  owner  of  the  mill,  where  the 
nature  of  the  supplies  was  such  that  the  manu- 
facture of  the  lumber  must  stop  if  they  were 
rithbeld,  for  damages  for  the  refusal  to  furnish 


supplies,  limited  to  the  act  of  refusal  and  Im- 
mediate consequences  resulting  therefrom. 
But  the  profits  which  would  have  arisen  from 
the  contract  if  it  had  been  performed,  as  such 
damages,  are  too  remote  and  contingent  to  be 
Included.  Chapin  v.  Norton,  6  McLean,  500, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,599. 

And  a  railroad  company  contracting  with  an 
individual  for  a  full  supply  of  wood  at  a  stated 
price  at  a  designated  station,  the  contract  be- 
ing silent  as  to  the  quantity  to  be  there  taken 
duri-ng  the  period  covered  by  the  contract,  la 
not  bound  to  take  any  more  than  Its  needs  re- 
quire, and  if  it  pays  for  all  the  wood  delivered, 
the  other  party  to  the  contract  cannot  hold  it 
liable  for  profits  he  might  have  made  upon 
wood  not  delivered,  but  which  he  could  have 
delivered  had  the  company  given  him  the  op- 
portunity of  furnishing  a  larger  supply.  Sa- 
vannah. F.  &  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Orlflin,  96  Ga.  225, 
23  S.  E.  115. 

So,  one  who  contracted  for  a  quantity  of  oil 
to  be  delivered  at  a  future  day  at  a  specified 
price,  who  l>ecame  bankrupt  before  that  day  ar- 
rived and  obtained  a  certificate  of  discharge, 
is  none  the  less  liable  for  not  accepting  and 
paying  for  the  oil,  where  the  vendor  couid  not 
prove  the  claim  in  bankruptcy  because  it  was 
uncertain  at  the  time  as  to  the  amount  of  dam- 
age or  whether  any  damage  would  be  sus- 
tained :  and  the  measure  of  damages  would  be 
the  difference  between  the  price  which  he  had 
contracted  to  pay  for  the  oil  and  the  market 
price  at  the  time  when  the  contract  was  broken. 
Boorman  v.  Nash,  9  Barn.  &  C.  145. 

And  the  damages  for  the  smallest  amount  re- 
sulting from  breach  of  a  contract  to  furnish 
550  scales  during  five  years,  enumerating  seven 
different  kinds  of  scales  at  different  prices  per 
scale,  but  not  specifying  the  number  of  each 
kind  which  the  purchaser  was  to  take,  by  refusal 
on  the  part  of  the  purchaser  to  perform  his  part 
of  the  contract,  are  suflaciently  definite  and 
certain  to  warrant  a  recovery,  as  they  could  not 
be  less  than  the  amount  of  profits  which  would 
have  been  made  had  the  purchaser  elected  to 
take  the  kind  of  scales  which  yielded  the  ven- 
dor the  least  profit.  Kimball  Bros.  v.  Deere, 
W.  &  Co.  108  Iowa.  676,  77  N.  W.  1041. 

And  where  a  contract  to  furnish  a  city  with 
a  quantity  of  gravel  Is  rescinded  by  the  city 
after  part  performance,  and  a  contractor  In  an 
action  therefor  proves  the  profits  actually  made 
under  a  like  contract  with  the  same  city,  and 
the  Jury  awards  damages  on  that  basis,  the  ver- 
dict will  not  be  set  aside  as  based  on  a  con- 
jectural estimate  of  '  the  damages.  Hare  ▼. 
Parkersburg,  24  W.  Va.  554. 

So,  where  a  purchaser  of  a  quantity  of  corn 
refuses  to  receive  and  pay  for  the  same  ac- 
cording to  contract  the  price  of  another  lot  of 
com  sold  by  the  vendor  at  about  the  same  time 
furnishes  a  sufficient  criterion  of  value  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  the  damages  suffered. 
Applegate  v.  Hogan,  9  B.  Mon.  70. 

And  evidence  as  to  the  average  weight  of 
863  discarded  dairy  cows  known  as  canners, 
purchased  in  and  near  to  a  certain  county  In 
which  it  was  the  purpose  of  the  purchaser  to 
gather  the  whole  number  contracted  for,  is  suf- 
ficient in  an  action  for  breach  of  a  contract 
to  purchase  and  pay  f^r  2,000  canners  as  a 
basis  for  reaching  the  amount  of  profits  on 
the  contract  recoverable  as  damages  for  Its 
breach.  Fletcher  v.  Dold  Packing  Co.  41  App. 
Div.  30,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  612. 

But  it  cannot  be  assumed  that  the  profits 
under  an  agreement  to  consign  the  products  of 
a  manufactory  of  silks  and  cottons,  which  was 
broken  by  the  Insolvency  of  the  consignor  after 
the  contra --t  had  continued  for  three  months, 
that  the  returns  for  the  three  months  would 
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continue  the  same  for  a  period  of  three  years 
after  tl^e  breach  so  as  to  warrant  the  recovery 
of  the  profits  for  such  three  years  in  an  action 
for  a  breach  of  the  contract.  Re  Adams,  15 
Abb.   N.  C.  61. 

So,  the  prospective  profits  on  a  contract 
made  by  a  manufacturer  to  consign  the  prod- 
uis  of  his  factory  to  another  for  a  desig- 
nated period  cannot  be  recovered  as  damages 
for  breach  of  the  contract,  unless  it  is  shown 
with  reasonable  certainty  what  profits  would 
have  accrued  if  the  contract  bad  been  carried 
out.     Ibid, 

And  a  special  verdict  in  an  action  against  a 
purchaser  for  breach  of  contract  with  another 
to  have  a  phaeton  constructed  for  her,  by  re- 
fusal to  accept  it,  should  show  the  value  of 
the  property  at  the  time  and  place  of  delivery, 
and  in  the  absence  of  such  showing  no  basis 
is  furnished  upon  which  damages  can  be  cal- 
culated. Shipps  v.  Atkinsoif,  8  Ind.  App.  505, 
30  N.  E.  375. 

And  one  who  contj*acts  to  manufacture  and 
deliver  a  designated  number  of  sets  of  castings 
for  Dutch  ovens,  who  proceeds  with  his  con- 
tract but  is  stopped  by  notice  from  the  other 
party  and  an  ultimate  refusal  to  take  them, 
though  entitled  to  the  difference  betwen  the 
market  value  of  the  castings  at  the  time  and 
place  of  delivery  and  the  contract  price,  cannot 
recover  where  there  is  no  evidence  as  to  what 
such  prospective  profits  would  have  been,  nor 
as  to  the  difference  between  the  market  value 
and  the  contract  price.  Kingsland  &  F.  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  St.  Louis  Malleable  Iron  Co.  29  Mo.  App. 
526. 

So,  one  who  contracts  with  another  to  fur- 
nish four  passenger  elevators,  but  who  is  pre- 
vented from  the  completion  of  the  contract  by 
the  other  party  without  fault  on  his  part,  is 
entitled  to  recover  damages  for  nonperformance 
of  the  contract;  but  where  the  machinery  Is 
still  on  hand,  and  no  loss  of  profits  Is  proved, 
the  damages  are  merely  the  proper  cost  of 
storage  and  the  expense  of  Insurance.  EUi- 
thorpe  Air-Drake  Co.  v.  Sire,  41  Fed:  662. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  by 
the  United  States  of  a  contract  for  the  deliv- 
ery at  a  designated  place,  of  all  the  hay,  be  it 
more  or  less,  that  shall  be  required  for  a  gar- 
rison for  a  designated  period,  pursuant  to  which 
the  contractor  is  formally  notified  to  supply  a 
designated  quantity  or  amount,  and  the  govern- 
ment refuses  to  take  the  whole  amount,  is  as 
to  such  supplies  as  the  contractor  had  on  hand 
ready  to  deliver,  and  as  to  which  he  had  in- 
curred substantially  all  the  cost,  expense,  and 
trouble  which  he  would  have  been  subjected  t^ 
if  the  supplies  had  been  accepted,  his  profits 
as  well  as  losses,  precisely  as  though  a  tender 
had  previously  been  made,  as  the  contractor 
may  be  considered  to  have  substantially  ful- 
filled the  agreement  as  to  that.  And  for  his 
preparation  and  progress  toward  furnishing 
other  supplies  not  in  condition  or  substantially 
ready  for  delivery,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  the 
cost,  expense,  and  loss  Incurred,  but  nothing 
for  prespective  profits.  Field  v.  United  States, 
16  Ct.  Ci.  434. 

So,  a  contractor  agreeing  to  furnish  the  gov- 
ernment a  quantity  of  hay,  the  contract  for 
which  was  renounced  smd  performance  thereun- 
der stopped  before  completion,  cannot  recover 
for  the  profits  he  would  have  made  had  he 
been  permitted  to  complete  the  contract,  unless 
he  shows  that  he  had  a  sufficient  quantity  of 
good  merchantable  hay  on  hand  ready  for  de- 
livery to  complete  the  contract,  or  that  he 
could  have  gone  Into  the  market  and  purchased 
It  for  delivery  under  his  contract,  and,  In  the 
absence  of  such  proof,  and  where  it  appears 
that  the  region  was  remote  and  uninhabited, 
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in  which  no  hay  could  be  purchased,  profits 
will  not  be  allowed  as  damages.  Yates  v. 
United  States,  15  Ct.  CI.  119.  In  such  case  the 
damage  Is  not  the  necessary  and  proximate  re- 
sult of  the  breach. 

The  cases  dealing  with  particular  facts  set 
forth  supra.  III.  c,  upon  the  question  of  the 
measure  of  damages,  also  sustain  the  general 
rule,  above  stated,  that  profits  lost  through 
breach  of  contract  by  a  purchaser  may  be  re- 
covered where  they  are  the  certain  and  im- 
mediate fruit  of  the  contract,  though  they  do 
not  deal  directly  with  the  question  of  remote- 
ness, contingency,  and  uncertainty. 

1.  Breach  of  contract  to  purchase  real  estate. 

The  rules  with  relation  to  the  recovery  of 
profits  lost  as  damages  for  breach  by  the  pur- 
chaser of  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  real 
estate  do  not  seem  to  differ  from  those  with 
relation  to  breach  of  contract  for  the  purchase 
of  personal  property.- 

'J'hus,  a  vendor  of  real  estate,  whose  vendee 
refuses  to  complete  the  purchase,  cannot  re- 
cover the  contract  price  In  an  action  for  specific 
performance ;  if  he  rescinds  or  brings  action  on 
the  contract,  he  can  recover  such  damages  only 
as  shall  compensate  him  for  the  loss  of  his 
bargain.  Congregation  Beth  Eloblm  v.  Central 
Presby.  Church,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  484. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  which  a  vendor 
may  recover  In  a  suit  at  law  for  refusal  of  bis 
vendee  to  receive  the  deed  of,  and  pay  fur, 
lands  purchased  according  to  contract,  is  the 
difference  between  the  price  agreed  to  be  paid 
for  the  land  and  its  real  value  at  the  time  the 
contract  is  broken.  Griswold  v.  Sabln,  51  N. 
H.  167,  12  Am.  Rep.  76 ;  Ilurd  v.  Dunsmore,  63 
N.  H.  171 ;  riazleton  v.  beDuc,  10  App.  D.  C. 
379;  Porter  v.  Travis,  40  Ind.  556;  Wilson  v. 
Holden,  16  Abb.  Pr.  133 ;  Old  Colony  R.  Corp. 
V.  Evans,  6  Gray,  25,  66  Am.  Dec.  394 ;  Bowser 
V.  Cessna,  62  Pa.  148. 

Or  at  the  time  of  bringing  the  action.  Wil- 
son V.  Holden,  16  Abb.  Pr.  133. 

Together  with  such  other  damages  and  los^^ps 
as  could  have  been  reasonably  anticipated  by 
the  parties  as  likely  to  be  caused  by  the  breach. 
Hurd  V.  Dunsmore,  63  N.  H.  171. 

Thus,  where  lands  are  sold  at  public  auction, 
and  the  purchaser  fails  to  complete  his  pur- 
chase, and  they  are  again  put  up  at  auction 
and  resold  at  a  less  sum,  the  diflTerence  between 
the  original  bid  and  the  bid  on  the  resale  Is  the 
proper  measure  of  damages  for  the  refusal  of 
the  first  purchaser  to  comply  with  his  bid. 
Gardner  v.  Armstrong,  31  Mo.  538 ;  Anderson 
V.  lYultt,  53  Mo.  App.  590:  Mount  v.  Brown, 
33  Miss.  567,  69  Am.  Dec.  562. 

Where  the  second  sale  was  fairly  made  on 
due  notice.  Anderson  v.  Truitt,  53  Mo.  App. 
590. 

And  where  land  is  sold  under  execution  on  a 
mortgage  which  was  a  first  lien,  and  the  pur- 
chaser fails  to  complete  the  purchase,  and  the 
sheriff  returns  the  land  unsold,  after  which  it 
is  again  sold  by  the  same  sheriff  under  an  exe- 
cution on  a  subsequent  judgment  subject  to 
the  mortgage  for  a  less  sum  than  the  first  bid, 
the  prima  facie  measure  of  damages  for  failure 
to  complete  the  first  purchase  Is  the  difference 
between  the  two  bids,  and  while  the  same  might 
have  been  recovered  In  the  name  of  the  sheriff 
for  the  use  of  the  party  Injured,  the  money  be- 
ing already  in  his  hands,  it  is  not  necessary 
that  he  should  bring  action.  Tindle'8  Appeal, 
77  Pa.  201. 

])ut  the  fact  that  a  sale  of  lands  which  had 
been  previously  sold  and  the  vendee  had  re- 
fused to  complete  was  a  private  one,  does  not 
alter  the  rule  of  damages  that  the  vendor  Is  en- 


1806. 


Todd  v.  Oamblb. 


259 


titled  to   recover    the   difference   between    the ! 
price  flxcd  In  the  contract  and  the  value  at  the  I 
tiTDe  for  delivery  of  tbe  deed,  as  It  cannot  be 
diiimed   (hat    tbe   price  obtained  at    a   private 
silf  was  tbe  true   value.     Oriawold   v.    Sabln, 

51  X.  U.  1*57,  12  Am.  Uep.  76. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  a 
contract  for  the  purchase  of  real  estate  Is  the  < 
ditference  between  the  price  agreed  to  be  paid 
by  the  purchaser  and  the  value  of  the  property, 
and  not  the  difference  between  the  price  agreed 
to  be  paid  and  that  which  it  brought  at  a  re- 
^If.  though  a  resale  made  upon  the  same  terms 
ii)ii;ht  be  some  evidence  to  go  to  the  Jury  as  to 
wbat  the  real  value  was.  Gull  ▼.  West,  65  Hun, 
1,  19  X.  Y.  Supp.  7o7. 

And  where  lands  are  sold  at  auction  and  the 
parcbttser  refuites  to  take  a  conveyance  of  the 
Mme.  the  conditions,  if  any.  Inserted  In  the 
ncitire  of  resale,  the  length  of  time  of  the  no- 
ting ihe  time  and  place  of  sale,  and  the  like, 
are  essential  elements  to  be  considered  In  de- 
tet mining  the  question  whether  the  resale  was 
fair,  and  the  difference  of  the  prices  In  the  two 
iOiW*  was  the  proper  measure  of  damages  for 
Tbe  breach.^    Anderson  v.  Trultt,  53   Mo.   App. 

.\nd  in  Maine  the  measure  of  damages  for  re- 
fn^sal  by  a  purchaser  of  real  estate  sold  at  auc- 
tion to  receive  the  deed  therefor  Is  the  price  at 
which  the  land  was  struck  off,  with  interest, 
thdiiKh  the  title  remains  the  same  as  before  tbe 
sale.    Aina  v.  Plummer,  4  Me.  258. 

So.  an  administrator,  who  sells  property  of 
an  estate  represented  by  him.  may,  where  the 
vendue  refuses  to  complete  the  purchase  by  giv- 
ing bi'Dd  and  security  as  required  by  the  terms 
of  the  sale,  resell  it,  and  hold  the  purchaser  re- 
sponsible for  the  losses  sustained  through  a  dl- 
mination  of  the  price  brought  on  the  resale. 
Mount  V.  Brown,  33  Miss.  667,  69  Am.  Dec. 
361!. 

The  action  of  a  purchaser  of  land,  however, 
nnder  a  contract  by  which  he  was  to  erect  with- 
in eighteen  months  a  factory  of  a  designated 
i*iz''  for  the  manufacture  of  plated  ware,  and 
pmsiH'ate  the  business  of  manufacturing  there- 
in.  on  a  scale  commensurate  with  the  size  of 
tbe  building.  In  abandoning  the  agreement  and 
refusing  to  build  the  factory,  does  not  authorize 
a  re<-overy  by  the  vendor  of  the  profits  which 
be  miulit  and  would  have  derived  from  the  sale 
of  tbe  other  lands  in  the  vicinity  at  an  Increased 
pri<*t^  on  account  of  the  location  of  the  factory. 
I^uliea  V.  Taylor,  35  U.  C.  Q.  B.  305. 

And  a  vendor  of  real  estate,  whose  vendee  re- 
faies  to  take  the  same  because  the  premises 
are  occupied  by  tenants,  cannot  resell  the 
pr«>n]ise8  and  compel  the  deft'ndant  to  pay  the 
difference  and  the  expense  of  the  resale.  The 
cdurse  he  should  pursue  would  be  to  procure  the 
vacation  of  the  premises  on  the  refusal  of  the 
purchaser  to  take  the  deed  upon  that  ground, 
and  then  retender  the  deed,  or  bring  action  for 
specific  performance.  Guly  v.  West,  65  llun, 
1,  i;«  N.  Y.  Supp.  757. 

S««  also  Ilazleton  v.  LeDuc,  10  App.  D.  C. 
Ziy,  $uprat  III.  e,  1. 

IV.  Dutjf  to  try  to  prevent  or  reduce  damaget. 

Tt  Is  the  duty  of  the  party  Injured  by  a 
breach  of  contract  of  sale  or  purchase,  wheth- 
er 'he  breach  Is  by  the  vendor  or  vendee,  to  do 
all  in  his  power  to  prevent  damages,  or  to  re- 
da(i»  the  dH mages  flowing  from  the  breach  to 
the  finiaileot  possible  amount ;  and  he  can  re- 
eo^-er  for  loss  of  proiits  therefrom  only  when  he 
'^mld  not  have  prevented  such  loss,  or  only  to 
The  extent  that  he  could  not  prevent  or  reduce 
or  neutralize  it. 

Thus,  the  Jury   in  an  action   for  breach  of 
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contract  to  deliver  every  day  during  a  specified 
period  logs  of  a  designated  size,  quality,  and 
number  at  a  mill,  to  be  sawed  Into  lumber  of 
a  designated  character,  must  take  Into  consider- 
ation any  diminution  of  any  loss  which  was 
made  or  might  have  been  made  by  reasonable 
diligence  by  purchasing  logs  from  others,  or 
by  entering  Into  any  new  agreement  with  the 
defendants  for  the  continuance  of  the  sawing 
during  the  contract  period,  offsetting  the  same 
against  the  amount  of  recovery  for  loss  of  prof- 
Its  in  being  prevented  from  performing  the  con- 
tract. Hassard-Short  v.  Ilardlson,  114  N.  C. 
4X2,  19  S.  E.  7-J8. 

And  where  either  the  party  refusing  or  other 
responsible  parties  are  willing  and  ready,  and 
proffer,  soon  after  the  breach,  to  furnish  all  the 
logs  stipulated  to  be  furnished  In  the  original 
contract  at  the  same  rate,  which  offer  is  re- 
fused, and  the  mill  is  allowed  to  remain  idle, 
the  proprietor  has  no  right  to  recover  for  any 
diminution  of  the  profit  he  would  have  realized 
under  the  agreement.     Ibid. 

And  where  a  quantity  of  steel  is  sold,  with  a 
warranty  by  the  vendor  that  It  Is  first-class 
steel,  made  with  the  knowledge  that  It  Is  to 
be  used  to  make  oil  drills,  and  the  steel  proves 
unsuitable  for  that  purpose,  though  expenses 
and  losses  should  be  allowed  to  the  purchaser, 
If  the  defects  are  discovered  as  soon  as  the 
purchaser  begins  to  use  it.  he  has  no  right  after 
that  to  go  on  making  drills  In  the  expectation 
of  recovering  upon  the  warranty  the  expense 
or  loss  of  protUs,  as  such  expense  and  loss  would 
be  Incurred  in  his  own  wrong.  Draper  y. 
Sweet,  60  Barb.  147. 

And,  a  hotel  keeper  who  contracts  with  an 
electric  light  company  for  the  lighting  of  his 
hotel  for  a  designated  period,  and  afterwards 
and  before  the  expiration  of  the  contract  re- 
fuses to  take  the  electric  current,  and  severs 
the  wires  connecting  the  hotel  with  those  of 
the  company,  after  which  the  electric  light 
company  continues  to  send  Its  electric  current 
to  the  hotel  keeper  up  to  the  point  where  the 
wires  have  been  disconnected,  can  be  held  lia- 
ble to  the  electric  light  company  for  the  bi*each 
of  contract,  only  for  the  damages  suffered 
from  the  breach,  and  not  for  the  full  contract 
price  of  the  electricity.  Queen  City  Electric 
Light  Co.  V.  Gibson  House  Co.  4  Ohio  N.  I'.  119. 

So,  the  rule  of  damages  for  breach  of  a  con- 
tract to  manufacture  and  sell  a  quantity  of 
steel  rails,  by  refusal  upon  the  part  of  the  pur- 
chaser to  give  drilling  directions  for  the  manu- 
facture of  such  rails,  and  by  notice  that  he 
would  not  accept  and  pay  for  them,  after  which 
the  manufacturer  sold  to  a  railroad  company 
a  quantity  of  steel  rails  manufactured  out  of 
material  provided  for  the  fulfilment  of  the 
contract  broken,  Is  to  make  the  manufacturer 
Its  nearly  whole  as  he  can  be  made  In  money 
damages,  and  to  accomplish  this  the  profit 
made  on  the  rails  manufactured  from  the  ma- 
terial provided  for  the  fulfilment  of  the  con- 
tract bioken  should  be  deducted  from  the  dif- 
ference between  the  contract  price  which  was 
to  be  paid  for  the  making  of  the  rails  and  the 
cost  of  making  them  under  the  contract.  Pitts- 
burgh Bessemer  Steel  Rail  Co.  v.  Hinckley,  17 
Fed,  584. 

See  also  Hinckley  v.  Pittsburgh  Bessemer 
Steel  Co.  121  U.  8.  264,  30  L.  ed.  967,  7  Sup. 
Ot.  Rep.  875,  $upra.  III.  f,  2. 

And  where  a  person  under  contract  to  supply 
another  with  a  designated  quantity  of  shirting, 
with  the  knowledge  that  it  was  designed  for 
shipment  to  a  foreign  market,  notified  the  pur- 
cha.ser  that  lie  couid  not  complete  his  contract, 
and  the  purchnspr.  doing  the  best  he  could  to 
find  clotb  of  the  same  description,  purchased 
cloth  of  another  kind,  which  was  the  nearest 
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In  price  and  quality  to  be  had,  and  paid  an 
Increased  price  therefor,  with  which  he  fal- 
filled  his  contract,  without  charging  anything 
in  addition  to  the  contract  price,  Is  entitled  to 
recover  of  his  vendor,  who  brolce  the  contract, 
the  dlflPeronce  between  the  contract  price  and 
the  price  he  paid  for  the  substituted  goods. 
Hindc  V.  Liddell.  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  265,  44  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  N.  S.  105,  32  L.  T.  N.  S.  440,  23  Weelc. 
Rep.  650. 

So,  the  mea.sure  of  a  vendee's  damages  for 
breach  of  contract  by  the  vendor  as  to  the 
quality  of  the  goods  sold  is  the  difference  be- 
tween the  value  of  the  goods  as  they  would 
have  been  If  the  warranty  as  to  quality  had 
been  true  and  the  actual  value  at  the  time  of 
the  sale,  including  the  gains  prevented  and  the 
losses  sustained  and  such  other  damages  as 
could  be  reasonably  anticipated  by  the  parties 
as  likely  to  be  caused  by  the  vendor's  failure 
to  keep  his  agreement,  and  could  not  by  rea- 
sonable care  on  the  part  of  the  vendee  have  l>een 
avoided ;  and  where  the  amount  of  such  dam- 
ages la  greater  than  the  purchase  price,  and 
they  are  recouped  in  an  action  for  such  pur- 
chase price,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover,  and 
the  defendant  is  entitled  to  Judgment  for  costs. 
Union  Bank  v.  Blanchard,  65  N.  H.  21. 18  Atl.  90. 

But  one  who  breaks  a  contract  for  the  de- 
livery of  a  specified  quantity  and  quality  of  logs, 
which  would  have  taken  two  years  or  there- 
abouts for  the  completion,  by  refusing  to  re- 
ceive any  more  logs,  cannot  reduce  his  liability 
in  damages  for  the  breach  by  proving  what 
gains  and  profits  were  made  by  the  other  party 
thereto,  by  his  own  labor  and  the  use  of  his 
teams  in  other  work  during  the  time  that  it 
would  have  taken  him  to  perform  the  contract, 
as  the  rule  that  the  party  injured  should  have 
done  all  that  reasonably  lay  within  his  power  to 
protect  himself  from  losses  by  seeking  other 
employment  does  not  apply  where  there  is  noth- 
ing in  the  contract  to  show  that  the  execution 
thereof  required  any  great  portion  of  the  per- 
sonal attention  of  the  contractor,  or  that  it  was 
Impracticable  to  engage  in  other  business  during 
its  performance.  Sullivan  v.  McMillan,  87  Fla. 
134,  19  So.  340. 

And  a  contract  entered  into  by  a  person  who 
had  contracted  with  another  to  supply  a  speci- 
fied quantity  of  crude  ore  at  a  designated  price, 
which  the  other  had  refused  to  receive,  made 
with  a  third  person  several  months  after  the 
violation  of  the  first  contract,  to  furnish  such 
third  person  with  ore  from  the  same  mines  from 
which  he  had  contracted  to  supply  the  former 
party,  to  be  washed  and  made  ready  for  market 
or  for  use  in  the  furnace,  does  not  affect  the 
amount  of  profits  he  would  be  entitled  to  re- 
cover from  the  party  originally  contracting  with 
him  for  its  failure  to  take  the  residue  of  the 
ore  it  had  contracted  for,  as  the  contract  was 
of  a  different  nature  and  upon  different  terms. 
Alleghany  Iron  Co.  v.  Teaford,  06  Va.  372,  31 
8.  E.  525. 

So,  the  amount  of  damages  suffered  by  a  per- 
son agreeing  to  furnish  a  large  quantity  of 
brick  to  another,  from  the  refusal  of  the  lat- 
ter to  accept  the  whole  quantity,  is  not  affected 
by  the  fact  that  he  sold  to  others  the  brick  con- 
tracted for  and  refused,  or  by  the  price  for 
which  it  was  told,  where  it  appears  that  the 
contracts  with  the  persons  to  whom  they  were 
sold  were  made  prior  to  the  contract  in  ques- 
tion, and  that  the  vendor  had  the  ability  to  fur- 
nish ail  the  brick  required  for  all  his  contracts. 
Including  the  one  broken.  Cauda  v.  Wick,  100 
N.  Y.  127,  2  N.  E.  .S81. 

And  in  determining  the  profits  to  be  recovered 
for  breach  by  the  employer  of  a  contract  with 
another  to  put  a  tin  gutter  upon  his  build- 
ing, the  gutter  to  be  manufactured  by  the  con- 
52  L.  R.  A. 


tractor,  no  allowance  Is  to  be  made  on  account 
of  other  work  engaged  in  by  the  contractor  dur- 
ing the  time  he  would  have  been  engaged  in  the 
performance  of  the  contract  In  question.  Gib- 
ney  v.  Turner,  52  Ark.  117,  12  S.  W.  201. 

And  one  who  enters  Into  a  contract  to  make 
and  complete  a  soldiers'  monument,  and  com- 
pletes a  half-sized  model  thereof  ready  for  ship- 
ment, when  the  other  party  refuses  to  perform 
or  allow  him  to  proceed  with  the  performance, 
is  entitled  to  damages  for  his  loss  of  profits  on 
the  contract ;  and  it  is  error  to  deduct  from  the 
contract  the  value  of  the  half -sized  model  re- 
maining in  the  contractor's  hands.  Conway  ▼. 
Mitchell,  97  Wis.  290,  72  N.  W.  752. 

V.  Effect  of  megaUty. 

The  illegality  of  a  contract  of  purchase  or 
sale  would  appear  to  effectually  prevent  its 
use  to  sustain  a  recovery  either  for  the  profits 
lost  through  its  breach  or  any  other  amount. 

Thus,  a  contract  for  the  purchase  and  sale 
of  cotton  futures  is  a  gaming  contract,  and 
therefore  illegal  and  contrary  to  public  policy, 
and  neither  the  contract  nor  the  loss  of  gain 
resulting  therefrom  can  be  Invoked. to  measure 
the  damages  sustained  by  a  party  thereto  in 
consequence  of  the  failure  or  refusal  of  a  bank 
to  comply  with  its  agreement  to  advance  him 
money  which  he  intended  to  use  as  a  margin 
in  conducting  a  speculation  in  such  futures. 
Moss.  V.  Exchange  Bank,  102  Ga.  808,  30  S.  E. 
267. 

A  contract,  however,  by  which  one  party 
was  to  have  the  option  of  manufacturing  all 
machines  sold  by  both  at  a  designated  price  for 
one  kind  of  machine,  and  at  such  prices  for 
other  machines  as  might  be  bid  for  them  in  open 
competition  by  any  other  responsible  manu- 
facturer for  e4]ual  quality  of  goods,  is  not  void 
as  in  restraint  of  trade  so  as  to  prevent  a  re- 
covery of  gains  and  profits  lost  by  the  breach, 
provided  they  were  proximate  and  certain  and 
the  machines  were  not  articles  of  necessity, 
and  the  transaction  did  not  amount  to  a  con- 
spiracy to  control  prices  by  creating  a  monop- 
oly. Dolph  v.  Troy  Laundry  Machinery  Co.  28 
Fed.  653. 

The  above  cases  are  the  only  ones  found  with 
reference  to  the  effect  of  alleged  illegality  in 
purchases  or  sales  upon  the  right  to  recover 
for  profits  lost  through  a  breach.  It  Is 
thought,  however,  that  a  comparison  between 
these  cases  and  the  cases  with  reference  to 
profits  of  illegal  general  contracts,  and  with 
reference  to  profits  of  an  illegal  business  as  af- 
fected by  torts,  Justifies  the  conclusion  that  the 
three  classes  of  cases  are  governed  by  the  same 
rule.  For  the  rule  in  such  cases,  see  tiote«, 
^'Damages  for  tort  as  affected  by  lo99  of  prof- 
its",— Wallace  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (Pa.) 
ante,  33 ;  and,  *'L088  of  profits  as  an  ele- 
ment of  damages  for  breach  of  contract/* — 
Wells  V.  National  Life  Asso.  (C.  C.  App.  5tli 
C.)  ante,  83. 

VI.  Conclusion. 

The  aim  of  the  law  in  case  of  a  breach  of 
contract  of  sale  of  personal  property  by  the 
vendor  is  to  place  the  vendee  in  the  position  he 
would  have  been  in  had  it  not  been  for  the 
breach.  This  is  usually  done  by  giving  him  the 
difference  between  the  contract  price  of  the 
thing  sold  and  Its  market  value  at  the  time  of 
the  breach,  upon  the  theory  that  he  can  then 
immediately  go  into  the  market  and  procure 
the  article  to  which  he  was  entitled.  This  in- 
volves compensation  to  the  purchaser,  and  not 
a  recovery  of  profits  to  be  made  with  the  article 
purchased,  and  is  not  therefore  within  the  bu1>- 
Ject  of  this  note. 

Bat  special  circumstances  may  exist  which 
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will  render  the  general  mle  Inapplicable,  and 
cftuse  protitB  loist  to  become  either  the  criterion 
of  damages  or  an  element  for  consideration  in 
determining  them.     Thus,  a  purchase  made  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  out  a  contract  of  resale 
of  the  same  property   wari'ants  a  recovery   in 
th*"  case  of  breach  by  the  vendor  of  the  profits 
Thicb  the  purchaser  would  have  made  on  Jthe 
resale  if  the  vendor  had  knowledge  of  the  pur- 
pose of  the  purchase  at  the  time,  though  if  he 
did  not  know  the  price  agreed  upon  for  the  re- 
sale, ihe  recovery  could  be  for  the  usual  and 
ordinary  profits  only  as  distinguished  from  un- 
nsual  and  extraordinary  ones.     The  same  rules 
apply  to  the  purchase  of  an  article  for  the  pur- 
pose known    to   the   vendor    of   putting    it    to 
lome  particular  use,  from  which  profits  would 
accrue.     The  knowledge  of  the  vendor  as  to  the 
purpose  of  the  purchase,  however,  must  amount 
to  something  more  than  mere  information  as  to 
the  existence   of  an   intent   upon   the   part   of 
the  purchaser.     It  must  have  been  such  as  to 
warrant  the  assumption  that  the  parties  con- 
tracted with  reference  to  such  purpose,  and  that 
tbe  vendor  intended  to  assume  an  enlarged  en- 
gagement on  that  account.     So,  the  general  rule 
dees  not  apply   where   there  is  no   market   in 
which  the  purchaser  can  supply  himself  in  case 
of  breach  by  the  vendor,  and  in  such  case  the 
parchaner  is  permitted  to  recover  the  difference 
l)etween   the  contract  price  and  the  price  for 
which   he   had   resold  the  article,   or  what   it 
woald  have  been  worth  to  him.     Though  there 
if  DO  market,  at  the  place  of  delivery,  however, 
if  a  reasonably  satisfactory  substitute  can  be  ob- 
tained, or  If  the  goods  can  be  obtained  at  an- 
other market  not  far  removed  and  of  easy  ac- 
cess, the  general  rule  for  the  recovery  of  the 
difference  between  the  contract  price  and  the 
market  price  is  applied,   making  allowance  if 
tbe  substituted  article  is  of  a  different  price  or 
less  available,  or  for  cost  of  transportation. 

The  general  mle  with  reference  to  contract 
cases,  however,  is  that  to  warrant  a  recovery  for 
the  loss  of  profits  they  must  have  been  the  proxi- 
mate, and  not  the  remote,  result  of  the  breach ; 
and  they  must  not  have  been  speculative,  con- 
tingent, or  uncertain ;  and  they  must  be  such 
as  to  be  deemed  to  have  been  within  the  contem- 
plation of  the  parties  at  the  time  the  contract 
was  made.  And  while  special,  circumstances 
known  to  the  vendor  may  bring  profits  within 
the  contemplation  of  the  vendor  so  as  to  war- 
rant a  recovery,  though  they  would  otherwise 
be  deemed  too  remote,  contingency  and  uncer- 
tainty, it  seems,  would  defeat  a  recovery  with- 
out reference  to  special  circumstances,  profits 
lost  warranting  a  recovery  only  where  they  do 
not  depend  upon  chances  of  trade,  and  where 
they  may  be  rendered  reasonably  certain  by  evi- 
dence, and  where  they  might  be  passed  to  the 
accoont  of  profit  and  loss  consistent  with  the 
principles  of  bookkeeping. 

The  fact  that  the  property  sold  was  not  in 
exhtence  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  but  was  to 
be  manufactured  by  the  vendor,  does  not  affect 
the  alMve  rules :  and  a  breach  of  warranty  is 
a  breach  of  contract  by  the  vendor  to  which  the 
general  rule  of  compensation  applies,  where  the 
warranty  was  general,  and  to  which  the  rules 
applicable  under  special  circumstances  apply, 
where  the  warranty  was  for  a  special  purpose. 
With  reference  to  the  sale  of  a  business,  good- 
will, or  exclusive  privilege,  the  question  of  re- 
covery for  lost  profits  would  seem  to  depend 
npon  whether  they  were  remote,  contingent, 
or  uncertain,  as  in  case  of  such  a  sale,  profits, 
it  appears,  are  always  deemed  to  be  within  the 
coDiempiation  of  the  parties. 

In  real-estate  cases,  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
a  Tendee  whose  purchase  was  defeated  could 
faardiy  be  said  to  be  compensated  by  being  en- 
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abled  to  go  into  the  market  and  buy  another  . 
piece  of  property,  the  excess  of  value  over  con- 
tract price,  or  the  goodness  of  the  bargain  as 
it  is  called  in  the  older  cases,  Is  regarded  as 
profits  for  the  loss  of  which  the  vendor  may  be 
held,  if  he  did  not  act  in  good  faith  in  failing 
or  refusing  to  convey,  though  if  he  did  act  in 
good  faith  the  recovery  is  confined  to  the  pur- 
chase price  with  interest,  and  the  expenses  nec- 
essarily incurred. 

Breach  of  contract  by  the  vendee  or  purchaser 
usually  consists  in  a  refusal  on  his  part  to  take 
property  contracted  for.  This  gives  the  ven- 
dor the  right  to  sue  for  the  contract  price  If 
title  has  passed,  or  to  keep  the  property  and  sue 
for  the  difference  between  the  market  value  and 
the  contract  price,  or  to  resell  the  property  and 
sue  for  the  difference  between  the  contract  price 
and  the  price  obtained  on  the  resale.  No  ele- 
ment of  profits,  however,  enters  into  a  suit  for 
the  contract  price,  and  questions  arising  where 
title  has  passed  and  the  recovery  sought  is  the 
contract  price  are  not  Included  in  this  note. 
The  questions  here  considered  relate  to  the  loss 
to  the  vendor  of  the  profits  of  the  sale  over  and 
above  the  market  or  real  value  of  the  article  left 
in  his  hands.  The  rule  on  the  question  whether 
or  not  title  has  passed  is  the  same  as  that  Id 
the  general  law  of  sales.  A  direct  notice  of 
refusal  to  perform  is  held  by  a  majority  of  the 
cases  to  fix  the  time  for  the  estimation  of  the 
dlfi'ercnce  t>etween  the  contract  and  the  market 
price,  at  the  date  of  the  notice  instead  of  at  the 
time  fixed  for  delivery. 

The  right  to  resell  and  recover  the  difference 
between  the  contract  price  and  the  price  ob- 
tained would  appear  to  be  absolute,  but  the 
sale  must  have  been  fairly  made  with  a  view 
to  obtain  the  best  possible  price,  and  as  a  gen- 
eral rule  upon  due  notice.  If  there  is  no  mar- 
ket price  and  no  market  at  which  a  resale  could 
be  made,  the  profits  lost  for  which  a  recovery 
may  be  had  are  estimated  by  taking  the  differ- 
ence between  the  cost  of  production  and  the 
contract  price,  though  in  such  case  market 
value  may  be  considered  instead  of  cost  of  pro- 
duction, where  there  is  a  neighboring  market 
which  is  reasonably  available,  or  where  there 
was  a  market  on  some  day  other  than  the  day 
of  delivery  not  too  far  removed. 

The  same  rules  apply  where  the  thing  sold 
is  to  be  manufactured,  though  where  the 
breach  occurs  before  there  is  anything  in  exist- 
ence to  which  the  contract  of  sale  could  apply, 
the  difference  between  the  cost  of  production 
and  the  contract  price  should  be  taken  as  the 
measure  of  damages :  and  in  such  case,  as  a 
general  rule,  the  manufacture  should  be  discon- 
tinued, though  it  is  thought  that  if  an  article 
was  partly  completed  and  would  be  proportion- 
ately more  valuable  If  completed  in  full,  its 
completion  wouid  be  Justified.  The  rules  with 
reference  to  refusal  to  receive  real  estate  pur- 
chased seem  to  be  the  same  as  those  applicable 
to  personal  property. 

A  party  to  a  contract  suffering  loss  of  profits 
from  its  breach  by  the  other  party  can  only  re- 
cover, however,  where  he  could  not  have  pre- 
vented the  loss  by  reasonable  efforts  on  hUt 
part,  or  to  the  extent  that  he  could  not  prevent 
or  reduce  or  neutralize  It.  If  he  could  other- 
wise employ  himself  during  the  time  he  wouFd 
have  been  engaged  under  the  contract  so  as  to 
make  something  in  reduction  of  the  damages.  It 
Is  his  duty  to  do  so,  though  the  rule  would  be 
different  If  the  execution  of  the  contract  did 
not  require  his  personal  attention,  or  If  the 
disposition  of  the  fruits  of  the  original  co.i- 
tract  was  by  a  different  method  or  by  a  con- 
tract differing  entirely  In  character  and  terms. 

F.  H.  B. 
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James  Vr  CU\nHNGS,  Appt., 

V. 

UNION  BLUE  STONK  COMPANY  et    ah, 

Hcapts. 

4 

(164  N.  Y.  401.) 

1.  A  contract  betifveen  personii  con- 
trol! In  v  90  per  cent  of  the  Male  of 
blue  Mtoue  at  the  New  York  market,  where- 
by I  hey  aK:rec  to  sell  only  through  a  common 
8ales  agent  and  to  maintain  the  agreed 
prices,  is  an  unlawful  combination  to  con- 
trol the  market. 

2.  A  UMeful  commodity  of  a  nature  to 
lie  needful  for  many  pnrpoiieB,  sucli 
as  blue  stone,  though  it  may  not  be  an  arti- 
cle of  prime  necessity,  is  within  the  rule 
that  makes  contracts  to  prevent  competition 
unlawful. 

<  November  16,  1000.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate 'Division  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  Second  Department,  affirming  a  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  defendants  entered  by  di- 
rection of  a  Trial  Term  for  New  York  County 
in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
alleged  conspiracy  to  abrogate  a  contract  for 
the  ftxing  of  the  price  of  stone.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Benjamin  Tates  and  I<eopold 
Leo,  for  appellant: 

Not  every  agreement  in  restraint  of  trade 
is  unlawful ;  and  whether  the  agreen^ent  at 
bar  is  an  unlawful  ^restraint  of  trade  or  not 
is  a  question  of  fact  for  a  jury.  It  is  not 
against  public  policy  to  insist  upon  a  rea- 
sonably profitablCi  in  place  of  a  runious, 
price. 

Diamond  Match  Co.  v.  Roeher,  106  N.  Y. 
473,  (10  Am.  Rep.  404,  13  N.  E.  419;  Leslie 
V.  Lorillard,  110  N.  Y.  519,  1  L.  R.  A..  456, 
18  X.  P:.  363;  United  States  Vinegar  Co.  v. 
Foehrcnbaeh,  148  N.  Y.  58.  42  N.  E.  403: 
People  v.  Milk.Exehange.  145  N.  Y.  267,  27 
L.  R.  A.  437,  39  N.  E.  1002;  Cohen  v.  Ber- 
lin rf  ./.  Envelope  Co.  38  App.  Div.  499,  56 
X.  Y.  Supp.  588;  Curran  v.  Galen,  152  N. 
Y.  33,  37  L.  R.  A.  802,  46  X.  E.  297. 

A  jury  may  asness  damages  based  upon 
the  gains  of  the  previous  years. 

^^'akcman  v.  Wheeler  &  Wilson  Mfg.  Co. 
101  X.  Y.  206,  54  Am.  Rep.  676,  4  X.  E.  264. 

Mr.  A.  T.  Clearwater,  for  respondent 
Union  Hluo  Stone  Company: 

The  charge  of  fraud  is  easily  made,  readily 
believed,  and  too  often  supported  by  nlender 
proof;  but  the  universal  rule  of  law  is  that 
it  must  always  be  made  out  by  the  strongest 
and  most  imequivocal  evidence,  or  the  charge 
fails. 


Ward  V.  Center ^  3  Johns.  271 ;  Jackson  ex 
dem.  Cadwell  v.  King,  4  Cow.  207,  15  Am. 
Dec.  354 ;  Henry  v.  Henry,  8  Barb.  588 ;  Mor- 
ris v.  Taleott,  96  X.  Y.  100;  Cojitinental  \at. 
Bank  v.  Koehler,  17  X.  Y.  S.  R.  23,  1  X.  V. 
Supp.  870,  Affirmed  in  117  X.  Y.  657,  22  X. 
E.  1133;  Kerr,  Fraud  &  Mistake,  Bump's  ed. 
38-2;  Jack  v.  Broion,  60  Iowa,  271,  14  X.  \V. 
304;  Strauss  v.Kran^rt,  56  111.  254;  Farmer 
V.  Calvert,  44  Ind.  209;  Nichols  v.  Patten, 
18  Me.  231,  36  Am.  Dec.  713;  Bartlett  v. 
Blake,  37  Me.  124,  68  Am.  Dec.  775;  Wil- 
liams v.  Lord.  75  Va.  390;  Orisirold  v.  Sabin, 
51  X.  H.  167,  12  Am.  Rep.  76;  Beatiy  v. 
Fishel,  100  Mass.  448;  Greer  v.  Caldwell,  14 
Ga.  207,  58  Am.  Dec.  553. 

The  agreement  is  inimical  to  trade,  its  ab- 
ject being  to  create  a  monopoly  to  control 
the  market,  to  force  the  public  to  buy  of  its 
members  alone,  to  fix  and  to  raise  prices. 
It  was  against  public  policy,  was  void,  and 
no  action  can  be  maintained  upon  it. 

People  v.  Milk  Excliange,  145  X.  Y.  207, 
27  L.  R.  A.  437,  39  X.  E.  1062;  People  v. 
Sheldon,  139  X.  Y.  251,  23  L.  R.  A.  221,  34 
X.  E.  785;  Judd  v.  Harrington,  139  X.  Y. 
105,  34  X.  E.  790;  Leonard  v.  Poole.  114  X. 
Y.  371,  4  L.  R.  A.  728,  21  X.  E.  707  :  Amot  v. 
Pittston  d  E.  Coal  Co.  68  X.  y.  558,  23  Am. 
Rep.  190;  Saratoga  County  Bank  v.  King, 
44  X.  Y.  87 ;  Stanton  v.  Allen,  5  Denio,  434, 
49  Am.  Dec.  282;  Hooker  v.  Vandetcaicr,  4 
Denio,  349,  47  Am.  Dec.  258 ;  People  v.  Fish- 
er, 14  Wend.  9,  28  Am.  Dec.  501 ;  Bartlett  v. 
Smith,  4  McCrarj',  388,  13  Fed.  263;  Cobb 
V.  Prell,  5  McCrary,  80,  15  Fed.  774;  Irwin 
V.  Williar,  110  U.' S.  499,  28  L.  cd.  225,  4 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  160;  Roundtree  v.  Smith,  108 
U.  S.  269,  27  L.  ed.  722,  2  Sup.  a.  Rop.  630 : 
Morris  Run  Coal  Co.  v.  Barclay  Coal  Co.  68 
Pa.  173,  8  Am.  Rep.  159. 

The  contract,  being  ille^l  and  void,  can- 
not be  enforced.  Xo  action  can  be  main- 
tained upon  it,  and  the  courts  will  not  aid  in 
adjusting  differences  arising  out  of  it,  and 
requiring  an  investigation  of  the  illegal 
transactions  entering  into  it. 

Saratoga  County  Bonk  v.  King,  44  X.  Y. 
87 ;  Judd  v.  Harrington,  139  X.  Y.  105,  34  X. 
E.  790;  Leonard  v.  Poole.  114  X.  Y.  371.  4 
L.  R.  A.  728,  21  X.  E.  707  :  Stanton  v.  Allen, 
5  Denio.  434,  49  Am.  Dec.  282. 

Mr.  John  F.  Cloonan  for  respondent 
Sweeney. 

Landon,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  trial  court,  in  directing  a  verdict  for 
the  defendant  H,  held  that  the  contract  for 
the  allejTpd  violation  of  which  by  the  defend- 
ants the  plaintiff  sought  to  recover  damages 


N(»TE. — Validity  of  combinations  to  create 
monopoly  or  control  prices,  see  prior  cases  In 
this    series,    of    IVopIo    v.    North    River    Suf^nr 

2  L.  R.  A.  33,  and  note:  Uich- 

(Mirh.)    6   L.    R.   A,   4."7.   and 

Benefit   Co.   v.    Union   Hospital 

L.  R.  A.  4'M.  and  note;  Glou- 

&  (iiue   Co.  V.    Russia   Cement 

R.  A.  503  :  Lovojoy  v.  Mlrh- 

R.   A.    770.   and   note:   Ford 


Ref.  Co.  (X.  Y.) 
ardson  ▼.  Ruhl 
note;  National 
Co.  (Minn.)  11 
cester  Isinglass 
Co.  (Mass.)  12  L 
i:?   L 


els  (Mich.) 
V.  Chicago  Milk  Shippers*  Asso.  (111.)  27 
A.  208:  People  v.  Milk  Kxchanf?e  (N.  Y.) 
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I  R,  A.  437  ;  United  States  ▼.  E.  C.  Knight  Co. 
I  ((\  (\  App.  3d  C.)  24  L.  R.  A.  428.  Affirmed  in 
30  L.  ed.  U.  S.  325:  State  v.  Phlpps  (Kan.) 
18  L.  R.  A.  (^57:  Queen  Ins.  Co.  v.State  (Tex.> 
22  L.  R.  A.  483 ;  Nester  v.  Continental  Brew.  Co. 
(Pa.)  24  L.  R.  A.  247:  Trenton  Potteries  Co. 
v.  Oliphant  (N.  J.)  46  L.  R.  A.  2r».'j :  Tuscaloosia 
Ice  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Williams  (Ala.)  .-»0  L.  R.  A.  175. 
As  to  contract  of  sale  or  lease  In  restraint  of 
sale,  see  prior  case  In  this  series,  of  Clark  v. 
R.  Ncpdham  (Mich.)  51  L.  R.  A.  785,  and  foot- 
L.  1  note. 
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was  a  combination  to  control  the  market  of 
blue  stone  and  the  market  price,  and  to  in- 
crease the  market  price  and  maintain  it  at 
the  increased  price,  and  was,  therefore, 
void.  The  CAddence  was  to  the  effect  that  in 
18S7  the  plaintiff  and  14  other  persons  were 
the  producers  of  nearly  the  whole  product  of 
Hudson  river  blue  stone,  and  of  at  least  90 
per  centum  of  the  whole  amount  of  such 
stone  sold  in  the  New  York  market  to  cus- 
tomers in  various  states  east  of  the  Missis- 
sippi river;  that  their  yearly  ^les 
amounted  to  upwards  of  $1,500,000;  that, 
owing  to  competition  among  themselves, 
their  profits  had  for  some  time  been  practi- 
cally nominal;  that,  with  the  intent  to  in- 
crease their  profits,  and  to  secure  to  each 
of  said  producers  such  part  of  the  sales  as 
his  usual  production  bore  to  the  whole  pro- 
duction, they  entered  into  an  agreement 
bearing  date  the  21st  day  of  February,  1887, 
with  the  defendant,  the  Union  Blue  Stone 
Company,  and  thereby  agreed  that  the  said 
company  should  act  as  their  sales  agent  of 
all  the  marketable  blue  stone,  manufactured 
and  unmanufactured,  which  the  market 
would  take  for  the  six  years  from  that  date, 
at  prices  to  be  fixed  by  the  Blue  Stone  Asso- 
ciation, composed  of  the  said  producers,  and 
to  apportion  the  sales  among  the  producers 
according  to  a  schedule  set  forth  in  the  con- 
tract, and  to  sell  for  no  other  parties,  the 
prcduc-ers  agreeing  to  sell  no  stone  except 
through  such  agent,  and,  acting  as  the  Blue 
Stone  Association,  to  fix  the  prices,  and  each 
to  furnish,  upon  the  request  of  the  sales 
agent,  his  quota  of  stone  as  apportioned. 
This  contract  was  observed  by  the  parties 
for  about  three  years.  The  prices  were  in- 
f-reased,  the  sales  aggregated  about  $1,500,- 
000  per  year,  and  the  plaintiff's  share  oif  the 
profits  were  satisfactory  to  him.  By  the 
end  of  three  years,  competition  in  other  kinds 
of  stone  and  in  artificial  stone  had  so  far  de- 
veloped as  to  threaten,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
greater  part  of  the  producers,  not  including 
the  plaintiff,  further  successful  operation 
under  the  contract,  and  they  resolved  to  dis- 
continue operations  under  it,  with  the  result 
to  the  plaintiff  that  he  took  no  further  bene- 
fit under  it.  The  plaintiff  meantime  had  as- 
ffeiied  his  interest  under  the  contract  and 
certain  blue  stone  and  od;her  property  to  the 
defendants  Sweeney  in  consideration  of  their 
payment  to  him  of  10  per  centum  of  their 
?ros3  amount  of  sales  under  the  contract. 
The  plaintiff  charges  that  the  blue  stone 
ct»mpany  and  his  %Bsignees,  the  Sweeneys, 
ctimbined  together  to  prevent  any  further  de- 
livery and  sales  upon  his  account  under  the 
contract,  and  thus  deprived  him  of  any  fur- 
tlipr  profit. 

The  plaintiff  urges  that  it  was  a  question 
of  fact  for  the  jury,  and  not  of  law  for  the 
court,  whether  the  contract  was  simply  to 
<*cure  reasonable  prices,  or  to  extort  from 
tlic  public  unreasonable  prices.  It  may  be 
conceded  that  one  of  its  purposes  was  to  en- 
able the  parties  to  obtain  reasonable  prices, 
but  it  gave  them  the  power  to  fix  arbitrary 
and  unreasonable  prices.  The  scope  of  the 
^t^ntnet,  and  not  the  possible  self-restraint 
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of  the  parties  to  it,  is^he  test^  its  validity. 
They  could  raise  prices  to  what  they  sup- 
posed the  market  would  bear;  and,  as  they 
expected  to  supply  nearly  the  entire  demand 
of  the  market,  the  temptation  to  extortfon 
was  unusually  great.  The  plaintiff  cites  the 
cases  which  permit  the  vendor  to  sell  his 
business  with  or  without  his  plant,  and  to 
agree  with  his  vendee  that  he  will  not,  by 
competition  or  other  acts,  do  anything  to  in- 
jure what  he  sells.  Diamond  ilatch  Co.  v. 
Roeher,  106  N.  Y.  473,  60  Am,  Rep.  464,  13 
N.  E.  419;  Leslie  v.  Lorillard,  110  N.  Y.  519, 
1  L.  R.  A.  456,  18  N.  E.  363 ;  Tode  v.  Gross, 
127  N.  Y.  480,  13  L.  R.  A.  652,  28 
N.  E.  469;  Hodge  v.  Sloan,  107  N. 
Y.  244,  17  N.  E.  335.  It  may  be 
conceded  that  the  law,  as  now  under- 
stood, restrains  no  one  from  selling  his  prop- 
erty, nor  does  it  compel  anyone  to  continue 
a  business  which  he  can  sell,  or  finds  it  to 
his  interest  to  abandon;  much  less  to  con- 
tinue it  for  any  time,  or  in  any  particular 
manner  or  place.  However  it  may  have  been 
when  trade  was  small,  money  scarce,  oppor- 
tunities and  markets  few,  at  present  the  pub- 
lic has  little  to  fear  from  any  individual  re- 
nouncing his  calling  and  business  in  favor 
of  another,  and  seeking  a  new  field  of  activi- 
ty. Contracts  between  individuals  to  that 
effect  are  not  in  general  restraint  of  trade. 
But  the  case  before  us  is  of  a  different  kind. 
It  is  one  of  such  a  combination  among  many 
dealers  as  threatened  a  monopoly,  with 
which  the  individual  would  be  practically 
powerless  to  compete,  and  the  many  con- 
sumers who  would  be  severally  exposed  and 
coerced  would  be  either  compelled  to  submit 
to  its  exactions  or  to  forego  the  purchase 
of  the  commodity  of  customary  use  needful 
to  them,  and,  but  for  this  monopoly,  obtain- 
able in  the  market  at  a  reasonable  price.  The 
same  evil  principle  pervades  both  large  and 
small  combinations.  All  are  alike  offenders, 
differing  in  degree,  but  not  in  kind.  And 
hence  it  is  that  contracts  by  which  the  parties 
to  them  combine  for  the  purpose  of  creating 
a  monopoly  in  restraint  of  trade,  to  prevent 
competition,  to  control  and  thus  to  limit  pro- 
duction, to  increase  prices  and  maintain 
them,  are  contrary  to  sound  public  policy, 
and  are  void.  People  v.  Sheldon,  139  N.  Y, 
251,  23  L.  R.  A.  221,  34  N.  E.  785;  People  v. 
Milk  Exchange.  145  X.  Y.  267,  27  L.  R.  A. 
437,  39  N.  E.  1062:  Judd  v.  HarHngton,  139 
N.  Y.  105,  34  N.  E.  790;  Leonard  v.  Poole, 
114  N.  Y.  371.  4  L.  R.  A.  728,  21  N.  E.  707 ; 
Arnot  V.  Pittston  rf  E.  Coal  Co.  68  N.  Y.  558, 
23  Am.  Rep.  190;  Stanton  v.  Allen,  5  Denio, 
434.  49  Am.  Dec.  282:  Hooker  v.  Vandc- 
water.  4  Denio,.  349,  47  Am.  Dec.  258 ;  Peo- 
ple V.  Fisher,  14  Wend.  9,  28  Am.  Dec.  501. 

It  is  urged  that  the  rule  is  only  applicable 
to  articles  of  prime  necessity.  Cases  of 
criminal  conspiracies  to  commit  any  act  "in- 
jurious to  trade  or  commerce"  ( Pen.  Code,  9 
168;  2  Rev.  Stat.  p.  692,  §  8,  subd.  6)  have 
been  more  frequent  in  commodities  of  prime 
necessity,  such  as  grain,  meat,  salt,  milk, 
coal,  and  the  like,  probably  because  such  of- 
fenses are  more  flagrant,  and  were  not  pun- 
ishable at  the  common  law.  We  are  not  now 
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reviewing  a  conviction  for  crime,  and  need 
not  inquire  whether,  in  any  criminal  ele- 
ment, the  case  differs  from  People  v.  Shel- 
don, 139  N.  Y.  251,  23  L.  R.  A.  221,  34  N.  E. 
785.  The  subject-matter  of  the  contract  be- 
fore us  is  a  ugeful  commodity  of  a  nature  to 
be  needful  for  many  purposes.  Without  con- 
sidering the  question  whether  there  are  many 
articles  of  commerce  which  are  in  no  proper 
sense  necessaries,  or  even  conveniences,  but 
mere  luxuries  or  appendages  of  vanity,  a 
monopoly  in  which  does  not  conflict  with  the 
spirit  of  any  statute,  or  with  the  sound  pub- 
lic policy  which  the  statute  cited  declares,  it 
is  clear  that  the  blue  stone  in  question  is  not 
within  any  of  such  classes.  It  is  abundant 
in  the  foothills  of  the  Catskill  mountains, 
and  not  found  of  equal  quality  elsewhere. 
When  this  contract  was  made  there  were 
many  small  producers  who  supplied  it  to 
these  parties,  but  were  themselves  without 
means  or  facilities  to  reach  the  New  York 
market.  The  stone  had  been  for  many  years, 
and  still  is,  in  use  for  sidewalks,  crossings, 
curbings,  and  gutters  in  the  eastern  and 
southern  cities  of  the  United  States,  and  in 
the  construction  of  bridges,  fountains,  ba- 
sins, floors,  and  for  trimmings  in  the  exterior 
walls  of  buildings,  and  for  various  other  pur- 


poses. Its  fltness  and  serviceability  for 
these  purposes  were  shown,  and  the  evidence 
also  tended  to  show  that  in  these  respects  it 
had  no  superior  in  the  New  York  market. 
In  a  civil  action  prime  necessity  need  not  be 
shown.  The  parties  to  this  contract  con- 
trolled 90  per  centum  of  a  total  product  of 
about  $2,000,000  in  value,  marketed  in  New 
Y'ork  city.  Other  kinds  of  stone  were  in 
competition  with  it,  but  it  is  plain  that  the 
customer  who  preferred  this  stone  would  be 
restricted  in  his  reasonable  rights  if  con- 
stra'ined  by  a  monopoly  to  pay  an  exorbitant 
price  for  it,  or  to  accept  another  kind  which 
he  did  not  want.  The  uncontradicted  evi- 
dence left  it  clear  that  this  contract  was 
void  for  the  reasons  stated,  and  the  trial 
court  was  riglit  in  so  holding  as  a  matter  of 
law.  The  trial  court  was  also  right  in  hold- 
ing that  the  plaintiff  had  made  no  proof  of 
his  special  charge  against  these  defendants 
of  a  fraudulent  breach  of  the  contract  as  to 
his  alleged  interest  in  it. 

The  judgment  should    be    affirmed,  with 
costs. 

Gray,  O'Brien,  Haight,  and  Werner, 

JJ.,  concur.     Parker,  Ch.  J.,  and  Cnllen, 

J.,  not  sitting. 
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A    svaraiity    of    a    atrcet    Improvemeiit 

for  one  year,  from  Injnry  hy  ordinary  use, 
whec  required  by  an  ordinance,  invalidates 
a  contract  and  assessment  therefor  If  it  is 
not  authorized  by  statute,  since  it  increases 
the  burdens  of  property  owners  by  the  nec- 
essarily higher  price  which  the  contractor 
would  charge  in  view  of. the  repairs  he  would 
have  to  make. 

(October  4,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Alameda  County 
in  favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  to  fore- 
close a  street-assessment  lien.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  commissioner's 
opinion. 

Jiessrs.  Johnson  Sc  Shaw,  for  appel- 
lant: 

The  difference  between  the  provision  in 
Broicn  v.  Jenka,  98  Cal.  10,  32  Pac.  701, 
and  that  in  the  case  at  bar  is  strikingly  ap- 
parent. In  this  case  the  bond  provided  for 
is  not  in  any  sense  a  bond  for  repairs  of  the 
street,  but  'one    which  by    its    very    terms 


merely  relates  to  the  character  of  the  work 
to  be  performed,  and  makes  it  certain  that 
the  property  owner  w^ill  have  the  benefit  of 
the  exact  claps  of  work  contemplated  by  the 
resolution  of  intention. 

In  Broicn  v.  Jcnks  the  bond  was  given  ex- 
pressly for  keeping  the  street  in  thorough 
repair  for  five  years,  and  included,  rfot  only 
such  repairs  as  resulted  from  defective  work 
or  were  rendered  necessary  by  ordinary  u^e, 
but  covered  defects  arising  from  extraordi- 
nary and  unforeseen  causes,  as  well  as  vran- 
ton  abuse  of  the  fftreet  by  individuals. 

A  provision  requiring  a  bond  guaranteeing 
the  work  for  one  year  was  clearly  a  reason- 
able exercise  of  the  powers  of  the  council  in 
the  direction  of  securing  good  work,  while  a 
provision  for  five  years  might  manifestly 
have  been  unreasonable. 

People  ex  rel.  Hall  v.  Maher,  50  Hun,  81, 
9  N.  Y.  Supp.  94;  Cole  v.  People  ew  rel. 
Barnewolt,  101  111.  16,  43  N.  E.  607;  Port- 
land V.  Bituminous  Pav,  d  Improv.  Co.  33 
Or.  307,  44  L.  R.  A.  527,  52  Pac.  28. 

The  provision  requiring  the  guaranty  bond 
tended  to  stimulate  the  contractor  *to  do 
faithful  and  honest  work,  and  was  clearly 
for  the  protection  of  the  property  owners. 

Morse  v.  West  Port,  110  Mo.  502,  19  S.  W. 
831. 

If  re«<pondents  felt  aggrieved  by  the  acts 
of  the  city  council  in  requiring  the  guaranty 


Note. — As  to  power  of  a  city  to  bind  con- 
tractor to  repair  pavement  be  makes,  see  note 
to  the  cases  of  Portland  v.  Portland  Bitumlu- 
ous  Pav.  &  Improv.  Co.  (Or.)  44  L.  R.  A.  527: 
Robertson  v.  Omaha    (Neb.)   44   L.  R.  A.  5:{4  ; 
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and  State  rx  rcl.  Wilson  v.  Trenton  (N.  J.)  44 
L.  R.  A.  r>40.  See  also,  in  this  series,  the  caaes 
of  Seaboard  Nat.  Bank  v.  Woesten  (Mo.i  48 
L.  R.  A.  279 ;  Barber  Asphalt  Pav.  Co.  T.  IIojkI 
(Mo.)  48  L.  R.  A.  285. 
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bond  and  in  awarding  a  contract  containing 
such  provision,  they  should  have  filed  a  pe- 
tition of  remonstrance,  and  they  are  now  es- 
topped by  their  failure  so  to  do. 

Hpaulding  v.  'North  San  Francisco  Home- 
stead d  R.  A880,  87  Cal.  40^  24  Pac.  600,  25 
Pac.  249 :  Capron  v.  Hitchcock,  98  Cal.  427, 
33  Pac.  431. 

Mr.  James  C.  Martin  also  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Duncan  Hayne  and  William 
B.  Pringle  for  respondents. 

Cooper,  C,  filed  the  following  opinion : 
Thid  action  was  brought  to  foreclose  a 
street-assessment  lien  under  an  assessment 
issued  by  the  superintendent  of  streets  of  the 
eity  of  Oakland.  Defendants  recovered  judg- 
ment, and  this  appeal  is  by  plaintiff  from  the 
judgment  and  order  denying  a  new  trial.  It 
appears  that  the  contract  was  let  under  the 
street  law,  and  an  ordinance  duly  adopted  by 
the  city,  which  provided,  among  other  things, 
that  all  persons  bidding  for  street  work  shall 
"file  a  bond  in  the  sum  to  be  determined  by 
the  mayor,  guaranteeing  the  work  for  one 
year  from  injury  by  ordinary  use."  Was 
this  specification  authorized  by  the  statute, 
and  did  it  increase  the  burdens  of  the  prop- 
erty owner?  We  think  it  was  unauthorized 
by  the  statute  and  that  it  increased  the  bur- 
dens of  the  property  owner,  and  made  the 
contract  and  assessment  void.  Broum  v. 
Jmks,  98  Cal.  12,  32  Pac.  701;  Burnett  v. 
Lleicclyn  (Cal.)  32  Pac.  702.  In  the  first 
case  cited  the  provision  required  the  con- 
tractor to  give  a  bond  "for  keeping  the 
streets  so  improved  in  thorough  repair  for 
the  term  of  five  years  from  the  completion 
of  the  contract,"  and  it  was  held  that  the 
provision  was  not  authorized,  and  rendered 
the  contract  and  lien  void.  In  the  opinion 
it  is  ^d :  "The  bond  is  not  only  unauthor- 
ized by  the  words  of  the  statute,  but  the  re- 
quirement changes  and  may  increase  the  bur- 
dens of  the  property  owner.  It  is  manifest 
that  the  obligation  to  keep  the  street  in. re- 
pair for  five  years  is  a  burden  which  one 
would  not  undertake  for  nothing.  Therefore 
a  contractor  would  charge  a  higher  price  for 
the  work  when  he  was  forced  to  contract 
also  for  repairs.  The  expense  undertaken  is 
indefinite,  and  the  property  owner  must  pay 
for  them  in  advance,  whereas  the  statute 
provides  for  repairs  after  the  necessity  for 
them  appears.  Then,  it  being  contingent,  he 
will  be  paying  for  repairs  which  may  never 
be  required." 

It  is  said  that  the  provision  here  only 
guarantees  the  work,  and  does  not  require 
the  contractor  to  keep  the  streets  in  repair 
as  was  the  case  in  Broipn  v.  'Jenks,  But  we 
arc  unable  to  draw  any  such  nice  shades  of 
distinction.  The  contractor  under  the  bond 
was  bound  to  "guarantee  the  work  for  one 
year  from  injury  by  ordinary  use."  It  is  a 
Klf-evident  proposition  that  the  use  of  a 
paved  or  macadamized  street  by  the  travel- 
ing public  for  one  year  will  injure  it  to  some 
exttnt  at  least.  The  material  of  which  the 
pavement  is  made  may  wear  in  places,  break, 
or  become  injured  in  others;  and  under  this 
52  L.  R.  A. 


bond  the  contractor  was  required  to  either 
make  the  necessary  and  proper  repairs  him- 
self, or  the  city  could  make  them,  and  re- 
cover of  him  and  his  bondsmen  the  cost  of 
such  repairs.  The  amount  of  such  injury, 
by  ordinary  use,  is  a  matter  of  conjecture. 
It  might  be  $1,000  or  much  more,  but, 
whether  more  or  less,  the  principle  is  the 
same.  It  could  make  no  difference,  in  case 
the  injury  were  $1,000,  whether  the  con- 
tractor should  spend  the  $1^000  in  making 
good  the  injury  by  repairing  the  street  him- 
self, or  pay  it  to  the  city,  and  let  the  city 
spend  it  for  the  same  purpose.  Neither 
does  the  time  make  any  difference.  If  a  con- 
tract to  keep  in  repair  for  five  years  is  a 
burden  upon  the  taxpayers,  so  is  a  contract 
to  keep  in  repair  for  one  year.  Such  con- 
tract is  a  burden  in  either  case,  although 
differing  in  degree.  No  contractor  would 
undertake  for  nothing,  after  having  fully 
complied  with  his  contract,  to  guarantee  the 
work  "from  injury  by  ordinary  use"  for  one 
year.  And  no  matter  how  carefully  and  con- 
scientiously the  contractor  may  have  com- 
plied with  his  contract  in  every  detail,  so  us 
to  be  entitled  to  all  agreed  to  be  paid  him,  lie 
must,  in  addition  to  having  so  performed  his 
contract,  pay  the  wear  and  tear  of  the  street 
by  ordinary  use  for  one  year. 

It  is  argued  that  the  bond  was  required  as 
a  guaranty  that  the  work  would  be  well 
done,  and  that  the  bidder  was  responsible. 
The  amount  of  the  bond  is  not  fixed  by  the 
ordinance,  but  is  left  to  the  arbitrary  discre- 
tion of  the  mayor.  He  might  require  a  very 
small  bond  of  one  bidder  or  class  of  bidders, 
and  a  very  large  one  of  some  other  bidder  or 
class  of  bidders.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to 
decide  as  to  whether  or  not  the  city  council 
could  delegate  such  authority  to  the  mayor. 
The  contention  is  fully  answered  in  Brown 
v.  Jenks,  where  it  is  said :  "Officers  are  pro- 
vided and  vested  \vith  the  power,  and  charged 
with  the  duty,  of  seeing  that  such  work  is 
properly  done.  A  bond  cannot  be  substi- 
tuted for  the  performance  of  this  duty."  We 
are  unable  to  distinguish  this  case  from  the 
rule  laid  down  in  Brown  v.  Jenks. 

It  is  claimed  that  a  different  rule  has  been 
adopted  in  other  states.  An  examination  of 
the  cases  cited  ha«  been  made,  and  we  fail 
to  find  any  different  rule  in  any  state  except 
where  the  statute  is  different  from  ours. 
The  question  has  lately  been  discussed,  and 
the  authorities  reviewed,  by  the  supreme 
court  of  Oregon  in  Portland  v.  Bituminous 
Fav.  d  Iminov.  Co.  3a  Or.  307,  44  L.  R.  A. 
527,  52  Pac.  28,  and  the  rule  here  adopted 
approved  and  followed.  The  court  in  conclu- 
sion said:  "It  is  clear  that  under  the  au- 
thorities, based  upon  what  we  believe  to  be 
sound  reasoning,  the  assessment  against 
property  to  meet  the  additional  expense  of 
such  repairs  was  unwarranted  by  the  char- 
ter." In  this  case  we  think  it  perfectly 
clear  that  the  assessment  against  the  prop- 
erty of  defendants  included  the  additional 
expense  of  the  r^airs  of  the  street  for  one 
year  by  reason  of  all  damages  from  injury 
by  ordinary  use.     This  must  have   been  the 
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view  taken  by  all  the  parties  when  the  bond 
in  this  case  was  prepared  and  approved  by 
the  mayor,  for  the  condition  there  is  "that 
the  said  company  shall  keep  in  good  repair 
.  .  .  for  the  term  of  twelve  months  from 
the  completion  and  acceptance  of  the  work." 
If  the  views  herein  expressed  are  correct,  it 
is  not  necessary  to  discuss  any  other  ques- 


tion in  the  case.     We  advise  that  the  judg* 
nient  and  order  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:     Gray,  C;  Smith,  C. 

Per  Curiam: 

For  the    reasons  given  in    the    foregoing 
opinion,  the  judgment  atid  order  are  affirmed. 
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NEW  LOVELAXD  &  GREELEY  IRRIGA- 
TION  &  LAND  COMPANY,  Plff,  in  Err., 

.    V. 

CONSOLIDATED  HOME  SUPPLY  DITCH 
&  RESERVOIR  COMPANY. 


( 


Colo. 


) 


1.  A  priority  of  riarltt  for  the  Mtoragre 
of  f^-ater  from  a  Htream  for  use  during 
the  nonirrigating  season  was  not  acquired  by 
a  prior  approprlator  of  water  therefrom  for 
Immediate  use,  by  the  mere  intention  at  the 
time  the  appropriation  ditch  was  built  to 
construct  in  the  future  a  storage  reservoir  as 
part  of  a  general  system,  as  against  a  subse- 
quent approprlator  of  water  from  the  same 
stream,  who  constructed  storage  reservoirs 
and  made  a  beneHcial  use  of  the  water  there- 
from for  irrigating  purposes  many  years  be- 
fore any  outward  manifestation  of  such  an 
intention  on  the  part  of  the  prior  approprl- 
ator. 

2.  A  decree  llxinflr  tlie  priority  of  rigrht 
of  an  appropriator's  ditch  to  tlte  mie 
of  irater  from  a  stream  for  agricultural 
purposes,  and  which  expressly  and  by  neces- 
sary implication  excludes  from  the  operation 
of  its  provisions  ditches  and  other  appliances 
not  then  In  existence,  as  well  as  diversions 
of  water  not  then  applied  to  a  beneficial  use, 
does  not  give  a  priority  of  right  for  the  stor- 
age of  the  water  therefrom  for  use  during 
the  nonirrigating  season,  where  at  the  time 
no  such  use  has  been  made  and  no  reservoirs 
are  In  existence. 

(September  17,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Boulder 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor 
of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  deter- 
niin-e  priorities  in  the  right  to  water  for 
storage.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  James  W.  McCreery  and  Hugh 
Butler  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs.  B.  L.  Carr  and  H.  N.  Haynes, 
for  defendant  in  error: 

ITic  judgment  of  this  court  in  Col4)rado 
Mill,  d  EU'vator  Co.  v.  Larimer  dc  W.  Irrifj. 
Co.  2(>  Colo.  47,  56  Pac  185,  is  conclusive  of 
this  case. 

An  approprlator  of  water  from  a  stream 
already  partly  appropriated  acquires  a 
right  to  the  surplus  or  residuum  he  appro- 
priates, and  those  in  whom  prior  rights  in 

Note. — As  to  the  right  to  store  appropriated 
water,  see  note  to  Water  Suf>ply  &  Storage  Co. 
V.  Larimer  &  W.  Irrig.  Co.  (Colo.)  46  L.  R.  A. 
322. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


the  same  stream  are  vested  cannot  extend  or 
enlarge  their  use  of  water  to  his  prejudice, 
but  are  limited  to  their  rights  as  they  ex- 
isted when  he  acquired  his;  because,  in  such 
case,  each,  with  respect  to  his  particular  ap- 
propriation, is  prior  in  time  and  exclusive  in 
right. 

Proctor  V.  Jennings^  6  Nev.  83,  3  Am.  Rep. 
240;  Cache  La  Poudre  Reservoir  Co.  v.  Wa- 
ter Supply  d  Storage  Co.  25  Colo.  161.  46 
L.  R.  A.  175,  53  Pa-c  331 ;  Kinney,  Irriga- 
tion, §§  230,  232;  Nevada  Water  Co.  v.  Potc- 
ell,  34  Cal.  109,  91  Am.  Dec.  685. 

Diversion  from  the  river  for  double  time 
by  the  construction  of  a  reser^-oir  is  just  m 
detrimental  to  the  defendant  as  would  have 
been  the  enlargement  of  its  ditches.  The 
same  principles  of  law  apply  to  it. 

Cache  La  Poudre  Reservoir  Co.  y.  Watef 
Supply  rf  Storage  Co.  25  Colo.  161,  46  L.  R. 
A.  175,  53  Pac.  331 ;  Colorado  Mill,  d  Eleva- 
tor Co.  V.  Larimer  d  W.  Irrig.  Co.  26  Colo. 
47.  56  Pac.  185. 

A  change  of  purpose  which  would  increase 
the  amount  of  water  diverted  would  not  be 
permitted  as  against  subsequent  claimant v*. 

Pomerov,  Riparian  Rights,  §  79;  Nerada 
Water  Co.  v.  Powelly  34  Cal.  109,  91  Am. 
Dec.  685;  Ortman  v.  Diwon,  13  Cal.  33;  Hi^- 
qins  v.  Barker y  42  Cal.  233;  Davis  v.  Gak. 
32  Cal.  20,  91  Am.  Dec.  554;  Lobdell  v.  Simp- 
son, 2  Nev.  274,  90  Am.  Dec.  537 ;  Barnes  v. 
Sabron,  10  Ne%'.  217;  Atchison  v.  Peterson, 
20  Wall.  514,  22  L.  ed.  416;  McKinncy  v. 
Smith,  21  Cal.  374. 

Campbell,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court : 

The  plaintiff  in  error,  who  was  plaintiff 
below,  is  the  owner  of  a  reservoir  used  for 
storing  water  in  the  ''nonirrigating"  season, 
for  subsequent  use  in  irrigating  its  landi^. 
The  defendant  in  error,  defendant  below,  is 
the  owner  of  two  reser^'oirs,  used  for  a  sim- 
ilar purpose.  The  dispute  between  them  is 
as  to  which  has  the  prior  right  for  tilling 
these  receptacles.  Their  feeders  are  irrigat- 
ing ditches,  which  take  water  from  the  Big 
Thompson  river,  in  Larimer  county,  in  water 
district  No.  4  of  this  state,  to  which  sever- 
ally a  priority  of  right  was  awarded  by  the 
district  court  of  Boulder  county  in  the  yexr 
1883,  under  a  decree  in  the  statutory  pro- 
ceedings brought  for  that  purpose.  From 
the  findings  of  fact  made  by  the  trial  court 
in  the  pending  cause,  which  are  supported  by 
the  evidence,  it  appears  that  the  work  of 
construction  of  plaintiff's  reservoir  began  in 
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IS93,  and  was  prosecuted  with  dilij^ence  to 
completion,  and  water  therefrom  used  dur- 
in;^  the  next  ensuing  sea.son ;  and  of  defend- 
ant's reservoirs,  on  the  one  in  October,  18S2, 
and  upon  the  other  in  1889,  and  was  dili- 
gently prosecuted,  and  water  therefrom 
benefieiajly  used  within  a  reasonable 
tiaie  for  irrigation  purposes.  Upon  these 
^dings  a  decree  was  rendered  adjudging  the 
diiTerent  priorities  as  of  these  dates. 

Certain  preliminary  questions  arc  dis- 
cui'sed  by  plaintiff  in  error,  not  touching  the 
real  merits  of  the  case.,  and  growing  out  of 
its  interpretation  of  the  issues,  which  were 
i>ubmitted  to  the  court  under  an  agreed 
statement  of  facts.  We  decline  to  enter  this 
field  of  inquiry  further  than  to  say  that  the 
points  so  urged  are  not  tenable.  The  legal 
questions  decided  are  fairly  embraced  with- 
in, and  warranted  by,  the  pleadings,  the 
a'H'eed  statement  of  facts,  ami  the  evidence 
introduced  by  the  respective  paities  without 
objection. 

By  the  decree  of  1883,  the  irrigating  ditch 
belonging  to  plaintiff,  which  is  now  the  feed- 
er for  its  reservoir,  was  awarded  a  priority 
of  right  senior  to  that  awarded  to  both  of 
the  ditches  of  defendant,  which  are  now 
used  as  the  feeders  of  its  reservoirs.  It  is 
the  position  of  plaintiff  that  the  appropria- 
ti(»ns  of  water  made  by  it,  and  for  which  it 
has  received  its  decreed  priority,  are  appro- 
priations made  for  agricultural  purposes  as 
of  the  decreed  dates,  regardless  of  the 
method  or  the  time  of  use;  that  is  to  say, 
plaintiff  claims  the  right  to  employ  its  de- 
creed appropriations  in  the  most  effective 
and  economit^l  manner,  either  by  immediate 
u^e  in  the  irrigation  of  lands,  or  by  storage 
ot  water  during  the  nonirrigating  season 
and  at  otlier  times  when  water  is  to  be  ob- 
uined  frctn  the  river,  to  be  used  by  it  there- 
after during  the  irrigating  season.  And 
while  it  did  not  begin  constructing  its  reser- 
voir and  Uie  appurtenant  appliances  until 
DeeeTiil»er.  1893,  more  than  ten  years  after 
the  rendition  of  the  decree  fixing  the  priority 
of  its  ditch,  and  twenty-eight  years  after  the 
dale  of  the  first  priority  thereby  awarded, 
n.»vertheless  its  priority  of  right  for  the  stor- 
aj,'e  of  water  in  its  reservoir  bears  the  same 
dit*-*  as  the  respective  priorities  awarded  to 
it«  ditch.  Upon  the  other,  it  is  the  contention 
of  defendant  that  under  the  statutes  of  this 
!^tHte.  as  well  ab  the  general  law  relating  to 
the  subject  of  appropriation,  the  right  of 
storing  water  in  reservoirs  is  one  thing,  and 
the  right  of  diverting  water  for  immediate 
t'^e  in  irrigating  lands  is  another  and  dis- 
tinct thing,  and  neither  necessarily  depends 
u[V/n,  or  is  connected  \*-ith,  the  other.  In 
other  words,  the  date  of  the  priority  of  ri^ht 
for  storage  purposes  attaches  at  the  time 
when  the  actual  work  of  construction  of  the 
re-^er^oir  is  begun,  provided,  of  course,  such 
work  is  prosecuted  to  completion  with  rea- 
•^jnable  diligence,  and  beneficial  use  made  of 
the  water  within  a  reasonable  time;  and  is 
not  necessarily  fixed  by  the  time  of  the  bogin- 
niruij  of  work  upon  the  feeder  of  the  reser- 
voir, unless,  indeed,  it  can  be  said  that  the 
tvro  are  so  closely  connected  in  point  of  time, 
52  L,  R.  A. 


in  origiuol  intention,  and  actual  construc- 
tion as  that  they  may  fairly  be  considered  as 
a  part  of  the  same  general  and  continuous 
enterprise;  and  this  depends  upon  the  facts 
of  each  case. 

Much  discussion  is  indulged  in  by  counsel 
over  the  terms  "direct''  and  "indirect"  irri- 
gation, plaintiir  maintaining  that  in  the  sys- 
tem of  irrigation  law  there  is  no  valid  differ- 
ence, while  defendant  dwells  with  tonie  force 
upon  a  distinction  supposed  to  exist  between 
the  two  methods  of  use  and  the  law  appli- 
cable thereto.  We  shall  not  concern  our- 
selves with  mere  definitions,  but  determine 
this  controversy  upon  more  substantial 
grounds.  If,  as  contended  by  plaintiff,  this 
record  showed  that,  at  the  time  it  begfan 
work  upon  the  ditch  which  is  now  the  feeder 
of  its  reservoir,  it  was  the  intention  to  per- 
fect a  system  of  appropriating  water  which 
included  the  construction  of  a  reservoir  for 
storing  water  during  the  nonirrigating  sea- 
son, to  be  used  for  purposes  of  irrigation, 
and  if,  within  a  reasonable  time,  the  entire 
sy.^tem  had  been  built  and  used  for  such  pur- 
poses, it  might  be  that  its  present  claim  of 
right  to  store  water  in  its  reservoir  with  a 
priority  a.^  of  the  date  of  the  •beginning  of 
work  on  its  ditch  could  be  maintained,  en- 
tirely independent  of  the  decree  of  1883. 
But  it  was  not  even  the  owner  of  a  site  for 
a  re-servoir  when  work  was  started  on  the 
ditch,  and  it  did  not  enter  upon  the  work  of 
constructing  its  reservoir  for  more  than  ten 
years  after  work  was  begun  on  one,  nor  until 
four  years  after  work  was  begun  on  the 
other,  of  defendant's  reservoirs.  Mere  in- 
tention of  an  appropriator  to  build  a  reser- 
voir, and  make  it  a  part  of  a  general  system 
of  appropriating  water,  is,  of  itself,  insuffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  vested  right  to  store 
water  therein.  That  intention  must  be  man- 
ifested by  a  completion  of  the  different  parts 
of  the  general  plan  and  a  l)eneficial  use  with- 
in a  reasonable  time.  This  duty  is  incum- 
bent upon  an  appropriator  who  bases  his 
right  upon  such  claim.  It  should,  however, 
be  said  that  the  claim  of  plaintiff,  and  upon 
which  it  mainly,  if  not  exclusively,  relies,  is 
that  the  decree  fixing  the  priority  of  right  of 
its  ditch  to  the  use  of  water  for  agricultural 
purposes,  fairly  interpreted,  gives  to  it  the 
priority  of  right  to  store  water  in  reservoirs 
which  Uiereafter  it  might  build,  as  of  the 
date  belonging  to  the  ditch.  There  are  two 
sufficient  replies  to  this  contention :  First, 
it  was  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  in  the  proceedings  leading  up  to  the 
decree  to  make  an  absolute  and  uncondition- 
al decree  of  priority  for  a  reservoir  not  then 
l)egun  or  constructed;  and,  in  the  second 
place,  the  decree  itxelf  does  not  purport  to  do 
so.  In  fact,  it  expressly,  and  also  by  neces- 
sary implication,  excludes  from  the  opera- 
tion of  its  provisions  ditch(»s  and  other  ap- 
pliances not  then  in  existence,  as  well  as  di- 
versions of  water  not  then  applied  to  a 
beneficial  use.  Not  including  instruments 
for  diverting  or  storing  water  at  the  time 
remaining  inoomplete,  it  would  lie  diiricult  io 
interpret  or  construe  the  decree  as  embrac- 
ing witliin  its  provisions  reservoirs  not  eve?i 
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then  begun,  particularly  when  they  are  not 
named  or  in  any  way  identified.  The  de- 
fendant having  completed  its  reservoirs  long 
before  the  time  when  plaintiff  first  began  the 
work  of  construction  of  its  reservoir,  and 
having  continually  used  them  for  a  benefi- 
cial purpose,  we  think  the  district  court  was 
clearly  right  in  awarding  to  it  priorities 
ahead  of  tTiat  of  plaintiff.  The  case  of  Colo- 
nido  Mill,  d  Elevator  Co.  v.  Larimer  d  W. 
Irrig.  Co.  20  Colo.  47,  56  Pac.  185,  is,  in  prin- 
ciple, authority  for  the  conclusion  which  we 
have  just  announced.  See  also  Kinney,  Ir- 
rigation, §§  230,  232;  Nevada  Water  Co.  v. 
Fo\D€lU  34  Cal.  109,  91  Am.  Dec.  685;  Pom- 
eroy.  Riparian  Rights,  §  79.  In  the  opinion 
of  Hawley,  J.,  in  Union  Mill,  d  Min.  Co.  v. 
Dangherg,  81  Fed.  73,  will  be  found  a  valu- 
able discussion,  in  which  the  rule  is  recog- 
nized. 

In  view  of  the  interpretation  given  by 
counsel  for  plaintiff  to  our  decision  in  the 
case  of  Cache  La  Foudre  Irrig.. Co.  v.  Lari- 
mer d  W.  Resej'voir  Co.  25  Colo.  144,  53  Pac. 
318,  we  deem  it  proper  to  remove  the  miscon- 
ception. In  the  statement  of  facts  in  that 
ca.se  it  was  said  that  the  defendant  company 
bought  certain  shares  of  stock  theretofore 
belonging  to  the  owners  of  water  rights  un- 
der another  ditch,  and  stored  the  water 
thereby  represented  in  its  reservoir,  and 
thence  distributed  it  during  the  later  irrigat- 
ing sea  son  to  its  stockholders,  who  used  it 
for  irrigating  lands  belonging  to  them  and 
lying  under  their  ditch.  Nothing  in  the  de- 
cision of  that  case  was  predicated  upon  the 
statement  that  water  was  stored  in  a  reser- 
voir, and  thereafter  used  for  irrigating 
lands.  In  fact,  in  the  opinion  itself  it  is 
stated  that  the  only  question  of  importance 
was  whether  a  transfer  of  priority  and 
change  of  place  of  use  injuriously  affected  a 
later  appropriator.  There  was  no  question 
as  to  the  rights  of  rival  reservoir  appropria- 
tors,  or  as  to  whether  the  date  of  priority  for 
storing  water  in  a  reservoir  was  or  was  not 
of  the  same  date  as  the  priority  of  its  feeder. 
A  careful  examination  of  the  record  in  the 
case  referred  to  shows  that  the  reservoir 
was  merelj'  a  part  of  the  conduit  employed 
in  carrying  water  for  what  is  denominated 
immediate  use  in  irrigating  lands,  and  not, 
as  in  the  case  at  bar,  a  receptacle  for  storing 
water  diverted  during  the  nonirrigating  sea- 
son, thereafter  to  be  used  during  the  irrigat- 
ing season.    In  no  sense  can  it  be  considered 


an  authority  for  the  novel  position  asBumed 
by  plaintiff  in  the  case  in  hand,  that  when- 
ever the  owner  of  a  ditch,  to  which  a  priori- 
ty has  been  decreed,  chooses  to  build  a  reser- 
voir for  storing  so-called  "winter  waters," 
his  right  to  a  priority  for  the  reservoir  shall 
be  as  of  the  same  date  as  that  given  to  the 
ditch,  merelv  because  the  latter  is  used  as  its 
feeder,  and  because  the  original  intention 
was  at  some  time  to  make  the  reservoir  a 
part  of  the  ditch  system.  In  the  present 
case  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  plaintiff's 
rights  for  storing  water  in  its  reservoir  were 
not  involved  in,  or  in  any  manner  determined 
by,  the  original  decree  which  established  the 
priority  of  rights  in  this  water  district; 
that,  even  if  it  was  the  intention  of  the  own- 
ers of  the  irrigating  ditch  which  is  now  U!«<>d 
as  the  feeder  of  plaintiff's  reservoir  to  con- 
struct a  comprehensive  system,  which  includ- 
ed, as  a  part  of  the  scheme,  a  reservoir  for 
storing  water  during  the  nonirrigating  sea- 
son, the  water  to  be  thereafter  used  for  irri- 
gating its  lands,  that  intention  was  not  car- 
ried out,  nor  was  the  resei'voir  part  of  the 
83'stem  .prosecuted  to  a  completion  within  a 
reasonable  time  after  the  work  of  construct- 
ing the  ditch  began,  so  as  to  cut  off  the 
rights  of  defendant,  which  entered  upon  the 
stream  which  is  the  common  source  of  sup- 
ply, and  finding  that  no  water  had  been  di- 
verted by  plaintiff  during  the  nonirrigating 
season,  and  when  the  water  of  the  stream 
was  not  needed  for  immediate  use,  began  and 
successfully  prosecuted  to  completion  its  sev- 
eral reservoirs,  and  beneficially  used  them, 
years  before  the  plaintiff,  by  any  outward 
act,  manifested  its  intention  to  construct,  or, 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  began  its  work  of  con- 
struction upon,  its  reservoir.  While  the 
statutes  of  tiiis  state  contemplate  that  one 
may,  by  complying  with  their  provisions,  ac- 
quire and  have  decreed  to  him  a  priority  of 
right  for  storing  water  in  reservoirs,  it  is  al- 
so clearly  their  design  that  this  right  shall 
not  be  dependent  upon,  or  measured  by,  a 
right  which  he  may  have  to  a  decree  for  his 
ditch  of  a  priority  for  diverting  water  for 
immediate  irrigation,  though  the  ditch  may, 
in  addition  to  being  used  as  a  vehicle  for 
carrying  water  for  immediate  use,  be  alRo 
utilized  at  some  time  as  a  feeder  for  the  ro!:;- 
ervoir.  1  Mills's  Anno.  Stat.  §§  2270,  2403, 
2408,  2453,  2450. 

The  jiidgmeiit  should  he  affinncdf  and  it  is 
so  ordered. 


GEORGIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


WALTON  GUANO  COMPANY,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

R.  W.  COPELAN. 

(112  Ga.  310.) 

*1.     It  is  no  defense  to  an  action  on  a 

*IIea(]note8  by  Cobb,  J. 


promlMsory  note  that  the  maker 
lied  on  certain  representations  made 
by  an  agent  of  the  payee  at  the  time  of  its 
execution,  and  that  it  did  not  contain  the 
contract  as  actually  made :  the  note  not  hav- 
ing been  signed  under  any  emergency,  and 
there  being  nothing  to  prevent  the  maker 
from  reading  it,  and  it  not  l>eing  shown  that 
the  failure  to  Bead  It  was  brought  about  by 


Note. — On   the  question  of  fraud  In  obtain- 1      As  to  contemporaneous  agreements  and  their 
Ing  the  execution  of  a  note  as  a  defense  against    breach  as  a  defense  to  a  promissory  note,  see 


bona  llde  holder,   see  Green  v.   Wilkie    (Iowa) 
36  L.  U.  A.  434,  and  note. 
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an  actual  frand  perpetrated  by  the  agent  of 
the  payee  at  the  time  of  Its  execution. 
2.    A  written    contract   stlpulatlns   for 
the  payuAcnt  of  a  Mtated  sum  of  money 

OD  a  given  day,  bat  containing  a  proviaion 
that  the  "obligation  may  be  discharged"  at 
or  before  the  maturity  of  the  indebtedness 
bj  the  delivery  of'  a  designated  article  of 
merchandise  at  a  stated  price,  was  not 
asuriouH  upon  its  face. 

8.  The  CT'ldence  In  tlie  present  case 
did  not  antliorise  a  llndlns  that  the 
transaction  entered  into  between  the  parties, 
and  evidenced  by  the  Instrument  sued  on,  was 
a  scheme  or  device  for  the  purpose  of  evad- 
ing the  laws  against  usury. 

4.  The  coart  erred  in  refusing  to  grant  a 
new  trial. 

(Noyember  28,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Greene 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  enforce 
payment  of  a  promissory  note.     Reversed. 

Tlie  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  James  Davifton,  for  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror: 

If  a  note  is  payable  in  specifics,  the  price 
of  the  specific  at  the  maturity  of  the  note 
governa.  , 

Code,  §S  3677,  3678;  Clark  v.  Minor,  73 
Ga.  590. 

On  the  other  hand,  "a  promise  or  order 
which  reserves  to  the  maker  the  option  to 
discharge  the  obligation  by  the  performance 
of  some  act  other  than  the  payment  of  mon- 
ey ..  .  becomes  an  absolute  engage- 
ment for  the  payment  of  money,  if  payment' 
of  the  alternative  commodity  is  not  made  on 
the  appointed  date." 

4  Am.  k  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  84. 

One  who  executes  and  delivers  a  promis- 
sory note  without  reading  its  contents  can- 
not avoid  liability  thereon  because  he  acted 
ignorantly,  without  showing  some  justifica- 
tion of  his  ignorance,  either  by  reason  of  his 
inability  to  read,  or  by  some  misleading  de- 
vice or  contrivance  amounting  to  fraud  on 
tbe  part  of  the  person  with  whom  he  is  deal- 
ing. 

Badcliffe  v.  Biles,  04  Ga.  480,  20  S.  E.  359. 

The  agent's  conduct,  taking  the  relations 
of  the  parties  into  consideration,  does  not 
amount  to  a  fraud  upon  the  defendant. 

Code,  $§  4027,  4030. 

The  only  mistake  which  makes  a  note  void 
is  the  mutual  mistake  of  both  parties. 

Ml  V.  Amcricus,  P.  d  L.  B,  Co.  76  Ga. 
755;  Code,  §  3973. 

Mr.  Samuel  H«  Sibley  for  defendant  in 
error. 

Cobb,  J^  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  Walton  Guano  Company  sued  Copelan 
in  the  county  court,  and  the  case  was  carried 
i»y  appeal  to  the  superior  court.  The  ac- 
tion was  on  a  promissory  note,  in  which  it 
«a.«  Htipnlated  that  the  indebtedness  might 
^  dLsoharged  in  cotton  of  a  designated 
grade,  in  merchantable  bales,  at  10  cents  per 
pound,  if  delivered  at  or  before  the  maturity 
of  the  note.    The  defendant  filed  an  answer, 
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in  which  it  was  set  up  that  the  consideration 
of  his  signing  the  paper  sued  on  was  the  sale 
by  the  plaintiff  to  him  of  certain  guano  to 
be  paid  for  with  a  certain  number  of  bales  of 
cotton,  and  that  the  incorporation  of  a  prom- 
ise to  pay  money  instead  of  cotton  was  by 
accident  or  mistake,  or  for  the  purpose  of 
defrauding  the  defendant,  and  without  his 
knowledge  or  consent,  the  agent  of  the  plain- 
tiff having  written  the  note,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant relied  on  him  to  conform  to  the 
agreement,  and  did  not  know  that  such  was 
not  the  case  until  the  suit  was  brought.  He 
admitted  that  he  was  due  the  plaintiff  the 
sum  of  $50.40,  and  tendered  the  same.  He 
further  pleaded  that  the  ri^ht  to  discharge 
the  note  oy  the  payment  of  cotton  before  ma- 
turity at  the  rate  of  10  cents  per  pound  was 
a  device  to  evade  the  laws  against  usury. 
At  the  trial  the  defendant  testified,  in  sub- 
stance, that  he  and  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff 
entered  into  an  agreement  for  the  purchase 
by  him  of  a  certain  quantity  of  guano ;  that 
the  defendant  said  that  he  never  paid  mon- 
ey, but  always  paid  in  cotton,  and  the  agent 
agreed  to  receive  cotton;  that  nothing  was 
said  about  giving  a  money  note,  and  allow- 
ing the  defendant  to  pay  for  it  in  cotton  at 
10  cents  per  pound;  that  the  agent  of  the 
plaintiff  came  to  him,  and  said,  ''I  have  got 
your  note,  just  sign  it,  and  save  me  any 
further  trouble;"  and  the  defendant  told 
him,  "All  right,"  and  signed  it;  that  he 
thought  the  plaintiff's  agent  would  do  what 
was  right,  and  thought  he  had  made  the  note 
out  right;  that  he  never  knew  that  the  note 
was  a  money  obligation  until  he  went  to  set- 
tle it  in  the  fall.  The  jury  returned  a  ver- 
dict in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  $44.  The 
plaintiff  made  a  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
which  being  overruled,  he  excepted. 

1.  Was  there  evidence  sufficient  for  the 
jury  to  find  in  favor  of  the  defendant  on  his 
plea  of  fraud?  In  Bostwick  v.  Duncwn,  00 
Ga.  383,  it  was  held  that  if  a  person  signed 
a  written  agreement  without  reading  it,  and 
it  did  not  contain  the  contract  as  in  fact 
made,  parol  evidence  was  not  admissible  for 
the  purpose  of  varying  its  terms.  Mr.  Chief 
Justice  Warner  in  the  opinion  took  occasion 
to  remark  that  "it  is  not  the  duty  or  busi- 
ness of  the  courts  to  relieve  parties  from 
their  gross  negligence  in  making  their  con- 
tracts. Besides,  in  these  days  of  hard  swear- 
ing, when  every  man  is  a  competent  witness 
to  swear  for  himself  in  his  own  case,  the  rule 
that  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  vary 
or  contradict  written  contracts  should  not 
be  relaxed."  In  Dyar  v.  Walton,  79  Ga. 
466,  7  S.  E.  220,  it  was  held  that  "gross  er- 
rors committed  in  a  settlement  not  intended 
by  the  debtor  to  be  final,  but  nevertheless 
consummated  by  executing  notes  and  mort- 
gages for  definite  amounts,  bearing  interest 
from  date,  with  10  per  cent  for  attorney's 
fees,  will  be  attributed  by  a  court  of  equitv, 
not  to  mistake,  but  to  gross  negligence."  In 
Uadcliffe  v.  Biles,  94  Ga.  480,  20  S.  E.  359, 
it  was  held:  "One  who  executes  and  deliv- 
ers a  promissory  note  without  reading  oi 
knowing  its  contents  cannot  avoid  liability 
thereon  because  he  acted  ignorantly,  witli- 
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out  showing  some  justification  of  his  ignor- 
ance, either  bv  reason  of  his  inability  to 
read,  or  by  some  misleading  device  or  con- 
trivance amounting  to  fraud  on  the  part 
of  the  person  with  whom  he  was  dealing." 
Jn  Boyuton  v.  McDanicl,  07  Ga.  400,  23  S. 
E.  824,  it  was  held:  "It  is  no  defense  to  an 
action  upon  a  promissory  note  that  the 
maker,  relying  on  certain  representations 
made  by  another  at  the  time  of  its  execu- 
tion, signed  the  note  without  reading  it,  and 
that  it  did  not  contain  or  express  the  con- 
tract as  actually  made,  the  note  not  having 
been  signed  under  any  emergency;  there  be- 
ing nothing  to  prevent  the  maker  from  read- 
ing it,  and  no  •sufficient  excuse  for  failing 
to  do  so  being  alleged."  See  also  Jossey  v. 
Georgia  S.  d  F.  R.  Co.  109  Ga.  439,  34  S.  E. 
664;  Angler  v.  Equitable  Bldg.  d  L.  A8so, 
109  Ga.  625,  35  S.  E.  64.  In  Chicago  Bldg, 
<C-  Mfg,  Co,  V.  Summerour,  101  Ga.  820,  29 
S.  E.  291,  the  facts  relied  on  for  the  pur- 
pose of  avoiding  the  effect  of  a  written  in- 
strument, which  had  been  signed  without 
reading  it,  were  very  similar  to  those  in  the 
present  case.  There  the  defendant  testi- 
fied :  "At  the  time  I  signed  the  paper,  I 
had  it  in  my  own  hands  folded  as  above 
stated.  There  was  nothing  to  keep  me  from 
reading  it,  if  I  had  wished  to  do  so,  or  had 
thought  it  necessary.  I  thought  Bowman 
would  do  what  he  promised,  or  I  would  not 
have  had  anything  to  have  done  with  him." 
It  was  held  that,  as  the  defendant  negligent- 
ly omitted  to  take  such  precautions  as  would 
reasonably  have  served  to  protect  him 
against  the  imposition  claimed  to  have  been 
practised  upon  him,  he  was  bound  by  the 
contract  as  executed.  In  the  present  case 
there  were  no  misrepresentations  made  by 
the  agent  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  the  note 
was  signed.  There  was  no  trick  or  device 
by  which  the  defendant  was  induced  to  sign 
the  paper.  He  had  full  opportunity  to  read 
the  same,  and  nothing  done  by  the  plaintifiT's 
agent  prevented  him  from  doing  so.  Nor 
was  there  any  emergency  which  required 
haste,  though  an  emergency  of  the  defend- 
ant's own  creation  would,  of  course,  not 
have  availed  him  as  a  defense.  The  only 
excuse  offered  by  him  for  not  reading  the 
note  was  that  he  relied  upon  the  agent  of 
the  plaintiff  to  have  the  note  drawn  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  prior  agreement  made 
with  him.  If  the  defendant  has  signed  a 
contract  which  does  not  express  the  terms  of 
the  agreement  entered  into  between  him  and 
the  plaintiff,  this  is  due  to  his  own  gross 
negligence  in  failing  to  use  the  precautions 
which  an  ordinarily  prudent  man  w^ould  have 
taken  advantage  of,  and  the  courts  will  give 
him  no  relief.  He  must  abide  by  the  con- 
tract as  executed.  This  ruling  is  in  direct 
line  with  the  decisions  above  cited,  and  we 
think  no  case  decided  bv  this  court  will  be 
found  to  be  in  conflict  with  it.  In  Angier 
V.  Breusier,  69  Ga.  362,  the  plea  alleged 
that  the  defendant  objected  to  signing  the 
note  with  certain  stipulations  in  it,  and  the 
plaintiff's  agent  agreed  to  strike  out  the 
blipulations,  and  with  his  pen  made  an 
erasure  therein,  and  after  this  was  done  the 
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defendant  signed  the  note  without  reading 
it,  relying  upon  the  conduct  of  the  agent  as 
evidence  that  the  objectionable  matter  bad 
been  eliminated,  when  in  fact  it  had    not 
l>een,  the  agent  ha'N'ing  erased  other  words, 
and  left  in  those  objected  to.     Up6n  demur- 
rer it  was  held  that  the  plea  set  forth  a  good 
defense  to  the  action,  and  could  be  sustained 
by  parol.     In  that  case  the  conduct  of  the 
agent  amounted  to  such  a  trick  or  device  as 
w^ould  be  sufi!icient  to  throw  even  a  prudent 
man  off  his  guard.     In  Brooks  v.  Matthncs, 
78  Ga.  739,  3  S.  E.  627,  the  plea  alleged  that 
the  paper  was  signed  without  having  been 
read,  for  the  reason  that  the  plaintiff  read 
the  same  over  to  the  defendant  in  such  a 
way  as   to   leave   the  impression   upon  his 
mind  that  it  contained  the  contract  as  agreed 
on,  when  in  fact  it  did  not.     It  was  held 
that  the  allegations  of  this  plea  made  a  case 
of  actual  fraud,  and  that  if  thev  were  es- 
feblished  by  evidence  the  defendant  would 
not  be  bound  by  the  terms    of    the    instru- 
ment signed.  In  Chapman  v.  Atlanta  Guano 
Co,  91  Ga.  821,  18  S.  E.  41,  the  plea  alleged 
that  the  real  contract  between  the  parties  \\  is 
for  the  payment  of  $53.10,  and  that  the  con- 
tract as  drawn  provided  for  the  payment  of 
$90.20;   that  the  defendant  signed  the  con- 
tract without  reading  it,  but  that  the  sign- 
ing was  done  at  night,  when  the  defendant 
could  not  well  see,  and  he  was  informed  by 
the  plaintiff's  agent  that  it  represented  only 
the  indebtedness  actually  intended  to  be  in- 
curred by  the  defendant,  and  upon  that  rep- 
resentation the  defendant  signed  it.     In  the 
opinion,  Mr.  Justice  Lumpkin,  speaking  for 
the  court,  says:     "We  think  the  pleas  con- 
tain enough  to  authorize  the  case  to  be  sub- 
mitted to  a  jurj%  and  allow  them  to  deter- 
mine whether  or  not  a  fraud  was  actually 
practised    upon    the   defendant;''     and    also 
stated  that  the  question  dealt  with  was  not 
"free  from  doubt   or   diflfic\ilty."     In    Woorf 
v.  Cincinnati  Siafe  d  Lock  Co.  96  Ga.  120, 
22  S.  E.  909,  the  plea  alleged  that  the  fail- 
ure of  the  defendant  to  read  the  paper  before 
signing  the  same  was  due  to  the  fact  that 
when  it  was  presented  to  him  by  the  agent 
of  the  plaintiff  the  defendant  said :   "What  i"* 
it?     T-«et  me  read  it."     Said  agent  replied: 
*'lt  is  only  an  agreement  that,  if  you  take 
the  safe,  it  is  to  be  ours  until  paid  for.  You 
haven't  time  to  read  it.     I  will  send  vou  a 
duplicate  tomorrow.     I  hjive   told   you    all 
that  is  in  it.     Sign  it;  I  have  to  catch  that 
train."    And,  relying  upon  this  representa- 
tion as  to  the  contents  of  the  paper,  the  de- 
fendant signed  it.     It  was  held  that  the  con- 
duct of  the  agent  amounted  to  such  a  fraud 
upon  the  plaintiff  that  he  was  entitled  to  be 
relieved  against  the  same,  and  that  the  emer- 
gency created  by  the  agent  for  the  purpo-^ 
of  obtaining  the  defendant's  signature  to  the 
paper  without  reading  it  relieved  him  from 
the  charge  of  negligently  signing  a  paper 
without   acquainting  himself  with   its   con- 
tents.    In  SicBHde  v.  Macon  Teleg.  Pub.  Co. 
102  Ga.  422,  30  8.  E.    999,    the   facts   were 
very  similar  to  those  in  the  case  just  cite^!, 
and  the  defendant  was  let  into  his  defense 
under  the  ruling  there  made. 
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2.  The  contract  sued  on  was  not  usurious 
u|)on  its  face.     While  the  money  obligation 
undertaken  might  be  discharged  by  the  deliv- 
ery of  cotton  at  a  designated  price  at  or  be- 
tore  the  maturity  of  the  note,  the  plain  tiff 
took  the  risk  of  a  fluctuation  in  the  market 
value  of  this   commodity.     In    addition    to 
thi«,  the  maker  of  the  note  was  to  determine 
whether  the  money  obligation  should  be  dis- 
charged in  cotton ;  the  payee  of  the  note,  un- 
der the  terms  of  the  instrument,  not  having 
the  right  to  compel  the  delivery  of  cotton, 
if  the  maker  saw  fit  to  discharge  the  debt  by 
the  payment  of  money.    If  at  any  time  be- 
tween the  date  of  the  note  and  its  maturity 
CKHton    had   a  market  value   which   would 
liave  made  the  number  of  pounds  stipulated 
for  in  the  contract   worth    more   than    the 
principal  of  the  note  and  interest  calculated 
at  the  highest   rate   allowed   by   law,   the 
plaintiff  would  haA^e  reaped  the  benefit  of 
this  increased  value  of  the  cotton,  provided 
the  defendant  elected  to  deliver  the  cotton 
in  discharge  of  the  note,  which  is  hardly  to 
!«  presumed.     On  the    other    hand,    if    the 
price  of  cotton  depreciated  and  was  worth 
Jejis  than  10  cents  per  pound,  the  plaintiff 
would  be  compelled  to  receive  the  cotton  in 
di<«charge.  of  the  obligation   at   the   agreed 
price.    In  Bharpley  v.  Hurrel,  Cro.  Jac.  208, 
it  appeared  that  a  ship  went  to  fish  in  New- 
foundland, which  voyage  might  be  performed 
in  eight  weeks.     The  plaintiff  delivered  £50 
to  the  defendant,  who  agreed  to  pay  back 
i60  upon  return  of  the  ship  to  Dartmouth, 
and  if  the  ship,  by  reason  of  leakage  or  tem- 
pest, did  not  return  from  Newfoundland  to 
l>artinouth,  the  defendant  was  to  pay  only 
the  sura  delivered  to  him,  viz.  £50,  and  if 
the  ship  never  returned  the  defendant  wan 
to  pay  nothing.     It  was  held  by  all  of  the 
conrt  not  to  be  usury    within    the    statute, 
"for,  if  the  ship  had   stayed    at   Newfound- 
land two  or  three  years,  he  should  have  paid 
at  the  return  of  the  ship  but  £00,  and  if  the 
>hip  never  returned  then  nothing;   so  that 
the  plaintiff  ran  an  hazard    of   having   lesH 
than  the  interest  which  the  law  allows,  and 
p^sibly  neither  principal  nor  interent."  In 
f>tf:renson  v.  Unkefer,  14  III.  103.  the  note 
S'Ued  on   was   payable   "in    Baltimore   bank 
notes,  with  12 Vi  per  cent  interest."     The  de- 
fendant pleaded  that  the  contract  sued  on 
was  usurious,  and  the  court  held  that  when 
the  creditor  takes  a  risk,  by  which  he  rims 
the  hazard  of  losing  the  principal  sum,  or 
ot  taking  less  than  the  sura  originally  due, 
with  lawful  interest,  it  is  not  usurious  for 
him  to  stipulate  for  or  to  receive  more  in- 
terest than   is    prescribed   by    the    statute, 
t  aton,  J.,  in  the  opinion  says:     "In  the  case 
lipfore  ns,  there  was,  no  doubt,  a  palpable 
and  &ub«<tantial  risk  run  by  the  payee  of  the 
note.    The  maker  had  a  right  to  diHoharge 
the  debt  in  Baltimore  bank  notes,  at  their 
uominal  value,  and  in  this  action  no  more 
than  their  real    value   could    be    recovered. 
DunUip  V.  Smith,  12  111.  399.  It  is  not  nec- 
pssari'  now  to  say  whether  it  was  the  right 
of  the  payor  to  make  the  payment  in  the 
naoH  depreciated  of  those  notes,  had  there 
been  a  difference  in  their  value,  or  whether 
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he  would  have  been  liable  to  the  extent  of 
the  most  valuable.  It  is  enough  to  know 
that,  like  everything  else  except  money,  tlieir 
value  was  liable  to  tiuotuate,  and  that  in  the 
course  of  commercial  changes  they  might 
become  greatly  depreciated,  if  not  almost 
valueless,  in  the  market  by  the  end  of  the 
three  years  for  which  the  credit  was  given, 
so  that  the  lender  would  lose  more  than  the 
whole  interest  agreed  to  be  paid.  With 
such  a  contingency,  the  authorities  are  uni- 
form that  the  excessive  interest  stipulated 
for  did  not  infect  the  transaction  with 
usury."  Mr.  Webb,  in  his  work  on  t'sury 
($  42),  says:  "Where  the  payment  of  the 
principal  sum  depends  upon  the  happening 
of  any  contingent  event,  or  is  put  at  hazard 
in  any  manner,  the  transaction  is  not  amen- 
able to  the  usury  laws,  and  more  than  legal 
interest  may  be  charged.  There  is  no  usury 
where  the  principal  is  placed  in  jeopardy  by 
the  term,s  of  the  agreement.  To  carry  the 
case  beyond  the  usury  statute,  however,  the 
hazard  or  contingency  must  be  bona  fide, 
and  not  a  mere  color  of  a  risk,  or  suc)i  pos- 
sibilities of  imexpected  loss  as  might  occur 
in  the  ordinar\''  course  of  the  borrowing  and 
lending  of  money."  See  also  Tyler,  Vsury, 
p.  172  €t  seq.;  Spencvr  v.  Tilden,  5  Cow. 
144;  Cummings  v.  Williams,  4  Wend.  G80; 
Hall  V,  Uaggart,  17  Wend.  280.  As  the  in- 
strument sued  on  in  the  present  case  upon 
its  face  appeared  to  be  an  obligation  to  pay 
a  fixed  sum  of  money,  which  it  is  to  be  pre- 
sumed was  due  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  as  the  stipulation  in  the  note 
provided  that  this  amount  might  be  dis- 
charged, at  the  option  of  the  defendant,  by 
the  delivery  of  an  article  of  merchandise 
subject  to  fluctuation  in  price,  and  as  no  in- 
terest was  to  be  paid  upon  the  amount  un- 
til after  maturity,  the  plaintiff  incurred  the 
rihk  of  losing  at  least  a  part  of  the  princi- 
pal of  his  debt  in  the  event  that  cotton  was, 
on  the  day  of  delivery,  worth  less  than  the 
face  of  the  note. 

3.  There  was  nothing  in  the  evidence  to 
authorize  a  finding  that  the  transaction  in- 
volved in  the  present  case  constituted  a 
scheme  or  device  for  the  purpose  of  evading 
the  laws  against  usury. 

4.  The  verdict  rendered  was  contrary  to 
the  evidence,  and  should  have  been  set  aside. 

Judgment  reversed. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 


Mrs.  R.  L.  JONKS,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 
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*It  is  both  an   llleival  and  an  Immoral 

•Headnote  by  Little,  J. 


Note. — As  to  rlpht  to  enforce  contract  made 
to  conceal  crime,  see  prior  cases  in  this  series, 
of  Hock  V.  Mathews  (W.  Va.)  14  L.  R.  A.  508; 
Springfield  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hull  (Ohio) 
25  L.  R.  A.  37  ;  Loud  v.  Hamilton  (Tenn.)  45 
L.  R.  A.  400. 

As  to  injunction  against  enforcing  contracts 
for  compounding  crime,  see  cases  in  note  to 
Basket  v.  Moss  (N.  C.)  48  L.  R.  A.  848. 
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act  to  make  an  agreement  for  a  con- 
sideration to  BuppresB  the  prosecution  of  a 
criminal  offense,  whether  the  offense  be  of 
the  grade  of  felony  or  misdemeanor ;  and  the 
fact  that  a  note  and  mortgage  were  executed 
by  a  wife,  and  delivered  to  the  payee  of  the 
note,  on  consideration  that  he  would  cease 
to  prosecute  and  would  settle  a  criminal  of- 
fense, for  the  commission  of  which  the  hus- 
band was  at  the  time  under  arrest  on  b,  war- 
rant sued  out  by  such  payee,  may  be  pleaded 
and  proved  as  a  defense  to  the  foreclosure 
of  the  mortgage  so  given,  even  in  the  hands 
of  one  who  was  the  bona  fide  holder  of  such 
note  for  value,  before  due,  and  without  no- 
tice. 

(December  19,  1900.) 

?RROR  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Sumter 

J  County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintifT  in  an  action  brought  to  foreclose  a 
mortgage.     Reversed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Allen  Fort  and  J.  B.  Pilsbnry 
for'  plaintiH  in  error. 

Messrs.  J.  A.  Hizon,  Oreer  A  Felton, 
and  Hall  Si  Wimberly,  for  defendant  in 
eri*or : 

The  holder  of  a  promissory  note  is  pre- 
sumed to  be  such  bona  fide  and  for  value. 

2  Code  1895,  §  3696;  Nell  v.  Snowden,  5 
Ga.  1 ;  Bond  v.  Central  Bank,  2  Ga.  92. 

And  where  the  holder  is  one  other  than  the 
original  payee,  the  presumption  is  that  such 
one  bcsame  the  owner  and.  holder  bona  fide, 
and  prior  to  the  maturity  of  the  paper. 

Rosioell  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Hudsony  72  Ga.  24; 
Rhodes  V.  BecUl,  73.  Ga.  641 ;  Dickeraon  v. 
Burke,  25  Ga.  225. 

The  bona  fide  purchaser  of  a  negotiable 
paper  not  dishonored,  etc.,  will  be  protected 
(2  Code  1895,  §§  3538,  3934)  ;  and  this 
protection  extends  to  all  contracts  except 
those  based  upon  illegal  consideration,  etc. 

2  Code  1895,  §  3694;  Paris  v.  Moe,  60  Ga, 
90 ;  Murray  v.  Jones,  50  Ga.  110;  Rodger s  v. 
Rosser,  57  Ga.  319;  Mcrritt  v.  Bagwell,  70 
Ga.  578 ;  Grooms  v.  Olliff,  93  Ga.  789,  20  S. 
K.  665. 

While  a  wife  cannot  legally  assume  the 
debt  of  her  husband,  yet  where  she  has  given 
a  negotiable  note  for  his  debt,  and  it  has 
been  transferred  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for 
value,  before  due,  it  is  valid  and  binds  her. 

Perkins  v.  Rowland,  69  Ga.  661;  Howard 
V.  Bimpkins,  70  Ga.  322 ;  Venahle  v.  Lippold-, 
102  Ga.  208,  29  S.  £.  181;  Southern  Mut. 
Bldg,  d  L.  Asso.  v.  Perry,  103  Ga,  800,  30 
S.  E.  658. 

The  right  of  a  married  woman  to  make  a 
contract  is  the  rule;  her  disability  is  the  ex- 
ception. 

Hager  v.  National  German-American 
Bank,  105  Ga.  122,  31  S.  E.  141. 

Even  a  note  given  on  Sunday,  or  a  note 
given  under  duress,  is  good  in  the  hands  of 
an  innocent  purchaser. 

Hogan  v<  Moore,  48  Ga.  157;  Rohcnson  v. 
Vason,  37  Ga.  66;  Harrison  v.  Powers,  76 
Ga.  218. 

In  order  to  render  a  negotiable  paper  void 
in  the  hands  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for 
value  befoi*e  due,  it  must  be  based  upon  an 
illegal  consideration;  and  the  statute  which 
62  L.  R.  A. 


makes  such  consideration  ill^al  must  also 
make  the  same  a  crime;   or  the  act   itself 
must  be  Immoral  and  contra  honos  mores. 
Rhodes  v.  Beall,  73  Ga.  641. 

Idttle,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Tlie  defendant  in  error  filed  a  petition,  un- 
der which  a  rule  rUsi  issued,  to  foreclose  a 
mortgage  given  by  the  plaintifT  in  error  to 
Secure  a  promissory  note  executed  by  her. 
It  appears  from  the  petition  that  the  note 
and  mortgage  were  executed  on  the  24th  day 
of  February,  1897 ;  that  one  L.  Frieden  waa 
the  payee  of  the  note  and  the  grantee  in  the 
deed  of  mortgage,  and  that  on  the  4th  day 
of  March,  1897,  Frieden  sold  and  delivered 
the  note  to  the  defendant  in  error,  and  on 
the  same  day  transferred,  sold,  and  assigned 
the  mortgage  to  the  same  party;  that  the 
note  was  for  the  principal  sum  of  $600,  to 
become  due  on  August  1,  1897.  The  rule 
having  been  issued  and  served,  Mrs.  Jones 
answered,  and  averred,  among  other  things, 
that  she  did  give  the  note  and  execute  the 
mortgage  to  Frieden,  but  she  denied  that  at 
the  time  of  the  execution  of  these  papers  she 
was  indebted  to  Frieden  in  any  amount.  She 
averred  that,  at  the  time  she  signed  the  note 
and  mortgage,  her  husband,  J.  W.  Jones, 
was  under  arrest,  and  placed  so  by  Frieden, 
and  that  he  threatened  to  put  her  husband 
in  jail  if  she  did  not  give  the  note  and  mort- 
gage, and  they  were  executed  and  delivered 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  keeping  her  husband 
out  of  jail,  and  not  in  settlement  of  any  debt 
which  she  owed  or  was  legally  bound  to  pay; 
that  the  note  was  given  to  stop  a  criminal 
prosecution  against  her  husband,  J.  W. 
Jones,  and  on  the  agreement  that  the  war- 
rant then  held  against  her  husband  would  be 
dismissed,  and  he  \;Could  not  be  nrosecuted 
further;  and  that  the  same  was  illegal  and 
void.  On  the  trial  of  tiie  issue  thus  raised, 
the  defendant  offered  to  prove  by  herself  the 
statements  made  in  her  answer.  This  evi- 
dence the  court  excluded  as  irrelevant  and 
immaterial.  Defendant  also  introduced 
Odum,  who  testified  that  he  was  an  officer, 
and  had  Jones  in  custody  at  the  time  the 
note  and  mortgage  were  executed,  and  of- 
fered to  prove  by  him  that  as  an  arresting 
officer  he  had  J.  W.  Jones  in  custody  under 
a  criminal  charge,  and  was  about  to  carry 
him  to  jail,  and  that  it  was  suggested  by 
Frieden  or  his  attorney  that  they  see  Mrs. 
Jones,  and  see  if  they  could  not  get  the  mat- 
ter settled,  and  that  it  was  settled  by  her 
signing  the  note  and  mortgage,  and  that  then 
the  warrant  was  dismissed  and  Jones  was 
released,  and  but  for  this  settlement  Jones 
would  have  been  put  in  jail  under  the  crimi- 
nal warrant  under  which  he  was  arrested. 
The  court  refused  to  permit  this  evidence  to 
be  introduced  because  it  was  irrelevant  and 
immaterial.  The  defendant  having  closed, 
the  court  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 
and  entered  up  judgment  accordingly.  To 
the  verdict  and  the  ruling  of  the  judge  the 
defendant  excepted,  and  assigns  as  error  the 
refusal  of  the  court  to  allow  Mrs.  Jones  and 
Odum  to  testify  as  above  set  out,  and  in 
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ruling  that  the  plaintiff  in  error  could  not  I  not.     It  will  be  further  noted  that  there  was 


set  up  the  defense  sought  to  be  made,  and  in 
directing  a  verdict. 

It  must  be  conceded  that  the  rights  of  the 
defendant  in  error  in  this  case  are  to  be  de- 
termined from  his  status  as  a  bona  fide  hold- 
er for  value.  There  was  direct  proof  of  this 
fact,  which  i»*as  in  no  way  contradicted. 
But,  in  the  absence  of  proof,  the  provisions 
of  our  law,  found  in  §  3696  of  the  Civil  Code, 
make  him  such;  the  presumption  being, 
where  the  holder  is  one  other  than  the  origi- 
nal payee,  that  such  a  one  became  such  bona 
fide  holder  prior  to  the  maturity  of  the  pa- 
per. Paris  V.  3Ioe,  60  Ga.  90 ;  Georgia  Nat, 
Bank  v.  Henderson,  46  Ga.  487,  12  Am.  Rep. 
590.  Such  being  the  case,  our  next  inquiry 
leads  to  the  question  as  to  what  defenses  the 
maker  of  the  instrument  may  set  up  against 
a  bona  fide  holder.  This  inquiry  is  an- 
swered by  the  provisions  of  §  3694  of  the  Civ- 
il Code,  which  declares  that  such  a  holder, 
without  notice,  shall  be  protected  from  any 
defenses  set  up  by  the  maker,  acceptor,  or  in- 
dorser,  except  non  est  factum,  gambling,  or 
iniiHoral  and  illegal  consideration,  or  fraud 
in  its  procurement.  The  defense  set  up  by 
the  plea,  as  well  as  the  evidence  ofTer^  to 
support  it,  excludes  from  consideration  aJl 
of  these  defenses  except  that  of  immoral  and 
illegal  consideration;  and  the  direct  ques- 
tion which  arises  is  whether  or  not  the  facts 
averred  in  the  plea,  or  offered  to  be  proved, 
tend  to  show  that  the  consideration  of  the 
note,  and  the  mortgage  given  to  secure  its 
paNinent,  was  immoral  and  illegal.  If  so, 
then,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  de- 
fendant in  error  was  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
Talue  before  due  and  without  notice,  the 
note  and  mortgage  would  be  void  in  his 
hands.  It  is  no  defense  against  such  a  hold- 
er ihat  the  note  given  was  an  assumption  of 
the  debt  of  the  husband.  Southern  Alut. 
Bldg.  d  h,  Asso,  v.  Perry ,  103  Ga.  800,  30  S. 
£.  658.  But  the  issue  is  still  further  nar- 
rowed to  the  question  whether  the  averments 
of  the  plea  that  the  obligation  was  entei-ed 
into  and  the  lien  created  because  of  the  fact 
tiiAt  the  payee  of  the  note  had  caused  to  be 
i$.^ued  a  criminal  warrant  against  her  hus- 
band, and  they  were  executed  and  delivered 
in  ?ettleraent  of  the  offense  and  to  prevent 
his  incarceration  in  jail,  is  both  immoral 
and  illegal.  It  will  be  noted  that  the  stat- 
ute requires  these  two  conditions  to  exist 
<»n jointly  to  let  in  the  defense.  As  was 
<aid  in  the  opinion  in  the  case  of  Rhodes  v. 
BkhII,  73  Ga.  641:  **The  statute  which 
m-ikes  such  contract  illegal  and  void  must 
«1«  make  the  same  a  crime,  or  the  act  itself 
must  be  immoral  and  contra  bonos  mores." 
An  examination  of  the  plea  discloses  the  fact 
that  its  averments  do  not  designate  the  of- 
fense for  which  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff 
in  error  was  arrested,  nor  can  we  gather 
from  it  the  nature  of  the  crime  with  which 
he  was  charged.  It  may  have  been  a  felony, 
ftnd  equally  as  well  it  may  have  been  a  mis- 
demeanor. Indeed,  as  the  plea  does  not  al- 
lege that  the  charge  was  a  felony,  the  com- 
pounding of  which  under  the  law  is  a  felony 


no  demurrer  to  this  plea  or  answer,  and  if 
it  had  been  desired  by  the  plaintiff  below,  for 
any  purpose,  that  the  nature  of  the  offense 
for  which  the  husband  of  the  defendant  had 
been  arrested  should  more  specifically  be  set 
out  in  the  plea,  this  purpose  could  have  been 
accomplished  by  a  demurrer;  but,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  demurrer,  the  question  for  consid- 
eration is  whether  the  averments  in  the  plea 
are  sufficient  to  establish  the  proposition 
that  the  act  which  she  charges  to  have  been 
the  consideration  moving  her  to  execute  the 
note  and  mortgage  was  illegal  and  immoral. 
She  distinctly  alleges  that  her  husband  had 
been  placed  under  arrest  by  the  payee  of  the 
note;  that  he  was  threatening  to  put  him  in 
jail  if  she  did  not  execute  the  note  and  mort- 
gage which  was  given  to  prevent  that  ac- 
tion and  to  stop  a  criminal  prosecution 
against  her  husband,  and  the^  agreed  that  if 
she  did  so  they  would  dismiss  the  warrant 
and  would  not  prosecute  him.  Section  324 
of  the  Penal  Code  prescribes  that  *'if  any 
person,  informfing  or  prosecuting  under  pre- 
tense of  any  penal  law,  shall  compound  with 
the  offender,  or  direct  the  suit  or  information 
to  be  discontinued,  unless  it  be  by  leave  of 
the  court  where  the  same  is  pending,  he  shall 
be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor."  This  section 
was  referred  to  by  Chief  Justice  Simmons 
in  the  case  of  Harris  v.  Webb,  101  Ga.  84,  28 
S.  £.  620,  and  it  was  there  ruled  that  it  wa^ 
an  illegal  act  for  the  creditor  and  husband 
to  arrange  that  the  former  should  have  cer- 
tain property  of  the  wife  for  the  purpose  of 
settling  the  debt  of  her  husband,  and  there- 
by suppress  a  criminal  prosecution  against 
him.  Section  956  of  the  Penal  Code  provides 
that  all  cases  of  indictments  or  special  pre- 
sentments shall  be  submitted  to  a  jury,  un- 
less there  is  a  settlement  between  the  prose- 
cutor and  the  defendant,  which  settlement 
shall  be  good  and  >'alid  only  by  the  appro\'al 
and  order  of  the  court.  TTiis  is  very  gener- 
al, and  its  meaning  not  very  plain.  Under 
the  literal  reading  of  this  section,  its  provi- 
sions are  not  restricted  to  misdemeanors,  but 
would  seem  to  apply  as  well  to  all  classes  of 
felonies.  We  take  it,  however,  that  it  refers 
to  such  cases  as  are  authorized  by  law  to  be 
settled  between  the  prosecutor  and  the  de- 
fendant; but,  by  its  terms,  such  settlement 
is  confined  to  cases  in  which  indictments  or 
special  presentments  have  been  returned.  By 
tiic  provisions  of  §  3894,  an  injured  person 
may  consent  to  the  satisfaction  and  settle- 
ment of  a  tort,  but,  where  tlie  tort  amounts 
to  a  crime,  the  injuied  person  may  only  re- 
ceive compensation  for  the  personal  injury; 
and  it  is  expressly  provided  that  any  at- 
tempt to  satisfy  the  public  offense,  or  to  sup- 
press a  prosecution  therefor,  is  illegal,  and 
vitiates  the  entire  agreement,,  except  where 
the  law  allows  such  settlement  expressly. 
This  provision  of  law  is  not  confined  to  a 
felony,  because  the  succeeding  section  de- 
clares: '*lf  the  offense  sought  to  be  satis- 
fied, or  the  prosecution  sought  to  be  sup- 
pressed, amounts  to  a  felony,  the  agreement 
itself  is  an  offense  under  the  Penal  Code." 


h-e\{,  it  is  but  fair  to  assume  that  it  was    So  that,  under  these  provisions,  it  is  illegal 
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for  any  person,  though  he  be  the  injured  one, 
to  satisfy  a  public  offense  amounting  only  to 
a  misdemeanor,  or  to  suppress  a  prosecution 
thorefor,  except  where  the  law  expressly  al- 
lows such  settlement.  Mr.  Greenhood,  in  his 
treatise  on  the  Doctrine  of  Public  Policy  in 
the  Law  of  Contracts  (p.  457),  says:  "A 
distinction  ha.s  been  attempted  between 
promises  given  on  the  settlement  of  misde- 
meanors before  prosecution  and  those  given 
in  consideration  of  forbearance  to  begin 
prosecutions  for  felonies,  tlie  former  being 
deemed  good.  It  is  claimed  that  there  is  a 
great  distinction  between  compounding  a 
prosecution  already  begun  for  a  misdemean- 
or and  promising  not  to  begin,  one  for  the 
same  offense.  As  no  agreement  is  repudi- 
ated except  because  its  object  is  to  prevent 
the  consummation  of  justice,  it  is  difficult  to 
understand  why  justice  is  not  defeated  as  ef- 
fectually by  agreements  to  conceal  misde- 
meanors as  by  contracts  to  suppress  prosecu- 
tions already  begun.  The  distinction  has  no 
foundation  in  principle,  and,  as  may  be  ob- 
served from  the  results  of  many  of  the  cases 
already  referred  to,  the  distinction  has  met 
with  very  little  favor  in  the  courts."  In  the 
case  of  Wh-eaion  v.  Analey,  71  Ga.  35,  it  was 
ruled  by  this  court  that  if  a  mortgage  was 
given  to  settle  or  suppress  a  criminal  prose- 
cution it  could  not  be  collected,  but  that  if 
it  was  given  to  secure  what  the  defaulting 
agent  owed  his  principal  it  could  be  collect- 
ed. So  that  we  think  that  if  we  confine  the 
averments  made  in  the  plea  to  their  narrow- 
est limits,  and  assume,  because  it  was  not 
otherwise  pleaded,  that  the  criminal  offense, 
for  the  settlement  of  which  it  is  averred  that 
the  note  and  mortgage  were  given,  was  a 
misdemeanor,  then  the  consideration  was  an 
illegal  one. 

Was  it  an  immoral  one,  in  the  sense  of  the 
statute?  One  of  the  definitions  of  "im- 
moral" given  in  the  Standard  Dictionary  is 
"hostile  to  the  welfare  of  the  general  pub- 
lic." And  Mr.  Bouvier  defines  "immorali- 
ty" to  be  "that  vvhich  is  contra  honos 
mores;"  and,  in  defining  what  contracts  are 
contra  honos  tnoreSj  the  same  author  says, 
among  other  things  which  he  names,  that 
those  which  have  a  tendency  to  mischievous 
or  pernicious  consequences  are  void,  as  being 
contrary  to  good  morals.  Chief  Justice 
Marshall  would  seem  to  include  in  this  defi- 
nition the  settlement  or  suppression  of  a 


criminal  prosecution.  He  says:  "It  is  the 
interest  of  the  commonwealth,  and  the  poli- 
cy and  intention  of  the  law,  and  is  essential 
to  public  order  and  individual  security,  that 
tlie  laws  against  offenses  injurious  to  the 
public  should  be  fairly  administered  and  en- 
lorced.  .  .  .  The  oommonwealtli  has  a 
right  to  rely  upon  the  individual  who  has  re- 
ceived special  injury  from  the  commission  of 
a  public  offense  as  the  special  instrument  for 
its  ascertaimnent  and  punishment  in  due 
course  of  "law.  The  particular  interest 
which  he  may  be  supposed  to  feel  in  bring- 
ing the  offender  to  justice  is  one  of  the  secu- 
rities on  which  the  public  relies,  and  has  a 
right  to  rely,  for  the  enforcement  of  the  laws 
and  its  own  safety,  and  an  agreement  by 
which  this  interest  is  turned  against  the 
commonwealth  is  in  violation  of  her  rights 
and  policy."  Gardner  v.  Moxey^  9  B.  Mon.  91. 

On  the  particular  point  as  to  whether  the 
suppres^^ion  of  a  public  offense  is  immoral, 
Ryan,  Ch.  J.,  in  the  case  of  Wight  v.  Ninds- 
kopf,  43  Wis.,  on  page  361,  says:  '•Com- 
pounding a  public  offense,  felony,  or  misde- 
meanor is  essentially  immoral ;  not  m(tfuin 
prohibitum,  but'  malum  in  «c,  proceeding, 
upon  *a  wicked  consideration,'  *to  gild  over 
and  conceal  the  truth.*  "  It  must,  therefore, 
be  concluded  that  an  agreement  to  suppress 
or  discontinue  a  prosecution  for  a  criminal 
offense,  be  it  a  felony  or  misdemtonor,  except 
alone  in  those  cases  which  are  allowed  by 
the  statute  to  be  settled,  is  both  an  illegal 
and  an  immoral  act;  and  if  such  an  act  be 
the  only  consideration  for  an  obligation  to 
pay  money,  or  for  the  creation  of  a  lien  to 
secure  the  pajinent  of  tbe  sum  promised, 
that  not  only  is  such  consideration  illegal, 
but  it  is  also  immoral,  and,  being  so,  it  may 
be  pleaded  when  either  of  these  instruments 
is  sought  to  be  enforced,  even  against  a  bona 
fide  holder  for  value  and  without  notice.  If 
this  be  a  correct  conclusion,  it  must  follow 
from  what  has  been  said  that  the  court  erred 
in  excluding  the  evidence  of  Mrs.  Jones  and 
Odum,  and  in  directing  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff.  Although  the  particular  agreement 
which  it  was  alleged  the  obligation  was  giv- 
en to  settle  was  not  fully  set  out.  it  was,  in 
the  language  of  the  plea,  a  criminal  offense. 

Judgment  reversed. 

All  the  Justices  concur,  except  Flsli,  J., 
ab:>ent  for  providential  cause. 


ILLINOIS  SUPREME  COURT. 


WESTERN    UNION    TELEGRAPH    COM- 
PANY, Appt., 
v 
NORTH  PACKING   &   PROVISION   COM- 
PANY. 

(188  III.  366.) 

An  micent  eniploy^ed  to  bay  live  ntock  at 
a  certain  market  for  a  nonresident  prin- 


NoTE. — As  to  measure  of  damages  for  fail- 
ure to  deliver  a  telegram  relating  to  business 
transaction,  see  cases  In  note  to  Western  IT. 
Teleg.  Co.  v.  Brown  (Tex.)  2  L.  R.  A.  766  ;  and 
62  L.  R.  A. 


clpal,  and  who,  because  of  delay  In  delivering 
to  him  a  telegram,  makes  purchases  which 
the  delayed  message  tells  him  not  to  make, 
la  not  required,  in  order  to  reduce  to  the 
minimum  the  damages  recoverable  from  the 
telegraph  company,  to  resell  the  property 
that  he  has  purchased,  until  he  has  had  op- 
portunity to  communicate  with,  and  get  In- 
btructions  from,  his  principal. 

(December  20,  1900.) 


subsequent  cases  in  this  series :  Alexander  ▼. 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  (MIss.i  3  L.  R.  A.  71; 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Collins  (Kan.)  10  L. 
R.   A.   515,  and   note;  Pepper  v.    Western    U. 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Court,  First  District,  af- 
fimiing  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for 
Cook  County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  to  recover  damages  for  failure 
to  promptly    deliver  a  telegram.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  arc  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Holt,  "Wlieeler,  A  Sidley  and 
Lowdem,  Estabrook,  Sc  Davis,  for  appel- 
lant : 

The  result  of  the  mistake  of  the  telegraph 
operator,  and  the  only  result,  is  that  Kent, 
ignorant  of  the  wishes  of  his  principal,  pur- 
chased six  car  loads  of  hogs  for  the  North 
Packing  &  Provision  Company  which  the 
latter  did  not  want. 

In  legal  contemplation,  the  hogs  in  ques- 
tion were  purchased  for  and  on  account  of 
the  Western  Union  Telegraph  Company. 

Rittenhousc  v.  Independent  Line  of  Teleg. 
1  Daly,  474. 

Vnder  this  state  of  facts  the  North  Pack- 
in"  k  Provision  Company  oould  pursue  any 
cne  of  three  courses: 

1.  It  could  notify  the  telegraph  company 
that  it  held  the  hogs  for  and  on  its  account 
and  subject  to  its  orders,  upon  being  reim- 
bursed for  actual  outlay. 

Waskington  d  N.  O.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Eohson, 
15  Gratt.  122. 

2.  [t  could  sell  the  hogs  for  and  on  ac- 
count of  the  Western  Union  Telegraph 
Company  at  the  nearest  market,  and  within 
a  rea-'onablc  time,  and  hold  the  telegraph 
cx-mpany  liable  for  the  difference  between 
the  price  paid  and  price  received. 

Grav,  Communication  by  Telegraph,  § 
100. 

3.  It  could  elect  to  ratify  the  mistake  of 
its  agent,  the  Western  Union  Telegraph 
Company,  and  adopt  the  act  of  its  agent. 
Kent,  and  keep  the  hogs  at  the  price  paid  for 
them, 

Comvcal  v.  Wilson,  1  Ves.  Sr.  509. 

Tlie  packing  company  simply  kept  the 
hogs,  and  seeks  to  recover  from  the  defend- 
ant telegraph  company  the  difference  be- 
tween what  it  paid  for  them  on  Tuesday  and 
what,  peradventure,  it  might  have  pur- 
eha!«<><l  them  for  on  the  day  following. 

The  person  injured  through  the  mistake 
of  another,  if  he  expects  to  hold  the  other 
for  damages,  must  correct  the  mistake,  if 
po^'^ible,  and  so  minimize  his  damage.  Such 
a  purchaser  cannot  be  permitted  to  keep 
the  goods,  and  nevertheless  hold  the  com- 
pany for  damages. 

Every  act  which  the  plaintiff  packing  com- 
pany is  shown  to  have  done,  and  every  word 
which  it  is  shown  to  have  uttered,  indicate 
an  intention  to  waive  the  mistake  and  ratify 
the  purchase. 

The  principle  which  refuses  to  take  into 
ttwwideration  any  but  the  direct  consequen- 
ces of  the  illegal  act,  is  applied  to  limit  the 
<2amage4  where  the  plaintiff  by  using  rea- 
wnable  precautions  could  have  reduced 
them. 


1  Sedgw.  Damages,  8th  ed.  §§  201,  202. 

In  ever)'  agency,  however  circumscribed  or 
limited,  there  is  necessarily  implied  the  pow- 
er to  correct  a  mistake,  and  the  power  itself 
gives  rise  to  the  duty  to  correct  it;  they  are 
correlative  terms. 

Anderson  v.  Coonley,  21  Wend.  279;  For- 
rentier  v.  Bordman,  1  Story,  43,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  4,945;  Orcenlcaf  v.  Moody j  13  Allen, 
303;  Hardee  v.  llall,  12  Bush,  327;  Robin- 
son Y.  Springfield  Iron  Co.  39  Hun,  C34; 
Milton  V.  Hudson  River  fL  B.  Co.  37  N.  Y. 
210;  Hamilton  v.  McPhcraon,  28  N.  Y.  72. 

84  Am.  Dec.  330;  Brant  v.  Gallup,  HI  111. 
487,  53  Am.  Rep.  638;  Telfener  v.  Russ,  145 
U.  S.  532,  30  L.  ed.  805,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
930;  Lawrence  v.  Porter,  26  L.  R.  A.  1G7,  11 
C.  C.  A.  27,  24  U.  S.  App.  483,  63  Fed.  62 ; 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Reid,  83  Ga.  401, 
10  S.  E.  919;  Marr  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co. 

85  Tenn.  529,  3  S.  W.  496;  Dobbins  v.  Du- 
;  quid,  65  111.  464. 

Messrs.  M.  B.  Itoomis  and  F.  S.  Itoomis^ 
for  appellee: 

A  telegraph  company  which  undertakes  to 
transmit  a  message  correctly  and  promptly, 
and  fails,  is  liable  for  the  breach  of  its  con- 
tract, entitling  the  party  injured  to  all  the 
damages  he  sustains  by  reason  of  such 
breach. 

Kemp  V.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  28  Neb. 
601,  44  N.  W.  1064. 

The  rule  as  to  the  measure  of  damages  is 
substantially  the  same  where  gains  are  pre- 
vented as  where  losses  are  sustained.  They 
are  the  same  whether  the  loss  occurs  by  rea- 
son of  a  purchase  or  of  a  sale. 

White  V.  Miller,  71  N.  Y.  133,  27  Am.  Rep. 
13;  1  Sedgw.  Damages,  §  174;  Oriffin  v. 
Colver,  16  N.  \.  489,  69  Am.  Dec.  718; 
Brigham  v.  Carlisle,  78  Ala.  243,  56  Am. 
Rep.  28. 

If  appellee  was  compelled  to  pay  more  for 
the  hogs  in  question  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  on  its  business  than  it  could  have 
'  procured  the  same  hogs  for  at  any  time  aft- 
erwards, then  it  suffered  an  actual  loss, 
which  it  was  proper  and  competent  to  show 
in  the  manner  shown  by  the  evidence  in  the 
case  at  bar. 

Squire  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  98  Mass. 
232,  93  Am.  Dec.  157;  Rittenhouse  v.  In- 
dependent Line  of  Teleg.  44  N.  Y.  263,  4  Am. 
Rep.  673;  Leonard  v.  tiew  York,  A.  &  B. 
Electro  Magnetic  Teleg.  Co.  41  N.  Y.  544,  1 
Am.  Rep.  446;  True  v.  International  Teleg. 
Co.  60  Me.  9,  11  Am.  Rep.  156;  Manville  v. 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  37  Iowa,  214,  18  Am. 
Rep.  8:  Mowry  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  51 
Hun,  126,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  666:  United  States 
Teleg.  Co.  v.  Wcnger,  55  Pa.  202,  93  Am.  Dec. 
751 ;  Tyler  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  60  111. 
424,  14  Am.  Rep.  38;  Thompson  v.  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  64  Wis.  531,  54  Am.  Rep.  644, 
25  N.  W.  789;  Turner  v.  Haukeye  Teleg.  Co. 
41  Iowa,  458,  20  Am.  Rep.  605;  Carver  v. 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  31 
S.  W.  432;  Pearsnll  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co. 


Tekf.  Co.  <Tenn.)  4  L.  R.  A.  600:  Postal 
T?l*g.  Table  Co.  v.  Lathrop  (111.)  7  L.  R.  A. 
^74;  Western  TJ.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  WlUon  (Fla.) 
22  L.  R.  A,  434 ;  Fererro  v.  Western  U.  Teleg. 

ttL.R.A. 


Co.  (App.  D.  C.)  35  L.  R.  A.  54. S  :  FergU8.son 
v.  Anplo-American  Teleg.  Co.  <Pa. )  .35  L.  U.  A. 
.•).')4;  McPeek  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  (Iowa) 
43  L.  U.  A.  214. 
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Illinois  Supreme  Court. 


Dec., 


124  N.  Y.  256,  26  N.  E.  r)34;  2  Sedgw. 
Damages,  §§  882  et  aeq. 

Kent  was  a  special  agent  acting  under 
special  instructions,  and  the  only  discretion 
permitted  to  liim  was  in  buying  within  the 
limits  fixed  by  the  orders  of  appellee. 

Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  v.  Lathrop,  33  111, 
App.  400,  131  111.  575,  7  L.  R.  A.  474,  23  N. 
E.  583 ;  Illinois  C,  R,  Co.  v.  Cobb,  64  111. 
128;  Teicksbury  v.  Spruance,  75  III.  187. 

The  burden  of  proving  that  the  damages 
could  have  been  diminished  or  prevented  by 
a  resale  of  the  hogs  rested  upon  the  appel- 
lant, and  no  such  proof  was  offered. 

1  Sedgw.  Damages,  $  227;  Hamilton  v. 
McPhersofiy  28  N.  Y.  72,  84  Am.  Dec.  330; 
Hopkins  v.  8anford,  41  Mich.  243,  2  N.  W. 
39 ;  Costigan  v.  Mohaxck  d  H.  R.  Co.  2  Denio, 
609,  43  Am.  Dec.  758;  Murrell  v.  Whiting, 
32  Ala.  54;  Dunn  v.  JohtiaoUj  33  Ind.  54,  5 
Am.  Rep.  177 ;  King  v.  Steiren,  44  Pa.  99, 
84  Am.  Dec.  419;  Shearm.  &  R«df.  Neg.  § 
598. 

Phillipsf  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

A  judgment  for  $1,226.31  in  favor  of  ap- 
pellee in  the  circuit  court  of  Cook  county 
has  been  affirmed  by  the  appellate  court,  to 
reveise  which  this  appeal  is  prosecuted.  The 
suit  is  for  alleged  damages  resulting  by  rea- 
son of  failure  of  appellant  to  promptly  deliv- 
er a  telegram  sent  by  the  appellee,  a  corpo- 
ration doing  business  and  with  its  principal 
odice  at  Boston,  Massachusetts,  to  its  agent, 
one  L.  B.  Kent,  whose  duty  it  was  to  pur- 
chase cattle,  sheep,  and  hogs  for  it,  on  its 
order,  at  the  Union  Stock  Yards  in  Chicago, 
and  to  forward  them  to  it  at  Boston  and  else- 
wliere.  The  telegram,  which  was  delivered 
by  the  appellee  to  the  appellant  at  4:15  p. 
M.,  Boston  time,  on  Monday,  the  31st  day  of 
July,  1893,  and  for  the  transmission  of 
whicli  62  cents  toll  was  charged  and  paid, 
was  received  by  the  agent  of  appellant  at 
the  stock  yards  at  4 :  32  p.  m.,  Chicago  time, 
the  same  day.  On  Tuesday,  August  Ist, 
Kent  called  at  appellant's  office  at  about  6 
A.  M.,  and  inquired  if  there  was  any  message 
for  him,  and  was  told  there  was  not.  The 
message  was  as  follows: 

July  31,  1893. 
L.  B.  Kent,  Union  Stock  Yards,  Chicago, 
111.: 

Buy  nothing  Tuesday  average  shipment 
answer  for  Wednesday  unless  low  day  weeks 
order  unchanged. 

North   Packing  and  Provision   Co. 

In  pursuance  of  a  former  telegram  sent 
Wm  b}'  his  principal,  and  received  at  6  A. 
M.,  Monday,  July  31,  1893,  Kent  commenced 
buying  hogs  on  Tuesday  morning,  and  had 
purchased  six  car  loads,  when,  between  8 
and  8:30  a.  m.,  tha  message  above  quoted 
was  delivered  to  him,  when  he  immediately 
ceascxl  buying,  the  average  price  paid  for  the 
hogs  so  bought  being  $5.41  Vg-  Cn  Wednes- 
day, the  following  day,  by  reason  of  the  fail- 
ure of  the  Cudahy  Company,  the  price  of 
hogs  had  greatly  declined,  the  average  price 
62  L.  R.  A. 


being  $4.55;  the  difference  between  the  price 
paid  for  the  six  car  loads,  which  appellee*^ 
agent  would  not  have  bought  had  the  mes- 
sage been  delivered  promptly,  and  the  price 
paid  the  day  following,  when  he  was  in- 
structed to  purchase,  being  the  measure  of 
damages  allowed  by  the  trial  court. 

The  various  errors   assigned    will   all    be 
considered  together,    appellant's   contention 
being  that  it  was  the  duty  of  appellee^  upon 
learning  of  appellant's    mistake,    to    notify 
the  appellant  company  that  it  held  the  hogs 
subject  to    appellant's    orders    upon    being 
reimbursed  for  actual  outlay,  or  to  have  im- 
mediately resold  the  hogs  upon  learning  of 
the  mistake,    or   within   a    reasonable  time 
thereafter,  and  hold  the  telegraph    company 
liable  for  the  differei^ce   between   the    price 
paid  and  the  price  received;  and  that,  not 
having  done  this,  the  acts    of   the    appellee 
and  its  agent  amount  to  a  ratification  of  the 
mistake  of  the  telegraph  company,  the  lat- 
ter being  appellee's  agent  for  the  transmis- 
sion of  the  telegram,  and  to  an  adoption  of 
the  acts  of  Kent;  and  that  only  nominal  dam- 
ages should,  therefore,    have   been   allowed. 
We  cannot  accede  to  appellant's  contention. 
The  proof  is  undisputed  that  the  appellee, 
through  its  agent,  purchased  hogs  for  use: 
that  the  company  was  always  a  buyer  at  this 
market,  and  never  a  seller;  and  that  Kent's 
duties  were  only  to  buy  in  accordance  with 
instructions  sent  him  from  time  to  time,  ex- 
ercising only  such  latitude  of  judgment  in 
so  doing  as  his  instructions  permitted.  Much 
of  the  able  argument  of  appellant's  counsel 
with  reference  to  the  authoritv  of  Kent  and 
his  duty  in  the  premises  with  reference  to 
a  resale  in  an  effort  to  minimize  the  loss  is 
not    applicable  to   the  facts   of  this    caKc, 
which,  in  some  respects,  are  peculiar.     We 
fail  to  find  any  evidence  in  the  record  that 
at  the  time  Kent  received  the  delayed  mes- 
sage he  knew  that  it  had  been  delayed,      lie 
simply  followed  the  instructions  therein  con- 
tained, so  far  as  it  was  possible,  by  ceasing 
to  make  further  purchases,  and  prepared  to 
get  the  hogs  weighed,   watered,  and   ready 
for  shipment,  and  they  were  shipped  out  by 
train  about  12  o'clock  noon  the  same  day.   At 
11:  30  A.  M.  he  wired  his  principal   as    fol- 
lows:    "Dispatch  not    delivered    until    had 
bought  six  cars  five  forty-one."     This   dis- 
patch was  not  delivered  to  appellee  in  Bos- 
ton until  1 :  20  P.   M.     When   this   dispatch 
was  received  by  the  appellee,  the  hogs  were 
already  on  the  way  to  Boston.     The  evidence ' 
tends  further  to  show  that,  assuming  Kent 
knew  of  the  delay  in  delivery  of  the  message 
at  the  time  he  received  the  same,  by  the  time 
he  could  have  wired  the  appellee  and  received 
a  reply  in  return  the   news   of  the    Cudahy 
failure  would  have    reached    the    stock    ex- 
change.    To  quote  one  witness :     "On  receipt 
of  the  news  [of  the  failure]  the  market  be- 
came so  demoralized  the  buyers  would    not 
take  hold,  and  did  not  know  where  the  bot- 
tom was,   or   where   it   would    stop.     They 
would  not  buy."     The  trial  court  held   the 
following  proposition  of  law:     "That  it  "was 
the  duty  of  Kent,  as  soon  as  he  found    out 
that  he  had  bought  hogs  which  his  princi- 
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pal  did  not  wish  him  to  buy,  to  notify  his 
principal  with  reasonable  promptness;  and 
the  recovery  of  the  plaintiff,  if  any,  cannot 
exceed  the  amount,  if  any,  which  plaintiff 
would  have  lost  by  selling  the  hogs  at  the 
market  price  prevailing  at  the  time  when, 
in  the  exercise  of  reasonable  promptness, 
Kent  could  have  notified  plaintiff  of  the  de- 
layed message,  and  received  back  instruc- 
tions from  him,  provided  there  was  a  mar- 
ket price  prevailing  at  that  time."  •  This 
announced  a  correct  rule  of  law  applicable 
to  the  facts  of  this  case.  We  fail  to  find 
any  evidence  in  the  record  that,  had  the  ap- 
pellee pursued  some  different  course  than  it 
did  after  the  purchase  of  these  hogs  by  its 
agent,  the  damages  would  have  been  less- 
ened. Neither  is  there  any  evidence  of  what 
was  done  with  the  hogs  after  their  shipment 
by  Kent. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  evidence  does 
not  disclose  knowledge  on  the  part  of  Kent 
as  to  when  he  learned  of  the  delay  in  the  de- 
livery of  the  telegram,  it  is  hardly  necessary 
to  comment  on  that  portion  of  appellant's 
argument  with  reference  to  what  his  author- 
ity as  agent  was  w^ith  reference  to  acting  in 
this  case  as  one  of  emergency,  without  ask- 
ing for  and  receiving  instructions  from  his 
principal,  and,  to  the  end  of  minimizing  the 
loss,  of  reselling  the  hogs  within  a  reason- 
able time  thereafter^  provided  there  was  a 
market  therefor.  We  hold,  however,  that 
the  rule  laid  down  by  the  trial  court  as 
above  quoted  announces  a  correct  limitation 
of  plaintiff's  recovery,  and,  conceding  that 
Kent,  at  the  time  he  received  the  message 
in  question,  examined  it  closely  enough  to 
note  the  date  thereof, — a  fact  rather  un- 
likely, in  view  of  the  fact  that  he  had  only 
two  hours  before  been  informed,  in  response 
to  a  direct  inquiry,  that  there  was  no  mes- 
sage for  him, — and  was  apprised  thereby  of 
the  delay  in  transmission  or  delivery,  yet  we 
hold,  under  the  special  agency  appearing 
here,  and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  he  was  in 
daily  communication  with  his  principal  by 
telegraph,  and  was  justified  in  believing  that 
it  expected  to  direct  his  movements  by 
meana  thereof,  and  no  authority  or  means  of 
procedure  or  instructions  of  any  kind  had 
been  theretofore  given  him  by  his  principal 
as  to  selling,  and  his  only  duties  were  to  buy 
and  ship,  that  he  would  not  have  been  justi- 
fied in  acting  without  instructions  from  his 
principal,  and  that  appellee  cannot  be 
charfred  with  failure  of  its  agent  to  do  that 
which  he  had  no  authority  to  do.  Postal 
Tcleg.  Cable  Co.  v.  Lathrop,  33  111.  App.  400 ; 
131  111.  575,  7  L.  R.  A.  474,  23  N.  E.  583. 

We  find  no  error  in  the  record,  and  the 
judgment  of  the  Appellate  Court  for  the 
First  Diitirici  is  affirmed. 

Rehearing  denied. 
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James  F.  CLANCY,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V, 

John  J.  FLUSKY. 

(187  111.  605.) 

A  son  ivho  lias  grone  Into  possession  of 
bis  father's  farm  mider  an  oral  contract 
to  take  care  of  him  while  be  lives,  In  con- 
sideration of  a  conveyance  of  the  farm,  will 
be  entitled  to  a  specific  performance  of  the 
contract  on  the  father's  death,  where  he  has 
performed  it  on  his  part  as  fully  as  he  was 
able,  although  the  father  before  he  died  had 
refused  to  remain  with  the  son,  and  had 
moved  away  without  any  reasonable  cause. 

(Magruder,  J.,  diaaenta.) 

(October  19,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  McHenry 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  compel  spe- 
cific performance  of  a  contract  to  convey  real 
estate.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  statod  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Bastrnp  Sc  CNeil^  for  plaintiff 
in  error: 

In  a  suit  for  the  specific  performance  of  an 
alleged  oral  contract  to  convey  land,  where 
the  statute  of  frauds  is  pleaded  as  a  defense, 
it  must  be  first  shown  that  such  a  contract 
exists.  It  is  not  enough  to  show  that  a  con- 
tract of  some  kind  exists  between  the  par- 
ties, and  that  it  has,  in  whole  or  in  part, 
been  performed  by  the  complaining  party, 
but  all  the  material  terms  must  be  proved  or 
admitted. 

WHght  V.  Raftree,  181  111.  464,  54  N.  E. 
998;  Barrett  v.  Qeisinger,  148  111.  98,  35  N. 
E.  354;  Woodard  v.  Woodard,  178  111.  295, 
62  N.  E.  1041;  Wallace  v.  Rappleye,  103  111. 
229;  Kaufman  v.  Cook,  114  lU.  11,  28  N.  E. 
378. 

In  a  suit  for  the  specific  performance  of 
an   alleged   oral    contract   to   convey   land,' 
where  the  statute  of  frauds  is  pleaded,  it 
must  affirmatively  appear : 

1.  That  there  was  a  good  and  valuable,  as 
distinguished  from  a  merely  good  or  moral, 
consideration. 

Wallaoe  v.  R^ppleye,  103  111.  230. 

2.  That  there  was  a  contract  to  convey 
which  is  certain  in  its  terms  as  to  when  it  is 
to  be  completed,  payment  made,  and  the  deed 
delivered. 

Note. — As  to  specific  performance  of  con- 
tract  to  convey  property  by  will,  see  prior 
cases  in  this  series,  of  Jaffee  v.  Jacobson  (C. 
C.  App.  8th  Dist)  14  L.  R.  A.  352;  Svanburg 
V.  Fosseen  (Minn.)  43  L.  R.  A.  427;  Bryson 
V.  McShane  (W.  Va.)  49  L.  R.  A.  627. 

As  to  validity  of  agreement  to  give  property 
at  promisor's  death,  see  prior  cases  in  this 
series,  of  Krell  v.  Codman  (Mass.)  14  L.  R.  A. 
860,  and  note;  Wright  v.  Wright  (Mich.)  23 
L.  R.  A.  196;  Kofka  v.  Rosicky  (Neb.)  25  L. 
R.  A.  207  ;  Nowack  v.  Bei-ger  (Mo.)  31  L.  R.  A. 
810 ;  Swash  v.  Sharpsteln  (Wash.)  32  L.  R.  A. 
796 :  Owens  v.  McNally  (Cal.)  38  L.  R.  A.  369 ; 
Svanburg  v.  Fosseen  (Minn.)  43  L.  R.  A.  427. 
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Wright  V.  Rafiree,  181  111.  464.  64  N.  E. 
91)S. 

3.  That  the  complaining  party  got  posses- 
sion and  made  improvements  under  the  con- 
tract. 

Wood  V.  Thornly,  58  111.  464:  Barrett  v. 
Oeisinger,  148  111.  98,  35  N.  E.  354;  Geer  v. 
Ooudy,  J74  111.  514,  51  N.  E.  623;  Clark  v. 
Clark,  122  111.  388,  13  N.  E.  553. 

4.  That  such  improvements  were  not 
merely  what  were  required  by  good  husband- 
ry and  the  successful  use  of  the  premises  and 
for  which  the  complaining  party  was  fully 
compensated  by  the  profits  of  the  land. 

Padfield  v.  Padfield,  92  111.  198 ;  Wood  v. 
Thomly,  58  111.  464. 

5.  That  the  contract  has  been  fully  per- 
formed by  the  complaining  party. 

Vronk  v.  Trumhle,  66  lU.  428. 

6.  And  that  when  the  oomplaininff  party 
claims  to  be  the  child  of  the  alleged  donor 
the  proof  must  be  more  direct,  positive,  ex- 
press, and  unambiguous  than  if  it  were  be- 
tween strangers;  and  if  it  be  claimed  that 
the  promii9or  made  a  gift  which  was  not  com- 
plettxi,  and  the  gift  was  of  a  legal  estate, 
capable  of  a  legal  conveyance,  the  gift  is  re- 
vocable. 

deer  v.  Goudy,  174  111.  514,  51  N.  E.  623. 

A  landowner,  who  may,  under  the  statute 
of  frauds,  lawfully  refuse  to  perform  an  oral 
contract  to  convey  land,  may  repudiate  the 
contract  by  conveying  the  land  to  a  third 
party,  and  the  latter  is  not  affected  by  no- 
tice of  the  prior  attempted  sale. 

Wright  v.  Kafiree,  181  111.  464,  54  N.  E. 
99S ;  Van  Cloosiere  v.  Logan,  149  111.  588,  36 
N.  E.  046. 

Messrs.  James  F.  Casey  and  D.  T. 
Smiley  for  defendant  in  error. 

Cartwrighty  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

In  November,  1891,  John  Flusky  com- 
menced an  action  of  forcible  detainer  against 
the  defendant  in  error,  John  J.  Flusky,  to 
recover  possession  of  a  farm  of  292  acres  in 
McHenry  county.  There  was  a  judgment 
against  John  J.  t'lusky  before  the  justice  of 
the  peace,  and  he  appealed  the  cause  to  the 
circuit  court.  On  July  25,  1892,  said  John 
J.  Flusky  filed  his  bill  in  said  circuit  court 
against  said  John  Flusky  and  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  James  F.  Clancy,  to  enjoin  the  action  of 
forcible  detainer,  and  for  a  specific  perform- 
ance of  an  alleged  oral  contract  for  the  con- 
veyance to  him  of  said  farm.  Complainant 
alleged  i^at  the  defendant  John  Flusky  was 
his  father;  that  in  September,  1887,  said 
John  Flusky  agreed  that  if  complainant 
would  rent  his  own  farm,  and  move  upon  the 
farm  in  question,  and  cultivate  and  improve 
the  same,  and  furnish  a  home  to  his  said 
father  as  long  as  he  should  desire  such  home, 
he  would  convey  the  land  to  oomplainant; 
that  complainant  accepted  said  agreement 
and  proposal,  took  possession,  made  improve- 
ments, and  performed  the  contract  on  his 
part ;  that  said  John  Flusky  resided  with  com- 
pl.iinant,  and  he  furnished  him  with  board, 
lodging,  and  care  until  October,  1891,  when 
he  left  complainant's  home  without  cause; 
52  L.  H.  A. 


and  that  on  July  29,  1892,  said  John  Flusky 
made  a  conveyance  of  the  land  to  James  F. 
Clancy   for  the  pretended   consideration   of 
$10,000,  while  complainant  was  in  open  pos- 
session of  the  premises  as  owner  of  the  same. 
John  Flusky  answered,  denying  that  he  was 
the  father  of  complainant,  and  denying  the 
contract  and  making  of  improvements,  and 
alleged   that  oomplainant  moved  upon    the 
premifies  to  assist  in  improving  and  tilling 
the  samt;  at  complainant's  own  suggestion, 
for  which  he  was  to  pay  complainant  a  rea- 
sonable compensation,  either  in  a  share  of 
the  crops  or  otherwise ;  that  he  resided  with 
complainant  until  he  was  compelled  to  leave 
on  account  of  his  treatment;  and  that  he  had 
conveyed    the    premises    to    the    defendant 
Clancy  for  a  good  and  valuable  considera- 
tion.    Clancy,  in  his  answer,  also  denied  tiie 
making  of  the  contract  and  the  making  of 
improvements  by  the  complainant,  and  al- 
lied that  he  had  paid  $10,000  for  the  prop- 
erty.    Both  answers  set  up  the  statute   of 
frauds  as  a  defense  to  the  alleged  oral  con- 
tract.    Replications   were   filed   to  the   an- 
swers, and  the  cause  was  referred  to  a  spe- 
cial   master   in    chancery.     The   defendant 
John  Flusky  died  in  December,  1894,  after  a 
part  of  the  testimony  was  taken.     On  Octo- 
ber 25,  1897,  defendant  Clancy  filed  his  cross 
bill,    alleging    that   his    oodefendant,     John 
Flusky,  was  dead,  and  that,  not  being  a  par- 
ty to  the  forcible  detainer  suit,  he  could  not 
obtain  affirmative  relief  except  by  cross  bill. 
He  prayed  for  a  writ  of  restitution  of  the 
premises,  as  grantee  of  John  Flusky.     John 
J.  Flusky  answered  the  cross  bill,  and  a  rep- 
lication to  the  answer  was  filed.    A  special 
master   reported    in   favor   of   complainant, 
finding  that  complainant  was  the  legitimate 
son  and  only  heir  of  John  Flusky,  that  the 
contract  was  made,   and   that  complainant 
performed  his  part  of  it,  except  so  far  aa 
prevented  by  John  Flusky,  leaving  his  home 
without  any  reasonable  cause.     He  recom- 
mended a  decree  setting  aside  the  deed  to  the 
defendant  Clancy  as  a  cloud  upon  the  title 
of    complainant,    and    granting    the    relief 
prayed  for  in  the  original  bill.     The  cause 
was  heard  on  exceptions  to  the  report.     The 
first  exception  was  that  the  master  erred  in 
finding  that  the  complainant  was  the  legiti- 
mate son  of  John  Flusky,  but  this  exception 
was  afterwards  withdrawn,  so  that  the  find- 
ing of  that  fact  cennot  be  questioned,  and  is 
not    open     to     further    investigation.     The 
court  overruled   the   remaining   exceptions, 
confirmed  the  report,  and  entered  a  decree 
dismissing  the  cross  bill  of  Clancy,  and  de- 
claring  complainant,   John  J.   Flusky,   the 
owner  in  fee  simple  of  the  premises. 

On  the  question  whether  the  alleged  con- 
tract was  made,  the  direct  evidence  consisted 
of  the  testimony  of  complainant  and  his 
daughter  that  it  was  made,  and  of  the  de- 
fendant John  Flusky  denying  it,  and  testify- 
ing that  complainant  moved  upon  the  farm 
without  any  agreement  of  any  sort.  There 
was  some  evidence  of  admissions  by  the  com- 
plainant that  he  went  on  the  farm  without 
any  agreement,  and  these  alleged  admissions 
he  denied.     It  was   proved  that   after   the 
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eomplainant  moved  on  the  place  the  defend- 
ant John  Flusky  frequently  said  to  different 
persons  that  the  place  and  everything  there 
belonged  to  complainant,  and  that  he  had 
given  the  farm  to  him.  Considering  all  the 
endence  and  the  attendant  circumstances, 
we  conclude  that  the  facts  established  by  the 
proofs  are  as  follows:  In  September,  1887, 
John  Plusky  owned  the  farm  in  question, 
and  was  living  on  it.  He  was  eighty-seven 
years  old.  Ilis  wife  was  dead,  and  W  had 
BO  family.  Mary  Jane  Flusky,  a  daughter 
of  the  complainant,  was  keeping  house  for 
him.  The  farm  was  not  in  good  condition, 
— was  unfenced  and  overrun  with  burrs  and 
Canada  thistles.  At  that  time  John  Flusky 
prc>posed  to  complainant,  who  was  living 
upon  bis  own  farm,  8  miles  distant,  that  if 
he  would  move  upon  this  farm,  and  take  pos- 
sess^ion  of  it,  and  cultivate  and  improve  it, 
and  furnish  said  John  Flusky  a  home  with 
him,  he  would  give  complainant  the  farm. 
Complainant  considered  the  proposition  for 
about  a  week,  when  he  accepted  it,  and  rent- 
ed his  own  farm  and  moved  on  these  prem- 
ise^i  in  pursuance  of  the  arrangement.  He 
built  necessary  wire  fences,  did  some  ditch- 
ing, and  put  in  tile,  and  put  in  a  hydraulic 
ram  to  furnish  water  for  the  stock.  He  got 
the  farm  into  a  better  state  of  cultivation, 
and  reduced  the  number  of  burrs  and  this- 
tles upon  it.  He  paid  most  of  the  taxes  aft- 
er he  took  possession.  About  the  time  com- 
plainant went  on  the  farm,  John  Flusky 
built  a  bouse  upon  it  at  a  cost  of  about  $1,- 
500,  and  a  bani  that  was  worth,  perhaps, 
iM,0OO.  The  parties  lived  together  in  Uie 
house,  and  complainant  furnished  John  Flus- 
ky a  home  and  cared  for  him  for  about  four 
years,  until  October,  1891,  when  he  left  with- 
out any  justifiable  reason.  The  parties  were 
perhaps  both  inclined  to  be  somewhat  quar- 
relsome, and  they  had  minor  troubles  about 
▼arious  things,  but  there  was  no  sufficient 
cause  for  leaving  the  place.  After  leaving 
the  farm,  and  bringing  the  suit  in  forcible 
detainer,  John  Flusky  made  the  conveyance 
to  Clancy  without  any  consideration.  The 
ioiprovements  made  by  the  complainant  were 
not  extensive,  and  the  improved  cultivation 
of  ihe  farm  was  only  the  result  of  good  hus- 
bandry, but  no  great  improvements  were  re- 
quired. The  father  was  in  good  circumstan- 
ce*^, and  built  the  hou.se  and  barn,  and  was 
olherwise   liberal    with    complainant,    and. 


among  other  things,  paid  a  mortgage  of  com- 
plainant amounting  to  $2,154.40.  Complain- 
ant was  in  the  open  and  visible  possession  of 
the  premises,  and  Clancy  had  notice  of  his 
claims  when  he  took  the  title. 

In  a  suit  for  specific  performance  of  an  al- 
leged contract  to  convey  lands,  such  contract 
must  be  sho^n,  and  its  material  terms  must 
be  proved.  Wright  v.  Raftree,  181  111.  464, 
64  N.  E.  998.  When  the  alleged  contract  is 
oral,  and  the  statute  of  frauds  is  pleaded, 
there  muat  have  been  such  performance  as 
will  take  the  contract  out  of  the  prohibition 
of  such  statute;  but  when  a  contract  is 
proved,  and  it  is  founded  upon  a  good  and 
valuable  consideration,  and  has  I^n  per- 
formed by  one  party,  a  court  of  equity  will 
decree  its  specific  performance  at  the  suit  of 
such  party.  The  complainant  must  show  that 
he  has  done^  and  is  ready  and  willing  to  do, 
all  the  things  that  are  required  of  him  by 
the  agreement  according  to  its  terms;  but, 
if  that  is  the  case,  he  is  entitled  to  have  the 
other  party  perform  his  part  of  it.  The 
contract  in  this  case  is  not  objectionable  to 
the  rules  of  equity,  and  the  only  question 
seems  to  be  whether  there  was  such  perform- 
ance by  complainant  that  the  statute  of 
frauds  will  not  bar  the  remedy.  It  has  been 
repeatedly  held  that  where  a  father  gives 
land  by  parol  to  his  son,  and  the  son  takes 
actual  possession  of  the  land  under  the 
agreement,  and  in  reliance  upon  it,  and  per- 
forms his  part  of  such  agreement,  a  court  of 
equity  will  enforce  the  promise.  Kurtz  v. 
Hihnerf  56  111.  514,  8  Am.  Rep.  665;  Lang- 
aton  V.  Bates,  84  111.  624,  25  Am.  Rep.  466; 
Bohanan  v.  BohanaUy  96  111.  591;  McDowell 
V.  ):,uca8,  97  111.  489;  Irwin  v.  Dyke,  114  111. 
302,  1  N.  E.  913.  The  circumstances  of 
cases  difTer  greatly,  but  we  think  this  case 
comes  fairly  within  the  rule  stated  in  these 
decisions,  and  that  the  court  did  not  err  in 
enforcing  the  contract. 

Some  objections  are  made  to  the  procedure 
and  the  decree,  but,  having  disposed  of  the 
substantial  merits  of  the  controversy,  we  do 
not  regard  such  other  objections  of  any  im- 
portance, and   the  decree   will   be  afiirmed. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  w  affirmed 
accordingly, 

Magruder,  J.,  dissents. 

Petition  for  rehearing  overruled  Decem- 
ber 7,  1900. 


IOWA    SUPREME   COURT. 


J  R.  VAX  FOSSEN 

V. 

Edward  C.  CLARK,  Appt, 


( 


Iowa ) 


1.  Knoivledire  by  a  purchaser  of  land 
nf  the  existence  of  a  nnlsance  thereon 
bjr  discharge  from  a  drain,  created  under  an 


casement  for  a  drain  across  the  land  which 
did  not  contemplate  the  creation  of  any 
nuisance,  wlil  not  estop  him  from  afterward 
maintaining  an  action  to  abate  the  nuisance. 
2.  Special  damaareB  caused  by  a  nul- 
nance  are  ■affidently  nhown  to  sustain 
an  action  for  damages  and  to  abate  the  nui- 
sance, where  the  discharge  upon  the  plaln- 
tlfTs  land  of  the  waste  from  a  creamery  on 
neighboring  land   has  created  a  Althy   mud- 


XoTE. — Knowledge   of  existence   of   nuisance  j  R.   A.  2G2  :   Susquehanna  fertilizer  Co.  v.   Ma- 
wben   purchasing    property    as    defense    to    ac- '  lone  (Md.)  9  L.  R.  A.  737;  Baltimore  v.  Falr- 
tion  to  abate,  see  prior  cases  in  this  series,  of  I  tield  Improv.  Co.   (Md.)  40  L.  R.  A.  494. 
Uflin  *  R.  Powder  Co.  y.  Tearney   (111.)   7  L.  ' 
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hole  which  plaintiff  has  been  compelled  to 
fence  to  keep  his  stock  away  from  It,  and  the 
smell  arising  therefrom  permeates  the  air 
for  several  hundred  feet,  and  the  rental  value 
of  the  land  is  thereby  decreased. 
8.  In  an  action  to  a1»ate  a  nnlsance  and 
for  damages  the  recovery  is  not  limited  to 
the  damages  to  the  land  and  its  rtotal  value. 

(January   23,   1901.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Linn  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  en- 
join the  maintenance  of  a  drain  in  such  a 
way  as  to  discharge  foul  water  upon  plain- 
tiff's property  to  his  injury.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Deacon  A  Good,  for  appellant: 

The  easement  claimed  by  the  appellant 
over  the  39  acres  in  controversy  is  granted 
by  W.  W.  Gray,  the  common  owner  of  the 
entire  40  acres  by  his  deed  of  oonyeyance  of 
the  acre  on  which  the  creamery  was  situated. 

If  there  were  any  doubts  as  to  the  lan- 
guage of  this  conveyance  being  sufficient  to 
cover  this  drain  used  in  the  operation  of  the 
creamery,  the  drain  would  nevertheless  pass 
by  implication. 

Decorah  Woolen  Mill  Co,  v.  Greer,  49 
Iowa,  492;  Wickersham  v.  Orr,  9  Iowa,  253, 
74  Am.  Dec.  348;"J5ca*iy  v.  Oregory,  17 
Iowa,  109,  85  Am.  Dec.  646;  Cook  v.  Chica- 
gc  B.  d  P,  R.  Co.  40  Iowa,  455. 

In  order  to  recover  in  this  case  plaintiff 
must  show  special  damage  accruing  to  him. 

Ottumica  V.  Chinn,  76  Iowa,  407,  39  N.  W. 
670;  Park  v.  Chicago  d  8.  W,  R.  Co.  43 
Iowa,  637;  Ingram  v.  Chicago,  D.  d  M,  R, 
Co.  38  Iowa,  676. 

Mr.  F.  L.  Anderson,  for  appellee : 

Plaintiff  is  not  limited  in  his  recovery  to 
the  injury  to  his  real  estate. 

8  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  654; 
Wood,  Nuisances,  3d  ed.  §  866;  Baltimore  d 
P.  R.  Co,  v.  Fifth  Bwptist  Church,  108  U.  S. 
317,  27  L.  ed.  739,  2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  719. 

ShemHn,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  defendant  is  the  owner  and  operator 
of  a  creamery  and  cheese  factory  situated 
near  the  plaintiff's  premises.  A  covered  tile 
drain  carries  the  refuse  from  the  creamery 
onto  the  plaintiff's  land,  where  it-  is  dis- 
charged on  the  surface  thereof.  The  plain- 
tiff alleges  that  the  water  and  filth  so  dis- 
charged upon  his  laud  emit  "noisome  smells 
and  noxious  vapors,"  causing  impure  air 
about  his  habitation  and  premises,  and  that 
he  has  suffered  damage  thereby  in  various 
ways.  The  creamery  and  factory  in  ques- 
tion were  in  operation  long  before  the  plain- 
tiff purchased  the  premises  adjacent  thereto, 
and  no  question  is  made  as  to  the  right  of 
the  defendant  to  conduct  the  waste  there- 
from through  the  plaintiff's  land.  The  ap- 
pellant does  not  plead  an  estoppel,  but  con- 
tends that  the  situation  is  practically  the 
same  as  it  was  when  the  plaintiff  bought, 
and  that  he  should  not  now  complain  of  the 
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exercise  of  the  defendant's  easement  in  his 
land.     There  is  no  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  the  easement  given  the  defendant  or 
his  grantors  contemplated  the  creation  of  a 
nuisance  on  the  land  in  question.     In  fact, 
all  the  evidence  which  touches  this  question 
indicates  the  right  only  to  construct  a  drain 
which  would  carry  the  water  and  filth  clear 
across  the  land,  instead  of  discharging  it 
thereon.     Even  if  the  plaintiff  knew  of  the 
existence  of  the  nuisance  when  he  bought, 
that  would  not,  alone,  estop  him,  if  pleaded. 
Wood,  Nuisances,  §§  674,  575.     It  is  conced- 
ed that  the  plaintiff  can  maintain  this  ac- 
tion only  by  proving  special  damage.     This- 
we  think  he  has  done.     It  is  shown  that  the 
disc^harge  from  this  drain  has  created  a  fil- 
thy mudholc,  which  the  plaintiff  was  cwn- 
pelled  to  fence  to  keep  his  stock  away  from 
it.     There  is  also  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  the  smell  arising  therefrom  permeated 
the  air  to  a  distance  of  several  hundred  feet, 
and  that  the  rental  value  of  the  land  wa» 
thereby  decreased.     In  Wood,  Nuisances,   § 
509,  it  is   said  '*that  any  use  of  property 
.     .     .     that  corrupts  the  atmosphere  with 
smoke,  noxious  vapors,  noisome  smells,  dust, 
or  other  substances  or  gases  producing  in- 
jury to  property  or  to  health,  or  impairing* 
the  comfortable  enjoyment  of  property,  is  a 
nuisance,"  and  "if  it  amounts  to  an  actual 
invasion  of  another's  right  it  is  actionable." 
In  the  same  work   (§  606)   it  is  also  said: 
"A  person  residing  or  having  a  place  of  busi- 
ness within  the  immediate  sphere  of  such  a 
nuisance  sustains  injuries  which  the  rest  of 
the  public,  who  merely  suffer  an  annoyance 
when  casually  coming  in  contact  with  it,  da 
not  sustain.     ...    It  inflicts  upon  them, 
in  all  respects,  all  the  injury  requisite  to  en- 
able them  to  maintain  an  action."    A  nui- 
sance may  exist,  so  as  to  cause  special  dam- 
age to  a  private  person,  where  such  damag^e 
is   not   susceptible   of    direct  and   positive 
proof,  and,  indeed,   such   is  frequently  the 
case.    And  in  such  cases  it  is  the  rule  that 
where  a  nuisance  is  shown  to  exist  the  law 
presumes  damage  "for    an    injury    to   the 
right,"  and  the  jury  is  given  large  discretion 
in  fixing  the  amount  thereof.     Wood,  Nui- 
sances, $  866. 

Objections,  are  urged  to  the  fifth  and 
sixth  paragraphs  of  the  court's  charge,  on 
the  ground  that  they  assume  facts  not 
shown  by  the  record.  We  think  this  criti- 
cism not  merited.  Both  instructions  sub- 
mitted the  ultimate  fact  of  injury  and  dam- 
age to  the  jury.  The  instructions  asked  by 
the  defendant  and  refused  were  based  on  the 
thought  that  no  damage  could  be  recovered, 
other  than  that  to  the  land  or  its  rental  val- 
ue. As  we  have  heretofore  said,  the  rule  in- 
voked is  too  narrow,  and  the  instructions 
were  properly  refused.  Complaint  is  made 
of  several  rulings  on  the  introduction  of  the 
testimony,  but  a  careful  examination  of  the 
pv>ints  raised  leads  us  to  the  conclusion  that 
none  of  the  defendant's  substantial  rights 
were  thereby  affected.  We  think  the  verdict 
is  fairly  supported  by  the  evidence. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 
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Louisa  MOERSCHBAECHER,  Appt., 

V, 

SUPREME    COUNCIL   OF  THE    ROYAL 

LEAGUE. 

(188  III.  9.) 

1«  A  by-la'vr  of  a  benefit  •oelety  pro- 
viding: tbat  any  member  enaraarlnff  In 
the  saloon  bnainesa  shall  stand  sus- 
pended from  that  date,  and  forfeit  all  Inter- 
est In  (be  beneficiary  fund,  operates,  without 
any  formal  suspension  or  notice,  to  forfeit 
the  certificate  of  one  who  had  engaged  in 
such  business  before  the  passage  of  the  by- 
law, where  at  the  time  he  became  a  member 
the  by-laws  prohibited  members  from  engag- 
ing In  the  saloon  business,  but  provided  in 
such  case  for  fornial  suspension  and  notice 
thereof,  and  his  application  for  membership 
contained  a  stipulation  that  he  would  comply 
with  all  the  laws,  rules,  and  usages  of  the 
association  which  were  then  in  force,  or 
which  might  thereafter  be  adopted,  since  the 
new  by-law  created  no  new  ground  of  for- 
feiture, but  operated  merely  to  repeal  the 
proYlslons  of  the  prior  by-law  as  to  the  man- 
ner of  proceeding  In  case  of  a  violation  of 
rules. 

2.  FIndlners  of  a  trial  eonrt  on  tbe 
question  of  tbe  -^valver  of  a  forfeltnre 
by  receiving  subsequent  payments  do  not 
present  any  question  of  law  for  review  on 
appeal  by  the  supreme  court  after  affirmance 
by  the  appellate  court,  where  such  findings 
are  made  on  a  denial  of  the  facts  alleged  to 
constitute  the  waiver  after  a  demurrer  to  the 
pleading  which  set  them  up  has  been  over- 
niled. 

(October  19,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  (3ourt,  First  District,  re- 
versing a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for 
Cook  County  in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  to  enforce  payment  of  the 
amount  alT^ged  to  be  due  on  a  benefit  certi- 
ficate.   Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  tbe  opinion. 

Mr.  Walter  M.  Howland,  with  MesBra, 
Moatcomery  A  Hart,  for  appellant: 

The  receipt  of  dues  and  assessments  by 
the  officers  of  Moerschbaecher's  lodge,  after 
knowledge  of  the  cause  of  forfeiture, 
amounts  to  a  waiver  thereof. 

BacSn,  Ben.  Soc.  A  L.  Ins.  1st  ed.  §  160; 
High  Court,  /.  0.  of  F,  v.  Schweitzer,  171 
111.  328,  49  N.  E.  606;  Metropolitan  Safety 
Fund  Acci.  As80.  v.  Windover,  137  111.  432, 
27  N.  E.  538;  Grand  Lodge,  A.  O.  17.  W.  v. 
Brand,  29  Neb.  650,  46  N.  W.  95;  Railway 
P<us.  &  Freight  Conductor^  Mut.  Aid,  d 
Btn.  A890,  V.  Tucker,  157  111.  194,  42  N.  E. 
398,  44  N.  E.  286;  Protection  L.  Ins.  v. 
Foote,  79  111.  370. 

Failure  to  tender  back  the  dues  and  as- 
sessments paid  by  Moerschbaecher  after 
proof  of  his  death  in  itself  amounted  to  a 
waiver  of  any  right  of  forfeiture. 

Note. — As   to   stipulation   In   policy   against 
cuKtiriDg  in  llqnor  business,  see  prior  case  In 
thifl  series,  of  McGurk  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins. 
Co.  (Conn.)  1  L.  R.  A,  563. 
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Qray  v.  National  Ben.  Asso.  Ill  Ind.  539, 
11  N.  E.  477;  Erdmann  v.  Mutual  Ins.  Co. 
of  O.  of  H.  8.  44  Wis.  381 ;  Joliffe  v.  Madi- 
son Mut.  Ins.  Co.  39  Wis.  Ill;  Underwood 
V.  Iowa  Legion  of  Honor,  66  Iowa,  137,  23 
N.  W.  300. 

Forfeitures  are  abhorrent  to  the  law.  In 
order  to  enforce  the  same,  appellee  must 
have  stood  strictly  by  its  legal  rights. 

Hartford  Life  d  Annuity  Co.  v.  Unsell, 
144  U.  S.  439,  36  L.  ed.  496,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
67 1 ;  Knickerbocker  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Norton,  96 
U.  S.  234,  24  L.  ed.  689 ;  Bacon,  Ben.  Soc.  & 
L.  Ins.  1st  ed.  9§  420,  433;  Metropolitan 
Safety  Fund  Acci.  Asso.  v.  Wiiidover,  137 
111.  432,  27  N.  E.  538. 

Tlie  application,  benefit  certificate,  consti- 
tution and  by-laws,  taken  together,  consti- 
tuted the  contract  of  insurance  between 
Peter  Moerschbaecher  and  appellee. 

Covenant  Mut.  Ben.  Asso.  v.  Spies,  114 
111.  468,  2  N.  E.  482 ;  Railway  Pass,  d 
Freight  Conductors*  Mut.  Aid  d  Ben.  Asso. 
V.  Robinson,  147  111.  152,  35  N.  £.  168; 
Bacon,  Ben.  Soc.  &  L.  Ins.  1st  ed.  §  184. 

Mr.  Millard  R.  Powers,  for  appellee: 

It  was  competent  for  the  appellee  to  pre- 
scribe a  declaration  and  contract  for  appli- 
cants for  membership  to  sign,  and  it  was 
lawful  for  the  parties  to  waive  the  by-law 
provision  by  substituting  the  one  set  forth 
in  the  examiner's  blank,  the  contract  being  a 
voluntary  one. 

Niblack,  Ben.  Soc.  p.  50,  §  23;  Degogorza 
V.  Knickerbocker  L.  Ins.  Co.  65  N.  Y.  235; 
Dwight  V.  Germania  L.  Ins..  Co.  i03  N.  Y. 
341,  57  Am.  Rep.  729,  8  N.  E.  654;  Angel  & 
Ames,  Corp.  §  342;  Supreme  Council,  R.  T. 
of  T:  V.  Curd,  111  111.  284;  Bacon,  Mut.  Ben. 
Soc.  &  L.  Ins.  §  197,  and  cases  cited. 

Where  the  contract  contains  express  pro- 
visions reserving  the  right  to  amend  and 
change  the  by-laws,  the  society  has  the  un- 
doubted right  to  do  so. 

Fullenv:ivder  v.  Supreme  Council,  R.  L. 
180  111.  621,  54  N.  £.  435;  Supreme  Lodge, 
K.  of  P.  V.  Kutscher,  179  111.  341,  53  N.  K. 
620;  Supreme  Lodge,  K.  of  P.  v.  Trebbe,  179 
111.  348,  53  N.  E.  730;  Supreme  Comman- 
dery,  K.  of  the  G.  R.  v.  Ainsworth,  71  Ala. 
449,  46  Am.  Rep.  332 ;  Stohr  v.  San  Fran- 
cisco Musical  Fund  Soc.  82  Cal.  557,  22  Pac. 
1125;  Supreme  Lodge,  K.  of  P.  v.  Knight, 
117  Ind.  489,  3  L.  R.  A.  409,  20  N.  E.  479; 
Bauer  v.  Sampson  Lodge,  K.  of  P.  102  Ind. 
262,  1  N.  E.  571;  Schmidt  v.  Supreme  Tent, 
K.  of  M.  of  the  World,  97  Wis.  528,  73  N. 
W.  22;  Hughes  v.  Wisconsin  Odd  Fellows' 
Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  98  Wis.  292,  73  N.  W.  1015. 

Officers  of  a  mutual  benefit  society  cannot 
waive  the  provisions  of  its  constitution  and 
by-laws. 

Grand  Lodge,  A.  0.  U.  W.  v.  Jesse,  50  111. 
App.  109;  Lehman  v.  Clark,  71  111.  App. 
3(59;  Brewer  v.  Chelsea  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  14 
Gray,  203;  Burbank  v.  Boston  Police  Relief 
Asso.  144  Mass.  434,  11  N.  E.  691;  Lyon  v. 
Supreme  Assembly  R.  8.  of  G.  F.  153  Mass. 
83,  26  N.  E.  236;  Swett  v.  Citizens'  Mut.  Re- 
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lief  8oc,  78  Me.  541,  7  Atl.  394;  McCoy  v. 
Roman  Catholic  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  152  Mass. 
272.  25  N.  E.  289 ;  Hansen  v.  Supreme  Lodge, 
K,  of  n.  140  III.  301,  29  N.  K  1123 ;  Supreme 
Lodge,  K.  of  H.  v.  Keener^  6  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
267,  25  S.  W.  1085;  Bacon,  Mut.  Ben.  Soc. 
&  L.  Ins.  §§  147-426. 


I,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  appellant,  as  beneficiary  in  a  certain 
mortuary  certificate  isHued  by  the  appellee 
league  admitting  one  Peter  Moerachbaecher, 
husband  of  appellant,  to  membership  in  the 
league,  was,  on  the  death  of  said  Peter, 
awarded  judgment  in  the  sum  of  $4,000 
against  the  appellee  league  in  the  circuit 
court  of  Cook  county  in  an  action  of  assump- 
sit, but  the  appellate  court  reversed  the  judg- 
ment, and  refused  to  remand  the  cause.  This 
is  an  appeal  to  reverse  the  judgment  of  the 
appellate  court. 

The  beneficiary  certificate  in  question  was 
issued  on  the  18th  day  of  November,  1890, 
upon  an  application  made  and  signed  by  the 
said  Peter.  The  laws  of  the  order  precluded 
one  engaged  in  the  business  of  keeping  a 
saloon  from  becoming  a  member  of  the 
league,  ^and  provided  that,  if  any  member 
should  engage  in  or  pursue  the  occupation  or 
employment  of  keeping  a  saloon,  "the  archon 
of  the  council  of  which  the  brother  is  a  mem- 
ber shall,  upon  satisfactory  information, 
cause  a  written  notice  to  be  immediately 
mailed  to  the  member,  to  the  effect  that  his 
further  continuation  in  such  business  or  em- 
plo}  ment  will  forfeit  all  beneficial  rights  un- 
der his  membership,  and  that,  if  he  there- 
after continues  therein,  the  archon  shall  at 
the  next  meeting  declare  him  suspended,  in 
open  council,  from  any  and  all  benefits  of  or 
interest  in  the  W.  and  O.  B.  fund :  provided, 
however, that,  should  the  brother  so  desire,  he 
may  remain  a  social  member:  and  be  it  fur- 
ther provided,  should  the  brother  permanent- 
ly relinquish  said  occupation  or  employment, 
he  may  be  reinstated  by  complying  with  arti- 
cle 7,  §  3,  subordinate  council  constitution." 
In  said  written  application  for  membership 
said  Peter  stated  that  his  occupation  was 
that  of  a  cigar  manufacturer,  and  that  he 
was  not  engaged  in  the  occupation  or  em- 
ployment of  a  saloon  keeper,  and  stipulated 
that  if  he  should  become  actively  engaged  in 
the  occupation  or  employment  of  a  saloon 
keeper,  his  so  doing  should  forfeit  and  abso- 
lutely terminate  thereafter  all  rights,  inter- 
ests, payments,  benefits,  or  privileges  of  him- 
self, his  family,  or  beneficiaries,  under  the 
certificate  of  membership,  without  proceed- 
ings for  expulsion  or  other  proceedings  on 
the  part  of  the  league.  The  application  also 
contained  a  stipulation  that  the  applicant 
would  comply  with  all  the  laws,  rules,  and 
usages  of  the  league  then  in  force  or  which 
might  thereafter  be  adopted  by  the  league. 
In  1891  said  Peter  engaged  actively  in  the 
occupation  of  a  saloon  keeper,  and  continued 
to  be  so  engaged  during  the  remainder  of  his 
life.  He,  however,  paid  all  assessments  and 
dues  for  which  he  was  liable  as  the  holder  of 
a  certificate  of  membership  in  the  league, 
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with  the  right  to  mortuary  benefits.  He 
died  July  12,  1895.  On  the  28th  day  of 
March,  1893,  the  following  by-law^  was  duly 
adopted  by  the  governing  body  of  the  league: 

*^Sec.  3.  All  beneficial  members  of  this  or- 
der are  prohibited  from  engaging  in  or  pur- 
suing any  of  the  occupations  or  employmenu 
enumerated  in  the  preceding  section  of  this 
law;  and  any  member  of  the  order  who  shall, 
after  obtaining  membership  therein,  become 
engaged  in  or  pursue  any  business  or  em- 
ployment enumerated  in  section  2  of  this 
law,  shall  stand  suspended  from  and  forfeit 
all  interest  in  the  widows'  and  orphans*  ben- 
efit fund  from  and  after  the  date  of  his  en- 
gagement in  such  prohibited  business;  an*! 
no  benefit  or  benefits  shall  be  paid  to  the  ben- 
iiciary  or  beneficiaries  of  any  member  on  ac- 
count of  the  death  of  such  member  occurring 
while  he  is  engaged  in  any  of  said  enumer- 
ated employments." 

In  the  trial  court  the  cause  was  submitted 
to  the  court  without  a  jury,  and  without 
propositions  relative  to  the*  law  applicable 
to  the  cause.  Nor  is  it  complained  the  court 
erred  in  its  rulings  as  to  the  admissibility 
of  evidence. 

The  pleadings  resulted  in  joinder  on  is- 
sues of  fact,  except  that  appellant  raised  an 
issue  of  law  by  abiding  her  surrejoinder  to 
appellee's  rejoinder  to  her  replication  to  ap- 
pellee's plea,  the  court  having  sustained  a 
demurrer  to  such  surrejoinder.  The  plea 
interposed  as  a  defense  that  said  Pet*r,  by 
engaging  in  the  said  prohibited  business  of 
a  saloon  keeper,  had  forfeited  all  beneficial 
rights  under  said  certificate  of  meniber*>hip 
in  the  league,  and  that  the  league  had  been 
thereby  released  of  all  liability  upon  the 
said  certificate.  The  appellant  replie^l. 
among  other  replications,  that  the  archon  of 
the  council  did  not,  as  required  by  the  by- 
law of  the  league  hereinbefore  referred  to. 
notify  said  Peter  that  his  further  continua- 
tion in  said  business  of  keeping  a  saloon 
would  forfeit  all  his  rights  as  a  member  of 
the  league,  etc.,  and  did  not  in  open  council 
declare,  as  contemplated  by  said  by-law. 
that  said  Peter  should  be  suspended  from 
any  such  benefits,  etc.  The  appellee,  by  way 
of  rejoinder,  set  forth  the  by-law  adopted 
March  28,  1893,  hereinbefore  set  out.  and 
the  covenant  of  the  said  Peter,  in  his  written 
application,  to  comply  with  all  the  laws  of 
the  order  then  in  force  or  thereafter  dulv  en- 
acted,  and  relied  upon  said  by-law  as  ef- 
fective from  and  after  the  date  of  its  pas-*- 
age.  Appellant  filed  a  surrejoinder,  alleg- 
ing that  the  by-law  of  1893  in  question  was 
adopted  subsequent  to  the  engagement  of 
said  Peter  in  the  business  of  keeping  a  sa- 
loon. The  court  properly  sustained  a  de- 
murrer to  this  surrejoinder.  The  by-law 
created  no  new  ground  of  forfeiture.  It  had 
operation  only  to  repeal  a  prior  by-law 
which  regulated  the  manner  in  which  the 
league  should  proceed  in  case  a  member  had, 
in  violation  of  the  by-laws  of  the  league  and 
the  terms  of  his  application  for  membership, 
engaged  in  the  prohibited  occupation.  The 
power  and  right  to  pass  it  was  reserved 
when  said  Peter  was  admitted  to  member- 


1900. 


MOBBSCHBABCHBR  T.  SUPREMS  COUNCIL  OF  THE  ROTAL  LeAGUB. 


288 


sliip,  and  he  expressly  covenanted  to  obey  | 
and  be  bound  by  all  by-laws  so  adopted.  \Vc 
cannot  say  it  was  unreasonable,  and,  conced- 
ing that  it  could  not  be  given  retrospective 
effect,  it  was  clearly  effective  and  legal  pro- 
spectively. Supreme  Lodge,  K.  of  P.  v. 
Kuischer,  179  111.  340,  53  N.  E.  620;  Fullen- 
trider  v.  Supreme  Council,  R,  L.  180  111.  621, 
54  X.  E.  48o.  The  court  did  not  err  in  sus- 
taining the  demurrer  to  said  surrejoinder. 

The  only  other  question  presented  by  the 
briefs  of  counsel  is  the  contention  of  appel- 
lant that  the  appellee  league  waived,  or  had 
b4?come  estopped  to  interpose  as  a  defense, 
the  fact  that  said  assur^  had  engaged  in 
business  as  a  saloon  keeper.  The  judgment 
of  the  appellate  court  is  conclusive  as  to  all 
questions  of  fact  or  mixed  questions  of  law 
and  fact.  The  facts  recited  in  the  judgment 
of  the  appellate  court  are:  "That  Peter 
Moerschbaecher,  the  assured,  agreed  by  his 
contract  with  appellant  that  no  benefits 
should  become  due  to  the  beneficiary  named 
in  his  certificate  of  membership  by  reason 
of  the  death  of  the  said  Peter  Moerschbaech- 
er occurring  while  engaged  in  the  business  of 
«al<M>n  keeper ;  that  said  Peter  Moerchbaech- 
er  died  while  engaged  in  the  business  of  a  sa- 
loon keeper,  and  that  no  benefits  or  right  to 
benefits  accrued  to  appellee  by  reason  of  his 
death  thus  occurring ;  and  that  the  effect  of 
the  contract  of  Peter  Moerschbaecher  with 
appellant  was  not  changed  by  any  conduct 
or  waiver  upon  the  part  of  appellant,  so  as 
to  entitle  the  beneficiary  named  in  the  con- 
tract to  any  right  to  benefits  by  reason  of 
the  death  of  Peter  Moerschbaecher  occurring 
while  engaged  in  the  business  of  a  saloon 
keeper." 

The  appellant,  by  one  of  her  replications 
(as  amended)  to  the  plea  exhibited  by  the 
league,  averred  that  the  league  "accepted 
from  the  said  Peter  the  quarterly  dues  and 
a&sessments  for  the  benefit  of  its  widows' 
and  orphans'  fund  well  knowing  the  said 
Peter  had  become  engaged  in  the  occupation 
of  a  saloon  keeper,"  and  prayed  judgment 
'if  the  said  defendant  ought  to  be  admitted 
or  received,  against  its  own  acceptance  of 
quarterly  dues  and  assessments  as  aforesaid, 
to  plead  the  plea  by  it  firstly  above  pleaded 
in  this  suit.  t.  e..  ^that,  by  rea.son  of  the  said 
M*  erschbaecher  becoming  engaged  in  the  oc- 
cupation or  employment  of  saloon  keeper,  it, 
the  said  defendant,  became  dischargea  from 
all  liability  upon  the  said  benefit  certificate 
to  the  plaintiff.'  '*  Tlie  league  interposed  a 
demurrer  to  this  replication,  but  the  court 
held  the  replication  to  be  good.  Thereupon 
the  league  filed  a  rejoinder,  denying  and  put- 
ting at  issue  the  averments  of  facts  set  forth 
in  the  replication.  This  issue  was  deter- 
mined by  the  trial  judge,  sitting  as  the  trior 
of  the  issues  iK>th  of  law  and  fact,  in  favor 
of  the  appellant.  The  appellate  court  re- 
venged the  decision  of  the  trial  court,  and  in 
the  judgment  of  reversal  recited  its  findings 
that  the  assured,  in  violation  of  his  agree- 
ment, had  engaged  in  the  business  of  keep- 
ing? a  saloon,  was  engaired  in  that  prohibited 
calling  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  that  the 
league  had  not,  l?y  way  of  waiver  or  estop- 
52  L.  B.  A. 


pel,  lost  the  right  to  insist  said  violation  of 
the  contract  of  insurance  relieved  the  league 
from  all  liability  to  pay  the  mortuary  bene- 
fit contemplated  by  the  contract  or  policy 
of  insurance.  The  definition  of  "'waiver' 
and  of  "estoppel"  is  a  matter  of  law.  Wheth- 
er the  facts  exist  in  any  given  case  which 
are  requisite  to  being  the  case  within 
such  legal  definition  is  a  question  of  fact. 
The  ultimate  inquiry  whether  a  waiver  or 
estoppel  has  arisen  or  exists  involves  consid- 
eration of  both  the  proofs  and  the  legal  defi- 
nition, and  is  a  mixed  question  of  law  and 
fact.  The  findings  of  the  appellate  court 
on  questions  of  that  character  are  conclusive 
in  tnis  court,  and  may  not  be  here  reversed. 
Hayward  v.  Merrill,  94  111.  349,  34  Am.  Rep. 
229;  Meper  v.  Butterhrodi,  146  111.  131,  34 
N.  E.  152;  St,  Louis  Nat.  Stock  Yards  v. 
Wiggins  Ferry  Co.  102  111.  514;  Toledo,  St. 
L.  d  K.  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Clark,  147  111.  171,  35  N. 
E.  167 ;  Chicago  d  W.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Flynn,  154 
111.  448,  40  N.  E.  332 :  Mobile  d  O.  R.  Co.  v. 
Massey,  152  111.  144,  38  N.  E.  787.  No  ques- 
tion of  law  is  presented  for  our  decision  as 
to  the  said  waiver  or  estoppel. 

The  judgment  of  the  Appellate  Court  is 
affirmed. 

Kehenring  denied  December  12,  1900. 


Charle«  GILLESPIE,  Plff.  in  Ei-r,, 

V. 

PEOPLE  of  the  State  of  Illinois. 
(188  III.  176.) 

1.  A  statute  making  It  unlawful  to 
prevent,  or  attempt  to  prevent,  an 
emplor^e  from  Joinlnar  any  laivfnl 
labor  orflranlsatlout  or  to  discharge  an 
employee  because  of  his  connection  with  such 
an  organization,  and  providing  a  penalty 
therefor  (Hurds  Rev.  Stat.  1899,  chap.  48. 
i  32),  is  void,  since  the  right  to  terminate 
a  contract,  subject  to  liability  to  respond  in 
a  civil  action  for  an  unwarranted  termina- 
tion. Is  within  the  protection  of  the  provi- 
sions of  the  state  and  Federal  Constitutions, 
which  guarantee  that  no  person  sbali  be  de- 
prived of  life,  liberty,  or  property  without 
due  process  of  law. 

2«  An  unconstltntlonal  dlserlmlnatlon 
In  favor  of  union  ^vorkmen  is  made  in 
violation  of  Const,  art.  4,  {  22,  prohibiting 
the  passage  of  any  local  or  special  law  grant- 
ing to  any  corporation,  association,  or  indi- 
vidual any  special  or  exclusive  privliege.  Im- 
munity, or  franchise,  by  Kurd's  Rev.  Stat. 
1899,  chap.  48,  §  32.  malting  it  a  misdemeanor 
to  discharge  an  employee  because  of  tiis  con- 
nection with  any  lawful  labor  organization. 

(December  20,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  Vermilion  County  Court  to 
review  a  judgment  convicting  defendant 
of  violating  the  statute  against  attempting 
to  coerce  workmen  to  refrain  from  uniting 
with  labor  unions.     Reversed. 


Note. — This  Is  a  novel  question,  about  the 
only  other  authority  on  which  seems  to  be  the 
prior  case  of  State  v.  Julow  (Mo.)  29  L.  E.  A. 
257,  cited  in  the  opinion. 
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Statement  by  Hasmder,  T.: 

This  is  a  criminal  action,  based  upon  an 
information  filed  in  the  county  court  of  Ver- 
milion county  by  the  state's  attorney  of  that 
county,  charging  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
Charles  Gillespie,  with  violating  §  32  of 
chapter  48,  entitled  "Employment."  Kurd's 
Rev.  SUt.  1899.  Said  §  32  is,  "An  Act  to 
Protect  Employees  and  Guarantee  Their 
Right  to  Belong  to  Labor  Organizations," 
approved  June  17,  1893,  in  force  July  1, 
18.^3,  and  is  as  follows:  "That  it  shall  be 
unlawful  for  any  individual  or  member  of 
any  f\rm,  or  agent,  officer,  or  employee  of 
any  company  or  corporation  to  prevent,  or 
attempt  to  prevent,  employees  from  forming, 
joining,  and  belonging  to  any  lawful  labor 
organization,  and  any  such  individual,  mem- 
ber, agent,  officer,  or  employee  that  coerces  or 
attempts  to  coerce  employees  by  discharging 
or  threatening  to  disdiarge  from  their  em- 
ploy or  the  employ  of  any  firm,  company,  or 
corporation,  because  of  their  connection  with 
such  lawful  labor  organization,  shall  be 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  upon  convic- 
tion shall  be  fined  in  any  sum  not  exceeding 
$100,  or  be  imprisoned  for  not  more  than  six 
months,  or  both,  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court."  Kurd's  Rev.  Stat.  1899,  p.  844.  The 
original  information  consisted  of  two  counts, 
but  by  leave  of  court  an  amended  informa- 
tion was  filed,  consisting  of  four  counts. 
The  first  count  of  the  information  charges 
that  defendant  below,  Charles  Gillespie,  un- 
'  lawfully  and  wilfully  attempted  to  prevent 
one  Reuben  Gibbons,  an  employee  of  his, 
from  belonging  to  a  certain  lawful  labor  or- 
ganization, by  discharging  him  from  his  em- 
ployment; said  lawful  labor  organization  be- 
ing Local  Union  No.  269  of  the  United 
Brotherhood  of  Carpenters  and  Joiners  of 
America,  lawfully  organized,  etc.  The  sec- 
ond count  of  the  information  charges  that 
Charles  Gillespie  unlawfully  and  wilfully  at- 
tempted to  coerce  one  Reuben  Gibbons,  an 
eniployee  of  his,  by  dischaiging  him  from 
his  service  because  Gibbona  was  a  member  of 
a  certain  lawful  labor  organization,  being 
Local  Union  No.  2G9  of  the  United  Brother- 
hood of  Carpenters  and  Joiners  of  America, 
lawfully  organized.  The  third  count 
charges  that  Charles  Gillespie  unlawfully 
and  wilfully  attempted  to  coerce  Reuben  Gib- 
bons, an  employee  of  his,  into  withdrawing 
from  a  certain  lawful  labor  organization,  by 
threatening  to  discharge  him  from  his  serv- 
ice because  Gibbons  was  a  member  of  the 
said  lawful  labor  organization,  being  Local 
Union  No.  269  of  said  brotherhood,  etc.,  law- 
fully organized.  The  fourth  count  of  the  in- 
formation charges  that  Charles  Gillespie  un- 
lawfully and  wilfully  attempted  to  coerce 
Gibbons,  then  an  employee  of  his,  into  witli- 
drawing  from  a  lawful  labor  organization, 
by  discharging  Gibbons  from  the  service  of 
Charles  Gillespie  because  Gibbons  was  a 
member  of  said  lawful  labor  organization, 
being  I/>cal  Union  No.  269,  etc.,  lawfully  or- 
ganized, etc.  The  plaintiff  in  error,  Charles 
Gillespie,  moved  to  quash  the  information 
upon  the  grpund  that  the  statute  upon  which 
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it  was  founded  was  unoonstitutional  and 
void,  as  being  in  conflict  with  certain  provi- 
sions of  the  Federal  Constitution  and  of  the 
Constitution  of  Illinois.  This  motion  was 
overruled,  and  the  defendant  pleaded  **Xot 
guilty."  After  the  evidence  had  all  been  in- 
troduced, plaintiff  in  error  made  a  motion 
asking  the  court  to  exclude  the  evidence  and 
discharge  the  plaintiff  in  error  upon  the 
ground  that  the  statute  on  which  the  indict- 
ment was  ba«>ed  was  unconstitutional  and 
void  as  being  in  conflict  with  certain  provi- 
sions of  the  Federal  and  state  Constitutions ; 
but  this  motion  was  denied  by  the  oourt. 
Instructions  were  then  given  bv  the  court  to 
the  jury,  but  certain  instructions  aAked  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error,  setting  up  the  uncon- 
stitutionality of  said  statute,  were  refused 
by  the  court.  The  jury  returned  a  verdict 
finding  the  plaintiff  in  error  guilty  as 
charged  in  the  information.  A  motion  for  a 
new  trial  was  then  made  by  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  which  wsl%  overruled.  The  plaintiff 
in  error  then  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment ; 
also,  upon  the  ground  of  the  uijconstitution- 
ality  of  the  statute;  but  this  motion  was 
overruled  by  the  court.  The  court  thereup- 
on rendered  judgment  ordering  the  plaintiff 
in  error  to  pay  to  the  people  a  flne  of  $25 
and  costs,  and  to  stand  committed  to  the 
county  jail  until  the  scud  fine  and  costs  were 
paid.  The  present  writ  of  error  is  sued  out 
for  the  purpose  of  reviewing  the  judgment 
so  rendered  by  the  court  below,  llie  plain- 
tifl'  in  error,  Charles  Gillespie,  lives  in  the 
town  of  Danville,  Vermilion  county,  and  is 
engaged,  aa  a  contractor,  in  the  building 
trade.  As  suth  contractor,  he  employed  a 
number  of  carpenters,  and,  at  the  time  the 
present  con tf over sy  arose,  was  employing 
carpenters  known  as  "nonunion"  men.  Reu- 
ben Gibbons,  the  prosecuting  witness,  had 
been  employed  by  plaintiff  in  error  for  about 
ten  months,  but  his  employment  was  by  the 
day,  reckoning  ten  hours  to  the  day,  at  22% 
cents  an  hour,  or  $2.25  per  day.  Gibbons 
was  employed  for  no  definite  length  of  time, 
but  only  by  the  day.  While  so  employed,  he 
joined  what  was  called  a  "union  labor  organ- 
ization.*' It  is  admitted  that  the  union 
which  he  joined  was  a  lawful  labor  organi- 
zation. Plaintiff  in  error  had  heard  that 
Gibbons  was  going  to  join  the  union,  but  did 
not  in  any  way  interfere  or  molest  him  in  $«o 
doing.  But  after  he  became  a  member  plain- 
tiff in  error  informed  him  that  he  could  not 
give  him  employment  if  he  desired  to  belong 
to  the  union,  claiming  that  the  labor  unions 
were  enemies  of  his  in  business,  and  that  it 
would  not  be  consistent  for  him,  under  the 
circumstences,  to  employ  union  help. 
Plaintiff  in  error  stated  to  Gibbons  that  if 
he  desired  to  remain  in  his  employment,  he 
would  have  to  quit  the  union,  and  that,  if  he 
did  not  desire  to  quit  the  uiuon,  he  would 
have  to  look  elsewhere  for  employment,  and 
that  he  could  do  as  he  desired.  Gibbons 
then  left  the  employment  of  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  whereupon  this  information  was  filed, 
and  this  prosecution  was  commenced. 
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Messrs,  Penwell  A  Iiindley,  for  plain- 
iilY  in  error: 

The  legislature  has  no  power,  under  the 
pretense  of  exercising  police  powers  of  the 
Mate,  to  enact  laws  not  necessary  to  the 
pre»er\'ation  of  the  health  and  safety  of  the 
o<>iiimunity,  that  will  be  oppressive  and  bur- 
densome upon  the  citizens. 

Toledo.  W.  d  W.  J{.  Co.  v.  Jacksonville^  67 
111.  40,  16  Am.  Rep.  611;  King  v.  Davenport, 
m  111.  314,  38  Am.  Rep.  89. 

Or  to  pass  laws  impairing  the  obligation 
of  contracts,  the  right  to  contract  or  termi- 
nate contracts. 

People  V.  Jackson  d  M.  PL  Road  Co.  0 
Mich.  307. 

The  terms  "life/'  "liberty,"  and  "proper- 
ty" are  representative  terms,  and  cover 
every  right  to  which  a  member  of  the  body 
Irt>Jitic  is  entitled  under  the  law. 

2  Story,  Const.  5th  ed.  §  1950;  Ritchie  v. 
/Vo/;/e,  155  111.  98,  29  L.  R.  A.  79,  40  N.  E. 
4.>4;  Ptxtplc  ex  rel.  Manhattan  8av.  Inst.  v. 
Otis,  m  X.  \.  48;  State  v.  Ooodicill,  33  W. 
Va.  179,  6  L.  R.  A.  621,  10  S.  E.  285;  State 
Y.  Julow,  129  Mo.  163,  29  L.  R.  A.  257,  31  S. 
W.  781. 

**The  law  of  the  land"  and  "due  process  of 
law"  are  the  legal  equivalents  of  each  other. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  431. 

Property  is  placed  in  the  same  category 
with  liberty  and  life. 

Wynehamer  v.  People,  13  N.  Y.  478; 
Ritchie  V.  People,  155  111.  98,  29  L.  R.  A.  79, 
40  N.  E,  454;  Ruhstrat  v.  People,  185  111. 
133,  49  Lr.  R.  A.  181,  57  X.  E.  41. 

Labor  is  property.  The  rights  to  contract 
and  terminate  contracts  are  property  rights. 

Ritchie  v.  People,  155  111.  98,  29  L.  R.  A. 
79.  40  X.  E.  454;  Frorer  v.  People  use  of 
School  Fund,  141  111.  172,  16  L.  R.  A.  492, 
31  N.  E.  395;  Braccwell  Coal  Co.  v.  People, 
117  III.  71,  22  L.  R.  A.  340,  35  X.  E.  62; 
ililleft  v.  People,  117  111.  295,  57  Am.  Rep. 
S»ii).  7  X.  E.  631. 

Where  a  statute  does  not  relate  to  persons 
or  things  as  a  class,  but  to  particular  per- 
!Mms  or  things  as  a  class,  it  is  a  special,  as 
contradistinguished  from  a  general,  law. 

State  ex  rel.  Lionberger  v.  Tolle,  71  Mo. 
<v45:  State  ex  rel.  Harris  v.  Herrmann,  75 
Mo.  340:  Cooley.  Const.  Lim.  299,  391 ;  Lipp- 
ntan  v.  People,  175  111.  106,  51  X.  E.  872; 
Rvhstrat  v.  People,  185  111.  133,  49  L.  R.  A. 
181,  57  X.  E.  41 ;  Eden  v.  People,  161  111. 
297,  32  X.  E.  659,  43  X.  E.  1108. 

Messrs.  lu  M.  Kent  and  C.  H.  Beok- 
witli,  with  Mr.  S.  G.  WUson,  for  defend- 
ant in  error: 

The  presumption  of  the  law  is  that  the 
legislature,  in  enacting  this  statute,  did  not 
violate  the  Constitution  by  so  doing,  and  it 
ha?  further  become  the  law  of  this  state  that 
to  doubt  the  constitutional ity  of  a  statute  is 
to  resolve  in  favor  of  it. 

Endlich.  Interpretation  of  Statutes,  § 
m.  Hawthorn  y.  People,  109  111.  302,  50 
Am.  Rep.  610. 

The  statute  applies  to  all  laboring  people 
who  wish  to  belong  to  a  labor  union,  a  mat- 
ter of  choice  with  the  individual  himself. 

It  was  objected  in  Vogel  v.  Pekoe,  157  111. 
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330,  30  L.  R.  A.  491,  42  X.  E.  386,  that  this 
legislation  was  unconstitutional,  on  the 
ground  of  being  class  legislation;  yet  this 
court  in  that  case  sustained  the  statute. 

Bohn  V.  Weeks,  50  111.  App.  236. 

The  offense  is  the  act  of  coercion. 

Davis  V.  State,  30  Ohio  L.  J.  342. 

Maeruder,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  question  raised  by  the  motion  to  qua.«»h 
the  information,  by  the  motion  to  exclude 
the  evidence  and  discharge  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  by  the  refusal  of  instructions  asked  by 
the  plaintiir  in  error,  and  by  the  overruling 
of  the  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  is  the 
constitutionality  of  the  statute  of  June  17, 
1893,  set  forth  in  full  in  the  statement  pre- 
ceding this  opinion.  The  provisions  of  the 
Constitution  of  this  state  which  the  act  in 
question  is  said  to  contravene  are:  First, 
§  1  of  article  2  of  the  Bill  of  Rights,  which 
provides  that  "all  men  are  by  nature  free 
and  independent,  and  have  certain  inherent 
and  inalienable  rights.  Among  these  are 
life,  liberty,  and  the  pursuit  of  happiness;" 
second,  §  2  of  article  2  of  the  Bill  of  Rights, 
which  declares  that  "no  person  shall  be  de- 
prived of  life,  liberty,  or  property  without 
due  process  of  law;"  third,  §  22  of  article  4 
of  the  state  Constitution,  wherein  the  legis- 
lature is  prohibited  from  passing  any  local 
or  special  law  "granting  to  any  corporation, 
association,  or  individual  any  special  or  ex- 
clusive privilege,  immunity,  or  franchise 
whatever."  The  provision  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States  with  which  the 
statute  in  question  is  said  to  be  in  conilict  , 
is  §  1  of  the  14th  Amendment,  which  pro- 
vides that  "no  state  shall  make  or  enforce 
any  law  which  shall  abi-idge  the  privileges 
or  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States;  nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  per- 
son of  life,  liberty,  or  property  without  due 
process  of  law,  nor  deny  to  any  person  with- 
in its  jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws."  It  may  be  assumed  that  plaintiff  in 
error  attempted  to  do  the  act  with  which  he 
is  charged,  and  that  it  lay  in  his  power  to 
discharge,  or  attempt  to  discharge,  Reuben 
Gibbons  from  his  employment  because  of  his 
connection  with  the  union  labor  organiza- 
tion, which  is  admitted  to  have  been  a  lawful 
labor  or^ranization.  Upon  this  assumption,, 
the  question  squarely  arises  whether  or  not 
the  statute  in  question  contravenes  the  pro- 
visions of  the  state  and  Federal  Constitu- 
tions above  quoted.  The  terms  "life,"  "lib- 
erty," and  "property"  are  representative 
terms,  and  intended  to  cover  every  right,  to 
which  a  member  of  the  body  politic  is  enti- 
tled under  the  law.  These  terms  include  the 
right  of  self-defense,  freedom  of  speech,  reli- 
gious apd  political  freedom,  exemption  from 
arbitrary  arrests,  the  right  freely  to  buy  and 
sell  as  others  may.  Indeed,  they  may  em- 
brace all  our  liberties,  personal,  civil,  and 
political,  including  the  rights  to  labor,  to 
contract,  to  terminate  contracts,  and  to  ac- 
quire property.  Xone  of  these  liberties  and 
rights  can  be  taken  away,  except  by  due  pro- 
cess of  law.     2  Story,  Const.  5th  ed.  §  1950. 
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The  rights  of  life,  liberty,  and  property  era- 
brace  whatever  is  necessary  to  secure  and  ef- 
fectuate the  enjoyment  of  those  rights.  The 
rights  of  liberty  and  of  property  include  the 
right  to  acquire  property  by  labor  and  by 
contract.  Ritchie  v.  People,  155  111.  98,  29 
L.  K  A.  79,  40  N.  E.  454.  If  an  owner  can- 
not be  deprived  of  his  property  without  due 
process  of  law,  he  cannot  be  deprived  of  any 
of  the  essential  attributes  which  belong  to 
the  right  of  property  without  due  process  of 
law.  Labor  is  property.  Tlie  laborer  has 
the  same  right  to  sell  his  labor,  and  to  con- 
tract with  reference  thereto,  as  any  oUicr 
property  owner.  The  right  of  property  in- 
volves, as  one  of  its  essential  attributes,  the 
right,  not  only  to  contract,  but  also  to  termi- 
nate contracts.  Ritchie  v.  People,  155  111. 
98,  29  L.  U.  A.  79,  40  N.  E.  454 ;  ittate  v.  Ju- 
loiP,  129  Mo.  163,  29  L.  IL  A.  257,  31  S.  VV. 
781.  In  the  case  at  bar  the  contract  between 
plnjntiff  in  error  and  Gibbons  was  not  for 
any*definite  period  of  time,  but  Gibbons  was 
employed  by  the  day,  at  so  much  per  hour. 
In  view  of  what  has  been  said,  it  cannot  be 
doubted  that  the  plaintiff  in  error,  Charles 
Gillespie,  had  a  right  to  terminate  his  con- 
tract, if  he  had  one,  with  Reuben  Gibbons, 
subject  to  civil  liability  for  any  termination 
which  should  be  unwarranted.  One  citizen 
cannot  be  compelled  to  give  employment  to 
another  citizen,  nor  can  anyone  be  compelled 
to  be  employed  against  his  will.  Tlie  act  of 
1893,  now  under  consideration,  deprives  the 
employer  of  the  right  to  terminate  his  con- 
tract with  his  employee.  The  right  to  ter- 
minate such  a  contract  is  guaranteed  by  the 
organic  law  of  the  state.  The  legislature  is 
forbidden  to  deprive  the  employer  or  em- 
ployee of  the  exercise  of  that  right.  The 
legislature  has  no  authority  to  pronounce  the 
performance  of  an  innocent  act  criminal, 
when  the  public  health,  safety,  comfort,  or 
welfare  is  not  interfered  with.  The  statute 
in  question  says  that  if  a  man  exercises  his 
constitutional  right  to  terminate  a  contract 
with  his  employee,  he  shall,  without  a  hear- 
ing, be  punislieid  as  for  the  commission  of  a 
crime. 

In  pas.Mng  upon  the  validity  of  a  statute 
similar  to  the  act  of  1893,  the  supreme  court 
of  Missouri,  in  the  case  of  State  v.  Julow, 
129  Mo.  163,  29  L.  R.  A.  257.  31  S.  W.  781, 
has  well  said:  "The  law  under  re\iew  de- 
clares that  to  be  a  crime  which  consists  alone 
in  the  exercise  of  a  constitutional  right,  to 
wit,  that  of  terminating  a  contract, — one  of 
the  essential  attributes  of  property;  indeed, 
property  itself,  under  preceding  definitions. 
.  .  .  But  the  fact,  as  charged,  as  already 
seen,  is  not  a  crime,  and  will  not  be  a  crime, 
so  long  as  constitutional  guaranties  and  con- 
stitutional prohibitions  are  respected  and 
enforced.  If  an  owner,  et-c.,  obeys  the  law 
on  which  this  prose<»ution  rests,  he  is  thereby 
deprived  of  a  right  and  a  liberty  to  contract 
or  tei-minate  a  contract  as  all  others  may. 
If  he  disobeys  it,  then  he  iif  punished  for  the 
performance  of  an  act  wholly  innocent,  im- 
fess,  indeed,  the  doing  of  such  act.  guaran- 
teed by  the  organic  law,  the  exercise  of  a 
right  of  which  the  legislature  is  forbidden  to 
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deprive  him,  can  by  that  body  be  conclusively 
pronounced  criminal.  We  deny  the  power  of 
the  legi!»laturc  to  do  this, — to  brt.nd  as  an 
olTense  that  which  the  Constitution  desig- 
nates and  declares  to  be  a  right,  and  there- 
fore an  innocent  act;  and  consequently  we 
hold  that  the  statute  which  professes  to  ex- 
ert such  a  power  is  nothing  more  or  less 
than  a  legislative  judgment,'  and  an  attempt 
to  deprive  all  who  are  included  within  it* 
terms  of  a  constitutional  right,  without  due 
pi-ocess  of  law."  Here  the  employment,  as 
has  already  been  stated,  was  by  the  day ;  and 
at  the  end  of  each  day  there  was  no  obliga- 
tion on  the  part  of  Gillespie  to  furnish  an- 
other day's  work,  and  no  obligation  on  the 
part  of  Gibbons  to  labor  for  Gillespie.  At 
the  time  of  the  alleged  offense  there  was  in 
fact  no  contract  of  employment,  but  at  that 
time  Gillespie  said,  in  substance,  to  Gibbons, 
"I  am  not  employing  union  men,  and,  if  you 
belong  to  the  union,  you  can  look  elsewhere 
for  employment."  This  was  not  a  crime  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  Gillespie. 
His  sole  offense  consisted  in  refusing  to  give 
employment  to  a  man  who  belonged  to  a 
union  labor  organization.  In  other  words, 
he  merely  exercised  his  constitutional  riglit 
of  terminating  a  contract,  or  refusing  to 
make  a  contract.  Liberty  includes,  not  only 
the  right  to  labor,  but  to  iefu.se  to  labor, 
and  con<*equently  the  right  to  contract  to  la- 
bor or  for  labor,  and  to  terminate  such  con- 
tracts, and  to  refuse  to  make  such  contrai-u. 
The  legislature  cannot  prevent  persons  who 
are  sui  juris  from  laboring,  or  from  making' 
such  contracts  as  they  may  see  fit  to  make 
relative  to  their  own  lawful  labor;  nor  ha» 
it  any  power  by  penal  laws  to  prevent  any 
person,  with  or  without  cause,  from  refusing 
to  employ  another,  or  to  teiTninate  a  con- 
tract with  him.  subject  only  to  the  liability  to 
rerspond  in  a  civil  action  for  an  unwarranted 
refusal  to  do  that  which  has  been  agreed 
upon.  Hence  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  this 
ai!t  contravenes  those  provisions  of  the  state 
and  Federal  Constitutions  which  guarantor 
that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  lib- 
erty, or  property  without  due  process  of  law. 
In  addition  to  what  has  already  been  said, 
we  regard  this  act  as  unconstitutional  as  be- 
ing in  violation  of  §  22  of  article  4  of  the 
state  Constitution,  as  above  quoted.  The 
act  certainly  does  grant  to  that  class  of  la- 
borers who  belong  to  union  labor  organiza- 
tions a  special  pri\ilege.  The  employer,  if 
he  discharges  a  union  man  from  his  employ- 
ment, is  liable  to  be  punished  as  having  com- 
mitted a  crime.  But  he  is  not  subject  to  pun- 
ishment if  he  should  discharge  from  his  em- 
ployment a  nonunion  laboring  man.  An  un- 
warrantable distinction  is  thus  drawn  be- 
tween workingmen  who  belong  to  union  la- 
bor organizations  and  workingmen  who  do 
not  belong  to  such  organizations.  Tliat  is  to 
say,  the  statute  does  not  relate  to  person*^ 
and  things  a.s  a  class,  or  to  all  workingmen, 
but  only  to  those  who  belong  to  a  lawful  la- 
bor organization;  that  is  to  say,  a  labor 
union.  Where  a  statute  does  this. — where 
it  does  not  relate  to  persons  or  things  a^  a 
class,  but  to  particular  persons  or  things  of 
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a   class, — it  is   a   special,  as   distinguished 
from  a  general,  law.     State  ex  rel.  Lionber- 
gcr  F.  Tolle,  71  Mo.  645 ;  State  ex  rel.  Harris 
V.  Hcmnann,  75  Mo.  340.     We  concur  in  the 
following  view  of  this  subject,  expressed  by 
the  supreme  court  of  Missouri  in  State  v. 
J'doir,  129  Mo.  163,  29  L.  R.  A.  257,  31  S. 
VV.  781 :     "Here  a  non  trade-union  man  or 
non    labor-union  man    oould  be    discharged 
without  ceremony,  without  let  or  hindrance, 
whenever  the  employer  so  desired,  with  or 
without  reason  therefor,  while,  in  the  case 
of  a  trade- union  or  labor-union  man,  he  could 
not  be  discharged  if  such  discharge  rested  on 
tlie  ground  of  his  beins  a  member  of  such 
an  organization.     In  other  words,  the  legis- 
lature have  undertaken  to  limit  the  power 
of  the  owner  or  employer  as  to  his  right  to 
o<)ntract   with   or   to  terminate  a   contract 
with  particular  persons  of  a  class,  and  there- 
fore the  statute  which  does  this  is  a  special, 
and  not  a  general,  law,  and  therefore  viola- 
lire  of  the  Constitution."     Judge  Cooley,  in 
his  work  on  Constitutional  Limitations,  6th 
pd.   pp.    481-483,  g^ays:     **A  statute    would 
not  be  constitutional     .     .     .     which  should 
^l«'t  particular  individuals  from  a  class  or 
locjility,  and  subject  them  to  peculiar  rules, 
or  impose  upon  them  special  obligations  or 
burdens,  from  which  others  in  the  same  lo- 
•silitj  or  class  are  exempt.     .     .     .     Every- 
one has  a  right  to  demand  that  he  be  gov- 
prned  by  general  rules,  and  a  special  statute 
Ahich,  without  his  c<m.Hentt,  singles  his  cane 
f«it  as  onetd  be  regulated  by  a  diflferent  law 
from  that  which   is  applied  in  all   similar 
wsfs,  would   not   be   legitimate   legislation, 
btit  world  be  such  an  arbitrary  mandate  as 
is  not  within  the  province  of  free  govern- 
ments." 

For  the  reasons  above  stated,  we  are  of 
the  opinion  that  the  statute  in  question  is 
'incon-titutional  and  void,  and  that  the  court 
^»lo^v  erred  in  not  quashing  the  information 
and  di«'charging  the  plaintiff  in  error.  Ac- 
--•rdincly.  the  jvdfjmnit  of  the  County  Court 
'tf  Vermilion  County  itt  reversed,  and  the 
f-au^e  ih  rpmaiidcd  to  that  court,  with  direc- 
tions to  dismisK  the  prosecution. 


Theodore  NOKL,  Appt., 

V. 

PEOPLE  of  the  State  of  Illinois, 

(187  111.  587.) 

L    Tlie    attempt    to    ve«t    an    arbitrary 
power  111   the   board   of  pharmacy   by  , 

the  pharmacy  act.  |  8  (Hard's  Rev.  Stat.  ! 
W97.  pp.  107r>,  1076),  to  say  who  shall  and 
who  shall  not  sell  the  usual  domestic  and  | 
proprietary  remedies  in  villages  and  other  j 
I'M-aiiries,  and  just  exactly  what  they  are  al-  i 
iow»:d  to  sell,  without  in  any  way  regulating  \ 
or  CUD  trolling  the  discretion   thereby    vested 


In  the  board,  is  an  unjust  and  nnconstitu- 
tional  discrimination  between  persons  com- 
ing within  the  same  class. 

2.  A  law  which  Invests  any  board  or 
body  of  olllelala  with  a  discretion  purely 
arbitrary,  and  which  may  be  exercised  In  the 
interests  of  a  favored  few,  la  Invalid. 

3.  The  arrant  to  reartatered  pharma- 
cists, by  Hurd's  Rev.  Stat.  1897,  pp.  1075, 
3076,  of  the  right  to  sell  patent  and  pro- 
prietary medicines  without  requiring  them  to 
make  any  inspection  or  examination  of  the 
same,  but  denying  such  right  of  sale  to  all 
other  persons,  firms,  or  corporations,  is  the 
grant  of  a  special  and  exclusive  privilege  in 
violation  of  Const,  art.  4,  {  22. 

4.  A  statute  prohlbltlnip  the  com- 
ponadlnar  of  medicines  and  the  sale  of 
the  same  as  thus  compounded,  unless  such 
compounding  and  sale  shall  be  made  by  a 
registered  pharmacist,  may  be  upheld  to  that 
extent  as  constitutional,  although  other  por- 
tions of  the  act  respecting  the  sale  of  patent 
and  proprietary  medicines  and  domestic 
remedies  are  unconstitutional. 

(Carter,  J.,  disaeuts.) 

(October  10,   1900.) 

APPRAL  hy  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Cook  County  Criminal  Court  hold- 
in*;  him  liable  for  a  penalty  for  alleged  vio- 
lation of  the  pharmacy  act.     Reversed. 

Stcitement  by  Masmder,  J.: 

This  is  an  action  of  debt,  brought  by  the 
people  of  the  state  of  Illinois  against  The*). 
Nod,  tlie  appellant,  to  recover  a  penalty  for 
the  \nolation  of  g  2  of  the  pharmacy  act.  On 
September  1.  1890,  a  jud»n»ont  was' rendered 
before  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  Coolc  county 
on  the  verdict  of  a  jury  against  the  apin^l- 
lant,  and  in  favor  of  the  appellees,  for  $20 
and  costs.  An  appeal  was  taken  by  the  ap- 
pellant to  the  criminal  court  of  Cook  coun- 
ty, where  the  cau.se  was  submitted  to  the 
court  for  trial  without  a  jury,  and  on  Febru- 
ary 2,  1000,  jud^nent  was  rendered  for  the 
pe«>ple  against  the  ap|)ellant  for  $20  and 
costs.  The  present  appeal  is  prosecuted 
from  such  judgment  of  the  criminal  court  of 
Cook  county.  Kver  since  1S80  appellant 
has  been  and  is  engaffed  in  preparing  and 
selling  in  various  forms,  but  principally  in 
a  powdered  state,  a  kind  of  iron  ore,  called 
"Vit«-Ore,"  This  ore,  when  it  has  been 
mined  and  exposed  for  some  years  to  the  air, 
becomes  disintc>grated  or  slaked,  somewhat 
like  burned  limestone.  When  it  has  reached 
this  stage,  if  it  be  put  in  water  it  makes  an 
agreeable,  subacid  drink,  which  possesses,  or 
is  claimed  to  possess,  valuable  medicinal 
qualities.  Appellant  puts  it  up  in  pow- 
dered form,  in  sealed  packages,  from  two 
ounces  in  weight  upward,  and  in  this  form 
it  is  distributed  and  sold.  In  addition  to 
this  Vita'-Ore,  the  appellant  has  been  and 
is  manufacturing  and  selling  a  number  of 


Note, — For  cases  in  this  series  as  to  the 
ral.tliiy  of  statutes  malcing  discriminations  or 
i^'-'inif  examiners  discretion  to  dispense  with 
wjaircments,  see  State  v.  Vandersiuls  (Minn.) 
'•I-  R.  A.  119;  Iowa  Eclectic  Medical  College 
A^so.  V.  Sehraeder  (Iowa)  20  L.  R.  A.  355; 
•J-  I-.  R.  A. 


State  V.  Knowles  (Md.)  40  L.  R.  A.  flO.'i :  State 
V.  Randolph  (Or.)  17  L.  R.  A.  470:  State  v. 
Ponnoypr  (N.  II.)  3  L.  R.  A.  709:  Scholjp  v. 
StHte  (.Md.)  50  L.  R.  A.  411;  Rv  Day  (111.) 
oO  L.  R.  A.  511). 
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other  mediciBal  articles,  such  as  tooth  pow- 
der-, hair  tonic,  complexion  cream,  etc.  His 
place  of  business  is,  and  for  some  years  has 
been,  at  860  West  Polk  street,  in  Chicago, 
where  he  employs  a  large  force  of  men  and 
women,  preparing  and  putting  up  these  va- 
rious articles  in  sealed  packages,  boxee,  bot- 
tles, etc.,  and  shipping  them  out  by  freight, 
express,  or  mail  to  his  agents.  He  does  not 
sell  at  retail  any  more  than  an  ordinai*y 
wholesale  merchant;  but,  if  applied  to,  sella 
one  or  more  sealed  packages  or  articles,  as 
the  applicant  may  desire.  Ae  general  man- 
as^r  of  the  business,  he  employs  his  son,  Dr. 
Joseph  Noel,  a  graduate  of  the  Jefferson 
Medical  College  of  Philadelphia,  and  a  physi- 
cian, who  has  been  engaged  for  several  years 
in  general  practice,  and  is  regularly  licensed 
to  practise  medicine  in  the  state  of  Illinois. 
On  October  30,  1897,  appellant  applied  to 
the  state  board  of  pharmacy,  at  Springfield, 
for  a  license  to  sell  his  products,  tendering 
with  such  application  the  statutory  fee  of 
$1  therefor;  but  the  board  refused  to  grant 
said  license,  without  giving  any  reason  for 
such  refusal.  On  June  28,  1899,  a  person 
in  appellant's  employment  sold  a  package  of 
said  \itre-Ore;  and  the  person  so  selling  it 
was  not  then  a  registered  pharmacist,  or  as- 
sistant registered  pharmacist,  or  a  pharma- 
cist's apprentice.  The  purchaser  of  said 
package  paid  a  dollar  for  it.  The  package 
\^aB  put  in  evidence.  It  was  in  a  strong 
paper  bag,  securely  sealed  up,  and  contained 
about  two  ounces  of  the  pow.der,  labeled 
^'Concentrated  Compound  Extract  of  Vitae- 
Ore  Klixir,"  etc.  It  is  admitted  that  appel- 
lant's place  of  business  was  not  a  drug  store, 
and  that  drugs  were  not  kept  there. 

Mr.  E.  A.  Sherburne,  for  appellant: 

If  the  legif^lature  is  powerless  to  confer 
the  power  to  appoint  to  office  upon  particular 
corporations  {Lasher  v.  People,  183  111.  226, 
47  L.  P.  A.  802,  55  N.  E.  063),  is  it  not 
equally  powerless  to  direct  the  governor  to 
appoint  a  pharmacy  board  from  the  members 
of  a  certain  corporation  or  association? 

The  enactment  directly  violates  the  provi- 
sion of  the  Constitution  prohibiting  the  leg- 
islature from  passing  any  law  "granting  to 
any  corporation  or  individual  any  special  or 
exclusive  privilege." 

Lake  View  v.  Rose  Hill  Cemetery  Co.  70 
HI.  194,  22  Am.  Rep.  71;  Austin  v.  Murray, 
1()  Pick.  121. 

This  prohibition  of  a  man  selling  his  own 
wares  amounts  to  a  "confiscation"  of  his 
property. 

Chicago  V.  Kctcher,  183  111.  104,  48  L.  R. 
A.  261,  55  N.  E.  707. 

This  act  gives  to  the  board  of  pharmacy 
the  power  arbitrarily  to  take  from  a  man  the 
right  to  sell  at  retail  his  own  property,  his 
own  manufacture,  and  confer  that  right  up- 
on any  other  person  it  pleases,  without  giv- 
ing a  reason  whv. 

ffc  Taylor  and  City  of  Winnipeg,  11  Mani- 
toba L.  K.  420. 

Why  should  a  "wholesale  druggist''  have  a 
privilege  denied  to  other  citizens? 

atefiftrs.  Gabriel  J.  Norden  and  Kitt 
62  L.  R.  A. 


Gould,  with  Messrs.  Charles  8.  Deneen 
and  Fred  L.  Fake,  for  the  People. 

Magruder,  J.,  delivered   the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Upon  the  trial  of  this  case  in  the  court  be- 
low, the  appellant  asked  the  court  to  hold  as 
law,  in  the  decision  of  the  case,  several  prop- 
ositions  of    law    questioning   the    constitu- 
tionality of  §§  2  and  8  of  the  act  of  the  leg- 
islature of  Illinois  -entitled  "An  Act  to  Regu- 
late the  Practice  of  Pliarmacy  in  the  State 
of  Illinois,"  a«  amended  and  in  force  July  I, 
1895.     Hurd's   Rev.   Stat.    (111.)    1897,    pp. 
1075,  1076.     These  propositions  of  law  were 
refused  by  the  trial  court,  and  to  the  ruling 
of  the  court  in  this  regard  exception   wa.s 
duly  taken  by  the  appellant.    The  question 
thus  presented  for  our  consideration  is  the 
constitutionality  of  said  §§  2  and  8  of  the 
pharmacy  act.    Section  2  is  as  follows:  '4t 
shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person  not  a  reg- 
istered  pharmacist  wuthin   the  meaning  of 
this  act  to  open  or  conduct  any  pharmacy, 
dispensary,  drug  store,  apothecary  shop  or 
stoi-e,   for   the   purpose   of   retailing,    com- 
pounding, or  dispensing  drugs,  medicines,  or 
poisons,  and  any  person  violating  the  provi- 
sions of  this  section  shall  be  lialne  to  a  pen- 
alty of  not  less  than  twenty  nor  more  Uian 
one  hundred  dollars  for  every  such  violation : 
provided,  however,  that  nothing  in  this  act 
shall  prevent  any  person  or  persons  owning 
a  drug  store  or  pharmacy  who  shall  employ 
and  place  in  active  and  personal  charge  of  ' 
the  same  a  registered  pharmacist,  and  that 
nothing  herein  contained  shall  apply  to  nor 
in  any  manner  interfere  with  the  practice  of 
any  physician,  or  prevent  him  from  supply- 
ing to  his  patients  such  articles  as  may  soem 
to   him   proper,    nor    with    the   exclusively 
wholesale   business  of   any  wholesale   drug- 
gist; nor  with  the  sale  of  patent  and  propri- 
etary  medicines  and   domestic  remedies    by 
retail  dealers  in  localities  as  hereinafter  pro- 
vided."   Section  8  of  the  act  is  as  follows: 
"The  board  of  pharmacy  maj^  in  their  discre- 
tion issue  permits  to  persons,  firms,  or  cor- 
porations engaged  in  business  in  villages  or 
other  localities,  empowering  them  to  sell  the 
usual    domestic    remedies    and    proprietary 
medicines    under    such    restrictions    as    the 
board  of  pharmacy  may  deem  proper,     flach 
applicant  for  this  permit  shall  pay  to  the 
said  board  the  sum  of  one  dollar  before  said 
permit  shall  issue.     Said  permit  shall   sp<>- 
eifically  state  just  what  the  holder  thereof  i» 
allowed  to  sell."     Section  4  of  the  act  is  a* 
follows:     "The  term  *drug  store'  or  'phar- 
macy' shall  for  all  purposes  of  this  act   be 
construed  to  mean  a  store,  shop,  or  other 
place  of  business  where  drugs,  medicines,  or 
poi&ons  ai'e  compounded,  dispensed,  or  sold 
at  retail." 

The  proviso  to  §  2  provides  that  nothing 
contained  in  the  act  shall  apply  to  or  inter- 
fere with  the  sale  of  patent  and  proprietary 
medicines  and  domestic  remedies  by  retail 
dealers  in  localities  "as  hereinafter  pro- 
vided." The  words  "as  hereinafter  pro- 
vided" refer  to  §  8  of  the  act.  The  latter 
section  confers  upon  the  board  of  phariuacv 
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tbe  power,  in  their  discretion,  to  issue  per- 
miU  to  persons,  firms,  or  corporations  en- 
gaged in  business  in  villages  or  other  locali- 
lie:*,  empowering  them  to  sell  the  usual  do- 
mestic remedies  and  proprietary  medicines 
under  sui-h  restrictions  as  the  board  may 
dHfm  proper.  It  is  manife»t  that  S  8  vests 
an  arldtrary  power  in  tbe  board  of  phar- 
macy to  say  who  shall  and  who  shall  not 
sell  the  usual  domestic  and  proprietary  rem- 
edies in  villages  and  other  localities,  and 
just  exactly  what  they  are  allowed  to  sell. 
Se<-tion  8  in  no  way  regulates  or  controls  the 
discretion  vei»ted  thereby  in  the  board.  The 
official  discretion  conferred  upon  the  board  is 
unregulated,  and  not  subjected  to  any  per- 
manent provisions  operating  generally  and 
impartially.  No  conditions  are  prescribed 
upon  which  the  pei'rait  authorizing  the  sale 
of  the  usual  domestic  remedies  and  propri- 
etary medicines  ia  to  be  issued.  A  law 
which  thus  invests  any  board  or  body  of  of- 
ficial.^  with  a  discretion  which  is  purely  ar- 
bitrary, and  which  may  be  exervised  in  the 
intere:<t  of  a  favored  few,  is  invalid.  It 
makes  an  unjust  discrimination  between  per- 
sons coming  within  the  same  class.  A  per- 
son, finn,  or  corporation  engaged  in  business 
in  a  village  or  other  locality  may  sell  tliese 
domestic  remedies  and  proprietary  medicines 
if  d  permit  is  obtained  from  the  board  of 
pharmacy,  provided  such  board  sees  fit.  in 
it»  di.scretion.  and  under  such  restrictions  as 
it  may  deem  proper,  to  issue  such  permit. 
Tlic  board  is  thus  authorized  to  confer  a  priv- 
ilege upon  one  percson,  firm,  or  corporation, 
and  to  deny  the  same  privilege  to  any  other 
p«r^n,  firm,  or  corporation,  and  is  not  re- 
quired to  be  governed,  in  doing  so,  by  any 
fixed  rules  or  regulations,  but  may  be  moved 
thereto  only  by  its  own  caprice  or  favoritism. 
J^W'i  thus  conferring  discretionary  and  arbi- 
trar)'  power  upon  statutory  officials  are  not 
only  invalid  for  the  reasons  already  stated, 
but  amount,  in  efTeet,  to  a  delegation  by  the 
Wislature  of  its  legislative  functions  to  the 
hf^rd  or  ofTieials  in  question.  The  legisla- 
ture undoubtedly  has  the  power,  in  the  in- 
tere:&t  of  the  public  health,  to  pass  a  law  reg- 
ulating the  disposition  of  these  domestic 
remedies  and  proprietary  medicines:  but,  in- 
stead of  doing  so,  in  8  d>  it  has  abdicated  it« 
o-Aii  power  upon  the  subject,  and  conferred 
such  power  upon  the  board  of  pharmacy,  to 
be  exercised  according  to  the  discretion  of 
the  board.  Cicero  Lumbrr  Co,  v.  Cicero,  170 
HI.  9,  42  L.  R,  A.  696,  51  N.  E.  758;  Cairo 
V.  Frrrhtei;  159  111.  155,  42  N.  E.  308;  Mon- 
»juth  v.  Popel,  183  111.  634,  66  N.  E.  348. 

Hut,  ind€>pendently  of  the  considerations 
thu.s  far  presented,  §  2  not  only  forbids  any 
person  to  compound  or  dispense  dru^s  or 
ir.«'ditine»>.  and  sell  the  drugs  or  medicines  so 
compounded  at  retail,  unless  such  person  is 
a  rr^istered  pharmacist,  \)ut  it  also  forbids 
any  person  to  sell  patent  and  proprietaiy 
moilicines  and  domestic  remedies  at  retail 
unlc'jj-i  such  person  is  a  registered  pharnia- 
ci-iL  In  other  words,  a  druggist  is  not  only 
ff'rbidden  by  §  2  to  sell  drugs  compounded 
by  liimself,  unless  he  or  his  employee  is  a 
revi<tered  pharmacist,  but  he  is  also  forbid 


den  to  sell  patent  and  proprietary  medicines 
and  domestic  remedies  not  compounded  by 
himself,  unless  he  or  his  employee  is  a  reg- 
istered pharmacist.  Section  2  thus  confers 
upon  registered  pharmacists  the  exclusive 
right  to  sell  at  retail  patent  and  proprietary 
medicines  and  domestic  remedies.  This  is 
apparent  from  the  last  clause  of  the  proviso 
to  §  2.  The  fact  that  the  sale  of  these  rem- 
edies in  certain  localities  is  mentioned  as  an 
exception  makes  it  clear  that  their  sale  in 
other  places  was  included  in  the  prohibition 
with  all  other  drugs,  medicines,  and  poisons. 
**When  the  legislature  has  attached  a  proviso 
to  a  section,  the  natural  presumption  is 
that^  but  for  the  proviso,  the  enacting  part 
of  the  statute  would  have  included  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  proviso."  23  Am.  &  £ng. 
Knc.  Law,  p.  437.  The  act  contains  nowhere 
any  provision  for  the  inspection  or  analysis 
of  these  patent  or  proprietary  medicines  by 
the  registered  pharmacista  who  are  clothed 
with  the  power  to  sell  them.  Undoubtedly 
the  legislature  has  the  right,  under  the  po- 
lice power,  to  pass  enactments  for  the  bene- 
fit and  promotion  of  the  public  health.  B  it 
it  is  well  settled  that  the  exercise  of  the 
police  power  must  be  limited  to  such  meas- 
ures as  are  designed  to  promote  the  public 
health,  the  public  morals,  the  public  safety, 
or  the  public  welfare.  Chicago  v.  Setcherf 
183  111.  104.  48  L.  IL  A.  261.  65  N.  E.  707. 
When  it  can  be  seen  from  the  provisions  of 
a  statute  that  it  has  no  tendency  to  pro- 
mote the  public  health,  safety,  morals,  com- 
fort, or  welfare,  the  oourts  are  authorized 
to  declare  it  invalid.  It  is  unquestionably 
true  that  the  state  has  as  much  right  to  reg- 
ulate the  sale  of  patent  and  proprietary 
medicines  and  domestic  remedies  as  it  has 
to  regulate  the  sale  of  any  other  kinds  of 
medicines  and  remedies.  But  these  patent 
and  proprietary  medicines  and  remedies  are 
generally  put  up  in  sealed  packages.  In  this 
form  they  can  as  well  be  sold  oy  any  per- 
son as  by  a  registered  pharmacist.  The 
vice  of  the  present  phannacy  act  is  that  it 
gives  to  the  registered  pharmacists  the  ex- 
clusive privilege  of  selling  these  patent  and 
proprietary  medicines  and  remedies,  and  ex- 
cludes all  other  persons  from  doing  so,  while 
at  the  same  time  it  makes  no  requirement 
of  such  registered  pharmacists  that  they 
make  any  analysis,  inspection,  or  examina- 
tion of  the  same.  In  this  regard  the  act 
gives  to  registered  pharmacists  a  monopoly 
of  the  business  of  selling  patent  medicines, 
without  in  any  manner  protecting  the  public 
health,  llie  public  health  is  not  protected 
by  limiting  these  sales  to  registered  phar- 
macists, who  make  no  examination  of  what 
they  sell.  Counsel  for  the  people  claim  that 
registered  pharmacists  are  more  likely  to 
know  the  qualities  of  these  patent  medicines 
than  other  persons  who  are  not  registered 
pharmacists.  But  registered  pharmacists 
will  be  as  apt  as  otlier  men  to  sell  such  pat- 
ent medicines  as  there  is  a  public  demand 
for,  when  they  are  relieved  of  all  responsibil- 
ity for  the  character  of  such  medicines,  and- 
are  not  required  in  any  way  to  guarantee 
their  character,  or  adaptability  to  the  cures 
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which  they  claim  to  effect  Section  2  of  ar- 
ticle 2  of  the  Constitution  of  this  state  pro- 
vides that  "no  person  shall  be  deprived  of 
life,  liberty,  or  pi-operty,  without  due  process 
of  law."  Involved  in  the  right  to  own  prop- 
erty is  the  ri^ht  to  sell  it;  and  when  the 
owner  is  deprived  of  the  right  to  sell  his 
property  he  is  deprived  of  his  property, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  be- 
cause tiliere  is  thereby  taken  from  him  one 
of  the  incidents  of  ownership.  Section  22  of 
article  4  of  the  Constitution  provides  that 
"the  general  assembly  shall  not  pass  local  or 
special  laws  .  .  .  for  .  .  .  granting 
to  any  corporation,  association,  or  individ- 
ual any  special  or  exclusive  privilege,  im- 
munity, or  franchise  whatever."  To  confer 
upon  registered  pharmacists  the  right  to  sell 
these  patent  and  proprietary  medicines, 
without  requiring  them  to  make  any  inspec- 
tion or  examination  of  the  same,  is  to  con- 
fer upon  tliem  a  special  and  exclusive  privi- 
lege, in  violation  of  said  §  22  of  article  4, 
when  at  the  same  time  such  right  of  sale  is 
denied  to  all  other  persons,  firms,  or  corpo- 
rations. 

The  views  thus  expressed  are  sustained 
by  a  decision  made  by  the  supreme  court  of 
Minnesota  in  Uie  case  of  State  v.  Donaldson, 
41  Minn.  74,  42  N.  W.  781.  In  that  case 
the  supreme  court  of  Minnesota,  in  com- 
menting upon  the  provisions  of  an  act  simi- 
lar to  Uie  pharmacy  act  of  this  state,  says : 
"The  manifest  purpose  of  the  act  was  to 
protect  the  jpubllc  against  the  mistakes  and 
Ignorance  of  incompetent  and  unskilled  per- 
sons in  the  preparation  and  sale  of  drugs 
and  medicines.  .  .  .  This  is  the  ex- 
pressed object  of  the  general  provisions  of 
this  act.  They  all  look  to  the  protection  of 
the  health  and  lives  of  the  public  bjc  restrict- 
ing the  business  of  preparing  and  dispens- 
ing or  selling  drugs  and  medicines  to  those 
who  have  the  requisite  knowledge  and  skill 
on  the  subject.  .  .  .  Now,  it  is  a  matter 
of  common  knowledge  that  what  are  called 
'patent'  or   'proprietary'  medicines  are  pre- 

f»ared  ready  for  immediate  use  by  the  pub- 
ic, put  up  in  packages  or  bottles  labeled 
with  the  name,  and  accompanied  with  wrap- 
pei's  containing  directions  for  their  use  and 
the  conditions  for  whdch  they  are  specifics. 
.  .  .  There  is  nothing  that  calls  into  use 
any  skill  or  science  on  the  part  of  the  one 
who  sells  them.  One  man  can  do  it  just  as 
well  as  another.  .  .  .  The  fact  that  the 
seller  is  a  pharmacist,  of  itself,  furnishes 
no  protection  to  the  public.  .  .  .  Merely 
to  limit  their  sale  to  pharmacists  would  fur- 
niiih  no  protection  to  the  public,  without 
some  further  regulation  as  to  inspection  or 
analysis  that  would  tend  to  exclude  from 
sale  those  that  might  be  injurious  to  health, 
or  something  requiring  pharmacists  to  exer- 
cise their  skill  and  science  in  determining 
the  quality  and  properties  of  such  as  they 
sold.  If  we  turn  to  our  statute,  we  find  an 
entire  absence  of  any  such  provisions. 
.  .  .  Had  the  act  made  pharmacists  re- 
sponsible for  tlieir  quality,  this  might  have 
had  some  tendency  to  protect  the  public." 
After  disposing  of  the  suggestion,  as  being 
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"too  uncertain  and  attenuated  to  1>e  entitled 
to  any  weight,"  that  the  mere  fact  of  limit- 
ing the  sale  to  pharmacists  would  tend  to 
protect  the  public,  because  they  would  be 
more  likely  than  others  to  know  the  quali- 
ties of  patent  medicines,  the  court  then  pro- 
ceeds as  follows:  "In  the  absence  of  some 
other  regulations,  a  statute  merely  limiting 
the  sale  of  patent  medicines  to  a  particular 
class  would  not  and  could  not  have  any  nat- 
ural or  reasonable  tendency  to  protect  the 
public.  Such  a  law  ^'ould  not  go  far  enough 
to  amount  to  a  police  regulation.  It  would 
be  rrerely  giving  a  certain  class  of  men  a 
moroi)oly  of  the  trade.  This  is  not  within 
the  police  power  of  the  state.  ...  A 
law  enacted  in  the  exercise  of  the  police 
power  must  in  fact  be  a  police  law.  If  it 
be  a  law  for  the  protection  of  public  health, 
it  must  be  a  health  law  having  some  relation 
to  public  health  .  .  .  If  it  is  apparent 
on  the  face  of  the  act  that  ite  provisions, 
from  their  very  nature,  cannot  and  will  not 
conduce  to  any  le^timate  police  purpose,  it 
is  the  right  as  well  as  the  duty  of  the  court 
to  pronounce  it  invalid,  aa  in  excess  of  legis- 
lative power,  and  an  arbitrary  and  unwar- 
ranted interference  with  the  right  of  the 
citizen  to  pursue  any  lawful  occupation. 
According  to  the  construction  claimed  for  it, 
the  provision  of  the  act  as  to  the  sale  of  pat- 
ent or  proprietary  medicines  would  be  of 
just  this  character.  It  would  be  giving  phar- 
macists a  monopoly  of  the  business,  without 
in  any  manner  protecting  public  health." 
The  reasoning  of  the  Minnesota  court  is  pre- 
cisely applicable  to  the  case  at  bar,  for  the 
reason  that  in  the  Illinois  pharmacy  act,  aoi 
was  the  case  with  the  Minnesota  pharmacy 
act,  there  is  an  entire  absence  of  any  regula- 
tion as  to  such  inspection  or  analysis  of 
these  patent  or  proprietary  medicines  by  reg- 
istered pharmacists  as  would  tend  to  exclude 
from  saJe  those  medicines  that  might  be  in- 
jurious to  health;  nor  is  t^ere  anything  in 
the  Illinois  act  requiring  registered  pharma- 
cists to  exercise  their  slall  and  science  in  de- 
termining the  quality  or  properties  of  such 
patent  or  proprietary  medicines  as  they  may 
sell. 

We    are,  however,  not    disposed  to    hold 
that  the  whole  act  is  unconstitutional    be- 
cause of  the  limitation  of  the  right  to   sell 
these   patent   or    proprietary   medicines    to 
such  persons  as  are  registered  pharmacists. 
An  act  of  the  legislature  may  be  oppo^^d 
in  some  of  its  provisions  to  the  Constitution, 
while  others,  standing  by  themselves,  woUId 
be  unobjectionable.     The  fact  that  a  part  of 
a  statute  may  be  unconstitutional  will   not 
authorize  the  courts  to  declare  the  remain- 
der void,  unless  all  the  provisions  are  so  con- 
nected ii\  subject-matter,  and  are  so  depend- 
ent on  each  other,, that  the  legislature  xvill 
not   be    presumed  to    have  passed  the    one 
without  the  other.     The  valid  and    invalid 
provisions  may  even  be  contained  in  the  sajne 
section,  and   yet   be    perfectly  distinct    and 
separate,  so  that  the  one  may  stand  thoug^h 
the  other  must  fall.     Where  a  statute    at- 
tempts to  accomplish  two  or  more  objects, 
and  is  void  as  to  one,  it  may  still  be 
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plete  and  valid  as  to  the  other.  Cooley, 
Const.  Lini.  5th  ed.  pp.  211-213 ;  Cicero  Lum- 
ber Co.  V.  Cicei'o,  176  111.  9,  42  L.  R.  A.  690, 
51  X.  E.  758 :  People  ex  reU  Bradley  v.  Illi- 
nois State  Reformatory,  148  111.  413,  23  L. 
R.  A.  139/36  N.  E.  76;  Donneraberger  v. 
Frcndergast,  128  111.  229,  21  N.  E.  1;  Peo- 
pk  €s  rel.  Miller  v.  Cooper,  83  111.  685; 
Hittze  V.  People  ex  rel.  Halhert,  92  111.  406; 
23  Am.  k  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  pp.  225-227,  and 
notes.  An  examination  of  the  pharniacy 
act,  as  amended  and  in  force  on  July  1,  1895, 
will  show  that  it  had  in  view  the  acoom- 
plishment  of  two  objects.  One  of  these  is 
to  prohibit  the  compounding  of  medicines, 
and  the  sale  of  the  same  as  thus  compounded, 
unless  such  compounding  and  sale  shall  be 
made  by  a  registered  pharmacist.  The  other 
object  is  to  prohibit  the  sale  of  patent  and 
proprietary  medicines  and  domestic  remedies 
by  any  other  person  than  a  registered  phar- 
macisL  One  case  oontempl&tcS  by  the  stat- 
ute is  where  the  druggistor  other  person  puts 
np  prescriptions,  or  compounds  medicines, 
and  then  sells  them.  While  the  other  case  con- 
templated by  the  statute  Is  the  sale  of  pat- 
ent and  proprietary  medicines  and  domestic 
remedies  without  the  compounding  and  put- 
ting up  of  the  same  by  the  person  selling 
them.  The  distinction  thus  indicated  is 
clearly  shown  in  §§  2,  8,  and  14  of  the  act. 
While,  therefore,  we  hold  the  act  to  be  in- 
valid in  the  respect  already  pointed  out,  we 
yet  hold  it  to  be  valid  se  far  as  it  applies 
to  persons  retailing,  compounding,  or  dis- 
pensing drugs,  medicines,  or  poisons,  where 
the  person  so  retailing  has  at  the  same  time 
put  up  or  prepared  or  compounded  the  drugs 
or  medicines  so  sold  by  him. 

For  the  reasons  above  indicated,  we  are 
of  the  opinion  that  the  trial  court  erred  in 
refusing  to  hold  as  law  the  propositions  of 
law  submitted  to  it  by  the  appellant  upon 
the  trial  below. 

Accordingly  the  judgment  of  the  Criminal 
Court  of  Cook  County  is  reversed,  and  the 
Ciuse  is  remanded  to  that  court  for  further 
proceedings  in  accordance  with  the  views 
herein  expressed. 

Carter,  J.,  dissents. 

Petiton  for  rehearing  denied  December  6, 
lOOO. 


David  E.  FISKE,  Appt., 

V. 

PEOPLE  of  the  State  of  Illinois  ex  rel.  S. 
B.  RAYMOND. 

(188  111.  206.) 

1.  An  ordinance  Brlvlnif  a  monopoly  to 
nnlon  labor  on  city  contracts  by  provld- 
Ing  that  all  such  contracts  shall  contain 
a  BtlpulatloD  that  none  but  union  labor  will 
be  employed  is  void  as  making  an  unconsti- 


tutional discrimination  between  dlflPerent 
classes  of  citizens,  and  because  it  lays  down 
a  rule  which  restricts  competition  and  In- 
creases the  cost  of  work. 

2.  A  restriction  of  the  honrs  of  labor 
on  city  contracts  to  eight  hours  per  day 
by  a  contract  providing,  in  accordance  with 
Chicago  Uev.  Code,  {  1687,  for  the  forfeiture 
of  the  contract  in  case  laborers  work  more 
than  eight  hours  in  one  day,  is  unconstitu- 
tional as  an  infringement  upon  the  freedom 
of  contract. 

8.  An  objection  to  the  -validity  of  a 
contract  for  a  street  Improvement  not 
made  in  the  court  below  cannot  be  considered 
on  appeal  from  a  Judgment  of  sale  for  non- 
payment of  a  special  assessment. 

4.  A  variance  betireen  the  description 
of  a  public  Improvement  in  the  esti- 
mate of  cost  and  the  description  in  the  ordin- 
ance providing  therefor  is  an  objection  which 
should  be  made  in  the  original  proceeding 
for  the  confirmation  of  the  assessment,  and, 
under  act  1897,  {  66,  not  having  been  made 
there,  cannot  be  set  up  in  an  application  for 
Judgment  of  .sale  for  the  assessment. 

(December  20,   1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Cook  County  Court  directing  a 
sale  of  certain  property  for  a  street  improve- 
ment assessment.     Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Masmder,  J. : 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  sale 
of  certain  lots  located  in  Cook  County,  for 
the  nonpayment  of  a  special  assessment 
levied  by  the  city  of  Chicago  for  curbing, 
grading,  and  paving  Smith  Ashland  avenue 
from  the  street-railway  right  of  way  on 
West  Twelfth  street  to  the  street-railway 
right  of  way  on  Twenty-second  street.  The 
appellant  filed  objections  to  the  entry  of 
judgment  and  order  of  sale  against  his  prop- 
erty, w^hich  objections  were  all  overruled. 
Juagment  w^as  entered  as  prayed  for  in  the 
application  of  the  county  collector.  This 
appeal  is  prosecuted  from  said  judgment. 

Mr.  George  W.  Wilbur  for  appellant. 
Mesfirs.  Charles  M.  Walker  and  Denis 
E«  SnlliTan  for  appellee. 

Bfagruder,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

1.  The  first  objection  urged  by  the  appel- 
lant is  that  a  certain  ordinance  passed  by 
the  city  of  Chicago  on  October  17,  1898,  is 
unconstitutional  and  void.  Among  the  ob- 
jections to  the  entry  of  judgment  and  order 
of  sale  was  objection  No.  12,  which  is  as 
follows : 

"The  county  court  has  no  jursidiction  here- 
in, because  the  original  assessment  proceed- 
ings, which  are  the  basis  of  the  application 
herein,  are  contrary  to  the  Constitution  of 
the  state  of  Illinois,  and  are  therefore  void, 
for  the  reason  that  on,  to  wit,  the  17th  day 


Note. — For  earlier  cases  in  this  series  as  to 
ordinance  requirement  of  union  labor,  see 
Adan.«  v.  Brenan  (111.)  42  L.  R.  A.  718;  Atlan- 
ta T.  Btein  (Ga.)  51  L.  R.  A.  335. 

Aa  to  statutory  regulation  of  hours  of  labor, 

«*  People  T.  Phyfe   (N.  Y.)   19  L.  R.  A.  141, 

•  and  note.     For  later  cases  in  this  series,   see 

Low  V.  Rees  Printing  Co.   (Xeb.)   24  L.  R.  A. 

W  L.  R.  A, 


702;  Ritchie  v.  People  (III.)  29  L.  R.  A.  79; 
State  V.  McNaliy  (La.)  36  L.  R.  A.  533  :  Hold- 
en  V.  Hardy  (Utah)  37  L.  R.  A.  103;  State  v. 
Holden  (Utah)  37  L.  R.  A.  108:  Short  v.  Bul- 
lion, B.  &  C.  Min.  Co.  (T^tah)  45  L.  R.  A.  603; 
Re  Morgan  (Colo.)  47  L.  R.  A.  62;  Re  Dal  ton 
(Kan.)  47  L.  R.  A.  380. 
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of  October,  1898,  the  city  council  of  the  city 
of  Chicago,  in  said  county  and  state,  passed 
■a  certain  ordinance,  as  follows: 

"  *An  Ordinance  to  Provide  for  the  Hiring 
of  Union  Labor,  in  Public  Works. 

"  *Be  it  ordained  by  the  city  council  of 
the  city  of  Chicago: 

"  *Sec.  1.  That  the  bids  or  proposals  for 
doing  any  public  work  or  making  any  public 
improvement  shall  contain  a  clause  whereby 
the  bidder  shall  agree  to  hire  only  such  per- 
sons in  t})e  performance  of  such  work  as  are 
members  of  labor  unions,  if  there  are  labor 
unions  in  the  city  of  Chicago  comprising  suf- 
licient  persons  of  the  class  necessary  for  the 
performance  of  such  work;  and,  in  all  con- 
tracts executed  by  said  commissioner  of  pub- 
lic works  on  behalf  of  the  city,  the  contract- 
or shall  agree  to  hire  only  such  persons  in 
the  performance  of  said  work  as  are  mem- 
bers of  labor  unions,  if  there  are  labor 
unions  in  the  city  of  Chicago  comprising  suf- 
ficient persons  of  the  class  of  labor  neces- 
sary for  the  performance  of  such  work ;  and, 
in  all  such  contracts,  the  right  shall  also  be 
reserved  to  the  commissioner  of  public 
works,  in  addition  to  those  already  pre- 
scribed, to  rescind  such  contracts  for  non- 
compliance ^ith  the  provisions  herein  named 
and  to  declare  such  contract  forfeited. 

**  'Sec.  2.  This  ordinance  shall  take  ef- 
fect and  be  in  force  from  and  after  its  pass- 
age and  publication/ 

— Which  said  ordinance  is  in  full  force  and 
effect.  That  by  virtue  of  said  ordinance 
open  competition  was  restricted,  and  the 
cost  of  said  improvement  greatly  enhanced, 
to  the  prejudice  of  this  objector." 

Undoubtedly  the  ordinance  of  October  17, 
1898,  is  unconstitutional  and  void.  The  re- 
quirement that  the  bidder  for  doing  the 
work  on  a  public  improvement  shall  agree  to 
hire  only  members  of  labor  unions  in  the 
performance  of  such  work,  and  that,  in  all 
contracts  executed  by  the  commissioner  of 
public  works  on  behalf  of  the  city,  the  con- 
tractor shall  agree  to  hire  only  members,  of 
labor  unions,  amounts  to  a  discrimination 
between  different  clas.ses  of  citizens,  and  lavs 
down  a  rule  which  restricts  competition  and 
increases  the  cost  of  work.  Under  our  Consti- 
tution  and  laws,  any  man  has  a  right  to  em- 
ploy a  workman  to  perform  labor  for  him, 
whether  such  workman  belongs  to  a  labor 
union  or  not ;  and  any  workman  has  a  right 
to  contract  for  the  performance  of  labor,  ir- 
respective of  the  question  whether  he  be- 
longs to  a  labor  union  or  not.  Such  ordi- 
nances and  contracts  as  the  ordinance  of  Oc- 
tober 17,  1898,  have  been  recently  held  to  be 
unconstitutional  and  void  in  the  cases  of 
Adorns  V.  Brcnan,  177  111.  194,  42  L.  R.  A. 
718,  52  N.  E.  314,  and  Holdcii  v.  Altony  179 
111.  318,  53  N.  E.  556.  These  cases  are  con- 
clusive as  to  the  invalidity  of  this  ordinance. 
But  the  objection  here  made  was  properly 
overruled  by  the  court  bielow,  because  there 
is  nothing  in  this  record  to  show  that  any- 
thing was  done  under  the  ordinance  in  ques- 
tion, either  to  the  injury  of  the  appellant 
or  otherwise.  The  ordinance  of  October  17, 
1898,  is  not  shown  to  have  been  approved 
62  L.  R.  A. 


by  the  mayor,  or  to  have  been  in  force  when 
this  objection  was  made.  But,  whether  it 
had  been  so  approved  or  was  so  in  force  and 
elTect  or  not,  the  improvement  here  under 
consideration  was  not  made  under  and  in 
pursuance  of  said  ordinance.  The  ordinance 
for  the  improvement  here  under  considera- 
tion was  passed  on  May  16,  1898,  and  the 
contract  for  doing  the  work  was  entered  in- 
to on  November  1,  1898.  The  1st  section 
of  the  ordinance  passed  on  May  16,  1898, 
under  which  the  present  improvement  was 
made,  is  set  forth  in  the  case  of  Chicago 
Terminal  Transfer  Co,  v.  Chicago,  178  111. 
429,  53  N.  E.  361.  The  ordinance  of  May 
16,  1898,  and  the  contract  made  for  the  do- ' 
ing  of  the  work,  and  the  specifications  at- 
tached to  that  contract,  are  all  free  from 
any  provisions  in  regard  to  union  labor,  or 
from  any  allusion  to  union  labor.  The  pro- 
posal for  the  work  upon  the  improvement  is 
in  the  record,  and  contains  no  clause  by 
which  the  bidder  agrees  to  hire  only  mem- 
bers of  labor  unions.  We  are  therefore  un- 
able to  see  how  the  ordinance  of  Octobei  17, 
1S98,  has  any  bearing  upon  the  questions  in- 
volved in  this  case.  It  was  improperly  ad- 
mitted in  evidence  by  the  court  below.  If 
any  bid  or  proposal  had  been  made,  or  any 
contract  had  b^n  entered  into,  by  which  the 
contractor,  doing  the  work  upon  this  im- 
provement, agreed  to  hire  only  persons  who 
are  members  of  labor  unions,  a  different 
question  would  arise.  As  the  work  which 
was  done  was  done  under  a  valid  ordinance* 
and  not  under  an  ordinance  void  and  uncon- 
stitutional for  the  reasons  already  referred 
to,  the  validity  of  any  ordinance  or  agree- 
ment restricting  the  hiring  of  labor  to  mem- 
bers of  labor  unions  could  not  here  be  urged 
as  an  objection  to  the  entry  of  judgment  of 
sale. 

2.  It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  appel- 
lant in  his  argument  that  a  provision  in  the 
specifications  attached  to  the  contract  made 
between  the  contractor  and  the  city  of  Chi- 
cago for  the  doing  of  the  work  upon  the  im- 
provement in  question  is  illegal,  as  limiting 
the  number  of  hours  in  each  working  day. 
The  provision  thus  referred  to  is  as  follows: 
**In  the  prosecution  of  the  work  under  these 
specifications,  eight  hours  shall  constitute  a 
day's  lal)or :  and  any  contractor  or  contract- 
ors who  shall  compel  or  allow  laborers  or 
employees  to  work  more  than  eight  hours  in 
one  day  shall  be  liable  to  have  this  contract 
forfeited,  as  provided  by  §  1687  of  the   Re- 
vised Code  of  the  city  of  Chicago:     provided, 
however,  that  in  case  of  emergency  the  con- 
tractor or  contractors  may,  by  and  with  the 
written  consent  of  the  board  of  local    im- 
provements,  allow   laborers  and   employees 
to   work   extra   time."     That   part    of  .this 
clause    in    the    specifications    which    makes 
the  contractor  liable  for  a  forfeiture  of  his 
contract  if  he  allows  laborers  or  employees 
to  work  more  than  eight  hours  in  one  day  is 
unmiestionably  void    and    unconstitutional. 
It  infringes  upon  the  freedom  of  contract,  to 
which  every  citizen  is  entitled  under  the  law. 
Ritchie  v.  People,  155  III.  98,  29  L.  R.  A.  79. 
40  N.  £.  454.     It  is  true  that  a  legislative' 
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FiSKE  v.  People  ex  fH.  Raymond. 


293 


act  which  prescribes  the  length  of  time 
amounting  to  a  day's  work,  when  no  special 
agriement  upon  the  subject  is  made  between 
the  parties^  is  a  valid  act.  But  any  statute 
providing  that  the  employer  and  laborer 
may  not  agree  with  each  other  as  to  what 
time  shall  constitute  a  day's  work  is  an  in- 
valid act.  United  States  v.  Martin,  04  U.  S. 
400,  24  L.  ed.  128.  We,  however,  have 
searched  in  vain  among  the  numerous  ob- 
jections made  by  the  appellant  in  the  county 
court  to  the  entry  of  judgment  of  sale 
against  his  lots  for  any  objection  which  has 
reference  to  this  provision  of  the  specifica- 
tions attached  to  the  contract.  None  of  the 
objections  make  any  reference  whatever  to 
the  contract  or  to  any  of  its  provisions, — 
either  to  the  specification  requiring  that 
eight  hours  shall  constitute  a  day's  labor,  or 
to  the  specification  that  the  contractor  shall 
not  employ  or  perrait  to  be  employed  any 
person  or  persons  otner  than  native-born  or 
naturalized  citizens  of  the  United  States. 
As  no  objection  of  this  kind  was  interposed 
in  the  countv  court,  it  must  be  regarded  as 
waived  in  this  court,  and  cannot  be  made 
here.  Chicago  Terminal  Transfer  Co.  v. 
Chicago,  178  111.  429,  53  N.  E.  361. 

3.  It  is  further  contended  by  counsel  for 
appellant  that  the  ordinance  of  May  16, 1898, 
pro\'iding  for  the  improvement  here  under 
consideration,  is  void  because  improperly  en- 
titled. In  other  words,  it  is  said  '^that  the 
de*cription  of  the  improvement  in  the  ordi- 
nance is  not  consistent  with  its  title  and 
enacting  clause,  and  with  the  provisions  of 
the  ordinance  authorizing  the  improvement." 
This  very  objection  was  considered  in  refer- 
ence to  this  same  ordinance  in  the  case  of 
Chicago  Terminal  Transfer  Co.  v.  Chicago, 
178  111.  429,  53  N.  E.  361,  and  we  there  held 
that  there  was  no  substantial  inconsistency 
between  the  title  and  the  ordinance.  We  are 
j^atisfieil  with  the  conclusion  reached  upon 
thiR  subject  in  th»  case  last  referred  to,  and 
decline  to  further  discuss  it. 

4.  The  further  point  is  made  by  the  appel- 
lant that  the  description  in  the  estimate  of 
tb?  co^t  of  the  improvement  does  not  corre- 
spond with  the  description  of  the  improve- 
ment contained  in  the  ordinance.  In  the  es- 
timate of  cost  the  description  in  regard  to 
the  curbing  referred  to  a  certain  number  of 
lineal  feet  of  curb  wall  at  a  certain  price, 
and  to  a  certain  number  of  lineal  feet  of 
rurb  stoneA  at  a  certain  price;  but  in  the 
ordinance  it  is  provided  that  the  curb  walls 


in  place  on  both  sides  of  the  roadway  shall 
be  plastered  on  their  street  face,  and  the 
curb  stones  already  in  place  shall  be  reset 
to  grade.  This  same  objection  was  made  in 
the  case  of  Chicago  Terminal  Transfer  Qo, 
v.  Chicago,  178  IH.  429,  53  N.  E.  361,  when 
the  latter  case  was  heard  in  this  court,  but 
was  there  held  to  have  been  waived  because 
it  was  not  made  in  the  court  below.  It  is 
true  that  this  objection  as  to  the  variance 
between  the  description  of  the  improvement 
in  the  estimate  of  the  cost  and  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  improvement  in  the  ordinance  was 
made  in  the  present  case  upon  the  hearing  in 
the  court  below.  But,  under  the  decisions 
of  this  court,  this  is  one  of  the  objections 
which  should  have  been  made  in  the  original 
proceeding  for  the  confirmation  of  'the  as- 
sessment, and,  not  ha\ing  been  made  there, 
cannot  be  presented  here  in  this  collateral 
proceeding,  which  is  an  application  for  judg- 
ment of  sale.  Under  $  66  of  the  act  of  1897, 
where  application  is  made  for  judgment 
against  property  for  delinquent  special  as- 
sessments, no  defense  or  objection  can  be 
made  or  heard  which  might  have  been  inter- 
posed in  the  proceedings  to  confirm  the  as- 
sessment, and  no  errors  in  the  proceeding  to 
confirm,  not  aflfecting  the  power  of  the  court 
to  entertain  and  consider  the  petition  there- 
for, shall  be  deemed  a  defense  to  the  appli- 
cation therein  provided  for.  If  a  property 
owner  fails  to  appear  upon  the  application 
to  confirm  an  assessment,  then,  under  the 
plain  language  of  the  statute,  he  is  pre- 
cluded from  calling  in  question  any  of  the 
proceedings  anterior  to  the  judgment  of  con- 
firmation, except  where  the  court  rendering 
the  judgment  of  confirmation  is  shown  to 
have  been  wanting  in  jurisdiction  to  do  so. 
Leitch  v.  People  ex  rel.  Oannaway,  183  III. 
.569,  50  X.  E,  127 ;  Pipher  v.  People  ex  rel. 
Gannatcay,  183  111.  436,  56  N.  E.  84;  Per- 
isho V.  People  ex  rel.  Oannavcay,  185  111. 
334,  56N.  P:.  1134. 

The  variance  here  complained  of  is  a 
part  of  the  proceedings  anterior  to  the  judg- 
ment of  confirmation,  and,  inasmuch  as  it 
was  not  complained  of  in  the  proceeding  for 
confirmation,  it  cannot  be  set  up  in  the  pres- 
ent collateral  proceeding. 

We  perceive  no  error  in  the  rulings  of 
the  trial  court  upon  the  objections  thus 
brought  to  our  notice,  and  therefore  the 
judgment  of  the  County  Court  overruling 
such  objections  is  affirmed. 


TEXAS  SUPREME  COURT. 

GULP,  COLORADO,  &   SANTA  FE   RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY,  Appt., 

V. 

W.  B.  OAKES. 


( Tex ) 

Tke  vnere  apreadlnv  to  adjolnlnflr  fariua 


of  Bermuda  granm  planted  by  a  railroad 
company  upon  Its  right  of  way  to  preserve 
the  embankments  does  not  render  the  com- 
pany liable  for  the  damages  caused  thereby, 
where  It  la  not  shown  that  a  person  of  ordi- 
nary prudence  would  not  have  planted  such 
grass  upon  such  right  of  way. 

(November  12,    1900.) 


^"OTE. — Uabilitit  of  owner  or  occupant  of  laud  i  was  an  action  for  damages  by  an  adjoining  own- 
lortprcaii  of  tceeds  or  noxious  vfyclation  to  p,.  npalnst  a  railroad  company  for  planting  Ber- 
adfotnttti/  prt*niiiC9.  .  .^       .,x*  .J..  ^ 

muda  grass  on  its  right  of  way  that  spread  on 

laGCLF,  C.  &  S.  F.  B.  Co.  v.  Cakes,  which  I  to  the  land  of  plaintiff,  injuring  bis  crops,  It 
52  L.  K.  A. 
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Texas  Supkbmb  Court. 


Not., 


nKRTIFICATIOX  by  the  Court  of  Civil 
\J  Appeals  for  the  Second  Supreme  Judi- 
cial Distript  of  questions  arising  upon  ap- 
peal by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the 
Laniar  C'')unty  Court  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in 
an  action  brought  to  rec6ver  damages  for 
peruiitting  grass  to  spread  from  defendant's 
riglit  of  way  to  the  injury  of  plaintiff's  land. 
Answers  rctunied  requiring  reversal. 

The  facto  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mesin-a,  H.  D.  McDonald  and  J.  W. 
Terry,  for  appellant: 

Any  owner  of  land  has  the  lawful  right  to 
plant  Bermuda  grass  thereon;  he  is  not  re- 
quired by  law  to  prevent  it  from  spreading 
onto  the  lands  of  others,  and  if  it  does  so 
spread  and  cause  injury,  he  is  not  legally 
liable  therefor. 

Fennaylvania  Coal  Co,  v.  Sanderson,  113 


Pa.   120.  57  Am.  Rep.  445,  6  Atl.  453;   1 
Sutherland,  Damages,  §  3. 

Mesartt.  Allen  A  Dohoney,  for  appellee: 

The  right  of  a  landowTier  to  exercise  full 
dominion  over  his  own  land  is  subject  to  the 
qualification  that,  in  the  exercise  of  8U(>h 
right,  he  does  not  interfere  with  a  similar 
right  of  his  neighbor,  and  that  the  exercise 
thereof  is  not  of  such  a  character  as  to  pro- 
duce an  injury  to  the  legal  rights  of  others. 

If  a  person  has  made  any  change  in  the 
natural  condition  of  the  soil,  he  is  bound  to 
prevent  the  creation  of  a  nuisance  from 
either  natural  or  artificial  causes;  and  if  he 
put£  in  operation  anything  that  with  the 
co-operation  of  nature  causes  an  injury  re- 
sulting in  damage  to  another,  he  is  liable. 

1  Wood,  Nuisances,  3d  ed.  §§  94,  lOti,  lOS. 
note  1,  IIG,  note  4;   Bishop,  Non-Contract 


was  held  that  the  plaintiff  failed  to  show  that 
the  planting  of  this  grass  to  protect  the  right  of 
way  was  an  unreasonable  use  of  such  means  for 
such  a  purpose.  The  court  said  that  it  would 
take  Judicial  notice  that  "this  grass  is  much 
used,  and  is  valuable  for  pasturage,  for  the  orna- 
mentation of  yards  and  lawns,  and  for  the  pres- 
ervation of  embankments,  and  that  for  the 
latter  purpose  It  Is  often  employed  by  railway 
companies  In  this  state.  In  a  general  way,  we 
may  know,  too,  that,  by  sending  out  roots  and 
runners  into  adjacent  soil,  by  the  washing  of 
water  and  in  other  ways,  it  spreads  and  propa- 
gates itself  rapidly  in  some  situations  and  kinds 
of  soil,  more  slowly  in  others,  and  that  it  is 
often  difficult  to  prevent  or  arrest  this  process 
or  to  cultivate  other  crops  upon  land  where  it 
has  once  become  seated.  But  further  than  this 
we  cannot  go  in  taking  cognizance  of  any  fact 
affecting  the  questions."  The  court  further 
said  :  "While  the  ground  of  liability,  if  one  can 
be  shown,  would  be  negligence  or  other  culpable 
conduct  on  the  part  of  appellant,  nothing  of  the 
sort  could  be  imputed  to  it  if  what  it  did  was, 
under  the  principles  stated,  only  a  legitimate 
use  of  its  property,  and  the  facts  stated  fail  to 
show  that  it  was  not  such  a  use." 

Where  the  testimony  was  conflicting  as  to  the 
character  and  effect  of  Johnson  grass,  and  left 
in  doubt  the  result  of  its  introduction  into  agri- 
culture, an  injunction  was  denied  at  the  in- 
stance of  an  adjoining  owner  who  claimed  that 
it  was  a  most  pernicious  seed  and  would  over- 
run complainant's  lands  rendering  them  unfit 
for  other  purposes  and  unsuitable  for  the  pro- 
duction of  crops  usually  produced  In  the  country, 
and  that  it  was  a  nuisance,  and  that  defendant 
was  Insolvent.  McCutchen  v.  Blanton,  50  Miss. 
116.  In  this  case  the  court  said :  "If  future 
developments  shall  place  it  beyond  doubt  that 
the  grass  is  an  evil  to  be  prevented  and  extir- 
pated, a  remedy  may  perhaps  be  found.  -As  at 
present  advised,  we  regard  the  result  of  sowing 
the  grass  seed  too  doubtful,  uncertain,  and  con- 
tingent to  Justify  the  continuance  of  the  In- 
junction. The  history  and  habits  of  the  grass 
are  too  little  known  and  established  to  author- 
ize its  condemnation  as  a  nuisance,  which  is 
necessary  to  sustain  this  bill.  The  grass  may 
be  neither  an  unmixed  evil  nor  good.  Time  and 
trial  will  disclose  its  true  character.  If  it  be 
said  it  will  be  too  late,  after  its  introduction  in- 
to the  country*  to  stay  the  evil,  If  it  shall  prove 
to  be  such,  the  reply  Is  that  it  is  already  in 
many  places  In  Mississippi  and  Arkansas,  and 
Ib  In  Washington  county,  and,  if  its  character  Is 
correctly  portrayed  by  some  of  the  witnesses,  it , 
must  soon  have  the  exclusive  occupancy  of  the  i 
Whole  land,  and  the  dissolution  of  this  injunc- 1 
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tion  will  exert  little  Influence  on  this  inevitable 
result.'* 

Where  a  farmer  occupied  land  which  was  pre- 
viously a  forest,  and  after  cultivating  it  thistles 
sprang  up  all  over  it,  and  he  neglected  to  re- 
move them  so  as  to  prevent  them  from  seeding, 
and  thousands  of  thistles  on  his  own  land  pro- 
duced seed  which  was  blown  on  to  the  land  of 
plaintiff,  where  they  took  root  and  did  damage, 
in  an  action  for  damages,  the  question  wtfs  left 
to  the  Jury  as  to  whether  the  defendant  in  not 
cutting  the  thistles  had  been  guilty  of  negli- 
gence. The  Jury  found  that  he  was  negligent, 
and  Judgment  was  entered  for  plaintiff.  On 
appeal  this  was  set  aside.  Giles  v.  Walker,  L. 
R.  24  Q.  B.  Div.  656.  50  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  416,  62 
L.  T.  N.  S.  933,  38  Week.  Rep.  782,  54  J.  P.  590. 
Coleridge,  Ch.  J.,  said :  "I  never  heard  of  such 
an  action  as  this.  There  can  be  no  duty  as  be- 
tween adjoining  occupiers  to  cut  the  thistles, 
which  are  the  natural  growth  of  the  soli.  The 
appeal  must  be  allowed." 

But  in  Brock  v.  Connecticut  &  P.  Rivers  B. 
Co.    35    Vt.    373,    an    injunction    was   granted 
against  a  railroad  corporation  to  restrain  them 
from  planting  willow  trees  to  be  used  as  fence 
posts  along  the  railroad  track,  on  the  ground 
that  such  trees,  by  growing ^nd  spreading  their 
roots    into,    and    their    branches    over,    plain- 
tiff's     land,      would      be      a     serious      injury 
thereto,     and     that     there  was     no     necessity 
for    the    constructloin    of    a    fence    in     that 
particular  manner.     In  this  case  the  distinction 
seems  to  have  been  made  in  regard  to  the  right 
of  a  railroad  company  having  only  the   right 
of  way.     The  court  said :     "By   their   charter 
the  company  were  l>ound  to  fence  their   road, 
and  it  was  in  view  of  this  obligation  that  the 
price  to  be  paid  was  fixed  upon  by  the  commis- 
sioners or  the  parties,  but  evidently  neither  par* 
ty  contentplated  that  the  road  was  to  be  fenced 
in  this  unusual  and  extraordinary  manner,  in  a 
way   that   should   virtually   destroy   or   render 
nearly  worthless  an  amount  of  land  along  the 
sides  of  the  road  nearly.  If  not  quite,  equal  to 
the  amount  taken,  and  that,  too,  by  the  intro- 
duction into  the  farms  of  the  willow  tree,  which 
some  of  the  witnesses  represent  as  the*  common 
enemy  of  the  farmer  in  that  vicinity,  and  one 
with    which   they    have   been   contending    half 
their  lives,  a  tree  that  most  of  the  witnesses 
seem  to  consider  as  injurious  to  the  surronnd- 
Ing  land,  to  an  extent  beyond  that  of  most  ot  ber 
trees.     Whether  one  of  two  adjoining  landown- 
ers, holding  their  title  In  fee,  and  for  the  ordi- 
nary   purpose   of  cultivation,    would    have    the 
right  to  construct  a  fence  in  this  manner  on  the 
line  between  them,  to  the  manifest  injury  of  the 
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Law,  S§  97-109,  412;  Mohr  v.  Oault,  10  Wis. 
513,  78  Am.  Doc.  687 ;  Hay  v.  Cohoes  Co.  2 
N.  y.  159,  61  Am.  Dec.  279. 


Williams,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  certificate  of  the  court  of  civil  appeals 
{;reseuting  the  questions  which  we  are  called 
upon  to  decide  is  as  follows:  *'This  suit  was 
brought  by  appellee  a4ra.inst  appellant  to  re- 


cover daanages)  for  injuries  done  the  farms 
of  himself  and  wife  by  the  spreading  of  Ber- 
muda  grass  thereon,  in  consequence  of  its 
having  been  planted  by  appellant  on  its 
right  of  way  where  it  ruiLs  through  said 
farms.  The  case  thus  alleged  was  estab- 
lished by  tlie  evidence,  and  the  appellee  re- 
covered a  verdict  and  judgment  for  $200, 
from  which  appeal  is  prosecuted.  The  court 
instructed  the  jury  that  if  appellant  planted 


other,  in  a  question  we  are  not  now  called  upon 
to  decide." 

In  Buckingham  y.  Elliott.  62  Miss.  296.  52 
Am.  Rep.  188.  damages  were  allowed  on  account 
of  tlie  descructiou  of  a  well  by  underground 
roots  trom  a  neighlior's  tree  invading  and  pol- 
luting the  water  of  the  well.  The  court  said  : 
"It  is  an  admitted  fact  in  this  case  that  the 
roots  of  the  mulberry  trees  destroyed  the  well. 
Tbat  proves  the  noxious  character  of  the  trees. 
The  treeti  were  planted  by  a  former  owner,  but 
the  appellee  has  no  rlglit  to  maintain  and  con- 
tinue a  nuisance  after  notice  of  its  character 
and  the  Injury  done  by  it.  True,  he  has  as 
moch  right  to  shade  and  ornamental  trees  as 
his  neighbor  has  to  his  well  of  unpolluted  wa- 
ter: but  if  in  the  enjoyment  of  his  right  he  in- 
tades  his  neighbor's,  he  is  answerable  for  It. 
The  trees  and  their  roots  are  his ;  he  must  so 
restrain  his  roots  as  not  to  work  injury  to  his 
neighbor ;  he  can  enjoy  the  full  advantage  of  his 
trees,  as  we  suppose,  without  permitting  them 
to  damage  his  neighbor ;  he  Is  not  required  to 
detftroy  them,  but  only  to  prevent  them  from 
eniT(»aching  Injuriously  upon  others.  This  he 
Is  required  to  do  upon  the  principle  embodied 
in  the  fundamental  maxim,  'So  use  your  own  as 
not  to  hui-t  another.'  " 

An  action  was  brought  for  damages,  and  it 
was  claimed  that  the  branches  and  roots  of 
boundary  trees  extended  on  plaintiff's  land  for 
the  space  of  60  feet  wide  atong  the  line  pre- 
voiting  him  from  plowing  the  land,  and  impov- 
erished the  same.  The  bill  of  exceptions  showed 
that  there  was  a  conflict  of  testimony  as  to 
Thether  the  shade  or  roots  injured  plaintiff's 
land  or  prevented  him  from  plowing,  or  injured 
the  crop  which  plaintiff  was  in  the  habit  of 
growing.  It  was  found,  and  held,  that  the 
trees  did  not  constitute  a  nuisance,  unde%  Cal. 
Code  Civ.  Proc.  |  731,  defining  a  nuisance  to  be 
that  which  is  Injurious  to  health  or  an  obstruc- 
tion to  the  free  use  of  property  so  as  to  inter- 
fere with  the  comfortable  enjoyment  of  the  prop- 
erty. It  wan  shown  thdt  the  effect  of  these  trees 
would  be  injurious  to  gi'owing  fruit  trees,  but 
as  the  fruit  trees  had  not  been  planted  the  court 
refused  to  find  that  the  land  was  injuriously  af- 
fected. It  was  further  held  that,  as  far  as  over- 
lianglng  branches  were  concerned,  plaintiff  could 
have  cut  them  off  and  used  them.  Grandona  ▼. 
I^vdal,  78  Cal.  Cll,  21  Pac.  366. 

On  a  former  hearing  of  this  case  in  70  Cal. 
161.  11  I'ac.  623,  it  was  held  that  the  com- 
plaint was  ambiguous  and  uncertain.  The  court 
said:  **So,  it  would  seem,  he  may  have  abated 
the  roots  projecting  into  his  soil,  at  least  if  he 
has  suffered  actual  damage  thereby." 

In  an  action  for  damages  for  causing  the 
df«th  of  horses  by  reason  of  clippings  from  yew 
trees  fal Hug  on  plaintiff's  premies,  the  declara- 
tion was  held  bad  because  it  did  not  allege  that 
the  defendant  clipped  the  yew  trees,  nor  allege 
tbat  he  knew  the  yew  trees  were  cllppvd,  nor 
tbat  he  had  anything  to  do  with  the  esrape  of 
the  yew  rllppings  on  his  noij^libor's  laud.  Ue- 
ferrlng  to  Rylands  v.  I'^etfiior.  I„  R.  :^  H.  L. 
330.  37  L.  J.  i:xch.  N.  S.  ItH.  19  L.  T.  X.  S. 
220.  the  court  said :  **lf  a  person  brings  on  to 
his  own  land  things  which  have  a  tendency  to 
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escape  and  to  do  mischief,  he  must  take  care 
that  they  do  not  get  on  to  his  neighbor's  land. 
This  is  a  very  different  proposition  from  that 
which  has  been  contended  for  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff ;  it  Is  that  where  a  person  has  yew 
trees  growing  on  his  land  which  are  clipped  by 
some  means,  he  must  prevent  the  clippings  from 
escaping  on  to  his  neighbor's  laud,  and  from  be- 
ing placed  there  by  a  stranger.  I  do  not  think 
the  facts  alleged  cast  any  duty  of  this  kind  up- 
on the  defendant."  Wilson  v.  Newberry,  L.  It. 
7  Q.  B.  31,  41  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  8.  31,  25  L.  T.  N. 
S.  695,  20  Week.  Kep.  111.  But  see  Crowhurst 
V.  Amersham  Burial  Board,  L.  R.  4  Exch.  Dlv. 
5,  48  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  100.  30  L.  T.  N.  H.  355, 
27  Week.  Rep.  95,  infra. 

And  where  a  burial  board  planted  on  their 
own  land  about  4  feet  from  the  boundary  a  yew 
tree  which  grew  through  and  beyond  the  rail- 
ing so  as  to  project  over  a  meadow.  It  was  held 
that  they  were  liable  lu  damages  for  causing  the 
death  of  a  horse  which  ate  of  the  leaves  of  the 
tree.  Crowliurst  v.  Amersham  Burial  Board,  L. 
R.  4  Exch.  Dlv.  5,  48  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  109,  39 
L.  T.  N.  S.  355,  27  Week.  Uep.  95.  See  Wilson 
V.  Newberry,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  31,  41  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N. 
S.  31,  25  L.  T.  N.  8.  695,  20  Week.  Rep.  Ill, 
supra. 

The  defendant  was  held  liable  where  he  felled 
a  yew  tree,  making  a  gap  in  the  fence  through  « 
which  plaintiff  s  cows  got,  and  were  poisoned. 
The  question  In  the  case  was  one  of  fence, 
rather  than  maintaining  a  nuisance.  Law- 
rence V.  Jenkins,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  274,  42  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
N.  8.  147,  28  L.  T.  N.  8.  406,  21  Week.  Rep.  577. 

Summary, 

The  liability  of  the  owner  or  occupant  of  land 
for  injuries  caused  to  his  neighbor's  property 
from  the  spread  of  vegetation,  roots,  weeds, 
poisonous  vines,  and  the  like,  does  not  seem  to 
be  clearly  settled.  In  Gilp,  C.  &  8.  F.  R.  Co. 
V.  Oakes  the  plaintiff  failed  because  it  was  not 
shown  that  the  use  of  Bermuda  grass,  to  pro- 
tect an  embankment,  was  unreasonable.  In  an- 
other case  the  planting  of  willows  by  a  rail- 
road company  for  fence  purposes  was  enjoined. 
The  Oakes  Case  distinguishes  this  case  on  the 
ground  that  the  fencing  by  willows  for  posts 
was  done  in  "an  unusual  and  extraordinary 
manner"  without  any  "strong  and  controlling 
necessity  therefor."  But  in  the  willow  case  the 
court  put  the  decision  on  the  further  ground 
that  the  railroad  company  did  not  own  the  title 
to  the  land.  It  seems  that  no  cause  of  action 
exists  for  the  natural  spreading  of  thistles. 
I'robably  the  solution  of  the  question  must  be 
left  to  the  facts  In  each  case.  W^hat  will  be 
negligence  or  the  creation  of  a  nuisance  in  one 
locality  might  not  be  so  regarded  In  another 
place.  But  If  a  certain  kind  of  trees,  or  other 
kinds  of  vegetation,  will  constitute  a  recognized 
nuisance,  the  trend  of  the  decisions  and  Judicial 
discussion  is  toward  the  conclusion  that  a  per- 
son who  plauts  or  permits  the  growth  of  thorn 
win  be  liable  for  resulting  Injury  to  his  neigh* 
bors. 

This  note  la  not  Intended  to  include  cases  of 
Injury  to  land  caused  by  overhanging  branches. 

I.  T. 
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Bermuda  grass  upon  its  right  of  way  where 
the  same  passes  through  said  farms,  and  if 
said  grass,  'by  its  nature,  was  calculated  and 
liable  to  sprc^  to  and  upon  adjacent  lands, 
and  damage  and  injure  tihe  same,'  and  if  said 
grass  did  spread  to  and  upon  the  lands  of 
appellee  and  his  wife,  and  if  it  injured  and 
da)naged  said  lands,  'for  the  purposes  for 
which  the  same  was  then  being  used,'  to  find 
for  appellee;  and  refused  an  instruction  to 
find  for  appellant,  and  also  an  instruction 
requested  by  appellant  as  follows :  'You  are 
instructed  that  defendant  railroad  company 
had  the  right  to  improve  its  right  of  way  in 
any  manner  it  saw  fit  that  would  tend  to 
make  the  roadbed  safer  or  better,  but  in  do- 
ing  this  defendant  would  be  required  to  ex- 
ercise such  care  and  prudence  to  avoid  in- 
jury to  plaintilT  as  persons  of  ordinary  pru- 
dence would  commonly  exercise  under  sim- 
ilar circumstances.  Hence,  if  you  believe 
from  the  evidence  that  the  planting  of  the 
BeiTuuda  grass  by  the  defendant  on  its  right 
of  way  through  the  farm  of  plaintiff  and  his 
wife  tended  to  improve  its  roadbed,  and  that 
planting  the  same  was  such  an  act  as  a  per- 
son of  ordinary  prudence  would  commonly 
do  under  like  circumstances,  then  plaintiff  is 
not  entitled  to  recover,  even  though  his  and 
his  wife's  farms  may  have  been  injured  by 
the  grass  spreading  thereon  from  the  right 
of  way.'  To  the  elMirge  so  given,  and  to  the 
refusal  of  the  requested  instructions,  the  er- 
ror's are  assigned.  We  deem  it  advisable  to 
certify  to  your  honors  for  decision  the  ques- 
tions so  raised, — whether  or  not  appellant 
was  liable  to  appellee  for  the  injury  done  to 
the  lands  through  which  appellant's  railroad 
runs  in  consequence  of  the  spreading  of  Ber- 
muda grass  thereon  from  appellant's  right  of 
way,  or  whether  it  was  a  good  defense  to  the 
action  that  appellant  had  acted  as  a  person 
of  ordinary  prudence  would  have  done  under 
the  same  circumstances  in  planting  the  grass 
upon  its  right  of  way." 

The  question  to  be  decided  is  whether  or 
not  from  the  bare  facts  that  appellant 
planted  the  grass  upon  its  right  of  way,  and 
that  it  spread  to  and  injured  adjaeent  farms 
of  appellee,  there  results  a  liability  for  such 
injury  on  the  part  of  appellant.  These  are 
the  only  facts  stated  for  our  consideration. 
It  is  perhaps  proper  for  the  court  to  know 
judicially  that  this  grass  is  much  used  and 
is  valuable  for  pasturage,  for  the  ornamenta- 
tion of  yards  and  lawns,  and  for  the  pres- 
ervation of  embankments,  and  that  for  the 
latter  purpose  it  is  often  employed  by  rail- 
way companies  in  this  state.  In  a  general 
way,  we  may  know,  too,  that,  by  sending 
out  roots  and  runners  into  adjacent  soil, 
by  the  washing  of  water  and  in  other  ways, 
it  spreads  and  propagates  itself  rapidly  in 
some  situations  and  kinds  of  soil,  more  slow- 
ly in  others,  and  that  it  is  often  difficult  to 
prevent  or  arre»t  this  process,  or  to  cultivate 
other  crops  upon  land  where  it  has  onee  be- 
come seated.  But  further  than  this  we  can- 
not go  in  taking  cognizance  of  any  fact  af- 
fecting the  questions.  The  act  for  which 
appellant  is  sought  to  be  made  liable  is  there- 
fore the  use  upon  its  own  land  of  a  thing 
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which  is  useful  for  some  purposes,  and  is 
not  shown  to  have  been  employed  by  it  for 
an  improper  purpose.  Does  the  owner  of 
land  who  uses  it  for  the  growth  of  useful 
grass  of  this  kind  thereby  become  absolutely 
liable  for  damage  done  to  another  by  its 
spreading  upon  his  land?  If  so,  the  facts 
stated  show  a  liability  on  the  part  of  appel- 
lant. But  if  the  liability  is  not  thus  ab- 
solute, but  depends  upon  peculiar  conditions 
existing  where  the  grass  is  planted,  the 
plaintiff  seeking  to  establish  it  would  have 
the  burden  of  showing  the  facts  out  of  which 
it  would  arise.  The  law,  in  the  abstract,  has 
been  sometimes  stated  broadly  enough  to  es- 
tablish a  liability  of  the  kind  first  men- 
tioned. Thus,  in  the  much-quoted  case  of 
Fletcher  v.  Rylanda,  L.  R.  1  Exch.  265, 
Blackburn,  J.,  says:  "The  question  of  law, 
therefore,  arises.  What  is  the  obligation 
which  the  law  casts  on  a  person  who,  like  the 
defendants,  lawfully  brings  on  his  land  some- 
thing which,  though  harmless  while  it  re- 
mains there,  will  naturally  do  mischief  if 
it  escape  out  of  his  land?  It  is  agreed  on 
all  hands  that  he  must  take  care  to  keep  in 
that  which  he  has  brought  on  the  land  and 
keeps  thei-e,  in  order  that  it  may  not  escape 
and  damage  his  neighbors :  but  the  question 
arises  whether  the  tluty  which  the  law  casts 
upon  him,  under  such  circumstances,  is  an 
absolute  duty  to  keep  it  in  at  his  peril,  or 
is,  as  the  majority  of  the  court  of  exchequer 
have  thought,  merely  a  duty  to  take  all  rea- 
sonable and  prudent  precautions,  in  order 
to  keep  it  in,  but  no  more.  .  .  .  We 
think  that  the  true  rule  of  law  is  that  the 
person  who  for  his  own  purposes  brings  on 
his  lands  and  collects  and  keeps  there  any- 
thing likel}*^  to  do  mischief,  if  it  escapes, 
must  keep  it  in  at  his  peril,  and,  if  he  does 
not  do  so,  is  prima  facie  answerable  for  all 
the  damage  wnich  is  the  natural  consequence 
of  its  escape.  He  can  excuse  himself  by 
showing  that  the  escape  was  owing  to  the 
pUii«tiff's  default,  or  perhaps  that  the  escape 
was  the  consequence  of  vis  major  or  the  act 
of  God;  but,  as  nothing  of  this  sort  exists 
here,  it  is  unnecessary  to  inquire  what  ex- 
cuse would  be  sufficient.*'  The  act  which  the 
defendant  in  that  case  had  done  was  to  col- 
lect upon  his  land  a  large  quantity  of  water 
in  a  reservoir,  w"hich,  because  of  defective 
construction,  broke,  and  discharged  its  con- 
tents into  plaintiff's  mines.  It  has  often 
been  pointed  out,  especially  by  American 
courts  and  writers  commenting  on  this  de- 
cision, that  the  facts  of  the  case  established 
a  liability,  because  of  negligence  in  the  con- 
struction of  the  reservoir:  but  the  court  ex- 
pressly waived  the  determination  of  any 
question  of  negligence,  and  put  its  decision 
on  the  broad  proposition  that  the  liability 
resulted  absolutely  from  the  fact  that  injury 
had  been  inflicted  upon  another  by  the  es- 
cape of  a  thing  brought  by  the  defendant 
upon  his  land,  which  was  likely  to  do  mis- 
chief if  it  escaped,  and  which  he  was  bound, 
at  his  peril,  to  keep  in.  Tliis  decision  was  af- 
firmed in  the  House  of  Lords,  and  the  prop- 
osition above  quoted  was  expressly  approved, 
although  the  judges  delivering  opinions  used 
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language  which  might  otherwise  be  under- 
stooid  to  be  a  modification  of  it«  L.  K.  3 
K  lu  330. 

There  have  been  subsequent  decisions  in 
England  which  some  authorities  regard  as 
relaxing  the  rule  in  Fletcher  v.  RylandSj  but 
it  i?  unnecessary  to  refer  especially  to  them, 
looley,  Torts,  pp.  677-680.  The  rule  laid 
down  was  largely  deduced  from  prior  rul- 
in«!s,  establishing  absolute  liability  for  dam- 
ages caused  by  fires  kindled  on  one*s  prem- 
ises, and  spreading  to  those  of  another;  by 
injuries  inllicted  by  one,  in  his  lawful  ^If- 
defense  against  another,  upon  an  innocent 
by>tander;  and  by  animals  straying  from 
the  lands  of  their  owners  upon  those  of  oth- 
ers. The  law  has  become  settled^  in  this 
country  at  least,  that  there  is  no  liability 
in  the  two  first  instances  without  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  person  permitting  the  fire 
to  spread  or  infiicting  the  injury,  and,  in 
case  of  animals,  the  law  is  entirely  different 
in  this  and  other  states.  Clarendon  Land 
l»*reni.  Agency  Co,  v.  McClelland  Bros.  86 
Tex.  179.  22  L.  R,  A.  105,  23  S.  W.  576, 
IHIO,  89  Tex.  483,  31  L.  R.  A.  669,  34  S.  VV. 
ys,  35  S.  W.  474. 

By  making  the  liability  absolute,  the  rule 
in  Fletcher  v.  Rylands,  taken  literally,  ira- 
pO'^es  an  unqualified  restriction  upon  the 
ri^ht  of  an  owner  of  land  to  put  it  to  a  use 
lawful  in  itself,  and  this  is  the  aspect  in 
which  it  has  the  most  direct  bearing  upon 
the  question  before  us.  It  so  applies  the 
niaxim.  Sic  utei'e  tuo,  etc.,  as  to  make  the 
owner  of  land  liable,  in  all  cases,  for  loss  or 
damage  suffered  by  another  in  consequence 
of  the  escape  of  anything  brought  by  the 
oxvTier  upon  his  land,  which,  in  CHcnping,  is 
likely  to  do  mischief.  Of  course,  the  broad 
propo.iiition  was  laid  down  with  reference  to 
«iu-h  things  as  the  court  had  in  mind,  and 
'»hould  not,  even  if  accepted  as  generally 
'•••rrect,  be  applied  indiscriminately  to  other 
fiici*  which,  in  their  nature,  are  essentially 
•5iiTerent,  Even  if  the  rule  stated  were  a 
.  u^t  one,  as  defining  the  duty  of  one  storing 
>o  dangerous  and  destructive  an  element  as 
w:»ter  is  when  moving  in  large  volume,  it 
'should  be  applied  witli  careful  dincrimina- 
lion  to  things  which,  like  grass,  spread 
slowly  and  are  subject  to  more  or  less  con- 
trol. The  fact  that  the  proposition,  as  ab- 
stractly stated,  cannot  be  justly  applied  to 
all  subjects  which  its  terms  embrace,  is 
Hiough  to  show  that  it  is  incorrect  as  a 
^tatfment  of  a  general  principle  of  law.  Ac- 
'^  rdin-jly,  it  has  not  met  with  general  ac- 
rt  ptance  in  this  country ;  most  of  the  author- 
it  iea  holding  that  liability  for  such  injuries 
Diu»t  be  based  upon  negligence  or  other  cul- 
pability on  the  part  of  the  person  sought  to 
be  held  responsible.  The  authorities  are  so 
nnmerous  aa  to  make  a  review,  or  even  the 
ritdtion  of  them  all,  impracticable.  Cooley, 
T'*rt!»,  pp.  776,  777 ;  Bishop,  Noncontract 
Uw.  S  839,  note  3;  1  Thomp.  Neg.  96; 
I*'^tnifflvania  Coal  Co.  v.  Sanderson ,  113  Pa. 
]2<5.  57  Am.  Rep.  445,  6  Atl.  453  ;Losrc  v. 
iSa^hanan,  51  N.  Y.  476,  10  Am.  Rep.  623; 
Brfjtrn  v.  Collins,  53  N.  H.  442,  16  Am.  Rep. 
52  L.  R,  A. 


372;  Marshall  v.  Wehcood,  38  N.  J.  L.  339, 
20  Am.  Rep.  394. 

It  is  a  genei-al  principle  of  the  law  that 
the  owner  of  property  may  use  it  as  he 
chooses  in  any  lawful  way;  but  another 
niaxim,  in  general  terms,  requires  him  to  so 
use  it  as  not  to  injure  another.  The  appli- 
cation of  these  principles  gives  rise  to  Home 
of  the  most  diilicuH  questions  and  delicate 
distinctions  known  to  the  law.  Bishop  con- 
cisely states  the  general  doctrine  thus: 
"One  may  not,  either  voluntarily  or  negli- 
gently, cast  earth  or  other  substance  from  his 
own  gr6uud  on  a  neighbor's;  or  upon  his 
own  bring  or. erect  anything,  or  change  the 
natural  position  of  anything,  from  which  the 
air,  the  moving  water,  or  any  other  force  of 
nature  will  bear  to  another  on  other  land 
what  is  distinctly  injurious  to  him;  or,  by 
any  excavation,  structure,  or  other  change 
of  his  premises  from  their  natural  condi- 
tion, render  them  unsafe  to  other  persons 
and  their  property  lawfully  thereon;  while 
yet  these  restraints  will  not  be  drawn  so 
closely  as  substantially  to  deprive  him  of  the 
use  of  his  lands,  or  the  ordinary  pursuit  of 
his  own  interests,  or  to  render  him  answer- 
able for  inevitable  accidents  injuring  others." 
Noncontract  Law,  §  829.  Since  the  owner 
may  use  his  land  as  he  chooses,  if  he  does 
not  violate  any  law,  and  is  not  to  be  substan- 
tially deprived  of  its  use  or  of  the  ordinary 
pursuit  of  his  own  interests,  but,  at  the  same 
time,  is  required  in  its  use  to  avoid  injury 
to  another,  it  at  once  follows  that  he  may 
be  required  to  forego  a  particular  use  when 
it  is  not  essential  to  the  substantial  enjoy- 
ment of  his  property,  and  is  fraught  with 
unreasonable  loss  to  his  neighbor.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  particular  use  may  be  so  im- 
portant to  the  owner,  and  the  loss  or  incon- 
venience to  his  neighbor  so  slight  compared 
to  his,  were  he  forbidden  to  so  employ  his 
property,  that  it  would  be  unreasonable  and 
unjust  to  impose  such  a  restriction.  In  such 
ciises,  it  is  evident  that  all  of  the  circum- 
st>ances  of  the  situation  must  be  taken  into 
consideration.  The  importance  of  the  use  to 
the  owner,  as  well  as  the  extent  of  the  dani- 
aire  to  be  inflicted  upon  his  neighbor,  and  the 
rights  of  the  parties,  are  to  be  adjusted  in 
a  practical  way;  the  question  being  whether 
or  not  the  pi*oposed  use  is  a  reasonable  one, 
imder  all  the  circumstances.  1  Wood, 
Nuisances,  3;  Bishop,  Noncontract  Law,  §§ 
418,  842.  We  are  unable  to  discover  that  the 
law  does,  or  from  the  nature  of  the  subject, 
can,  furnish  a  more  definite  rule.  For  th's 
reason,  we  think  it  cannot  be  laid  down  as 
a  rule  of  law,  applicable  to  all  circumstances 
and  situations,  that  one  who  plants  Bermuda 
grass  upon  his  premises  makes  himself  liable 
for  any  damage  that  may  result  to  his 
neighbor,  nor,  on  the  other  hand,  that  he 
may  not  be  liable  under  some  circumstances 
and  conditions.  As  is  said  in  some  of  the 
authorities,  there  must,  in  such  inquiries 
where  rights  and  interests  seem  to  conflict, 
be  a  balancing  of  them. 

A  great  nismy  cases  have  l)eou  adjudicated 
in  the  courts  in  wliich  such  acts  as  throwing 
upon  the  land  or  premises  of  another,  water, 
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Btones,  rubbii$li,  filth,  smoke,  dust,  odors, 
gases,  noises,  vibration,  and  the  like  have 
been  held  to  constitute  actionable  nuisances. 
In  some  of  th«se  cases  the  ad  amounted  to 
a  direct  invasion  of  another's  possession  of 
his  land,  and  a  violation  of  his  absolute 
right;  while  in  others,  one  in  the  prosecution 
of  his  business,  useful  and  lawful  in  itself, 
interfered  with  his  neighbor's  use  and  en- 
joyment of  his  property.  But  in  the  latter 
class  of  cases  all  of  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances of  the  situation  were  developed  and 
considered,  and  the  conclusion  established 
that  there  was  an  unnecessary  and  unrea- 
sonable interference  by  one  with  the  other. 
The  eases  in  which  trees  belonging  to  one 
overhang  with  their  branches  or  penetrate 
with  their  roots  the  soil  of  another,  inflict- 
ing special  damage,  have  been  adjudged  to 
be  nuisances,  at  first  sight,  appear  to  be 
analogous  to  tliis.  But  they  are  distin- 
guishable by  the  fact  that  a  tree  and  all  its 
roots  and  branches  belong  to  the  owner  of 
the  soil  upon  which  its  trunk  stands,  and, 
when  its  roots  and  branches  extend  upon  the 
land  of  another,  there  is  a  direct,  invasion 
by  the  owner  of  tl»e  tree  of  the  possession 
of  such  land,  and  a  use  of  it  to  maintain  his 
property,  which  is  a  violation  of  the  abso- 
lute right  of  the  adjacent  owner  to  the  ex- 
clusive possession  and  use  of  it.  Grass,  when 
it  spreads  upon  and  takes  root  in  the  adja- 
cent soil,  becomes  the  property  of  the  owner 
thereof,  and  he  may  do  with  it  as  he  will,  and 
hence  t^ere  is  no  direct  violation  of  his  ab- 
solute right  to  the  sole  use  and  possession 
of  his  property.  The  question  of  liability, 
therefore,  depends  on  the  character  of  the 
act  of  introducing  the  grass,  as  before  in- 
dicated. Grandona  v.  LovdaJ,  70  Cal.  161, 
11  J'ac.  023;  Buckingham  v.  Elliotty  62  Miss. 
296,  52  Am.  Rep.  188;  Crowhurst  v.  Amer- 
sham  Burial  Board.  L.  R.  4  Exch.  Div.  5; 
Lonsdale  v.  Nelson,  2  Barn.  &  C.  302. 

In  the  case  of  McCutchcn  v.  Blanton,  59 
Miss.  116,  owners  of  farms  sought  to  enjoin 
an  adjoining  proprietor  from  sowing  upon 
his  land  the  seed  of  Johnson  grass,  asserting 
that,  if  sown,  the  grass  seeds  and  joints 
would  be  carried  by  wind,  water,  animals, 
and  birds  upon  their  lands,  and  would  there 
take  root,  and  spread  and  destroy  its  useful- 
noes  for  the  production  of  corn,  cotton,  and 
other  crops.  The  supreme  court  said :  "How 
far  everyone  has  the  right  to  plant  in  his 
own  soil  anything  he  pleases  which  is  useful 
and  beneficial,  although  the  natural  and 
probable  consequence  may  be  its  spreading  to 
the  adjacent  lands  of  others  by  the  operation 
of  what  may  be  called  natural  causes,  is,  so 
far  as  we  can  learn,  undecided  by  any  court." 
After  referring  to  and  distinguishing  other 
cases,  the  opinion  proceeds:  "But  in  this 
case  we  have  a  conti*ovei*sy  between  proprie- 
tors of  the  fee  sustaining  no  other  relation 
to  each  other  than  ownership  of  neighboring 
lands  imposes  as  to  the  right  of  one  to  plant 
in  liis  own  soil.  Certainly  the  complainants 
in  this  case  have  the  right  to  devote  their 
lands  to  cotton,  corn,  or  other  products,  and 
to  preserve  them  for  the  continued  produc- 
tion of  such  crops.  Perhaps  the  api>ellant 
62  L.  R.  A. 


has  the  same  right  to  devote  his  land  to  a 
valuable  and  useful  grass,  even  if  his  doing 
so  shall  ultimately  cause  the  adjacent  lands 
of  others  to  be  converted  into  grass  fields, 
by  causes  other  than  his  direct  agency  to 
produce  such  a  result.    We  are  met  by  con- 
flicting rights.     There  must  be  a  balancing 
of  them.    Tliere  should  be  no  restriction  of 
the  just  right  of  one  further  than  is  neces- 
sary to  protect  another  in  the  enjoyment  of 
his.    It  may  be  an  incident  of  the  social  state 
and  contiguity  of  territory  that  each  owner 
must  bear  the  consequence  of  the  exercise 
of  the  right  of  every  other  proprietor  to  pur- 
sue that  particular  kind  of  agriculture   he 
may  choose.     It  may  be  that  unlimited  free- 
dom in  this  respect  to  each  proprietor  is  the 
surest  g:uaranty  of  the  good  of  all.     We  will 
not  decide  this  now,  but  content  ourselves 
with  the  suggestions  made,  and    place    our 
conclusion  on  other  grounds  as  sufficient  to 
sustain  it."    The  injunction  was  refused  be- 
cause the  evidence  did  not  show  with  suffi- 
cient certainty  that  the  sowing  of  the  seed 
would   result  in  the   consequences   averred. 
It  may  be  conceded  that   if   &   mischievous 
grass,  not  naturally  growing  upon  land,  but 
brought  there  by  its  owner,  would  inevitably 
so  spread  upon  adjoining  farms  as  to  destroy 
their  capacity  to  produce  any  other  crop«, 
the  introduction  of  it  would  be  an  unreason- 
able use  of  his  land  by  such  owner,  because 
it  Avould  force  others  to  forego  all  other  uses 
of  their  own  property.    And  so  it  might  be 
under  other  circumstances  less  extreme  ih&n 
those  supposed.     But  it  is  obnous  that,  to 
establish  a  liability  of  this  sort,  the  evidence 
must  show  the  facts  necessary  to  give  rise 
to  it. 

It  is  conceded  by  all  authorities  that  dam- 
age or  inconvenience  sustained  by  one  from 
a  state  of  things  naturally  existing  upon  the 
land  of  another  furnishes  no  ground  of  com- 
plaint against  the  latter.  In  Uiles  v.  Walker, 
L,  R.  24  Q.  B.  Div.  656,  the  defendant  had 
denuded  his  land  adjoining  plaintiff's  of  the 
timber  which  stood  upon  it,  and  thistles 
sprang  up  which  the  defendant  failed  to 
mow  periodically,  and,  in  consequence,  their 
seeds  were  blown  upon  plaintiff's  land,  and 
produced  a  heavy  growth  of  the  weed  upon 
it.  Plaintiff  sued  to  recc»ver  for  the  damage 
thus  ddne  to  his  land.  Chief  Justice  Cole- 
ridge said:  "1  never  heard  of  such  an  action 
as  this.  There  can  be  no  duty,  as  between 
adjoining  occupiers,  to  cut  the  thistles,  which 
are  the  natural  growth  of  the  land."  While 
Bermuda  grass  is  not  indigenous  to  the  soil 
in  this  state,  it  may  be  found  that  in  locali- 
ties it  has  so  lonij;  and  so  extensively  gi'own 
tliat  the  reason  of  this  rule  would  apply  to 
it. 

We  have  so  far  treated  the  question  as  if 
api^ellant  occupied  the  position  of  any  other 
landowner.  It  has  the  right  to  use  the  land 
acquired  for  its  right  of  way  for  all  purposes 
proper  to  the  prudent  maintenance  and  oper- 
ation of  its  road,  and,  if  Bermuda  grass  is« 
us'?ful  as  an  instrumentality  for  keeping  it^ 
roadl)ed  in  order,  it  has,  we  think,  the  right 
to  so  use  it  with  the.  restrictions  laid  ujion 
persons  generally.     The  necessity  or  inipor- 
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tance  of  using  it  may  vary  with  the  purposes 
to  be  accomplished  thereby,  and  the  limited 
extent  to  wliich  such  companies  can  use  the 
lanl  may  influence  the  inquiry  whether  or 
not,  under  all  the  circuftistonces,  such  a  use 
is  reasonable,  but  in  this  respect  only  is  there 
a  diilerence  affecting  this  question  between 
the  rights  of  such  companies  and  other  land- 
owners. They  would  not  be  liable  for  an  act 
which  is  a  reasonable  use  of  the  right  of  way 
for  proper  purposes  furtiier  than  natural 
peri5ons  would  be.  Texas  d  8.  R.  Co.  v. 
hUadovca,  7o  Tex.  35,  3  L.  R.  A.  5G5,  11  S. 
\S.  145. 

In  the  case  of  Brock  v.  Conneciicut  d  P. 
Risers  R.  Co.  35  Vt.  373,  a  company  author- 
ized to  acquire  a  right  of  way,  and  to  operate 
and  maintain  a  railway.,  and  required  by  law 
to  fence  its  track,  planted  willow  trees  along 
the  line  separating  its  right  of  way  from  the 
adjoining  lands,  in  low,  marshy  ground,  in- 
tending that  the  trees  should  grow  and  fur- 
niaii  posts  for  its  fence,  and,  at  the  same 
time,  prevent  the  washing  away  of  the  em- 
bankment. Adjoining  farm  owners  sued  to 
enjoin  the  planting  of  the  trees,  alleging  that 
they  would  spread  their  branches  over,  and 
extend  their  roots  into,  their  land,  and  that 
iiprouts  would  spring  up  therefrom,  and  their 
iands  would  be  so  shaded,  exhausted,  and  in- 
jured as  to  render  them  almost  valueless  for 
the  purpose  of  cultivation.  The  court,  after 
pointing  out  the  great  injury  which  the  evi- 
dence showed  would  probably  be  caused  to 
the  lands  of  complainants,  said:  "By  their 
charter,  the  company  were  bound  to  fence 
their  n-ad,  and  it  was  in  view  of  this  obliga- 
titm  that  the  price  to  be  paid  was  fixed  up- 
on by  the  comn>issioners  or  the  parties,  but 
evidently  neither  party  contemplated  that 
the  road  was  to  be  fenced  in  this  unusual 
and  extraordinary  manner,  in  a  way  that 
should  virtually  destroy  or  render  nearly 
worthless  an  amount  of  land  along  the  sides 
of  the  road,  nearly,  if  not  quite,  equal 
to  the  amount  taken,  and  that,  too, 
bv  the  introduction  into  the  farms  of 
the  willow  tree  which  some  of  the  witnesses 
represent  as  the  common  enemy  of  the 
farmer  in  that  vicinity,  and  one  with  which 


they  have  been  contending  half  their  lives, — 
a  tree  that  most  of  the  witnesses  seem  to  con- 
sider as  injurious  to  the  sui  rounding  land 
to  an  extent  bevond  that  of  most  other  trees. 

« 

Whether  one  of  two  adjoining  landowners 
holding  their  titles  in  fee,  and  for  the  ordi- 
nary purposes  of  cultivation,  would  have  the 
right  to  construct  a  fence  in  this  manner  on 
the  line  between  them  to  the  manifest  injury 
of  the  other^  is  a  question  we  are  not  now 
called  upon  to  decide.  But  we  think,  in 
order  to  justify  the  railroad  company  in  re- 
sorting to  this  method  of  fencing  their  road, 
in  view  of  its  effect  upon  the  adjoining  pro- 
prietor, there  must  be  some  strong  and  con- 
trolling necessity  for  their  doing  so.  And 
we  are  wholly  unable  to  find  from  the  evi- 
dence the  existence  of  any  such  necessity. 
There  would  seem  from  the  testimony  to  be 
no  great  diiliculty,  with  but  slight  additional 
expense,  in  constructing  a  fence  in  the  ordi- 
nary form  that  \yould  withstand  the  freshets 
that  the  fences  on  this  road  are  subject  to." 
This  extract  will  serve  to  show  the  facts 
made  to  appear  upon  which  the  relief  was 
granted,  viz.,  that  the  fencing  was  done  in 
an  "unusual  and  extraordinary  manner,"  in- 
ttioting  great  damage  upon  others  without 
any  *"strong  and  controlling  necessity  there- 
for," which  facts  are  wholly  absent  from  the 
present  case.  Since  the  planting  of  the 
grass  was  not  in  itself  unlawful,  and  is  not 
shown  to  have  been  done  under  circum- 
stances to  make  it  an  unjustifiable  use  of  its 
property  by  appellant,  we  conclude  that  it 
is  not  shown  to  be  liable  for  the  damage  of 
which  appellee  complains. 

The  answer  to  tne  other  branch  of  the 
question,  whether  or  not  it  w&s  a  good  defense 
that  appellant,  in  planting  the  grass,  acted 
as  a  person  of  ordinary  prudence  would  have 
done  under  the  same  circumstances,  is  in- 
volved in  what  we  have  already  said. 
While  the  ground  of  liability,  if  one  can  be 
shown,  would  be  negligence  or  other  culpable 
conduct  on  the  part  of  appellant,  nothing  of 
the  sort  could  be  imputed  to  it  if  what  it  did 
was,  under  the  princijfles  stated,  only  a  legit- 
imate use  of  its  property,  and  the  facts  stat- 
ed fail  to  show  that  it  was  not  such  a  use. 
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STATE  of  Indiana,  .l/>/j/., 

V. 

James  O'LEARY  et  aL 
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Ind. 
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As  Injnnetion  to  auiipreaa  a  gramblinK 
homie  cannet  be  frranted  on  the  appli- 
cation of  the  state,  where  no  injury  to  prop- 
erty or  annoyance  or  disturbance  of  any  per- 
son  Is  shown,  but  the  place  is  out  upon  a  i 


prairie  nearly  one  quarter  of  a  mll^  from 
any  otlier  house,  and  its  existence  has  been 
of  long  Htandlng  and  notorious  and  In  viola- 
tion of  statute,  while  the  ordinary  criminal 
process  for  its  punishment  and  suppression  is 
In  full  force  and  available  to  the  state. 

(November  27,   1900.) 

APPEAL  by  the  state  from  a  judgment  of 
the    Circuit   Court  for    Porter   County 


XoTE. — For  earlier  cases  in  this  series  as  to  I  Livingston  Club  (Pa.)  34  L.  R.  A.  94;  Vegel- 
Injtuctlon  against  acts  punishable  as  crimes,  see  '  ahn  v.  (Jimtner  (Mass.)  35  L.  R.  A.  722  ;  Xeaf 
People  v.  Truckee  Lumber  Co.  (Cal.)  39  L.  R.  i  v.  Talraer  (Ky.)  41  L.  R.  A.  210;  Columbian 
A-  581:  People  ex  rel.  L'Abbe  v.  Lake  County  '  Athletic  Club  v.  State  ex  rel.  McMahau  (Ind.) 


Dist.  Ct.  (Colo.)  49  L.  R.  A.  S60 ;  People's  Gas 
Co.  V.  Tyner  (Ind.)  16  L.  B.  A.  443;  Klein  v. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


28  L.  R.  A.  727.     S^e  also  State  ex  rel,  Rhodes 
Y.  Saunders  (N.  IL)   18  L.  R.  A.  646. 
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Indiana. SuFRftMs  Court. 


Not.. 


dismissing  a  bill  filed  to  enjoin  defendants 
from  maintaining  a  gambling  house.  Af' 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion.     • 

Messrs.  Merrill  Moores,  Julius  W. 
Tonolie,  Otto  J.  Brace,  C.  C.  Hadley, 
and  Stanley  T.  Sutton,  with  Mr.  Wil- 
liam L.  Taylor,  Attorney  General,  for  ap- 
pellant: 

A  court  of  equity  will  enjoin  a  private 
nuisance  at  the  suit  of  one  injured  by  it, 
and  a  public  nuisance  at  the  suit  of  the 
proper  public-officer. 

Kev.  Stat.  1894,  §  292. 

Blackstone  defines  a  nuisance  as  "any- 
thing that  unlawfully  worketh  hurt,  incon- 
venience, or  damage." 

3  Bl.  Com.  216.  See  also  Story,  Eq.  Jur. 
§  923;  14  Enc  PI.  &  Pr.  1118;  Wood,  Nui- 
sances, §  819;  Spelling,  Extraordinary  Re- 
lief, §  382;  High,  Inj.  9  1554;  Pom.  Eq. 
Jur.  §  1349;  Beach,  Eq.  Jur.  §  742;  Eden, 
Inj.  p.  267;  Kerr,  Inj.  p.  334;  Hilliard,  Inj. 
3d  ed,  p.  341;  Atty,  Gen.  v.  Forbes,  2  Myl.  & 
C.  123;  Alty,  Qen.  v.  Heailey  [1897]  1  Ch. 
660;  Atty,  Qen.  v.  Pope,  N.  B.  Eq.  Cas.  286; 
Demojtolis  v.  Wehh,  87  Ala.  667,  6  So.  408; 
Ptople  V.  Truckee  Lumber  Co.  116  Cal.  397, 
39  L.  R.  A.  581,  48  Pae.  374;  People  v.  8t, 
Louis,  10  111.  351,  48  Am.  Dec.  339;  Cralfj 
V.  People  ew  reL  Neville,  47  111.  496;  State 
ex  reL  Vance  r.  Crawford,  28  Kan.  726,  42 
Am.  Rep.  182;  State  ex  rel.  Circuit  Attorney 
V.  Saline  County  Ct.  51  Mo.  381;  Atty.  Gen. 
V.  Blount,  11  N.  C.  (4  Hawks)  384,  15  Am. 
Dec.  626";  Atty.  Qen.  ex  rel.  Citizens  of  Ral- 
eigh V.  Hunter,  19  N.  C.  (1  Dev.  Eq.)  12; 
State  ex  rel.  Crosby  v.  Dayton  d  S.  E.  R. 
Co.  36  Ohio  St.  439;  Com.  v.  Rush,  14  Pa. 
194;  State  v.  Goodnight,  70  Tex.  687,  11  S. 
W.  119;  Georgetown  v.  Alexandria  Canal 
Co.  12  Pet.  98,  9  L,  ed.  1015;  District  At- 
torney V.  Lynn  rf  B.  R.  Co.  16  Gray,  245. 

In  actions  by  the  sovereign  to  enjoin  pub- 
lic nuisances  it  has  never  been  the  law  that 
property  right*  must  be  involved  before  eq- 
uity will  interfere. 

In  a  suit  by  the  state,  any  of  the  rights 
of  the  government  may  be  maintained  and 
enforced. 

Columbian  Athletic  Club  v.  State  ex  rel. 
McMahan,  143  Ind.  98,  28  L.  R.  A.  727,  40 
N.  E,  914;  United  States  v.  Debs,  64  Fed. 
744.  5  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  163;  Re  Debs,  158 
U.  S.  578,  39  L.  ed.  1100,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
900;  High,  Inj.  §  764;  Garrett,  Nuisances, 
p.  334;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Cockermouth  Local 
Board,  L.  R.  18  Eq.  172.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Or- 
ford,  W.  d  W.  R.  Co.  2  Week.  Rep.  330; 
Atty.  Gen.  v.  Shretcsbury  Bridge  Co.  L.  R. 
21  Ch.  Div.  752;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Johnson,  2 
Wils.  Ch.  103;  Smith  v.  McDowell  ex  reL 
Hall,  148  111.  51,  22  L.  R.  A.  393,  35  N.  E. 
141;  Littleton  v.  Fritz,  65  Iowa,  488,  22  X. 
W.  641;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Cohoes  Co.  6  Paige, 
135,  29  Am.  Dec.  755;  People  v.  Third  Ave. 
R.  Co.  45  Barb.  68;  Com.  v.  Pittsburgh  d 
C.  R.  Co.  24  Pa.  160;  Hutiter's  Appeal,  40 
Pa.  198;  Ally.  Gen.  v.  Chicago  d  \.  W.  R. 
Co.  35  Wis.  5.52;  United  States  v.  Joint  Traf- 
fic Asso.  171  U.  S.  505,  43  L.  ed.  259.  19  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  25;  United  States  v.  North  Bloom- 
52  L.  R.  A. 


field  Gravel  Miu.  Co.  81  Fed.  243;  North 
Bloomficld  Gravel  Min.  Co.  v.  United  States, 
32  C.  C.  A.  84,  59  U.  S.  App.  377,  88  Fed. 
664;  United  States  v.  Flournoy  Live-Stock 
d  Real-Estate  Co.  Q9  Fed.  886;  State  v.  Ohio 
Oil  Co.  150  Ind.  36,  47  L.  R.  A.  627,  49  N. 
E.  809. 

The  state,  in  a  suit  brought  by  the  attor- 
ney general,  may  enjoin  the  unlawful  appro- 
priation of  public  funds. 

Atty.  Gen.  v.  Tyncmouth  Corp.  67  L.  *J. 
Q.  B.  X.  8.  489;  State  ex  reL  McCain  v.  Mrt- 
scham,  32  Or.  372,  41  L.  R.  A.  692,  46  Pao. 
791,  53  Pac.  1071 ;  Jackson  v.  Norris,  72  111. 
367;  State  ex  reL  Cramer  v.  Hager,  91  Mo. 
455,  3  S.  W.  844. 

The  unlawful  construction  or  use  of  a 
bridge  may  be  similarly  enjoined. 

Atty.  Gen.  v.  International  Bridge  Co.  21 
Grant,  Ch.  ( U.  C. )  89. 

The  unlawful  construction  of  street-car 
tracks. 

Hunt  V.  Chicago  Horse  d  Dummy  R.  Co. 
121  111.  638,  13  N.  E.  176;  St.  Louis  R.  Co. 
V.  Northwesterly  St.  L.  R.  Co.  69  Mo.  71. 

Hydraulic  mining. 

People  V.  Gold  Run  Ditch  d  Min.  Co.  6C 
Cal.  160,  56  Am.  Rep.  80,  4  Pac.  1152: 
United  States  v.  North  Bloomficld  Graved 
Min.  Co.  81  Fed.  243;  North  Bloomficld 
Grav)el  Min.  Co.  v.  United  States,  32  C.  C. 
A.  84,  59  U.  S.  App.  377,  88  Fed.  664. 

The  obstruction  of  highways. 

People  ex  rel.  Robarts  v.  Beaudry,  91  Cal. 
220,  27  Pac.  010;  American  Steel  d  Wire  Co. 
y.  Wire  Drawers*  d  Die  Makers*  Unions  Nos. 
1  d3,90  Fed.  608. 

And  rivers. 

People  V.  St.  Louis,  10  111.  351,  48  Am. 
Dec.  339 ;   United  States  v.  Moline,  82  Fed. 
592;  People  v.  Truckee  Lumber  Co.  116  Cal 
402,  39  L.  R.  A.  581,  48  Pac.  374. 

(laming  houses  are  common  nuisances. 

Wood,  Nuisances.  9  45 ;  Hawk.  P.  C.  p.  693. 
S  0:  Burk  v.  State,  27  Ind.  431:  State  v. 
Berdetta,  7^  Ind.  197,  38  Am.  Rep.  117; 
Garrison  v.  State,  14  Ind.  287;  State  v.  Ohio 
Oil  Co.  150  Ind.  37,  47  L.  R.  A.  027,  49  X.  E. 
809;  King  v.  Dixon,  10  Mod.  336;  King  v. 
Roqier,  1  Barn.  &  C.  274;  King  v.  Taylor, 
3  Barn.  &  C.  507 ;  State  v.  BertheoL  6  Blackf . 
474,  39  Am.  Dec.  442;  State  v.  Mullikin,  8 
Blackf.  260;  Garrison  v.  State,  14  Ind.  287; 
Haggart  v.  Stchlin,  137  Ind.  51,  22  L.  R.  A. 
577,  35  N.  E.  997;  State  ex  rel.  Vance  v. 
Cra^i-ford,  28  Kan.  733,  42  Am,  Rep.  182; 
Smith  V.  Com.  6  B.  Mon.  23 ;  Wilson  v.  Com. 
12  B.  Mon.  3;  State  v.  Williams,  30  X.  J.  L. 
109;  Meyer  v.  State,  42  X.  J.  L.  157;  Hun- 
ter V.  Com.  2  Serg.  &  R.  299;  Bloomhuff  v. 
State,  8  Blackf.  205;  Tanner  v.  Albion,  5 
Hill,  121,  40  Am.  Dec.  337  ;  McClran  v.  State, 
49  N.  J.  L.  471,  9  Atl.  681;  A'tn<7  v.  Moore, 
3  Barn.  &  Ad.  188. 

The  collecting  together  of  a  crowd  of  idle 
person-a  is  a  public  nuisance. 

Bostock  V.  North  Staffordshire  R.  Co.  5 
DeG.  &  S.  589 ;  Walker  v,  Brcw.'iter.  L.  R.  .> 
Kq.  25;   Inchbald  v.  Robinson,  L.  R.  4  Ch. 

ass. 

ITiis  court  has  not  been  slow  in  enjoin- 
ing public  nuisances  at  the  suit  of  private 
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individuals  where  special  injury  could  be 
shown,  even  in  cases  where  the  nuisance  was 
made  penal   by  statute  or  municipal  ordi- 

tlrst  Xat.  Bank  v.  Sarlla,  129  Ind.  201, 
13  U  R.  A.  481,  28  N.  E.  434;  PeopU>'8  Gas 
Co.  V.  Tyncr,  131  Ind.  277,  lU  L.  R.  A.  443, 
31  N\  E.  59;  Haggari  v.  Stehlin,  137  Ind.  43, 
±i  U  R.  A.  577,  35  N.  E.  997 ;  Kaufman  v. 
>>7'trt.  138  Ind.  49,  37  X.  E.  333;  Radican 
V.  Buckley,  138  Ind.  582,  38  N.  E.  53;  Rich- 
mond V.  fc•m»7/^,  148  Ind.  294,  47  N.  E.  630. 

Where  the  state  officers  failed  to  enforce 
the  law  against  brokerage  in  railroad  tickets 
tht^  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
middle  district  of  Tennessee  granted  an  in- 
junction. 

Xashrille,  C.  d  8t.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  McConnell 
S-2  Fed.  76.  See  also  State  v.  Ohio  Oil  Co. 
1:k)  Ind.  42,  47  L,  R.  A.  627,  49  N.  E.  809. 

A  pecuniary  interest  need  not  be  shown 
in  any  action  brought  by  the  state  to  abate 
or  enjoin  a  publie  nuisance. 

Atty.  Gen.  v.  Chicago  d  N,  W,  R.  Co.  35 
Wis.  .>49;  State  ex  rei,  Vance  v.  Crawford, 
*iS  Kan.  736,  42  Am.  Rep.  182;  Re  Deba,  158 
I .  S.  .566.  39  L.  ed.  1093,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
90^;  Inited  states  v.  Joint  Traffic  Asao.  171 
r.  S.  505,  43  L.  ed.  259,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  25 ; 
tSfate  e^  rel.  Snyder  v.  Portland  Saturai 
(in»  d  Oil  Co.  153  Ind.  483,  53  N.  E.  1089; 
/'  oplc  V.  St.  LmUs,  10  111.  366,  48  Am.  Dec. 
339. 

The  st^te,  suing  for  and  on  behalf  of  the 
public,  sues,  not  only  by  virtue  of  its  own 
duty  and  authority,  but  by  virtue  of  the  ag- 
gregate property  rights  of  the  citizens  and 
landowners,  the  churches  and  school  corpora- 
tions of  Hammond,  Whiting,  East  Chicago, 
and  Lake  county  generally,  whose  property 
ri^^ts  the  state  of  necessity  represents  in 
seeking  the  abatement  of  a  public  nuisance. 

Peoplv  V.  Tweed,  13  Abb.  tr.  N.  S.  25. 

The  records  of  this  court  show  that  these 
same  men  have  been  before  this  court  for 
crimes  committed  on  this  same  spot  again 
and  again. 

eitate  ex  rel.  Duenaing  v.  Rohyy  142  Ind. 
174.  33  L.  R.  A.  213,  41  N.  E.  145;  Rohy  v. 
^intr  vT  rel.  Matthews,  142  Ind.  760,  42  N. 
K.  350:  Columbian  Athletic  Club  v.  State 
'  r  rel.  McMahan,  143  Ind.  98,  28  L.  R.  A. 
727.  40  N.  E.  914:  Stale  ex  rel.  Matthews 
v.  For^vthe,  147  Ind.  469,  33  L.  R.  A.  221, 
44  K.  E.  593. 

Mr.  John  B.  Peterson,  for  appellees: 

A  court  of  equity,  under  the  law  govern- 
\no  civil  procedure,  has  no  jurisdiction  to 
ifnmt  the  relief  asked  for. 

The  state  should  appeal  to  the  law  court 
t'>  enforce  the  crimiiuil  law,  and  not  to  the 
equity  side  of  the  court. 

The  proof  does  not  show  that  the  acts 
done  by  the  defendants  constitute  a  public 
nuisance. 

Appellees  maintained  a  room  where  a 
large  number  of  reputable,  orderly  per.sons 
(i)n;(regated  and  bought  pools  on  horse  races. 
Tlie  room  was  orderly  conducteil,  and  no  ini- 
I>n/|)rieties  of  any  kind  were  shown  ever  to 
have  taken  place  there,  or  in  the  vicinity,  ex- 
cept the  selling  of  pools.  How,  then,  can  it 
.V2  L.  R.  A. 


be  said  that  the  acts  of  the  defendants  are 
within  the  definition  of  a  public  nuisance? 

The  inconvenience,  the  damage,  the  annoy- 
ance mu.st  be  shown  by  proof  and  not  left  to 
presumption  or  inference. 

Maina  v.  State,  42  Ind.  327,  13  Am.  Rep. 
3€4. 

The  room  in  question  in  this  case  was  not 
per  ae  a  nuisance. 

2  liishop,  Crim.  Proc.  S  813;  Maina  v. 
State,  42  Ind.  327,  13  Am.  Rep.  304;  State 
V.  Houcky  73  Ind.  37;  State  v.  Berdetta,  73 
Ind.  185,  38  Am.  Rep.  117. 

There  is  a  complete  remedy  at  law,  .either 
by  the  enforcement  of  the  criminal  law  of 
the  state,  or  by  the  municipal  authorities  of 
the  city  of  Hammond. 

Though  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  in  re- 
straint of  public  nuisances  is  well  estab- 
lished, it  will  not  be  exercised  where  the  ob- 
ject sought  can  be  as  well  attained  in  the 
ordinary  tribunals. 

High,  Inj.  §  761 ;  Baumgartner  v.  Hasty, 
100  Ind.  575,  50  Am.  Rep.  830;  McLaughlin 
v.  State,  45  Ind.  338 ;  Xelaon  v.  Miliigan, 
151  HI.  462,  38  N.  E.  239;  Laney  v.  Jaapcr, 
39  III.  46;  Dunning  v.  Aurora,  40  111.  481; 
Bliaa  v.  Kennedy,  43  111.  67 ;  Lake  View  v. 
Lctz,  44  111.  81;  Wahle  v.  Reinbach,  76  111. 
322;  Oawald  v.  Wolf,  129  111.  200.  21  N.  E. 
839;  People  v.  Equity  Gaslight  Co.  141  N. 
Y.  232,  36  N.  E.  194. 

The  fact  that  the  officers  of  the  state,  or 
those  charged  with  the  admin ir^tration  of  the 
numicipni  government  of  the  city,  have  neg- 
lect<»d,  or  even  refused,  to  take  action  and  to 
suppress  the  evils  complained  of  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  authorize  a  court  of  equity  to  inter- 
fere. 

State  V.  Patterson,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  465, 
37  S.  VV.  478. 

Equity  has  no  jurisdiction  either  to  sup- 
press or  punish  crime  in  the  absence  of  a 
statute  expressly  conferring  it,  unless  civil 
rights  are  involved. 

State  ex  rel.  Circuit  Attorney  v.  Vhrig, 
14  Mo.  App.  413;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Utica  Ins. 
Co.  2  Johns.  Ch.  371;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Tudor 
Ire  Co.  104  Ma^s.  239,  6  Am.  Rep.  227; 
Hamilton-Brown  Shoe  Co.  v.  Saxey,  131  Mo. 
212,  32  S.  W.  1106;  Cope  v.  District  Fair 
As90.  99  III.  489;  Neaf  v.  Palmer,  20  Ky.  L. 
Rep  176,  41  L.  R.  A.  219,  45  S.  VV.  506; 
State  v.  Patterson,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  465,  37 
S.  W.  478. 

Dowling,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  was  an  application  on  behalf  of  the 
state  for  a  restraining  order  forbidding  the 
defendants  from  keeping  and  maintaining  a 
gambling  house  in  the  town  of  Roby,  in  Lake 
county,  Indiana.  To  render  the  injunction 
eflfectual,  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  to 
take  possession  of  the  room  and  building 
where  the  gambling  was  alleged  to  be  carried 
on  was  asked  for.  Prayer  for  a  permanent 
injunction  on  the  final  hearing  of  the  cause. 
The  proceeding  was  by  information  filed  in 
the  Lake  circuit  court  by  the  attorney  gener- 
al and  the  prosecuting  attorney  of  tlint 
county,  which  was  duly  verified.    The  infor- 
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mation  charges,  in  substance,  that  all  of  the 
defendants  except  Annie  O'Leary  are,  and 
since  September  1,  1898,  have  been,  unlaw- 
fully engaged  in  the  business  of  selling 
pools,  and  keeping  a  room  in  which  to  sell 
pools,  and  in  recording  and  registering  bets 
and  wagers  upon  the  results  of  trials  of 
skill,  speed,  and  power  of  endurance  of  man 
and  beasts,  in  a  certain  room  and  building 
in  Lake  countv,  and  state  of  Indiana,  owned 
by  the  defendant  Annie  O'Leary,  but  the 
real  ownership  of  which  is  believed  by  plain- 
tiff to  be  in  James  O'Leary ;  that  the  defend- 
ants on  every  day  since  September  1,  1898, 
up  to  and  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  in- 
formation, unlawfully  kept  in  said  county 
and  state  a  certain  room  and  building,  after- 
wards in  said  information  particularly  de- 
scribed, vnth  apparatus,  blackboard,  blanks, 
papers,  and  other  devices  for  the  purpose  of 
recording  and  registering  bets  and  wagers 
upon  the  results  of  trials  and  contests  of 
skill,  speed,  and  power  of  endurance  of  man 
and  beasts,  and  that  unlawfully  upon  each 
of  said  days  said  defendants  have  recorded 
and  registered  bets  and  wagers  and  sold 
pools  upon  title  results  of  such  trials  and 
contests  (said  defendants  upon  each  and  all 
of  said  days  being  either  the  owners,  lessees, 
or  occupants  of  said  room  and  building), 
and  then  and  there  unlawfully  and  knowing- 
ly permitted  said  room  to  be  occupied,  and 
did  then  and  there  unlawfully  keep  and  ex- 
hibit api^aratuB,  blackboard,  blanks,  paper sf, 
and  divers  other  devices  for  the  purpose  of 
recording  and  registering  bets  and  wagers 
upon  trials  and  contests  of  skill,  etc.,  all  in 
violation  of  the  criminal  law  of  the  state  of 
Indiana;  that  said  pool  room  and  business 
were  widely  advertised  by  the  defendants  in 
papers  having  a  wide  circulation  among 
gamblers  and  sporting  men  throughout  the 
state  of  Indiana  and  other  states;  that  the 
defendants,  in  order  to  bring  a  large  number 
of  gamblers  from  neighboring  towns  and 
cities  to  said  pool  room,  ran,  and  did  cause 
to  be  run,  special  trains  from  Chicago,  and 
that  they  are  now  upon  each  and  every  day 
bringing  together  upon  the  premises  afore- 
said great  crowds  of  persons,  ranging  from 
300  to  800,  and  will,  unless  enjoined  and  re- 
strained from  so  doing,  continue  running 
said  sppcial  trains,  and  bringing  together, 
and  causing  to  congregate  in  said  room  and 
said  building,  said  gamblers  from  said  cities 
and  towns;  that  on  September  23,  1898,  affi- 
davits and  informations  were  filed  against 
said  defendants,  charging  them  with  the 
crime  of  pool  selling,  and  that  warrants 
were  issued  for  the  arrest  of  said  defendants, 
and  were  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff- of 
Lake  county  to  be  served;  that,  notwith- 
standing the  defendants  were  all  in  said 
room  and  building,  the  sheriff  was  unable  to 
secure  the  arrest  of  more  than  three  of  them, 
for  the  reasons  that  the  defendants  at  the 
time  had  assumed  fictitious  names,  and  de- 
nied that  they  were  the  persons  named  in  the 
warrants;  that  the  defendants  are  all  resi- 
dents of  foreign  states,  but  follow  pool  sell- 
ing and  gambling  in  various  towns  and  cit- 
ies, and,  when  driven  from  one  place,  always 
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assume  another  and  different  name ;  that  the 
gamblers  who  constitute  the  crowds  which 
are  brought  together  at  Roby  from  this  and 
other  states  are  the  friends  of  the  defend- 
ants, and  conspire  and  confederate  with 
them  in  avoiding  the  process  of  the  courts 
and  in  avoiding  arrests  upon  warrants  in  the 
hands  of  the  sheriff,  thereby  rendering  the 
arrest  of  the  defendants  by  the  sheriff  and 
other  peace  officers  impossible;  that  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  prosecutions  against 
them,  and  deterring  witnesses  from  giving 
evidence,  whenever  prosecutions  are  threat- 
ened or  begun,  the  defendants  circulate  and 
publish  reports  that  such  proceedings  are 
taken  with  a  view  of  extorting  blackmail 
from  them;  that  the  defendants  claim  to 
have  organized  a  club,  and  are  insisting  up- 
on the  right  to  gather  together  gamblers  and 
vicious  persons,  and  to  bring  them  in  train 
loads  to  the  said  room  and  building  to  vio- 
late the  criminal  laws  of  Indiana,  and  to 
prevent  persons  coming  into  the  room  and 
building  from  furnishing  testimony  or  iden- 
tifying the  persons  for  whom  warrants  are 
issued  upon  indictments  and  affidavits,  and 
that  the  defendants  have  excluded,  and 
claimed  the  right  to  exclude,  from  said  room 
and  building,  others  than  the  sheriff  and  his 
deputies;  that  the  defendants  come  on  the 
same  special  trains  with  crowds  of  gamblers, 
criminals,  and  immoral  persons  to  the  said 
room  and  building,  and  leave  on  the  same 
trains,  so  that  the  sheriff  has  no  opportuni- 
ty to  make  arrests  except  while  the  defend- 
ants are  either  in  said  room  or  with  said 
crowds;  that  said  room  has  never  been  used 
for  anv  other  purpose  than  for  pool  selling 
and  other  forms  of  gambling ;  that  the  room 
and  building  are  provided  with  doors  and 
other  devices  to  prevent  peace  officers  from 
entering,  and  that  the  defendants  have 
placed  at  the  doors  men  as  guards  to  prevent 
any  person  from  entering  who  might  in  any 
manner  interfere  with  the  violation  of  the 
criminal  laws  of  the  state,  or  who  might 
truthfully  testify  against  the  violators  of  the 
laws,  and  that  the  room  is  so  fortified  that 
only  the  so-called  members  of  the  club,  who 
are  gamblers  and  criminals,  are  permitted  to 
enter;  that  the  room  and  building,  and  the 
real  estate  upon  which  the  building  is  located, 
are  in  that  part  of  the  city  of  Hammond 
known  as  "Roby,"  being  the  place  indicated 
by  the  publications  and  score  cards;  that 
Hammond  has  a  population  of  from  10,000 
to  15,000  inhabitants,  with  a  city  govern- 
ment, mayor,  and  a  large  number  of  police- 
men, and  that  within  half  a  mile  of  the  room, 
and  on  the  same  public  street,  are  two 
school  budldings,  in  which  public  school  is 
being  held;  that  within  one-half  mile  of  the 
room  and  building  is  located  the  town  of 
Whiting,  with  a  population  of  nearly  3,500 
inliabitants,  and  near  by  is  situated  the  city 
of  East  Chicago,  with  about  the  same  popu- 
lation; that  the  defendants  have  continued 
daily  to  bring  upon  the  said  premises  and 
into  the  said  room,  for  the  purposes  afore- 
said, large  crowds  of  gamblers,  and  have 
each  day  continued  in  the  same  open  and 
public  manner,  persistently,  repeatedly,  con- 
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tinuously,  and  intentionally,  to  violate  the 
laws  of  Indiana,  in  defiance  of  the  officers 
and  inhabitants  of  the  city  of  Hammond,  the 
town  of  Whiting,  the  city  of  East  Chicago, 
and  the  officers  and  citizens  of  Lake  county, 
and  are  now  asserting  their  intention  so  to 
eontinue  such  unlawful  act«  in  defiance  of 
fluch  officers  and  inhabitants,  and  that  they 
will  do  so  unless  enjoined;  that,  because  of 
such  unlawful  acts  of  the  defendants,  the 
citizens  of  the  towns  and  cities  before 
named,  in  Lake  county,  have  been  essential- 
ly interfered  w^ith  in  the  comfortable  enjoy- 
ment of  their  lives  and  property,  and  that 
their  general  moral  welfare  is  greatly  in- 
jured, and  the  na.me  and  good  repute  of  the 
citizens  of  Lake  county  are  and  will  be 
greatly  injured;  thai  it  is  the  purpose  and 
design  of  the  defendants  permanently  to  es- 
tablish gambling  and  pool  selling  in  said 
building,  and  to  continue  to  bring  large 
crowds  of  gamblers,  criminals,  and  immoral 
people  into  I^ake  county,  in  defiance  of  its 
citizens,  officers,  and  the  laws  of  Indiana; 
and  that  the  defendants  purpose  to  avoid  ar- 
rests and  prosecutionB  by  tiie  means  afore- 
said. It  is  further  charged  that  the  room 
and  building  so  used  are  entered  from  anoth- 
er building  near  by,  so  that  it  is  necessary, 
in  order  to  effectually  enjoin  and  prohibit 
the  doing  of  the  things  alleged  in  said  room, 
and  to  prevent  others  from  entering  and  us- 
ing said  building,  to  appoint  a  receiver,  with 
attth<M'ity  to  take  possession  of  the  said 
room  and  building ;  liiat  there  is  no  adequate 
or  effective  remedy  at  law  for  the  redress  of 
the  grievances  set  forth ;  and  that  said  acts 
hare  become  a  public  nuisance,  and  will  con- 
tinue to  be  and  grow  still  more  .obnoxious 
nnless  the  same  m  enjoined. 

On  the  motion  of  the  appellees  a  change 
of  venue  was  granted.  The  cause  was  sent 
to  the  Porter  circuit  court,  and  Hon.  Robert 
Lowry  was  appointed  a  special  judge  to  try 
it  All  of  the  defendants  appeared,  and 
filed  an  answer  in  denial.  The  cause  having 
been  submitted  for  trial,  and  the  evidence 
heard,  a  general  finding  was  made  for  the 
defendants.  The  appellant  filed  motions,  in 
rarious  forms,  for  judgment  in  its  favor,  all 
of  whidi  were  overruled,  and  there  was 
judgment  for  the  appellees  on  the  finding. 
The  appellant  moved  to  modify  the  judg- 
ment, and  also  filed  a  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
both  of  which  motions  were  overruled.  The 
errors  assigned  and  discussed  embrace  these 
rulings. 

The  sufficiency  of  the  information  is  not 
challenged,  and  the  question  to  be  deter- 
mined on  this  appeal  arises  upon  the  proof 
alon&  The  evidence  fully  sustained  the 
charges  of  the  information  as  to  the  nature 
of  t^  resorty  the  unlawful  practices  carried 
GD  therein,  the  nimiber  and  disreputable 
character  of  the  patrons  of  the  establish- 
ment, and  the  "open,  repeated,  persistent, 
and  intentional  violation  of  the  statutes" 
against  gambling  by  the  appellees  and  oth- 
ers at  the  place  and  in  the  manner  set  forth 
in  the  information.  There  was  no  proof 
that  any  person  had  been  annoyed  or  dis- 
turbed by  reason  of  the  maintenance  of  the 
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gambling  house,  or  that  any  property  rights 
of  the  state  were,  or  were  likely  to  be,  in  any 
manner  injuriously  affected.  The  gambling 
house  was  remote  from  any  other  build in<^, 
and  was  situated  upoA  the  open  and  unin- 
habited plain  or  prairie.  The  premises  de- 
scribed were  within  the  corporate  limits  of 
the  town  of  Roby,  and  had  been  so  located 
and  operated  for  a  considerable  period  of 
time.  It  was  not  shown  that  any  of  the  in- 
habitants of  Lake  county  in  any  way  or  un- 
der any  circumstances  came  in  contact  with 
the  persons  who  frequented  the  gamblini; 
house.  Nothing  prevented  the  enforcement 
of  the  ordinances  of  the  town  and  the  Stat- 
utes of  the  state  against  gambling  and  the 
maintenance  of  gambling  houses,  excepting 
the  indifference  or  sympathy  of  the  commu- 
nity, or  the  indolence  or  faithlessness  of  the 
public  officers  of  the  town  and  county 
charged  with  that  duty.  The  question, 
therefore,  for  decision,  is  whether  an  injunc- 
tion may  be  had,  on  the  application  of  the 
state,  to  suppress  a  gambling  house,  where 
no  injury  to  property  is  shown,  where  no 
person  has  been  annoyed  or  disturbed,  where 
gambling  in  all  of  its  forms  is  made  a  crimi* 
nal  offense  by  statute,  and  the  ordinary 
criminal  process  for  its  punishment  and  sup- 
pression is  in  full  force  and  available  to  the 
state.  While  it  is  probably  true  that  every 
indictable  nuisance  may,  under  particular 
circumstances,  be  enjoined,  it  cannot  be  said 
that  a  court  of  equity  is  bound  in  every  case 
to  award  the  extraordinary  rtoedy  of  in- 
junction upon  the  naked  proof  of  the  exist- 
ence of  such  a  nuisance.  The  circumstance 
that  the  acts  constituting  the  nuisance  are 
crimes  or  misdemeanors,  and  punishable  as 
such,  is  not  of  itself  a  sufficient  reason  for 
refusing  the  writ.  Columbia/n  Athletic  Club 
V.  State  em  rel  McMdhan,  143  Ind.  98,  28  L. 
R  A.  727,  40  N.  E.  914;  State  ex  rel.  Vance 
V.  Crawford,  28  Kan.  726,  42  Am.  Rep.  182; 
State  ex  rel.  Rhodes  v.  Saunders,  66  N.  H. 
39,  18  L.  R.  A.  646,  25  Atl.  588;  Re  Debs, 
158  U.  S.  564,  39  L.  ed.  1092,  15  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  900;  Littleton  v.  Fritz,  65  Iowa,  488, 
54  Am.  Rep.  19,  22  N.  W.  641 ;  Port  of  Mo- 
bile v.  LouisviUe  d  ^^  R,  Co,  84  Ala.  116,  4 
So.  106.  Unless  it  appears,  not  only  that  a 
public  nuisance  exists,  but  that  the  public  is 
subjected  to  actual  annoyance  or  injury  by 
it,  the  courts  generally  refuse  to  interfere  by 
injunction,  at  least  before  indictment  and  a 
trial  and  conviction  at  law.  Another  ele- 
ment is  usually  found  in  the  cases  where  an 
injunction  has  been  granted  to  suppress  an 
indictable  nuisance,  and  that  is  the  existence 
of  some  circumstances  which  seemed  to  ren- 
der the  immediate  interference  of  the  court 
necessary  to  prevent  a  real  injury  to  the 
public ;  proof  of  an  exigency  which  the  ordi- 
nary process  of  the  court  was  not  adequate 
to  meet  generally  being  required.  In  the 
present  case  every  unlawful  act  charged  in 
the  information  as  constituting  the  nuisance 
complained  of.  is  a  crime  or  a  misdemeanor, 
and  is  subject  to  indictment  and  punishment 
under  the  Criminal  Code.  The  premises 
where  the  gambling  is  allied  to  be  carried 
on  arc  not  in  a  populous  neighborhood,  but 
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out  upon  a  prairie;  the  nearest  house  being 
nearly  a  quarter  of  a  mile  distant.  The 
place  has  not  been  recently  established,  so 
that  time  was  not  afforded  within  which  to 
present  the  offeiuiers*  kefore  the  grand  jury, 
but  its  existence  has  been  of  long  standing 
and  notorious.  So  far  as  the  record  dis- 
closes, no  private  pei^son  has  made  complaint 
of  any  injury  sustained  or  likely  to  be  sus- 
tained by  himself  or  his  property.  Under 
these  circumstances,  we  can  see  no  legal  rea- 
son why  resort  should  not  be  had  to  criminal 
proceedings  to  punish  and  suppress  acts, 
every  one  of  which  is  expressly  forbidden  by 
the  Code,  as  a  crime  or  a  misdemeanor,  in- 
stead of  casting  the  burden  of  the  abatement 
of  these  unlawful  practices  upon  the  civil 
side  of  the  court.  A  civil  suit  by  informa- 
tion, in  the  name  of  the  state,  filed  by  the  at- 
torney general  and  the  local  prosecuting  at- 
torney, is  but  an  indirect  method  of  accom- 
plishing an  end  which  could  more  properly 
and  more  satisfactorily  be  attained  by  in- 
dictment. The  apathy  or  sympathy  of  the 
local  community  and  the  negligence  of  the 
public  officers,  which  prevent  a  criminal 
prosecution,  or  render  its  result  doubtful, 
cannot  be  regarded  as  a  reason  why  a  civil 
action  should  be  substituted  for  a  criminal 
proceeding,  and  the  alleged  violations  of  the 
criminal  law  should  be  tried  and  determined 
by  a  judge  instead  of  a  jury.  Maitis  v. 
State,  42  Ind.  327,  13  Am.  Rep.  364;  State 
V.  Houcl\  7^  Ind.  37 ;  2  Bishop,  Crim.  Proc. 
§  813;  People  v.  Equity  Gaslight  Co,  141  N. 
Y.  232.  36  N.  E.'l94;  Atty.  Oen.  v.  Tudor 
Ice  Co,  104  Mass.  239;  State  v.  Patterson,  14 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  465,  37  S.  W.  478.  Injunc- 
tions have  been  granted,  at  the  instance  of 
the  attorney  general  of  the  state,  to  prevent 
the  destruction  of  a  bridge  upon  a  public 
highway  {Atty.  Oen.  v.  Foibes,  2  Myl.  &  C. 
123)  ;  to  prevent  the  deposit  of  filth  and 
noxious  refuse  matter  upon  a  private  vacant 
lot  in  the  city  of  London  {Atty.  Gen.  v. 
Heatley  [1897]  1  Ch.  560)  ;  to  pre\'ent  ob- 
structions to  the  freedom  of  interstate  com- 
merce (Re  Debs,  158  U.  S.  664,  39  L.  ed. 
1002,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  900)  ;  to  prevent  nui- 
sances upon  public  highways  {Green  v. 
OakeSy  17  111.  249;  Craig  v.  People  ex  rel. 
"Seville,  47  111.  487)  ;  to  prevent  the  obstruc- 
tion of  rivers,  harbors,  or  other  navigable 
waters  {People  v.  Vanderhilty  28  N.  Y.  396; 
Davis  V.  Sew  York,  14  N.  Y.  526,  67  Am. 
Dec.  186)  ;  to  prevent  the  pollution  of 
streams  {Atty.  Gen.  v.  Cockermouth  Local 
Board  J  L.  R.  18  Eq.  172)  ;  to  restrain  a  cor- 
poration from  exercising  a  franchise  not 
granted  to  it  by  law  {People  v.  Third  Ave.  R. 
Co.  45  Barb.  03 ) .  On  the  other  hand,  there 
are  many  cases  where  a  violation  of  law  oc- 
curs, with  injury  either  to  the  public  or  to 
private  individuals,  in  which  relief  by  in- 
junction has  been  denied.  It  is  said  in 
High,  Inj.  §  23,  that  "the  subject-matter  of 
the  jurisdiction  of  equity  being  the  protec- 
t'N>f.  of  private  property  and  of  civil  rights, 
courts  of  equity  will  not  interfere  for  the 
punishment  or  prevention  of  merely  criminal 
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or  immoral  acts,  unconnected  with  violations 
of  private  right.  Equity  has  no  jurisdiction 
to  restrain  the  commission  of  crimes,  or  to 
enforce  moral  obligations  and  the  perform- 
ace  of  moral  duties ;  nor  will  it  interfere  for 
the  prevention  of  an  illegal  act,  merely  be- 
cause it  is  illegal.  And,  in  the  absence  of. 
any  injury  to  property  rights,  it  will  not 
lend  it4  aid  by  injunction  to  restrain  the  vio- 
lation of  public  or  penal  statutes,  or  the 
commission  of  immoral  and  illegal  acts. 
Thus,  the  relief  has  been  refused  to  prevent 
persons  from  carrying  on  the  business  of 
banking,  in  violation  of  a  statute  restraining 
unincorporated  banking  associations.  So, 
where  it  was  sought  to  enjoin  defendants 
from  running  their  street  cars  on  Sunday,  in 
violation  of  a  statute  making  it  a  penal  of- 
feni^c,  the  relief  was  refused,  although  the 
action  was  brought  by  pew  holders  and  prop- 
erty owners  on  the  line  of  defendants*  tra<?k. 
In  all  such  caj»es  ample  remedy  may  be  had 
by  proceedings  at  law,  and,  the  offense  being 
damnum  absque  injuria,  courts  of  equity 
will  not  interfere.  ^  And,  in  accordance  with 
the  well-settled  doctrine  that  equity  will  not 
interfere  with  the  administration  of  the 
criminal  laws  of  the  state,  an  injunction 
will  not  be  granted  against  the  enforcement 
of  executions  for  costs  issued  against  an  un- 
successful party  to  a  criminal  prosecution. 
Nor  will  a  court  of  equity  enjoin  a  judgment 
imposed  for  violating  a  law  of  the  state. 
Nor  will  it  enjoin  suits  or  prosecutions  of  a 
criminal  nature."  See  also,  Wood,  Nui- 
sances, 2d  ed.  9  788;  Hamilton-Broum  Shoe 
Co.  V.  Sawey,  131  Mo.  212,  32  S.  W.  1106; 
State  V.  Patterson,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  465,  37 
S.  W.  478;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Tudor  Ice  Co.  104 
Mass.  239;  State  ex  rel.  Circuit  Attorney  v. 
Uhrig,  14  Mo.  App.  413. 

It  may  be  stated  that  where  the  injury  is 
pressing  or  imminent,  so  that  the  public 
safety  is  menaced  or  public  rights  are  ob- 
structed or  interfered  wuth,  and  the  special 
circumstances  are  such  that  the  ordinary 
process  of  the  courts  is  not  sufficiently 
prompt  or  effective  to  prevent  such  injury  or 
obstruction,  the  remedy  by  injunction  ma/ 
be  applied,  provided  the  right  is  clear,  and 
the  wrong  has  not  been  acquiesced  in  by  the 
plaintiff.  TTie  important  inquiry  in  each  case 
is  whether,  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
particular  instance,  there  is  a  necessity  for 
the  exercise  of  that  jurisdiction.  The  evi- 
dence in  the  case  before  us  entirely  fails  to 
establish  the  existence  of  such  a  necessity  at 
this  time.  We  do  not  undertake  to  lay  down 
any  general  rule,  or  to  decide  that  a  place 
where  gambling  is  carried  on,  and  where 
lawless  and  disreputable  persons  congregate 
for  the  purpose  of  gaming,  may  not,  under 
special  circumstances,  constitute  a  public 
nuisance,  and  be  a  proper  subject  for  the  ex- 
ercise of  the  powers  of  a  court  of  equity. 
But,  owing  to  a  total  failure  of  proof  in  the 
important  particulars  pointed  out  in  this 
opinion,  we  are  constrained  to  hold  that  the 
appellant  failed  to  make  such  a  case  as  war- 
ranted the  interposition  of  the  court  by  its 
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extraordinary  writ  of  injunction.  Crighton 
V.  Dahmei,  70  Miss.  002,  21  L.  R.  A.  84,  13  So. 
237,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  066,  and  notes ;  Good- 
rich  V.  Moore,  2  Minn.  61,  Gril.  49,  72  Am. 
Dec.  74;  16  Am.  &  £ng.  £nc.  Law.  1st  ed. 
a27. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


John  E.  FERRIS,  Appt,, 

V. 

AMERICAN  BREWING  COMPANY. 


( 


Ind. 


) 


1.  A  lensee^a  affreemeiit  to  «ell  no  otH- 
er  be4*r  on  the  premises  tban  that  manufac- 
tured by  a  designated  company  is  not  inyalld 
as  against  public  policy. 

2.  A  corporation  for  irltose  benefit  a 
Kflpnlatlon  in  a  lease  was  clearly  under- 
stoDd  to  be  made  against  the  sale  on  the 
premiaes  of  any  beer  of  other  makers  can  en- 
force that  contract,  although  it  is  not  a  pari- 
ty to  It. 

3.  An  injunction  airainat  tHe  -violation 
of  a  contract  against  the  sale  by  a  lessee 
of  any  beer  except  that  of  a  certain  company, 
which  was  not  a  party  to  the  lease,  may  be 
bad  at  the  suit  of  such  company,  since  the 
remedy  at  law  would  be  inadequate. 

(NoTember  27,  1900.) 

I  PPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
il  of  the  Superior  Court  for  Marion  Coun- 
ty in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought 
to  enjoin  the  \iolation  of  the  terms  of  a 
lease  requiring  defendant  to  limit  his  sales 
upon  the  leased  property  to  plaintiff's  prod- 
uct.   Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  H.  If .  Spoan  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Charles  W.  Smith,  John  S. 
Bniieait,  Henry  H.  Hombrooh,  and 
Albert  P.  Smith,  for  appellee : 

A  person  not  a  party  to  the  contract,  but 
for  whose  benefit  it  was  executed,  may  main- 
tain in  equity  a  proper  action  to  enforce  the 
right  conferred  upon  him  by  the  terms  of  the 
agreement. 

Devol  V.  Mcintosh,  23  Ind.  529;  Haggerty 
r.  Johnston,  48  Ind.  41;  Way  v.  Fravely  61 
Ind.  162;  Josselyn  v.  Edwards,  57  Ind.  212; 
Hmiih  V.  Ostermcyer,  68  Ind.  432 ;  Otcaltney 
V.  Wheeler,  26  Ind.  415;  Cross  v.  Truesdale, 
28  Ind.  44;  Davis  v.  Calloway,  30  Ind.  112, 
95  Am.  Dec.  670;  Marlett  v.  Wilson,  30  Ind. 
240;  Dunlap  v.  McNeil,  35  Ind.  316;  Miller 
T.  BillingsUf,  41  Ind.  489;  Shirts  v.  Irons, 
47  Ind.  445;  South  Side  Planing  Mill.  v. 
Cuthr  d  8.  Lumber  Co,  64  Ind.  560;  Tinkler 
V.  Swaynie,  71  Ind.  562;  Rodenharger  v, 
Bramhiett,  78  Ind.  213;  Warren  v.  Farmer, 
100  Ind.  593;  Up  River  Ice  Co.  v.  Denier, 
114  Mich.  296,  72  N.  W.  157. 

A  contract  which  secures  to  the  obligee  the 
exclusive  custom  of  the  party  contracting, 


especially  when  by  such  contract  the  party 
making  it  procures  an  advantage  not  other- 
wise obtainable,  is  valid,  although  the  cov- 
enantor be  engaged  in  public  business,  un- 
less its  enforcement  would  be  prejudicial  to 
the  public. 

Grcenh.  Pub.  Pol.  p.  677;  Beach,  Modern 
Law  of  Contracts,  Contrttcts  in  restraint  of 
trade;  Oakdale  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Oarst,  18  R.  I. 
484,  23  L.  R.  A.  039,  28  Atl.  973;  Stofflet  v. 
Stofflct,  160  Pa.  529,  28  Atl.  857;  Anheuser 
Busch  Brew.  Asso.  v.  Houck  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.)  27  S.  W.  692;  American  Strawboard 
Co.  v.  Ualdeman  Paper  Co.  27  CCA.  634, 
54  U.  S.  App.  416,  83  Fed.  619;  National 
Distilling  Co.  v.  Cream  City  Importing  Co. 
86  Wis.  352,  56  N.  W.  864 ;  Olmstead  v.  Dis- 
tilling de  Cattle-Feeding  Co.  77  Fed.  265; 
Newell  v.  Meyendorff,  9  Mont.  254,  8  L.  R. 
A.  440,  23  Pac.  333;  Re  Greene,  52  Fed.  104; 
Chicago,  St.  L.  d  N.  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Pullman 
Southern  Car  Co.  139  U.  S.  79,  35  L.  ed. 
07,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Re^.  490. 

Monks,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  action  was  brought  by  appellee 
against  appellant  for  an  accounting  and  to 
enjoin  the  violation  of  certain  terms  of  a 
lease  executed  by  Magdalena  Maus  to  ap- 
pellant. The  errors  assigned  call  in  ques- 
tion the  sufficiency  of  the  complaint  and  the 
correctness  of  the  conclusions  of  law.  It  ap- 
pears from  the  special  finding:  That  ap- 
pellee was  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of 
beer,  and  the  sale  thereof  to  dealers;  and 
that  it  procured  Magdalena  Maus,  who  was 
related  by  blood  or  marriage  to  the  stock- 
holders in  said  company,  to  lease  certain  real 
estate  on  Washington  street,  in  the  city  of 
Indianapolis,  to  appellant,  for  the  term  of 
five  years  commencing  on  July  1,  1897.  In 
consideration  of  appellee  procuring  •  said 
lease  for  appellant,  he  agreed  with  appellee 
that  he  would  sell  no  beer  upon  said  leased 
premises,  during  the  term  of  said  lease,  ex- 
cept that  manufactured  by  appellee;  and 
this  stipulation  was  contained  in  the  writ- 
ten lease  executed  by  said  Maus,  and  was  as 
follows:  "That  the  lessee  further  agrees, 
as  a  part  of  the  consideration  of  the  lease,  to 
sell  no  other  beer  on  said  premises  except 
that  manufactured  by  the  American  Brewing 
Company  of  Indianapolis,  Indiana."  Appel- 
lant entered  into  possession  of  said  leased 
premises  under  said  lease,  which  possession 
has  continued  until  the  present  time.  That 
almost  from  the  beginning  appellant  vio- 
lated said  provision  in  said  lease  by  purchas- 
ing and  selling  on  said  premises,  without  the 
knowledge  or  consent  of  appellee,  beer  manu- 
factured at  other  breweries;  and  just  prior 
to  the  commencement  of  this  action  practic- 
ally ceased  to  purchase  from  appellee.  That 
at  the  time  of  the  negotiation  of  said  lease, 
nnd  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  same, 
it  was  well  understood  by  the  parties  to  this 


XoTB. — As  to  right  of  third  party  to  sue  on 
eoBtract  made  for  his  benefit,  see  Jpfferson  v. 
A«^h  (Minn.)  25  L.  R.  A.  257,  and  note:  Bax- 
ter r.  Camp  (Conn.)  42  L.  R.  A.  514  :  Huohanan 
V.  Tllden   (N.  Y.)  44  L.  U.  A.  170 ;   Embler  v. 

52  L.  R.  A.  20 


Hartford  Steam  Boiler  Inspection  &  Ins.  Co. 
(N.  Y.)  44  L.  R.  A.  512:  Case  v.  Hoflfman 
(Wis.)  44  L.  R.  A.  728;  Schmidt  v.  LoulsvlUo 
&  N.  R.  Co.   {.Kj.)  38  L.  U.  A.  809. 
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action  that  said  agreement  that  no  beer 
Khould  be  sold  on  said  premises  except  that 
manufactured  by  appellee  was  made  for  the 
benefit  and  advantage  of  appellee.  That  at 
all  times  since  the  execution  of  said  lease 
appellee  has  been  ready  to  furnish  appel- 
lant the  beer  manufactured  by  it,  sufficient 
to  supply  his  trade.  That  the  beer  so  manu- 
factured by  it^  and  which  it  was  at  all  times 
ready  to  furnish^  was  made  out  of  the  best 
material,  and  in  a  clean  and  well-appointed 
brewery,  where  every  care  was  taken  to  pre- 
vent foreign  and  deleterious  substances  from 
coming  in  contact  therewith,  and  as  well 
suited  to  the  market  in  Indianapolis  as  any 
other  beer  manufactured  and  sold  in  said 
market.  That  appellee  has  not  charged  ap- 
pellant at  any  time  more  than  the  fair  mar- 
ket price  of  said  beer  as  it  was  generally 
sold  upon  the  market  to  other  saloon  keep- 
ejs,  and  has  sold  the  same  to  appellant  at 
such  prices  as  enabled  him  to  fairly  compete 
with  other  saloon  keepers  similarly  situateil. 
Other  facts  appear  in  said  finding,  but  they 
are  not  necessary  to  the  determination  of  the 
questions  presented.  The  conclusions  of 
law  assailed  by  appellant  are,  in  substance, 
that  the  provision  in  said  lease  for  the  bene- 
fit of  appellee  was  valid,  and  appellee  is  en- 
titled to  enforce  the  same  in  this  action,  and 
is  entitled  to  an  injunction  restraining  and 
enjoining  appellant  from  at  any  time  here- 
after during  the  continuance  of  said  lease 
selling  upon  said  premises  any.  beer  other 
than  that  manufactured  by  appellee.  It  is 
insisted  by  appellant  that  the  conclusions  of 
law  are  erroneous,  for  the  reason  that  the 
agreement  in  the  lease  that  appellant  would 
"sell  no  other  beer  on  said  premises  except 
that  manufactured  by  the  American  Brew- 
ing Company  of  Indianapolis,  Indiana,"  is 
invalid,  because  against  public  policy.  Coun- 
sel for  appellant  nas  cited  no  authority  to 
sustain  this  contention,  and  we  know  of 
iMNie.  A  contract  that  a  person  will  not  en- 
gage ta  a  particular  business  at  a  special 
place  or  within  reasonable  limits  is  not  il- 
legal as  being  against  public  policy.  O^Neal 
V.  Mines,  145  Ind.  32,  35,  36,  43  N.  E.  946, 
and  cases  cited:  Beatty  v.  Coble,  142  Ind. 
329,  41  N.  E.  590;  Eiael  v.  Hayes,  141  Ind. 
41,  40  N.  E.  119.  A  covenant  by  a  lessee 
not  to  carry  on  a  particular  business,  or  not 
to  carry  on  any  business  except  a  business 
named,  on  the  leased  premises,  is  binding  and 
may  be  enforced.  12  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
1025,  1026;  1  Beach,  Inj.  9§  482,  484-486; 
1  High,  Inj.  §  436;  2  High,  Inj.  §§  1142- 
1149.  It  has  been  uniformly  held  that  a 
provision  in  a  deed  that  no  intoxicating  li- 
quors shall  be  manufactured  or  sold  on  the 
premises  conveyed  is  valid,  however  much 
the  same  may  affect  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty conveyed.  Cowell  v.  Colorado  Springs 
Co,  100  U.  S.  57,  25  L.  ed.  547 ;  Collins  Mfg. 
Co.  v.  Marcy,  25  Conn.  242;  O'Brien  v. 
Wethf^elly  14  Kan.  616;  Indian  Orchard 
Canal  Co.  v.  Sikes,  8  Gray,  562;  Watrous  v. 
Allen,  57  Mich.  362,  58  Am.  Rep.  363,  24  N. 
W.  104;  SrnHh  v.  Barrie,  56  Mich.  314,  56 
Am.  Rep.  391,  22  N.  W.  810;  1  Beach,  Inj.  § 
4824;  2  High,  Inj.  S  1144.  It  was  held  in 
52  L.  R.  A. 


Sutton  V.  Head,  86  Ky.  156,  5  S.  W.  410,  that 
a  provision  in  a  deed  that  "no  intoxicating 
liquors  are  to  be  sold  on  said  premises  in 
less  quantities  than  five  gallons"  is  not  void 
as  being  in  restraint  of  trade.  It  is  said  in 
Greenhood  Pub.  Pol.  p.  677:  "Rule  560. 
And  a  contract  which  secures  to  the  obligee 
the  exclusive  custom  of  the  party  contract- 
ing, especially  when  by  such  contract  the 
party  making  it  procures  an  advantage  not 
otherwise  obtainable,  is  valid,  although  the 
covenantor  be  engaged  in  public  business, 
unless  its  enforcement  would  be  prejudicial 
to  the  public."  Among  the  illustrations 
given  by  the  author  are  the  following:  "A 
publican,  in  making  settlement  with  his 
creditors,  agrees  to  buv  all  his  beer  of  them. 
The  agreement  is  valid."  "A  contracts  to 
furnish  B  with  se\nng  machines  at  a  dis- 
count, and  upon  credit,  provided  B  will  deal 
exclusively  with  him.  The  contract  of  B  is 
valid."  "A  agrees  to  buy  of  B  all  the  grocer- 
ies he  may  need,  provided  he  i^ill  furnish 
them  at  as  low  prices  as  others.  The  agree- 
ment is  valid."  "A  covenants  not  to  buy 
any  meat  for  his  trade  for  six  months  of  any- 
one but  the  covenantee.  The  agreement  is 
valid.  .  .  .  These  contracts  are  upheld 
because  they  in  no  wise  tend  to  diminish 
trade.  A  man  is  at  liberty  to  buy  of  one  en- 
tirely, if  he  chooses;  and,  if  he  concludes  to 
purchase  entirely  of  him,  he  alone,  not  the 
public,  is  injured."  It  was  held  in  Chicago^ 
St.  L.  d  N.  O.  R.  Co,  V.  Pullman  Southern 
Car  Co.  139  U.  S.  79,  35  L.  ed.  97,  11  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  490,  that  a  railroad  company  may 
grant  to  a  sleeping-car  company  the  exclu- 
sive right  for  a  number  of  years  to  furnish 
drawing  room  and  sleeping  cars  for  the  use 
of  the  railroad  company,  and  bind  itself  not 
to  contract  during  that  period  for  the  same 
kind  of  cars  with  any  other  party,  and  that 
such  contract  is  not  void  as  against  public 
policy,  nor  is  it  in  restraint  of  trade.  We 
know  of  no  rule  of  law  which  renders  invalid 
the  contract  in  said  lease  made  by  appellant 
for  the  benefit  of  appellee,  and  our  atten- 
tion has  not  been  called  to  any  case  holding 
such  a  contract  invalid.  It  is  evident  from 
the  authorities  cited  that  the  provision  of 
said  lease  that  appellant  is  to  sell  no  beer 
on  the  leased  premises  except  that  manufact- 
ured by  appellee  is  not  void. 

Counsel  for  appellant  next  insists  that,  if 
said  provision  in  the  lease  is  valid,  apnellee, 
not  being  a  party  thereto,  is  not  entitled  to 
enforce  the  same  by  injunction  or  otherwise. 
The  rule  in  this  state  is  that  a  person  not  a 
party  to  a  contract,  but  for  whose  benefit  it 
was  executed,  may  enforce  his  rights  under 
the  same.  Ransdel  v.  Moore^  153  Ind.  393 » 
405,  53  N.  E.  767,  and  cases  cited;  Warren 
V.  Farmer,  100  Ind.  593;  Rodenbargcr  v, 
Brarnhlett,  78  Ind.  213;  Tinkler  v.  Sxcaynie^ 
71  Ind.  562:  Devol  v.  Mcintosh,  23  Ind.  529. 
It  is  expressly  stated  by  the  court  in  the  spe- 
cial finding,  and  clearly  appears  from  the 
lease  itself,  that  said  provision  was  inserte<l 
in  said  lease  for  the  benefit  of  appellee,  and 
that  it  was  so  understood  by  the  partic*  to 
the  action.  Appellee  was,  therefore,  entitled 
to  enforce  said  agreement,  although  not  & 
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party  to  the  Bame.  It  is  a  settled  rule  that 
proWsions  in  a  lease  by  which  the  lessee 
agrees  that  he  will  not  use  the  leased  prem- 
ises for  certain  purposes,  or  carry  on  any 
kind  of  business  thereon  except  the  kind 
named,  may  be  enforced  by  injunction. 
Beach,  Inj.  9§  482,  484-486;  1  High,  Inj.  9 
436;  2  High,  Inj.  9S  1142-1149;  Beach,  Mod. 
Eq.  Jur.  p.  790,  §  712;  Id.  p.  673,  S  603,  and 
notes;  Watson,  Comp.  £q.  2d  ed.  102;  Mc- 
Adam,  Land.  &  T.  496,  1226,  1432,  1433; 
Wood,  Land.  &  T.  §9  85,  434;  12  Am.  &  Eng. 
£nc.  I^w,  1025.  Moreover,  it  is  a  general 
rule  that  where  one  has  made  a  valid  con- 
tract that  he  will  not  engage  in  a  certain 
business  or  occupation,  and  it  is  shown  that 
the  said  contract  is  being  violated  to  the  in- 
jury of  one  entitled  to  enforce  the  same,  he 
i^  entitled  to  an  injunction  against  the  of- 
fending party.  This  is  upon  the  ground 
that,  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  just  and 
adequate  damages  cannot  be  estimated  for  a 
breach  of  the  contract;  in  other  words,  the 
remedy  at  law  is  inaidequate.  O'yeal  v. 
Hinci',  145  Ind.  32,  35,  43  N.  £.  946,  and 
eases  cited;  2  High,  Inj.  9  1142.     ' 

The  rule  stated  clearly  applies  to  this  case. 
It  follows  that  the  conclusions  of  law  were 
not  erroneous.  The  rules  which  establish 
the  correctness  of  the  conclusions  of  law  also 
sustain  the  sufficiency  of  the  complaint. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


SECOND     NATIONAL    BANK    of   Akron, 

Ohio,  Appt., 

V. 

MIDLAND  STEEL    COMPANY. 


( 


Ind. 


) 


A  note  Blflmed  bx  m>n  indlT-ldnal  name 
follovred    by    tbe    'vrord    ''president," 

and  open  which  the  name  of  a  corporation  ap- 
pears above  the  line  on  which  are  written 
the  place  and  date  of  execution,  but  nowhere 
else.  Is  not  conclusively  presumed  to  be  the 
personal  obligation  of  the  signer,  but  it  may 
be  shown  by  parol  evidence  to  be  the  contract 
of  the  corporation. 

(December  18,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Delaware  County 
in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought 
to  enforce  payment  of  a  promissory  note. 
Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Warner  A  Brady,  for  appel- 
lant: 

When  a  note  is  signed  by  only  an  individ- 
ual, whose  name  is  followed  by  such  a  word 

Note. — As  to~admi88iblirty~of  extrlnslc^evt 
deoce  to  show  who  is  liable  as  maker  of  a  note, 
9t*  Keldan  v.  Winegar  (Mich.)  20  L.  R.  A. 
TCL5,  and  note.  For  later  cases  in  this  series, 
we  Balkeley  v.  House  (Conn.)  21  L.  R.  A.  247  ; 
Sbney  v.  Adair  (Wash.)  39  L.  R.  A.  473. 

As  to  personal  liability  of  officers  on   note 
Bade  for  corporation,  see  note  to  Matthews  v.  ' 
Imbuqae  Mattress  Co.  (Iowa)  19  L.  R.  A.  676. 
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as  "president/'  and  the  note  contains  no 
other  marks  to  show  that  it  is  not  intended 
as  an  individual  obligation,  it  will  be  re- 
garded as  the  note  of  the  individual  whose 
name  appears  upon  it. 

Taylor  v.  Keger,  18  Ind.  App.  466,  48  N. 
E.  262;  Albany  Furniture  Co.  v.  Merchants' 
Nat.  Bank,  17  Ind.  App.  531,  47  N.  E.  227; 
Casto  V.  Evinger,  17  Ind.  App.  298,  46  N. 
E.  648;  8 warts  v.  Cohen,  11  Ind.  App.  20, 
38  N.  E.  536;  Hodge  v.  Farmers'  Bank,  7 
Ind.  App.  94,  34  N.  E.  123 ;  Second  Baptist 
Church  V.  Furber,  109  Ind.  492,  10  N.  E. 
118;  McClellan  r.  Robe,  93  Ind.  298;  Wil- 
Hams  V.  Second  Nat.  Bank,  83  Ind.  237; 
Hayes  v.  Brubaker,  65  Ind.  27;  Hayes  v. 
Matthews,  63  Ind.  412,  30  Am.  Rep.  226; 
Hays  v.  Crutcher,  54  Ind.  260;  1  Dan.  Neg. 
Inst.  4th  ed.  §  403;  1  Am.  &,  Eng.  Enc.  Law> 
2d  ed.  1043. 

This  rule  does  not,  however,  apply  to  the 
execution  of  instruments  bv  or  to  a  bank 
cashier  who  uses  his  individual  name,  fol- 
lowed by  the  word  "cashier."  The  bank  in 
such  a  case  has,  as  the  case  may  be,  the 
benefit  or  the  burden  of  an  instrument  so  ex- 
ecuted. 

Bank  of  the  State  v.  Wheeler^  21  Ind.  90; 
yave  V.  Hadley,  74  Ind.  155;  Dutch  v.  Boyd, 
81  Ind.  146;  Nave  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  87 
Ind.  204. 

Nor  does  the  rule  apply  to  the  execution 
of  instruments  by  public  officers. 

School  Town  of  Monticello  v.  Kendall,  72 
Ind.  91,  37  Am.  Rep.  139. 

In  every  case,  however,  if  it  appears  from 
the  body  of  the  note,  from  the  use  of  the  cor- 
porate seal,  from  the  manner  of  the  execu- 
tion, or  from  any  other  marks  therein  con- 
tained, that  the  note  was  executed,  not  as  the 
obligation  of  the  individual,  but  as  that  of  a 
corporation  or  other  principal,  the  latter 
only  is  bound. 

S warts  V.  Cohen,  11  Ind.  App.  20,  38  N.  E. 
536;  Armstrong  v.  Kirkpatrick,  79  Ind.  527; 
Aimcn  v.  Hardin,  60  Ind.  119;  Means  v. 
Swormstedt,  32  Ind.  87,  2  Am.  Rep.  330; 
Pitman  v.  Kintner,  5  Blackf.  250,  33  Am. 
Dec.  469;  Pearse  v.  Wellborn,  42  Ind.  331. 

These  notes  fall  within  the  principle  last 
stated. 

In  construing  a  note  the  primary  object  of 
courts  is  to  ascertain  the  intention  of  the 
contracting  parties. 

Swarts  v.  Cohen,  11  Ind.  App.  20,  38  N. 
E.  536. 

The  contract  must  be  collected  from  the 
four  corners  of  the  document,  and  no  part  of 
what  appears  there  is  to  be  excluded. 

1  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  4th  ed.  §$  149,  151 ; 
Witty  v.  Michigan  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  123  Ind. 
411,  8  L.  R.  A.  365,  24  N.  E.  141;  Johnston 
V.  May,  76  Ind.  293;  4  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  2d  ed.  140. 

Eflfect  must  be  given,  if  possible,  to  every 
word  of  it. 

Means  v.  Swormstedt,  32  Ind.  87,  2  Am, 
Rep.  330;  Pearse  v.  Welborn,  42  Ind.  331; 
Hovcy  v.  Magill,  2  Conn.  680.  See  also  11 
Am.  &  En;j^.  I^^nc.  Low,  515. 

Unreasonableness   and   inapplicability   of 
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the  rule  of  deacriptio  peraoncB  to  American 
circurastances  and  customs  are  undoubted. 

Avery  v.  Dougherty,  102  Ind.  443, 
52  Am.  Rep.  680,  2  N.  E.  123.  See 
also  Sayre  v.  Nichols,  7  Cal.  535,  68 
Am.  Dec.  280;  Means  v.  Swormstedty  32 
Jnd.  87,  2  Am.  Rep.  330;  Vater  v.  Lewis, 
36  Ind.  288,  10  Am.  Rep.  29;  Metcalf  v. 
Williams,  104  U.  S.  93,  26  L.  ed.  665; 
Liebscher  v.  Kraus,  74  Wis.  387,  5  L.  R.  A. 
496,  43  N.  W.  166;  Story,  Prom.  Notes,  § 
69. 

When  the  marks  of  corporate  execution, 
or  of  official  character,  predominate  on  the 
face  of  the  instrument,  it  will  be  regarded 
as  the  obligation  of  the  corporation  only; 
when  such  marks  do  not  predominate,  the 
obligation  will  be  held  that  of  the  indi^ddual 
only. 

1  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  4th  ed.  S  398. 
•  Under  no  circumstances  could  the  plural 
pronoun  be  correctly  used  to  designate  Mr. 
Beatty,  a  single  individuah  "We''  may, 
however,  properly  be  used  to  denote  a  cor- 
poration aggregate. 

Scanlan  v.  Keith,  102  111.  634,  40  Am. 
Rep.  624;  New  Market  Sav.  Bank  v. 
Gillct,  100  111.  264,  39  Am.  Rep.  39;  Reeve 
V.  First  Nat,  Bank,  54  N.  J.  L.  208,  16  L. 
R.  A.  143,  23  Atl.  853;  1  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  4th 
ed.  §  408;  Draper  v.  Massachusetts  Steam 
Beating  Co.  5  Allen,  338. 

The  presence  and  position  of  appellee's 
name  a/e  of  controlling  importance. 

1  Am.  &  £ng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  1047 ; 
Carpenter  v.  Farnsicorth,  106  Mass.  561,  8 
Am.  Rep.  360;  Chipman  v.  Foster,  119  Mass. 
189;  Goodniough  v.  Thayer,  132  Mass  152; 
Miller  V.  Roach,  150  Mass.  140,  6  L.  R.  A. 
71,  22  N.  E.  634;  Hitchcock  v.  Buchanan,  105 
U.  S.  416,  26  L.  ed.  1078;  Falk  v.  Moebs,  127 
U.  S.  597,  32  L.  ed.  266,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  1319:  Hays  v.  Crutch^r,  54  Ind. 
260;  Armstrong  v.  Kirkpatrick,  79  Ind. 
527 ;  Mfvhanics'  Bank  v.  Bank  of  Co- 
lumbia, 5  Wheat.  326,  5  L.  ed.  100;  (Hllig 
V.  Lake  Bigler  Road  Co.  2  Nev.  214;  Lacy 
V.  Dubuque  Lumber  Co.  43  Iowa,  510; 
Olcott  V.  Tioga  R.  Co.  27  N.  Y.  546,  84  Am. 
Dec.  298;  Post  v.  Pearson,  108  U.  S.  418,  27 
L.  ed.  774,  2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  799; 
Means  v.  Swarnistedt,  32  Ind.  87,  2 
Am.  Rep.  330:  Pitman  v.  Kinter,  6 
Blackf.  250,  33  Am.  Dec.  469;  Herod  v. 
Rodman,  16  Ind.  241;  Vater  v.  Lewis,  36 
Ind.  288,  10  Am.  Rep.  29  ;  Pcarse  v.  Welborn, 
42  Ind.  331;  Aimen  v.  Hardin,  60  Ind.  119; 
Thompson  v.  Marion  d  M.  Gravel  Road  Co. 
1)8  Ind.  449;  Avery  v.  Dougherty,  102  Ind. 
443,  52  Am.  Rep.  680,  2  X.  E.  123;  Sayre 
V.  Nichols.  7  Cal.  535,  68  Am.  Dec.  280; 
Hovey  v.  Magill,  2  Conn.  680;  Slau'son  v. 
Loving,  5  Allen,  340,  81  Am.  Dec.  750;  Fuller 
V.  Hooper,  3  Gray,  334. 

If  a  written  instrument  is  written  in,  or 
its  meaning  cannot  be  definitely  determined 
upon  its  face,  extrinsic  evidence  may,  under 
proper  averment,  be  given,  not  to  vary  the 
terms,  but  to  clear  up  the  ambiguity.  This 
is  especiiilly  true  where  the  action  is  between 
the  ori^jinal  parties  to  the  contract. 

Su-ovts  V.  Cohen,  11  Ind.  App.  20.  38  N. 

52  L.  R.  A. 


E.  536;  Vater  y.  Levis,  36  Ind.  288,  10  Am. 
Rep.  29;  LaSalle  Nat.  Bank  v.  Tolu  Rock 
d  Rye  Co.  14  111.  App.  141;  Metcalf  v. 
Williams,  104  U.  S.  93,  26  L.  ed.  665;  Rcere 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  54  X.  J.  L.  208,  16  L. 
R.  A.  143,  23  Atl.  853;  Kcan  v.  Davis,  21  X. 
J.  L.  683,  47  Am.  Dec.  182;  Brockiray  v. 
Allen,  17  Wend.  40;  Schaefer  v.  Bid  well,  9 
Nev.  209;  Aultmand  T.  Co.  v.  Gundcrson,  6 
S.  D.  226,  60  N.  W.  859;  Musser  v.  Johnson, 
42  Mo.  74,  97  Am.  Dec.  316;  Abbott's  Trial 
Ev.  37;  Mechanics''  Bank  v.  Bank  of  Co- 
lumbia, 5  W-heat,  326,  5  L.  ed.  100. 

Parol  evidence  is  admissible  even  al- 
though an  indorsee  sues. 

Albany  Furniture  Co.  v.  Merchant's  Nat. 
Bank,  17  Ind.  App.  531,  47  N.  E.  227;  Reeve 
v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  54  N.  J.  L.  208,  16  L.  R. 
A.  143,  23  Atl.  853;  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Wallis,  150  N.  Y.  455,  44  N.  E.  1038. 

Messrs.  John  W.  Ryan  and  William  A. 
Thompson,  for  appellee: 

On  the  upper  edge  of  the  blank  on  which 
the  instrument  is  written,  and  entirely  with- 
out the  frame  or  "four  corners"  of  it  is 
printed  in  bold  face  type,  "MIDLAND 
STEEL  COMPANY." 

These  words  were  not  placed  on  the  face 
of  the  paper  by  the  person  whose  name  ap- 
pears as  a  signature,  as  was  the  case  in 
Means  v.  Swormstedt,  32  Ind.  87,  2  Am. 
Rep.  330. 

Suppose  the  holder  of  the  note  in  suit  had 
cut  off  the  words  "Midland  Steel  Company" 
from  the  margin  of  the  note,  there  would 
still  remain  a  perfect  note. 

Zimmerman  v.  Rote,  75  Pa.  188. 

In  order  to  bind  the  principal,  and  make  it 
his  contract,  the  instrument  must  purport 
on  its  face  to  be  the  contract  of  the  princi- 
pal, and  his  name  must  be  inserted  in  it  and 
signed  to  it. 

Hayes  v.  Matth€u:s,  63  Ind.  413,  30  Am. 
Rep.  226. 

The  Midland  Steel  Company's  name  was 
neither  mentioned  in,  nor  signed  to,  the  note, 
nor  does  it  in  any  way  purport  on  its  face 
to  be  the  note  of  the  company. 
.  By  no  sophistry  or  refinement  of  reason 
can  the  plural  pronoun  be  twisted  to  mean 
that  a  corporation  whose  name  does  not  pur- 
port to  have  been  signed  to  the  note  is  the 
maker  of  it,  becaune  the  name  of  the  corpo- 
ration sought  to  be  charged  appears  at  the 
head  of  a  note  and  entirely  outside  of  the 
frame  of  it. 

Ohio  Nat.  Bank  v.  Cook,  38  Ohio  St.  442 : 
McChire  v.  Livermore,  78  Me.  390,  6  Atl. 
11:  Whit  more  v.  Nickrrson,  125  Mass.  496. 

This  note  is  not  otherwise  signed  by  the 
appellant  than  if  no  name  was  subscribed, 
because  the  actual  signature  is  nothing  but 
that  of  an  individual,  pure  and  simple. 

Williams  v.  Second  Nat.  Bank,  83  Ind. 
237;  Hayes  v.  Mattheu:s,  63  Ind.  412,  30 
Am.  Rep.  226;  Hayes  v.  Brubaker.  65  Ind. 
27;  Wing  v.  Click,  56  Iowa.  473,  9  N.  W. 
384;  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  §9  303,  305;  Castlf^  v. 
Belfast  Foundry  Co.  72  Me.  167 :  Fuller  v. 
Hooper,  3  Gray,  341 ;  Soanlan  v.  Keith,  102 
111.  64,  40  Am.* Rep.  624:  Lee  v.  Perciral.  vS.-> 
Iowa,  639,  62  N.  W.  543;  Ohio  Nat.  Bank 
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T.  Cooky  38  Ohio  St.  442 ;  Albany  Furniture 
Co,  V.  Merchants*  Xat.  Bank,  17  Ind.  App. 
534,  47  N,  E.  227 ;  Prather  v.  Ross,  17  Ind. 
495;  WiUiams  v.  Second  Nat,  Bank,  83  Ind. 
237. 

Though  the  intent  of  the  parties  be  never 
M  clear,  it  cannot  take  place  contrary  to  the 
rules' of  law;  nor  can  one  put  words  in  a 
deed  which  arc  not  there,  nor  put  a  construc- 
tion on  the  words  contrary  to  the  plain  sense 
of  them. 

Parkhurst  v.  flfwt*^,  Willes,  332;  Ad- 
dison, Contr.  165. 

The  rule  of  descriptio  personce  has  been 
too  long  and  too  firmly  settled  to  be  shaken 
now. 

Avery  y.  Dougherty,  102  Ind.  443,  52  Am. 
Rep.  080,  2  N.  E.  123 ;  Jackson  School  Tvop» 
V.  Farlow,  75  Ind.  123. 

When  an  agent  or  administrator  enters 
into  a  contract  in  his  own  name  he  becomes 
personally  and  alone  responsible. 

Tryon  v.  OaJey,  3  G.  Greene,  289 ;  Thurs- 
ton v.  Mauro,  1  G.  Greene,  231;  Tassey  v. 
Church,  4  Watts  k  S.  141. 

Messrs.  Elliott,  Elliott,  A  Littleton 
also  for  appellee. 

Dowlins,  Ch.  J.y  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  case  was  transferred  to  this  court  by 
the  order  of  the  appellate  court.  The  ap- 
pellant, an  indorsee,  sued  the  appellee  upon 
a  promissory  note,  of  which  the  following  is 
a  copy: 

Midland    Steel  Company,    Muncie,    Ind., 

April  13,  1896. 

Three  months  after  date  we  promise  to 
pay  to  the  order  of  the  Muncie  Land  Clom- 
pany  two  thousand  dollars,  value  received, 
negotiable  and  payable,  without  defalcation 
or  discount,  at  Union  National  Bank,  Pitts- 
barg.  Pa.,  with  interest  at  6  %  per  annum. 

$2,000.00.  R.  J.  BeaUy, 

President. 

The  complaint  was  In  seven  paragraphs. 
The  first  alleged,  in  general  terms,  tha|, 
the  appellee  executed  the  note  sued  on.  The 
second  averred  that  the  appellee  executed 
the  said  note  through  one  R.  J.  Beatty,  who 
was  at  the  time  the  president,  general  agent, 
and  general  manager  of  the  appellee,  and 
who,  in  executing  the  note,  acted  by  appel- 
lee's authority,  and  on  its  behalf,  as  such 
president,  etc.,  and  not  personally;  that  the 
sole  consideration  of  said  note  was  a  debt 
of  $2,000  then  due  from,  and  owing  by,  the 
appellee  alone  to  the  Muncie  Land  Company, 
which  indorsed  said  note  to  the  appellant. 
The  third  paragraph  charged  that  the  appel- 
lee executed  said  note  by  the  name  of  R.  J. 
Beatty,  president.  The  fourth  paragraph 
stated  that  the  appellee  had  adopted  and 
used  as  its  name  in  the  execution  of  negoti- 
able promissory  notes,  etc.,  the  name  of  R. 
J.  Beatty,  president,  and  by  that  name  exe- 
cuted the  note  mentioned  in  the  complaint. 
The  allegation  of  the  fifth  paragraph  was 
that  the  appellee  executed  the  note  under 
the  name  of  R.  J.  Beatty,  president,  and  that 
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the  note,  so  executed,  was  received  and  ac- 
cepted by  the  appellant  as  the  note  of  the 
appellee.  The  sixth  paragraph  is  the  same 
as  the  fifth,  with  the  additional  averments, 
however,  that  the  note  was  executed  for  a 
debt  due  and  owing  from  the  appellee  to  the 
Muncie  Land  Company,  and  for  no  other  con- 
sideration; that  said  note  was  executed  by 
the  appellee  through  one  R.  J.  Beatty,  who 
was  at  the  time  the  president,  general  agent, 
and  general  manager  of  the  appellee,  who 
acted  by  authority  of  the  appellee,  on  its  be- 
half, as  its  president,  etc.,  and  not  personal- 
ly; and  that,  when  the  Muncie  Land  Com- 
pany indorsed  and  delivered  said  note  to  ap- 
pellant, it  notified  appellant  that  said  note 
was  the  note  of  the  appellee,  executed  under 
the  name  of  R.  J.  Beatty,  president,  and 
that  appellant  received  it  as  such  note  of  the 
appellee,  and  not  otherwise.  The  seventh 
paragraph  avers  that  on  the  day  of  the  exe- 
cution of  the  note  sued  on,  and  long  prior 
thereto,  the  appellee  had  adopted  and  used 
in  the  execution  of  its  notes,  drafts,  etc.,  the 
name  of  R.  J.  Beatty;  that  on  said  day  the 
appellee,  by  the  description  of  "R.  J.  Beatty, 
President,"  executed  to  the  Muncie  Land 
Company  the  said  note,  whereby  it  ( the  said 
appellee)  promised  to  pay  to  said  land  com- 
pany three  months  thereafter,  $2,000,  with 
interest,  ^tc,  and  that  the  Muncie  Land 
Company  received  and  accepted  the  same  as 
the  note  of  the  appellee,  ana  of  no  other  per- 
son; that  said  note  was  given  and  executed 
for  a  debt  of  $2,000,  owing  from  the  appel- 
lee to  the  Muncie  Land  Company,  ana  for 
no  other  consideration;  that  the  said  note 
was  executed  by  the  appellee  through  one  R. 
J.*  Beatty,  who  was  the  president,  general 
agent,  and  general  manager  of  the  appellee, 
and  who  acted  by  the  authority  of  the  ap- 
pellee, and  on  its  behalf,  in  executing  said 
note,  as  such  president,  agent,  etc.,  and  not 
personally  or  in  any  other  capacity;  that 
said  Beatty  intended  to  execute  said  note  in 
such  manner  that  it  would  be  the  note  and 
obligation  of  the  Midland  Steel  Company 
and  of  no  other  person;  that  said  Muncie 
Land  Company  accepted  said  note  in  the  b«^ 
lief  that  it  was  the  note  and  obligation  of 
the  appellee,  and  not  the  note  of  any  other 
person,  and  that,  if  said  note  is  not  the  note 
of  the  said  corporation,  such  fact  is  due  to 
the  mutual  mistake  of  the  said  R.  J.  Beatty 
and  said  Muncie  Land  Company;  that  the 
appellant  accepted  said  note  at  the  time  it 
was  indorsed  to  said  appellant  as  the  note 
and  obligation  of  the  appellee,  and  not  other- 
-wise;  and  that  said  note  should,  if  found  de- 
fective, be  reformed  so  as  to  express  the  true 
intent  of  the  parties.  Each  paragraph 
avers  the  indorsement  of  the  note  by  the 
Muncie  Land  Company  to  the  appellant.  It 
is  also  alleged  that  by  the  law  of  the  state 
of  Pennsylvania,  where  the  said  note  is  pay- 
able, it  is  negotiable  as  bills  of  exchange  are 
negotiable,  and  that  no  grace  is  allowed.  A 
copy  of  the  note  is  properly  made  an  exhibit. 
Prayer  for  judgment,  the  reformation  of  the 
instrument  sued  on,  and  all  other  proper  re- 
lief. Demurrers  to  the  several  parapfraphs  of 
the  complaint  were  sustained,  and,  the  ap* 
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pellant  refusing  to  plead  further,  judgment 
was  rendered  for*  appellee.  The  rulings  on 
the  demurrers  are  assigned  for  error. 

Must  the  instrument  set  out  in  the  com- 
plaint be  conclusively  presumed  the  personal 
obligation  of  R.  J.  Beatty,  whose  name  is 
subscribed  to  it,  or,  under  proper  averments, 
may  it  be  shown  by  parol  evidence  to  be  the 
contract  of  the  appellee,  the  Midland  Steel 
Company  ?  It  is  irregular  in  form,  and  am- 
biguous in  its  terms.  The  name  of  the  Mid- 
land Steel  Company  is  not  subscribed  to  it; 
neither  does  the  name  of  that  corporation 
appear  in  the  body  of  the  contract.  The  in- 
strument reads,  ".  .  .  we  promise  to 
pay,"  etc.,  but  the  plural  pronoun  "we,"  in 
the  first  person,  cannot  properly  be  used  by 
a  corporation.  The  name  of  the  company 
appears  on  the  instrument  above  the  line  on 
which  are  written  the  place  and  date  of  exe- 
cution. The  signature  to  the  instrument  is, 
"K.  J.  Beatty,  President."  It  is  not  stated 
of  what  corporation  Mr.  Beatty  is  president, 
or  on  whose  behalf,  or  as  whose  agent,  he 
signs  the  paper.  The  words,  "we  promise  to 
pay,"  are  not  grammatically  correct,  if  it  is 
understood  that  Beatty  is  the  sole  promisor. 
Men  do  not  usually  describe  themselves  as 
president,  secretary,  treasurer,  trustee,  or 
agent,  when  signing  their  personal  contracts 
by  which  they  intend  to  bind  themselves  as 
individuals.  If  negotiable  paper  executed 
in  this  manner  may  be  shown  by  proof  of 
extrinsic  circumstances  to  be  the  contract 
of  a  corporation,  or  of  any  unnamed  princi- 
pal, then  it  may  be  suggested  that  an  indor- 
see of  such  .instrument  might  be  left  in 
doubt  as  to  the  identity  of  his  debtor.  On 
the  other  hand,  it  may  be  said  that  if  the 
description  of  the  person  signing  the  paper 
must  be  disregarded,  and  if  the  instrument 
is  to  be  conclusively  presumed  the  contract 
of  the  person  whose  name  is  subscribed  to  it, 
then,  in  many  cases,  the  person  so  signing 
would  find  himself  personally  liable  for  the 
debt  of  another;  while  the  holder  of  the  in- 
strument might  discover  in  an  action  upon 
it  that  instead  of  having,  as  he  supposed, 
the  obligation  of  a  solvent  corporation  or 
person,  he  held  only  the  personal  note  of 
an  irresponsible  officer  or  agent  of  such  cor- 
poration or  person.  In  the  usual  course  of 
business  in  this  country,  the  addition  of  a 
title  or  description  of  any  kind  is  not  cus- 
tomary— indeed,  it  may  be  said  that  such  ad- 
dition or  description  is  never  appended — 
when  men  sign  their  names  to  contracts  by 
which  they  intend  to  bind  themselves  in 
their  own  proper  persons,  and  not  as  the  rep- 
resentatives of  another.  Again,  it  is  to  be 
observed  that  such  additions  and  descriptions 
as  "president,"  "secretary,"  "treasurer," 
"trustee,"  "agent,"  and  the  like,  plainly  im- 
port a  relation  to  some  other  person,  as  a 
principal,  distinct  from  the  person  subscrib- 
ing the  instrument.  Besides,  the  appearance 
of  such  description  of  the  party  signing  the 
instrument  is  sufficient,  in  fact,  to  apprise 
the  other  party  that  the  person  so  signing 
his  name  and  describing  himself  is  not  the 
principal  in  the  transaction,  but  that  an- 
other, disclosed  or  undisclosed,  is  the  real 
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party  in  interest;  or,  at  least,  such  addition 
or  description  is  sufficient,  in  fact,  to  put 
the  other  party  upon  inquiry,  both  as  to  the 
identity  of  the  real  principal  and  the  author- 
ity of  the  agent  to  bind  him.  We  do  not 
mean  to  assert  here,  however,  the  sufficiency 
in  law  of  every  such  indication  that  the 
paper  is  executed  in  a  representative  ca- 
pacity only. 

The  decisions  in  this  state  upon  the  ques- 
tion presented  here  cannot  easily  be  recon- 
ciled or  distinguished.  Among  those  hold- 
ing that  extrinsic  evidence  is  not  admissible 
to  show  that  a  contract  exexjuted  by  one  who 
adds  to  his  signature  the  words  "president," 
"secretary,"  "agent,"  "trustee,"  etc.,  is  not 
the  contract  of  the  person  so  signing,  but 
the  obligation  of  another  party,  are  the  fol- 
lowing: Prather  v.  R088,  17  Ind.  495;  Ken- 
dall V.  Morton,  21  Ind.  205;  Wiley  v.  Shank, 
4  Blackf.  420;  Mcars  v.  Graham,  8  Blackf. 
144;  Hays  v.  Crutcher,  54  Ind.  260;  Will- 
iams V.  Second  Nat.  Bank,  83  Ind.  237 ;  Will- 
son  V.  Nicholson,  61  Ind.  241 ;  Hayes  v. 
Brubaker,  65  Inid.  27;  Avery  v.  Dougherty, 
102  Ind.  443,  52  Am.  Rep.  680,  2  N.  E.  123; 
Hohhs  V.  Gowden,  20  Ind.  310;  Jackson 
School  Twp.  V.  Farlow,  75  Ind.  123.  A  dif- 
ferent view  seems  to  have  been  taken  in 
other  cases.  Means  v.  Stcormstedt,  32  Ind. 
87,  2  Am.  Rep.  330;  M'Henry  v.  Duffield,  7 
Blackf.  41;  Pitman  v.  Kintner,  5  Blackf. 
250,  33  Am.  Dec.  469;  Kenyon  v.  WillianM, 
19  Ind.  44;  Bingham  v.  Kimhall,  17  Ind. 
396;  Indiana  d  I.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Davis,  20 
Ind.  6;  Gaff  v.  Theis,  33  Ind.  308;  Vater  v. 
Lewis,  36  Ind.  288,  10  Am.  Rep.  29;  Pearse 
V.  Welhom,  42  Ind.  331 ;  Neptune  v.  Pa^ton, 
15  Ind.  App.  284,  43  N.  E.  276;  Louiwille, 
E.  d  St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Caldwell,  98  Ind.  245; 
Second  Baptist  Church  v.  Furher,  109  Ind. 
492,  10  N.  E.  118;  Su>arts  v.  Cohen,  11  Ind. 
App.  20,  38  N.  E.  536;  Hunt  v.  Listenbergcr, 
14  Ind.  App.  322,  42  N.  E.  240,  964. 

In  reviewing  the  cases  in  this  state,  it  will 
be  observed  that  the  court,  while  adhering 
to  the  rule  that  the  words  affixed  to  the 
names  of  the  persons  signing  an  instrument 
are  to  be  treated  as  mere  descriptio  personm, 
deprecates  the  doctrine  as  an  unreasonable 
one,  and  holds,  whenever  possible,  that  when 
the  contract  itself  shows  that  the  words  were 
not  merely  descriptive  of  the  person  they 
will  not  be  so  regarded.  Many  exceptions 
to  the  rule  contended  for  by  the  appellee 
in  this  case  are  generally  recognised.  It 
does  not  apply  to  contracts  executed  by  pub- 
lic officers  in  the  discharge  of  official  duties. 
1  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  1056,  and 
cases  cited  in  note  2 ;  Macheath  v.  Haldi- 
mand,  1  T.  R.  172;  Sparta  School  Ttcp.  r. 
Mendell,  138  Ind.  188-200,  37  N.  E.  604. 
Nor  to  instruments  executed  by  bank  officers 
on  behalf  of  a  bank.  Bank  of  the  State  v. 
Wheeler,  21  Ind.  90;  Warrick  County  Comra. 
v.  Butterxcorth,  17  Ind.  129;  Baldwin  v. 
Bank  of  Newbury,  1  Wall.  234,  17  L.  ed. 
534;  Nave  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  87  Ind.  204; 
Commercial  Bank  v.  French,  21  Pick.  486, 
32  Am.  Dec.  280;  Watervliet  Bank  v.  White^ 
1  Denio,  608;  Houghton  v.  First  Nat.  Bankj 
26  Wis.  663.     Nor  to  simple  contracts  for 
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the  performance  of  agreements  other  than 
the  payment  of  money.     Deming  v.  Bullittf 

1  Blackf.  241 ;  Avery  v.  Dougherty,  102  Ind. 
443,  52  Am.  Rep.  680,  2  N.  E.  123;  Whitney 
V.  ^'yman,  101  U.  S.  392,  25  L.  ed.  1050; 
Po9t  V.  Pearson,  108  U.  S.  418,  27  L.  ed.  774, 

2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  799. 

It  is  said  by  Mr.  Freeman  in  his  note  upon 
Orecnbcrg  v,  Whitcomb  Lumber  Co.  (Wis.) 
48  Am.  St.  Rep.  919,  that,  "upon  principle, 
the  true  question  for  consideration  in  every 
case  is,  or,  at  least,  ought  to  be,  whether, 
taking  the  writing  as  a  whole,  it  sufficiently 
api^ears  therefrom  that  it  is  intended  to  be 
bmding  upon  the  corporation  rather  than 
upon  the  agent  who  has  signed  it.  It  is  not 
at  all  usual  for  a  person,  executing  a  note 
or  other  contract,  to  add  words  descriptive 
of  himself,  or  to  refer  to  his  relation  to 
other  persons,  whether  natural  or  artificial, 
who  have  no  connection  with  the  transac- 
tion, and,  wlien  he  designates  his  representa- 
UTe  capacity,  to  assume  that  such  designa- 
tion was  intended  merely  as  a  description  of 
himself  is  to  assume  something  which  is 
rarely,  and  perhaps  never,  in  harmony  with 
the  facts.  Of  course,  if  he  only  describes 
himself  as  an  agent  or  officer,  without  indi- 
cating who  his  principal  is,  the  instrument 
must  necessarily  be  accepted  as  the  obliga- 
tion of  the  agent,  or  treated  as  void  for  want 
of  a  designated  obligor.  If,  on  the  other 
hand,  he,  upon  the  face  of  the  writing,  dis- 
closes not  only  that  he  is  an  agent  or  of- 
ficer, but  also  of  whom  he  is  such  agent  or  of- 
lieer,  we  must  be  astute  to  misapprehend,  or 
else  we  must  concede  that  he  has  employed 
language  better  calculated  to  evidence  the 
obligation  of  his  principal^  than  of  himself. 
There  is  a  growing  inclination  to  consider 
an  instniment  as  it  would  manifestly  be  un- 
derstood by  the  average  business  man,  or, 
in  other  words,  as  it  was  most  probably  un- 
derstood by  the  party  receiving  and  the 
party  signing  it,  and  to  exonerate  the  latter 
from  liability,  when,  according  to  such  con- 
i-tniction,  it  appears  to  the,  court  that  he 
did  not  intend,  and  was  not  understood,  to 
hind  himself,  but  to  act  for  the  corporation 
of  which  he  was  the  authorized  a^nt.  De- 
spatch Line  of  Packets  v.  Bellamy  Mfg.  Co. 

12  N'.  H.  205,  37  Am.  Dee.  203;  Magill  v. 
Hinsdale,  6  Conn.  464,  16  Am.  Dec.  70; 
Smith  v.  AleicandeTj  31  Mo.  193;  McClelUm 
V.  Reynolds,  49  Mo.  312;  Pratt  v.  Beaupre, 

13  Minn.  187,  Gil.  177 ;  Johnson  v.  Smith, 
21  Conn.  627 ;  Wyman  v.  Gray,  7  Har.  &  J. 
409:  Means  v.  Swormstedt,  32  Ind.  87,  2 
Am.  Rep.  330;  Vatcr  v.  Leiois,  36  Ind.  288, 
10  Am.  Rep.  29;  Farmers*  d  Mechanics' 
Bank  of  Savings  v.  Colby,  64  Cal.  352,  28 
Pac  118."  See  also  the  very  clear  and  full 
statement  of  the  modern  doctrine  on  this 
subject  in  4  Thomp.  Corp.  S§  5141  et  seq. 

In  Carpenter  v.  Famsworth,  106  Mass. 
561,  8  Am.  Rep.  360,  a  check  had  "^Etna 
Mills"  printed  on  the  margin,  was  signed 
**T.  D.  F.,  Treas.,"  and  was  given  for  the 
debt  of  the  mills.  It  was  held  not  to  bind  F. 
personally.  Gray,  J.i  "The  court  has  al- 
ways laid  hold  of  any  indication  on  the  face 
of  the  paper,  however  informally  expressed, 
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to  enable  it  to  carry  out  the  intentions  of 
the  parties." 

In  Roberts  v.  Austin,  5  Whart.  313,  the 
action  was  brought  by  the  payee  against  the 
drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  signed  by  the 
latter  in  his  own  name  merely.  Parol  evi- 
dence was  admitted  to  show  that  the  drawer 
was  agent  of  the  drawee,  and  had  given  the 
bill  in  the  business  of  the  latter,  and  that 
the  payee  knew  the  facts  when  he  received 
the  bill. 

In  Moore  y.McClure,  8  Hun,  557,  parol  evi- 
dence was  held  admissible  to  charge  the 
principal  on  a  note  signed  ''A.  B.,  Agent." 
The  court  said :  "The  fact  that  the  name  of 
the  principal  does  not  appear  on  the  face  of 
the  note  is  not,  imder  the  modern  decisions 
in  this  state,  at  all  conclusive.  If  it  was 
intended  to  be  Riven  in  the  business  of  the 
principal,  was  in  fact  so  given,  and  w^ith 
due  authority,  it  is  binding  on  the  principal, 
and  all  this  is  matter  of  evidence. 

In  Hicks  v.  Hinde,  9  Barb.  528,  a  draft  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  was  signed  "John 
Hinde,  Agent,"  and  extrinsic  evidence  was 
admitted  to  discharge  Hinde  from  liability. 

In  Scanlan  v.  Keith,  102  HI.  634,  40  Am. 
Rep.  624,  the  court  says:  "Where  a  party 
signs  his  name  as  cashier  or  agent  for  a 
banking,  railroad,  or  other  corporation,  in 
drawing  drafts  and  bills,  or  in  accepting 
drafts  or  other  evidences  of  indebtedness,  in 
its  ordinary  business,  if  it  appears,  or  is 
made  to  appear,  that  it  is  the  obligation  of 
the  corporation,  and  the  cashier  or  agent 
or  other  officer  had  authority  to  bind  the  cor- 
poration, he  is  not  personally  liable,  and  the 
tacts  may  be  shown  by  extrinsic  evidence." 
See  also  Hypes  v.  Griffin,  89  111.  134,  31  Am. 
Rep.  71 ;  Merchants*  Bank  v.  Central  Bank, 
1  Ga.  429,  44  Am.  Dec.  665. 

In  Baldtcin  v.  Bank  of  Newbury,  1  Wall. 
234,  17  L.  ed.  534,  the  court,  by  ClifTord,  J., 
quotes  with  approbation  the  ppinion  of 
Johnson,  J.,  in  Mechanics*  Bank  v.  Bank  of 
Columbia,  5  Wheat.  326,  5  L.  ed.  100,  in 
which  it  was  said  "that  it  is  by  no  means 
true,  as  was  contended  in  argument,  that  the 
acts  of  agents  derive  their  validity  from 
professing  on  the  face  of  them  to  have  been' 
done  in  the  exercise  of  their  agency.  Rules 
of  form,  in  certain  cases,  have  been  pre- 
scribed by  law,  and,  where  that  is  so,  those 
rules  must  in  general  be  followed;  but,  in 
the  diversified  duties  of  a  general  agent,  the 
liability  of  the  principal  depends  upon  the 
fact  that  the  act  was  done  in  the  exercise 
and  within  the  limits  of  the  powers  delegated, 
and  those  powers  .  .  .  are  necessarily 
inquirable  into  by  the  court  and  jury. 
Maker  of  the  note  in  that  case  had  signed  his 
name  without  any  addition  to  indicate  his 
agency,  which  makes  the  case  a  stronger  one 
than  the  one  under  consideration.  Same  rule, 
as  applied  to  ordinary  simple  contracts,  has 
since  that  time  been  fully  adopted  by  this 
court.  Examples  of  the  kind  are  to  be 
found  in  the  case  of  New  Jersey  Steam  Nav. 
Co.  V.  Merchants*  Bank,  6  How.  381,  12  L. 
ed.  481,  and  in  the  more  recent  case  of  Ford 
V.  Williams,  21  How.  289,  16  L.  ed.  37,  where 
the  opinion  was  given  by  Mr.  Justice  Grier. 
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In  the  latter  case  it  is  said  that  the  con- 
tract of  the  agent  is  the  contract  of  the  pnn- 
cipal,  and  he  may  sue  or  be  sued  thereon, 
though  not  named  therein.  Parol  proof 
may  be  admitted  to  show  the  real  nature  of 
the  transaction,  and  it  is  there  held  that 
the  admission  of  such  proof  does  not  con- 
tradict the  instrument,  but  only  explains 
the  transaction."  "Where  the  principars 
name  appears  printed  in  the  margin  or  head 
of  a  bill  or  note  executed  by  an  agent,  the 
former  is  sufficiently  designated  to  put  a 
prudent  man  upon  inquiry,  and  to  take  the 
ease  out  of  the  rule  in  regard  to  an  undis- 
closed principal."  1  Am.  &  En^.  Enc.  Iaw, 
2d  ed.  p.  1047,  and  cases  cited  in  notes. 

In  the  case  before  us  the  Midland  Steel 
Company  is  named  in  the  instrument  sued 
on.  There  is  nothing  to  indicate  that  the 
name  of  the  company  is  outside  of  the  note, 
or  that  that  was  not  written  in  and  intended 
to  form  a  part  of  it.  The  complaint  avers 
that  the  note  was  given  by  the  Midland  Steel 
Company,  and,  in  some  of  its  paragraphs, 
that  it  was  ffiven  for  a  debt  owing  by  the 
Midland  Steel  Company  to  the  Munde  Land 
Company,  and  for  no  other  consideration; 
that  it  was  intended  to  be  the  note  of  the 
appellee,  and  was  so  received;  and  that  the 
appellant  took  it  from  the  payee  with  that 
understanding.  Under  these  circumstances, 
we  think  it  may  properly  be  treated  as  the 
note  of  the  Midland  Steel  Company,  and  not 
as  the  obligation  of  the  person  who  signed 
his  name  to  it  as  the  president  of  that  cor- 
poration. In  view  of  the  fact  that  an  in- 
dorsee is  seeking  to  charge  the  Midland  Steel 
Company  as  the  maker,  and,  as  the  indorsee 
alleges,  that'  it  took   the   note  with   notice 


that  Beatty,  whose  name  was  subscribed  to 
it  as  president,  was  not  bound, 'We  think  it 
unimportant  whether  the  note  was  negotia- 
ble as  a  bill  of  exchange  or  otherwise.  If 
the  appellee  is  correct  in  its  contention  that 
the  instrument  was  not  negotiable  as  a  bill 
of  exchange,  then  it  was  a  simple  contract 
for  the  payment  of  money,  and,  according  to 
the  authorities,  the  rule  as  to  the  admissi- 
bility of  parol  evidence  to  explain  its  true 
character  is  less  stringent.  It  is  also  a  fact 
of  some  importance  in  the  case  that  the 
party  attempting  to  escape  liability  is  the 
one  who  is  alleg^  to  be  the  real  debtor,  and 
who  received  the  full  consideration  for  which 
the  note  was  executed,  and  not  the  officer  or 
agent  who  undertook  to  execute  it  in  his 
representative  capacity,  and  who  derived  no 
personal  benefit  from  the  transaction.  The 
form  of  the  ine^rument  sued  on  is  not  such 
as  to  require  the  court  to  presume  conclu- 
sively that  it  is  the  obligation  of  R.  J.  Beat- 
ty. Extrinsic  evidence  is  admissible  to  ex- 
plain the  instrument,  and  to  show  that  it 
was  intended  and  understood  by  the  partiei^ 
to  be  the  note  of  the  Midland  Steel  Company. 
The  averments  of  each  paragraph  of  the 
complaint  were  sufficient  to  authorize  such 
proof,  and  to  fix  the  liability  intended  to  be 
created  by  the  instrument  where  it  properly 
and  justly  belongs.  The  previous  decisions 
of  this  court  inconsistent  with  the  views  ex- 
pressed in  this  opinion  are  overruled. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  with  instruc- 
tions to  the  court  to  overrule  the  demurrers 
to  the  several  paragraphs  of  the  complaint, 
and  for  further  proc^dings  in  accordance 
with  this  opinion. 


IOWA  SUPREME  COURT. 


L  C.  McCONNELL,  Appt,, 

C.  L.  POOR. 

( Iowa ) 

1.  A  Jadjrntent  aflraliiat  a  principal 
for   dainafres    for   breacli   of   contract 

is  not  res  judicata  in  an  action  against  the 
surety,  where  he  has  not,  by  his  undertalclng, 
obligated  himself  to  be  barred  thereby,  and 
he  was  not  a  party  or  privy  to  the  action  on 
the  contract 

8.  A  •urety  on  a  contractor's  bond  i» 
released  from  liability  by  cba.nare» 
made  M'lthout  compensation  corre- 
aponding  relatively  to  the  contract  price, 
where  the  contract  provided  that  the  value 
of  changes  or  alterations,  without  additions 
or  deductioAa,  should  be  estimated  at  the 
rate  at  which  the  work  was  taken,  and  the 
amount  added  to  or  deducted  from  the  con- 
tract price. 

8.  IVbere  the  CTldenoe  Is  conflicting 
and  sufficient  to  support  the  verdict  it  will 
not  be  reviewed  on  appeal. 

(January  24,  1901.) 


Note. — As  to  the  effect   against  sureties  on 
official   bond,  of  Judgment   against   officer,   see 
Rodini  V.  Lytle  (Mont.)  ante,  1G5,  and  note, 
52  L.  R.  A. 


APPE^VL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Des  Moines  Coun- 
ty in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought 
upon  a  contractor's  bond.    Affirmed, 

Statement  by  Ladd,  J. : 

Evans  entered  into  a  contract  with  plain- 
tiff, July  14,  1891,  to  construct  a  dweUing 
house  for  him,  and  on  the  same  day  executed 
a  bond,  with  defendant  as  surety,  condi- 
tioned "that,  if  the  said  Evan  F.  Evans  shall 
duly  perform  said  contract,  then  this  obliga- 
tion is  to  be  void,  but,  if  otherwise,  the  same 
to  be  and  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue." 
The  house  was  built,  and  in  1892  Evans  be- 
gan an  action  .against  the  plaintiff  for  a 
balance  due.  McO)nnell  filed  a  cross  peti- 
tion, in  which  he  averred  several  breaches  of 
the  contract,  and  prayed  for  damages.  The 
result  was  a  judgment  against  Evans  for 
$943,  to  recover  w^hich  this  action  was 
brought  against  the  defendant  as  surety  on 
the  bond.  By  way  of  defense,  he  pleaded 
alterations  in  the  contract  in  four  particu- 
lars: (1)  That  the  work  was  done  under 
the  direction  of  McConnell,  instead  of  Sun- 
derland, the  architect,  as  agreed;  (2)  the 
broken  ashlar  work  was  constructed  with 
close  joints,  instead  of  being  tuck  pointed^ 
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as  stipulated ;  (3)  the  increased  cost  oc- 
casioned by  this  change  was  not  estimated 
at  the  rate  at  which  the  work  was  taken,  and 
added  to  the  amount  to  be  paid,  as  exacted 
by  the  terms  of  the  contract;  and  (4)  other 
changes  were  made  without  estimating  the 
increased  cost,  as  required  in  the  agreement. 
To  these  defenses  the  plaintiff  pleaded  ad- 
judication in  Evans  against  McGonnell  as 
an  estoppel.  The  defendant  also  answered 
that  he  had  advanced,  in  payment  of  labor 
and  material,  with  McConneirs  knowledge 
and  consent,  a  large  amount  of  money,  and 
was  released  from  liability  on  the  bond  to 
that  extent.  Trial  to  jury,  and  from  judg- 
ment on  a  verdict  against  him  the  plaintiff 
appeals. 

Messrs.  Kelley  ft  Cooper  and  Blake  ft 
Blake,  for  appellant: 

The  same  questions  raised  here  were  in- 
Tolved  in  the  prior  case,  anu  ^iscided  against 
Evans. 

The  measure  of  the  principal's  responsi- 
bility is  the  measure  of  the  surety's. 

Boone  County  v.  Jones,  54  Iowa,  709,  37 
Am.  Rep.  220,  2  N.  W.  987,  7  N.  W.  156; 
McCabe  v.  Raney,  32  Ind.  309. 

Where  the  principal  has  been  adjudged  lia- 
ble in  an  action  to  which  the  surety  was  not 
a  party,  it  establishes  the  liability  of  the 
bnrety.' 

Charles  ▼.  HoskinSf  14  Iowa,  471;  Walsh 
▼.  Miller,  51  Ohio  St.  462,  38  N.  E.  386 ; 
Stephens  v.  Shafer,  48  Wis.  64,  33  Am.  Rep. 
796,  3  N.  W.  835;  Chicago  Lumber  Co,  v. 
Tibbies  Mfg,  Co.  80  Iowa,  369,  46  N.  W. 
893. 

Any  act  of  the  principal  which  estops  him 
from  setting  up  a  defense  operates  equally 
against  his  surety. 

Brandt,  Suretyship,  §  359;  McCabe  v. 
Raney,  32  Ind.  309 ;  Boone  County  v.  Jones, 
H  Iowa,  709,  37  Am.  Rep.  229,  2  N.  W.  987, 
7  X.  W.  155. 

Under  the  law  in  this  state.  Poor  is  bound 
by  the  adjudication  in  MoConnell  v.  Evans, 
becanse  he  acted  as  the  attorney  for  Evans 
in  that  case,  and  conducted  the  defense. 

Mcyamee  r.  Moreland,  26  Iowa,  113; 
Stoddard  ▼.  Thompson,  31  Iowa,  80;  Conger 
V,  Chilcotc,  42  Iowa,  18. 

Privies  are  bound  even  though  not  named 
or  designated  as  parties  defendant,  and  those 
whp  act  as  interested  parties  in  a  litigation, 
Buch  as  employing  counsel,  paying  costs,  and 
doing  those  things  which  are  usually  done  by 
a  party,  will  be  bound  by  the  judgment  ren- 
dered in  the  case,  even  though  not  named  as 
I^arties. 

CterJk  V.  Wolf,  29  Iowa,  197;  Lyman  v. 
Faris,  63  Iowa,  498,  6  N.  W.  621 ;  Cannon 
^' y elson,  S3  Iowa,  242,  48  N.  W.  1033; 
Tredday  v.  Siowt  City  &  P.  R,  Co.  39  Iowa, 
fl63;  magle  v.  Entrekin,  44  Ohio  St.  637,  10 
N.  E.  675;  Boyd  v.  Caldwell,  4  Rich.  L.  117 ; 
Heard  v.  Lodge,  20  Pick.  58,  32  Am.  Dec. 
\^l;Btate  ex  rel.  Griffith  v.  Holt,  27  Mo. 
340,  72  Am.  Dec.  273 ;  Stovall  v.  Banks,  10 
Wall.  588,  19  L.  ed.  1038;  Harrison  v. 
CUirk,  87  N.  Y.  572;  Casoni  v.  Jerome,  58 
N.  Y.  318 ;  Wycough  v.  State,  50  Ark.  102, 
52  L.  R.  A. 


6  S.  W.  598;  Charles  v.  Hoskins,  14  Iowa, 
471,  83  Am.  Dec.  378. 

The  surety  cannot  be  heard  to  urge  the 
failure  of  his  principal  to  comply  with  the 
terms  of  the  contract  on  his  part  to  be  per- 
formed, as  a  reason  why  he  should  be  re- 
leased from  liability  on  the  bond.  To  do  so 
would  be  to  permit  him  to  take  advantage  of 
the  default  of  his  principal,  which  would  be 
contrary  to  legal  rules. 

Cofisaul  v.  Sheldon,  35  Neb.  1104,  52  N. 
W.  1107. 

The  rule  that  a  material  change  in  a  con- 
tract releases  the  surety  on  the  bond,  when 
such  alteration  is  without  the  consent  of 
the  surety,  has  no  application  where  the 
contract  authorizes  the  owner  to  make  al- 
terations during  the  progress  of  the  work, 
and  that  the  same  should  not  invalidate  the 
contract. 

Consaul  v.  Sheldon,  35  Neb.  1104,  52  N. 
W.  1108;  Smith  v.  Molleson,  148  N.  Y.  241, 
42  N.  E.  672;  Hayden  v.  Cook,  34  Neb.  670, 
52  N.  W.  165 ;  Dorscy  v.  ifcGce,  30  Xeb.  657, 
46  N.  W.  1020;  Howard  County  v.  Baker, 
119  Mo.  397,  24  S.  W.  202. 

Extras  are  in  addition  to  the  contract,  and 
the  surety  is  not  released  by  the  making  of 
agreements  as  to  such  extras. 

Barclay  v.  Deckcrhoof,  151  Pa.  374,  24 
Atl.  1068;  Smith  v,  Molleson,  148  N.  Y.  241*, 
42  N.  E.  672. 

Messrs,  A.  BC  Antrobvs  and  Seerley  ft 
Clark,  with  Mr.  O.  I«.  Poor  in  propria  per- 
sona : 

An  adjudication  that  a  principal  is  liable 
on  account  of  the  nonperformance  of  a  con- 
tract does  not,  of  itself,  establish  the  lia- 
bility of  his  surety  for  the  performance  of 
that  contract. 

Chickasaw  County  ▼.  Pitcher,  36  Iowa, 
593;  Douglass  v.  Rowland,  24  Wend.  34; 
Waditworth  v.  Gerhard,  55  Iowa,  368,  7  N. 
W.  637;  Brandt,  Suretyship,  S  524;  Black, 
Judgm.  S  555. 

This  record  shows  that  the  house  was  not 
biiiilt  under  the  direction  of  Sunderland,  and 
as  provided  by  the  contract,  but  that  it  was 
erected  in  a  different  way  at  an  increased 
expense  of  $1,600,  under  the  direction  of  Mc- 
Conuell. 

The  parties  had  the  right  to  waive  con- 
ditions, but  in  doing  so  disregarded  those 
on  which  the  indemnity  rested  {Stillman 
V.  Wickham,  106  Iowa,  597,  76  N.  W.  1008), 
and  this  released  the  surety. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  surety  acted  as  the 
agent  or  attorney  for  the  principal  in  the 
suit  wherein  judgment  was  entered  against 
the  latter  did  not  make  him  a  party  to  that 
suit,  nor  give  him  a  right  to  defend  in  his 
own  name,  nor  to  control  or  appeal  the  case,* 
except  as  directed  by  his  client. 

He  could  not  be  affected  by  that  judgment. 

Jackson  v.  Griswold,  4  Hill.  522;  21  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  113,  179. 

If  a  material  alteration  is  made  in  the 
contract  without  the  suretv's  consent,  he  is 
discharged,  even  though  the  alteration  may 
be  for  his  benefit. 

^fiUman  v.  Wickham,  106  Iowa,  597,  76 
N.  W.  1008. 
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IiAddy  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

How  far  will  a  surety  on  a  bond  be  bound 
by  a  judgment  against  his  principal  alone? 
There  is  no  little  confusion  in  the  language 
of  the  courts  on  this  subject,  and  entire  har- 
mony does  not  prevail  in  the  decisions.  This 
has  resulted  sometimes  in  treating  such  a 
judgment   as   re8  judicata    in    an    action 
against  the  surety,  rather  than  passing  on 
the  character  of   the   contract,  and   simply 
holding  him  to  its  performance.     It  is  a  fun- 
damental   principle   in   jurisprudence   that 
every  man  shall  have  his  day  in  court,  and 
shall  be  heard  in  his  own  defense,  and  of  this 
right  he  may   not,   under  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  this   state,   be  deprived.     For 
this  reason,  judgment  against  the  principal 
may    never    foreclose   investigation   of    the 
surety's  liability,  unless,  by  virtue  of  the 
latter's  undertaking,  he  has  obligated  him- 
self directly  or  by  implication  to  be  bound 
thereby.    Where,  by  the  terms  of  the  bond, 
the  surety  is  to  be  bound  by  the  litigation 
to  which  he  is  not  a  party,  the  courts  decide, 
not  that  the  judgment  is  an  adjudication,  be- 
cause of  the  connection,   but  that  he  must 
perform    the   contract   as    it    is    written. 
Shenandoah  Nat.  Bank  v.  Read,  86  Iowa,  136, 
53  N.  W.  96.     The  only  ground  on  which 
sureties  on  official  bonds  generally  may  be 
regarded  as  bound  by  the  judgments  against 
their  principals  is  that  the  sureties  by  the 
terms  of  the  bond   agree,  expressly  or  im- 
pliedly, to   abide  the    result   of   litigation 
against  their  principals.    This  principle  is 
well  stated  in  Stephens  v.  Shafer,  48  Wis. 
54,  33  Am.  Rep.  796,  3  N.  W.  835:     "The  na- 
ture of  the  contract  in  official  bonds  is  that 
of  a  bond  of  indemnity  to  those  who   may 
suffer  damages   by    reason   of   the   neglect, 
fraud,  or  misconduct  of  the  officer.  The  bond 
is  made  with  the  full  knowledge  and  under- 
standing that  in  many  cases  such  damages 
must  be  ascertained  and  liquidated  by  an 
action  against  the  officer,  for  whose  acts  the 
sureties  make  themselves    liable,    and    the 
fair  construction  of  the  contract  of  the  sure- 
ties is  that  they  will  pay  all  damages  so  as- 
certained and  liquidated  in  an  action  against 
their  principal."     See  also  Masaer  v.  Strick- 
land, 17  Serg.  &  R.  354,   17   Am.  Dec.   668. 
This  court  held   in  Charles  v.   Hoskins,   14 
Iowa,  471,  83  Am.  Dec.  378,  that  judgment 
against  a  sheriff  might  be  received  in  evi- 
dence as  fixing,  prima  facie,  the  liability  of 
the     surety.     True,    other    reasons    for    so 
holding  than  here  suggested  were  assigned. 
But  the  doctrine  of  stare  decisis  has  no  appli- 
cation to  the  reasons  given  for  reaching  the 
conclusion;   it  is  limited  to  the  very  point 
decided.    The  fallacy   in   the   reasoning   of 
that  case,  as  well  as  Lowell  v.  Parker,    10 
Met.  309,  43  Am.  Dec.  436,  on  which  it  was 
based,  lies   in  supposing  that,  because  the 
surety  may  claim  the  benefit  of  a  judgment 
in  favor  of  his  principal,  it  follows  that  he 
is  concluded  by  one  against  him.     But  the 
surety  is    diHcharged   by   a   finding  for   his 
principal,  not  owing  to  the  creditor  being  es- 
topped, but  for  that  it  establishes  the  ab- 
sence of  liability  of  the  principal;  and,  if 
52  L.  R.  A. 


he  is  not  liable,  the  surety  cannot  be,  as  his 
obligation  is  merely  incidental  to  that  of  the 
principal.  Besides,  the  discharge  of  the 
principal  does  not  always  release  the  surety. 
If  the  former  be  an  infant  when  executing 
an  instrument,  and  is  discharged  on  that 
ground,  the  surety  may  yet  be  held.  Keo- 
kuk County  State  Bank  v.  Hall,  106  Iowa, 
540,  76  N.  W.  832.  To  the  point  is  this  lan- 
guage, found  in  Jackson  v.  Oriswold,  4  Hill, 
528:  "No  doubt  ...  a  decision 
against  the  debt  would  discharge  him  [the 
surety].  That,  however,  is  not  on  the 
ground  that  he  is  a  party,  but  because  the 
judgment  or  decree  extinguishes  the  debt; 
and,  the  principal  thing  being  thus  de- 
stroyed, the  incident — ^the  obligation  of  the 
surety — is  destroyed  with  it.  The  effect  is 
the  same  as  a  release  by  the  creditor  or  a 
payment  by  the  debtor." 

It  is  sometimes  urged  that,  as  the  surety 
has  become  responsible  for  the  debt  or  good 
conduct  of  the  principal,  judgment  estab- 
lishes the  fact  on  which  the  surety's  liabil- 
ity rests.    A  complete  answer  to  this  is  that 
the  fact  has  not   been  established  against 
the  surety,  because  he  has  been  afforded  no 
opportunity  to  litigate  the  question.  Under 
the  civil  law%  the  surety  was  permitted  to 
defend,  and  even  allowed  to  prosecute  an  ap- 
peal from  the  judgment  against  the  princi- 
pal, though  not  a  party   to   the  judgment. 
As  he  was  given  his  day  in  court,  there  ap- 
pears no  serious  objection  to  binding  him  by 
the  litigation.    Much  of  the  confusion  in  the 
decisions  seems  to  have  resulted  from  the  at- 
tempt to  apply  the   rule   of   the   civil  law, 
binding  the  surety  by  the  litigation  against 
the  principal,  without  allowing  the  former 
the  participation  there  aceordSl,    We  have 
called  attention  to  the  inapplicability  of  the 
doctrine  of  estoppel  in  such  cases,  as  the  ap- 
pellant, with  much  propriety,  has  insisted 
that,  if  applicable  at  all  logically,  it  must 
extend  to  bonds  in  private  transactions.  The 
better  opinion  and  the  voice  of  authority  is 
the  other  way,  and  a  judgment  against  the 
principal  is  entitled  to  no  consideration  as 
against  the  surety,  unless  by  the  terms  of 
the  contract  the  surety  is  to  be  bound  there- 
by.    Oiltinan  ▼.  Strong,  64  Pa.  244 ;  Fletch- 
er V.  Jackson,  23  Vt.  581,  66  Am.  Dec.  98; 
Arrington  v.  Porter,  47  Ala.  714;  Douglass 
V.  Hourland,  24  Wend.  35 ;  De  Oreiff  v.  VTil- 
son^  30  N.  J.  Eq.  437;  Firemen's  Ins.  Co.  v. 
McMillan,  29  Ala.  147 ;  Jackson  v.  Oriswold, 
4  Hill,  528 ;  2  Van  Fleet,  Former  Adjudica- 
tions, §  567;  2  Black,  Judgm.  §  592. 

In  Fletcher  v.  Jackson,  23  Vt.  581,  56  Am. 
Dec.  98,  the  court,  speaking  through  Red- 
field,  J.,  said:  "The  general  rule  undoubt- 
edly is  that,  in  a  collateral' undertaking  by 
way  of  guaranty,  where  a  suit  is  necessary 
to  fix  the  liability  of  the  guarantor,  the  first 
judgment  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  de- 
fault. But,  where  the  guarantor  is  liable 
without  suit  against  the  principal,  the  jud<;- 
ment  against  him  is  regarded  as  strictly 
matter  inter  alios.  The  judgment  of  evic- 
tion, in  order  to  show  a  breach  of  the  coven- 
ants of  warranty,  is  a  case  of  the  first  class. 
The  judgment  of  eriction  is  a  necessary  step 
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in  making  out  the  liability  of  the  warrant- 
or; that  is,  the  casus  foederis.     So,  too,  gen- 
erally, I  apprehend, -when  anyone  undertakes 
to  indemnify  against  the  consequences  of  a 
^uit,  or  that  a  suit  brought  shall  be  effect- 
ual, the  judgment  in  either  case,  being  the 
ccivus  ffcderis,  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  the 
liability.     And,  on  the   other   hand,    where 
the    suit    may,  in    the    first    instance,    be 
brought  directly  against  the  guarantor,  the 
judgment  against  the  principal,  without  no- 
tice to  the  guarantor,  is  not  evidence;  and 
iM),  too,  if  the  guarantor  have  notice  of  suit 
against  the  principal,  he  is  not  obliged  to 
concern    himself    in   its  defense,   but  may 
await  a  suit  against  himself  and  then  insist 
upon  the  right  to  contest  the  whole  ground." 
The  defendant  in  the  case  at  bar  was  not 
a  party  to  the  contract,  nor  could  he  have 
insisted  on  being  made  a  party  to  the  action 
between  Evans  and  McConnell  thereon.  The 
latter  might  have  brought  suit  against  both 
principal  and  surety   on   the  bond,  but   he 
chose,  as  was  his  right,  to  base  his  action  on 
the  contract   alone.     Even   if   these  might 
hare  been  regarded,  for  some  purposes,  as 
one   in5t rumen t,    the   appellant   elected    to 
treat  them  as  distinct  and  separate  by  bas- 
ing Ms  suit  against  Evans  solely  on  the  con- 
tract, and  that  against  Poor   on   the   bond. 
The  surety  may  require  the  principal  to  de- 
fend, for  this  is  his  duty;    but    the    surety 
owe:3  no  such  duty  to  the  principal,  and  is 
under  no  obligation   to    defend   him.     Poor 
wa3  not  a  party  to  the  action  on  the  con- 
tract, for  he  could  neither  appear  and  con- 
trol the  suit  nor  appeal  from  the  decree.  Nor 
«a8  he  privy  to  that  action.     Privity,  says 
Greenleaf,  denotes  mutual  or  successive  re- 
lationship to  the  same  right    of    property. 
PriWty  in  law  involves  the  right  of  repre- 
>entation,  and  certainly  the  principal,  in  an 
action  against  himself  alone,  may  not  repre- 
sent the  suretv.     As  was  said  in  CHltinan 
V.  Strong,  64  Pa.  244:     "  The  privity  of  the 
surety  with  his  principal  is  in  the  contract 
alone,  and  not  in  the  action."     For  the  acts 
or  omi.<u<ion8  of  the  principal  to  which  the 
f>urety  pledges  himself  in  his  contract  he  is 
bound,  and  it  is  only  in  this  respect  the  prin- 
cipal   represents   the  surety.    This  is   the 
mterion  of  the  competency  of  the  princi- 
pal's declarations   and   admissions.     Where 
these  form  a  part  of  the  acts  or  omissions  of 
the  principal  for  which  the  surety  is  bound, 
they  constitute   portions   of   the   res  gestcBj 
and  may  be  evidence  against  the  surety.  But 
beyond  this  line  clearly  the  surety  cannot  be 
affected  by  the   acts   or   admissions   of   his 
principal,  for  he  is  not  represented  by  him. 
True,  Poor  was  the  attorney  for  Evans  in 
the  8uit  on  the  contract,  contested   it  with 
zeal  and  persistency,  and  was  charged  witli 
notice  thereof.     See  Evans  v.  McConnell,  99 
Iowa,  332,  63  N.  W.  570,  68  N.  W.  790.     But 
^  surety  he  could  make  no  defense  to  the 
action  on  the   contract.     His    client    might 
have  revoked  his  authority  at  any  moment. 
He  could  have  gone  further,  and  dismissed 
the  action,  or,  rather,  withdrawn  his  defense 
to  the  cross  petition,  without  consulting  the 
surety.    See  Jackson  v.   Christoold,  4  Hill, 
j»2  L  R.  A. 


528.  For  the  reasons  stated,  we  are  of  opin- 
ion the  district  court  did  not  err  in  holding 
the  defendant  not  bound  by  the  findings 
against  his  principal  in  the  former  action. 

2.  The  appellant  insists  the  contract  per- 
mitted changes,  and  this  is  true.  But  the 
manner  of  making  them  is  specifically 
pointed  out.  '^he  value  of  such  changes  or 
alterations,  without  additions  or  deductions, 
will  be  estimated  according  to  the  rate  at 
which  the  work  has  been  taken,  and  the 
amount  added  to  or  deducted  from  the 
amount  hereinafter  specified."  This  pre- 
cluded the  parties  from  entering  into  ar- 
rangements for  additional  work,  or  that  of 
a  different  character,  without  compensation 
corresponding  relatively  to  the  contract 
price.  If  this  were  not  so,  an  entirely  dif- 
ferent building  from  that  stipulated  might 
have  been  erected  at  the  surety's  cost.  Thus, 
the  alleged  change  in  the  broken  ashlar  work 
alone  occasioned  an  additional  expense  of 
$1,600  or  more, — ^more  than  the  balance 
claimed.  While  the  plaintiff  had  the  option 
of  making  alterations,  he  might  not  do  so 
without  paying  therefor  at  the  rate  fixed  by 
the  contract. 

3.  The  eridence  was  in  confiict  on  every  is- 
sue submitted  to  the  jury,  and  sufficient  to 
support  the  verdict.  The  instructions  in 
the  respects  criticised  were  clear  and  ac- 
curate, and  included  those  requested,  in  so 
far  as  correctly  stating  the  law. 

.  Affirmed, 
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V, 

OMAHA  &  COUNCIL  BLUFFS  RAILWAY 
&  BRIDGE  COMPANY. 


( 


,Iowa ) 


1.  A  city  ordinance  srantlns  a  street- 
ralli'vai'  francl&liie  Is  Included  In  the 
terms  "by-laws  of  a  general  or  permanent 
nature''  as  used  in  Code  1873,  |  402,  provid- 
ing for  the  publication  of  such  by-laws,  and 
that  they  shall  take  effect  at  the  expiration 
of  five  days  after  they  are  published. 

2.  The  publication  of  an  ordinance 
arrantlnv  a  titreet-rail^'ar  franchise 
In  an  extra  edition  of  a  daily  paper  is- 
sued at  11  o'cloclc  at  night,  about  50  or  100 
copies  of  which  are  printed  and  distributed 
by  parties  directly  interested,  is  not  a  publi- 
cation in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation 
as  required  by  Code  1873,  i  492. 

3.  A  discrimination  in  rates  In  fa-ror 
of  tlie  rewldents  of  the  city,  made  by  au 
ordinance  as  one  of  the  considerations  for  ex- 
tending the  franchise  of  a  street-railway  en- 
gaged in  interstate  commerce,  renders  the 
ordinance  invalid  as  in  violation  of  the  inter- 

Note. — As  to  municipal  power  to  Impose  con- 
ditions  when  giving  assent  to  street  railway  in 
street,  see  note  to  Galveston  &  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Galveston   (Tex.)   36  L.  R.  A.  83. 

For  legislative  regulation  of  rates  of,  see 
note^  to  Winchester  &  L.  Tump.  Road  Co.  v. 
Croxton  (Ky.)  33  L.  R.  A.  180.  and  Sternberg 
V.  State  (Neb.)  19  L.  R.  A.  TilO,  And  see  the 
later  cast?  in  This  series,  of  Indianapolis  v. 
Navin  (Ind.)  41  L.  R.  A.  337. 
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state-commerce  clause  ot  the  Federal  Consti- 
tution. 

4.     An    ordlniince    arra-ntlngr    an    exten- 
sion   of    a    street-rail'wa.y    francbliie, 

which  stipulates  that  tickets  shall  be  sold 
at  a  reduced  rate  to  residents  of  the  city,  Is 
unconstitutional  as  in  violation  of  Const,  art. 
1,  g  C,  providing  that  all  laws  of  a  general 
nature  shall  have  a  uniform  operation 
throughout  the  state. 

(January  19,  1901.) 

CROSS-APPEALS  from  a  judgment  of  the 
District  Court  for  Pottawattamie  Coun- 
ty in  an  action  brought  to  test  the  validity 
of  an  ordinance  granting  the  right  to  con- 
struct and  operate  railways  in  the  streets  of 
Council  Blulfs;  the  respondent  appealing 
from  so  much  as  held  the  ordinance  invalid 
for  want  of  prc^per  publication,  and  on  the 
ground  of  discriminatiouB  in  fares;  and  re- 
lator appealing  from  so  much  as  held  the  or- 
dinance reasonable  and  not  contrary  to  pub- 
lic policy.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  MoClain,  J.: 

This  is  an  action  to  test  the  validity  of  an 
ordinance  passed  by  the  city  of  Council 
Bluffs  on  September  20,  1897,  amending  an 
ordinance  of  the  same  city,  passed  in  188G, 
conferring  upon  defendant,  as  a  corporation, 
the  power  to  construct,  operate,  and  main- 
tain street  railways  in  the  city  of  Council 
Bluffs.  The  lower  court  held  Uiat  the  ordi- 
nance in  question  was  invalid  for  want  6f 
proper  publication,  and  also  on  the  ground 
that  it  provided  for  certain  discriminations 
in  fares  in  behalf  of  the  citizens  of  Council 
Bluffs,  which  rendered  it  unconstitutional; 
but  it  upheld  the  ordinance  as  against  the 
objection  that  it  was  unreasonable  and  con- 
trary to  public  policy.  Both  parties  appeal 
and  assign  errors. 

Messrs,  Wright  A  Baldwin  for  appel- 
lant. 

Messrs.  Harl  A  MoCabe,  for  appellee: 

This  ordinance  constituted,  not  only  a  con- 
tract and  the  attempted  grant  of  a  franchise, 
but  it  was  likewise  a  by-law  for  the  regula- 
tion and  control  in  part  of  the  streets  of  the 
city,  for  a  period  of  fifty  years. 

yational  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Oranada, 
48  Fed.  278. 

Where  the  law  requires  a  publication,  an 
ordinance  without  such  publication  is  in- 
valid. 

Wain  V.  Philadelphia,  use  of  Armstrong, 
99  Pa.  330;  Schwartz  v.  Oshkosh,  66  Wis. 
490,  13  N.  W.  450;  San  Francisco  v.  Buck- 
man,  111  Cal.  25,  43  Pac.  390;  State,  North 
Baptist  Church,  Prosecutor,  v.  Orange,  64  N. 
J.  L.  Ill,  14  L.  R.  A.  02,  22  Atl.  1004;  Du- 
tuque  V.  Wooton,  28  Iowa,  571 ;  Starr  v.  Bur- 
lington, 45  Iowa,  87:  Smith  v.  Eau  Claire, 
78  Wis.  457,  47  N.  W.  830. 

The  right  to  construct  and  maintain  the 
street  railway  is  derived  from  the  city,  and 
constitutes  a  franchise,  while  the  privilege 
of  laying  down  the  tracks  is  a  mere  license. 
The  first  requires  an  ordinance  conferring 
the  franchise;  the  latter,  lieing  a  mere  li- 
cense, can  be  granted  by  resolution. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


Brooklyn  v.  Jourdan,  7  Abb.  N.  C.  27; 
Chicago  City  R.  Co.  v.  Peopl^x  ex  rel.  Si'^ry, 
73  III.  541 ;  Ptople  ex  r'el.  Maybury  v,  Mu- 
tual Gaslight  Co.  38  Mich.  154;  Jersey  City 
Oas  Co.  v.  Dvcight,  29  N.  J.  Eq.  242. 

The  publication  in  the  so-called  extra  edi- 
tion was  not  effective. 

Scammon  v.  Chicago,  40  111.  146;  Or«i*6y 
V.  Louisville,  79  Ky.  197,  4  Am.  &  Eiig.  Corp. 
Cas.  342;  State  ex  rel.  Weir  v.  Daicson,  10 
Ind.  40;  Mulhotland  v.  Des  Movies,  A.  tfc  U'. 
A*.  Co.  60  Iowa,  740,  13  N.  W.  726;  Hannt^n 
V.  Chicago,  M.  d  St,  P.  R.  Co,  61  Iowa,  SiiS, 
10  N.  W.  734. 

This  appellant  is  engaged  in  interstate 
commerce  by  the  transportation  of  passen- 
gers between  the  stat^  of  Iowa  and  Ne- 
braska. 

The  ordinance  is  invalid,  both  because  i; 
is  an  attempt  to  resgulate  interstate  com- 
merce and  to  create  a  discrimination  and 
preference  in  favor  of  one  locality  contran' 
to  the  terms  of  the  interstate  commerce  act, 
and  because  it  provides  for  discrimination 
in  favor  of  residents  of  the  municipality 
making  the  contract  and  passing  the  ordi- 
nance, and  against  every  other  person  of  the 
general  public. 

Welton  v.  Missouri,  91  U.  S.  275,  23  L 
ed.  347 ;  Brown  v.  Mwrylund,  12  Wheat  419, 
6  L.  ed.  678;  State  Freight  Tax  Caw,  15 
Wall.  232,  sub  nom.  Philadelphia  d  R.  R.  'o. 
v.  Pennsyltfania,  21  L.  ed.  146;  GloucestKr 
Ferry  Co.  v.  Petm«yZt?<Mwa,  114  U.  S.  19i>. 
29  L.  ed.  158,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  382,  > 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  826;  Webber  v.  Yirqinia,  Ut^ 
U.  S.  344,  26  L.  ed.  566;  Ouy  v.  Baltimorf., 
100  U.  S.  434,  26  L.  ed.  743 ;  Lake  Shore  d 
M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  173  U.  S.  684,  43  L 
ed.  858,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  565 :  Blake  v.  Mc- 
Clur^g,  172  U.  S.  239,  43  L.  ed.  432,  19  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  165. 

McClain,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  objection  to  the  ordinance,  that  it  wa* 
not  properly  publis-hed,  is  based  on  the  fol- 
lowing facts :  The  ordinance  w^is  passed  ok 
September  20,  1897,  while  the  provision;:  of 
the  Code  of  1873  were  still  in  force.  It  was 
signed  by  the  mayor  at  9  o'clock  on  the  even- 
ing of  the  30th  day  of  the  same  month.  On 
the  1st  day  of  October  the  Code  of  1897  took 
effect,  under  the  provisions  of  which  it  was 
not  competent  for  the  council  to  grant  such 
a  franchise  without  submission  of  the  ques- 
tion to  a  vote  of  the  people  of  the  city.  I: 
the  ordinance  did  not  take  effect  as  a  valid 
act  before  the  1st  day  of  October,  it  is  not 
valid  at  all,  for  no  submission  of  the  ques- 
tion was  made  or  provided  for.  Section  4i»2 
of  the  Code  of  1873  provides  that  "all  ordi- 
nances shall  as  soon  as  may  be  after  their 
pa.«isage  be  recorded  in  a  book  kept  for  th.ii 
purpose,  and  be  authenticated  hy  the  signa- 
ture of  the  presiding  officer  of  the  council 
and  the  clerk,  and  all  by-laws  of  a  general  or 
permanent  nature  .  .  .  shall  be  pul^ 
lished  in  some  newspaper  of  general  circula- 
tion in  the  municipal  coiporation:  .  .  . 
providctl,  however,  that  if  no  such  new«p.^- 
per  is  published  within  the  limits  of  the  cor- 
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poration,  then  and  in  that  case  such  by-laws 
may  be  published  by  posting,  .  .  .  and 
such  by-laws  and  ordinances  shall  take  effect 
and  be  in  force  at  the  expiration  of  five  days 
after  they  have  been  published."  About  11 
o'clock  at  night  on  the  30th  of  September  a 
Moailed  extra  edition  of  a  daily  paper  pub- 
lifhed  in  Council  BluiTs  was  issued,  contain- 
ing a  publication  of  this  ordinance,  and  also 
of  another  ordinance  of  similar  character. 
From  50  to  100  copies  of  such  edition  were 
printed,  all  of  which  were  purchased  by  per- 
9ons  directly  interested  in  the  ordinance  in 
question,  which  were  sold  on  the  streets  and 
on  trains  by  the  persons  who  procured  them 
for  this  special  purpose.  On  October  1st 
the  ordinance  was  published  in  due  form  in 
the  regular  edition  of  the  same  paper.  It 
19  contended  on  behalf  of  plaintiff  that  publi- 
cation of  the  ordinance  was  essential  to  its 
validity,  that  the  publication  in  the  extra 
edition  was  not  such  publication  as  was  re- 
quired, and  that  therefore  the  ordinance  did 
not  become  a  valid  act  prior  to  the  taking 
effect  of  the  Code  of  1897,  and  is  not  valid 
now.  But  defendant  insists  that  the  publi- 
cation was  suflicient,  and  that,  even  if  it  was 
not,  publication  was  not  essential  to  the  va- 
lidity of  the  ordinance,  or,  if  required  at  all, 
miirht  be  made  after  the  provisions  of  the 
Code  of  1873,  under  which  it  was  enacted, 
had  been  superseded  by  the  provisions  of  the 
Code  of  1897.  The  term  "by-law  of  a  gener- 
al or  permanent  nature,"  used  in  the  section 
of  the  Code  of  1873,  certainly  includes  ordi- 
nances such  as  that  which  we  have  before  us. 
A  by-law  is  "a  law  made  by  a  municipality 
for  the  regulation  of  affairs  within  its  au- 
thority: an  ordinance.'.'  Cent.  Diet.  "In 
general  and  professional  use  the  term  'ordi- 
nance' is  almost,  if  not  quite,  equivalent  in 
meaning  to  the  term  'by-law,' "  and  is  the 
word  most  generally  used  to  denote  the  by- 
laws adopted  by  municipal  corporations."  1 
Dilk)n,  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  §  307.  The  ordi- 
nance in  question  was  of  a  general  and  per- 
manent nature,  and  plainly  was  within  the 
term  "|>y-law"  used  in  the  statutory  provi- 
sion. The  section  of  the  Code  of  1873  above 
referred  to  provides  that  such. by-laws  "shall 
take  effect  and  be  in  force  at  the  expiration 
of  five  days  after  they  have  been  published." 
We  are  of  the  opinion  that  pulication  is  es- 
sential to  the  validity  of  such  an  ordinance. 
Until  published  it  does  not  take  effect.  To 
insist  that  it  is  a  valid  ordinance,  although 
not  published,  and  that  a  subsequent  publi- 
cation is  simply  a  condition  to  its  enforce- 
inent,  would  be  no  more  reasonable  than  to 
insist  that  it  is  valid  when  passed  by  the 
council,  and  that  the  signature  of  the  mayor 
18  merely  a  subsequent  condition  necessary 
to  its  going  into  operation.  If  the  ordinance 
did  not  take  effect  until  five  days  after  it 
^"as  pnblished,  then  it  did  not  take  effect  at 
all  until  after  the  Code  of  1897  came  into 
foroe;  and,  under  §  776  of  that  Code,  no  such 
franchise  can  be  granted  or  renewed  unless 
submitted  to  a  vote  of  the  electors,  and  a 
majority  of  the  legal  electors  voting  thereon 
vot4?  in  favor  of  the  same.  If  this  ordinance 
did  not  become  a  valid  ordinance  before  the 
^2  L.  R.  A. 


1st  day  of  October,  1897,  it  has  not  l)ecomc 
an  ordinance  at  all.  See  State  ex  rel.  Weir 
V.  Datr.8on,  16  Ind.  40,  where  it  is  held  that 
a  corporate  charter  granted  by  special  act, 
which  had  not  become  valid  by  acceptance 
prior  to  the  taking  effect  of  a  constitutional 
provision  forbidding  the  granting  of  charters 
in  that  manner,  did  not  afterwards  become 
valid  by  acceptance.  In  our  opinion,  the 
publication  was  one  of  the  steps  necessary  to 
make  this  a  valid  ordinance.  The  provision 
about  publication  is  not  directory  only,  but 
compliance  with  it  is  essential  to  the  validi- 
ty of  an  ordinance.  This  step  not  having 
been  taken  as  required  by  law,  and  during 
the  time  when  such  an  ordinance  might  be 
passed,  the  ordinance  fails.  It  may  he  fur- 
ther said  that  the  ordinance  itself  contains 
a  provision  that  it  shall  take  effect  and  be  in 
force  "after  its  publication  according  to 
la.w."  If  it  was  not  published  according  to 
law  within  the  time  during  which  such  an 
ordinance  might  lawfully  be  enacted,  it  was 
not  published  "according  to  law"  at  all. 

we  have  assumed  in  the  preceding  state- 
ment that  there  was  no  sufficient  publication 
on  the  30th  of  September.  It  is  hardly 
necessary  to  cite  authorities  to  show  that  a 
publication  in  an  extra  edition  of  50  or  100 
copies  issued  at  11  o'clock  at  night,  and  not 
mailed  to  subscribers  or  otherwise  distribut- 
ed, except  as  sold  by  parties  directly  inter- 
ested, was  not  an  official  publication.  Tlie 
fc^llowing  cases,  however,  will  be  found  in 
point:  Pratt  v.  Tinkcom,  21  Minn.  142; 
Tully  V.  Bauer,  52  Cal.  487;  Scammon  v. 
Chicago,  40  111.  146;  Ormshy  v.  Louisville, 
79  Ky.  197. 

The  other  objection  to  the  ordinance  wa« 
also,  as  we  think,  correctly  sustained.  It  is 
provided  therein  that,  as  one  of  the  consid- 
erations for  the  extension  of  the  franchise, 
defendant  "shall  constantly  keep  at  its  prin- 
cipal office  in  Council  Bluffs  and  in  some 
convenient  central  locality,  for  sale  to  the 
residents  of  Council  Bluffs  for  a  sum  not  to 
exceed  $1.50,  commutation  tickets  good  for 
thirty  rides  for  thirty  days  from  the  date  of 
issue,  from  any  point  on  its  line  in  Council 
Bluffs  over  its  bridge  to  any  point  in  Omaha 
to  which  its  cars  may  be  operated  .  .  . 
and  from  said  point  in  Omaha  over  its 
bridges  and  lines  to  any  point  of  its  lines  in 
Council  Bluffs,  which  said  ticket  shall  be 
nontransferable  and  irredeemable  except  for 
unavoidable  casualty."  There  can  be  no 
question  but  that  defendant,  whose  business, 
under  this  franchise,  included  the  transpor- 
tation of  persons  between  Ccuncil  Bluffs 
and  Omaha,  was  engaged  in  interstate  com- 
merce, and  any  regulation  of  rates  discrimi- 
nating, in  favor  of  the  citizens  of  this  state 
as  against  tliose  of  another  state  must  neces- 
sarily be  invalid.  Guy  v.  Baltimore,  100  U. 
S.  434,  '15  h.  ed.  743 ;"  Qloucester  Ferry  Co, 
V.  Pennsylvania,  114  U.  S,  190,  29  L.  ed. 
158,  1  Inters.  Cora.  Hep.  382,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
820;  Lake  Shore  d  M.  S.  R,  Co.  v.  Smith, 
173  I".  S.  684,  43  L.  ed.  858,  19  Sup. 
Ct.  Hep.  565.  In  the  last  case,  which 
was  one  involving  the  validity  of  a  statute 
of  Michigan  which  required  the  sale  of  rail- 


818 


Iowa  Scpbbme  Coubt. 


vAS»0 


road  1,000-mile  tickets  to  citizens  of  the  state 
at  rates  lower  than  the  maximum  rate  of 
transportation,  the  court  said:  "The  ques- 
tion is  presented  in  this  case  whether  the 
legislature  of  a  state,  having  power  to  fix 
maximum  rates  and  charges  for  the  trans- 
portation of  persons  and  property  by  rail- 
road companies,  with  the  limitations  above 
stated,  and  having  power  to  alter,  amend, 
or  repeal  their  charters,  within  certain  limi- 
tations, has  also  the  right,  after  having  fixed 
a  maximum  rate  for  the  transportation  of 
passengers,  to  still  further  regulate  their 
affairs,  and  to  discriminate  and  make  an  ex- 
ception in  favor  of  certain  persons,  and  give 
to  them  a  right  of  transportation  for  a  less 
sum  than  the  geneial  rate  provided  by  law/* 
Furthermore,  the  ordinance  is  invalid  under 
the  pro<vision  of  the  Ck>n6titution  of  Iowa 
(art.  1,  §  6)  which  requires  that  laws  of  a 
general  nature  shall  have  uniform  operation. 
This  ordinance  does  not  operate  uniformly 
as  to  all  persons  who  would  be  entitled  to 
ride  on  the  cars  of  defendant  company,  but 
gives  a  privilege  to  those  who  are  citizens  of 
Council  Bluffs  not  enjoyed  by  other  citizens 
of  the  state.  Both  objections  are  well  stat- 
ed in  the  case  of  Pacific  Junction  v.  Dyer, 
64  Iowa,  38,  19  N.  W.  862,  where  this  court 
held  that  an  ordinance  requiring  transient 
merchants  to  pay  a  certain  license,  and  de- 
fining a  transient  merchant  to  be  "every  non- 
resident person  who  shall  sell,  exchange," 
etc.,  was  unconstitutional,  because,  so  far  as 
it  discriminated  against  nonresident  mer- 
chants of  Iowa,  it.  was  in  conflict  with  the 
commerce  clause  of  the  Federal  Constitution 
and,  as  far  as  it  discriminated  in  favor  of 
resident  merchants  of  a  town,  it  was  in  con- 
flict with  the  state  Constitution,  and  Uiat,  as 
the  tawn  council  derived  its  power  from  the 
legislature  of  the  state,  it  oould  not  do  what 
the  legislature  could  not  do.  See  also  Mar- 
shalltoicn  v.  Bluniy  58  Iowa,  184,  43  Am. 
Rep.  115,  12  N.  W.  266;  Stuart  v.  Cunning- 
ham, 88  Iowa,  191,  193,  20  L.  R.  A.  430,  55 
N.  W.  311. 
Affinncd, 


H.  L.  KIRCHMAN 

1?. 

STANDARD    COAL    COMPANY   et  al,, 

D.  C.  BRADLEY,  Appt, 


( 


Iowa. 


) 


1.  The  preMumptlon  that  the  abtitract 
on  appeal  contalnM  the  record,  which 
arises   under   Code,    |   4118    (Supreme  Court 


Rule  22),  unless  It  is  denied  or  corrected  by 
a  subsequent  abstract,  includes  the  presump- 
tion that  the  abstract  embodies  all  the  evi- 
dence, though  that  fact  is  not  expressly 
stated,  and  that  the  proper  steps  have  been 
taken  to  make  the  evidence  of  record. 

2.  A  mechanic**  lien  Is  not  satlafled 
by  the  lienor's  purchases  to  an  equal 
amount,  in  accordance  with  an  oral  agree- 
ment between  the  parties,  at  a  store  kept  by 
a  firm  of  which  the  debtor's  manager  was  a 
member,  where  the  firm  was  not  a  party  to 
the  agreement,  and  not  bound  to  set  off  its 
account  against  the  lienor's  claim. 

3.  A  mlMtaken  statement  that  a  me-^ 
chantc*s  lien  has  been  paid  does  not 
estop  the  lienor  from  subsequently  enforcing^ 
it  against  one  who  bought  the  property  in 
reliance  on  the  statement,  if  it  was  made  to 
him  without  any  knowledge  that  he  had  any 
interest  In  the  matter  or  any  intention  to  buy 
the  property. 

(January  15,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  Bradley  from  a  de- 
cree of  the  District  Court  for  Appanooae 
County  foreclosing  a  mechanic's  lien  on  cer- 
tain mining  property.     Affirmed, 

Statement  by  MoClaln,  J. : 

This  is  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mechanic'^ 
lien  for  labor  and  materials  upon  certain 
mining  property  owned  by  the  Standard  Coal 
Company  at  the  time  the  contract  for  the 
labor  and  materials  was  made,  but  now  be- 
longing to  defendant  Bradley.  Bradley  re- 
sisU  the  enforcement  of  the  lien,  alleging: 
First,  that  the  claim  on  which  it  is  baaed 
has  been  paid;  and,  second,  that  plaintiff  is 
estopped,  as  against  him,  by  certain  state- 
ments, made  to  him  before  he  bought  the 
property,  that  the  claim  had  been  satisfied. 
The  court  rendered  a  decree  foreclosing 
plaintiff's  lien  against  both  the  Standard 
Coal  Company  and  defendant  Bradley  for  the 
amount  thereof.  From  this  decree  defend- 
ant Bradley  appeals. 

Messrs,  Mabry  A  Payney  for  appellant: 

It  is  sulUcient  if  the  party  so  conducts 
himself  that  a  reasonable  man  would  take 
the  act  or  representation  to  be  true,  and  be- 
lieve that  it  was  meant  that  he  should  act 
upon  it,  and  actual  intention  to  mislead  is 
not  necessary. 

11  Am.  &  £ng.  £nc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  431. 

Mere  negligence  is  sufficient  to  create  an 
estoppel. 

1 1  Am.  &  £ng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  432. 

It  is  not  nece.t^sary  to  an  equitable  estoppel 
tliat  the  party  should  design  to  mislead. 


Note. — As  to  first  and  last  days  in  comput- 
ing time  for,  see  note  to  State  ex  rel.  State 
Pharmaceutical  Asso.  v.  Michel  (L4i.)  '40  L.  R. 
A.  230. 

As  to  mechanic's  lien  under  contract  made  or 
performed  in  another  state,  see  Campbell  v. 
Coon   (N.  y.)  38  L.  R.  A.  410,  and  note. 

As  to  who  are  laborers  within  statutes  for 
liens,  see  Tod  v.  Kentucky  Union  R.  Co.  (0.  C. 
App.  6th  C.)  IS  L.  R.  A.  305.  and  note.  For 
later  cases  In  this  series,  see  Rogers  v.  Dexter 
&  P.  R.  Co.  (Me.)  21  L.  R.  A.  528;  Little  Rock 
II.  S.  &  T.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Spencer  (Ark.)  42  L.  R.  A. 
334. 
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As  to  lien  on  public  property,  see  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Malheur  County  (Or.)  35  L.  R.  A.  141, 
and  note.  For  later  case  In  this  series,  see 
Phillips  V.  University  of  Virginia  (Va.)  47  L. 
R.  A.  284. 

On  the  question  of  the  waiver  of  Hens  In 
general  by  attachment  or  execution,  see  note  to 
Dlx  V.  Smith    (Okla.)   50  L.  R.  A.  714. 

For  payment  to  contractor  or  subcontractor 
as  affecting  liens  of  subordinate  claimants,  see 
French  v.  Bauer  (N.  Y.)  20  L.  R,  A.  560,  and 
note.  See  also,  In  this  series,  the  later  case  of 
Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Richmond,  X.  I.  &  B.  R. 
Co.  (C.  C.  App.  6th  C.)  41  L.  R.  A.  458. 
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Blair  v.  Wait,  69  N.  Y.  113;  Manufacture 
end  Traders'  Bank  v.  Hazard,  30  N.  Y. 
226;  Continental  Nat.  Bank  v.  National 
Bank,  50  N.  Y.  575:  Bigelow,  Estoppel,  6th 
ed.  pp.  633,  634;  Cornish  v.  Abington,  4 
Hurlst  &  N.  649 ;  Tiffany  v.  Anderson,  55 
Iowa,  405,  7  N.  W.  683 :  Ellsworth  v.  Camp- 
6fM  Bros,  87  Iowa,  532,  54  N.  W.  477 ;  /8fe«- 
»WM  V.  i?t<jtf,  70  Iowa,  306,  30  N.  W.  735. 
Messrs.  Baker  ft  Baker,  for  appellee: 
There  waa  no  relation  existing  between 
the  appellee  and  appellant  that  made  it  in- 
cumbent on  the  appellee  to  warn  the  appel- 
lant of  the  possibility  that  he  (appellee) 
mijfht  fail  in  his  contention  then  pending  in 
court  in  the  suit  of  Blanche  Keller  against 
him. 

Where  the  statement  or  conduct  is  not  re- 
solrable  into  a  statement  of  fact,  as  distin- 
gui'jhed  from  a  statement  of  law,  the  party 
making  it  is  not  bound. 

Bigelow,  £stoppel,  3d  ed.  486. 

MeClaiii,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Appellee  insists  that  this  case  is  not  tria- 
ble dc  novOy  because  it  does  not  appear  that 
appellant  has  presented  in  his  abstract  all 
the  evidence  offered  in  the  trial  of  the  case 
JD  the  lower  court,  nor  that  the  evidence  was 
preserved  and  certified  as  required  in  equity 
cases.  Prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  present 
Code,  the  want  of  such  affirmative  state- 
ments in  the  abstract  would,  no  doubt,  have 
been  a  sufficient  ground  for  refusing  to  try 
the  case  anew ;  but  it  is  now  provided  by 
Code,  S  4118  (embodied  in  rule  22  of  this 
court),  that  the  abstract  "shall  be  presumed 
to  contain  the  record  unless  denied  or  cor- 
rected by  subsequent  abstract,"  and  this  pre- 
sumption goes  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  ab- 
stract as  embodying  all  the  evidence.  Mo- 
QilHr^iry  Bros.  v.  Case,  107  Iowa,  17,  77  N. 
Vy.  483.  It  seems  to  us  that  this  presump- 
tion goes  also  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  steps 
required  to  make  the  evidence  of  record,  for 
it  implies  the  existence  of  a  proper  record, 
PHch  as  may  be  considered  on  appeal.  Why 
should  it  be  necessary  to  formally  allege 
that  the  evidence  was  certified  by  the  trial 
jud^,  and  the  certificate  made  of  record,  as 
(^nteraplated  by  Code,  §  3652?  Such  pro- 
c(>eding  is  not  jurisdictional,  as  is  the  service 
of  notice  of  appeal,  but  is  onJy  required  in 
order  to  secure  a  particular  method  of  re- 
view. Tlie  steps  must  be  taken  for  this  pur- 
po««e,  but  we  think  they  must  be  presumed 
to  have  been  taken,  although  not  alnrmative- 
\\  shown,  until  appellee  ruises  the  objection 
in  some  competent  manner.  In  this  case  the 
objection  that  the  evidence  was  not  proper- 
ly pre^rved  and  certified  is  presented  in  ar- 
piment  only.  Appellee  does,  indeed,  in  his 
abfitract,  deny  that  certain  exhibits  and  tes- 
timony are  fully  contained  in  appellant's  ab- 
stract, but  appelant  is  only  required  to  set 
out  so  much  as  he  may  deem  material.  If 
appellee  considered  other  parts  material,  he 
should  have  set  them  out.  We  are  not  pre- 
<*luded  from  considering  the  parts  which  are 
*^t  out  by  r^eason  of  the  fact  that  they  are  | 
all(>|ied  to  be  incomplete.  As  a  matter  of 
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fact,  appellee  does  ?et  out  additional  matter, 
but  further  denies  that  the  abstract  of  ap- 
pellant, with  the  additions  made  in  appel- 
lee's abstract,  presented  all  the  evidence.  As 
to  this  denial,  it  is  enough  to  quote  from  a 
recent  case:  ^'Denials  and  counter  denials 
in  abstracts  do  not  have  the  same  effect  un- 
der the  new  rules  as  under  the  old.  All  spe- 
cific denials  are  now  settled  by  a  transcript." 
Haney  d  C.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Adaza  Co-Op.  Cream- 
ery Co.  108  Iowa,  313,  79  N.  W.  79.  The 
general  allegation  that  the  plaintiff's  ab- 
stract, together  with  the  matter  presented  by 
appellee  in  his  abstract,  does  not  show  the 
entire  evidence,  no  longer  makes  it  necessary 
for  the  court  to  go  to  the  transcript.  "If  a 
defect  exists  in  the  way  of  an  omission,  or  if 
extraneous  matter  is  included,  or  if  the  ab- 
stract is  untrue  in  any  respect,  or  if  not 
properly  certified  to  be  full  and  complete^ 
this  must  be  brought  out  by  specific  denial, 
or  corrected  by  an  additional  abstract;  else 
it  will  be  deemed  to  have  been  waived,  and 
the  abstract  conceded  to  be  true,  and  suffi- 
cient to  enable  the  court  to  correctly  deter- 
mine every  question  made  in  argument.'* 
McGillivary  Bros.  v.  Case,  107  Iowa,  17,  77 
N.  W.  483.  And  see  King  v.  Hart  (Iowa) 
81  N.  W.  769.  Proceeding,  then,  to  consider 
the  case  on  its  merits,  we  find  two  questions : 
First,  Has  plaintiff's  claim  been  paid  and 
satisfied?  and,  second.  Is  plaintiff  estopped 
to  enforce  his  claim  as  against  defendant 
Bradley? 

1.  The  claim  of  satisfaction  is  based  on 
the  following  state  of  facts,  as  to  which  there 
is  no  controversy :  Plaintiff  entered  into  an 
oral  a^eement  with  the  Standard  Coal 
Company,  through  its  general  manager, 
George  Merritt,  to  perform  labor  and  fur- 
nish materials  in  the  improvement  of  the 
equipment  of  the  mine,  which  labor  and  ma- 
terials constituted  the  basis  of  the  account 
on  which  the  mechanic's  lien  is  claimed. 
But  at  the  same  time  said  Merritt  urged  up- 
on plaintiff  his  desire  that  the  amount  of 
plaintiff's  charges  under  this  oral  agreement 
should  be  traded  out  at  a  store  operated  by 
said  Merritt  and  his  two  brothers  under  the 
firm  name  of  Merritt  Bros.,  and  this  ar- 
rangement plaintiff  seems  to  have  substan- 
tially assented  to,  although  he  claims  in  his 
te^stimony  tha,t  it  was  not  a  binding  agree- 
ment Plaintiff  did,  however,  on  his  own  ac- 
c«mnt  and  by  orders  given  to  his  employ ees> 
make  purchases  at  the  store  of  Merritt  Bros., 
to  an  amount  slightly  exceeding  the  amount 
of  the  account  sued  upon.  But  in  a  suit  by 
the  assignee  of  the  firm  of  Merritt  Bros, 
against  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  to  recover 
the  amount  of  his  indebtedness  to  the  firm 
he  was  held  liable  therefor,  and  judgment 
was  rendered  against  him,  notwithstanding 
the  defense  set  up  in  his  answer  that  the 
goods  charged  to  him  were  received  on  his 
account  against  the  Standard  Coal  Company. 
In  this  suit  Bradley,  who  had  in  the  mean- 
time become  the  purchaser  of  the  coal  mine 
at  a  receiver's  sale,  sought  to  intervene,  but 
his  petition  was  stricken  from  the  files,  and 
he  in  no  way  became  a  party  to  the  adjudi- 
cation.    The    question,     then,    is    whether 
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there  was  such  an  agreement  between  plain- 
tiff and  the  Standard  Coal  Company, 
through  its  general  manager,  Greorge  Mer- 
ritt,  that  goods  furnished  to  plaintiff  by 
Merritt  Bros,  in  person  or  on  his  order 
should  be  applied  as  credit  on  plaintiff's  ac- 
count against  the  Standard  Coa.1  Company. 
It  does  not  appear  that  the  firm  of  Merritt 
Bros,  was  any  party  to  this  agreement.  The 
most  that  can  be  claimed  is  that  there  was 
an  understanding  that  plaintiff  should  be  a 
customer  at  the  store  of  M^ritt  Bros.,  and 
should  make  purchases  there  substantially 
to  the  amount  of  his  account  against  the 
Standard  Coal  Company;  but  there  is  not 
the  slightest  evidence  of  any  agreement  that 
Merritt  Bros,  should  look  to  the  Standard 
Coal  Company,  and  not  to  plaintiff,  for  pay- 
ment. Indeed,  the  custom  under  previous 
similar  arrangements  had  been  for  plaintiff 
to  bring  in  his  account  against  the  Standard 
Coal  Company,  and  for  the  firm  of  Merritt 
Bros,  to  bring  in  their  account  against  plain, 
tiff,  and  that  the  balance  one  way  or  the  oth- 
er should  be  paid  in  cash ;  and  it  does  not  ap- 
pear that  there  was  any  custom  whatever, 
nor  any  understanding  that  Merritt  Bros, 
should  look  to  the  coal  ootnpany,  except  as 
tliere  should  be  final  adjustment  of  accounts 
in  this  manner.  To  constitute  a  novation  by 
which  the  Standard  Coel  Company  should 
become  bound  to  Merritt  Bros,  for  the 
amount  of  plaintiff's  indebtedness  to  the  lat- 
ter in  discharge  of  plaintiff's  claim  against 
the  coal  company  would  require  a  mutual  as- 
sent of  the  three  parties  to  the  transaction. 
Argylc  Co.  v.  McNeill,  153  111.  689,  39  N.  E. 
1102;  Boston  Ice  Co.  v.  Potter,  123  Mass. 
28,  25  Am.  Kep.  9;  Murphy  v.  Hanrahan,  60 
Wis.  486,  7  X.  W.  430;  2  Wharton,  Contr.  S§ 
853,  855.  W^ithout  such  mutual  agreement, 
there  would  be  no  consideration  for  the  re- 
lease of  the  coal  company  by  the  plaintiff,  be- 
cause the  consent  of  Merritt  Bros,  was  es- 
sential to  the  discharge  of  plaintiff's  indebt- 
edness to  the  firm.  If  it  wiould  be  claimed 
that  George  Merritt,  as  manager  of  the  coal 
company,  and  at  the  same  time  a  member  uf 
the  firm  of  Merritt  Bros.,  by  his  agreement 
with  plaintiff  bound  the  firm  of  Merritt 
Bros,  to  look  to  the  coal  company  for  their 
account  against  plaintiff,  and  at  the  same 
time  bound  the  'coal  company  to  pay  to  Mer- 
ritt Bros,  the  amount  of  plaintiff's  indebted- 
ness to  the  latter,  it  may  be  considered  that 
no  such  agreement  is  »hown;  nor,  if  shown, 
would  it  be  valid,  for  George  Merritt  could 
not  in  one  transaction  represent  and  bind  the 
firm  and  the  company  in  a  transaction  in- 
volving a  contractual  relation  between  them ; 
and  whether  the  arrangement  was  one  made 
beforehand  with  reference  to  accounts  to  be 
afterwards  incurred,  or  one  made  after  the 
accounts  had  been  incurred  and  relating  to 
their  settlement,  the  assent  of  both  Merritt 
Bros,  and  the  coal  company  to  the  agree- 
ment was  necessary.  Therefore  the  claim  of 
Merritt  Bros,  against  plaintiff  was  not  re- 
leased, and  consequently  there  was  no  con- 
sideration for  any  agreement  on  the  part  of 
plaintiff  to  receive  the  goods  procured  by 
him  from  Merritt  Bros,  in  payment  of  his 
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claim   against   the    coal    company.    Conse- 
quently, the  claim  has  not  been  paid. 

2.  The  claim  of  estoppel  is  based  upon  an 
alleged    statement    made   by   Kirchman   to 
Bradley,    prior    to   the    judgment    against 
Kirchman  in  favor  of  the  assignee  of  Mer- 
ritt Bros.,  and  during  the  time  that  the  re- 
ceiver   had  charge  of  the  property     of  the 
Standard  Coal  Company,  to  the  enect  that 
plaintiff's  claim  against  the  coal  company, 
for  which  a  mechanic's  lien  appeared  on  file, 
had  been  paid,     Bradley  claims  to  have  sub- 
sequently bought  the  mine  at  a  receiver's 
sale    in    reliance    u\xm    this    statement  of 
Kirchman  that  his  mechanic's  lien  had  been 
satisfied,  and  says  that,  had  he  known  that 
this    mechanic's    lien  was    unsatisfied,    he 
would   not   have   made   the  purchase.     The 
evidence  about  this  alleged  conversation  ia 
oonfiicting,  and,  if  the  trial  court  had  made 
a  finding  one  way  or  the  other,  we  should 
have  been  inclined  to  support  its  conclusion ; 
but  the  finding  was  that,  even  if  there  was 
such  conversation,  the  alleged  statement  of 
plaintiff  did  not  constitute  an  estoppel,  and 
we  prefer  to  dispose  of  the  case  by  consider- 
ing the  question  actually  decided.     In  order 
that  statements  which  are  untrue  shall  es- 
top the  party  making  them  from  afterwards 
showing  their  truth,  it  must  appear  that  un- 
der the  circumstances  he  was  bound  to  speak 
the  truth,  and  that  the  party  insisting  upon 
the  estoppel  relied  upon  the  false  statement 
to  his  material    prejudice.    The    duty    to 
speak  truly  may  exist  with  reference  to  the 
whole  world, — as  where  the  owner  of  prop- 
erty allows  another  to  hold  himself  out  as 
owner;   and  in  such  a  case,  no  doubt,  the 
real  owner  is  estopped  as  to  anyone  dealing 
with  reference  t^  the  property  to  set  up  his 
ownership  to  th*  latter's  prejudice.     Wen^ 
dell  V.   Van  RcnaseUier,  1  Johns.  Ch.  344; 
Trenton  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Duncan..  86  N.  Y.  221: 
Chapman  v.  Chapman,  59  Pa.  214.     There' 
might  be  other  cases  in  which  the  circum- 
stances would  imjKwe  a  duty  to  speak  for 
the  protection  of  the  public  in  general.     On 
the  other  hand,  the  duty  to  speak  truly  may 
arise  from  the  fact  that  the  party  speaking 
knows,  or  has  reason  to  suppose,  that  the 
person  to  whom  the  statement  is  made  in- 
tends to.  act  or  rely  thereon.     Such  a  case 
is  that  of  Sessions  v.  Rice,  70  Iowa,  306,  30 
N.  W^  735,  where  it  is  held  that,  if  the  hold- 
er of  a  note  states  to  one  who  is  surety  there- 
on that  it  has  been  paid,  and  thereby  the 
surety  is  led  to  omit  taking  steps  against  the 
principal  to  protect  himself,  such  holder  is 
estopped  from  enforcing  the  note  against  the 
surety.     It  is  no  doubt  true  that  in  such 
cases  as  those  mentioned  the  intent  of  the 
person  making  the  statement  may  be  imma- 
terial, and  he  may  be  estopped,  although  he 
has  spoken  in  forgetfulness  or  ignorance  of 
the  facts;  for,  as  between  two  innocent  per- 
sons, he  should  suffer  who  has  by  his  words 
or  conduct  brought  about  the  injury  which 
must  be  borne  bv  one  of  them.     Sessions  v. 
Ric€y  70  Iowa,  306,  30  N.  W.  735;   Hill  v. 
Epleyy  31  Pa.  331 :  Afartin  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co. 
83  Me.   100,  21  Atl.  740;   Continental  Xaf. 
Bank  v.  National  Bank,  60  X.  Y.  575.     More- 
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over,  one  who  makes  atatements  intended  to 
deceive  another,  and  thereby  influences  him 
to  his  prejudice,  should  plainly  be  estopped 
from  denying  the  truth  of  his  statements. 
On  this  principle  it  is  held  that  one  who 
knows,  or  has  reasonable  ground  to  believe, 
that  another  is  about  to  act  in  reliance  upon 
his  statement  with- reference  to  his  rights,  or 
on  his  omission  to  assert  his  rights,  is  es- 
topped from  setting  up  any  claim  inconsist- 
ent with  that  which  the  latter  has  thus  been 
led  to  believe  was  the  truth,  for  the  intent 
to  defraud  is  to  be  inferred.  Tiffany  v.  An- 
derson, 55  Iowa,  405,  7  N.  W.  683 :  Ella- 
icorth  ▼.  Campbell  Bros,  87  Iowa,  532,  54  N. 
W.  477;  Blair  v.  Wait,  69  N.  Y.  113.  But 
none  of  these  cases,  nor  any  which  we  have 
been  able  to  find,  go  so  far  as  to  hold  that 
a  mere  random  statement,  made  without  any 
fraudulent  intent,  to  one  who,  so  far  as  the 
speaker  has  any  reason  to  know,  is  without 
pre:jent  or  prospective  interest  in  the  matter 
referred  to,  will  estop  the  speaker  from  aft- 
erwards asserting  against  the  person  to 
whom  the  statement  is  made  any  rights 
which  be  may  have  had,  even  though  such 
rights  are  inconsistent  with  his  statement. 
Any  such  rule  would  be  unreasonable  and 
unjust:  and  its  unreasonableness  and  injus- 
tice could  not  be  better  shown  than  by  its 
application  to  this  case.  Kirchman  was 
aiiked  about  his  claim  against  the  coal  com- 
pany by  Bradley,  who,  so  far  as  the  former 


knew  or  had  reason  to  know,  was  an  entire 
stranger  to  the  matter.  Bradley  did  not  in- 
dicate in  any  way  that  he  asked  the  ques- 
tion >vith  intention  to  act  upon  it,  and 
Kirohman  had  not  the  slightest  ground  to 
suppose  that  he  would  act  upon  it.  The  an- 
swer of  Kirchman  to  the  effect  that  the 
claim  had  been  paid  was.  as  he  then  believed, 
entirely  true.  It  mattCTS  not  now  wheUier 
this  answer  was  based  upon  mistake  of  fact 
or  mistake  of  law.  It  was  made  in  good 
faith.  If  he  had  known  that  Bradley  in- 
tended to  beoome  a  purchaser  of  the  proper- 
ty, it*  might,  perhaps,  have  been  his  duty  to 
go  further,  and  explain  the  facts  as  to  the 
account  of  Merritt  Bros.,  which  he  supposed 
to  constitute  payment,  in  order  to  avoid  be- 
ing estopped  by  his  plain  and  unqualified 
statement;  but  he  was  certainly  under  no  ob- 
ligation to  go  into  that  matter  with  a  mere 
stranger  to  the  subject,  who,  so  far  as  he  had 
reason  to  know,  was  making  the  inquiry  out 
of  mere  idle  curiosity.  Kirchman,  there- 
fore, did  not  make  a  statement  with  intent 
that  it  be  acted  upon,  nor  did  he  have  rea- 
son to  suppose  that  the  person  to  whom  it 
was  made  would  rely  upon  it,  and  he  is 
therefore  not  bound  by  it.  We  have  assumed 
the  facts  as  to  the  estoppel  as  strongly  as 
possible  against  Kirchman  in  any  view 
whatever  which  could  be  taken  of  the  evi- 
dence, and  find  that  no  estoppel  is  shown. 
Affirtned, 
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City  of  KANSAS  CITY  et  al.,  Plffs.  in  Err., 

V. 

S.  H.  H.  CLARK  et  al.,  Receivers  of  Union 
Pacific  Railway  Company, 

(59  Kan.  427.) 

*1.    One  cannot  be  heard  to  complain 
that. a    statnte    iwhich    dlacrlmlnates 

between  classes  of  persons  in  the  imposition 
of  burdens  of  municipal  control  and  taxation 
it  unconstitntioDal  as  being  a  denial  of  the 
equal  protection  of  the  law,  unless  he  be- 
longs to  one  of  the  classes  discriminated 
against. 
2.  The  fttatatc  (Gen.  Stat.  1897,  |  15,  chap. 
32)  which  provides  for  the  extension  of  city 
boundaries  over  certain  classes  of  adjoining 
lands  Is  not  violative  of  the  14th  Amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  because  It  exempts  agricultural  lands 
from  Its  provisions. 

(June  11,  1808.) 

'Headnotes  by  Dostks,  Cta.  J. 


Note.' — As  to  power  of  legislature  to  annex 
terrftory  to  municipalities,  see  State  ejf  rel. 
Richards  v.  Clnrlnnati  (Ohio)  27  L.  K.  A.  737, 
and  note.  See  also  later  cases  of  Denver  v. 
^'oul'^han  (Colo.)  27  L.  R.  A.  751;  State  c» 
rfl.  West  v..  Des  Moines  (Iowa)  31  L.  R.  A. 
1«6:  Taggart  v.  Claypoie  (Ind.)  32  L.  R.  A. 
5S6. 
52  L.  R.  A.  21 


ERROR  to  the  Ourt  of  Common  Pleas  for 
Wyandotte  County  to  review  a  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an  action  to  en- 
join defendants  from  proceeding  to  take  cer- 
tain lands  of  the  railroad  company  into  the 
defendant  corporation  in  accordance  with  a 
statute  permitting  such  action.     Reversed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Alessi'S,  T.  A.  PoUoek  and  George  B. 
Watson  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Messrs.  A«  I<.  Williams,  N.  H.  I<oomls, 
and  R.  W.  Blair,  for  defendants  in  error: 

Chapter  74  of  the  Session  Laws  of  ELansas 
for  1891  is  in  violation  of  that  part  of  the 
14th  Amendment  to  the  Federal  Constitu- 
tion which  provides  that  no  state  shall  de- 
prive any  person  of  life,  liberty,  or  property 
without  due  process  of  law,  nor  deny  to  any 
person  within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal  pro- 
tection of  the  law. 

The  exception  makes  it  impossible  for  a 
city  of  the  hrst  class  to  take  within  its  boun- 
daries any  piece  of  land,  however  small, 
which  may  be  owned  by  an  individual  and 
used  for  agricultural  purposes.  A  tract  of 
land,  however  large,  used  for  manufactur- 
ing, mining,  or  railroad  purposes,  or  which 
may  be  vacant  property  used  for  no  particu- 
lar purpose,  is  included  within  the  statute, 
and  may  be  taken  within  the  limite  of  a  city 
of  the  first  class,  however  burdensome  such 
act  may  be  to  the  owners  of  the  property. 
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An  act  which  ir.akes  this  discrimination 
amounts  to  olass  legislation. 

Wally  V.  Kenned yy  2  Yerg.  554,  24  Am. 
Dec.  Sil;  Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Okely,  4 
Wheat.  235,  4  L.  ed.  559;  i^tate  v.  Loomis, 
115  Mo.  307,  21  L.  R.  A.  789,  22  S.  W.  351 ; 
Santa  Clara  County  v.  Southern  P.  R,  Co.  9 
Sawv.  105,  18  Fed.  398;  Ex  parte  Virginia, 
100  U.  S.  339,  25  L.  ed.  676;  Vanzant  v. 
M'addel,  2  Yerg.  270 ;  Gulf,  C.  d  8.  F.  R.  Co. 
V.  Ellis,  165  U.  S.  150,  41  L.  ed.  666,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  255;  Low  v.  Reea  Printing  Co.  41 
Keb.  127,  24  L.  R.  A.  702,  59  N.  W.  362; 
State  V.  Goodtcill,  33  W.  Va.  179,  6  L.'R.  A. 
621,  10  S.  E.  285;  Millett  v.  People,  117  111. 
294,  57  Am.  Rep.  869,  7  N.  E.  631 ;  O'Connell 
V.  Menominee  Bay  Shore  Lumber  Co.  113 
Mich.  124,  71  N.  W.  449;  Hocking  Valley 
Coal  Co.  V.  Rosser,  53  Ohio  St.  12,  29  L.  R. 
A.  386,  41  N.  E.  263;  Tacoma  v.  Krech,  15 
Wash.  296,  34  L.  K  A.  68,  46  Pa<i.  255;  Re 
Yot  Sang,  75  Fed.  983;  Janesville  v.  Carpen- 
tei',  77  Wis.  288,  8  L.  R.  A.  808,  46  N.  W. 
128;  Lewis  v.  Webb,  3  Me.  326;  South  & 
'Sorth  Ala.  R.  Co.  v.  Morris,  65  Ala.  193; 
Chicago,  St.  L.  d  N,  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Moss,  60 
Miss.  641 ;  Wilder  v.  Chicago  d  W.  M.  R.  Co. 
70  Mich.  382.  38  N.  W.  289;  Grand  Rapids 
Chair  Co.  t.  Runnels,  77  Mich.  104,  43  N.  W. 
1006;  Jolliffe  v.  Brown,  14  Waah.  155,  44 
Pac.  149;  San  Antonio  d  A.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Wil- 
son (Tex.  App.)  19  S.  W.  910;  Atchison  d 
N.  R.  Co.  y.  Baty,  6  Neb.  37,  29  Am.  Rep. 
356;  Eden  v.  People,  161  111.  296,  32  L.  R.  A. 
659,  43  N.  E.  1108;  Frorer  v.  People  use  of 
School  Fund,  141  111.  171,  16  L.  R.  A.  492, 
31  N.  E.  395;  Pearson  ▼.  Portland,  69  Me. 
278,  31  Am.  Rep.  276. 

Classification  must  be  reasonable. 

Gulf,  C.  d  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Ellis,  165  U.  S. 
156,  41  L.  ed.  668,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  255; 
Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  p.  393;  Santa  Clara 
County  V.  Southern  P.  R.  Co.  9  Sawy.  165, 
18  Fed.  385. 

The  act  is  in  violation  of  $  1  of  art  12  of 
the  Constitution  of  Kansas,  which  reads  as 
follows:  "The  legislature  shall  pass  no 
special  act  conferring  corporate  powers. 
Corporations  may  be  created  under  general 
laws;  but  all  such  laws  may  be  amended  or 
repealed." 

'i'^here  was  not,  at  the  time  of  the  passage 
of  said  chap.  74  of  the  Session  Laws  of  Kan- 
sas for  1891,  any  city  of  30,000  inhabitants 
or  more  in  the  state  of  Kansas  (other  than 
the  city  of  Kansas  City),  where  the  condi- 
tions referred  to  in  the  first  part  of  said  act, 
permitting  the  adding  of  additional  territory 
to  a  city  by  the  passage  of  an  ordinance 
merely,  exists. 

Said  act  was  intended  to  apply  solely  to 
the  lands  attempted  to  be  taken  within  the 
limits  of  said  Kansas  City,  Kansas. 

Topeka  v.  Gillctt,  32  Kan.  431,  4  Pac.  800; 
Wyandotte  v.  Wood,  5  Kan.  603 ;  Gilmore  v. 
'Sorton,  10  Kan.  491;  Council  Grove  Corpo- 
rate Povcers,  20  Kan.  619;  Brown  v.  Milli- 
ken,  42  Kan.  769,  23  Pac.  167;  Gray  v. 
Crockett,  30  Kan.  138,  1  Pac.  50:  Shatrnee 
County  Comrs.  v.  State,  49  Kan.  486,  31  Pac. 
149. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


Doster,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Laws  1891.  §  1,  chap.  74  (Gen.  Stat.  181)7, 
S  15,  chap.  .S2),  reads  as  follows:  •*That 
whenever  any  territory  adjoining  or  touch- 
ing the  city  limits  of  any  city  of  the  first 
class  having  a  population  of  30,000  inhabi- 
tants or  moi*e  shall  be  subdivided  into  lotA 
and  blocks,  or  whenever  any  unplatted  tract 
of  land  shall  lie  upon  or  mainly  within  any 
such  city,  or  is  so  situated  as  to  be  bounded 
on  three  fourths  of  its  boundary  line  by 
platted  territory  of  or  adjacent  to  such  city, 
or  by  the  boundary  line  of  such  city  or  hy 
both,  the  same  may  be  added  to  and  made  a 
part  of  the  city  by  ordinance  duly  passed, 
which  ordinance  shall  describe  the  territory 
by  giving  the  name  of  the  subdivision  or  ad- 
dition as  platted,  and  by  giving  the  metes 
and  bounds  of  such  unplatted  tract,  or  by 
giving  the  metes  and  bounds  of  each  tract 
and  plat  so  taken  in  separately,  or  of  the  en- 
tire tract  or  tracts  so  taken  in  with  the  sec- 
tion, town,  range,  and  county  in  which  the 
same  is  located  without  further  proceedings ; 
but  nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  taken  or  held 
to  apply  to  any  tract  or  tracts  of  land  used 
for  agi'icultural  purposes,  when  the  same  is 
not  owned  by  any  railroad  or  other  corpo- 
ration." By  ordinance  of  March  8, 1892,  the 
city  council  of  Kansas  City,  in  pursuance  to 
the  above  statute,  extended  the  city  bounda- 
ries so  as  to  include  certain  lands  belonging 
to  the  defendant  in  error,  the  Union  Pacific 
Railway  Company,  The  preamble  to  this 
ordinance  reads  as  follows:  "AVhereas,  a 
certain  unplatted  territory  belonging  to  the 
Union  Pacific  Railroad  Company  lies  upon 
and  mainly  within  the  city  of  Kansas  City, 
Kansas,  and  is  so  situated  as  to  be  bounded 
on  three  fourths  of  its  boundary  line  by 
platted  territory  of  and  adjoining  to  said 
city,  which  said  railroad  land,  by  virtue  of 
its  location,  enjoys  the  benefits  of  said  city, 
without  sharing  its  burdens:  Now  there- 
fore," etc  This  preamble  shows  that  the 
added  tracts  belonged  to  one  of  the  classes  of 
lands  the  annexation  of  which  is  authorized 
by  the  statute.  The  defendants  in  ei-ror  ob- 
tained a  perpetual  injunction  against  the 
collection  of  city  taxes  to  which  the  lands  in 
question  became  subject  after  their  incorpo- 
ration into  the  city  limits.  Error  is  now 
prosecuted  from  the  judgment  awarding  the 
injunction.  The  questions  for  decision  are 
presented  to  this  court,,  as  in  the  court  be- 
low, upon  the  demurrer  of  the  defendants, 
now  pLaintiffs  in  error,  to  the  petition  of  the 
plaint ififs,  now  defendants  in  error.  The 
contention  of  the  defendant*  in  error  is  that 
the  act  providing  for  the  extension  of  city 
boundaries  discriminates  between  classes  of 
real -estate  owners,  and  is  therefore  violative 
of  that  part  of  the  14th  Amendment  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  which  pro- 
hibits the  states  from  depriving  perfeons  of 
property  without  due  process  of  law,  or  deny- 
ing to  persons  within  their  jurisdiction  the 
equal  protection  of  the  law.  This  conten- 
tion is  based  upon  the  exception  formiujj 
the  last  clause  of  the  statute  quoted :  "But 
nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  taKen  or  held  to 
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apply  to  any  tract  or  tracts  of  land  used 
for  a^nricultural  purposes  when  the  same  is 
not  owTied  by  any  railroad  or  other  corpora- 
tion." So  far  as  this  statute  discriminates 
between  classes  of  owners  of  agricultural 
lands,  the  defendants  in  error  cannot  be 
heard  to  complain.  Their  lands  are  not  ag- 
ricultural lands;  at  least  they  do  not  allege 
them  to  be  such  lands,  but,  on  the  contrary,* 
allege  that  parts  of  them  are  used  for  rail- 
road purposes,  and  that  the  remaining  por- 
tions are  vacant  and  unoccupied  lands  held 
and  possessed  for  railroad  purposes.  Own- 
ing no  agricultural  land,  the  defendants  in 
error  are  not  affected  by  the  discrimination 
uhidi  the  statute  makes  between  the  differ- 
ent classes  of  owners  of  such  kind  of  land, 
and  they  cannot,  therefore,  be  heard  to  com- 
plain on  that  score.  "Nor  will  a  court  lis- 
ten to  an  objection  made  to  the  constitution- 
ality of  an  act  by  a  party  whose  rights  it 
does  not  affect,  and  who  has  therefore  no  in- 
terest in  defeating  it."  Cooley,  Const.  Lim. 
Cth  ed.  196.  The'  statute,  however,  does  ex- 
empt some  agricultural  lands  from  its  opera- 
tion. Of  this  the  defendants  in  error  com- 
plain, and  for  the  like  reason  as  before.  The 
discrimination  in  this  particular  is  not  in  re- 
spect of  the  ownership  of  the  lands,  but  in 
respect  of  their  character, — the  uses  to 
which  devoted.  It  is  not  claimed  in  specific 
terms  that  the  legislature  is  powerless  to  au- 
thorize the  extension  of  city  boundaries  over 
lands  platted  for  city  purposes  and  used  for 
city  residences,  and  at  the  same  time  exempt 
agricultural  lands  having  to  the  city  like  re- 
lations of  situation,  contiguity,  and  other- 
wise. Such  claim  is  comprehended,  how- 
ever, within  the  general  scope  of  the  argu- 
ment made.  We  do  not  assent  to  it.  Xo 
case  in  assertion  of  such  doctrine  has  been 
cited  to  us,  and  none^  we  believe,  can  be 
found.  The  very  fact  of  land  not  already 
surrounded  by  incorporated  portions  of  the 
city  being  used  for  agricultural  purposes  is 
prima  facie  evidence  of  the  rightfulness  of 
its  exemption  from  municipal  control.  "The 
fundamental  idea  of  a  municipal  corporation 
is  to  invest  compact  or  dense  popj- 
latlons  with  the  power  of  local  self -govern- 
ment. Indeed,  the  necessity  for  such  corpo- 
raiions  springs  from  the  existence  of  centers 
or  airglomerations  of  population,  having,  by 
reason  of  density  and  numbers,  local  or  pe- 
culiar interests  and  wants,  not  common  to 
adjoining  sparsely  settled  or  agricultural 
regions."  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  2d  ed.  §  183. 
Municipal  incorporation  involves  of  necessi- 
ty the  idea  of  corporate  limits  conterminous 
with  the  urban  population,  and  exclusive  of 
the  adjoining  agricultural  tracts.  City  lim- 
it* are  not,  of  course,  always  terminable 
with  population.  Manufacturing  and  other 
industrial  institutions,  such  as  railway 
yards,  roundhouses,  grain  elevators,  and  the 
like,  arc  often  situated  beyond  the  limits  of 
city  population.  Ordinarily,  in  such  cases, 
they  are  immediately  adjoining  it.  In  and 
around  such  places  many  persons  are  em- 
ployed at  labor,  both  day  and  night,  and  the 
necessity  for  the  inclusion  of  such  places 
within  city  boundaries  is  just  as  great  as 
52  L.  R.  A. 


though  they  formed  parts  of  the  residence 
and  business  portions  of  the  city.  To  say 
that  the  tracts  of  land  upon  which  these  in- 
dustrial institutions  are  situatedr  may  not 
be  included  within  city  boundaries,  and  sub- 
jected to  municipal  control,  because  an  ad- 
joining tract  of  land,  used  for  farming  pur- 
poses, but  equally  as  near  to  the  heart  of  the 
city,  is  not  likewise  brought  within  the  city 
limits,  is  a  claim  to  us  unheard  of  before. 
It  is  the  business  of  the  legislature  to  enact 
general  rules  by  which  the  boundaries  of  in- 
corporated districts  may  be  fixed  in  the  first 
instance,  and  by  which  additions  thereto 
may  subsequently  be  made.  Dill.  Mun. 
Corp.  3d  ed.  §  185.  The  special  instances  in 
which  the  general  legislative  rules  nmy  be 
applied  must,  of  necessity,  be  left  to  the  mu- 
nicipal authorities  of  the  city  in  question. 
Instances  may  occur  in  which  both  legisla- 
ture and  city  council  will  violate  fundamen- 
tal rules,  but  the  petition  of  the  plaintiffs  be- 
low (the  defendants  in  error  here)  does  not 
show  any  such  case. 

It  is  contended  that  the  act  in  question, 
though  general  in  its  terms,  is  nevertheless 
special  in  point  of  fact,  because  there  was, 
at  the  time  of  its  enactment  and  is  yet,  but 
one  city  to  whic^  its  provisions  could  apply. 
This  does  not  make  it  a  special  law.  The 
judgment  of   the   court  below    was   wrong. 

It  is  reversed^  with  directions  to  sustain 
the  demurrer  to  the  petition. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 


T.  B.  TOWXSEND  BRICK  &  CONTRACT- 
ING COMPANY,  Plff.  in  A'm, 

V. 

John  W.  ALLEN  ei  al. 


( 


Kan. 


) 


♦  The  oiv-uers  of  a  brickyard  leased  It 
to  anotlier,  and  stipulated  in  the  lease 
that  they  should  retain  and  hold  a  mortgage 
lien  on  the  clay  In  the  bank,  and  upon  the 
brick  manufactured  therefrom,  as  security 
for  any  unpaid  rent.  The  clay  intended  to 
be  covered  by  the  mortgage  was  In  its  natur- 
al state,  and  not  severed  or  set  apart  in  any 
manner.  Afterwards  the  lessee  manufac- 
tured brick  and  sold  the  same  while  a  por- 
tion of  the  rent  was  unpaid,  and  an  action 
for  the  value  of  the  brick  sold  was  brought 
against  the  purchaser.  Held,  that  the  mort- 
gage contract  did  not  create  a  Hen  on  the 
brick  not  manufactured  or  In  existence  when 
the  mortgage  was  executed. 

(December  8,   1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Northern     Depaitment,     Eastern     Divi- 
sion, affirming  a  judgment  of  the  District 

♦Headnote  by  Johnston,  J. 


Note. — As  to  efficacy  of  mortgage  on  chat- 
tels to  be  manufactured  or  acquired  as  Inde- 
pendent articles,  and  not  as  increase  or  fruits 
of  existing  pronorty,  see  iJeeley  v.  Dwight  (N. 
Y.)  IS  L.  R.  A.  298,  and  note. 
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Court  for  Atchison  County  in  favor  of  plain- 
tilT  in  an  action  brought  to  enforce  a  chat- 
tel mortgage  on  certain  brick.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Henry  Elllaton  for  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror. 

Messrs.  WoUman,  Solomon,  Sc  Cooper 
for  defendants  in  error. 

Johnston,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

John  W.  Allen,  James  P.  McGuire,  John 
H.  Barry,  and  T.  J.  ^mlen,  who  owned  G 
ac^ros  of  land  near  Atchison,  upon  which 
there  were  machinery  and  appliances  for  ,the 
manufacture  of  vitrified  brick,  leased  the 
same  to  John  Gaffney  for  a  term  of  one  year 
at  a  stipulated  rental,  payable  monthly.  The 
instrument  also  provided  that  the  lessors 
should  have  and  retain  a  lien  on  the  clay  and 
material  taken  from  the  premises,  and  upon 
the  brick  manufactured  there,  to  secure  the 
payment  of  accrued  and  unpaid  rent.  Gaff- 
ney at  once  entered  into  possession  of  the 
premises,  and  manufactured  large  quantities 
(^  vitrified  paving  brick.  On  November  10, 
1894,  the  T.  B.  Townsend  Bride  &  Contracts 
ing  Company  purchased  a  large  quantity  of 
brick  from  Gaffney,.  including  those  in  con- 
troversy, and  inmiediately  after  the  purchase 
took  possession  of  the  same.  The  rent  due 
to  the  lessors  had  been  paid  down  to  and 
including  the  14th  day  of  October,  1804,  and 
when  the  controversy  arose  between  the  les- 
sors and  the  purchasers  of  the  brick  there 
was  due  from  Gaffn^  to  the  lessors  for  rent 
the  sum  of  $250.  Tlie  lessors,  claiming  the 
brick  so  purchased  and  taken  possession  of 
by  the  T.  B.  Townsend  Brick  &  Contracting 
Company  by  virtue  of  the  conditions  and  lien 
stated  and  given  in  the  lease,  brought  this 
action  to  recover  the  value  of  the  brick;  and 
the  trial  court  sustained  the  lien  claimed  by 
the  plaintiffs,  and  rendered  judgment  in 
their  favor.  The  judgment  was  affirmed  by 
the  court  of  appeals,  and  the  validity  of  the 
mortgage  lien  is  again  presented  for  conaid- 
eration. 

It  may  be  assumed  that  the  lease  created 
a  lien  on  any  brick  that  had  been  made  and 
were  in  existence  when  the  lease  was  execut- 
ed and  filed  in  the  office  of  register  of  deeds, 
but  can  it  be  held  to  create  a  lien  on  brick 
made  long  afterwards?  None  of  the  brick 
in  controversy  had  been  made  when  the  lease 
was  executed,  and  even  the  clay  and  shale 
from  which  brick  were  subsequently  made 
were  then  in  the  bank  and  in  a  natural  st^te. 
The  face  of  the  bank  had  been  properly 
stripped,  but,  before  the  clay  used  to  pro- 
duce the  bricks  in  controversy  had  been 
reached,  clay  sufficient  to  make  a  million  of 
bricks  had  been  taken  from  the  bank.  The 
clay  and  shale  in  the  bank  have  peculiar 
qualities,  necessary  for  the  manufacture  of 
vitrified  brick, — qualities  which  ordinary 
clay  does  not  contain;  but  no  portion  of  the 
same  which  ultimately  became  an  element  in 
the  brick  in  controversy  w^as  in  any  manner 
set  apart,  by  severance  or  by  the  marking  of 
the  place  from  which  it  should  be  taken. 
There  was  no  agreement,  nor  was  it  in  con- 
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templation  of  the  parties,  that  any  particu- 
lar clay  on  the  premises  should  be  used ;  but 
the  lessee,  Gaffney,  had  the  right  to  take 
clay  and  shale  for  the  purpose  of  making 
brick  from  any  portion  of  the  6-acre  tract 
leased  to  him.  Certainly  the  brick  in  con- 
troversy were  not  in  actual  existence  when 
the  chattel  mortgage  was  made,  and  the  clay 
and  shale  which  entered  into  Uie  manufac- 
ture of  the  same  could  not  be  identified  in 
any  manner.  The  general  rule  is  that  no 
one  can  mortgage  property  which  does  not 
exist  or  which  does  not  belong  to  him.  It  is 
true,  parties  may  make  contracts  with  refer- 
ence to  afterwards  acquired  property  which 
will  be  upheld  as  between  themselves,  but 
such  contracts  are  not  to  be  treated  as  chat- 
tel mortgages.  The  contention  here  is  that 
the  clay  and  shale  used  in  producing  the 
brick  in  controversy  were  in  existence;  that 
these  constituted  the  principal  elements 
which  entered  into  the  making  of  the  bride 
in  controversy,  and  therefore  uiey  had  a  po- 
tential existence,  to  which  the  mortgage  lien 
might  attach.  It  is  specifically  agre^  that 
the  material  out  of  which  a  thousand  brick 
were  made  was  only  worth  from  20  to  30 
cents,  while  that  amount  of  brick  when  com- 
pleted was  worth  $8.  It  is  also  agreed  that 
the  nature  of  the  clay  was  so  completely 
changed  by  the  process  of  converting  it  into 
vitrified  brick  that  it  naturally  would  never 
return  to  its  original  condition.  The  at- 
tempt to  give  a  chattel  mortgage  upon  the 
clay  in  the  bank  was  ineffectual,  because 
there  was  no  severance,  no  setting  apart  by 
marking  or  otherwise,  and, 'being  in  its  nat- 
ural state,  it  must  be  regarded  as  real  es- 
tate; and  we  are  of  opinion  that  under  the 
authority  of  Long  v.  Mines,  40  Kan.  216,  lU 
Pac.  339,  the  brick  had  no  such  actual  or 
potential  existence  when  the  mortgage  was 
made  as  to  subject  them  to  the  lien  of  the 
same.  In  that  case  it  was  held  that  a  diat- 
tel  mortgage  on  a  corn  crop  to  be  grown  in 
the  future,  but  which  had  not  been  {Wanted 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  mortgage, 
was  void  as  against  subsequent  purchasers 
or  attaching  creditors,  although  the  mort- 
gagor was  in  possession  of  the  land  when 
the  mortgage  was  executed.  While  it  is 
held  that  a  valid  mortgage  may  be  given 
on  a  growing  crop,  the  crop  itself  has  a  po- 
tential existence,  and  will  in  due  course  of 
time  and  nature  develop  and  mature;  but  a 
crop  cannot  be  said  to  have  an  actual  or  po- 
tential existence  merely  because  a  person 
may  have  soil  upon  which  to  grow  a  crop  or 
seed  for  that  purpose.  While  the  soil  and 
the  seed  are  essential,  a  crop  cannot  come  in- 
to existence  except  by  a  new  intervening  act, 
and  except  with  the  assistance  of  other  ele- 
ments and  forces.  Cole  v.  Kerr,  19  Neb. 
553,  26  N.  W.  598.  So,  here,  while  the  clay 
is  an  essential  element  in  the  manufacture 
of  brick,  the  process  of  manufacture  com- 
pletely changes  its  form  and  character.  The 
brick  were  not  in  existence  w-hen  the  mort- 
gage was  executed,  and,  besides,  they  would 
never  again  become  clay  or  return  to  the 
original  condition.  Other  elements  and 
forces  were  employed  in  the  manufacture,  so 
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that  the  identity  of  the  clay  was  entirely 
lo9t;  and  the  product,  as  we  have  seen,  is 
worth  about  forty  tinoes  more  than  the  clay 
yshioh  entered  into  it.  It  is  argued  that  be- 
cause clay  was  the  principal  material  from 
which  the  brick  were  made,  and  was  in  ex- 
istence, the  rule -of  Long  v.  Hine^  40  Kan. 
210.  16  Pac.  339,  cannot  apply.  The  mort- 
g»«?or  had  the  soil  and  seed  m  the  case  men- 
tioned, which  were  the  principal  elements 
for  the  production  of  the  crop,  but  the  prod- 
uct was  held  not  to  have  a  potential  exist- 
ence; and  for  like  reasons  it  must  be  held 
that  the  product,  made  largely  from  clay, 
had  no  such  existence  when  the  mortgage 


was  made  as  to  make  it  subject  to  the  lien 
thereof. 

It  having  been  held  that  the  instrument 
was  insuiricieut  to  constitute  a  lien  on  the 
brick  in  controversy,  it  is  unnecessary  to" 
consider  the  points  made  with  reference  to 
the  filing  of  the  same  in  the  office  of  the  reg- 
ister of  deeds. 

The  judgments  of  the  District  Court  and 
of  the  Cpurt  of  Appeals  will  he  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded,  with  directions  to  enter 
judgment  in  favor  of  the  T.  B.  Townsend 
Brick  &  Contracting  Company. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 
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1.  A  defenne  of  contributory  neffll- 
sence.  If  it  appears  on  the  face  of  the  peti- 
tion, may  be  reached  by  demurrer,  and  need 
not  be  pleaded. 

2.  Contributory  neffllgrence  "vrblcb^rlll 
relieve  a  landlord  from  liability  for 
the  death  of  a  tenant's  cblld  drowned 
in  an  unprotected  cistern,  is  not  shown  by 
the  fact  that  the  tenants  took  possession  of 
the  premises  with  knowledge  of  their  dan- 
gerous condition,  and  relying  on  their  own 
Tigilance  to  prevent  Injury  therefrom  until 
repair,  where  they  entered  upon  the  promise 
and  agreement  of  the  landlord  to  immediately 
repair  the  cistern. 

(October  24,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court'  for  Jefferson  County 
in  favdr  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  the  death  of  plain- 
tiff's intestate  which  was  alleged  to  have 
been  caused  by  defendant's  negligence.  Re- 
versed, 

The  facta  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Tkomaa  F.  Harris,  MoKee 
Duncan,  and  H.  li.  James  for  appellant. 

Ue^ssrs.  Bodley,  Baakin,  it  Moranoy 
for  appellee. 

Willie,  S,y  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  action  is  brought  by  S.  J.  Stillwell, 
tie  father  of  C.  J.  Stillwell,  as  administra- 
tor of  C.  J.  Stillwell,  for  damages  for  the 
death  of  the  son,  an  infant  four  years  old, 
caused  by  his  falling  into  an  open  and  unpro- 
tected cistern  on  the  property  of  appellee,  oc- 
cnpted  by  appellant  and  his  family  as  a  resi- 
dence.   A  demurrer  to  the  petition,  and  to 

Note. — As  to  contributory  negligence  of  ten- 
tnt  tfl  affecting  landlord's  liability  for  defective 
premises,  see  note  to  Hlnes  y.  Wlllcoz  (Tenn.) 
M  L.  R.  A.  830. 
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same  as* amended,  was  sustained;  and,  ap- 
pellant failing  to  plead  further,  his  action 
was  dismissed,  and  he  appeals. 

The  petition  alleges  that  appellee,  the 
owner  of  certain  property,  rented  saine  to 
S.  J.  Stillwell,  father  of  decedent,  for  the 
period  of  one  year;  that  at  the  time  of  the 
rent  contract  there  was  on  the  premises  a 
dangerous,  open,  unprotected  cistern,  con- 
taining a  large  quantity  of  water;  that,  to 
induce  appellant  to  move  onto  and  take  pos- 
session of  the  premises,  the  appellee  prom- 
ised and  agreed  to  immediately  repair  the 
cistern,  and  make  it  safe  and  secure,  and 
free  from  danger  to  the  family  of  appellant. 
It  is  alleged  that  after  he  took  possession 
this  promise  to  repair  was  repeated  fre- 
quently, but  that  it  was  not  done,  and*  that 
the  child,  Clarence  J.  Stillwell,  an  infant 
four  years  old,  fell  into  same  and  was 
drowned,  for  which  damages  were  sought. 
By  the  amendment  to  the  petition  it  is  al- 
leged that  the  parents  of  the  child,  Clarence, 
exercised  care  and  caution  to  prevent  his 
wandering  near  the  open  and  unprotected 
cistern,  but  that  without  their  knowledge, 
and  in  spite  of  their  caution,  he  wandered 
to  the  cistern,  and  fell  in  and  was  drowned. 
On  demurrer  all  these  facts  alleged  are  ad- 
mitted as  true,  and  the  oply  question  is,  Is 
a  c«use  of  action  stated? 

It  is  insisted  for  appellee  that  as  the  re- 
covery, if  any  be  had,  would,  under  §  6,  Ky. 
Stat.,  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  father  and 
mother,  the  negligence  of  such  father  and 
motiher  contributing  to  the  death  would  bar 
a  recovery  even  by  the  administrator,  and 
that  the  petition  as  well  as  the  same  amend- 
ed shows  such  contributing  negligence  by  the 
parents  in  taking  the  child  near  the  danger- 
ous premises  as  will  bar  a  recovery,  and 
that  therefore  a  demurrer  will  lie,  and  the 
ordinary  rule  that  contributory  negligence 
must  be  pleaded  does  not  apply.  It  may  be 
considered  as  well  settled  that  where  the  pe- 
tition shows  contributory  negligence  that,  if 
pleaded  as  a  defense,  would  defeat  a  recov- 
ery, the  question  may  be  readied  by  a  de- 
murrer to  the  petition.  Therefore,  if  such 
contributory  negligence  is  s-hown  by  the  peti- 
tion, and  the  contributory  negligence  of  the 


326 


Kentucky  Coubt  of  Appeals. 


Oct., 


parent  will  defeat  a  recovery  by  the  admin- 
istrator, the  demurrer  was  properly  sus- 
tained, and  the  petition  dismissed.  The  pe- 
tition discloses  that  appellee  was  the  owner 
of  the  dangerous  premises,  knew  of  the  dan- 
ger, and  expressly  promised  and  a^eed  with 
the  tenant  to  repair  the  same;  that  the  par- 
ents also  knew  of  Uie  danger,  had  a  promise 
from  appellee  to  immediately  repair,  took 
the  child  onto'  the  prem-ises  so  known  to  be 
dangerous,  and  then  exercised  care  to  pre- 
vent the  child  from  falling  into  the  danger. 
If  the  parents  were  guilty  of  negligence,  it 
was  in  taking  the  child  where  it  would  l)e 
exposed  to  danger,  and  then  relying  on  their 
•own  vigilance  and  care  to  protect  it  till  the 
appellee  would  comply  with  the  contract  to 
repair.  If  thus  moving  onto  the  premises 
and  exposing  the  child  to  the  danger  be  neg- 
ligence in  the  parents,  it  is  insisted  that  it 
was  induced  and  caused  solely  by  the  con- 
tract of  appellee  to  repair  the  danger  imme- 
diately, and  that  appellee  will  not  be  heard 
to  plead  as  a  defense  to  its  own  breach  of  ob- 
ligation and  contract  the  fact  that  the  other 
party  accepted  its  assurance  that  its  obliga- 
tion would  be  met,  and  acted  on  that  prom- 
ise. This  principle  has  long  been  applied  to 
the  case  of  master  and  servant,  where  the 
master  promises  to  repair  defective  applian- 
ces, and  the  servant  continues  to  use  the  de- 
fective piece  of  work  in  a  dangerous  place, 
relying  on  the  promise  of  the  master  to  re- 
pair the  piece  or  remove  the  danger.  In  the 
recent  case  of  Brown  v.  Levy  Bros,  (decided 
March  29,  1900)  21  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1724,  55  S. 
W.  1079,  it  was  said:  "The  reason  of  the 
rule  [as  to  master  and  servajit]  is'that,  while 
the  employee  is  held  to  assume  the  ordinary 
risks  and  hazards  of  the  business  in  which 
he  is  engaged  (and  this  includes  ordinary 
breakages  or  mishaps)  where  a  defect  is 
kno>vn  to  the  employer,  and  a  promise  is  given 
to  the  employee  to  remedy  the  defect,  for  the 
time  being  (a  reasonable  time)  the  employer 
is  to  be  held  to  have  assumed  special  respon- 
sibility for  that  defect,  and  if  injury  is 
caused  thereby  the  employer  will  be  liable; 
for  this  is  not  one  of  the  risks  assumed  by 
the  servant,  but  was  especially  assumed  by 


the  master."  In  that  case  the  rule  was 
made  to  apply  to  an  incompetent  fellow  sen-- 
ant,  as  well  as  to  defective  appliances  or  un- 
safe places  in  which  to  work.  We  have  been 
unable  to  find  any  case  where  this  rule  has 
ever  been  applied  to  cases  of  landlord  and 
tenant.  But  it  seems  clear  that  the  reason 
of  the  rule  would  apply  equally  between  a 
landlord,  who  promises  and  agrees  to  imme- 
diately remedy  or  repair  a  dangerous  cistern 
on  his  premises, — agrees  to  immediately  per- 
form a  duty  enjoined  on  him  by  the  law  ( to 
remove  or  repair  open  and  dangerous  places 
on  his  premises), — and  the  tenant,  who  acts 
on  that  promise,  and  who,  after  acting,  exer- 
cises due  care  to  avoid  injury  from  the  de- 
fect or  danger  known  to  both.  If  it  can  be 
said  that  the  master,  by  specially  agreeing 
to  remedy  a  certain  defect,  assumes  to  be  re- 
sponsible for  any  injury  caused  thereby,  un- 
til he  can  have  a  r reasonable  time  to  repair, 
it  can  with  like  reason  be  said  that  the  land- 
lord, who  undertakes  and  promises  to  reme- 
dy or  repair  a  certain  known  and  specific 
danger  existing  on  the  rented  premises  at 
the  time  and  before  they  were  rented,  as- 
sumes the  responsibility  for  any  injury 
caused  by  such  dangerous  place,  until  he 
have  a  reasonable  time  in  which  to  repair, 
providing,  of  course,  that  care  is  exercised  to 
avoid  falling  into  the  dangerous  place,  or  to 
avoid  injury  .from  the  known  defect.  The 
premises  may  be  used  by  the  tenant,  as  the 
servant  may  use  the  defective  appliance,  up- 
on the  assurance  of  the  landlord  that  the 
danger  will  be  removed. 

In  this  view  of  the  case,  which  we  believe 
is  sound  reason  and  good  law,  and  the  appli- 
cation of  a  long-established  principle,  we  arc 
of  opinion  that  the  petition  as  amended  pre- 
sented a  cause  of  action,  and  that  the  demur- 
rer thereto  should  have  been  overruled.  It 
thus  becomes  unnecessary  to  consider  the  ef- 
fect of  the  statute  providing  that  the  recov- 
ery should  go  to  the  parents,  on  the  case,  as 
in  our  view  it  is  immaterial. 

For  the  reasons  given,  the  judgment  is  re- 
versed and  the  cause  remanded,  with  direc- 
tions to  overrule  the  demurrer,  and  for  pro- 
ceedings consistent  herewith. 


MASSACHUSETTS  SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT. 


Charles  A.  DICKINSON 

V. 

WEST    END    STREET    RAILWAY    COM- 

PANY. 

(177  Mass.  365.) 

A       fttreet-railviay       employee       riding: 
srratuitooMly  under  a  rale  of  tbe  com- 
pany  permitting  employees  to   ride  free  at  i 
any   time,    who   Is   not   on   actual    duty,   and 
who  takes  no  part  In  the  management  of  the 


Note. — Railroad  employees  or  officers  as 
passenger,  see  prior  cas*»s  In  this  series,  of 
Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Smith  (C.  C.  App.  .5th  C.) 
.31  L.  R.  A.  821,  and  note:  McXulty  v.  Penn- 
sylvania li.  Co.  (Pa.)  38  L.  R.  A.  376:  lunnone 
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car.  is  not  a  fellow  servant  of  the  motorman, 
by  whose  negligence  he  Is  Injured,  but  m 
passenger  to  whom  the  company  is  liable. 

(January  2,  1001.) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  plaintiff  to  rulings  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Suffolk  County 
made  during  the  trial  of  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  al- 
leged to  have    been    caused    by    defendant's 


V.  New  York.  X.  H.  ft  H.  R.  Co.  (R.  I.)  40  Lu 
R.  A.  730;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Weaver 
(Ky.)  50  L.  R.  A.  381:  Whitney  v.  New  York, 
N.  H.  &  U.  R,  Co.  (C.  C.  App.  1st  C.)  50  L.  EL 
A.  615. 
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negligence  which  resulted  in  a  verdict  in  de- 
fendant's favor.     Sustained. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Joseph  H.  Beale,  Jr.,  William 
D.  Turner,  and  Hei^ry  M.  Hutoliinss*  ^oi* 
plaintilT : 

One  carried  free  is  none  the  less  a  passen- 
ger, if  there  is  no  other  legal  ditfercnce  be- 
tween himself  and  paying  passengers. 

Dovle  V.  Fitchhurg  R.  Co.  162  Mass.  66, 
25  L.*  R.  A.  157,  37  N.  E.  770;  Todd  v.  Old 
Colony  d  Fall  River  R.  Co.  3  Allen,  18,  80 
Am.  Dec.  49;  The  New  World  v.  King,  -IG 
How.  469,  14  L.  ed.  1019. 

The  plaintiff's  recovery  is  not  barred  on 
the  ground  that  he  was  injured  by  the  negli- 
gence of  a  fellow  servant. 

Fancell  v.  Boston  d  W,  R.  Corp,  4  Met. 
49,  38  Am.  Dec.  339 ;  Gannon  v.  Housatonic 
H.  Co,  112  Mass.  234,  17  Am.  Rep.  82 ;  Hutch- 
inson V.  York,  N.  d  B.  R.  Co.  5  Exch.  343. 

The  servant,  in  going  to  and  from  his 
work,  is  not  ordinarily  in  the  master's  serv- 
ice: he  is  acting  for  his  own  purposes,  not 
for  his  master. 

Mitchell  v.  Craasweller,  13  C.  B.  237; 
S^torey  v.  Ashton,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  476. 

The  same  is  true  of  the  servant  during  the 
noon  hour. 

Morier  v.  St.  Paul,  M.  d  M.  R.  Co.  31  Minn. 
3ol,  47  Am.  Rep.  793,  17  N.  W.  952;  Balti- 
more d  Ohio  R.  Co.  V.  State  use  of  Trainor, 
33  Md.  542;  Baird  v.  Pettit,  70  Pa.  477; 
yorthtrestem  Union  Packet  Co.  v.  McCue,  17 
Wall.  508,  21  L.  ed.  705. 

Tf  the  master  happens  to  be  a  common  car- 
rier*, and  the  servant  makes  use  of  his  serv- 
ices as  such  to  be  carried  home,  and  is  in- 
jured, the  risk  of  such  injury  is  accordingly 
not  a  rii^k  of  the  employment  assumed  by  the 
sen'ant,  and  he  may  recover,  whether  he  is 
or  is  not  carried  free. 

McXulty  V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  182  Pa. 
479,  38  L.  R.  A.  376,  38  Atl.  524 ;  State  use 
of  Ahell  V.  M'estern  Maryland  R.  Co.  63  Md. 
433;  Doyle  v.  Fitchhurg  R.  Co.  162  Mass.  66, 
25  L.  R.  A.  157,  37  N.  E.  770;  Russell  v. 
Hudson  River  R.  Co.  5  Duer,  39. 

Messrs.  P.  H.  Cooney  and  A,  I«  Peok- 
luuB,  for  defendant: 

Whether  it  be  held  that  the  contract  of 
services  i;i'ilh  the  plaintiff's  intestate  em- 
braced transportation  to  and  from  his  work, 
or  whether  it  be  held  that  he  simply  availed 
himself  of  the  permissive  privilege  given  by 
the  defendant  to  its  employees  in  uniform 
in  riding  home  from  his  work  in  one  of  its 
cars,  is  not  important.  In  either  case  it  was 
connected  with,  grew  out  of,  and  was  inci- 
dent to,  the  services  in  which  he  was  en- 
gaged, and  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover. 

Oillshannon  v.  Stony  Brook  R.  Co.  10 
Cush.  228:  Seaver  v.  Boston  d  M.  R.  Co.  14 
Gray,  466;  Gilman  v.  Eastern  R.  Corp.  10 
Allen^  233,  87  Am.  Dec.  635 ;  Holden  v. 
Fitchhurg  R.  Co.  129  Mass.  268.  37  Am.  Rep. 
343;  O'Brien  v.  Boston  d  A.  R.  Co.  138  Mass. 
3S7,  'i2  Am.  Rep.  279;  McCuirk  v.  Shattuck, 
160  Mass.  45,  35  X.  E.  110;  Olsrn  v.  An- 
dreirs,  168  Mass.  2()1,  47  N.  E.  90. 

Kor  is  it  important  to  inquire  whether, 
52  L  R.  A, 


under  other  circumstances  than  those  dis- 
closed, the  plaintiff's  intestate  might  or 
might  not  be  held  to  be  a  passenger,  al- 
tliough  riding  free  under  the  rules  of  the 
company.  The  liability  must  be  determined 
by  the  facts  and  circumstances  under  which 
he  was  riding  at  the  time  he  received  tho 
injuries  complained  of,  and  not  under  thono 
under  which  he  might  have  been  riding  at 
some  other  time. 

Doyle  V.  Fitchhurg  R.  Co.  162  Mass.  66, 
25  L.  R.  A.  157,  37  N.  E.  770. 

Knowlton,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  cdurt: 

The  question  in  this  case  is  whether  the 
plaintiff  was  on  the  defendant's  car  as  a 
passenger  at  the  time  of  the  accident,'  or 
Avhether  he  was  at  that  moment  in  the  serv- 
ice of  the  defendant,  in  such  a  sense  that  the 
negligent  motormnn  was  his  fellow  servant. 
The  defendant  had  made  a  rule  "permitting 
policemen,  firemen,  advertising  agents,  news 
agents,  and  employees  of  the  defendant  com- 
pany in  uniform,  to  ride  free  at  any  time; 
such  persons  being  required  to  ride  upon 
the  front  platform,  so  far  as  practicable." 
At  the  time  of  the  accident  the  plaintiff  was 
riding  on  the  front  platform,  under  this 
rule,  wearing  his  uniform.  Persons  riding 
gratuitously  under  this  rule  are  passengers, 
as  well  as  those  who  pay  their  fare.  Todd 
V.  Old  Colony  d  F.  River  R.  Co.  B  Allen,  18, 
80  Am.  Dec.  49;  Doyle  v.  Fitchhurg  R.  Co. 
162  Mass.  66,  25  L.  R.  A.  157,  37  N.  E.  770; 
The  New  World  v.  King,  16  How.  469,  14  L. 
ed.  1019;  State  use  of  Ahell  v.  Western 
Maryland  R.  Co.  63  Md.  433.  All  members 
of  the  classes  included  in  the  rule  stand  alike 
in  reference  to  the  duty  of  care  which  the 
defendant  owes  them,  whether  they  come 
within  one  part  of  the  description  or  anoth- 
er. The  rule  in  reference  to  employees  per- 
mits thera  to  ride  at  any  time  and  place,  and 
for  any  purpose,  if  they  are  in  uniform. 
The  reasons  in  each  case  for  extending  this 
privilege  to  members  of  these  different 
classes  are  not  material.  Probably  they 
are  different  in  reference  to  different  classes, 
but  they  are  such  as  the  defendant  deems 
sufficient.  So  far  as  employees  rfre  con- 
cerned, it  is  enough  that,  except  possibly  in 
regard  to  wearing  uniform,  they  are  given 
the  same  rights  as  others  who  have  no  direct 
connection  with  the  defendant  by  employ- 
ment or  otherwise.  The  question,  then,  is 
whether  at  the  time  of  the  accident  the  plain- 
tiff was  riding  in  the  full  exercise  of  the 
rights  given  by  this  rule,  or  whether  he  was 
on  the  car  in  the  performance  of  his  duties 
as  a  servant  of  the  defendant,  so  as  to  make 
him  at  that  moment  a  fellow  servant  of  the 
motorman.  The  bill  of  exceptions  answers 
this  question  in  its  statement,  as  follows: 
His  work  for  the  defendant  "consisted  of  a 
certain  number  of  trips  at  fixed  and  regular 
times  each  day.  At  the  time  of  the  accident 
he  was  not  on  actual  duty,  but  at  about  noon 
had  finished  his  work  of  that  morning,  got 
on  the  first  car  that  came  along,  and  was  go- 
ing home  to  dinner.  That  he  took  no  part 
in  the  management    of   this   car.     That   he 
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usually  had  about  three  hours,  between 
twelve  and  three  o'clock,  during  which  he 
was  not  on  actual  duty,  and  his  time  was  his 
own,  and  he  usually  returned  home  about 
noon  to  dinner.''  The  car  on  which  he  was 
riding  was  not  on  the  line  on  which  he  was 
employed.  At  the  time  of  the  accident  he 
did  not  stand  in  the  relation  of  a  servant  to 
the  defendant.  His  time  was  his  own,  and 
he  owed  the  defendant  no  duties  until  the 
time  arrived  for  resuming  his  work.  It  was 
no  part  of  his  duty  to  the  defendant,  as  a 
servant,  to  take  the  car  on  which  he  was  rid- 
ing and  go  to  a  particular  place  for  his 
dinner.  He  mi^ht  go  where  he  pleased  and 
when  he  pleased  during  the  interval  before 
coming  back  to  his  work.  This  case  is  dif- 
ferent in  this  particular  from  cases  in  which 
the  plaintiff  was  riding  in  the  line  of  his 
duty  in  the  course  of  his  employment. 
Gillskannon  v.  Stony  Brook  R.  Co.  10  Cush. 
228;  O'Brien  v.  Boston  d  A.  R.  Co.  138  Mass. 
387,  52  Am.  Rep.  279 ;  McOuirk  v.  Shattuck, 
160  Mass.  45,  35  N.  E.  110;  Manville  v. 
Cleveland  A  T.  R.  Co.  11  Ohio  St.  417;  Mc- 
Nulty  V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  182  Pa.  479, 
38  L.  R.  A.  376,  38  Atl.  524.  His  rights 
were  the  same  as  if,  after  finishing  his  day's 
service,  he  had  taken  a  car  in  the  evening  to 
visit  a  friend  or  to  do  any  business  of  his 
own.  The  fact  that  he  had  been  in  the  de- 
fendant's service  during  the  day  would  not 
make  him  a  fellow  sen^ant  with  the  motor- 
man  while  riding  in  the  evening  under  the 
rule,  any  more  than  if  he  had  b^n  a  police- 
man or  a  news  dealer.  The  case  comes  with- 
in the  decision  in  Doyle  v.  Fitchhurg  R.  Co. 
162  Mass.  66,  25  L.  R.  A.  157,  37  N.  E.  770, 
For  other  cases  of  similar  purport,  see 
Baltimore  d  0.  R.  Co.  v.  State  use  of  Traino, 
33  Md.  542;  State  use  of  Ahell  v.  Western 
Maryland  R.  Co.  63  Md.  433 ;  Baird  v.  Pet- 
tit,  70  Pa.  477-483;  McNulty  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania R.  Co.  182  Pa.  479,  38  L.  R.  A.  376,  38 
Atl.  524;  Northwest  cm  Union  Packet  Co.  v. 
McCue,  17  Wall.  508,  21  L.  ed.  705;  Uorier 
v.  St.  Paul,  U.  d  M.  R.  Co.  31  Minn.  351,  47 
Am.  Rep.  793,  17  N.  W.  952;  Manville  v. 
Cleveland  d  T.  R.  Co.  11  Ohio  St.  417. 
Exceptions  sustained. 


Jame^  STACK 

V. 

NEW  YORK.    NEW    HAVEN,    &    HART- 
FORD  RAILROAD    COMPANY. 

(177  Mass.  155.) 

1.  A  court  has  no  po^'er  to  compel  a 
plafiitf  If  to  ftobmit  to  a  physical  examina- 
tion by  a  phyBlcian,  in  the  absence  of  any 
Btatntory  authority. 

2.  Evidence  of  plalutlflTs  refusal  to 
permit  a  physical  examination  by  a 
physician  is  properly  rejected,  where  it  ap- 


pears that  plaintifT  regarded  the  doctor  as 
hostile  to  blm,  and  bad  offered  to  submit  to 
ezaminatiou  by  any  other  doctor.  . 

(November  27,  1900.) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  defendant  to  rulings  of 
the  Superior  CSourt  for  Hampshire  Coun- 
ty made  during  the  trial  of  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal  in- 
•jnvicB  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  defend- 
ant'3  n^ligence  which  resulted  in  a  verdict 
in  plaintiflf's  favor.     Overruled. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Jolin  C.  Hammond  and  Henry 
P.  Field,  for  defendant: 

"The  more  enlightened  view"  is  that  the 
trial  court  has  the  power  to  order  such  an 
examination,  &nd  compel  the  plaintiff  to  sub- 
mit to  it. 

1  Thomp.  Trials,  §  859;  Sibley  v.  Smith, 
46  Ark.  275,  65  Am.  Rep.  584;  Miami  d  M. 
Tump.  Co.  V.  Baily,  37  Ohio  St.  104;  2 
Wood,  Railroads,  Minor's  ed.  1894,  p.  1570; 
Schroeder  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  d  P.  R.  Co.  47 
Iowa,  375;  Atchison,  T.  d  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
Thul,  29  Kan.  466,  44  Am.  Rep.  659;  Graves 
V.  ^Battle  Creek,  95  Mich.  266,  19  L.  R,  A. 
641.  54  N.  W.  757;  Pierce,  Railroads,  298; 
Freepoft  v.  Jshell,  93  HI.  381;  Black.  X^w 
&  Practice  in  Accident  Cases,  |§  208,  209; 
2  Rawle,  Revision  of  Bouvier,  p.  667. 

It  is  in  the  power  of  the  court  to  make  the 
order  after  the  trial  has  begun  and  after  the 
plaintiff  has  rested  his  case. 

Atchison,  T.  d  8.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Thul,  29 
Kan.  466,  44  Am.  Rep.  659;  Miami  d  1/. 
Tump.  Co.  V.  Baply,  37  Ohio  St.  104;  Free- 
port  V.  Jsbell,  93  111.  381. 

It  is  t»he  duty  of  the  court  to  permit  a  re- 
fusal by  the  plaintiff  of  a  proper  opportuni- 
ty to  test  his  physical  condition  to  be  shown 
to  the  jury  as  a  fact  tending  to  show  that 
his  claim  was  a  fiction,  which  an  examina- 
tion would  expose. 

Freeport  v.  I  shell,  93  111.  381 ;  Pennsylva- 
nia Co.  V.  Newmeyer,  129  Ind.  401,  28  N.  E. 
860;  Elfers  v.  WooUey,  116  N.  Y.  294,  22 
N.  E.  548 ;  Miami  d  M.  Tump.  Co.  v.  Baity, 
37  Ohio  St.  104;  Clifton  v.  United  States, 
4  How.  242,  11  L.  ed.  957;  Bryant  v.  Still- 
well,  24  Pa.  314. 

Messrs.  Brooks  4fc  Hamilton,  for  plain- 
tiff: 

The  court  has  no  authority  to  order  such 
physical  examination  of  a  plaintiff  by  the 
defendant,  either  "before  or  during  the  trial. 

Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Botsfoni,  141  U.  S. 
250,  35  L.  ed.  734,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1000; 
Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Griffin,  25  C.  C.  A.  413,. 
53  U.  S.  App.  22,  80  Fed.  278;  Roberts  v. 
Ogdcnsburgh  d  L.  C.  R.  Co.  29  Hun,  154; 
McQuigan  v.  Delaware,  L.  d  W.  R.  Co.  12^ 
N.  Y.  50,  14  L.  R.  A.  466,  29  N.  E.  235: 
Parker  v.  Bnslow,  102  111.  272,  40  Am.  Rep. 
588. 

In  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson.  79r  Tex* 


Note. — As  to  power  of  court  to  compel  phy-    Virginia  O    &  P.  R.  Co.   (W.  Va.)   24  L.  R.  A. 


fiirnl  examination,  see  prior  cases  in  this  series, 
of  McQuigan  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  (N. 
Y.)    14   L.    R.   A.  466:    Graves  v.   Battle  Creek 


50 ;  Hall  v.  Manson  (Iowa)  34  L.  R.  A.  207 ; 
Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Huddleston 
(Ind.)    .H6  L.  R.  A.  681:  O'Brien  v.   La   Crosse 


(Mich. I    19  L.   R.   A.  641:   Lyon  v.   Manhattan  I  (Wis.)  40  L.  R.  A.  831:  I>ane  v.  Snokane  Fall* 
R.  Co.  (N.  y.)  25  L.  R.  A.  402  ;  Carrlco  v.  West  I  &  N.  R.  Co.  (Wash.)  4«  L.  Bu  A.  153. 
52  L.  R.  A. 
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95,  10  S.  W.  325,  the  court  refused  to  com- 
pel plaintiff  to  submit  to  an  examination  by 
the  doctor^  to  whom  he  had  an  aversion. 

St.  Louis  Bi-idge  Co.  v.  Miller,  138  111. 
465,28N.  E.  1091. 

The  better  opinion  makes  the.  right,  in  the 
absence  of  statute,  to  rest  in  the  bound  dis- 
cretion of  the  trial  court. 

O'Brien  v.  La  Croaee,  99  Wis.  421,  40  L, 
R.  A.  831,  75  N.  W.  81 ;  Loyd  v.  Hannibal 
<f  St.  J.  R.  Co.  53  Mo.  509;  Stuart  v.  //ai?- 
fn.'c.  17  Xeb.  211,  22  N.  W.  419;  Miami  d  M. 
lump.  Co.  V.  Baily,  37  Ohio  St.  104;  Kinney 
T.  Springfield,  35  Mo.  App.  97 ;  Owens  v. 
Kansas  City,  St.  J.  d  C.  B.  R.  Co.  95  Mo. 
1G9.  8  g.  W.  350. 

Assuming  that  the  court  has,  in  its  discre- 
tion, authority  to  order  the  examination  re- 
qaeAted,  it  would-  seem  that  if  a  case  ever 
arose  which  required  the  court,  in  its  discre- 
tion, to  refuse  to  so  order,  this  is  one. 

Holmes,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  is  an  action  for  personal  injuries. 
The  defendant  denied  the  injuries,  and,  two 
days  before  a  second  trial,  was  permitted  to 
send  two  doctors,  who  made  a  thorough  ex- 
amination of  the  plaintilT  in  compauy  with 
the  doctors  employed  by  the  plaintiff.  Aft- 
er the  plaintiff  had  closed  his  case,  and  after 
the  defendant  had  called  its  t\vo  doctors  as 
witnesses,  it  asked  the  court  to  ^  order  the 
plaintiiT  to  submit  to  an  examination  by  an- 
other doctor  named  by  it.  The  plaintiff  ob- 
jected on  the  ground  that  his  relations  with 
that  doctor  were  unfriendly^  but  offered  to 
allow  an  examination  by  any  other  physician 
whom  the  defendant  might  select.  The  de- 
fendant declined  the  offer,  and  thereupon  the 
court  refused  to  make  the  order,  ruling  that 
it  had  no  power  or  right  to  make  it  und^r  the 
drcumstancea.    The  defendant  excepted.     ^ 

Perhaps  the  words  "under  the  circumstan- 
ces'' 80  far  cut  down  the  seemingly  absolute 
denial  of  power  in  the  first  part  of  the  rul- 
ing that  it  meant  only  to  state  emphatically 
the  plain  injustice  and  outrage  which  it 
would  have  been  to  make  the  order  propoeed. 
Other  language  used  has  somewnat  that 
look.  The  judge  probably  was  justified  in 
assuming  the  truth  of  the  plaintiff's  state- 
ment that  his  relations  with  the  doctor  were 
hostile,  lie  certainly  was  justified  in  as- 
suming that  the  plaintiff  had  personal  ob- 
jections to  him.  When  the  plaintiff  coupled 
with  his  objection  an  offer  to  accept  any  oth- 
er doctor  whom  the  defendant  might  choose 
to  send,  bearing  in  mind  the  large  possibili- 
ties that  were  open  bv  telegraph  and  rail,  he 
had  a  plain  right  to  have  his  personality  re- 
spected to  the  small  extent  that  he  asked.  If 
tiiat  is  all  that  ruling  meant^  as  it  certainly 
was  all  that  was  needed  to  dispose  of  the 
natter,  in  our  opinion  it  was  right. 

Hut,  if  the  ruling  requires  the  decision  of 
a  broader  question,  we  agree  with  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States,  the  New 
\ork  court  of  appeals,  and  some  other  able 
«»urts,  that  the  power  does  not  exist. 
'  »!«!  P.  n.  Co.  V.  Botsford,  141  U.  S.  250, 
.V>  L.  ed.  734,  11  ^Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1000;  .l/c- 
52  L.  R.  A. 


Quigan  v.  Delaware,  L.  d  W.  R.  Co,  129  X. 
Y.  50,  14  L.  R.  A.  460,  29  N.  E.  235;  Penn- 
sylvania Co.  V.  NeuTmeyer,  129  Ind.  401,  28 
N.  E.  860.  Many  of  the  cases  which  have 
followed  Schrocder  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  d  P.  R. 
Co.  47  luwa,  375,  in  asserting  the  opposite 
opinion,  are  collected  in  Graves  v.  Battle 
Creek,  95  Mich.  266,  270,  19  L.  R.  A.  64r,  54 
N.  W.  757.  The  need  of  the  power  easily  may 
be  exaggerated,  because,  if,  contrary  to  usu- 
al experience,  a  plaintiff  sihould  dare  to  re- 
fuse a  reasonable  examination,  it  would  be 
the  subject  of  just  comment  to  the  jury. 
But,  if  the  power  should  be  deemed  needful 
to  a  more  perfect  administration  of  justice, 
the  remedy  should  be  furnished  by  the  legis- 
lature, which  as  yet  has  not  gone  so  far. 
The  statutes  compel  the  answer  to  interroga- 
tories and  the  exhibition  of  documents  under 
the  penalty  of  a  nonsuit  or  default.  They 
also  empower  the  court  to  order  a  view  of  a 
place  in  question,  or  of  "any  property,  mat- 
ter, or  thing  relating  to  the  controversy  be- 
tween the  parties."  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  170,  § 
43.  But  these  words  do  not  extend  to  the 
ordering  of  an  interference  with  the  person 
of  a  party  by  someone  out  of  court,  in  order 
to  enable  him  to  qualify  himself  to  be  called 
as  a  witness  by  the  opposing  party  if  the  lat- 
ter sees  fit. 

We  cannot  doubt  that,  as  matter  of  his- 
tory, the  power  which  we  are  asked  to  assert 
was  of  a  kind  rarely  claimed  or  exercised  by 
common-law  courts.  It  is  said  by  Mr. 
Langdell  that  "the  common-law  procedure 
is  founded  upon  the  theory  that  the  parties 
to  an  action  owe  no  obedience  to  the  court." 
Langdell,  Eq.  PI.  2d  ed.  §  40.  And  although, 
of  course,  as  recognized  by  the  author,  the 
statement  must  not  be  taken  too  absolutely, 
it  indicates  an  important  truth.  It  also  is 
true,  perhaps,  with  some  reservations,  as  ob- 
served by  Mr.  Justice  Gray  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  that  the  com- 
mon law  was  very  slow  to  sanction  any  vio- 
lation of  or  interference  with  the  person  of 
a  free  citizen.  The  few  and  obsolete  specific 
cases  in  which  the  judges  or  a  jury  inapecte<l 
the  person  of  a  party  have  little  bearing  on 
the  court's  power  to  order  him  to  submit  to 
inspection  in  order  to  qualify  a  witness. 
.  If  such  a  power  existed  in  the  practice 
which  we  inherit,  it  must  have  been  enforced 
either  by  judgment  in  the  cause  or  by  pro- 
cess of  contempt.  We  are  not  aware  of  any 
precedents  which,  apart  from  statute,  would 
warrant  a  judge  in  nonsuiting  a  party  who 
had  made  out  a  prima  facie  case,  on  the 
ground  that  he  refused  to  furnish  evidence 
which  might  or  might  not  overthrow  it.  As 
to  the  process  for  contempt,  no  doubt  that 
is  known  to  courts  of  common  Jaw ;  and  we 
do  not  forget  Stat.  1887,  chap.  383,  §  3, 
whatever  may  be  its  scope.  But  the  ques- 
tion remains  how  far  and  under  what  cir- 
cumstances the  power  to  use  .that  prdcess  has 
been  exercised.  The  English  cases  cited  by 
Mr.  Justice  Gray  make  it  pretty  clear  that 
it  w.is  not  exercised  in  a  case  like  this  by 
common-law  courts.  Newham  v.  Taite,  1 
Arn.  244;  Turquand  v.  Strand  Union,  S 
Dowl.  P.  C.  204,     And,  if  that  be  material. 


830 


Massachusetts  Supreme  Judicial  Coubt. 


Nov., 


we  are  not  aware  that  the  English  chancery 
ever  has  made  such  an  order  as  was  asked 
here. 

We  agree  that,  in  view  of  the  great  in- 
crease of  actions  for  personal  injuries,  it 
may  be  desirable  that  the  courts  should  have 
the  power  in  dispute.  We  appreciate  the 
ease  with  which,  if  we  were  carelehs  or  igno- 
.  rant  of  precedent,  we  might  deem  it  enlight- 
ened to  assume  that  power.  We  do  not  for- 
get the  continuous  process  of  developing  the 
law  that  goes  on  through  the  courts,  in  the 
form  of  deduction,  or  deny  that  in  a  clear 
case  it  might  be  possible  even  to  break  away 
from. a  line  of  decisions  in  favor  of  some  rule 
generally  admitted  to  be  based  upon  a  deep- 
er insight  into  the  present  wants  of  society. 
But  the  improvements  made  by  the  courts 
are  made,  almost  invariably,  by  very  slow 
degrees  and  by  very  short  steps.  Their  gen- 
eral duty  id  not  to  cliange,  but  to  work  out, 
the  principles  already  sanctioned  by  the 
practice  of  the  past.  No  one  supposes  that 
a  judge  is  at  liberty  to  decide  with  sole  ref- 
erence even  to  his  strongest  convictions  of 
policy  and  right.  His  duty  in  general  is  to 
develop  the  principles  which  he  finds,  with 
such  consistency  as  he  may  be  able  to  at- 
tain. No  one  supposes  that  this  court  might 
have  anticipated  the  legislature  by  declar- 
ing parties  to  he  competent  witnesses,  any 
more  than  to-day  it  could  abolish  the  re- 
quirement of  consideration  for  a  simple  con- 
tract. In  the  present  case  we  perceive  no 
such  pressing  need  of  our  anticipating  the 
legislature  as  to  justify  our  departure  from 
what  we  cannot  doubt  is  the  settled  tradi- 
tion of  the  common  law,  to  a  point  beyond 
that  which  we  believe  to  have  been  reached 


by  equity,  and  beyond  any  to  which  our  stat- 
utes dealing  with  kindred  subjects  ever  have 
seen  fit  to  go.  It  will  be  seen  that  we  puc 
our  decision,  not  upon  the  impolicy  of  admit- 
ting such  a  power,  but  on  the  ground  that  it 
would  be  too  great  a  step  of  judicial  legisla- 
tion to  be  justified  by  iJie  necessities  of  the 
case. 

After  the  judge  had  refused  to  order  the 
plaintiff  to  submit  to  examination,  the  de- 
fendant attempted  to  make  evidence  for  it- 
self by  sending  the  doctor  objected  to  by 
the  plaintiff  to  the  house  of  the  latter  to  a$k 
leave  to  examine  him.  This,  of  course,  the 
plaintiff  refused.  The  defendant  took  a  sec- 
ond exception  to  the  exclusion  of  evidence  of 
the  request  and  refusal,  coupled  with  evi- 
dence that  the  doctor  was  a  competent  man. 
So  far  as  appears,  the  fact  already  was  be- 
fore the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  declined  to  be 
examined  by  that  doctor.  Coupled  with  the 
plaintiff's  offer,  it  amounted  to  nothing  as 
evidence  against  him,  but  it  was  in  for  what 
it  was  worth.  No  doubt,  in  general,  a  re- 
fusal to  be  examined  by  a  proper  doctor  sent 
by  the  other  side  would  be  admissible  in  evi- 
dence, and  would  be  a  proper  subject  for 
severe  comment,  and  a  ground  for  adver>e 
inference,  at  the  very  least.  Freeport  v.  Is- 
hell,  93  1)1.  381.  But  not  only  was  there  no 
such  refusal  in  the  presnt  case,  but,  under 
the  circumstances,  after  the  matter  had  been 
disposed  of  by  the  court,  and  the  defendant 
and  the  jury  knew  of  the  plaintiff's  objec- 
tions, the  defendant's  request  was  merely  an 
attempt  to  give  them  further  prominenci\ 
and  did  not  warrant  an  exception  because  it 
was  not  allowed  to  be  proved. 

Exceptions  overruled. 
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SUN  INSURANCE  OFFICE  OF  LONDON, 

Plff,  in  Err,, 

V, 

Henry  ^lERZ. 
(64  N.  J.  L.  301.) 

*A  policy  of  inN-urnnoe  in  and  by  Tvhlch 
Ilic  parties  thereto  asree  for  Iniinr- 
onee  aiKaliiMt  fire  upon  property  in  which 
the  party  to  whom  the  policy  is  issued  has 
no  insurable  interest  at  the  time  of  making 
the  contract  is  not  on  that  account  void.  It 
is  sufficient  to  support  the  policy  that  an  In- 

•Ueadnote  by  Gummkiib,  J. 


Burabie  interest  subsists  during  the  risk  aod 
at  the  time  of  the  loss. 

(March  5,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  to  review  a 
judgment  in  favor  of  defendant  in  an 
action  brought  to  enforce  liability  on  a 
Lloyd  contract  of  reinsurance.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Edward  A.  Day  and  Wlllimm 
T.  Day,  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

A  contract  of  reinsurance  is  a  contract 
of  indemnity,  and  has  the  same  qualities 
and  incidents  and  is  governed  by  the  same 


Note. — 7'ime  ichen  insurable  interest  must  ea^ 
ist  under  fire  policies. 

I.  Intercut  at  the  time  of  the  policy. 
II.  Intercut  'nt  time  of  policy  and  at  time  of 

lOMH. 

III.  InteriHt  at  time  of  loss. 
IV.  Policies  on  fiuctttating  property, 

a.  In  store  or  on  farm. 

b.  Held    by   bailccH   or   warehousemen. 
V.  Snmmary. 

I.  Interest  at  the  time  of  the  policy. 

It   is   generally   held   thnt    the   insured   must 
have  an  interest  in  the  property  insured  at  the 
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time  the  policy  Is  issued.  This  rule  is  not  fol- 
lowed In  Sln  Insuuance  Office  v.  Merz.  al- 
though recognized  as  usually  found  In  text 
books  and  early  reports.  In  Sun  Insurance  ()y- 
FicK  V.  Merz  the  defendant  was  an  organi- 
zation known  as  "Fire  Lloyd's"  and  had  rein- 
sured the  plaintiff  from  the  30th  of  September. 
1897,  to  the  31st  of  December.  1897.  against 
loss  by  Are  not  exceeding  $25,000,  in  the  "fol- 
lowing described  property.  To  wit :  reinsur- 
ance of  the  Sun  Fire  Office  of  Ix>ndon  Ix^ing  a 
reinsurance  of  the  liability  of  the  Sun  Fire  Of- 
fice for  claims  for  loss  or  damage  by  Are  or  * 
lightning,  occurring  In  the  months  of  October,  * 
November,  and  December,  1897,  destroying  and 
damaging    property    located    anywhere    In    the 


1900. 


25  (7N  Insurance  Office  of  London  y.  Meiiz. 
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prin  'iples  of  law  as  pertain  to  ordinary  or 
primary  insurance. 

Hone  V.  Mutual  Safety  Ins,  Co,  1  Sandf. 
137.  2  X.  Y.  235;  Philadelphia  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Washington  Ins.  Co.  23  Pa.  250;  Fame  Ins. 
Vo.'s  Apiteal,  83  Pa.  390;  Manufacturers'  F. 
Jc  M.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Western  Assur.  Co.  145 
Mass.  419,  14  N.  E.  G32;  Fafteuil  Hall  Ins. 
to.  V.  Livt'tyool  <t  L.  <fc  (J.  Ins.  Co.  153  Mass. 
b3,  10  L.  R.  A.  423,  26  N.  E.  244;  In»tirance 
Co.  of  A".  A,  V.  Hibernia  Ins.  Co.  140  U.  S. 
SG5,  35  L.  ed.  517,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  909;  Im- 
perial Marine  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fire  Ins.  Corp.  L. 
K.  4  C.  P.  Div.  166. 

An  insurer  bas  an  insurable  interest 
which  is  sufficient  to  support  the  contract  of 
reinsurance. 

Manufacturers*  F.  d  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  West- 
em  Asaur.  Co.  145  Mass.  419,  14  N.  E.  632; 

United  States  and  territories."  It  was  held 
that  the  policy  was  not  void  on  account  of  tbe 
insared  act  having  an  insurable  interest  In  the 
pro[»ert7  at  the  time  the  i>ollc7  was  issued.  In 
this  case  the  rule  In  marine  and  life  policies 
vas  applied,  claiming  that  there  should  be  no 
diftinotlon  between  them.  The  rule  was  also 
applied  that  has  been  held  In  Insurance  upon 
goods  held  by  bailment  or  on  fluctuating  goods, 
as  merchandise,  grain,  and  live  stock. 

It  would  seem  that  the  character  of  the  prop- 
erty might  bring  It  within  the  exception  which 
has  already  been  recognized  In  case  of  fluctuat- 
ing property,  and  that  It  was  not  necessary  to 
<rcaTe  a  new  exception  for  Are  policies  general- 
ly. There  are  a  few  cases,  however,  in  which 
sMcb  exception  has  been  more  or  less  recog- 
■—   nized. 

A  deed  was  made  in  escrow,  the  purchaser 
ica«  pat  In  posMesfflon,  and  the  purchase  money 
wa:i  withheld  until  the  taxes  were  paid,  and  on 
I  be  da>  of  insurance  telegraphic  information 
vas  rei*el\'?d  that  the  deed  was  In  the  bank  all 
rlKbt,  and  thereupon  the  application  was  Is- 
«ti>^.  but  the  deed  was  not  taken  from  the  bank 
nDiii  a  dsy  or  two  thereafter.  It  was  held 
rliat  the  equitable  owner,  being  entitled  to 
maintain  an  action  for  the  legal  title,  could 
fH^ver  on  the  policy.  Lingenfelter  v.  Phoenix 
Iqi^.  Co.  19  Mo.  App.  252.  In  this  case  the 
court  «iald :  "If  he  were  the  o^ner  at  the  time 
thi*  loss  occurred  this  is  safllcient.  Uaylord 
T.  I-amar  F.  Ins.  Co.  40  Mo.  17,  93  Am.  Dec. 
i^O:  Lycoming  K.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Haven,  93  U.  8. 
242.  24  L.  ed.  473.  There  was  no  fraud  prac- 
M«m1.  or  intended  to  be  practised,  in  this  re- 
spect, by  plaintiff  on  the  defendant.  Ills  title 
wag  good  to  the  property  when  the  loss  occur- 
red, and  the  defen>lant  should  perform  Its  con- 
tract." 

So.  where  a  policy  is  taken  "for  account  of 
whom  it  may  concern."  extrinsic  evidence  may 
be  adduced  to  show  who  was  in  effect  the  par- 
ty roncemed :  and  anyone  having  title  to  the 
property  at  the  time  of  the  loss  may,  if  he 
adnpts  the  contract,  avail  himself  of  its  advan- 
18(^8,  provided  that  it  shall  be  shown  that  his 
interest  was  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
party  providing  the  insurance.  Fire  Ins.  Assu. 
T.  Merchants'  &  Miners  Transp.  Co.  60  Md. 
339.  59  Am.  Rep.  162,  7  Atl.  905. 

In  Rex  V.  Insurance  Cos.  2  Phila.  357,  It 
vas  held  that  where  a  policy  on  a  mortgage 
to  secure  such  sum  as  the  mortgagee  shall  here- 
sfter  advance  "toward  completing  the  build- 
inga'*  and  advances  were  repaid,  and  afterwards 
^  other  advances  made,  there  was  such  a  subsist- 
ing liability  to  enable  the  mortgagee  to  recover 
OD  the  policy  of  inaurance.  The  court  does  not 
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Berry  v.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  132  N.  Y. 
49,  30  N.  E.  254. 

llcinsu ranee  may  be  of  all  Or  part  of  tlie 
risk;  it  may  be  e(mterminous  with  the  origi- 
nal risk  or  for  a  les.ser  term;  and  it  may 
cover  many  risks  or  only  one.  Indeed,  it 
may  indemnify  the  insurer  in  any  way  with- 
in the  limits  of  the  risks  it  has  taken. 

1  Joyce,  Ins.  §§  119-123,  131-3. 

Reinsurance  is  a  legal  contract. 

Phwnix  Ins.  Co.  v.  fJrie  d  W.  Transp.  Co. 
117  U.  S.  312,  29  L.  ed.  873,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
750.  1176. 

The  laws  of  this  state  expressly  recognize 
the  propriety  of  reinsurance,  and  they  au- 
thorize our  own  fire  companies  to  make  such 
contracts. 

P.  L.  1852,  S  2,  p.  159;  2  Gen.  Stat.  §  15, 
p.  1746. 

further  discuss  the  guestion  as  to  time  of  in- 
surable  interest. 

But  a  recovery  was  denied  where  the  plain- 
tiff claimed  that  the  property  was  his  property 
when  the  policy  was  issued,  although  it  bad 
not  been  conveyed  to  him  at  the  time  tbe  same 
was  issued.  WIneland  v.  Security  Ins.  Co.  53 
Md.  276.  In  this  case  the  policy  provided  that 
if  the  assured  was  not  the  sole,  absolute,  and 
unconditional  owner  of  the  property  the  policy 
should  be  void,  if  the  fact  that  he  was  not  such 
owner  should  not  be  expressed  in  the  written 
portion  of  such  policy.  This  decision  was  on 
the  ground  that,  the  kind  of  title  not  being  ex- 
pressed In  the  policy,  the  insurance  was  only 
on  fin   absolute  and  unconditional   fee  simple. 

If  the  assured  has  no  insurable  interest  when 
the  insurance  is  effected,  a  subsequently  ac- 
quired-interest gives  him  no  claim  to  the  bene- 
fit of  the  policy.  Carpenter  v.  Providence 
Washington  Ins.  Co.  16  Pet.  493,  10  L.  ed. 
1044 ;  Howard  v.  Lancaster  Ins.  Co.  11  Can. 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  92.  In  this  latter  case  the  hold- 
er of  the  policy  had  no  insurable  interest  when 
the  policy  ifias  issued,  and  after  acquiring  title 
to  the  property  he  had  the  policy  renewed.  It 
was  held  that  the  renewal  was  simply  a  con- 
tinuance of  the  original  contract,  which  was 
held  to  be  void. 

Under  a  policy  providing  that  it  shall  be 
void  if  the  interest  of  the  asf^ured  shall  be  oth- 
er than  unconditional  and  sole  ownership,  and 
If  the  subject  of  insurance  be  a  building  on 
ground  not  owned  by  the  insured  in  fee  simple, 
a  recovery  cannot  be  had  where  the  Insured  at 
the  time  the  Insurance  was  taken  out  had  no 
deed,  and  part  of  the  purchase  money  was  un- 
paid. Hubbard  v.  North  British  &  M.  Ins.  Co. 
57  Mo.  App.  1. 

This  was  on  the  ground  that  the  clause  In  the 
policy  was  a  warranty  as  to  title. 

So,  where  the  person  to  whom  the  policy 
was  Issued  bad  previously  conveyed  his  inter- 
est, and  the  policy  was  void  according  tu  its 
terms,  a  subsequent  assignment  on  the  policy 
of  all  the  interest  to  the  grantee  assented  to 
by  the  Insurance  company,  did  not  create  any 
liability.  McCluskey  V.  Providence  Washing- 
ton Ins.  Co.  120  Mass.  300. 

In  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mendenhall,  164  HI.  458. 
.36  L.  U.  A.  374,  45  N.  E.  1078,  Affirming  64 
III.  App.  GO,  it  was  said  that  If  the  SHHured 
had  no  Insurable  Interest  in  the  property  at 
the  time  the  policy  was  issued  he  cannot  re- 
cover thereon.  In  this  case  It  was  held  that 
the  interest  of  the  assured  was  such  that  he 
suffered  pecuniary  Iohs  by  the  destruction  of 
the  premises,  and  therefore  he  had  an  insur- 
able interest  at  the  time  the  policy  was  Issued. 
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The  contract  in  suit  is  not  a  wagering  con- 
tract and  is  not  void.  Wager  policies  are 
those  in  whicli  the  assured  has  no  interest 
in  the  subject  matter  insured,  but  only  an  in- 
terest in  its  loss  or  destruction. 

1  Joyce,  Ins.  §  148. 

In  marine  insurance  a  policy  may  be 
written  to  cover  property  in  which  the  in- 
sured has  not  at  the  time  any  insurable  in- 
terest, and  the  law  is  satisfied  if  such  inter- 
est is  acquired  before  the  happening  of  the 
loss. 

E.  Carver  Co.  v.  Manufacturers*  Ins,  Co, 
6  Gray,  214;  Clark  v.  Higgins,  132  Mass. 
586;  Lincoln  v.  Boston  M.  Ins.  Co,  159  Mass. 
337,  34  N.  E.  456;  Arnold  v.  Pacific  Mut.  Ins. 
Co,  78  N.  Y.  7;  Continental  Ins.  Co.  v.  /Etna 
hw.  Co.  138  N.  Y.  16,  33  N.  E.  724;  Beddall 
V.  British  d  Foreign  Marine  Ins.  Co.  143  N. 
Y.  94,  37  N.  E.  613;  Imperial  Manne  Ins. 


Co,  V.  Fire  Ins.  Corp.  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  Div.  166; 
Kivaz  v.  Oerussi,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  Div.  222. 

In  fire  insurance  an  actual  present  inter- 
est in  the  insured  property  is  not  necessary 
to  support  a  policy. 

The  policy  issued  to  commoir  carriers, 
warehousemen,  and  the  like,  which  is  known 
as  a  "floating  policy,"  and  which  may  cover 
goods  in  which  the  insured  not  only  then  had 
no  interest,  but  where  the  subject  of  insur- 
ance may  not  then  exist  at  all,  by  means  of 
which  property  the  value  of  many  millions 
of  dollars  is  insured,  as  an  example. 

Biter  v.  Morrs,  13  Pa.  218. 

Insurance  on  a  changing  stock  of  goods  in 
a  store  is  held  to  cover  subsequently  ac- 
quired goods. 

Hooper  v.  Hudson  River  F.  Ins.  Co.  17  X. 
Y.  424 :  Lee  v.  Howard  F,  Ins.  Co.  1 1  Cuj*1i. 
324;  Mills  v.  Farmers*  Ins.  Co.  37  Iowa,  400; 


In  David  v.  Willlamflburgh  City  F.  Ins.  Co. 
7  Abb.  N.  C.  47,  where  It  was  held  that  the 
plaintiff  bad  no  insurable  Interest  because  the 
title  came  through  a  fictitious  grantor,  the 
court  said :  "It  Is  stated  in  the  case  that  there 
was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  at  the  time 
of  the  fire  the  plaintiff  was  in  possession  of  the 
property.  Had  It  appeared  that  she  had  had 
such  possession  at  the  date  of  the  policy,  that 
would  have  been  material,  and  the  continuance 
of  it  might  have  been  presumed.  But  posses- 
sion at  the  date  of  the  fire  does  not  in  any  sense 
touch  the  question  whether  she  had  any,  and, 
if  any,  what,  relation  to  the  property  whep  the 
contract  of  insurance  was  made." 

Builders  who  undertake  to  build  and  receive 
compensation  upon  performance  of  the  worlc 
have  an  insurable  interest  in  the  work  so  far 
as  done  at  the  time  the  Insurance  Is  obtained.* 
Protection  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hall,  15  B.  Mon.  411. 

II.  Interest  at  time  of  policy  and  at  time  of. 

lo$«. 

The  general  rule  is  that  the  Insured  must 
have  an  Insurable  interest  in  the  property  both 
at  the  time  of  the  insurance  and  at  the  time 
of  the  Joss.  Cbrisman  v.  State  Ins.  Co.  16  Or. 
283,  18  Pac.  466:  Commercial  F.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Capital  City  Ins.  Co.  81  Ala.  320,  60  Am.  Rep. 
162,  8  So.  222 ;  Carpe^er  v.  Providence  Wash- 
ington Ins.  Co.  16  Pet.  495.  10  L.  ed.  1044 : 
Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Smith  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  29  S. 
W.  264  ;  Sadler's  Co.  v.  Badcock,  1  WIls.  10 ; 
Sheppard  v.  Pea  body  Ins.  Co.  21  W.  Va.  368 ; 
Manley  v.  Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A.  1  Lans.  20 ; 
Swift  V.  Vermont  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  18  Vt.  305. 

In  Chrisman  v.  State  Ins.  Co.  16  Or.  283,  18 
Pac.  466,  the  court  said:  "The  principle  is  of 
universal  application,  and,  to  far  as  I  have  been 
able  to  discover,  without  an  exception,  that  the 
Insured  must  have  an  insurable  Interest  In  the 
property,  both  at  the  time  of  the  Insurance 
and  at  the  time  of  the  loss.  The  contract  of 
insurance  against  loss  by  fire  being  one  purely 
of  Indemnity,  unless  such  interest  exist,  the 
assured  Is  not  injured." 

To  maintain  an  action  on  a  policy  of  Insur- 
ance there  must  have  been,  when  the  policy 
was  taken  out  and  when  the  loss  occurred,  such 
ownership  or  right  as  amounts  to  an  Insurable 
interest,  and  the  plaintiff  must  show  himself 
entitled  to  assert  that  Interest.  Commercial  F. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Capital  City  Ins.  Co.  81  Ala.  320, 
60  Am.  Rep.  162,  8  So.  222. 

And  under  a  policy  providing  that  the  entire 
policy  shall  be  void  if  the  subject  of  the  Insur- 
ance be  buildings  upon  grounds  not  owned  by 
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the  insured  in  fee  simple,  it  was  held  that  no 
recovery  could  be  had  where  the  Insured  at  the 
time  of  the  contract  of  insurance  and  the  de- 
struction of  the  property  by  the  fire  had  no  title 
to  the  buildings  and  the  land  upon  which  they 
were  situated.  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Smith  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.)   29  S.  W.  264. 

In  Sheppard  v.  Peabody  Ins.  Co.  21  W.  Va. 
3C8,  it  was  held  that  an  administrator  having 
an  insurable  interest  in  the  property  might 
take  out  a  policy  on  the  real  estate,  and  would 
have  the  right  to  enforce  payment  In  case  of 
fire,  and  the  insurance  company  had  no  right 
to  require  him  to  seek  the  payment  of  his  debt 
elsewhere ;  but  If  the  debts  had  been  paid  he 
could  not  recover  on  the  policy,  as  he  would 
have  no  continuing  insurable  Interest.  The 
court  said :  "This  Interest  must  be  existing, 
as  a  general  rule,  both  when  the  policy  Is  Is- 
sued and  when^  the  loss  occurred.  But  it 
would  be  a  great  error  to  assume  that  by  an 
Insurable  Interest  is  meant  property  in  the  sub- 
ject insured.  The  assured  has  in  his  property 
Insured  an  Insurable  interest,  whenever  he 
holds  such  a  relation  to  it  that  Its  destruc- 
tion by  fire  would  involve  him  in  pecuniary 
loss,  or  would  involve  others  in  pecuniary  loss, 
for  whom  he  acts  or  whom  he  represents.  As, 
for  instance,  a  common  carrier  has  an  insurable 
Interest  in  the  goods  carried  by  him,  which 
he  may  Insure  to  their  full  value,  without  re- 
gard to  his  liability  to  the  owner  of  the  goods." 

In  Manley  v.  Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A.  1 
Lans.  ^0,  the  court  said :  "It  is  never  neces- 
sary to  insert  In  a  policy  of  insurance  the  con- 
dition that  it  shall  become  void  In  case  of  a 
sale  or  transfer  of  the  Insured  property  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  company.  Such  is  the 
legal  effect.  In  the  absence  of  any  condition. 
The  contract  of  insurance  is  personal,  and  is 
for  Indemnity,  and  If  the  assured  has  trans- 
ferred the  subject  of  the  insurance  before  loss, 
he  has  no  longer  any  interest  in  the  property. 
A  party  obtaining  insurance  must  have  an  in- 
surable interest  or  the  policy  will  be  void  from 
the  beginning,  and,  as  the  contract  Is  one  of 
indemnity,  he  must  have  an  interest  In  the 
thing  destroyed  at  the  time  It  was  destroyed: 
otherwise  he  has  sustained  no  loss.  These  are 
elementary  principles  in  the  law  of  insurance." 

In  Swift  V.  Vermont  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  18  Vt. 
305,  holding  that  an  equitable  estate  in  fee 
simple  is  an  insurable  interest.  Redfleld,  J., 
who  delivered  the  opinion,  says  la  the  footnote 
to  the  case :  "No  doubt  in  this  state  the  law. 
In  that  respect,  will  require  that  the  assured 
should  have  an  interest,  both  at  the  time  of  the 
insurance  and  the  loss,  the  same  as  under  the 
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Western  £  A,  Pipe  Lines  v.  Home  Ins.  Co, 
145  Pa.  34(5,  22  Atl'.  665  j  Sawyer  v.  Dodge 
t'ounty  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  37  Wis.  503,  538,  et 
seq. 

An  insurable  interest,  subsisting  during 
the  risk  ai^  at  the  time  of  the  loss,  is  suffi- 
cient. 

Hooper  v.  Robinson,  98  U.  S.  528,  25  L.  ed. 
219. 

I'nder  the  law  of  reinsurance  the  law  is 
i^atidfied  if  an  insurable  interest  exists  be- 
fore or  at  the  time  of  the  loss. 

Imperial  Marine  Ins  Co.  v.  Fire  Ins. 
Corp.  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  Div.  169;  Boston  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Globe  F.  Ins.  Co.  174  Mass.  229,  54  N.  E. 
543. 

Mr.  Charles  Ii.  Gorbln  also  for  plaintiff 
in  error. 

Messrs.  Colle  A  Swajxc,  for  defendant 
in  error : 


The  contract  was  an  entirety  and  was  not 
supported  as  to  part  by  an  insurable  inter- 
est in  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  making 
of  the  contract. 

The  law^  in  relation  to  marine  insurance 
is,  and  always  has  been,  radica>lly  different 
from  that  of  fire  insurance. 

Boston  Ins.  Co.  v.  Olobe  F.  Ins.  Co.  174 
Mass.  229,  54  N.  E.  543;  Imperial  Marine 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Fire  Ins.  Corp.  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  Div. 
166;  Stephens  v.  Australasian  Ins.  Co.  L. 
R.  8  C.  P.  18. 

The  requirement  of  an  insurable  interest 
on  the  part  of  the  insurer  in  the  property 
insured,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 
contract  as  well  as  at  the  time  of  the  loss, 
has  always  been  the  essential  of  a  valid  fire 
insurance  contract. 

Chitty,  9th  Am.  ed.  1844,  vol.  2,  p.  637; 
Sussex  County  Mut.  Ins,  Co.  v.  Woodruffs 


EagUflb  statute.  But,  by  referring  te  the  Eng- 
lish cases  upon  this  subject,  It  will  be  seen 
that  the  courts  there  have  been  very  liberal 
in  maintaining  policies,  where  the  assured  real- 
ly bad  anything  at  hazard  in  the  subject-mat- 
ter of  the  insurance.  And  It  will  be  found, 
by  an  examination  of  the  cases,  that  there  this- 
whole  question  of  Interest,  which  has  been  so 
much  discussed  In  cases  upon  Insurance,  Is 
made  to  turn  ux>on  this  point,  whether  the  as- 
sured really  had  anything  at  hazard ;  whether 
tlie  contract  was  an  indemnity  against  a  possi- 
ble loss,  or  was  a  mere  wager  upon  the  happen- 
inj^  of  an  event  which,  in  Itself,  was  indiffer- 
ent to  the  assured." 

The  declaration  should  allege  that  the  in- 
sured had  an  Interest  in  the  property  at  the 
time  of  insurance  and  also  at  the  time  of  loss. 
PiuBniz  Ins.  Co.  v.  Starlc,  120  Ind.  444,  22  N. 
E.  413:  Diclcerma>n  v.  Vermont  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co. 
<J7  Vt.  99.  30  Atl.  808;  Western  Assur.  Co.  v. 
Koontz.  IT  Ind.  App.  60,  46  N.  E.  95 ;  Quarrier 
V.  Peabody  Ins.  Co.  10  W.  Va.  507,  27  Am. 
Rep.  582;  Dunlop  v.  ^Ktna  Ins.  Co.  2  U.  C.  C. 
P.  252;  rhcenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Benton,  87  Ind. 
132. 

And  the  omission  of  an  averment  of  owner- 
ship at  the  time  of  the  loss  will  prevent  evi- 
dence showing  such  ownership  at  the  time  of 
the  loss.  Western  Assur.  Co.  v.  Koontz,  17 
Ind.  App.  60,  46  N.  E.  95. 

The  character  of  the  Interest  need  not  be 
Q>ecifii-d.  Quarrier  v.  Peal>ody  Ins.  Co.  10  W. 
Va.  507.  27  Am.  Rep.  582. 

A  declaration  in  a  policy  of  insurance  set- 
ting out  a  statement,  of  facts  from  which  it 
might  be  inferred  that  the  insurance  was  ef- 
fected for  the  Joint  benefit  of  plaintiff  and  an- 
other was  held  bad  in  not  distinctly  averring 

1  be  interest  of  the  other,  and  that  the  action 
was  brought  in  the  Joint  account  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  ^be  other.     Dunlop  v.  ^tna  Ins.  Co. 

2  L'.  C.  C.  P.  252.  In  this  case  the  court  said  : 
**The  main  ground  on  which  I  think  the  de- 
murrer good  is  the  omission  by  the  plaintiff 
of  the  averment  of  any  interest  in  Gibson  at 
the  time  of  the  policy,  or  at  the  time  of  the 
(ire  or  loss,  although  in  other  respects  the  dec- 
Unitlon  is  framed  as  if  he  wore  a  party  insured 
and  for  whose  beneilt  tlie  action  was  brought." 

lo  Phcpnix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Benton,  87  Ind.  132, 
whc^re  it  was  held  to  be  not  necessary  in  a 
complaint  upon  an  open  policy  against  loss  by 
fire  to  allege  the  value  of  the  property  when  the 
insaranoe  was  talcen  out,  but  that  the  value 
at  the  time  of  the  lo^  must  be  alleged,  it  was 
al«<»  held  that  it  was  necessary  to  allege  own- 
<-nihip.  both  when  the  insurance  was  taken  and 
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when  the  loss  occurred.  In  this  case  it  was 
said :  "There  is  no  ^rect  averment  in  this 
complaint  of  appellee's  interest  in  the  insured 
property,  either  at  the  time  of  the  insurance 
or  at  the  time  of  the  loss,  except  by  way  of 
recital  other  than  that  contained  in  the  appli- 
cation and  policy  which  are  made  parts  of 
the  complaint.  This  Is  perhaps  sufficient  to 
require  an  issue  to  be  presented  by  the  appel- 
lant in  its  answer  as  to  the  interest  of  appel- 
lee in  the  insured  property  at  the  date  of  the 
Insurance." 

In  the  following  cases  it  is  held  that  the  in- 
sured may  recover  if  be  has  an  Interest  in  the 
property  at  the  time  of  Insurance  and  also  at 
the  time  of  the  loss :  Andes  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fish, 
71  III.  620;  Franklin  M.  &  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Drake, 
2  B.  Mon.  47  ;  Mutual  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wagner 
(Pa.)  1  Cent.  Rep.  223.  7  Atl.  103;  Trade  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Barraciiff,  45  N.  J.  L.  543,  46  Am.  Rep. 
792  ;  Franklin  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Flndlay,  6  Whart. 
483,  39  Am.  Dec.  430;  Walsh  v.  Fire  Asso.  of 
Philadelphia,  127  Mass.  383;  Shotwell  v.  Jef- 
ferson Ins.  Co.  5  Bosw.  247  ;  Power  v.  Ocean 
Ins.  Co.  19  La.  28,  36  Am.  Dec.  665;  Cone  v. 
Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co.  60  N.  Y.  619;  Strong  v. 
Manufacturers*  Ins.  Co.  10  Pick.  40,  20  Am. 
Deo.  507 ;  McCutcheon  v.  Ingraham,  32  W.  Va. 
378.  9  S.  E.  260;  Washington  F.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Kelly,  32  Md.  421,  3  Am.  Rep.  149;  Franklin 
F.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Coates,  14  Md.  285 ;  Allen  v.  Mut- 
ual F.  Ins.  Co.  2  Md.  Ill;  Royal  In's.  Co.  v. 
Stinson,  103  U.  8.  25,  26  L.  ed.  473  ;  King  v. 
State  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  7  Cush.  1,  54  Am.  Dec. 
083:  Caldwell  v.  Stadacona  F.  &  L.  Ins.  Co.  11 
Can.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  212 ;  People  v.  Liverpool, 
L.  &  G.  Ins.  Co.  2  Thomp.  &  C.  268;  Park  v. 
Phfl&nix  Ins.  Co.  19  U.  C.  Q.  B.  110;  Hand  v. 
Willlamsburgh   City  F.   Ins.  Co.  57  N.  Y.  41. 

In  the  absence  of  fraud  or  mistake,  or  when 
not  otherwise  limited  by  the  policy,  the  insured 
is  entitled  to  recover  if  he  has  an  insurable 
interest  at  the  time  the  policy  is  obtained,  and 
also  at  the  time  of  the  loss,  whether  that  in- 
terest Is  a  title  In  fee  simple,  for  life,  or  only 
equitable.     Andes  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fish,  71  III.  620. 

So,  if  the  Insured  had  an  insurable  Interest 
at  the  time  of  the  insurance,  and  also  at  the 
time  of  the  loss,  he  has  a  right  to  recover  the 
whole  amount  of  damage  to  the  property,  not 
exceeding  the  sum  insured,  without  regard  to 
the  value  of  the  assured's  interest  in  the  prop- 
erty. The  amount  of  the  recovery  will  depend 
on  the  interest  intended  to  be  insured,  provided 
it  be  covered  by  the  policy.  Franklin  M.  &  F. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Drake,  2  B.  Mon.  47. 

And  where  the  defense  was  that  the  assured 
had  no   Insurable   interest  in  the  property  at 
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26  N.  J.  L.  641 ;  Trenton  Mut.  L.  d  F.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Johnson,  24  N.  J.  L.  570;  \  tvar  v. 
tiufjirme  Lodge  of  K,  of  P.  52  N.  J.  L.  469, 
20  Atl.  36;  Meyers  v.  Schumann,  54  N.  J. 
Eq.  414;  Martin  v,  Franklin  F.  Ins.  Go.  3S 
N.  J.  L.  142;  Trade  Itis.  Co.  v.  Barracliff, 
4.1  N.  J.  L.  543;  Angell,  Fire  &  L.  Ins.  2d 
ed.  §  55;  1  May,  Ins.  3d  ed.  §  100;  1 
W  ood,  Fire  Ins.  2d  ed.  §  266 ;  1  Biddle,  liis. 
%  loo. 

Wager  contracts  were  declared  illegal  as 
contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  common  law  as 
early  as  the  case  of  Ooddart  v.  Oarrett,  2 
Vern.  269. 

Amory  v.  Oilman,  2  Mass.  1. 

They  are  against  public  policy. 

Greenhood,  Public  Policy,  p.  238. 

Wager  marine  policies  have  been  sus- 
tained. 


Clendining  v.  Church,  3  Cai.  141;  Juhely, 
Church,  2  Johns.  Cas.  333. 

But  it  is  universally  understood  that  the 
wager  fire  policies  are  void. 

Freeman  v.  Fulton  F.  Ins.  Co.  14  Abb.  Pr. 
398;  Dadmun  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Worchester  Mut. 
F.  Ins.  Go.  11  Met.  429;  Hou:cs  v.  Union  Ins. 
Co.  16  La.  Ann.  235;  Pritchet  v.  Insurance 
Co.  of  N.  A.  3  Yeates,  458 ;  Bersch  v.  Sinnis- 
sippi  Ins.  Co.  28  Ind.  64;  Angell,  Ins.  §  55a. 

Upon  strong  objections  on  the  grounds  of 
public  policy  to  all  gaming  contracts  and  es- 
pecially to  contracts  which  would  create  a 
temptation  to  destroy  life  or  property,  «ueh 
policies,  \\dthout  interest,  are  properly  held 
to  be  void. 

King  v.  Btate  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  7  Cush.  10, 
54  Am.  Dec.  683 ;  Sadler's  Co.  v.  liadcock,  2 
Atk.  654;  Chrisman  v.  State  Ins.  Co.  16  Or. 


the  time  the  Insurance  was  taken  or  at  the  time 
of  the  fire.  It  was  held  that  one  who  has  such 
a  direct  pecuniary  interest  in  a  building  that  be 
will  be  damaged  by  the  destruction  of  the  build- 
ing has  an  Insurable  interest.  Mutual  F.  Ins. 
Co.  y.  Wagner  (Pa.)  1  Cent.  Rep.  223,  7  Atl. 
103. 

And  where  a  husband  Insured  In  his  name  and 
with  his  wife's  authority  real  and  personal 
property  In  which  he  had  an  Interest,  and  the 
policy  did  not  require  the  amount  of  his  in- 
terest to  be  stated.  It  was  held  that,  having 
an  interest  at  the  making  of  the  contract  and 
at  the  time  of  the  loss,  the  only  question  re- 
maining was  as  to  the  amount  of  recovery.  The 
amount  of  recovery  will  depend,  not  on  the  loss 
happening  to  the  individual  Interest  of  the  as- 
sured, but  the  damage  accruing  to  whatever 
Interests  are  covered  by  the  policy  so  far  as 
the  assured  represents  those  Interests,  whether 
as  his  own  or  by  the  precedent  authority  or  sub- 
sequent ratification  of  others.  Trade  Ins.  Co. 
V.  BarraCliff,  45  N.  J.  L.  543,  46  Am.  Rep.  792. 

And  the  assured  may  recover  where  goods  of 
the  assured  are  levied  on  by  a  sheriff  and  left 
in  the  store,  the  sheriff  taking  the  key,  and  a 
fire  occurs.  Franklin  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  FIndlay, 
6  Whart.  483,  39  Am.  Dec.  430. 

It  was  contended  that  as  the  policy  operated 
only  In  favor  of  the  assured  personally,  and 
not  on  the  goods,  and  as  the  assured  must  have 
the  same^  interest  or  d^ght  In  them  at  the  time 
of  the  loss  that  he  had  at  the  time  of  obtaining 
the  policy,  the  seizure  devested  the  assured  of 
the  right  of  property.  But  the  court  held  that 
the  assured  need  not  have  at  the  time  of  the 
loss  the  same  Interest  In  the  goods  that  he  had 
at  the  time  he  procured  the  policy,  and  he  may 
recover  on  the  policy  for  the  loss  of  a  dlmln- 
Isbod  Interest. 

A  party  procured  a  policy  against  loss  by  fire 
*'on  bis  dwelling  house"  having  previously  con- 
veyed the  land  by  warranty  deed  to  secure  a 
surety,  and  the  srrantee  gave  a  defeasance  which 
was  not  recorded  and  after  the  fire  reconveyed 
the  land  to  the  grantor.  It  was  held  that  he 
had  an  insurable  Interest  at  the  time  the  policy 
was  Issued,  which  continued  until  the  prop- 
erty was  destroyed  by  fire,  in  the  absence  of 
any  stipulation  to  the  contrary.  Walsh  v.  Fire 
Asso.  of  I*hlladelphia,  127  Mass.  383. 

4  policy  provided  that  In  case  of  any  trans- 
fer or  termination  of  the  Interest  of  the  as- 
sured, either  by  sale  or  otherwise,  without  the 
consent  of  the  insurers  manifest  in  writing,  the 
policy  should  be  void.  The  insured  contracted 
to  sell  the  property  and  to  insure  the  premises 
for  the  IjenefU  of  the  buyer,  who  took  posses- 
sion of  the  premises,  and  after  the  first  payment 
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was  made  the  premises  were  burned,  and  tlie 
company  had  no  notice  of  the  contract.  It  was 
held  that  the  Insured  was  only  entitled  to  re- 
cover to  the  extent  of  the  unpaid  purcha^ie 
money  and  Interest  thereon.  Shot  well  v.  Jef- 
ferson Ins.  Co.  5  Bosw.  247.  In  this  case  the 
court  said :  "There  must  be  an  Insurable  in- 
terest, not  only  at  the  date  of  the  policy,  but 
at  the  time  of  the  loss,  to  entitle  the  plaintiff 
to  recover.  The  plaintiff,  although  he  con- 
tinued vested  with  the  legal  title,  retained  noth- 
ing of  an  Insurable  interest  in  the  property  but 
for  the  unpaid  purchase  money.  W^e  may  treat 
this  Interest  as  continuing.  The  policy  re- 
mained In  force  pro  tanto.  By  the  successive 
payments  the  original  entire  right  in  the  sub- 
ject has  been  abridged  and  parted  with,  and 
the  Insurable  Interest  diminished.** 

It  Is  sufficient  If  the  Insured  has  an  Interest 
or  property  In  the  thing  insured  at  the  time  of 
the  insurance  and  at  the  happening  of  the  loss. 
Power  V.  Ocean  Ins.  Co.  19  La.  28.  36  Am.  Dec. 
665.  In  this  case  the  Insured  had  sold  tbe 
property  covered  by  the  policy,  and  afterwards 
taken  It  back  on  account  of  nonpayment  of  her 
vendee,  and  was  In  possession  at  the  time  of 
the  loss.  The  policy  provided  that  "the  In- 
terest of  the  insured  In  the  policy  Is  not  assi|:n- 
able  unless  by  consent  of  this  corporation, 
manifested  In  writing :  and  In  case  of  any  trans- 
fer or  termination  of  the  Interest  of  the  insured, 
either  by  sale  or  otherwise,  without  such  con- 
sent, this  policy  shall  from  thenceforth  be  void 
and  of  no  effect.** 

And  where  a  policy  was  Issued  to  the  owner 
payable  to  an  encumbrancer,  who  also  procured 
an  assignment  of  a  sheriff's  certificate  on  Ju- 
dicial sale.  It  was  held  that  the  owner  retained 
the  legal  title  to  the  premises  until  the  expira- 
tion of  fifteen  months,  and  as  this  did  not  ex- 
pire until  after  the  fire,  his  title  continued  un- 
til after  the  fire,  and  that  he,  until  that  evont. 
had  a  pecuniary  interest  in  the  premiss  which 
was  affected  by  the  destruction  by  fire.  Cuue 
V,  Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co.  60  X.  Y.  619. 

And  where  the  Insured  in  an  application 
stated  the  house  to  be  his  own  property,  but  no 
inquiry  was  made  as  to  the  state  of  his  title,  and 
the  house  had  been  mortgaged  and  the  equity  of 
redemption  been  seized  in  the  execution,  it  was 
held  that  he  had  an  Interest,  and  the  vnlut"  <>f 
his  Interest  In  the  property  was  not  material. 
It  was  also  held  that  if  he  had  an  Insurable  in- 
terest at  the  time  the  policy  was  effected,  and 
an  Interest  also  at  the  time  of  the  loss,  he  was 
entitled  to  recover  the  whole  amount  of  dam- 
age to  the  property  not  exceeding  the  sum  in- 
sured. St  rone  V.  Manufacturers'  Ins.  Co.  I'D 
Pick.  40,  20  Am.   Dec.  G07. 
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2S8,  18  Pac.  466;  Diclcerman  v.  Vermont 
Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  67  Vt.  99,  30  Atl.  808 ;  Rider 
▼.  Ocean  Ins.  Co.  20  Pick.  259;  French  v. 
Hope  Ins.  Co.  16  Pick.  397;  Hancow  v.  Fish- 
ing Ins.  Co.  3  Sumner,  142,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,- 
013;  Harness  v.  National  F.  Ins.  Co.  62  Mo. 
A  pp.  245;  Howard  v.  Albany  Ins.  Co.  3 
Denio,  301 ;  Tallma/n  v.  Atlantic  F.  d  M.  Ins. 
Co.  3  Keyes,  87;  Fenn  v.  New  Orleans  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.  53  Ga.  578 ;  Andes  Iris.  Co.  v.  Fish, 
71  111.  620;  lUinois  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mar- 
seilles Mfg.  Co.  6  111.  236;  Bersch  v.  Sinnis- 
sippi  Ins.  Co.  28  Ind.  64;  Home  Ins.  Co.  v. 
DuAe,  75  Ind.  535 ;  Ayres  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins. 
Co.  17  Iowa,  176,  85  Am.  Dec.  653;  Alliance 
Marine  Assur.  Co.  v.  Louisiana  State  Ins. 
Co.  8  La.  1,  28  Am.  Dec.  117 ;  Clark  v.  Dwell- 
ing-House  Ins.  Co.  81  Me.  373,  17  Atl.  303; 
French  v.  Rogers,  16  N.  H.  177;  Murdoch 
V.  Chenango  County  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  2  N.    Y. 


210;  Pcahody  v.  SVashington  County  Mut. 
Ins.  Co.  20  Barb.  339;  Freeman  v.  Fulton 
F.  Ins.  Co.  38  Uarb.  247;  Pritchet  v.  Insur- 
ance Co.  of  A\  A.  3  Yeates,  458;  Agricultural 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Montague,  38  Mich.  548,  31  Am. 
Rep.  326;  I'hanix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Benton,  87  Ind. 
132;  Hooper  v.  Hudson  River  F.  Ins.  Co.  17 
N.  Y.  424. 

Considered  as  a  contract  of  reinsurance, 
the  authorities  are  even  stronger  against  it, 
because  the  settled  law  in  relation  to  rein- 
surance is  that  a  valid  reinsurance  fire 
policy  cannot  be  issued  except  against  an  ex- 
isting policy  outstanding  on  the  part  of  the 
reinsurer. 

Commonwealth  Ins.  Co.  v.  Olohe  Mut.  Ins. 
Co.  35  Pa.  475;  3  Kent's  Com.  278;  Insur- 
ance Co.  of  N.  A.  V.  Hibernia  Ins.  Co.  140  U. 
S.  565,  35  L.  ed.  517,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  909; 
Mutual  Safety  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hone,  2  N.  Y.  235; 


In  McCutcheon  y.  Ingraham,  82  W.  Va.  378, 
9  8.  E.  260,  where  the  vendee  Insured  and  con- 
tracted to  surrender  the  property  and  give  up 
the  deed,  the  purchase  money  not  having  been 
paid,  and  a  Hre  occurred  before  poBsession  was 
tendered  back,  it  was  held  tliat  the  vendee  had 
ac  insurable  Interest  In  the  real  estate  both  at 
the  time  the  property  was  insured  and  at  the 
time  tbe  loss  occurred,  and  that  she  was  entitled 
to  tbe  insurance  money  as  between  herself  and 
the  vendor. 

It  is  necessary  that  the  Insured  should  have 
an  Interest  In  the  property  Insured,  not  only 
at  the  time  of  the  Insurance,  but  when  the  loss 
by  fire  occurs :  and  it  was  held  that  a  contract 
for  the  sale  or  conveyance,  not  devesting  the 
title  of  the  vendor  and  vesting  the  same  in  the 
vendee,  was  not  a  breach  of  the  proviso  pro- 
hibiting a  sale.  Washington  F.  Ins*  Co.  v. 
Kelly.  32  Md.  421,  3  Am.  Rep.  149.  In  this 
case  it  was  said  that,  if  the  insured  sell  the 
property  and  transfer  all  bis  interest,  or  as- 
sign all  interest  in  the  property  before  the  loss 
happens,  he  cannot  recover  at  common  law,  nor 
ander  a  policy  prohibiting  the  sale  or  convey- 
ance of  the  property  or  an  assignment  of  the 
polity  without  tbe  consent  of  the  company. 
But  that  "it  is  not  any  change  or  modification 
in  the  title  to  the  property  that  will  avoid 
the  policy,  or  any  reduction  of  the  interest  from 
an  absolute   to  a  qualified  interest.*' 

And  a  materialman  having  a  lien  under  the 
■tatute  at  the  time  of  making  the  policy  and 
at  the  time  of  the  fire  may  recover  on  an  in- 
snrance  of  his  interest,  although  the  legal  and 
equitable  estate  belongs  to  a  party  who  used  the 
lumber  in  building  the  house.  Franklin  F.  Ins. 
Co.  v.  Coates,  14  Md.  285. 

So.  where  the  insured  at  the  time  of  the  in- 
SQnince,  and  also  when  the  property  was  de- 
stroyed, had  a  lien  which  was  an  Insurable  In- 
tere«t.  tbe  policy  was  held  to  be  valid.  Allen 
▼.  Mutual  F.  Ins.  Co.  2  Md.  111. 

In  Royal  Ins.  Co.  v.  Stinson,  103  U.  S.  25,  26 
L.  ed.  473.  where  it  was  held  that  a  party  hav- 
ing a  mechanic's  lien  on  buildings  erected  by 
him  on  land  covered  by  mortgage  has  an  In- 
nrable  interest,  it  was  said  that  "if  the  plain- 
tiff bad  an  Insurable  interest  at  the  time  of 
iBuing  the  policy  and  at  the  time  of  tbe  loss, 
equal  to  tbe  amount  Insured,  he  had  a  complete 
and  absolute  cause  of  Action  against  the  de- 
fendants: and  it  was  no  concern  of  theirs 
whether  he  farther  prosecuted  his  lien  or  not, 
unless  they  desired  to  be  subrogated  to  his 
rtgbta.  and  gave  him  notice  to  that  effect." 

A  mortgagee  insuring  for  his  own  benefit 
and  paying  the  premium  out  of  his  own  fund, 
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if  loss  occurs,  has  prima  facie  a  good  right  to 
recover  where  he  has'  the  same  insurable  in- 
terest at  the  time  of  the  loss  which  he  had  at 
the  time  of  the  contract  of  insurance.  He  may 
recover  the  total  loss,  and,  in  the  absence  of 
any  contract,  he  may  recover  without  assign- 
ing bis  mortgage  to  the  insurers.  King  v.  State 
Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  7  Cush.  1,  54  Am.  Dec.  683. 

A  recovery  was  allowed  on  a  policy  held  by 
the  mortgagee  although  the  mortgagor  had 
given  a  deed  to  B.,  who  had  reconveyed  to  the 
mortgagor's  wife.  Caldwell  v.  Stadacona  F.  & 
L.  Ins.  Co.  11  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  212.  In  this 
case  the  court  said:  "All  that  is  required  is 
that  the  insured  should  have  an  interest  at  the 
time  of  the  Insurance  and  at  the  time  of  the 
loss ;  and  as  to  that  interest,  while  there  can  be 
no  doubt  the  party  insured  must  have  an  In- 
surable interest  in  the  subject  insured,  or  he 
can  sustain  no  loss,  and  therefore  If  the  insured 
parts  with  bis  Interest  before  loss  happens  so 
that  he  has  no  Interest  left  at  the  time  of  the 
loss  he  cannot  recover,  yet  if,  pending  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  policy  and  before  loss,  he  ac- 
quires an  Interest,  the  policy  suspended  while 
he  had  no  interest  revives." 

In  People  v.  Liverpool,  L.  &  G.  Ins.  Co.  2 
Thomp.  &  C.  268,  it  was  objected  that  plaintiff 
had  no  title  or  Insurable  interest  In  the  build- 
ing at  the  time  of  the  Insurance  or  fire ;  but  It 
was  held  that  this  objection  was  not  well 
taken.  The  court  said  thlit  this  point  was  not 
very  fully  argued  and  no  sufficient  reason  given 
for  upholding  the  nonsuit  upon  any  such 
ground.  "It  is,  however,  a  complete  answer 
to  this  position  to  say  that  the  state  was  In 
possession,  and  even  without  title  had  a  right 
to  Insure  In  their  own  name  for  the  benefit  of 
the  real  owners,  and  to  bring  this  action  as 
trustees  of  an  express  trust." 

And  where  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  effect- 
ing the  policy  was  Interested  in  the  property 
insured,  and  his  interest  was,  before  tbe  loss, 
assigned  to  B.,  which  assignment  was  accepted 
by  the  Insurance  company,  and  until  the  loss  B. 
continued  interested  and  the  plaintiff  as  trus- 
tee for  him,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  recover.  Park  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co. 
10  U.  C.  Q.  B.  110. 

And  where  the  owner  leased  the  property 
and  gave  the  lessee  the  privilege  of  purchasing, 
and  took  an  Insurance  policy  in  his  own  name 
payable  to  the  lessee,  who  after  the  fire  assigned 
all  claim  to  the  owner.  It  was  held  that  the 
lessor  had  an  insurable  interest,  both  at  the 
time  of  the  Insurance  and  at  the  time  of  the 
fire,  to  the  full  extent  of  the  damage  to  the 
building  insured ;  that  under  and  by  virtue  of 
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Philadelphia  Ins.  Co,  v.  Washington  Ins.  Co. 
23  Pa.  250;  New  York  Bowery  t\  Ins.  Co.v, 
A'etc  York  F.  Ins.  Co.  17  Wend.  359. 

There  cannot  be  reinsuranee,  if  there  is 
not  insurance  to  be  insured  against. 

Ocvan  Ins.  Co.  v.  Sun  Mttt.  Ins.  Co.  15 
Blatehf.  249,  Fed.  Ca^.  No.  10,408;  1  May, 
Ins.  3d  ed.  §  11;  Joyce,  Ins.  §  112;  Phillips, 
Ins.  3d  ed.  §  376. 

A  mere  expectation,  or  a  possibility  of  an 
interest  in  the  subject  of  insurance,  will  not 
constitute  an  insurable  interest. 

Macarty  v.  Commercihl  Ins.  Co.  17  La. 
365;  Porter,  Ins.  p.  41;  Lucena  v.  Craufurd, 
2  lios.  &  P.  295;  1  Biddle,  Ins.  p.  70. 

Gammere,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  is  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff 
in  error   against   Merz   to    recover  upon   a 


policy  of  insurance  by  the  terms  of  which 
Merz  and  twenty-four  other,  persons  and 
firms,  who  had  formed  an  organizatiua 
known  as  a  "Fire  Lloyd's,"  under  the  act  of 
March  25,  1895  (2  Gen.  Stat.  p.  1784), 
agreed,  for  a  consideration  of  $3,000,  to  rein- 
sure the  plaintiff  in  error  for  the  term  of 
time  from  the  30th  day  of  September,  1897, 
at  midnight,  to  the  3lBt  day  of  December, 
1897,  at  midnight,  against  all  direct  loss  or 
damage  by  fire,  to  an  amount  not  excoedin^ 
in  the  aggregate  the  sum  of  $25,000,  nor  ex- 
ceeding the  interest  of  the  assured  in  said 
property,  "to  the  following  described  prop- 
erty, to  wit,  reinsurance  of  the  Sun  Insur- 
ance Office  of  London,  being  a  reinsurance 
of  the  liability  of  the  Sun  Insurance  Office 
for  claims  for  loss  and  damage  by  fire  or 
lightning  occurring  in  the  months  of  Octo- 
ber, November,  and  December,  1897,  destroy. 


the  contract  of  Insurance  she  had  the  legal 
right  to  indemnify,  had  it  not  been  ppovided 
that  the  amount  should  be  payable  to  the  lessee. 
His  transfer  placed  the  insured  in  the  same  sit- 
uation that  she  would  have  occupied  if  such  pro- 
vision had  not  been  inserted.  Hand  v.  Wiliiams- 
bmgh  City  F.  Ins.  Co.  57  N,  Y.  41. 
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III.  Interest  at  time  of  loss. 


The  Insured  must  have  an  Interest  In  the 
I  property  at  the  time  of  the  loss,  or  a  recovery 
I  on  the  policy  cannot  be  had.  Macarty  v.  Com- 
I  mercial  Ins.  Co.  17  La.  365  ;  Howard  v.  Albany 
\  Ins.  Co.  3  Denio,  301;  Tallman  v.  Atlantic  F. 
&  M.  Ins.  Co.  29  How.  Pr.  71 ;  Hidden  v.  Slater 
Mwt.  F.  Ins.  Co.  2  Cliff.  266,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
6.4G3 :  Balow  v.  Teutonia  B^armers'  Mut.  F. 
Ids.  Co.  77  Mich.  540,  43  N.  W.  924 ;  Bates  v. 
Equitable  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  10  Wall.  33,  19  L.  ed. 
882 ;  Bailey  v.  .l::tna  Ins.  Co.  10  Allen,  286  ;  In- 
surance Co.  of  N.  A.  V.  Coombs,  19  Ind.  App. 
331.  49  N.  E.  471 ;  Western  Assur.  Co.  v.  Acic- 
erman,  2  Penuyp.  144  ;  Glaze  v.  Three  Rieers 
Farmers'  Mot.  F.  Ins.  Co.  87  Mich.  349,  49  N. 
W.  310 ;  Seaman  v.  Enterprise  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co. 
5  McCrary.  558,  18  Fed.  250 ;  Spare  v.  Home 
Mut.  Ins.  Co.  8  Sawy.  618 :  Birmingnam  v.  Em- 
pire Ins.  Co.  42  Barb.  457 ;  Orevemeyer  v. 
Southern  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  62  Pa;  340,  1  Am. 
Rep.  420 :  Monroe  v.  Southern  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co. 
63  6a.  669;  Davles  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  24  U.  C. 
Q.  B.  364;  Wilson  v.  Hill,  3  Met.  66;  Lynch 
y.  Dalzell,  4  Bro.  P.  C  431 ;  Grosvenor  v.  At- 
lantic F.  Ins.  Co.  17  N.  Y.  392 ;  Fogg  v.  Mid- 
dlesex Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  64  Mass.  837. 

Under  a  charter  of  an  insurance  company  pro- 
viding that  the  interest  of  the  Insured,  at  the 
time  of  the  loss,  must  be  that  of  owner  or  mort- 
gagee, It  was  held  that  the  homestead  right  of 
a  husband,  which  he  insured  l)efore  conveying 
the  land  to  his  wife,  was  not  an  Insurable  in- 
terest. Glaze  V.  Three  Rivers  Farmers'  Mut. 
F.  Ins.  Co.  87  Mich.  349,  49  N.  W.  310. 

In  Seaman  v.  Enterprise  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  5 
McCrary,  558.  18  Fed.  250,  where  it  was  held 
that  a  stockholder  in  a  private  corporation  has 
an  insurable  interest  in  the  corporate  property. 
It  was  said :  "It  must,  of  course,  appear  that 
the  insured  had  an  Interest  In  the  property  at 
the  time  of  the  loss." 

In  Spare  v.  Home  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  8  Sawy.  618, 
which  held  that  a  judgment  creditor  has  an  in- 
surable interest  in  the  property  of  his  debtor, 
it  was  said  :  "The  contract  for  insurance  being 
one  for  indemnity  only.  It  follows  that,  while 
the  Judgment  creditor  may  insure  himself 
against  loss  by  injury  from  Are  to  the  whole 
or  any  part  of  his  security, — the  property  upon 
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which  his  Judgment  \n  &  Hen — yet,  before  he  caJD 
recover  on  such  contract  as  for  a  loss  sustained 
by  the  peril  insured  against,  it  must  appear 
that  at  the  time  of  the  fire  the  amount  of  the 
Judgment  could  not  have  otherwise  been  made 
on  an  execution  against  the  property  of  the 
Judgment  debtor.  If,  notwithstanding  the  in- 
jury to  the  debtor's  property  by  fire,  he  has 
Bufllclent  left,  out  of  which  the  Judgment  may 
be  made,  the  creditor  has  sustained  no  loss,  and 
can  recover  nothing  from  the  insurer.  His  coo- 
tract  was  against  loss  to  himself  by  fire,  not 
his  debtor." 

An  insurance  upon  a  leasehold  estate  Is  avoid- 
ed where  the  lessee  parts  with  his  interest  be- 
fore the  loss  occurs,  as  it  is  necessary  that  be 
should  have  an  Interest  at  the  time  of  the  loss. 
Hidden  v.  Slater  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  2  Cliff.  260, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,463. 

And  where  a  lessee  insured  the  premises,  and 
after  the  lease  expired  the  house  burned,  and 
subsequently  the  lesHee  assigned  the  policy  to  tbe 
landlord,  it  was  held  that  the  assured  must 
have  a  property  in  the  thing  insured  at  tbe 
time  of  the  insurance  and  at  the  time  of  the 
loss  by  fire.  The  tenant,  having  no  property  at 
the  time  of  the  fire,  had  nothing  to  assign. 
Sadlers  Co.  v.  Badcock,  1  Wils.  10. 

And  where  a  purchaser  in  a  land  contract 
had  defaulted  and  the  contract  was  forfeited, 
and  he  had  surrendered  possession  to  his  ven- 
dor, his  insurable  interest  in  the  property  was 
terminated,  and  It  was  held  that  the  interest 
of  the  insured,  who  was  the  purchaser,  having 
terminated,  no  recovery^  could  be  bad  by  him 
for  loss.  Birmingham  v.  Empire  Ins.  Co.  42 
Barb.  457. 

So,  a  sale  and  conveyance  by  the  Insured  of 
the  property,  hetore  its  destruction  by  fire,  talc- 
ing only  a  judgment  for  the  unpaid  purchase 
money,  will  prevent  a  recovery.  Grevemeyer 
V.  Southern  Mut.  F.  Ina.  Co.  62  Pa.  840,  1  Am. 
Rep.  420. 

And  where  the  insured  has  no  Interest  in  the 
property  at  the  time  of  the  loss  the  policy  is 
void,  although  the  loss  is.  by  the  terms  of  tbe 
policy,  made  payable  to  a  third  person  having 
an  interest  in  the  property.  Tallman  v.  At- 
lantic F.  k  M.  Ins.  Co.  29  How.  Pr.  71.  In 
this  case  the  pollc}*  provided  that  in  case  of 
any  sale,  transfer,  or. change  of  title  such  In- 
surance should  be  void  and  cease ;  and  the  tltl*". 
as  well  as  the  possession,  was  changed.  Tbe 
property  was  sold  under  a  chattel  mortgage  to 
the  mortgagee  who  was  In  possession,  without 
the  consent  of  tbe  company. 

In  Monroe  v.  Southern  Mut.  L,  Ins.  Co.  63 
Ga.  669,  the  insured  had  conveyed  the  premises 
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ing  and  damaging  property  located  any- 
"vrhere  in  the  United  States  and  territories. 
Said  property  must  be  damaged  or  destroyed 
by  fire  between  midnight  of  September  30, 
1S97,  and  midnight  of  December  31,  1807." 
The  questions  considered  and  determined  by 
the  supreme  court,  and  now  presented  here 
for  review,  are:  First,  whether  what  is 
known  as  the  "Fire  Lloyd's  statute  of  March 

25,  1895,"  as  amended  by  the  act  of  March 

26,  189(i  (Pamph.  Laws,  1896,  p.  156),  pro- 
hibits the  making  of  a  contract  of  reinsur- 
ance; and,  second,  whether  the  contract  now 
before  us  is  void  as  being  a  wagering  policy. 

The  conclusion  reach^  by  the  supreme 
court  upon  the  first  question  submitted  was 
that  policies  of  reinsurance  were  not  pro- 
hibited by  the  legislation  referred  to;  that 
this  legislation  confers  upon  Lloyd's  associa- 
tions, such  as  the  organization  which  the  de- 


fendant represents,  authority  to  insure 
against  loss  or  damage  occurring  by  fire  or 
lightning  in  favor,  not  only  of  the  owners  of 
property,  but  also  in  favor  of  all  those  hav- 
ing an  insurable  interest  therein:  and 
that  an  insurer  of  property  acquires  by  hin 
contract  an  insurable  interest  therein  wliich 
he  may  protect  by  a  contract  indemnifying 
him  against  loss  in  whole  or  in  part.  63  X. 
J.  L.  365,  43  Atl.  693.  We  concur  in  the  con- 
struction put  by  the  supreme  court  upon 
this  legislation,  and  in  the  conclusion  that  it 
does  not  prohibit  the  making  of  contract 8  by 
insurers  indemnifying  them  against  loss 
upon  policies  which  they  have  issued.  The 
supreme  court  further  concluded  that  the 
contract  sued  on  was  wholly  void,  Ixfeause 
it  stipulated  for  indemnity  against  losses 
upon  propei-ty  in  some  portion  of  which  the 
plaintiff  then  had  no  insurable  interest.  The 


absolutely  before  the  insurance  was  effected, 
but  litiKaied  to  set  aside  the  d^«Kl,  and  the  liti- 
fatlon  Anally  terminated  against  him  before  the 
loss  occurred. 

Sq,  where  the  Insured  transfers  all  his  in- 
terest in  the  goods,  he  has  no  longer  any  claim 
for  bis  own  benefit  as  he  can  show  no  damage, 
and  all  claim  for  subsequent  loss  Is  at  an  end, 
^xcf'pt  the  policy  has  be^n  transferred  with  the 
assent  of  the  company,  and  then  only  in  favor 
of  rhe  assignee  of  the  policy.  Davfes  v.  Home 
Ins.  Co.  24  U.  C.  Q.  B.  364.  In  this  case  the 
Insured  sold  his  goods  and  assigned  the  policy 
to  his  vendee  with  the  assent  of  the  company. 
The  vendee  sold  the  goods,  and  the  purchaser 
fEve  indorsed  notes.  It  was  then  agreed  that 
ibe  proceeds  of  sales  ^and  Insurance  policy 
should  be  retained  by  the  indorser  to  protect 
him.  It  was  held  that  the  Insured  could  not 
maintain  an  action  as  he  had  no  Interest,  nor 
<ou)d  be  maintain  an  action  as  trustee  for  thp 


because  they  prove  an  alienation  of  the  prop- 
erty, and  a  sale  to  themselves,  long  before  the 
fire,  so  that  all  Insurable  interest  in  the  original 
assured  had  ceased,  and  no  loss  was  sustained 
by  them  by  the  Are  payable  to  anybody." 

lu  New  England  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wetmore, 
3*2  Ilh  221,  It  was  held  In  a  suit  upon  a  Are 
policy  that  the  Insured  must  have  an  Interest 
in  the  .property  at  the  time  of  the  loss  to  en- 
title him  to  recover ;  but  in  the  event  of  an  es- 
signment  of  the  policy  with  the  consent  of  the 
assured,  the  action  must  be  in  the  name  of  the 
assured  for  the  beneAt  of  his  assignee.  In  this 
case  the  court  said :  "By  no  act  of  the  insured 
can  his  assignee  be  deprived  of  his  right  to  the 
Insurance  money  which  he  would  be  If  the  as- 
sured was  bound  to  show  an  Interest  at  the 
time  ot  the  loss." 

A  complaint  on  a  policy  assigned  after  loss, 
alleging  that  the  defendant  "did  Insure"  plaln- 
tlfTs  assignor  "on  his  one-story  frame  house." 


Indorser,  as  he  had  no  property,  right,  or  Hen.  .  and  setting  forth  a  copy  of  the  policy  "on  his 


les^al  or  equitable.  In  the  goods,  nor  any  right 
or  power  to  control  them. 

In  Wilson  V.  Hill,  3  Met.  66,  It  was  said  that 
if  the  assured  has  wholly  parted  with  his  in- 
terest before  the  buildings  insured  are  burned, 
and  they  are  afterwards  burned,  the  under- 
vrrlters  incur  no  obligation  to  pay  anyone. 

In  Lynch  v.  Dalzell,  4  Bro.  P.  C.  431,  the  in- 
sured made  an  assignment  of  the  policy  after 
tbe  loss,  but  he  had  previously  devested  himself 
of  all  interest  In  the  property,  and  therefore 
bad  no  Interest  in  the  property  at  the  time  of 
jbe  loss;  and  It  was  held  that  neither  he  nor 
nis  assignee  conld  recover.  It  was  also  held 
that  this  policy  was  nonassignable  without  the 
cubsent  of  the  company. 

And  where  ^n  Insurance  was  made  by  a  mort- 
gagor for  the  beneAt  of  the  mortgagee  upon  the 
tDt<»rest  of  the  mortgagor,  who  parted  with  his 
inti^reait  before  the  Are,  no  loss  was  sustained 
bf  htm,  and  his  assignee  or  appointee  could  nut 
r»»rover.  Grosvonor  v.  Atlantic  F.  Ins.  Co.  17 
N.  Y.  392.  The  court  said:  "The  right  of 
•ach  a  party,  being  wholly  derivative,  cannot 
exceed  the  right  of  the  party  under  whom  he 
ilaims." 

\h  assignee  has  no  insurable  Interest  prima 
facie  In  the  property  burned,  and  does  not  re- 
ctA^t  as  the  party  Insured,  but  as  an  assignee 
of  tlie  party  who  has  au  Insurable  Interest  and 
the  right  to  recover,  which  right  he  has  trans- 
ferred to  the  assignee  with  the  consent  of  the 
ittsurcrs.  Fogg  v.  Middlesex  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co. 
*H  Mass.  bJ7.  In  this  t^se  the  court  said: 
'  ibe  plaintiffs,  to  re<'Over  in  the  present  case, 
tanst  prove  themselves  assignees  of  the  contract, 
52  k  R.  A.  22 


one-story  frame  store  house,"  "his  shelving, 
counters,  desks,  and  scales  contained  in  said 
store  house,"  sufflclentiy  shows  an  Insurable  in- 
terest In  tbe  assured  at  the  delivery  of  the 
policy :  but  it  was  said  that,  as  it  failed  to  aver 
that  he  was  interested  In  the  property  at  the 
time  of  the  loss,  it  was  Insufilcient  on  demurrer. 
The  court  said :  "It  must  be  proved  that  the 
assured  had  an  mterest  at  the  time  of  the  loss, 
for  otherwise  he  could  sustain  no  loss,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  no  satisfaction,  and  would 
have  nothing  to  assign."  Home  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Duke,  75  Ind.  535. 

The  assured  must  allege  In  his  complaint 
that  he  had  an  Interest  In  the  property  at  the 
time  It  was  destroyed,  in  order  to  recover. 
Western  Assur.  (*o.  v.  McCarty,  18  Ind.  App. 
441),  48  N.  E.  2('»o:  ."l^na  Ins.  Co.  v.  Black.  80 
Ind.  513  :  AUna.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kittles,  81  Ind.  96 ; 
Farmers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Burrls.  23  Ind.  App.  507, 
.'la  N.  K.  773 ;  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Duke,  75  Ind. 
r>:^5 ;  Royal  Ins.  Co.  v.  Horton,  7  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
84  ;  Roussel  v.  St.  Nicholas  Ins.  Co.  9  Jones  &  k. 
279;  Ogden  v.  Montreal  Ins.  Co.  3  U.  C.  C.  P. 
497 ;  Fowler  v.  New  York  Indemnity  Ins.  Co. 
26  N.  Y.  422,  Reversing  23  Barb.  143. 

In  Farmers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Burrls.  23  Ind.  App. 
507,  the  complaint  was  held  InsuflSclent,  al- 
thotigh  It  alleged  an  Insurable  interest  In  the 
property  at  tho  time  of  the  Insurance,  as  It  was 
held  that  it  would  not  be  Implied  or  fairly  In- 
ferable that  the  insured  was  the  owner  at  the 
tirue  of  the  Are. 

A  complaint  falling  to  state  that  the  plalntiflF 
had  an  Inter^.st  in  the  wheat  at  the  time  it 
was  burned  is  not  cured  by  the  averment  that 
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ground  upon  which  this  conclusion  is  rested 
is  that,  where  an  insurable  interest  does  not 
exist  at  the  time  of  making  the  contract  of 
indemnity,  such  contract  is  a  wagering  one, 
and  therefore  void  as  against  public  policy. 
This  was  formerly  considered  to  be  the  rule 
with  relation  to  fire  policies,  and  was  so  de- 
clared both  by  text  writers  and  in  decided 
cases,  although  a  contrary  view  was  always 
taken  in  construing  life  and  marine  insur- 
ance policies.  Why  any  such  variance  in 
construction  existed  it  is  difficult  to  under- 
stand, for,  certainly,  if  a  contract  to  insure 
after-acquired  property  against  fire  is  a 
wagering  contract,  and  therefore  void,  be- 
cause against  public  policy,  a  contract  to  in- 
sure 'such  property  against  marine  risks,  or 
a  contract  to  insure  the  life  of  a  person  in 
favor  of  one  who,  at  the  time  of  the  taking 
out  of  the  policy,  has  no  interest  therein, 
are  equally  wagering  contracts,  and,  if  such 
contracts  are  prohibited  by  public  policy, 
should  equally  be  considered  void.     But,  al- 


ho  owned  the  wheat  on  the  day  the  policy  was 
issued.  Royal  Ins.  Co.  v.  Horton,  7  Ky.  L. 
Hep.  S4.  In  Ihfs  case  the  court  said:  "Of 
course  the  plaintiff  was  not  damaged  untess  he 
had  an  Interest  in  the  wheat  at  the  time  it 
was  burned.  No  action  for  damages  to  personal 
property  can  be  sustained  on  an  averment  of 
ownership  at  any  other  time  than  that  at  which 
the  damage  occurred.  The  law  will  not,  for 
this  purpose,  presume  that  the  plaintiff  was  the 
owner  on  tiie  day  the  damage  occurred,  from 
the  simple  admission  that  he  was  the  owner  on 
a  day  prior  thereto." 

In  an  action  upon  a  policy  the  plaintiff  must 
allege  the  existence  of  his  interest  at  the  time 
of  his  loss,  although  he  need  not  specify  it. 
Ogden  V.  Montreal  Ins.  Co.  3  U.  C.  C.  P.  497. 
In  this  case  It  was  held  that  the  holder  of  a 
chattel  mortgage,  l)eing  a  mortgagee,  has  an 
insurable  interest,  although  the  mortgagor  con- 
tinues in  actual  possession,  but  the  mortgagee 
could  only  recover  tlie  amount  appearing  on  the 
face  of  his  mortgage  at  the  time  of  the  insur- 
ance, and  was  not  allowed  to  tack  subsequent 
advances  by  parol. 

So,  where  a  complaint  by  an  assignee  averred 
an  insurance  of  the  assignor  on  his  building ; 
that  the  policy  was  duly  assigned  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  company ;  that  the  plaintiff  at  the 
time  of  the  loss  was  the  lawful  owner  of  the 
policy ;  and  that  he  made  a  demand  of  payment 
accompanied  with  the  written  assent  of  the  per- 
son to  whom  the  original  assured  had,  after  the 
loss,  assigned  ail  his  property,  it  was  held  in- 
sufficient as  not  showing  any  interest  in  the  sub- 
ject insured  of  the  plaintiff  or  his  assignor. 
Fowler  v.  New  York  Indemnity  Ins.  Co.  26  N. 
Y.  422,  Reversing  23  Barb.  143.  In  this  case  the 
court  said  that  the  interest  of  tha  assignee 
must  be  stated  In  the  complaint,  as  well  as  the 
fire  and  other  necessary  facts,  to  make  out  a 
cause  of  action. 

Bnt  where  a  mortgagee  was  held  to  have  an 
Insurable  interest,  a  complaint  averring  such 
Interest  to  have  existed  at  the  time  of  effecting 
the  insurance  was  sutliclent,  although  It  did  not 
aver  the  existence  of  an  Insurable  Interest  at 
the  time  of  the  loss.  Roussel  v.  St.  Nicholas 
Ins.  (^o.  9  Jones  &  S.  279.  In  this  case  the 
court  sHid :  "The  rule,  however.  Is  well  settled, 
that  what  is  necessarily  implied  need  not  be  In 
terms  alleged.  The  averment  of  the  plaintiff's 
lien,  and  that  defendants  gave  the  policy  on 
the  property  with  the  Intention  to  secure 
against  loss  the  interest  which  plaintiff  held  in 
62  L.  R.  A. 


though  the  earlier  cases  on  fire  insurance 
laid  down  the  rule  enunciated  by  the  su- 
preme court,  experience  has  taught  that  the 
necessities  of  business  and  the  adequate  pro- 
I  tection  of  property  require  the  same  methods 
of  insurance  against  loss  by  fire  as  have  ai- 
w'ays  existed  with  relation  to  losses  by  the 
perils  of  the  i^eas;  and  reflection  has  led  to 
the  conclusion  that  contracts  of  insurance 
upon  property  in  which  the  insured  has  no 
interest  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the 
policy  are  not  wagers  if  he  acquires  an  inter- 
est during  the  life  of  the  policy,  and  retains 
it  at  the  time  when  the  loss  occurs.  As  a 
result  of  the  application  of  this  later,  and, 
as  it  seems  to  us,  better- judged  doctrine,  it 
has  been  held  that  a  policy  issued  to  a  mer- 
chant, drawn,  by  the  intention  of  the  parties 
to  it,  to  cover  goods  which  should  be  ac- 
quired by  the  insured  from  time  to  time  dur- 
ing the  continuance  of  the  policy,  is  a  valid 
contract  {Lane  v.  Maine  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  12 
Me.  44,  28  Am.  Dec.  150)  ;  that  a  policy  is- 


such  property  (the  fact  of  such  Interest  being 
well  known  to  defendant),  is  admitted  by  the 
demurrer.  If  denied,  it  would  be  sustained  by 
the  production  and  proof  of  the  mortgage  and 
policy,  and  such  proof  would  throw  upon  the 
defendants  the  burden  of  showing  that  the 
plaintiff's  interest  had  ceased,  at  the  time  of 
loss." 

And  in  an  action  on  a  policy  an  allegation 
that  the  insured  was  the  owner  of  the  property 
insured  at  the  time  of  Its  destruction  by  fire  is 
construed  to  be  an  averment  of  absolute  owner- 
.ship  In  the  insured.  I'henix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wilson, 
132  Ind.  449,  25  N.  E.*592. 

If  the  insured  retains  an  Insurable  Interest 
in  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  loss,  he  luay 
recover,  .li^tna  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Tyler.  16  Wend. 
r.85,  30  Am.  Dec.  90 ;  Ayres  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins. 
Co.  17  Iowa.  17«,  85  Am.  Dec.  533 :  Richland 
County  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Sampson,  38  Ohio  St. 
672 :  Kempton  v.  State  Ins.  Co.  62  Iowa,  83,  IT 
N.  W.  194  :  Hill  V.  Cumberland  Valley  Mut.  Pro- 
tection Co.  50  Pa.  474  ;  Trumbull  v.  Portage 
County  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  12  Ohio.  305:  Farmers' 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Archer,  36  Ohio  St.  60S:  Marts  v. 
Cumberland  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  44  N.  J.  L.  47S; 
Wilson  V.  Trumbull  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  19  Pa.  372; 
Merchants*  Ins.  Co.  v.  Scott.  Posey.  I'nrep. 
Cas.  534 :  Collins  v.  Ixindon  Assur.  Corp.  165 
Pa.  298,  30  Atl.  924 :  Morrison  v.  Tennessee 
Marine  &  F.  Ins.  Co.  18  Mo.  262,  59  Am.  Dec. 
299 ;  Gay  lord  v.  Ijimar  F.  Ins.  Co.  40  Mo.  1^, 
93  Am.  Dec.  2S9 ;  Stephens  v.  Illinois  Mut.  F. 
Ins.  Co.  43  III.  327  ;  French  v.  Rogers,  16  N. 
H.  177 :  Stetson  v.  Massachusetts  Mut.  F.  Ina 
C^o.  4  Mass.  330,  3  Am.  Dec.  217. 

Policies  against  Are  do  not  pass  to  the  pur- 
chaser of  the  property  Insured  or  to  an  assignee 
without  the  consent  of  the  Insurers.  If  the 
assured  parts  with  ail  his  Interest  before  the 
loss  the  policy  is  at  an  end  unless  assigned  to 
the  purchaser.  If  he  retains  a  partial  interest 
the  policy  will  protect  such  interest.  -I'Jtna  F. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Tyler,  16  Wend.  385,  30  Am.  Dec. 
$♦0 :  Ayres  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  17  Iowa,  176, 
85  Am.  Dec.  553.  In  this  latter  case  the  court 
said :  "As  the  contract  of  insurance  Is  a  per- 
sonal on"*,  not  running  with  the  land,  the  in- 
sured must  have  an  Interest  In  the  property  de- 
stroyed ttt  the  time  of  the  loss.'* 

Where  It  was  held  that  the  Insurable  Interest 
WHS  devested  by  Judicial  sale  made  after  the 
policy  was  issued  and  the  confirmation  of  tiiat 
sale  the  day  before  the  loss,  and  the  plaintiff 
claimed  that  the  sale  was  afterwards  set  aside 
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sued  to  a  fanner,  covering  not  only  the  live 
stock  then  owned  by  hira,  but  that  to  be  sub- 
MHjuently  acquired  during  the  term  of  the 
policy,  or  one  issued  to  him  upon  crops  not 
yet  planted,  but  which  the  parties  expected 
would  be  grown  before  the  expiration  of  the 
policy,  is  legally  unobjectionable  {Mills  ▼. 
Farmers'  Ins.  Co.  37  Iowa,  400;  Havcyer  v. 
lUjdgi;  County  Mut.  Ina.  Co.  37  Wis.  503)  ; 
that  insurance  upon  the  constantly  changing 
contents  of  an  oil  tank  is  not  prohibited  by 
any  rule  of  public  policy,  and  entitles  the 
in-ured  to  recover  the  value  of  the  oil  which 
happened  to  be  in  the  tank  at  the  time  when 
the  tire  occurred  which  destroyed  it  ( West- 
*m  A  A.  Pipe  Lines  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  145  Pa. 
'J40.  22  Atl.  U65) .  Other  cases  in  which  the 
Mmo  view  is  taken  of  the  effect  to  be  given 
to  policies  of  fire  insurance,  which,  by  the 
a;jrecrneiit  of  the  parties,  are  drawn  to  cover 
I'rj.jierty  which,  it  is  anticipated,  the  insured 
\iiil  acquire  before  the  time  limited  therein 
has  expired,  are  Wood  v.  ICutland  d  A.  Mut. 


F.  Ins.  Co.  31  Vt.  orrl;  Hooper  v.  Hudson 
River  F.  Ins.  Co.  17  N.  Y.  424;  Hoffman  v. 
.I-Jtna  F.  Ins.  Co.  32  X.  Y.  405,  88  Am.  Dec. 
337;  Wolfe  v.  l^ceurity  F.  Ins.  Co.  39  N.  Y. 
49;  Lee  v.  Hoicard  F.  Ins.  Co.  11  Cush, 
324. 

Up  to  the  present  time  the  quest  ion  has  not 
received  consideration  at  the  hands  of  this 
court.  An  examination  of  the  reasons  upon 
which  the  earlier  rule  rests  has  led  us  to  the 
conclusion  that  thev  are  not  well  founded, 
and  that  a  contract  by  which  the  parties  pro- 
vide for  indemnity  against  loss  by  fire  upon 
property  to  be  subsequently  acquired  by  the 
party  indemnified  is  not  in  any  sense  a  gam- 
ing contract,  and  void  on  that  account;  in 
other  words,  that  an  insurable  interest,  sub- 
sisting during  the  risk  and  at  the  time  of  the 
loss,  is  Kufiicient  to  support  a  policy  insur- 
ing against  loss  by  fire. 

The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  should 
be  reversed. 


tnd  a  resale  made  and  confirmed,  it  was  held 
iLar  if  ho  had  an  Insurable  interest  In  the  prop- 
*-rtj  at  the  time  of  the  loss  he  Is  entitled  to  re- 
cover. The  quantity  of  that  Interest  is  not  ma- 
terial if  It  Is  substantial  and  valuable.  That 
If  hifl  relations  to  his  property  were  such  aa 
iLat  he  would  derive  a  pecuniary  value  from 
its  preservation  he  had  such  an  interest,  and 
The  mortgaj^ee  In  possession,  where  the  confirma- 
tion 4nd  sale  were  properly  set  aside,  was  not, 
ly  fciH'h  sale,  devested  of  his  insurable  interest. 
Uickland  County  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Sampson,  88 
Ohio  St.  672. 

A  contract  by  the  insured  to  convey  the 
htj;;ding8  Insured  at  a  future  day  on  the  pay- 
Hfot  of  the  purchase  money  Is  not  such  an 
ali^Daiion  as  will  avoid  the  policy  where  the 
biildinss  are  destroyed  by  fire  between  the  time 
of  ib«  contract  and  its  consummation.  Kemp- 
:m  V.  State  Ins.  Co.  62  Iowa.  83,  17  N.  W*  194. 

Ad  owner  Insuring  buildings  and  afterwards 
eoatnicting  to  sell  the  land,  part  of  the  pur- 
chase money  being  unpaid,  where  no  convey- 
ance ia  made  at  the  time  of  the  Are,  has  an  In- 
>arabie  intei-est  In  the  property  when  It  Is 
t'Liiied.  Hill  v.  Cumberland  Valley  Mut.  Pro- 
Xf^-Mun  Co.  59  Pa.  474. 

IW  inifured  having  a  legal  title  coupled  with 
an  »^iuiiy  e  |ual  to  the  full  value  of  the  premises 
tbai  is  a  Hen  for  all  the  purchase  money.  In 
p*4-»4>Sft]un,  although  they  had  entered  into  a 
<^«atra<'t  to  convey  at  a  future  day,  have  an  in- 
!iqrabie  Interest  In  the  premises  at  the  time  the 
;••»?  ot'cnrs,  where  the  Are  talces  place  prior 
Hi  ihe  conveyance.  Trumbull  v.  Portage  Coun- 
TJ  Muc.  Ins.  Co.  12  Ohio,  305. 

A  vpndor  hait  an  insurable  Interest  In  the 
t'l'ldlug  at  the  time  of  the  Are  where  he  con- 
vi-xid  the  property  by  warranty  deed  after  the 
iMillry  was  Issued,  and  the  grantees  executed  a 
K>nd  j^lvlng  him  the  sole  use  and  occupancy  of 
^ie  house  as  long  aa  he  shall  live.  Farmers' 
io«  Co.  T.  Archer,  36  Ohio  St.  608. 

And  a  policy  to  berome  void  on  a  sale  or 
A'ieoatlon  of  the  property  is  not  void  If,  at 
'h?  time  of  the  fire,  a  mortgage  had  been  fore- 
"I'ltfd  but  the  deed  was  not  delivered,  and  the 
*r>giLal  owner  has  an  insurable  Interest.  Marts 
T  Comberland  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  44  N.  J.  L.  478. 
Iq  this  case,  distinguishing  McLaren  v.  Ilart- 
['rt  F.  Ins.  Co.  5  N.  Y.  151,  the  court  said  : 
"Tbe  grounds  of  decision  were  that  the  substan- 
tial interest  of  the  former  owner  was  extin- 
S^iifthiHl.  and  that  the  deed,  when  delivered,  bad 
ri'ation  back  to  the  time  of  the  contract,  and 
'^'i-  L.  R.  A. 


so  even  his  legal  title  was  devested.  But  it  Is 
to  be  noted  thnt  in  that  ca.sc  at  the  date  of  the 
Are.  the  purchaser  at  the  master's  sale  had  so 
dealt  with  the  mortgagee,  to  whom  the  whole 
purchase  money  was  due,  as  to  extinguish  the 
mortgage,  and  so  had  put  an  end  to  the  right 
which  the  former  owner  had  possessed,  even 
after  the  contract  of  sale,  to  have  the  property 
applied  to  the  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt. 
Kut  In  the  case  In  hand  neither  of  these  grounds 
exists.  Mrs.  Lore,  whose  Interest  was  InHured, 
had  still  important  rights  In  the  proi)erty  when 
the  Are  occurred.  Her  mortgage  debts  to 
Powell  and  to  the  plaintiff  were  not  yet  satls- 
Aed.  and  she  was  entitled  to  have  that  property 
used  for  their  payment.  Her  equity  of  retlemp- 
tlon  wsH  not  yet  absolutely  foreclosed,  but  was 
merely  suHpended,  to  be  terminated  If  the  pur- 
chaser should  comply  with  the  condltlouH  of 
sale,  to  be  restored  to  full  vigor  If  he  failed. 
I'nder  the  contract  made  before  the  fire  no 
deed  was  afterwards  delivered,  so  that  the  doc- 
trine of  relation  Interpottes  no  dlfliculty.  Noth- 
ing occurred  to  devest  her.  In  fact,  of  either  her 
legal  or  her  equitable  estate  until  after  the  loss 
under  the  policy.  It  follows,  therefore,  that 
the  iK>llcy  was  not  avoided  by  sale  or  aliena- 
tion." 

The  interest  In  the  property  and  policy  Is 
not  thereby  parte<1  with  so  as  to  bar  a  right  of 
action  on  the  happening  of  the  loss.  whcM-e  one 
nns  made  nn  agreement  for  the  sale  of  his  real 
estate  Insured,  but  has  not  made  conveyance  or 
received  the  purchaHe  money.  Wilson  v.  Trum- 
bull Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  1»  Pa.  372. 

And  an  administrator  selling  the  property, 
but  retaining  a  lien  for  the  purchase  price,  may 
recover  on  a  policy  issued  to  his  intestate,  as 
the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  Iosh  still  had  an 
insurable  Interest  In  the  property  to  some  ex- 
tent. Merchants'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Scott,  I*o.«4ey.  I'n- 
rep.  Cns.  534.  In  this  case  the  court  HSid : 
"So  long  as  the  Insured  retains  Siime  In.surable 
Interest  in  the  property  he  would  be  entitled 
to  recover  in  cns*e  of  loss." 

A  condition  In  a  Are  policy  avoiding  It  'Mf 
the  Interest  of  the  assured  be  other  than  the 
unconditional  and  sole  ownership"  rein  tea  to 
the  ownership  of  the  property  at  the  d.ite  of 
the  Issuing  of  the  policy,  and  not  nt  the  date 
of  the  fire.  (N)illns  v.  London  Assur.  *'orp.  163 
Pa.  2US.  30  Atl.  U'2A.  In  this  case  the  prop- 
erty was  sold  at  Hlierlff's  sale,  but  the  lire  oc- 
curred before  the  sheriff's  deed,  and  a  recovery 
was  allowed.     The  court  said:     "It  Is  further 
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argued  that  the  policy  was  void  because  of 
this  coDdltion  :  *If  the  interest  of  the  assured 
be  other  than  the  unconditional  and  sole  own- 
ership.' This  clearly  relates  to  the  ownership 
of  the  property  at  the  date  of  the  Issue  of  the 
policy.  The  sherlflTs  sale  was  bad  before  the 
tire,  and  whatever  force  the  argument  might 
have  had,  If  this  stipulation  had  by  apt  words 
referred  to  the  ownership  at  that  date,  we  can- 
not add  suQh  words  In  Interpreting  the  con- 
tract/* 

In  Morrison  v.  Tennessee  Marine  ft  F.  Ins. 
Co.  18  Mo.  262,  59  Am.  Dec.  290,  It  was  held 
that,  notwithstanding  the  conveyance  of  the 
property,  if  it  be  a  mortgage  or  any  trust  with 
a  resulting  trust  to  the  insured  so  that  he  has 
an  insurable  Interest  in  the  property,  he  may 
nevertheless  recover  to  the  extent  of  his  natur- 
al Hen,  provided  It  does  not  exceed  the  sum 
Insured.  The  court  said :  VSo,  the  Inquiry 
seems  to  be  narrowed  down  to  the  point  wheth- 
er the  plaintiff  retained  an  Insurable  Interest  in 
the  subject  of  the  policy  at  the  time  of  the 
loss." 

A  purchaser  at  foreclosure  sale,  Insuring,  and, 
after  the  lire,  receiving  a  deed,  may  recover  on 
the  policy.  Gaylord  v.  Lamar  F.  Ins.  Co.  40 
Mo.  13,  9.3  Am.  Dec.  289.  In  this  case  the  court 
««ald  :  ''If  he  were  the  owner  at  the  time  of  the 
loss  that  would  be  enough.  If  he  were  not  the 
owner,  there  could  be  no  recovery  on  the  pol- 
icy." 

A  mortgagor  may  insure  to  the  full  value  of 
the  property,  and  recover  the  sum  Insured,  if, 
at  the  time  of  the  loss,  he  had  the  right  of  re- 
dcmptioi^  although  the  premises  may  have  been 
taken  by  the  mortgagee.  Stephens  v.  Illinois 
Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  43  111.  327. 

And  where  the  Insured  at  the  time  of  the 
Insurance  had  an  Insurable  Interest  and  owned 
the  property,  but  prior  to  the  Are  and  loss  they 
mortgaged  the  premises,  and  the  grantee  had 
taken  possession  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  It 
was  held  that  the  mortgagee  had  an  Insurable 
Interest.  French  v.  Rogers,  16  N.  H.  177.  In 
this  case  the  court  said :  "The  question  then 
presents  itself,  whether  there  was  still  In  the 
assured  an  insurable  Interest  In  the  property  at 
the  time  of  the  loss ;  fer  If  there  was  not,  It 
would  seom  that.  In  accordance  with  the  es- 
tablished doctrine  of  the  courts  In  England  and 
In  this  country,  the  assured  would  not  be  en- 
titled to  recover  upon  the  policy." 

In  this  case  the  charter  provided  that  "when 
any  house  or  other  building  shall  be  alienated 
by  sale  or  otherwise  the  policy  shall  thereupon 
be  void  and  be  surrendered  to  said  directors  to 
be  f-ancelod."  It  was  said :  "It  would  seem  to 
be  well-settled  law  that  a  policy  will  not,  upon 
common-law  principles,  aside  from  statute  pro- 
visions, become  wholly  Inoperative  so  long  as 
the  assured  retains  any  Insurable  Interest  In  the 
property  insured ;  but  that  the  same  will  remain 
valid,  and  protect  such  remaining  Interest  of 
the  assured,  to  the  extent  of  the  value  of  the 
property,  not  exceeding  the  sum  insured.  It  is 
only  in  a  case  in  which  the  Interest  of  the  as- 
sured becomes  entirely  extinct  that  the  policy 
becomes  altogether  void.  Parting  with  a  por- 
tion of  his  interest  will  not  work  such  a  result." 

A  moiety  of  a  building  Insured  was  conveyed 
in  fee,  the  grantor  reserving  a  term  of  seven 
years,  and  the  grantee  immediately  reconveyed 
the  same  to  the  grantor  in  mortgage,  and  the 
mortgagor  demised  them  to  the  mortgagee  and 
another  for  seven  years,  reserving  rent.  It 
was  contended  that  the  plalntifT  at  the  time  of 
Ihc  loss  had  no  Interest  in  the  building  origin- 
ally insured  by  him  by  the  policy.  '  It  was  held 
that  his  Interest  In  the  part  remained  the  snme. 
and  perhaps  substantially,  and  for  the  purpose 
of  repelling  the  objection  that  it  was  a  gam- 
62  L.  R.  A. 


Ing  contract,  was  to  be  considered  as  unaltered 
In  the  whole  of  the  premises  Insured.  Stetson 
V.  Massachusetts  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  4  Mass.  330, 
3  Am.  Dec.  217. 

IV.  Policiea    on   fluctuating   property 

a.  In  store  or  on  farm. 

Policies  on  shifting  and  changing  property, 
as  merchandise  or  crops,  are  generally  held 
valid  and  .  binding,  although  the  property 
burned  may  not  be  the  same  as  that  owned  at 
the  time  of  the  insurance.  Such  policies  are 
usually  recognized  as  valid  without  discussion 
as  to  the  reasons  therefor.  This  seems  to  be 
an  exception  to  the  general  rule  requiring  that 
the  Insured  must  have  an  insurable  interest  in 
the  property  at  the  time  of  the  Insurance  and 
also  at  the  time  of  the  loss.  But  It  may  be 
sustained  by  treating  the  Interest  as  a  present* 
interest  In  a  "shifting  stock,"  rather  than  fu- 
ture stock,  it  being  the  Intention  that  the  stork 
sold  shall  be  Immediately  replaced.  In  tbls 
view  the  policy  Is  not  on  a  future  Interest,  but 
upon  a  present  interest  In  definitely  descrlt)ed 
pro];)erty  with  an  Insurance  contract  for  substi- 
tution of  other  property. 

A  policy  of  Insurance  on  a  stock  of  goods  cov- 
ers, not  only  the  original  stock,  but  new  goods 
purchased  to  replace  those  sold  In  the  course 
of  trade.  Peoria  M.  &  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Anapow, 
45  111.  86,  51  111.  283 ;  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Rothchlld,  82  111.'  166 ;  Whltwell  t.  Putnam 
F.  Ins.  Co.  6  Lans.  166. 

And  where  gas  meters  and  fixtures  were  In- 
jured to  the  amount  of  $2,000,  a  part  of  which 
was  on  gas  meters  and  fixtures  placed  at  the 
date  of  the  policy,  and  a  part  on  those  which 
were  established  afterwards.  It  was  held  that 
the  policies  on  fixtures  placed  or  to  be  placed, 
and  a  policy  on  gas  meters  placed  or  to  be 
placed  in  the  city  of  New  York,  covered  alt 
fixtures  to  the  amount  of  the  insurance,  wheth- 
er erected  before  or  after  the  date  of  the  policy. 
New  York  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Mechanics'  F.  Ins. 
Co.  2  Hall,  108. 

And  whei-e  the  application  for  Insurance  on 
goods  stated  their  value  to  be  from  $2,000  to 
$3,000,  and  covenanted  that  the  application  was 
a  full  and  true  exposition  of  all  the  facts  In 
relation  to  the  condition,  situation,  value,  and 
risk  of  the  property,  It  was  held  that  the  pol- 
icy, being  an  open  one,  was  not  void,  although 
the  Insured  knew  that  he  had  not  goods  on 
hand  at  the  time  of  the  Insurance  to  the  amount 
of  $2,000,  If  such  representation  was  made  In 
good  faith  that  the  stock,  added  to  that  on 
hand,  should  range  from  $2,000  to  $3.0CK). 
Lee  V.  Howard- F.  Ins.  Co.  11  Cush.  324.  In 
this  case  it  was  said :  "The  subject  of  Insur- 
ance Is  merchandise  to  be  s6ld  from  time  to 
time  at  auction,  the  amount  of  which  must  be 
varying  necessarily  from  day  to  day.  Nor  «*an 
the  statement  of  the  exact  amount  be  material, 
even  If  It  were  practicable,  as  by  the  terms  of 
the  contract  the  Insurers  are  not  liable  In  anr 
event  for  more  than  three  quarters  of  the  rash 
value  of  the  property  insured  at  the  time  of  the 
loss.** 

And  a  policy  Issued  on  a  bam  and  the  grain 
therein  or  In  stack.  In  the  town  of  C.  was  held 
to  apply  to  the  grain  raised  and  stacked  on 
an  additional  tract  In  said  town.  Sawyer  v. 
Dodge  County  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  37  Wis.  503. 

And  where  the  policy  covered  the  entire 
stock  of  retail  goods  that  was  sold  on  execution, 
and  the  purchaser  from  the  sheriff  then  ob- 
tained the  consent  of  the  insurance  company 
for  an  assignment  of  the  policy,  and  a  loss 
occurred.   It  was  held  that  the  clause   In  the 
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policy  providing  that  a  transfer  of  the  Interest 
of  the  insured  without  the  written  consent  of 
the  Insurer  should  render  the  policy  yoid  did 
not  avoid  the  policy,  although  the  assignee  did 
not  disclose  to  the  insurance  company  what 
Interest  he  had  in  the  property.  Hooper  ▼. 
JJudson  River  F.  Ins.  Co.  17  N.  Y.  424,  Affirm- 
ing 15  Barb.  413.  In  this  case  the  court  said 
it  is  intended  that  the  policy  should  cover  to 
the  amount  of  the  insurance -any  goods  of  the 
description  in  the  policy  which  from  time  to 
time  might  be  in  the  store.  Any  other  con- 
ftrnction  of  the  policy  would  render  it  worth- 
less, and  the  sale  by  the  insured  did  not  ren- 
der the  policy  void.  The  court  further  said: 
"After  the  sale,  and  previous  to  the  assign- 
•aent  of  the  i>olicy  to  the  purchasers,  the  effect 
of  the  policy  as  an  indemnity  was  suspended, 
not  from  any  vice  in  the  policy,  but  from  the 
ateence  of  a  subject  for  It  to  act  upon.  Had  a 
Are  occurred  during  this  time,  no  recovery  could 
.have  been  had  against  the  underwriters,  not 
because  the  policy  had  become  void,  but  be- 
cause the  Insured  had  suffered  no  loss.  The 
ov^naers  of  the  goods  would  have  had  no  claim 
for  the  reason  that  at  the  time  they  had  no  in- 
terest Id  the  policy;  yet  the  policy  still  con- 
tinned  to  be  a  valid,  subsisting  contract  in  the 
bands  of  the  assured,  and  had  they  subsequent- 
ly purcliased  the  same  goods  or  other  goods, 
and  brought  them  Into  the  store,  they  would 
have  been  covered  by  it.  And  having  been  as- 
signed to  the  plaintiff  by  consent  of  the  com- 
pany, he  took  the  place  of  the  insured,  and  the 
policy  reattached  to  the  goods.  The  plaintiff, 
therefore,  was  clearly  entitled  to  recover." 
.  And  where  a  policy  was  on  a  store  and  $200 
on  the  stock  of  goods  therein  for  the  period 
of  six  years,  and  the  assured  sold  all  the  goods 
and  leased  the  store  by  parol  to  the  purchaser, 
vlio  occupied  the  same  for  about  six  months, 
whra  the  assured  took  back  the  store  and  the 
remaining  goods,  the  policy  applied  to  the  goods 
en  iiand,  although  the  policy  provided,  *'when 
the  property  insured  shall  be  alienated  by  sale 
or  otherwise  the  policy  should  thereupon  be 
void.**  Lane  v.  Maine  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  12  Me. 
44,  28  Am.  Dec.  150.  In  this  case  the  court 
said:  "A  construction  limiting  the  policy  to 
ihe  goods  actually  In  the  store  at  the  time  the 
insurance  was  affected  would  defeat  the  very 
object  of  the  insured,  and  so  it  must  be  under- 
stood by  the  insurer.  The  plaintiff's  business 
was  a  trade — ^the  Tending  of  goods  from  his 
store.  .  .  .  The  risk  of  the  assured  was  to 
continue  six  years  and  the  assurers  assumed 
that  risk  to  the  amount  of  $200  on  the  goods  in 
the  store.  Both  parties  must  have  understood 
this  to  mean  on  goods  which  may  be  in  the 
store  at  any  time  during  the  continuance  of 
the  policy." 

So,  goods  sub^uently  purchased  by  the  re- 
tiring members  of  the  firm,  who  acquired  the 
interest  of  a  retiring  partner,  were  held  to  be 
within  the  protection  of  the  policy,  where  a 
changing  stock  of  goods  was  insured  by  a  firm, 
and  one  of  its  members  retired.  Hoffman  v. 
J^tna  F.  Ins.  Co.  32  N.  Y.  405,  88  Am.  Dec. 
337.  In  this  case  the  court  said :  "The  terms 
of  the  proviso  are  that  the  policy  shall  be  null 
and  void,  'if  the  said  property  shall  be  sold 
and  conveyed.*  But  these  words  are,  them- 
selves, vague  and  indeterminate.  Are  they  to 
be  nndo^ood  in  their  largest  sense,  without 
restriction  or  limitation?  Clearly  not;  for  we 
find,  on  referring  to  other  portions  of  the  pol- 
icy, that  It  was  Issued  to  the  assured  as  mer- 
(^nta  and  that  it  covered  a  stock  of  goqds 
vhich  It  was  their  business  to  sell  from  day  to 
day.  Is  the  proviso  applicable  to  the  particu- 
lar goods  in  the  store  at  the  date  of  the  insur- 
ance?   Such  a  construction  would  not  only  de- 


feat  the  purpose  of  protecting  a  fluctuating 
stock,  but  it  would  annul  the  policy  at  once,  for 
It  would  bring  the  first  mercantile  sale  at  the 
counter  within  the  terms  of  the,  condition. 
What  description  of  sales  and  conveyances, 
then,  did  the  parties  contemplate  when  tbi% 
provision  was  framed?  Evidently  such,  and 
such  only,  as  would  transfer  the  proprietary  in- 
terest of  those  with  whom  the  insurers  con- 
tracted, to  others  with  whom  they  had  not  con- 
sented to  contract." 

An  insurance  against  fire,  effected  on  a  cer- 
tain quantity  of  coal,  covers,  not  only  the  coal 
deposited  at  the  time,  but  that  deposited  since, 
and  covers  also  the  risk  arising  from  the  spon- 
taneous combustion  of  such  coal.  British 
American  Ins.  Co.  v.  Joseph,  9  Lower  Can.  Rep. 
448,  4  Bennett's  Fire  Jns.  Cas.  161. 

In  Bradbury  v.  Fire  Ins.  Asso.  80  Me.  396, 
15  Atl.  34,  in  discussing  an  insurance  policy 
on  a  livery  stable  and  contents,  it  was  said: 
"From  the  nature  of  the  plaintiff's  business  it 
must  have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  the 
parties  that  the  chattels  named  must  be 
changed  from  time  to  time  during  the  year, — 
some  sold,  some  worn  out,  some  destroyed  by 
accident,  and  others  put  in  to  take  their 
places." 

The  complaint  should  allege  that  the  Insured 
had  an  interest  in  the  property  insured  and  to  . 
what  amount,  at  the  commencement  of  the  risk 
and  at  tlie  time  of  the  loss ;  but  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  state  the  plaintiff's  title  to,  and  own- 
ership in,  the  property  insured  against  loss  by 
hre.  Aurora  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  46  Ind. 
315.  The  court  said :  "The  complaint  need 
not  be  more  specific  in  the  description  of  the 
property  insured  than  the  policy.  The  proof 
will  of  necessity  show  the  items  of  the  loss  and 
their  value  and  the  extent  and  nature  of  the 
Interest."  The  policy  in  this  case  did  not 
enumerate  specific  articles,  but  covered  classes 
of  property,  as  stock  of  manufactured  and  un- 
manufactured tobacco,  extracts,  and  machin- 
ery. 

In  Queen  Ins.  Co.  v.  Leonard,  9  Ohio  C.  C. 
46,  a  petition  setting  forth  that  the  plaintiff, 
being  the  owner  of  a  stock  of  goods,  was  in- 
sured by  the  defendant  against  loss  by  fire  to 
it,  and  setting  forth  the  loss  by  its  destruction 
by  fire,  was  held  to  sufficiently  allege  owner- 
ship in  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  loss. 
This  complaint  shop  id  have  been  more  specific 
to  accord  with  the  Johnson  Case,  46  Ind.  315. 

b.  Held  by  bailees  or  warehouBemen, 

Policies  on  property  held  by  bailees,  factors, 
carriers,  warehousemen,  and  commission  mer- 
chants are  generally  sustained,  although  the 
same  property  may  not  be  controlled  by  them 
at  the  time  of  the  fire  as  at  the  time  of  the  in- 
surance. This  is  usually  on  the  ground  that 
the  insurer  has  a  special  lien,  and  therefore  has 
a  presc'nt  interest  himself,  and  that,  as  regards 
the  interest  of  the  other  party,  the  insured  is 
a  trustee  for  his  interest.  The  intention  of  the 
parties  as  gathered  from  the  contract  controls. 
Western  &  A.  Pipe  Lines  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  145 
Pa.  346,  22  Atl.  665;  Waring  v.  Indemnity  F. 
Ins.  Co.  45  N.  Y.  609,  6  Am.  Rep.  146;  Rich- 
mond V.  Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co.  79  N.  Y.  239 ;  De- 
Forest  V.  Fulton  F.  Ins.  Co.  1  Hall,  84  ;  Home 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Baltimore  Warehouse  Co.  93  U.  S. 
541.  23  L.  ed.  868;  London  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Glyn,  1  BI.  &  El.  602,  28  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  188, 
5  Jur.  N.  S.  1004 ;  Waters  v.  Monarch  Fire  ft 
Life  AsRur.  Co.  5  El.  &  Bi.  870,  25  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
N.  S.  102,  2  Jur.  N.  S.  875 ;  Lancaster  Mills  v. 
Merchants'  Cotton-Press  &  Storage  Co.  89  Tenn. 
1,  14  S.  W.  317  :  California  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Union 
CompVess  Co.  133  U.  S.  409,  33  L.  ed.  735,  10 
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Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  365 :  Pelzer  Mfg.  Co.  ▼.  Sun  Fire 
Oflic-e,  36  S.  C.  213,  15  S.  E.  562;  SIter  v. 
Morrs,  13  Pa.  218;  /Etuji  Ins.  Co.  v.  Jackson, 
16  B.  Mon.  242 ;  Hough  v.  People's  F.  Ins.  Co. 
36  Md.  898;  Fire  Ins.  Asso.  v.  Merchants'  & 
•Miners'  Ti-ansp.  Co.  66  Md.  339,  59  Am.  Rep. 
162,  7  Atl.  905 ;  De  Forest  v.  Fulton  F.  Ins.  Co. 
1  Hall,  84  :  Fireman's  Fund  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  West- 
ern Refrigerating  Co.  55  III.  App.  329. 

A  carrier  insuring  goods  "for  account  of 
whom  it  ma3'  concern"  may  maintain  an  action 
for  loss  in  his  own  name,  and  after  satisfying 
his  claim  hold  the  balance  as  trustee  for  the 
owner  of  the  goods.  Fire  Ins.  Asso.  y.  Mer- 
chants' &  Miners'  Transp.  Co.  66  Md.  339,  59 
Am.  Rep.  162,  7  Atl.  905. 

And  a  carrier  has  such  an  insurable  Interest 
in  goods  Intrusted  to  him  for  carriage  that  he 
may  insure,  not  only  his  Interest,  but  the  value 
of  the  goods,  and  may  collect  the  whole  value ; 
and,  after  paying  the  interest,  he  will  huld  the 
surplus  in  trust  for  the  owner.  Lancaster 
Mills  V.  Merchants'  Cotton-Press  &  Storage  Co. 
89  Tenn.  1,  14  S.  \V.  317. 

A  policy  was  Issued  to  carriers  for  £1,500 
"on  goods  their  own  and  in  trust  as  carriers" 
In  a  certain  warehouse.  It  was  held  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  policy  that  the  whole  value  of  the 
goods  in  the  warehouse  in  the  carriers'  posses- 
sion was  insured,  and  a  recovery  was  allowed 
for  the  value  of  the  goods  when  burned,  and 
not  merely  their  interest  In  the  goods,  and  the 
carriers  were  held  to  be  trustees  for  the  own- 
ers of  the  amount  thus  recovered,  after  de- 
ducting their  charge  as  carriers.  London  & 
N.  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Glyn,  1  131.  &  Kl.  652,  28  L.  J. 
Q.  R.  X.  S.  188,  5  Jur.  N.  S.  1004.  In  this  case 
the  policy  was  Issued  in  1854,  and  a  test  case 
was  made  as  to  goods  received  in  1857. 

In  ^'orth  British  &  Mercantile  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Moffatt,  L.  R.  7  C.  P.  25,  41  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S. 
1,  25  L.  T.  X.  S.  662,  20  Week.  Hep.  114  ;  5 
Bennett's  Fire  Ins.  Cas.  381,  infra,  the  case 
of  London  &  X.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Glyn,  1  El.  &  El. 
652,  28  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  188,  5  Jur.  N.  S.  1004, 
was  distinguished,  the  court  saying  that  In  that 
case  the  insurance  extended  to  "goods  in  trust 
or  on  commission"  generally,  but  was  limited  in 
this  case  to  goods  "for  which  they  (the  as- 
sured) are  responsible." 

Where  it  was  claimed  that  a  policy  was  void 
because  issued  to  warehousemen  on  wheat,  who 
had  Issued  certificates  covering  more  wheat 
than  was  in  the  warehouse,  it  was  held  that 
It  woQld  not  follow  that  the  warehousemen  had 
no  insurable  interest  at  the  time  In  the  proper- 
ty, as  they  occupied  the  position  of  warehouse- 
men In  possession  of  the  wheat  and  as  bailees 
had  duties  in  respect  to  the  care  and  custody 
of  the  property  and  an  interest  which  was  the 
subject  of  insurance.  The  insurance  was  on 
wheat  in  bulk  in  the  elevator,  without  any 
speclAcation  of  the  persons  in  whom  the  title 
was  vested.  The  court  further  holds  that  there 
was  no  finding  that  the  warehousemen  were  not 
the  owners  of  the  wheat  in  the  elevator  when 
the  insurance  was  effected.  Richmond  v.  Xlag- 
ara  F.  Ins.  Co.  79  X.  Y.  230. 

And  where  a  policy  was  taken  out  by  a  ware- 
houseman "on  cotton  in  bales  stored  In  their 
warehouse"  It  was  held  that  a  warehouseman 
has  an  Insurable  Interest  in  the  property  stored 
in  the  warehouse  to  Indemnify  himself  against 
any  liability  which  he  may  incur  by  reason  of 
his  relation  as  warehouseman ;  and  where  he, 
by  special  contract,  assumes  a  more  extended 
liability,  he  may  Indemnify  himself  by  taking 
out  insurance  upon  the  property  for  which  he 
has  assumed  such  liability.  Pelzer  Mfg.  Co.  ▼. 
Sun  Fire  Office.  36  S.  C.  213,  15  S.  E.  562. 

And  an  insurance  was  taken  out  by  ware- 
housemen "on  merchandise  their  own  or  held 
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in  trust,  or  in  which  they  have  an  Interest  or 
liability,"  contained  in  a  designated  ware- 
house, and  a  loss  occurred.  It  was  held  that 
the  policy  covered  the  merchandise  In  storage, 
and  not  merely  the  Interest  or  claim  of  the 
bailee,  and  the  assured  was  allowed  to  recover 
the  entire  value,  holding  the  remainder  after 
paying  the  loss  as  trustee  for  the  owners. 
Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Baltimore  Warehouse  Co.  93 
U.  S.  541,  23  L.  ed.  868.  In  this  case  the  pol- 
icy was  Issued  in  18G9,  and  the  property  that 
w^as  burned  was  received  in  the  w^arehouse  'In 
1870. 

A  policy  Issued  to  a  storage  company  "on 
poultry  and  packages  for  same,  their  own  or 
held  by  them  in  trust  or  on  commission,  or  sold 
but  not  delivered,  contained,"  is  not  a  speci^c 
insurance  on  the  articles  then  in  storage,  but 
covers  constantly  changing  articles.  Fire- 
man's Fund  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Western  Refrigerating 
Co    55  III.  App.  329. 

An  agent  or  consignee  having  property  of 
his  principal  in  his  possession,  and  responsible 
for  it,  may  Insure  it  in  his  own  name,  and.  in 
case  of  loss,  recover  full  value,  holding  all  in 
excess  of  his  own  interest  in  trust  for  the  own- 
ers of  the  property.  JEtna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Jackson, 
16  B.  Mon.  242.  This  policy  contained  an 
additional  clause,  "for  account  of  whom  it  may 
concern."  The  court  said  "that  hogs  and 
meat  in  the  establishment  and  the  ownership 
of  them  would,  of  course,  vary  from  time  to 
time." 

A  person  having  goods  In  his  possession  as 
consignee  or  on  commission  may  Insure  them 
In  his  own  namei  <uid  in  the  event  of  loss  re- 
cover the  full  amount  of  the  insurance,  and, 
after  satisfying  his  own  claim,  hold  the  bal- 
ance as  trustee  for  the  owner.  Hough  v.  Peo- 
ple's F.  Ins.  Co.  116  Md.  398. 

And  a  commission  merchant  may  Insnre  in 
his  own  name  goods  deposited  for  sale,  and  may 
recover  the  value  in  case  of  loss  by  an  action 
In  his  own  name.  Do  Forest  v.  Fulton  F.  Ins. 
Co.  1  Hall,  84.  In  this  case  it  was  claimed 
by  the  insurers  that  recovery  could  only  be  had 
on  the  policy  for  advances  with  interest  and 
commission  chari^s  due  at  the  time  of  the  fire. 
The  court  said:  "Under  It  the  Insurers  will 
be  answerable  for  loss  or  damage  by  fire  with- 
in the  terms  of  the  insurance  to  whatever  mer- 
chandise or  property  may  happen  to  be  in  the 
warehouse  at  the  time  of  the  fire,  and  be  then 
held  by  the  assured,  as  general  or  special  own- 
er, without  regard  to  the  time  of  bis  receipt  of 
the  goods  in  store,  or  the  persons  who  may  be 
interested  in  them.** 

So,  where  a  policy  of  insurance  was  taken 
out  by  commission  merchants  upon  goods  "sold 
but  not  removed,"  it  was  held  to  cover  all  gixids 
which,  having  once  belonged  to  the  insurers, 
or  having  been  held  by  them  oii  commission,  bad 
been  fully  sold  and  technically  delivered,  the 
title  and  the  right  of  possession  changed,  the 
artlcies  not  yet  actually  removed  from  the 
place  of  storage.  Waring  ▼.  Indemnity  F.  Ins. 
Co.  45  N.  Y.  609,  6  Am.  Rep.  146.  The  court 
said:  "If  the  plaintiffs  had  a  shifting  policy, 
which  would  change  with  their  daily  transac- 
tions in  the  property,  and  cover  it  to-day  as  In 
the  ownership  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  next  day 
as  that  held  by  them  in  trust  or  on  commission, 
and  the  next  as  that  of  some  complete  vendee 
who  had  not  yet  had  the  time  or  the  occasion 
to  remove  it,  much  time,  trouble,  care,  and  ex- 
pense would  be  saved  to  customers,  and  thus 
would  arise  a  persuasive  inducement  for  dealers 
to.  become  the  vendees  of  these  plaintiffs." 

Under  a  policy  issued  to  a  commission  mer- 
chant on  goods  as  well  the  property  of  the  in- 
sured as  held  by  them  in  trust  or  on  commis- 
sion, the  insurers  will  be  answerable  for  loss 
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or  damage  by  flre  within  the  terms  of  the  in- 
trance  to  whatever  merchandise  or  property 
may  happen  to  be  In  the  warehouse  at  the  time 
of  the  fire,  and  be  then  held  by  the  assured  as 
general  or  special  ovyner  without  regard  to  the 
time  of  his  receipt  of  the  goods  in  the  store  or 
the  person  who  may  be  Interested  in  them.  De 
Forest  t.  Fulton  F.  Ins.  Co.  1  Hall,  84. 

In  Siter  y.  Morrs.  13  Pa.  218,  it  was  held 
that  a  policy  of  Insurance  against  flre,  cover- 
ing ^'merchandise  generally,  and  without  ex- 
ception, their  own.  or  held  in  trust  or  on  con- 
signment/* applies  to  household  furniture, 
wearing  apparel,  and  books  held  on  deposit 
sobject  to  the  order  of  the  owner.  The  owner 
can  recover  of  the  assured  his  share  of  the 
amount  paid  after  loss.  The  case  does  not 
show  when  the  goods  were  stored  with  reference 
to  the  date  of  the  policy. 

And  where  a  policy  was  Issued  upon  oil,  to 
a  pipe-line  company,  with  knowledge  of  the 
corporate  powers  and  business  of  the  company 
In  storage  and  transportation  of  oil,  It  was  held 
that,  although  the  Insured  was  not  the  absolute 
owner  of  the  oil  when  It  was  burned,  yet,  be- 
ing bound  by  its  contract  with  its  customers  to 
protect  them  against  loss  by  flre,  the  Insured, 
to  the  extent  of  the  value  of  the  oil,  had  an 
insurable  Interest,  and  In  a  certain  sense  was 
a  quasi  owner  of  the  oil.  Western  &  A.  Pipe 
Unea  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  145  Pa.  346.  22  Atl. 
€65.  In  this  case  the  court  said  that  the  de- 
fendant, having  insured  the  oil  without  any 
representation  as  to  the  quantum  of  plaintiff's 
Interest,  must  be  considered  as  having  Insured 
It  against  any  loss  which  the  plaintiff  will  suf- 
fer by  fire. 

So,  where  a  policy  was  taken  out  by  a  com- 
press company  on  cotton  "their  own  or  held 
by  them  In  trust,  or  on  commission,'*  It  was 
€oni*eded  that  this  policy  covered  the  owner's 
interei't,  but  it  was  contended  that  railway 
companies,  which  had  issued  bills  of  lading, 
and  which  had  been  held  liable  as  carriers  for 
negligence  resulting  in  flre,  were  not  benefi- 
ciaries ;  but  it  was  held  that  they  had  an  in- 
surable interest,  having  outstanding  bills  of 
lading,  and  to  that  extent  were  the  owners  of 
the  cotton  which  was  held  in  trust  for  them  by 
the  compress  company.  California  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Cnlon  Compress  Co.  133  U.  S.  409,  33  L.  ed. 
735,  10  Sap.  Ct.  Rep.  365. 

And  where  the  insured  was  described  as  a 
com  and  flour  factor,  and  the  policy  was  on 
goods  In  his  warehouse  and  on  "goods  in  trust 
or  on  commission,"  and  the  insured  had  a  lien 
on  the  goods  for  the  charges  for  cartage  and 
warehouse  rent,  and  no  charge  was  made  to 
customers  for  insurance,  nor  were  they  in- 
formed of  Its  existence,  It  was  held  that  the 
insured  was  entitled  to  recover  the  entire  value 
of  the  goods  lost  on  the  ground  that  they  were 
held  by  him  for  his  customers  in  trust  within 
the  meaning  of  the  policy.  Waters  v.  Monarch 
Fire  k  Life  Assur.  Co.  5  El.  &  Bl.  870,  25  L. 
J.  Q.  B.  X.  S.  102,  2  Jur.  N.  S.  375. 

But  a  policy  on  "merchandise  in  trust  or  on 
commission,  for  which  they  are  responsible,"  In 
a  certain  wareh(/Use,  was  heic^  not  to  Include 
tea  which  had  been  sold  and  paid  for  before 
the  fire.  North  British  &  Mercantile  Ins.  Co. 
▼.  Moffatt,  L.  R.  7  C.  P.  25,  41  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S. 
1.  25  L.  T.  N.  S.  662,  20  Week.  Rep.  114,  5 
Bennett's  F.  Ins.  Cas.  381.  In  this  case  the 
^rourt  said  that  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
flre  the  property  in  the  teas  had  passed  to  the 
vendees,  and  the  teas  were  then  at  the  risk  of 
th»  defendants,  who  had  no  longer  any  inter- 
est la  them  or  responsibility  to  the  vendees  in 
respect  of  them  In  case  of  flre.  This  was  an 
art  ion  by  the  insurance  company  claiming  to 
have  paid  an  excess  of  insurance. 
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And  the  owner  of  cloth,  who  had  not  ratified 
or  claimed  any  interest  in  a  policy  until  after 
the  manufacturer  settled  with  the  Insurance 
company,  was  not  entitled  to  recover  any  share 
of  the  Insurance  money,  where  a  manufacturer 
of  clothing  obtained  Insurance  upon  his  own 
goods  and  goods  held  by  him  In  trust,  and  a  loss 
occurred  of  greater  value  to  his  goods  than  the 
whole  amount  of  the  Insurance.  StlUwell  v. 
Staples,  19  N.  Y.  401. 

And  under  a  policy  providing  that  It  will  not 
cover  goods  held  on  commission  unless  they 
were  so  declared,  If  the  assured  does  not  de- 
clare that  the  goods  or  any  part  of  them  sped* 
fled  In  the  application  were  held  by  them  In 
trust  or  on  commission,  goods  held  on  commis- 
sion or  in  trust  will  not  be  covered  by  the  pol- 
icy.    Baltimore  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Loney,  20  Md.  20. 

On  a  policy  issued  to  commission  merchants  • 
on  a  stock  of  produce  held  by  them  in  trust  on 
consignment,  sold  but  not  delivered,  no  stock 
which  from  time  to  time  might  be  added  to  that 
existing  when  the  Insurance  was  effected  would 
be  covered  by  this  policy  until  it  reached  the 
building.  Todd  v.  Germania  F.  Ins.  Co.  1  Mo. 
App.  472. 

In  Clark  V.  Western  Assur.  Co.  25  U.  C.  Q.  B. 
209,  where  an  Insurance  was  effected  on  a  ware- 
house receipt  from  one  F.  for  2,000  bushels  of 
wheat  as  in  store  for  him  subject  to  his  order 
in  F.*s  warehouse,  it  was  held  that.  In  order 
to  recover,  it  was  not  necessary  to  prove  that 
the  Identical  wheat  Insured  was  destroyed,  but 
that  the  quantity  claimed  for  must  have  been 
in  the  warehouse  under  F.'s  control  during  the 
whole  period  between  the  Insurance  and  the 
flre.  (This  seems  hardly  consistent  with  the 
usual  rule  in  such  cases.  For  if  strictly  ap- 
plied, and  Insurance  Is  taken  out  on  a  full  ware- 
house, the  flrst  shipment  would  avoid  the  pol- 
icy, although  the  bins  might  be  reflUed  the  next 
day  or  the  next  week.)  In  this  case  the  com- 
plaint stated  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of 
effecting  a  policy  on  wheat  in  a  certain  ware- 
house, and  thence  until  and  at  the  time  of  the 
loss,  was  Interested  in  the  property  to  the 
amount  insured,  and  the  plea  denied  that  at 
the  time  of  the  loss  he  was  Interested  as  al- 
leged. It  was  held  that  it  was  not  admitted 
that  the  plaintiff  at  the  date  of  the  policy  had 
in  the  warehouse  the  quantity  mentioned  in  the 
receipt,  and  that,  in  the  absence  of  proof  as  to 
the  extent  of  his  Interest,  he  would  be  entitled 
only  to  nominal  damages. 

And  where  the  application  was,  "our  proper- 
ty, which  we  describe  as  follows :  No.  1  $3,- 
000  on  stock  in  trade  consisting  of  grain,  guano, 
and  sajt  in  forwarding  house,"  and  the  assured 
bought  and  sold  grain,  guano,  and  salt  on  their 
own  account  and  sold  fertilizers  on  commission, 
and  after  the  flre  they  wrote  a  letter  stating 
thPt  they  did  not  think  the  fertilizers  were  cov- 
ered by  the  policy,  it  was  held  that  the  plain- 
tiffs could  not  take  out  a  policy  to  Insure  their 
own  property,  and  then  appropriate  it  to  the 
use  of  somebody  else  as  an  afterthought. 
IManters"  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Engle,  52  Md.  468. 

A  policy  Issued  to  commission  merchants  on 
cotton  "for  account  of  whom  it  may  concern." 
being  made  for  the  beneflt  of  the  carriers,  was 
held  not  to  inure  to  the  beneflt  of  the  owners 
of  the  cotton.  Steele  v.  Franklin  F.  Ins.  Co.  17' 
Pa.  290.  In  this  case  the  court  said :  "All 
the  authorities  go  to  show  that  the  Intention 
of  the  party  effecting  an  insurance,  at  the  time 
of  doing  so,  ought  to  lead  and  govern  the  future 
use  of  It,  and  that  no  one  can,  by  any  subse- 
quent act,  entitle  himself  to  the  beneflt  of  It 
without  showing  that  his  Interest  was  Intended 
to  be  embraced  by  It  when  it  was  made.  This 
rule  has  special  application  to  Insurances  made 
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*for  account  of  whom  It  may  concern/  and, 
where  these  terme  are  used  in  the  policy,  it  Is 
not  sufficient  for  the  party  who  claims  the  bene- 
fit of  the  insurance  to  show  merely  that  he  la 
the  owner  of.  or  has  an  insurable  Interest  in, 
the  goods.  He  must  show  that  he  caused  the 
Insurance  to  be  effected  for  his  benefit,  or « that 
it  was  intended,  at  the  time,  for  his  security.** 
In  Todd  y.  Liverpool  &  L.  ft  G.  Ins.  Co.  20  U. 
C.  C.  P.  523,  where  a  warehouseman  insured 
certain  wheat  and  assigned  the  policy  to  a  bank* 
to  which  he  gave  a  warehouse  receipt,  it  was 
held  that  the  bank  had  no  insurable  interest, 
as  the  receipt  was  signed  by  his  clerk,  who  was 
not  a  warehouseman,  under  Can.  Con.  Stat, 
chap.  04,  S  S,  providing  for  banks  making  ad- 
vances on  grain  on  receipts  signed  by  ware- 
housemen. 

• 

v.  Summary. 

The  general  rule  is  that  the  Insured  must  at 
the  time  of  insurance,  and  also  at  the  time  of 
the  loss,  have  an  insurable  interest  in  the  prop- 
erty burned  in  order  to  recover  on  a  fire  pol- 
icy :  that  an  insurance  upon  property  where  the 
Insured  has  no  interest  is  void  as  contrary  to 
public  policy  and  being  a  gambling  contract. 
The  insurance,  however,  of  a  fluctuating  stock 
of  goods  or  changing  property,  or  of  goods  held 
by  a  commission  merchant,  or  on  storage,  or 
Insured  by  a  common  carrier,  Is  almost  always 
treated  as  valid.  These  may  be  recognized  as 
exceptions  to  the  general  rule.  The  pleading 
in  actions  on  a  policy  should  show  that  the  In- 
sured had  an  interest  in  property  at  the  time 
of  the  insurance  and  at  the  time  of  loss. 

This  note  is  not  Intended  to  include  cases 
where  the  interest  of  one  partner  or  Joint  ten- 
ant is  transferred  to  a  co-owner,  nor  cases  in- 
volving only  the  question.  Did  the  insured  have 
an  insurable  interest? — although  this  latter 
must  necessarily  be  often  involved  in  the  cases 
I'ited  abore.  I.  T. 


John  W.  HAMPTON  et  al,  Trustees  of  Un- 
ion Methodist  Protestant  Church  of  West 
Berlin, 

V, 

HARTFORD     FIRE     INSURANCE     COM- 
PANY, Plff.  in  Err. 

*1.  Forfeiture  clauaen  in  Insurance 
policies  are  not  favored  in  the  law.  The 
rule  as  to  them  in  this  state  Is  settled.  The 
court  will  never  seek  for  a  construction  of  a 
forfeiture  clause  which  will  sustain  it  if  one 
which  will  defeat  It  Is  reasonably  deducible 
from  the  word  or  terms  used. 

2.  The  words  <<occnpled"  and  "nnoccn- 
pled''  In  a  policy  of  insurance  will  be 
given  force  with  reference  to  the  nature  and 
character  of  the  building,  the  purposes  for 
which  it  Is  designed,  and  the  uses  contem- 
plated by  the  parties  as  expressed  in  the 
contract.     The   construction   given  to    these 

*Headnotes  by  Fonx,  J. 


NoTK. — As  to  what  constitutes  vacancy  or 
nonoccupancy  of  a  building,  see  prior  cases  in 
this  series,  of  Halpln  v.  Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A. 
(N.  Y.)  8  L.  R.  A.  79,  and  note:  Continental 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Kyle  (Ind.)  9  L.  R.  A.  81,  and  note; 
Llmbiirg  v.  German  F.  Ins.  Co.  (Iowa)  23  L. 
R.  A.  99 ;  Moody  ▼.  Amazon  Ins.  Co.  (Ohio)  26 
L.  K.  A.  313. 
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words  as  applied  to  a  dwelling  will  not  cover 
a  barn,  a  mill,  a  sawmill,  a  factory,  or 
school  houses,  music  halls,  theaters,  or 
churches. 

8.  A  chnrcli  bnlldlnar  kept  for  use  for 
lite  purposes  for  'which  It  is  designed, 
and  used  as  occasion  presents,  and  as  tbe 
convenience  of  the  congregation  may  require, 
and  no  Intent  appearing  to  abandon  it  for 
the  purposes  of  its  use  by  the  temporary 
periods  of  nonuser,  even  though  such  periods 
exceed  the  ten-day  limit  in  a  policy,  is  nbt 
per  86  leaving  the  church  building  vacant  aod 
unoccupied,  within  the  forfeiture  clause  of 
the  policy ;  and  upon  such  proof  alone  a  non> 
suit  was  rightly  refused. 

4.  'IVliere  there  la  a  conflict  in  the  tes- 
timony, whether  there  is  occupancy  or  non- 
occupancy  is  a  Question  of  fact  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  Jury. 

(November  20,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Camden 
County  to  review  a  jud|?nient  in  favor 
of  plaintiir  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
the  amount  alleged,  to  be  due  on  a  policy  of 
fire  insurance.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  James  Buohanai^  for  plainti^  in 
error: 

The  church  building  in  question  being  va- 
cant and  unoccupied  upwards  of  ten  day 5 
next  before  the  fire,  the  policy  was  avoidctl, 
and  for  that  reason  the  motion  for  a  non- 
suit, or  for  a  directed  verdict,  should  have 
been  granted. 

Sonnehom  v.  Manufacturers*  Ins.  Co.  44 
N.  J.  L.  222,  43  Am,  Rep.  365;  Hartshornc  v. 
Agricultural  Ins.  Co.  50  N.  J.  L.  427,  U 
Atl.  615;  fferrman  v.  Adriatic  F.  Ins.  Co.  85 
N.  Y.  162,  39  Am.  Rep.  644;  Keith  v.  Quincy 
Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  10  Allen,  228;  Halpin  v. 
Phenue  Ins.  Co.  118  N.  Y.  165.  23  X.  E.  48l»; 
Halpin  v.  JEtna  F.  Ins.  Co.  120  X.  Y.  70,  2.^ 
X.  E.  988;  American  Ins.  Co.  v.  Foster,  02 
III.  334^  34  Am.  Rep.  134;  Caraher  v.  Royal 
Ins.  Co.  63  Hun,  82,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  858. 

What  is  meant  by  the  words  "vacant  or 
unoccupied,"  in  a  policy  of  insurance,  is  a 
question  of  law. 

Hartshome  v.  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.  50 
N.  J.  L.  427,  14  Atl.  615 :  Sonnehom  v.  Matt- 
ufncturers'  Ins.  Co.  44  N.  J.  L.  222,  43  Ana. 
Rep.  365;  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mcndenhally  164 
111.  458,  36  L.  R.  A.  374,  45  N.  E.  1078; 
Neiaport  Improv.  Co.  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  105 
X.  Y.  237,  67  N.  E.  475. 

Messrs.  G.  A.  Vroom  and  W.  J.  Kraft 
for  defendants  in  error. 

Forty  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  defendant  is  a  fire  insurance  company. 
By  its  policy  issued  oil  the. 20th  day  of  Au- 
gust, 1896,  in  consideration  of  $15  premium 
paid,  it  insured  the  church  property  of  which 
Uie  plaintiffs  are  the  trustees  against  loss  or 
damage  from  fire  for  a  period  of  five  years 
from  said  date.  The  property  insured  was 
described  in  the  policy  as  a  "frame  churi-h 
building  and  addition  attached  thereto,  with 
shingle  roof,  situate  at  the  northeast  corner 
of  Haddon  and  Jefferson  avenue,  in  the  vil- 
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laire  of  West  Berlin,  Camden  county,  N.  J." 
Hie  property  was  totally  destroyed  by  fire 
on  June  1,  1899,  and  due  and  timely  proof  of 
loss  WBS  made.     Subsequently,. on   July  31, 
1899,  the  defendant,  by  its  general  agents, 
notified   the   plaintiffs  in    writing,  through 
their  attorney,  that  they  denied  owing  any- 
thing on  said   policy.     Suit  was   instituted 
and    the    pleas    filed    set    up:     "(1)   The 
church  building  was  and  became  vacant  and 
unoccupied,  and  so  remained  for  upwards  of 
ten  days,  without  the  consent  in   writing 
thereto  of  the  said  defendant  being  indorsed 
upon  or  added  to  said  policy;   (2)  that  the 
hazard  was  increased  by  means  within  the 
knowledge  and  control  of  the  said  plaintiff, 
and  was  so  kept  and  continued  until  said 
loss  by  fire."    We  agree  with  the  trial  judge, 
as  to  the  second  plea,  that  there  is  no  proof 
a^  to  there  being  any  hazard,  within  the  con- 
templation of  the  policy,  proved  in  the  cause, 
unless  it  be  the  boarding  up  and  locking  of 
the  church  as  was  proved;  but  that  would 
"^m  rather  to  be  a  precaution  for  safety 
than  a  hazard.     However,  this  point  is  not 
raised  in  the  brief  of  the  defendant  except 
in  so  far  as  the  claim  that  the  chureh  was 
left  vacant  and  unoccupied  was  a  violation 
of  the  "hazard"  clause  of  the  policy.     The 
defendant's    counsel    puts   the   issues   tried 
very  fairly  in  his  brief  when  he  says:     "Tlie 
defenses  litigated  upon  the  trial  were:  First, 
that  the  building,  for  many  weeks  prior  to 
the  fire,  was  vacant  or  unoccupied,  without 
the  consent  of  the  company;  second,  that  by 
means  of  .such  vacancy  or  nonoccupancy  the 
hazard  was  increased."  It  follows,  of  course, 
therefore,  that  if  the  first  condition — ^vacancy 
or  nonoccupancy — did  not  exist,  the  second 
defense   fails.     The  attempt  of   the   defense 
is  to  defeat  the  recovery  in  the  case  by  the 
fact  that  a  forfeiture  has  occurred,  under 
the  conditions  of  the  policy,  from  the  leav- 
ing of  the  premises  vacant  or  unoccupied  ex- 
ceeding the  ten  days  allowed  by  the  policv. 
Forfeitures  of  this  class  are  not  favored  in 
the  law.     The  rule  as  to  them  in  our  state 
is  settled.     Our  courts  say :     "It  has  become 
a  settled  rule  in  the  construction  of  contracts 
of  insurance  that  policies  of  insurance  will 
be  liberallv  construed  to  uphold  the  con- 
tract;   and   conditions   contained   in    them 
which   create  forfeitures  will  be  construed 
most  strongly  against  the  insured  and  will 
never  be  exUaided  beyond  the  strict  words  of 
the  policy."    Carson  v.  Jersey  City  Ins,  Co. 
43  N.  J.  L.  300,  39  Am.  Rep.  584;  Snyder  v. 
Dwelling-House  Ins,  Co.  69  N.  J.  L.  644,  37 
Atl.  1022.    The  court  will  never  seek  for  a 
eottstruction  of  a  forfeiture  clause  in  a  pol- 
icy whioh  will  sustain  it  if  one  which  will 
defeat  it  is  reasonably  deducible  from  the 
terms  or  words  used  to  express  it.      State 
Ins,  Co.  V.  Maackens,  38  N.  J.  L.  564,  672; 
Ripley  v.  ^tna  F,  Ins,  Co,  29  Barb.  652; 
Hann  v.  fJonie  Ins,  Co,  69  N.  Y.  387 ;  1  Joyce, 
Ins.  I  220;  Hartford  F,  Ins.  Co,  v.  Walsh,  64 
111.  164,  5  Am.  Rep.  115;  May,  Ins.  2d  ed. 
{  170.    We  are  not  without  a  construction 
of  the  words  "occupied"  and  "unoccupied"  in 
this    state.     This    court    has    defined    these 
terms  and  their  application  to  buildings  in- 
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sured  by  policies  containing  them  as  fol- 
lows: *'They  are  always  to  be  construed 
with  reference  to  the  nature  and  character 
of  the  building, — the  purposes  for  which  it 
is  designed,  and  the  uses  contemplated  by  the 
parties  as  expressed  in  the  contract.  The 
occupancy  of  a  dwelling,  of  a  barn,  and  of  a 
mill  is  in  each  case  essentially  different  in 
its  scope  and  character.  The  term  'occupied' 
always  implies  a  substantial  and  practical 
use  of  the  building  for  the  purposes  for 
which  it  is  intended,  and  as  contemplated 
by  the  terms  of  the  policy."  Sonnehom  v. 
Manufacturers*  Ins.  Co.  44  N.  J.  L.  220,  223, 
43  Am.  Rep.  366.  The  same  effect  is  given 
to  these  words  by  the  New  York  court  of  ap- 
peals. Whitney  v.  Black  River  Ins.  Co,  72 
N.  Y.  117,  28  Am.  Rep.  116.  As  ^  a  dwell- 
ing house,  it  being  designed  for  occupancy  by 
human  beings,  it  is  occupied  when  human 
beings  habitually  reside  in  it,  and  unoccu- 
pied when  no  one  lives  or  dwells  in  it.  Harts- 
nome  v.  Agricultural  Ins,  Co.  50  N.  J.  L. 
430,  14  Atl.  616.  The  definition  of  "occu- 
pied," as  applied  to  a  dwelling,  will  not,  of 
course,  cover  a  barn,  a  mill,  a  sawmill,  a 
factory,  music  halls,  theaters,  or  churches. 
If  church  buildings  are  kept  for  use  for  the 
purposes  for  which  they  are  designed,  and 
used  as  occasion  presents  and  as  the  con- 
venience of  the  congregation  may  require, 
and  there  is  no  intent  shown  to  abandon 
them  for  the  purposes  of  their  use  by  the 
temporary  periods  of  nonuser,  even  though 
those  periods  may  exceed  the  ten-day  limit 
in  a  policy,  such  act  is  not  per  se  a  leaving 
of  a  church  building  vacant  and  unoccupied, 
within  the  forfeiture  clause  of  the  policy; 
and  hence  upon  such  proof  alone  a  nonsuit 
would  not  be  proper.  If,  however,  it  was  un- 
disputed under  the  evidence  in  the  cause 
that  the  premises  had  been  unoccupied  as  a 
church  for  more  than  ten  days,  without  any 
intention  or  expectation  of  resuming  wor- 
ship therein,  or  that  an  abandonment  of  its 
use  for  church  purposes  was  apparent  from 
the  dissolution  of  the  church  societv,  or  an 
unreasonable  time  of  nonoccupancy  resulting 
from  the  nonresumption  of  religious  services 
therein,  then  a  nonsuit  might  be  proper. 

The  chief  reliance  for  reversal  in  this  case 
is  in  the  refusal  of  the  trial  judge  to  take 
the  case  from  the  jury,  and  his  submitting 
as  a  ouestion  of  fact  to  the  jury  whether  the 
churcn  was  at  the  time  of  the  fire,  and  for 
ten  days  before,  vacant  or  unoccupied,  with- 
in the^  terms  of  the  policy.  We  think  the 
trial  justice  was  rignt  on  both  positions. 
Tliere  was  evidence  from  which  the  jury  in 
the  case  could  find  that  the  church  property, 
considering  its  uses,  was  not  vacant  or  unoc- 
cupied, within  the  terms  used  in  the  policy, 
as  they  should  be  applied  to  a  church  build- 
ing. Services  had  been  held  in  the  church 
until  there  was  no  minister  to  officiate, — 
about  the  1st  of  April  previous  to  the  lire. 
The  building  was  in  charge  of  the  trustees, 
and  the  president  of  the  £>ard  had  the  key, 
and  acted,  as  he  always  had,  as  the  sexton, 
visiting  it  frequently,  caring  for  it,  and  go- 
ing in  it  as  often  as  five  times  a  week.  The 
furniture  was  in  the  church,  as  was  the  or- 
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gan  used  in  worship.  There  was  no  change 
in  the  use  of  the  property,  and  there  was  no 
determination  to  nonuse  it  as  Ji  church.  The 
church  remained  ready  to  be  opened  as  soon 
as  any  one  could  be  secured  to  preach.  A 
Reverend  Mr.  Miller  it  was  supposed  was  se- 
cured to  preach  on  the  second  or  third  Sun- 
day in  May,  as  Mr.  Hampton,  the  president 
of  the  trustees,  testifies ;  and  the  churcli  was 
opened,  and  the  congregation  gathered,  as 
the  evidence  would  indicate,  but  Mr.  Miller 
did  not  appear.  Does  the  fact  that  the 
preacher  does  not  appear  cause  the  church 
to  be  unoccupied?  Is  it  possible,  in  case 
a  city  church — as  is  frequently  done — closes 
for  the  month  of  August,  and  public  worship 
is  discontinued  for  that  month,  in  case  of 
fire  after  ten  days  from  the  closing,  that  its 
insurance  is  forfeited?  Is  it  possible,  in 
case  a  church  for  any  reason  is  without  a 
pastor,  fcnd  closes  temporarily  until  some 
one  is  secured,  and  the  church  burns  after 
ten  days  from  such  closing,  that  the  church 
is  vacant  and  unoccupied,  within  the  contem- 
plation of  this  condition  in  its  policy  of  in- 
surance, and  no  recovery  for  the  loss  can  be 
had?  To  give  such  a  construction  to  a  pol- 
icy on  a  church  would  be  to  wholly  disregard 
the  contemplated  uses  of  the  property  and 
the  sensible  and  reasonable  constiiiction  to 
b^  given  to  the  term  ^'occupied"  as  applied 
to  such  property.  In  a  case  having  many  of 
the  same  facts  as  this,  and  founded  upon  the 
same  character  of  defense,  the  appellate  di- 
vision of  the  New  York  supreme  court  gave 
to  the  word  "unoccupied,  as  applied  to 
church  property,  the  construction  here  given. 
Caraher  v.  Royat  Ins.  Co.  63  Hun,  92,  17  N. 
Y.  Supp.  858.  In  Whitney  v.  Black  River 
Ins,  Co.  72  N.  Y.  117,  28  Am.  Rep.  116,  the 
building  insured  was  a  sawmill,  and  the 
court  of  appeals  of  the  state  of  New  York 
construed  the  "vacant  and  unoccupied" 
clause  in  that  policy  in  connection  with  the 
uses  for  which  the  sawmill  could  be  put.  In 
passing  upon  that  case  the  court  says:  "It 
is  quite  obvious  that  the  parties  did  not  in- 
tend by  this  provision  that  the  sawmill 
should  he  inhabited,  or  that  any  person 
should  remain  in  it  so  as  to  watch  and 
guard  it  against  fires,  in  order  that  the 
plaintiff  should  have  the  protection  of  the 
policy.  .  .  .  The  interruptions  of  the 
business  and  the  discontinuance  of  the  active 
use  of  the  sawmill  by  reason  of  low  water, 
diminished  custom,  or  derangement  of  the 
machinery,  if  held  to  be  a  violation  of  the 
condition,  and  to  create  a  vacancy  and  non- 
occupation  of  the  building  within  the  true 
meaning  of  the  condition,  would  greatly  im- 
pair the  value  of  the  contract  as  a  contract 
of  indemnity,  and  the  result  would  be  that 
the  contract  would  be  deemed  forfeited  by 
the  hjippening  of  events  which  might  rea- 
sonably have  been  anticipated,  and  which 
were  among  the  common  incidents  of  the 
business  carried  on,  on  the  insured  prem- 
ises. .  .  .  Delays  and  interruptions  in- 
cident to  the  business  of  conducting  a  saw- 
mill, although  involving  a  temporary  discon- 
tinuance of  the  active  use  of  the  mill  for 
sawing  purposes,  would  not,  we  think,  make 
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the  mill  'vacant  and  unoccupied,'  within  the 
meaning  of  the  policy.  Take  the  case  of  the 
insurance  of  a  church  building,  or  school- 
house,  or  cider  mill.  Would  the  fact  that 
the  church  was  closed  for  six  days  consecu- 
tively each  week  be  a  violation  of  the  condi- 
tion in  question,  or  would  the  schoolbouse  in 
vacation  time,  or  the  cider  mill  when  no 
apples  were  to  be  had,  be  without  the  pro- 
tection of  the  policy?  These  illustrations 
serve  to  show '  that  the  condition  against 
vacancy  and  nonoccupation  i^  to  be  con- 
strued and  applied  in  view  of  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  contract  and  of  the  ordinary 
incidents  attending  the  use  of  the  insured 
property."  It  would  be  hard  to  secure  a 
statement  of  the  principle  which  we  think 
applicable  to  the  construction  of  the  words 
"vacant  and  unoccupied,"  as  applying  to  a 
church,  of  greater  clearness  than  this  quo- 
tation from  the  New  York  court  of  appeal*. 
In  the  case  of  Whitney  v.  Bl<icfc  Rirvr  Ins. 
Co.,  from  which  the  quotation  was  just  made, 
the  court  also  held  that  it  was  a  question  of 
fact  as  to  whether  the  building  was  vacant 
or  unoccupied,  within  the  policy,  to  be  de- 
termined, as  stated  in  that  case,  by  the  ref- 
eree, who  was  sitting  as  ».  jury.  The  referee 
found  as  a  fact  in  that  case  that  the  fire 
occurred  on  the  10th  of  May,  and  that  no 
sawing  had  been  done  for  sixteen  or  eighteen 
days  before,  but  that  there  were  logs  in  the 
mill  yard  and  elsewhere  which  the  plaintilT 
intended  to  saw  at  the  mill ;  that  there  was 
lumber  piled  in  the  yard,  and  a  small  quan- 
tity was  kept  in  the  mill  up  to  the  time  of 
the  flrCj  from  whicih  from  time  to  time  small 
sales  were  m£tde, — the  last  one  the  day  be- 
fore tlie  fire:  and  the  court  says  that  this 
evidence  would  not  have  justified  the  finding 
that  the  plaintiff  had  abandoned  or  intendeil 
to  abandon  the  use  of  the  mill,  and  say^ 
there  was  no  error  in  the  finding  of  the  ref- 
eree that  the  mill  did  not  become  vacant  and 
unoccupied,  within  the  meaning  of  the  pol- 
icv.  See  note  to  Moore  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co. 
(N.  H.)  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  300.  That  case  is 
authority  for  the  position  taken  by  the  trial 
justice  in  this  case,  vis:.,  that  whether,  im- 
der  the  evidence,  there  was  occupancy  or  non- 
occupancy  was  a  question  for  the  jury. 

We  think  the  refusal  to  nonsuit  and  the 
refusal  to  direct  a  verdict  for  the  defendant 
were  right,  and  that  there  was  no  error  in 
the  charge  of  the  court  or  in  its  refusal  to 
charge  as  requested,  and  the  judgmtnt  should 
he  affirmed. 

STATE  of  New  Jersey,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

Sophia  MEYER. 

*The  defendant,  liavlnff  been  conTlcted 

•Headnote  by  Dixon,  J. 

Note. — As  to  right  of  state  to  api>eal  in 
criminal  case,  see  prior  cases  in  this  series,  of 
People  ex  rel.  Hodson  v.  Miner  (111.)  19  L.  B. 
A.  342,  and  note;  State  v.  Lee  (Conn.)  27  I^ 
R.  A.  498:  State  v.  Rook  (Kan.)  49  L.  R,  A. 
186 ;  State  v.  Savery  (N.  C.)  49  L.  R.  ▲.  585. 
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•C  a  hiirli  Bftlsdemeaiior  in  the  Union 
county  quarter  sessions,  removed  the  codtIc- 
t<on  by  writ  of  error  to  the  supreme  court, 
and  there  the  Judgment  was  reversed  for  the 
admission  at  the  trial  of  testimony  deemed 
Illegal.  Heltl,  that  the  attorney  general  or 
a  prosecutor  of  the  pleas  could  sue  out  a 
writ  of  error  from  this  court  to  reverse  the 
Judgment  of  the  supreme  court. 

(November  19,  1900.) 

MOTION  to  dismiss  a  writ  of  error  io  re- 
view a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court 
reversing  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Quar- 
ter Sessions  for  Union  County  convicting  de- 
fendant 9f  a  misdemeanor.     Denied, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Kienuui,  for  defendant  in  er- 
ror, in  support  of  motion. 

Mr.  N.  C.  J.  EusliaH,  for  plaintiff  in  er- 
roi: 

The  state  has  the  right  to  sue  forth  a  writ 
of  error  directed  to  the  supreme  court  to  re- 
view a  judgment  of  that  court  in  a  criminal 
ca«e,  on  an  indictment,  where  there  has  been 
a  conviction  on  the  trial  of  the  issue  before 
the  court  below,  which  conviction  the  su- 
preme court  has  set  aside  on  account  of  ad- 
mission of  evidence;  and  this  right  to  issue 
the  writ  of  error  is  statutory  in  New  Jersey, 
anti  also  is  in  accordance  with  the  practice 
of  the  common-law  courts. 

Hines  v.  State,  54  N.  J.  L.  199,  23  Atl. 
854:  State  v.  Holmes,  36  N.  J.  L.  02;  Com. 
V.  rnjtp,  48  Pa.  53. 

Tlie  Constitution  declares  that  **no  person 
shall,  after  acquittal,  be  tried  for  the  game 
oflfense." 

Art  1,  5  10. 

But  this  prohibition  refers  only  to  an  ac- 
quittal at  the  trial  of  the  issue  of  fact. 

Smith  V.  State,  41  N.  J.  L.  698. 

By  the  recent  English' and  American  prac- 
tice writs  of  error  are  allowed  (in  behalf  of 
the  state)  in  criminal  cases. 

Rex  V.  Uouston,  2  Craw.  &  D.  C.  C.  310; 
Queen  t.  Millis,  10  Clark  &  F.  534;  Queen 
T.  Chadicick,  11  Q.  B.  173;  Winchester'a 
Case,  Cro.  Car.  504;  3  Bacon,  Abr.  title,  Er- 
ror, A,  2,  ed.  1868,  p.  326;  2  Hale,  P.  C.  pp. 
247,  24S,  394$  395;  State  v.  Buchanan,  5 
Harr.  &  J,  317,  9  Am.  Dec.  534. 

In  New  York  it  was  formerly  a  commou- 
Uw  practice' for  the  state  to  bring  writs  of 
error  in  criminal  cases. 

People  V.  Stone,  9  Wend.  182;  People  v. 
Fisher,  14  Wend.  9,  28  Am.  Dec.  501 ;  People 
V.  Coon,  15  Wend.  277;  People  v.  Adsit,  2 
Hill,  810;  People  v.  Adnma,  3  Denio,  190, 
45  .Am.  Dec.  468;  Adams  v.  People,  1  N.  Y. 
173. 

There  does  not  appear  to  be  any  reason 
whv  the  state  should  not  be  entitled,  as  a 
private  individual,  to  have  an  appeal  from 
onf  of  her  inferior  courts  to  a  superior  tri- 
bunal. 

State  V.  Ross,  14  La.  Ann.  364:   Com.  v. 
Cnpp.  48  Pa.  53;  Com.  v.  Wallace,  114  Pa. 
44>5.  60  Am.  Rep.  353,  6  Atl.  685;  Rex  v. 
Wilkes,  4  Burr.  2550. 
52  L.  E.  A. 


Dixon,  J.,  delivered    t)ie   opinion  of   the 
court: 

The  defendant  was  convicted  before  the 
Union  county  quartet*  sessions  of  a  high  mis- 
demeanor, and  on  error  her  conviction  was 
reversed  by  the  supreme  court  for  the  ad- 
mission at  the  trial  of  testimony  deemed  il- 
legal. Thereupon  the  state  sued  out  a  writ 
of  error  from  this  court  to  reverse  the  judg- 
ment of  the  supreme  court,  and  now  the  de- 
fendant moves  to  dismiss  the  writ,  on  the 
gi'ound  that  the  state  is  not  entitled  to  a 
writ  of  error  in  a  criminal  ease.  On  this 
contention  the  primary  question  is,  How 
stood  the  matter  at  the  common  law?  The 
right  of  the  Crown  to  issue  a  writ  of  error 
in  a  criminal  case  is  assumed  by  the  older  ju- 
rists of  England.  Thus,  Lord  Coke  says 
that,  if  a  judgment  of  acquittal  be  given 
upon  an  erroneous  indictment,  the  King 
need  not  bring  a  writ  of  error  in  order  to 
subject  the  defendant  to  a  new  indictment. 
Coke,  P.  C.  214.  This  is  repeated  by  Mat- 
thew Bacon  as  good  law  in  his  time.  Bac. 
Abr.  Error  (A).  So,  Lord  Hale  (2  Hale,  P. 
C.  247,  248)  clearly  indicates  that,  if  judg- 
ment be  given  for  the  defendant  on  a  special 
verdict  found  in  a  case  of  murder  or  felony, 
it  may  be  reversed  on  error,  and  ( Id.  394, 395 ) 
that  the  like  course  may  be  taken  even  when 
the  defendant  has  been  acquitted  by  a  gen- 
eral verdict  on  a  plea  of  not  guilty.  No  in- 
timation to  the  contrary  appears  in  any  of 
the  ancient  boc^s.  This  fact  is  perhaps 
stronger -evidence  of  the  right  of  the  Crown 
than  would  be  a  direct  assertion  of  the 
right;  for  it  shows  that,  when  the  minds  of 
the  writers  adverted  to  the  subject,  no  doubt 
was  suggested.  It  was  also  a  settled  rule  of 
the  common  law  that  the  defendant  could 
not  sue  out  a  writ  of  error  in  a  criminal  case 
without  special  warrant  from  the  Crown  on 
the  fiat  of  the  attorney  general,  and,  at  least 
in  cases  cf  treason  and  felony,  this  fiat  was 
given  ex  gratia  regis,  and  not  ex  dehito  jus- 
titife.  Rex  v.  Wilkes,  4  Burr.  2550.  From 
this  it  is  a  reasonable  inference  that  the  at- 
torney general  might  himself  prosecute  such 
a  writ.  The  old  Case  of  Winchester  "^ints 
in  the  same  direction;  for,  while  the  report- 
ers are  not  agreed  as  to  whether  the  writ  in 
that  case  issued  at  the  instance  of  the  Crown 
or  of  the  defendant  (Cro.  Car.  504,  cited  in 
Le  Roy  v.  St.  John,  W.  Jones,  407 )  they  con- 
cur in  the  statement  that  the  judgment  was 
reversed  for  a  defect  prejudicial  to  the  King. 
Sir  William  Jones,  who  reports  the  case  as  a 
writ  of  error  brought  by  the  King,  had  sat 
upon  both  the  common  bench  and  the  King's 
bench  in  England,  and  his  omission  to  com- 
ment upon  the  proceeding  as  anomalous  is  a 
plain  indication  of  its  legal  propriety.  Com- 
ing to  more  recent  times,  we  find  that  in 
Reg.  V.  Houston,  2  Craw.  &  D.  10,  191,  the 
defendant  had  judgment  on  his  demurrer  to 
an  indictment  for  conspiracy,  but  on  writ 
of  error  brought  by  the  Crown  the  judgment 
was  reversed  by  the  court  of  Queen's  bench 
in  Ireland.  So,  in  Qurrn  v.  3Iillis,  10  Clark 
&  F.  534,  on  an  indictment  for  bigamy,  a 
special  verdict  was  rendered,  which,  being  re- 
moved by  certiorari  into  the  Queen's  bench 
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in  Ireland,  resulted  there  in  a  judgment  of 
acquittal.  This  judgment  was  taken  into 
the  House  of  Lords  by  writ  of  error  at  the 
inst^ance  of  the  Queen.  Likewise,  in  Queen 
V.  Chadwick,  11  Q.  B.  205,  there  wa«  a  spe- 
cial verdict  on  an  indictment  for  bigamy,  on 
which  the  defendant  had  judgment  in  the 
Liverpool  assizes,  and  this  was  removed  into 
the  Queen's  bench  by  writ  of  error  at  the 
instance  of  the  Crown:  In  none  of  these 
cases  was  a  doubt  intimated  as  to  the  right 
of  the  Crown.  In  view  of  these  matters,  it 
seems  almost  incredible  that  by  the  English 
common  law  the  Crown  was  not  entitl^  to 
a  writ  of  error  in  criminal  cases. 

In  this  country,  as  early  as  1821,  the 
Maryland  court  of  appeals,  in  State  v.  Bu- 
chanan, 5  Harr.  &  J.  317,  9  Am.  Dec.  534, 
considered  the  authority  of  Lord  Hale  alone 
as  sufficient  to  establish  the  rule  of  the  com- 
mon law,  and  on  that  basis  sustained  the 
right  of  the  state  to  prosecute  the  writ. 
The  leading  case  to  the  contrary  is  People  v. 
Coming,  2  N.  Y.  9,  49  Am.  Dec.  364 ;  for  the 
earlier  cases  of  People  v.  Dill,  2  111.  257,  and 
Com.  V.  Harrison,  2  Va.  Cas.  202,  cite  no 
authorities  and  give  no  reasons  for  the  judg- 
ment; and  in  State  v.  Reynolds,  4  Hayw. 
(Tenn.)  110,  the  question  is  confounded 
with  the  very  different  one  of  granting  a 
new  trial  after  acquittal.  With  regard  to 
the  ease  of  People  v.  Corning,  I  think  that 
anj^one  reading  the  opinion  of  Judge  Bron- 
son  will  perceive  that  his  conclusion  was  in- 
duced more  by  the  supposed  c^ngef  arising 
from  the  exeroise  of  such  a  power  by  the 
state  than  by  the  legal  authorities  for  and 
against  the  possession  of  the  power.  That 
his  apprehensions  were  not  shared  in  by  peo- 
ple generally  was  soon  shown  bv  the  statute 
passed  to  confer  on  the  state  the  power  de- 
nied by  the  court.  Moreover,  the  decision 
rendered  in  that  case  was  rendered  in  the 
teeth  of  the  previous  practice  in  New  York, 
and  of  a  former  decision  by  the  same  court, 
given  after  full  discussion  and  consideration, 
in  People  v.  De  Bow,  2  N.  Y.  9,  note  a.  The 
case  of  Com.  v.  Cummings,  3  Cush.  212,  was 
decided  mainly  on  the  construction  of  the 
Massachifsetts  statutes,  and  that  of  United 
States  V.  Jfore,  3  Cranch,  174,  2  L.  ed.  402, 
turned  wholly  on  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Fed- 
eral Supreme  Court.  These  decisions  arc 
not  satisfactory  as  to  the  common  law  of 
England,  and  should  not  be  followed  in  this 
state,  where  we  are  accustomed  to  adhere 
closely  to  common-law  rules  which  were  not 


obsolete  before  the  Revolution,  and  are  not 
out  of  harmony  with  our  institutions. 

This  issuance  of  a  writ  of  error  should  not 
be  confounded  with  the  granting  of  a  new 
trial,  which  always  rests  in  the  discretion 
of  the  court.  The  rule  of  the  English  judges, 
was  to  refuse  a  new  trial  after  the  acquit- 
tal of  the  accused  upon  an  indictment,  and 
the  principle  underlying  that  rule  is  now  im- 
bedded in  our  Constitution.  But  the  acquit- 
tal there  intended  does  not  include  the  re- 
versal of  a  conviction  for  error  of  law. 
Smith  V.  State,  41  N.  J.  L.  598. 

But  not  only  does  the  common  law  sanc- 
tion this  writ  of  error ;  our  statutes  likewise 
authorize  it.  From  the  time  of  Lord  Corn- 
bury 's  ordinance,  promulgated  in  1704,  the 
supreme  court  has  had  cognizance  of  all 
pleas,  civil,  criminal,  and  mixed,  as  fully  a» 
the  courts  of  Queen's  bench,  common  pleas,, 
and  exchequer  in  England;  cuid  in  1799  the 
legislature  enacted  "that  errors  happening 
in  the  supreme  court  of  this  state  shall  be 
heard,  rectified,  and  determined  by  the  court 
of  appeals  in  the  last  resort  in  all  causes  of 
law,"  and  "that  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful 
for  the  attorney  general,  in  behalf  of  this 
state,  or  for  any  party,  his  legal  representa- 
tives, or  other  person,  who  may  be  damni- 
fied or  aggrieved  by  any  judgment  rendered 
or  to  be  rendered  in  the  supreme  court,  to 
sue  forth  a  writ  of  error,  to  be  directed  to 
the  judges  of  the  said  supreme  court  for  the 
time  being,  commanding  them,  to  cause  the 
record  of  such  judgment,  and  all  things  con- 
cerning the  same,  to  be  brought  before  the 
said  court  of  appeals."  Pat.  L.  345.  RfTect 
cannot  be  given  to  this  language  without  in- 
cluding criminal  cases,  and  making  the  riglit 
of  the  attorney  general,  on  behalf  of  the 
state,  as  clear  as  that  of  the  defendant.  The 
right  thus  committed  to  the  attorney  gener- 
al has  since  been  delegated  also  to  the  prose- 
cutors of  the  pleas,  in  case  of  the  absence  of 
the  attorney  general.  1  Cen.  Stat.  p.  118. 
These  provisions  of  the  act  of  1799  still  ex- 
ist (2  Gen.  Stat.  p.  1391),  and  this  court  has 
already  held  that  they  eml>raced  criminal 
causes.  Dines  y.  State,  54  N.  J.  L.  199,  23 
Atl.  854.  The  question  whether,  after  such 
an  acquittal  as  will  protect  the  defendant 
from  TOing  tried  again,  the  state  may  prose- 
cute a  writ  of  error  in  ord^  to  correct  a 
misconstruction  of  law,  need  not  now  be,  and 
has  not  been,  considered  by  the  court. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  the  pt'esent  tcrit  of 
etTor  is  denied. 


MINNESOTA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Charles  WOEHRLE,  Appt,, 

V. 

MINNESOTA       TRANSFER       RAILWAY 
COMPANY,    Reapt. 

( Minn ) 

•1.     The  rale  that  it   in  the  Anty  of  a 

*]Ieadnotes  by  Start,  Ch,  J. 


traveler  on  the  hlffhfraT*  about  to  go  ux>- 
OD  a  railway  crossing,  to  look  and  listen,  to 
the  extent  of  his  opportunity,  for  an  approach- 
ing train.  Is  not  always  an  absolute  one.  While 
he  cannot  omit  to  exercise  due  care  In  so  look- 
ing  and  listening,  in  reliance  upon  the  rail- 
way company  doing  Its  duty  as  to  giving  slg- 
uals.  yet  under  special  circumstances  be  may- 
regulate  his  own  conduct  In  some  degree  'writb 


Note. — For  earlier  cases  In  this  series  as  to  I  Greenwood    v.    Philadelphia,    W.    &    B.    R.     Co 
open  gates  as  affecting  rights  of  traveler,  see  I  (Pa.)  3  L.  R.  A.  44  ;  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co. 

62  L.  R.  A. 


1901 


WoBHBLE  V.  Minnesota  Transfer  R.  Co. 


849 


refprrnoe  to  the  presumption  that  it  will  do 
Its  duty. 

2.  lil'here  it  Is  the  cuatom  of  a  rall^rax 
company-  to  keep  aratea  or  a  flaffman 
at  a  danfirerons  croasinir,  the  raised 
KHtea  or  the  absence  of  the  flagman,  to  a  tray- 
eler  to  ^hom  the  custom  Is  known,  is  an  as- 
surance of  safety,  and  an  Implied  Invitation 
to  make  the  crossing,  upon  which  he  may 
to  some  extent,  but  not  entirely,  rely  and  act, 
within  reasonable  limitations,  upon  the  pre- 
sumption that  it  it  safe  for  him  to  go  upon 
the  crossing.  The  extent  to  which  he  may 
rely  cm  such  assurance  Is  a  question  of  fact, 
unless  it  conclusively  appears  that  he  relied 
exclusively  thereon. 

3.  Ralea  applied,  and  held  that  the 
qveatlon  of  the  plalntllTs  contrlhu- 
tory  neKliiirenee  was  one  of  fact,  and  that 
the  trial  court  erred  In  not  submitting  it  to 
the  jury. 

{Lewis  and  Collins,  J  J.,  dissent.) 

(January '4,  1901.) 

A  PPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  an  order  of  the 
A  District  Court  for  Hennepin  County  de- 
nyinjj  a  new  trial  after  a  verdict  in  favor  of 
defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damajrea  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to 
have  been  cau&ed  by  defendant's  negligence. 
Rtrcrsed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  F,  N.  Hendrlz  and  L.  J.  Van 
Tossen,  for  appellant: 

Even  though  defendant  was  originally  un- 
der no  obligation  to  station  a  flagman  at  the 
crossing;  yet,  it  having  done  so  for  many 
years,  it  could  not  lawfully  remove  him 
without  notice,  and  the  absence  of  the  flag- 
man from  his  post  of  duty  at  the  crossing  at 
the  time  of  the  collision,  and  his  failure  to 
w.irn  plaintiff  of  the  approach  of  this  train, 
was  imputable  to  the  defendant,  and  consti- 
tuted negligence  on  the  part  of  defendant. 

linrns  v.  yorth  Chicago  Rolling- Mill  Co, 
«:>  Wis.  312.  27  N".  W.  43;  Dolan  v.  Delaware 
d  //.  Canal  Co.  71  N.  Y.  285;  State  v.  Boston 
it  M.  R.  Co.  80  Me.  430,  15  Atl.  36;  Wilson 
V.  Xnc  York,  X.  H.  d  H.  R.  Co.  18  R.  I.  491, 
'2V  \tl.  258;  Wrstaicay  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M. 
^  O.  R.  Co.  50  Minn.  28,  57  N.  W.  222. 

Tlie  railway  company  having  continuously 
kept  a  flagman  stationed  there  to  warn  trav- 
elers of  approaching  trains,  and  plaintiff 
knowing  of  it,  he  had  a  right  to  presume,  if 
a  train  was  approaching  the  crossing,  the 
flagman  would  do  his  duty  and  timely  warn 
him.  as  he  had  always  done  before. 

\ye8ta\cay  v.  Chicago,  8t.  P.  M.  d  0.  R. 
Co.  5C  Minn.  28,  57  N.  W.  222;  Martin  v. 
BalfiMore  d  P.  R.  Co.  2  Marv.   (Del.)    123, 


42  Atl.  442;  Wilson  v.  yew  York,  N.  E.  d 
H.  R.  Co.  18  R.  I.  491,  29  Atl.  258;  Dolan  v. 
Delaware  d  11.  Canal  Co.  71  N.  Y.  285; 
Glushtng  v.  Sharp,  96  N.  Y.  676;  Palmer  v. 
New  York  C.  d  H.  R.  R.  Co.  112  N.  Y.  234, 
19  N.  E.  678;  Evans  v.  Lake  Shore  d  M.  S. 
R.  Co.  88  Mioh.  442,  14  L.  R.  A.  223,  50  X. 
W.  380;  Chicago,  St,  L.  d  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Hxiteh- 
inson,  120  111.  587,  11  N.  E.  855;  Burns  v. 
North  Chicago  Rolling-Mill  Co,  65  Wis.  312, 
27  N.  W.  43 ;  Pittsburgh,  C.  d  St.  L.  R.  Co., 
v.  Yundt,  78.  Ind.  373,  41  Am.  Rep.  580; 
Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Stegemeier,  118  Ind. 
305,  20  N.  E.  843;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  d  I.  R. 
Co.  v.  Schneidtn-,  45  Ohio  St.  678,  17  N.  E. 
321 ;  State  v.  Boston  d  M.  R.  Co.  80  Me.  430, 
15  Atl.  36. 

The  fact  that  the  flagman  was  absent  was 
an  aflirmative  assurance  of  safety,  a-  decla- 
ration that  no  train  was  nearing  the  cross- 


ing. 


Hcndrickson  v.  Ureal  Northern  R.  Co.  49 
Minn.  24.>,  16  L.  R.  A.  261,  51  N.  W.  1044. 

The  absence  of  the  flagman  from  his  post 
of  duty  at  the  time  of  the  accident  being  an 
a.<^surance  to  -plaintiff  that  no  train  was  ap- 
proaching the  crossing,  and  that  it  was  safe 
to  cross  the  tracks,  and  his  knowledge  of  the 
fact  that  always  before  when  no  flagman 
was  in  sight  then  no  train  was  coming,  were 
facts  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury  in  de- 
termining whether  plaintiff  was  negligent  in 
approaching  the  crossing  in  the  manner  he 
did. 

Wilson  V.  'Sew  York,  N.  H.  d  E.  R.  Co.  18 
R.  1.  491.  29  Atl.  2.58:  Staplry  v.  London,  B. 
d  S,  C.  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  1  Exch.  21 ;  North-East- 
em  R.  Co.  v.  Wanless,  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  12:  Pal- 
mer V.  New  York  C.  d  E.  R.  R.  Co.  112  N. 
Y.  234,  19  N.  E.  678;  Olushing  v.  Sharp,  96 
N.  Y.  676;  State  v.  Boston  d  M.  R.  Co.  80 
Me.  430,  15  Atl.  36;  Whclany.Ncw  York,  L. 
E,  d  W.  R.  Co,  38  Fed.  15;  Pennsylvania  Co. 
V.  Stegemeier.  118  Ind.  305,  20  X.  E.  843; 
Cleveland,  C.  C.  d  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Schneider,  45 
Ohio  St.  078,  17  X.  E.  321;  Chicago,  St.  L. 
d  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Eutchinson,  120  111.  587,  11 
N.  E.  855. 

•  Whether  or  not  plaintiff  ought  to  have 
stopped  entirely  before  driving  upon  the 
tracks,  at  the  crossing  in  question,  involvt»8 
the  consideration  of  all  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances disclosed  by  the  evidence  in  this  case, 
from  which  inferences  are  to  be  drawn,  which 
is  within  the  province  of  the  jury. 

Jndson  v.  Central  Vermont  R.  Co.  158  N. 
Y.  597,  53  X.  E.  514;  Davis  v.  New  York  C, 
d  E.  R.  R.  Co.  47  X.  Y.  400;  Dolan  v.  Dela- 
uxire  d  H.  Canal  Co.  71  X.  Y.  285;  Kellogg 
V.  Neio  York  C.  d  E.  R.  R.  Co.  79  X.  Y.  72 ; 


▼.  Fran^  (Pa.)  4  L.  R.  A.  380;  Evans  v.  Lake 
Shore  &  2d  S.  R.  Co.  (Mich.)  14  L.  R.  A*.  223; 
Fwney  v.  Long  Island  B.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  5  L.  R. 
A.  544. 

And  for  earlier  cases  as  to  duty  to  stop,  look, 
tnd  listen,  see  Fletcher  v.  FItchburg  R.  Co. 
(Masa)  3  L.  K.  A.  743 ;  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R. 
Co.  V.  Franz  (Pa.)  4  L.  R.  A.  389;  Rupard  v. 
Ch»»sapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  (Ky.)  7  L.  R.  A.  316; 
Pbillipd  T.  Milwaukee  &  N.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  9 
U  R.  A.  521 :  Cincinnati,  I.  8t.  L.  &  C.  R.  Co. 
T  Howard  (Ind.)  8  L.  R.  A.  50.S  ;  Newhard  v. 
Pennsylvania   R.   Co.    (Pa.)    19   L.   R.   A.   503; 

52  L.  R.  A. 


Van  Auken  v.  Chicago  &  W.  M.  R.  Co.  (Mich.) 
22  L.  R.  A.  33  ;  Howe  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  ft 
S.  S.  M.  R.  Co.  (Minn.)  30  L.  R.  A.  684:  Ole- 
son  V.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  (Ind.)  32  L. 
R.  A.  149:  Betts  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  (Pa.) 
45  L.  R.  A.  2G1 :  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Webb 
(Ala.)  11  L.  R.  A.  074  ;  Parsons  v.  New  York, 
C.  &  H.  R.  U.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  3  L.  R.  A.  (\S:i :  Lyman 
v.  Iloston  &  M.  R.  Co.  (X.  H.)  11  L.  U.  A.  'Mi4  ; 
llendrickson  v.  (Jreat  Northern  R.  Co.  (Minn.) 
1(J  L.  R.  A.  201 :  Feeney  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co. 
IN.  Y.)  5  L.  R.  A.  544. 
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Sfackua  v.  A'eto  York  G,  d  H.  R.  R.  Co,  79 
N.  Y.  464;  Hixson  v.  8t.  Louis,  H.  d  K.  R. 
Co.  80  Mo.  335;  Duffy  v.  Chicago  d  \.  W.  R. 
Co.  32  Wis.  2(59 ;  Bunting  v.  Central  P.  R.  Co, 
14  Nev.  351;  Leavenworth,  L.  d  G.  R.  Co. 
V.  Rice,  10  Kan.  426;  Spencer  v.  Illinoia  C. 
R,  Co.  29  Iowa,  56;  Houston  d  T.  G,  R. 
Co.  V.  Wilson,  60  Tex.  142;  Alexander  v. 
Richmond  d  D.  R.  Co.  112  N.  C.  720,  16  S. 
E.  896;  Wright  v.  Cincinnati,  N,  0.  d  T,  P. 
R.  Co.  94  Ky.  114,  21  S.  W:  581;  Bcanstrom 
V.  :S'orthern  P.  R.  Co.  40  Minn.  193,  48  N. 
W.  778;  Ladouceur  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  6 
\Va«?h.  280,  33  Pac.  556,  1080;  Contuvental 
Improv.  Co.  v.  Stead,  95  U.  S.  161,  24  L.  ed. 
493;  Leicis  v.  Long  Island  R,  Co.  162  N.  Y. 
52,  56  N.  E.  48. 

This  court  has  never  held,  aa  a  matter  of 
law,  that  it  was  the  duty  of  a  person  ap- 
proa oiling  a  railway  crossing  to  stop  in  or- 
der to  ascertain  whether  a  train  was  ap- 
proaching. 

Kelly  V.  St.  Paul,  M.  d  M.  R.  Co.  29  Minn. 
1,  11  N.  W.  07 ;  Bcanstrom  v.  'Sorthern  P.  R. 
Co.  46  Aliun.  193,  48  N.  W.  778;  Continental 
Improv,  Co,  v.  Stead,  95  U.  S.  161,  24  L.  ed. 
403. 

Messrs.  F.  W.  Root  and  W.  H.  Norrit, 
for  respondent; 

A  railroad  crossing  over  a  public  highway, 
upon  the  same  grade,  is  a  place  of  danger, 
and  is  itself  a  warning  to  one  about  to  go 
upon  it  to  be  careful  and  vigilant,  to  the  ex- 
tent of  his  opportunity,  in  the  use  of  his  eyes 
and  ears,  to  discover  an  approaching  train 
in  time  to  avoid  it;  and  when  the  vision  of 
the  traveler  is  so  unobstnicted  along  the 
track  that  he  can  easily  discover  an  ap- 
proaching train,  or  the  circumstances  are 
such  that  his  senile  of  hearing,  if  used,  mujst 
apprise  him  of  the  same  fact  in  time  to  es- 
cape it,  it  will  be  presumed,  under  ordinary 
circumstances,  in  case  of  collision,  that  he 
did  not  look  or  listen,  or,  if  so,  that  he  heed- 
lessly disregarded  the  knowledge  thus  ob- 
tained. In  either  of  these  cases,  as  a  gener- 
al rule,  no  action  can  be  maintained. 

Broir.n  v.  Milwaukee  d  St.  P.  R.  Co,  22 
Minn.  167. 

In  view  of  the  increasing  number  of  trains 
upon  railroads,  and  the  more  rapid  rate  of 
speed  at  which  they  are  required  to,  and  are 
beinir,  run,  the  only  rule  of  law  which  is  con- 
sistent with  safety  is  that  if  the  view  of  a 
traveler  on  the  highway  approaching  a  rail- 
road crossing  is  so  obstructed  that  he  can- 
not see  an  approaching  train  in  time  to  stop 
his  team  before  colliding  with  it,  if  he  knows 
that  a  train  is  due  at  such  crossing,  at  about 
8U<?h  time,  and  if  he  is  unable  to  hear  the 
approaching  train  when  his  team  is  in  mo- 
tion, whether  by  reason  of  the  force  and  di- 
rection of  the  wind  or  of  noises  in  the  vicin- 
ity, whether  made  by  his  own  wagon  or  by 
other  causes,  ordinary  care  requires  him  to 
stop  his  team,  while  he  may  do  so,  and  listen 
for  the  train. 

Scefeld  v.  Chicago,  M.  d  St.  P.  R.  Co.  70 
Wis.  216,  35  N.  W.'278:  Houghton  v.  Chicago 
d  O.  T.  R.  Co.  09  Mich.  308,  58  N.  W.  3H  ; 
Labc  Shore  d  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Miller,  25  Mio^i. 
202;  Brady  v.  Toledo,  A.  A.  d  X.  M.  R.  Co. 
62  L.  IL  A. 


81  Mich.  616,  45  N.  W.  1110;  Bond  v.  Lake 
Shore  d  M.  S.  R.  Co.  117  Mich.  652,  76  X. 
W.  102;  Chicago,  R.  I.  d  P,  R.  Co.  v.  Cris- 
man,  19  Colo.  30,  34  Pac.  286;  Benton  v. 
Central  R.  Co.  42  Iowa,  192;  Schaefert  v. 
Chicago,  M.  d  St.  P.  R.  Co.  62  Iowa,  624,  17 
N.  W.  893;  Slater  v.  Burlington,  C.  R.  d  .V. 
R.  Co,  71  Iowa,  209,  32  N.  W.  264;  Pennsyl- 
vania R.  Co.  V.  Bcale,  73  Pa.  504,  13  Am.  Rep. 
753;  Louisville,  N.  A.  d  C.  R.  Co,  v.  Stom- 
mel  126  Ind.  35,  25  N.  E.  863;  Littaur  v. 
Narragansett  Pier  R.  Co.  61  Fed.  591 ;  Tuck- 
er V.  Duncan,  9  Fed.  867 ;  Dunning  v.  Bond, 
38  Fed.  813;  Flemming  v.  Western  P.  R.  Co, 
49  Cal.  253;  Durbin  v.  Oregon  R.  d  Nav.  Co, 
17  Or.  5,  17  Pac.  5;  Blackburn  v.  Southern 
Pac.  Co.  34  Or.  215,  55  Pac.  225;  Beyel  v. 
Newport  Ncics  d  M,  V,  R.  Co.  34  W.  Va. 
53S,  12  S.  E.  532;  Merkle  v.  New  York,  L.  E. 
d  W.  R.  Co.  49  N.  J.  L.  473,  9  Atl.  680 ;  Kcy- 
Icy  V.  Central  R.  Co.  64  N.  J.  L.  355,  45  Atl. 
811;  Northern  P.  R.  Co,  v.  Holmes,  3  Wash. 
Terr.  202,  14  Pac.  688;  Kelly  v.  Chicago  d 
A.  R.  Co.  88  Mo.  534;  Zimmerman  v.  Hanni- 
bal d  St,  J.  R.  Co.  71  Mo.  476;  Baltimore  d 
O,  R.  Co.  v.  Hobbs  (Md.)  19  Am.  &  Eng. 
R.  Cas.  337;  Chase  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  78 
Me.  346,  5  Atl.  771 ;  Chase  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co. 
167  Mass.  383,  46  N,  E.  911;  Ladouceur  v. 
Northern  P.  R.  Co,  6  Wash.  280,  33  Pae. 
556,  1080;  A<c/it«on,  T.  d  8.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
Willey,  60  Kan.  819,  58  Pac.  472;  Penn^yl- 
vaaiia  Co.  v.  Morel,  40  Ohio  St.  338 ;  Georgia 
P,  R,  Co,  v;  Lee,  92  Ala.  262,  9  So.  230. 

A  man  does  not  make  "vigilant*  use  of  his 
ears,  to  listen  for  a  train"  when  he  himself, 
at  that  very  time,  is  keeping  up  so  much 
noise  as  to  entirely  prevent  him  from  hear- 
ing a  train  if  one  be  coming. 

Atchison,  T.  d  S.  F.  R,  Co,  v.  Willey,  60 
Ran.  819,  58  Pac.  472;  Chicago,  R.  I,  d  P.  R. 
Co,  V.  Palmer,  61  Kan.  860,  60  Pac.  736; 
Northern  P,  R.  Co.  v.  Freeman,  174  U.  S. 
379,  43  L.  ed,  1014.  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  763; 
Chesapeake  d  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Steele.  29  C.  C.  A. 
81,  54  U.  S.  App.  550,  84  Fed.  93. 

No  man  should  be  encouraged  or  permit- 
ted to  rely  for  his  own  safety  solely  upon  the 
presence  or  absence  of  a .  flagman  at  a  re- 
mote country  crossing  under  such  circum- 
stances as  are  shown  in  this  case. 

Berry  v.  Pennsylvania  R,  Co.  48  N.  J.  L. 
141,  4  Atl.  303;  Conkling  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  63 
X.  J.  L.  338,  43  Atl.  666;  Swanson  v.  Cen- 
tral R.  Co.  63  X.  J.  L.  605,  44  Atl.  852;  Ty- 
ler V.  Old  Colony  R.  Co.  157  :SIasji.  336,  32 
X.  1^.  227;  Cadwallader  v.  Louisville,  N.  A. 
d  C.  R.  Co.  128  Ind.  518,  27  X.  E.  161 ;  i^nla 
V.  Chicago,  R.  L  d  P.  R.  Co.  85  Iowa,  07 S, 
52  X.  W.  664;  McGrath  v.  New  York  C.  d  U. 
R.  R.  Co.  59  N.  Y.  468,  17  Am.  Rep.  359. 

The  existence  of  the  track  is  a  warning  of 
danger,  and  it  is  reasonable  that,  under  such 
circuni!^tances,  men  should  be  on  the  lookout 
for  danger;  it  is  in  accordance  with  expe- 
rience that  prudent  men  do,  before  crossing 
a  railway,  look  and  listen  for  signs  of  dan- 
ger. 

Brickcll  w  New  York  C.  d  H.  R.  R.  Co. 
120  X.  Y.  290,  24  X.  E.  449:  Philadelphia  d 
R.  R.  Co.  V.  Peebles,  14  C.  C.  A.  555,  28  L". 
8.  App.  405,  67  Fed.  591;  McKinney  y,  Chi- 
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eago  &  V.  W.  R.  Co.  87  Wis.  282,  58  N.  W. 
386.  50  N.  W.  499;  Horn  v.  Baltimore  d  0. 
R.  Co.  4  C.  C.  A.  346,  6  U.  S.  App.  381,  54 
Fed.  301 ;  Conkling  v.  Erie  R.  Co,  63  N.  J. 
L  338,  43  Atl.  666;  Texas  d  P.  R,  Co.  v. 
Fullrr,  5  Tex.  Civ.  App.  660,  24  S.  W.  1090; 
Kodrian  v.  A'eir  York,  X.  H.  d  H.  R.  Co.  125 
X.  Y.  526,  26  N.  E.  741 ;  Cullen  v.  Delaware 
rf  H.  Canal  Co.  113  N.  Y.  667,  21  N.  E.  716; 
Chicago,  B.  d  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Lee,  68  111.  576; 
Chicago,  R.  I.  d  P.  R.  Co,  v.  Houston,  95  U. 
S.  697,  24  L.  ed.  542;  Crawford  v.  Chicago 
G.  W.  R.  Co.  109  Iowa,  433,  80  N.  W.  619; 
Shearm.  &  Redf.  Keg.  5th  ed.  §  481. 

Start,  Ch.   J.,  delivered  the  opinion   of 

the  court: 

The  plaintilT  on  the  10th  day  of  January, 
1^00,  while  crossing  the  railway  track  of  the 
defendant  on  a  public  highway  in  the  town  of 
Ro^,  this  state,  was  injured  by  his"  wagon 
being  struck  by  a  passing  engine,  with  car 
attached.  This  action  was  brought  to  re- 
cover the  damages  the  plaintiff  sustained  by 
rei^on  of  such  injuries,  and  at  the  close  of 
the  evidence  the  court,  on  motion  of  the  de- 
fendant, instructed  the  jury  to  return  a  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  ap- 
jiealed  from  an  order  denying  his  motion  for 
a  new  trial. 

The  alleged  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  consisted  in  driving  its  engine 
atnross  the  highway  without  giving  any  sig- 
nal of  its  approach,  and  in  failing  to  have 
a  flagman  stationed  at  the  crossing  to  warn 
irivelers  on  the  highway  of  the  approach  of 
the  engine.  It  is  here  conceded  that  the  evi- 
dence was  sullicient  to  take  the  case  to  the 
Jury  on  the  question  of  the  defendant's  negli- 
^^enee,  but  it  is  urged  that  the  trial  court 
Mrrectly  directed  a  verdict  on  the  ground 
ihtt  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contributor^' 
negligence.  Does  the  uncontradicted  evi- 
dence conclusively  show,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  negligence 
which  contributed  directly  to  his  injury? 
This  question  is  to  be  determined  by  an  at- 
tentive consideration  of  the  special  facts 
which  the  evidence  tends  to  establish,  and  in 
io  doing  we  must,  if  there  is  any  fair  doubt 
a«  to  what  the  evidence  tends  to  prove,  or  as 
to  the  inferences  to  be  drawn  from  the  ad- 
mitted facts,  accept  that  view  of  them  which 
is  most  favorable  to  the  plaintiff.  What- 
frer  iacia  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  tends  to  show  must,  for  the  purpose 
^f  this  appeal,  be  assumed  as  the  facts  in 
rhi<  ca<ae,  although  the  weight  of  the  evidence 
may  be  to  the  contrary.  Upon  this  hypothe- 
M«.  the  here  material  facts  of  this  case  are 
ihtae:  The  defendant's  reilway  at  the  lo- 
fUi  in  quo  runs  approximately  north  and 
f'mth.  From  the  point  where  the  railway 
and  the  highway  intersect,  the  former  ex- 
tends for  1,000  feet  through  a  cut,  which  100 
f'^t  north  of  the  crossing  is  13  feet  deep. 
The  highway  at  the  crossing  runs  at  an  angle 
«ith  the  track  of  the  railroad,  northeast  and 
Siiutfawest,  aikd  is  downhill  for  about  40  rods. 
Int?r^-ening  between  the  wagon  road  and  the 
railroad  all  the  way  down  the  hill  there  are 
Xi9f^  and  brush,  and  a  bank  of  earth  on  the 
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north  side  of  the  highway,  near  the  crossing. 
The  first  point  that  an  engine  on  the  track, 
coming  fi-oin  tlie  north,  can  be  seen  from  the 
road  northeast  of  the  cros^sing.  is  at  a  place 
about  5  or  0  feet  wide,  150  feet  from  the 
crossing,  at  which  point  the  engine  can  be 
seen  150  feet  away.  The  next  point  where 
the  engine  can  be  seen  from  the  road  is  25 
feet  east  of  the  crossing,  where  it  can  be  seen 
30  feet  up  the  trade,  and  at  15  feet  from  the 
rails  it  can  be  seen  200  feet  awa}'.  The 
length  of  the  tongue  and  box  of  the  wagon 
in  which  the  plaintiff  was  riding  when  the 
collision  occurred  is  21  feet.  The  crossing  is 
a  dangerous  one,  and  so  recognized  by  the 
defendant,  and  for  years  before  the  accident 
in  question  it  had  continuously  kept  a  flag- 
man there  to  warn  the  public  of  the  approach 
of  the  trains.  It  was  the  custom  of  the  flag- 
man to  be  always  in  sight  at  the  crossing, 
with  a  red  flag  in  his  hand,  whenever  an  en- 
gine was  approaching,  but  when  none  was 
coming  he  was  always  out  of  sight :  tliat  is, 
his  absence  was  a  signal  of  safety.  The  plain- 
tiff was  twenty-seven  years  old  and  in  the 
possession  of  all  of  his  faculties,  had  lived  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  crossing  for  about  nine 
years,  and  was  entirely  familiar  with  it  and 
its  surroundings;  also,  with  the  custom  of 
the  flagman  to  be  always  in  sight  at  the 
crossing  when  a  train  was  approaching,  and 
to  be  out  of  sight  when  none  was  coming  and 
it  was  safe  for  travelers  to  cross.  It  had 
been  thawing  the  day  before  the  accident, 
but  the  night  before  the  gi'ound  froze  up,  and 
the  wagon  road  was  very  rough.  The  plain- 
tiff was  driving  a  span  of  horses  hitelied  to 
a  lumber  wagon,  with  a  double  box  and  extra 
side  boards.  He  drove  at  a  walk  all  the  way 
(as  the  road  was  so  rough  he  could  not  do 
otherwise)  down  the  hill  towards  the  cross- 
ing, standing  up  in  the  middle  of  the  wagon 
box.  The  wagon  made  more  noise  thin 
usual.  His  testimony  on  this  point  (and  ^e 
was  the  only  person  present)  was  this: 

Q,  You  had  an  empty  wagon? 

-^l.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  So  that  the  wagon,  then,  on  that  morn- 
ing, with  the  loose  boards  on  top  there. — 
side  boards  on  top,  and  the  box  eiujJty,  and 
that  very  rough  road, — would  make  more 
noise  than  usual? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  it  would,  because  it  was 
rough. 

Q.  1  presume  you  never  drove  over  there 
before  with  your  wagon  making  as  much 
noise  as  it  did  at  that  time? 

A.  1  could  not  recollect  it  very  well. 

As  he  drove  down  the  hill  he  looked,  as 
best  he  could,  for  the  approach  of  the  train, 
as  he  was  alwavs  accustomed  to  do  when 
nearing  a  crossing,  but  he  did  not  stop  his 
team  and  listen  before  attempting  to  cross. 
He  did,  however,  before  doing  so,  look  for 
the  flagman,  and  he  was  not  in  sight:  and, 
hearing  no  bell  or  whistle, — the  wind  was 
northeast, — ^lie  kept  on  his  way,  and  when 
his  horses  were  stepping  over  the  first  rail 
he  saw  the  engine  coming,  about  150  feet 
away,   ^is   team   was   frightened,    and   he 
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whipped  them  up,  as  he  did  not  know  of  any 
other  way  to  save  himself,  except  to  get 
across  the  track  if  possible.  The  engine  was 
then  running  about  18  miles  an  hour,  or 
about  Three  times  as  fast  as  he  came  down 
the  hill,  and  struck  the  wagon  about  the 
middle  of  the  hind  wheel,  breaking  the  wag- 
on in  pieces  and  throwing  the  plaintiff  there- 
from, whereby  he  was  seriously  injured.  The 
plaintiff  knew  that  the  train  usually  passed 
the  crossing  at  about  the  hour  of  the  morn- 
ing that  the  accident  happened. 

It  is  obvious  from  these  facts  that  this 
case  is  not  one  where  the  plaintiff  went  up- 
on the  crossii^  relying  implicitly  upon  the 
fact  that  the  ffaffman  was  absent,  and  with- 
out looking  for  the  approach  of  the  engine  or 
exercising  any  care  in  the  premises.  Upon 
the  question  whether  the  plaintiff  could  have 
seen  the  train  in  time  to  have  avoided  the  ac- 
cident, or  whether  he  looked  for  it,  the  evi- 
dence was  conflicting,  and  sufficient  to  war- 
rant the  submission  of  the  question  to  the 
jury.  The  sole  question,  then,  for  our  deci- 
sion is  whether,  in  view  of  the  facts  of  this 
case,  the  plaintiff,  in  the  exercise  of  ordi- 
nai-y  care,  was  bound,  as  a  matter  of  law,  to 
stop  his  team  and  listen  before  driving  upon 
the  crossing.  Are  the  inferences  to  be 
drawn  from  the  facts  doubtful?  Is  there  no 
reasonable  chance  for  fair-minded  men  to 
draw  different  conclusions  from  them?  Un- 
less it  be  clear  that  the  last  two  questions 
must  be  answered  in  the  negative,  the  main 
question  must  also  receive  a  negative  an- 
swer. Abhctt  V.  Chicago,  M,  d  8t.  P.  R.  Co. 
30  Minn.  482,  16  N.  W.  266.  The  rule  that 
it  is  tlie  duty  of  a  traveler  on  the  highway, 
about  to  go  upon  a  railway  crossing,  to  look 
and  listen,  to  the  extent  of  his  opportunity, 
for  an  approaching  train,  is  not  always  an 
absolute  one.  While  he  cannot  omit  to  ex- 
ercise proper  diligence  in  so  looking  and  lis- 
tening, in  reliance  upon  the  railway  company 
doing  its  duty  as  to  giving  signals,  yet  there 
are  circumstances  where,  in  regulating  his 
own  conduct,  he  may  have  some  regard  to 
the  presumption  that  the  company  will  do 
its  dutv.  Hcndrickson  v.  Orcat  Northern  R. 
Co.  4ft  Minn.  245,  16  L.  R.  A.  261,  51  N.  W. 
1044;  Netcstrom  v.  St.  Paul  d  D.  R.  Co.  61 
Minn.  81,  63  N.  W.  ?53;  Klotz  v.  Winona  d 
St.  P.  R.  Co.  08  Minn.  341,  71  N.  W.  257; 
Walka^  V.  St.  Paul  City  R.  Co.  (Minn.)  51 
L.  IL  A.  032,  84  X.  W.  222.  Now,  in  this 
case  it  may  be  conceded  that  if  it  had  not 
been  the  custom  of  the  defendant,  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  plaintiff,  always  to  have  a 
flagman  at  the  crossing  when  an  engine  was 
approaching,  and  to  have  him  out  of  sight 
when  the  crossing  was  safe  for  travelers,  the 
plaintiff  would  nave  been  guilty  of  negli- 
gence, as  a  matter  of  law,  in  not  stopping 
his  team  and  listening  before  driving  upon 
the  track.  But  in  this  case  we  have  the  fact 
that  it  was  the  custom  of  the  defendant  to 
have  a  flagman  at  the  crossing  when  an  en- 
gine was  coming  and  the  crossing  was  dan- 
gerous, and  to  have  him  out  of  sight  when 
no  engine  was  approaching  and  the  crossing 
was  safe,  and,  fuither.  that  the  plaintiff 
knew  of  this  custom,  and  that  when  he  at- 
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tempted  to  make  the  crossing  the  flagman 
was  out  of  sight.     This  was  in  effect  an  as- 
sertion by  the  defendant  that  the  way  was 
clear,  and  that  the  plaintiff  might  cross  in 
safety.     This  is  so  to  the  same  extent  that 
it  would  have  been  if,  instead  of  a  flagman, 
the  defendant  had  kept  gates  at  the  crossing, 
which  were  always  closed  when  it  was  dan- 
gerous, and  open  when  it  was  safe,  to  go 
upon  the  crossing.     In  such  cases  the  rai:«ed 
gates  or  the  absemce  of  the  flagman  is  an 
assurance  to  the  traveler  of  safety,  and  an 
implied  invitation  to  make  the  crossing,  upon 
which  he  may  to  some  extent;,  but  not  entire- 
ly, rely,  and  presume  that  it  is  safe  for  him 
to  do   so,  and   act  upon   the   presumption, 
within    reasonable    limits.    The    extent   to 
which  he  may  rely  upon  such  assurance  and 
invitation  is  a 'question  of  fact  for  the  jury 
unless  it  conclusively  appears  that  he  relied 
exclusively  thereon,  because  the  court  cannot 
say  that  a  prudent  man  would  not  be  influ- 
enced to  some  material  extent  by  them,  and 
regulate   his    conduct   accordingly.    To  as- 
sume otherwise  would  be  against  all  human 
e.vperience.     Beach,  Contrib.  N«[.  §  190;  2 
Shearm.  &  Redf .  Neg.  §  466 ;  3  Elliott,  Rail- 
roads,  1157;    Glushing  v.  Sharp,  96  N.  Y. 
670 ;  Palmer  v.  "Sew  York  C.  d  H.  R,  R.  Co. 
112  X.  Y.  234,  19  N.  E.  678;  State  v.  Boston 
d  M.  R.  Co.  80  Me.  430,  15  Atl.  36;  Warren 
V.  Boston  d  M.  R.  Co.  163  Mass.  484,  40  X. 
E.  895;  Dundon  v.  New  York,  N,  U.  d  H.  R. 
Co.  67  Conn.  266,  34  Atl.  1041;  Pennsylva- 
nia Co.  V.  Siegemeier,  118  Ind.  305,  20  N.  K. 
843 ;  Evans  v.  Lake  Shore  d  M.  8.  R.  Co.  88 
Mich.  442,  14  L.  R.  A.  223,  50  N.  W.  380: 
Wilson  V.  yew  York,  N.  H.  d  H.  R.  Co.  18 
R.  I.  491^  29  Atl.  258.     It  follows  that  the 
controlling  fact  in  this  case,  which  distin- 
guishes it  from  those  cited  and  relied  upon 
by  the  defendant,  is  that  the  flagman  was  ab- 
sent, whereby  the  plaintiff  was  assured  that 
it  was  safe  to  go  upon  the  crossing,  and  that 
he  did  not  rely  wholly  upon'  such  assurance, 
but  did  so  to  some  extent.     He  did  every- 
thing which  the  most  cautious  man  would 
have  done,  except  to  absolutely  stop  his  team 
and  listen.     We  are  not  disposed  to  relax  the 
rule  that  the  track  of  the  ordinary  commer- 
cial railroad  at  a  highway  crossing  is  a  place 
of  peril,  and  itself  a  warning  to  one  about  to 
go  upon  it  to  exercise  care,  to  the  extent  of 
his  opportunity,  and  to  use  his  senses  of 
sight  and  hearing  to  discover  an  approach- 
ing.train,  and  if  he  fails  to  heed  the  w&rning 
he  is  guilty  of  contributory  negligence,  and 
cannot  recover  if  he  be  injured  by  a  collision. 
A  wise  public  policy  and  a  proper  adminis- 
tration of  justice  alike  forbid  that  we  should 
do  so.     But  this  case  is  essentially  unlike 
one   where   the  party   injured  attempts   to 
make  the  crossing  where  there  is  no  affirma- 
tive assurance  that  it  will  be  safe  for  him  to 
do  so.     It  is  also  unlike  one  where  the  negli- 
gence is  a  failure  to  ring  the  bell  or  sound 
the  whistle  at  a  crossing,  for  such  negligenro 
is  no  assurance,  by  one  whose  special  duty  it 
is  to  know,  that  the  crossing  is  safe,  nor  is 
it  an  invitation  to  the  traveler  to  keep  on  his 
way.     In    this   case   the   evidence    tends    to 
show  that  the  plaintiff   was   lured  into  a 
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place  of  peril  hy  the  assurance  of  the  defend- 
ant that  it  was  one  of  safety,  and  upon 
which  he  had  a  right,  to  some  extent,  to  re- 
ly. This  ebsential  feature  distinguishes  this 
case  from  the  ordinary  crossing  case,  and 
niakee  it  an  exception  to  the  rule  we  have 
stated.  The  extent  to  which  the  plaintiff 
might  have  prudently  relied  upon  this  assur- 
ance of  safety,  and  whether  or  not,  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  due  care,  he  ought  to  have  stopped 
his  team  and  listened^  ai¥  fairly  debatable 
questions  between  reasonable  men;  hence  it 
cannot  be  said,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the 
plaintiff,  under  the  special  circumstances  of 
this  case,  was  bound  to  take  the  unusual  pre- 
caution of  entirely  stopping  his  team  before 
going  upon  the  crossing.  Bcamstrom  v.. 
Xortkem  P.  R.  Co.  46  Minn.  193,  48  N.  W. 
778. 

The  question  of  the  contributory  negli- 
gence of  the  plaintiff  was  one  of  fact  for  the 
jury,  and  the  trial  eourt  erred  in  not  sub- 
mitting the  case  to  them. 

Order  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  granted. 


J.,  dissenting: 
I  dissent.     From  the  cases  cited  the  court 
deduce  this  general  principle:     If  it  conclu- 
sively appears  that  a  traveler  relied  exclu- 
sively upon  the  assurance  or  invitation  to 
cross  the  tracks  which  is  implied  by  the  ab- 
sence of  the  flagman,  then  the  n^ligence  of 
the  traveler  is  established  as  a  matter  of 
law;  but,  if  he  did  not  exclusively  rely  upon 
such  assurances,   then  the  question  of  his 
negligence  is  for  the  jury.    This  seems  to  be 
a  correct  statement  of  the  law  applicable  to 
suoh  cases,  but  it  is  not  correctly  applied  in 
this  case.     There  is  certainly  no  reason  for 
confining  the  means  of  observation  to  that 
medium  by  which  the  absence  of  the  signal 
was  ascertained.     In  State  v.  Boston  d  M. 
R.  Co.  80  Me.  443,  15  Atl.  36,  cited  in  the 
opinion,  the  court  says :  "If  the  gates  were  open 
and  the  crossing  unattended  by  a  flagman, 
then  these  persons  had  a  right  to  accept  the 
fact  as  some  evidence  that  the  train  would 
not  attempt  to  pass  the  crossing  at  a  faster 
speed  than  6  nriles  an  hour.     Of  course,  full 
reliance  cannot  always  be  placed  on  an  ex- 
pectation that  a  railroad  company  will  per- 
form its  duties  when  there  is  any  temptation 
to  neglect  them,  because  experience  teaches 
us  that  it  would  not  be  practicable  to  do  so." 
Another  reason  why  it  is  not  wise  to  estab- 
lish the  rule  that  a  traveler  may  with  im- 
punity exclusively  rely  upon  such  assurances 
is  that  the  absence  of  the  flagman  might  be 
cauf^ed   by   sudden   sickness  or  an  accident 
ovt-'r  which   there  was  no  control,  and  the 
traveler  should  anticipate  such  possibilities, 
and   act   with    reasonable   prudence   in   ap- 
proaching a  place  of  danger.    The  company 
is  not  a  guarantor  of  the  plaintiff's  safety, 
and  the  authorities  do  not  so  hold.     Wliere 
there  is  any  dispute  as  to  the  facts,  or  as  .to 
whether   the    traveler   exercised    rea-senable 
care,  the  question  of  contributory  negligence  '  with  Mr.  Justice  Lewis  in  a  dissent. 
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is  certainly  for  the  jury.  But  in  this  case 
the  facts  are  undisputed.  It  conclusively 
appears  that  the  plaintiff  relied  exclusively 
upon  his  eyesight,  and  that  he  did  not  use 
his  ears.  He  knew  the  danger  and  the  time 
of  the  train.  He  made  so  much  noise  upon 
the  rough,  frozen  road  with  his  rattling  lum- 
ber wagon  that  he  could  not  hear  the  ap- 
proaching train.  He  did  not  stop  or  slow  up 
in  order  that  he  might  hear.  If  he  had 
stuffed  cotton  in  his  ears  he  would  not  more 
effectually  have  deprived  himself  of  the  op- 
portunity to  hear.  It  was  not  enough  that 
he  looked  up  and  down  the  track  as  he  ap- 
proached it.  His  vision  was  obstructed  ai- 
nrast  entirely,  and  for  that  reason  he  was 
called  upon  to  listen,  and  so  drive  that  he 
could  hear.  If  the  customary  signal  had 
been  a  stationary  bell,  and  the  plaintiff,  ap- 
proaching and  not  hearing  it  sound  the  usu- 
al alarm,  had  bandaged  his  eyes  and  permit- 
ted his  team  to  go  upon  the  track,  could  it 
be  said  that  he  was  not  relying  exclusively 
upon  the  invitation  and  assurance  implied 
by  the  absence  of  the  signal?  But  no  more 
so  than  did  the  plaintiff  rely  exclusively  up- 
on his  eyesight  in  this  case  by  depriving 
himself  of  the  use  of  his  ears.  He  was  not 
required  to  stop  in  order  to  get  a  better 
view;  nor  was  he  obliged  to  stop  for  the  pur- 
pose of  hearing  more  effectively,  if  he  had 
not  himself  created  the  noise  which  prevent- 
ed his  hearing.  His  conduct  being  under  his 
own  control,  and,  having  failed  to  take  the 
least  precaution  to  listen,  and  it  being  cer- 
tain that,  if  he  had  stopped  his  own  noise  and 
listened,  he  would  have  heard  the  approach- 
ing train,  it  appears,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
that  he  was  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence. 

Collins,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  cannot  assent  to  the  doctrine  of  the  main 
opinion.  The  plaintiff  made  no  attempt  to 
listen  for  the  approaching  train.  He  knew 
it  was  due,  but  drove  on,  unmindful  of  the 
fact  that  his  wagon  wad  making  so  much 
noise  that  his  sense  of  hearing  was  gone,  so 
far  as  the  expected  train  was  concerned. 
He  relied  exclusively  upon  his  eyesight,  de- 
pending entirely  upon  the  vigilance  of  the 
flagman,  llie  object  of  placing  a  flagman 
and  gates  at  railway  crossings  is  not  to  re- 
lieve the  traveler  upon  the  highway  of  care 
when  approaching  these  dangerous  places, 
but  to  further  guard  and  protect  him  by  ad- 
ditional signals*  To  the  signal  by  whistle 
and  bell  is  the  man  or  the  gates  further 
warning  and  protection.  The  conclusion 
reached  by  the  majority  is  a  decided  and 
dangerous  encroachment  upon  the  wise  and 
salutary  rule,  long  ago  established,  and  not 
yet  openly  abandoned,  that  a  person  about  to 
go  upon  a  railway  track  must  exercise  care 
to  the  extent  of  his  opportunity,  and  must 
use  his  senses  of  sight  and  hearing, — must 
listen,  as  well   as   look.     I  therefore  unito 
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Frederick  W.  FOOT,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  Michael 

Fanning,  Deceased,  Appt., 

c. 

GREAT     NOKTHEUN     RAILWAY     COM- 
PANY. 

( Minn ) 

•1.  Inder  G<-ii.  Stnt.  1804,  §  59t3,  the 
personal  repreaentatlve  of  the  de- 
cea»ed  pemou  may  compromise  and  settle 
the  claim  arising  under  the  statute  with  the 
party  liable,  without  the  consent  of  the  next 
of  Icln  or  the  probate  court. 

2.  Such  settlement  may  be  effected  either 
before  or  after  the  action  is  brought. 

(December  8.  1900.)' 

APPEAL  by  plaintiflf  from  an  order  of  the 
District  Court  for  Ramsey  County  sus- 
taining a  demurrer  to  the  reply  in  an  action 
broupiit  to  recover  damages  for  the  alleged 
nej:;ligent  killing  of  plaintiff's  intestate. 
Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

}fr.  Frederick  W.  Foot  in  propria  per- 
sona. 

Mr,  C.  Wellinirton  for  respondent. 

Lewis,  J.^  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  complaint  alleges  that  one  Michael 
Fanning  was  so  injured  by  defendant  that 
he  died  from  the  effects  thereof;  that  his 
widow,  Ellen  Fanning,  was  appointed  ad- 
ministratrix of  his  estate,  but  had  been  re- 
moved, and  plaintiff  appointed  in  her  place. 
The  action  is  brought  to  recover  $5,000  for 
causing  the  death,  under  Gen.  Stat.  1804,  § 
5013.  The  answer  set  up  as  a  defense  a  com- 
promise and  settlement  made  between  such 
administratrix  and  defendant,  and  a  release 
of  damages.  To  this  answer  plaintiff  replied 
by  alleging  that  Michael  Fanning  left  sur- 
viving him  Ellen  Fanning,  the  widow,  and 
five  children,  ranging  from  ten  to  twenty- 
four  years  of  age;  that  the  settlement  and 
compromise  set  forth  in  the  answer  was 
made  without  the  knowedge  or  consent  on 
the  part  of  the  next  of  kin,  and  without  the 
consent  or  knowledge  of  tlie  probate  court, 
and  that  such  setUcment  has  never  been 
ratified  or  aifirmed  by  either  the  next  of  kin 
or  the  probate  court;  that  said  £11en  Fan- 
ning had  no  authority  to  make  such  settle- 
ment, and  that  she  never  made  any  account 
of  the  moneys  so  received  to  said  court,  but 
that  she  converted  the  same  to  her  own  per- 
sonal use.  To  this  reply  defendant  de- 
murred, upon  the  ground  that  the  same  did 
not  state  any  facts  avoiding  the  affirmative 
matter  set  up  in  the  answer  as  a  defense. 

^Ileadnotes  by  Lbwis^  J. 

Note. — For  an  earlier  case  in  this  series  on 
the  question  of  the  right  of  an  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator to  compromise  a  claim  for  death, 
see  Parker  v.  Providence  ft  8.  S.  S.  Co.  (R.  I.) 
14  L.  R.  A.  414. 

And  as  to  the  right  of  the  widow  of  deceased 
to  compromise  action  brought  by  administrator, 
see  Yelton  v.  Evansville  &  I.  R.  Co.   (Ind.)   21 
L.  R.  A.  loo. 
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The  demurrer  was  subt4iined,  and  plaintiff 
appeals. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  the  reply  does  not 
attack  the  settlement  pleaded  in  the  answer 
upon  the  ground  that  it  was  procurM 
through  fraud  or  misrepresentation.  The 
only  issue  raised  by  the  reply  is  that  the 
former  adnuni?itratrix,  Kllen  Fanning,  had 
no  authority  to  make  the  settlement.  The 
demurrer,  therefore,  rais'js  the  question 
whether,  under  Gen.  Stat.  1894,  §  5913,  the 
personal  representative  of  the  deceased  per- 
son has  power,  without  the  af^sent  of  the- 
next  of  kin  and  the  probate  court,  to  com- 
promise a  claim  for  damages.  The  right 
of  action  given  under  this  statute  is  exclu- 
sively for  the  benefit  of  the  widow  and  next 
of  kin,  upon  the  theory  that  they  have  a 
pecuniary  interest  in  the  life  of  the  de- 
ceased, and  the  object  of  the  stniute  "s  to 
compensate  them  for  such  loss.  If  there  is 
no  widow  or  next  of  kin,  no  action  can  lie 
maintained.  8chicarz  v.  Judd,  28  Minn. 
371,  10  N.  W.  208;  State  v.  Dakota  CourUu 
Probate  Ct.  51  Minn.  241,  53  X.  W.  463.  A 
release  given  for  a  valuable  consideration 
by  the  person  entitled  to  such  benefit  is  a 
bar  to  a  subsequent  action  brought  by  the 
personal  representative  of  the  deceased. 
Sykora  v.  Case  Threshing- Mach.  Co.  59  Minn. 
130,  60  N.  W.  1008.  In  the  opinion  in  the 
Sifkora  Case  it  is  stated  that  the  personal 
representative  is  a  mere  trustee  for  the  par- 
ties interested,  and  that  the  provision  of  the 
statute  which  requires  the  action  to  he 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  personal  repre- 
sentative is  designed  for  the  benefit  of  the 
defendant  by  making  it  certain  that  the  par- 
ty receiving  the  money  is  authorized  to  do  so. 
and  thus  protect  the  defendant  from  the 
danger  of  miving  to  pay  it  twice.  But  sim- 
ply because  the  defendant  may  settle  with 
the  real  party  benefited,  and  thus  cut  off  a 
subsequent  action  by  the  personal  represen- 
tative {Sykora  Case,  59  Minn.  130,  60  N.  W. 
1008),  it  does  not  follow  that,  if  the  person- 
al representative  had  first  commenced  the 
action,  the  defendant  could  then  avoid  it  by 
a  subsequent  settlement  with  the  party  in  in- 
terest. Neither  does  it  follow  that  no  com- 
promise or  settlement  could  be  made  by  the 
trustee,  either  before  or  after  commencing 
the  action.  If  the  personal  representative 
is  the  trustee  of  the  parties  to  be  benefited, 
for  the  purpose  of  commencing  the  suit,  it 
must  follow  that  he  is  their  trustee  for  all 
purposes  m  connection  with  the  action.  Up- 
on him  devolves  the  responsibility  of  select- 
ing counsel,  collecting  evidence,  and  incur- 
ring the  expenses  of  a  trial.  Someone  must 
determine  the  advisability  of  accepting  a 
verdict  as  final,  either  because  adverse  or  in- 
adequate. Again,  for  the  same  reason,  if  the 
nature  of  the  evidence  attainable  and  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  should  lead  the 
personal  representative  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  chances  of  recover j-  would  be  slight, 
and  that  a  compromise  would  be  desirable 
without  commencing  the  action,  he  has  the 
same  authority  to  effect  a  settlement  before 
as  after  actually  serving  the  summons.  The 
statute  contemplates  that  tjie  entire  matter 
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of  enforcing  the  claim  and  of  collecting  the 
money  shall  be  in  the  personal  representa- 
tive, not  only  for  the  protection  of  the  de- 
fendant, but  also  in  order  that  there  may  be 
a  responsible  party  to  take  charge  of  the  in- 
terests of  those  to  be  benefited.  The  law  as- 
sumes that  the  court  will  appoint  a  trustee 
who  is  suitable  for  the  purpose.  If  experi- 
ence shows  that  incompetent  persons  are 
often  selected,  and  that  they  are  liable  to 
be  imposed  upon  in  the  way  of  being  drawn 
into  unwarranted  compromises,  it  is  a  sub- 
ject which  properly  commands  the  attention 
of  the  legislature.  As  the  statute  stands, 
its  meaning  is  dear,  and  there  is  no  call 
for  a  consideration  of  the  common  law  upon 
the  question.  The  following  cases  may  be 
considered  as  bearing  on  the  subject :  Natch- 
ez Cot  ton- AI  ills  Co,  y.  Mullins,  67  Miss. 
072. 7  So.  542 ;  Holder  y.  Nashville,  C.  d  8t, 
L.R.  Co,  92  Tenn.  141,  20  S.  W.  637;  Parker 
V.  Frovidcficc  d  8,  8.  B.  Co.  17  R.  I.  376,  14 
L  R,  A.  414,  22  Atl.  284,  23  Atl.  102. 
Order  affirmed. 
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*1.  A  contract  for  the  coustmctlon  of 
a  creamery,  executed  by  plaintlfT  as  of  the 
first  part,  and  by  all  but  two  of  the  defend- 
fant  subscribers  as  of  the  second  part,  con- 
strued. 

2.  Fifteen  of  tlie  aubBcrlberB  limited 
ihclr  liability  by  fixing  the  amounts  of 
their  several  subscriptions.  In  all,  1^1,700. 
Eleven  did  not  fix  these  amounts.  The  stip- 
ulatPd  contract  price  was  $3,000.  Held,  that 
the  liability  of  the  eleven  last  mentioned  Is 
several,  not  Joint,  and  that  each  is  bound  to 
pay  one  eleventh  of  $1,300. 

3.  Held,  In  an  action  to  obtain  a  Jndv- 
ment  and  to  enforce  a  lien  upon  the  prop- 
erty, that  the  complaint  stated  a  cause  of 
action  against  all  of  the  defendants. 

(January  2,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  an  order  of  the 
District  Court  for  Becker  County  sus- 
taining demurrers  to  a  complaint  filed  to 
hold  defendants  liable  upon  a  subscription 
contract  for  the  building  of  a  creamery.    Re- 

TCrScd. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Jir.  Cannon  Donnelly  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Harris  Richardson  and  Jeff  H. 
Irish,  for  respondents: 

The  names  of  the  eleven  defendants  as 
placed  upon  the  contract  either  follow  that 
of  John  Bahm  or  that  of  E.  G.  Holmes,  and 
if  the  liability  of  either  or  those  men  is  in 

*Hefldnote8  by  Collins^  J. 

Note. — Upon  the  question  whether  a  sub- 
K^iption  contract  is  Joint  or  several,  see  note 
to  Gibbons  t.  Bente  (Minn.)  22  L.  R.  A.  80. 
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'  any   manner  limited,  the   liability  of   these 
I  eleven  men  is  limited  exactly  as  is  the  lia- 
bility of  the  man  whose  name  they  are  con- 
strued to  follow. 

It  will  take  a  violent  construction  to  make 
each  one  of  them  liable  for  $3,000,  wlien  no 
one  of  the  other  signers  could  be  held  liable 
for  over  $100. 

Davis  d'  R.  Bldg.  d  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Jones,  14 
C.  C.  A.  30,  32  U.  S.  App.  32,  66  Fed.  124. 

Collins,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  action  was  brought  by  plaintiff 
against  the  defendants,  27  in  number,  to  re- 
cover a  joint  and  several  judgment  against 
11  for  the  sum  of  $1,300.  It  was  based  upon 
a  written  contract  signed  by  all  but  two  of 
the  defendants,  namely,  the  Detroit  Light  &, 
Land  Company  and  the  Detroit  Dairy  Asso- 
ciation; and,  in  addition  to  the  personal 
judgment,  a  lien  was  demanded  upon  the 
real  property  on  which  the  creamery  men- 
tioned and  provided  for  in  the  contract  was 
built.  The  agreed  price  was  $3,000,  and  of 
this  amount  $1,700  had  been  paid,  according 
to  the  complaint,  to  which  a  copy  of  the  con- 
tract was  attached  and  made  a  part.  This 
tract  was  in  the  usual  form  of  such  instru- 
ments; the  plaintiff  being  the  party  of  the 
first  part,  and  the  defendants,  except  the* De- 
troit Light  &  Land  Company  and  Detroit 
Dairy  Association,  the  parties  of  the  second 
part;  each  defendant  having  been  a  sub- 
scriber thereto.  The  contract  price  was 
made  payable  in  cash  upon  the  completion 
of  the  creamery^  or,  in  lieu  of  all  ca«h,  at 
the  option  of  the  subscribers,  payment  might 
be  made  by  a  joint  negotiable  note  or  notes 
for  two  thirds  of  the  amount,  one  due  in  six 
months  and  one  third  in  one  year  after  the 
creamery  was  completed.  It  was  further 
agreed  that,  if  the  subscribers  should  organize 
themselves  into  a  legal  association,  a  negoti- 
able note  executed  by  that  association  would 
be  accepted  in  lieu  of  jointobligations  for  the 
amountof  the  deferred  payments.  It  was  also 
stipulated  that  the  plaintiff  should  build, 
erect,  and  equip  the  creamery  as  soon  as  20 
subc-cribers  were  obtained  to  the  contract,  and 
that,  unless  the  required  number  of  subscrib- 
ers were  obtained,  the  contract  should  be 
void.  It  was  further  provided  that  plaintiff 
should  make  vigorous  effort  to  obtain  10  or 
more  additional  subscribers  to  the  contract. 
There  was  also  an  agreement  between  the 
subscribers  themselves.  Among  other  things, 
they  agreed  to  jointly  sign  all  notes  given  in 
settlement  of  the  indebtedness  to  plaintiff, 
or,  at  their  option,  each  might  pay  the 
amount  of  his  subscription  in  cash.  This  in- 
strument was  printed,  except  as  to  the 
amount  to  be  paid  for  the  creamery,  the 
place  where  it  was  to  be  tuilt,  and  the  date 
of  its  execution ;  a  blank  form  being  used,  as 
usual.  It  was  executed  in  plaintiff's  behalf 
by  an  agent,  and  then,  following  the  details 
of  the  contract,  the  blank  was  divided  into 
two  pai-Hllel  columns,  in  which  signatures 
were  to  be  placed.    These  columns,  when  the 
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contract  was  considered  complete,  appeared 
thus : 


Names  of  Second  Party,  f  Names  of  Second  Part^. 


Cash  on  completion 
of  factory. 

John  K.  West SlOO 

Geo.  D.  Hamilton. ^100 
BIan<3ing-Norby  Co. 

flOO 

Casper  .Wachman.  .f  100 

John  II.  Smith flOO 

I      subscribe      for 
stock       to      the 

amount    of $100 

Wm.  J.   Bettlngen. 

I      subscribe      for 

stoclc      to       the 

amount     of $100 

K.    F.    Harris 
NiclE      Schroder. .  .$100 

Snell    Brothers $100 

E.  G.  Holmes $100 


This  amount  I 
agree  to  pay 
one  half  In  six 
months,  and  one 
half  in  one  year 
after  factory  ii 
completed. 

John  K.   West $100 

Geo.  D.  Hamilton. $100 

E.   F.    Harris $100 

This     amount     to 
pay      one      half 
four  months  af- 
ter  creamery    is  / 
finished,     $50. 

?50     one     year, 
r  om        time 
creamery  is  fin- 
Ished.     Six    per 
cent.  int. 
H.  R.  Johnson. 

S.  G.  Griffin $100 

J.  A.  Teague $100 

John  Rahm $100 


Turning  over,  at  its  end,  the  sheet  or  page 
on  which  was  the  foregoing,  it  appeared 
thus: 


Names  of  Second  Party. 


Names  of  Second  Party. 


A.  M.  Hoghaug. 
John  Paterson. 
George  Whipple. 
Erastus  Swlck. 
Fred  Mix. 
Frank  Wcitzke. 
Wm.   Disse. 
J.  F.  Olson. 
William  Fisher.. 
Fred  Weirand. 
C.  J.  Rennacker. 


•  •••  ••.•••••• 


So  that  the  first  or  left-hand  column  upon 
the  back  of  the  sheet  or  page  closely  followed, 
and  in  fact  was  a  continuation  of,  the  first 
or  left-hand  column  of  the  first  page;  the 
name  A.  M.  Hoghaug  following  that  of  £.  6. 
Holmes.  The  words  "names  of  the  second 
partj',"  wherevei;  they  appear  as  above 
shown,  were  printed.  The  balance  of  the 
words  and  figures  were  in  writing.  At  this 
point  we  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  op- 
posite to  the  names  of  the  11  defendants  last 
mentioned  there  was  nothing  to  indicate  the 
amount  of  their  several  subscriptions,  as 
there  was  opposite  the  names  of  those  whose 
signatures  preceded,  and  it  is  these  defend- 
ants against  whom  a  money  judgiuent  is  de- 
manded. It  stands  admitted  that  the  other 
defendants  have  placed  a  practical  construc- 
tion upon  their  contract,  which  has  been  sat- 
isfactory to  the  plaintiff,  and  has  resulted  in 
payment  by  each  of  these  persons  of  the 
amounts  set  opposite  tlicir  respective  names, 
— $1,700  in  all.  The  question  in  the  case 
seems  to  be  as  to  what  amount,  if  any,  was 
subscribed  by  the  remaining  11  defendants. 
It  is  contended  by  their  counsel  that,  so  far  | 
as  is  shown  by  the  complaint,  they  are  not 
52  L.  R.  A. 


liable,  in  any  sum  whatever,  and,  further, 
that  in  no  event  can  their  liability  be  held 
joint,  and  that  at  most  it  is  a  several  liabil- 
ity for  $100  each.  It  is  very  clear  that,  had 
not  a  part  of  the  defendants  limited,  by  fig- 
ures placed  opposite  their  respective  names, 
the  amounts  of  their  subscriptions,  when 
signing  this  contract,  it  would  have  been  a 
joint  and  several  obligation  on  the  part  of 
all  of  the  subscribers.  Its  terms  were  not 
at  all  complicated,  and  it  would  have  been 
like  any  other  contract  in  which  parties  of 
the  second  part  agree  to  pay  an  entire  sum 
in  cash  for  an  article  to  be  furnished  by  the 
party  of  the  first  part,  when  it  is  finished,  or, 
at  their  option,  to  execute  and  deliver  their 
joint  negotiable  note  or  notes  for  a  part  of 
the  purchasi;  price.  The  language  of  such 
a  contract  will  govern,  except  in  a  case  of 
fraudulent  representation  and  concealment. 
But  with  the  contract  as  it  appears,  and  as 
finally  assented  to,  we  are  of  the  opinion 
that  the  liability  of  the  persons  whose  names 
appear  upon  the  first  page  (all  of  the  sub- 
scribers except  the  11  before  mentioned)  was 
limited,  and  that  they  cannot  be  jointly  held 
for  any  amount  whatever.  As  to  those  per- 
sons a  several  liability  was  created,  each  to 
the  amount  of  his  subscription,  and  for 
which  each  might  be  sued  separately.  This 
view  was  taken  as  to  a  similar  instrument  in 
Gibbons  V.  Bente,  51  Minn.  499,  22  L.  R.  A. 
80,  53  N.  W.  756;  and  manifestly  this  view 
was  taken  by  the  defendants  so  subscribing, 
and  by  the  plaintiff,  it  being  evidenced  bv  the 
practical  construction  which  was  placed 
up>n  the  instrument  when  those  persons 
paid  the  amounts  so  subscribed.  They  can- 
not complain  of  the  construction  of  their  ob- 
ligation as  found  in  the  contract,  nor  can 
the  plaintiiT  question  the  interpretation,  for 
it  has  acted  upon  it.  Nor,  upon  demurrer, 
can  the  remaining  defendants  who  failed  to 
limit  their  liability  in  any  way  find  fault 
with  this  view. 

This  brings  us  to  the  principal  question  in 
the  case:  \Vhat  are  the  obligations  of  the 
1 1  defendants'  who  last  subscribed  to  the  con- 
tract, and  failed  to  indicate  the  amounts  of 
their  subscriptions,  and  against  whom  a 
joint  personal  judgment  is  demanded?  The 
question  is  not  without  difficulty,  and  we 
are  not  entirely  free  from  doubt  as  to  the 
extent  of  their  liability.  If  there  had  been 
no  limitations  made  by  the  subscribers  who 
upon  the  face  of  the  instrument  appear  to 
have  first  subscribed,  the  11  as  well  as  those 
who  preceded  would  have  been  bound  in 
strict  accordance  with  the  specified  term^, 
as  before  stated.  There  are  no  precedents  to 
guide  us,  so  far  as  we  know;  but  taking  into 
consideration  the  fact  that  the  contract  price 
was  $3,000,  and  that  of  this  $1,700  had  been 
previously  subscribed  by  persons  who  had 
limited  their  liability;  that  $1,300  remained 
to  be  raised;  and  that  it  ought  not  to  be  se* 
riously  contended  that  the  1 1  intended  to  be- 
come  jointly  obligated,  when  those  who  pre- 
ceded them  upon  the  contract  had  not  as- 
sumed a  joint  obligation  as  to  the  whole 
debt, — we  conclude  that  prima  facie,  at 
least,  the    11    became    liable   severally,  not 
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jointly,  each  for  his  proportion  of  the  bal- 
ance dne,  namely,  $1,300.  In  other  words, 
the  subscription  of  each,  each  for  himself, 
was  prima  facie  for  one  eleventh  part  of  $1,- 
300.  This  being  our  conclusion,  it  is  quite 
evident  that  as  against  these  11  defendants 
the  complaint  stated  a  cause  of  action.  A 
several  judgment  can  be  entered  in  this  ac- 
tion for  the  amount  due  from  each  upon  the 
contract)  notwithstanding  the  demand  for  a 
joint  and  several  judgment  against  the  11. 
It  follows  that  a  lien  can  be  enforced  as  to 
each  of  the  defendants  against  whom  a  sev- 
eral judgment  is  entered,  to  the  amount  of 
bis  interest  in  the  creamery  and  the  real 
property  upon  which  it  was  located.  As  to 
the  interests  of  such  of  the  subscribers  as 
have  paid  their  subscriptions  and  settled 
with  the  plaintiff,  no  liens  can  be  enforced. 
Their  interests  are  fully  protected  by  the 
i^fttlpment,  and  whatever  rights  thoy  may 
have  iu  the  p^-onerty  cannot  be  reached  in 
proceedings  again»«;    the   defaulting  defend- 


ants. But  they  were  proper  parties  to  the 
action:  for  their  interests,  unless  guarded, 
might  be  jeopardized  in  the  attempt  to  en- 
force liens  against  the  interests  of  their  co- 
subscribers  who  had  refused  to  settle,  and 
against  whom  personal  judgments  may  be 
entered.  They  have  interests  to  protect,, 
and  consequently  they  were  proper  parties 
to  the  action.  If  their  rights  are  not  af- 
fected, they  can  disclaim  and  disavow  any 
interest  in  the  matter.  This  is  also  true  of 
the  defendant  Detroit  Light  &  Land  Com- 
pany and  the  Detroit  Dairy  Association. 
The  complaint  alleges  that  both  of  these 
parties  have,  or  claim  to  have,  some  interest 
m  the  property.  If  so,  they  are  properly 
made  defendants  in  an  action  to  enforce  the 
lien  against  the  rights  of  the  11  defendants- 
before  mentioned.  There  were  five  separate 
demurrers  interposed,  and  we  conclude  that, 
for  the  reasons  stated,  each  should  have 
been  overruled. 

The  order  appealed  from  is  reversed. 


MISSISSIPPI  SUPREME  COURT. 


Oscar  WILSON,  Appt., 

V. 

ALAPAilA    GREAT     SOUTHERN    RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 

(77  Miss.  714.) 

1.  Ah  order  made  by  tifro  only  of  three 
ptenibera   of  an   executive   comnilttee 

of  a  board  of  health,  when  the  other  member 
vaj!  not  pr(»sent,  was  invalid  under  Laws 
1S1>4,  chap.  38,  p.  33,  prior  to  the  amendment 
of  1808. 

2.  An  order  of  a  board  of  healtb  ntak- 
Inar  it  nnla'vrfnl  for  any  person  to  get 
(iflf  from  any  l>oat  or  train  In  the  state  until 
after  further  orders  of  the  board  is  void  for 
iinreasouableness  so  far  as  It  affects  persons 
turning  into  the  state  from  nontnfected 
plai'es,  although  the  order  was  made  because 
of  tbe  existence  of  yellow  fever  at  certain 
places. 

3.  The  ejection  of  a  paaaenver  front  a 
train  cannot  be  Jnstlfled  by  a  void  order  of 
t  !>oard  of  health  prohibiting  all  persons 
from  coming  into  the  state  by  train  until 
farther  orders  of  the  board  of  health. 

4.  A  fatnlf  objection  eltber  to  a  canae 
of  aetlon  or  to  a  defeniie,  when  it  is 
fhown  by  the  record,  and  could  not  have 
been  obviated  if  raised  in  the  court  below, 
may  be  raised  for  the  first  time  on  appeal. 

(April  30,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Lauderdale  Count v 


Nf/TB. — As  to  quarantine  regulations  by 
health  authorities,  see  Ilurst  vV.  Warner 
(Mirh.)  26  L.  K.  A.  484,  and  note.  For  later 
»•€«  In  this  series,  see  Re  Smith  (N.  Y.)  28 
L.  R.  A.  820. 

As  to  powers  of  boards  In  case  of  epidemics, 
■ee  note  to  Thomas  v.  Mason    (W.  Va.»    2<J  L. 
R.  A.  727.     See  also  the  later  case  of  Blue  v. 
Beach  (Ind.)  50  L.  R.  A.  64. 
:2  L.  K.  A. 


in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  dama^en  for  defendant's  refusal  to 
permit  plaintiff  to  ride  on  its  train.  Re- 
versed. 

Plaintiff  lived  at  Meridian,  Mississippi. 
IW  purchased  a  ticket  from  that  point  to 
Nashville,  Tennessee,  and  return.  Within 
the  time  limited  by  the  ticket  he  began  his 
return  journey,  but  was  refused  passage  and 
compelled  to  leave  the  cars  before  entering 
the  state  of  Mis8ia«»ippi,  lM*cause  of  an  order 
which  had  been  issued  by  the  state  board  of 
health  entablishing  quarantine  regulations 
against  yellow^  fever.  This  order  forbade  all 
persons  from  coming  into  the  state  or  stop- 
ping or  disembarking  in  the  state.  Plain- 
tiff had  in  his  possession  a  health  certificate 
I  signed  by  a  member  of  the  Mississippi  state 
board  of  health  on  the  day  after  ne  pur- 
chased his  ticket.  Meridian  and  Nashville 
were  noninfected  points,  and  plaintiff  had 
not  been  exposed  to  infection.  He  was  com- 
pelled to  walk  from  Livingston,  Alabama,  to 
his  home,  and  thereby,  because  of  lameness, 
suffered  injury  and  exhaustion,  for  which 
damages  m  this  case  were  sought. 

The  order  of  the  board  of  health  under 
which  the  railroad  company  acted  was  as  fol- 
lows : 

Vicksburg,  Miss., 

September  15,  1807. 
To  the  Citizens  of  the  State  of  Mississippi, 
Railroad  Official.«^,  and  Other  Transportation 
Lines: 

On  account  of  yellow  fever  at  several 
places  along  the  coast  in  this  state,  and 
several  cases  of  yelhn^  fever  at  Kd wards,  and 
reported  snsf>ecte<i  cases  at  various  other 
points  throu;,'li  this  state,  until  further  or- 
dered by  tins  board  no  jKTson  will  be  al- 
lowed to  get  off  trains  and  hoat^  at  any  sta- 
tion or  point  in  the  state  of  Mississippi,  and 
no  fr(  i'jlit,  baggage,  mail,  or  express  is  to 
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be  handled  by  the  railroads  or  transporta- 
tion companies  from  infected  places.  No 
train  will  be  allowed  to  stop  at  infected 
points.  Any  person  from  a  noninfected  com- 
munity whose  destination  is  beyond  the  state 
of  Mississippi  will  be  allowed  to  board 
trains  not  infected  with  yellow  fever.  Train 
crews  running  to  and  from  places  that  are 
not  infected  by  yellow  fever  will  be  allowed 
to  get  oJf  at  the  terminal. 

J.  F.  Hunter,  M.  D., 
W.  Q.  Kiger,  M.  D., 

Executive  Committee, 
Mississippi  State  Board  of  Health. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 
Mr,  W.  T.  Honiton  for  appellant. 
Messrs.  Fewell  A  Son  for  appellee. 

Whitfield,  Ch.  J.,  deKvered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Appellant's  rights  were  fixed  September 
23,  1897,  and  are  not  affected  by  the  provi- 
sions of  the  2d  and  9th  sections  of  Uie  act  of 
1898  (Laws  1898,  p.  93).  The  presence  of 
all  three  of  the  members  of  the  executive 
committee  of  the  state  board  of  health  was 
necessary  to  a  valid  order  on  September  15, 
1897,  when  the  order  in  question  was  made. 
Laws  1894,  chap.  38,  p.  33.  This  is  made 
clear  a«  the  legislative  purpose  by  the 
amendment  (Laws  1898,  p.  93,  §  2)  provid- 
ing, for  the  first  time,  that  "the  presence  of 
two  members  of  the  executive  committee** 
would  do  thereafter.  The  order  in  question 
was  made  by  only  two  members,  it  not  being 
shown  that  three  were  present.  Nor  is  it 
shown  that  the  board  appointed  the  chair- 
man. Had  three  been  present,  and  two  made 
the  order,  this  objection  woud  have  been  ob- 
viated. 

But  the  order  must  be  held  void  for  un- 
reasonableness, also.  All  orders  of  the 
board  of  healtli  must  stand  the  test  of  rea- 
sonableness. This  order  provided:  "On  ac- 
count of  yellow  fe\'er  at  several  places  along 
the  coast,  in  this  state,  and  several  cases  of 
yellow  fever  at  Edwards,  and  reported  sus- 
pected cases  at  various  other  points  through 
this  state,  until  further  ordered  by  this 
board  no  person  will  be  allowed  to  get  off 
trains  and  boats  at  any  point  or  station  in 
the  state  of  Mississippi,"  etc.;  the  rest  of 
the  order  not  modifying  in  any  way  this  pro- 
vision. Now,  the  appellant  was  from  Me- 
ridian, a  noninfected  point,  and  had  a  duly 
issued  health  certificate,  and  was  returning 
from  Nashville,  a  noninfected  point,  to  his 
home,  in  Meridian,  on  a  valid  excursion  re- 
turn ticket.  He  had  not  been  exposed  to  in- 
fection. The  order  was  not  that  no  person 
who  had  been  exposed  to  infection,  or  who 
came  from  an  infected  point,  or  who  was  des- 
tined for  an  infected  point,  should  be  allowed 
to  come  into  the  state,  but  that  no  person 
whosoever,  from  any  point  whatsoever, 
should  be  allowed  to  get  off  anywhere  in  the 
state.  The  authorities  are  uniform  that 
this  sort  of  order  is  wholly  indefensible.  It 
has  been  expressly  so  held  in  this  state. 
Kosciusko  V.  Sloinherg,  68  Miss.  409,  12 
52  L.  R.  A. 


L.  R.  A.  528,  9  So.  297,  which  also  lolds 
that  the  reasonableness  of  these  orders  is,  of 
course,  for  the  court  to  determine.  And  it 
has  been  so  held  in  many  authorities,  among 
which  see,  specially.  Re  timith^  14G  N.  Y. 
68,  28  L.  R.  A.  820,  40  N.  E.  497;  the  notes 
to  Hurst  V.  Warner  (Mich.)  26  L.  R.  A.  481, 
and  State  ex  rel,  Adams  v.  Burdgc,  95  Wis. 
390,  37  L.  R.  A.,  at  page  162,  70  N^  W.  351, 
citing  with  approval  Kosciusko  v.  Slomberg, 
68  Miss.  469,  12  L.  R.  A.  528,  9  So.  297. 
See,  particularly,  the  reasoning  of  the  court 
in  Re  Smith,  146  N.  Y.  74,  28  L.  R.  A.,  at 
page  823,  40  N.  E.  498.  Regard  must  be  had 
to  the  maxim,  Sdlits  populi  suprema  lex,  of 
course,  but  regard  must  be  also  had  to  the 
liberty  of  the  citizen,  and  both  principles 
must  be  given  reciprocal  play.  Tlie  public 
health  must  be  vigilantly  cared  for,  but  with 
due  caution  that  no  order  intended  to  secure 
it  shall  be  so  sweeping  and  arbitrary  as  to 
interfere  unreasonably  with  the  citizen's 
rights  of  return  to  his  home,  neither  he  nor 
it  having  been  exposed  to  infection.  With 
every  disposition  to  iiphold  all  reasonable 
regulations  of  our  efficient  and  faithful 
boitrd  of  health,  we  are  constrained  by  the 
oft-settled  doctrines  applicable  to  declare 
this  order  void  for  unreasonableness. 
Doubtless  this  order  would  not  have  been 
given  its  unconfined  sweep,  but  for  the  hurry 
and  excitement  of  the  times.  The  railroad 
company  must  take  the  risk — as  all  citize^is 
do — as  to  the  validity  of  such  orders,  when 
it  yields  to  the  order  alone.  And  when  it«* 
defense  is,  not  that  it  yielded  obedience  be- 
cause only  of  the  order,  but  because,  also,  of 
vis  major, — a  shotgun  quarantine,  for  ex- 
ample,— its  defense  will  be  maintained,  if  it 
shiill  appear  that  such  vis  major,  such  un- 
controllable necessity,  was  the  real  cause  of 
its  action.  It  need  not  go  to  the  extent  of 
actual  collision  with  force  marshaled  by  ne- 
cessity :  but  it  must  show  that  its  action  was 
due  to  such  force,  existing  and  capable  of 
controlling  its  action.  But  here  it  is  clear 
that  was  not  the  case,  and  the  action  of  the 
appellee  was  due  wholly  to  the  void  order. 
The  appelant  was  not  even  brought  to  the 
state  line,  and  was  once  put  off  in  Tennes- 
see, and  actually  did  come  into  Meridian, 
without  hindrance,  in  a  conveyance,  after  he 
was  put  off.  It  was  not  sho\^Ti  even  that  the 
order  waa  temporary,  or  that  it  was  ever 
rescinded.  Ordinarily  it  is  true  that  objec- 
tions not  specifically  made  below  cannot  here 
be  relied  on.  The  reason  of  that  rule,  which 
gives  it  its  life,  is  that  the  opposite  party 
may  have  opportunity  to  meet  and  obviate 
the  objection.  But  where  the  court  can  see, 
as  to  the  plaintiff,  that  he  haa  no  cause  of 
action  on  which  a  judgment  can  be  legally 
pronounced,  or,  as  to  the  defendant,  that 
he  has  no  defense  that  the  law  can  allow 
to  stand,  there  is  presented  in  both  cases, 
equally,  a  twise  wherein  it  is  not  legally  pos- 
sible to  obviate  the  fatal  fault,  if  opportun- 
ity to  do  so  had  been  given;  and  this  court 
must  in  such  case  act  upon  the  fatal  infirm- 
ity presented  by  the  record.  It  was  error  t» 
grant  the  peremptory  instruction. 
Reversed  and  remanded. 


1900. 


Kbambk  ▼.  80UTUKRN  R.  Co. 
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Sarah    KRA]^IER,    Adinx.,    etc..    of     Hugo 
Kramer,  Deceased,  Appt., 

V. 

SOUTHERN  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 
(127  N.  C.  328.) 

l,  A  pile  of  railroad  croMS-tieii  on  an 
niiaiied  portion  of  a  iitreet,  which  can- 
not be  used  as  a  highway,  does  not  constitute 
an  ohscructlon  of  the  highway  which  will 
BQstain  an  action  by  a  private  individual  on 
tbe  ground  that  the  highway  is  obstructed. 

a.  Tlie  death  of  a  child,  caaVed  by  the 
fall  of  a  pile  of  eroMs-tlea  which  a  rall- 
niad  ct>inpany  had  piled  in  a  street  and  on 
which  he  was  undertaking  to  climb,  will  not 
create  a  liability  on  the  part  of  the  company 
because  of  its  failure  to  guard  against  such 
an  injury,  unless  it  Icnew  that  children  were 
in  the  habit  of  playing  there. 

(Fnircloth,  Ch.  J,,  and   Furche$,  J.,  diHsent.) 

1  December  19,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  McDowell 
County  in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action 
brouglit  to  recover  damages  for  tlie  alleged 
oe«fiigent  killing  of  plaintitf's  intestate. 
Receined, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinions. 

Jfr.  E.  J.  Juatioe,  for  appellant: 

The  public  is  entitled  to  entire  way. 

^tate  V.  Eastman,  109  N.  C.  785,  13  S.  E. 
1019;  Code,  2065;  \Vhitaker*8  Smith,  Ncg. 
Ill:  Elliott,  Roads  &  StreeU,  {  478;  Acts 
lS.)4-55.  chap.  228,  S  28,  p.  264. 

'Hiis  id  so,  though  space  may  be  left  for 
the  public  to  travel. 

Angell,  Highways,  8  220;  Johnson  v. 
Wkitefield,  18  Me,  286,  36  Am.  Dec.  721. 

A  railroad  company  should  not  be  al- 
io wM  to  use  a  street  as  a  freight  vard. 

Elliott,  Roads  &  Streets,  ^  482."  note  1. 

Xo  continuance  of  the  obstruction  for  any 
length  of  time  will  make  it  legal. 

Elliott,  Roads  &  Streets,  §  490;  Htate  v. 
Ed*>njf,  85  X.  C.  520. 

There  is  individual  liability  for  wrongful- 
ly oljstructing  a  highway. 

Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  fi  365,  and  notes. 

A  person  who  places  an  obstruction  in  a 
bivhway,  and  causes  damages,  cannot  be 
heard  to  say  he  did  not  foresee  an  injury 
would  occur. 


Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  |  21,  and  latter 
part  of  note  1. 

Why  should  a  railroad  be  required  to  keep 
an  outlook  for  a  child  upon  a  track,  and  be 
responsible  if  the  train  kills  it,  and  not  here 
be  responsible  for  the  injury  which  might 
have  been  foreseen,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  ties,  though  in  the  street,  were  out  of 
the  traveled  way? 

The  defendant  was  guilty  of  maintaining 
a  nuisance  by  keeping  this  pile  of  cross- ties 
in  the  street. 

Dillon  V.  Raleigh,  124  N.  C.  184,  32  S.  E. 

548;    Beach,  Contributory  Neg.   §    140,  and 

notes;   Brutisom  v.  Labrot,  81  Ky.  038,  50 

;  Am.  Rep.  193;  Riiz  v.  Wheeling,  45  W.  Va. 

262,  43  L.  R.  A.  148,  31  S.  E.  993. 

}icsHrs.  G.  F.  Baaon  and  F.  H.  Bvabee, 
with  .1/r.  A.  B.  Andrews,  Jr.,  for  appellee: 

The  only  principle  upon  which  this  action 
can  be  maintained  for  the  death  of  the  plain- 
tiff's intestate,  a  boy  nine  years  of  age,  is 
upon  the  doctrine  of  the  Turntable  Cases 
{.Sioux  City  ct  P.  H.  Co.  v.  Stout,  17  Wall. 
657,  21  L.  ed.  745),  which  doctrine  !■  now 
denied  in  many  jurisdictions. 

yunderbvck  v.  Hendry,  34  N.  J.  L.  467; 
Delaware,  L.  d  W,  It.  Co.  v.  Reich,  61  N.  J. 
L.  638,  41  L.  R.  A.  831.  40  Atl.  682.  See 
also  TurtSH  v.  Sew  York,  H.  d  W.  R.  Co.  61 
N.  J.  L.  31-1,  40  Atl.  614. 

The  railroad  company  is  not  required  to 
police  a  pile  of  tit»8,  as  they  would  a  piece  of 
dangerous  machinery,  against  children  play- 
ing on  them. 

Montsoiiierj,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court; 

This  case  was  disposed  of  at  the  last  term 
of  this  court  by  a  per  curiam  order  aflfu-ming 
the  judgment  below,  which  was  in  favor  ol 
the  defendant.  A  petition  by  the  plaintitT 
to  rehear  was  allowed,  and  the  case  is  again 
before  us  for  our  reconsideration.  The  ac- 
tion was  brought  by  the  mother  of  the  child, 
as  his  administratrix,  under  {  1408  of  the 
Code,  to  recover  compensation  for  the  pecun- 
iary injury  resulting  from  the  death.  Tlie 
plaintiff  in  her  complaint  alleged  that  the 
defendant  owed  the  public  and  her  intestate 
the  duty  of  keeping  the  street  and  its  road 
free  from  obstructions,  dangerous  or  unsafe, 
and  which  might  injure  the  public  or  any  of 
its  members,  and  that  in  violation  of  this 
duty  it  placed  dangerous  obstructions  in  the 


Note. — For  a  case  In  this  series  on  liability 
for  Injury  to  child  playing  on  ties  In  railroad 
y&rd.  see  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Edwards  ' 
Hex  )   32  L.  R.  A.  825. 

As  to  leaving  street  car  in  street,  see  Kau-  | 
mi»ier  v.  LMty  K'.eotric  R.  Co.   (Mich.)  40  L.  R.  ! 
A.  SSr*;  George   v.   Los  Angeles   R.   Co.    (Cal.) 
46  L.  R.  A.  8U9. 

Ar  to  rights  of  children  to  protection  against 
dan^orons  conditions  of  highway,  see  (*lbson 
V.  Huntington  (W.  Va.)  22  L.  U.  A.  561,  and 
nittt. 

As  to  liability  for  dangerous  condition  of 
?roQndjc  l}lng  open  beside  a  hijerliway  or  path, 
»^  Lepnlck  v.  Ciaddis  (Miss.)  2iJ  L.  .R.  A.  i\Hi\, 
and  note.  For  later  cases  in  this  series  see 
:yi  L.  R.  A. 


Pekln  v.  McMahon  (111.)  27  L.  R.  A.  206; 
Moran  v.  I'nllman  Palace  Car  Co.  (Mo.)  S'.i  L. 
R.  A.  755  ;  Dobbins  v.  Missouri.  K.  &  T.  R.  Co. 
(Tex.)  38  L.  R.  A.  573;  Omaha  v.  Bowman 
(Neb.)  40  L.  R.  A.  5,'il  ;  Delaware.  L.  &  W.  R. 
Co.  v.  Reich  (N.  J.)  41  L.  R.  A.  831;  Stendnl 
V.  Boyd  (Minn.)  42  L.  R.  A.  2S.S ;  Cooper  v. 
Overton  (Tenn.)  45  L.  R.  A.  ."jOI  ;  Arnold  v. 
St.  Louis   (Mo.)  48  L.  R.  A.  21)1. 

As  to  c^re  required  of  railroad  company  to 
prevent  injuring  small  children  on  track,  see 
Bottoms  v.  Seaboard  &  R.  R.  Co.  (X.  C.)  2j  I.. 
R.  A.  784.  and  notr.  I'or  later  cases  in  th's 
series,  see  Roth  v.  I'nlon  Depot  Co.  (Wash..  ."Jl 
L.  R.  A.  sr..-):  iJunn  v.  Ohio  River  B.  Co.  (W. 
Ya.)   3tJ  L.  R.  A.  575. 
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street,  to  wit,  a  large  number  of  railroad 
cross-ties,  which  were  so  carelessly  piled  as 
that  on  the  27  th  day  of  July  they  fell  on  the 
intestate  of  the  plaintiff,  a  child  nine 
years  of  age,  and  by  which  he  received  in- 
juries from  which  he  died  on  the  17th  of 
August,  1898.  The  facts,  so  far  as  they  are 
necessary  to  be  stated  for  the  purposes  of 
this  appeal,  are  these:  On  Garden  street, 
in  the  town  of  Marion,  where  the  defendant's 
railroad  crosses  the  street,  the  defendant 
had  piled  a  lot  of  cross-ties,  not  in  the  man- 
ner called  "cribbing,'*  but  straight  and  in 
rows,  one  on  the  top  of  the  other.  The  street 
at  that  point  was  originally  laid  out  to  be 
60  feet  wide,  but  only  about  14  feet  of  it 
had  ever  been,  or  could  have  been,  used  in 
its  then  present  condition  as  a  public  high- 
way for  vehicles,  and  there  were  no  side- 
walks for  pedestrians.  In  the  summer  of 
1808  some  little  boys  had  a  habit  of  playing 
on  the  cross- ties,  and  while  so  engaged  in 
play,  on  the  27th  day  of  July,  one  of  them, 
Hugo  Kramer,  the  plaintiff's  intestate,  nine 
years  old,  that  he  might  get  a  better  view  of 
a  parsing  train,  undertook  to  climb  up  on 
the  cross- ties,  and  in  so  doing  pulled  some 
of  them  over,  and  upon  him,  by  means  of 
which  he  was  so  badly  hurt  that  in  a  few 
weeks  he  died.  The  gravamen  of  the  com- 
plaint is  the  defendant's  negligence  gro^ving 
out  of  its  obstruction  of  a  public  street. 

If  the  cross-ties  had  been  piled  upon  the 
defendant's  own  premises  instead  of  in  the 
street,  and  the  defendant  had  had  no  actual 
knowledge  that  the  children  were  in  the 
habit  of  playing  on  the  ties,  the  law  would 
have  imposed  no  duty  upon  the  defendant 
to  look  out  for  their  safety  by  having  the 
ties  piled  with  a  view  to  that  end.  Missouri,  K. 
d-  T,  R.  Co.v.  Edioards,  90  Tex.  66,32  L.  R.A. 
825,  36  S.  W.  430.  The  principle  announced 
in  the  Turntablt  Cases  {Siotuv  City  d  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  Sitout,  17  Wall.  657,  21  L.  ed.  745)  and 
others  would  not  apply  if  the  ties  had  been 
carelessly  piled  on  the  defendant's  premises. 
The  Turntable  decisions  are  necessarily 
based  either  on  the  idea  that  such  machin- 
ery has  such  peculiar  attractions  for  chil- 
dren as  objects  of  play  that,  when  left  un- 
locked, there  is  an  implied  invitation  to  use 
them,  or,  when  not  properly  guarded,  it  is 
so  obviously  dangerous  to  children  as  to  call 
for  diligence  in  the  owner  to  take  precau- 
tions against  the  dangers.  Those  cases  are 
exceptions  to  the  generaJ  doctrine,  and  went 
to  the  very  limit  of  the  law.  Mere  attrac- 
tiveness o?  premises  to  children  will  not 
bring  a  case  within  that  exceptional  doc- 
trine. Indeed,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  in  his 
argument  here  stated  that  he  did  not  con- 
tend for  the  application  to  this  case  of  the 
principle  laid  down  in  the  Turntable  Cases. 
His  argument  was  mainly  addressed  to  the 
discussion  of  three  of  the  plaintiff's  excep- 
tions,— two,  the  first  and  fifth,  bearing  on 
the  court's  instructions  upon  the  obstruc- 
tions of  the  public  street  or  highway;  and 
the  third  on  the  negligence  of  the  defendant, 
as  connected  with,  and  dependent  upon,  the 
defendant's  knowledge  of  the  habit  of  the 
children  of  playing  on  the  cross-ties. 
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In  the  portions  of  his  honor's  charge  to 
which  exceptions  1  and  5  were  directed,  the 
jury  were  instructed,  in  substance,  that 
there  was  no  obstruction  of  the«treet,  unless 
the  cross-ties  were  in  that  part  of  the  street 
which  was  used  by  the  public,  and  that  if 
the  ties  were  upon  that  part  of  the  street 
which  was  not  used  by  the  public,  and  could 
not  be  used,  there  Nvas  no  obstruction  of  the 
highway;  and,  further,  that  the  defendant 
oompany  was  guilty  of  a  wrongful  act  in  al- 
lowing it  to  remain  there;  but,  nothing  else 
appearing,  the  only  remedy  for  that  wrong- 
ful act  would  be  indictment  by  the  grand 
jury,  and  the  defendant  be  punished  in  a 
criminal  action  for  obstructing  the  public 
highway;  "and  a  private  individual  would 
have  no  right  to  maintain  an  action  against 
the  railroad  company  for  obstructing  the 
street  unless  that  private  individual  was  in- 
jured— received  special  injuries— on  account 
of  the  pile  of  croes-ties  being  there,  an  ob- 
struction to  the  highway,  and  while  the 
party  was  using  the  highway  as  he  had  a 
right  to  do."  We  see  no  error  in  that  in- 
struction. If  the  whole — all  parts— of  the 
street  had  been  in  a  condition  to  be  traveled 
and  u£ed  by  the  public,  and  by  habit  and 
custom  the  public  had  used  only  a  certain 
portion  of  it,  then  the  instruction  would 
have  been  wrong.  But  that  is  not  the  case 
here.  There  was  CAidence  that  only  that 
portion  which  was  used  could  have  been 
used;  the  other  part  being  unfit  for  use. 
The  piling  of  the  ties  on  the  unused  part  of 
the  street  might  have  been  without  leave  of 
the  town,  and  the  defendant  might  have 
been  a  trespasser,  but,  under  the  facts  of 
this  case,  it  had  not  obstructed  the  street. 

The  court  further  instructed  the  jury  that, 
although  tJiey  might  find  that  the  pile  of 
crobs-ties  was  an  obstruction  there  in  the 
street,  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  was 
not  founded  upon  that  primarily,  and  that, 
before  they  could  say  that  the  intestate's 
injury  and  death  were  caused  by  the  negli- 
gence of  the  defendant,  they  should  inquire 
whether  or  not  the  defendant  knew  that  the 
pile  of  cross-ties  in  the  street  was  a  common 
resort  of  little  boys  of  tender  years  in  that 
neighborhood  to  play,  and  the  burden  was 
on  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  railroad 
company  knew  that  fact,  and  that,  if  the 
defendant  did  not  know  it,  then  they  should 
answer  the  issue  as  to  the  defendant's  neg- 
ligence, "No."  That  was  a  correct  instruc- 
tion, and  wua  consistent  with  the  one  just 
discussed.  • 

But  his  honor  further  told  the  jury:  "Tf 
you  find  that  it  [the  pile  of  cross-ties]  was 
not  an  obstruction  to  the  highway,  then  it 
woud  be  your  duty  to  answer  this  issue  [as 
to  the  defendant's  n^ligence],  'No.'"  In 
this  instruction  there  is  error.  The  pile  of 
cross-ties  was  not  on  the  defendant's  prem- 
ises. It  was  on  a  public  street  in  the  town 
of  Marion,  and,  even  though  the  defendant 
might  have  been  tacitly  permitted  to  use  the 
street  for  the  purpose  of  piling  the  ties,  yet 
the  plaintiff's  intestate  was  not  a  trespasser. 
If  he  was  too  young  to  be  bound  by  anv  rule 
as   to   contributory   negligence,   and   had  a 
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habit  of  playing,  with  other  boys,  on  the 
cross-tics,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  without  the  defendant's  attempting 
to  prevent  siich  sport  or  to  take  precautious 
against  injury  to  the  children,  then  the  de- 
fendant was  negligent.  In  such  a  case  the 
defendant's  negligence  would  not  consist  in 
piling  the  cross-ties  in  the  street,  but  it 
would  consist  in  its  failure  to  guard  against 
injury  to  tjhe  children,  after  it  had  learned 
of  their  habit  of  playing  on  the  ties,  and  its 
failing  to  provide  against  their  injury;  and 
this  is  particularly  true  as  the  ties  were  not 
on  the  defendant's  property,  and  the  plain- 
tiff s  intestate  was  not  a  trespasser. 

Tks  petition  ia  (Ulotoed,  and  a  new  trial  is 
ordered, 

• 

Fairelotl&9  Ch.  J.,  dissents. 

Fnrclies,  J.,  dissenting: 

This  is  an  action  for  damages  under  the 
jitatute  for  the  negligent  killing  of  plaintiff 'd 
intestate,  Hugo  Kramer,  a  boy  nine  years  of 
age.  The  facts,  brielly  stated,  are  that  in 
the  year  I89C  one  Grayson  Lewis,  the  owner 
of -a  lot  of  cross-ties,  hauled  and  piled  them 
on  an  unused  part  of  Garden  street,  within 
10  cr  12  feet  of  the  defendant's  railroad 
track.  In  the  latter  part  of  the  year  1897, 
Lewis  sold  them  to  one  Dysart,  and  in  April, 
1S98,  D}'8art  sold  them  to  defendant  railrocid 
company.  On  the  17  th  of  August,  1898,  the 
intestate  of  plaintiff  and  other  boys  of  about 
the  same  size  and  age  were  playing  on  this 
pile  of  cross-ties,  when  some  of  the  ties  fell 
upon  the  intestate,  and  so  injured  him  that 
he  died  in  a  few  weeks.  The  ties  were  pile-J 
lengthwise,  not  crossed,  or  "cribbed,"  as  it  is 
called,  and,  being  so  piled,  it  is  alleged,  were 
dangerous  for  boys  to  play  on.  But  defend- 
ant did  not  place  them  where  they  were,  nor 
did  it  pile  them-  there,  but  they  were  just 
where  Lewis  piled  them  in  1896,  and  just  as 
they  wei'e  when  defendant  bought  them. 
Upon  the  trial  below,  the  verdict  and  judg- 
ment were  against  the  plaintiff,  and  she  ap- 
pealed to  this  court,  and  at  the  last  term 
her  appeal  was  coneidered,  and  the  judgment 
appealed  irom  was  affirmed.  It  is  now  be- 
fore us  upon  a  petition  to  rehear. 

It  has  been  held  by  this  court  that  the  de- 
cision at  the  former  hearing,  on  an  applica- 
tion to  rehear,  is  a  precedent.  But,  if  so, 
how  far  it  should  influence  the  court,  or 
what  weight  should  be  given  to  it,  we  will 
not  undertake  to  say.  But  the  general  rule, 
as  we  understand  it^  is  that  it  devolves  upon 
the  appealing  party  to  show  substantial  er- 
ror which  did  or  might  have  injured  him,  or 
the  judgment  appealed  from  will  be  af- 
firmed. It  may  therefore  be,  and  we  will  not 
say  that  there  is  no  error  in  the  charge  of 
the  court.  But,  if  there  is,  upon  a  careful 
examination  we  are  unable  to  see  tliat  plain- 
tiff is  injured,  or  that  she  might  have  been 
injured,  by  any  such  error,  if  there  was  such 
error. 

To  make  the  defendant  liable,  it  must  be 
shown  that  defendant  has  been  guilty  of  do- 
injj  something  wrong,  or  has  been  guilty  of 
n'^sliprpnce  which  was  the  proximate  cause 
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of  intestate's  injury  and  death.  And  it  de- 
volves upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  this.  To 
do  this,  the  plaintiff  shows  that  in  April, 
1808,  the  defendant  bought  a  lot  of  cross-ties 
that  had  been  piled  there  two  years  before  it 
bought  them;  that  these  boys  had  been  in 
the  nabit  of  playing  on  them  for  months  be- 
fore defendant  bought  them  without  being 
injured,  but  that  by  the  accidental  falling  of 
some  of  these  ties,  some  two  or  three  months 
after  defendant  bought  them,  the  intestate 
was  injured  and  killed.  The  plaintiff  ad- 
mitted on  the  argument  that  the  Turntable 
Cases,  as  they  are  called  (17  Wall.  667,  21 
L.  ed.  745),  did  not  apply,  as  those  cases 
were  put  upon  the  ground  that  a  turntable 
was  specially  attractive  to  a  child,  and  ex- 
ceedingly daiigei*ous;  that  the  principle  in- 
volved in  those  cases  had  no  application  to 
this  case,  as  a  pile  of  cross-ties  was  not  spe-  * 
cially  attractive,  nor  was  it  as  a  general  rule 
dangerous. 

But,  while  the  plaintiff  properly  conceded 
that  the  Turntable  Cases  did  not  apply,  it 
was  contended  that  defendant  was  liable  up- 
on another  line  of  authorities,  where  it  is 
held  that  if  a  lumber  dealer  piles  wood  or 
liunber  on  his  own  premises,  t}K>ugh  careless- 
ly piled,  and  children  play  upon  it,  and  are 
injured  by  its  falling,  the  owner  of  the  lum- 
ber is  not  liable  in  damages;  but,  if  he  piles 
his  lumber  on  the  land  of  someone  else,  he 
is  a  trespasser,  and,  if  the  lumber  falls  and 
injures  the  child,  he  is  liable  in  damages. 
If  there  is  such  a  distinction,  it  is  upon  the 
merest  technicality.  But  suppose  we  ad- 
mit this  doctrine  to  be  correct,  and  try  the 
case  by  this  rule,  and  thQ  defendant  is  not 
liable.  The  defendant  is  compelled  to  have 
cross- ties  to  repair  and  keep  its  road  in  or- 
der. It  cannot  pile  them  on  its  track  or 
roadbed.  That  would  be  to  obstruct  the 
running  of  its  trains,  and  stop  the  transpor- 
tation of  passengers  and  the  movement  of 
freight.  It  is  therefore  compelled  to  put 
them  on  its  right  of  way.  And  we  know,  as 
a  matter  of  law  (Laws  1854-55,  chap.  228), 
that  the  defendant  has  an  easement  of  100 
feet  on  each  side  of  its  roadbed,  for  just 
such  purposes  as  this.  Suppose  these  cross- 
ties  had  been  piled  on  some  other  part  of  this 
easement  that  had  not  been  locateid  as  a  pub- 
lic road  or  street;  could  it  be  contended  that 
it  had  no  right  to  do  so,  and  that  it  was  a 
trespasser  ? 

We  must  suppose  that  plaintiff  would  ad- 
mit that  defendant  has  the  right  to  pile 
cross-ties  on  its  easement  not  occupied  by 
anyone.  But  plaintiff  says,  if  this  is  so,  the 
defendant  had  no  right  to  pile  its  cross-ties 
in  the  public  road,  and  in  so  doing  it  was  a 
trespasser,  and  therefore  liable.  Assuming, 
for  the  present,  that  they  were  piled  within 
\q^  than  100  feet  of  defendant's  rocwlbed, 
which  we  will  presently  show  to  be  the  fact 
from  plaintiff's  testimony,  this  is  the  ques- 
tion :  Was  the  defendant  a  trespasser  in  al- 
lowing these  cross-ties  to  remain  where  they 
were  when  it  bought  them? 

The  public  road  or  street  having  been  lo- 
cated over  the  ground  where  they  were  piled 
did  not  take  the  defendant's  easement  from 
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it,  except  so  far  as  the  public  use  demanded 
it  as  a  public  highway,  and  defendant  had 
the  same  right  to  use  it  as  a  public  highway 
that  anyone  else  had.  It  could  not,  there- 
fore, be  a  trespasser  by  using  the  road, 
though  it  may  have  used  it  improperly.  If 
anyone  using  the  street  as  a  public  highway 
had  been  injured  on  account  of  the  cro8S-tie& 
being  in  the  public  street,  he  might  have 
been  entitled  to  damages.  But  his  action 
would- not  have  been  against  the  defendant 
as  a  trespasser,  but  for  unlawfully  obstruct- 
ing the  public  highway,  whereby  and  by  rea- 
son of  such  obstruction  he  was  injured.  The 
plaintiff  cited  Dillon  v.  Raleigh^  124  N.  C. 
184,  32  S.  E.  548,  as  authority  for  her  posi- 
tion; but  upon  examination  it  will  be  found 
that  it  does  not  sustain  her,  but  sustains  the 
position  we  have  taken.  That  was  not  an 
action  against  the  city  as  a  trespasser,  but 
for  allowing  its  streets  to  be  and  remain  ob- 
structed, and  by  reason  of  said  obstruction 
the  plaintiff  was  injured.  Suppose  the 
plaintiff  in  Dillon  v.  Raleigh  had  gone  upon 
the  bridge  over  the  railroad,  where  the  ob- 
structions were  in  the  street  below,  and  had 
fallen  and  been  injured;  would  the  plaintiff 
contend  that  the  city  was  guilty  of  a  tres- 
pass, and  therefore  liable  in  damages?  Bujt 
we  have  said  that  the  defendant's  rights,  as 
the  owner  of  the  easement,  were  only  sus- 
pended so  far  as  the  traveling  public  de- 
manded their  suspension.  Here  was  a  pub- 
lic street  located  50  or  60  feet  wide,  but  it 
had  only  been  open  for  public  use  for  a  space 
of  12  or  15  feet  wide;  the  other  35  or  40  feet 
had  not  been  open  for  public  use,  and  was 
not  used  by  the  public  as  a  highway.  Then, 
can  it  be  possible  that  defendant's  right  to 
use  it  for  the  very  purpose  for  which  it  was 
granted  to  defendant  was  suspended,  and 
the  defendant  became  a  trespasser  by  using 
it?  This  is  the  turning  point  in  the  case, 
according  to  plaintiff's  view,  as  the  attorney 
of  plaintiff  in  his  brief,  discussing  this  case 
in  connection  with  the  Turntable  Cases, 
says:  *'If  a  railroad  company  puts  a  turn- 
ta}3le  and  a  pile  of  cross-ties  on  its  own  land, 
and  a  boy  is  injured  on  the  pile  of  cross-ties, 
and  another  boy  is  injured  on  the  turntable, 
then  the  distinction  the  court  made  might 
save  the  company  from  liability  as  to  the  boy 
who  was  injured  on  the  cross-ties,  and  it 
might  be  said  that  as  to  him  the  company 
had  done  no  wrong  and  neglected  no  duty."' 
So  it  seems  to  us  that  the  only  thing  re- 
niaining  to  be  shown  is  that  the  cross-ties 
were  piled  upon  the  company's  easement, 
which,  as  we  have  said,  the  plaintiff's  evi- 
dence shows  to  bo  so.  D.  H.  Iludgins,  a  wit- 
no-!s  for  plaintiff,  on  cross-examination  tes- 
tified: 

Q.  The  railroad  crossed  Garden  street 
near  where  this  pile  of  cross-ties  lay? 

.1.  Yes. 

Same  witness: 

Q.  Do  you  know  those  cross-ties  were  piled 
east  of  the  east  end  of  the  crossincr? 

A.  Just  alx)ut  on  a  line  with  it. 

Same  witness: 

Q.  And  in  order  to  run  into  that  pile  cf 
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cross-ties  a  man  would  have  to  run  into  a 
ditch  ?^ 

A,  No;  he  would  have  to  cross  the  rail- 
road track,  and  then  go  on,  say  10  or  12 
feet,  and  then  he  would  be  opposite  the  end 
of  the  cross-ties. 

The  evidence  is  uncontradicted  that  the 
cro<*s-ties  were  piled  on  l&nd  located  as  a 
street,  but  had  never  been  worked,  and  was 
not,  and  had  never  been,  used  by  the  public 
as  a  street.  The  evidence  was  all  introduced 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  we  are  of  the  opinion 
that,  taking  every  word  of  it  to  be  true,  the 
plaintiff  failed  to  make  a  case,  and  that  de- 
fendant's motion  at  the  close  of  the  evidence 
for  judginent  of  nonsuit  should  have  been 
granted.  The  petition  to  rehear  should  be 
dismissed. 


A.  W.  REIGKR 
t'. 

WORTH   COMPANY,   Appt. 

(127  N.  C.  230.) 

The  measare  of  <lamaires  for  failure  of 
need  riee  to  grow  when  planted  by  one  who 
purchased  under  a  warranty,  and  did  not 
discover  its  worthlessoess  until  it  was  ton 
late  to  plant  another  crop,  Is  the  amount  pnid 
for  the  rice,  the  expense  of  preparlni?  th» 
soil  for  the  crop  and  planting  the  seed,  and 
a  reasonable  rent  for  the  land.  less  such 
amount  as  it  might  have  been  rented  for.  to 
be  planted  in  crops  other  than  rice,  after  it 
was  too  late  to  plant  rice. 

(November  27.  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Brunswick  Coun- 
ty in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  alleged  breach  of 
warranty  of  a  quantity  of  rice  sold  to  plain- 
tiff for  seed.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr,  Franklin  MoNeill  for  appellant. 
Mr.  E.  K.  Bryan  for  appellee. 

Montgoniery,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff 
to  recover  damagi^s  of  defendant  on  account 
of  a  breach  of  warranty,  the  form  of  the  ac- 
tion being  that  formerly  known  as  **ca?e." 
The  plaintiff  bought  of  the  defendant  a  quan- 
tity of  rice,  which  he  alleged  the  defendant 
represented  to  be  good  seed  rice,  but  which 
wa.s  in  fact  not  good  seed  rice,  and  which 
failed  to  sprout  after  having  been  plante<l. 
although  the  land  was  well  prepared.  The 
plaintiff  further  alleged  that  it  was  too  late, 
after  he  discovered  that  the  rice  was  worth- 
less for  seed,  and  had  failed  to  germinate,  to 
plant  for  another  crop.  The  jury  found 
these  allegations  of  fact  to  be  true.  Th<' 
plaintiff  demanded  judgment  for  the  amount 
paid  for  the  rice,  for  the  amount  he  expend- 
ed in  preparing  the  land  and  in  planting  the 

So'iK. — For  an  earlier  case  in  this  series  as 
to  damages  recoverable  for  failure  of  seed,  see 
Shaw  V.  Smith   (Kan.)   11  L.  B.  A.  681. 
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rice,  and  for  the  amount  of  profit  which 
would  liave  been  made  by  the  plaintiff  upon 
the  anticipated  crop  had  the  rice  sprouted. 
Tlie  following  iasues  were  submitted  to  the 
jury:  (1)  Was  the  rice  sold  by  the  defend- 
ant to  the  plaintiff  warranted  to  be  good  seed 
ricel!  (2)  If  so,  was  it  such  as  it  was  war- 
ranted to  be?  (3)  If  not,  what  damage  has 
plaintiff  sustained?  The  third  issue  wa.s 
:>ulMlivided  into  (1)  actual  damages,  (2)  the 
loss  of  crop.  The  third  issue  was  subdivid- 
ed, as  is  stated  in  the  case  on  appeal,  to  make 
a  new  trial  unnecessary  in  case  the  supreme 
court  should  hold  damages  of  crop  were  too 
romote  and  speculative.  The  jury  respond- 
ed to  the  first  ii^sue,  "Yes,"  to  the  second, 
**Xo,"  and  to  the  third  (subdivision  1), 
**J>2?<4,"  and  to  the  second  subdivision, 
*>iOO/'  and  judgment  was  rendered  against 
the  defendant  for  both  amounts.  The  ap- 
peil  of  the  defendant  is  from  so  much  of  the 
jiid<nncnt  as  is  contained  in  the  amount 
which  the  jury  found  in  response  to  the  sec- 
ond subdivision  of  the  third  issue, — for  the 
lo»s  of  the  crop.   . 

The  appeal,  however,  bring.s  with  it  the 
question  of  the  correctness  of  the  submitting 
by  his  honor  of  the  second  subdivis^ion  of  the 
third  issue ;  of  his  receiving  the  testimony  of 
witnesses  as  to  the  price  of  rice  iu  the  fall 
of  the  year  1898,  the  time  when  the  antici- 
pated crop  would  have  matured;  and  as  to 
the  average  yield  of  rice  on  such  land  as  the 
plaintiff's  and  as  the  plaintiff  had  prepared ; 
ami  of  his  instruction  to  the  jury  on  the  sec- 
ond subdivision  of  the  third  issue.     That  in- 
struction was,  after  calling  attention  to  the 
evidence  and  contentions  of  the  parties,  '*that 
they  would  allow  the  plaintiff  such  a  sum  as 
they  would  find  from  the  evidence  his  net 
profit  on  the  crop  would  have  been  if  there 
Lid  been  no  breach  of  the  warranty.     This 
18  the  sum  left  after  deducting  expenses  of 
preparing  for  and  working  said  crop,  hous- 
iny  and  marketing  the  same."     The  matter 
involved   in   his   honor's   instruction   to   the 
jury  is  the  one  to  which  all  of  the  defend- 
ant's other  exceptions  point,  and  the  discus- 
sion of  the  charge  is  therefore  the  discussion 
of  thorn  all.     Tlie  question  for  consideration 
and  decision,  then,  is:     Can  one  who  sells  a 
farm  product  to  a  purcluiser,  the  purchaser 
making  known  at  the  time  of  the  purchase 
that  he  wants  the  article  for  seed  with  which 
to  plant  a  crop,  and  who  guarantees  that  the 
artide  which  he  sells  is  good  for  the  purpos- 
es of  seeding,  be  made  liable  in  damages  in 
case  of  the  entire  worthlessness  of  the  arti- 
cle for  seed  purposes,  discovered  after  the 
land  has  been  prepared  and  the  seed  sown, 
and  too  late  to  plant  another  crop,  for  such 
an  amount  as  a  jury  might  find  upon  the  tes- 
tiraonv  of  v^ntnesses  to  be  the  value  of  the 
crop  which  might  have  been  gathered  if  the 
seed  had  been  good,  and  a  fair  crop  raised? 
Cumpensation  is  to  be  made  to  the  one  who 
sustains  an  injury  in  his  person,  in  his  prop- 
erty, or  in  his  reputation.     This  is  a  general 
principle  underlying   the   law   of   damages. 
And  there  is  another  general  rule  to  the  ef- 
fect that  the  remote  consequences  of  an  act, 
or  conjectural  consequences,  do  not  make  a 
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person  liable  in  damages.     Damages  can  be 
recovered  against  one  only  for  the  consequen- 
ces of  his  act  when  those  consequences  are 
proximate  or  natural.     Great  ditliculty  had 
been  found  in  'all  the  courts  in  the  proper 
application  of  these  general  rules  to  the  pe- 
culiar facts  of  particular  cases,  and  many 
of  the  reported  cases  are  in  hopeless  conflict. 
The  correctmss  of  his  honor's  instruction  is 
supported   by   two   English   cases:     Page  v. 
Varey,  8  Car.  &  P.  709,  and  liandall  v.  Ha- 
per,  Kl.,  Bl.  &  El.  84.     In  the  first-named 
case  there  was  a  breach  of  warranty  in  the 
sale  of  wheat  sold  for  seed.     The  wheat  did 
not  grow  as  it  was  warranted  to  do,  and  was 
of  no  value.     The  plaintiff,  in  his  action  for 
damages,  was  allowed  to  give  in  evidence  of 
what  the  value  of  the  crop  might  have  been 
if  it  had  grown,  with  the  view  to  make  out 
his  damages.     In  the  other  case — liandall  v. 
f hi  per — the  plaintiff  had  bought  from   the 
defendant,   with    warranty,    a    quantity   of 
seed  barley,  represented  to  be  Chevalier  seed 
barley,  and  then  resold  it  to  another,  who 
sowed  it  for  Chevalier  seed  barley;  and  the 
.same,  not  being  Chevalier  seed  barley,  pro- 
duced much  less  and  inferior  crops  of  an  in- 
ferior quality  of  barley  than  if  tne  seed  had 
been    Chevalier    seed   barley.     The    plaintiff 
obligated  himself  to  compensate  his  vendee 
to  the  extent  of  the  difference  between  the 
value  of  the  crop  raised  and  the  estimated 
value  of  what  the  crop  of  barley  would  have 
been  worth  if  the  seed  had  been  as  they  had 
been  represented  to  be,  and  then  brought  his 
action  against  the  defendant  for  the  amount 
he  had  paid  his  vendee.     A  verdict  was  had 
with  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  re- 
duce it  to  the  difference  in  the  price  between 
ChevaHfer  seed  barley   and   the  seed  barley 
which  was  delivered.     The  rule  was  refused. 
Lord  Campbell  said:     "I  am  clearly  of  opin- 
ion that  in  that  case  the  plaintiffs,  being 
compelled  to  pay  these  damages  to  the  sub- 
vendees,  for  breach  of  a  warranty  similar  to 
that  given  by  the  defendant  to  the  paintiffs, 
would   have  been   entitled   to    recover   such 
damages  as  special  damage  in   this  action. 
It  was  a  probable,  a  natural,  even  a  neces- 
sary 'con«»equence  of  this  seed  not  l)eing  Chev- 
alier bar'.ey  that  it  did  not  produce  the  ex- 
pected quantity  of  grain.     ThAt  is  a  conse- 
quence not  depending  upon  the  quality  of  the 
suil,  but  one  necessarily  resulting  from  the 
contract  as  to  the  quality  of  the  seed  not  be- 
ing performed."     Erie,  J.,  said:     "The  ques- 
tion is,  VMiat  amount  of  damages  is  to  be  giv- 
en  for  the  breach  of   this  warranty?     'Hie 
wairanty  is  that  the  barley  sold  should  be 
Chevalier  barley.     The  natural  consequence 
of  the  breach  of  such  a  warranty  is  that,  the 
barley  which  has  been  delivered  having  been 
sown,  and  not  being  Chevalier  barley,  an  in- 
ferior crop  haa  been  produced.     This  dam- 
age natuially  results  from  the  breach  of  the 
warranty,   and   the  ordinary  measure  of  it 
would  be  the  difference  in  value  between  the 
inferior  crop  produced  and  that  which  would 
have  been  produced  from  Chevalier  barley." 
In  the  case  of  Van  Wyrk  v.  Allen,  (50  X.  Y. 
(U,  25  Am.  Kop.  130.  the  facts  were  that  the 
defendants  sold  a  quantity  of  cabbage  seed 


864 


North  Carolina  Sufsbmb  Court. 


Not., 


to  the  plain tifr,  representing  the  seed  to  be 
"Van   Wycklan's    Flat   Dutch."     That   seed 
was  well  known  in  the  market,  and  had  a 
good  reputation.    They  were  sown  by  the 
plaintlif,  and  were  totally  unproductive  of 
cabbage.     It  was  held  in  that  case  that  the 
la'w  charged  the  defendant  with  a  warranty 
that  the  seed  sold  and  delivered  was  of  the 
kind  represented,  and  the  plaintiff  was  al- 
lowed to  show  in  damages  the  fair  value  of 
the  crop  that  could  have  been  raised  had  the 
seed    been    as    represented.     The    cases   in 
North  Carolina  upon  this  subject  are  not 
numerous),  and  the  facts  in  each  are  so  di- 
verse that  it  is  diilicult  to  group  any  two 
under  the  same  head,  and  they  do  not  seem 
to  be  entirely  harmonious.     Under  the  head 
of  remote  damages,  as  distinguished  from 
conjectural  or  uncertain  damages,  are  the 
cases  of  Hledge  v.  Reid,  73  N.  C.  440,  and 
Jackann  v.  Hall,  84  N.  C.  489.     In  the  first 
of  these  cases  the  plaintiff  sued  the  defend- 
ant, who  was  sheriff  of 'Halifax  county,  for 
wrongfully  taking  his  mule.     He  was  not  al- 
lowed to  recover  lor  the  loss  of  a  part  of  his 
crop  following  the  loss  of  the  mule.     It  was 
held  that  such  damage  was  not  the  proxi- 
mate consequence  of  the  act  complained  of, 
but  was  the  secondary  result,  and  therefore 
too  remote.     Tlie  court  said:     "The  loss  of 
the  crop,  though  following  the  loss  of  the 
mule,  was  neither  a  necessary  nor  natural 
consequence.     The   plaintiff   might   buy   or 
hire  another,  and  finish  his  crop;   and  be- 
cause he  preferred  to  throw  out  a  part  of  the 
crop  he  is  not  thereby  enabled  to  claim  dam- 
age for  the  loss  as  an  immediate  and  neces- 
sary consequence  of  the  tort."     So  that  point 
in  these  cases  was  decided  against  the  plain- 
tiffs because  the  damage  was  remote,  and  not 
proximate.     It  was  not  decided  against  them 
because  the  damage  was  conjectural  or  un- 
certain in  the  measure  of  it.     In  the  case  of 
Roberta  v.  ColCy  82  N.  C.  292,  it  appears 
from  the  ca.se  that  the  parties  to  the  action 
agreed  to  build  and  keep  in  repair  separate 
parts  of  a  common  division  fence,  which  di- 
vided and  protected  their  respective  crops. 
The  defendant  violated  his  agreement,  per- 
mitting his  part  of  the  fence  to  become  rot- 
ten, whereupon  hogs  broke  into  the  plain- 
tiff's field,  and  injured  his  crop.     In  the  trial 
of  the  case  his  lK)nor  told  the  jury  that,  if 
the   fence   was   intended  by   the  parties   to 
guard  their  crops  from  the  depredations  of 
stock,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  whatever 
he  had  expended  in  the  renewing  of  the  fence, 
and  to  have  damages  for  the  injury  to  his 
crops,  and  that  the  measure  of  his  damage 
was  the  difference  between  what  the  crop  un- 
disturbed ordinarily  would  be  and  that  which 
was  made,  diminished  by  the  breaking  in  of 
the   hogs.     The    court    said:     "While    the 
court  below  very  properly  declined   to  re- 
strict the  plaintiff's  claim  to  compensation 
for  defendant's  breach  of  contract  as  request- 
ed, and  correctly  directed  the  jury  to  esti- 
mate and  allow  for  the  ravages  of  the  hogs, 
the  rule  by  which  the  measure  of  his  injur}' 
wa!^  to  be  ascertained  was  too  vague  and  un- 
certain to  act  upon.     The  value  of  the  crop 
made  is  capable  of  definite  calculation,  but 
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what  it  would  have  made  if  it  had  not  be«ii 
interfered  with — the  other  element  in  the 
proposition — is   and   must   be   purely    and 
wholly  conjectural."     No  precedents  are  re- 
ferred to  in  that  opinion  on  the  point  we 
have  been  discussing;  that  is,  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  allowing  the  plaintiffs  in  actions  to 
give  in  e\ndence  the  value  of  crops  that 
might  have  been  grown  and  reaped.    Boyk 
V.  Rceder,  23  N.  C.  ( 1  Ired.  L. )  607 ;  Foard 
V.  Alluntic  d  N,  C,  R.  Co.  53  N.  C.  (8  Jone*? 
L.)  235,  78  Am.  Dec.  277,  and  Mace  v.  Ram- 
8ry,  74  N.  C.  11,  were  referred  to,  but  they 
referred  to  the  loss  of  the  profits  of  a  busi- 
ness or  adventure  other   than  farming  or 
planting.     But   in  the  case  of  Bridgcrs  V. 
Dill,  97  N.  C.  222,  1  S.  E.  767,  the  plaintifT 
was  allowed  to  show  that  the  stock  of  the 
defendant  were  allowed  to  depredate  on  bis 
gra>*ing  crop,  the  defendant  repeatedly  pull- 
ing down  the  fencing  as  the  plaintiffwouM 
put  it  up  again ;  and  that,  as  a  consequence, 
his  crop   was  greatly  damaged.     He  said: 
"Tliej'  destroyed  all  but  6  fiiles  of  cotton. 
ITie  damages  were  about  20  bales, — 15  any- 
how,— 50  acres  where  I  rfever  picked  out  a 
pound;  value,  $50  per  bale.    They  dama^ 
me  75  barrels  of  corn,  value  $4  per  barrel." 
The  court,  in  its  instructions  as  to  the  dama- 
ges, told  the  jury  that  they  should  not  con- 
sider what  the  plaintiff  might  have  raided 
upon  the  land,  and  that  such  evidence  wa-^ 
excluded.     This  court  said :     "The  exception 
to  the  evidence  of  Bridgers  objected  to  by  de- 
fendants cannot  be  sustained.    The  trespd'^'^ 
was  repeated  as  often  as  the  plaintiff  would 
put  up  his  fence.     It  was  a  continued  tret- 
pass,  and  the  case  is  unlike  that  of  RoberU 
v.  Cole,  82  N.  C.  292,  where  the  dania^'»^ 
were  properly  limited  to  such  a  sum  as  wouM 
repair  and  put  the  fence  in  order,  and  cowr 
the  injury  done  to  the  crop  before  the  plain- 
tiff knew  of  the  trespass."    It  is  difficult  to 
distinguish   the  difference  as   to  the  Ippil 
principle    involved    between    the    laM -men- 
tioned case  and  the  case  of  Roberts  v.  O^^'. 
82  N.  C.  292.     However  that  may  be,  we  have 
concluded,  after  mature  reflection  and  a  can"- 
ful  study  of  all  the  cases  to  which  we  were 
referred  in  the  argument  and  which  we  have 
found  in  our  investigation,  that  the  princi- 
ple laid  down  in^Roberts  v.  Cole  applie'*,  an-t 
that  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  been  . al- 
lowed to  recover  the  amount  estimated  a<  the 
crop  of  rice  which  might  have  been  producovi 
upon  the  land  if  the  rice  had  been  good  <eed 
rice. 

The  plaintiff  did  not  appeal  from  the  jndji- 
nient,  and,  ordinarily,  we  would  have  thi^ 
judgment  below  reformed,  striking  out  the 
amount  allowed  for  the  loss  of  the  crop,  and 
allowing  it  to  stand  for  the  amount  found  to 
he  due  by  the  jury  under  the  first  subtliu- 
sion  of  the  third  issue;  but  as  we  think,  un- 
der all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the 
plaintiff  is  probably  entitled,  under  a  correct 
rule  of  estimating  the  damage  he  ha>  sus- 
tained, to  a  larger  recovery  than  for  the 
amount  expended  by  him  in  the  preparation 
and  planting  of  the  land  and  the  value  of  the 
rice,  we  think  it  but  just  to  him  to  declare 
error  in  the  instruction,  and  send  the  ca<c 
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back  that  it  may  be  tried  anew.  We  think 
the  true  rule  for  the  measure  of  the  plain- 
titT's  damage  in  this  case  is  the  amount 
which  he  paid  the  defendant  for  the  rice,  the 
amount  which  he  expended  in  *the  prepara- 
tion of  the  soil  for  the  crop  and  for  the 
plarting  or  bowing  of  the  seed,  and  because 
it  was  too  late  to  plant  another  crop  of  rice 
be  ought  alao  to  recover  a  reasonable  rent 


for  the  land — the  47  acres — for  the  year 
181)8,  subject  to  be  reduced,  however,  by  such 
amount  as  the  defendant  may  be  able  to 
show  that  the  plaintiff  could  have  rented  the 
land  for.  after  it  was  too  late  to  plant  or  sow 
rice,  to  be  put  in  other  crops  than  rice.  The 
costs  of  this  appeal  to  be  taxed  against  the 
plaintiif. 
Error. 
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STATE  of  Ohio  ex  rel.  John  M.  SHEETS, 
Attorney  General, 

17. 

MX.  HOPE  COLLEGE  COMPANY. 

(63  Ohio  St.  341.) 

*l%hen  the  trastecft  of  an  educational 
iastitatlon  incorporated  under  the  laws  of 
this  state  sign  diplomas  in  blank,  and  leave 
them  within  the  control  of  one  of  Its  officers, 
wlio  tells  thorn,  and  thus  confers  degrees 
without  regard  to  merit,  there  is  ouch  a  mls- 
ti^  of  the  power  conferred  as  requires  the 
dlsKolution  of  the  corporation. 

(November  13,  1900.) 

APPLICATION  for  a  writ  of  quo  warranto 
to    oust   defendant  of    ita    franchises. 
JiuUjment  of  oitater. 

Statement  by  the  Court  i 

The  attorney  general  filed  a  petition  to 
oust  the  defendant  of  its  franchise  upon  the 
ground,  now  insisted  upon,  that  tucn  fran- 
chise has  been  abused  and  misused.  The 
^Mf/unds  specified  in  the  petition  are  suffi- 
ciently indicated  in  the  following  abstract  of 
the  report  of  Robert  H.  Day,  Esq.,  to  whom 
the  cause  was  referred,  after  issue  joined, 
for  the  purpose  of  taking  and  reporting  the 
testiraoay,  with  his  findingi^of  fact  and  con-' 
elusion  of  law:  That  report,  condensed, 
t^biwfl:  That  the  defendant  was  incorpo- 
rated as  a  corporation  for  profit  on  the  23d 
day  of  January,  1893,  for  the  general  pur- 
p^«es.  as  alleged  in  its  certificate  of  incor- 
poration, of  promoting  education,  religion, 
morality,  etc.  Shortly  after  its  incorpora- 
tion it  proceeded  to  conduct  a  college  called 
Mt.  Hope  College,  at  Rogers,  in  Columbiana 
county,  employing  for  that  purpose  teachers, 
and  receiving  and  graduating  students.  That 
on  or  about  the  11th  day  of  December,  1807, 
it  entered  into  a  contract  with  one  A.  A. 
Galbreath  by  which  it  leased  the  college  to 
him  for  a  term  of  five  years  for  an  annual 
rental  of  $180;  the  property  to  be  used  for 
school  purposes;  to  be  conducted  under  the 
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management  of  said  Galbreath  as  president; 
he  to  receive  all  incomes  from  tuitions  and 
diplomas,  and  to  pay  all  expenses  of  the 
operation  of  the  college.  Under  said  con- 
tract Galbreath  conducted  the  institution  up 
to  the  filing  of  this  suit,  maintaining  a  num- 
ber of  departments,  at  least  in  name.  That 
it  included  a  ''h«me-study  department," 
which  was  conducted  as  follows:  Pupils 
who  could  not  arrange  to  pursue  their  stud- 
ies as  residents  of  Rogers  were  invited  to 
matriculate  in  the  institution,  and  send  by 
letter  to  the  principal  a  statement  of  what 
studies  they  had  pursued  and  what  degree 
they  desired,  in  reply  to  which  the  student 
was  given  a  grade,  and  informed  as  to  the 
amount  of  work  necessary  to  secure  his  de- 
gree, together  with  the  necessary  fees,  which 
should  be  paid  before  the  diploma  was  grant- 
ed and  the  degree  conferred.  The  postgrad- 
uate course  was  conducted  largely  in  the 
same  way.  A  list  of  studies  was  submitted 
to  the  api^icant,  and  he  notified  the  princi- 
pal of  those  which  he  had  pursued,  ana  what 
grades,  if  any,  be  had  from  another  school 
or  college,  ppon  consideration  of  which  the 
defendant  would  confer  upon  him  such  de- 
gree as  the  applicant  desired,  upon  the  pay- 
ment of  fees  and  the  performance  of  certain 
conditions.  If  the  applicant  had  attended  a 
school  whose  standard  warranted  it,  a  de- 
gree would  be  conferred  without  fuilher  re- 
quirement by  the  defendant,  except  the  occa- 
sional writing  of  a  thesis  or  digesting  of  a 
book.  No  records  were  kept  of  the  opera- 
tion of  the  college  since  April,  1898,  by  the 
trustees  or  the  faculty,  of  the  students  at- 
tending the  college,  nor  of  their  classifica- 
tion, standing,  or  work  in  said  college,  nor 
of  the  degrees  conferred,  except  as  the  same 
were  kept  in  a  private  ledger  in  the  control 
of  said  Galbreath.  Prior  to  that  date  occa- 
sional records  had  been  kept.  The  board  of 
trustees  did  not  authorize  nor  organize  the 
so-called  home-study  department  established 
by  Galbreath,  but  did  sign  diplomas  with 
full  knowledge  that  they  were  to  be  used  in 
such  department.  They  knew  of  its  exist- 
ence from  the  catalogue,  and  from  a  publica- 
tion called  **The  Mount  Hope  Anchor."  The 
records  of  the  board  of  truateos  do  not  show 


NoTK. — For  earlier  cases  In  this  series  as  to    5   L.   R.   A.   386 ;    People   ex  rel.   Mcllhany  v. 


annnlment  or  forfeiture  of  franchise  for  mls- 
'»e  or  abuse,  se^  State  ex  rcl.  Clapp  v.  Minne- 
»)ta  Thresher  Mfg.  Co.  (Minn.)  3  L.  R.  A. 
oli»:  People  v.  North  River  Su^ar  Ref.  Co.  (N. 
V.t  9  L.  R.  A.  33.  Sugar  Trust  Case  (N.  Y.) 
i'2  L.  R.  A. 


Chicago  Livestock  Exchange  (111.)  39  L.  R.  A. 
373;  Capital  City  Wrfter  Co.  v.  State  ex  reL 
Macdonald  (Ala.)  29  L.  R.  A.  743.  See  also 
State  ex  rcl.  Kohler  v.  Cincinnati,  W.  &  B.  B. 
Co.  (Ohio)  7  L.  R.  A.  819. 
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that  any  curriculum  was  ever  adopted.  Stu- 
dents weie  admitted  to  all  departments  of 
the  college,  as  applicants  for  degrees,  upon 
their  own  statement  as  to  the  studies  which 
they  had  pursued,  and  sometimes  upon  the 
grades  received  from  other  schools,  but  no- 
where does  it  appear  that  any  entrance  ex- 
amination was  ever  required.  The  diplomas 
were  granted  and  d^rees  conferred  in  the 
home-study  departmiBnt  upon  examination  of 
the  applicant  by  examiners  appointed  at  or 
near  the  home  of  the  applicant.  In  the 
post-graduate  course  degrees  were  conferred 
without  examination,  but  upon  the  prepara- 
tion of  a  digest  of  some  boot,  or  the  writing 
of  a  thesis;  and  in  some  instances  in  both  de- 
partments the  applicant  received  his  degree 
upon  the  payment  of  fees,  and  a  promise  to 
do  work  in  the  future.  Such  diplomas  were 
signed  and  degrees  conferred  by  the  board 
of  trustees  upon  the  verbal  request  of  Gal- 
breath,  and  sometimes  such  diplomas  were 
bigncd  in  blank,  to  be  i^tei wards  filled  out. 
No  grade  or  statement  of  the  standing  of  the 
applicant  or  his  accomplishments  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  trustees,  nor  was  there  any 
vote  or  record  of  any  faculty  proceedings 
communicated  to  the  board.  That  one  Ches- 
*ter  Kalston,  who  had  secured  from  Oberlin 
College  the  degree  of  M.  A.,  asked  the  re- 

Suirements  of  Mount  Hope  College  for  the 
egree  of  Ph.  D.,  in  response  to  which  Gal- 
breatb  replied,  under  date  of  September  9, 
1898,  that  he  would  confer  the  degree  of  Ph. 
D.  upon  the  following  oonditions:  First, 
that  the  applicant  write  a  thesis  on  some  sub- 
ject to  be  selected  by  himself,  and  to  contain 
at  least  10,000  words;  second,  that  he  mail 
his  photograph,  from  which  a  cut  was  to  be 
made  for  use  in  the  college  paper ;  third,  that 
he  send  his  biography  for  publication; 
fourth,  that  he  send  a  list  of  names  and  ad- 
dresses to  whom  should  be  sent  sample  cop- 
ies of  the  journal  containing  his  biography, 
and  announcement  of  his  graduation  from 
said  college;  fifth,  that  he  pay  a  matricula- 
tion fee  of  $5,  a  fee  of  $5  when  his  thesis 
wa^  ready  for  examination,  a  fee  of  $5  when 
he  sent  his  biography  and  picture,  a  fee  of  $5 
when  he  sent  the  list  of  names  to  whom 
should  be  sent  a  catalogue  of  the  publications 
in  question,  and  lastly  a  fee  of  $5  when  his 
diploma  was  ordered,  making  a  total  of  $25. 
Should  he  desire,  the  further  offer  was  made 
that  his  diploma  and  degree  could  be  secured 
at  once,  by  payment  of  the  fees  in  advance, 
and  upon  the  condition  that  he  could  comply 
with  the  terms  stated  within  six  months 
from  date.  Said  Balston  did  not  accept  the 
said  pnoposition.  On  November  12,  1899, 
said  A.  A.  Galbrcath,  as  president  of  Mt 
Hope  College,  received  from  Thomas  Erskin 
Wilson  $25  in  full  payment  of  fees  for  post- 
graduate course  leading  to  a  degree  of  A.  M. 
Said  degree  w^as  conferred  forthvtith,  upon 
condition  that  the  applicant  perform  the 
work  for  such  degree  within  six  months. 
That  other  colleges  of  the  state  of  Ohio,  com- 
posing the  Ohio  College  Association,  require 
an  entrance  examination,  or  the  certificate 
of  an  approved  high  school,  or  its  equivalent, 
in  special  preparatory  training,  before  al- 
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lowing  a  student  to  enter  as  an  applicant  for 
a  baccalaureate  degree,  and  then  require  four 
years'  study,  the  last  year  of  which  must  be 
spent  at  the  school  conferring  the  degree, 
and  the  rest  at  some  school  of  recogni?^ 
standing,  or  show  a  fitness  by  examination 
to  be  admitted  to  the  senior  year's  work. 
That  the  master's  degree  is  conferred  by  not 
less  than  one  and  in  some  cases  two  yearB^ 
work  after  receiving  the  baccalaureate  de- 
gree, and  some  colleges  require  at  least  one 
year's  work,  and  in  certain  colleges  all  must 
be  resident  work.  That  every  college  should 
have  enough  ap]>aratus  to  do  two  years'  sci- 
entific laboratory  work,, in  order  to  properly 
teach  the  sciences.  That  degrees  are  con- 
ferred by  a  formal  vote  of  the  board  of  trus- 
tees upon  the  formal  recommendation  of  the 
faculty,  certifying  to  the  accomplishment  of 
the  student  and  to  his  merit,  and  as  deserv- 
ing such  degree.  All  of  such  proceedings  are 
duly  made  matter  of  record  by  both  faculty 
and  board  of  trustees,  which  are  separate  and 
distinct  organizations.  That  a  list  of  stu- 
dents in  attendance  at  college  should  be  kept, 
also  their  classification  and  grading,  in  or- 
der to  properly  determine  their  qualification 
as  applicants  for  degrees,  and  that  all  work 
leading  to  a  degree  should  be  completed  be- 
fore the  same  is  conferred.  It  further  ap- 
pears that  the  defendant  admitted  with 
great  freedom  as  candidates  for  the  degrees 
all  those  who  claimed  to  have  special  fitness 
and  standing,  without  subjecting  them  to 
any  examination,  granting  diplomas  and 
conferring  degrees  without  any  test  of  the 
scholarship,  and  sometimes  upon  the  prom- 
ise that  the  degree  should  be  earned  by  fu- 
ture work.  As  his  conclusion  of  law,  the 
master  reports  that  the  defendant  should  be 
ousted  of  its  right  to  be  a  coiporation. 

Messrs.  J.  BC  Sheets,  Attorney  General, 
and  J.  E.  Todd  for  relator. 

Messrs.  L.  T.  Farr  and  Billlnssley  Ss. 

Clark,  for  respondent: 

The  defendant  is  not  a  private  corpora- 
tion, it  was  not  organized  for  pecuniary  gain 
or  profit;  it  is  of  a  public  character,  organ- 
ized expressly  for  the  benefit  and  genera! 
welfare  of  its  patrons.  Therefore,  in  deter- 
mining the  issue  in  this  case,  it  is  proper  to 
bear  in  mind  the  doctrine  A^iiich  applies  to 
municipal  corporations  in  respect  to  proceed- 
ings of  this  character;  concerning  which  it 
is  well  settled  that  a  charter  of  a  municipal 
corporation  will  not  be  forfeited  for  miscon- 
duct of  the  municipal  officers. 

19  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  674,  and  note. 

At  common  law  the  remedy  here  invoked 
was  applicable  only  in  cases  of  usurpation 
of  authority,  or  in  cases  of  abuse  of  the  prin- 
cipal authority  conferred  by  the  charter. 

5  Thomp.  Corp.  {  6628. 

Negligence  will  not  authorize  a  judgment 
of  forfeiture. 

State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Oen.  v.  Fai^ncr's  Col- 
lege, 32  Ohio  St.  487. 

In  the  absence  of  any  statute  defining  col- 
lege degrees,  and  in  the  absence  of  a  statute 
prohibiting  the  conferring  of  degrees,  the  ac- 
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tion  of  the  trustees  in  Buch  matters  ia  not 
subject  to  judicial  control  or  revision. 

7  ITiomp.  Corp.  §  8470. 

Where  the  court  finds  that  there  has  been 
an  abuse  of  a  privilege,  in  the  absence  of  im- 
proper motive,  a  nominal  fine  is  usually  im- 
posed^ or,  the  defendant  in  this  case  might 
be  restrained  from  conducting  what  is  re- 
ferred to  in  the  testimony  as  its  Home  Study 
Department,  which  seems  to  have  been  large- 
ly the  personal  enterprise  of  the  former  pres* 
idcnU 

19  Am.  &  Eng.  £nc.  Law,  p.  683 ;  State  ex 
nl  Atty.  Gen.  v.  People* $  Hut,  Ben,  Aeao. 
42  Ohio  St  579. 

Per  Curiam: 

It  is  not  supposed  by  any  member  of  the 
court  that  the  state  charters  institutions  of 
learning  with  a  view  to  authorizing  the  rep- 
rehensible practices  of  which  the  defend- 
ant has  been  guilty.  Indeed,  its  counsel  do 
not  attempt  to  show  that  its  conduct  has 
Wn  consistent  with  the  purposes  of  its  or- 
ganization.   The  only  question  of  doubt  is 


whether  it  should  be  ousted  of  the  power  to 
confer  degrees  fraudulently,  or  of  its  right 
to  be  a  corporation.  The  former  judgment 
is  insisted  upon,  because  of  the  large  respon- 
sibility of  Galbreath  for  the  fraudulent  ex- 
ercise of  the  powers  of  the  defendant,  and  be« 
cause  the  trustees  demanded  his  resignation 
when  the  petition  in  this  case  informed 
them  as  to  his  bad  character  and  misconduct. 
But  a  consideration  of  all  the  facts  shown  by 
the  evidence  and  found  by  the  master  leads 
to  the  conclusion  that  Uie  trustees  them- 
selves have  been  culpably  negligent,  and  that 
the  corporate  powers  of  the  defendant  are, 
in  their  hands,  liable  to  grave  abuses.  More' 
over,  if  an  institution  of  learning  is  to  be 
maintained  at  Rogers,  it  should  be  relieved 
of  the  odium  which  is  attached  to  the  defend' 
ant.  A  judgment  ousting  the  defendant  of 
its  right  to  be  a  corporation  will  be  entered, 
and  so  executed  as  not  to  interfere  with  any 
legitimate  educational  work  which  it  may 
now  be  doing. 
Judgment  of  ouster. 
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1.  A  repeal  of  act  April  14,  18ff8  (P.  L. 

4221,  providing  for  the  election  of  a  treas- 
aror  of  MiUlin  township.  AlleKbeny  county,  is 
etrected  by  the  gem'ral  law  of  April  28,  1800 
I  P.  L.  104),  which  enlarges  the  duties  of  the 
trcsMirer. 

2.  rias»iflcation  of  toivnshlpB  bjr  den- 
•Itr  of  population.  Instead  of  by  total 
pupnlation,  Is  not  invalid  under  constitution- 
al provisions  respecting  special  legislation. 

{llzCoUum,  Ch,  J„  and  Mestrczat,  J.,  dieaent,) 

(January   21,   1001.) 

APPE.VL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Conmion  Pleas,  No.  2,  for 
-Allegheny  County  in  favor  of  relator  in  a 
quo  warranto  proceeding  to  determine  by 
what  right  defendant  claimed  to  occupy  the 
office  of  treasurer  of  MiflSin  township.  Af- 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the 
*t»urt  below,  which  was  delivered  by  Shafer, 
J.,  aa  follows : 

'*This  case  was  heard  upon  the  relatoiTs 
demurrer  to  the  anewer  of  the  defendant  to 
the  suggestion  for  a  quo  warranto,  the  par- 
ties having  by  agreement  waived  the  issue 
and  service  of  a  writ.  The  suggestion  and 
answer  show  the  following  state  of  facts: 
By  a  special  act  of  April   14,   1853    (P.  L. 


422),  the  people  of  Mifflin  township,  Alle- 
gheny county,  are  authorized  to  elect  a  treas- 
urer for  the  townKhip,  to  hold  ofRce  for  a 
period  of  three  years.  The  act  provides  that 
it  shall  be  the  duty  of  said  treasurer  'to  ex- 
amine the  accounts  of  the  various  officers,  and 
to  Rue  for  and  collect  any  unexpended  balan- 
ces in  the  hands  of  any  of  the  township  offi- 
oere,  and  to  compel  the  collection  oi  any 
taxe«  that  may  be  due  and  unpaid  at  the  end 
of  the  year.'  At  the  election  in  February, 
18.)8,  H.  M.  lilackley,  the  defendant,  was 
duly  elected  treasurer  under  this  act,  and 
entered  upon  the  duties  of  the  office,  and  has 
contintied  to  exercise  the  same  up  to  the 
bringing  of  this  action.  On  January  1, 
1900,  the  commissioners  of  Allegheny  county 
duly  proclaimed  the  township  of  Mifflin  as  a 
township  of  the  first  cla.^a,  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  act  of  April  28,  1890  (P.  L.  104). 
In  accordance  with  said  proclamation,  the 
township  officers  provided  for  by  said  act 
for  townships  of  the  first  class  were  duly 
elected  at  the  February  election  in  1000, 
and  among  others  Nathan  D.  Jones,  the  re- 
lator, was  elected  treasurer*  The  questions 
which  arise  on  this  state  of  factb  are — First, 
whether  the  special  act  is  repealed  by  the 
act  of  1800;  and,  second,  whether  the  latter 
act  is  constitutional. 

''As  to  the  first,  there  seems  to  be  little 
question  that  the  duties  and  powers  of  the 
new  treasurer,  under  the  act  of  1800,  are 
very  much  broader  than  those  of  the  treas- 
urer under  the  special  act.  The  only  duty 
pre:<cril)ed  by  the  special  act  which  seems  to 
authorize  the  receipt  of  any  moneys  by  the 


XoTE. — For  cases  in  this  series  as  to  classlfl- 
ntlon  of  cities  and  counties,  see  Ayars's  Ap- 
imil  (Pa.)  2  L.  R.  A.  577;  Re  Washington 
Street  (Pa.)  7  L.  R.  A.  103 :  State  ex  rel.  Terre 
Haote  T.  Kolsem  (Ind.)  14  L.  R.  A.  566;  Kd-  j  Comrs.  v.  Smith  (Colo.)  33  L.  R.  A.  465. 
BuDds  V.  Ilerbrandson  (N.  D.)  14  L.  R.  A.  725 ; 
52  I^  R.  A. 


Land,  Log  &  Lumber  Co.  v.  Brown  (Wis.)  8 
L.  R.  A.  472.  See  also  Sutton  v.  State  (Tenn.) 
33  L.  R.  A.  580 ;  State  ex  rel.  West  v.  Des 
Moines  (Iowa>  31  L.  R.  A.  186;  Pueblo  County 
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treasurer  is  that  of  suing  for  and  collecting 
any  unexpended  balances  in  the  hands  of  the 
town.«hip  officers.  This  evidently  refers  to 
the  supervisors.  When  the  unexpended  bal- 
ances in  their  hands  might  be  sued  for  is 
not  clear;  but  it  is  clear  that  this  treasurer 
WAS  not  authorized  to  collect  texes,  as  is  the 
treasurer  under  the^ict  of  1899,  but  the  lat- 
ter treasurer  has  custody  of  all  moneys,  and 
is  directed  to  turn  over  all  moneys  in  his 
hands  at  the  end  of  his  term  to  his  succes- 
sor in  ollice,  which  would  take  away  from  the 
defendant  any  right  to  sue  for  any  balance 
at  all.  It  does  not  clearly  appear  from  tiie 
suggestion  and  answer  precisely  what  pow- 
ers the  defendant  claims  to  exercise  under 
the  act  of  1853 ;  but  from  the  bond  given  by 
him,  and  from  the  interference  of  one  office 
with  another,  which  is  assumed  rather  than 
asserted  in  the  pleadings,  it  may  be  inferred 
that  the  respondent  has  been  performing, 
and  claiming  the  right  to  perform,  the  ordi- 
nai-y  duties  of  a  treasurer,  rather  than  those 
which  are  expressly  given  by  the  act  of  1853. 
In  thi^  view  of  defendant's  duties  we  have 
no  doubt  that  they  are  incompatible  with 
those  to  be  performed  by  a  treasurer  under 
the  act  of  1899,  and  that,  therefore,  the  spe- 
cial act  must  yield  to  the  later  general  one. 
Quinn  V.  Cumberland  County,  162  Pa,  St.  65, 
29  Atl.  289. 

"'3ut  we  do  not  understand  that  defend- 
ant seriously  question?  this  position.  His 
principal  claim  is  that  the  act  of  1899  is  un- 
constitutional, as  not  within  the  limitations 
of  the  power  of  classification  as  defined  by 
the  supreme  court.  It  is  claimed  that  the 
classification  here  attempted  is  unnecessary, 
and  tlierefore  illegal ;  that,  if  anv  classifica- 
tion i8  necessary,  townships  should  be  classi- 
fied according  to  population  only,  and  not 
according  to  the  density  of  the  population; 
that  the  delegation  of  authority  to  the  board 
of  commissioners  is  invalid ;  and  that  clauses 
2  and  3  of  §  7,  providing  for  the  manner  of 
assessing  costs  of  improvements,  and  clause  7 
of  §  7,  as  to  interest  on  debt,  are  also  illegal 
and  void.  As  to  these  latter  suggestions, 
we  do  not  see,  even  if  some  or  all  of  the 
cliuses  in  question  should  prove  unconstitu- 
tional, that  it  could  affect  the  act  itself  in 
the  particulars  which  now  concern  us.  The 
Constitution  does  not  prohibit  the  classifica- 
tion of  cities,  boroughs,  and  townships.  It 
does  prohibit  special  legislation  in  regard  to 
the  same.  The  supreme  court  has  been  fre- 
quently called  upon  to  consider  acts  attempt- 
ing a  classification  of  cities  and  of  counties, 
and  many  such  acts  have  been  held  to  be 
void,  not  because  classification  is  forbidden, 
but  because  the  attempted  classifications  in 
question  were  held  to  result  in  special  legis- 
lation. It  is  true  that  in  some  cases  expres- 
sions have  been  used  which  would  appear 
to  indicate  that  no  classification  can  be  good 
unless  it  is  necessary,  and  imperatively  de- 
manded by  the  manifest  peculiarities  of  the 
various  cJasses  {Avar's  Appeal,  122  Pa.  St. 
28(),  2  L.  K.  A.  577,  16  Atl.  356,  and  other 
cases),  and  the  defendant  contends  that  no 
imperative  necessity  has  been  shown  here  for 
the  classification  in  question.  Using  the 
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words  in  their  literal  sense,  this  must  be  ad- 
mitted to  be  true.  It  must  be  remembered, 
however,  that  these  expressions  were  used  in 
the  discussion  of  acts  for  the  classification  of 
cities,  and  acts  which,  however  general  they 
may  have  appeared  on  their  faces,  were,  in 
fact,  fiagrantly  and  desi^edly  special  in  ef- 
fect, and,  as  applied  to  cities  which  are  com- 
paratively very  few  in  number,  they  are  but 
another  way  of  saying  that  the  legislature 
cannot  create  classes  which  are  not,  in  truth 
and  in  fact,  real  classes,  founded  upon  real 
differences,  which  concern  the  conduct  of  the 
local  government. 

"As  to  the  mode  of  classification  by  the 
density  instead  of  by  the  bulk  of  the  popula- 
tion, we  oannot  see  that  it  is  liable  to  just 
criticism.  In  classifying  cities,  which  are 
ex  vi  tennini  great  centers  of  a  crowded  pop- 
ulation, the  .character  of  the  city  is  suffi- 
ciently determined  by  the  number  of  inhabi- 
tants; but  in  classifying  townships,  which 
constitute  the  whole  residuum  of  the  com- 
monwealth not  yet  organized  into  boroughs 
or  cities,  and  of  which  some  are  very  large 
and  some  very  5mall,  it  would  seem  to  be 
more  reasonable,  if  they  are  to  be  classified 
at  all,  not  to  classify  them  by  number  of 
population,  which  would  put  into  different 
classes  communities  exactly  similar  in  their 
wants  as  to  roads,  sidewalks,  and  other  mat- 
ters concerning  their  municipal  government, 
but  to  classify  them  on  the  same  principle  on 
which  boroughs  are  erected  out  of  townships, 
namely,  on  the  density  of  their  population. 
The  result,  we  think,  is  general,  and  not 
special,  legislatiotn.  Every  township  in  the 
oonmionwealth  may,  by  increase  of  its  popu- 
lation, become  a  township  of  the  first  class, 
or,  by  a  decrease,  cease  to  be  such.  Eight  of 
the  fifty-three  townships  of  Allegheny 
county  are  now  within  the  terms  of  the  act 
This  does  not  indicate  that  the  result  of  the 
act  is  to  produce  special  legislation,  and 
this,  we  are  convinced,  is  the  final  test  of 
any  act  which  undertakes  to  classify  mu- 
nicipal corporations  or  anything  else.  We 
are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  demurrer 
should  be  sustained,  and  judgment  of  ouster 
entered  against  the  defendant." 

Measra.  O'Brien  A  Ashley  and  Ii.  H 
Davis  for  appellant. 

Mr.  William  H.  Sponsler,  for  appellee: 

If  the  classification  is  upon  proper  differ- 
entice,  properly  applicable  to  the  legislative 
purpose  in  hand,  whether  the  legislation  i:« 
necessary,  just,  politic,  equitable,  or  fair  is 
purely  a  legislative  question. 

*A  statute  which  relates  to  persons  or 
things  as  a  class  is  a  general  law,  while  a 
statute  which  relates  to  particular  persons 
or  things  of  a  class  is  special. 

Dive  v.  Manningham,  Plowd.  60;  Ingram 
V.  Foot,  1  Ld.  Raym.  708. 

Mitohell,  J.: 

This  judgment  is  affirmed  on  the  opinion 
of  the  learned  judge  below. 

McCollmn,  Ch.  J.,   and   Mestrezatt  J., 

dissent. 
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W.  D.  WOOD  ct  al,  Respts., 

V. 

City  of   SMATTLE   ct  a/.,   Defendants, 

and 
J.  D.  LOWMAX   et  al.,  Appta. 

( Wassh ) 

1.  It    wiW     be     presmued,     on     appeal, 

ttiat  an  appellant  who  had  an  appealable 
interest,  as  Hhown  by  the  record,  at  the  time 
when  the  Judgment  was  rendered,  stMl  has 
such  right,  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  con- 
trary. 

2.  An  ordinance  srantiny  a  franelilae 
to  a  ne«v  street-railway  company, 
with  a  riarlit  to  bay  existtnv  lines, 
provided  the  old  franchises  are  surrendered, 
and  allowing  the  existing  street  railways  to 
be  deemed  equivalent  to  new  construction.  Is 


not  an  extension  of  the  o4d  franchises  within 
the  meaning  of  a  provision  of  the  city  char- 
tor  prohibiting  the  extension  of  such  fran- 
chises until  within  three  years  before  their 
expiration. 
S.  Francblsea  of  street  rallvrays  may 
be  surrendered  by  the  mutual  consent  of 
the  city  council  and  the  owners  of  the  fran- 
chises, unless  this  is  forbidden  by  law. 

4.  The  presamptlon  Is  that  all  the  provi- 
sions of  an  ordinance  are  within  the  powers 
of  the  charter  which  authorized  It. 

5.  An  ordinance  will  not  be  declared 
void  on  account  of  the  motives  which  in- 
duced its  passage, — at  least  when  actual 
fraud  is  not  shown. 

6.  Tbe  eonsolldntlon  of  street-railway 
lines,  authorised  by  ordinance  because  the 
public  interests  seem  to  demand  it,  is  not 
In   violation   of   Const,   art.    12,    {    22.    pro- 


XoTE. — Riyht  of  corporations  to  consolidate, 

1.  Deftnition 
II.  Scope  aud  limitation  of  note. 

III.  XidSHilu  of  legislative  sanction. 

a.  In  f/encral. 

b.  Requisite  for  each  constituent. 

c.  May  be  conditional. 

d.  IIoic  expressed. 

1.  In  chatter  or  prior  general  act. 

2.  atatute  antecedent  to  consolida- 

tion, 

3.  Ratification      of      unauthorized 

consolidation. 

IV.  VonHOlidation  as  affected  by  law. 

a.  Oryanic. 

b.  btatutory. 

1.  Permissive  statutes. 

2.  Rattrictive   statutes. 

3.  Inif-rprctation,  application,  and 

construction. 

c.  Common  law. 
Y.  yiet^tiiy  of  stockholder's  consent. 

a.  In  fjcneral. 

b.  Uotv  given. 

1.  JJxpnssly. 

2.  Implied. 

(a)  from  legislation  anteced- 
ent  to  subsciHpiion. 

(b>  From  subsequent  legisla- 
tion under  reserved 
poirci'  to  alter,  amend, 
or    repeal    charter. 

c.  When  dispensed  tcith. 


called  Into  being,  and  they  cease  to  exist  except 
constructively  in  certain  cases,  as,  for  Instance, 
wliere  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  courts  and  the 
power  of  the  state  to  tax  and  regulate  are  con- 
cerned. 

But  a  word  of  caution  Is  timely. 

The  words  *  consolidate"  and  "consolidation" 
with  respect  of  the  union  or  combination  of 
railroads, — for  example,  as  used  in  the  statutes, 
— have  not  such  a  recognized  Judicial  construc- 
tion as  to  import  that  tbe  consolidating  com- 
panies are  dissolved  and  merged  into  a  new  one, 
but  they  apply  equally  to  a  union  where  one 
constituent  continues  under  a  new  name  with 
enlarged  powers,  while  the  others  are  absorbed 
by  it.  It  all  depends  on  the  terms  of  the  stat- 
ute and  the  stipulations  In  the  agreement  of 
merger.     Meyer  v.  Johnston,  64  Ala.  603. 

So  that,  whether  upon  a  consolidation  such 
as  is  now  under  consideration  there  Is  a  death 
of  each  constituent  company  and  a  birth  of  a 
new  creature,  or  whether  there  is  only  a  mar- 
riage of  individuals  whose  personality  continues 
under  certain  limitations,  depends  wholly  upon 
the  language  and  Judicial  Interpretation  of  the 
controlling  statute,  and  the  constating  instru- 
ments by  force  of  which  dissolution  and  crea- 
tion are  effected  or  the  nuptials  are  celebrated. 

Upon  this  point,  Brown.  J.,  in  Keokulc  &  \V. 
R.  Co.  ▼.  Missouri,  152  U.  S.  301,  38  L.  ed.  450, 
14  i^up.  Ct.  Rep.  502,  remarks  that  in  the  nu- 
merous coses  in  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court,  Involving  the  effect  of  a  consolidation 
ui)on  the  existence  and  status  of  the  constituent 
VI.  R'ght»  utul  remedies  upon  unauthorized  \  corporations,  the  question  of  their  dissolution 


vonsolidaiion. 

a.  Public. 

b.  Pr irate. 

1.  The  constituent  corporations. 

2.  Htoekholilers. 

3.  SubMCribcrs  to  stock. 

4.  Vretlitors,  bondholders,  and  oth- 

ers. 
VII.  Summaty. 

I.  Definition. 


was  dependent  upon  the  statute  under  which 
tlie  consolidation  took  place,  so  that,  if,  upon 
one  hand,  the  identity  of  the  prior  corporations 
Is  maintained,  an  exemption  of  one  of  them 
from  taxation,  for  Instance,  continues  with  re- 
spect of  80  much  of  the  property  of  the  consoli- 
dated corporation  as  it  contributes  to  the 
union ;  while  if,  upon  the  other  hand,  the 
merger  works  a  dissolution,  the  exemption  does 
not  survive.  He  cites,  Philadelphia  &  \V. 
U.  Co.  V.  Maryland,  10  How.  376,  13  L.  ed. 
461  :  Tomiinson  v.  Branch,  15  Wall.  400,  21  L. 
In  order  that  this  note  may  not  transcend  •  e< I.  189;  The  I>elaware  Railroad  Tax.  18  Wall. 
aseful   limits.   It   has  been   found  necessary   to  '  200.  sub  nom.  Minot  v.  Philadelphia.  W.  &  B.  II. 


itate  with  preciseness  the  sense  In  which  the 
word  "consolidation"  is  used. 
By  consolidation  Is  herein  meant  only  a  union, 


Co.  21  L,  ed.  888;  Chesoneake  &  O.  R.  Co.  t. 
Virginia,  U4  U.  S.  718,  24  L.  ed.  310;  Green 
County  V.  Conness,  109  V.  S.  104.  27  L.  ed.  872. 


merger,  blending  or  coalescence  of  two  or  more  '  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  69  :  and  Tennessee  v.  Whit- 
corporatlons  in  one  corporate  body,  whereby,  {  worth,  117  U.  S.  l.'J9.  29  L.  ed.  833.  6  Sap.  Ct. 
Id  g»»neral,  their  property,  powers,  rights,  and  ;  Rep.  649, — as  rases  where  the  Individuality  was 
privileges  enure  to.  and  their  duties  aud  obllga-  held  to  continue  with  all  the  former  r^lits  and 
ttons  devolve  fipon,  a  new  organization  thus  privileges ;  and  .Shields  v.  Ohio,  95  U.  S.  319,  24 
5-2  L.  R.  A.  24 
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hiblting  monopolies,  trusts,  and  combina- 
tions of  companies  for  the  purpose  of  fixing 
prices,  or  limiting  production,  or  regulating 
transportation  of^any  product  or  commodity. 
7.  The  ouilMslon  of  the  names  of  the 
actual  K'rantees  of  a  utreet-rall'vray 
f ranch liie,  and  of  the  amount  bid  therefor, 
from  the  proposed  ordinance  as  published, 
which  did  contain  the  names  of  the  ap- 
plicants for  the  franchise,  does  not  Invali- 
date the  ordinance  under  a  charter  provi- 
sion requiring  the  publication  of  proposed  or- 
dinances for  a  certain  period  where  a  spe- 
cial provision  as  to  street-railway  franchises 
requires  a  publication  of  a  notice  of  the  ap- 
plication therefor,  and  that  the  franchises 
be  granted  to  the  person  who  will  pay  there- 
for the  highest  percentage  of  receipts,  since 
It  would  be  Impossible  at  the  time  of  pub- 
Jishjng  the  proposed  ordinance  to  tell  what 
would  be  the  amount  of  the  bid,  or  who 
would  be  the  successful  bidders. 


S.     An  efllctent  provision  for  the  com- 
pul8or>     arbitration    of    all    dlnpntes 

arising  between  the  grantees  of  a  street-rail- 
way franchise  and  their  employees  as  to  any 
matter  of  employment  or  wages  is  made  In 
satisfaction  of  a  requirement  therefor  In  the 
city  charter,  where  there  is  a  general  provi- 
sion in  the  franchise  making  It  imperative 
that  disputes  of  that  character  shall  be  sub- 
mitted to  arbitration  to  which  the  grantees 
shall  be  parties,  and  that  any  award  shall  t>e 
binding  for  one  year,  without  providing  « 
method  of  procedure. 

(August  20,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  Lowman  ct  al. 
from  an  order  of  the  Superior  Court  for 
King  County  enjoining  them  from  proceed- 
ing to  act  in  accordance  with  an  ordinance 
granting    a     franchise    to     place     railway 


L.  ed.  357 ;  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Maine,  9G  U.  S. 
499,  24  L.  ed.  836;  Atlantic  &  G.  R.  Co.  v. 
Georgia,  98  U.  S.  359,  25  L.  ed.  185 ;  St.  Louis, 
I.  M.  &  S.  K.  Co.  V.  Berry.  113  U.  S.  465,  28 
L.  ed.  1055,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  529 ;  and  McMahan 
V.  Morrison,  16  Ind.  172,  79  Am.  Dec.  418, — 
as  holding  that  the  old  companies  were  dis- 
solved, and  the  company  brought  into  t>eing  by 
the  consolidation  was  subject  to  the  same  bur- 
dens, restraints,  and  obligations,  without  re- 
gard to  the  privileges  and  immunities  of  its 
constituents,  as  If  it  had  been  organized  under 
a  charter  specially  granted  and  the  laws  In  ex- 
istence at  the  time  of  the  union. 

The  reader  will  therefore  be  obliged  to  exam- 
ine critically  the  full  text  of  the  statute  apposite 
to  the  question  he  is  investigating. 

II.  Scope  and  limitation  of  note. 

No  case  wherein  corporate  consolidation  was 
a  factor  has  been  Included  in  this  note,  if  there- 
in the  right  to  consolidate  was  either  conceded 
or  assumed,  and  there  was  In  dispute  merely 
the  regularity  of  the  proceedings  to  bring  about 
the  consolidation,  or  the  effect  of  a  valid  con- 
solidation, if  such  proceedings  were  regular, 
upon  the  rights  and  Interests  of  the  litigants. 
Nor  has  there  been  included  any  case  involv- 
ing corporate  action  or  contracts  which  had 
not  the  result  of  effecting  a  consolidation  as 
above  defined.  That  Is,  no  answer  to  the  ques- 
tion. What  Is  a  consolidation?  has  been  sought. 
Where,  by  way  of  illustration,  one  Insurance 
company  has  taken  the  property  and  effects  of 
another,  and  reinsured  Its  risks ;  or  where  one 
railroad  has  absorbed  another  by  purchasing  or 
leasing  its  franchises  and  assets,  op  acquiring 
a  majority  of  Its  stock,  or  otherwise ;  or  where, 
by  pools,  combinations,  trusts,  operating  or 
traffic  agreements  separate  corporations  pass 
under  a  common  control, — the  cases  do  not 
come  within  the  scope  of  this  note.  And  ex- 
cept a  very  few  specially  apposite  ones,  all 
cases  Involving  the  amalgamation  of  religious  or 
l)enevolent  societies,  associations,  clubs,  fra- 
ternities, and  institutions  of  learning  or  char- 
ity, have  also  been  excluded. 

Municipal  consolidations,  too,  are  wholly 
without  the  scope  of  this  note  as  involving  al- 
together different  principles  and  questions  from 
those  now  under  consideration. 

The  English  cases  have  been  wholly  omitted 
as  unlikely  to  be  of  service  to  the  American  in- 
vestigator in  this  field.  The  reason  for  this 
is  that,  inasmuch  as  corporations  have  no  priv- 
lleces  not  expressly  conferred  or  essential  to 
the  purposes  for  which  they  were  created,  the 
I  ight  to  consolidate  always  depends  upon  a  gov- 
52  L.  R.  A. 


ernmental  grant.  This  means,  in  England,  an 
act  of  Parliament,  either  public  and  general,  or 
private  and  particular  In  its  application.  If 
such  an  act  be  wanting,  there  is  no  right  to 
consolidate,  if  it  exists,  such  right  li  Indubit- 
able, since  Parliament,  unlike  Congress  and  our 
several  stute  legislatures,  is  supreme,  unham- 
pered by  any  written  constitution. 

III.  Necessity  of  legislative  sanction. 
a.  In  general. 

It  Is  now  so  well  settled  as  to  be  axiomatic 
that  corporations  have  a  right  and  the  power 
to  consolidate  only  by  the  consent  and  authority 
of  the  legislature.  Upon  this  proposition  sll 
the  cases  and  the  textbooks  agree. 

Reese,  Ultra  Vires,  {  194 :  1  Thomp.  Corp. 
§  315;  7  Thomp.  Corp.  |  8216:  Taylor,  Priv. 
Corp.  %  .420  :  Murfree,  Foreign  Corp.  chap.  10.  | 
446  ;  Field,  Corp.  1 427  ;  Pearce  v.  Madison  A  I.  R. 
Co.  21  How.  441,  16  L.  ed.  184  ;  Clearwater  v. 
Mederlth,  1  Wall.  25,  sub  nom.  Ferguson  v. 
Meredith,  17  L.  ed.  604  ;  Kavanagh  v.  Omaha 
Life  Asso.  84  Fed.  295;  Bonnet  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  60  S.  W.  325;  Ashley  v. 
Ryan,  153  U.  S.  436,  38  L.  ed.  773.  4  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  064,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  865;  People 
V.  Boston,  II.  T.  &  W.  R.  Co.  12  Abb.  N.  C.  230 ; 
Fisher  v.  Evansville  &  C.  R.  Co.  7  Ind.  407  ;  Booe 
V.  Junction  R.  Co.  10  Ind.  93 ;  State  CJf  rrl. 
Brown  v.  Bailey,  16  Ind.  46,  79  Am.  Dec.  40r» ; 
A  spin  wall  v.  Ohio  &  M.  R.  Co.  20  Ind.  492.  83 
Am.  Dec.  329;  Shelbyville  &  R.  Turnp.  Co.  ▼. 
Barnes,  42  Ind.  498;  Crawfordsville  ft  S.  W. 
Turnp.  Co.  v.  Fletcher,  104  Ind.  97,  2  N.  E. 
243  ;  Davis  v.  Congregation  Beth  Tephlla  IsraeK 
40  App.  Div.  424,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  1015 :  Sandham 
V.  Nye,  9  Misc.  541;  Topeka  Paper  Co.  v.  Okla- 
homa Pub.  Co.  7  Okla.  220.  54  l*ac  455  ;  Mis- 
Hourl  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Owens,  1  Tex.  Civ.  App.  Caa. 
(White  &  W.)  S  384. 

Not  only  is  the  consent  of  the  state  essential 
to  a  valid  consolidation,  but  it  must  be  clearly 
and  distinctly  expressed ;  it  la  never  implied. 
Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  {  940. 

The  power  to  consolidate  with  another  line 
cannot  be  'nferred  from  authority  "to  unite  or 
connect  with'*  such  road.  This  refers  to  « 
physical  union  only,  a  mechanical  connection 
of  the  tracks  of  the  two  companies.  Nor  is 
8uch  power  conferred  by  authority  to  purchase 
and  hold  any  rosd  constructed  by  another  com- 
pany, or  to  agrte  on  terms  of  receiving  the  cars 
of  other  ronds.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Ken- 
tucky, 161  U.  S.  077,  40  L.  ed.  849,  16  Sup.  Ct. 
Kop.  714. 

The  power  to  build  a  railroad  on  Itsown  lands 
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tracks  in  the  streets  of  the  defendant  city. 
Rcfersed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Piles,  Donwortli,  Sc  Howe  and 
Preston,  Carr,  St  Gilmaiif  for  appel- 
lants: 

Council  bill  Ko.  595  is  not  an  extension 
of  time  of  any  existing  franchise,  but  is  a 
new  and  independent  franchise. 

To  hold  that  in  passing  the  new  franchise 
the  city  council  is  extending  the  time  of  a 
former  franchise  is  to  give  a  meaning  to 
the  word  "extend"  not  recognized  either  by 
law  writers  or  lexicographers. 

Clement  v.  Dickey,.  1  Paine,  377,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  2,883;  Wisconsin  C.  R.  Co,  v.  Com- 
stock,  71  Wis.  88,  36  N.  W.  843;  Moers 
V.  Reading,  21  Pa.  188 ;  Orton  v.  Noonan, 
27  Wis.  272;  TV.  <fe  //.  M.  Ooulding  v.  Ham- 
ffiond,  4  C.  C.  A.  533,  13  U.  S.  App.  30,  54 


Fed.  639;  Seattle  d  M.  R,  Co,  v.  State,  7 
Wash.  157,  22  L.  R.  A.  217,  34  Pac.  551. 

The  act  of  the  legislature  has  vested  in 
the  mayor  and  city  council  of  the  city  of 
Seattle  the  full  power  of  legislating  on  this 
subject. 

The  limitation  contained  in  §  20,  pro- 
hibiting the  extension  of  time  of  a  franchise 
until  within  three  years  of  its  expiration, 
is  a  mere  proviso  or  exception,  and  as  such 
is  to  be  strictly  construed,  and  not  extend- 
ed by  construction. 

United  States  v.  Dickson,  15  Pet.  141,  10 
L.  ed.  689. 

The  public  will  be  very  much  better 
served  by  a  single  system  of  street  railways 
operated  under  one  management. 

No  reason  is  assigned  why  the  charter 
of  Seattle  should  undertake  to  prevent  this 


for  transport  log  its  products  and  supplies  to 
and  from  a  trunk  line,  given  to  a  mining  and 
manufacturing  company,  does  not  authorize  It 
to  consolidate  under  a  statute  giving  the  right 
lo  consolidate  to  railroads.  Com.  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania &  W.  R.  Co.  17  Phila.  609. 

Nor  does  the  prohibition  against  consolidating 
parallel  and  competing  lines  authorize  lines 
which  are  neither  parallel  nor  competing  to 
consolidate.  East  Line  &  R.  River  R.  Co.  T. 
State,  75  Tex.  434,  12  S.  W.  690. 

So,  too,  when  there  is  not  in  force  any  statute 
expressly  authorizing  consolidations,  but  there 
are  statutes  making  provision  for  debts  and 
liabilities  of  consolidated  companies,  and  em- 
bodying  constitutional  limitations  upon  consoli- 
dations, there  cannot  be  said  to  be  even  color- 
able authority  for  consolidating.  American 
I^an  &  T.  Co.  v.  Minnesota  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  157 
111.  641,  42  N.  E.  153. 

An  agreement  for  corporate  consolidation  is 
void  unless  there  is  explicit  power  to  consolidate 
given  in  the  corporate  charter  or  other  legisla- 
rive  act.  Greenville  Compress  ft  W.  Co.  t. 
IManters*  Compress  ft  W.  Co.  70  Miss.  669,  13 
So.  879 ;  Lauman  v.  Lebanon  Valley  R.  Co.  30 
Pa.  42,  72  Am.  Dec.  685. 

Common  ownership  alone  does  not  operate  as 
a  consolidation,  for  this  can  only  be  effected 
by  consent  of  the  state,  which  will  not  be  im- 
plied. Gulf.  C.  ft  8.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Newell,  73 
Tex.  S;<4,  11  8.  W.  342. 

Hence,  a  statute  declaring  that  no  corporation 
shall  possess  or  exercise  any  corporate  powers 
except  such  as  are  conferred  by  law,  and  such 
as  shall  be  neoeSRary  to  the  exercise  of  the 
powers  so  given,  makes  no  change  In  the  law, 
but  merely  embmlles  an  existing  rule.  State  ▼. 
Consolidation  Coal  Co.  46  Md.  1. 

Any  scheme  of  union  between  corporations 
that  amounts  to  a  transfer  of  control  requires 
legislative  consent.  Corporate  charters  must 
be  strictly  construed.  A  corporation  has  ab- 
solutely no  powers  but  those  which  the  law  con- 
fers on  it  either  directly  or  by  implication,  as 
necessary  to  the  ends  and  objects  of  its  exist- 
ence.    Central  R.  Co.  v.  Collins,  40  Oa.  582. 

Without  authority  from  the  power  which 
granted  its  franchise,  a  corporation  cannot  law- 
fully transfer  it.  no  matter  what  the  guise  in 
which  the  effort  to  do  so  is  clothed.  Every 
such  attempt  is  Illegal  and  void.  Earle  v.  Seat- 
tle, L.  8.  ft  E.  R.  Co.  56  Fed.  909;  Brunswick 
Gaslight  Co.  V.  United  Gas.  Fuel  ft  Light  Co. 
«5  Me.  .■i.'?2.  27  Atl.  .j2."i  ;  Ricketts  v.  Chesapeake 
ft  O.  R.  Co.  33  W.  Va.  433,  7  L.  R  A.  354,  10 
8.  E.  801. 

Every  attempt  to  amalgamate  or  consolidate 
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two  corporations  without  express  legislative  au- 
thority is  ultra  rires  and  void.  Erste  Soko- 
lower  Congregation  Anshe  Yosher  v.  First 
United  Koyatiner  Sokolower  Verein,  32  Misc. 
269,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  356;  Home  Friendly  Soc. 
V.  Tyler,  9  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  617. 

The  power  of  the  state  to  authorize  the  con- 
solidation of  corporations  of  Its  own  creation  is 
everywhere  admitted.  Ohio  ft  M.  II.  Co.  v.  Peo- 
ple €S  rel.  Hanna,  123  111.  467,  14  N.  E.  874. 

The  power  of  the  state  to  authorize  consoli- 
dation is  unquestionable,  and  without  such  au- 
thority no  consolidation  can  take  place ;  but  the 
enabling  act  Is  not  mandatory  but  permissive, 
simply  giving  a  consent  to  do  what  without  it 
could  not  be  done  at  all.  Clearwater  v.  Mere- 
dith, 1  Wall.  25,  sub  nom.  Ferguson  ▼.  Mere- 
dith. 17  L.  ed.  604. 

The  legislative  permission  to  consolidate  does 
not  amount  to  a  contract ;  It  Is  a  mere  license. 
Adams  v.  Yazoo  ft  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  77  Miss. 
194,  24  So.  200,  317,  28  So.  956. 

b.  Requisite  for  each  constituent. 

It  is  not  sufllcient  that  one  or  more  of  the 
consolidating  companies  have  the  necessary  leg- 
islative authority  to  consolidate.  All  must 
have  it.  A  contract  beyond  the  corporate  pow- 
ers of  one  constituent  is  as  invalid  as  If  be- 
yond the  corporate  powers  of  both.  St.  Louis, 
V.  &  T.  H.  U.  Co.  V.  Terre  Haute  ft  I.  R.  Co. 
145  U.  S.  393,  36  L.  ed.  748,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
953. 

lo  make  a  valid  consolidation  both  parties 
must  be  competent.  Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Kentucky,  161  U.  S.  677.  40  L.  ed.  849.  16  Sup. 
(7t.  Rep.  714,  Affirming  same  case  below  97  Ky. 
673,  31  S.  W.  476. 

The  authority  must  be  given  to  each  constitu- 
ent. East  Line  &  U.  River  R.  Co.  v.  Rushing, 
Q^  Tex.  314,  6  S.  W.  834 ;  Morrill  v.  Smith 
County,  89  Tex.  529,  36  S.  W.  56  ;  Pennsylvania 
R.  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  A.  ft  T.  IL  R.  Co.  118  U. 
S.  309.  30  L.  ed.  92,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1094  :  Cen- 
tral Transp.  Co.  v.  Pullman's  Palace  Car  Co. 
139  U.  S.  24,  3.*5  L.  ed.  55.  11  Sup.  (^t.  Rep.  478. 

It  Is  quite  true  that  the  New  York  court  of 
appeals  held,  In  Re  lYospect  Park  ft  C.  I.  R. 
Co.  67  N.  Y.  377,  that  power  to  consolidate  was 
given  both  constituents  in  a  special  statute  au- 
thorizing a  named  railroad  to  consolidate  with 
any  other  railroad,  and  that  the  designated  road 
might  effect  a  valid  consolidation  with  any 
other  road  that  it  found  able  and  willing  to 
unite  with  it.  althcnjjh  no  particular  grant  of 
power  to  ron.soHdate  had  been  made  to  such 
other  railroad,  as  the  power  explicitly  conferred 
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great  public  advantage  which  its  mayor 
and  city  council  so  strongly  favor. 

IStaie  €x  rcL  Haddcn  v.  Edst  Cleveland 
R.  Co.  6  Ohio  C.  C.  318. 

The  prohibition  in  the  present  charter  of 
Seattle  against  the  extension  of  timd  of  a 
franchise  is  prospective  in  scope,  and  does 
not  apply  to  any  franchise  granted  before 
the  adoption  of  that  charter. 

To  give  the  closing  sentence  of  §  20  the 
operation  claimed  for  it  by  plaintiffs,  there- 
by making  it  applicable  to  existing  fran- 
chises, is  to  give  it  a  retrospective  opera- 
tion. 

Society  for  Propagation  of  Oospel  v. 
Wheeler,  2  Gall.  106,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,150; 
Broom,  Legal  Maxims,  8th  ed.  34;  Rich- 
mond V.  Henrico  County  Supers,  83  Va. 
204,  2  S.  E.  26. 

A  law  is  to  be  given  a  prospective  opera- 


tion  only,   unless   its   language   can  other- 
wise have  no  meaning. 

United  States  v.  Ucth,  3  Cranch,  399,  2 
L.  ed.  479;  Chew  Econg  v.  United  States, 
112  U.  S.  5.59,  28  L.  ed.  778,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
255;  iirumes  v.  N orris,  G  Cal.  621,  65  Am. 
Dec.  545;  Wood  v.  Oakley,  U  Paige,  400; 
Jarvis  v.  Jarvis,  3  Edw.  Ch.  462;  Murray 
V.  Gibson,  15  How.  421,  14  L.*  ed.  755;  BIc- 
Euen  V.  Den,  24  How.  242,  16  L.  ed.  672; 
Ttcenty  Per  Cent  Cases,  20  Wall.  179,  22 
L.  ed.  339;  Austin  v.  Burgess,  36  Wis.  186; 
Aurora  d  L.  Tump.  Co.  v.  Holthouse,  7  Ind. 
59;  Dyei'  v.  Belfast,  88  Me.  140,  33  Atl.  790; 
Senmans  v.  Carter,  15  Wis.  548,  82  Am.  Dec. 
696;  Wilson  v.  Red  Wing  School  Dist.  22 
Minn.  4SS;  Dash  v.  Van  Kleeck,^  Johns.  477, 
5  Am.  Dec.  291 ;  Garrett  v.  Doe  ex  dem,  Wig- 
gins, 2  III.  335,  30  Am.  Dec.  653 ;  Oyon's  Suc- 
cession, 6  Rob.  504,  41  Am.  Dec.  274;  State 


upon  the  designated  corporation  was  broad 
enough  to  include  whatsoever  company  it  should 
agree  with ;  but  it  is  to  be  noted  that  there  was 
all  the  time  in  force  in  New  York  a  general 
statute  under  which  connecting  railroads  were 
authorized  to  consolidate,  and  which  the  court 
at  the  same  time  held  governed  where  not  in- 
consistent with  the  special  act  there  control- 
ling; so  the  case,  though  often  cited  to  that 
effect,  is  hardly  an  authority  for  the  proposition 
that  the  right  to  consolidate  can  be  conferred 
upon  an  unnamed  corporation  by  general  pro- 
visions in  a  statute  relating  to  another. 

This  proposition  was  stated  and  questioned 
in  Camden  &  A.  IL  Co.  v.  May's  Landing  &  E. 
H.  City  R.  Co.  48  N.  J.  L.  530,  7  Atl.  523,  where 
there  was  under  consideration  a  much  more  ex- 
pressive statute  than  the  New  York  one  con- 
strued in  the  last  case.  The  point  was  not  de- 
cided, as  the  act  under  review  was  held  to  be 
unconstitutional  for  defective  title. 

It  was,  however,  held  by  the  Connecticut 
supreme  court,  that  when  the  charter  of  one 
railroad  company  expressly  authorized  It  to 
purchase  the  franchise  and  property  of  another 
whose  charter  contained  no  provision  author- 
izing it  to  sell,  the  power  given  the  one  com- 
pany to.  buy  necessarily  Involved  the  power  of 
the  other  to  sell,  and  so  operated  impliedly  as 
an  enlargouient  in  that  respect  of  the  iatter's 
charter.  New  York  &  N.  K.  R.  Co.  ▼.  New 
York,  N.  n.  &  H.  R.  Co.  52  Conn.  274. 

c.  May  be  conditional. 

As  the  granting  of  power  to  a  corporation  to 
consolidate  is  an  act  of  gi-ace  on  the  part  of 
the  statf.  the  legislature  may  attach  to  the 
grant  such  conditions,  and  impose  such  terms, 
as  it  chooses.  Illinois  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  v. 
Cook,  20  111.  237. 

The  corporations  act  voluntarily.  Before  a 
consolidation  can  be  effected  each  constituent 
m\i«t  give  Its  consent.  The  legislature  cannot 
compel  a  corj>oratlon  to  consolidtite  with  an- 
other against  its  will,  even  where  there  is  a 
common  membership.  Mnson  v.  Finch,  28  Mich. 
282.    . 

If,  for  instance,  authority  is  given  to  rail- 
roads to  consolidate,  and  one  or  all  of  them  are 
legally  exempt  from  taxation,  the  exemption 
may  be  retained  by  simply  refraining  from  con- 
solidating, the  companies  being  free  to  consoli- 
date or  not  as  they  elect ;  but  if  they  choose  to 
consolidate  they  become  subject  to  the  laws  then 
in  force.  The  eflect  of  consolidation  depends 
upon  the  will  and  purpose  of  the  state  speaking 
ihroiigh  the  legislature,  and  not  of  the  corpora- 
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tions.  Adams  ▼.  Yazoo  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  77 
Miss.  104,  24  So.  200,  317,  28  So.  956;  State  y. 
Maine  C.  H.  Co.  66  Me.  488 ;  Charlotte,  C.  &  A. 
R.  Co.  v.  Glbbes,  27  8.  C.  385,  4  S.  E.  49. 

The  state  may  couple  with  the  grant  of  power 
to  consolidate  a  condition  or  proviso  that  the 
corporations  consolidating  shall  not,  either  be- 
fore or  after  merger,  make  any  mortgage  or  cre- 
ate any  lien  superior  to  the  claims  of  a  specified 
class  of  creditors.  Frazier  v.  East  Tennessee, 
V.  &  G.  R.  Co.  88  Tenn.  138,  12  S.  W.  537. 

It  may  make  It  a  condition  that  the  consoli- 
dated road  shall  not  take  in  or  be  transferred 
to  any  parallel,  competing,  or  converging  line. 
Houston  &  T.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Shirley,  54  Tex.  125. 

The  constitutional  power  of  a  state  to  im- 
pose restrictions  upon  the  general  authority 
of  corporations  to  consolidate  has  been  recog- 
nized by  the  United  Slates  Supreme  Court  in 
several  cases.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Mary- 
land, 21  Wall.  456,  22  L.  ed.  678;  Shields  v. 
Ohio,  95  U.  8.  319,  24  L.  ed.  357  :  Wallace  v, 
l^omis,  97  U.  S.  146,  24  L.  ed.  895 ;  New  Buffalo 
Twp.  V.  Cambria  Iron  Co.  105  U.  S.  73,  26  L. 
ed.  1024  ;  Leavenworth  County  Comrs.  v.  Chi- 
cago, R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  134  U.  S.  688.  33  L.  ed. 
3064,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  708;  Livingston  Coun- 
ty V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  12  U.  S.  102,  32  L.  ed. 
359,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  18 ;  Keokuk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Missouri.  152  U.  S.  316,  38  L.  ed.  457,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  608. 

And  the  state,  having  granted  In  a  corporate 
charter  authority  without  limitation  to  consoli- 
date, may  by  a  subsequent  statute,  before  it  is 
exercised  and  the  right  becomes  vested,  prohibit 
consolidation  with  parallel  and  competing  lines, 
especially  when  the  right  to  amend  and  repeal 
rhe  charter  has  been  reserved.  I'earsall  v.  Great 
Northern  K.  Co.  IGl  U.  S.  646,  40  L.  ed.  838, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  705. 

In  short,  the  i>ower  of  corporations  to  con- 
solidate is  completely  dependent  on  the  will  of 
the  states.  Ashley  v.  Uysn,  153  V.  S.  4:$G.  ;{8 
L.  ed.  773,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  664,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  8tJo. 

d.  Uoto  expressed. 
1.  In  charter  or  prior  general  act. 

The  primary  grant  of  authority  to  consolidate 
is,  of  course,  in  the  act  of  Incorporation  or  the 
charter  of  the  company.  Nugent  v.  Putnam 
County  Supers.  10  Wall.  241,  22  L.  ed.  83. 

It  may  be  given  In  the  statute  l)y  virtue  of 
which  the  corporation  was  organized  whetlier 
that  be  a  special  act  of  Incorporation  or  a  gen- 
eral  act   under   which   all   corporations  of  the 
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«F  rel.  Glenn  ▼.  Stein,  13  Neb.  529,  14  N. 
W.  481 ;  State  ew  rel.  City  Water  Co.  v. 
Kearney,  49  Neb.  3.37,  70  N.  W.  255;  Sam- 
mis  V.  Bennett,  32  Fla.  456,  22  L.  R.  A.  48, 
14  So.  90;  State,  WiiUams,  Prosecutor,  v. 
Bayonne,  55  N.  J.  L.  60,  25  Atl.  407 ;  North 
Bridgeicater  Bank  v.  Copeland,  7  Allen, 
139;  McCormick  v.  Eliot,  43  Fed.  469; 
Smalley  v.  Snell,  6  Wash.  161,  32  Pac. 
1062. 

In  order  to  sustain  the  contention  of 
plaintiff,  the  court  is  required  to  hold  that 
the  language  of  §  20  prohibits  the  grant 
of  another  street-railway  franchise  over 
streets,  any  part  of  which  has  an  existing? 
track  thereon,  until  within  three  years  of 
the  expiration  of  the  former  franchise.  To 
adopt  this  construction  would  be  to  say 
that  it  is  competent  for  a  freeholder's  char- 
ter to  take  away,  for  a  generation,  from  the 


mayor  and  city  council  a  power  expressly 
vested  in  them  by  legislative  enactment. 

Wiley  V.  Seattle,  7  Wash.  576,  35  Pac. 
415;  State  ex  rel,  Seattle  v.  Car  son,  6 
Wash.  250,  33  Pac.  42S. 

The  granting  of  a  street-railway  franchise 
is  the  exercise  of  legislative  power  which 
the  courts  will  not  enjoin  in  advance. 

State  ex  rel.  Rose  v.  Alilicaukce  County 
Super.  Ct,  105  Wis.  651.  48  L.  R.  A.  819, 
81  N.  W.  1040;  Neio  Orleans  W'atertcorks 
Co.  V.  New  Orleans,  164  U.  S.  471,  41  L. 
ed.  518,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  161 ;  Des  Moines 
Gas  Co.  V.  Des  Moines,  44  Iowa,  505,  24 
Am.  Rep.  756;  Chicago  v.  Evans,  24  111. 
52;  1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  p.  387,  note; 
Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  1st  ed.  §  903;  Montgom- 
ery Gaslight  Co.  v.  Montgomery,  87  Ala. 
245,  4  L.  R.  A.  616,  6  So.  113;  Pedrick  v. 
Ripon,  73  Wis.  622,  3  L.  R.  A.  269,  41  N. 


same  kind  are  chartered.     Bonnet  y.  First  Nat. 
Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  60  S.  W.  325. 

But  the  authority  may  be  given  in  a  general 
act  antecedent  to,  or  conteuiporaneous  with,  the 
charter,  and  having  no  especial  relation  there- 
to. In  other  words,  the  legislature  authorizes 
corporate  consolidation  either  by  charter  or  in- 
dependent statute.  Philadelphia  &  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Maryland.  10  How.  376,  13  L.  ed.  461 ;  Tomlln- 
sou  V.  Branch,  15  Wall.  460,  .21  L.  ed.  189 ; 
State  ▼.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  66  Me.  488;  State  ex 
rel.  Att7.  Gen.  v.  Sherman,  22  Ohio  St.  411 ; 
Com.  €x  rel  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Atlantic  &  G.  W.  R. 
Co.  53  Pa.  9 ;  Meyer  v.  Johnston,  53  Ala.  237 ; 
BoRton  &  P.  R.  Corp.  v.  Midland  B.  Co.  1  Gray, 
346;  McMahan  v.  Morrison,  16  Ind.  172,  79 
Am.  Dec.  418 ;  Indianapolis  C.  ft  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Jones.  29  Ind.  465,  95  Am.  Dec.  654 ;  Paine  v. 
Lake  Krie  ft  L.  R.  Co.  31  Ind.  283. 

2.  Statute  antecedent   to   consolidation. 

The  state  may  also  authorize  corporate  con- 
solidation by  statute  passed  after  the  corpora- 
tions have  been  organized,  and  when  neither 
in  their  charters  nor  in  any  statute  in  force 
when  they  were  created  was  any  such  authority 
conferred.  It  may  do  this  either  by  an  act  ap- 
plying generally  to  corporations  already  in  ex- 
istence, or  by  a  special  statute  adapted  to  a 
particular  case.  State  Treasurer  v.  Auditor 
General,  46  Mich.  224,  9  N.  W.  258;  Black  v. 
Delaware  &  R.  Canal  Co.  24  N.  J.  Eq.  455, 
Reversing  same  case  below,  22  N.  J.  Eq.  130 ; 
Market  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Hellman,  109  Cal.  571, 
42  Pac.  225 ;  Sprague  v.  Illinois  River  R.  Co.  19 
IH.  174. 

8.  Ratification  of  unauthorized  consolidation. 

While  a  corporate  consolidation  cannot  be  ef- 
fected legally  without  legislative  sanction,  that 
sanction  may  be  given  in  any  one  of  four  ways : 
(1)  By  a  general  law  in  force  when  the  cor- 
porations are  chartered  ;  (2)  by  the  charters  or 
acta  of  Incorporation  of  the  consolidating  com- 
panies;  (3)  by  a  general  or  special  statute 
passed  after  the  organization  and  before  the 
consolidation  of  the  constituent  companies ; 
(4)  by  recognition,  confirmation,  and  ratifica- 
tion after  a  consolidation  has  in  fact  been  made 
without  authority  of  law.  American  Loan  & 
T.  Co.  V.  Minnesota  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  157  111.  641, 
42  N.  E.  153. 

It  Is,  of  course,  elementary,  that  a  subsequent 
ratification  Is  equivalent  to  an  original  au- 
thority. And,  so  far  at  least  as  the  public 
and  the  state  are  concerned,  a  subsequent  con- 
firming statute  Is  as  effective  as  an  antecedent 
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authorizing  statute,  In  validating  a  corporate* 
consolidation.  Bishop  v.  Bralnerd,  28  Conn. 
289 ;  Mead  v.  New  York.  H.  &  N.  R.  Co.  45  Conn. 
199;  Mitchell  v.  Deeds,  49  111.  416,  95  Am. 
Dec.  621 ;  Hatcher  v.  Toledo,  W.  &  W.  R.  Co. 
62  111.  477 :  McAuley  v.  Columbus,  C.  &  I.  C.  R. 
Co.  83  111.  348 :  Shaw  v.  Norfolk  County  R.  Co. 
71  Mass.  162 ;  Indianola  R.  Co.  v.  Fryer,  56 
Tex,  609 ;  Tomllnson  v.  Branch,  15  Wall.  460, 
21  L.  ed.  189 :  United  States  v.  Southern  P.  R. 
Co.  14  Sawy.  620,  45  Fed.  596 ;  Louisville  Trust 
Co.  V.  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  22  C.  C.  A. 
378,  43  U.  S.  App.  550,  75  B>d.  433. 

IV.  Consolidation  as  affected  &y  law. 

a.  Organic 

The  Constitutions  of  many  of  the  states  con- 
tain provisions  relating  to  corporate  consolida- 
tion, most  of  which  are  restrictive  In  char- 
acter. 

The  consolidation  of  parallel  and  compet- 
ing lines  of  railroad  is  forbidden  by  the  Con- 
stitutions of  the  following  states :  Arkansas 
(art.  17,  i  4),  Colorado  (art.  15.  fi  5),  Illinois 
(art.  11,  i  11;,  Kentucky  (i  201),  Michigan 
(art.  19a,  §  2),  Missouri  (art.  12,  8  17),  Mon- 
tana (art.  15,  S  6),  Nebraska  (art.  11,  $  3), 
North  Dakota  (art.  7,  S  141),  Pennsylvania 
(art.  17,  I  4),  South  Dakota  (art.  17,  8  14), 
Texas  (art.  10,  §  5.  Vide  Houston  &  T.  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  Shirley,  54  Tex.  125;  Central  &  M.  R. 
Co.  V.  Morris,  68  Tex.  49,  3  S.  W.  457),  Utah 
(art.  12,  S  13),  Washington  (art.  12,  |  16),  and 
West  Virginia  (art.  11,  §  11). 

The  consolidation  of  corporations  in  general 
operating  parallel  and  competing  lines  is  for- 
bidden by  the  Constitutions  of  the  following 
states:  Arkansas  (art.  17,  |  4),  Pennsylvania 
(art.  17,  §  4).  Missouri  (art.  12,  |  17),  and 
Texas  (art.  10,  S  5). 

Telephone  and  telegraph  lines  are  prohibited 
from  consolidating  with  corporations  owning 
parallel  or  competing  lines.  In  the  Constitutions 
of  Colorado  (art.  15,  g  13),  Kentucky  (S  201), 
Nebraska  (art.  11,  S  3),  and  South  Dakota  (art. 
17,  §  11). 

And  the  Constitutions  of  the  following  states 
prohibit  the  consolidation  of  parallel  and  com- 
peting canal  companies:  Arkansas  (art.  17,  | 
4),  Pennsylvania  (art.  17,  g  4). 

Of  bridge  companies:     Kentucky  ($  201). 

Of  any  express  or  other  transportation  com- 
pany :  Montana  (art.  15.  S  6). 

And  of  common  carriers:  Kentucky  (|  201). 

The  Constitutions  of  Colorado  (art.  15,  | 
14),  Louisiana  (art.  246),  Mississippi  (|  107), 
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W.  705;  Wright  v.  Ifagle,  101  U.  S.  791, 
25  L.  ed.  921. 

The  procedure  which  has  been  followed 
with  respect  to  the  consideration,  publica- 
tion, and  proposed  passage  of  council  bill 
No.  595  is  in  accordance  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  charter,  and  with  the  course 
of  procedure  which  has  been  uniformly  fol- 
lowed under  the  charter  since  its  adoption, 
and  such  procedure  will  not  now  be  held 
invalid. 

The  contemporaneous  and  continued  con- 
struction of  a  statute  by  the  officers 
charged  with  its  execution  will  be  followed 
by  the  courts,  unless  plainly  in  conflict  with 
the  clearly  expressed  requirements  of  the 
statute. 

Mississippi  Valley  Trust  Co,  v.  Hofius, 
20  Wash.  272,  65  Pac.  64;  United  States  v. 
rhilhrick,   120  U.  S.  52,  30  L.  ed.  559,   7 


Sup.  Ct.  Rep,  413;  United  States  v.  Johns- 
ton,  124  U.  S.  236,  31  L.  ed.  389,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  446;  Bloxham  v.  Consumers*  Electrie 
Light  d  Street  R.  Co,  36  Fla.  519,  29  L, 
R.  A.  507,  18  So.  444;  Kndlich,  InterpreU- 
tion  of  Statutes,  §§  357,  360,  527;  State 
ex  rel,  Wiesenthal  v.  Denny ,  4  Wash.  135, 
16  L.  R.  A.  214,  29  Pac.  991;  People  ea 
rel.  Beardsley  v.  Wallacey  70  111.  680. 

Where  the  municipal  legislature  is  pro- 
ceeding, or  has  proceeded,  in  good  faith  to 
grant  a  street-railway  franchise,  and  is 
complying  with  the  substance  of  legal  re- 
quirements, the  proceedings  will  not  be  held 
invalid  at  the  suit  of  citizens  favoring  an 
opposite  policy,  on  technical  grounds. 

Daniels  v.  Commonwealth  Ave.  Street  R. 
Co.  175  Mass.  618,  56  X.  E.  715;  Abraham 
V.  Meyers,  29  Abb.  N.  C.  384,  23  X.  Y.  Supp. 
225,  228;  Simmons  v.  Toledo,  5  Ohio  C.  C. 


and  Missouri  (art.  12,  $  19)  require  a  con- 
solidated corporation,  made  up  of  domestic  and 
foreign  constituents,  to  talce  on  a  domestic  char- 
acter, and  the  Constitution  of  Texas  (art.  10, 
i  6)  forbids  the  consolidation  of  domestic  and 
foreign  railroad  corporations  altogether.  Mis- 
souri P.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Owens,  1  Tex.  Civ.  App.  Cas. 
(White  &  W.)  f  384. 

Besides  the  al>ove-noted  provisions,  corporate 
consolidation  is  materially  affected  by  inhi- 
bitions upon  the  formation  of  trusts  or  other 
combinations  to  limit  productions,  control  mar- 
kets, fix  prices  of  commodities,  and  create  mo- 
nopolies. 

Such  Inhibitions  are  to  be  found  In  several 
of  the  state  Constitutions,  and  must  be  talcen 
into  account  in  considering  all  questions  of  cor- 
porate consolidation.  Idaho  (art.  11,  I  18). 
Vide  Keutuclcy  ({  198),  Mississippi  (art.  7,  f 
198),  Montana  (art.  15,  f  20),  South  Dakota 
(art.  17,  i  20),  Utah  (art.  12,  S  20),  Washing- 
ton (art.  12.  i  22),  and  Wyoming  (art.  1,  S  30 ; 
art.  10,  §  8). 

Again,  there  are  occasionally  peculiar  con- 
stitutional provisions  In  some  states,  which  may 
or  may  not,  according  to  circumstances,  affect 
the  right  of  consolidation  In  any  given  rase. 
Ohio  &  M.  R.  Co.  V.  People  ex  rel.  Hanna,  123 
111.  467,  14  N.  E.  874  ;  State  ew  rel.  Leese  v. 
Atchison  &  N.  R.  Co.  24  Neb.  143.  38  N.  W.  43 ; 
Sandham  v.  Nye,  9  Mi.sc.  541 ;  Citizens*  Street 
R.  Co.  V.  Memphis,  53  Fed.  715:  Shipley  ▼. 
Continental  R.  Co.  13  Phlla.  128;  Gyger  v. 
Philadelphia  City  Pass.  R.  Co.  136  Pa.  96,  sub 
nam.  Montgomery  v.  Philadelphia  City  Pass. 
R.  Co.  9  L.  R.  A.  360,  20  Atl.  309 ;  Pennsylvania 
R,  Co.  V.  Com.  (Pa.)  4  Cent.  Rep.  495,  7  Atl. 
368,  4  Cent.  Rep.  501,  7  Atl.  374  ;  Gulf,  C.  &  S. 
F.  R.  Co.  V.  State,  72  Tex.  404,  1  L.  R.  A.  849, 
2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  335,  10  S.  W.  81. 

The  Constitution  of  New  York  does  not  forbid 
the  legislature  to  grant  the  right  to  consolidate 
to  corporations,  so  the  legislative  power  Is  un- 
doubted, and  the  only  question  in  any  given 
case  is  whether  the  consolidation  in  considera- 
tion is  or  is  not  within  the  statute.  Bohmer  v. 
lloffen,  161  N.  Y.  390,  55  N.  E.  1047. 

A  railroad  Incorporated  under  an  act  declar- 
ing  it  is  to  be  governed  by  any  general  law  en- 
acted by  the  legislature  respecting  consolidation 
of  parallel  and  competing  lines  becomes  subject 
to  an  after-adopted  constitutional  provision 
prohibiting  such  consolidations  as  soon  as  it 
goes  into  effect-  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Ken- 
tucky, 101  U.  S.  677,  40  L.  ed.  849.  16  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  714. 

A  constitutional  provision  prohibiting  cor- 
porate combinations  is  self-operative,  and  makes 
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void  all  contracts  within  its  purview,  although 
there  nas  been  no  legislation  upon  the  suliject. 
Hamilton  v.  Savannah,  F.  &  W.  R.  Co.  48  Fed. 
412. 

b.  Statutory, 

From  time  to  time  the  states  generally  have 
enacted  laws  rcKpecting  corporate  consolidation, 
broadly  divisible  Into  permissive  and  restrictive 
acts. 

Attention  has  already  been  called  to  the 
necessity  of  a  critical  study  of  the  controlling 
statute  whenever  the  right  of  consolidation 
comes  under  notice,  as  the  complexion  of  the 
whole  question  often  depends  upon  the  language 
and  interpretation  of  such  act. 

As  these  statutes  are  undergoing  constant 
changes  by  way  of  amendment,  modification, 
and  repeal,  it  would  serve  no  good  purpose  to 
set  them  out  at  large ;  hence  only  general  indi- 
cations are  here  given,  and  this  section  of  the 
note  Is  not,  nor  Is  it  intended  to  be,  in  any  sense 
a  compendium  of  American  statute  law  upon  the 
subject  of  corporate  consolidation. 

1.  Permissive  statutes. 

The  latest  enacted  statutes  In  the  several 
states  which  permit  cori)oratlons  to  consoli- 
date apply  to  various  kinds  of  corporations,  and 
authorize  them  to  consolidate  under  varied  con- 
ditions, subject  to  sundry  limitations,  and  by 
diverse  methods  of  procedure. 

There  Is  statutory  authority  for  the  consoli- 
dation of  steam  railroads.  In  Alabama  (Code, 
H  1163,  subd.  11,  1166;  1891,  chap.  403),  Ari- 
zona (Rev.  Stat.  S  317 ),  Arkansas  (Stat.  (  6314), 
California  (Civ.  Code,  §  473),  Colorado  (Gen. 
Anno.  Stat.  {  604),  Connecticut  (Gen.  Stat.  | 
3443),  Florida  (Rev.  Stat.  S  2248),  Georgia 
(Code,  S8  2173,  2179),  Idaho  (Rev.  Stat.  | 
2673 J  1891,  p.  124),  Illinois  (Anno.  Stat.  chap. 
114,  par.  33,  {  1).  Indiana  (Stat.  jl|  3951,  3971, 
3971a),  Iowa  (Code,  fi  2036),  Kansas  (Gen. 
Sfat  S  567S),  Kentucky  (Stat.  |  770),  Louisi- 
ana (Rev.  Laws,  p.  757,  I  1 ;  p.  7r»8,  8  1).  Mary- 
Michigan  (Comp.  L.  6254;  Laws  1899,  chap. 
553),  Massachusetts  (Laws  1894,  chap.  506), 
Michigan  (Comp.  L.  6254:  Laws  1S99,  chap. 
132),  Minnesota  (Stat.  $fi  2715,  2718),  Missis- 
sippi (Code,  S  3587),  Missouri  (Rev.  Stat.  S 
1059),  Montana  (Comp.  Stat.  $  703;  Code,  ff 
911.  923:  1893,  p.  157),  Nebraska  (Comp,  Stat, 
p.  362  [1764 J),  Nevada  (Comp.  L.  |  1011).  New 
Hampshire  (Pub.  Stat.  p.  503.  g  22).  New 
Jersey  (2  Gen.  Stat.  p.  26r)2,  fi  55.  p.  2696.  fi| 
249  et  seq.,  p.  2705,  i  289:  1898,  chap.  137), 
New   Mexico    (1897,   I     3S\)2),   New     York     (3 
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124:  Wrst  Jersey  R.  Co.  T.  Cape  May  R. 
Co.  34  X.  J.  Eq.  1G4. 

Street-r&ilway  franchises  granted  under 
charters  and  -statutes  similar  to  ours  are 
generallr  upheid,  no  fraud  being  alleged,  al- 
though there  has  not  been  a  technical  com- 
pliance with  the  proviiiions  of  the  statute 
or  charter. 

Peoyle  ex  rel.  ^V€st  Hide  Street  R.  Co.  v. 
Barnard,  110  X.  Y.  548,  18  N.  E.  354; 
Adamao»i  v.  yaseau  Electric  R.  Co.  89  liun, 
261,  34  X.  Y.  Sipp.  1073;  Heccomb  v.  U'ttr«- 
tcr,  83  Fed.  856. 

The  courts  will  not  interfere,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  facts  showing  fraud  or  bad  faith. 

Sims  Y.  Brooklyn  fitreet  R.  Co.  37  Ohio 
St.  556:  People  v.  Eqttitif  Oaslight  Co,  141 
X.  Y.  232,  36  X.  E.  \\H. 

Before  an  injunction,  particularly  a  tem- 
porary  injunction,   can   be   granted,   plain- 


titls  must  not  merely  allege  the  le;jr«l  con- 
clusion of  irreparable  injury,  but  must  al« 
lege  and  prove  facts  showing  such  irrepa- 
rable injury  to  them.  In  such  cases  the 
right  to  the  injunction  must  be  clear,  and 
the  courts  will  refuse  to  interfere  where  the 
showing  leaves  the  court  in  doubt  as  to  the 
rights  of  the  parties. 

\yest  Jersey  R.  Co,  ▼.  Cape  May  R.  Co, 
34  X.  J.  Eq.  164;  California  Xar.  Co.  v. 
Tnion  Transp.  Co.  122  Cal.  641,  55  Pac. 
501:  2  B«ich,  Mod.  Eq.  Jur.  |§  641,  642; 
10  Enc.  PI.  &  Pr.  954;  Rend  v.  Venture  Oil 
Co.  48  Fed.  248;  Scccomb  v.  Wurster,  83 
Fed.  856. 

Persons  ha\ing  no  interest  other  than 
that  of  mere  taxpayers  cannot  maintain  an 
action  of  this  character. 

Pedrick  v.  Ripon,  73  Wis.  t— ,  3  L.  R. 


Birdseye.  Uev.  Stat.  R.  R.  Law,  S  70,  p.  381, 
i  74ki;  IStt.j,  chap.  921),  North  Carolina  (Bat. 
Revisal,  p.  749,  f  58),  North  Dakota  (Rev. 
iV-de.  i  2954).  Ohio  (Bates's  Anno.  Stat.  §1 
2:iU.'»/>.  3379.  33S0:  189t>.  p.  277),  Oklahoma 
(Stat,  i  1016),  Pennsylvania  (Pep.  &  L.  p. 
Sl»73,  f  170,  p.  3975,  S  174,  p.  3979,  {  184), 
South  Carolina  (Rev.  Stat.  9  1615).  South  Da- 
kota (Laws  1S»0,  chap.  124),  Tennessee  (Code, 
chap.  188.  Laws  lSi>7,  (f  1,  4  :  Stat.  1873,  f 
1140a ;  I-aws  1S'.)1,  chap.  125 ;  1889,  chap.  70,  p. 
97),  Utah  iRev.  Stat,  f  435),  Vermont  (Stat.  S 
3!i75),  Washinsrton  (Code  &  Stat,  f  4304),  West 
Virginia  it^ws  1801,  chap.  32)  Wisconsin 
(Stat,  i  1S33;  Laws  1897,  chap.  295),  and 
WyominiT  (Kev.  Stat.  {  3206). 

And  for  the  consolidation  of  street  railroads, 
in  Alabama  (I^ws  1803,  chap.  295).  Illinois 
(I^ws  1897.  p.  2S2),  Indiana  (Laws  1899,  chap. 
165),  Louisiana  (Laws  1808,  chap.  100),  Massa- 
chusetts (Laws  1897,  chap.  269),  Michigan 
(Comp.  L.  638S),  and  New  Jersey  (3  Gen.  Stat, 
p  3225.  f  78,  p.  3229.  $  97,  p.  3232,  |  109.  p. 
3242.  S  137;  Laws  1900.  chap.  138). 

And  in  New  York  for  steam  railroads  to  con- 
solidate with  bridge  companies  (Laws  1900, 
chap.  476:  Stat.  R.  R.  Law.  {  70). 

And  with  tunnel  companies  (R.  R.  Law,  S 
70). 

For  street  railways  to  consolidate  with  elec- 
trii'-ilght  companies,  in  Michigan  (Laws  1891, 
chap.  197:  Comp.  L.  [6468]),  and  Ohio  (Laws 
1W>8.  p.  139). 

In  New  Jersey,  with  turnpikes  or  plank  roads 
(3  Gen.  Stat.  p.  3242,  S  137)  and  with  motor- 
iMjwer  companies  (Laws  1893.  chap.  168). 

Telegraph  and  telephone  companies  are  author- 
ized by  statute  to  consolidate,  in  Kansas  (Gen. 
Stat.  {  1307),  Maryland  (Pub.  Laws,  p.  373, 
i  227),  Missouri  (Rev.  Stat.  {  1262),  New  Jer- 
sey (3  Gen.  Stat.  p.  3458.  S  12),  New  York 
(Transp.  Corp.  Law,  |  104).  Ohio  (Stat.  § 
3470),  and  Texas  (Rev.  Stat.  chap.  7,  art. 
703). 

Ortaln  kinds  of  insurance  companies  are  au- 
thorized by  statute  to  consolidate  in  Alabama 
(C\>de,  i  1110),  Connecticut  (Gen.  Stat.  {§ 
28vS0  et  %€q.y  %  2907),  Illinois  (Laws  1.S95,  p. 
177;  Stat.  p.  2250,  par.  146),  Indiana  (Laws 
1S07,  chap.  172),  Missouri  (Rev.  Stat.  %  8096), 
New  Jersey  (Gen.  Stat.  p.  1773,  \  150),  New 
York  ((;en.  Stnt.  In.s.  Law,  ii  129;  Laws  185)9, 
chap.  165).  and  Ohio  (Stat.  %  3071;  Laws  19u0, 
p.  103). 

The  consolidation  of  mining  corporations  Is 
autbori::ed  !>y  statute,  in  .'Mnbania  (Code.  S 
1147),  California  (Civ.  Code,  S  :^61),  Colorado 
(Stat,  i  586),  Michigan  (Comp.  L.  §  7015), 
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Montana  (Civ.  Code,  {  1015.  p.  869.  {  527), 
Nevada  (Comp.  L.  {  260,  Gen.  Stat.  ||  281, 
283),  and  Ohio  (Stat.  |  3864). 

And  of  bridge  companies,  in  Indiana  (Stat. 
S  3556),  Kansas  (Gen.  Stat.  {{  843,  1404), 
Kentucky  (Stat.  Laws  1893,  chap.  145),  Mis- 
souri  (Rev.  Stat.   {  1353),  New  Jersey   (I^iwa 

1892,  chap.  253),  New  York  (Stat.  R.  R.  Law, 
f  70,  Transp.  Corp.  Law,  |  138),  and  Ohio 
(Stat,  i  3547). 

And  of  land  and  building  corporations,  build- 
ing and  loan  associations,  etc.,  in  Idaho  (Rev. 
Stat.  8  2804),  Indiana  (Laws  1897,  chap.  184), 
Minnesota  (Stat.  §  2891),  Missouri  (Rev. 
Stat.  I  1376),  Montana  (Civ.  Code,  I  817),  and 
Ohio  (Laws  1893,  chap.  422;  Stat.  {  3836-27). 

And   of  gas   companies,   in   Alabama    (Laws 

1893,  chap.  295).  Illinois  (I^ws  1897,  p.  177), 
New  Jersey  (Laws  1S04.  chap.  30;  Gen.  Stat, 
p.  513.  i  261),  New  York  (Transp.  Corp.  Law, 
ii  61,  subd.  3),  Ohio  (Laws  1900,  p.  315),  and 
Pennsylvania  (Pep.  &  L.  Dig.  p.  3227,  I  18). 

And  of  ditch  companies,  in  Colorado  (Anno. 
Stat.  I  572). 

And  of  electric,  etc.,  corporations,  In  Alabama 
(Laws    1803.    chap.    295),    New    Jersey    (Laws 

1894,  chap.  30;  Gen.  Stat.  p.  513.  §  261),  New 
York  (Transp.  Corp  Law,  f  61,  subd.  3),  and 
Ohio   (Laws  1900,  p.  315). 

And  of  coke  companies,  in  Ohio  (Laws  1900, 
p.  315). 

And  of  banks,  in  Illinois  (Starr  &  C.  Anno. 
Stat.  chap.  16a.  par.  15,  S  12),  Michigan 
(Comp.  Law,  6143),  and  New  York  (Bkg.  Law, 
\  34;  Laws  1895,  chap.  382). 

And  of  road  corporations — macadamized, 
gravel,  plank,  and  turnpike  companies,  in  Ind- 
iana (Stat.  S  3662),  Missouri  (Rev.  Stat.  f. 
1221),  New  Jersey  (3  Gen.  Stat.  p.  3242.  { 
137),  New  York  (Transp.  Corp.  Law,  |  138), 
and  Ohio  (Rev.  Stat.  S  3506). 

Also  of  hydraulic  companies,  In  Indiana 
(Stat.  S  3705). 

Of  corporations  formed  for  the  Improvement 
of  navigation.  In  Indiana  (Stat.  §  4116).  and 
Wisconsin    (Stat.  §  1777). 

Of  canal  companies,  in  Colorado  (Stat.  p. 
666,  S  572),  Florida  (Rev.  Stat.  224S),  and 
Ohio  (Bates's  Anno.  Stat.  [3445-13]). 

Of  corporations  for  improvement  and  sale  of 
lands,  construction,  maintenance,  and  opera- 
tion of  hot  el. s,  etc.,  in  New  Jersey  (Gen.  Stat. 
p.  984,  §  316). 

Of  quarrying  or  manufacturing  corporations, 
in  Alabama   (Code,  §  1147). 

Of  ore  reducing  or  tunneling  corporations,  In 
Colorado    (Stat.   §   oSG). 

Of  corporations   to   establish    ferries,    store 
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A.  269,  41  N.  W.  705;  Davis  v.  New  York, 
14  N.  Y.  506,  67  Am.  Dec.  186. 

Messrs.  Balllnger,  Ronald,  St  Battle 
and  Allen  ft  Allen,  for  respondents: 

Wliere  the  interebt  of  the  appellant  in 
the  subject-matter  of  an  action  has  ceased, 
his  appeal  will  be  dismissed. 

State  ew  rel.  Coiner  v.  Wickershaniy  16 
Wash.  161,  47  Pac.  421 ;  State  ex  rel.  Dan- 
iels V.  Frosser,  16  Wash.  608,  48  Pac.  262 ; 
2  Ballinger's  Code  of  Washington,  §  6500; 
2  Euc.  PI.  &  Pr.  pp.  160,  161,  167. 

The  provisions  of  §  20,  relative  to  ex- 
tension of  time  of  a  franchise,  are  operative 
upon,  and  relate  to,  pre-existing,  as  well 
as  succeeding,  franchi'ses. 

Sutherland,  Stat.  Constn  272. 

If  the  city  council,  in  the  matter  of  at- 
tempting to  pass  said  ordinance  595,  was 
acting  contrary  to  and  in  utter  disregard 


and  violation  of  other  provisions  in  the 
city  charter,  and  inasmuch  as  the  grant  of 
a  franchise  constitutes  and  is  equivalent  to 
the  making  of  a  contract,  then,  and'  in 
either  of  said  events,  the  rule  is  firmly  es- 
tablished that  the  respondents  are  entitled 
to  the  relief  sought  by  them  and  granted 
by  the  lower  court. 

2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  3d  ed.  p.  906,  §  914; 
Times  Pub.  Co.  v.  Everett,  9  Wash.  518, 
37  Pac.  695;  Davis  v.  Xew  York,  1  Duer, 
451 ;  2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  3d  ed.  p.  910;  People 
ex  rel.  Negus  v.  Dicyef,  90  X.  Y.  409;  Groff 
V.  Bird-in- Hand-Tump.  Co.  128  Pa.  621,  5 
L.  K.  A.  661,  18  Atl.  431;  Roberts  v.  Louis- 
ville, 92  Ky.  95,  13  L.  R.  A.  845,  17  8. 
W.  216;  People  ex  rel.  Davis  v.  Sturtevant, 
9  X.  Y.  271,  59  Am.  Dec.  536;  Paterson  d 
P.  Horse  R.  Co.  v,  Paterson,  24  N.  J.  Eq. 
158;  Spring  Valley  Waterworks  v.  Bartlett, 


bouses,  piers,  docks,  etc.,  In  New  Jersey  (Gen. 
Stat.  p.  080,  §  330). 

Of  distillers'  companies,  in  South  Carolina 
(Laws  1894,  chap.  604). 

Of  meadow  companies  controlling  contisions 
districts,  in  Pennsylvania  (Laws  1893,  chap. 
44). 

Of  business  corporations,  in  Louisiana  (Wolfs 
Rev.  L.  p.  151,  S  1),  and  New  York  (Bus.  Corp. 
Law,  S  8;  Laws  1895,  chap.  671). 

Corporations  engaged  in  the  same  general 
business  are  authorized  generally  to  consoli- 
date, in  California  (Laws  1895,  chap.  183 
[cooperative  corporation]),  Colorado  (Anno. 
Stat.  9  625),  Illinois  (Stat.  p.  1032.  chap.  32, 
par.  65,  f  1),  Missouri  (Rev.  Stat.  §  1334), 
New  Jersey  (Gen.  Stat.  p.  991,  §  373),  New 
Vork  (Bus.  Corp.  Law,  S  8),  and  Utah  (Rev. 
Stat.  I  340). 

And  authority  to  corporations  generally  to 
consolidate,  is  given  by  statute  in,  Arkansas 
(Stat.  8  6319),  Kansas  (Gen.  Stat.  8  1372), 
Kentucky  (Stat.  §  555),  Maryland  (Pub.  Laws, 
p.  293,  8  39),  Nevada  (Gen.  Stat.  8  1075),  and 
New  Jersey  (Laws  1893,  chap.  67 ;  Laws  1896, 
chap.  932). 

And  miscellaneous  corporations  organized  for 
otlier  purposes  than  pecuniary  profit,  in  Penn- 
sylvania (Pep.  &  L.  Dig.  p.  969,  77). 

2.  Restrictive  statutes. 

There  has  been  prohibitory  legislation  ,  in 
nearly  ail  the  states  against  the  consolidation 
of  parallel  and  competing  lines  of  steam  rail- 
roads. 

The  late  enactments  to  this  eflPect  have  been, 
in  Arkansas  (Stat.  88  6302,  6305),  Colorado 
(Stat.  88  604,  G31),  Connecticut  (Gen.  Stat. 
8  3rl43),  B'iorida  (Rev.  Stat.  8  2248),  Georgia 
(Code,  88  2173,  2179),  Illinois  (Stat.  p.  3236, 
par.  23,  8  22,  p.  3241,  par.  33,  8  1.  P-  1035, 
par.  72,  8  8),  Kentucky  (Stat.  8  555),  Louisiana 
(Wolf's  Rev.  L.  p.  757.  8  1)»  Michigan  (Comp. 
L.  p.  1964  [62541),  Minnesota  (Stat.  8  2716; 
Laws  1899,  chap.  229).  Mississippi  (Code,  68 
3560,  3587;  Laws  1898,  chap.  80),  Missouri 
(Rev.  Stat.  88  1059,  1062),  Montana  (Civ.  Code, 
8  911),  Nebraska  (Comp.  Stat.  p.  310,  8  114), 
New  Xork  (Stat.  R.  R.  Law,  8  80;  Laws  1896, 
chaps.  267,  963),  North  Dakota  (Rev.  Code,  8 
2954),  Ohio  (Laws  1898,  p.  214),  Pennsylvania 
(Pep.  &  L.  Dig.  p.  92,  8  4),  South  Carolina 
(Laws  1804,  chap.  543),  Tennessee  (Code,  chap. 
188,  Laws  1887.  p.  167.  |  3),  Texas  (Civ.  Stat, 
art.  4246;  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  10.  art.  4529),  Utah 
(Rev.  Stat.  S  435),  Waslilngton  (Code  &  Stat. 
8  4304),  West  Virginia  (Code,  p.  632,  8  53),  and 
Wisconsin  (Stat.  8  1833). 
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In  Texas,  following  a  provision  of  the  state 
Constitution,  foreign  and  domestic  railroads  are 
forbidden  by  statute  (Rev.  Stat.  chap.  10,  p. 
900.  L.  1895,  8  4529)  to  consolidate  at  all, 
while  Illinois  has  a  similar  statute  (Stat.  p. 
3249.  par.  50,  8  D- 

Illinois  has  a  separate  statute  prohibiting 
street  railways,  when  parallel  and  competing, 
from  consolidating.     Laws  1897,   p.  282. 

In  Florida  (Rev.  Stat.  8  2248).  and  Pennsyl- 
vania (Pep.  &  L.  Dig.  p.  92.  8  4 — 1894).  parallel 
and  competing  canal  companies  are  forbidden 
to  consolidate. 

As  are  also  such  telephone  and  telegraph  com- 
panies, in  Colorado  (Anno.  Stat.  8  631).  Mon- 
tana (Civ.  Code,  8  1002),  and  Pennsylvania 
(Pep.  &  L.  Dig.  p.  02.  art.  17,  8  4). 

Pennsylvania  (Pep.  &  L.  Dig.  3492.  8  8) 
also  prohibits  the  consolidation  of  competing 
pipe  lines  for  transporting  oil. 

In  Maryland  railroads  are  forbidden  to  con- 
solidate unless  authorized  by  an  act  of  as- 
sembly.    Pub.  Gen.  Laws  1888,  p.  356.  S  178. 

In  Alabama  insurance  companies  of  dissimi- 
lar character  may  not  consolidate.  Code,  f 
1115. 

And  combinations  and  pools  tending  to  defeat 
or  lessen  competition  in  insurance  are  prohib- 
ited in  Georgia  (Iaws  1892.  p.  206),  and  Vir- 
ginia (Laws  1808,  chap.  644). 

While  in  Tennessee  (Code  1895,  l^ws  1889, 
chap.  70,  p.  211,  8  1)  local  companies  must  first 
have  municipal  consent  to  consolidate. 

Besides  these  specific  acts,  prohibitory  legis- 
lation against  trusts,  combinations,  monopolies, 
etc.,  has  of  late  been  general  throughout  the 
United  States.  Alabama  (Code  1896,  86  5557-. 
59),  Arkansas  (Laws  1899,  chap.  41).  Califor- 
nia (Laws  1893,  chap.  19),  Florida  (I>aw8  1898, 
chap.  20),  Georgia  (Laws  1896.  pp.  68,  69), 
Illinois  (Laws  1897,  p.  298),  Indiana  (Laws 
3809,  chap.  148),  Iowa  (Laws  1896,  chap.  22 
iagainst  combinations  to  fix  insurance  rates]), 
Kansas  (Laws  1897,  chap.  265:  1899,  chap. 
293),  Kentucky  (Stat.  1899.  8  3915),  Louisiana 
(Laws  1900,  chap.  110),  Maine  (Laws  1899, 
chap.  266,  8  1).  Michigan  (Laws  1899,  chap. 
255).  Minnesota  (Laws  1899.  chap.  359),  Mis- 
sissippi (1900,  chap.  88),  Missouri  (Laws  1900, 
pp.  314,  316,  318,  320),  Montana  (Penal  Code, 
§8  321,  325),  Nebraska  (Laws  1897,  chaps.  79, 
SO),  Nevada  (Comp.  L.  1900,  8  1034),  New 
Mexico  (Laws  1899,  chap.  50).  New  York  (1897, 
chap.  383;  1899,  chaps.  690,  727).  North  Caro- 
lina (Laws  1899.  chap.  666),  North  Dakota 
(Penal  (^ode,  chap.  51.  §§  74S0  ct  acq,:  I^ws 
1897,  vliap.  141;  1895.  8  3021).  Oklahoma 
(Stat.   1893,  chap.  83,  p.   1162),  Ohio    (Laws 


1900. 


Wood  v.  Sbattle. 
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8  Sawy.  555,  16  Fed.  615;  Incin  v.  LewiSy 
60  Miss.  3(i3;  Cimnnnati  Street  R,  Co.  v. 
Smith,  29  Ohio  St.  291;  15  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  1099;  Crampton  v.  Zahriakie, 
101  U.  S.  601,  25  L.  ed.  1070. 

Not  only  is  the  issuance  of  an  injunction 
the  proper  remedy,  but  there  is  then  pre- 
cluded the  possibility  of  appellants  claim- 
ing an  estoppel. 

fSpokane  Utrcet  R,  Co.  v.  Spokane  ^Falla, 
6  Wash.  521,  33  Pac.  1072. 

The  privilege  of  acquisition  by  said  ap- 
plicants of  other  existing  street  railways, 
and  the  provision  of  the  proposed  ordinance 
595  that  such  acquisition  should  be  equiva- 
lent to  new  construction,  rendered  it  fairly 
certain  in  the  minds  of  the  cit}'  council  that 
no  one  other  than  the  applicants  could 
safely  bid  upon  the  proposed  ordinance,  and 
that  it  was  their  intention  to  pass  the  ordi- 


nance in  favor  of  Lowman  and  Furth,  in- 
serting at  that  time  the  percentage  pro- 
posed by  them  to  be  paid. 

A  usage  contrary  to  the  terms  of  a  stat- 
ute is  void. 

27  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  798. 

The  provisions  of  §  13  of  the  city  char- 
ter involved  in  this  case  expressly  require 
that  no  bill  for  the  grant  of  any  franchise 
shall  be  finally  passed  within  thirty  days 
after  its  introduction,  until  it  has  been 
published  in  the  official  newspaper  of  the 
city  at  the  expense  of  the  applicant  for  ten 
days  daily.  If,  therefore,  the  same  is 
amended  upon  final  ^passage,  and  not  again 
republished  as  amended,  there  is  neither 
literal  nor  substantial  compliance  with  the 
provisions  of  §  13,  for  the  reason  that  the 
same  is  never  published  as  passed. 


1S08,  p.  143:  1900.  pp.  165,  299),  South  Caro- 
lina   (I^w«  1897,  chap.  265:  1898,  chap.  487; 

1899,  chap.  39),  South  Dakota  (Laws  1897, 
chap.  94),  Tennessee  (Laws  1897,  chaps.  93, 
941,  Texas  (Iaws  1899,  chaps.  146,  172,  arts. 
5313  ct  8cq.  title  108),  Utah  (Laws  1896,  chap. 
39:    llcv.    Stat.    §§    1752-60),    Virginia    (Laws 

1900,  chap.  680),  Washington  (Laws  1897,  chap. 
65),  Wisconsin  (Laws  1893,  chap.  219  r  1897, 
chap.  357  ;  Stat.  chap.  86,  IS  1791^  et  seq.),  ^^ 

8.  InUrpreiation,  application,  and  construction. 

Ont  of  statutes  relating  to  corporate  consoli- 
dation much  litigation  has  arisen.  In  but  few 
of  the  cases,  however,  has  the  right  to  consoli- 
date been  directly  questioned,  or,  if  challenged, 
pasised  apon.  The  courts  have  chiefly  been  con- 
cerned to  decide  whether  the  procedure  to  effect 
consolidation  was  regular,  what  the  status  of 
the  consolidating  and  consolidated  companies 
was  after  consolidation  had  taken  place,  what 
was  the  effect  upon  the  rights  of  the  state ;  of 
the  members,  actual  or  potential :  of  persons 
having  contractual  or  other  relations  with  the 
old  or  the  new  corporations ;  and  of  the  public 
at  large. 

Kren  the  cases  where  the  courts  have  been 
^lled  upon  to  say  whether  the  consolidating 
parties  were  within  or  without  the  terms  of  the 
controlling  statute  are  of  little  general  value, 
since  they  frequently  depend  upon  language, 
rules,  or  public  policy  peculiar  to  the  statute 
itself,  the  forum  construing  it  or  the  Jurisdic- 
tion in  which  it  is  law. 

It  Is  In  the  light  of  these  considerations  that 
the  following  cases  are  to  be  read. 

As  an  outcome  of  the  necessity  for  concentra- 
tion of  administration  and  the  demand  of  the 
public  for  increased  efficiency  of  service  In  rail- 
roads crossing  state  lines  and  sometimes  states 
themselves  have  arisen  state  statutes  author- 
ising the  consolidation  of  domestic  with  foreign 
lines. 

In  view  of  the  limitations  of  state  power  and 
Jurisdiction,  the  entity  evolved  from  such  a 
anion  is  an  anomaly. 

A  corpomtion  thus  formed  may  mortgage  its 
whole  property,  and  such  a  mortgage  may  be 
loieclosed.  Racine  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Farmers' 
Loan  &  T.  Co.  49  111.  331,  95  Am.  Dec.  595. 

Rut  if  such  foreclosure  Is  had  In  one  state 
It  Is  Ineffectual  to  pass  title  to  the  mortgaged 
propertv  In  the  other.  Tittsburgh  &  S.  L.  R. 
Co.  V.  Rothschild   (Pa.)  4  Cent.  Rep.  107. 

A  state  has  plenary  power,  subject  only  to 
eonstitutlonal  restraints,  in  creating  domestic 
corporations,  and  by  its  legislature  Is  compe- 
tent In  consolidation  acts  to  say  what  shall  be 
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the  status  of  domestic  corporations  consolidat- 
ing and  of  the  consolidated  company  as  well ; 
but  when  a  consolldaied  company  Is  made  up 
of  foreign  as  well  as  domestic  corporations.  Its 
corporate  powers  and  life  are  derived  from 
other  states  as  well,  and  the  power  of  one  state 
Is  limited  to  conferring  upon  Its  ow^n  corpora- 
tions authority  to  consolidate  with  those  of 
other  states  provided  such  other  states  give 
like  authority  to  their  corporations.  People  v. 
New  York,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  129  N.  Y.  474,  15 
L.  R.  A.  82,  29  N.  E.  »59 :  Quincy  Railroad 
Bridge  Co.  v.  Adams  County,  88  III.  615 :  Mon-  • 
roe  V.  Fort  Wayne,  J.  &  S.  R.  Co.  28  Mich.  272. 

When  a  consolidation  of  a  domestic  and  for- 
eign corporation  has  been  agreed  upon,  and  the 
articles  of  consolidation  are  tendered  to  the 
secretary  of  one  of  the  states  for  filing  pursuant 
to  the  requirements  of  the  controlling  statute, 
but  are  withdrawn  upon  his  demanding  payment 
of  the  fees,  the  state  has  no  cause  of  action 
to  recover  such  fees.  State  v.  Chicago  &  B.  I. 
R.  Co.  145  Ind.  229,  43  N.  E.  226. 

The  statute  of  one  state  has  no  application 
to  the  constituent  corporation  created  by  an- 
other. Monroe  v.  Fort  Wayne,  J.  &  S.  R.  Co. 
28  Mkh.  272. 

The  power  of  two  or  more  states  to  authorize 
by  legislation  their  respective  corporations  to 
unite  in  one  Is  unquestioned.  Cooper  v.  Cor- 
bln,  105  111.  224. 

Such  a  consolidation  Is  usiially  conditional 
upon  the  formation  by  the  consolidated  compa- 
ny of  a  continuous  and  connected  line,  crossing 
the  state  boundary.  State  ex  rel  Leese  v.  Chi- 
cago, B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  35  Neb.  156,  2  L.  R.  A. 
564,  41  N.  W.  125:  Taylor  v.  Atlantic  k  G.  W. 
R.  Co.  57  How.  Pr.  26  :  People  v.  Boston,  H.  T.  , 
&  W.  R.  Co.  12  Abb.  N.  C.  230. 

And  each  state  treats  the  consolidated  com- 
pany within  Its  own  territory  as  a  domestic 
corporation.  Peters  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  114 
Mass.  127  :  State  ew  rel.  Leese  v.  Chicago,  B.  & 
Q.  R.  Co.  25  Neb.  156,  2  L.  It.  A.  564,  41  N.  W. 

125. 

As  has  already  been  seen,  the  states  generally 
forbid  parallel  and  competing  railroads  to  con- 
solidate, w^hatever  may  be  thought  of  the  wis- 
dom or  expediency  of  prohibiting  the  consolida- 
tion of  parallel  and  competing  lines. of  railroad, 
for  It  has  been  doubted  v  Manchester  &  L.  R.  Co. 
v.  Concord  R.  Corp.  66  N.  II.  100.  9  L.  R.  A. 
689,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  319,  20  Atl.  38.3),  the 
power  of  the  state  to  do  so  has  been  directly 
upheld  In  a  great  many  cases.  Hafer  v.  (Mn- 
tinnatl,  IT.  &  D.  R.  Co.  29  Ohio  L.  J.  68  :  State 
ex  rcL  Leese  v.  Atchison  &  N.  R.  Co.  24  Neb. 
143,  38  N.  W.  43:  Gulf,  C.  &  S.   F.  B.  Co.  ▼. 
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WAsnrNGTON  Supreme  Coukt. 


Ara., 


Oibnan  v.  Mllicaukce,  61  Wis.  588,  21  N. 
\V.  043. 

Fullerton,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
tiic  court: 

Article  4  of  the  charter  of  the  city  of 
Seattle  contains,  among  others,  the  foUow- 
inrr  provisions: 

"Sec.  1.  All  legislative  power  of  the  city 
of  Seattle  shall  be  vested  in  a  mayor  and  a 
city  council." 

"Sec.  10.  Every  legislative  act  of  said 
city  shall  be  by  ordinance.  Every  ordi- 
nance shall  be  clearly  entitleil  and  shall  con- 
tain but  one  object,  which  shall  be  clearly 
expressed  in  its  title " 

"Sec.  13.  .  .  ,  No  bill  for  the  grant 
of  any  franchise  shall  be  finally  passed 
within  thirty  days  after  its  introduction, 
nor  until  it  has  j[>ecn  published  in  the  ofti-  I 


cial  newspaper  of  the  city  at  the  expense 
of  the  applicant  for  ten  days  daily.'' 

"Sec.  18.  The  city  council  shall  have 
power  by  ordinance  and  not  otherviise: 
.  .  .  Ninth.  To  authorize  or  prohibit  the 
locating  and  constructing  of  any  railroad 
or  street  railroad  in  any  street,  alley,  or 
public  place  of  the  city,  and  to  prescribe 
the  terms  and  conditions  upon  which  any 
such  -railroad  or  street  railroad  shall  be 
located,  operated,  or  constructed;  to  pro- 
vide for  the  alteration,  change  of  grade,  or 
removal  thereof;  to  regulate  the  moving 
and  operation  of  railroad  and  street  rail- 
road trains,  cars,  and  locomotives  within 
the  corporate  limits  of  the  city;  and  to 
provide  for,  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
council  by  ordinance  to  provide  for,  the  pro- 
tection of  all  persons  and  property  against 


State,  72  Tex.  404,  1  L.  R.  A.  840,  2  Inters. 
Com.  Uep.  :«5,  10  S.  \V.  81:  East  Line  &  R. 
Hirer  K.  i.'o.  v.  Rushing,  69  Tex.  306,  6  S.  W. 
834 :  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Com.  (Pa.)  4 
Ccrft.  Rep.  495,  7  Atl.  308;  Gyger  v.  Philadel- 
phia City  i'ass.  R.  Co.  136  Pa.  90,  8uh  nom. 
Montgomery  v.  Philadelphia  City  Pass.  R.  Co. 
9  L.  R.  A.  :;69,  20  Atl.  399  ;  Currier  v.  Concord 
R.  Corp.  48  N.  H.  3*Jl ;  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co. 
Southern  P.  R.  Co.  41  La.  Ann.  970,  6  So.  888 ; 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Kentuclcy,  161  U.  S. 
077,  40  L.  ed.  849,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  714. 

In  the  case  of  railroads  operating  in  different 
states,  this  power  has  been  challenged  on  the 
ground  that  its  exercise  was  an  Interference 
with  tiie  exclusive  right  reserved  to  Congress 
In  the  United  States  Constitution  to  regulate 
interstate  commerce. 

It  is  held  otherwise.  Boardman  t.  Lake 
Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  84  N.  Y.  157  ;  Ashley  v. 
Icjan,  49  Ohio  St.  .'>04,  31  N.  E.  721 :  Louisville 
&  N.  R,  Co.  v.  Kentucky,  161  U.  ii  677,  40  L. 
ed.  849.  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  714. 

Again,  the  power  to  consolidate  conferred 
upon  domestic  and  foreign  railroads,  or  domes- 
tic lines  alone,  usually  Is  conditioned  upon  their 
being  neither  parallel  nor  competing,  upon 
their  forming,  when  consolidated,  a  continuous 
line  for  the  passage  of  cars  without  break  of 
gauge  or  interruption,  and  in  case  of  the  union 
of  a  domestic  with  a  foreign  company  that  the 
latter  be  of  an  adjoining  state  and  t2i<»  two  con- 
nect at  the  state  line.  State  €x  rel,  Ilouck  v. 
Lesueur,  145  Mo.  322,  40  S.  W.  1075 ;  State  ex 
reJ.  Leose  v.  Atchison  &  N.  It.  Co.  24  Neb.  143, 
Ji8  N.  W.  43  ;  and  see  Continental  Trust  Co.  v. 
Toledo,  St.  L.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  82  Fed.  642,  86 
Fed.  929,  36  C.  C.  A.  155,  95  Fed.  497. 

Rut  it  is  not  always  easy  to  determine  wheth- 
er in  any  given  case  the  railroads  proposing  to 
consolidate  are  i>ermitted  or  forbidden  to  do  so. 

For  instance,  an  Ohio  statute,  which  author- 
Ized  any  domestic  railroad  to  consolidate  with 
any  railroad  in  an  adjoining  state  so  as  to  form 
a  continuous  line,  was  held  sufllcient  warrant 
to  enable  a  consolidated  Ohio  and  Indiana  road 
to  further  oonaolidate  with  Illinois  compa- 
nies; the  phrase  "adjoining  state"  being  de- 
flntd  as  moaning  a  state  adjoining  that  in  which 
the  line  of  the  railroad  ran,  and  not  necessar- 
liv  limited  -to  states  adjoining  Ohio.  Adclbert 
College  V.  Toledo,  W.  &  \V.  R.  Co.  3  Ohio  N.  P. 
15  ;  and  s"«»  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  New  York,  C.  & 
St.  L.  R.  l^o.  17  Ohio  L.  J.  170. 

The   word  'parallel."    in  .statutes   forbidding 
such  railroads  to  connolldate,  is  not  used  In  its 
mathematUnl    sense   alone,     reoplt*    v.    Boston, 
11.  T.  &  W.  R.  Co.  12  Abb.  N.  C.  2A0. 
f.2  L,  R.  A. 


As  where  two  railroads  having  termini  st 
opposite  ends  of  Lake  Erie,  and  converging  at 
Cincinnati,  were  deemed  both  parallel  and  com- 
peting.    State  v.  Vanderblit,  37  Ohio  St.  590. 

So,  too,  railroads  are  considered  competing 
when  they  reach  competing  points,  even  when 
they  do  so  through  trackage  contracts  with  oth- 
er lines,  and  do  not  actually  cut  rates.  [Iaf«r 
v.  Cincinnati,  H.  &  D.  R.  Co.  29  Ohio  L.  J.  68. 

A  special  act  empowering  a  railroad  to  lease 
any  other  connecting  road  in  a  restricted  terri- 
tory Is  not  qualified  by  a  general  statute  pro- 
biblting  the  merger  or  consolidation  of  parallel 
and  competing  lines.  Wallace  v.  Long  Island 
R.  Co.  12  Hun,  460. 

The  courts  have  also  been  called  upon  to  de- 
cide what  is  or  is  not  a  "continuous"  line  of 
railroad  within  the  meaning  of  consolidation 
acta.  They  have  declared  that  railroads  are 
connecting  so  as  to  form  a  continuous  line  when 
they  have  common  termini  in  a  station  In  ifce 
same  city  owned  by  a  union  company  of  which 
they  form  part,  and  may  therefore  consolidate 
If  not  parallel  or  competing.  Burke  v.  Cleve- 
land, C.  C.  &  I.  R.  Co.  22  Ohio  L.  J.  11. 

But  that  they  do  not  form  a  continuous  line 
when  terminating  in  the  same  city  from  differ- 
ent points  and  only  connected  by  leased  roads. 
State  V.  Vanderbilt,  37  Ohio  St.  690. 

That  In  the  New  York  "statute  (Laws  1S75, 
chap.  108),  by  the  word  "continuous**  is  meant 
simply  without  Interruption  In  space,  so  that 
when  directors  acting  In  good  faith  change  a 
terminus  of  their  road  in  order  to  effect  a  con- 
solidation of  it  the  resulting  consolidation  is 
valid.  People  ▼.  Brooklyn,  F.  ft  C.  L  R.  Co.  12 
N.  y.  Week.  Dig.  373. 

Rut  ihat  under  the  statutes  of  the  same  stite  • 
authorizing  the  consolidation  of  continuous 
railroads  it  is  not  enough  that  trains  may  run 
from  either  end  of  either  branch  without  inter- 
ruption to  either  end  of  the  main  line,  but  that, 
besides  connecting  the  road  must  continue  sab- 
stantlally  in  the  same  general  direction  connect- 
ing two  principal  points.  People  v.  Boston,  H. 
T.  ft  W.  R.  Co.  12  Abb.  N.  C.  230. 

That  the  line  must  run  in  the  same  general 
direction  to  be  considered  continuous,  is  the  rul- 
ing In  East  Line  &  R.  River  R.  Co.  v.  Rushing. 
60  Tex.  314,  6  S.  W.  834, — but  In  that  state  the 
road  Joined  to  the  first  to  make  it  a  contlnuoas 
line  must  further  be  such  that  It  might  con- 
stitute a  part  of  the  road  the  original  company 
was  authorized  to  construct,  use.  and  operate. 
East  Line  &  R.  River  E.  Co.  v.  State,  75  Tex. 
434,  12  S.  W.  690. 

It  has  been  a  question  alsA  upon  which  the 
courts  have  not  always  agreed,  even  v;ben  con- 
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injury  in  the  use  of  any  such  railroad  or 
street  railroad,  or  car  'thereof,'* 

**Sec.  20.  Every  grant  of  a  franchise, 
right,  or  privilege  shall  be  subject  to  the 
right  of  the  city  council  at  any  time  there- 
after to  repeal,  change,  or  mo<lify  the  said 
grant,  if  the  franchise  granted  thereby  is 
not  operated  in  accordance  with  the  provi- 
sions thereof  or  at  all,  and  every  ordinance 
making  such  grant  shall  contain  a  reserva- 
tion of  the  right  of  the  city  council  to  so 
repeal,  nmend,  or  modify  said  ordinance. 
When  any  right,  privilege,  or  franchise  has 
been  granted,  and  has  been  accepted,  the 
citv  council  shall  not  extend  the  time  for 
which  such  right,  privilege,  or  franchise  is 
granted  until  within  three  years  of  the  ex- 
piration of  the  time  for  which  such  right, 
privilege,  or  franchise  is  granted." 

"Sec.  22.  No  exclusive  franchise  or  privi- 


lege shall  be  granted  for  the  use  of  any 
street,  alley,  or  highj\'ay  or  other  public 
place  or  any  part  thereof. 

"Sec.  23.  Tlie  city  council  shall  not  grant 
authority  to  construct  a  street  railway  or 
lay  down  street  railroad  tracks  upon  or 
over  any  of  the  streets  of  said  city,  except 
in  manner  and  on  the  terms  following,  that 
is  to  say:  Upon  the  application  being 
made  to  the  city  council  for  authority  to 
construct  and  operate  a  street  railway  along 
and  upon  any  of  said  streets,  the  city  coun- 
cil shall,  by  resolution,  determine  whether 
such  franchise,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall 
be  granted,  and  after  such  determination 
shall  cause  notice  of  such  application  and 
resolution  to  be  published  for  ten  days  in 
the  city  official  newspaper,  at  the  expense  of 
the  applicant,  and  shall  in  such  notice  speci- 
fy the  route  over  and  aiong  which  it  pro- 


sidering  similar  language  in  the  statutes  under 
review,  whether  or  not  the  right  of  consolida- 
tion extended  to  projected  roads,  or  accrued 
only  after  construction  was  completed. 

The  following  cases  sustained  the  validity  of 
a  consolidation  of  uncompleted  roads :  Com. 
tm  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Atlantic  &  G.  W.  E.  Co. 
53  Pa.  9 :  Livingston  County  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank.  128  U.  S.  102,  32  L.  ed.  359,  9  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  18 ;  Bohmer  v.  Haffen,  161  N.  Y.  390.  55 
N.  E.  1047  ;  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  New  York,  C.  & 
St.  L.  R.  Co.  17  Ohio  L.  J.  176. 

While  the  contrary  was  held  in  Clarke  v. 
Omaha  &  S.  W.  R.  Co.  4  Neb.  459. 

In  Indiana  it  is  not  a  good  objection  to  a 
corporate  consolidation  that  one  of  the  constit- 
uent comp.inies  was  organized  with  a  view  to 
the  consolidation.     Hill  v.  Nlsbet,  100  Ind.  341. 

The  courts  are  in  no  better  accord  upon  the 
question  whether  the  power  of  consolidation  is 
exhausted  by  a  single  consolidation  so  that  a 
new  grant  of  authority  is  necessary  if  further 
consolidation  Is  desired,  as  was  decided  in  Mor- 
rill V.  Smith  County,  89  Tex.  529,  36  S.  W. 
56.  or  whether,  when  a  general  right  to  con- 
solidate is  once  conferred,  it  may  be  repeatedly 
exercised  without  further  authority,  as  was 
decided  in  Taylor  v.  Atlantic  &  G.  W.  R.  Co. 
57  How.  Pr.  26,  and  was  recognized  In  Contin- 
ental Trust  Co.  V.  Toledo,  St.  L.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co. 
82  l^d.  642. 

There  have  been  some  cases  of  construction 
of  particular  parts  of  consolidating  statutes 
with  respect  to  the  special  circumstances  in- 
volved that  may  profitably  be  noticed  as  cast- 
ing light  upon  some  points  likely  to  arise  here- 
after. 

In  one  case  It  was  held  that  the  general  cor- 
poration law  of  the  state,  authorizing  a  certain 
number  of  persons  to  form  a  corporation,  ap- 
plied to  natural  persons  only,  and  that  corpora- 
tions— artllicial  p«»rsons — therefore  did  not 
<:ome  within  Its  terms.  Factors  &  Traders*  Ins. 
Co.  V.  New  Harbor  Protection  Co.  37  La.  Ann. 
233. 

And  In  another  that  private  corporations 
may  be  organized  for  any  purpose  that  Individ- 
uals may  lawfully  associate  themselves  for, 
and  as  Ir.dividuals  may  lawfully  combine  to 
buy.  sell,  and  deal  in  stocks,  bonds,  and  securi- 
ties, a  corporation  may  be  formed  to  do  so, 
and  when  formed  may  hold  stock  In  other  cor- 
porations and  consent  to  consolidation  like  any 
other  sto'^k holder.  Market  Street  R,  Co.  v. 
Hellman.  109  Cal.  571.  42  Pac.  225. 

A  statute  authorizing  manufacturing  corpo-- 
rations  to  consolidate  Includes  electlrlc  light 
52  L.  R.  A. 


and  power  companies.  Beggs  v.  Edison  Elec* 
trie  Illuminating  Co.  96  Ala.  295.  11  So.  381. 

A  statute  authorizing  the  consolidation  of  a 
railroad  purchased  as  an  entirety  at  a  Judicial 
sale  was  held  to  include  a  road  purchased  by 
a  single  purchaser  on  foreclosure,  and  conveyed 
to  him  by  a  single  deed,  where,  though  the  sale 
was  bad  at  one  time  and  place,  it  was  bad  In 
two  divisions  under  separate  mortgages  cover- 
ing two  consolidated  roads,  and  included  a  con- 
tinuous line  owned  in  part  by  the  united  com- 
panies and  in  part  by  an  independent  corpora- 
tion. Continental  Trust  Co.  v.  Toledo,  St.  L. 
&  K.  C.  R.  Co.  82  Fed.  642. 

A  question  arose  In  Louisiana,  under  a  stat- 
ute of  that  state,  as  to  the  right  of  two  corpo- 
rations in  New  Orleans,  organized  to  supply 
light  to  the  city,  to  consolidate,  where,  so  it 
was  contended,  the  charter  of  one  expired  by 
limitation,  while  the  other  began  at  the  same 
date. 

The  court  In  the  first  Instance  sustained  the 
contention,  and  held  that  they  could  not  be  con- 
solidated. New  Orleans  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Louis- 
iana Light  &  Heat  Producing  &  Mfg.  Co.  4 
Woods,  90,  11  Fe<l.  277. 

But  on  appeal  the  supreme  court  did  not 
agree  in  holding  that  the  t>eglnnlng  of  one  cor- 
porate existence  and  the  ending  of  the  other 
were  synchronous,  and  reversed  the  Judgment. 
New  Orleans  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Louisiana  Light  & 
H.  P.  &  Mfg.  Co.  115  U.  S.  650,  29  L.  ed.  516, 
6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  252.  » 

A  statuto  authorizing  turnpike  companies  or- 
ganized prior  to  Its  enactment  to  consolidate 
does  not  warrant  the  consolidation  of  subse- 
quently organized  ones.  Shelbyville  &  R. 
Tump.  Co.  V.  Barnes,  42  Ind.  498. 

But  a  limitation  in  a  statute  that  no  more 
than  two  corporations  "now  existing"  In  the 
name  business  and  vicinity  shall  be  consolidated 
will  not  prevent  a  lawful  consolidation  of  two 
previously  organized  companies  with  a  number 
of  subsequently  organized  ones,  although  In  the 
Interim  such  limitation  has  been  repeated  in 
an  amendatory  act.  Barrows  v.  People's  Gas- 
light &  C.  Co.  75  Fed.  794. 

Proceedings  to  consolidate,  duly  begun,  under 
a  statute  repealed  while  they  are  in  progress. 
may  be  carried  through  to  completion  under  the 
saving  clause  In  the  repealer.  Cameron  v. 
New  York  &  Mt.  V.  Water  Co.  133  N.  Y.  336, 
31  N.  E.  104. 

When  a  corporation  claims  a  right  or  privi- 
lege not  accorded  by  common  law  or  any  gen- 
eral statute,  but  asserted  under  a  private  act 
for  the  claimant's  special  benefit.  It  must,  both 
by  plea  and  proof,  bring  itself  clearly  within 
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poses  to  grant  such  franchise,  and  shall 
offer  to  grant  the  same  to  the  person,  com- 
pany, or  corporation  who  will  pay  for  the 
franchise  tne  highest  percentage  annually  of 
gross  receipts,  but  not  less  than  two  per 
cent  per  annum.  Bidding  for  such  fran- 
chise must  be  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 
visions of  this  charter  in  relation  to  bids 
made  to  the  board  of  public  works,  so  far 
as  such  provisions  may  be  applicable,  and 
the  city  council  may  reject  any  and  all 
bids,  and  may  refuse  to  grant  a  franchise 
for  any  part  of  the  route  for  which  the  ap- 
plication was  made.  Each  bid  must  be  ac- 
Qompanied  by  a  ceitified  check,  payable  to 
the  order  of  the  city  comptroller,  for  the 
sum  of  one  thousand  dollars,  and  the 
amount  of  the  check  shall  be  forfeited  and 
paid  to  the  city  in  case  the  successful  bid- 
der shall  fail  to  accept  the  franchise,  and 


upon  acceptance  the  sum  so  paid  shall  be 
credited  to  the  grantee  on  account  of  per- 
centages. The  same  method  of  procedure 
shall  obtain  in  case  of  the  extension  of 
such  franchise  or  any  existing  franchises. 
It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  city  council 
to  incorporate  in  every  such  franchise  or 
amended  franchise  efficient  pro\ibions  for 
the  compulsory  arbitration  of  all  dispute's 
arising  between  the  grantee  therein  and  h\f^ 
or  its  successors  or  assigns,  and  his.  its  or 
their  employees  as  to  any  matter  of  em- 
ployment or  wages/  unless  upon  submission 
to  the  electors  of  the  city,  a  majority  of  the 
electors  voting  upon  the  question  submitted 
shall  assent  to  the  granting  of  such  fran- 
chise without  such  provision." 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  on  April 
24,  1809,  the  appellants  made  application  to 
the  city  council  for  authority  to  construct 


the  purview  of  the  act.  East  Line  ft  R.  River 
K.  Co.  v.  Rushing.  69  Tex.  314,  6  S.  W.  834. 

In  denying  corporate  power  to  buy  and  hold 
stock  in  other  corporations,  claimed  by  virtue 
of  the  contents  of  the  organization  certificate 
framed  under  a  general  act  authorizing  the 
formation  of  corporations  for  any  lawful  busi- 
ness, the  court  of  last  resort  In  Illinois  said 
that  unlawful  in  that  connection  meant  not 
only  that  which  was  malum  in  Be  or  malum  pro- 
hibitum, but  as  well  ultra  vires  acts,  powers, 
and  contracts,  and  powers  not  given  In  the  law 
could  not  be  exercised  merely  by  setting  them 
out  In  the  certificate  as  among  the  purposes  of 
the  incorporation.  People  ex  rel.  Peabody  v. 
Chicago  Gas  Trust  Co.  130  111.  268,  8  L.  R.  A. 
407,  22  N.  K.  798. 

In  New  York  it  was  held,  concerning  a  statute 
authorizing  railroads  generally  to  consolidate 
(Laws  1869,  chap.  917),  that  a  provision  ex- 
cluding street  railways  from  Its  operation  there- 
in contained  ($7),  was  repealed  by  Implication 
by  a  later  act  (Laws  1875,  chap.  108),  since  the 
enactment  of  which  street  railways  might  con- 
solidate upon  the  same  statutory  terms  and 
conditions  as  other  railroads.  Re  Washington 
Street  Asylum  &  P.  R.  Co.  115  N.  Y.  442,  22  N. 
E.  356. 

In  Pennsylvania  there  has  been  a  difference 
of  opinion  In  the  courts  as  to  whether  or  not 
street  railroads  were  Included  in  acts  author- 
izing railroads  generally  to  consolidate.  In 
Philadelphia  v.  Thirteenth  &  P.  Streets  Pass. 
R.  Co.  8  Phila.  648 ;  and  Com.  v.  Pennsylvania 
&  W.  R.  Co.  17  Phlla.  609,  It  was  held  that  the 
general  act  (P.  L.  702,  May  16,  1861)  did  not 
include  or  apply  to  street  railways.  A  distinc- 
tion was  drawn  between  the  words  "railroad" 
and  "railway"  and  the'  former  was  held  to  em- 
brace only  steam  lines  transporting  both  freight 
and  passengers  between  more  or  less  distant 
places,  while  the  latter  Included  lines  on  streets 
and  highways  for  the  Interurban  and  suburban 
carriage  of  passengers  only.  But  the  supreme 
court  of  Pennsylvania  was  unable  to  find  any 
such  distinction,  and  held  the  words  "rail- 
road" and  "railway"  synonymous,  and  hence 
that  street  railways  were  included  In  the  gener- 
al statute  referred  to.  Ilestonville,  M.  &  F. 
Pass.  R.  Co.  V.  Philadelphia.  89  Pa.  210:  Mlll- 
vale  V.  Evergreen  R.  Co.  131  Pa.  1,  7  L.  R,  A. 
369,  18  Atl.  993. 

c.  Common  law. 

Being  a  mere  creature  of  the  statute,  a  oor- 
poVntion  can  exercise  no  powers  except  those 
conferred  by  law,  or  which  are  essential  to  its 
exLstence.  Perrine  v.  Chesapeake  &  D.  Canal 
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Co.  9  How.  172,  13  L.  ed.  92 ;  Houston  &  T.  C. 
R.  Co.  V.  Shirley,  54  Tex.  125 ;  Taylor  v.  Atlan- 
tic ft  G.  W.  R.  CO.  57  How.  Pr.  26. 

No  rule  Is  better  established  than  this.  State 
V.  Consolidation  Coal  Co.  46  Md.  1. 

The  charter  measures  the  corporate  powers, 
and  only  what  it  authorizes  can  be  done  under 
It.  The  corporation  may  not  do  an  act  merel? 
because  it  Is  not  prohibited.  Mallory  v.  Han- 
aur  Oil  Works,  86  Tenn.  598,  8  S.  W.  396. 

And  chartered  powers  must  be  strictly  c>in- 
stnied.  Planters*  Bank  v.  Sharp,  6  How.  301, 
12  L.  ed.  447,  Woodbury,  J. 

All  doubts  regarding  the  authority  granted 
a  corporation>are  to  be  resolved  against  It,  acd 
a  surrender  of  the  power  of  the  legislature  Id 
any  matter  of  public  concern  must  never  b« 
presumed  fi*om  uncertain  or  equivocal  exprps- 
sions.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Kentucky.  161 
TJ.  S.  677,  40  L.  ed.  849,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  714: 
People  V.  Boston,  II.  T.  &  W.  R.  Co.  12  Abb.  N. 
C.  230. 

The  statute  Is  the  sole  source  of  a  consoli- 
dated corporation's  existence,  and  until  Its  re- 
;  qulrements  have  been  complied   with  the  con- 
;  solidated  body  cannot  act.     Peninsular  R.  Co. 
V.  Tharp.  28  Mich.  506. 

The  power  to  create  a  corporation  Is  a  branch 
of  sovereignty,  and  cannot  be  assigned  without 
legislative  sanction.  Memphis  Water  Co.  t. 
Magens.  15  Lea,  37. 

C!orpo rations  have  no  power  at  common  law 
to  f-onsolldate  or  form  partnerships.  New  York 
&  S.  Canal  Co.  v.  Fulton  Bank,  7  Wend.  412: 
Whlttenton  Mills  v.  Upton,  10  Gray.  582.  71 
Am.  Dec.  681  :  People  v.  North  River  Sugar 
Ref.  Co.  121  N.  Y.  582,  9  L.  R.  A.  33.  24  N.  E. 
834. 

It  Is  not  to  be  presumed  that  consolidation! 
are  favored.  On  the  contrary,  legislatures  usu- 
ally hedge  the  privilege  about  with  coudftions 
that  tend  to  preserve  and  encourage  competi- 
tion, and  prevent  the  sacriflce  of  public  Inter- 
ests through  monopolies.  Pingree  v.  Michigan 
C.  R.  Co.  118  Mich.  314.  76  N.  W.  635. 

It  Is  contrary  to  public  policy  In  Georgia  tor 
parallel  and  competing  railroads  to  control  nee 
another.     Central  R.  Co.  v.  Collins,  40  Ga.  5^2. 

But  whatever  may  be  the  rule  In  other  ftr.t«'s 
or  in  England,  the  public  policy  of  New  York 
has  always  been  to  allow  the  fullest  scope  f  i' 
the  consolidation  of  noncompeting  rallr«a(K 
Woodruff  V.  l^rle  R.  Co.  93  N.  Y.  609,  Ruger,  «'. 
J.  (il6. 

A  contract  to  prevent  competition  between 
rival  raihMad  companies  Is  not  necessarily  «^r 
always  contrary  to  public  policy.  When  ' 
prevents  an  unhealthy  competition,  and  yet  Tir- 
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and  operate  a  street  railway  along  and 
upon  certain  designated  streets,  alleys,  and 
public  places  oi  the  city  of  Seattle;  that  on 
May  1,  1899,  a  bill  for  an  ordinance  grant- 
ing a  franchise  in  accordance  with  the  ap- 
plication, known  as  "Council  Bill  No.  595/' 
was  introduced  in  the  city  council,  which 
remained  pending  before  that  botiy  until 
January  18,  1900,  during  which  time  it  was 
subjected  to  amendments  as  to  it.s  terms 
and  conditions  until  a  majority  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  city  council  were  satisfietl  there- 
with. On  the  date  last  named  the  city 
council  by  resolution  determined  to  grant 
the  franchise.  This  resolution  recited  that 
application  had  been  made  for  the  granting 
of  the  franchise  by  the  appellants;  that  a 
proposed  ordinance  granting  a  franchise  had 
been  introduced,  and  was  ready  for  final 
passage,  in  favor  of  the  person,  company, 


or  corporation  who  should  be  the  highest 
bidder  for  such  franeliise,  as  soon  as  the 
publication  thereof  could  be  made  and  bids 
received  as  required  by  the  city  charter; 
that  the  city  council  thereby  determined  to 
grant  the  franchise  to  the  person,  company, 
or  corporation  who  would  pay  therefor  the 
highest  percentage  of  the  gross  annual  re- 
ceipts, not  less  than  2  per  cent  thereof; 
the  route  over  and  along  which  the  pro- 
posed franchise  should  be  granted ;  the  time 
in  which  bids  therefor  should  be  filed  with 
tlie  city  comptroller;  and  directed  that  no- 
tice of  the  application  for  the  proposed 
franchise,  the  determination  of  the  city 
council  to  grant  the  same,  and  all  other 
matters  required  by  the  city  charter  to  be 
published  in  connection  therewith,  be  pub- 
lished for  ten  days  daily  in  the  city  ofiicial 
newspaper,  and  also  that  "the  said  council 


ni»h(«  the  public  with  adequate  facilities  at  fixed 
and  reasonable  rates.  It  is  not  obnoxious.  Pub- 
lic Interest  Is  nut  subserved  by  a  competition 
which  reduces  the  rate  of  transportation  below 
the  standard  of  a  fair  compensation.  Man- 
chester k  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Concord  R.  Corp.  66  N. 
H.  100,  9  L.  R.  A.  689,  8  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
319,  20  Atl.  383. 

The  right  of  corporations  to  consolidate  Is 
also  materially  affected  by  the  ancient  common 
principles  regarding  monopolies,  restraint  of 
trade,  abdication  of  corporate  duties  and  func- 
tions, even  independently  of  the  growth  of  the 
aniltrnst  legislation,  as  it  Is  popularly  called, 
in  recent  years. 

Whenever  a  union  of  corporate  interests  has 
be«n  Judicially  investigated,  and  found  Inimical 
to  these  principles,  whether  embodied  in  stat- 
tites  or  not,  it  has  been  dissolved.  People  cjp 
rtl.  Peabody  v.  Chicago  Gas  Trust  Co.  130  111. 
2*iH.  S  L.  U.  A.  497,  22  N.  E.  798 ;  Distilling  & 
(.aitle  Feeding  Co.  v.  People  ex  rcl.  Moloney, 
Lie  III.  448,  41  X.  E.  188 :  Harding  v.  American 
Glucose  Co.  182  111.  651,  55  N.  E.  677  :  Bruns- 
wirlc  <ja8nght  Co.  V.  United  Gas  Fuel  &  L.  Co. 
S.1  Me.  532.  27  Atl.  525;  Richardson  v.  Buhl, 
77  Mi<h.  G32,  6  L.  It.  A.  457,  43  N.  W.  1102: 
.\o.(Tl(aii  Prt'servers'  Trust  v.  Taylor  Mfg.  Co. 
46  led.  l.'>2 ;  Whlttenton  Mills  v.  Upton.  10 
Grav.  596,  71  Am.  Dee.  681 ;  State  v.  Nebraska 
instilling  Co.  20  Neb.  700.  46  N.  W.  155  ;  People 
▼.  North  River  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  121  N.  Y.  582. 
9  L.  tt.  A.  33.  24  N.  E.  834  ;  Emery  v.  Ohio 
Candle  Co.  47  Ohio  St.  320,  24  N.  E.  660 ;  State 
ex  rel  Watson  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  49  Ohio  St. 
137,  15  L.  R.  A.  145,  30  N.  E.  279  :  State  ex 
rcL  Monnett  v.  Buckeye  Pipe  I.»lne  Co.  61  Ohio 
St.  520,  56  N.  E.  464  :  Morris  Run  Coal  Co.  v. 
Barclay  Coal  Co.  68  Pa.  173,  8  Am.  Rep.  159  : 
Mailorv  v.  Ilanaur  Oil  Works,  86  Tenn.  598,  8 
8.  W.  396 :  Guir.  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  72 
Tex.  404,  1  L.  R.  A.  849,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
3:io,  10  S.  W.  81  ;  Texas  Standard  Oil  Co.  v. 
Adoue,  83  Tex.  650,  15  L.  R.  A.  5U8.  19  8.  W. 
274;  West  Virginia  Transp.  Co.  v.  Ohio  River 
^pe  Line  Co.  22  W.  Va.  tWO,  46  Am.  Rep.  r)27  : 
Uoited  States  ex  rel.  Griggs  y.  Chesapeake  & 
0.  Fuel  Co.  105  Fed.  03. 

V.  XccesHity  of  atockholder'a  consent, 

a.  In  general. 

A  general  principle  controlling  the  consnllda- 
tlon  of  corporations  is  that  snoh  action  niUHt  re- 
ceive the  assent  of  every  stockholder  in  the  con- 
solidating bodies.  Murfree,  F'oreign  Corp.  chap. 
10,  I  446 :  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  fi  940. 

The  proposition  is  supported  by  a  long  line 
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of  cases  of  which  the  leading  one  Is,  perhaps, 
Clearwater  v.  Meredith,  1  Wall.  24,  aub  nom. 
Ferguson  v.  Meredith,  17  L.  ed.  604. 

Others  to  the  same  effect  are,  Mowrey  v.  In- 
dianapolis  &  C.  R.  Co.  4  Bias.  78,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
9,891 :  Nathan  v.  Tompkins.  82  Ala.  437,  2  So. 
747 :  Byrne  v.  Schuyler  Electric  Mfg.  Co.  65 
Conn.  336,  28  L.  R.  A.  304,  31  Atl.  833  ;  Cen- 
tral  R.  Co.  v.  Collins,  40  Ga.  682 ;  Tompkins  v. 
Compton,  93  Ga.  520.  21  S.  E.  79 ;  Deposit  Bank 
V.  Barrett,  11  Ky.  L.  Rep.  910,  13  S.  W.  337; 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Howard,  15  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  25 ;  Botts  v.  Simpsonvllle  &  B.  C.  Turnp. 
Road  Co.  88  Ky.  64,  2  L.  R.  A.  594.  10  S.  W. 
134 ;  Hamilton  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hobart,  68 
Mass.  543  ;  New  Orleans,  J.  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Harris,  27  Miss.  617  ;  Black  v.  Delaware  &  R. 
Canal  Co.  24  S.  J.  Eq.  455  ;  Taylor  v.  Earle, 
8  Hun,  1 ;  Blatchford  v.  Ross,  37  How.  Pr. 
110:  Harding  v.  American  Glucose  Co.  182  III. 
551,  55  N.  E.  577  ;  Chapman  v.  Mad  River  &  L. 
E.  R.  Co.  6  Ohio  St.  110  ;  (;uif,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
V.  Newell,  73  Tex.  334,  11  S.  W.  342. 

b.  Iloic  given, 

1.  ExprtMly, 

Of  course,  a  consent  given  In  unequivocal 
terms  by  a  stockholder  authorizes,  so  far  as  he 
is  concerned,  the  consolidation  of  his  corpora- 
tion. FUher  v.  Evansville  &  C.  R.  Co.  7  Ind. 
407.  But  It  may  be  given  under  circumstances, 
or  In  a  manner,  that  makes  it  of  doubtful  effi- 
cacy, or  perhaps  revocable.  The  cases  involv- 
Ing  such  conditions  will  be  briefly  noted. 

This  consent  may  be  given  by  the  executors 
of  a  deceased  stockholder,  although  the  stock 
still  stands  in  the  name  of  the  testator  on  the 
books  of  the  company  ;  It  may  be  given  by  an  at- 
torney in  fact,  and,  even  if  the  power  of  attor- 
ney Is  doubtfully  sufllcient  to  authorize  such 
consent,  the  consolidation  will  not,  in  conse- 
quence, be  a  (Tec  ted  if,  subsequently  and  with 
full  knowledge,  the  principal  surrenders  his  old 
stock  and  takes  in  exchange  for  it  stock  in  the 
consolidated  company :  and  It  may  be  given  by 
a  trustee  In  whose  name  as  such  the  stock 
stands,  since  none  but  the  cctttui  que  trust  can 
question  bis  action  In  such  a  respect.  It  may 
be  given  in  advance  of  action  and  agreement 
by  the  directors,  and  when  a  stated  proportion 
of  stock  is  required  to  consent  it  means  an 
nmount  proportioned  to  the  stock  issued  and 
outstanding,  not  a  i>roportion  of  the  total  au- 
thorized Issue  of  stock,  and  In  that  case,  when 
the  HMinlHlte  proportion  conserts,  the  consoil- 
diition  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  certain 
additional    consents    were    irregular    or    void. 
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bill  So,  595  »ha11  also  be  published  by  the 
city  comptroller  in  the  city  official  news- 
paper at  the  expen.se  of  the  said  applicants 
for  the 'same  ten  days  daily,  the  said  coun- 
cil bill  containing  the  terin:^  and  conditions 
of  the  said  f ranch ine  as  proposed  to  be 
granted  by  the  city  council."  The  city 
comptroller  complied  with  the  command  ex- 
presned  in  the  resolution  by  publishing  the 
re(juired  notice,  in  which  he  set  forth  at 
length  the  resolution  as  passed  by  the  city 
council,  and  appended  thereto  the  proposed 
bill  or  ordinance.  The  proposed  ordinance, 
as  published,  is  entitled  as  follows:  **An 
Ordinance  Granting  to  J.  D.  Lowman  and 
Jacob  Furth,  Their  Successors  and  Assigns, 
a  Franchise  to  Construct,  Maintain,  and 
Operate  Street  Railways  in  the  City  of 
Seattle.''  In  the  Ist  section  of  the  ordi- 
nance J.  D.  Lowman  and  Jacob  Furth,  their 


successors  and  assigns,  are  named  as  the 
grantees  of  the  proposed  franchise.  Else- 
where in  the  ordinance,  where  it  became 
necessary  to  speak  of  the  grantees,  the 
words  "the  grantees''  or  **said  grantees"  are 
used;  and  in  the  clause  fixing  the  amount 
of  the  gross  receipts  required  to  be  paid  to 
the  city  a  blank  space  was  left,  to  be  filled 
in  when  such  amount  should  be  determined. 
By  the  terms  of  the  ordinance,  the  fran- 
chise to  be  granted  thereby  ceased  and  de- 
termined at  12  o'clock  midnight  December 
31,  1934.  The  proposed  ordinance  does  not 
describe  one  continuous  route,  but  describes 
some  22  separate  routes,  numbered  in  the 
ordinance  from  1  to  22,  inclusive.  A  por- 
tion of  these  routes  is  covered  by  existing 
street  railway's,  operate<l  under  some  seven 
different  franchises.  Of  these,  six  were 
granted  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  present 


Market  Street  R.  Co.  T.  Ilellman,  109  Cal.  571, 
42  I'ac.  225. 

After  assenting  to  an  unauthorized  consoli- 
dation, and  making  a  payment  on  account  of 
his  subscription  after  be  has  knowledge  of  the 
consolidation,  a  subscriber  is  bound  to  make 
good  the  balance  of  Ills  subscription.  Hay  worth 
V.  Junction  R.  Co.  13  Ind.  348. 

Although  there  mny  be  substantial  irregulari- 
ties In  a  consolidation  effected,  and  It  may  be 
open  to  attack  upon  divers  grounds,  yet  a  stock- 
holder who  participated  m  the  consolidation 
proceedings  and  assented  to  the  merger  is  es- 
topped, lirodford  v.  Frankfort,  St.  L.  &  T.  R. 
Co.  142  Ind.  383,  40  N.  E.  741,  41  N.  B.  819. 

Wlien  the  consolidation  proceedings  are  not 
Toid,  but  merely  Irregular  or  in  some  respect 
wrongful,  the  intelligent  acquiescence  and  rati- 
fication of  the  stockholders  makes  it  binding 
upon  them.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Sum- 
ner County  Comrs.  51  Kan.  017,  33  Pac.  312. 

A  stockholder  who  is  personally  active  in  pro- 
moting the  consolidation,  and  whose  stock  Is 
voted  upon  either  by  him  in  person,  or  by  proxy 
in  favor  of  the  consolidation,  cannot  escape 
payment  of  his  subscription  because  there 
were  some  technical  irregularities  in  the  con- 
solidation proceedings.  Wells  v.  Rodgers,  CO 
Mich.  525,  27  N.  W.  671. 

And  although  a  stockholder  In  a  corporation 
which  consolidated  with  another  against  bis 
will  and  under  an  act  of  the  legislature,  possi- 
bly unconstitutional  as  devesting  him  without 
due  process  of  his  vested  rights  and  Impairing 
the  obligation  of  his  contract  if  he  so  insists, 
yet  he  may  afterwards  elect  to  stand  on  tbe 
consolidation,  and  take  the  interest  given  him 
by  its  terms,  and  If  he  does  not  urge  these  ob- 
jections they  afford  no  ground  for  denying  him 
his  rights  in  the  consolidated  company.  Fee  v. 
^ew  Orleans  Gaslight  Co.  35  La.  Ann.  413. 

2.  Implied. 

The  statement  made  by  one  learned  and  gen- 
erally   accurate    writer,    that    the    consent    of 
stockholders    to    a    corporate    consolidation    is 
never  implied    (Morawetz,   Prlv.   Corp.   f  940). 
iieetis  qua  I  iti  cat  Ion.     It  is  always  implied  when  I 
at  the  time  he  subscribes  for  bis  stock  there  is 
a  lawful  power  to  consolidate  given  the  corpo- 1 
ration  he  Joins,  either  in  its  charter  or  by  in- 
dependent legislation :  and  it  has  been  held  to 
be  Implied  when  authorized  by  legislation  after 
he   has   snbscrilied   under   a    reserved    right   to  ^ 
alter,  amend,  or  repeal  the  charter. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


(a)  From    legislation    antecedent    to    subacrip- 

tion. 

When  railroads  In  two  states  consolidate  by 
authority  of  the  general  laws  of  l)oth,  and  also 
in  conformity  with  a  section  in  the  charter  of 
one  of  the  constituents,  the  action  does  not  have 
the  effect  of  releasing  a  subscriber  to  the  stock 
of  the  latter  company  ;  nor  does  it  affect  the 
validity  of  bonds  issued  by  a  county  to  aid  such 
company,  and  delivered  after  the  consolidation. 
Nugent  V.  Putnam  County  Supers.  19  Wall, 
241.  22  L.  ed.  83 

When  at  the  time  a  subscription  is  made  to 
stock  in  a  corporation  laws  are  in  force  by 
which  the  charter  may  be  fundamentally 
chan;$ed,  such  subscription  must  be  presumed 
to  have  been  made  in  view  of  such  laws,  and 
of  changes  possible  which  may  be  made  in  con- 
formity to  them.  In  such  case  the  requisite 
majority  of  stockholders  may  adopt  such 
changes  against  the  will  of  a  minority.  Mow- 
rey  v.  Indianapolis  &  C.  R.  Co.  4  Bias.  78,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  9.891. 

And  wh  m  by  the  language  of  an  incorporat- 
ing statute  it  is  plain  that  the  legislature  con- 
templated that  In  the  future  the  railroad  thus 
incorporated  would  become  part  of  a  system 
extending  beyond  state  lines,  and  then  by  a  sub- 
sequent general  act  authorized  the  acquisition 
of  connecting  railroads,  a  transaction  in  con- 
formity thereto  is  valid  against  a  dissenting 
stockholder.  Venner  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co.  28  Fed.  581. 

In  the  leading  case  of  Scotland  County  t. 
Thomas,  94  U.  S.  682.  24  L.  ed.  219,  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  contested  its  liability  upon  bonds 
issued  by  order  of  Its  county  court  made  pur- 
suant to  an  old  statute  without  the  sanction 
of  a  popular  vote,  to  pay  for  stock  In  a  con- 
solidated railroad  company.  The  power  to  con- 
solidate was  given  by  legislative  act  before  the 
subscription  was  made  and  the  bonds  issued, 
although  long  after  the  incorporation  of  the 
consolidating  companies.  But  when  the  con- 
stituent companies  were  chartered  there  we«e 
in  force  laws,  including  a  general  railroad  act, 
which  reserved  the  right  to  the  legislature  to 
alter,  amend,  suspend,  or  repeal  all  corporate 
charters.  The  county  was  held  bounden.  It 
is  true,  however,  that  in  that  case  the  court 
was  of  the  opinion  that  the  cronsolldation  au- 
thorized and  carried  out  did  not  affect  a  mate- 
rial or  substantial  chancre  in  the  aims  and  ends 
of  the  original   corporations. 

This  .*ase  was  approved  and  followed  In 
Henry  County  v.  Nlcolay.  95  C  S.  619,  24  L. 
ed.  .304  ;   Wilson  v.  Soiamanca  Twp.  99  U.    8. 
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city  charter,  and  one  afterwards.  The 
franchises  of  the  fir»t  six  mentioned  ex- 
pire by  their  own  limitations  between  the 
\ear<«  1913  and  1917,  and  the  seventh  one 
in  the  year  1944.  In  each  it  is  expre^jsly 
provided  that  it  shall  not  be  deemed  ex- 
chisive.  Section  3  of  the  proposed  ordi- 
nance pres^cribes  minutely  the  time  within 
which  a  street  railway  shall  be  constructed 
and  in  operation  over  the  several  routes 
and  parts  of  routes  described  therein,  with 
the  method  and  manner  of  such  construc- 
tion, and  contains  the  following  clause: 

"The  several  parts  of  the  system  of  rail- 
ways hereby  authorized  shall  be  completed, 
and  the  operation  thereof  under  this  fran- 
chi^  be  be^un  in  good  faith  within  the  re- 
i-pfctive  times  stated  in  this  section,  unle«s 
prevented  by  accident,  act  of  God,  strikes, 
act  of  the  city,  inability  to  obtain  material, 


or  legal  proceedings  in  court:  provided  that 
the  acquisition  by  purchase  or  otherwise  by 
the  grantees,  their  successors  or  assigns,  of 
any  existing  railway  or  railways,  or  any 
parts  thereof,  on  any  of  the  said  routes  or 
parts  of  route?,  and  the  bringing  of  the 
same  under  the  operation  of  this  franchise, 
shall  be  equivalent  to  new  construction  and 
completion  to  the  extent  bo  acquired,  and 
to  the  extent  that  the  same  shoJl  be  made 
to  conform  in  material  and  construction 
with  the  requirements  of  this  ordinance. 
Unless  prevented,  as  aforesaid,  the  gran- 
tees, their  successors  or  assigns,  shall  with- 
in thirty  days  from  their  acceptance  of  this 
franchise  heg\n  in  good  faith  the  construc- 
tion of  said  system  of  railways,  or  some 
part  thereof,  or  acquire  a  railway  or  some 
part  thereof,  as  a  part  of  the  system  here- 
'  by  authorized.     In  case  any  existing  rail- 


409.  2;>  L.  ed.  330 ;  Mcoasha  y.  Hazard,  102  U. 
S.  ^1.  26  L.  ed.  85 :  Harter  Twp.  y.  Kernochan, 
M:;  U.  S.  562.  26  L.  ed.  411 :  and  New  BuflTaio 
Tup.  y.  Cambria  Iron  Co.  105  U.  S.  73,  26  L. 
«h1.  1024.  ubic'b  in  turn  was  followed  in  Cbiok- 
amlng  Twp.  y.  Carpenter,  106  U.  S.  663,  27  L. 
(4.  307.  1  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  620 ;  Livingston  Coun- 
ty T.  First  Nat.  Rank,  128  U.  S.  102,  32  L.  ed. 
Uol),  U  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  18. 

The  latter  case  carefully  limited  the  cases  of 
Hamhman  y.  Bates  County,  92  V.  S.  569,  23 
L  Hi.  747.  and  Bates  County  y.  Winters,  97  U. 
S  h:i,  24  U  ed.  933.  to  bring  them  in  accord 
wirh  the  foregoing  line  of  cases,  and  it  was 
foiloved  by,  and  controlled  Nelson  y.  Haywood 
ro.inty,  87  Tenn.  781,  4  L.  R.  A.  648,  11  8.  W. 
^<j:  so  the  doctrine  of  the  Scotland  County- 
Thomas  Case  may  be  regarded  as  settled  law. 

In  Market  Street  R.  Co.  y.  Ilellman.  109  Cal. 
f'Tl.  42  Pac.  225,  the  defendant  had  contracted 
u-  hay  $1.0O0,0«X)  worth  of  the  bonds  of  a  con- 
ailidated  street  railway  corporation  made  up  of 
^■cvt'D  separate  constituents,  on  the  express 
(cndiiion  that  the  consolidation  had  been  le- 
gally efferted,  and  that  the  consolidated  compa- 
ny was  the  legitimate  successor  of  all  the  con- 
rituents.  the  owner  of,  and  entitled  to  in- 
rjnber  by  the  proposed  bonds,  all  their  sepa- 
rate proi^rtles,  as  against  not  only  each  of  the 
•  (/iiKolidating  companies  themselves,  but  also 
(■><TT  one  of  their  stockholders. 

The  bonds  having  been  tendered  and  refused, 
an  ai;reed  case  was  made  for  the  decision  of  the 
fvurt. 

The  point,  among  others,  was  made,  that  one 
crttKiltuent  company,  having  t>een  organized 
U-fore  the  Caiifornia  Civil  Code  of  1873  was 
enacted,  and  not  having,  pursuant  to  its  provl- 
8:<iQs.  elected  to  continue  its  existence  subject 
Di'Teto,  was  not  properly  brought  in  l)ecau8e 
all  itH  stockholders  bad  not  consented  to  the 
•<n<<)iidation :  but  the  court  held  such  stock- 
h-i<l»rs  bound  none  the  less  because  the  Con- 
itituilon  and  laws  In  force  at  the  time  of  the 
iccnrpc-ratlon  gave  the  right  to  the  legislature 
to  alter  and. amend  the  charter,  which  the  con- 
»>MdatIon  act  In  effect  did. 

There  are  numerous  cases  holding  that  when 
the  act  of  incorporation,  or  a  general  law  in 
ff-rrp  when  it  is  passed,  or  appropriate  advance 
)^£:ls-lAtlon,  authorizes  a  consolidation,  one  sub- 
^Tibtng  to  stork  or  becoming  a  stockholder  sub- 
f*«r^ent  thereto  Is  subject  to  the  terms  and  con- 
ditions thereof,  and  Is  neither  released  from  his 
npigement  to  take  and  pay  for  stock  by,  nor 
fan  he  If  already  a  stockholder  prevent,  a  con- 
•"lidation  in  conformity  thereto.  Niantic  Sav. 
Baok  V  Douglas,  5  111.  App.  579;  Sparrow  y. 
S2  L.  R,  A. 
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Kvansville  &  ('.  R.  Co.  7  Ind.  869 :  Blsh  v.  John- 
son, 21  Ind.  299  ;  Hart  v.  Ogdensburg  A  L.  C.  It. 
Co.  69  Hun.  378.  23  N.  Y.  Hupp.  639. 

It  is  so  held,  also,  in  Mansfield.  C.  ft  L.  M.  R. 
Co.  y.  Brown.  26  Ohio  St.  223:  ManKfleld.  (\ 
&  L.  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Stout,  26  Ohio  St.  241  :  Mans- 
field, C.  &  L.  M.  R.  Co.  V.  Pettis,  26  Ohio  St. 
259 :  but  Is  only  sound  dictum  In  those  casps, 
beoauRo  Judgment  therein  went  against  the 
plaint IfT  uiK>n  other  grounds. 

In  harmony,  too.  with  these  cases.  Is  Rldg- 
way  Twp.  v.  Uriswold,  1  McCrary.  151,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  11,819,  although  the  report  does  not 
disclose  the  precise  grounds  upon  w^Ich  the 
consolidation  there  Involved  was  upheld.  It  Is 
said  that  the  consolidation  was  made  after 
plaintiff  became  a  stockholder,  and  was  author* 
ized  by  the  Kansas  statute :  but  It  does  not 
appear  when,  with  reference  to  the  plaintiff*! 
subscription,  such  statutes  were  enacted. 

A  subscril)er  to  the  stock  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany formed  under  a  general  law,  which, 
though  not  authorizing  the  consolidation  of 
companies,  yet  authorized  amendment  or  repeal 
at  the  discretion  of  the  legislature,  is  not  re- 
leased from  his  subscription  by  the  con8'>llda- 
tion  of  the  company  pursuant  to  a  general  act 
authorizing  such,  subsequently  passed,  when 
from  the  original  articles  of  association  such 
consolidatron  was  contemplated,  and  was  one  of 
the  purposes  In  organizing.  Ilanna  y.  Cincin- 
nati &  K  W.  It.  Co.  20  Ind.  30. 

A  case  in  apparent  conflict  with  this  doctrine 
In  State  ex  rcl  St.  Joseph  &  I).  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Nemaha  County  Comrs.  10  Kan.  569,  decided 
by  Brewer,  J.,  now  of  the  United  States  Su- 
preme Court.  In  that  cane  the  North  Kansas 
Railroad  Company  and  the  St.  Joseph  &  Denver 
Company  consolidated,  and  the  consolidated 
company  tendered  the  Nemaha  county  commis- 
sioners certificates  of  full-paid  stock,  and  de- 
manded $125,000.  of  county  bonds  which  the 
voters  had  authorized  to  Issue  on  subscription 
to  the  stock  of  the  North  Kansas  Railroad  Com- 
pany. In  denying  an  application  for  a  manda- 
mus to  compel  the  issue  of  the  bonds,  the  court 
held  the  county  not  bound  without  a  new  vote 
of  the  people,  notwithstanding  at  the  time  of 
the  vote  a  law  authorizing  the  consolidation 
was  in  force,  saying  a  vote  to  subscribe  to  stock 
in  a  constituent  company  did  not  authorize  a 
subscription  to  the  consolidated  one.  The 
commissioners  were  agents  to  do  a  special  thing 
and  that  only.  and.  as  a  material  change  In  a 
corporation  will  avoid  a  subscription,  a  fortioH 
will  It  annul  a  mere  authority  to  subscribe. 

The  reasoning  of  the  court  will  fall  to  com- 
mand  unreserved  assent,  and   it  was  unneces- 
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way  is  acquired  and  used  as  a  part  of  the 
system  hereby  authorized,  the  operation  of 
so  much  thereof  bja  is  embraced  in  any  of 
the  routes  heieinbefore  described  shall  be 
continued  with  only  so  much  interruption 
as  is  actually  necessary  to  make  the  same 
conform  with  the  provisions  of  this  ordi- 
nance." 

The  ordinance  also  contains  the  follow- 
ing sections: 

"Sec.  8.  That  if  any  dispute  shall  at  any 
time  arise  between  the  said  grantees,  their 
successors  or  assigns,,  and  their  employees, 
as  to  any  matter  of  employment  or  wages, 
such  dispute  shall  be  submitted  to  arbitra- 
tion. The  grantees,  their  successors  and  as- 
signs, and  their  employees,  shall  be  parties 
to  any  submission,  and  shall  be  entitled  to 
be  heard  by  the  arbitrators,  and  any  award 
when  made  shall  be  binding  and  conclusive 


for  the  period  of  one  year  from  its  date, 
upon  the  grantees,  their  successors  and  as- 
signs, and  upon  their  employees." 

"Sec.  11.  In  case  the  grantees,  their  suc- 
cessors or  assigns,  shall  acquire  and  use, 
as  a  part  of  the  system  of  railways  to  be 
maintained  and  operated  under  the  fran- 
chise hereby  granted,  any  existing  railway 
or  railways,  or  part  or  parts  thereof,  then 
said  grantees,  their  successors  or  assigns, 
shall,  within  six  months  after  the  date  on 
which  this  ordinance  goes  into  effect,  or  (in 
case  the  same  be  so  acquired  after  the  ex- 
piration of  said  six  months  and  within  the 
time  hereby  limited  for  completing  said 
railways)  then  within  thirty  days  after  the 
time  of  acquiring  any  such  existing  railway 
or  part  thereof,  file  in  the  oflice  of  the  city 
comptroller,  a  release  or  releases,  executed 
by  the  proper  owners  and  running  to  the 


sary  to  go  so  far  because  the  statute  under 
which  the  consolidation  in  question  was  made 
expressly  reserved  to  each  stockholder  of  the 
old  companies  the  right  to  determine  whether 
he  would  become  one  In  the  consolidated  cor- 
lioratlon  or  not. 

This  is  noticed  In  later  cases  in  Kansas,  hold- 
ing; in  accordance  with  the  stated  rule,  and  care- 
fully distinguishing  the  one  Just  cited.  Chi- 
cago, K.  &  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Stafford  County  Comrs. 
36  Kan.  122,  12  Pac.  593;  Atchison,  C,  &  P. 
R.  Co.  T.  Phillips  County  Comrs.  25  Kan.  261. 

(b)   From  subsequent  legislation  under  reserved 
powtf  to  alter,  amend,  or  repeal  charter. 

Several  casetf  above  noted  sustain  the  valid- 
ity in  .spite  of  objections  from  stockholders  of  a 
consolidation  made  pursuant  to  an  act  of  the 
legislature,  where  the  legislative  right  to  al- 
ter, amend,  or  repeal  the  charter  had  been  duly 
reserved.  In  all  these  cases,  however,  the  dis- 
senting stockholder  had  acquired  his  interest 
In  the  company  whose  consolidation  he  opposed 
after  the  statute  authorizing  the  consolidation 
had  been  enacted.  And  In  these  It  was  prop- 
erly held  that,  entering  the  company  with  such 
a  statute  existing,  the  complaining  stockholder 
necessarily  did  so  subject  to  the  provisions 
then^of,  and  therefore  had  no  ground  of  com- 
plaint. Kut  now  a  different  class  of  cases  is 
to  be  considered — those  In  which  the  objecting  I 
stoi'kholder  acquired  his  stock  before  tbere4 
was  any  statute  whatever  empowering  his  com- 
pany to  consolidate  with  another,  and  before 
such  action  was  contemplated  at  all.  It  Is 
clear  that  such  cases  are  upon  an  entirely  dif- 
ferent footing. 

Of  course,  if  one  subscribing  to  stock  had 
actual  knowledge  of  a  contemplated  change  In 
the  purposes  of  the  corporation  he  Invested 
In,  he  will  not  be  released  from  his  engagement 
when  the  expected  change  takes  place.  Illinois 
Klver  It.  Co.  v.  Zlmmer,  20  111.  654. 

It  has  been  held,  in  one  case,  that  when  in 
a  corporate  charter  the  state  has  reserved  the 
power  of  amendment,  alteration,  and  repeal, 
the  enactment  by  the  legislature  of  a  statute 
ratifying  and  confirming  an  unauthorized  con- 
solidation was  In  effect  an  exercise  of  the  right 
to  amend  the  charter,  and  rendered  the  consoli- 
dation valid  and  effectual  notwithstanding  the 
objections  of  minority  stockholders.  Bishop 
V.  Hralnerd,  28  Conn.  289. 

1'he  case  In  this  respect  has  been  severely 
cricicized  (Murfree,  Foreign  Corp.  §  451)  as  In 
violation  of  the  prohibition  In  the  Federal  Con- 
stitution relative  to  the  Impairment  of  the  obli- 
gation of  a  contract,  and  It  Is  asserted  to  be 
62  L.  R.  A. 


without  support,  either  upon  principle  or  au- 
thority. 

The  same  critic  pointedly  adds  that  the  pow- 
er reserved  to  a  state  to  alter,  amend,  or  repeal 
a  corporate  charter  Is  reserved  for  the  public 
benefit  and  purposes  only,  and  can  never  be 
employed  merely  to  change  the  rights  of  cor- 
porators among  themselves,  and  he  cites  In  sup- 
port of  It  several  New  Jersey  cases  elsewhere 
referred  to  in  this  subdivision. 

When  the  several  cases  wherein  the  validity 
of  consolidations  was  passed  upon  at  the  In- 
stance of  dissenting  stockholders,  and  there 
was  at  the  same  time  an  authorizing  or  confirma- 
tory act  of  the  legislature,  behind  which  was 
a  reserved  power  to  alter,  amend,  or  repeal  the 
corporate  charter,  are  carefully  examined,  a 
common  principle  will  be  found  to  pervade  them 
all. 

That  principle  may  be  stated  as  follows  :  The 
protest  of  a  stockholder  against  a  corporate 
consolidation  la  effectual  or  unavailing  accord- 
ing as  the  circumstances  of  the  given  case  do 
or  do  not  work  a  fundamental,  radical,  and  sub- 
stantial change  in  the  corporate  purposes  and 
objects. 

In  Durfee  ▼.  Old  Colony  &  F.  River  R.  Co. 
87  Mass.  230,  It  was  held  that  when  a  corpora- 
tion engages  in  a  new  enterprise  of  the  same 
kind  but  in  addition  to  what  It  was  chartered 
for,  and  the  charter  Is  subject  to  alteration, 
amendment,  and  repeal  by  the  legislature.  If  the 
corporate  action  Is  sanctioned  by  an  act  of  the 
legislature  and  the  vote  of  a  majority  of  Its 
stockholders  no  single  dissenting  stockholder 
can  prevent  it. 

In  Hale  v.  Cheshire  R.  Co.  161  Mass.  443.  37 
N.  E.  307,  the  decision  was  to  the  same  effect. 

In  I'aclflc  R.  Co.  v.  Renshaw,  18  Mo.  210, 
the  holding  was  that  If,  when  a  railroad  char> 
ler  Is  granted,  there  is  In  force  a  general  stat- 
ute by  which  all  corporate  charters  are  subject 
to  alteration,  suspension,  or  repeal  In  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  legislature,  a  subscriber  to  Its 
stock  Is  not  exonerated  by  subsequent  acts  af- 
fecting the  iK)wers  of  the  corporation,  when  its 
original  objects  are  left  subst&ntlally  un- 
changed. 

This  was  followed  by  Pacific  R.  Co.  v.  Hughes, 
22  Mo.  2'Jl,  64  Am.  Dec.  265,  holding  to  the 
same  effect. 

Story  V.  Jersey  City  &  B.  P.  PI.  Road  Ce,  16 
N.  J.  Eq.  13,  84  Am.  Dec.  134,  is  noteworthy  be- 
cause, unlike  the  other  cases  in  point  In  the 
same  state,  the  complaining  stockholder  was 
unsuccessful.  The  decision  was.  in  substance, 
that,  even  If  It  be  granted  that  a  corporate 
charter  cannot  be  altered  In  any  essential  par- 
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city  of  Seattle,  releasing  all  rights,  privi- 
leges, and  franchises  heretofore  granted  by 
the  city  of  Seattle,  under  which  such  ex- 
isting railway  or  railways,  so  acquired,  are 
now  being  operated,  whether  such  former 
franchise  is  wholly  or  only  in  part  upon 
any  of  the  routes  or  parts  of  routes  on 
which  a  franchise  is  hereby  granted.  In 
case  within  the  time  herein  limited  for  fil- 
ing any  release  or  releases,  the  tiling  of  such 
release  or  releases  or  the  construction  or 
operation  of  the  system  of  street  railways 
hereby  authorized  or  any  part  thereof  on 
any  of  the  routes  herein  set  forth  shall  be 
restrained  or  interfered  with  by  any  in- 
junction or  other  process  of  court,  then'the 
time  for  filing  the  releases  aforesaid  shall 
be  thereby  extended  until  thirty  days  after 
the  final  determination  of  such  suit  or  suits, 
provided,  said  grantees,  their  successors  or 


assigns,  shall  in  good  faith  expedite  the 
trial  of  any  such  suit  with  due  diligence." 
This  action  was  begun  on  the  day  fixed 
by  the  city  council  for  receiving  bids  for 
the  franchise  proposed  to  be  granted  by  the 
ordinance  above  described.  The  plaintiffs 
sue  as  taxpayers.  They  allege  no  private 
or  special  interest  other  than  such  as  all 
the  taxpayers  of  the  municipality  have  in 
the  subject-matter  of  the  controversy.  They 
made  defendants  the  city  of  Seattle,  its 
mayor,  the  thirteen  members  of  the  city 
council,  and  the  appellants,  Lowman  and 
Furth.  The  complaint  is  sweeping  in  its 
allegations.  I3riefi}r  stated,  it  sets  out  the 
provisions  of  the  city  charter  above  cited; 
the  existence  of  the  several  franchises  un- 
der which  the  present  systems  of  railways 
in  the  city  of  Seattle  are  being  operated; 
that  the  appellants  and  other  unknown  per- 


ticular  by  an  act  of  the  legislature  and  consent 
of  ibe  corporation  without  the  consent,  expressed 
or  Implied,  of  every  stockholder,  because  the 
obligation  of  the  stocltholder's  contract  would 
thereby  be  impaired,  yet  If,  when  a  corporate 
charter  Is  granted,  a  general  law  of  the  state 
provides  that  every  such  charter  shall  be  sub- 
ject to  alteration,  suspension,  and  repeal  in  the 
legislative  discretion,  ail  contracts,  express  or 
implied,  resulting  from  the  act  of  incorpora- 
tion and  Its  acceptance  by  the  stockholders, 
most  be  deemed  to  have  been  entered  Into  sub- 
ject to  that  reservation. 

And  in  White  v.  Syracuse  ft  U.  R.  Co.  14 
Barb.  560,  it  was  held  that  when  in  a  corpo- 
rate charter  the  legislature  has  expressly  re- 
served the  right  to  alter,  modify,  or  repeal  it, 
aa  well  as  declared  It  subject  to  all  the  liabili- 
ties of  the  general  laws  which  contain  like  pro- 
visions, a  later  law  authorizing  the  company 
to  take  stock  in  a  foreign  corporation  is  valid 
against  the  objection  of  a  dissenting  stockhold- 
er. But  the  court  was  at  pains  to  say  that, 
although  the  legislature  had  such  reserved 
right  to  alter,  modify,  and  repeal,  still  this 
would  not  authorize  a  law  converting  the  cor- 
poration into  a  new  one  of  wholly  distinct  char- 
acter and  objects,  as,  for  Instance,  changing 
a  railroad  into  a  banking,  Insurance,  or  mining 
company ;  that  the  power  is  limited  to  making 
such  changes  as  are  consonant  with  the  general 
purposes  of  the  corporation. 

The  Idea  that  under  the  reserved  power  to 
alter,  amend,  and  modify  corporate  charters 
the  legislature  and  a  majority  of  the  stock- 
holders cannot  make  radical  changes  In  the  cor- 
porate organization  and  purposes  when  any 
stockholder  objects  comes  out  with  especial 
prominence  in  the  cases  of  successful   protest. 

The  court  declares,  in  Knoxvllle  v.  KnoxvUle 
&  O.  R.  Co.  22  Fed.  738,  that,  if  a  transfer  of 
a  corporate  franchise  is  not  authorized  by  the 
charter  or  some  law  In  force  and  applicable  at 
the  time  one  objecting  thereto  becomes  a  stock- 
holder, there  is  no  power  to  make  it  without 
his  consent,  expressed  or  Implied,  and  this  not- 
withstanding an  act  of  the  legislature  authoriz- 
ing the  transaction,  since  it  is  only  competent 
for  the  legislature  to  express  the  consent  of  the 
public :  it  cannot  affect  the  contract  rights  of 
the  stockholder. 

In  Lauman  t.  Lebanon  Valley  R.  Co.  30  Pa. 
42,  72  Am.  Deo.  685,  the  court  concluded  that  a 
dissenting  stockholder  cannot  be  forced  Into  a 
new  corporation  and  his  prr:perty  in  one  cor- 
poration taken  from  him  and  the  stuck  of  an- 
other given  him  in  its  place  by  an  act  either  of 
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the  legislature  or  of  his  costockholders,  or  both 
combined. 

The  reasoning  of  the  court  In  that  case  Is 
criticized  as  leading  to  a  contrary  conclusion, 
but  the  actual  conclusion  is  deemed  correct, 
and  a  similar  one  reached,  In  Mowrey  v.  In- 
dianapolis ft  C.  B.  Co.  4  Diss.  78,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
9,891. 

In  Biack  ▼.  Delaware  ft  B.  Canal  Co.  24  N.  J. 
Eq.  455,  it  is  said  that  the  legislature  cannot 
empower  corporations,  by  consent  of  any  num- 
l>er  less  than  all  of  the  stockholders,  to  alter 
fundamentally  the  charter  of  the  enterprise, 
and  compel  dissentients  to  engage  in  it. 

In  Zabriskie  v.  Hackensack  &  N.  Y.  R.  Co. 
18  N.  J.  Eq.  178,  90  Am.  Dec.  017,  the  question 
as  to  the  extent  to  which  objecting  stockhold- 
ers were  affected  by  corporate  acts  under  legisla- 
tive authority  when  the  legislature  had  a  right 
to  alter,  amend,  and  repeal  the  corporate  char- 
ter was  elaborately  discussed.  It  was  therein 
held  that  when  the  legislature  has  reserved  in 
a  corporate  charter  of  a  railroad  corporation 
the  right  to  alter,  modify,  and  repeal  it  at  any 
time,  and  when,  further,  there  is  a  general 
law  in  force  wheraby  all  corporate  charters  are 
subject  to  alteration,  suspension,  and  repeal  In 
the  discretion  of  the  legislature,  these  reserva- 
tions are  for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  and  to 
be  availed  of  by  the  state  only;  thus,  the  rail- 
road may  be  compelled  to  lay  additional  tracks, 
widen  di-awbridges,  reduce  fares  and  tolls,  be 
subjected  to  more  burdensome  taxation,  and  be 
charged  with  new  duties;  but  an  act  of  the 
legislature  which  merely  allows  the  corporation 
to  change  materially  Its  purposes,  as  to  extend 
Its  lines  beyond  its  chartered  termini  or  be- 
yond a  mere  Incidental  feeder,  will  not  author- 
ize the  company  to  carry  the  project  into  effect 
against  the  will  and  objection  of  any  stock- 
holder. 

The  court  examined  and  disapproved  several 
cases  in  other  states  as  to  the  binding  effect 
of  corporate  acts  authorized  by  the  legislature 
under  the  reserved  power  to  alter,  amend,  modi- 
fy, and  repeal  charters  on  nonconcurrlng  stock- 
holders. 

The  case  was  followed  and  approved  In  Mills 
V.  Central  R.  Co.  41  N.  J.  Eq.  1,  2  Atl.  453« 
which  held  that  a  statute  declaring  It  lawful 
for  any  railroad  corporation  organized  under 
the  laws  of  the  state  to  lease  its  road  or  any 
part  of  It,  or  to  unite,  consolidate,  or  merge  its 
stock,  property,  and  franchises  with  any  other 
railroad,  foreign  or  domestic,  at  any  time  while 
its  charter  continued;  and  altogether  silent 
as  to  the  consent  of  stockholders  or  any  of 
them, — was  a  mere  enabling  act,  a  legislative 
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sons  have  acquired  the  control  of  all  the 
existing  rights  and  privileges  granted  by 
the  ordinances  creating  wuch  franchises;  re- 
cites the  proceedings  had  by  the  city  coun- 
cil with  reference  to  the  proposed  ordinance 
up  to  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  complaint, 
and,  prefixed  by  adjectives  appropriate  to 
plaintiffs'  view  of  the  matter,  charges  that 
Buch  proceedings  were  had  as  the  result  of 
a  conspiracy  entered  into  between  Lowman 
and  Furth  and  the  city  of  Seattle,  its  mayor 
and  city  council,  to  *'secure  to  said  J.  D. 
Lowman  and  Jacob  Furth  and  said  other 
persons,  their  successors  and  assigns,  the 
sole,  absolute,  and  exclusive  franchise, 
right,  privilege,  and  monopoly  of  the 
street-car  system  or  systems,  and  of  all  the 
street-car  business  to  be  carried  on  and 
transacted  in  the  city  of  Seattle  for  a  period 
of  thirty-five  years;"  that  the  proposed  or- 


dinance, contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the 
city  charter,  extends  the  time  of  the  ex- 
isting franchises,  in  that  it  provides  that 
the  acquisition  of  existing  railways  shall  be 
equivalent  to  new  construction;  that  it  pre- 
vents competition  in  bidding,  and  practi- 
cally bars  any  and  all  persons  other  tlian 
Lowman  and  Furth  from  becoming  bidders; 
that  it  fails  to  make  etlicient  provision  for 
compulsory  arbitration;  and  that  the  pro- 
cedure adopted  by  the  council  for  the  pass- 
age of  the  ordinance  is  not  in  accordance 
with  the  requirements  of  the  city  charter. 
The  prayer  is  for  injunctive  relief.  The  an- 
swers of  the  defendants  put  in  issue  the 
traversable  allegations  of  the  complaint, 
and  plead  aflirmatively  that  the  procedure 
followed  by  the  council  with  respect  to  the 
application  of  the  appellants  for  a  street- 
railway  franchise  is  the  course  of  proced- 


autborlzatlon  or  concession  by  the  state  of  pow- 
er to  do  what  could  not  without  be  done  at  all, 
and  was  losuClclent  to  Justify  the  directors, 
even  with  the  consent  of  a  majority  of  the  stock- 
holders, in  effecting  a  consolidation  against  the 
objection  of  any  shareholder.  The  court  de« 
clared  that  the  reserved  right  of  the  legislature 
to  alter,  suspend,  or  repeal,  in  its  discretion, 
any  corporate  charter,  did  not  entitle  subse- 
quent legislation  prejudicial  to  stockholders' 
vested  rights  as  among  themselves  to  be  re- 
garded as  constructively  existing  from  the  pass- 
age of  the  charter,  and  that  all  such  later  acts 
were  invalid. 

The  same  doctrine  was  laid  down  and  applied 
in  Rabe  ▼.  Duniap,  51  N.  J.  Eq.  40,  25  Atl.  959, 
wherein  It  wos  held  that,  notwithstanding  an 
act  of  the  legislature  authorizing  the  consolida- 
tion of  two  or  more  corporations  formed  for  all 
or  any  of  the  purposes  of  improving  and  selling 
lands,  constructing,  maintaining,  operating 
hotels,  and  carrying  on  business  as  innkeepers, 
and  transporting  merchandise  and  passengers 
by  land  and  water ;  notwithstanding  also  that 
a  consolidation  thereunder  conformed  in  ail 
respects  to  the  provisions  of  the  act,  and  every- 
thing required  by  the  statute  was  done  to  make 
the  consolidation  valid  and  effectual, — the  ab- 
sorption in  such  a  consolidated  company  of  a 
land  and  improvement  company  to  carry  on  a 
hotel  and  transportation  business  is  a  mlsap- 
prt^prlation  of  its  property  to  new  and  different 
purposes  without  power  or  right  as  against  a 
dissenting  stockholder  who  has  not  slept  on 
his  rights.  And  this  is  so  notwithstanding, 
too,  the  reserved  right  of  the  legislature  to  al- 
ter, amend,  modify,  and  repeal  all  corporate 
charters. 

In  Kenosha,  R.  ft  R.  I.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Marsh,  17 
Wis.  13,  it  was  held  that  a  radical  change  in 
the  corporate  enterprise — in  the  case  at  bar 
a  change  of  a  railroad  terminus  and  a  consoli- 
dation with  a  foreign  line — discharged  a  sub- 
scriber to  the  stock,  although  the  change  was 
authorized  by  an  act  of  the  legislature,  and  the 
legislature  had  constitutional  power  to  amend 
or  repeal  the  charter :  as,  it  was  declared,  the 
statute  was  permissive  and  not  obligatory,  the 
railroad  might  accept  and  its  stockholders  might 
concur  or  not. 

The  proposition,  as  exemplified  in  the  ruling 
of  the  supreme  court  of  Indiana  (McCray  v. 
Junction  R.  Co.  9  Ind.  358 :  Hooe  v.  Junction  R. 
Co.  10  Ind.  93,  infta),  that  mere  consolida- 
tion, regardless  of  its  nature  and  extent,  under 
an  act  of  the  legislature,  releas^^s  nonassenting 
i<ub6crit>ers  to  slock,  was  doubted  In  the  last- 
cited  case. 
b>  L.  R.  A. 


In  Blatthford  v.  Ross,  37  How.  Pr.  110.  the 
court  says :  "In  the  case  of  private  associa- 
tions the  unanimous  voice  of  the  stockholders 
was  regarded  uocessary  to  change  Its  [the 
charter's]  provisions;  .  .  .  and  even  an 
act  of  the  legislature  was  held  insufficient  to 
compel  a  change  of  business  in  a  corporation 
from  what  was  originally  contemplated  without 
the  consent  of  the  stockholders." 

Returning  to  the  common  principle  referred 
to  eupra^  one  Unds  It  illustrated  in  the  follow- 
ing cases  : 

Winter  v.  Muscogee  R,  Co.  11  Ga.  438,  hold- 
ing that  a  material  and  essential  alteration  in 
a  railroad  corporate  charter, — in  that  case  a 
terminal  change, — made  pursuant  to  an  act  of 
the  legislature  after  the  subscription  to  the 
stock  was  made  discharges  the  stockholder  who 
withholds  his  assent  to  the  change. 

Bonnet  v.  First  Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.) 
60  8.  W.  325,  holding  that  a  material  and  fun- 
damental change  by  an  amendment  of  the  char- 
ter of  a  corporation  is  a  violation  of  the  eon- 
tract  rights  of  any  stockholder  who  does  not 
assent  thereto,  and  that  an  amendment  con- 
solidating the  corporation  with  another  is  ma- 
terial and  fundamental. 

McCray  v.  Junction  R.  Co.  9  Ind.  358,  which 
held  that  a  subscriber  to  the  stock  of  a  railroad 
corporation,  the  charter  of  which  contains  no 
authority  for  it  to  consolidate,  and  where  there 
is  no  other  statute  in  force  empowering  a  con- 
solidation, is  discharged  from  his  subscription 
upon  a  consolidation  subsequently  taking  place 
without  his  consent,  notwithstanding  legislative 
authority  conferred  by  statute  enacted  before 
the  consolidationo  took  place  but  after  the  sub- 
scription was  made.  Such  a  change  is  too  radi- 
cal to  hold  subscribers  to  their  engagements  in 
the  absence  of  their  expressed  or  implied  assent. 

Booe  V.  Junction  li.  Co.  10  Ind.  93.  and  Mar- 
tin V.  Junction  R.  Co.  12  Ind.  605.  which  were 
like,  and  followed  the  last-cited  case. 

But  to  discharge  a  stock  subscription,  an  al- 
teration of  a  corporate  charter  roust  be  a  ma- 
terial one.  A  mere  award  of  additional  priv- 
ileges with  increased  burdens  will  not  so  oper- 
ate. Gray  v.  Monongahela  Nav.  Co.  2  Watta  & 
S.  156,  37  Am.  Dec.  500. 

A  subscriber  to  corporate  stock  is  only  re- 
leased from  his  subscript ioon  contract  by  an  al- 
teration of  the  corporate  charter  so  extensive 
and  radical  as  to  work  a  new  enterprise.  The 
creation  of  preferred  stork  to  complete  the  con- 
struction of  a  railroad  is  not  such  a  change. 
Everhart  v.  Wf  st  Che*iter  &  P.  R,  Co.  28  Pa.  339. 

And  an  alteration,  pursuant  to  an  act  of  the 
legislature  by  way  of  an  amendment  to  a  rail- 
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lire  that  has  been  followed  by  the  city  coun- 
cil with  respect  to  all  otlier  applications 
for  street-railway  franchises,  and  cduncil 
bills  and  ordinances  granting  the  same, 
since  the  adoption  of  the  present  city  char- 
ter. The  reply  is  a  denial  of  the  affirmative 
matter  of  the  answer.  At  the  conclusion  of 
the  hearing  of  the  application  for  a  tem- 
porary injunction  the  trial  court  refused. to 
grant  a  temporary  injunction  against  the 
defendant  city,  its  mayor  or  city  council, 
but  enjoined  the  appellants,  Lowman  and 
Furth,  "from  making  any  assignment  of 
any  of  the  rights,  privileges,  and  fran- 
chises evidenced  by  council  bill  No.  595, 
mentioned  in  the  complaint  herein,  or  the 
ordinance  based  thereon,  if  enacted  by  the 
citv  council  of  said  citv,  or  anv  other  ordi- 
nance  of  similar  import  hereafter  enacted, 
or  from  laying  down,  maintaining,  or  oper- 


poad  charter,  accepted  by  the  directors,  where- 
by the  Hoe  is  shortened  between  the  original 
termini,  and  the  cost  of  construction  lessened, 
while  the  same  general  route  Is  followed  and 
the  same  travel  and  transportation  Interests  are 
promoted,  will  not  exonerate  a  subscriber  to  the 
stock  against  whose  will  and  objection  the 
change  was  made,  notwithstanding  he  sub- 
Bci-il»ed  because  the  original  line  was  to  pass 
near  his  property,  which,  by  the  diversion,  was 
put  a  dozon  miles  away,  his  subscription  being 
voluntaiT  and  Induced  by  no  representaHon  or 
promise.  Banet  Y.  Alton  &  S.  U.  Co.  13  ill. 
504. 

c.  When  dispensed  with. 

A  stockholder  who  withholds  his  consent  to 
£  corporate  consolidation  which  he  desires  to 
prevent  must  act  diligently.  If  he  sleeps  on 
his  rights  they  will  be  lost.  Laches  will  bar 
relief.  Terry  v.  Eagle  Lock  Co.  47  Conn.  141 ; 
.^Ifxander  v.  Searcy,  81  Ga.  536.  8  S.  E.  G30 ; 
Up, be  v.  Dnnlap,  .'il  N.  J.  Eq.  40.  25  Atl.  959  ; 
BeM  v.  I'ennsylvanla.  S.  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.  (N.  J.) 
f»  C  ent.  Rep.  138,  10  Atl.  741 ;  Boston  &  P.  R. 
Coiv.  V.  New  York  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.  13  R.  I.  260. 

Again,  though  not  actually  consenting  to  a 
corsolidatlon,  a  stockholder  may  estop  himself 
fn.m  questioning  its  validity,  as  where  he  ac- 
cepts stock  Issued  in  performance  of  an  agree- 
mr>Tit  of  consolidation,  and  raises  no  objection 
for  several  years.  Branch  v.  Jesup.  106  U.  S. 
46,S,  27  L.  ed.  279,  1  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  495. 

VL  Rights  and  rtmedirft  upon  unauthorized  con- 

aolidaiion. 

a.  Puhllo. 

Whenever  a  corporate  consolidation  takes 
pinr'e,  without  warrant  of  law.  under  no  mat- 
ter what  form,  there  is  a  usurpation  of  fran- 
chises which  the  state  attacks  by  quo  warranto, 
as  the  obvious  weapon  to  employ.  State  ex  rel. 
Brown  v.  Bailey,  16  Ind.  46,  79l  Am.  Dec.  405 ; 
State  ex  reL  Colllngs  v.  Beck,  81  Ind.  500 ;  State 
ex  rel.  Howard  v.  Crawfordsvllle  &  S.  Turnp.  Co. 
102  Ind.  283,  600,  1  N  E.  395,  400;  Distilling 
ft  Cattle  Feeding  Co.  v.  People  ex  rel.  Moloney, 
156  111.  448,  41  N.  E.  188 ;  People  v.  Boston,  11. 
X.  &  W.  R.  Co.  12  Abb.  N.  C.  230. 

Unlawful  corporate  consolidation  Is  a  capital 
offense  for  the  artlflcial  persons  who  engage  In 
it.  The  Judgment  of  corporate  death  to  the 
combining  companies  may  follow  as  a  result  of 
the  Illegal  transaction.  People  v.  North  River 
Sugar  Hp£.  Co.  121  N.  Y.  582,  9  L.  R.  A.  33,  24 
62  L.  R.  A. 


ating  any  tracks  or  street-railway  line  un- 
der or  by  virtue  of  said  council  bill  or  pro- 
posed ordinance,  and  from  doing  any  act 
or  thing  whatever  under  or  by  virtue  of 
said  council  bill  or  proposed  ordinance,  or 
any  other  ordinance  of  similar  'import  here- 
after enacted,"  until  the  further  order  of 
the  court,  except  that  they  may,  on  certain 
conditions,  file  an  acceptance  of  the  grant 
of  the  franchise  in  case  it  should  be  granted 
to  them.  This  appeal  is  from  that  order. 
The  respondents  move  to  dismiss  the  ap- 
peal, assigning  as  a  reason  therefor  that  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  appellants  have 
any  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the 
controversy.  They  argue  that  inasmuch  as 
the  court  refusetl  to  enjoin  the  city  from 
receiving  bids,  and  accepting  the  highest 
and  best  bid,  or  from  passing  the  ordinance, 
and  as  it  was  shown  at  the  hearing  that 


N.  E.  834  ;  East  Line  &  R.  River  R,  Co.  v.  State, 
75  Tex.  434,  12  S.  W.  690. 

The  penalty  may  not  be  Inflicted.  Offending 
corporations  have  been  permitted  to  resume 
their  corporate  functions  after  the  Illegal  con- 
solidation they  had  entered  into  was  dissolved. 
Crawfordsvllle  &  D.  Turnp.  Co.  v.  State  ex 
rel.  Howard,  102  Ind.  435,  1  N.  E.  864  ;  see  same 
parties  in  102  Ind.  283,  1  N.  E.  395,  and  102 
Ind.  600,  1  N.  E.  400. 

And  again,  the  state  has  In  such  cases  often 
resorted  to  the  milder  remedy  of  an  equity  suit 
for  an  injunt.'tion  to  prevent  the  commission  or 
carrying  Into  effect  of  ultra  vires  acts,  instead 
of  the  more  drastic  one  of  forfeiture  of  the  char- 
ter, since  quo  warranto  is  not  the  sole  avail- 
able procedure.  Trust  Co.  of  Georgia  v.  State, 
109  Ga.  736,  48  L,  R.  A.  520,  35  S.  B.  323; 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Com.  97  Ky.  675,  31 
S.  W.  476. 

Besides  being  subject  to  direct  attack  from 
the  state,  an  unauthorized  consolidation  may, 
in  New  York,  be  attacked  in  a  taxpayer's  ac- 
tion to  set  aside  or  annul  a  municipal  act  where 
such  is  a  necessary  factor  in  the  attempted 
consolidation.  Bohmer  v.  Ilaflfen,  161  N.  Y. 
390.  55  N.  E.  1047. 

And  In  New  Hampshire  apparently  such  a 
consolidation  Is  open  to  attack  by  any  citizen. 
Currier  v.  Concord  R.  Corp.  48  N.  II.  321. 

b.  Private. 

Ordinarily  an  original  charter  or  a  consolida- 
tion of  a  corporation  can  be  attacked  only  at 
the  instance  of  a  public  officer  in  the  name  of  the 
state.  When  such  officer  has  not  refused  to 
act,  and  the  statutory  forms  respecting  consoli- 
dation have  been  observed,  and  corporate  powers 
exercised  under  it  for  several  years,  the  Inquiry 
Into  the  validity  of  the  consolidation  and  pro- 
ceedings to  annul  It  must  be  instituted  by  the 
state  through  its  proper  officer.  Atchison,  T. 
&  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Sumner  County  Comrs.  51  Kan. 
617,  33  Pac.  312. 

Ihe  objection  that  a  consolidated  corporation 
has  no  legal  existence  is  one  that  can  be  taken 
only  by  the  state  in  direct  proceedings  by  Its 
attorney  general.  Individuals  cannot  maintain 
suit  to  determine  the  invalidity  or  nonexistence 
of  a  corporation — this  is  the  soverefgn's  pre- 
rogative. The  court  may,  on  Individual  com- 
plaint, pronounce  a  Judgment  upon  this  or  that 
transaction  of  an  impeached  body,  but  cannot 
decree  It  a  myth  or  conceived  in  fraud.  Bell  v. 
Pennsylvania.  S  ft  N.  E.  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  9  Cent. 
Rep.  138,  10  Atl.  741. 

But  it  does  not  follow  from  this  that  an  at- 
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there  were  bids  put  in  for  the  franchise, 
other  than  that  of  the  appellants,  it  will 
not  be  presumed  that  the  appellants  were 
the  highest  or  the  successful  bidders,  or 
that  they  have  now  any  interest  in  the 
controversy,*  but  that  an  affirmative  showing 
to  that  effect  must  be  made.  The  cases  of 
Utate  ex  rel.  Coiner  v.  Wickeraham,  16 
Wash.  161,  47  Pac.  421,  and  State  ew  rel 
Daniels  v.  Proaser,  16  Wash.  608,  48  Pac. 
262,  are  cited  in  support  of  the  motion. 
These  cases  lay  down  the  rule  that  where 
it  appears  affirmatively  by  the  record,  or 
it  is  made  so  to  appear  by  a  showing  out- 
side of  the  record,  that  the  matters  in  con- 
troversy between  the  parties,  or  the  rights 
originally  involved  in  the  action,  have 
ceased  to  exist,  this  court  will  dismiss  the 
appeal,  even  though  it  may  leave  the  ques- 
tion as  to  which  party  is  entitled  to  costs 


undetermined.  Further  than  this  the  cases 
do  not  go.  They  are  not  authority  for  tha 
proposition  that  the  court  will  dismiss  an 
appeal  because  a  contingency  could  happen 
which  would  determine  the  controversy, 
without  a  showing  that  such  contingency 
has  actually  happened.  The  rule  is  the 
other  way.  Where  it  appears  on  the  face  of 
the  record  that  the  appellant  had  an  appeal- 
able interest  in  the  controversy  at  the  fime 
the  judgment  appealed  from  is  entered 
against  him,  the  presumption  is  that  thia 
interest  continues  until  his  rights  are  fin- 
ally determined,  and  is  overcome  before 
that  time  only  by  an  affirmative  showing 
appearing  either  upon  the  face  of  the  rec- 
ord, or  by  extrinsic  evidence  that  such  in- 
terest has  ceased- to  exist.  As  nothing  ap- 
pears in  the  present  record  to  that  effect, 
the  motion  to  dismiss  will  be  denied. 


tempt  to  consolidate,  when  not  questioned  by 
the  state  itself,  is  good  against  all  others.  The 
authorities  do  not  sustain  lo  broad  a  proposi- 
tion. As  was  said  by  the  court  in  one  case : 
*'Our  attention  Is  called  to  no  case  In  which  it 
Is  held  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  general  law 
or  special  charter  or  other  statute  authorizing 
incorporation  or  consolidation,  as  the  case  may 
be,  and  also  In  the  absence  of  subsequent  iegris- 
iative  ratification,  the  Juristic  personality  of  a 
corporation  or  consolidated  corporation  is  com- 
plete and  conclusive  against  ail  the  world  ex- 
cept the  sovereign  power."  American  Loan  ft 
T.  Co.  V.  Minnesota  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  157  111.  641, 
42  N.  E.  153. 

1.  2^he  constituent  corparationa. 

One  of  the  first  questions  that  arises  when 
there  has  been  a  void  consolidation,  is,  What 
are  the  rights  and  remedies  of  the  constituent 
companies,  inter  set 

In  Ketcham  v.  Madison,  I.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  20 
Ind.  260,  an  appeal  by  a  Judgment  creditor  of 
a  consolidated  corporation  from  a  denial  of  his 
motion  for  an  execution  to  run  against  the  as- 
sets of  the  consolidating  companies,  the  court  In 
the  opinion  reversing  recites  that  in  a  prior 
action,  brought  by  one  constituent  against  the 
other  to  dissolve  the  consolidation,  it  was  ad- 
Judged  void,  and  the  consolidation  agreement 
was  set  aside  and  annulled,  and  the  constituents 
restored  to  their  antecedent  status;  but  the 
ground  upon  which  such  Judgment  went  1b  not 
set  forth. 

In  Peoria  ft  R.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Coal  Valley  MIn. 
Co.  68  111.  4Si),  the  court  refused  to  enforce 
an  agreement  in  a  consolidation  contract  where- 
by one  party  covenanted  not  to  transport  coal 
unless  it  paid  the  first  party  fifty  cents  a  ton. 

In  Greenville  Compress  &  W.  Co.  v.  Plant- 
ers* Compress  &  W.  Co.  70  Miss.  669,  13  So. 
879,  it  was  held  that  when  an  agreement  be- 
tween corporations  to  consolidate,  void  for  want 
of  legislative  sanction,  has  t>een  partly  carried 
out,  while  no  action  lies  upon  It,  yet  if  one  con- 
stituent has  benefited  at  the  expense  of  the  oth- 
er it  will  not  be  permitted  to  retain  the  benefit 
while  repudiating  the  agreement. 

To  the  like  effect  is  Manchester  ft  L.  R.  Co. 
V.  Concord  R.  Corp.  66  N.  H.  100,  9  L.  R.  A. 
689,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  319,  20  Atl.  383,  hold- 
ing that  when  a  contract  not  malum  in  se,  but 
only  malum  prohibitum,  has  been  fully  executed 
by  one  party,  and  the  other  has  failed  to  per- 
form, equity  will  afford  relief  unless  the  Invalid 
agreement  involves  positive  immorality. 

But  a  receiver  of  a  corporation  which  has 
been  dissolved  because  It  entered  into  an  il- 
52  L.  R.  A. 


legal  combination  of  corporations  cannot  main- 
tain an  action  against  another  corporation  in 
the  same  illegal  combination  to  recover  profits 
made  therein,  since  such  an  action  necessarily 
calls  for  the  enforcement  of  an  agreement  ad- 
Judged  unlawful  and  void.  Gray  v.  Oxnard 
Bros.  Co.  59  Hun,  887,  13  N.  Y.  Supp.  86. 

Under  the  Tennessee  statute  (Acts  1891,  chap. 
218),  declaring  Invalid  and  unlawful  all  com- 
binations, contracts,  arrangements,  etc.,  which 
tend  to  prevent  free  competition  in  sales  of 
home  grown  or  manufactured  commodities,  a 
recovery  in  the  courts  is  denied  to  every  plain- 
tiff entering  Into  the  obnoxious  confederation 
who  sues  upon  a  cause  of  action  accrued  In  con- 
nection therewith,  as,  in  this  case,  an  advance 
of  money  made  by  one  associate  to  another  in 
the  course  of  the  common  enterprise.  American 
Handle  Co.  v.  Standard  Handle  Co.  (Tenn.  Cb. 
App.)  59  S.  W.  709. 

2.  Stockholders. 

Everything  done  by  a  corporation,  not  au- 
thorized under  powers  expressly  or  by  necessary 
implication  conferred  by  law.  Is  voidable  at  the 
instance  of  stoclcholders  objecting,  and  not 
barred  of  relief  by  laches  or  an  estoppel.  Knoz- 
ville  V.  Knoxvllle  &  O.  R.  Co.  22  Fed.  758. 

In  Nathan  v.  Tomptclns,  82  Ala.  437,  2  So. 
747,  the  illegal  and  ultra  vires  character  of  the 
attempted  consolidation  in  question  was  ad- 
mitted, and  a  bill  filed  by  a  stoclcholder  to  an- 
nul so  far  as  accomplished,  and  to  prevent  the 
consolidation  of  two  domestic  street  railway 
companies  was  In  the  main  successful. 

The  relief  cnstomarily  sought  and  awarded 
a  dissentient  stockholder  against  an  illegal  con- 
solidation, or  one  where  his  assent  is  requisite 
to  perfect  a  legal  one.  Is  an  Injunction.  Mow- 
rey  v.  Indianapolis  ft  C.  R.  Co.  4  Blss.  78,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  9,891 ;  Botts  v.  Slmpsonvllle  ft  B.  C. 
Tump.  Road  Co.  88  Ky.  54,  2  L.  R.  A.  504.  10 
S.  W.  134 ;  Kean  v.  Johnson.  9  N.  J.  Eq.  401 ; 
Watson  V.  Harlem  ft  N.  Y.  Nav.  Co.  52  How. 
Pr.  348 ;  Stevens  v.  Rutland  ft  B.  R.  Co.  20  Vt. 
545. 

Yet  this  relief  may  be  refused  pendente  lite 
where  the  stoclcholder's  Interest  Is  small  and 
can  be  fully  protected  by  conserving  the  prop- 
erty until  final  Judgment  and  requiring  ample 
security.     McVlclcer  v.  Ross,  55  Barb.  247. 

The  stockholder  is  entitled  to  injunctive  re- 
lief notwithstanding  the  law  has  given  him 
the  right  to  apply  to  the  court  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  appraisers  to  appraise  the  value  of  his 
stock,  and  provided  that  upon  the  payment  of 
such  value  his  lights  as  a  stockholder  are  to 
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On  the  merits  of  the  controversy  the  ar- 
gument of  counsel  has  taken  a  wide  range, 
and  many  questions  are  diueussed  which  we 
think  are  immaterial  to  a  decision  of  the 
case  presented.  We  will  notice  only  those 
surrgested  by  respondents  as  reasons  for  an 
aflirmance  of  the  judgment.  The  principal 
contention  is  that  the  proposed  ordinance 
has  the  effect  of  extendinsf  the  time  of  cer- 
tain of  the  street-railway  franchises  now  ex- 
isting in  the  city  of  tSeattle,  and  is  thus 
in  violation  of  §  20  of  article  4  of  the  city 
charter,  above  quoted.  The  learned  counsel 
for  the  respondents  take  the  position — at 
least,  we  are  able  to  draw  no  other  conclu- 
sion from  their  argument, — that  it  matters 
not  whether  the  ordinance  granting  the  new 
franchise  contains  conditions  totally  at  va- 
riance with  the  conditions  of  the  ordinances 
granting  the  existing  franchises,  or  whether 


the  franchise  be  granted  to  the  persons  own- 
ing the  existing  franchises,  or  put  up  at 
auction  and  sold  to  the  highest  bidder,  or 
whether  the  ordinance  provides  for  an  en- 
tire system  of  street  railways,  which  may 
be  constructed  without  reference  to  any  ex- 
isting system,  it  is  nevertheless,  in  effect, 
but  an  extension  of  the  time  of  the  exi.sting 
franchises,  so  long  as  it  permits  the  tangi- 
ble property  of  the  street-railway  systems 
now  being  operated  under  existing  fran- 
chises to  be  used  in  the  new  s^^atem  of 
street  railways  to  he  o])erated  under  the 
new  franchise.  Speaking  of  the  proposed 
ordinance,  they  say  (we  quote  from  the 
brief)  :  "The  ordinance,  by  its  terms,  pro- 
vides that  the  acquisition  of  any  portion 
of  existing  street  railways  shall  be  equiva- 
lent to  new  construction,  and  further  pro- 
vides for  the  filing  of  releases  of  existing 


cease.     Langan   ▼.    Francklyn,   29   Abb.   N.   C. 
102,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  404. 

There  Is,  says  the  court,  in  effect  one  case, 
a  dictum,  whicb  seems  to  favor  the  doctrine  that 
a  stockholder  has  not  a  right  to  object  to  a 
consolidation,  but  when  he  does  not  enter  the 
consolidated  company  may  withdraw  his  share 
In  the  capital  stock  and  have  an  injunction  un- 
til he  is  secured ;  but  it  is  added  that  while  this 
may  be  true,  if  the  objecting  stockholder  chooses 
to  adopt  that  course,  it  is  not  his  only  remedy. 
To  require  such  a  stockholder  to  sell  out  his 
stock,  or  abandon  It,  or  else  Join  the  consolidated 
company,  would  probably  be  a  violation  of  his 
contract.  State  es  reh  Brown  v.  Bailey,  16  Ind. 
46,  79  Am.  Dec.  405,  McDonald,  J. 

While  there  is  no  doubt  that  a  dissenting 
stockholder  cannot  be  forced  Into  a  consoli- 
dated company  nor  obliged  to  take  stock  there- 
in for  his  holdings  (Lauman  v.  Lebanon  Valley 
R.  Co.  30  Pa.  42,  72  Am.  Dec.  685),  and  that  his 
rights  in  this  respect  are  unaffected  by  the  leg- 
islative sanction  to  the  consolidation  he  opposes 
(Clfcarwaler  v.  Meredith,  68  U.  S.  25,  sub  nom. 
Ferguson  v.  Meredith,  17  L.  ed.  604),  yet  it 
is  not  so  clear  that  such  a  stockholder  can  pre- 
vent altogether  the  carrying  into  etfect  of  a 
consolidation  sanctioned  by  the  state  and  de- 
sired by  the  majority  of  the  stockholders.  All 
he  can  do  is  to  prevent  it  until  due  compensation 
is  made  him  for  his  holdings. 

If  a  consolidation  is  demanded  by  the  public* 
interest  and  desired  by  a  majority  of  the  stock- 
holders as  well,  and  no  other  way  of  disposing 
of  the  objections  of  a  recalcitrant  stockholder 
appears,  the  power  of  eminent  domain  may  be 
Invoked,  it  is  suggested,  to  condemn  his  hold- 
ings. I;lack  ▼.  Delaware  &  R.  Canal  Co.  24  N. 
J.  £q.  455. 

In  Massachusetts,  it  is  said,  there  is  no  doubt 
of  the  right  of  a  corporation  established  solely 
for  trading  and  manufacturing  i)urpose8,  and 
not  for  objects  quasi  public,  such  as  railroads, 
canals,  and  turnpikes,  to  close  its  business  and 
transfer  its  assets  by  a  majority  vote  of  its 
stockholders  if  they  in  a  sound  discretion  and 
good  faith  deem  it  wise.  And  if  stock  in  the 
purchasing  cori>oratlon  Is  taken  In  payment 
thii  does  not  make  the  transaction  an  illegal 
one,  the  stock  being  for  those  willing  to  take 
it  and  convert  It  Into  money  for  those  who  re- 
fuse. Treadwell  v.  Salisbury  Mfg.  Co.  7  Gray, 
393.  66  Am.  Dec.  490. 

And  under  the  Ohio  statute  of  3890  (87  Ohio 
I^ws,  159)  a  dissenting  stockholder,  on  con- 
solidation, must  be  paid  the  value  of  his  fstock, 
and  need  not  make  a  demand  for  It  before  the 
fl)ing  with  the  secretary  of  state  of  the  ratify- 
f>2  L.  R.  A. 


ing  agreement,  as  the  company  is  l)ound  to  as- 
certain who,  if  any,  of  its  stockholders  refuse 
to  convert  their  holdings.  Pittsburgh,  C,  &  St, 
L.  R.  Co.  V.  Garrett,  50  Ohio  St.  405,  34  N.  E. 
498. 

In  a  case  where  the  court  concluded  that  a 
consolidation  was  unauthorized  and  wrongful  as 
ngalnst  an  objecting  stockholder,  and  having 
been  carried  out  by  a  wrongful  appropriation 
of  his  equity  in  his  stock,  that  the  consolidated 
company  was  liable  to  him  for  its  value,  al- 
though the  members  of  the  court  were  not  agreed 
upon  the  premises  or  reasoning  from  which 
their  conclusion  proceeded,  except  that  there 
had  been  a  fundamental  change  effected  in  the 
corporation  the  plaintiff  subscribed  to,  by  means 
of  such  consolidation,  it  was  decided  that, 
while  the  laches  of  the  protesting  stockholder 
barred  his  right  to  an  Injunction,  it  did  not 
cut  him  off  from  his  damages,  and  these  were 
the  full  value  of  his  stock,  although  he  had 
only  partly  paid  for  It.  International  &  G.  N. 
R.  Co.  V.  Bremond,  53  Tex.  06. 

When  a  corporate  combination  has  been  ad- 
judged Illegal  and  void  a  shareholder  in  It  can 
force  an  accounting  and  distribution  of  the  as- 
sets. Havemeyer  v.  Brooklyn  Sugar  Ref.  Co. 
2iJ  Abb.  N.  C.  157. 

And  the  subscribers  to  a  fund  raised  and  In- 
trusted to  a  committee  to  expend  in  completing 
a  continuous  line  of  railroad  in  three  states, 
by  the  consolidation  of  three  railroads,  one  in 
each,  can  compel  an  accounting,  and  when  it 
appears  that  one  of  the  roads  was  unable  to 
obtain  legislative  consent  to  consolidate  with 
the  other  two,  and  so  was  not  entitled  to  any 
of  the  fund,  the  committee  is  personally  liable 
for  all  of  the  fund  speut  in  completing  that  road. 
Gould  V.  Seney,  31  N.  Y.  S.  R.  729,  9  N.  Y. 
Supp.  818. 

A  bank  stockholder  cannot  claim  a  quota  of 
the  additional  shares  issued  by  his  corporation 
for  distribution  in  lieu  of  their  holdings  to  the 
stockholders  In  another  bank  to  be  consolidated 
with  the  issuing  corporation  upon  the  allega- 
tion that  the  consolidation  la  ultra  vires.  If 
the  consolidation  is  void,  it  is  so  in  toto, — the 
increase  of  stock  with  the  rest  of  the  proceed- 
ings. If  the  increase  of  stock  is  valid.  It  be- 
longs to  the  shareholders  of  the  bank  taken  in. 
Bonnet  v.  First  Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.) 
«0  a.  W.  325. 

And  when  a  legislative  act  authorizes  three 
Insurance  companies  to  consolidate,  with  a  pro- 
viso that  the  consolidntion  shall  not  take  6ffect 
until  it  is  accepted  by  the  members  of  the  re- 
sppctive  constituent  companies,  a  policy  holder 
in  one  of  the  consolidating  companies  does  net, 
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franchises,  and  this  to  the  end  that  the 
old  franchises  would,  of  necessity,  and  ipso 
facto,  be  extended  under  the  new  franchise. 
We  repeat,  the  test  of  the  validity  of  the 
proposed  ordinance  505  is  not  what  the 
grantees  might  or  might  not  do  thereun- 
der, but  what  they  are  given  the  right  to 
do  thereunder.  The  ordinance,  by  provid- 
ing for  the  acquisition  of  existing  fran- 
chises, and  bringing  the  street  railways  un- 
der the  operation  of  the  proposed  fran- 
chise, hat  the  eilect  of  bringing  the  same 
under  the  provisions  of  the  proposed  fran- 
chise, and  thereby,  of  necessity,  extending 
the  peHod  of  the  existence  of  the  old  fran- 
chises." Again:  **If  the  proposed  ordi- 
nance is  not  a  violation  of  said  §  20  of  the 
city  charter,  then  appellants  can,  five  years 
hence,  again  do  that  which  they  are  now 
seeking  to  have  done,  viz.,  apply  to  the  city 


council  for  a  franchise  covering  the  same 
routes  embraced  in  the  propojsed  franchise, 
and  adding  thereto  additional  routes  and 
provisions,  either  important  or  unimpor- 
tant, and  ask  the  passage  of  an  ordinance 
similar  to  ordinance  5<J5  for  a  peiiod  of 
forty  or  fifty  years;  and,  if  tlieir  conten- 
tion in  this  case  is  correct,  then  it  is  also 
correct  to  say  that,  should  it,  by  the  pro- 
posed ordinance,  for  forty  or  fifty  years,  be 
provided  that  the  acquisition  by  purchase 
of  any  existing  street  railway  and  the  sur- 
render of  existing  franchises  to  the  city, 
be  made,  that  such  proposed  franchise  of 
forty  or  fifty  years,  covering  almost,  if  not 
in  its  entirety,  the  provisions  of  ordinance 
505,  would  not  be  in  violation  of  §  20  of  the 
city  charter.  This  process  could  be  repeat- 
ed from  time  to  time,  ad  infinitum,  and 
never  would  the  contingency  happen  of  any 


by  mere  silence  and  Inaction  on  his  part,  be- 
come a  member  of  the  consolidated  comi>any  so 
as  to  entitle  him  to  recover  of  It  on  his  policy. 
Until  his  afflrmative  consent  is  given  his  rights 
are  against  the  company  only  which  issued  his 
policy.  Gardner  y.  llamllton  Mat.  Ins.  Co.  83 
N.  Y.  421. 

8.  Suhscrihers  to  stock. 

As  a  general  rule  a  subscriber  to  the  stock 
of  a  corporation  which  afterwards  consolidates 
with  another  corporation  is  thereby  released 
from  his  enfragement  to  take  and  pay  for  stock 
if  such  consolidation  was  without  his  consent 
and  without  legislatlye  sanction  at  tfie  time  he 
subscribed.  McCray  v.  Junction  R,  Co.  9  Ind. 
858 :  Kooe  v.  Junction  R.  Co.  10  Ind.  03 ;  Martin 
▼.  Junction  R.  Co.  12  Ind.  605 :  State  ex  rel. 
Brown  v.  Bailey,  16  Ind.  46,  70  Am.  Dec.  405 ; 
Shelbyvllle  &  R.  Turnp.  Co.  v.  Barnes,  42  Ind. 
408. 

And  even  when  a  valid  consolidation  takes 
place  under  legislative  sanction  It  Is  essential 
to  prove  its  completion  and  compliance  with 
every  statutory  requisite  In  order  to  recover 
upon  an  unpaid  subscription  to  stock.  Mans- 
field, C.  &  L.  M.  H.  Co.  V.  Drinker.  30  Mich. 
V24  ;  Tuttie  v.  Michigan  Air  Line  R.  Co.  35  Mich. 
247. 

But,  notwithstanding  the  invalidity  or  Ir- 
regularity of  a  corporate  consolidation  arising 
from  a  want  of  any  perfected  organization  of  the 
consolidating  companies,  subscribers  to  the 
stock  thereof  who  consented,  or  who  at  least 
after  due  opportunity  did  not  object,  to  the 
consolidation  are  liable  to  the  creditors  of  the 
con.solldated  company  for  the  amounts  un- 
paid on  their  subscriptions.  Hamilton  v.  Clar- 
ion, M.  &  1*.  K.  Co.  144  Pa.  34.  nub  uom.  Hamil- 
ton V.  Jackson,  13  L.  R.  A.  77i),  23  Atl.  &3. 

4.  Creditors,    bondholders,    and    others. 

Ordinarily  the  legislative  consent  to  a  cor- 
porate consolidation  is  given  with  the  proviso 
that  the  new  company  shall  be  liable  for  all 
the  debts  of  the  old  ones.  But  a  general  stat- 
i:te  so  providing  for  the  case  of  any  two  or 
more  companies  consolidating  Is  not  retroactive, 
and  has  no  application  to  a  conHoIidatlon  ef- 
fected long  before  Its  enactment.  Hatcher  v. 
Toledo,  \V.  &  W    R.  Co.  <;2   III.  477. 

And  when  a  consolidation  is  illegal  and  void 
no  recovery  can  be  had  on  notes  given  to  carry 
out  the  scheme.  Tompkins  v.  Compton,  93  Ga. 
520,  21  S.  ]•:.  70. 

And  when,  without  authority  of  Inw.  sepa- 
rately "bartered  railroads  built  to  operate  dis- 
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tlnct  lines  undertake  to  consolidate  by  private 
agreement,  and  the  president  gives  notes  in  the 
name  assumed  by  the  nominal  consolidation  for 
the  purchase  price  of  a  steamboat  to  run  in 
connection  with  the  traffic  of  the  constituent 
roads,  there  being  no  law  allowing  such  steam- 
boat connection,  the  acts  are  ultra  vires,  and 
the  holder  cannot  recover  on  the  notes  In  a  suit 
against  the  roads  Jointly  after  the  illegal  con- 
solidation has  l>een  dissolved,  and  this  notwith- 
standing the  steamboat  Is  retained.  I*earce  v. 
Madison  &  I.  R.  Co.  21  How.  441,  16  L.  ed.  184. 

But  supposing  a  consolidation  invalid  for  ir- 
regularity of  procedure,  a  mortgage  given  by 
the  consolidated  company  is  not  impaired  there- 
by. Racine  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Farmers'  Loan  & 
T.  Co.  40  111.  331,  95  Am.  Dec.  595. 

In  an  action  on  county  bonds  regularly  voted 
and  Issued  in  aid  of  a  railroad  it  was  con- 
tended in  defense  that  the  consolidation  was 
void  because  when  It  was  effected  no  work  what- 
ever had  been  done  on  one  of  the  constituent 
roads,  and  the  statute  only  authorized  a  union 
of  any  two  or  more  roads  wholly  or  in  part 
constructed :  but  such  defense  was  held  unavail- 
ing upon  several  grounds,  chiefly,  that  the  stat- 
ute applied  when  any  one  of  the  roads  had  been 
partly  constructed,  that  the  county  was  es- 
topped by  a  recital  in  the  bonds  that  all  require- 
ments of  law  hfld  been  met,  and  finally,  that  the 
plaintilT  was  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value  with- 
out notice.  Washburn  v.  Cass  County,  3  Dill. 
251,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,213. 

In  another  action  upon  bonds  of  the  same 
character  to  the  defense  that  after  the  author- 
izing vote  there  had  been  a  consolidation  In- 
valid for  lack  of  assent  1>y  all  the  stockholders, 
the  court  decided  that  the  validity  of  the  con- 
solidation could  not  be  questioned  collaterally 
in  that  suit,  but  was  open  to  attack  only  in  a 
direct  action  properly  brought  by  a  stockholder 
for  that  purpose.  Warrener  v.  Kankakee  Coun- 
ty, Fed.  Cas.  No.  17.205. 

I'pon  the  consolidating  of  a  corporation 
which  has  outstanding  bonds  that  by  the  terms 
of  the  consolidation  the  holder  Is  at  liberty  to 
convert  into  stock,  a  bondholder,  who  Is  also 
a  stockholder  and  in  his  character  as  such  con- 
sented to  and  promoted  the  consolidation,  la  not 
entitled  to  convert  his  bonds  into  the  equivalent 
stt'Ck,  when  he.  being  cognizant,  neglected  the 
opportunity  so  to  do  at  the  time  of  the  consoli- 
dation :  but  his  right  Is  thereafter  limited  to  the 
collection  of  the  debt  represented  by  the  l)onda. 
Tapart  v.  Northern  C.   \i.  Co.  20  Md.  557. 

In  Livingston  v.  People's  Oasllght  &  C  Co. 
3  Chicago  L.  J.  420.  an  injunction  and  receiver- 
ship were  refused  a  bondholder  in  three  out  of 
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Btree^-^ail\vay  franchise  getting  within 
three  years  of  its  expiration.  V\  e  respeol- 
fully  submit  that  the  very  statement  of  the 
proposition  carries  its  own  refutation." 
(The  italics  are  counsel's.)  This  reason- 
ing, it  seems  to  us,  not  only  assumes  that 
the  tangible  propert}"  used  in  ine  operation 
of  the  railway  system,  and  the  right  by 
which  it  is  operated  on  the  streets  of  the 
municipality, — the  franchise, — are  one  and 
the  same  thing,  hut  it  assumes  tliat  the  city 
of  Seattle  is  without  power  either  to  grant 
a  new  franchise  for  a  street  railway  along 
a  street  upon  which  there  is  an  existing 
railway  operated  under  an  existing  fran- 
chise, or  to  accept  or  permit  a  voluntary 
surrender  of  an  existing  franchise.  It 
ought  not  to  require  argument  to  prove  that 
the  franchise  under  which  a  street  railway 
is  operated  is  separate  and  distinct  from  the 
tangible  property  used  in  the  operation  of 
that  railway.  The  franoiiise,  while  it  is 
property,  is  in  its  nature  but  a  permit  to 
use  the  streets  of  the  municipality  in  a 
particular  way    for    a    particular  purpose. 


The  tangible  property — ^the  railway  tracks, 
the  cars,  and  other  equipments — is  but  a 
part  of  the  means  necessary  to  a  successful 
operation  of  the  railway  Jsysteui,  and  can  no 
more  be  a  part  of  the  francliise  under  wliich 
the  system  is  being  operate<i  than  can  the 
labor  of  the  individuals  who  control  and 
direct  its  operation.  Neither  does  the  city, 
by  the  mere  grant  of  a  franchise  for  the 
operation  of  a  street  railway  upon  its 
streets,  become  the  owner  of  the  tangible 
property  used  in  the  operation  of  that  rail- 
way. Nor,  unless  the  ordinance  granting 
the  franchise  so  expressly  provides,  can  it 
become  such  owner  by  the  forfeiture  or  ter- 
mination by  limitation  of  the  franchise.  As 
none  of  the  ordinances  granting  the  fran- 
chises which  the  proposed  ordinance  permits 
to  be  surrendered  contain  such  a  provision, 
the  tangible  property  of  the  railway  sys- 
tems, if  such  surrender  be  made,  will  con- 
tinue to  be  the  property  of  its  then  owners. 
This  being  true,  there  can  be  no  more  rea- 
son for  saying  that  the  continued  use  of 
this  tangible  property  is  the  continued  use 


ten  (onsolidatiDg  companies  for  the  making  and 
vending  of  gas,  which  united  pursuant  to  an  act 
of  the  legislature,  on  the  ground  that  the  com- 
plainant was  not  Injured,  and  the  act,  although 
contrary  to  the  past  policy  of  the  state  respect- 
ing trusts  and  monopolies,  was  within  the  con- 
stitutional powers  of  the  legislature,  and  if  the 
public  at  large  sufTered  by  the  consolidation  only 
the  state  could  complain. 

In  Delaware  &  R.  Canal  Co.  ▼.  Camden  &  A. 
R.  Co.  i:>  N.  J.  Eq.  13  ;  s.  c,  16  N.  J.  Eq.  321, 
a  railroad  corporation  which  had  been  granted 
by  the  state  an  exclusive  franchise  to  transport 
freight  and  passengers  between  New  York  and 
Philadelphia,  sought  an  injunction  against  the 
practical  consolidation  of  two  other  roads  which, 
when  unltod  In  the  manner  proposed,  would 
form  a  continuous  line  between  those  cities,  and 
thus  deprive  the  complainant  of  its  monopoly 
rights. 

The  application  for  an  Injunction  pendente 
lite  upon  the  bill  and  answer  was  refused  by  the 
chancellor  In  the  first  Instance  upon  the  ground 
that  all  the  equities  of  the  bill  were  denied, 
but  upon  a  renewal  after  new  allegations  and 
proofs  were  In  was  granted  so  far  as  through 
traffic  wa."j  concerned,  and  afterwards,  on  ap- 
peal to  the  court  of  errors  and  appeals,  the  de- 
cree was  widened  so  as  to  apply  to  all  traffic 
from  either  terminal  past  the  poipt  of  Junction, 
and  in  other  respects  affirmed.  Rarltan  &  D. 
B.  R.  Co.  V.  Delaware  &  B.  Canal  Co.  18  N.  J. 
£q.  540. 

The  case  Is  notable  as  an  example  of  protec- 
tion by  Injunction  afforded  to  a  third  party  sus- 
taining special  injury  by  a  proposed  consolida- 
tion. 

When  a  consolidation  is  Illegal  and  void  each 
of  the  corporations  a  party  to  It  continues  In 
existence  unaffected  by  it  as  to  all  duties  and 
obligations, — hence,  a  railroad  thus  situated  Is 
liable  for  Injuries  resulting  from  the  negligence 
of  the  operators  of  the  road  under  the  guise  of 
the  supposed  consolidated  company.  Latham 
▼.  no8tun,  n.  T,  &  \V.  R.  Co.  38  Hun.  265. 

And  a  policy  holder  In  a  mutual  benefit  life 
Insurance  company  may  maintain *an  action  for 
damages,  at  least  to  the  extent  of  his  premiums 
paid  against  the  directors  of  the  company  wliidi 
Issued  his  policy,  when,  by  their  unlavsfnl  ac- 
tion, his  company  has  been  consolidated  with 
another,  and  the  consolidated  company  declines 
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to  continue  the  risk.  The  fact  that  he  applied 
to  the  consolidated  company  for  reinsurance  Is 
no  bar.  (irayson  v.  Wllloughby,  78  Iowa,  83,  4 
U  R.  A.  3G5,  42  N.  W.  591. 

VII.  Summai'y. 

The  reader  Is  referred  to,  and  should  consult, 
the  annotated  cases  and  noten  in  prior  volumes 
of  the  L.  R.  A.  Reports,  relating  to  different 
phases  of  corporate  consolidalion.  These  are 
as  follows  :  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  State  (Tex.) 
1  L.  R.  A.  849 ;  State  ex  rel.  Leese  v.Chlcago,  B. 
&  Q.  R.  Co.  (Xeb.)  2  L.  II.  A.  u«4  ;  Botts  v.  Slmp- 
sonville  &  B.  C.  Turnp.  Co.  (Ky.)  2  L.  R.  A. 
504 :  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Boney 
(!nd.)  3  L.  R.  A.  4:i5  :  Grayson  v.  Wllloughby 
(Iowa)  4  L.  R.  A.  365:  Cantillon  v.  Dubuque 
iV.  X.  W.  R.  Co.  (Iowa)  5  L.  R.  A.  726;  People 
cjr  rel.  Peabody  v.  Chicago  Gas  Trust  Co.  (111.) 
8  L.  R.  A.  499;  Hamilton  v.  Jackson  (Pa.)  13 
L,  R.  A.  779;  Chicago  &  I.  Coal  R.  Co.  v. 
Hall  (Ind.)  23  L.  R.  A.  231;  State  ex  rel, 
Xolan  V.  Montana  R.  Co.  (Mont.)  45  L.  R.  A. 
271. 

As  the  foregoing  review  has  shown,  the  right 
to  consolidate  is  dependent  upon,  first,  the  leg- 
islative sanction  expressed  in  some  form  or 
other,  and  secondly,  the  consent  of  the  members 
of  the  consolidating  companies.  The  legislative 
sanction  must  always  be  expressly  given,  and 
never  can  be  implied ;  but  It  may  be  antecedent 
or  subsequent  to  the  consolidation  sanctioned. 
If  antecedent  it  Is  expressed  either  In  the  acts 
of  incorporation  of  the  consolidating  companies, 
or  In  a  statute  applying  either  to  consolidation 
In  general,  or  to  the  particular  consolidation 
concerned.  If  subsequent.  It  Is  expressed  by 
an  act  of  ratification,  confirmation,  or  distinct 
recognition. 

The  sanction  of  the  members  Is  expressed  or 
Implied  from  the  existence  of  statutory  power 
to  consolidate  at  the  time  their  membership  be- 
gins, or  from  laches  or  acquiescent  action  upon 
their  part. 

These  are  the  underlying  and  controlling 
principles  that  will  be  found  to  have  b^en  ap- 
plied In  every  case  of  corporate  consolidation 
that  has  come  l>efore  the  American  courts, 
whether  held  valid  or  Invalid.  J.  B.  G. 


892 


Washington  Sufremb  Coubt. 


Aug., 


of  the  franchise,  than  there  can  be  for  say- 
ing that  the  use  of  any  other  property  of 
like  kind  would  have  that  effect.  Only  upon 
the  theory  that  the  tangible  property  of  the 
railway  system  and  the  franchise  under 
which  it  is  being  operated  are  one  and  the 
same  thing,  can  it  be  said  that  the  continued 
use  of  the  one  is  the  continued  use  of  the 
other.  We  think  counsel  have  attached  un- 
due importance  to  this  provision  of  the  pro- 
posed ordinance.  Had  it  not  been  pro- 
vided that  the  existing  railways,  on  the  sur- 
render of  the  franchises  under  which  they 
are  being  operated,  shall  be  deemed  new  con- 
struction, to  the  extent  that  they  shall  be 
made  to  conform  to  the  requirements  of  the 
proposed  ordinance,  this  would  have  been 
the  effect  of  the  ordinance  in  any  event. 
Without  this  provision,  all  the  city  could 
have  required  would  have  been  a  street  rail- 
way constructed  in  accordance  with  the  re- 
quirements  of  the  ordinance.  It  reserved 
no  right  to  dictate  from  whom  the  material 
used  in  the  construction  of  the  railway 
should  be  purchased,  nor  what  particular 
material  should  be  used  in  that  construc- 
tion. These  matters  were  left  to  the  discre- 
tion of  the  purchasers  of  the  franchise.  If, 
then,  they  purchased  a  railway  track  which 
complied  with- the  terms  of  the  ordinance, 
on  what  theoi-y  could  the  city  have  prohib- 
ited its  use?  Must  the  idle  ceremony  of 
tearing  it  up  and  relaying  it  be  gone 
through  with?  It  would  seem  not;  and 
much  less  would  it  seem  that  the  grant  of 
a  franchise  accompanied  by  permission  to 
do  a  particular  thing,  which  the  grantee 
may  lawfully  do  without  such  permission, 
would  change  the  nature  of  the  grant. 

The  assumption  that  the  city  has  not  pow- 
er to  grant  a  franchise  for  a  street  railway 
along  a  street  upon  which  there  is  an  ex- 
isting street  railway  operated  under  an  ex- 
isting franchise,  or  to  accept  the  voluntary 
surrender  of  an  existing  franchise,  is  equal- 
ly without  foundation.  As  we  have  shown, 
the  present  city  charter  expressly  provides 
that  no  exclusive  franchise  or  privilege  for 
the  use  of  any  street  shall  be  granted;  and 
the  ordinances  granting  the  franchises 
which  were  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the 
adoption  of  the  present  city  charter,  and 
which  may  be  affected  by  the  proposed  or- 
dinance, all  contain  provisions  to  the  effect 
that  the  franchise  thereby  granted  shall  not 
be  deemed  exclusive.  To  the  objection  that 
the  provisions  of  the  charter  under  w^hich 
these  franchises  were  granted  control  on  this 
question,  and  that  this  charter  is  not  before 
us,  it  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  say  that  the 
presumption  is  that  all  the  provisions  of  the 
ordinances  are  within  the  powers  of  the 
charter  which  authorized  them,  and  that 
this  presumption  continues  until  the  con- 
trary is  shown.  The  second  proposition  seem.s 
equally  free  from  doubt.  By  tlie  charter  of 
the  city  of  Seattle,  all  legislative  power  is 
vested  in  the  mayor  and  city  council.  In 
addition  "to  this  general  power,  by  the  ninth 
subdivision  of  §  18  of  article  4  the  city  coun- 
cil is  given  power  *'to  authorize  or  proliibit 
the  locating  and  constructing  of  any  rail- 
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road  or  street  railroad  in  any  street,  alley, 
or  public  place  of  the  city,"  and  **to  provide 
for  the  alteration,  change  of  grade,  or  re- 
moval thereof."  While  it  may  be  doubted 
whether  this  grant  of  powers  would  author- 
ize the  city  council,  against  the  consent  of 
the  owners  of  an  existing  franchise,  operat- 
ing a  street  railway  thereunder,  to  compel 
the  removal  of  the  railway  and  a  surrender 
of  the  franchise,  so  long  as  such  owners 
were  operating  it  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  the  ordinance  under  which  the  fran- 
chise was  granted,  yet  it  is  ample  to  vest 
in  the  city  council  the  absolute  control  of 
the  city's  interests  in  the  franchises,  and 
make  the  mayor  and  city  council  the  sole 
representative  of  the  public  interest  in- 
volved. Stated  in  another  way,  the  general 
public  of  .the  city  can  have  no  such  interest 
in  the  maintenance  of  a  street  railway  or 
the  existence  of  a  franchise  as  to  prevent 
the  removal  of  the  one  or  the  surrender  of 
the  other  against  the  will  of  the  legislative 
authority  of  the  city.  And,  as  there  is  no 
express  provision  in  the  charter  which  for- 
bids the  exercise  of  this  powpr,  there  is  no 
reason  why  these  franchises  may  not  be  sur- 
rendered by  the  mutual  consent  of  the  city 
council  and  the  owners  of  the  franchises. 

Counsel  have  laid  much  stress  iipon  the 
facts  that  the  names  of  the  ap{)ellants  are  in- 
serted in  the  title  and  body  of  the  proposed 
ordinance;  that  the  appellants  have  already 
acquired  certain  of  the  existing  franchises, 
and  a  controlling  interest  in  certain  of  the 
others;  and  that  they  testified  that  they  in- 
tended, did  they  become  the  purchasers  of 
the  new  franchise,  to  procure  all  of  the  out- 
standing franchises,  surrender  them  to  the 
city,  and  operate  the  existing  railway  sys- 
tems, so  far  as  it  was  permissible  so  to  do, 
as  one  system,  under  the  new  franchise,  all 
of  which,  they  argue,  is  inconsistent  with 
the  idea  that  a  new  and  independent  fran- 
chise was  intended  to.  be  granted.  But  if 
the  courts  were  permitted  to  determine  the 
validity  of  an  ordinance  because  of  the  mo- 
tives of  the  city  council  which  passed  it,  or 
of  the  motives  of  those  who  may  expect  to 
prove  its  beneficiaries,  the  facts  recited  are 
no  more  inconsistent  with  the  conclusion 
that  the  purpose  of  the  city  council  in  pass- 
ing the  present  ordinance  was  to  grant  a 
new  and  independent  franchise,  than  it  is 
with  the  conclusion  that  their  purpose  was 
to  extend  the  time  of  those  now  existing. 
The  courts,  however,  will  not  generally  de- 
termine the  validity  of  an  ordinance  by  in- 
quiries of  this  kind.  If  an  ordinance  be 
lawful  upon  its  face, — if  it  be  passed  in  due 
form  of  law,  and  be  within  the  scope  of  the 
powers  of  the  council, — the  courts  will  usu- 
ally presume  it  to  be  what  upon  its  face  it 
purports  to  be,  and  determine  its  validity 
from  its  prescribed  terms,  rather  than  by  in- 
stituting an  inquiry  into  the  motives  of  the 
members  of  t)\e  council  which  passed  it,  or 
into  the  motives  of  those  who  prove  its  bene- 
ficiaries. Indeed,  if  the  power  to  declare 
an  ordinance  which  is  valid  upon  its  face 
invalid,  beosiuse  of  the  motives  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  council  who  voted  for  it,  rests 
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with  the  courts  at  all,  it  dees  so  only  in 
those  cases  where  actual  fraud  is  shown. 
And  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  city  council 
there  is  nothing  in  the  present  record. 
True,  conspiracy  and  fraud  are  alleged  in 
the  complaint,  but  no  cndence  was  tend- 
ered to  support  these  allegations,  while,  on 
the  other  hand,  conspiracy  and  fraud  are 
emphatically  denied,  both  in  the  answers 
filed,  and  in  the  affidavits  used  at  the  hear- 
ing. Laying  aside  all  ulterior  inquiries, 
and  considering  the  ordinance  solely  with 
reference  to  the  terms  of  the  charter,  it  is 
clear  that  it  cannot  be  held  to  extend  the 
time  of  any  of  the  existing  franchises.  Of 
this  there  can  be  rationally  no  two  opinions. 
To  extend  the  time  of  a  franchise  is  to  give 
one  >\hich  presently  exists  a  longer  time  to 
operate  in  than  that  to  which  it  was  or- 
iginally limited.  It  is  to  continue  it  in  the 
hands  of  its  then  owners,  without  change  in 
its  terms  or  conditions,  for  a  longer  period 
than  that  for  which  it  would  otherwise  con- 
tinue. The  proposed  ordinance  does  not  do 
this.  On  the  contrary,  it  provides  for  the 
surrender  and  termination  of  existing  fran- 
chises. Unless  words  have  lost  their  mean- 
ing, to  surrender  and  terminate  a  franchise 
cannot  be  an  extension  of  the  time  of  that 
franchise.  If,  however,  it  be  conceded  that 
the  grant  of  a  new  fratichise  to  the  holders 
of  an  existing  one  would,  under  the  charter 
provision  in  question,  be  held  to  be  but  an 
extension  of  the  time  of  the  existing  fran- 
chise in  a  case  where  the  new  franchise  ex- 
tended for  a  longer  period  of  time  than  the 
old,  and  their  terms  and  conditions  did  not 
xnaterially  differ,  such  concession  would  not 
aid  the  respondents  here,  as  no  question  of 
that  kind  is  presented  by  the  present  record. 
The  city  council  do  not  propose  to  grant  a 
new  franchise  to  the  owners  of  the  existing 
franchises,  but  to  the  person  or  persons  who 
will  pay  the  most  for  it.  It  is  to  be 
granted  upon  terms  materially  and  essenti- 
ally difTerent  from  the  terms  of  any  of  the 
existing  franchises.  Under  the  ordinance 
providing  for  it,  a  system  of  street  railways 
may  be  constructed  without  reference  to  or 
interference  with  any  of  the  existing  sys- 
tems of  railways.  In  fine,  unless  it  be  held 
that  the  grant  of  any  new  fr^inchise  for  a 
street  railway  along  a  street  upon  which 
there  is  an  existing  railway  operated  under 
an  existing  franchise  would  be  an  extension 
of  the  time  of  the  existing  franchise,  if  the 
period  of  existence  of  the  new  should  happen 
to  be  longer  than  the  old,  there  can  be  no 
reason  for  holding  that  the  intended  grant 
will  extend  the  time  of  the  existing  fran- 
chises. 

It  is  next  said  that  the  proposed  ordin- 
ance, when  considered  in  connection  with  the 
acquisition  of  the  existing  street-railway 
lines,  creates  a  "monopoly  and  trust,"  and 
is  therefore  in  violation  of  §  22  of  article 
12  of  the  state  Constitution.  That  section 
is  as  follows :  ''Monopolies  and  trusts  shall 
never  be  allowed  in  this  state,  and  no  in- 
corporated company,  copartnership,  or  as- 
sociation of  persons  in  this  state  shall  di- 
rectly or  indirectly  combine  or  make  any 
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contract  with  any  other  incorporated  com- 
pany, foreign  or  domentic,  through  their 
stockholders,  or  the  trut*tees  or  assignees  of 
such  stockholders,  or  with  any  copartner- 
ship or  association  of  persons,  or  in  any 
manner  whatever,  for  the  purpose  of  fixing 
the  price  or  limiting  the  production  or  regu- 
lating the  transportation  of  any  product  or 
commodity.  The  legislature  shall  pass  laws 
for  the  enforcement  of  this  section  by  ade- 
quate  penalties,  and  in  case  of  incorporated 
companies,  if  necessary  for  that  purpose, 
may  declare  a  forfeiture  of  their  franchise.'' 
The  argument  is  that  portions  of  the  lines 
now  in  operation,  and  which  may  be  ab- 
sorbed by  the  proposed  ordinance,  are 
parallel  and  competing  lines,  and  because  of 
this  provision  the  city  is  without  power  to 
pass  an  ordinance  under  which  they  may  be 
combined  or  consolidated.  Whether  the  pro- 
posed ordinance  will  have  the  efl'ect  of  con- 
solidating competing  lines  does  not  very 
clearly  appear  from  the  record,  but,  assum- 
ing that  it  ^dll,  we  cannot  think  that  this 
section  of  the  Constitution  was  intended  to 
be  a  limitation  upon  the  legislative  power  to 
authorize  such  a  consolidation  whenever  it 
may  deem  the  public  interests  demand  it. 
The  prohibition  is  directed  against  combina- 
tions between  corporations,  companies,  or 
indinduals,  made  "for  the  purpose  of  fixing 
the  price  or  limiting  the  production  or  regu- 
lating the  transportation  of  any  product  or 
commodity,"  and  it  is  combinations  of  this 
character  and  for  these  purposes  that  con- 
stitute the  monopolies  and  trusts  which  the 
Constitution  interdicts.  Elsewhere  in  the 
Constitution  ample  power  is  given  the  legis- 
lature to  correct  and  prevent  abuses  such  as 
the  respondents  contemplate,  by  fixing  maxi- 
mum rates  and  charges  for  the  transporta- 
tion of  passengers  and  freight;  and  it  was 
from  this  power  that  the  Constitution  mak- 
ers intended  that  relief  should  be  found 
from  (to  quote  from  that  instrument)  "dis- 
crimination and  extortion  in  the  rates  of 
freight  and  passenger  tariffs,"  rather  than 
from  the  fancied  relief  to  be  obtained  from 
competing  lines.  In  the  statement  we  have 
outlined  the  procedure  followed  by  the  city 
council  leading  up  to  the  passage  of  the  pro- 
posed ordinance.  It  is  evident  therefrom 
that  the  ordinance  as  published  may  not 
contain  the  names  of  the  acu^l  grantees  of 
the  franchise,  and  does  not,  and  from  the 
nature  of  the  proceedings  could  not.  recite 
the  amount  bid  for  the  franchise.  This,  it 
is  said,  is  not  a  publication  of  tlie  ordinance, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  charter,  and 
should  the  council  pass  it,  amended  in  these 
particulars,  without  further  publication,  as 
the  record  shows  they  purpose  doing,  the 
ordinance  can  have  no  validity.  It  is  a  gen- 
eral rule,  applicable  at  least  to  municipal 
corporations,  that,  where  the  mode  of  enact- 
ing ordinances  is  prescribed  by  the  charter, 
it  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  an  ordinance 
that  the  mode  prescribed  be  pursued.  When 
the  charter  prescribes  in  detail  this  mode, 
there  cannot  usually  be  any  difficulty  in  the 
application  of  the  rule;  but  where,  ns  in 
the  present  charter,  general    requisitp--*  ap- 
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plieable  to  all  ordinances  are  staled,  fol- 
lowed by  particular  provisions  applicable  to 
a  particular  ordinance,  it  may  sometinien 
become  a  matter  of  some  dilliculty  to  make 
the  particular  provisions  harmonize  with  all 
of  the  general  requisites.  The  present  case 
presents  a  difficulty  of  that  kinJ.  To  evi- 
dence this,  it  needs  only  to  be  cited  the  plan 
suggested  by  the  respondents'  counsel. 
While  their  plan  would  undoubtedly  obviate 
the  objection  made  to  the  one  pursued  by 
the  city  council,  yet  in  order  to  maintain  it 
they  were  forced  to  take  the  position  that 
the  word  "applicant,"  as  used  in  the  clause 
requiring  the  expense  of  the  publication  of 
the  ordinance  to  be  borne  by  the  appli- 
cant for  the  franchise,  means  the  success- 
ful bidder  at  the  sale  of  the  franchise.  Ob- 
viously any  procedure  which  requires  this 
construction  of  the  language  of  the  charter 
cannot  be  entirely  free  from  criticism.  But 
it  has  never  been  held  that  a  city  council 
is  prohibited  from  exercising  a  grant  of 
power  merely  because  it  cannot  comply 
strictly  with  all  of  the  general  requirements 
which  the  charter  has  hedged  about  the  pro- 
cedure prescribed  for  the  exercise  of  the 
power.  In  such  cases  the  procedure  must 
give  way  to  the  grant,  and  a  substantial 
compliance  is  all  that  can  be  expected  or  re- 
quired. The  question  here  is,  then.  Did  the 
city  council  substantially  comply,  by  the 
procedure  adopted,  with  the  requirements  of 
the  charter?  We  think  the  question  must 
be  answered  in  the  affirmative.  The  pur- 
pose and  intent  of  requiring  the  resolution 
of  the  council  and  the  ordinance  to  be  pub- 
lished is  twofold,  namely,  to  inform  the  gen- 
eral public  of  the  contemplated  action  of  the 
city  council,  and  thus  give  an  opportunity 
to  protest  against  and  prevent  hasty  and 
ill-advised  grants,  and  to  give  to  prospective 
bidders  notice  of  the  sale  of  the  franchise. 
The  insertion  of  the  names  of  the  actual 
grantees  of  the  franchise,  or  the  amount 
bid  for  the  franchise,  in  the  ordinance,  prior 
to  its  publication,  would  neither  further  nor 
retard  these  objects,  and  we  cannot  think 
that  such  an  omission  is  so  far  a  depart- 
ure from  a  correct  procedure  as  to  compel 
a  holding  that  the  ordinance  is  invalid. 

The  objections,  suggested  in  the  com- 
plaint, to  the  eflFect  that  the  ordinance  pre- 
vents competition  in  bidding  at  the  sale  of 
the  franchise,  and  fail*  to  make  efficient 
provision  for  the  compulsory  arbitration  of 
all  disputes  arising  between  the  grantees  of 
the  franchise  and  their  employees  as  to  any 
matter  of  employment  or  wages,  are  not 
argue<l  in  the  brief  of  respondents'  counsel, 
and  were  only  incidentally  touche<l  upon  in 
the  oral  argument  at  the  bar.  The  first  of 
these  objections  is,  we  think,  so  entirely 
without  merit  that  it  may  be  passed  without 
comment.  As  to  the  second,  we  will  discuss 
it  but  briefiv.  It  will  be  noticed  that  the 
language  of  the  charter  is  that  the  citv 
council,  upon  the  grant  of  a  franchise,  shall 
incorporate  therein  "efficient  provisions  for 
the  compulsory  arbitration  of  all  disputes" 
arising  between  the  grantees  of  the  fran- 
chise and  its  employees  "as  to  any  matter 
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of  employment  or  wages,"  while  the  ordin- 
ance does  no  more  than  make  it  imperative 
lliat  any  dispute  of  the  cliaracter  shall  be 
submitted  to  arbitration.   The  query  natural- 
ly arises  whether  this  is  an     efficient  pro- 
vision" for  compulsory  arbitration,  within 
the  meaning  of  these  words  as  they  are  used 
in  the  charter.     "Arbitration"  is  defined  by 
Bouvier  as  the  "investigation  and  determin- 
ation of  a  matter  or   matters   of   dilFerence 
between  contending  parties,  by  one  or  more 
unoilicial    persons   chosen   by   the   parties;" 
and  "compulsory  arbitration  is  that  which 
takes  place  when  the  consent  of  one  of  the 
parties  is  enforced  by  statutory  provisions." 
Taking  these  definitions  as  being  correct,  it 
would  seem  that  the  city  council  had  done 
practically  all  that  they  were  warranted  in 
doing  under  the  power  given  them  by  the 
charter.     This  provision  of  the  ordinance  is, 
like  all  others  of  its  proWsions,  one  of  the 
conditions    upon    which    the    franchise    is 
granted;  that  is  to  say,  it  is  a  part  of  the 
contract  between  the  city  and  the  grantees 
of  the  franchise.     To    enforce    its   perform- 
ance, or  to  recover  for  a  breach  in  its  per- 
formance, the  citv  must  resort  to  that  means 
which   it  has  to  enforce  or  recover   for  a 
breach  in  the  performance  of  any  other  part 
of  the  contract.     The  charter  does  not  give 
the  city  power  to  create  a  board  or  court 
of   arbitration,   and   compel    the  employees 
of  the  grantees  of  the  franchise  to  submit 
their  side  of  any    controversy    which    may 
arise  between  them  and  their  employers  to 
its  judgment,  nor  does  it  give  the  city  power 
to  prescribe  a    mode    of    procedure    which 
would  be  binding  upon  such  employees.     In 
short,  the  city  council  can  only  make  rules 
for  the  grantees  of  the  franchise  in  relation 
to  this   subject,   and   is  without   power   to 
make  any  rule  looking  to  a  settlement  of 
disputes     between    its    grantees    and    their 
employees  which  the  employees  are  bound  to 
accept.     It  would  seem,  then,  that  had  the 
city  council  undertaken  to  appoint  a  court 
or  board  of  arbitration,  and  prescribe  a  pro- 
cedure  for    its    guidance,    such     provision 
would  tend  rather  to  narrow  and  render  the 
general   provision  inefficient   than  to  make 
it  more  so.     As    the   contract   now    stands, 
the  grantees  are  bound,  under  the  penalty  of 
a  forfeiture  of  their    franchise,    should    the 
contemplnted  difficulty  arise,  to  submit  their 
side  of  the  controversv  to  ft  board  of  arbi- 
trators  selected  in    any    manner    that    will 
secure  competent,  just,  and  impartial  triors, 
and  try  their  difl'erences   by    any    mode    of 
procedure  that   will  give  them  a  full   and 
fair   hearing,   and   an   opportunity   to  pre- 
sent their  side  of  the  case.     But  had  the  city 
council   provided  for  the  appointment  of  a 
court  or  board  of  arbitration,  and  prescribed 
for  it  a  mode  of  procedure,  and  made  a  trial 
before  that    court    or    board,  and    by    that 
methotl,  exclusive,  it  would  be  a  compliance 
with  the  terms  of  the  contract  on  the  part 
of  the  grantees  to  be  ready  to  submit  the 
difTerences    to    the    determination     of    that 
court  or  board ;  to  be  tried  in  the  prescribed 
way,     however     inadequate    might    be   the 
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remedy  to  afford  relief  in  the  particular 
case,  while,  if  it  was  not  made  exclusive,  it 
would  be  advisorj',  merely,  and  no  more  ef- 
ficient than  the  general  provision  which  the 
ordinance  now  contains. 


be  sustained,  and  as  we  have  discovered  no 
other  in  the  record,  the  order  appealed  from 
is  therefore  leversed,  and  the  cau-e  re- 
manded, with  instructions  to  discharge  the 
temporary   injunction. 


Xo  other  ground   having   been   suggested 
upon  which  the  order  of  the  trial  court  can  1      ReaTia  and  Anders,  J  J.,  concur. 
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The  loftii  of  property  sold  hy  a  condi- 
tional sale,  retaining  title  In  the  vendor 
until  full  payment  of  purchnse-money  notes, 
muitt  fall  on  the  vendor  so  as  to  prevent  re- 
covery on  any  notes  coming  due  after  the 
proiK»rty  is  destroyed  by  Are  without  fault  or 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser. 

(November  15,  1900.) 

A  PPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
J\  the  Circuit  Court  for  Crenshaw  County 
in  favor  of  plaintiifs  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a 
certain  promissory  note.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Brioken  A  Brioken  and 
Ruskton  A  Po^vell,  for  appellant: 

The  note  sued  on  provides  that  the  piano 
should  remain  the  property  of  plaintiffs  and 
subject  to  their  direction  until  the  note  was 
paid  in  full. 

The  transaction  was  clearly  a  conditional 
sale. 

Warren  v.  Liddell,  110  Ala.  232.  20  So. 
89;  Fairbanks  v.  Eureka  Co.  07  Ala.  109; 
Sumver  v.  Woods,  07  Ala.  139,  42  Am.  Rep. 
104. 

While  tjie  piano  was  delivered  to  defend- 
ant under  a  contract  of  sale,  it  really 
amounted  to  nothin*^  more  than  a  bailment. 

Fairbanks  v.  Eureka  Co.  67  Ala.  109;  Hum- 
net  v.  Woods,  07  Ala.  139,  42  Am.  Rep.  104. 

Being  in  effect  a  bailee,  the  law  as  to  bail- 
ments applies,  and  he  would  not  be  resjjon- 
sible  for  the  destruction  of  the  proi)erty. 

Stoi-y,  lUilni.  §  37 ;  1  Am.  &.  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  p.  82. 

Analogous  to  the  points  involved  here  are 
the  cas€^  of  rent  where  there  has  been  an  en- 
tire destruction  of  the  rented  premises.  In 
Buch  cases  the  tenant  is  excused  from  fur- 
ther payment  of  rent. 

Cook  v.  Andaso-n,  85  Ala.  103,  4  So.  713. 

In  ca^es  of  conditional  sales,  where  title  is 
reserved  and  the  property  is  destroyed,  the 
loss  is  the  seller's,  and  the  purchase  price 
cannot  be  recovered. 

1  lienjamin,  Sales,  rev.  ed.  1889,  §  427; 

Note. — As  to  r»*covery  of  purchase  price 
where  property  sold  by  conditional  sale  Is  de- 
stroyed after  delivery,  see  note  to  Cole  v.  Illnei 
(Md.)  32  L.  R.  A.  455. 
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Hwallowv.  Emery,  HI  Mass.  355;  Randlc  v. 
Intone,  77  Ga.  501. 

In  Alabama,  the  common  law  fixes  the  risk 
where  the  title  resides. 

Jones  V.  Brewer,  79  Ala,  547;  Grant  v. 
United  Htuies,  7  Wall.  331,  19  L.  ed.  194.  • 

The  title  does  not  rest  in  the  buyer  until 
performance  of  the  condition,  and  until  it 
does  pass,  the  risk  of  loss  remains  in  the  sell- 
er. 

iitonc  V.  Waite,  88  Ala.  005,-7  So.  117.  * 

Ry  destruction  of  the  property  by  fire  the 
plaintiffs  were  excused  from  the  perform- 
ance of  the  contract  on  their  part.  If  they 
are  excused  defendant  is  also  released. 

2  Henjamin,  Sales,  §  826;  Dexter  v.  Nor- 
ton, 47  N.  Y.  02,  7  Am.  Rep.  115;  Stone  v. 
Watte,  88  Ala.  605,  7  So.  117. 

Messrs.  J.  O.  Sentell  and  C.  E.  Hamil- 
ton for  appellees. 

Haralson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  case  presented  is  that  the  plaintiffs 
below,  Minderhout  &  Nichols,  who  are  appel- 
lees, sold,  on  the  7th  November,  1896,  to  the 
defendant,  Bishop,  the  appellant,  a  piano,  for 
which  he  paid  in  cash  one  fourth  of  the  pur- 
chase price,  and  gave  plaintiffs  his  notes  for 
the  balance,  in  equal  annual  instalments,  fall- 
ing due.  respectively,  on  the  7th  November, 
1«97,  1898,  1899.  the  one  due  November  7, 
1807,  was  paid  and  the  one  sued  on,  matured 
on  the  7th  November,  1898.  These  notes  each 
stipulated  that  the  piano  should  remain  the 
property  of  Minderhout  &  Nichols,  the  plain- 
tiffs, subject  to  their  direction,  until  said 
notes  were  paid  in  full.  The  piano  w^as  de- 
livered at  the  time  of  the  sale  into  the  pos- 
session of  defendant.  Before  the  note  sued 
on  fell  due, — on  the  19th  August,  1898, — the 
defendant's  house  and  the  piano  with  it, 
were  totally  destroyed  by  fire  without  the 
fault  or  negligence  of  defendant.  There  was 
no  conflict  in  the  evidence.  Each  party  re- 
quested the  general  charge.  The  court  gave 
the  one  asked  by  plaintiffs,  and  refused  the 
one  requested  by  defendant. 

The  case  was  greatly  overburdened  by  un- 
necessary pleadings.  The  issue  was.  On 
whom  did  the  loss  resulting  from  the  de- 
struction of  the  property  fall, — on  the  plain- 
tiffs or  defendant? — and  this  was  the  only 
one  tried.  It  is  unnecessary,  therefore,  to 
notice  the  various  rulings  on  the  pleadings. 

The  question  presented  is  one  of  conflict 
in  the  authorities.  In  0  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  2d  ed.  p.  455,  it  is  stated,  that  "when 
per<ional  property  is  sold  and  delivered   to 
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the.  vendee  under  an  agreement  that  title  is 
to  remain  in  the  vendor  until  payment,  the 
loss  or  destruction  of  the  property  while  in 
the  possession  of  the  vendee  before  payment, 
without  his  fault,  does  not  relieve  him  from 
the  obligation  to  pay  the  price."  Cases  from 
Mississippi,  Missouri,  North  Carolina,  and 
Georgia  are  cited  to  sustain  the  text.  But 
in  this  and  some  other  states,  this  rule  doe^ 
not  prevail.  "The  common  law  fixes  the 
risk  where  the  title  resides."  1  Benjamin, 
Sales,  §  319;  Jones  v.  Brewer,  79  Ala.  547; 
Grant  v.  United  States,  7  Wall.  331,  19  L. 
ed.  194.  In  Stone  v.  Waite,  88  Ala.  605,  7 
So.  117,  this  court  said  as  to  this  principle: 
'*Generallv,  the  law  fixes  the  loss  on  the 
party  in  whom  the  title  resides  [referring  to 
the  79  Ala.  and  7  Wall,  casen,  supra,  as  au- 
thority]. When  personal  chattels  are  sold,, 
on  condition  that  the  seller  retain.s  title  un- 
til paid  for^  and  possession  is  delivered,  the 


buyer  may  sell  his  interest,  subject  to  this 
right  of  the  vendor.  The  title  does  not  vest 
in  the  buyer,  until  performance  of  the  condi- 
tion, and  until  it  does  pass  the  risk  of  loss 
remains  in  the  seller.  1  Benjamin.  Sales,  §§ 
452,  427."  See  also  Id.  §§  304,  425-436,  and 
authorities  cited. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  repeat  what  has  here- 
tofore been  so  fully  stated  in  the  decisions 
of  this  court,  to  sustain  the  correctness  of 
the  doctrine  stated.  A  reference  to  others 
not  already  cited,  will  be  suflicient.  Sumner 
V.  Woods,  67  Ala.  139,  42  Am.  Rep.  104; 
Fairbanks  v.  Eureka  Co,  67  Ala.  109:  Foley 
V.  Ftlrath,  98  Ala.  176,  13  So.  485;  Warren 
V.  hidden,  110  Ala.  232,  20  So.  89. 

The  general  charge  should  have  been  given 
for  the  defendant,  and  not  for  the  plaintiff, 
as  wa^s  done. 

Reversed  and  remanded* 
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BRUNSWICK    &    WESTERN    ILVILROAD 
COMPANY,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V, 

J.  W.  S.  HARDEY  et  al, 
(112  Ga.  604.) 

•].  An  all«Ratlun  In  a  petition  «tbat 
the  «tore  or  place  of  boslneas  of 
plalntiffH  Im  Mltiiated  on"  a  named  street 
's,  as  against  a  general  demurrer,  a  sufflcient 
dllegatloD  of  ownership  by  the  plaintiffs  of 
the  store  thus  mentioned ;  but,  whether  own- 
er or  tenant  of  given  premises,  the  person  In 
possession  may  recover  for  a  tortious  inter- 
ference with  his  business  therein  conducted. 

2.  AltliouBh  the  duty  of  keeping  pub- 
lic streettt  In  order  primarily  devolves 
upon  the  municipal  authorities,  one  who  wil- 
fully, and  without  any  authority  whatever, 
obstructs  a  public  street,  so  as  to  interfere 
with  passage  over  the  same,  is  liable  to  any 
person  who  in  consequence  sustains  special 
damage. 

B.  Illeirally  obatructlnff  a  public  street 
MO  an  to  prevent  the  cuatomera  of  a 
merchant  from  uainar  the  aame  as  a 
means  of  access  to  his  store,  and  continuing 
the  obBtruction  a  suflicient  length  of  time  to 
work  injury  or  damage  to  the  merchant's 
business,  is  Inflicting  upon  him  a  special 
wrong,  not  shared  in  by  the  public  at  large, 
(or  which  he  is  entitled  to  maintain  an  action. 

(January  25,  1901.) 

ERROR  to  the  City  Court  of  Waycross  to 
review  a  judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff 
in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for 

*Headnetes  by  Lewis,  J. 


the  alleged  obstruction  of  a  highway  leading 
to  plaintilFs  premises.     Affirmrd. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  W.  E.  Kay  and  John  C.  Mo- 
Donald  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Jobn  T.  Myers  for  defendants  in  er- 
ror. 

Iiewls,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

J.  W.  S.  Hardey  &  Co.  brought  suit  for 
$1,500  damages,  in  the  city  court  of  Wa}*- 
cross,  against  the  Brunswick  &  Western 
Railroad  Company.  The  petition  alleged,  in 
substance,  that  until  December  26,  1890, 
there  had  been  for  more  than  fifteen  years  a 
public  road  crossing  across  the  line  of  the 
defendant  company  in  that  part  of  the  city 
of  Waycvoss  known  a«  "Hazzard's  Hill."  nt 
the  intersection  of  Wilkinson  street  and  the 
Brunswick  &  Western  Railroad's  right  of 
way;  that  this  crossing  connected  Wilkin- 
son street  with  the  pubic  road  which  runs 
along  the  railroad,  and  which  leads  from 
W^aycross  to  Schlatterville,  Georgia,  and 
that  section  of  Ware  county  east  of  the 
Brunswick  &  Western  Riilroad;  and  that 
on  or  about  December  20,  1899,  the  defend- 
ant company  tore  up  and  removed  this  pub- 
lic crossing  without  any  authority  of  law, 
and  obstructed  the  same  so  that  passage  by 
the  public  over  the  crossing  was  stopped. 
Petitioners  are  engaged  in  the  mercantile 
business  in  that  portion  of  the  city  of  Way- 
cross  known  as  "Hazzard's  Hill,"  and  their 
store  or  place  or  business  is  on  Wilkinson 
street,  adjoining  the  right  of  way  of  the  de- 
fendant company,  and  about  25  yards  from 


Note — As  to  obstruction  of  street  or  sidewalk 
for  business  or  building  purposes,  see  Flynn  v. 
Taylor  {S.  Y.)  14  L.  R.  A.  550,  and  note:  Ray- 
mond V.  Kiseberg  (Wis.)  19  L.  R.  A.  643.  and 
note.  For  later  case  In  this  series,  see  Costello 
V.  Stale  (Ala.)  35  L.  R.  A.  .303. 

As  to  liability  of  a  railroad  company  for  ob- 
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structlng  a  highway  crossing,  see  Selllck  v. 
Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  (Mich.)  18  L.  R.  A. 
ir)4.  and  note.  For  later  cases  in  this  series, 
see  Jacksonville,  T.  &  K.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Thompson 
(Fla.)  26  L.  R.  A.  410:  Ml.sRourl  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Hackett  (Kan.)  28  L    R.  A.  096. 
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the  crossing  which  was  torn  up  and  ob- 
structed by  it.  This  crossing  is  now  and 
has  been  torn  up  and  obstructed  since  De- 
cember 26,  1899,  and  defendant  fails  and  re- 
fuses to  remove  the  obstruction  and  replace 
the  crossing  as  required  by  law.  The  peti- 
tion further  alleges  that  the  greater  portion 
of  plaintiffs'  trade  is  derived  from  custo- 
mers who  live  beyond  and  on  the  east  side  of 
the  railroad,  and  that  they  have  built  up  a 
special  trade  in  that  line,  many  of  their 
customers  being  country  people  who  come 
many  miles  to  the  city  to  do  their  trading, 
and  who  delay  the  purchasing  of  their  goods 
until  they  start  home,  and  stop  for  that  pur- 
pose at  the  store  of  plaintiffs  on  their  ws^y 
nome.  It  is  alleged  that  all  of  these  custo- 
mers used  this  crossing  in  reaching  the  store 
of  plaintiffs,  as  it  was  the  only  crossing 
available  for  their  use,  and  plaintiffs'  store 
could  not  b^  reached  in  any  other  way  ex- 
cept by  great  inconvenience.  Plaintiffs  al- 
lege that,  on  account  of  the  tearing  up  and 
obstructing  of  this  crossing,  part  of 
their  trade  has  been  diverted  into  other 
channels,  and  has  been  almost  lost  to  them; 
and,  further,  that  these  customers  have 
formed  trade  relations  elsewhere,  and  with 
other  parties,  and  will  never  return  to  plaiu- 
tiil's,  for  all  of  which  plaintiffs  have  been 
damaged  $500.  Plaintiff's  charge  that,  while 
the  defendant  pretended  that  it  was  nece.s- 
sary  to  remove  and  obstruct  the  crossing  in 
order  to  use  its  team  shovel  and  operate  its 
gravel  train,  it  has  abandoned  its  work 
thereat  for  more  than  a  month,  and  ha«  wil- 
fully and  deliberately  refused  and  failed  to 
replace  the  ^crossing  or  remove  '-he  obstruc- 
tion, although  requested  by  plaintiffs  so  to 
do,  and  for  this  plaintiffs  ask  that  $500  be 
awarded  them  as  exemplary  damages.  By 
reason  of  the  tearing  up  and  obstructing  of 
the  crossing  as  described,  plaintiffs  have 
been  damaged  in  the  suqi  of  $1,500,  for 
which  they  pray  judgment.  To  this  petition 
the  defendant  demurred  specially,  on  the 
grounds  that  the  damages  claimed  for  injury 
to  plaintiffs'  business  are  too  remote,  conse- 
quential, and  speculative  to  be  the  subject- 
matter  of  recovery  in  this  suit,  and  that  no 
such  state  of  facts  is  alleged  as  would  au- 
thorize the  allowance  of  exemplary  damages 
to  plaintiffs  under  the  law.  Defendants 
also  filed  a  general  demurrer,  alleging  that 
no  cause  of  action  had  been  set  out  against 
the  defendant,  and  that  the  suit  should  have 
been  brought  against  the  mayor  and  council 
of  VVayeroas,  and  not  against  defendant. 
To  the  judgment  of  the  court  overruling  its 
general,  and  also  its  special,  demurrer,  de- 
fendant excepts. 

J.  It  is  insisted  in  the  argument  in  this 
case  that  the  petition  does  not  show  that  the 
plaintiffs  owned  the  real  estate  upon  which 
they  were  doing  business,  and  that  the  in- 
ference is  that  they  were  merely  tenants 
thereof.  No  special  demurrer  was  insisted 
on  by  the  defendant  below  on  this 
idea.  Besides,  we  think  the  allegation  in 
the  petition  that  "the  store  or  place  of  busi- 
ne!=5  of  plaintiffs  is  situated  on  Wilkinson 
street"  is  suflicient  to  sustain  the  inference 
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that  the  realty  belonged  to  the  plaintj^s, 
and,  even  if  they  were  only  tenants,  they 
could  recover  damages  directly  flowing  from 
a  tortious  interference  with  their  business. 

2.  One  argument  upon  which  the  plaintiff 
in  error  lays  particular  stress  is  that  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  municipality  to  keep  its  pub- 
lic streets  in  order,  and  that  consequently 
whatever  cause  of  action  the  plaintiffs  be- 
low may  have  had  was  primarily  against 
the  mayor  and  council  of  Waycross,  and  not 
against  the  railroad  company.  While  it  was 
argued  by  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error 
that  the  obstruction  of  the  street  in  question 
was  by  the  sanction,  of  the  city  authorities, 
there  is  nothing  in  the  record  to  show  that 
such  was  the  case.  The  petition  avers  in 
express  terms  that  the  defendant,  "without 
authority  of  law,"  obstructed  the  crossing 
so  that  passage  by  the  public  was  entirely 
stopped.  While  it  is  true  that  the  duty  of 
keeping  the  streets  in  order  devolves  primar- 
ily upon  the  municipal  authorities,  it  does 
not  follow  from  this  that  one  who  unlaw- 
fully and  without  any  authority  obstructs 
the  same  is  not  liable  to  anyone  who  in  con- 
sequence sustains  special  damage.  This  pe- 
tition, we  think,  clearly  sets  forth  special 
injuries  to  the  plaintiffs,  iM>t  shared  m  by 
the  public.  Even  conceding,  for  the  sake  of 
the  argument,  that  a  cause  of  action  would 
lie  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  against  the  mu- 
nicipality of  Waycross  for  permitting  the 
obstruction  of  the  street  to  their  special 
damage,  it  does  not  follow  that  they  have 
not  also  a  right  of  action  against  the  wrong- 
doer who  without  authority  made  the  ob- 
struction, and  who  allowed  it  to  remain, 
even  after  abandoning  the  purposes  for 
which  the  obstructive  work  was  originally 
done. 

3.  It  is  further  contended  by  counsel  for 
plaintiff  in  error  that  the  damages  sought 
in  this  petition  are  of  a  speculative  charac- 
ter, which  prevents  tli/em  from  being  the 
subject-matter  of  a  suit.  The  allegations  in 
this  petition  show  that  the  obstruction  com- 
plained of  was  of  such  a  nature  as  to  pre- 
vent the  customers  of  the  plaintiffs  from  us- 
ing the  crossing  as  a  means  of  access  to 
their  store,  and  that  this  obstruction  was 
continued  a  sufficient  length  of  time  to  work 
injury  and  damage  to '  plaintiffs'  business. 
We  think  that  this  was  inflicting  upon  them 
a  special  damage  not  shared  in  by  the  pub- 
lic at  large,  such  as  to  entitle  them  to  main- 
tain an  action.  We  do  not  see  how  any  con- 
clusion can  arise  that  the  damages  sought 
arc  purely  speculative,  before  any  proof  is 
introduced  showing  the  nature  of  the  injury 
done  to  plaintiffs'  business.  The  plaintiffs 
set  forth  a  cause  of  action,  and  the  court 
did  right  in  refusing  to  sustain  the  demur- 
rer. In  the  case  of  Harvey  v.  Georgia  8.  d 
F.  R,  Co.  90  Ga.  66,  15  S.  E.  783,  the  prin- 
ciple was  virtually  decided  in  favor  of  sus- 
taining such  a  cause  of  action  as  is  set  up 
in  this  petition.  There  it  was  held  that 
"the  owner  of  a  business  stand  abutting 
U|>on  a  public  alley  sustains  special  damages, 
— that  is,  damage  not  shared  in  by  the  public 
at  large, — if  by  the  illegal  obstruction  of  the 
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alley  customers  are  prevented  from  having 
and  using  the  same  as  a  means  of  access  to 
the  stand  for  the  purposes  of  trade,  as  they 
have  been  habitually  doing  for  many  years 
previously."  It  was  further  decided  in  that 
case  that  it  was  no  answer  to  this  grievance 
by  a  railroad  company  unlawfully  obstruct- 
ing the  alley  that  new  and  increased  custom 
would  result  to  the  plaintiff's  business  by 
reason  of  the  obstruction  itself  (the  same 
being  a  depot  to  be  pi  iced  across  the  alley), 
and  other  improvements  which  were  to  l)e 
erected  by  the  company  at  and  near  the 
point  where  the  depot  was  to  be  located  and 
maintained,  and  that  no  increase  in  the 
value  of  the  plaintiff's  property,  anticipated 
as  a  probable  effect  of  the  company's  new  im- 
provements and  works,  could  be  taken  into 
account  as  a  set-off  against  injury  to  his  bus- 
iness. It  will  be  seen  from  that  decision 
that  this  court,  by  a  unanimous  opinion,  rec- 
ognized the  right  of  a  person,  not  only  to 
sue  for  damages  to  his  realty,  but  also  to 
maintain  an  action  for  injury  to  his  busi- 
ness itself.  In  that  case  the  action  was  for 
damages  to  a  merchant's  business  resulting 
from  the  ob^tiuction  of  a  public  alley  in  a 
city,  and  the  consequent  closing  to  his  cus- 
tomers of  a  means  of  access  to  his  place  of 
business,  and  the  suit  waa  brought  directly 
against  the  railroad  company  in  the  first 
instance,  and  not  against  the  city. 

The  cases  relied  on  by  counsel  for  plaintiff 
in  error  we  do  not  think  are  in  point.  For 
instance,  the  caae  of  Pause  v.  Atlanta,  98 
Ga.  92,  2C  8.  £.  489,  is  cited  as  authority. 
It  is  true  that  it  waa  ruled  therein  that  the 
plaintiff  could  not  recover  lost  profits;  but 
an  examination  of  the  original  record  in  the 
case  shows  that  she  did  not  sue  for  lost 
profits,  but  for  injury  to  her  leasehold  estate 
and  expenses  incurred  in  erecting  fixtures  in 
her  place  of  business.  It  was  ruled  in  that 
case  that  it  was  competent  for  the  plaintiff 
to  prove  that  her  business  waa  profitable, 
not  for  the  purpose  of  showing  any  loss  of 

f>rofits,  but  solely  to  illustrate  and  throw 
ight  upon  the  value  of  the  premises  for  rent. 
The  right  to  sue  for  injury  to  business  was 
not  involved  in  that  case,  /ind  we  do  not 
think  that  the  court  in  its  decision  intended 
to  rule  that  certain  injuries  to  business 
would  not  be  actionable,  although  the  realty 
may  have  sustained  no  injury  whatever. 
The  case  of  Bass  v.  West,  110*^Ga.  698,  36 
S.  E.  244,  is  also  relied  on  by  counsel  for 
plaintiff  in  error.  It  is  decided  in  that  case 
that,  in  case  of  a  tortious  eviction  from 
leased  premises,  the  measure  of  the  lessee's 
damages  would  generally  be  the  value  of  the 
premises  for  rent  during  the  remainder  of  his 
terra,  and  that,  where  the  lessee  conducted 
an  established  business  on  the  leased  prem- 
ises, the  value  of  the  goodwill  of  the  busi- 
ness, and  the  loss  of  profits  occasioned  by 
the  eviction,  if  ascertainable  with  a  reasona- 
ble degree  of  certainty,  may  be  considered 
in  estimating  the  value  of  the  premises  for 
rent.  In  that  case,  the  action  was  for  a 
tx)rt  resulting  in  the  eviction  of  a  tenant 
from  rented  prcmihcs;  in  the  present  case, 
the  plaintiffs  were  the  owners  of  the  store 
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in  which  their  business  was  conducted, 
which  shows  that  that  authority  has  no  ap- 
plication to  sustain  the  denuirrer  in  this 
case.  Justice  Cobb,  in  his  opinion  in  that 
case  (on  page  703,  110  Oa.,  and  page  246,  16 
S.  E.),  simply  lays  down  as  a  general  rule 
the  proposition  that  the  measure  of  damages 
in  such  cases  is  the  value  of  the  premises 
for  rent  during  the  remainder  of  the  term 
of  the  lease,  and  goes  on  to  say:  "If  a  per- 
son is  wrongfully  deprived  of  the  use  and 
occupancy  of  premises  in  which  an  estab- 
lished business  is  being  carried  on,  he  may 
recover  damages  for  the  injury  done  his  busi- 
ness. He  cannot,  however,  even  in  such  a 
case,  recover  for  loss  of  profits  and  the  value 
of  the  goodwill  of  his  business  as  such,  but 
evidence  as  to  these  may  be  introduced  to 
throw  light  on  the  value  of  his  leasehold  es- 
tate. Where  the  amount  of  the  profits  lost 
and  the  value  of  the  goodwill  of  the  business 
can  be  ascertained  with  a  reasonable  degree 
of  certainty,  they  should  be  allowed  in  esti- 
mating the  value  of  the  lease  for  the  pur- 
pose for  which  it  was  being  used.  In  ca*<«.5s, 
however,  where  these  elements  are  merely 
speculative  and  conjectural,  and  cannot  bo 
ascertained  with  reasonable  certainty,  no  al- 
lowance should  be  made  therefor.  This  does 
not  mean  that  the  amounts  of  these  elements 
of  damage  should  necessarily  be  reduced  to 
an  exact  calculation  before  a  recovery  could 
be  had,  but  there  must  be  sufficient  data  to 
enable  a  jury,  with  a  reasonable  degree  of 
certainty  and  exactness,  to  ascertain  the 
loss.'*  We  see  nothing  in  that  case  in  con- 
flict with  the  principle  decide<l  in  the  case  :it 
bar.  We  think,  on  the  contrai;y.  that  it  is 
well  established  by  this  court,  the  case  of 
Harvey  v.  Georgia  S.  tC-  F.  R.  Co.  90  (ia.  66, 
15  S.  E.  783,  never  having  been  reviewed  or 
modified,  that  illegally  ol>structing,  and  con- 
tinuing to  obstruct,  a  public  street,  so  as  to 
prevent  the  customers  of  a  merchant  from 
getting  to  his  store,  is  inflicting  upon  him  a 
special  wrong  not  shared  in  by  the  public 
at  large,  for  which  he  is  entitled  to  maintain 
an  action  for  damages.  Such  was  the  char- 
acter of  the  action  in  the  present  case,  and 
we  therefore  think  that  the  court  did  not 
err  in  overruling  the  demurrers  to  plaintiffs* 
|»c;tition. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 


P.  M.  HILL  et  at.,  Plffs.  in  Err.^ 

v>. 
McBURNEY    OIL   &    FERTILIZER   CX)M- 

TANY. 

(112  Ga.  788.) 

•1.     "Wlierc  it  appeam  tliat  n   ninjorlty 
of  a  to^vn  council  are  disqualified,  by  rea- 

•Hoadnotes  by  Simmons,  Ch.  J. 

Note. — For  an  earlier  case  In  this  series  as 
to  enj(»inlng  noli?e  as  a  iiulsanee.  Boe  Powell  v. 
Ilentley  St,  G.  Furniture  Co.  (W.  Va.)  12  L.  R. 
A.  53. 

As  to  action  for  damages,  see  Wylle  t.  El- 
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Bon  of  removal  from  town,  interest  in  the 
case,  or  relationship  to  tlie  parties,  to  abate 
an  allei^ed  nuisance  under  $  4702  of  the  Civil 
Code,  equity  will  take  Jurisdiction. 
X.  At  an  interlocutory  bearinar  of  an 
application  for  an  Injunction,  afiQdav- 
its  wlilch  do  not  state  tbe  court  or  case,  and 
which  do  not  show  affirmatively  that  they 
were  made  to  be  used  In  that  particular  case, 
are  inadmissible  in  evidence.  It  is  error  for 
the  judge,  over  proper  objection,  to  read  and 
consider  such  affidavits  in  making  up  his 
Judgment  granting  or  refusing  the  injunc- 
tion. 

S.  All  of  tlte  affldaTlta  offered  by  tbe 
defendant  "^nrere  Inadmissible  because 
of  tbe  defect  above  described,  while  the 
petition  and  affidavits  of  tbe  plaintiffs 
showed  that  the  factory  whistle,  the  use  of 
which  in  a  populous  community  was  sought 
to  be  enjoined,  was  blown  at  unseasonable 
hours,  was  entirely  unnecessary,  and  was  so 
loud,  harsh,  and  terrific  as  seriously  to  inter- 
fere with  plaintiffs'  reasonable  enjoyment 
of  their  habitations  and  cause  them  special 
damage.  The  blowing  of  the  whistle  was 
therefore  shown  to  be  a  nuisance,  and  the 
Judge  erred  In  not  granting  the  injunction. 

(February  26,  1901.) 

ERROR  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Warren 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
defendant  in  an  action  brouglit  to  enjoin  the 
blowing  of  a  whistle  in  such  a  way  as  to 
constitute  a  nuisance  to  the  owners  of  the 
neighboring  property.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  E.  P.  Davis,  for  plaintiffs  in  error: 

Trifling  or  occasional  noises  incident  to 
the  ordinary  use  of  property,  or  in  pursuance 
of  a  trade  or  calling,  do  not,  ordinarily,  though 
those  in  the  neighborhood  are  disturbed, 
constitute  a  nuisance; '  but  even  a  lawful 
trade,  not  especially  noisy,  may  constitute  a 
nuisance  if  pursued  at  unreasonable  hours. 

16  Am.  &  Eng.  £nc.  Law,  1st  ed.  p.  944. 

A  noisy  trade  brought  into  a  quiet  neigh- 
borhood of  dwelling  houses  may  there  be  a 
nuisance  while  it  would  not  be  elsewhere. 

md.;  ^oltau  v.  De  Hcld,2  Sim.  N.  S.  133  ; 
Wesson  v.  Washburn  Iron  Co.  13  Allen,  95,  90 
Am.  Dec.  ISl;.  Dennis  v.  Eehhardt,  3  Grant, 
Cas.  390;  Dargan  v.  Waddill,  31  N.  C.  (9 
Ired.  L.)  244,  49  Am.  Dec.  421;  Bishop  v. 
Banks,  33  Conn.  118,  87  Am.  Dec.  197;  Wal- 
lace v.  Auer,  10  Phila.  356;  Fish  v.  Dodge,  4 
Denio,  311,  47  Am.  Dec.  254;  Oullick  v. 
Trcmlcttj  20  Week.  Rep.  358;  McKcon  v.  »SVc, 
51  N.  Y.  300,  10  Am.  Rep.  659 ;  State  v. 
Haines,  30  Me.  65 ;  Truman  v.  London,  B.  d 
8.  C.  R.  Co.  50  L.  T.  X.  S.  89. 

A  steam  whistle  may  constitute  a  nuisance 
if  use<l  in  such  a  place  and  manner  as  to 
make  it  such. 

Parker  v.  Union  Woolen  Co.  42  Conn.  399 ; 
Knight  v.  Goodyear's  India  Rubber  Glove 
Mfg.  Co.  38   Conn.   438,  9  Am.   Rep.   406 ; 


Davis  V.  Sawyer,  133  Mass.  289,  43  Am.  Rep. 
519. 

When  a  business,  although  lawful  in  it- 
self, becomes  obnoxious  to  neighboring 
dwellings,  and  renders  their  enjoyment  un- 
comfortable, whether  by  nmoke,  or  cinders, 
noise,  olfcnsive  odors,  noxious  gases,  or  oth- 
erwise, the  carrying  on  of  such  business  is  a 
nuisance  which  equity  will  restrain. 

1  High,  Inj.  §  772. 

Mr.  F.  C  Foster,  also  for  plaintilTs  in 
error : 

Anything  offensive  to  the  sight,  smell,  or 
hearing,  erected  or  carried  on  in  a  place 
where  people  dw^ell  or  pass,  to  their  annoy- 
ance, is  a  nuisance,  and  such  is  included  in 
the  common-law  definition. 

Hackney  v.  State,  8  ind.  494:  Baltimore  d 
P.  It.  Co.  V.  Fifth  Baptist  Church,  108  U.  S. 
317,  27  L.  ed.  739,  2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  719; 
Bishop  V.  Batiks,  33  Conn.  118,  87  Am.  Dec. 
197;  Davis  v.  Davis,  40  W.  Va.  464,  21  S.  E. 
906. 

Mr.  Ira  E.  Farmer  for  defendant  in 
error, 

Simmons,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  tlie  court: 

Hill  and  others  applied  for  an  injunction 
to  restrain  tlie  McBurney  Oil  &  Fertilizer 
Company  from  blowing  a  certain  steam  whis- 
tle. The  petition  alleged  that  the  plant  of 
the  defendant  was  situated  in  a  populous 
residence  community  of  the  town  of  War- 
renton,  and  that  the  dwellings  of  the  plain- 
tiffs were  situated  near  by;  that  the  steam 
whistle  used  in  connection  with  the  plant 
was  "loud,  shrill,  shrieking,  discordant, 
startling,  and  terrific,"  and  its  blasts  such 
as  to  injure  the  health  of  plaintiffs,  disturb 
their  sleep,  and  seriously  interfere  with 
their  reasonable  enjoyment  of  their  habita- 
tions; that  the  damage  to  the  plaintiffs  was, 
because  of  the  proximity  of  their  homes,  spe- 
cial, and  not  shared  by  the  public  generally; 
that  the  whistle  was  blown  at  unseasonable 
hours,  particularly  in  the  very  early  morn- 
ing; that  the  use  of  the  whistle  was  entirely 
unnecessaiy ;  that  the  use  of  the  whistle  was 
a  contiiming  nuisance,  causing  injury  every 
day;  that  to  sue  for  damages  would  necessi- 
tate a  multiplicity  of  suits ;  and  that  the  in- 
jury to  plaintiffs  was  great,  but  not  suscep- 
tible of  adequate  compensation  in  damages. 
The  plaintiffs  also  made  certain  allegations, 
which  will  be  presently  discussed,  to  show 
why  resort  was  not  had  to  the  remedy  pro- 
vided by  statute  for  the  abatement  of  nui- 
sances in  towns  and  cities.  The  petition 
prayed  that  the  defendant  be  enjoined  from 
blowing  the  whistle  at  certain  specified  times 
in  the  early  morning,  and  at  all  other  times ; 
but  on  the  hearing  the  plaintiffs  expressly 
abandoned  all  objections  to  the  moderate 
blowing  of  the  whistle  at  noon,  and  at  the 


wood  (111.)  9  L.  R.  A.  726;  Chicago  G.  W.  R. 
Co.  V.  First  M.  E.  Church  (C.  C.  App.  8th  C.) 
50  L.  R.  A.  48S :  Austin  v.  Augusta  Terminal 
B.  Co.   (Ga.)  47  L.  U.  A.  755. 

For  municipal  power  over  noises  In  streets, 
see  note  to  State  v.  Clarke  (Conn.)  39  L.  R.  A. 
672. 

62  L.  R.  A. 


For  municipal  control  of  smoke  as  a  nuisance, 
see  St.  Louts  v.  Edward  Heitzeberg  Packing  A 
Provision  Co.  (Mo.)  39  L    K.  A.  r.51.  and  note. 

The  question  of  municipal  power  over  nuis- 
ances relating  to  trade  or  business  is  considered 
in  a  note  to  IJx  parte  Lacey  (Cai.)  38  L.  R.  A. 
640. 
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time  of  the  usual  afternoon  signal.  The  de- 
fendant answered,  admitting  the  moderate 
use  of  the  whistle,  but  denying  most  of  the 
material  allegations  of  the  petition.  The  an- 
swer also  alleged  that  the  plaintiiTs  had  an 
ample  and  complete  remedy  at  law,  and  that 
the  plaintilfs  should  avail  themselves  of  the 
statutory  remedy  if  the  whistle  could  be  con- 
sidered as  a  nuisance.  On  the  interlocutory 
hearing,  the  plaintiffs  introduced  in  evidence 
a  large  number  of  affidavits  tending  to  sus- 
tain fully  the  allegations  of  the  petition. 
The  defendant  offered  to  introduce  a  great 
many  affidavits,  every  one  of  which  was  ob- 
jected to  by  the  plaintiffs  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  not  entitled  in  the  case.  **The  court," 
it  is  stated  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  ''ruled 
that  it  must  appear  in  the  affidavit  in  what 
case  the  witness  was  sworn.  As  the  court 
was  to  reserve  its  decision,  the  defendant 
then  informally  filed  all  of  its  affidavits  with 
the  court,  without  reading  them,  which  the 
court  identified  as  affidavits  used  in  the  case, 
and  which  the  court  considered  in  rendering 
its  decision."  The  judge  denied  and  refused 
the  injunction,  and  the  plaintiffs  excepted. 

1.  It  was  argued  here  that  the  refusal  of 
the  injunction  was  proper,  because  the  plain- 
tiffs had  an  adequate  and  complete  remedy 
at  law,  and  that,  if  the  use  of  the  whistle 
was  a  nuisance,  it  should  have  been  abated 
by  proceedings  instituted  under  §  4762  of  the 
Civil  Code.  That  section  provides  that,  if  a 
nuisance  complained  of  exists  in  a  town  or 
city,  it  may  he  abated  and  removed  by  order 
of  the  municipal  authorities.  Ordinarily, 
this  would  have  been  the  plaintiffs*  remedy 
(Droomhead  v.  Orant,  83  Ga.  461,  10  S.  E. 
116) ;  but  the  pleadings  and  evidence  in  the 
present  case  show  that  this  remedv  was  not 
open  to  the  plaintiffs.  They  alleged  and 
proved  that  the  town  council  was  composed 
of  live  commissioners,  and  that  of  these  one 
was  a  part  owner  of  the  defendant's  mill, 
another  was  a  brother-in-law  of  such  part 
owner,  and  a  third  had  removed  from  the 
town  and  become  a  resident  in  a  town  in  an- 
other county.  They  showed  that  they  had 
made  application  to  the  town  council  for 
the  abatement  of  the  nuisance,  and  that  the 
town  council  had  refused  to  act.  They 
showed  that  the  majority  of  the  council  were 
disqualified,  as  above  stated,  from  acting  in 
the  premises;  that  the  minority  could  not 
legally  act;  and  that  the  statutory  remedy 
was  therefore  inadequate  to  their  needs. 
None  of  this  was  denied  or  contradicted  by 
any  evidence  which  the  judge  could  properly 
have  considered.  We  think  that  the  plain- 
tiffs showed  reasons  amply  sufficient  to  justi- 
fy a  resort  to  some  remedy  other  than  that 
provided  in  §  4762  of  the  Civil  Code.  In  the 
absence  of  the  statutory  remedy,  a  court  of 
equity  should  take  jurisdiction  of  a  case 
like  this.  In  the  first  place,  the  statutoiy 
remedy  was  not  available  or  feasible  under 
the  circumstances  of  the  case.  In  the  next 
place,  if  the  nuisance  was  not  abated  it 
would  continue,  and  would  inflict  on  the 
plaintiffs  injuries  which  could  not  be  readi- 
ly ascertained  or  adequately  compensated  in 
damages  by  a  suit  at  law.  In  the  third 
52  L.  R.  A. 


place,  in  order  to  recover  damages  for  the 
results  of  a  continuing  nuisance  of  this  kind, 
a  multiplicity  of  suits  would  be  necessary. 
Conceding  for  the  time  that  the  acts  com- 
plained of  constituted  a  nuisance,  we  think 
it  clear  that  the  case  was  one  of  which  equi- 
ty should  take  jurisdiction.  In  the  case  of 
Butler  V.  Thomaaville,  74  Ga.  570,  it  was 
held,  following  Georgia  Chemical,  etc.,  Co.  v. 
Colquitt,  72  Ga.  172,  that  "if  a  nuisance 
causes  special  damage  to  an  individual,  in 
which  the  public  do  not  participate,  such 
special  damage  gives  a  right  of  action,  and, 
as  an  action  may  be  brought  for  every  day 
the  nuisance  continues,  e()uity,  which  ab- 
hors a  multiplicity  of  suits,  will  entertain 
jurisdiction,  so  as  to  do  full  and  complete 
justice  between  the  parties  and  terminate 
the  litigation.  Especially  will  this  be  done 
where  .  .  .  the  party  who  seeks  to  create 
the  nuisance  is  the  only  tribunal  which  has 
the  power  to  abate  it."  Tlie  case  of  Kara- 
nagh  v.  Mobile  d  G.  R.  Co.  78  Ga.  271,  2  S. 
E.  636,  arose  upon  an  application  to  a  couit 
of  equity  to  enjoin  a  nuisance.  This  court 
held  that,  while  the  nuisance  was  a  public 
one,  the  plaintiff  could  maintain  an  action 
therefor  if  she  showed  special  damage  in 
which  the  public  did  not  participate,  and 
that  "if  the  injury,  from  its  nature,  is  not 
susceptible  of  being  adequately  compensated 
by  damages  at  law,  or  is  such  as  that,  from 
its  continuance,  a  permanent  mischief  must 
occasion  a  constantly  recurring  grievance, 
which  cannot  be  otherwise  prevented,  equity 
will  enjoin."  Where  there  is  no  available 
statutory  remedy  for  the  abatement  of  a 
nuisance,  the  only  effectual  remedy  is  in  a 
court  of  equity,  "and  the  jurisdiction  is  pred- 
icated upon  the  broad  ground  of  preventing 
irreparable  injury,  "interminable  litigation, 
a  multiplicity  of  actions,  and  the  protection 
of   rights."    2   Wood,  Nuisances,   3d  ed.   % 

rn. 

2.  Not  a  single  one  of  the  many  affidavits 
offered  in  evidence  by  the  defendant  was  en- 
titled in  the  court  or  case,  and,  as  above 
stated,  objection  was  made  to  them  on  that 
ground.  While  the  judge  appears  on  the 
hearing  to  have  thought  the  objection  a  good 
one,  he  certifies  that  he  considered  the  affi- 
davits in  deciding  the  case.  Exception  is 
taken  to  this,  the  plaintiffs  claiming  that 
the  affidavits  were  inadmissible  because  they 
were  not  entitled  in  the  case,  and  did  not 
show  affirmatively  that  they  were  made  to 
be  used  in  this  particular  case.  W^e  think 
the  exception  well  taken.  "An  affidavit 
bhould  generally  be  entitled  in  the  court  and 
cause  in  which  it  is  filed,  but,  as  the  purpose 
of  the  title  is  to  identify  the  suit,  if  this  ap- 
pears in  another  way,  as  by  reference  to  otti- 
er  papers  duly  entitled,  it  will  be  sufficient." 
1  Enc.  PI.  &  Pr.  p.  311,  §  1,  subd.  a.  "If  the 
affida\'it  is  not  entitled  in  the  cause,  or  if 
the  name  of  the  case  does  not  appear  in 
some  part  of  the  affidavit,  or  the  statements 
made  therein  be  not  sufficient  to  indicate  to 
what  case  the  affidavit  relates,  it  could  not 
be  used  as  a  foundation  for  a  prosecution 
for  perjury,  and  for  this  reason  should  not 
be  received  as  evidence  in  any  court  in  any 
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proceeding  whatsoever."  Parka  v.  State, 
110  Ga.  700,  36  S.  E.  73,  See  alao  Warren 
y.  Mannish,  97  Ga.  399,  23  S.  E.  823,  and  1 
Enc.  PI.  &  Pr.  p.  374.  The  precise  point 
here  involved  was  ruled  by  this  court  in  the 
case  of  Whitley  v.  Berry,  105  Ga,  251,  31 
S.  E.  171,  in  which  it  wus  held:  "There 
was  no  error,  at  the  interlocutory  hearing 
of  an  equitable  petition  for  an  injunction 
and  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  in  refus- 
ing to  admit  in  evidence  affidavits  not  'inti- 
tuled in  the  cause,'  and  not  shown  to  have 
been  taken  for  the  purpose  of  being  used  as 
evidence  therein."  The  affidavits  now  under 
discussion  did  have  in  them  numerous  refer- 
ences to  the  parties  and  to  the  subject-mat- 
ter of  the  present  case,  but  it  does  not  fol- 
low that  the  affidavits  were  made  for  the 
purpose  of  being  used  in  this  case.  This 
identical  matter  is  shown  by  the  evidence 
to  have  been  agitated  for  some  time  by  the 
plaintiffs,  and  to  have  been  brought  by  them 
to  the  attention  of  the  town  council.  So  far 
as  appears  the  affidavits  may  have  been  made 
for  use  before  the  town  council,  either  in  the 
application  made  or  in  case  further  proceed- 
ings were  there  instituted.  The  affidavits 
should  have  been  entitled  in  the  court  and 
cause,  or  have  borne  affirmative  intrinsic  evi- 
dence that  they  were  taken  for  the  purpose 
of  being  used  in  this  particular  case.  They 
did  not  do  this,  and  it  was  error  to  consider 
them.  The  court,  we  think,  had  no  discre- 
tion in  this  matter.  If  the  affidavits  failed 
to  fihow  that  they  related  to  this  particular 
case,  they  were 'inadmissible,  if  they  did 
so  show,  the  objection  made  to  them  was  not 
good,  and  should  have  been  overruled.  In 
the  one  case  they  should  have  been  excluded, 
and  in  the  other  not.  Thus  tested,  these 
affidavits  were  inadmissible  in  evidence,  and 
the  judge  erred  in  considering  them. 

3.  The  case  should  therefore  have  been  de- 
cided upon  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiffs ;  for 
not  only  were  all  of  the  affidavits  of  the  de- 
fendant inadmissible,  but  its  answer  was  not 
so  verified  that  it  could  be  used  as  evidence. 
The  only  verification  of  the  answer  was  the 
oath  of  the  general  manager  o^  the  company 
that  the  facts  contained  in  the  answer  "are 
true  and  correct  so  far  as  they  come  within 
the  knowledge  of  deponent,  and  as  to  the 
other  matters  deponent  believes  them  to  be 
true."  The  question  presented  to  the  judge 
was,  then,  whether  the  plaintiffs'  evidence 
made  out  a  case  of  a  nuisance  which  should 
be  enjoined  by  a  court  of  equity.  After  care- 
fully reading  the  affidavits  introduced,  we 


are  clear  that  such  a  case  was  made  out,  and 
that  the  judge  erred  in  refusing  the  injunc- 
tion. "It  is  now  well  settled  that  noise 
alone  .  .  .  may  create  a  nuisance,  and 
be  the  subject  of  an  action  ...  in  equi- 
ty for  an  injunction."  2  Wood,  Nuisances, 
3d  ed.  §  611.  It  is  contended  that  this  is 
not  true  in  this  state,  and  Mygatt  v.  Goet- 
chins,  20  Ga.  350,  is  cited  in  support  of  this 
contention.  In  that  case  J  udge  Lumpkin  said : 
"We  know  of  no  sound,  however  discordant, 
that  may  not,  by  habit,  be  converted  into  a 
lullaby,  except  the  braying  of  an  ass  or  the 
tongue  of  a  scold."  With  this  statement 
we  cannot  profess  that  we  entirely  agree, 
but,  if  we  did  so,  we  would  still  think  that 
lullabies  are  not  usually  desirable  after  one 
is  wrapped  in  slumber,  and  might  become 
an  intolerable  nuisance  at  4  and  5  o'clock  in 
the  morning.  Mygatt  v.  Ooetohina  was  de- 
cided, and  the  judgment  of  the  lower  court 
affirmed,  expressly  upon  the  facta  as  stated 
in  the  defendant's  answer.  The  facts  set 
out  in  that  answer  fell  far  short  of  show- 
ing such  a  nuisance  as  was  proved  in  the 
present  case,  and  a  ruling  based  upon  them 
cannot  be  controlling  here.  Section  3861  of 
the  Civil  Code  is  as  follows:  *'A  nuisance 
is  anything  that  worketh  hurt,  inconveni- 
ence, or  damage  to  another;  and  the  fact 
that  the  act  done  may  otherwise  be  lawful 
does  not  keep  it  from  being  a  nuisance. 
The  inconvenience  complained  of  must  not 
be  fanciful,  or  such  as  would  affect  only 
one  of  fastidious  taste,  but  it  must  be  such 
as  would  affect  an  ordinary,  reasonable 
man."  This  we  tj^nk,  is  not  intended  to 
change  the  common-law  definition  of  a  nui- 
sance, and  is  sufficient,  in  any  case,  to  in- 
clude the  blowing  of  a  large  steam  whistle, 
in  a  populous  residence  community,  with  so 
loud,  harsh,  and  terrific  a  sound  as  to  de- 
stroy plaintiffs'  slumbers,  injure  their 
health,  and  seriously  interfere  with  their 
reasonable  enjoyment  of  their  habitations. 
Certainly  it  is  a  nuisance,  under  the  Code 
definition  or  any  other  we  have  seen,  to 
blow  such  a  whistle  in  such  a  manner,  at 
unreasonable  and  unseasonable  hours,  and 
vrithout  reason  or  necessity  therefor,  and 
that  is  the  case  made  out  by  the  petition 
and  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiffs.  See,  in 
this  connection,  2  Wood,  Nuisances,  §§013 
et  aeq. 
Judgment  reversed. 

All  concur,  except  Cobb,  J.,  absent. 
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ACCIDENT  ASSOCIATION,  Appt., 

17. 

Harriet  JOHNSON. 

( Ky ) 

Deatb  eavaed  aolelr  br  avnatrolce  while 


In    the    line    of   one*a    emplorment    Is 

covered  by  an  accident  policy  which  provides 
that  If  the  injury  or  death  of  Insured  Is  con- 
tributed to  by  sunstroke  while  not  in  the  line 
of  his  employment  the  limit  of  the  associa- 
tion's liability  shall  be  one  quarter  of  what 
would  otherwise  be  payable,  since  this  limi- 


Note. — On  the  question   whether    death    by  i  an  accident  policy,  see  note  to  Fidelity  St  C.  Co. 
sunstroke  is  an  accident  within  the  meaning  of  |  y.  Johnson  (Miss.)  30  L.  B.  A.  206,  200. 
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tat  ion  of  liability  for  sunstroke  implies  that 
it  Is  covered  by  the  policy. 

'  (October  24,  1900.) 

.  A  PPEAL  by  defendant  ifom  a  judgment  of 
xi.  the  Circuit  Court  for  Hopkins  County 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
enforce  the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  an 
accident  insurance  policy.      Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Maurice  K.  Gordon,  lor  appellant: 

The  authority  of  the  cases  of  Dozier  v.  Fi- 
delity d  C.  Co.  46  Fed.  446,  13  L.  R.  A. 
114,  and  of  Sinclair  v.  Maritime  Pass.  Assur. 
Co.,  cannot  be  disputed. 

Lovelace  v.  Traveler's  Protective  Aaao.  126 
Mo.  104,  30  L.  R.  A.  200,  28  S.  W.  877; 
Western  Commercial  Travelers*  Asso.  v. 
Smith,  40  L.  R.  A.  653,  29  C.  C.  A.  223, 
66  U.  S.  App.  393,  86  Fed.  401. 

Although  a  result  may  not  be  designed 
or  foreseen,  yet  if  it  be  the  natural  and  di- 
rect effect  of  acts  voluntarily  done,  or  con- 
ditions voluntarily  assumed,  it  cannot  be 
said  to  be  accidental. 

Sunstroke  is  a  serious  disease. 

Boos  V.  World  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  6  Thomp. 
ft  C.  364. 

If  a  person  suffering  from  some  weakness 
or  disease  should  subject  himself  to  condi- 
tions which  would  not  injuriously  affect  per- 
sons in  ordinary  health,  but  would  be  danger- 
ous to  him,  and  injury  result,  it  would  not 
be  due  to  an  accidental  cause. 

Feder  v.  Iowa  State  Traveling  Men's  Asso. 
107  Iowa,  638,  43  L.  R.  A.  693,  78  N.  W. 
252;  Southard  v.  Railway  Pass.  Assur.  Co. 
36  Conn.  674.  See  also  Ba^on  v.  United 
States  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  133  N.  Y.  304,  9  L. 
R.  A.  617,  26  N.  E.  399;  Sinclair  v.  Mari- 
time Pass.  Assur.  Co.  3  El.  &  El.  478. 

Messrs.  William  li.  Gordon  and  John 
Fleming  Gordon,  also  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Roy  Salmon  and  O.  Waddill, 
with  Mr.  C.  J.  Waddill,  for  appellee: 

An  accident  in  American  accident  in.nur- 
ance  law  is,  an  event  which  takes  place  with- 
out the  foresight  or  expectation  of  the  per- 
son affected;  unexpectedly  taking  place,  not 
according  to  the  usual  course  of  things,  not 
expected ;  the  happening  of  an  event  without 
the  design  of  a  person,  and  which  is  unfore- 
seen; an  event  nappening  without  the  con- 
currence of  the  will  of  the  person;  an  event 
that  takes  place  without  one's  foresight  or 
expectation;  an  event  which  proceeds  from 
an  unknown  cause,  or  is  an  unusual  effect 
of  a  known  cause. 

North  American  L.  d  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Burroughs,  69  Pa.  43,  8  Am.  Rep.  212;  Paul 
V.  Travelers*  Ins.  Co.  112  N.  Y.  472,  3  L. 
R.  A.  443,  20  N.  E.  347;  Richards  v. 
Traveler's  Ins.  Co.  89  Cal.  170,  26  Pac.  762; 
United  States  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  v.  Barry,  131 
U.  S.  100,  33  L.  ed.  60,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
756;  Railway  Officials  d  Employees*  Acci. 
Asso.  v.  Drummond,  66  Neb.  235,  76  N.  W. 
562;  American  Acci.  Co.  v.  Reigart,  94  Kv. 
647,  21  L.  R.  A.  651,  23  S.  W.  191.  See  also 
Hutchcraft  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  87  Ky.  300, 
8  S.  W.  570. 
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In  construing  a  policy  of  life  insurance  a 
disease  must  be  such  as,  according  to  com- 
mon understanding,  would  be  called  a  dib* 
ease. 

Cushman  v.  United  States  L,  Ins.  Co.  70 
N.  Y.  77. 

A  cold  is  classified  by  medical  writers  as 
a  disease,  but  was  held  not  to  be  in  an  insur- 
ance policy. 

Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  McTague,  49 
N.  J.  L.  687,  00  Am.  Rep.  661,  9  Atl.  766. 

So  as  to  congestion  of  the  liver. 

Burton  v.  Eyden,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  295. 

Grip. 

Billings  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins,  Co, 
70  Vt.  477,  41  Atl.  616. 

Indigestion,  torpid  liver,  colic,  acute 
hepatitis, -cold  in  the  head,  headache,  etc. 

ManJiattan  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Francisco,  17 
Wall.  672,  21  L.  ed.  698;  Manufacturers' 
Acci.  Indemnity  Co.  v.  Dorgan,  22  L.  R.  A. 
020,  7  C.  C.  A.  581,  16  U.  S.  App.  290,  58  Fed. 
945. 

Words  must  be  construed  according  to  the 
intention  of  the  parties  to  the  contract. 

American  Acci.  Co.  v.  Reigart,  94  Ky.  547, 
21  L.  R,  A.  651,  23  S.  W.  191. 

The  policy  provides  for  liability  for  death 
caused  by  *'external,  violent,  and  accidental 
means."  The  means  only,  the  efficient  agent 
alone,  need  be  accidental. 

Ombcrg  v.  Umtcd  States  Mut.  Acci.  Asso, 
101  Ky.  303,  40  S.  W.  909 ;  Freeman  v.  Mer- 
cantile  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  166  Mass.  351,  17 
L.  R.  A.  753,  30  N.  E.  1013;  Martin  v. 
Equitable  Acci.  Asso.  61  Hun,  467,  16  N.  Y. 
Supp.  279;  Fitton  v.  Accidental  Death  Ins. 
Co.  17  C.  B.  N.  S.  122.  See  also  United 
St^iits  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  v.  Barry,  131  U.  S. 
100,  33  L.  ed.  60,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  755 ;  Xorih 
American  L.  d  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Burroughs, 
69  Pa.  43,  8  Am.  Rep.  212. 

WHite,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance. 
After  a  demurrer  to  the  petition,  as  amended, 
had  been  overruled,  appellant  declining  to 
plead  further;  judgment  was  rendered  fo)' 
appellee  as  by  default,  and  hence  this  ap- 
peal. 

Ihe  petition,  as  amended,  alleges  a  con^ 
tract  of  insurance  and  death  of  the  insured^ 
which  was  caused,  as  is  alleged,  **solely  by 
reason  of  and  through  sunstroke  while  in 
discharge  of  his  duty  as  section  man  and  in 
line  of  his  duty  as  railroad  employee,  and 
that  such  death  was  external,  violent,  anc^ 
accidental,  within  the  meaning  of  the  policy^ 
and  was  covered  by  its  terms."  .The  provi* 
sions  of  the  policy  bearing  on  the  question 
read:  "The  insurance  under  this  policy 
hhall  extend  only  to  physical  bodily  injury 
resulting  in  disability  or  death,  as  hereinaft- 
er expressed,  and  which  shall  be  affected 
while  this  contract  is  in  force,  solely  by  rea> 
son  of  and  through  external,  violent,  and 
accidental  means,  within  the  terms  and  con- 
ditions of  this  contrai;t,  and  which  shall  in- 
dependently of  all  other  causes,  immediately, 
wholly,  totally,  and  continuously  from  the 
date  of  the  accident  causing  the  injury  dia* 
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able  the  insured,  and  prevent  him  from  do- 
ing or  performing  any  work,  labor,  business, 
or  serviee,  or  any  part  thereof,  within  the 
conditions  of  this  contract.  ...  If  any 
injury  causing  disability  or  death  entitling 
the  insured  to  claim  benefits  under  the  pro* 
visions  of  this  policy  be  caused  or  contrib- 
uted to  ...  by  sunstroke  or  freezing 
while  not  in  the  line  of  his  duty  as  a  railroad 
employee,  .  .  .  then,  in  such  case,  the 
limit  of  the  association's  liability  shall  be 
one  fourth  of  the  sum  otherwise  payable, 
anything  to  the  contrary  herein  notwith- 
standing. .  .  .  Injuries  intentionally 
inflicted  by  the  insured,  ...  or  injur- 
ies or  death  caused  or  contributed  to  by  dis- 
ease or  infection,  .  .  .  are  not  covered 
by  this  policy."  It  is  insisted  by  counsel  for 
appellant  that  death  caused  solely  by  sun- 
stroke while  in  the  discharge  of  duty  is  not 
covered  by  the  policy ;  that  this  is  not  exter- 
nal, violent,  or  accidental  injury,  but  is  death 
by  rea&on  of  disease:  and  that. therefore, there 
can  be  no  recovery.    If  we  were  to  go  to  the 


adjudicated  cases  on  this  subject,  or  to  rea- 
son the  case  out,  much  might  be  said  the  one 
way  or  the  other.  But  we  are  not  left  J.o  an 
interpretation  of  this  policy  as  to  death 
caused  by  sunstroke,  as  to  whether  it  is  con- 
sidered accidental.  The  policy  itself,  after 
providing  that  injury  or  death  caused  or  con- 
tributed to  by  disease  or  infection  is  not  cov- 
ered by  the  policy,  expressly  provides  that 
disability  or  death  caused  by  or  contributed 
to  by  sunstroke  or  freezing  while  not  in  the 
line  of  his  duty  as  railroad  employee  shall 
reduce  the  liability  to  one  fourth.  There 
is,  then,  an  express  liability  where  death  is 
caused  by  sunstroke.  If  the  sunstroke  oc- 
curs while  insured  is  not  in  the  line  of  his 
duty,  the  liability  is  one  fourth.  This  cer- 
tainly means  if  the  sunstroke  be  received 
while  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty  there 
would  be  full  liability.  The  lower  court,  be- 
ing of  this  opinion,  properly,  we  think  over* 
ruled  the  demurrer. 
Judgment  affirmed,  with  damages. 


MARYL.AND   CX)URT   OF   APPEALS. 


Walter  BALL,  Exceptant,  Appt., 

V, 

SAFE    DEPOSIT    A    TRUST    COMPANY 
OF    BALTIMORE   CITY,   Trustee. 

1.  Kqvlty  1ia«  no  Jurliidlctlon  to  paaa 
«  decree  periulttlnar  future  sales  by  a 
triiHtee  of  arround  rents  held  by  bim 
under  a  will  creating  contingent  remainders, 
which  expressly  forbids  such  sale  during  the 
continuance  of  the  trust,  either  under  its 
general  powers  or  under  a  statute  enabling 
it  to  decree  a  sale  of  estates  held  subject  to 
remainders,  where  all  the  persons  who 
would  be  entitled  if  the  contingency  had  hap- 
pened at  the  time  of  the  decree  are  parties, 
and  the  sale  appears  advantageous  to  all  con- 
cerned- 

2.  A  pvreliaser  at  a  tmstee's  sale  un- 
der authority  of  a  decree  which  the  court  had 
no  Jurisdiction  to  pass  may  successfully  rely 
on  such  want  of  Jurisdiction  to  avoid  the 
sale. 

(January  18,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  the  exceptant  from  a  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court,  No.  2,  of  Baltimore 
City  overruling  exceptions  to  a  sale  of  trust 
property  under  a  decree  of  court.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Richard  Bernard  ft  Son,  for 
appellant: 

Apart  from  the  jurisdiction  given  by  stat- 
ute, the  jurisdiction  of  our  equity  courts  to 
decree  sales  of  real  estate  is  very  limited. 


Neither  one  nor  all  of  the  statutes,  apart 
from  or  combined  with  the  chancellor's  in- 
herent jurisdiction,  authorizes  the  cdtirt  to 
decree  a  sale  whereby  the  title  of  infants 
yet  unborn  is  devested. 

Doxonin  v.  Spreclier,  35  Md.  474;  Long  v. 
Long,  62  Md.  33. 

In  order  to  justify  the  court  in  cdnstruing 
precatory  words  in  a  will  as  creating  a  trust, 
it  must  appear  that  the  property  which  is 
the  subject  of  the  truAt  is  definite  and  cer- 
tain. 

Williams  v.  Worthitigton,  49  Md.  579,  33 
Am.  Hep.  286;  Pa/ul  v.  Compton,  8  Ves.  Jr. 
380. 

Here  the  subject  and  object  of  the  trust 
are  definite  and  certain,  and  it  follows  that 
the  trustee  is  bound  to  hold  the  property  as 
directed  by  the  testator. 

McClcrnan  v.  McCleman,  73  Md.  285,  20 
Atl.  908;  Hundley  v.  Wrightson,  60  Md.  204. 

Mr.  D.  K.  Este  Fisher,  for  appellee: 

Upon  exceptions  to  a  sale,  neither  the 
purchaser,  nor  even  the  parties  to  the  suit, 
can  open  up  the  merits  of  the  decree. 

Miller,  Eq.  Pr.  §  503. 

The  purchaser  has  a  right  to  assume  that 
the  court  has  taken  all  steps  necessary  to  in- 
vestigate the  rights  of  the  parties  to  the 
suit. 

Newhold  v.  Schlens,  66  Md.  592,  9  Atl. 
849;  Sloan  v.  Safe  Deposit  d  T.  Co.  73  Md. 
244,  20  Atl.  922. 

All  errors  and  irregularities,  as  far  as  the 
purchaser  is  concerned,  are  cured  by  the  de- 
cree. 


Note. — For  a  case  In  this  series  as  to  the 
power  ot  a  court  of  equity  to  separate  a  life 
estate  from  the  remainder  under  a  will  giving 
a  life  estate  with  power  of  appointment  as  to 
the  remainder, 'see  Ruggles  v.  Tyson  (Wis.)  48 
L.  R.  A.  800 ;  and  on  the  effect  of  a  deed  by  a 
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trustee  in  breach  of  trust,  see  Robinson  v.  Stone 
(Ala.)   45  L.  R.  A.  66. 

For  a  discussion  of  the  right  to  rescind  or 
abandon  a  contract  because  of  other  party's  de- 
fault, see  note  to  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  r. 
Richards  (HI.)  30  L.  R.  A.  83. 
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Dungan  v.  Vonderamithf  49  Md.  252 ;  Long 
V.  Long,  62  Md.  62 ;  Slmgluft  v.  Stanley,  66 
Md.  224,  7  Atl.  261;  Ney>bold  v.  Schlens,  66 
Md.  590,  9  Atl.  849;  Sloan  v.  Safe  Deposit  d 
T.  Co.  73  Md.  244,  20  Atl.  922 ;  Miller,  Eq. 
Pr.  §  517. 

So  long  aa  the  decree  stands  it  is  binding 
upon  all  parties,  and  title  taken  under  it 
while  it  is  a  subsisting  decree  will  not  even 
be  affected  by  its  subsequent  reversal. 

Brendel  v.  Zion  Church,  71  Md.  85,  17  Atl. 
936. 

The  decree  in  this  case  does  not  decree  in 
reference  to  future  rights  or  states  of  fact, 
but,  looking  at  it  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
appellant,  it  would  more  properly  be  consid- 
ered as  a  present  determination  that  sales 
of  investments  may  be  made  in  the  future 
whenever  it  shall  be  made  to  appear  to  the 
court  by  ex  parte  application  that  sale*  will 
be  advantageous. 

it  is  true  that  the  court  does  not  ordinari- 
ly decree  upon  future  rights;  but  makes  a 
decree  reserving  the  liberty  to  apply  when 
occasion  may  arise  for  further  orders.  The 
decree,  however,  is  none  the  less  final;  and 
the  object  of  it  is  to  enable  persons  interested 
to  apply  in  a  summary  way  without  "setting 
the  cause  down." 

Daniel,  Ch.  Pr.  990 ;  Miller,  Eq.  Pr.  §  263. 

The  improper  exercise  of  a  jurisdiction  pos- 
sessed by  the  court  discloses  a  mere  error, 
and  not  a  total  want  of  jurisdiction. 

Deveomon  v.  Shaw,  70  Md.  235,  16  Atl. 
645;  fieald  v.  Heald,  66  Md.  307;  Powell  v. 
Demming,  22  Ilun,  238. 

Brisode,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  record  in  this  case  presents  an  appeal 
from  a  pro  fornia  decree  of  the  circuit  court. 
No.  2,  of  Baltimore  city,  overruling  excep- 
tions to  the  ratification  of  a  private  sale  of 
the  reversion  and  a  ground  rent  issuing  out 
of  a  lot  of  ground  situate  in  Baltimore  city. 

The  sale  was  a  private  one,  and  is  re- 
ported as  having  been  made  on  the  6th  of 
August,  1900,  under  the  authority  of  a  de- 
cree passed  in  the  circuit  court,  No.  2,  of 
Baltimore  city,  on  the  25th  of  July,  1900,  by 
the  appellee,  the  Safe  Deposit  &  Trust  Com- 
pany of  Baltimore,  trustee,  under  the  last 
will  and  testament  of  John  K.  MeCuUoh,  de- 
ceased, to  the  appellant,  Walter  Ball. 

The  decree  relied  upon,  as  conferring  the 
power  of  sale,  was  passed  upon  a  bill,  filed 
by  the  trustee,  for  a  construction  of  the  tes- 
tator's will,  for  the  administration  of  the 
trust  estate  under  the  supervision  of  the 
court,  for  the  authority  to  sell,  thereafter, 
from  time  to  time,  the  trust  property,  and  to 
reinvest  it  under  orders  of  the  court. 

The  portion  of  the  decree  with  which  we 
are  now  concerned,  provides  that  the  trustee 
'*is  hereby  authorized  to  sell  hereafter  from 
time  to  time,  upon  orders  of  the  court,  passed 
in  the  case  as  occasion  may  arise,  and  when- 
ever it  shaJl  appear  to  the  court  that  such 
sales  are  advantageous,  any  of  the  property 
or  investments,  real  or  personal,  which  it 
holds,  or  may  hereafter  hold,  for  the  trust 
estate,  aild  to  reinvest  the  proceeds  of  sale, 
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under  like  orders  of  the  court,  upon  the  same 
trusts." 

Dr.  McCulloh's  will  contains  a  large  num- 
ber of  bequests,  legacies,  and  devises,  but  we 
only  find  it  necessary,  in  this  case,  to  con- 
sider two  of  them. 

By  the  twelfth  item  of  the  will,  he  gave, 
devised,  and  bequeathed  to  the  Safe  Deposit 
&  Trust  Company  of  Baltimore  all  the  rest 
and  residue  of  his  estate  *S>f  every  kind 
whatsoever,  not  herein  otherwise  disposed  of. 
in  trust  for  the  use  of  all  my  children,  for 
and  during  their  respective  lives,  and  upon 
the  death  of  any  one  of  my  children  leaving 
a  wife  or  issue  living  at  the  death  of  such 
one  of  my  children,  the  trust  as  to  the  share 
of  such  child  shall  cease,  and  its  share  shall 
be  divided  as  follows:  If  there  be  a  wife 
and  no  issue  then  living,  the  whole  of  the 
share  shall  go  to  the  said  wife;  and  if  there 
be  issue  then  living  and  no  wife,  the  whole 
shall  go  to  such  issue  per  stirpes;  and  if 
there  be  a  wife  and  also  issue,  the  wife  shall 
have  the  same  part  as  one  of  the  children  of 
such  one  of  my  children  so  dying,  and  the 
rest  of  the  share  shall  be  divided  among  said 
issue  per  stirpes.** 

By  the  sixteenth  item,  he  authorized  his 
executors  and  administrators,  and  all  trus- 
tees and  successors  thereof,  to  make  any  and 
all  distributions  which  may  become  neces- 
sary; and  in  so  doing  he  directed  that  the 
property  itself  shall  be  divided,  and  not  be 
sold  unless  it  be  absolutely  necessary.  But 
if  the  division  cannot  in  the  opinion  of  such 
executors,  administrators,  trustees,  or  suc- 
cessors in  oiTice  be  made  in  a  beneficial  man- 
ner, he  authorized  them  at  their  discretion  to 
sell  so  much  as  may  be  necessary  to  make 
such  division  and  distribution,  and  he  provid- 
ed that,  so  long  as  my  peimanent  ground 
rents  are  held  in  trust,  I  do  not  wish  them 
to  be  sold. 

There  were  seven  exceptions  filed  to  the 
ratification  of  the  sale,  but  they  resolve 
themselves  into  two  propositions:  First, 
whether  the  court  had  jurisdiction,  under  the 
proceedings  in  the  case,  to  ratify  and  con- 
firm the  sale;  second,  whether,  under  the  tes- 
tator's will,  his  permanent  ground  rents 
could  be  sold  during  the  continuance  of  the 
trust  created  by  his  will. 

The  court  below  overruled  the  exceptions 
and  ratified  the  sale,  and  it  is  from  this  or- 
der that  the  appeal  has  been  taken. 

There  is  no  dispute  about  the  facts  of  the 
case.  It  is  admitted  that  the  testator  left 
surviving  him  but  one  son,  and  he  is  unmar- 
ried; that  he  left  no  descendants  of  a  de- 
ceased child ;  and  that  the  ground  rent  pur- 
cliased  by  the  appellant  is  a  part  of  the  rest 
and  residue  of  the  testator's  estate  and 
passed  under  the  twelfth  item  of  the  will. 

Now  it  is  very  apparent,  from  an  exami- 
nation of  the  testator's  will,  that  he  conferred 
no  power  of  sale  upon  the  trustee  to  sell  the 
permanent  ground  rents.  On  the  contrary, 
the  plain  and  express  language  of  the  will  is, 
"but  so  long  as  my  permanent  ground  rents 
are  held  in  trust  I  do  not  wi^i  them  to  be 
sold."     ft  is,  then,  very  certain  that  the  au- 
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thority  of  the  court  to  decree  the  sale  was 
not  derived  from  the  will. 

Nor  was  the  court's  power  to  decree  the 
sale,  in  this  case,  incident  to  or  derived  from 
its  general  chan-cery  juriediction  to  decree 
Bales  of  real  estate.  The  case  of  Lon^  v. 
Long,  02  Md.  (t4,  distinctly  holds  that  prior 
to  the  act  of  1868,  chap.  273,  a  court  of  equi- 
ty had  no  power  to  decree  a  sale  of  real  es- 
tate to  bind  the  interest  of  unborn  contin- 
gent remaindermen.  In  that  case  all  par- 
ties in  esse,  including  the  trustee  who  held 
the  legal  title,  were  before  the  court,  and  the 
sale  appeared  from  the  proof  to  be  advanta- 
geous. Chief  Judge  Alvey,  in  the  opinion, 
said:  "It  would  seem  to  be  clear,  upon  the 
plainest  principles,  that  if  some  one  of  the 
real  or  substantial  parties  to  the  cause  did 
not  hold  such  relation  to  the  property,  and 
to  these  plaintilTs  as  contingent  remainder- 
men, as  made  him  a  legal  representative  of 
the  inheritance,  so  as  to  bind  it  by  recovery 
against  him,  these  plaintiffs  were  not  repre- 
sented in  that  proceeding,  and  are,  therefore, 
not  bound  by  the  decree.  .  .  .  The  act- 
ing trustee,  holdinc  the  legal  estate  in  the 
freehold  only  for  the  lives  of  the  equitable 
life  tenants,  with  no  powers,  in  his  charac- 
ter as  trustee,  to  enable  him  to  sell  or  con- 
vert the  real  estate  into  money,  clearly  could 
not  legally  represent  those  entitled  in  re- 
mainder to  the  inlieritance,  as  the  law  then 
existed.  It  is  true,  the  heirs  at  law  of  the 
testator,  who  were  parties  to  the  cause,  held 
the  legal  fee  in  the  shares  of  the  realty  de- 
vised to  the  grandchildren  in  remainder  un- 
til those  grandchildren  should  come  into 
being,  or  until  the  death  of  .their  parents 
without  issue.  But  it  is  a  settled  principle 
that  where  a  person  is  seised  in  fee  of  an 
estate  which  is  liable  to  be  defeated  by  a 
shifting  use,  conditional  limitation,  or  exec- 
utory devise,  the  inheritance  is  not  repre- 
sented in  a  court  of  equity  by  the  person  who 
has  the  fee  thus  liable  to  be  defeated,  except 
as  against  himself  and  those  who  take  under 
him." 

We  come,  then,  to  the  question,  whether 
the  jurisdiction  to  decree  the  sale  of  the 
property  now  in  controversy  was  conferred 
upon  tlie  court  by  virtue  of  the  act  of  1868, 
chap.  273,  now  Code,  art.  16,  §  198. 

This  statute  declares,  that  "in  all  cases 
when  one  or  more  persons  is  or  are  entitled 
to  an  estate  for  life  or  years,  ...  or  are 
entitled  to  a  remainder  or  remainders,  vested 
or  contingent,  ...  or  any  other  inter- 
est vested  or  contingent  in  the  same  land,  on 
application  of  any  of  the  parties  in  interest, 
a  court  of  equity  may,  if  all  the  parties  in 
being  are  parties  to  the  proceeding,  decree  a 
sale  or  lease  thereof,  if  it  shall  appear  to  be 
advantageous  to  the  parties  concerned,  and 
shall  direct  the  investment  of  the  proceeds 
of  sale,  .  .  .  and  all  such  decrees,  if  all 
the  persons  are  parties  who  wculd  be  enti- 
tled if  the  contingency  had  happened  at  the 
date  of  the  decree,  shall  bind  all  persons, 
whether  in  being  or  not,  who  claim,  or  may 
claim,  any  interest  in  said  land  under  any 
of  the  parties  to  said  decree,  or  under  any 
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person  from  whom  any  of  the  parties  to  such 
decree  claim." 

The  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity  to  de- 
cree a  sale  of  land  under  this  act  rests  upon 
the  concurrence  of,  two  conditions  precedent, 
and  they  are,  that  all  parties  in  interest  and 
in  being  who  would  be  entitled,  if  the  con- 
tingency had  happened  at  the  date  of  the  de- 
cree, must  be  parties  to  the  proceedings,  and 
the  sale  must  be  made  to  appear  to  be  advan- 
tageous to  the  parties  concerned.  If  these 
conditions,  as  contemplated  by  the  act,  are 
not  complied  with  at  the  date  of  the  decree 
the  court  will  be  without  jurisdiction  to  de- 
cree a  sale.  The  language  of  the  act  is: 
"And  all  such  decrees,  if  all  the  persons  are 
parties  who  would  be  entitled  if  the  contin- 
gency had  happened  at  the  date  of  the  decree, 
shall  bind  all  persons,  whether  in  being  or 
not,  who  claim,  or  may  claim,  any  interest 
in  said  land  under  any  of  the  parties  to  said 
decree." 

The  decree  of  the  court,  which  is  objected 
to  in  this  case  not  only  directed  a  sale  of  the 
property  mentioned  therein,  but  it  author- 
ized the  trustee,  under  Dr.  McCulloh's  will, 
to  make  future  sales  "and  to  sell  hereafter, 
from  time  to  time,  as  occasions  may  arise 
and  whenever  it  shall  appear  to  the  court 
that  such  sales  are  advantageous  any  of  the 
property  which  it  holds  or  may  hereafter 
hold  for  the  trust  estate."  The  particular 
ground  rent  now  in  dispute  is  not  mentioned 
in  either  the  bill  or  the  decree,  but  was  sold 
by  the  trustee  at  private  sale,  long  after  the 
date  of  the  passage  of  the  decree  in  this  case, 
and  under  the  alleged  power  conferred  by 
the  decree  to  make  future  sales,  as  it  might 
appear  to  be  advantageous  to  the  court. 
The  practical  effect  of  such  a  decree,  if  sanc- 
tioned by  the  court,  as  to  the  permanent 
ground  rents,  would  not  only  violate  the 
plain  requirements  and  demands  of  the  stat- 
ute of  1868,  chap.  273,  but  would  confer  pow- 
ers that  the  testator  Dr.  McCulloh  express- 
ly declared  should  not  be  exercised  by  the 
trustee.  And  this,  too,  in  a  case  where,  un- 
der the  item  of  the  testator's  will,  a  large 
part  of  his  estate  may  go  to  contingent  re- 
maindermen yet  unborn. 

But  it  is  contended  upon  the  part  of  the 
appellee,  as  stated  in  its  brief,  that  if  the 
court  exercised  its  jurisdiction  in  this  case 
erroneously,  by  providing  in  its  decree  for 
such  future  sales^  that  the  error  could  only 
be  corrected  by  an  appeal,  and  the  parties 
have  not  appealed  and  have  therefore  acqui- 
esced in  it. 

Tliere  can  be  no  question,  as  was  said  by 
this  court  in  Uamtlton  v.  Traher,  78  Md. 
28..  27  Atl.  229,  if  the  court  had  jurisdiction 
to  pass  the  decree,  any  mere  irregularity  in 
the  proceeding  or  defect  in  the  proof  could 
not  be  availed  of  to  impeach  the  decree  col- 
laterally. But  if  the  court  was  wholly  with- 
out jurisdiction  to  decree  the  sale  of  the 
property  before  it,  the  purchai?er  may  suc- 
cessfully rely  upon  that  want  of  jurisdiction 
to  avoid  the  sale,  because  .the  decree  would, 
in  such  case,  be  jin  absolute  nullity.  If  it 
be  an  absolute  millity  it  is  no  decree  at  all, 
and  can  never  be  treated  or  regarded  as  one. 
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We  are  therefore  clearly  of  the  opinion, 
for  the  reasons  stated,  that  the  testamentary 
trustee  had  no  power  conferred  on  it  by  the 
will  of  the  testator,  Dr.  McCulloh,  to  make 
sale  of  the  ground  rent  reported  to  have  been 
sold  in  this  case;  that  circuit  court  No.  2, 
of  Baltimore  city  haxl  no  power,  by  virtue  of 
its  general  chancery  jurisdiction,  nor  under 
the  act  of  18G8,  chap.  273  (Code,  art.  16,  § 
1JI8 ) ,  to  authorize  the  sale  of  the  ground  rent, 
under  the  decree  passed  in  this  case,  and  the 
court  Mow  was  therefore  without  jurisdic- 
tion to  ratify  and  confirm  the  sale  reported 
herein. 

The  pro  forma  decree,  passed  on  the  7  th 
of  September,  1900,  by  circuit  court,  No.  2, 
of  Baltimore  city,  overruling  the  exceptions 
and  ratifying  the  sale,  will  be  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded,  with  costs. 

Decree  reversed,  and  cause  remanded, 

Kehearing  denied. 


Mayor,  etc.,  of  BALTIMORE  et  al,  Appts., 

V. 

Albert  B.  Ll'MAN. 


( 
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A  ffvperlntendeut  of  public  Inatructloii, 
'Who  is  appointed  at  tlie  pleasure  of 
the  school  board,  and  takes  no  official 
oath,  gives  no  oflicial  bond,  has  no  commis- 
sion issued  to  him,  and  has  no  fixed  or  defin- 
ite tenure  of  office,  is  not  a  "municipal  offi- 
cial" within  the  meaning  of  a  charter  re- 
quirement that  such  officials  shall  be  regis- 
tered voters  of  the  city. 

(February  8,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  an  order  of 
the  Circuit  Court,  No.  2,  of  Baltimore 
City  overruling  a  demurrer  to  a  complaint 
filed  to  enjoin  defendants  from  paying  the 
salary  of  the  superintendent  of  schools  on 
the  ground  that  he  was  appointed  without 
authority  of  law.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Edgar  H«  Gans  and  Olin  Bry- 
an, for  appellants: 

A  public  officer  is  an  agency  for  the  state, 
and  the  pers(m  whose  duty  it  is  to  perform 
this  agency  is  a  "pu-blic  officer." 

Worcester  County  School  Comrs.  v.  Oolds- 
horough,  90  Md.  206,  44  Atl.  1055;  State  ex 
ret.  Clark  v.  Stanley,  66  N.  C.  69,  8  Am.  Rep. 
488. 

The  most  important  characteristic  which 
distinguishes  an  office  from  an  employment 
is  that  the  cremation  of  an  office  involves  a 


Note. — As  to  who  are  city  officers,  see  Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  Sherwood  v.  State  Bd.  of  Canvassers 
(N.  Y.)  14  L.  R.  A.  646.  and  note.  See  also, 
in  this  series,  the  later  cases  of  State  ew  rcl. 
Childs  V.  Kilchli  (Minn.)  19  L.  R.  A.  779 ;  Kahn 
T.  Sutro  (Cal.)  33  L.  R.  A.  620. 

As  to  who  are  public  officers,  see  McCornlck 
V.   Pratt    (Utah)    17    L.    R.    A,   243,   and   note. 

For  later  case  in  this  series,  see  Brown  v. 
Russell  (Mass.)  32  L.  R.  A.  253. 
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delegation  to  the  individual  of  some  of  the 
sovereign  functions  of  government  to  be  ex- 
ercised by  him  for  the  benefit  of  the  public; 
and  it  is  safe  to  say  tliat,  unless  the  [)owers 
conferred  are  of  this  nature,  the  individual 
is  not  a  public  officer. 

Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  §§1,2,  4,  note  2;  Opin- 
ion of  the  Justices,  3  Me.  481,  Appx.;  Wor- 
cester County  School  Comrs.  v.  Goldsbor- 
ough,  90  Md.  208,  44  Atl.  1055. 

The  taking  of  an  oath  is  given  high  place 
in  Maryland. 

Worcester  County  School  Comrs,  v.  Colds- 
borough,  90  Md.  207,  44  Atl.  1055;  Collins 
V.  yew  York,  3  Hun,  680 ;  Bunn  v.  People  ea 
rel.  Laflin,  45  111.  397. 

The  requirement  for  a  bond  is  a  strong  in- 
dication that  the  person  is  an  officer. 

People  ex  rel.  Throop  v.  Langdon,  40 
Mich.  682;  Shelby  v.  Alcorn,  36  Miss.  273,  72 
Am.  Dec.  169;  State  ex  rel.  Cannon  v.  May, 
100  Mo.  505,  17  S.  W.  660. 

Tenure  is  not  indispensable,  but  is  also  a 
strong  indication. 

Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  §  8;  People  ex  rel, 
Throop  V.  Langdon,  40  Mich.  682;  United 
States  v.  Uartn-^ll,  6  Wall.  385,  18  L.  ed. 
830;  State  ex  rel.  Clyatt  v.  Hocker,  39  Fla. 
477,  22  So.  721;  Olmstead  v.  New  York,  10 
Jones  &  S.  487. 

If  the  party  whose  position  is  in  question 
is  called  an  "officer,"  this  is  an  indication 
that  his  position  is  an  office. 

State  ex  rcl.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Kcnnon,  7  Ohio 
St.  557 ;  United  States  v.  Mouat,  124  U.  S. 
306,  31  L.  ed.  404.  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  505; 
United  States  v.  Hendee,  124  U.  S.  309,  31 
L.  ed.  465,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  507. 

Office  and  officer  are  used  in  the  loose,  pop- 
ular sense  in  this  charter. 

Ofilcer  is  synonymous  with  assistant,  em- 
ployee, and  sei'vant. 

QiUntard  v.  Ne^v  York,  51  App.  Div.  233, 
64  N.  Y.  Supp.  904. 

In  so  far  as  the  intention  of  the  lawnnak- 
ers  can  }>e  gathered  from  a  comparison  of 
the  existin^^  law  with  a  state  of  things  ante- 
cedent thereto,  it  was  never  intended  that 
the  superintendent  of  public  instruction 
should  be  a  registered  voter  of  the  city. 

State  ex  ret.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Vickers,  68 
Ohio  St.  730;  Butler  v.  Regents  of  the  Uni- 
versity, 32  Wis.  131. 

If  it  could  be  held  that  the  superintend- 
ent of  public  instruction  was  an  officer,  his 
po.'iition  is  such  as  to  make  him  a  state  offi- 
cer, and  not  a  municipal  official. 

Hooper  v.  New,  85  Md.  574,  37  Atl.  424. 

Mr,  William  A.  Fisher  also  for  appel- 
lants. 

Messrs.  Karl  A.  M.  Soholts  and  George 
T.  Mister,  for  appellee: 

Section  26  prescribes  and  requires  that 
"all  municipal  officials,  except  females,  shall 
be  registered  voters  of  the  city  of  Balti- 
more," or,  conversely,  no  one,  not  a  regis- 
tered voter,  shall  hold  a  municipal  office. 

In  the  enacting  of  this  section,  the  legis- 
lature was  simply  recognizing  that  under  a 
system  of  "home  rule"  only  citizens  and  vot- 
ers should  be  eligible  to  and  hold  office. 

King  v.  Bumell,  Carth.  478. 


IMl. 


Baltimore  ▼.  Ltman. 


407 


The  term  "officer"  is  sufficiently  oompre- 
lieusive  to  include  all  persons  in  any  public 
station  or  employment  conferred  by  govern- 
ment. 

}aughn  v.  English,  8  Cal.  41;  People  ew 
rel.  Kelly  v.  Brooklyn,  11  N.  Y.  508,  33  Am. 
Rep.  059:  ^^'ood*a  CaaCy  2  Cow.  30,  note; 
liowland  v.  New  York,  83  N.  Y.  376;  Foltz 
V.  Kerlin,  105  Ind.  221,  55  Am.  Rep.  197,  4 
N.  E.  439,  5  N.  E.  072;  Henly  v.  Lyme,  5 
Bing.  107;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Drohan,  169  Mass. 
534,  48  N.  E.  279;  People  cor  reL  Lyndes  v. 
Comptroller,  20  Wend.  598;  State  ex  rel. 
Atty.  Oen.  v.  Wilson,  29  Ohio  St.  348;  note 
to  McCorniok  v.  Pratt  (Utah)  17  L.  R.  A. 
243 ;  Queen  v.  Guardians  of  the  Poor,  17  Q. 
B.  151,  and  note  a. 

This  legislation  was  expressly  intended  to 
prevent  by  any  possibility  the  giving  of  of- 
fice to  anyone  but  a  voter. 

State  ex  rel.  Off  v.  Smith,  14  Wis.  499. 

That  the  superintendent  is  an  officer  pos- 
sessing all  the  essential  characteristics  of  a 
public  officer  is  evident ;  for  ( 1 )  the  office 
has  been  created  by  law;  (2)  the  duties  of 
the  office  are  prescribed  by  law,  and  not  by 
contract;  (3)  the  office  and  duties  are  per- 
manent, and  continue  though  the  incumbent 
be  changed;  (4)  the  duties  are  executive, 
and  relate  to  the  proper  administration  of 
the  public-school  system;  (5)  the  salary  of 
the  office  is  paid  out  of  the  public  treasury ; 
(6)  the  law  creating  the  office  denominated 
it  such,  and  the  incumbent  an  officer;  (7) 
the  ollice  and  the  duties  thereof  cannot  be 
abolished  or  abrogated,  except  by  the  creat- 
ing power — *.  e.,  the  legislature. 

Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  §  1;  United  States  v. 
Maurice,  2  Brock.  103,  Fed.  Caa.  No.  15,747; 
McComick  v.  Pratt  (Utah)  17  L.  R.  A.  244, 
note;  Opinion  of  the  Justices,  3  Me.  481, 
Appx. ;  Eliason  v.  Colema/n,  86  N.  C.  241. 

Where  an  employment  or  duty  is  a  contin- 
uing one,  which  is  defined  by  rules  prescribed 
by  law.  and  not  by  contract,  such  a  charge  or 
eniplojTiient  is  an  office,  and  the  person  who 
performs  it  is  an  officer. 

Shelby  v.  Alcorn,  36  Miss.  289,  72  Am. 
Dec.  169;  Slate  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Wilson, 
29  Ohio  St.  349;  Re  Oaths  of  Attorneys  d 
Counselors,  20  Johns.  492;  Re  Hathaivay,  71 
N.  Y.  238;  Penitentiary  Co.  No.  2  v.  Gor- 
don, 85  Ga.  159,  11  S.  E.  584;  United  States 
V.  Ilariirell,  6  Wall.  393,  18  L.  ed.  832; 
State  ex  rel.  Cannon  v.  May,  106  Mo.  488, 
17  S.  W.  660. 

The  work  in  which  the  superintendent  is 
eii'jjaged  is  done  by  him  as  a  public  officer. 

Murphy  v.  Needltam,  176  Mass.  422,  57 
N.  E.  690. 

The  fact  that  the  place  is  designated,  in 
the  law  providing  for  its  creation,  as  an  of- 
fice, affords  some  reason  for  determining  it 
to  be  such. 

Mechem.  Tub.  Off.  §  10;  State  ex  rel.  Atty. 
Gifn.  v.  Wilsoti,  29  Ohio  St.  349 ;  State  ex  rel. 
Cannon  v.  May,  106  Mo.  488,  17  S.  W.  660; 
f otter  V.  Pillsbury,  11  How.  Pr.  240;  United 
mates  V.  Sears,  1  Gall.  221,  Fed.  Gas.  No. 
16,247 ;  Rohh  v.  Cartery  65  Md.  333,  4  Atl. 
28-;i;  Bradford  v.  Inferior  Court  JusticeSy  33 
62  L.  R.  A. 


Ga.  332;  United  States  v.  Tinklepaugh,  3 
Blatchf.  430,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,526;  People  v. 
Hayes,  7  How.  Pr.  249;  Emmitt  v.  Neu> 
York,  128  N.  Y.  120,  28  N.  E.  19. 

In  the  following  cases  various  persons 
have  been  held  pumic  officers: 

State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Wilson,  29  Ohio 
St.  347;  Porter  v.  Pillsbury,  11  How.  Pr. 
240;  State  ex  rel.  Cannon  v.  Mwy,  106  Mo. 
488,  17  S.  W.  660;  Kimbrough  v.  Bamett,  93 
Tex.  301,  55  S.  W.  121;  Smith  v.  Brooklyn, 
6  App.  Div.  134,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  990;  Ex 
parte  Smith,  2  Cranch,  C.  C.  693,  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  12,967;  United  States  v.  Hartwell,  6 
Wall.  393,  18  L.  ed.  832;  Vaughn  v.  English, 
8  Cal.  39;  Collins  v.  A  etc  York,  3  Hun,  680; 
Rowland  v.  New  York,  83  N.  Y.  376;  Re 
Whiting,  1  Edm.  Sel.  Cas.  498 :  People  ex  rel. 
Barry  v.  Keller,  30  Misc.  52,  61  N.  Y.  Supp. 
740;  Sanford  v.  Boyd,  2  Cranch,  G.  G.  78, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,311;  Com.  v.  Evans,  74  Pa. 
124;  People  ex  rel.  Welker  v.  Bledsoe,  68  N. 
C.  457 ;  People  ex  rel.  Lyndes  v.  Comptroller, 
20  Wend.  595 ;  People  v.  Hayes,  7  How.  Pr. 
249;  People  ex  rel.  Simmons  v.  Sanderson, 
30  Cal.  160;  State  v.  Brandt,  41  Iowa,  593; 
Com.  v.  Moirisey,  86  Pa.  416. 

School  officere,  directors,  and  trustees  are 
public  officers. 

McCoy  V.  Curtice,  9  Wend.  17,  24  Am. 
Dec.  113;  Ogden  v.  Raymond,  22  Conn.  379, 
58  Am.  Dec.  429;  Sanborn  v.  Neal,  4  Minn, 
126,  Gil.  83,  77  Am.  Dec.  502;  Kimbrough 
V.  Bamett,  93  Tex.  301,  55  S.  W.  120; 
Throop,  Pub.  Off.  chap.  1,  §  10;  McComick 
v.  Pratt  (Utah)   17  L.  R.  A.  246-248,  note. 

Oath  is  not  an  indispensable  criterion,  and 
the  office  may  exist  without  it. 

Mechem,  Pub  Off.  §  6 ;  State  ex  rel.  Clark 
v.  Stanley,  66  N.  C.  59,  8  Am.  Rep.  488 ; 
State  ex  rel.  Hoxcerton  v.  Tate,  68  N.  C.  547. 

Salary  is  a  mere  incident,  and  constitutes 
no  part  of  the  office. 

Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  §  7;  Kimbrough  v. 
Bamett,  93  Tex.  301,  55  S.  \N.  120;  Wilson 
V.  Neu\  York,  1  Denio,  595,  43  Am.  Dec.  719. 

Duration  of  term  is  not  of  the  essence  of 
public  office. 

Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  §  8;  Townsend  v. 
Kurtz.  83  Md.  345.  34  Atl.  1123;  Vaughn  v. 
English,  8  Ol.  39. 

Manner  of  apywintment  is  not  material. 

State  ex  rel.  Wingate  v.  ValU,  41  Mo.  29; 
Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  §  12. 

Brisooe,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  question  in  this  case  being  one  of  pub- 
lic importance  and  being  a  matter  affecting 
the  public  school  system  of  Baltimore  city, 
we  announced  our  decision  in  the  case  short- 
ly after  the  argument,  in  a  per  curiam  order. 
We  will  now  state  the  rejisons  for  the  con- 
clusion reached  by  us  at  that  time. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  record  in  this  case 
presents  but  a  single  question  of  law  for  our 
consideration,  and  that  is,  whether  the  su- 
perintendent of  public  instruction,  in  the 
city  of  Baltimore,  is  a  municipal  official 
within  the  meaning  and  intent  of  the  city 
charter?  The  26th  section  of  the  charter 
(Acts  of  1898,  chapter  123)  provides,  that  no 
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person  shall  at  any  time  hold  more  than  one 
oflioe  yielding  pecuniary  compensation  un- 
der the  mayor  and  city  council  cf  Baltimore. 
All  municipal  officials,  except  females,  shall 
be  registered  voters  of  the  city  of  Baltimore. 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  few  and  are  not 
disputed.  Briefly  stated  they  are  as  follows: 
The  board  of  school  commissioners  of  Balti- 
more city,  in  pursuance  of  the  power  con- 
ferred on  it  by  §  100  of  the  city  charter,  ap- 
pointed Mr.  James  H.  Van  Sickle  superin- 
tendent of  public  instruction,  to  take  effect 
from  the  1st  day  of  July,  1900.  At  the  time 
of  Mr.  Van  Sickle's  appointment  and  of  the 
filing  of  the  bill  in  this  case,  he  was  not  a 
roistered  voter  of  the  city  of  Baltimore. 

The  bill  is  filed  by  a  resident  and  taxpayer 
of  Baltimore  city  to  enjoin  the  mayor  and 
city  council  of  Baltimore,  the  comptroller 
and  the  board  of  school  commissioners  from 
paying  his  salary,  for  the  reason  that,  not 
being  a  registered  voter  o>f  the  city,  he  was 
not  eligible  to  the  position  to  which  he  had 
been  appointed.  The  determination  of  the 
question  depends  upon  an  examination  of 
the  charter  itself,  and  the  ascertainment  of 
what  persons  the  legislature  intended  should 
be  included  in  the  use  of  the  term  "munici- 
pal official"  in  9  26  of  chapter  123  of  the 
Acts  of  1898  (city  charter).  It  appears 
from  an  examination  of  the  charter  that  the 
expression  "municipal  official"  is  used  to  de- 
scribe the  heads  of  departments,  heads  of 
subdepartments  and  municipal  officers  not 
embraced  in  a  department,  and  is  not  appli- 
cable to  employees  of  these  several  depart- 
ments. By  §  25  o|  the  charter,  the  mayor 
has  the  sole  power  of  appointment  of  all 
heads  of  departments,  heads  of  subdepart- 
ments, municipal  officers,  not  embraced  in  a 
department,  subject  to  confirmation  by  the 
second  branch  of  the  city  council,  except 
where  otherwise  provided  by  the  charter. 

The  city  comptroller  and  surveyor  are 
elected  by  the  people,  and  the  city  register 
and  public  printer  are  appointed  by  joint 
convention  of  the  two  branches  of  the  coun- 
cil.    §§  33,  35,  205,  208. 

The  appointment  of  the  other  city  officials 
is  provided  by  the  28th  section,  which  reads 
"tnat  the  heads  of  departments,  heads  of 
subdepartments,  municipal  officers  not  em- 
braced in  a  department,  and  all  special  com- 
missions or  boards  shall  have  the  sole  power 
of  appointment  and  removal  at  pleasure  of 
all  deputies,  assistants,  clerks  and  subordi- 
nate employees  employed  by  them,  unless 
otherwise  provided  for." 

Now,  under  the  charter,  9  100,  the  super- 
intendent of  public  instr\iction  and  his  as- 
sistants are  appointed  by  the  board  of  school 
commissioners,  the  head  of  the  department 
of  education,  and  the  qualification  there  pre- 
scribed is,  "that  the  superintendents  shall 
all  be  persons  of  education  and  experience  in 
the  management  of  schools,  and  they  shall 
be  not  less  than  twenty-five  years  of  age  nor 
more  than  fifty  at  the  time  of  their  appoint- 
ment, and  shall  discharge  the  duties  herein 
prescribed  and  such  other  duties  as  the  said 
board  may  direct." 

rt  appears,  then,  from  the  aforegoing  sec- 
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tions  of  the  charter,  that  the  superintendent 
of  public  instruction  is  not  appointed  by  the 
mayor,  or  joint  convention,  or  elected  by  the 
people,  but  is  appointed  by  the  board  of 
school  commissioners,  the  head  of  the  depart- 
ment of  education,  and  is  an  employee  of  this 
department  of  the  city  government. 

Judge  Cooley,  in  the  case  of  People  ex  rel. 
Throop  V.  Langdon,  40  Mich.  683,  where  it  is 
held  that  the  position  of  chief  clerk  in  the 
office  of  the  assessors  of  the  city  of  Detroit 
was  not  an  office,  says:  "The  officer  is  dis- 
tinguished from  tlie  employee  in  the  greater 
importance,  dignity,  ana  independence  of  his 
position,  in  being  required  to  take  an  official 
oath  and  perhaps  to  give  an  official  bond ;  in 
the  liability  to  be  called  to  account  «is  a  pub- 
lic offender  for  misfeasance  in  office,  or  non- 
feasance in  office,  and  usually,  though  not 
necessarily,  in  the  tenure  of  his  position." 
In  particular  cases  other  distinctions  will 
appear  which  are  not  general.  In  Olmsicad 
V.  .Veif  York,  10  Jones  &  S.  482,  it  was  held 
that  one  who  receives  no  certificate  of  ap- 
pointment, takes  no  oath  of  office,  has  no 
term  or  tenure  of  office,  discharges  no  duties, 
and  exercises  no  powers  depending  directly 
on  the  authority  of  law,  but  simply  performs 
such  duties  as  are  required  of  him  by  the 
persons  employing  him  and  whose  responsi- 
bility is  limited  to  them,  is  not  an  officer, 
and  does  not  hold  an  office.  And  in  the  recent 
case  of  Worcester  County  School  Comrs, 
V.  GoidshorougU,  90  Md.  207,  44  Atl.  1055, 
we  said:  "Civil  officers  are  governmental 
agents,  they  are  natural  persons  in  whom  a 
part  of  the  state's  sovereignty  is  vested  or 
reposed,  to  be  exercised  by  the  individuals 
so  intrusted  with  it  for  the  public  good.  The 
power  to  act  for  the  state  is  confided  to  the 
person  appointed  to  act  It  belongs  to  him 
upon  assuming  the  office.  He  is  clothed 
with  the  authority  which  he  exerts,  and  the 
ofiicial  acts  done  by  him  are  done  as  his  acts, 
and  not  as  tlie  acts  of  a  body  corporate." 

In  the  case  now  before  us  we  find  the  su- 
perintendent of  public  instruction  is  not  ap- 
pointed by  the  mayor,  nor  elected  by  the  peo- 
ple nor  appointed  by  joint  convention  of  the 
two  branches  of  the  couneil.  He  takes  no 
official  oath,  gives  no  official  bond,  has  no 
commission  issued  to  him,  and  has  no  fixed 
or  definite  tenure  of  office,  but  is  appointed 
at  the  pleasure  of  the  school  board. 

It  also  appears  from  an  examination  of  the 
charter  that  all  the  executive  power  relat- 
ing to  educational  matters  is  vested  in  a  de- 
partment known  as  *'the  department  of  edu- 
cation," and  this  department  is  composed  of 
the  board  of  school  commissioners.  The  su- 
perintendent of  public  instruction  exercises 
no  power  except  what  is  derived  from  and 
through  this  board.  He  is  simply,  then,  an 
employee  or  the  agent  of  the  school  board, 
and  not  a  municipal  official,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  charter. 

Nor  do  we  find  anything  in  the  duties  to 
be  performed  by  him  which  indicates  an  of- 
fice, and  not  an  employment  within  the 
meaning  of  the  26th  section  of  the  charter. 

In  Slate  ex  rel.  Atty,  Oen.  v.  VickerSy  58 
Ohio  St.  730,  it  is  held  that  a  superintend- 
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ent  of  schools  is  not  an  officer.  Butler  t. 
Regents  of  tlis  University,  32  Wis.  131; 
United  Htates  v.  Germaine,  99  U.  S.  508,  25 
L.  ed.  482. 

We  are  therefore  all  of  the  opinion  that  § 
26  of  chapter  123  of  the  Acts  of  1898,  pro- 
viding that  all  municipal  officials,  except 
females,  shall  be  registered  voters  of  the 
city  of  Baltimore,  has  no  application  to  the 
position  of  superintendent  of  public  instruc- 
tion. 

It  follows,  then,  that  the  order  of  the 
court  below,  overruling  the  demurrer  to  the 
bill,  will  be  reversed,  the  demurrer  sus- 
tained, and  the  bill  dismissed. 

Order  reversed,  demurrer  sustained,  and 
bill  dismissed  with  costs. 


TOWNSEND  et  ah,  Appts,,  ^ 

V. 

Jacob  EPSTEIN. 


( 


Md. 


) 


1.  The  enjoyment  of  the  llsht  and  air 
from  the  highway  ig  a  right  in  which  the 
abuttliig  property  owner  Is  protected  by  a 
Eitatute  forbidding  the  closing  of  highways 
without  compensation  to  abutting  owners. 

2.  The  O'wner  of  a  halldlnar  abnttlnar 
on  a  mtr^etf  the  light  and  air  from  which 
to  bis  property  is  diminished  by  a  bridge 
thrown  across  the  street  to  connect  the  up- 
per iloors  of  buildings  of  a  private  owner 
situated  on  opposite  sides  of  the  street,  suf- 
fers an  Injury  different  in  kind  and  degree 
from  that  suffered  by  the  public,  so  as  to  be 
entitled  to  maintain  a  suit  for  relief  there- 
from. 

3.  That  it  has  areneral  control  over 
pnblle  HtreetM  doe«  not  empoiiver  a 
mnnlclpal  corporation  to  authorize  the 
construction  of  a  bridge  over  a  public  street 
to  connect  the  upper  floors  of  buildings  on 
opposite  sides  merely  for  the  private  benefit 
of  their  owner,  although  he  may  permit  per- 
sons to  use  It  who  desire  to  pass  between 
other  public  streets  touched  by  the  buildings. 

4.  The  remedy  to  adjacent  o^vner«  In- 
jured by  the  thro^rlnar  of  a  brldare 
across  a  hlflrh^ray  to  connect  the  upper 
floors  of  buildings  on  opposite  sides  Is  not 
limited  to  actions  at  law  for  damages,  but 
may  include  a  suit  for  injunction. 

6.  Failure  to  object  to  the  paaaaflre  of 
an  ordinance  authorizing  the  connection 
of  tb'e  upper  floors  of  buildings  on  the  op- 
posite sides  of  a  street  by  a  bridge  across  the 
street,  or  the  construction  of  the  bridge,  wlil 
not  estop  adjacent  property  owners  from  su- 
ing to  abate  the  nuisance  in  case  it  diminishes 
the  supply  of  light  and  air  from  the  street 
to  their  buildings. 


6.  Adjacent  property  oi^ners,  ^rho  are 
not  Injured  by  the  construction  of  a  tunnel 
to  connect  buildings  on  the  opposite  side  of 
a  street,  cannot  maintain  a  suit  to  compel 
its  removal. 

(June   13,   1901.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court,  No.  2,  of  Baltimore 
City  in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  , action 
brought  to  enjoin  the  maintenance  of  a 
structure  connecting  buildings  on  the  oppo- 
site sides  of  a  public  highway  to  the  injury 
of  plaintiff's  adjacent  property.     Reversed. 

The  fQ'Cts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mesa's.  Luther  M.  BeTnoldSy  Georce 
R.  Willis,  and  Joseph  C.  France,  for  ap- 
pellants : 

An  owner  of  land  abutting  on  a  street  has 
an  easement  in  and  over  the  street;  and  such 
easement  includes  a  right  to  light  and  air  as 
well  as  the  right  to  travel  upon  the  street. 

Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  §  734;  Edmison 
V.  Loiory,  3  S.  D.  77,  17  L.  R.  A.  275,  52  N. 
W.  583;  Willamette  Iron  Works  v.  Oregon^ 
R.  d  Aat\  Co,  20  Or.  224,  29  Lu  R.  A.  88,  37 
Pac.  1016;  Salisbury  v.  Andrews,  128  Mass. 
3;i0. 

"The  adjoining  owner,"  if  the  fee  is  in  the 
city  or  in  some  third  person,  "cannot  main- 
tain an  action  for  injuries  to  the  soil,  but 
he  nevertheless  has  a  remedy  for  any  special 
injur}'  to  his  rights  by  the  unauthorized  acts 
of  others. 

Chesapeake  rf  P.  TelepK.  Co,  v.  MackenziCy 
74  Md.  48,  21  Atl.  690;  Janes  v.  Jenkins,  34 
Md.  1,  6  Am.  Rep.  300. 

For  a  private  purpose,  the  city  cannot, 
even  by  condemnation,  deprive  an  abutting 
owner  of  his  easement  in  the  street,  even 
where  he  has  no  title  to  it^ 

Van  MHtsen  v.  Gutman,  79  Md.  409,  24  L. 
R.  A.  403,  29  AU.  608. 

The  charter  cannot  confer  on  the  city,  and 
the  city  cannot  give  the  appellee,  any  rights 
in  Garrett  street,  in  excess  of  those  received 
by  the  state  under  the  dedication  of  1782. 

Ht,  Paul  d  P.  R.  Co,  V.  Schurmeir,  7  Wall. 
272,  19  L.  ed.  74. 

It  is  not  competent  for  the  city  to  defeat 
the  primary  purposes  for  which  streets  were 
de<licated  to  public  use. 

Lake  Roland  Kiev,  R,  Co,  v.  Baltimore,  77 
Md.  352,  20  L.  R.  A.  126,  26  Atl.  510;  Elli- 
ott, Roads  &  Streets,  §  658;  Cooley,  Const. 
Lim.  p.  0S2,  note  3;  Field  v.  Barling,  149  III. 
556,  24  L,  R.  A.  406,  37  N.  E.  850. 

The  appellee  has  erected,  virtually,  a  four- 
story  house  in  Garrett  street,  and,  as  to  the 
space   covered   by   it,   he   has   appropriated 


Note — For  an  earlier  case  in  this  series,  as 
to  interference  with  light  and  air  by  bridge 
across  highway,  see  Field  v.  Barling  (111.)  24 
L.  R.  A.  406. 

For  American  law  as  to  easements  of  light, 
air,  and  prospect,  see  Case  v.  Minot  (Mass.)  22 
L.  R.  A.  536,  and  note,  and  also  the  note  to 
Jones  V.  Millsaps  (Miss.)  23  L.  R.  A.  158. 

For  later  cases  in  this  series  as  to  light  and 
air,  see  Block  v.  Salt  Lalie  Rapid  Transit  Co. 
(Ttah)  24  L.  R.  A.  610:  Kennedy  v.  Burnap 
(Cal.)  40  L.  R.  A.  476;  Baker  y.  Willard 
52  L.  R.  A. 


(Mass.)  40  L.  R.  A.  754  ;  Irvine  v.  McCreary 
(Ky.)  40  L.  R.  A.  417;  Robinson  v.  Clapp 
(Conn.)   29  L.  R.  A.  582. 

On  the  question  of  change  in  or  obstruction 
of  street  as  alTecting  such  easements,  see  Sel- 
den  V.  Jacksonville  (Fla.)  14  L.  R.  A.  370,  and 
note;  E^erer  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co. 
(N.  Y.)  14  L.  R.  A.  381,  and  note.  See  also 
the  note  in  22  L.  R.  A.  530,  above  referred  to,  a 
subdivision  of  which  considers  the  question  of 
the  right  to  light  and  air  from  a  public  high- 
way. 
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every  easement  in  the  street  except  that  of 
passage.  The  appellants'  easement  includes 
more  than  passage,  and  they  cannot  be  de- 
prived of  it  without  due  process  of  law;  this 
•easement  is  part  of  their  property,  and  in 
whole  or  part  can  no  more  be  appropriated 
for  a  private  purpoee  than  the  physical  prop- 
erty itself. 

Hepbnm^a  Case,  3  Bland,  Ch.  95. 

Mt'itsrs.  WUliain  Piakney  WHyte  and 
Isaac  liobe  Straus  for  appellee. 

Jones,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
Murt: 

This  case  presents  questions  of  more  than 
usual  interest  and  importance,  but  we  think 
principles  enunciated   in   comparatively  re- 
<;ent  decisions  of  tliis  court  must  so  far  con- 
trol its  decisions  as  to  render  the  solution  of 
these   questions   free   from    difllculty.     The 
facts  giving  rise  to  this  litigation  are  as  fol- 
lows:    The  appellants  (who  were  plaintiffs 
below)  are  the  owners  in  fee  of  a  lot  of 
ground  fronting  about  49  feet  on  the  south 
side  of  Fayette  street,  in  the  city  of  Balti- 
more, and   running  southerly  with   uneven 
width  hack  to  and  abutting  about  68  feet  on 
a    small    street    known    as   Garrett   street, 
which  runs  east  and  west,  parallel  with  Fay- 
ette street  to  the  north  of  it,  and  with  Balti- 
more street  to  the  south  of  it.     This  lot  is 
occupied  by  a  large  building,  extending  from 
street  to  street,  \fhich  is  used  by  the  appel- 
lants as  a  factory  for  the  manufacture  of 
straw  goods.     In  this  building,  looking  out 
upon  Garrett  street,  are  a  number  of  win- 
dows for  the  admission  of  light  to  the  differ- 
ent floors  thereof.     The  appellee  is  the  lessee 
and   occupant   of   three   parcels   of   ground 
with  the  buildings  thereon,  fronting  on  the 
north  side  of  Baltimore  street  and  extending 
northerly  to  Garrett  street,  and  is  conduct- 
ing upon   these  premises   a   large  merchan- 
dising business.     For  the  purposes  of  this 
business  he  has  recently  purchased  a  lot  of 
ground  lying  between  and  abutting  on  Fay- 
ette and   Garrett  streets, — fronting  on   the 
south  side  of  the  former  and  extending  back 
to  the  north  side  of  the  latter  street, — and 
situated  immediately  opposite  to  where  his 
premises,  lying  between  Baltimore  and  Gar- 
rett streets,  abut  on  the  latter  street,  and  to 
the  west  of  the  premises  of  the  appellants. 
Upon  this  lot  he  proposes  to  erect  a  six-story 
warehouse,  and  to  establish  communication 
between  that  and   the  premises  and  build- 
ings occupied  by  him  on  Baltimore  street  by 
a  tuimel  under  and  a  structure  above  and 
across  Garrett  street.     The  tunnel  has  been 
constructed.     The  structure   across    Garrett 
street  has  also  been  nearly  completed.     Tliis 
is  an  inclosed  structure  about  33  feet  to  the 
west  of  the  premise.^  of  the  appellants,  and  is 
alxjut  17  feet  abovtj  the  surface  of  the  street. 
It  is  now  connected  with  the  building  of  the 
appellee   which    fronts   on   Baltimore   street 
and  extends  back  to  the  south  side  of  Gar- 
rett street;  is  30  feet  in  width,  running  with 
the  latter  street;   and  is  built  three  and  a 
half-stories    high    across    it    to    where    this 
structure  is  intended  to  be  connetrted  on  its 
north  side  with  the  warehouse  which  the  ap- 
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pel  lee  proposes  to  there  erect     Before  pro- 
ceeding to  construct  this  tunnel  or  to  erect 
this  connecting  structure  the  appellee  ap- 
plied for  and  procured  from  the  mayor  and 
city  council  of  Baltimore,  after  complying 
with  all  formal  requirements,  the  passage  of 
an  ordinance  purporting  to  grant  to  him  the 
privilege  and  right,  under  regulations  there- 
in prescribed,  to  construct  such  tunnel  under 
Garrett  street,  and  to  erect  an  inclosed  su- 
perstructure across  said  street  to  "connect 
one  or  more  floors  of  Jacob  Epstein  on  West 
Baltimore  street     .     .     .     with   the  o»>r res- 
ponding floor^  or  floors,  of  the  building  or 
improvements  to  be  erected  by  him  on  the 
south  side  of  West  Fayette  street  and  the 
north   side  of  West  Garrptt  street."     This 
ordinance  recited  that  this  right  was  granted 
"for  the  convenience  of  the  public  having 
business  with  Jacob  Epstein."     Tlie  appel- 
lants began  this  suit  by  filing  a  bill  in  equi- 
ty, charging,   in  substance,  that  this  ordi- 
nance, in  attempting  to  grant  to  the  appel- 
lee the  right  to  build  a  tunnel  under  and  a 
structure  over  Garrett  street,  as  therein  pro- 
vided, is  invalid  and  void;  and  that  the  at- 
tempt made  by  the  appellee  to  exercise  such 
right  is  an  invasion  of  their  rights  as  abut- 
ting  lotowners   on   said   street.     They  pray 
that  the  said  ordinance  shall  be  declared  in- 
valid and  inoperative,  and  that  the  appellee 
be    perpetually   enjoined    from    digging   the 
tunnel  and  from  erecting  the  superstructure 
as  proposed,  and  that  he  be  required  to  re- 
store tlie  earth  removed  from  the  tunnel  and 
to  take  down  and  remove  such  part  of  said 
superstructure  as  has  already  been  erected. 
The  trial  court  refused  the  relief  prayed  for 
by  the  appellants,  and  decreed  that  their  bill 
be   dismissed.     Garrett   street   is    a   public 
street  of  the  city  of  Baltimore,  and  as  such 
subject  to  the  same  control  of  the  municipal- 
ity as  it  has  over  all  of  its  streets  and  high- 
ways.    The  rights  of  the  parties  to  this  con- 
troversy   are,    therefore,   to    be   determined 
from  their  relation  to  this  street  as  a  public 
street  or  highway  of  the  city.     This  being 
now  fully  conceded,  and,  if  not  conceded,  be- 
ing incontrovertibly  shown,  we  need  not  un- 
dertake to  trace  the  history  of  this  street 
with  a  view  to  defining  its  status  as  involved 
in  the  present  contention.    The  appellants  in 
their  bill  based  their  claim  to  relief  upon  a 
different  theory,  as  to  this  status,  which,  in 
the    brief    of    their    counsel,    is    practically 
abandoned,  and,  in  view  of  the  proofs  in  the 
case,  properly  so,  as    their    rights    depend 
upon  the  conditions  actually  existing.      Be- 
sides this,  the  appellants  and  appellee,  as 
lot  holders  abutting  on  this  street,  claim  un- 
der the  same  source  of  title,  and  to  this  same 
source  is  due  the  dedication  of  the  street  in 
question,  among  others,  as  a  highway  to  "be 
so  deemed  and  taken  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses whatever."     It  would  seem,  therefore, 
that  the  appellants,  as  against  the  appellee, 
can  claim  no  greater  rights  in  or  over  this 
street  than  such  as  belong  to  both  parties  as 
abutting   owners   upon    this   highway.     The 
qii»»stion  therefore  is,  Do  these  rights  entitle 
the  appellants  to   the   relief  prayo<i   for  in 
their  bill  against  the  acts  of  the  appellee  in 
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respect  to  the  street  in  question  which  are 
therein  complained  of?  In  determining  this 
we  are  to  inquire.  What  are  the  rights  of  the 
appellants?  Have  they  been  injured  in  re- 
spwt  to  their  right*  in  such  manner  as  to 
entitle  them  to  a  remedy  against  the  appel- 
lee? If  so  are  they  entitled  to  the  particu- 
lar remedy  which  they  have  sought  in  this 
proceeding?  That  o^Tiers  of  lots  or  ground 
abutting  upon  the  public  streets  have  rights 
in  the  easement,  which  are  valuable,  and  are 
in  addition  to  those  which  they  have  in  com- 
mon with  the  general  public,  is  recognized  in 
our  statute  Law,  which  confers  upon  the  city 
of  Baltimore  the  power  for  laying  out  and 
closing  up  streets,  by  providing  for  compen- 
■sation  to  such  owners  upon  the  closing  of  an 
adjacent  street  Act  1898,  chap.  123,  §  6, 
subtitle,  Streets,  Bridges,  and  Highways, 
the  same  provision  being  formerly  contained 
in  Code,  art.  4,  §  806  (Public  Local  Laws). 
Such  right  of  the  abutting  owner  thus  recog- 
nized was  enforced  by  this  court  in  the  case 
of  Van  Witsen  v.  Chutnuin,  79  Md.  405,  24  L. 
K.  A.  403,  29  Atl.  608,  where  it  was  said: 
^*It  is  recognized  by  the  statute  that  abut- 
ting owners  have  interests  in  the  street  or 
alley  which  are  valuable,  and  that  these  can- 
not be  taken  for  the  public  use  \vithout  com- 
pensation. It  is  believed  that  no  one  will 
•contend  that  they  can  be  taken  for  private 
use  on  any  terms  whatsoever.  Certainly 
such  a  doctrine  has  never  at  any  time  found 
any  toleration  in  this  state." 

In  the  case  just  referred  to  relief  was 
sought  against  the  obstruction  of  the  public 
alley,  there  in  question,  so  a«  to  cut  off  the 
complaining  lotholders  from  ingress  and 
egress  from  and  to  another  public  street,  and 
to  de;4troy  the  right  of  passage  out  and  over 
said  alley  to  this  street.  The  obstruction  of 
the  alley  was  attempted  by  proceedings  un- 
der the  authority  of  an  ordinance  of  the 
mayor  and  city  council  of  Baltimore,  provid- 
ing for  the  closing  of  the  alley.  This  court 
held  that  the  use  for  which  the  alley  was  au- 
thorized to  be  closed  was  not  a  public,  but  a 
private,  use,  and  that  therefore  the  ordinance 
authorizing  the  closing  of  it  was  void  upon 
the  ground,  as  appears  from  the  quotation 
just  made,  that  the  abutting  lotholders  who 
were  there  seeking  relief  had  valuable  rights 
in  the  easement  of  the  alley,  and  could  not 
be  deprived,  against  their  consent,  of  these 
rights  for  any  but  a  public  pur{KMe,  and  then 
only  with  compensation.  Now,  this  valuable 
property  right  in  the  public  street  which 
this  court  upheld  in  the  case  just  referred 
to,  euibraces  something  more  than  the  mere 
right  of  passage  over  tiie  surface  of  the  street 
which  was  the  right  more  directly  involved 
in  that  case.  The  abutting  lotholder  has  the 
right  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  light  and  air 
which  the  highway  afl'ords.  To  deprive  him 
of  tliis  right  would  be  to  impair,  or,  if  might 
be,  to  destroy,  the  comfort,  enjoyment,  or  use 
to  be  derived  from  the  easement  to  which  he 
is  entitled;  and  >ve  find  this  recognized  by 
very  high  authority.  In  2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp. 
4th  ed-  §  712,  it  is  said:  "There  is  a  large 
class  of  cases  in  which  no  recovery  can  be 
had  for  mere  consequential  injuries  to  adja- 
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cent  property  from  the  construction  of  pub- 
lic improvements  in  the  streets,  towns,  and 
cities,  the  lotowner  holding  subject  to  the 
right  of  the  public  to  use  the  streets  for  any 
purpose  consistent  with  the  legitimate  uses 
for  which  they  were  dedicated  or  acquired, 
but  lotowners  have  a  peculiar  interest  in  the 
adjacent  street,  viz.,  easement  of  access, 
light,  and  air,  which  are  property  or  proper- 
ty rights,  and  as  such  are  as  inviolable  as 
the  property  in  the  lots  themselves ;  and  they 
may  recover  from  the  company  making  such 
improvements  such  damages  as  they  sustain 
by  injuries  to,  or  invasions  of,  such  ease- 
ments." Again,  in  the  case  of  Field  v.  Bar- 
ling, 149  111.  556,  24  L.  R.  A.  406-409,  37  N. 
E.  850,  the  court  said :  "It  will  not  be  nec- 
essary to  cite  authorities  in  support  of  the 
proposition  that  a  private  individual  cannot 
appropriate  to  his  own  exclusive  use  a  por- 
tion of  the  surface  of  a  street  dedicated  to 
the  public  use.  .  .  .  The  dedication  of 
the  strip  of  land  for  a  public  street  em- 
braced, not  only  the  surface  of  the  ground, 
''but  the  light  and  air  above,  and  an  individ- 
ual has  no  more  right  to  obstruct  the  light 
and  air  above  the  street  than  he  has  to  ob- 
struct the  surface  of  the  soil." 

The  case  just  cited  is  particularly  apt  here 
because  it  deals  with  facts  and  conditions 
similar  to  those  presented  by  the  case  at  bar. 
We  mav  also  refer  to  the  case  of  Bamett  v. 
Johnson,  15  N.  J.  Eq.  481,  487,  488,  in  which 
the  court  discusses  the  question  whether  the 
Morris  canal  was  a  public  highway,  which 
being  determined  affirmatively,  the  court  in 
the  course  of  discussing  the  further  question 
as  to  the  rigiits  of  an  abutting  property  own- 
er in  respect  to  light  and  air  from  this  high- 
way, saj's:  *'There  are  .  .  .  two  clans- 
es  of  rights,  originating  in  necessity  and  in 
the  exigencies  of  human  affairs,  springing  up 
coeval  with  every  public  highway  and  which 
are  recognized  and  enforced  by  the  common 
law  of  all  civilized  nations.  The  first  re- 
lates to  the  public  pa.«^sage,  the  second,  sub- 
ordinate to  the  first,  but  equally  perfect  and 
scarcely  less  important,  relates  to  the  ad- 
joining owners.  Among  the  latter  is  that  of 
receiving  from  the  public  highway  light  and 
air;"  and  again,  in  the  course  of  the  opinion 
occurs  this  emphatic  language:  "When  a 
strip  of  land  is  declared  a  public  highway 
the  adjoining  owner  has  a  riglit  to  light  an-l 
air  from  it.  The  column  of  light  and  air 
al)ove  the  roadl>ed,  whether  of  land  or  water, 
is  as  much  a  part  of  the  highway  as  the  road- 
bed itself." 

It  is  thus  seen  that  the  right  of  the  abut- 
ting owner  to  light  and  air  from  a  public 
highway  as  part  and  parcel  of  the  easement 
is  distinctly  re<'v>gnized  in  the  authoriti€*8 
when  such  right  has  been  drawn  in  questicm, 
and  it  rests  ujwn  sound  and  obvious  reasons. 
Recognition  of  this  right  is  not  at  all  at  vari- 
ance with  the  decisions  of  this  and  other 
courts  of  this  country  in  regard  to  the  dix*- 
trine  of  ancient  lights,  which  is  held  to  be 
un'iuited  to  conditions  here.  The  case  of 
Cherry  v.  Stein,  11  Md.  1,  cited  and  relied 
upon  by  the  counsel  for  appellee,  is  an  illus- 
tration of  these  cases.     The  doctrine  of  an- 
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cient  lights,  that  they  repudiate,  involves  an 
abridgment  of  the  use  which  an  owner  can 
ninke  of  his  own  property.  It  puts  upon  the 
property  of  one  a  servitude  in  favor  of  an- 
other. This  is  not  the  nature  of  the  right  to 
light  and  air  from  a  highway  which  belongs 
to  an  abutting  owner  as  part  of  the  ease- 
ment. This  right  to  light  and  air  is  the  dis- 
tinct right  of  every  abutting  owner;  and  in 
claiming  protection  for  it  such  owner  is  not 
imposing  a  servitude  upon  his  neighbor's 
property  for  his  benefit,  but  is  only  asserting 
'bis  equal  right  with  his  neighbor  to  the  en- 
joyment of  an  easement  common  to  them 
both.  Nor  is  there  anything,  as  counsel  for 
appellee  insist,  in  the  case  of  Qarrett  y. 
Janes,  65  Md.  260,  3  Atl.  597,  in  denial  of 
the  right  we  are  here  considering.  The 
structure  complained  of  in  that  case  as  in- 
terfering with  the  light  and  air  from  the 
street  was  erected  under  the  authority  of  an 
act  of  assembly  and  an  ordinance  in  pursu- 
ance thereof,  which  extended  within  the  lim- 
its designated  in  the  ordinance  the  right  to 
erect,  under  regulations  prescribed,  **steps, 
porticos,  or  porches  or  cither  architectural 
ornaments  to  houses  fronting  on  Mount  Ver- 
non I'lace."  This  was  a  privilege  in  the  in- 
terest of  the  general  public  and  tending  to 
tlie  general  comfort  and  enjoyment  of  the 
homes  in  the  district  to  whioh  the  ordinance 
applied.  The  court  found  that  the  structure 
complained  of  was  one  of  a  kind  which  the 
ordinance  authorized,  and  was  therefore  a 
lawful  structure,  and  refused  to  have  it  abat- 
ed a^  a  nuisance,  which  it  was  claimed  to  be. 
We  have  seen  now  the  nature  and  extent  of 
the  rights  of  the  appellants  in  and  to  the 
street  of  the  obstruction  of  which  they  com- 
plain. If  the  public  eaeement  has  been  im- 
properly and  unlawfully  obstructed  by  the 
appellee,  then  he  has  been  guilty  of  creating 
a  nuisance,  and  if  the  appellants  have  suf- 
fered therefrom  an  injury  different  in  kind 
from  and  beyond  that  suffered  by  the  com- 
munity generally,  or  special  and  particular 
damage  resulting  to  them  by  reason  of  the 
nuisance,  then  they  have  a  right  to  their  pri- 
vate remedy  for  such  injury.  Oaritee  v. 
Baltimore,  53  Md.  422;  Field  v.  Barling,  149 
111.  556,  24  L.  R.  A.  406-409,  37  N.  E.  850. 
To  discover  what  injury,  if  any,  the  appel- 
lants have  sufi'ered  from  the  acts  of  the  ap- 
pellee, and  the  character  of  the  injury,  resort 
must  be  had  to  the  proof.  This  does  not 
»how  that  tlie  appellants  have  suffered  or  are 
sulTerin^  any  injury  from  the  tunnel  con- 
structed under  the  bed  of  the  street  in  ques- 
tion, as  has  been  described.  In  reference  to 
the  superstructure  the  proof  shows  that  it 
tends  to,  and  does,  diminish  and  obstmict  the 
light  from  the  street  to  the  premises  of  the 
appellants.  Tliere  was  evidence  upon  the 
part  of  the  appellee  tending  to  contradict 
thi*j,  but  the  decided  preponderance  of  testi- 
nujny  is  with  the  appellants  upon  this  point. 
The  nonexpert  witnesses  testifying  on  their 
behalf,  testified  from  actual  observation  of 
the  conditions,  in  respect  to  light,  made  upon 
the  premises  of  the  appellants  where  these 
premises  were  affected  in  this  particular  by 
the  superstructure;  while  those  testifying  on 
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behalf  of  the  appellee  made  their  observa- 
tions from  other  points,  and  their  evidence 
was  more,  therefore,  the  expression  of  opin- 
ion formed  upon  inferences  drawn  than  a 
statement  of  actual  facts.  Expert  testimony 
was  Offered  on  the  part  of  the  appellee  with 
a  view  and  tending  to  show  that  the  super- 
structure in  question  could  not  hinder,  but 
rather  tended  to  improve,  the  light  to  the 
premises  of  the  appellants.  This  was  op- 
posed by  expert  testimony  upon  behalf  of  the 
appellants  which  was  much  more  satisfac- 
tory and  much  more  consistent  with  common 
sense  and  common  observation  to  the  effect 
that,  such  a  superstructure  as  the  one  in  ques- 
tion and  so  located  with  respect  to  appel- 
lants' premises  necessarily  tended  to  obstruct 
the  access  of  light  to,  and  to  diminish  it  in. 
said  premises.  It  appears,  therefore,  that 
the  appellants  have  suffered  injury  from  the 
erection  of  the  superstructure  com'plained  of. 
It  further  appears  that  this  injury  is  one 
different  in  kind  and  degree  from,  and  in  ad- 
dition to,  such  injury  as  the  general  public 
suffer  by  reason  of  the  obstruction.  This  re- 
sults from  the  situation  of  the  premises  of 
the  appellants  with  respect  to  the  obstruc- 
tion, and  the  nature  of  the  use  of  Uiese  (H-em- 
ises  and  construction  of  the  part  thereof 
abutting  on  Garrett  street.  The  proof 
shows  that  in  the  part  thus  abutting  there 
are  many  windows,  as  to  some  of  which,  in 
the  lower  floors  of  the  building,  there  is  an 
entire  dependen-ce  for  light  upon  Garrett 
street.  The  premises  are  used  for  manufac- 
turing purposes  for  which  a  proper  supply  of 
light  is  more  of  a  necessity  tnan  a  mere  mat- 
ter of  comfort  or  convenience.  It  is  further 
shown  that,  owing  to  the  diminution  of  light 
resulting  from  the  obstruction  in  question 
the  appellants  have  been  compelled  to  resort 
to  €Ui  increased  supply  of  artificial  light  for 
the  purposes  of  their  business.  These  con- 
siderations would  seem  to  make  a  distinct 
difference  between  the  injury  to  the  appel- 
lants caused  by  the  obstruction  of  which  tney 
complain  as  a  nuissnce,  and  that  suffered  by 
the  general  public.  It  is  contended  on  be- 
half of  the  appellee,  however,  that  though 
there  may  result  injury  and  inconvenience 
to  the  appellants  from  the  erection  and 
maintenance  of  the  structure  in  question, 
the  appellants  have  no  cause  of  action,  and 
are  without  remedy  because  the  structure  is 
a  lawful  one  in  that  it  was  authorized  by  the 
ordinance  of  the  mayor  and  city  council, 
which  has  already  been  referred  to. 

The  corporation,  the  mayor  and  city  coun- 
cil of  Baltimore,  is  invested  with  the  title  to, 
and  control  over,  the  public  streets. 

This  control,  however,  is  not  an  arbitrary 
control.  The  streets  and  highways  are  held 
in  trust  for  the  benefit,  use,  and  convenienfe 
of  the  general  public  There  are  many  ways 
in  which  tiie  power  to  control  and  regulate 
the  use  of  the  streets  can  be  and  most  be 
exerted  by  the  munici|telity  to  meet  the 
necessities  and  the  conyenience  of  an  urban 
population;  but  the  exertion  of  the  po^er 
must  have  for  its  object  a  public  purpose. 
It  is  not  in  accord  with  the  trust  upon  which 
the  municipality  holds  the  streets,  nor  with 
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the  nature  of  the  control  which  it  has  over 
them  to  make  use  of  the  power  and  authority 
with  which  i«  ia  invested  in  that  regard  to 
promote  a  mere  private  purpose,  to  subserve 
a  mere  private  interest,  or  to  subordinate 
the  right  of  one  citizen  in  the  streets,  or  in 
a  street  of  the  city,  to  the  private  interest 
and  convenience  of  any  other.  In  the  case  of 
Van  Witsen  v.  Guima/i,  79  Md.  406,  24  L.  R. 
A.  403,  29  Atl.  G08,  this  court  held  that  this 
could  not  be  done  even  if  compensation  wei'e 
made,  and  though  done  under  the  guise  of 
serving  a  public  purpose.  A  fortiori  it  can- 
not be  done  without  compensation.  We  are 
confronted  here  with  the  same  inquiry  that 
the  court  was  called  upon  to  make  in  the  case 
last  cited — Was  the  ordinance  under,  which 
the  appellee  has  undertaken  to  justify  the 
acts  complained  of  passed  to  subserve  a  pub- 
lic purpose,  or  does  it  serve  a  mere  private 
purpose  and  private  and  individual  inter- 
ests 1  Upon  the  face  of  it,  it  seems  to  recog- 
nize the  limitations  upon  the  right  and  pow- 
er of  the  municipality  to  pass  ordinances  of 
this  nature  by  expressing  its  objects  to  be 
''for  the  convenience  of.  the  public  having 
business  with  Jacob  Epstein."  This  is  rath- 
er thin  disguise.  It  is  but  another  form  of 
saying,  to  prcmiote  the  private  business  of 
Jacob  Epstein  and  his  convenience  in  respect 
thereto.  How  does  it  serve  the  general  pub- 
lic or  a  public  purpose  to  facilitate  Jacob 
Epstein,  at  the  expense  of  his  neighbors,  in 
attracting  customers  to,  and  serving  them  at, 
his  store?  Aside  from  this,  the  proof  makes 
it  perfectly  clear  that  only  private  interests 
are  to  be  subserved  by  the  privileges  obtained 
under  the  ordinance  in  question.  The  ap- 
pellee, in  his  testimony,  says  ''that  he  in- 
tends to  use  this  superstructure  after  his 
Fa3'ette  street  building  is  completed  as  a 
means  of  egress  and  ingress  from  the  Balti- 
more street  premises  to  his  Fayette  street 
premises  for  his  customers  and  his  help 
on  the  floor;"  "that  if  anybody  wants  to  go 
through  there  to  use  it  as  a  way  to  go  Ix;- 
tween  Baltimore  and  Fayette  streets  he 
would  not  object,  but  that  he  does  not  intend 
it  for  a  public  thoroughfare.''  This  only 
condenses  what  sufficiently  appears  otherwise, 
and  evidences  the  absolutely  private  purpose 
for  which  the  structure  is  to  exist  and  the 
private  control  that  it  is  to  be  under.  If  the 
municipality  can  grant  a  privilege  of  the 
character  of  the  one  here  in  controversy,  it 
implies  a  power  to  practically  destroy  ai 
street  as  an  open,  light,  and  comfortable 
highway,  and  its  use  for  the  purposes  of 
residence  or  business  by  the. abutting  owners 
in  total  disregard  of  the  rights  of  such  own- 
ers. If  the  privilege  be  granted  to  one  it  can- 
not be  denied  to  others  who  may  apply  for 
it  in  like  circumstances;  and  the  grant  of 
such  privilege  might  go  to  the  extent  of 
practically  transforming  any  part  of  a  street 
from  an  open  highway,  affording  unobstruct- 
ed passage,  light,  and  air  into  a  covered  and 
darkened  way.  The  exercise  of  such  a  power 
as  was  attempted  in  the  ordinance  to  which 
reference  has  been  had  cannot  receive  the 
sanction  of  this  court.  The  ordinance  for 
the  reasons  assigned  is  an  invalid  act,  and 
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alTords  to  the  appellee  no  bar  to  the  legal  re- 
dress to  which  the  appellants  are  entitled  for 
the  injury  caused  to  them  by  the  acts  of 
which  they  here  complain.  It  remains  now 
to  inquire  whether  tiie  appellants  are  enti- 
tled to  the  particular  remedy  which  they 
have  invoked  in  this  case.  It  is  contended 
by  counsel  on  behalf  of  the  appellee  that  this 
legal  redress,  if  the  appellants  be  entitled  to 
any,  can  only  be  by  way  of  a  suit  or  suits  at 
law  for  consequential  damages  caused  by 
acts  of  the  appellee  which  they  seek  to  make 
the  grounds  of  action.  They  here  invoke  a 
principle  that  is  illustrated  and  applied  in  a 
class  of  cases  of  which  the  case  of  Garrett  v. 
Lake  Rolaiui  Elev.  R.  Co.  79  Md.  277,  24  L. 
R.  A.  396,  29  Atl.  830,  is  an  example.  That 
principle  is  applied  however,  in  oases  where 
the  public  street  is  put  to  some  additional 
lawful  use,  a  use  not  inconsistent  with  its 
use  as  a  highway  and  a  use  intended  to  fur- 
ther serve  Uie  public  interest  and  conven- 
ience. In  such  cases  the  injured  property 
owner  cannot  prevent  the  lawful  use  to 
which  the  street  is  put,  but  can  only  recover 
damages  for  consequent  injury.  This  prin- 
ciple is  not  applicable,  however,  to  a  case, 
such  as  we  find  this  to  be,  where  the  injury 
complained  of  results  from  an  unlawful  and 
unauthorized  use  of  the  street.  In  such  a 
case  there  is  no  reason  why  the  injured 
paily  should  not  have  such  remedy  as  may 
give  suitable  redress.  In  this  case  the  ap- 
pellee is  unlawfully  obstructing  a  public 
street  as  respects  its  character  as  an  open 
highway,  and  the  light  and  air  which  as 
such  a  highway  it  affords.  Tlie  apoellauts 
have  shown,  as  we  have  seen,  that  tney  are 
injured  by  the  obstruction  in  such  way  as  to 
entitle  them  to  redress. 

The  obstruction  is  a  continuing  one  oper- 
ating to  their  annoyance,  inconvenience,  and 
pecuniary  loss  from  day  to  day.  Though 
they  would  be  entitled  to  recover  damages  at 
law  for  the  injury  and  loss  to  which  they 
are  subjected,  they  could  not  recover  for  the 
whole  dama^j^e,  past  and  prospective,  in  one 
suit,  but  only  for  damages  to  the  time  of 
suit  brought.  These  damages  would  be  diffi- 
cult to  estimate,  and  in  any  one  case,  would 
be  comparatively  trivial.  In  seeking  re- 
dress at  law,  therefore,  they  would  be  driven 
to  a  multiplicity  of  vexatious  and  unprofit- 
able suite  and  continuous  litigation.  To 
tell  them  that  this  is  the  only  redress  they 
can  have  would  r>e  to  say  that  all  the  law 
can  do  for  them  is  to  aggravate  the  nuisance 
from  which  they  are  already  suffering.  "To 
suppress  oppressive  and  vexatious  litiga- 
tions" is  one  of  the  grounds  of  equity  juris- 
diction in  regard  to  public  nuisances.  2 
Storyf  Eq.  Jur.  §  924 ;  Amelung  v.  8eekamp, 
9  Gill  &  J.  474;  Elliott\  Roads  and  Streets, 
2d  ed.  §  6C5,  at  page  714,  speaking  of  the 
phrase  "irreparable  injury,"  says:  "It  does 
not  necessarily  mean,  as  used  in  the  law  of 
injunctions,  that  the  injury  is  beyond  the 
possibility  of  compensation  in  damages,  nor 
that  it  must  be  very  great.  And  the  fact 
that  no  actual  damages  can  be  proved,  so 
that  in  an  action  at  law  the  jury  could 
award  nominal  damages  only,  often  furnishes 


414 


Maryland  Court  of  Appeals. 


JVNTt^ 


the  very  bofit  reason  why  a  court  of  equity 
should  interfere  in  caRes  where  the  nuisance 
is  a  continuous  one."  In  the  present  case 
to  seek  redress  at  law  would,  for  the  rea- 
sons given,  prove  vexatious  and  oppressive 
to  the  appellants,  and  it  is  entirely  apparent 
from  the  circumstances  of  the  case  that  no 
adequate  redress  can  there  be  afforded  them. 
They  have  properly  sought  redress  by  in- 
junction to  have  the  nuisance  they  com- 
plain of  abated  and  its  future  continuance 
prevented. 

The  further  contention  on  behalf  of  the 
appellee  is  that  the  appellants  are  estopped 
from  maintaining  fheir  present  suit,  because 
of  acquiescence  on  their  part  in  the  erection 
of  the  structure  now  complained  of,  or  of 
lai'lies  in  not  sooner  making  known  their  ob- 
jection to  the  same.  This  contention  is 
based  on  the  grounds:  (1)  That  there  is 
evidence  that  Mr.  Townsend,  one  of  the  ap- 
pellantSi  when  oon«ulted  by  the  appellee  in 
regard  to  his  plans,  which  included  the  con- 
struction of  the  tunnel  under  and  the  struc- 
ture across  Garrett  street,  gave  his  assent 
to  the  same,  and  e^'en  encouraged  the  appel- 
lee to  carry  them  forward;  (2)  that,  pend- 
ing the  proceeding  for  procuring  the  ordi- 
nance to  authorize  the  carrying  out  of  the 
plans  of  the  appellee,  the  appellants  did  not 
appear  to  make  any  objection  or  offer  any 
suggestion  as  to  the  same;  (3)  they  «tood 
by  and  saw  the  tunnel  completed  and  the 
superstructure  nparly  so  before  making 
known  the  objections  they  now  wage.  In 
regard  to  the  first  of  these  grounds  it  may 
be  sufficient  to  say  that  the  evidence  fails 
to  clearly  establish  it.  The  appellee  testi- 
fied on.  his  own  behalf  to  the  purport  which 
has  been  indicated  as  to  what  was  said  by 
Mr.  Townsend  when  the  appellee  sought  him 
in  reference  to  his  plans,  etc.  Mr.  Town- 
send,  however^  denies  that  the  conversation 
wiut  as  detailed  by  the  appellee,  and  gives 
quite  a  different  version  of  it.  Besides  this, 
Air.  Townsend  is  only  one  of  the  appellants, 
and  if  the  conversation  occurred  between  him 
and  the  appellee,  as  the  appellee  states,  there 
is  no  evidence  that  he  communicated  it  to 
his  coappellants  and  co-owners  with  him  of 
the  abutting  property  which  they  occupied, 
and  we  may  at  least  express  a  doubt  whether 
an  express  acquiescence  on  his  part  in  the 
plans  of  the  appellee  would  bind  his  partners 
as  respects  the  interest  they  had  in  the  prop- 
erty. As  to  the  second,  it  is  not  perceived 
how  the  failure  to  object  to  an  ordinance 
which  we  find  to  be  invalid  and  inoperative 
could  give  to  the  ordinance  validity  or  ef- 
fect, or  to  authorize  an  aet  which,  with  or 
without  the  ordinance,  was  unlawful  and  a 
public  nuisance.  As  to  the  third  ground, 
the  appellants  could  not  complain  of  injury 
to  themselves  until  it  was  ascertained  that 
injury  v^-ould  result  to  them  from  the  acts 
of  the  appellee.  They  seem  to  have  been 
prompt  to  act  when  that  discovery  was  made. 
Until  then  they  had  only  the  right  to  object 
as  members  of  the  public,  and  their  failure 
to  object  in  tiiat  capacity  could  not  render 
a  public  nuisance  lawful. 

Svhat  has  been  said  as  to  the  title  of  the 
52  L.  R.  A. 


ap]>ellant8  to  relief  does  not  apply  to  the 
tunnel,  since  they  have  shown  no  injury  re- 
sulting to  them  from  the  construction  or 
maintenance  of  that. 

From  the  foregoing  views  it  follows  that 
the  decree  of  the  court  below  must  be  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded,  that  a  de- 
cree may  be  passed  in  accordance  therewith. 

Dtcree  reversed  with  costs  to  the  appel- 
lants, and  cause  remanded. 


Flora  O.  SCHWAB,  AppU, 

V. 

Leon  H.  SCHWAB. 
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Facts  Bho^vlnv  RrouiKlii  for  abaolnte  di- 
vorce, arising  after  thfc  institution  of  a  suit 
for  separation,  cannot  be  introduced  into  that 
suit  by  supplemental  bill. 

(June  12,  1902. 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  an  order  of  the 
Circuit  Court,  No.  2,  of  Baltimore  City 
denying  leave  to  file  a  supplemental  bill  set- 
ting up  grounds  for  absolute  divorce  in  a 
suit  for  separation.     Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  laidor  Rayner  and  Steiner  ^ 
Pvtael  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  M»  R.  Walter  and  I«ewis  J. 
Colieii,  for  appellee: 

The  adultery  charged  having  occurred  aft- 
er the  filing  of  the  ori^nal  bill,  it  cannot  be 
made  the  basis  of  relief  by  way  of  supple- 
nient,  but  must  be  by  an  entirely  new  suit. 

A  supplemental  bill  is  in  reality  an 
amendment  of  the  original  proceedings;  it 
is  merely  an  addition  to  the  original  bill. 

Miller,  Eq.  Pr.  (Md.)  §  193;  Story,  F^. 
1*1.  $  332;  2  Daniell,  Ch.  Pr.  1536,  note;  Key- 
ser  V.  Rttmer,  87  Va.  249,  12  S.  E.  406 ;  HiU 
V.  HilL  10  Ala.  527. 

The  original  and  supplemental  bills  con- 
stitute but  one  record. 

Swan  V.  Defity  2  Md.  Ch.  115;  Collateral 
Security  Bank  v.  Fowler,  42  Md.  399. 

The  ofiice  of  a  supplemental  bill  is  to  aid 
the  cause  of  action  already  averred,  not  to 
enable  the  plaintiff  to  recover  upon  a  cause 
of  action  which  has  accrued  since  the  action 
wa&  commenced. 

Hoisted  V.  Ualsted,  7  Misc.  23,  27  N.  Y. 
Supp.  408 ;  Meyer  v.  Berkuidi,  39  Minn.  438, 
1  L.  R.  A.  777,  40  N.  W.  613. 

Where  the  facts  arising  subsequent  to  the 
commencement  of  the  action  are  sufficient  of 
themselves  to  form  a  ground  of  action  with- 
out reference  to  tlie  original  bill,  then  the 
plaintiff  should  file  a  new  bill  instead  of  a 
supplemental  bill. 

Note. —  For  earlier  cas^s  in  this  series,  on 
sttting  up  by  suppl^nentaJ  complaint  matters 
occurring  after  action  brought,  see  Meyer  v. 
Beri.<indi  (Minn.^  1  L.  R.  A.  777 :  Miller  t. 
Cook  (111.)  10  L.  R,  A.  292:  Swedish  American 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Dickinson  Co.  <N.  D.)  49  L.  R.  A. 
285.  and  ffoti%  as  to  the  right  to  set  up  Judg- 
ment in  other  c^mrt  by  amendment  or  supple- 
mental complaint  in  pending  action. 
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Miller,  Ea.  Pp.  (Md.)  §  186;  Milner  v. 
MUnfir,  2  Edw.  Ch.  114;  Robertson  v.  Rob- 
ertson, 9  Daly,  44;  Piercy  v.  Beckett,  15  W. 
\a.  444;  Kcyser  v.  Renncr,  87  Va.  249,  12  S. 
E.  400;  Straughan  v.  Hallwood,  30  W.  Va. 
2.4,  4  S.  E.  394;  Joooft  v.  Lorcnz,  98  Cal. 
:*.;2,  33  Pac.  119;  Prouty  v.  Lafcc  Shore  d  M. 
^\  a;.  Co.  So  N.  Y.  275;  Fahs  v.  Roberta,  54 
111.  195. 

To  permit  a  new  cause  of  action  arising 
after  the  institution  of  the  original  suit  to 
be  prosecuted  by  a  supplemental  bill  would 
be  to  violate  the  obvious  principle  that  in 
every  case  the  cause  of  action  must  exist  at 
the  time  the  suit  is  brought. 

atrouglian  v.  Hallwood,  30  W.  Va.  292,  4 
S.  E.  304;  Hanby  v.  lieiiritze,  85  Va.  183,  7 
S.  E.  204;  Bannon  v.  Comegya,  69  Md.  411, 
IG  Atl.  129;  Shields  v.  Barrow,  17  How.  130, 
15  L.  ed.  158. 

The  appellant  must  proceed  by  a  new  in- 
dependent suit,  and  not  by  supplemental 
bill. 

Embrec  v.  Embree,  53  111.  394;  Hill  v. 
Hill,  10  Ala.  527 ;  Milner  ▼.  Milner,  2  Edw. 
Ch.  114;  FerHer  v.  Ferrier,  4  Edw.  Ch.  21>6; 
Lajjington  v.  Lapington,  L.  R.  14  Prob.  Div. 
21 ;  Hoisted  v.  Halated,  7  Misc.  23,  27  N.  Y. 
Supp.  408 ;  Neibet-g  v.  Neiberg,  8  Misc.  97, 
28  N.  Y.  Supp.  1005;  M orange  v.  Morange, 
2  N.  Y.  Month.  L.  Bull.  30;  Lutz  v.  Lutz, 
52  N.  J.  Eq.  241,  28  Atl.  315;  Steele  v. 
Steele,  35  Conn.  48;  Brown,  Divorce  &  Ali- 
mony, pp.  19,  57,  58;  7  Enc.  PI.  &  Pr.  103. 

Bclimiicker,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  case  presents  for  our  consideration 
an  important  question  of  equity  practice  in 
proceedings  for  divorce. 

The  appellant,  on  September  15,  1880, 
filed  a  bill  against  the  appellee  for  divorce 
a  fnensa  et  thoro,  upon  the  grounds  of  cruel- 
ty, vicious  conduct,  and  abandonment.  The 
appellee  answered  the  bill,  denying  its  mate- 
rial allegations,  and  on  October  10,  1899,  the 
general  replication  was  filed  to  his  answer. 
L'pon  the  issue  thus  made  up  the  plaintiff 
took  all  of  her  testimony  in  chief,  the  de- 
fendant concluded  his  testimony,  and  the 
plaintiff  examined  four  witnesses  in  rebut- 
tal. The  testimony  thus  taken  covered  seven 
hundred  and  eighty- three  typewritten  pages. 

At  this  stage  of  the  proceedings,  on  Janu- 
ary 14,  1901,  nearly  sixteen  months  after  the 
filing  of  the  original  bill,  the  appellant  filed 
a  petition  in  the  case,  alleging  "Hhe  had  just 
learned  that  the  defendant  has  been  guilty  of 
adultery  since  the  filing  of  the  bill  of  com- 
plaint, and  that  she  should  be  granted  a  di- 
vorce a  vinculo  matrimonii  from  the  defend- 
ant,*' and  praying  for  leave  "to  file  a  supple- 
mental bill  of  complaint,  so  that  she  may  ob- 
tain the  relief  to  which  she  is  entitled."  To 
this  petition  the  appellee  filed  a  written  ob- 
jection to  the  court's  granting  the  leave 
prayed  for  by  the  appellant  upon  three 
grounds,  which  were:  (1)  Because  the  bill 
was  filed  for  a  decree  a  mensa  et  thoro,  and 
alleges  no  facts  entitling  her  to  a  decree  a 
fjinculo  matrimonii;  (2)  that,  as  the  appel- ^ 
la nt's  *  petition  allied  that  the  adultery 
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therein  diarged  was  committed  after  the 
filing  of  the  bill,  the  relief  which  she  sought 
could  be  obtained  only  by  the  institution  of 
a  new  suit;  and  (3)  that  the  testimony  un- 
der the  original  bill  had  been  concluded  on 
both  sides. 

The  circuit  court  denied  the  application 
for  leave  to  file  the  supplemental  bill  and 
dismissed  the  appellant's  petition,  without 
prejudice  to  her  right  to  file  an  original  bill 
From  that  Older  the  present  appeal  was  tak- 
en. 

The  material  question  presented  by  the 
appeal  is  whether,  when  a  bill  has  been  filed 
tor  a  divorce  a  mentta  et  thoro  upon  grounds 
not  conFvtituting  cause  for  a  divorce  a  vincu- 
lo, and  the  issue  has  been  made  up  and  the 
testimony  substantially  all  taken,  the  plain- 
titf  should  be  permitted  to  file  in  that  case 
a  supplemental  bill  asking  for  a  divorce  a 
vinculo  for  causes  which  occurred  after  the 
filing  of  the  original  bill. 

A  supplemental  bill,  as  its  name  indicates, 
is  an  auddition  to  an  original  bill,  and  it  is 
ordinarily  filed  to  correct  some  imperfection 
or  mistake  in  the  oi'iginal  bill,  or  to  bring 
some  nevf  party  into  the  case.  It  may  also 
be  filed  in  some  cases  to  bring  before  the 
court  new  matters  which  have  occurred  since 
the  filing  of  the  original  bill,  and  in  that 
event  the  relief  originally  prayed  for  may  be 
modified  or  enlarged  to  meet  the  case  as  pre- 
sented after  the  addition  of  the  new  matter.. 
Story,  Eq.  PI.  §§  332  et  «eg.;Daniell,Ch.  Pr. 
1613-1539;  Miller,  Eq.  Pr.  246,  247;  Wimr 
v.  Albert,  2  Md.  Ch.  47,  48.  It  is  well  set- 
tled, however,  that  the  supplemental  bill  be 
ing  merely  an  addition  to  the  original  bill,, 
and  the  two  constituting  but  one  record,  the 
latter  must  be  consistent  with  the  former,, 
and  its  allegations  must  be  germane  there- 
to, and  must  be  supplemental  in  their  nature 
and  not  independent  or  subsequent,  and  the 
new  matters  must  not  change  the  rights  or 
interest  of  the  parties. 

An  entirely  new  case  cannot  be  introduced 
by  a  supplemental  bill,  although  enlarged  or  * 
even  different  relief  may  be  obtained  there- 
by. 2  Daniell,  Ch.  Pr.  pp.  1517,  and 
note,  1536;  Story,  Eq.  PI.  §  337;  Milner  v. 
Milner,  2  Edw.  Ch.  114;  Jacob  v.  Lorenz,  98 
Cal.  332,  33  Pac.  119;  Collateral  Security^ 
Bank  v.  Fowler,  42  Md.  393;  Bann^^n  v. 
Comegys,  09  Md.  411,  16  Atl.  129;  Birminy 
ham  y.  Lesan,  77  Me.  494,  1  Atl.  151 ;  Sout' 
ter  v.  Milwaukee  d  M.  R.  Co.  6  Wall.  742, 
18  L.  ed.  856. 

Where  the  facts  occurring  subsequent  t^,' 
the  filing  of  the  original  bill  are,  when  con 
sidered  separately  from  those  set  up  in  thtf 
bill,  sufiicient  in  themselves  to  constitute  tt 
cause  of  action,  they  must  be  made  the  sub* 
ject  of  a  separate  original  bill,  and  cannot 
properly  be  embraced  in  a  supplemental  one. 
Milner  v.  Milner,  2  Edw.  Ch.  114;  Bannon 
V.  Comegys,  69  Md.  411,  16  Atl.  129;  Rob- 
ertson V.  Robertsoti,  9  Daly,  44;  Prouty  v. 
Lakt  Shore  d  M.  S.  R.  Co,  85  N.  Y.  275; 
Keyser  v.  Refina,  87  Va.  249,  12  S.  E.  406; 
Hill  V.  Hill,  10  Ala.  ij27.  In  Straughan  v. 
Hallwood,  30  W.  Va.  274,  4  S.  E.  394,  the 
court  says  that,  to  permit  a  new  cause  of  ac- 
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tion,  arising  ftfter  the  institution  of  the 
original  suit,  to  be  prosecuted  by  a  supple- 
mental bill  would  be  to  violate  the  obvious 
principle  that  in  every  case  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion must  exist  at  the  time  the  suit  is 
brought. 

In  the  present  case  the  appellant  filed  her 
original  bill  for  a  divorce  a  mensa  et  thoro 
upon  the  grounds  of  cruelty  and  abandon- 
ment, and  then  when  issue  had  been  joined 
on  these  allegations,  and  the  testimony  had 
l>ecn  substantially  completed,  and  the  case 
was  almost  ready  for  a  hearing,  she  asked 
leave  to  file  a  supplemental  bill  charging  the 
Appellee  with  the  commission  of  adultery  at 
A  date  subsequent  to  the  institution  of  the 
suit,  and  praying  for  a  divorce  a  vinculo. 
The  allegations  of  this  proposed  supplemen- 
tal bUl  would  not  be  germane  to  or  in  aid  of 
the  original  cause  of  action,  nor  would  they 
have  tended  to  support  the  rights  and  inter- 
ests already  in  the  bill.  The  proposition 
was  to  introduce  a  separate  and  independent 
cause  of  action,  which  occurred  subsequent 
te  the  institution  of  the  suit,  and  by  that 
'means  obtain  an  altogether  different  relief 
from  that  appropriate  to  the  original  bill. 
An  action  for  a  divorce  a  vinculo  is  in  every 
respect  different  from  that  for  a  divorce 
a  menaa  el  thoro.  They  are  both  statutory 
proceedings,  and  they  proceed  upon  different 
sections  of  the  statute,  are  founded  upon  a 
different  state  of  facts,  and  aim  at  entirely 
•different  results. 

In  England  some  cases  are  found  where 
in  suits  for  an  absolute  divorce  for  adultery 
acts  of  adultery  committed  by  the  defendant 
after  suit  brought  were  permitted  to  be  set 
up  by  supplemental  bill  because  they  were 
explanatory  of  the  evidence  taken  under  the 
original  petition,  or  tended  to  support  the 
charges  made  thereby ;  but  in  the  recent  case 
of  Lapinyton  v.  Lapington,  L.  R.  14  Prob. 
Div.  21,  where  the  petition  for  divorce 
charged  adultery  and  cruelty,  and  it  was 
^  amended  by  adding  a  chaise  of  desertion, 
and  at  the  hearing;  only  the  desertion  was 
relied  on,  the  court  declined  to  hear  the  case, 
because  that  cause  of  action  wus  not  com- 
plete at  the  filing  of  the  original  petition, 
and  held  that  relief  therefor  could  only  be 
had  by  filing  a  new  petition. 

In  this  oountry  the  courts  have  also  in 
floine  instances  when  the  bill  was  originally 
tiled  for  a  divorce  a  vinculo  allowed  a  sup- 
plemental bill  to  be  filed  setting  up  acts  com- 
mitted by  the  defendant  after  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  but  they  were  acts  of  the 
flame  nature  as  those  relied  on  as  the  foun- 
dation of  the  relief  asked  for  in  the  original 
bill.  Blanc  v.  Blanc,  67  Hun,  386,  22  X.  Y. 
Supp.  264;  Adams  v.  Adama,  20  N.  H.  299, 

51  Am.  Dec.  210;  Irwin  v.  Irwin,  20  Ky.  L. 
Kep.  1701,  49  S.  VV.  432.  In  the  case  of 
FeiyUy  v.  Fcigley,  7  Md.  537,  61  Am.  Dec. 
37r',  tlie  wife  filed  a  bill  for  a  divorce  a  vin- 
culo, alleging  abandonment  and  desertion  as 
the  grounds  of  her  action.  She  afterwards 
filed  an  amended  or  supplemental  bill  reiter- 
ating the  charges  of  her  original  bill,  and  ' 
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further  averring  a  continuance  of  the  aban- 
donment and  an  attempt  by  the  defendant 
to  make  way  with  his  property  in  order  to 
defraud  her  miirital  rights,  and  bringing  in- 
to the  case  the  party  to  whom  he  had  con- 
veyed his  property,  and  praying  for  an  al- 
lowance for  her  support  and  for  a  ne  exfoX 
against  the  defendant. 

Xo  objection  was  made  by  the  defendant 
to  the  filing  of  the  amended  or  supplementaJ 
bill.  The  court  hdd  that  as  that  bill  had 
been  received  without  objection  it  should  be 
regarded  as  properly  part  of  the  case,  and 
the  court  treated  the  facts  proved  under  it 
as  supportive  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  and  af- 
firmed the  decree  of  the  court  below  whi.b 
had  granted  a  divorce  a  mensa  et  thoro  to 
the  wife;  but  in  that  case  there  was  no  at- 
tempt made,  as  there  is  in  the  present  one. 
to  transform  the  suit  from  one  for  a  divorce 
a  mensa  et  thoro  to  one  for  a  divorce  a  vin- 
culo and  thereby  radically  changing  its  char- 
acter. 

We  have  been  able  to  find  no  case  in  whidi 
a  plaintiff  who  had  filed  an  original  bill  for 
a  divorce  a  mensa  et  tlioro,  alleging  causes 
insufficient  for  a  divorce  a  vinculo,  was  per- 
mitted to  set  up  by  supplemental  bill  an  act 
of  adultery  committed  by  the  defendant  aft- 
er the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  for 
that  cause  to  procure  a  decree  for  a  divorce 
a  vinculo. 

In  Robertson  v.  Robertson,  9  Daly,  44,  tbe 
attempt  was  made  to  so  enlarge  the  scope 
of  a  proceeding  originally  instituted  for  & 
divorce  a  mensa  et  thoro  into  one  for  a  di- 
vorce a  vinculo,  but  the  court  positively  ^^ 
fused  to  permit  it  to  be  done. 

The  courts  in  this  country  have  generally, 
in  divorce  cases,  adhered  to  the  aalutarr 
rule,  that  unless  the  cause  of  action  upon 
which  the  final  relief  was  sought  to  be  ob- 
tained existed  at  the  commencement  of  the 
suit,  the  relief  must  be  denied.  Milner  v. 
Milner,  2  Edw.  Ch.  114;  HiU  v.  Hill,  10  AU 
527;  Robertson  v.  Robertson,  9  Daly.  44: 
Embrce  v.  Embree,  53  111.  304;  Lutzy.  Lutz. 
62  N.  J.  Eq.  241,  28  Atl.  316;  Brown,  Eh- 
vorce  &  Alimony,  pp.  57,  58. 

Our  own  views  are  in  accord  with  what 
we  thus  find  to  be  the  current  of  authority 
upon  the  issue  now  under  consideraticMi,  axui 
we  think  that  the  learned  judge  in  tlic  court 
below  properly  refused  the  application  of  the 
appellant  to  file  her  proposed  supplemental 
bill.  She  is,  of  course,  at  liberty  to  assert 
the  charge?  mentioned  in  her  petition  by  an 
original  bill  filed  for  that  purpose. 

Having  considered  the  issue  presented  by 
this  appeal  upon  its  merits,  which  were  fully 
discussed  in  the  argument,  and  having  ar- 
rived at  the  conclusion  that  the  order  ap- 
pealed from  should  be  aflirmed,  we  deem  it 
unnecessary  to  discuss  the  question  suggest- 
ed by  the  brief  of  the  appellee  as  to  whether 
the  order  formed  a  proper  subject  for  an  ap- 
peal. 

Order  offirmed  with  costSf  and  cause  re- 
manded. 


1900. 


LrrTLB  T.   HOLTOKlfi. 
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Elsie  M.  LITTLE,  by  Next  Friend, 

V, 

City  of  HOLYOKE. 
(177  Mass.  114.) 

1«  A  mmilclpality  ^hieli  rents  tlie  city- 
hall  for  pay  In  aecordance  nvlth  Its 
cnstom  occaslonailly  so  to  do,  and  agrees  to 
light  and  keep  properly  lighted  the  entry  and 
stairs  leading  to  the  hall  and  gallery,  is  lia- 
ble for  Injury  to  a  person  attending  an  enter- 
tainment therein,  resulting  from  Its  failure 
to  keep  properly  lighted  the  winding  part  of 
the  stairway,  which  is  dangerous  without 
such  light. 

9.  Evidence  that  the  rents  of  a  city 
hall  ivere  Insninclent  to  pay  the  expense 
of  maintaining  it  is  Immaterial  on  the  ques- 
tion of  the  city's  liability  for  negligently  fall- 
ing to  light  a  winding  stairway  when  it  waa 
rented  for  an  entertainment. 

(October  19,  1900.) 

}j^  XCKPTIONS  by  defendant  to  rulings  of 
J  the  Superior  dt>urt  for  Hampden  (Doiinty 
made  during  the  trial  of  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  al- 
leged to  have  resulted  from  defendant's  neg- 
lect to  care  for  a  stairway  in  a  public  build- 
ing which  resulted  in  a  verdict  in  plaintiff's 
favor.     Overruled, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  K.  P.  Avery,  for  defendant: 

The  city  hall  is  maintained  for  the  public 
benefit,  and  is  not  conducted  for  profit  or 
as  a  commercial  enterprise.  Ne  evidepce 
was  offered  that  even  incidental  profit  was 
obtained  from  renting  it. 

Hill  v.  UoBiOHy  122  Mass.  344,  23  Am.  Rep. 
332;  Curran  v.  Boston,  151  Mass.  605,  8  L. 
R.  A.  243,  24  N.  E.  781. 

The  city  is  not  liable  in  tort  for  the  un- 
authorized acts  of  its  officials. 

Osgood  v.  Boston,  165  Mass.  281,  43  N.  E. 
108;  I'avanagh  v.  Boston,  139  Mass.  426,  52 
Am.  Rep.  716,  1  N.  E.  834;  Anthony  v.  Ad- 
ams, 1  Met.  284. 

The  Woman's  Relief  Corps  rented  the  hall 
of  the  defendant  as  a  licensee.  The  obliga- 
tion of  the  defendant  was  to  furnish  the  hall 
in  a  safe  and  suitable  condition  for  the  en- 
tertainment. This,  according  to  the  evi- 
dence, the  defendant  did.  If  there  was  any 
negligence  the  occupant  of  the  premises  was 
the  one  liable. 

Clifford  V.  Atlantic  Cotton  Mills,  140 
Mass.  47,  15  N.  E.  84;  Mellen  v.  Morrill,  126 
Mass.  545,  30  Am.  Rep.  695 ;  Lufkin  v.  Zane, 
157  Mass.  117,  17  L.  R.  A.  251,  31  N.  E.  757; 
Caldwell  v.  Slade,  156  Mass.  84,  30  N.  E.  87 ; 
Rich  V.  Basterfield,  4  C.  B.  783;  Handyside 
V.  Powers,  145  Mass.  123,  12  N.  E.  462; 
Hutchinson  v.  Cummings,  156  Mass.  329,  31 
N.  E.  127;  Nelson  v.  Liverpool  Brewery  Co. 
L.  R.  2  C.  P.  Div.  311 ;  Edioards  v.  New  York 
d  H,  R,  Co,  98  N.  Y.  245,  50  Am.  Rep.  659. 

NoTK. — As  to  municipal  liability  for  imprlson- 
ment*  in  unfit  prison,  see  Shields  y.  Durham 
<N.  C.)   36  L.  B.  A.  293,  and  note. 

52  L.  R.  A.  27 


In  order  to  make  a  cause  of  action  by 
darkness  there  must  be  such  a  set  of  con- 
ditions as  to  constitute  a  trap. 

Pinney  v.  Mali,  156  Mass.  225,  30  N.  E. 
1016;  Crafter  v.  Metropolitan  R.  Co.  L.  R. 
1  C.  P.  300;  Larkin  v.  O'Neill,  119  N.  Y. 
221,  23  N.  E.  563;  Hunnewell  v.  Haskell, 
174  Mass.  557,  55  N.  E.  320;  Marwedel  v. 
Cook,  154  Mass.  235,  28  N.  E.  140;  Currier 
v.  Boston  Music  Hall  Asso.  135  Mass.  414. 

Messrs,  A.  I*.  Green  and  F.  F.  Bennett, 
for  plaintiff: 

The  city,  in  renting  the  hall  and  gallery 
of  its  municipal  building  in  exchange  for 
rent  therefor,  was  dealing  with  the  prop- 
erty as  its  own,  and  not  in  the  discharge  of 
a  public  duty.  It^  was  an  act  for  its  own 
benefit  for  the  purpose  of  making  money  by 
rentals.  It  was  therefore  liable  for  the  neg- 
ligence in  the  nianag^nent  or  use  of  its  prop- 
erty in  the  same  way  as  a  private  owner 
might  have  been. 

Tfiayei'  v.  Boston,  19  Pick.  511,  31  Am. 
Dec.  157;  Oliver  v.  Worcester,  102  Mass. 
489,  3  Am.  Rep.  485. 

The  defendant's  negligence  was  a  question 
for  the  jury. 

Marwedel  v.  Cook,  154  Mass.  235,  28  N.  E. 
140;  Camp  v.  Wood,  76  N.  Y.  92,  32  Am. 
Rep.  282;  2  Dillon,  Mun.  Ck>rp.  §§  985,  986. 

Apart  from  the  city's  agreement,  the  hall- 
ways and  vestibules  were  common  hallways 
and  vestibules,  the  control  of  which  was  re- 
tained by  the  city,  and  for  the  condition  of 
which  the  city  was  liable. 

Marwedel  v.  Cook,  154  Mass.  235,  28  N.  E. 
140;  Looney  v.  McLean,  129  Mass.  33,  37 
Am.  Rep.  295. 

Nor  does  it  make  any  difference  that  the 
use  for  profit  wfts  only  incidental. 

Ncff  V.  Wellesley,  148  Mass.  493,  2  L.  R. 
A.  500,  20  N.  E.  Ill;  Oliver  v.  Worcester, 
102  Mass.  489;  3  Am.  Rep.  485;  Worden  v. 
New  Bedford,  131  Mass.  23,  41  Am.  Rep. 
185;  Tindley  v.  SaXem,  137  Mass.  171,  50 
Am.  Rep.  289. 

Nor  does  it  matter  whether  the  under- 
taking proved  profitable. 

Collins  V.  Greenfield,  172  Mass.  81,  51  N. 
E.  454. 

Hammond,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  is  an  action  of  tort  for  injuries  suf- 
fered by  the  plaintiff  in  descending  a  flight 
of  stairs.  At  the  trial  the  defendant  pre- 
sented ten  requests  for  instructions.  In  the 
argument  before  us  it  insists  only  upon  the 
following,  namely:  (1)  On  all  the  evidence 
and  the  pleadings  the  plaintiff  cannot  re- 
cover, and  the  jury  must  find  for  the  defend- 
ant. (2)  There  is  no  sufficient  evidence 
that  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  exercise  of  due 
care,  and  the  plaintiff  cannot,  recover.  (3) 
There  is  no  sufficient  evidence  that  the  de- 
fendant was  negligent,  and  the  plaintiff  can- 
not reco^'er.  It  was  agreed  at  the  trial  that 
the  defendant  let  this  hall  to  the  Woman's  Re- 
lief Corps  for  the  day  and  night  in  question, 
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for  hire,  and  furoiBhed  the  lights;  that  the 
gallery  was  a  part  of  the  hall ;  and  that  the 
city  furnished  light,  and  a  janitor  to  take 
care  of  the  hall.  Without  reciting  the  evi- 
dence in  detail,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  we  have 
examined  it,  and  think  that,  in  addition  to 
the  facts  agreed  upon  as  above  stated,  it 
would  warrant  a  finding  that  the  defendant 
occasionally  let  the  large  hall  in  the  second 
story  of  the  city  hall  building  for  public 
gatherings,  and  received  pay  therefor;  that 
on  the  evening  in  question  the  hall  was  let 
for  the  purpose  of  an  entertainment  to  be 
given  by  the  lessee;  that  it  was  understood 
as  a  part  of  the  bargain  that  the  defendant 
should  light  and  keep  properly  lighted  the 
entry  and  stairs  leading  to  the  hall  and  to 
the  gallery  of  the  same;  that  the  stairs  lead- 
ing to  the  gallery  were  not  kept  properly 
lighted,  but  that  one  at  least  of  the  lights 
was  negligently  allowed  to  go  out,  so  that 
the  winding  part  of  the  stairs  was  in  com- 
parative darkness;  that  the  descent  of  the 
stairs  under  these  circumstances  was  at- 
tended with  danger;  that  the  plaintiff, 
who  had  been  in  the  gallery  at  the  entertain-, 
mcnt,  in  attempting  to  descend  the  stairs, 
fell  thereon,  and  was  injured;  that  she  was 
at  the  time  in  the  exercise  of  due  care,  and 
that  the  accident  was  due  to  the  negligent 
failure  of  the  defendant  to  keep  the  stairs 
properly  lighted.  It  is  true  that  the  evi- 
dence was  conflicting  on  many  of  these 
points,  and  perhaps  a  finding  the  other  way 
might  have  been  reasonably  expected;  but, 
if  the  jury  made  the  findings  in  accordance 
with  the  foregoing  statement  of  what  the  ev- 
idence warranted,  then  the  case  is  one  where 
a  niunioipal  corporation  has  engaged  in  a 
private  enterprise  for  profit,  and  has  been 
negligent  in  the  performance  of  a  duty  im- 
posed upon  it  in  the  pursuit  of  that  busi- 
ness ;  and  the  case  is  well  within  the  princi- 
ples laid  down  in  Oliver  v.  Worcester,  102 
Mass.  489,  3  Am.  Rep.  485 ;  Collins  v.  Green- 
field, 172  Mass.  81,  51  N.  £.  454.  and  Mar- 
wedel  V.  Cook,  154  Mass.  235,  28  N.  E.  140, 
and  the  paintifT  may  recover. 

The  exclusion  of  the  evidence  offered  by 
the  defendant  to  show  that  the  stairs  were 
well  built,  that  winding  stairs  were  a  com- 
mon and  usual  construction,  that  such  stairs 
were  suited  to  the  peculiar  construction  of 
the  building  in  that  place,  and  that  the 
stairs  in  question  were  safe  and  suitable,  did 
not  harm  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff  did 
not  claim  that  these  stairs  were  improperly 
made  for  winding  stairs,  if  winding  stairs 
were  to  be  in  that  place,  but  did  claim  that, 
if  such  stairs  were  placed  there,  they  should 
be  properly  lighted.  It  was  not  a  question 
whether  winding  stairs  were  improper,  but 
whether,  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  these 
stairs,  in  view  of  their  construction, 
were  properly  lighted.  As  stated  by  the 
judge  in  his  charge  to  the  jury,  the  conten- 
tion of  the  plaintiff  was  that  "the  stairway 
was  of  such  a  construction  and  such  a  na- 
ture .  .  .  that  it  was  dangerous  unless 
there  was  sufficient  light  to  enable  her  to  see 
and  understand  and  appreciate  what  the 
danger  was."  The  evidence  offered  to  show 
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that  tfie  amount  of  rents  was  insufficient  to 
pay  the  expense  of  maintaining  the  hall  was 
properly  excluded.  It  was  of  no  conse- 
quence whether  the  business  was  profitable. 
Collins  V.  Greenfield,  172  Mass.  81,  51  N. 
£.  454.  It  being  conceded  by  the  defendant 
that  the  hall  was  let  by  the  defendant,  no 
question  as  to  the  authority  of  the  city  clerk, 
or  any  other  city  official,  inconsistent  with 
that  admission,  can  be  raised. 
Fxcepitons  overruled. 


BOSTON    &   ALBANY    RAILROAD   COM- 
PANY 

V. 

Ernest  F.  BROWN  et  al 
(177  Mass.  G5.) 

1.  The  Implied  llceime  of  the  oimier 
and  driver  of  a  carriage  to  enter 
rallivay  nrronudB  for  a  pasnenflrer  ivho 
has  ordered  the  carrtaare,  notwithstand- 
ing an  exclusive  privilege  given  by  the  rail- 
road company  to  another  person  for  entering 
such  grounds  to  solicit  such  business.  Is  vio- 
lated so  as  to  make  him  a  trespasser  if,  while 
there,  he  so  places  his  carriage  and  conducts 
himself  as  to  indicate  his  willingness  to  re- 
ceive and  transport  any  other  passenger. 

2.  The  fact  that  the  driver  of  a  public 
carriage,  ^vho  «o1lcltii  banlmeiiB  on 
depot  frronnds  wltb  knowledge  that  an- 
other has  the  exclusive  privilege  therefor, 
was  doing  the  business  under  a  contract  with 
a  hotel  keeper,  does  not  relieve  him  from 
liability  for  his  trespass,  since  notice  to  him, 
so  far  as  he  represented  the  hotel  keeper, 
constituted  notice  to  the  latter. 

(October  19,  1000.) 

EXCKPTIONS  by  defendants  to  rulings  of 
the  Superior  c5ourt  of  Worcester  County 
made  during  the  trial  of  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  trespass  in  entering 
plaintiff's  station  premises  against  its  con- 
sent for  the  solicitation  of  passengers.  Over- 
ruled. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Edward  C  Batea  and  Guy  H. 
Hollid*7,  for  defendants: 

A  person  who  carries  on  a  public  business 
gives  to  the  public  an  implied  license  to  enter 
his  premises  upon  the  business  th«re  carried 
on. 

Cutler  V.  Smith,  57  III.  252;  Goiren  ▼. 
Philadelphia  Exchange  Co,  5  Watts  &  S.  HI, 
40  Am.  Dec.  489. 


Note. — On  the  question  of  discrimination  a« 
to  hackmen  and  other  solicitors  of  patronage 
at  depots,  wharves,  etc.,  see  Cole  v.  Rowen 
(Mich.)  13  L.  R.  A.  848,  and  note.  For  later 
cases  In  this  series,  see  Lindsey  t.  Anniston 
(Ala.)  27  L.  R.  A.  4a6  :  Lucas  v.  Herbert  (Ind.) 
37  L.  R.  A.  376  ;  New  York,  N.  H.  k  H.  R.  Co.  v. 
ScovlUe  (Conn.)  42  L.  R.  A.  157;  SUte  v.  Reed 
(Miss.)  43  L.  R.  A.  134  ;  Indianapolis  Union  R. 
Co.  V.  Dohn  (Ind.)  45  L,  R.  A.  427:  Kates  v. 
Atlanta  Baggage  &  Cab  Co.  (Ga.)  46  L.  fi.  A. 
431  ;  (iodbout  v.  St.  Paul  Union  Depot  Co. 
(Minn.)  47  L.  R.  A.  532;  Norfolk  ft  W.  R.  Co. 
V.  Old  Dominion  Baggage  Transfer  Co.  (Va.) 
50  L.  R.  A.  722. 
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In  the  case  of  railroad  companies,  the  im- 
plied license  extends,  not  only  to  persons  in- 
tending to  take  passage  on  the  train,  but 
to  persons  going  there  to  meet  friends  ex- 
pected to  arrive,  or  to  see  them  depart;  and 
such  persons  are  not  trespassers. 

McKone  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  51  Mich. 
601,  47  Am.  Rep.  596,  17  N.  W.  74;  Texas 
d  P.  R.  Co,  V.  Best,  66  Tex.  116,  18  S.  VV. 
224 ;  Hamilton  v.  Texas  rf  P.  R.  Co.  64  Tex. 
261,  53  Am.  Rep.  756;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Hammer,  72  111.  347. 

The  practice  or  custom  of  allowing  cab 
drivers  and  hotel  porters  to  enter  the  prem- 
ises of  railroad  stations  for  the  purpose  of 
meeting  patrons  or  of  soliciting  patronage 
is  so  well  established  in  this  commonwealth 
that  a  license  so  to  do  will  be  implied. 

Com,  V.  Potcer,  7  Met.  596,  41  Am.  Dec. 
465. 

The  conduct  of  the  defendant  was  in  all 
respects  consistent  with  a  purpose  on  their 
part  to  exercise  only  their  le^al  rights  and 
with  the  exercise  of  those  rights,  and  in- 
ferences of  unlawful  purposes  or  wrongful 
acts  cannot  properly  be  drawn. 

Hatch  V.  Bayley,  12  Cush.  27. 

If  it  be  true  that  the  defendants  entered 
under  an  implied  license,  either  in  themselves 
or  in  their  employer,  the  plaintifT  cannot  re- 
cover on  the  facts  found  in  this  action,  even 
if  it  appears  to  the  court  that  their  conduct 
after  entry  was  an  abuse  of  their  license  or 
otherwise  wrongful.  The  plaintiff's  remedy 
in  such  a  case  would  be  in  case,  and  not  in 
trespass  quare  clausum  f regit.  , 

Smith  v.  PiercCf  110  Mass.  35;  Cushing 
V.  Adams,  18  Pick.  110;  Jewell  v.  Mahood, 
44  N.  H.  474,  84  Am.  Dec.  90;  Stone  v. 
Knapp,  29  Vt.  501;  Cooley,  Torts,  p.  317. 

Mr.  Frank  P.  Gouldine,  for  plaintifT: 

The  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  make  the  ar- 
rangement with  Newton,  giving  him  the  ex- 
clusive right  to  come  upon  the  station  prem- 
ises with  his  carriages,  and  solicit  passen- 
gers, is  conclusively  established. 

Old  Colony  R.  Co.  v.  Tripp,  147  Mass.  35, 
17  N.  E.  89;  Com.  v.  Carey,  147  Mass.  40, 
note,  17  N.  E.  97. 


twltoa,  J.,  delivered    the  opinion   of 
the  court: 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass  quare 
clausum  for  entering  the  premises  surround- 
ing the  plaint  iff  *s  railroad  station  at  West- 
boro.  The  defendant  Brown  was  the  owner 
of  a  livery  stable,  and  for  a  long  time  he  had 
been  accustomed  to  carry  passengers  back 
and  forth  between  the  passenger  station  and 
the  Whitney  House,  a  hotel  with  whose  pro- 
prietor he  had  a  contract  to  carry  guests  of 
the  hotel  who  might  desire  transportation 
to  or  from  the  station  at  the  proprietor's 
expense.  The  defendant  Russell  was  em- 
ployed by  Brown,  and  drove  his  carriage  dur- 
ing the  period  referred  to  in  the  declaration. 
The  judge,  who  tried  the  case  without  a  jury, 
found:  That  the  defendants,  on  the  days 
mentioned  in  the  declaration,  had  a  carriage 
at  the  plaintiff's  station  on  the  arrival  of 
each  train  that  stopped  there,  and  that  they 
usually  carried  passengers  to  the  train  from 
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the  Whitney  House  and  other  places.  Fre- 
quently they  remained  there  to  take  passen- 
ers  who  had  ordered  the  defendants  to  meet 
them.  These  things  the  judge  held  that  they 
had  a  right  to  do.  He  found  that  they  also 
remained  there  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
passengers  who  might  desire  to  go  to  the 
Whitney  House,  and  actually  obtained  them, 
the  defendants  and  the  said  proprietor  of 
the  hotel  not  knowing  who  they  were  or 
whether  there  were  to  be  any.  Further  facts 
were  found  as  follows:  "At  each  train  the 
defendants,  with  their  carriage  upon  the  sta- 
tion premises  and  near  where  the  train  stop- 
ped, remained  ready  and  willing  to  take,  and 
actually  taking,  any  passengers  who  might 
be  desirous  of  taking  a  carriage,  and  such 
passengers  had  the  right  to  believe,  from  the 
position  of  the  defendants'  carriage,  and 
the  apparent  desire  and  willingness  of  the 
defendants  to  transport  them,  that  they  were 
there  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  and  solicit- 
ing passengers.''  Previously,  in  October, 
1898,  the  plaintiff  made  a  contract  with  one 
Newton,  in  which  it  granted  him  the  ex- 
clusive privilege  of  soliciting  passengers  to 
take  carriages  on  the  plaintiff's  premises 
at  We«tboro.  The  defendant  Brown  was  at 
once  notified  of  this  contract,  and  was  in- 
formed by  the  plaintiff  that  he  must  not 
solicit  pasnengers  on  the  plaintiff's  premises. 
Some  months  afterwards  a  written  notice  to 
the  same  effect  was  given  him  by  the  plain- 
tifT. 

The  law  applicable  to  cases  of  this  kind 
was  stated  by  this  court  in  Old  Colony  R. 
Co.  V.  Tripp.  147  Mass.  35,  17  N.  El.  89.  The 
findings  and  rulings  of  the  judge  in  regard 
to  the  carr\'ing  of  passengers  from  the  hotel 
to  the  station  and  in  regard  to  the  waiting 
at  the  station  for  the  passengers  from  whom 
the  defendants  had  received  orders  to  meet 
them,  were  in  accordance  with  the  law  laid 
down  in  that  case,  and  with  the  request  of 
the  defendants  in  the  case  now  before  us. 
After  the  notice  given  them,  the  defendants 
had  no  right  to  enter  the  plaintiff's  prem- 
ises, or  to  remain  there  for  the  purpose  of 
soliciting  passengers  to  enter  their  carriages. 
Each  entry  of  the  premises  for  that  pur- 
pose was  unlawful,  and  subjected  them  to 
liability  as  trespassers.  Their  implied 
license  to  enter  for  a  lawful  purpose  was 
violated  when  thev  entered  for  an  unlawful 

ft' 

purpose,  and  they  were  left  without  protec- 
tion from  the  consequences  of  their  unlawful 
act.  The  judge's  finding  for  the  plaintiff, 
under  the  facts  disclosed,  was  in  effect  a  find- 
ing that  the  defendants,  by  their  conduct, 
were  soliciting  passengers  as  much  as  if  they 
had  used  npoken  words  of  solicitaticm.  This 
finding  was  well  warranted  by  the  evidence. 
The  defendants,  under  the  contract  with  the 
proprietor  of  the  Whitney  House,  had  no 
greater  rights  than  if  they  had  been  acting 
solely  on  their  own  account.  So  far  as  they 
were  originally  representing  this  proprietor 
and  acting  in  his  right,  the  notice  to  Brown 
was  equivalent  to  a  notice  to  him« 
Exceptions  overruled. 


430 


Missouri  Suprbmb  Court. 


Apb., 


MISSOURI    SUPREME    COURT   (Division   1). 


Re  Estate  of  Mary  B.  McPHERSON,  De- 
ceased. 


William  C.  LOCKE,  Reapi., 

V. 

William  J.  McPHERSON,  Appt, 


( 


.Mo. 


) 


1.  The  rlirht  of  a  Burvlvlnv  Imsband  to 
tlie  personal  estate  of  his  vrlfe,  being 
provided  for  by  the  New  York  statutes  only 
when  she  leaves  descendants,  and  being  in 
other  cases  referable  to  his  common-law  mari- 
tal rights^  cannot  be  upheld  in  Missouri  with 
respect  to  the  personal  property  in  that  state 
of  a  married  woman  who  was  domiciled  in 
New  York,  under  Rev.  Stat.  1899,  |  254,  pro- 
viding that  the  personal  property  In  that 
state,  of  the  inhabitant  of  another  state,  will 
be  distributed  according  to  the  law  of  the 
latter  state,  since  this  section  is  Intended  to 
recognize  and  give  effect  to  foreign  statutes 
of  distribution  in  such  cases,  but  not  to  adopt 
foreign  laws  governing  marital  rights. 

2.  A  foreign  cltlsen  marrylmgr  a  Mis- 
•ouri  i^oinan  in  that  state  does  not,  in 
view  of  the  Missouri  statutes,  acquire  an  ab- 
solute title  to  he^  personal  property  located 
there  which  will  be  enforced  by  the  Missouri 
courts,  although  he  might  have  acquired  such 
title  under  the  laws  of  his  domlcli  to  prop- 
erty located  there  had  the  marriage  been 
solemnized  there. 

(April  Term,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  tlie  City  of  St. 
Louis  reversing  a  judgment  of  the  Probate 
Court  turning  over  to  her  former  husband 
property  left  by  Mary  B.  McPherson,  de- 
ceased.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Jolin  H.  OTerall«  for  appellant: 

In  New  York  the  law  of  distribution  did 
not  apply  to  a  husband,  survivor  of  a  de- 
ceased wife,  as  he  took  under  the  common 
law. 

Itohins  V.  McClure,  100  N.  Y.  328,  53  Am. 
Rep.  184,  3  N.  E.  663;  Raaisom  v.  Nichols, 
22  N.  Y.  110;  Barnes  v.  Underwood,  47  N. 
Y.  351. 

The  statute  only  affects  his  interest  where 
the  wife  dies  leaving  descendants,  and  under 
its  provisions  alone  it  cannot  be  claimed 
that  the  hueband  would  be  deprived  of  his 
rights  at  common  lawi 

Hansom  v.  Nichols,  22  N.  Y.  110;  Ryder 
v.  Hulse,  24  N.  Y.  372;  Barnes  v.  Underwood, 
47  N.  Y.  361;    Vallance  v.  Bausch,  8  Abb. 

Note. — The  above  question  as  to  the  distribu- 
tion of  intestate  personalty  of  a  nonresident 
married  woman  according  to  the  laws  of  her 
domlcil  under  such  a  statute,  as  alfected  by  the 
absence  of  any  provision  in  such  laws  for  the 
benefit  of  the  claimant,  seems  to  be  a  very  rare 
one. 

For  an  early  case  In  this  series,  as  to  the  ef- 
fect of  married  women  statutes  on  the  hus- 
band's common-law  right  to  the  wife's  intes- 
tate personalty,  see  Kenyon  v.  Saunders  (R.  I.) 
26  L.  R.  A.  232. 
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Pr.  368;  Fry  v.  Smith,  10  Abb.  N.  C.  224; 
aHm^in  V.  McArdle,  12  Abb.  N.  C.  414. 

The  domicil  of  the  deceased  from  the  mo- 
ment of  her  marriage  was  in  the  state  of 
New  York. 

The  husband's  domicil  is,  in  law,  the  domi- 
cil of  his  wife. 

Stewart,  Marr.  k  Div.  f  221 ;  Cheever  y. 
WiUon,  9  Wall.  108,  19  L.  ed.  604;  Minor  v. 
Cardwell,  37  Mo.  360,  90  Am.  Dec.  390. 

A  woman,  of  whatever  age,  acquires  at 
marriage  tlie  domicil  of  her  husband,  and 
her  domicil  continues  to  be  the  same  as  his 
throughout  their  married  life. 

5  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  868,  and  cases 
cited;  Davis  v.  Davis,  30  111.  180;  Oreene  v. 
Greene,  11  Pick.  410;  Mason  v.  Homer,  105 
Mass.   116;    Harteau  v.   Earteau,  14  Pick. 
181,  25  Am.  Dec.  372;  Hood  v.  Hood,  11  Al- 
len, H»6,  87  Am.  Dec.  709 ;  Hairsion  v.  Uair- 
ston,  27  Miss.  704,  61  Am.  Dec.  530;  Hack- 
ettstown  Bank  v.  Aliichell,  28  N.  J.  L.  51G: 
McPhcrson  v.  H ousel,  13  N.  J.  Eq.  35;  Bald- 
win v.  Flagg,  43  N.  J.  L.  495 ;    McAfee  v. 
Kentucky  University,  7  Bush,  135;  Hanberry 
V.  Hanbetry,  29  Ala.  719;  Sanderson  v.  Ral' 
ston,  20  La.  Ann.  312;  Dugat  v.  Markham,  2 
La.  21);   Christie's  Succession,  20  La.  AniL 
383,  96  Am.  Dec.  411;   McKenna's  Succes- 
sion, 23  La.  Ann.  369 ;  Warrender  v.  Warren- 
der,  2  Clark  &  F.  488 ;  Dolphin  v.  Robin*,  7 
U.  L.   Cas.  390;   Re  Daly's  Settlement,  25 
Beav.  456 ;  Gillis  v.  Gillis,  Ir.  Rep.  8  Eq.  597 ; 
Nohlcit  v.  Nohiett,  L.  R.  1  Prob.  &  Div.  650; 
Chichester  v.  Donegal,  1  Add.  Eccl.  Rep.  5; 
Kemna  v.  Brockhaus,  10  Bias.  128,  5  Fed. 
762;  Barber  v.  Barber,  21  How.  582,  16  L. 
ed.  226 ;  Burtiftam  v.  Ran^eley,  1  Woodb.  4 
M.  7,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,176;  Bennett  v.  Ben- 
nett, Deady,  299,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,318;  Doir 
V.  Gould  d  C.  Silver  Min.  Co,  31  Cal.  629; 
Hollister  v.  Hollister,  6  Pa.  449 ;  Dougherty 
V.  Snyder,  15  Serg.  &  R.  84,  16  Am.  Dec. 
520;  School  Directors  v.  James,  2  Watts  A 
S.  568,  37  Am.  Dec.  525;  Johnston  v.  Turner, 
29  Ark.  280;  Ditson  v.  Ditson,  4  R.  1.  87; 
Greene  v.  Windham,  13  Me.  225;   Knox  v. 
^yaldoborough,  3  Me.  455 ;  Danbury  v.  Neic 
Haven,  5  Conn.  684 ;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bal- 
com,  35  Conn.  351 ;  Russell  v.  Randolph,  U 
Tex.  460;  Laccy  v.  Clements,  36  Tex.  661; 
Jcnncss  v.  Jentwss,  24  Ind.  355,  87  Am.  Deo. 
335;  McCollem  v.   White,  23   Ind.  43;  ^- 
sor  V.  Gra^,  43  Md.  291;  Brou>n  v.  Lynch, 
2  Bradf.  214;   Vischer  v.  Vischer,  12  Barb. 
640;  Paulding's  Will,  Tudcer,  47;  Lwooind 
V.  iVeic  Jersey  R.  Transp.  Co.  6  Lans.  73; 
Smith  V.  Moreluiod,  59  N.  C.  (6  Jones  Eq.) 
360;  Uarkins  v.  AmoU,  46  Ga.  656;  Sujanejf 
V.   Hutchins,   13  Neb.  266,  13  N.  W.  282; 
Johnson  v.  Johnson,  12  Bush,  485. 

A  woman  marrying  takes  her  husband's 
domicil,  and  changes  it  with  him. 

2  I'arsons,  Contr.  Ist  ed.  p.  93;  Warren^ 
der  V.  Wairendcr,  9  Bligh,  N.  R.  89;  Cum- 
iicr  V.  Milton,  2  Salk.  528;  Woodend  v. 
Faulspury,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1473;  Freetown  v. 
Taunton,  16  Mass.  52;  2  Bishop,  Married 
Women,  K  112;  2  Bishop,  Marr.  &  Div.  pp.  87, 
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90;  Story,  Oonif.  L.  f  41;  Porterfi^ld  v.  Au- 
gustUf  67  Me.  556 ;  Lacy  v.  Williafna,  27  Mo. 
2S0;  Keniioly  v.  Ryall,  67  N.  Y.  379. 

The  respect  He  riorhte  of  huftband  and  wife 
in  personul  property  are  governed  by  the  law 
of  the  di>mieil. 

Fiahcr  v.  A'ctr  Orleans  Anchor  Line,  15 
Mo.  App.  577,  Appx. ;  Barber  v.  Bo/rher,  21 
How.  582,  16  L.  ed.  226;  Stewart^  Marr.  k 
Biv.  p.  221;  Hair  v.  Hair,  10  Rich.  Y^.  163. 

Although  the  wife  may  be  residing  in  an- 
other place  the  domicil  of  the  husband  is  her 
domicil.  £hr*en  where  a  wife  is  living  apart 
from  her  liu»band '  without  sufficient  cause 
hiii  domicil  ia  in  law  her  domicil. 

Andetson  v.  Watt,  138  U.  S.  604,  34  L.  ed. 
107S,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  449;  Story,  Confl.  L. 
f  46;  Chcely  v.  Clayton,  110  U.  S.  701,  28 
L.  ed.  298,  4'^Sup.  Ct  Rep.  328 ;  Jacob,  Domi- 
cil, %  214;  Republic  v.  Young,  Dallam  (Tex.) 
4VA;  Russell  v.  Randolph,  11  Tex.  460; 
Liicvy  y.  Clements,  36  Tex.  6(>1 ;  Christie's 
Succession,  20  La.  Ann.  383,  96  Am.  Dec. 
411;  McKenna*s  Succession,  23  La.  Ann. 
30!);  Johnston  v.  Turner,  29  Ark.  280;  Bur- 
len  V.  Shannon,  115  Mass.  438. 

The  rule  of  the  common  law  as  to  domicil 
of  wife  has  not  been  changed  by  the  statutes 
of  Missouri. 

Mcpherson  v.  McPherson,  70  Mo.  App. 
33'):  Mchols  v.  Nichols ,  02  Fed.  Rep.  1. 

Messrs.  Jolin  R«  Ifyera  ana  Adiel 
Skerwood,  for  respondent: 

When  any  person  having  title  to  any  real 
estate  of  inheritance,  or  personal  estate  un- 
disposed of,  or  otherwise  limited  by  marriage 
settlement,  shall  die  intestate  as  to  such  es- 
tate, it  shall  descend  and  be  distributed,  in 
parcenary,  to  his  kindred,  male  and  female, 
sabject  to  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  the 
widow's  dower,  in  the  following  course: 
First,  to  his  children,  or  their  descendants, 
in  equal  parts;  second,  if  there  be  no  chil- 
dren, or  their  descendants,  then  to  his  fath- 
er, mother,  brothers,  and  sisters,  and  their 
descendants,  in  equal  parts. 

1  Mo.  Rev.  Stat.  1899,  p.  739,  §  2908. 

The  oonimon-law  theory  that  the  domicil 
of  the  husband  is  the  domicil  of  the  wife,  and 
the  personal  property  descends  according  to 
the  law  of  the  domicil,  has  no  application  to 
this  case;  first,  because  the  deceased,  Mary 
B.  McPherson,  had  her  domicil  in  the  city  of 
St.  liouis  at  the  time  of  her  decease,  and  had 
had  for  many  years  prior  thereto;  second, 
because  the  whole  estate  of  deceased  was,  at 
the  time  of  her  death,  and  had  always  been, 
in  the  city  of  St.  Louis  and  state  of  Mis- 
souri; third,  because  the  common-law  theory 
of  de^tcent  and  distribution  is  abrogated  by 
an  express  statute,  and  bccauKC  the  de- 
ceased's residence  and  domicil  was  fixed  by 
law 

1  Mo.  Rev.  Stat.  1899,  p.  739,  §  2908;  { 
4160,  cl.  17,  p.  997. 

In  this  state,  where  this  marriage  was 
celebrated,  this  personalty  was  the  separate 
property  of  the  wife,  and  nothing  passsed  to 
the  husband  here  at  tlie  date  of  the  mar- 
riage. As  the  locality  of  the  property^  was 
not  changed,  and  the  wife  never  left'Mis- 
Boitri,  the  property  belonging  to  her  could 
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not  have  been  transferred  to  New  York  with- 
out her  consent  in  writing,  and  which  must 
show  unequivocally  her  intention  and  pur- 
pose to  give  the  property  to  the  husband, 
and  there  can  be  no  implication  about  it. 

BUUr  V.  Chicago  d  A,  R,  Co.  89  Mo.  390, 
1  S.  W.  350;  Broughton  v.  Brand,  94  Mo. 
169,  7  S.  W.  119;  Gilliland  v.  Gilliland,  96 
Mo.  525,  10  S.  W.  139;  Benne  v.  Schnecko, 
100  Mo.  250,  13  6.  W.  82;  Hart  v.  Leete,  104 
Mo.  315,  15  8.  W.  976;  MoQuire  v.  Allen, 
108  Mo.  403,  18  8.  W.  282;  Leete  v.  State 
Bank,  115  Mo.  184,  21  S.  W.  788;  Columbia 
Sav.  Bank  v.  Winn,  132  Mo.  80,  33  S.  W. 
457;  Leete  v.  State  Bank,  141  Mo.  574,  42 
t?.  W.  1074;  Winn  v.  Riley,  161  Mo.  61,  52 
S.  W.  27. 

As  against  her  husband  she  can  only  be 
estopped  by  an  express  intention  and  purpose 
in  writing  to  give  him  her  property. 

McOuire  v.  Allen,  108  Mo.  412,  18  S.  W. 
282. 

A  domicil  is  made,  first,  by  actual  pres- 
ence in  a  state  or  country,  and  second,  by 
the  intention  to  make  that  locality  a  perma- 
nent home. 

Huvne  v.  Uorne,  31  N.  C.  (9  Ired.  L.)  99. 

A  new  domicil  is  not  made  by  the  inten- 
tion to  move,  without  actual  removal. 

Ringgold  v.  Barley,  5  Md.  187,  59  Am.  Dee* 
107;  Pficst  v.  Cummings,  16  Wend.  617; 
Beck  V.  McGHHs,  9  Barb.  35;  Bonati  v. 
WelRch,  24  N.  Y.  157. 

Where  the  operation  of  a  contract  is  set- 
tled by  law,  such  law  is  taken  as  the  true 
sense  of  the  parties. 

Thompson  v.  Ketchum,  8  Johns.  190,  5 
Am.  Dec.  332;  Norton  v.  Coons,  6  N.  Y.  41; 
Barry  v.  Ransom,  12  N.  Y.  464. 

The  married  woman's  act  of  Missouri  is 
founded  upon  the  civil  law  of  community, 
and  should  be  construed  in  the  light  of  the 
civil  law,  but  our  married  woman's  act  is 
broader  than  the  law  of  community  under 
the  civil  law,  because  her  rights  are  far 
greater  than  those  thereby  given  to  the  wife. 

It  is  fundamental  under  that  law  that 
property  purchased  before  the  marriage  re- 
mains the  separate  property  of  the  wife,  al- 
though conveyance  thereof  was  made  after 
the  marriage. 

Freeman,  Cotenancy  &  Partition,  I  134; 
Simien  v.  Ferrodin,  35  1a,  Ann.  931;  Winn 
v.  Riley,  151  Mo.  61,  62  S.  W.  27. 

The  law  of  the  place  where  the  marriage 
was  performed  governs  as  to  prior  acquired 
property,  and  that  of  the  actual  domicil  as 
to  property  afterwards  acquired. 

McClain  v.  Abshire^  72  Mo.  App.  390; 
Freeman,  Cotenancy  &  Partition,  §§  132, 
134;  Siinien  v.  Perrodin,  35  La.  Ann.  931; 
Saul  v.  His  Creditors,  6  Mart.  N.  8.  569,  16 
Am.  Dec.  212;  Packu>ood*s  Succession,  12 
i:ob.  (1^.)  334,  43  Am.  Dec.  230;  Oale  v. 
Davis,  4  Mart.  (La.)  646;  Le  Breton  v. 
Nouchet,  3  Mart.  (La.)  60,  5  Am.  Dec.  736. 

Where  the  state,  upon  groui^s  of  public 
policy  or  for  any  other  reason^  fixes  by  law 
a  restraint  upon  alienation  of  property,  those 
restraints  must  be  upheld. 

Oliiier  v.  Totcncs,  2  Mart.  N.  S.  93 ;  West- 
lake,  Private  Int.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  162,  8  139 ; 
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Casirique  v.  hnrie,  L.  R.  4  H.  L.  414;  Van 
Orutien  v.  Digbyy  IM  Beav.  561. 

The  old  rule  in  reference  to  a  married 
voman's  domicil  cannot  certainly  prevail  in 
view  of  the  rights  which  are  recognized  to 
be  hers  by  the  statute.  The  property  rela- 
tions between  husband  and  wife  have  been 
entirely  changed  since  the  rule  in  (question 
hag  obtained  and  the  reason  for  the  rule  no 
longer  exists.  The  wife  is  now  a  distinct 
legal  entity,  having  in  the  disposition  of  her 
property  all  the  rights,  and  even  more  than, 
the  husband  has  ever  possessed,  and  the  hus- 
band has  no  control  whatever  over  her  move- 
ments or  her  disposition  of  her  property. 

Re  Floranc€y  54  Hun,  328,  7  N.  Y.  Supp. 
678;  Cheevcr  v.  Wilson,  9  Wall.  108,  124,  19 
L.  ed.  604,  608. 

It  is  the  established  law  of  Missouri  that 
at  the  death  of  the  owner  personal  property 
pasties  to  the  administrator,  and  his  title 
thereto  vests  in  the  administrator,  and  that 
no  heir  can  sue  for  the  same,  even  if  he  owns 
the  entire  property,  after  the  payment  of 
debts. 

liecraft  v.  LeirASf  41  Mo.  App.  646;  Nay- 
lor  V.  .Hoffait,  29  Mo.  126. 

Not  only  this,  but  the  heirs  cannot  sue  for 
any  injury  to  personal  property  belonging  to 
the  estate. 

Smith  V.  Denny,  37  Mo.  20;  Hellmann  v. 
Wellenfcamp,  71  Mo.  407. 

Mrs.  McPherson  was  not  an  inhabitant  of 
the  state  of  New  York;  in  short,  a  nonresi- 
dent of  the  state  of  Missouri,  when  as  a  mat- 
ter of  fact  she  had  never  left  the  state  of 
Missouri,  and  died  here,  where  she  had  lived 
for  twenty  years. 

Ford  V.  Bahcock,  2  Sandf.  531;  Cole  v. 
Jeasup,  10  N.  Y.  96. 

Valliant,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  suit  arises  in  the  administration  of 
the  estate  of  Mary  B.  McPherson,  deceased, 
and  concerns  its  distribution ;  the  contest  is 
between  the  respondents,  who  were  the 
brothers,  claiming  as  distributees,  and  the 
appellunt,  who  was  the  husband,  of  the  in- 
testate. 

The  facts  are  as  follows:  On  February 
20,  1895,  the  intestate,  who  up  to  the  date 
was  Mary  B.  McVean,  intermarried  with  the 
appellant,  William  J.  McPherson.  At  the 
date  of  her  marria^  she  was  living  in  St. 
Louis,  and  had  resided  here  for  several 
years,  and  owned  considerable  real  and  per- 
sonal property  in  this  state. 

The  appellant,  Wm.  J.  McPherson,  was 
then,  and  for  many  years  had  been,  and  has 
since  continued  to  be,  a  resident  ahd  citizen 
of  New  York.  They  were  married  in  St. 
Louis,  but  it  was  her  intention  to  go  with 
her  husband  to  his  home  in  New  York,  and 
that  was  to  be  their  residence.  But  her  go- 
ing was  deferred  until  she  might  dispose  of 
her  house  here.  Her  husband  returned  to 
his  home,  leaving  her  in  St.  Louis,  where  in 
a  few  days  she  was  taken  ill  and  died  March 
22,  1895,  it  being  little  more  than  one  month 
after  her  marriage.  She  died  intestate, 
leaving  no  descendants.  Her  two  brothers 
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are  her  next  of  kin.  The  Mississippi  Valley 
Trust  Company  was  appointed  administrator 
of  her  estate  in  this  state,  and  paid  all  debts 
for  which  it  was  liable,  and  has  on  hand  a 
considerable  amount  of  personal  property 
for  distribution,  and  is  ready  to  make  final 
settlement.  The  husband  was  appointed  ad- 
ministrator in  New  York,  and,  claiming  to 
be  the  domiciliary  administrator,  and  aho 
claiming  as  surviving  husband,  filed  his  pe- 
tition in  the  St.  Louis  probate  court  asking 
that  the  Missouri  administrator  turn  over  to 
him  the  personal  property  in  hand.  The 
probate  court  decided  in  his  favor,  but  on 
appeal  to  the  circuit  court  the  judgment 
was  that  the  estate  be  distributed  to  the  two 
brothers,  from  which  judgment  the  husband 
has  taken  this  appeal. 

The  sole  question  is  whether  the  estate  is 
to  be  distributed  according  to  the  statutes 
of  this  state  relating  to  descents  and  distri- 
butions, or  according  to  the  law  of  Xew 
York,  determining  the  rights  of  a  husbcnd 
in  personal  property  that  belonged  to  his  de- 
ceased wife  in  her  lifetime. 

There  is  an  interesting  and  learned  dis- 
cussion in  the  briefs  of  counsel  on  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  deceased,  who  was  up  to 
that  time  a  resident  and  citizen  of  this  state, 
became  on  her  marriage  a  resident  and  citi- 
zen of  New  York,  or  an  inhabitant  of  that 
state  within  the  meaning  of  our  statute 
presently  quoted. 

If  the  view  we  have  taken  of  the  subject 
in  the  end  is  correct  it  would  not  be  deciaivB 
of  this  case  to  concede  that  appellant  is 
right  in  his  contention  that  in  the  instant  of 
her  marriage  the  wife  became  an  inhabitant 
of  New  York.  Appellant's  proposition  is 
that  immediately  upon  the  marriage  the 
ab'xle  of  the  husband  in  New  York  became 
the  abode  of  the  wife,  and  although  her  sud- 
den illness  and  death  prevented  her  removal 
in  fact,  and  her  death  occurred  in  this  state. 
yet  she  was  at  that  time  in  contemplation  of 
law  an  inhabitant  of  New  York,  and  her  per- 
sonal property  here  is  to  be  distributed  ac- 
cording to  the  laws  of  New  York. 

Our  statute  on  which  appellant  relies  is: 
"When  administration  shall  be  taken  in  this 
state  on  the  estate  of  any  person,  who  at  the 
time  of  his  decease  was  an  inhabitant  of  any 
other  state  or  country  .  .  .  his  personal 
estate  shall  be  distributed  and  disposed  of 
according  to  the  lawis  of  the  state  or  coun- 
try of  which  he  was  an  inhabitant"  Rev. 
Stat.  1899,  9  254. 

This  has  been  the  statute  law  of  this  state 
since  1845  (Rev.  Stat.  -1845,  p.  102,  §  19K 
and  has  been  repeated  without  change  in  all 
revisions  since  that  date.  At  the  origin  of 
the  enactment  our  statute  in  regard  to  the 
property  rights  of  married  women  was  not 
in  existence.  We  are  not  therefore  forced  to 
construe  it  as  applying  to  such  case  unless 
its  provisions  naturally  embrace  it.  Assum- 
ing, for  the  present,  that  the  intestate  at  the 
time  of  her  death  was  an  inhabitant  of  New 
York,  the  difficulty  in  applying  that  statute 
to  this  case  is  that  in  New  York  there  is  no 
statute  of  distribution  applying  to  the  es- 
tate of  a  married  woman  dying  without  de- 
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scendants.  The  law  of  that  fitate  in  refer- 
ence to  the  administration  of  the  estate  of 
an  intestate  does  not  recognize  that  a  mar- 
ried woman  without  a  descendant  has  an 
estate  in  personal  property  to  pass  in  suc^ 
cession  at  her  death.  The  surviving  hus- 
band in  such  case  takes  the  estate,  not  as 
distributee  or  under  the  statute  of  distribu- 
tions, but  by  the  title  that  vested  in  him  at 
his  marriage  by  the  common  law  to  all  his 
wife's  personal  property  and  ohoses  in  ac- 
tion. There  is  in  that  state  a  statute  mak- 
ing the  personal  property  owned  by  a  woman 
at  the  date  of  her  marriage  her  separate  es- 
tate, but,  according  to  the  decisions  to  whioh 
we  have  been  referred  construing  it,  the  ef- 
fect of  that  statute^  in  a  case  like  this,  is 
only  to  suspend  the  husband's  common  law 
marital  rights  during  the  life  of  his  wife. 

The  statutes  and  decisions  of  New  York 
bearing  on  the  rights  of  the  parties  were  in 
evidence  at  the  trial  in  the  circuit  court,  and 
the  appellant,  being  himaelf  a  distinguished 
lawyer  of  that  state,  was  a  witness,  and  tes- 
titled  as  an  expert  on  that  subject.  It  was 
shown  that  the  common  law  prevailed  there 
except  as  altered  by  statute;  the  statute  of 
distribution  wa«  shown  in  evidence  with  this 
clause  of  date  1813.  "The  preceding  provi- 
sions respecting  the  distribution  of  estetes 
shall  not  apply  te  personal  estetes  of  mar- 
ried women;  but  their  husbands  may  de- 
mand, recover,  and  enjoy  the  same  as  they 
are  entitled  by  the  rules  of  the  common  law.' 
Then  in  1848  the  stetute  above  mentioned, 
making  a  married  woman's  personal  proper- 
ty her  separate  estete,  was  passed,  and  after- 
wards, in  18G7,  the  above-quoted  clause  of  the 
stetute  of  distributions  was  amended  to  read 
as  follows:  ^'The  preceding  provisions  re- 
specting the  distribution  of  estetes  shall  ap- 
Sly  to  the  personal  estetes  of  married  women 
yihg  leaving  descendante  them  surviving; 
and  the  husband  of  any  such  deceased  mar- 
ried woman  shall  be  entitled  to  the  same  dis- 
tributive share  in  the  personal  estate  of  his 
wife  to  which  a  widow  is  entitled  in  the  per- 
sonal estete  of  her  deceased  husband  by  the 
provisions  of  this  chapter,  and  no  more." 

In  Bamca  v.  Underwood^  47  N.  Y.  351,  the 
court  of  appeals  had  under  consideration  the 
subject  of  the  righte  of  a  husband  who  had 
survived  his  wife  in  the  personal  estete  left 
by  her,  she  leaving  no  descendante,  and  those 
statutes  were  construed.  It  .was  pointed  out 
in  that  case  that  at  common  law  the  mar- 
riage was  an  absolute  gift  to  the  husband  of 
the  pergonal  property  of  which  the  wife  was 
possessed  and  also  as  to  ohoses  in  action  re- 
duced to  possession  during  coverture ;  but  as 
to  those  not  reduced  to  possession  during 
her  life  the  husband  was  entitled  to  admin- 
ister on  her  estete  and  reduce  them  to  pos- 
session in  that  wav  for  his  own  use.  But  it 
was  shown  that  tne  title  he  derived  to  the 
property  was  not  under  the  stetute  of  distri- 
butions, but  under  the  common  law,  whereby 
he  had  the  right  to  administer  and  thereby 
appropriate  the  property  to  his  own  use ;  and 
that  such  was  the  common-law  right  inci- 
dent to  all  administrators  until  the  stetute 
of  distributions  of  22  and  23  Gar.  II.  was 
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enacted,  which  in  terms,  like  the  New  York 
stetute  of  1813,  above  quoted,  excepted  from 
its  operation  estetes  of  married  women. 
The  court  then  takes  up  for  consideration 
the  clause  of  the  stetute  of  1813  and  ite 
amendment  in  1867  as  both  are  above  quot- 
ed. The  language  of  the  court,  p.  356,  is: 
^'Section  75  conteins  the  provisions  respect- 
ing the  distribution  of  estates  of  deceased 
persons;  but  it  is  obvious,  in  view  of  the 
provisions  of  the  29th  and  30th  sections,  and 
the  entire  absence  of  any  provision  for  the 
husband,  that  they  were  not  intended  to  ap- 
ply to  the  estetes  of  married  women  leaving 
surviving  hu<«bands,  but  to  remove  all  doubt 
the  79th  section  was  enacted,  expressly  ex- 
empting such  estetes  from  their  operation, 
and  declaring  that  their  husbands  *may  de- 
mand, recover,  and  enjoy'  such  estetes,  as 
they  are  entitled  by  the  rules  of  the  common 
law."  Section  79,  referred  to,  is  the  clause 
of  the  stetute  of  1813  as  above  quoted.  Then 
after  pointing  out  that  the  amendment  of 
1867  applied  only  when  the  deceased  wife 
left  descendants,  the  court  referred  to  the 
statute  of  1848  and  1849  giving  the  wife  the 
separate  estete  in  her  personal  property,  and 
said:  "The  stetutes  of  1848  and  1849  did 
not  affect  this  right.  Those  stetutes  gave 
the  wife  control  of  her  separate  estete,  with 
power  of  testementary  disposition  during 
her  life;  but,  if  s^he  died  intestete,  the  righte 
of  her  husband,  as  her  successor,  are  not  af- 
fected. They  prev^-nt  the  husband  from  re- 
covering possession  and  acquiring  title  dur- 
ing coverture,  but  they  do  not  prevent  ad- 
ministration by  him,  and  consequent  enjoy- 
ment of  the  property,  upon  the  death  of  the 
wife.  He  has  the  same  rigtite  to  property 
which  he  cannot  reduce  to  possession  by  rea- 
son of  the  stetutes,  that  he  had  to  that  which 
he  did  not  reduce  to  possession  before  the 
statutes  were  passed." 

The  subject  was  again  before  the  court  in 
Kobina  v.  McClure,  100  N.  Y.  328,  63  Am. 
Rep.  184,  3  N.  E.  663,  and  it  was  then  held 
that  what  was  said  in  Barnes  v.  Underwood, 
47  N.  Y.  351,  to  the  effect  that  the  husband 
derived  his  title  to  the  personal  property  left 
by  his  deceased  wife  by  virtue  of  his  right  to 
administer,  was  not  in  accord  with  the  form- 
er decision  of  that  courts  and  was  not  ap- 
proved. The  court  said:  "The  rule  of  the 
common  law,  which  authorized  the  husband 
to  hold  the  property  of  his  wife,  by  virtue 
of  administration,  has  been  extended  in  this 
state,  so  as  to  entitle  him  to. hold  the  same 
also  by  virtue  of  his  marital  righte,  and 
numerous  cases  sustein  this  doctrine." 

Then  follows  a  discussion  in  which  it  is 
shown  that  while  the  husband  has  the  right 
to  administer,  his  title  to  the  property  does 
not  depend  on  his  doing  so,  but  existe  jure 
maritif  even  in  spite  of  administration  by 
another.  The  court  then  concludes  that  the 
married  woman's  stetutes  of  1848  and  1849 
made  np  change  in  the  husband's  common- 
law  righte  to  her  personal  property  left  at 
her  death,  and  that  he  took  it,  not  by  virtue 
of  his  right  to  administer,  not  by  way  of  suc- 
cession, and  not  by  force  of  any  statute  of 
distribution,  but  by  force  of  the  common 
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law,  which  gave  him  title  jure  mv^H  to  his 
wife's  personal  property. 

If,  therefore,  we  are  to  follow  the  decisions 
of  the  New  York  court  of  appeals  to  whicli 
we  are  referred,  in  order  to  adjudge  the  ap- 
pellant entitled  to  the  estate  in  question  we 
muet  hold  that  by  virtue  of  his  marriage  in 
Missouri  he  acquired  title  to  all  her  personal 
property,  subject  only  to  her  right  to  the 
sole  use  and  disposal  of  it  during  her  life, 
and  independent  of  our  statutes  directing 
the  distribution  of  estates  of  intestates. 
Out  married  woman's  statute  makes  no  ex- 
ception in  favor  of  a  nonresident  husband. 
If  the  appellant  in  thia  case  by  his  marriage 
acquired  such  a  title  to  his  wife's  personal 
property  every  husband  marrying  in  this 
state  a  woman  with  personal  property  ac- 
quires a  like  right.  This  court  has  never 
yet  put  such  a  construction  on  our  married 
woman's  act.  When  a  married  woman  dies 
intestate  leaving  personal  property  that  she 
had  held  in  her  lifetime  as  her  statutory 
separate  estate,  it  passes  to  her  administra- 
tor, and  is  distributed  on  final  settlement  ac- 
cording to  the  s&me  statutes  that  direct  the 
course  of  distribution  of  any  other  intestate's 
estate. 

Rev.  Stat.  1S99,  §  254,  above  quoted,  and 
on  which  the  appellant  relies,  by  its  very 
terms  applies  only  to  property  that  belonged 
to  the  intestate  in  his  lifetime,  and  which 
beconies  on  final  settlement  a  subject  of  dis- 
tribution according  to  the  laws  directing  the 
course  of  distribution  of  such  estates.  It 
was  enacted  long  before  we  had  a  statute 
taking  away  the  husband's  common-law 
marital  rights  to  his  wife's  personal  proper- 
ty, and  therefore  did  not  contemplate  the 
wife's  peculiar  estate.  It  directs  that  when 
the  estieite  ie  ready  for  distribution  it  shall 
be  distributed  according  to  the  laws  of  the 
state  or  country  of  which  the  intestate  was 
an  inhabitant.  But  in  this  case,  if  the  in- 
testate was  an  inhabitant  of  New  York,  we 
cannot  distribute  her  estate  according  to  the 
laws  of  t^at  state  because  under  the  laws  of 
that  state  the  statute  of  distributions  does 
not  apply  to  the  estate  of  a  married  woman 


dying  without  descendants.  For  tb#  rfttaon 
that  under  the  law  of  that  state  there  was 
no  estate  to  distribute,  it  belonged  to  the 
surviving  husband  by  his  oommon-law  mari- 
tal rights.  To  give  §  254  application  to  this 
case,  we  must  construe  it  as  referring,  not 
to  the  foreign  statute  of  distributions,  but 
to  the  foreign  law  regulating  the  respective 
rights  of  husband  and  wife  incident  to  mar- 
riage. And  we  must  say,  also,  that  it  modi- 
fies the  effect  of  our  statute  relating  to  the 
separate  property  of  married  women.  If  we 
are  to  recognize  that  a  citizen  of  New  York 
marrying  in  this  state  acquires,  by  virtue  of 
his  marriage,  the  interest  in  his  wife's  es- 
tate owned  here  that  he  would  have  acquired 
if  he  had  married  in  his  own  state  a  wife 
owning  like  property  there,  we  would  also 
have  to  recognize  the  absolute  rights  of  a 
husband  coming  from  a  state  or  country 
where  the  common  law  on  the  subject  was 
unabridged.  We  do  not  recognize  any  such 
qualification  of  the  rights  of  married  women 
under  our  statute.  Since,  therefore,  the  hus- 
band did  not,  by  virtue  of  his  marriage  here^ 
acquire  such  title  to  his  wife's  personal 
property  as  he  would  have  acquired  to  such 
property  in  New  York  if  they  had  been  mar- 
ried there,  and  since  there  is  no  statute  of 
distributions  in  New  York,  by  which  he  can 
take  the  estate,  he  has  no  title  to  it.  Sec^ 
tion  254,  above  quoted,  is  but  a  l^slative 
expression  of  a  well -recognized  rule  of  pri- 
vate international  law,  but  since  we  find  no 
foreign  law  to  govern  the  case  in  hand,  that 
statute  has  no  application,  and  we  must  ad- 
minister the  estate  according  to  our  own 
statutes. 

There  are  other  questions  discussed  in  the 
briefs,  but  as  the  proposition  above  consid- 
ered disposes  of  the  whole  case  there  will  be 
no  necessity  for  deciding  them. 

The  judgmetU  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
finned. 

All  concur. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied  June  12^ 
1901. 


NEW  YORK  COURT  OF  APPEALS. 


Alexander  J.  PORTER,  Respt., 

V. 

TRADERS'  INSURANCE  COMPANY  of 
Chicago,  Illinois,  Appt. 

(164  N.  Y.  504.) 

1.  A  fludlnir  of  tlie  trial  co«rt  on  tlie 
qneiitiou  ivhetlier  or  not  n  refusal  to 
anmiver  as  to  the  cost  of  Insured  property 
will  prevent  recovery  on  an  insurance  policy 
which  requires  the  Insured  to  submit  to  an 

Note. — Duty  of  insured  to  submit  to  examinit- 
tion  and  furnish  information  to  insurer. 

This  subject  is  very  closely  related  to  the 
keeping  and  production  of  books,  vouchers,  and 
other  papers,  for  which  see  note  to  Connecticut 
P.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Jeary  (Neb.)  51  L.  R.  A.  698. 

This  note  is  not  intended  to  cover  false  and 

52  L.  R.  A. 


examination  will  not  be  reylewed  by  the  court 
of  appeals,  sli^e  it  is  a  finding  on  a  qnestion 
of  fact,  or  a  mixed  question  of  law  and  fact. 

2.     Tlie  refnuai  of  the  ansnred  to  state 
"w-hat   lie   paid   for   an   Insured   vessel 

does  not  preclude  his  recovery  for  the  loss 
thereof  under  a  policy  which  makes  It  a 
condition  of  his  recovery  that  he  shall  sab- 
mit  to  examination  under  oath,  and  produce 
all  books  of  account,  bills,  invoices,  and 
vouchors,  and  limits  the  recovery  to  the  act- 
ual cash  vnlue  of  the  property  where  the  evi- 

fraudulent  statements  made  by  the  insured  on 
an  examination,  nor  the  sufficiency  of  the  in- 
formation given,  except  where  the  refusal  to 
give  further  information  is  involved.  Nor  does 
it  cover  the  right  of  the  company  to  compel  the 
Insured  to  submit  to  a  discovery,  nor  the  qnes- 
tion as  to  waiver  by  the  company  of  the  right 
to  demand  au  examination. 


1900. 
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dfnce    shows    that    he    expended    In    repairs 
much  more  than  the  amount  of  the  Insurance. 

(November  20,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  Fourth  Department,  in  favor  of  plain- 
tiff upon  exceptions  ordered  to  be  heard  by 
that  court  in  the  first  instance  which  were 
taken  at  a  Trial  Terra  for  Erie  County  in  an 
action  to  reeover  the  amount  alleged  to  be 
due  on  a  marine  insurance  policy  by  which 
judgment  was  ordered  for  plaintiff.       Af- 
firmed, 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Meft8i'8,  "DtLj  A  Bomer,  for  appellant: 
The  policy  constitutes  the  contract  between 
the  parties,  and   all  the  terms  and  agree- 
ments therein  contained  must  be  enforced. 

ValidUy  of  the  requirement  for  an  examination, 
and  effect  of  refusal. 

A  condition  for  the  examination  of  the  In- 
sured. If  required,  Is  generally  considered  valid, 
and  If  the  policy  provides  that  the  loss  shall 
not  be  payable  until  such  examination  is  had, 
If  required,  submission  thereto  Is  a  condition 
precedent  to  recovery. 

Thus,  Gross  v.  St.  Paul  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  22 
Fed.  74,  holds  that  a  stipulation  that  the  In- 
sured shall  submit  to  an  examination,  or  examl- 
Ratlons  under  oath,  and  that  a  refusal  to  do  so 
shall  cause  a  forfeiture  of  the  policy,  Is  valid. 

And  Fleisch  v.  Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A.  58  Mo. 
App.  596,  holds  that  a  condition  for  personal 
examination  of  the  insured  is  reasonable,  even 
to  the  extent  that  Its  violation  works  an  ab- 
solute forfeiture. 

And  rhlUips  v.  Protection  Ins.  Co.  14  Mo. 
220,  holds  that  the  refusal,  without  excuse  or 
justification,  to  submit  to  an  examination 
would  prevent,  recovei-y  where  the  policy  re- 
quired the  assured  to  submit  thereto  If  re- 
quired, and  provided  that  until  such  examina- 
tion is  had  the  loss  is  not  payable.  The  court, 
however,  held  in  this  case  that  the  question 
as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  excuse  of  the  in* 
sured  for  not  appearing  at  the  examination 
should  have  been  submitted  to  the  Jury. 

In  Fire  Ins.  Cos.  v.  Felrath,  77  Ala.  194,  54 
Am.  Rep.  58,  the  policy  contained  among  other 
stipulations  one  that  the  Insured  should  submit 
himself  to  examination  under  oath  If  desired. 
The  insured  fled  the  state  at  the  time  of  the 
fire.  The  court  recites  several  requirements  of 
the  policy  which  were  omitted,  among  them  the 
failure  of  the  insured  to  submit  himself  to 
examination  when  required,  and  states  that 
such  omissions  were  fatal  to  recovery  unless 
the  requirements  were  waived. 

Many  cases  holding  that  It  is  necessary  to 
produce  books,  vouchors,  and  other  papers,  if 
required,  before  recovery  can  be  had  on  the  pol- 
icy may  be  found  In  the  note  to  Connecticut  F. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Jeary  (Neb.)  61  X>.  B.  A.  698,  re- 
ferred to  above. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  JIDtna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Sim- 
mons, 49  Neb.  811,  69  N.  W.  125,  the  writer 
of  the  opinion,  while  stating  that*  the  question 
whether  the  refusal  to  comply  with  such  a  re- 
quirement was  a  defense  was  not  decided,  stated 
that  he  himself  did  not  think  that  It  was. 

And  Weide  v.  Germania  Ins.  Co.  1  Dill.  441, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  17.358,  holds  that  a  refusal  to  an- 
swer material  questions  does  not  cause  a  for- 
feiture, but  simply  causes  the  loss  not  to  be 
payable  till  the  examination  la  submitted  to 
or  the  answer  given. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


Hicks  V.  British  America  Assur,  Co.  162 
N.  Y.  284,  48  L.  R.  A.  424,  66  N.  E.  743. 

The  stipulation  is  a  valid  one.  It  is  one 
for  the  protection  of  the  insurer,  etc. ;  one  in 
the  interest  of  justice  and  fair  dealing.  The 
insurer  may  insist  on  compliance,  and  the 
insured  must  comply  or  gplve  a  valid  excuse 
therefor. 

Oross  V.  8t,  Paul  F.  d  M,  Ins,  Co.  22 
Fed.  74;  Dwight  v.  Germania  L,  Ins.  Co,  103 
N.  Y.  341,  57  Am.  Rep.  729,  8  N.  E.  654; 
Hill  V.  Blake,  97  N.  Y.  216;  ^tna  Ins.  Co. 
V.  People's  Bank,  10  C.  C.  A.  342,  8  U.  S. 
App.  554,  62  Fed.  222. 

Tlie  question,  "What  did  you  pay  for  the 
William  Harrison?" — was  material, relevant, 
and  proper,  and  refusal  to  answer  constitut- 
ed a  bar  to  the  recovery  in  this  case. 

Claflin  v.  Commonwealth  Ins.  Co.  110  U. 
S.  81,  28  L.  ed.  76,  3   Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  507; 

And  Commercial  Bank  v.  Fire  Ins.  Co.  84 
Wis.  12,  54  N.  W.  109,  holds  that  the  company 
cannot  ask  for  a  forfeiture  of  the  policy  on  the 
ground  of  the  refusal  of  the  insured  to  submit 
to  examination.  In  an  action  on  a  settlement 
agi'eed  on  between  the  insured  and  the  company. 

And  in  McGraw  v.  Germania  F.  Ins.  Co.  54 
Mich.  145,  19  N.  W.  927,  the  court  remarks 
that  a  provision  for  examination  apart  from 
all  persons  except  the  attesting  magistrate  i» 
very  unusual,  and  that  it  is  questionable  If  it 
Is  not  void  as  against  public  policy. 

And  PoBTKB  V.  TuADEKS'  iNs.  Co.  holds  that 
the  refusal  of  the  insured  to  state  the  amount 
paid  by  him  for  the  vessel  insured  would  not 
prevent  a  recovery  where  It  appeared  that  after 
the  purchase  he  had  expended  for  repairs  muck 
more  than  the  amount  of  insurance. 

Sufficiency  of  the  demand. 

The  usual  provision  In  Insurance  policies  Is 
that  the  Insured  will  submit  to  an  examination 
"if  required,'*  and  the  courts  hold  generally 
that  in  such  case  there  shall  be  such  a  demand 
that  the  insured  shall  know  that  the  company 
Intends  to  Insist  on  the  requirement. 

Thus,  State  Ins.  Co.  v.  Maackens,  38  N.  J.  L. 
564,  holds  that  under  such  a  provision  the  in- 
sured Is  not  required  to  submit  to  an  examina- 
tion by  mere  informal  declarations  or  conversa- 
tions of  the  officers  of  the  company  that  they 
desire  to  have  such  examination. 

And  In  McGraw  v.  Germania  F.  Ins.  Co.  54 
Mich.  145,  19  N.  W.  927,  the  court  holds  that 
the  mere  expression  of  a  "desire"  that  the  in- 
sured shall  submit  to  an  examination  is  insuffi- 
cient. 

Atid  AZtna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Simmons,  49  Neb.  811, 
69  N.  W.  125,  holds  that  a  statement  that  the 
company  desires  the  insured  to  submit  to  an 
examination,  and  a  request  that  he  shall  name 
a  convenient  date  at  which  he  will  be  prepared 
to  do  so,  without  naming  any  place.  Is  not  such 
a  demand  as  puts  him  In  default,  where  the  pol- 
icy provides  for  an  examination  at  such  reason- 
able place  as  shall  be  designated  by  the  com- 
pany. 

An  Insured  Is  under  no  obligation  to  submit 
to  an  ex'^mlnatlon  demanded  by  the  adjuster, 
where  he  has  not  been  notified  that  such 
adjuster  has  been  named  by  the  company  to 
take  the  examination,  under  a  provision  in  the 
policy  requiring  him  to  submit  to  examinations 
under  oath  by  any  person  "named"  by  the  com- 
pany. Scottish  Union  &  Nat.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Keene, 
85  Md.  263,  HI  Atl.  33. 

Where  the  policy  provides  that  the  insured 
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New  York  Codrt  of  Appeals. 


Not, 


Gross  y.  8t,  Paul  P.  d  J/.  Ins.  Co.  22  Fed. 
74;  Wells  v.  Kelsey,  37  N.  Y.  143;  Hoffman 
Connevy  76  N.  Y.  121 ;  Ouiterman  v.  Liver- 
pool, N.  Y.  d  P.  S.  8.  Co.  83  N.  Y.  358 ;  Par- 
menter  v.  Fitzpatrick,  135  N.  Y.  190,  31  N. 
E.  1032;  Hairver  v.  Be«,  141  N.  Y.  140,  36 
N.  K.  6 ;  l?e  c/o/in^ton,  144  N.  Y.  563,  39  N. 
£.  643. 

Afr.  John  M.  Hnll  for  respondent: 
There  is  a  distinction  between  conditions 
which  antedate  a  loss  and  those  relating  to 
the  preliminary  steps  to  be  taken  to  bind 
the  company  after  a  loss  has  actually  oc- 
curred. 

Solomon  r.  Continental  F.  Ins.  Co.  160  N. 
Y.  595,  46  L.  R-  A,  682,  55  N.  E.  279 ;  Mc- 
Nally  V.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  137  N.  Y.  389^  33 
N.  E.  475;  Paltrovitch  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co. 
143  N.  Y.  73,  25  L.  R.  A.  198,  37  N.  E. 
639 ;  Sergeni  v.  Liverpool  d  L.  d  G.  Ins.  Co. 


155  N.  Y.  349,  49  N.  E.  935;  Matthcxct  y. 
American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  154  N.  Y.  449,  39 
L.  R.  A.  433,  48  N.  E.  751. 

When  liability  has  become  fixed  by  the 
capital  fact  of  loss  within  the  range  of  the 
responsibility  assumed  in  the  contract, 
courts  are  reluctant  to  deprive  the  iodured 
of  the  benefit  of  that  liability  by  any  narrow 
or  technical  construction  of  the  conditions 
and  stipulations  which  prescribe  the  formal 
requisities  by  means  of  which  this  aecniol 
right  is  to  be  made  available  for  his  indem- 
nification. 

Sergent  v.  Liverpool  d  L.  d  G.  Ins.  Co.  155 
N.  Y.  349,  49  N.  E.  935 ;  Darrotc  v.  Family 
Fund  8oc.  116  N.  Y.  537,  6  L.  R.  A.  495,  2J 
N.  E.  1093;  Hitchcock  v.  North  Western 
Ins.  Co.  26  X.  Y.  69;  GHffey  y.  .Veir  York 
Cent.  Ins.  Co.  100  N.  Y.  417,  53  Am.  Rep. 


shall  submit  to  examination  under  oath  by  the 
agent  or  the  attorney  of  the  company,  an  an- 
swer alleging  refusal  to  submit  to  such  examina- 
tion, without  alleging  by  whom  the  request 
was  made,  is  insufficient,  as  no  one  but  the 
agent  or  attorney  Is  entitled  in  such  case  to 
make  the  demand.  Aurora  F.  Ins.  Co.  y.  John- 
son, 4(>  Ind.  315. 

A  request  by  the  company  to  the  attorney 
for  the  insured  that  he  have  the  insured  swear 
to  a  statement  to  k>e  made  out  by  the  attorney 
is  insufficient,  where  the  policy  provides  for  an 
examination  of  the  insured  by  the  company  or 
its  agent.  Dougherty  v.  German-American  Ins. 
Co.  67  Mo.  App.  526. 

Western  Assur.  Co.  v.  Aclcerman,  2  Pennyp. 
144,  holds  that  the  fact  that  the  husband  and 
agent  of  the  Insured  when  aslced  by  the  insur- 
ance agent  to  produce  her,  as  the  company 
wished  to  transact  its  business  with  her,  said 
that  be  would  do  'Just  as  well,  and  that  the 
company  and  its  agent  could  not  see  the  In- 
sured, and  that  if  they  did  she  didn't  know 
anything  about  the  matter  and  wouldn't  give 
them  any  information.  Is  no  evidence  that  she 
refused  to  submit  to  an  examination. 

But  in  Harris  v.  Phcenix  Ins.  Co.  35  Conn. 
310.  the  insurance  company  was  not  satisfied 
with  the  proofs  of  loss  furnished,  and  imme- 
diately required  that  the  assured  should  submit 
to  an  examination  and  used  due  diligence  to 
notify  him  of  such  requirement,  but  were  un- 
able to  find  him,  and  the  court  held  that  In  such 
case  there  could  be  no  recovery  by  his  factoriz- 
ing creditor  by  whom  the  action  was  brought. 

The  question  of  waiver  of  the  right  to  in- 
sist on  an  examination  by  failing  to  make  any 
demand  therefor  is  not  covered  by  this  note. 

Place  of  ewamination. 

The  place  where  the  loss  occurs  Is  the  proper 
place  for  the  examination,  and  neither  the  In- 
surance company  nor  the  insured  have  the  right 
to  demand  that  it  shall  take  place  elsewhere. 

Thus,  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Simpson,  43 
111.  App.  98,  holds  that  an  insurance  company 
cannot  require  the  Insured  to  bring  his  books 
and  go  to  the  office  of  the  company  in  another 
state  and  there  be  subjected  to  an  examination 
under  oath. 

And  Murphy  v.  Northern  British  ft  Mercan- 
tile Co.  61  Mo.  App.  323,  holds  that  under  a 
provision  that  the  Insured,  If  required,  shall 
produce  for  examination  all  l>ooks  of  account, 
etc.,  "at  such  reasonable  place  as  shall  he  des- 
ignated" by  the  Insuranire  company,  the  Insured 
•cannot  l>e  required  to  produce  the  books,  etc., 
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at  a  place  some  miles  from  that  where  the  Io« 
occurred,  where  the  place  of  the  loss  is  as  con- 
venient for  the  insurance  agent. 

And  in  Fieisch  v.  Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A.  58 
Mo.  App.  596,  the  policy  contained  no  proviaion 
as  to  the  place  for  the  examination,  and  tbe 
insured,  who  resided  in  New  York,  demaoded 
that  the  examination  should  l>e  held  In  that 
city.  The  court,  however,  held  that  the  placv 
of  the  location  of  the  business  and  of  the  lo» 
In  Missouri  was  the  proper  place  for  the  ex- 
amination, and  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  In- 
sured to  submit  himself  to  examination  th^re, 
— especially  as  he  was  in  that  place  ac  the  time 
of  the  fire. 

Manner  of  examination ;  right  to  have  attomejf 

present. 

The  insured  Is  entitled  to  have  his  attorney 
present  at  the  examination,  or  to  consult  him 
before  subscribing  his  name  thereto. 

Thus,  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Simpson, 
43  111.  App.  98,  holds  that  the  insured  is  Justi- 
fied in  refusing  to  submit  to  such  examination 
wiiere  he  Is  denied  the  privilege  of  having  titi 
attorney  present  with  him. 

And  Thomas  v.  Burlington  Ins.  Co.  47  Mo. 
App.  169,  holds  that  under  a  provision  that  the 
Insured,  If  required,  shall  submit  to  an  exami- 
nation under  oath,  and  that  refusal  to  do  »> 
will  forfeit  the  policy,  the  Insured  is  not  r(v 
quired  to  submit  to  a  private  examination  from 
which  his  attorney  shail  be  excluded. 

And  in  Mcdraw  v.  Germania  F.  Ins.  Co.  54 
Mich.  143,  19  N.  W.  927,  the  court  remarked 
that  a  provision  for  examination  if  required 
apart  from  all  persons  except  the  attesting 
magistrate  is  very  unusual,  and  that  It  Is  ques- 
tionable if  It  Is  not  void  as  against  public  pot- 
icy. 

And  Grigsby  v.  German  Ins.  Co.  40  Mo.  App. 
276,  holds  that  while  the  insured  should  sub- 
scribe his  name  to  the  examination  when  re- 
quired by  the  policy,  unless  there  is  some  good 
reason  for  refusing,  he  is  entitled  to  a  reason- 
able time  to  consult  his  attorney  before  doin; 
so. 

Excuses  for  failure  to  submit  to  examinatipn 
or  to  answer  questions. 

Inability  to  furnish  the  information  asked 
because  of  the  loss  or  destruction  of  books  and 
papers  from  which  it  might  be  obtained  excuses 
the  failure  to  furnish  it. 
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202,  3  N.  E.  309;  Schmieder  v.  Kingsleyy  0 
MiBC.  107,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  31. 

The  defense  stands  solely  upon  a 
technicality  without  substance  or  merit.  It 
Reeks  to  avoid  the  payment  of  a  just  debt, 
because  of  a  refusal  to  answer  a  question, 
which,  under  the  evidence  in  this  case,  had 
no  materiality. 

Titu9  V.  Qlem  Falls  Ins.  Oo.  81  N.  Y.  410. 

O'Brien,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  was  an  action  on  a  policy  of  fire  in- 
surance issued  by  the  defenda^it  on  the  7th 
day  of  August,  1896,  to  the  firm  of  Sloan  & 
Cowles,  then  owners  of  the  steamer  William 
Harrison,  whereby  it  insured  that  vessel 
against  loss  or  damage  by  fire  in  the  sum  of 
$2,500.  It  was  totally  destroyed  by  fire  on 
the  7th  day  of  October  following,  and  subse- 
quently the  interest  of  the  insured  in  the 
policy  was  assigned  to  the  plaintiff.     At  the 


trial  both  parties  moved  for  the  direction  of 
a  verdict,  and  the  court  made  a  direction  for 
the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  claimed,  and  or- 
dered the  defendant's  exceptions  to  be  heard 
in  the  first  instance  at  the  appellate  division. 
That  court  overruled  the  exceptions,  denied 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  and  ordered  judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiff  on  the  verdict.  The 
only  question  of  law  presented  arises  upon 
the  following  provisions  contained  in  the  pol- 
icy: "The  insured,  as  often  as  required, 
shall  exhibit  to  any  person  designated  by 
this  company  all  that  remains  of  any  prop- 
erty herein  described,  and  submit  to  examina- 
tion under  oath,  by  any  person  named  by  this 
company,  and  subscribe  the  same,  and,  as 
often  as  required,  shall  produce  for  examina- 
tion all  books  of  account,  bills,  invoices,  and 
other  vouchers  or  certified  copies  thereof,  if 
originals  be  lost,  at  such  reasonable  place  as 
may  be  designated  by  this  company  or  its 
representatives,   and   shall    permit  extracts 


People's  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Pulver,  127  111.  246, 
20  N.  B.  18,  holds  that  an  Insured  who  fur- 
nishes as  specific  a  statement  as  is  within  his 
power  because  of  the  destruction  of  hjs  books 
and  other  papers  does  all  that  is  required  of 
him. 

And  Bassell  t.  American  F.  Ins.  Co.  2 
Hughes.  531,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,094,  holds  that 
the  insured  will  not  be  required  to  furnish  a 
detailed  statement  of  the  particulars  of  his 
loss  where  he  is  prevented  from  doing  so  by  the 
consumption  of  his  invoices  by  the  flre. 

And  Scottish  Union  &  Nat.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Keene, 
85  Md.  263,  37  Ati.  33,  holds  that  the  fact 
that  the  Insured  Is  unable,  from  the  loss  of  his 
books  by  the  fire,  to  state  the  quantity  or  de- 
scription of  goods  carried  by  him  and  destroyed 
by  the  flre,  will  not  prevent  a  recovery. 

Phillips  V.  Protection  Ins.  Co.  14  Mo.  220. 
holds  that  the  failure  of  the  Insured  to  appear 
on  the  time  fixed  by  the  company  for  the  ex- 
amination could  not  be  held  unjustifiable  as 
matter  of  law,  where  at  the  time  the  demand 
for  the  examination  was  served  he  was  on  his 
way  to  the  train  with  a  sick  child  whom  he  was 
taking  to  another  climate  under  medical  advice. 

As  to  the  Inability  to  furnish  books  and 
papers  when  required,  see  note  to  Connecticut 
F.  Ins.  <;o.  y.  Jeary  (Neb.)  51  L.  11.  A.  698, 
above  referred  to. 

What  questions  must  be  answered. 

The  Insured  is  not  required. to  answer  Im- 
material questions. 

Thus,  Titus  V.  Olens  Falls  Ins.  Co.  81  N.  T. 
410,  holds  that  a  provision  that  the  insured 
will,  if  required,  submit  to  an  examination  un- 
der oath  does  not  bind  him  to  answer  questions 
which  have  no  material  bearing  on  the  insur- 
ance and  the  loss,  and  he  Is  Justified  in  refusing 
to  do  so. 

And  Republic  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Weidc,  14  Wall. 
375,  20  L.  ed.  894,  holds  that  a  refusal  to  an- 
swer questions  as  to  the  amounts  for  which 
the  Insured  had  settled  with  other  companies 
does  not  prevent  recovery,  as  they  are  not 
pertinent  to  the  loss. 

And  POBTBB  V.  Tbaders'  Ins.  Co.  holds  that 
a  refusal  to  state  the  amount  paid  by  the  In- 
sured for  the  Insured  vessel  does  not  preclude 
recovery,  where  he  had,  after  the  purchase,  ex- 
pended much  more  In  repairs  than  the  amount 
of  the  Insurance,  as  In  such  case  the  amount 
paid  for  tlie  vessel  cannot  be  held  to  be  mate- 
rial. 
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But  Fawcett  v.  Liverpool,  L.  k  G.  Ins.  Co. 
27  U.  C.  Q.  B.  225,  holds  that  the  refusal  to 
furnish  a  certificate  of  a  builder  as  to  the  value 
of  the  house  destroyed  will  prevent  recovery 
under  a  provision  that  the  insured  shall  furnish 
such  other  evidence  as  the  directors  may  rea- 
sonably require. 

Number  of  ewaminationa. 

In  Bonner  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  13  Wis.  677,  the 
policy  provided  that  the  insured  should.  If  re- 
quired, submit  to  an  "examination  under  oath 
and  subscribe  the  same"  and  that  until  such 
examination,  If  required,  the  loss  should  not  be 
payable.  The  examination  was  required,  and 
was  had  In  part,  and  reduced  to  writing  but  not 
subscribed :  and  the  examination  was  then, 
without  objection  by  the  Insured,  adjourned  for 
two  weeks,  at  which  time  the  insured  refused 
to  submit  to  further  examination  or  to  subscribe 
thai  already  taken,  and  the  court  held  that  an 
action  commenced  soon  thereafter  was  prema- 
ture. 

But  In  Moore  v.  Protection  Ins.  Co.  29  Me. 
07,  48  Am.  Dec.  514,  under  a  similar  provision, 
the  court  held  that  the  Insured  could  not  be  sub- 
jected to  a  second  examination  as  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  right  of  recovery  after  having 
once  been  fully  examined,  at  which  time  he 
fully  answered  all  questions  put  to  him,  eveu 
though  he  had  consented  to  submit  to  a  second 
examination. 

Bummary, 

The  provision  for  the  examination  of  the  In- 
sured, if  required,  is  a  customary  one,  and  is 
generally  held  to  be  valid;  but  he  will  not  be 
required  to  submit  to  an  examination  apart 
from  his  attorney.  If  the  policy  provides  that 
the  loss  shall  not  be  payable  until  such  exami- 
nation is  had.  If  required,  or  that  a  refusal  to 
submit  thereto  shall  cause  a  forfeiture  of  the 
I>ollcy,  such  refusal  will  prevent  a  recovery  un- 
less the  requirement  has  been  waived  or  excused 
In  some  manner,  though  the  Insured  will  not 
be  required  to  answer  Immaterial  questions. 
A  demand  for  the  examination  sufllcient  to  ap- 
prise the  Insured  that  the  requirement  will  be 
Insisted  on  is  necessary,  however,  and  the  ex- 
amination must  be  held  at  the  place  where  the 
loss  occurs.  J.  H.  H. 
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aii4  copies  tliereof  to  be  made.  No  suit  or 
action  on  this  policy  for  the  recovery  of  any 
claim  shall  be  sustainable  in  any  court  of  law 
or  equity  until  after  full  compliance  by  the 
insured  with  all  the  foregoing  requirements, 
nor  unless  commenced  within  twelve  months 
next  after  the  fire.  This  policy  is  made  and 
accepted  subject  to  the  foregoing  stipulations 
and  conditions.*' 

The  defendant  caused  written  notice  to  be 
ser\'ed  on  Sloan  k  Cowles  on  the  17th  of  De- 
cember, 1896,  to  appear  for  examination  be- 
fore a  person  named  in  the  notice  on  that 
day  at  10  o*cIock  in  the  forenoon  at  a  place 
designated.  Both  parties  appeared  in  com- 
pliance with  the  notice,  and  were  sworn  and 
examinc<l  by  counsel  who  appeared  for  the 
defendant.  It  is  admitted  that  they  com- 
plied  in  all  respects  with  the  provisions  of 
the  policy  referred  to,  except  in  one  particu- 
lar. They  refused  to  answer  the  following 
question  propounded  to  each  of  them  in  the 
course  of  the  examination,  "How  much  was 
paid  for  the  steamer?"  The  failure  to  an- 
swer this  question  is  interposed  as  a  defense 
by  the  answer,  and  is  the  only  defense  in- 
sisted upon  here. 

The  burden  was  upon  the  defendant  to 
show  that  the  insured  violated,  the  conditions 
of  the  policy  in  some  substantial  and  mate- 
rial particular.  It  was  stipulated  in  the  pol- 
icy that  the  defendant  should  not  be  liable 
beyond  the  actual  cash  value  of  the  property 
at  the  time  of  the  loss,  and  that  such  loss 
shoujd  be  ascertained  according  to  6uch  ac- 
tual cash  value,  and  in  no  event  should  it  ex- 
ceed the  then  cost  of  replacing  the  same. 
7*he  steamer  was  about  thirty  years  old,  but 
had  been  repeatedly  repaired  and  practically 
rebuilt,  including;  the  engine,  boiler,  and  ma- 
chinery. The  plain  tiff  purchased  the  boat 
some  time  prior  to  1896  at  a  receiver's  sale, 
with  other  property,  and  sold  her  to  the  in- 
sured in  May,  1896,  taking  back  a  mortgage, 
to  which  the  insurance  was  collateral. 

The  question  is  w^hether  upon  an  inquiry 
with  respect  to  the  actual  cash  value  of  the 
steamer  at  the  time  of  the  trial  the  price 
paid  by  the  insured  before  the  insurance  was 
effected  under  the  circumstances  stated,  was, 
as  matter  of  law,  a  material  inquiry  under 
any  and  all  circumstances.  In  an  inquiry 
concerning  the  value  of  personal  property  at 
a  given  time  the  price  paid  by  the  owner  is 
sometimes,  but  not  always,  material.  It  de- 
pends on  the  nature  of  the  property  and  its 
coildition  when  purchased,  compared  with  its 
condition  afterwards.  There  are  certain  ar- 
ticles that  have  a  standard  price  in  the  mar- 
ket, not  subject  to  much  fluctuation,  and  oth- 
er things  that  have  no  market  value  at  all. 
In  this  case  it  is  undisputed  that  the  insured 
expended  $3,509  on  the  vessel  after  they  be- 
came the  owners  or  procured  the  insurance. 
I  do  nut  think  that  it  can  be  held  as  matter 
of  law  that  the  price  paid  for  the  steamer 
in  question,  under  the  circumstances,  and  be- 
fore the  extensive  repairs  were  made,  was  a 
material  fact  bearing  on  the  actual  cash 
value  at  the  time  of  the  fire.  The  most  that 
can  be  said  about  such  a  contention  is  that 
hiich  an  inquiry  may  be  material  according 
52  L.  R.  A. 


to  the  facts  and  drcnmstaDces  of  the  case. 
Gray  v.  Cenlrai  R.  Co.  157  K.  Y.  483,  52  N. 
£.  555.  It  follows  that  the  question  whether 
the  inquiry  made  at  the  examination,  and 
which  the  insured  declined  to  answer,  was 
material  or  otherwise,  was  not  a  pure  ques- 
tion of  law,  but  one  of  fact,  since  its  im- 
portance must  always  vary  with  circum- 
stances; and  being  a  question  of  fact,  or  a 
mixed  question  of  law  and  fact,  the  finding 
of  the  trial  court  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
cannot  be  disturbed  in  this  court.  Both  sides 
requested  the  direction  of  a  verdict,  and 
therefore  all  questions  in  the  case  were  sub- 
mitted to  the  trial  judge  for  decision. 

The  defendant  offered  no  evidoice  at  the 
trial  as  to  the  value  of  the  steamer  at  the 
time  of  the  fire,  or  as  to  the  price  paid  for 
her  by  the  insured,  but  rested  the  defense  en- 
tirely upon  the  refusal  to  answer  the  ques- 
tion. If  the  same  question  had  been  pro- 
pounded to  the  same  person  at  the  trial,  and 
the  answer  excluded  by  the  court,  the  ruling 
would  not  require  a  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment, since  the  inquiry  was  not  so  material 
nor  the  ruling  of  such  a  character  as  to  con- 
stitute legal  error,  and  it  could  not  have  been 
more  material  on  the  extrajudicial  examina- 
tion than  it  would  have  been  at  the  trial. 
On  an  issue  concerning  the  value  at  a  given 
time,  of  personal  property,  such  as  a  steam- 
boat that  had  been  long  in  use,  the  price  paid 
at  some  remote  period  of  time,  under  excep- 
tional circumstances,  and  when  it  appears 
that  it  was  subsequently  repaired  and 
changed,  is  not,  as  matter  of  law,  necessarily 
admissible.  The  court  might,  in  most  cases, 
admit  or  exclude  such  proof  without  commit- 
ting any  legal  error.  The  party  has  no  ab- 
solute right  in  all  cases  to  such  proof,  and 
the  extent  to  which  he  may  go  in  this  direc- 
tion is  in  most  cases  subject  to  the  discretion 
of  the  trial  judge. 

But  the  question  may  also  be  considered  in 
a  broader  aspect.  The  issue  presented  by  the 
defendant's  answer  in  this  respect  was  that 
there  was,  on  the  part  of  the  insured,  a 
breach  of  the  contract  which  was  a  conclu- 
sive legal  obstacle  to  a  recovery.  It  is  a 
fundamental  principle  in  the  law  of  con- 
tracts that  a  breach  which  will  defeat  a  re- 
covery cannot  be  based  upon  technical  or  un- 
important omissions  or  defects  in  the  per- 
formance by  either  party.  When  a  substan- 
tial performance  is  shown,  the  party  claim- 
ing the  benefit  of  the  contract  should  not  be 
defeated  for  the  want  of  a  literal  compliance 
as  to  some  unimportant  detail,  and  whether 
omissions  or  departures  from  the  strict  let- 
ter are  substantial  or  merely  unimportant 
mistakes  is  generally  a  question  of  fact. 
Miller  V.  Benjamin,  142  N.  Y.  613,  37  N.  E. 
631.  The  provison  of  the  contract  as  to 
which  a  breach  is  alleged  is  the  agreement  of 
the  insured  to  "submit  to  examinations  un- 
der oath  by  the  person  named  by  this  com- 
pany." They  did  submit  to  examination. 
It  cannot  be  claimed  that  they  were  bound  to 
answer  every  question  propounded,  however 
irrelevant.  They  were  bound  to  answer  only 
such  as  were  material,  having  in  view  the 
purpose  of  the  condition.     They  had  no  guide 
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aa  to  what  waa  or  was  not  material, 
except  their  own  judgment,  acting,  of  course, 
in  good  faith.  Even  if  they  made  a  mistake 
in  deciding  that  the  inquiiy  with  respect  to 
the  cost  01  the  steamer  was  not  material,  it 
is  no  ground  for  visiting  them  with  a  for- 
feiture of  all  the  benefits  of  the  contract, 
and  the  principle  above  suggested  should 
Apply. 

Finally,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  condi- 
tion alleged  to  have  been  violated  in  this 
-case  applied  only  after  the  capital  fact  of  a 
loss.  The  object  of  the  provision  was  to 
prescribe  the  manner  in  which  an  accrued 
loss  was  to  be  adjusted  and  ascertained.  The 
liability  of  the  defendant  having  become 
ibced  by  the  happening  of  the  event  upon 
which  the  contract  was  to  mature,  conditions 
which  prescribe  methods  and  formalities  for 
ascertaining  the  extent  of  it,  or  for  adjust- 
ing it,  are  not  to  be  subjected  to  any  narrow 
or  technical  construction,  but  construed  lib- 
erally in  favor  of  the  insured.  Solomon  v. 
Continental  F.  Ins,  Co.  160  N.  Y.  595,  46  L. 
R.  A.  682,  55  N.  E.  279 ;  McNally  v.  Phoenix 
Ins.  Co,  137  N.  Y.  389,  33  N.  E.  475;  Paltro- 
iHck  V.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  143  N.  Y.  73,  25 
L.  R.  A.  198,  37  N.  E.  639;  ISer- 
gent  v.  Liverpool  d  L.  d  O.  Ins.  Co. 
155  N.  Y.  349,  49  N.  E.  935;  Matthews  v. 
American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  154  N.  Y.  449,  39  L. 
R.  A.  433,  48  N.  E.  751. 

the  judgment  should  he  affirmed,  toith 
costs. 

Parker,  Ch.  J.,  and  Bartlett,  Haigbt, 
MartiBf  Vann,  and  Landon,  J  J.,  concur. 


Mary  F.  IL\NNON,  Respt., 

V. 

SIEGELrCX)OPER  COMPANY,  Appt, 
(167  N.   Y.  244.) 

Eiitoppel  to  deny  reaponalblllty  for  tbe 
acta  of  the  ^vorkiuan  applies  in  an  action 
of  tort  for  malpractice  of  a  dentist  against 
a  department  store  whicti  has  represented 
Itself  as  carrying  on  the  dental  business  in 
favor  of  one  who,  relying  on  the  representa- 
tions, employs  the  designated  workman,  and 
U  Injured  by  bis  negligence  or  incompetence. 

(June  4,   1901.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  Second  Department,  affirming  a  judg- 
ment of  a  Trial  Term  for  Kings  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  injuries  alleged  to  have 
bfen  caused  by  the  malpractice  of  a  dentist 
in  the  employ  of  defendant.  Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Note. — For  the  liability  of  a  physician  for 
the  acts  of  an  apprentice  or  partner,  see  note  to 
Whltenell  v.  Hill   (Iowa)   37  L.  R.  A.  833. 

Legal  restrictions  on  department  stores  are 
considered  in  a  note  to  Chicago  v.  Netcher  (111.) 
48  L.  R.  A.  261. 

As  to  liability  of  hospital  for  negligence,  see 
note  to    Williamson    ▼.    Louisville    Industrial 
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Messrs,  Rose  i^  Puts^l,  for  appellant: 

The  relation  of  master  and  servant  did  not 
exist  between  the  defendant  corporation  and 
Dr.  C!ooney,  the  dental  operator,  or  between 
the  defendant  and  Dr.  Hayes,  the  employer 
of  Cooney. 

Butler  V.  Tonmsend,  126  N.  Y.  108,  26  N. 
E.  1017;  Slater  v.  Mersereau,  64  N.  Y.  138; 
Hexamer  v.  Webb,  101  N.  Y.  383,  54  Am.  Rep. 
703,  4  N.  E.  755;  Stevens  v.  Armstrong,  6  N. 
Y.  435;  McCullough  v.  Shoneman,  105  Pa. 
172,  61  Am.  Rep.  194;  King  v.  New  York  C. 
d  U.  R.  R.  Co.  66  N.  Y.  184,  23  Am.  Rep.  37. 

The  plaintiff  has  failed,  ( 1 )  to  establish 
the  elements  of  an  estoppel,  or  (2)  to  show 
that  the  acts  of  defendant  in  holding  itself 
out  to  the  world  as  the  proprietor  of  the  den- 
tal department  in  any  way  caused,  or  tended 
to  cause,  any  injury  to  the  plaintiff. 

There  is  a  line  of  cases  where  hirers  of 
wagons  and  horses  represent  to  the  world 
that  they  are  the  owners  thereof,  and  that 
they  also  employ  the  drivers.  And  yet,  if 
the  fact  is  that  the  driver  Is  a  servant  of  a 
third  person,  the  hirer  is  not  held  liable  for 
the  negligence  of  the  servant. 

Seaman  v.  Koehler,  122  N.  Y.  646,  25  N. 
E.  353;  Baldwin  v.  Abraham,  57  App.  Div. 
67,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  1079;  Diel  v.  Zeltner 
Brcicing  Co.  30  App.  Div.  291,  51  N. 
Y.  Supp.  930;  Thiry  v.  Taylor  Brew- 
ing d  Malt  Co.  37  App.  Div.  391,  56  N.  Y. 
Supp.  85 ;  Hodgson  v.  Conklin,  50  App.  Div. 
604,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  76. 

Before  a  party  can  be  estopped  by  what  he 
has  said  from  asserting  the  truth,  it  must 
appear  that  the  person  claiming  the  estoppel 
has  acted  or  rested  upon  his  statements,  so 
that  he  will  suffer  harm  if  they  are  not  con-  . 
clusively  held  to  be  true. 

Wineger  v.  Fowler,  82  N.  Y.  315;  McMas- 
ter  V.  Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A.,  55  N.  Y.  222, 
14  Am.  Rep.  239;  Shapley  v.  Abbott,  42  N. 
Y.  443,  1  Am.  Rep.  548;  Payne  v.  Burnham, 
02  N.  Y.  69 ;  Thompson  v.  Simpson,  128  N. 
Y.  270,  28  N.  E.  627 ;  Brown  v.  Boicen,  30  N. 
Y.  519;  Brookhavcn  v.  Smith,  118  N.  Y. 
634,  7  L.  R.  A.  755,  23  N.  E.  1002;  Dater  v. 
Willson,  36  Hun,  546 ;  Wilcox  v.  Howell,  44 
N.  Y.  398;  Bigelow,  Estoppel,  5th  ed.  pp. 
638  ct  seq. ;  Jamison  v.  Miller,  64  Iowa,  402, 
20  N.  W.  491 ;  Tomisend  Sav.  Bank  v.  Todd, 
47  Conn.  190;  Laubheim  v.  De  Koninglyke 
Nederlandsche  S.  B.  Maatschappy,  107  N,  Y. 
228,  13  N.  E.  781 ;  Allan  v.  State  S.  S.  Co. 
132  N.  Y.  91,  15  L.  R.  A.  166,  30  N.  E.  482; 
Secord  v.  St.  Paul,  M.  d  M.  R.  Co.  5  Mc- 
Crary,  515,  18  Fed.  221. 

Mr.  Cbarles  Haldane,  with  Mr.  Abra- 
bam  Levy,  for  respondent: 

Plaintiff  contracted  with  the  defendant; 
the  defendant,  so  far  as  she  knew,  did  the 
work;    it  was   negligently   and    unskilfully 


School  of  Reform  (Ky.)  23  L.  R.  A.  200.  For 
later  cases  in  tbls  series,  see  Downs  v.  Harper 
Hospital  (Mich.)  25  L.  R.  A.  602;  Eighmy  v. 
Union  P.  R.  Co.  (Iowa)  27  L.  R.  A.  296 ;  Hearna 
V.  Waterbury  Hospital  (Conn.)  31  L.  R.  A.  224  ; 
Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Artist  (C.  C.  App.  8th  C.)  23 
L.  li.  A.  581 ;  Mala  v.  Eastern  State  Hospital 
(Va.)  47  L.  R.  A.  577. 
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done,  and  the  defendant  must  make  good 
the  damage. 

Argersinger  v.  Macnaughton,  114  N.  Y. 
535,  21  N.  E.  1022;  Oood  v.  Rumsey,  60  App. 
Div.  280,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  981 ;  DeRemer  v. 
Brown y  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  367 ;  Arfman  v.  Hare, 
27  Misc.  777,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  759;  Pond  v. 
Clark,  57  N.  Y.  653:  WaHng  v.  Maaon,  18 
Wend.  425;  Jarvis  v.  Schaefcr,  105  N.  Y. 
289,  11  N.  E.  634;  Robertson  v.  National  S. 
8,  Co.  139  N.  Y.  416,  34  N.  E.  1053;  Mills 
V.  Hunt,  20  Wend.  431. 

Cnllen,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  complaint  charged  that  the  defendant, 
a  corporation,  conducting  a  department  store 
in  the  city  of  New  York,  represented  and  ad- 
vertised itself  as  carrying  on  the  practice  of 
dentistry  in  one  of  its  departments ;  that  the 
plaintiff  employed  the  defendant  to  render 
the  necessary  professional  labor  in  the  treat- 
ment of  her  teeth,  and  paid  therefor;  that 
the  defendant's  servant  performed  said  work 
so  carelessly,  negligently,  and  unskilfully 
that  plaintiff's  jaws  and  gums  were  injured, 
for  which  malpractice  she  claimed  damages. 
The  answer,  in  substance,  was  a  general  de- 
nial. Plaintiff  had  a  verdict  at  the  trial 
term,  and  the  judgment  on  that  verdict  has 
l>een  unanimously  affirmed  by  the  appellate 
division. 

The  public  health  law,  by  §  164,  makes  it 
a  misdemeanor  for  any  person  to  practise  or 
to  hold  himself  out  to  the  public  as  practis- 
ing, dentistry,  in  any  county  in  this  state, 
without  being  licensed  to  practise  as  such, 
and  registered  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the 
,  county,  and  it  would  seem  that  the  action 
of  the  defendant,  in  assuming  to  carry  on  the 
business  of  dentistry,  was  illegal  and  ultra 
vires.  But,  though  it  was  beyond  the  cor- 
porate powers  of  the  defendant  to  engage  in 
the  business,  this  does  not  relieve  it  from  the 
torts  of  its  servants  committed  therein  {Bis- 
sell  V.  Michigan  8.  d  N.  I.  R.  Cos.,  22  N.  Y. 
258 ) ,  and  the  unanimous  affirmance  of  the 
appellate  division  is  conclusive  to  the  effect 
that  it  either  practised  dentistry  or  held  it- 
self out  as  practising  dentistry.  The  only 
question  cognizable  by  us  arises  upon  the  ap- 
pellant's exception  to  the  following  charge 
of  the  trial  court:  "If  the  defendants  in  thi^ 
case  made  representation  to  the  plaintiff,  on 
which  she  relied,  that  they  were  conducting 
a  dentist  business  in  their  store,  and  if  she, 
because  of  those  representations,  hired  the 
workman  in  the  store  of  the  defendants,  with 
no  knowledge  that  the  business  was  con- 
ducted by  Mr.  Hayes  individually,  you  may 
find  the  defendant  responsible  for  the  acts 
of  the  dentist  who  treated  the  plaintiff,  even 
though  Mr.  Hayes,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  was 
the  real  owner  of  that  department  of  the  de- 
fendant's store."  The  appellant's  counsel 
does  not  deny  the  general  doctrine  that  a 
person  is  estopped  from  denying  his  liability 
for  the  conduct  of  one  whom  he  holds  out  aV 
his  agent  against  persons  who  contract  with 
him  on  the  ifaith  of  the  apparent  agency,  but 
he  insists  that  the  doctrine  does  not  apply 
to  the  present  case,  because  the  action  is 
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brought  in  tort,  and  not  on  contract.  It 
may  very  well  be  that  where  the  duty,  the 
violation  of  which  constitutes  the  tort  sue^i 
for,  springs  from  no  contract  with,  nor  rela- 
tion to,  the  principal,  a  party  could  not  be 
estopped  from  denying  that  the  wrongdoer 
was  his  agent,  even  though  he  had  held  him 
out  as  such.  In  such  a  case  the  representation 
of  the  principal  would  be  no  factor  in  produc. 
ing  the  injury  complained  of.  But,  when- 
ever the  tort  consists  of  a  violation  of  a  duty 
which  springs  from  the  contract  between  the 
parties,  the  ostensible  principal  should  be 
liable  to  the  same  extent  in  an  action  ex  de- 
licto as  in  one  ex  contractu.  It  is  .urged 
that  the  reprcHcntation  that  the  operating 
dentists  were  the  defendant's  servants  did  not 
mislead  the  plaintiff  to  her  injury,  and  there- 
fore should  not  estop  the  defendant  from  as- 
serting the  truth.  There  is  no  force  in  this 
claim.  If  A  contracts  with  the  ostensible 
agent  of  B  for  the  purchase  of  goods,  he  re- 
lies, not  only  on  the  business  reputation  of 
B  as  to  the  goods  he  manufactures  or  sells, 
but  on  the  pecuniary  responsibility  of  B  to 
answer  for  any  default  in  carrying  out  the 
contract.  So  here  the  plaintiff  had  a  right 
to  rely,  not  oiUy  on  the  presumption  that  the 
defendant  would  employ  a  skilful  dentist  as 
its  servant,  but  aJso  on  the  fact  that  if  that 
servant,  whether  skilful  or  not,  was  guilty  of 
any  malpractice,  she  had  a  responsible  party 
to  answer  therefor  in  damages. 

The  judgment  appcaied  from  should  be  af- 
firmed, with  costs. 

0*Brien,  Bartlett,  liartin,  Vann,  and 
Landon,  JJ.,  concur,  jparker,  Ch.  J-, 
takes  no  part. 

\ 


TRADESMEN'S  NATIONAL  VBANK,  Appt.^ 

\ 
Grove  D.  CURTIS  et  al.,  Xtespta. 

(167   N.   T.   194.) 

1.  A  iiromliie  to  deliver  coal  iii\tbe  future 
is  a  HUtficieDt  consideration  to  supiMDrt  an  ac- 
ceptance of  a  draft  for  tbe  purobas^  price. 

2.  Knowledge  on  the  part  of  «v,  bank* 
^yhen  diHconntlnfr  drafts,  that  the>  were 
given  In  consideration  of  a  promise  t(f  de- 
liver coal  In  the  future,  will  not  affeci  Its 
right  to  enforce  payment  of  them,  although 
the  promise  is  not  complied  with,  if  it  ipok 
the  drafts  for  value  before  maturity  and  ^ 
fore  the  time  for  delivery  had  arrived. 

(May   14,   1901.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
tlie  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  First  I>cpartment,  affirming  a  judpf-  • 
ment  of  a  Trial  Term  for  New  York  County 

Note. — For  an  earlier  case  In  this  series,  oa 
the  question  of  future  consideration  as  affectlngr 
bona  fide  holder  before  maturity,  see  Pavey  v- 
Stauflfer  (La.)   19  L.  R.  A,  716. 

As  to  rights  of  holders  of  negotiable  paper 
transferred  after  maturity,  see  Young  Men's 
Christian  Asso.  Gymnasium  Co.  v.  Rockford 
Nat.  Bank  (111.)  46  L.  R.  A.  753,  and  note. 
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in  favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought 
to  enforce  payment  of  a  draft.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Hettsra.  DiU^  Seymour,  i  BaldiHn, 
for  appellant: 

The  promise  of  the  coal  company  to  de- 
liver the  coal  constituted  the  consideration 
for  the  defendants*  promise  to  pay  the  drafts 
in  suit  when  due.  Mutual  promises  are  val- 
uable considerations,  therefore  the  drafts 
had  a  valid  inception. 

Kicc  V.  Orange,  131  N.  Y.  149,  30  N.  E. 
40:  titate  Bank  v.  iSmith,  155  N.  Y.  185,  49 
N.  E.  680. 

The  subsequent  failure  of  the  coal  com- 
pany to  deliver  the  coal  is  no  defense  to 
plaintiff's  claim,  as  this  was  merely  the 
breach  of  an  executory  contract. 

Davis  V.  McCready,  17  N.  Y.  230,  72  Am. 
Dec.  401. 

Parol  evidence  of  an  agreement,  made  con- 
temporaneously with  a  promissory  note 
which  contains  an  absolute  promise  to  pay 
at  a  special  time,  is  not  admissible  in  or- 
der to  extend  the  tinve  for  payment,  or  to 
make  the  payment  depend  upon  condition. 

Hrouun  v.  Hpofford,  95  U.  S.  474,  24  L.  ed. 
508. 

In  any  case  where  a  promissory  note  is 
given  for  a  proper  consideration,  an  agree- 
ment that  it  shall  not  be  collected,  or  that 
its  payment  shall  not  be  enforced,  is  entirely 
nugatory,  and  an  action  may  be  maintained 
upon  it  when  it  becomes  due,  notwithstand- 
ing such  promise. 

Mead  v.  Saiional  Bank,  89  Hun,  105,  34 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1054;  Uoare  v.  Graham,  3 
Gampb.  57;  Crater  v.Bininger,  45  N.  Y.545; 
Adams  v.  Woodley,  1  Mees.  &  W.  374 ;  Hkil- 
len  V.  Richmond,  48  Barb.  437 ;  Van  Vleet  v. 
Hledge,  45  Fed.  743;  Broxcn  v.  Wiley,  20 
How.  442,  15  L.  ed.  965;  Payne  v.  Ladue,  1 
Hill,  116;  Gridley  v.  Dole,  4  N.  Y.  486. 

Information  gained  by  the  cashier  of  the 
plaintifT  as  a  director  of  the  Natalie  Coal 
Company  in  New  York  cannot  be  imputed 
to  the  bank. 

B*ori  Dearborn  Nat.  Bank  v.  Seymour,  71 
Minn.  81,  73  N.  W.  724;  Casco  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Clark,  139  N.  Y.  313,  34  N.  E.  908;  Allen  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  127  Pa.  51,  17  Atl.  886; 
Bank  of  United  States  v.  Dunn,  6  Pet.  51, 
8  L.  ed.  816;  Plannagan  v.  California  Nat. 
Banky  56  Fed.  962,  23  L.  R.  A.  836;  Seneca 
County  Bank  v.  Ncass,  5  Denio,  337,  Affirmed 
in  3  N.  Y.  442;  Atlantic  State  Bank  v.  Sav- 
eru,  82  N.  Y.  201 ;  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Clark,  64  Hun,  179,  19  N.  Y.  Supp.  136; 
Morris  v.  Talcott,  96  N.  Y.  100;  Shultz  v. 
Uoagland,  85  N.  Y.  464;  Constant  v.  Uni- 
vtisity  of  Rochester,  133  N.  Y.  648,  31  N.  E. 
20. 

Mr.  Rvfiis  Ito  Soott,  for  respondents: 

An  instrument  not  under  seal  may  be  de- 
livered upon  conditions,  the  observance  of 
which  is  essential  to  its  validity,  as  between 
the  parties  and  those  having  notice,  although 
ihe  instrument  be  negotiated.  The  annex- 
ing of  such  conditions  is  not  a  contradiction 
of  the  obligation. 

Biggins  v.  Riduway.  153  N.  V.  130,  47  N. 
E.    32;   Garfield    Nat.  Bank  Colucll,  57 
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Hun,  169,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  864;  Benton  v. 
Martin,  52  N.  Y.  570;  Homestead  Bank  v. 
Wood,  1  Misc.  145.  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  640; 
Western  Nat.  Bank  v.  Wood,  1  Misc.  314,  20 
N.  Y.  Supp.  642 ;  Ttcenty-Sixth  Ward  Bank 
v.  Stearns,  148  N.  Y.  515,  42  N.  E.  1050. 

The  plaintiff  was  chargeable  with  the 
knowledge  of  the  agreement  upon  which  ac- 
ceptance in  suit  was  given. 

Ttcenty-Sixth  Ward  Bank  v.  Steams,  148 
N.  Y.  515,  42  N.  E.  1050. 


',  Oh.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  Natalie  Anthracite  Coal  Company, 
desiring  to  secure  good  paper  for  discount 
and  at  the  same  time  sell  some  coal,  sought 
out  the  defendants,  composing  the  firm  of 
Curtis  &  Blaisdell,  and,  through  its  Mr.  Tay- 
lor, entered  into  arrangements  with  them  by 
which  it  promised  to  deliver  different  grades 
of  coal,  at  prices  agreed  upon,  within  the  pe- 
riod of  four  months.  Thereupon  a  draft  was 
drawn  by  the  Natalie  Anthracite  Coal  Com- 
pany upon  the  defendants  for  $3,000,  pay- 
able four  months  after  date,  and  indorsed  by 
the  Natalie  Anthracite  Coal  Company;  and 
across  its  face  the  defendants  wrote  an  ac- 
ceptance thereof,  payable  at  the  Nineteenth 
Ward  Bank.  This  suit  involves,  also,  an- 
other draft,  for  $2,500,  in  the  same  form, 
and  executed  under  similar  circumstances. 
On  the  day  the  defendants  indorsed  their  ac- 
ceptances upon  the  drafts  the  Natalie  An- 
thracite Coal  Ompany  mailed  them  in  a 
letter,  with  various  other  commercial  pa- 
pers, to  the  plaintiff,  requesting  it  to  dis- 
count the  same  and  remit  the  money  there- 
for, which  it  did.  The  drafts  not  being 
paid  at  maturity,  they  were  duly  protested, 
and  notice  thereof  given  to  these  defendants, 
who  refused  to  pay,  and  this  suit  was 
brought.  The  defendants,  in  their  answer 
thereto,  among  other  matters,  alleged,  in 
substance  and  effect,  that  the  drafts  were  ac- 
cepted "by  these  defendants  on  the  agree- 
ment and  condition  that  coal  to  the  full 
amount  of  said  drafts  should  be  delivered  to 
these  defendants  by  the  said  Natalie  Anthra- 
cite Coal  Company  before  the  maturity  of 
said  drafts,  and  the  same  were  payable  by 
these  defendants  only  after  the  delivery  of 
such  coal;"  that  the  coal  has  not  been  de- 
livered, and  that  such  acceptances  are  with- 
out any  consideration  whatever;  and  that 
the  plaintiff  received  the  drafts  so  accepted 
with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  conditions  upon 
which  said  acceptances  were  made.  In  so 
far  as  the  answer  contained  a  statement  of 
the  facts,  it  was  supported  by  the  evidence 
adduced  upon  the  trial.  Its  conclusion,  tha< 
because  the  makers  of  the  drafts  failed  U 
deliver  the  coal  as  they  had  promised  left 
the  drafts  without  any  consideration  what- 
ever to  support  the  acceptances,  was,  of 
course,  erroneous;  for  the  promise  of  the 
Natalie  Anthracite  Coal  Company  to  deliver 
the  coal  within  four  months  was  a  sufficient 
consideration  to  support  the  promise  of  the 
defendants  to  pay  for  the  coal  at  the  end  of 
four  months,  which  promise  was  made  in  the 
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form  of  acceptances  of  the  drafts  payable  in 
that  time. 

The  learned  judge  who  wrote  the  dissent- 
ing opinion  at  the  appellate  division  insists 
that  the  evidence  failed  to  establish  the  al- 
legations of  fact  contained  in  the  answer,  in 
that  defendants  failed  to  prove  that  the 
plaintiff  had  knowledge  of  the  facts  and  cir- 
cmnstances  attending  the  acceptance  of  the 
drafts  by  the  defendants;  his  position  being 
that,  while  knowledge  of  those  facts  was 
brought  home  to  the  cashier  of  the  plaintiff, 
he  was  not  at  the  time  of  receiving  such  in- 
formation acting  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff, 
but  ws^  acting  as  a  director  of  the  Natalie 
Anthracite  Coal  Company.  We  find  it  un- 
necessary,  however,  to  consider  that  ques- 
tion in  the  disposition  of  the  case  that  we 
propose  to  make,  and  shall  assume  in  the 
further  discussion  (without  deciding)  that 
the  knowledge  which  the  cashier  acquired 
while  acting  as  a  director  of  the  Natalie  An- 
thracite Coal  Company  was  the  knowledge 
of  the  plaintiff.  Therefore  we  shall  consider 
the  defendants  as  having  proved  the  facts 
alleged  in  their  answer.  Those  facts,  how- 
ever, not  only  do  not  constitute  a  defense, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  when  considered  with 
the  other  established  facts,  they  constitute 
the  plaintiff  a  holder  of  the  drafts  in  due 
course.  The  drafts  are  complete  and  regu- 
lar upon  their  face.  The  plaintiff  became 
the  holder  of  them  before  they  were  overdue. 
They  had  not  at  that  time  been  dishonored. 
The  plaintiff  in  good  faith  paid  value  for 
them,  and,  as  the  drafts  were  not  due,  there 
was  no  breach  of  the  delivery  contracts  of 
the  character  understood  by  the  plaintiff  at 
the  time  of  the  discount  by  the  bank.  The 
Natalie  Anthracite  Coal  Company  there- 
fore had  good  title  to  valid  and  enforceable 
drafts.,  which  it  turned  over  to  the  plaintiff 
for  value;  and  the  mere  fact  that  it  had 
knowledge  that  the  consideration  for  the  ac- 
ceptances of  the  drafts  was  a  promise  to  de- 
liver coal,  instead  of  an  actual  delivery  of 
coal,  in  no  wise  affects  its  right  to  enforce 
its  obligation' against  the  defendants,  so  long 
as  a  discount  was  made  by  it  before  a  breach 
of  the  agreement  of  the  Natalie  Anthracite 
Coal  Company  to  make  delivery  of  coal  with- 
in the  time  specified.  The  learned  judge 
who  wrote  for  the  appellate  division  laid 
down  the  correct  rule  of  law  upon  this  sub- 
ject when  he  said :  "It  would  be  no  defense 
to  these  acceptances  that  they  were  given 
upon  an  executory  contract  for  the  sale  of 
merchandise,  even  if  the  plaintiff  knew  that 
an  agreement  existed  between  the  makers 
and  the  acceptors  that  the  drafts  were  not  to 
be  enforced  until  the  merchandise  was  deliv- 
ered, unless  the  acceptances  were  discounted 
with  knowledge  of  the  breach.  Davis  v.  J/c- 
Creadj/,  17  N.  Y.  230,  72  Am.  Dec.  401."  It 
was  his  view  that  the  testimony  tended  to 
establish  that  in  the  very  inception  of  these 
acceptances  it  was  in  contemplation  that 
they  should  be  discounted  by  the  plaintiff, 
which,  through  its  cashier,  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  the  defendants  and  the  Na- 
talie Anthracite  Coal  Company  by  which  the 
defendants  were  to  give  their  acceptances 
o2  L.  R.  A. 


upon  the  condition  that  they  should  not  be 
enforceable  unless  the  Natalie  Anthracite 
Coal  Company  delivered  coal  to  the  full 
amount  of  such  acceptances.  The  plaintiff 
was  not  apprised  by  the  answer  that  the  de- 
fendants intended  to  establish  any  such  de- 
fense ;  no<r  was  the  action  tried  upon  the  the- 
ory that  the  plaintiff,  through  its  cashier, 
was  a  party  to  any  such  agreement. 

But  we  shall  pass  those  questions,  and 
rest  our  decision  upon  the  broader  ground 
that  there  is  no  evidence  in  this  record  which 
would  permit  a  jury  to  find  that  the  plain- 
tiff's cashier  entered  into  any  agreement 
with  the  defendants  and  the  Natalie  Anthra- 
cite Coal  Company  that  it  would  not  enforce 
the  drafta  in  the  event  of  a  failure  on  the 
part  of  the  coal  oompany  to  keep  its  promise 
to  the  defendants  to  deliver  the  coal  before 
the  maturity  of  the  drafts.  All  the  evidence 
assumed  to  be  sufficient  to  support  the  ver- 
dict of  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  was  a 
party  to  such  an  agreement  is  to  be  found  in 
a  single  sentence  in  the  testimony  of  the  de- 
fendant Blaisdell,  but  before  we  come  to  it 
a  reference  should  be  made  to  other  portions 
of  this  testimony.  It  seems  that  this  method 
of  doing  business  between  the  defendants 
and  the  Natalie  Anthracite  Coal  Company 
was  not  a  new  one.  It  had  been  pursued  by 
them  for  several  years  prior  to  the  time  of 
this  transaction,  and,  so  far  as  the  record 
discloses,  the  Natalie  Anthracite  Coal  Com- 
pany had  always  made  its  promises  good,  and 
the  defendants  had  always  paid  their  drafts. 
The  witness  testified  that:  "These  accept- 
ances were  given  from  time  to  time.  We 
made  an  arrangement  with  the  president  of 
the  Natalie  Goal  Company.  His  name  was 
Taylor.  The  arrangement  was  made  from 
time  to  time  as  these  acceptances  were  given. 
.  .  .  The  arrangement  with-  him  in  re- 
gard to  tliose  two  acceptances  was:  I  re- 
fused to  give  him  any  more  aoceptances,  and 
he  talked  to  me  quite  awhile  and  told  me  or 
reminded  me  of  the  way  business  had  been 
done,  as  if  the  acceptances  had  not  been  ful- 
filled in  the  past;  why  the^  were  taken  up, 
if  the  coal  had  not  been  delivered  on  the  ma- 
turity of  the  acceptances  they  had  been 
taken  up ;  and  he  says,  'These  will  be  served 
the  same  way'  [that  is,  by  the  Natalie  An- 
thracite Coal  Company] ;  and  still  I  refused 
to  give  him  this  acceptance;  and  finally  Mr. 
Wardrop  [the  plaintiff's  cashier,  who  was 
also  a  director  of  the  Natalie  Anthracite 
Coal  Company]  came  on  here  about  the  17th 
or  18th  ck  March,  and  I  met  Mr.  Wardrop 
with  Mr.  Taylor  in  the  Natalie  Coal  Com- 
pany's office.  At  that  time  Mr.  Taylor 
brought  in  a  memorandum  which  he  had, 
and  showed  it  to  Mr.  Wardrop,  showing  j  ust 
exactly  the  amount  that  the  Natalie  Coal 
Company  owed  Curtis  &  Blaisdell.  Mr. 
Wardrop  took  this  memorandum  in  his  hand, 
and  finally  he  said  it  would  be  all  right; 
that  they  would  discount  the  paper, — ^the  ac- 
ceptance. Then  Mr.  Taylor  added:  *If  the 
coal  is  not  delivered,  the  acceptance  will  be 
taken  up'  [a  promise  which  meant,  of  course, 
that  the  Natalie  Anthracite  Coal  Company, 
which  was   to   receive  the   proceeds  of   the 
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drafts,  would  take  them  up,  and  not  tliat  the 
bank,  which  might  discount  them,  should 
lose  the  money].  Q.  What  was  said  with 
regard  to  taking  up  these  drafts  if  the  coal 
was  not  delivered?  A.  That  they  ^yould  be 
taken  care  of.  Q.  By  whom?  A,  By  the 
Natalie  Coal  Company  or  the  Tradesmen's 
National  Bank." 

But  for  this  last  answer,  there  would  have 
been  no  argument  maxle  that  the  Trades- 
men's National  Bank  was  in  any  wise  a 
party  to  an  agreement  to  the  effect  that  the 
drafts  should  be  nonenforceable  in  its  hands 
in  case  of  a  failure  to  deliver  the  coal.  There 
is  not  another  sentence  in  the  record  that 
suggests  that  either  the  bank  or  its  cashier 
agreed  with  the  defendants  that  it  would 
not  enforce  the  collection  of  the  paper  in  the 
event  that  they  should  not  receive  the  coal. 
The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  promptly  moved 
to  have  the  answer  stricken  out,  and  de- 
manded that  the  conversation  should  be 
given  in  the  exact  language  of  those  who  had 
had  it;  but  the  court,  instead  of  ruling  upon 
this  motion  to  strike  out,  said  to  the  wit- 
ness: "State  who  said  that, — who  made 
the  statement.  A,  Mr.  Taylor  made  the 
statement  in  regard  to  taking  up  these 
drafts."  If  the  witness  had  answered  that 
Mr.  Taylor  made  the  statement,  in  view  of 
the  form  of  the  question,  it  would  have  nec- 
essarily included  the  Tradesmen's  National 
Bank  ^s  well  as  the  Natalie  Anthracite  Coal 
Company,  but  he  so  qualified  it  as  not  to 
give  to  it  that  effect;  and  it  will  be  further 
noted  that  he  at  no  time  suggested  that  Mr. 
Wardrop  made  any  promise  either  for  him- 
self or  the  bank,  it  is  quite  apparent  from 
the  testimony  already  quoted  that  the  wit- 
ness did  not  intend  to  assert  that  there  was 
any  under i^tanding  that  the  Tradesmen's  Na- 
tional Bank  should  take  care  of  the  accept- 
ances. The  answer  which  he  made  undoubt- 
edly stated  his  own  conclusion  at  the  mo- 
ment, not  a  statement  of  someone  else,  and 
that  such  was  the  case  is  conclusively  estab- 
lished by  what  followed.  The  motion  of  the 
opiK)sing  counsel,  together  with  the  inquiry 
of  the  court,  at  once  apprised  both  the  wit- 
ness and  his  counsel  that  if  it  were  a  fact, 
rather  than  his  conclusion,  that  the. Trades- 
men's National  Bank  was  to  take  care  of 
the  acceptances,  it  was  one  of  no  inconsider- 
able importance,  and  worthy  of  support  by  a 
direct  answer  to  the  question  of  the  court, 
as  well  as  by  any  other  facts  or  circumstan- 
ces within  the  knowledge  of  the  witness. 
But  he  made  no  attempt  to  support  it.  On 
the  contrary,  he  proceeded  to  testify  to  facts 
demonstrating  conclusively  that  he  did  not 
undei-stand  at  the  time  the  conversation  took 
place  that  the  cashier  of  the  Tradesmen's 
National  Banlc  was  attempting  to  make  any 
agreement  whatever  for  that  institution 
touching  the  discount  or  disposition  of  these 
drafts.  "Q.  You  knew  that  the  Natalie  Coal 
Company  was  planning  to  have  these  drafts 
discounted?  A.  They  did  not  say  what  they 
were  going  to  do  with  them.  Still  I  could 
not  say  of  my  own  knowledge  whether  I 
know  that  or  not.  The  only  way  that  I 
would  know  it  was  that,  as  they  had  all  the 
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rest  of  the  drafts  discounted,  I  supposed 
they  would  go  the  same  way."  The  effect 
of  the  witness's  answer,  therefore,  was  that 
it  was  not  said  by  any  party  to  that  conver- 
sation where  the  drafts  should  be  discounted. 
Moreover,  when  he  said  that  the  only  way 
that  he  could  know  that  the  drafts  were  to 
be  discounted  was  because  all  the  rest  had 
been,  and  he  supposed  these  were  to  go  the 
same  way,  he  made  it  very  clear  that  there 
was  no  agreement  in  his  presence  as  to  the 
disposition  to  be  made  of  these  particular 
drafts.  Mr.  Wardrop  and  Mr.  Taylor,  the 
president  of  the  Natalie  Anthracite  Coal 
Company,  were  also  examined  us  witnesses, 
and  not  a  hint  is  to  be  found  in  their  testi- 
mony or  in  that  of  any  other  witness  tend- 
ing to  show  either  any  promise  on  the  part 
of  Wardrop,  or  any  request  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants  that  the  acceptances  should 
be  nonenforceable  in  the  hands  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  event  of  the  failure  of  the  Natalie 
Anthracite  Coal  Company  to  keep  its  agree- 
ment to  deliver  the  ooal.  We  are  of  the 
opinion,  therefore,  that  the  record  presented 
no  question  for  the  jury. 

Tim  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  a 
new  trial  granted,  with  costs  to  abide  the 
event. 

Gray,  O'Brien,  Haigbt,  Landoa, 
CiiUeii»  and  Werner,  JJ.,  concur. 


Re  Ti-ansfer  Tax  upon  the. Estate  of  David 
DOWS,  Sr.,  Deceased. 

(167  N.  Y.  227.) 

i.  Tlie  tax  upon  traniifera  made  under 
a  poiv-er  of  appointment  Imposed  by 
Laws  1897,  chap.  284,  amending  the  transfer 
act  of  1896.  is  not  a  tax  on  property  so  as  not 
to  be  applicable  to  funds  Invested  In  incor- 
porated companies  liable  to  taxation  on  their 
own  capital,  or  In  securities  not  subject  to 
taxation. 

2.  The  title  of  appointees  nnder  a 
povi'er  of  appointment  in  a  will  must, 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  applica- 
bility of  the  transfer  tax,  be  considered  as 
derived  from  the  exercise  of  the  power,  and 
not  from  the  will. 

3.  Real  property-  iinbject  to  a  poipver 
of  appointment,  which  before  the  exercise 
of  the  power  has  been  converted  by  the  trus- 
tees into  personalty,  will  be  subject  to  the 
transfer  tax  provided  for  the  execution  of 
such  power  upon  personalty,  although  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  will  creating  the 
power  the  tax  was  not  applicable  to  the  trans- 
fer of  real  property. 

4.  The  vestlnar  of  the  remainders  In 
ponttenHlon  Is  not  necessary  to  brlnK 
them  ^^Ithln  the  operation  of  the 
transfer  tax,  under  a  will  giving  the  beneti- 


NoTE. — For  an  earlier  cise  in  this  series,  as 
to  the  taxation  of  a  transfer  under  a  power  of 
appointment,  see  Re  Stewart  (N.  Y.)  14  L.  B. 
A.  836. 

For  earlier  cases  in  this  series,  on  the  taxa- 
tion of  contingent  Interests,  see  Re  Stewart  (N. 
Y.)  14  L.  U.  A.  836;  Re  Roosevelt  (X.  Y.)  25 
L.  R.  A.  605.  See  also  note  to  Re  Romaine  (N. 
Y.)  12  L.  R.  A.  401. 
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claries  progressively  increasing  portions  of 
the  income  until  one  reaches  a  certain  age, 
when  the  estate  is  to  be  distributed  among 
the  same  beneficiaries,  each  taking  the  princi- 
pal from  which  another  has  received  the  in- 
come, the  will  providing  that  each  Interest 
for  life  and  remainder  shall  vest  absolutely 
at  testator's  death,  although  the  statute  pro- 
vides that  taxes  upon  transfers  conditioned 
upon  a  contingency  by  reason  of  which  the 
fair  market  value  cannot  be  ascertained,  shall 
become  due  only  when  the  beneficiaries  shall 
come  into  actual  possession,  since,  by  the  aid 
of  annuity  tables,  the  present  value  of  the 
remainders  is  capable  of  ready  computation. 

•    (May  17,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  beneficiaries  under  the  will  of 
David  Dows,  Sr.,  deceased,  from  an  or- 
der of  the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  Kirst  Department,  ailirmiug  an  order 
of  the  Surrogate  of  New  York  County  im- 
posing a  transfer  tax  on  property  which 
passed  to  them  under  the  will.     Afflrmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Horace  £.  Demins  and  Jnlim 
Henry  Cohen,  for  appellants: 

The  transfer  of  the  remainders  to  David 
Dows,  3d,  Robert  Dows,  and  Kenneth  Dows 
cajinot  be  taxed  until  the  remaindermen  come 
into  actual  possession  and  enjoyment  of  the 
property. 

Re  Uowell,  34  Misc.  432,  69  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1016. 

To  sustain  the  decision  of  the  court  below 
every  doubtful  question  must  be  solved 
against  the  taxpayer  and  in  favor  of  the 
state,  which  is  forbidden  by  Re  Enston,  113 
N.  Y.  174,  fftib  nom.  People  v.  Sherwood,  3  L. 
R.  A.  464,  21  N.  E.  87,  and  Be  Vassar,  127 
N.  Y.  1,  27  N.  E.  394. 

The  various  provisions  of  the  statute  in  re- 
gard to  the  transfer  of  expectancies,  when 
interpreted  in  the  light  oi  the  reasoning 
upon  which  this  court  has  rested  its  deci- 
sions in  many  leading  cases,  admit  a  con- 
struction tha-t  the  tax  upon  the  transfer  of 
expectancies  is  suspended  without  interest 
or  penalty  until  the  expectancy  ripens  into 
actual  possession  of  the  property  expected. 

He  Hoffman,  143  N.  Y.  327,  38  N.  E.  311; 
Re  Curtis,  142  N.  Y.  222,  36  N.  E.  887  j  Re 
Roosevelt,  143  N.  Y.  120,  25  L.  R.  A.  695,  38 
N.  E.  281. 

All  the  property  covered  by  the  sixth  par- 
agraph, and  a  large  part  of  the  property  cov- 
ered by  the  eighth  paragraph,  of  the  will  of 
David  Dows,  Sr.,  was  real  estate  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  and  its  transfer  from  him  is 
not  taxable  under  the  tranefer-tax  law. 

The  will  of  David  Dows,  Sr.,  placed  the 
property  in  question  in  trust  to  pay  the  in- 
come to  his  son  David  during  the  latter's 
life  with  a  vested  remainder  in  David's 
children. 

David  had  no  fee.  He  was  simply  benefi- 
ciary of  a  trust.  He  had  no  title  to  convey. 
He  could  and  did  convey  nothing. 

Hillen,  v.  Isclin,  144  X.  Y.  365,  39  N.  E. 
368;  flume  v.  Randall,  141  N.  Y.  499,  36  N. 
E.  402. 

The  exercise  of  his  power  of  appointment 
conveyed  nothing  from  him. 
62  L."^R.  A. 


Oen^t  v.  Hunt,  113  N.  Y.  158.  21  N.  E.  91, 
Approved  in  Re  Harheck,  161  N.  Y.  211,  55 
K.  E.  850. 

David's  childron  took  vested  remainders 
immediately  upon  their  grandfather's  death. 

CampbcU  v.  Stokes,  142  N.  Y.  23,  36  N. 
E.  811:  Rt  fieaman,  147  N.  Y.  69,  41  N.  E. 
401;  Re  Scchcck,  140  N.  Y.  241,  35  N.  E. 
429;  Boiidilch  v.  AyrauH,  138  N.  Y.  222,  34 
X.  E.  614;  Re  Tienken,  131  N.  Y.  391,  30 
N.  E.  109;  Gotbel  v.  Wolf,  113  N.  Y.  405,  21 
N.  E.  388;  i/ennessy  y.  Patterson,  85  N.  Y. 
91;  Moore  v.  Lyons,  25  Wend.  119;  Real 
Property  Law,  S  30  (formerly  1  Rev.  Stat. 
723,  §  13)  ;  Com,  v.  Williams,  13  Pa.  29. 

For  the  purpose  of  determining  whether 
the  property  transferred  is  real  estate  (and 
therefore  exempt  from  tax  if  the  transfer  is 
to  lineal  descendants),  or  is  personalty,  the 
character  of  the  property  is  to  be  taken  as  it 
was  at  the  death  of  David  Dows,  Sr.  ,^ 

Re  Suiion,  3  App.  Div.  208,  38  N.  Y.  Supp. 
277,  aflirmed  in  149  N.  Y.  618,  44  N.  E.  1128. 

T\\e  tax  under  subdivision  5  ( the  power  of 
appointment  provision  added  in  1897)  of  | 
220  of  the  tax  law  is  a  tax,  not  upon  transfer 
of  property,  but  upon  property. 

Mijssrs.  Jabisb  Holmes,  Jr.,  and  Jo- 
sepb  W.  Middlebrook,  for  respondents: 

Nontaxable  securities  can  be  appraised  in 
determining  the  value  of  the  succession  cre- 
ated by  the  exercise  of  the  power. 

Tlie  tax  is  not  on  property,  but  upon  the 
succession  created  by  the  exercise  ot  the 
power,  and  therefore  United  States  bonds 
and  nontaxable  securities  can  be  appraised 
in  determining  the  value  of  this  succession. 

I'lumr.ier  v.  Coler,  178  U.  S.  115,  44  L.  ed. 
998,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  829,  Affirming  161  N. 
Y.  631,  57  N.  E.  1122;  Murdock  v.  Ward,  178 
U.  S.  139,  44  L.  ed.  1009,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
775;  Re  Sherman,  153  N.  Y.  1,  46  N.  E.  1032. 

The  courts  have  repeatedly  spoken  of  this 
tax  as  one  upon  succession  or  right  of  suc- 
cession, as  distinguished  from  a  tax  on  prop- 
erty. 

Re  Harbeck,  161  N.  Y.  218,  55  N.  E.  850; 
Re  Swift.  137  N.  Y.  77,  18  L.  R.  A.  709,  32 
N.  E.  1096;  Re  Hoffman,  143  N.  Y.  329,  38 
N.  E.  311 ;  Re  Bronson,  150  N.  Y.  6,  4  L.  R. 
A.  238,  44  N.  E.  707. 

The  trust  funds  being  personal  property 
when  they  vested  in  the  children  of  David 
Dov^"s,  Jr.,  in  1890,  by  their  father's  exercise 
of  the  power  of  appointment,  that  succession 
is  taxable,  even  if  the  trust  funds  were  real 
estate  when  David  Dows,  Sr.,  died  in  1890. 

Re  Sutton,  3  App.  Div.  208.  38  N.  Y.  Supp. 
277,  Affirmed  on  the  opinion  below,  in  149  N. 
Y.  018,  44  N.  E.  1128;  Re  Sicift,  137  N.  Y. 
77,  18  L.  R.  A.  700,  32  X.  E.  1096:  Re  Bar- 
tote,  30  Misc.  27,  62  X.  Y.  Supp.  1000. 

Cnllen,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

David  Dows,  Sr.,  died  March  30,  1880, 
leaving  as  a  part  of  his  estate  a  valuable 
piece  of  real  property,  which  he  devised  to 
his  trustees  in  trust  to  pay  the  income  to  hi.* 
son,  David  Dows,  Jr.,  during  life,  "and  upon 
the  death  of  my  said  son  the  said  property, 
with  all  accumulations  of  interest,  income. 
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and  profits,  »ba11  veBt  absolutely  and  at  onoc 
in  Buch  of  his  children  him  surviving,  and 
the  issue  of  his  deceased  children,  as  he  may 
l^  his  last  will  and  testament  designate  and 
appoint,  and  in  such  manner  and  upon  such 
tt^rms  as  he  may  legally  impose.     But,  in 
case  my  said  son,  David  Dows,  Jr.,  die  inte:?- 
tate,  then  said  property,  with  all  accumula- 
tions of  interest,  income,  and  profits,  shall 
vest  absolutely  and  at  once  in  his  children 
him  surviving,  share  and  share  alike,  and 
the  issue  of  his  deceased  children   (such  is- 
sue to  take,  share  and  share  alike,  the  por- 
tion which  the  parent  would  have  received 
if  living),  to  be  paid  to  them  at  the  times 
and  in  the  proportion  following,  to  wit."     A 
similar  devise  was  made  of  a  share  of  the 
testator's    residuary  estate.     The  will   gave 
the  trustees  a  power  of  sale  over  the  real 
property,  which  was  exercised  during  the  life 
of  David  Dows,  Jr.,  and  a  large  portion  of 
the  proceeds  invested  in  the  stocks  of  cor- 
porations.    David   Dows,  Jr.,  died   January 
13,1899,  leaving  a  last  will  and  testament, by 
which  he  exercised  the  power  of  appointment 
given  him  by  the  will  of  his  father  in  favor 
of  his  tliree  sons.     By  his  \vill  he  gave  to 
each  of  his  sons  the  income  of  three  undi- 
vided   forty-eighths  till    his  son   Robert  at- 
tained the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  sooner 
died,  of  four  forty-eighths  until  Robert  at- 
tained twenty-live  years,  or  sooner  died,  and 
nine    forty-eighths   until    Robert    attained 
thirty  years,  or  sooner  died.     Thus  each  son 
was    given   the    income  of    sixteen   forty- 
eighths,  or  one  third,  of  the  property.    At 
the  termination  of  these  life  estates  the  prin- 
cipal was  given  to  another  son.     That  is  to 
say.  to    B   was   given  the   principal  of   the 
share,  the  income  of  w^hich  A  had  been  re- 
ceiving, to  C  the  principal  of  what  had  been 
B's  share,  and    to   A    the    principal    of  C's 
share.     In  result  each  son  receives  one  third 
of  the  property  absolutely,  for  the  will  pro- 
vides  '*that   each    interest   for    life   or   re- 
mainder shall   vest  absolutely  and   at  once 
upon  my  death,  in  legal,  and  not  equitable, 
ownership,  and  without  contingency."     But 
each  son,  instead  of  being  given  the  remaind- 
er in  his  own  share  after  Robert  arrives  at 
the  age  of  thirty  years,  is  given  the  remain- 
der in  another  son's  share,  though  the  .shares 
are  exactly   equal.    The  learned   surrogate 
imposed  a  tax  on  the  property  passing  under 
this  power  of  appointment  both  on  the  life 
estates  and  on   the   remainders.     Hia  order 
was  affirmed  by  the  appellate  division  and  an 
appeal  has  been  taken  to  this  court. 

The  first  objection  raised  to  the  order  of 
the  surrogate's  court  is  that  the  tax  imposed 
under  the  amendment  of  April  16,  1897 
(Laws  1897,  chap.  284)  to  the  taxable  trans- 
fer act  of  1896,  upon  transfers  made  under  a 
power  of  appointment,  is  a  tax  on  property, 
and  not  on  the  right  of  succession,  and  that, 
therefore,  so  much  of  the  fund  as  was  in- 
vested in  incorporated  companies  liable  to 
taxation  on  their,  own  capital,  and  in  cer- 
tain bonds  of  the  state  of  New  York  and 
bonds  of  the  city  of  New  York  exempt  from 
taxation  by  statute,  was  not  subject  to  the 
tax.     On  this  question  we  are  concluded  by 
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the  previous  decisions  of  this  court  {Re  Van- 
dvrbilt,  163  N.  Y.  597,  57  N.  E.   1127,  af- 
firmed on  opinion  of  Justice  Patterson  below 
in  50  App.  Div.,  at  page  240,  03  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1079;   same    case    decided  without    opinion. 
100    N.    Y.   640),   and    little  need   be  now 
said  thereon.     The    theory    on    which    tax- 
ation on    the   devolution  of   estates  at   the 
death  of  their  owners  is  based  and  its  valid- 
ity   upheld,  even  in    cases    where  the   state 
seeks  to  reach  United  States  securities,  is 
clearly  established,  not  only  by  our  owTi  de- 
cisions (/ec  Hwift,  137  N.  Y.  77,  18  L.  R.  A. 
709,  32  N.  E.  1096;  Re  Sherman,  153  N.  Y.  1,. 
40  N.  E.  1032),  but  by  those  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States.     M&goun  v.  IIU- 
noU  Tiuat  d  Sav.  Bank,  170  U.  S.  283,  4i 
L.  ed.  1037,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  594;  Plummei' 
V.  Coler,  178  U.  S.  115,  44  L.  ed.  998,  20  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  829;  Murdoch  v.  Ward,  178  U.  S. 
139,  44  L.  ed.  1009,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  775.     In 
Magoun  v.  Illinois  Trust  6c  Sav.  Bank  it  is 
said  of  such  taxes:     **They  are  based  on  two 
principles:      (1)   An  inheiutance  tax  is  not 
one  on  property,  but  one  on  the  succession. 
(2)  The  right  to  take  property  by  devise  or 
descent  is  the  creature  of  the  law,  and  not  a 
natural  right, — a  privilege, — and    therefore 
the  authority  which  confers  it  may  impose 
conditions  upon   it.     From  these   principles 
it  is  deduced  that  the  states  may  tax  the 
privilege,  discriminate  between  relatives  and 
between  these  and  strangers,  and  grant  ex- 
emptions, and  are  not  precluded  from  this 
power  by  the  provisions  of  the  respective 
state  Constitutions  requiring  uniformity  and 
equality  of  taxation.       The  same  doctrine 
was   again  asserted  "in   Knoiclton  v.  Moore, 
178  U.  S.  41,  44  L.  ed.  969,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
747.     It  is  insisted,  however,  that  the  title 
of  the  present  owners  is  deduced  from  the 
will  of  David  Dows,  Sr.,  and  not  from  that  * 
of  his  son,  David  Dows,  Jr.,  and  in  support 
of  this  claim  are  cited  the  cases  of  Oenet  v. 
Hunt,  113  N.  Y.  158,  21  N.  E.  91,  and  Re 
Harbvck,  l6l  N.  Y.  211,  55  N.  E..850.     The 
proposition  is  doubtless  true  to  a  certain  ex- 
tent.    For    the     purpose     of    determining 
whether  the  execution  of  a  power  is  in  con- 
travention of  the  statute  of  perpetuities,  the 
estate  ci'eated  under  such  power  must  be  re- 
ferred back  to  the  instrument  granting  the 
power.     This  is  settled  law,  and  was  so  held 
in  (Hnet  v.  Runt,  113  N.  Y.  158,  21  N.  E. 
91.    Any  other  rule  would  permit  the  eva- 
sion of  the  statute  against  perpetuities  by 
the    grant  of    powers.     The  decision  in    Re 
Harbeck,    supra,    provjeeded    on    the   ground 
that  at  the  time  of  the  exercise  of  the  power 
of  appointment  in  that  case  the  legislature 
had  not  provided  for  the  taxation  of  trans- 
fers under  such   powers.     But,  whatever  be 
the  technical  source  of  title  of  a  grantee  un- 
der a  power  of  appointment,  it  cannot  be  de- 
nied that  in  reality  and  substance  it  is  the 
execution  of    the    power  that    gives  to    the 
grantee  the  property  pas!«ing  under  it.     The 
will  of  Dows,  Sr.,  gave  his  son  a  power  of 
appointment,  to  be  exercised  only  in  a  par- 
ticular manner,  to  wit,  by  last  will  and  testa- 
ment.    If,  as    said    by    the    Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States,  the  right  to  take  prop- 
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erty  by  devise  is  not  an  inherent  or  natural 
right,  but  a  privilege  accorded  by  the  state, 
which  it  may  tax  or  charge  for,  it  follo\i3 
that  the  right  of  the  tesUtor  to  make  a  will 
or  testamentary  instrument  is  equally  a 
privilege,  and  equally  subject  to  the  taxing 
power  of  the  state.  When  David  Dows,  Sr., 
devised  this  property  to  the  appointees  un- 
der the  will  of  his  son,  he  necessarily  sub- 
jected it  to  the  charge  that  the  state  might 
impose  on  the  privilege  accorded  to  the  son 
of  making  a  v^-ill.  That  charge  is  the  same 
in  character  as  if  it  had  been  laid  on  the  in- 
heritance of  the  estate  of  the  son  himself; 
that  is,  for  tiie  privilege  of  succeeding  to 
property  under  a  will.  Had  the  fund  passed 
in  default  of  an  exercise  of  the  power  of 
appointment,  a  very  different  proposition 
would  be  presented.  We  express  no  opinion 
on  the  question  whether,  under  such  circum- 
stances, the  tax  imposed  by  the  amendment 
of  1897  could  be  deemed  other  than  a  tax  on 
the  property  itself. 

Tbe  second  objection  urged  against  the  or- 
der appealed  from  is  that  at  the  death  of 
David  Dows,  Sr.,  the  property  was  real  ea- 
tate,  on  which  there  was  at  that  time  no 
transfer  tax  a^  against  lineal  descendants  of 
the  tesUtor.  InTiV  Sutton,  3  App.  Div.  208, 
38  N.  Y.  Supp.  277,  affirmed  by  this  court 
on  opinion  below,  149  N.  Y.  618,  44  N.  E. 
1128,  the  will  directed  an  equitable  conver- 
sion of  the  realty  into  personalty.  It  was 
held  that  Uie  actual  form  in  which  the  prop- 
erty existed  at  the  time  of  the  testator's 
death  determined  its  liability  to  a  transfer 
tax,  and  that,  being  real  estate,  it  was  ex- 
empt. The  same  rule  governs  the  present 
case.  At  the  time  of  Uie  execution  of  the 
power  of  appointment  under  the  w^ill  of  Da- 
vid Dows,  Sr.,  the  property  was  personal. 
As  we  have  held  that  it  is  the  execution  of 
that  power  which  subjects  grantees  under  it 
to  the  transfer  tax,  it  follows  that  the  condi- 
tion or  form  of  the  property  at  the  time  of 
such  execution  must  control.  • 

The  third  objection  is  that  the  legatees  or 
devisees  of  the  remainders  are  not  subject  to 
taxation-  until  the  precedent  estates  ter- 
minate and  the  remainders  vest  in  posses^ 
sion.  Practically,  each  son  of  David  Dows, 
Jr.,  is  bequeathed  one  third  of  the  fund  ab- 
solutely, with  the  time  of  enjojnnent  in  pos- 
session postponed.  What  motive  dictated 
the  curious  shifting  of  remainders  found  in 
the  will  of  David  Do\v^y  Jr.,  we  do  not  know, 
nor  is  it  necessary  that  we  speculate  thereon. 
We  shall  treat  these  remainders  as  they  are 
given  in  the  will :  that  is,  each  at  the  termin- 
ation of  a  life  estate  in  another  party.  Still, 
under  the  statute,  it  is  plain  that  they  are 
pi-esently  taxable.  Subdivision  4,  §  220,  of 
the  tax  act  (amended  by  ciiapter  284,  Law^s 
1807)  directs  tliat  the  tax  shall  be  imposed 
"when  any  such  person  or  corporation  be- 
comes beneficially  entitled,  in  poi*session  or 
expectancy,  to  any  property  or  the  income 
thereof  by  any  such  transfer,  wlutlier  iiiado 
before  or  after  the  passage  of  this  act."  Si'C- 
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tion  222  of  the  same  law  provides  that  all 
taxes  shall  be  due  and  payable  at  the  time 
of  the  transfer,  except  that  "taxes  upon  the 
transfer  of  any  estate,  property,  or  interest 
therein  limited,  conditioned,  dependent,  or 
determinable  upon  the  happening  of  any  con- 
tingency or  future  event  by  reason  of  which 
the  fair  market  value  thei'eof  cannot  be  as- 
certained at  the  time  of  the  transfer  as  here- 
in   provided,  shall  accrue  and    become    due 
and   payable  when  the  persons  or  corpora- 
tions beneficially  entitled  thereto  shall  come 
into  actual  possession  or  enjoyment  thereof." 
Under  a  statute  substantially  the  same  in 
phraseology,  this  court  held,  bv  Finch.  J., 
in  He  Hoffman,  143  N.  Y.  327,  3S  X.  E.  311, 
that  mere  possibilities  or  chances  of  the  ac- 
quisition  of    property,  including,  not    only 
contingent  estates,  but  also  estates,  techni- 
cally vested,  but  liable  to  be  devested,  were 
not  liable  to  taxation  until  the  contingencies 
had  passed  or  been  fulfilled,  and  the  right  to 
succeed  to  property  become  certain  and  ab- 
solute.    This  doctrine  has  no  application  to 
the  remainders  given  to  the  sons  of   David 
Dows,  Jr.     They  are  absolute,  and  not  sub- 
ject to  be  devested,  or  to  fail  in  any  contin- 
gency whatever.     By  statute  they  are  alien- 
able, devisable,  descendible;  and,  if  the  prop- 
ex- ty  were  real  estate,  they  could  be  sold  on 
execution   against   their   owners.     Sheridan 
v.  House ,  4  Kcyes,  569;  Moore  v.  Littel,  41 
N.  Y.  60.     r»y  the  aid  of  the  Uble  of  annui- 
ties, upon  the  faith  of  which  large  sums  are 
constantly   distributed   by   the   courts,   the 
present  value  of  these  remainders  is  capable 
of    ready  computation.     Therefore  they  do 
not  fall  within  the  exception  of  the  statute, 
and  are    subject   to    present    taxation.     Ifc 
Roosevelt,  143  N.  Y.  120,  25  L.  R,  A.  695,  38 
N.  E.  281,  is  not  in  conflict  with  this  view. 
In  that  case  it  was  held  that  .certain  vested 
remainders  should    not   be   taxed  until  the 
termination   of    the   preceding   life   estate. 
The  will  then  before  the  court  bequeathed, 
after  the  death  of  the  life  tenant,  seven  life 
annuities,  contingent  upon  the  survival  of 
the  life  tenant  by  the  annuitants,  with  cross 
remainders    among    the     annuitants    them- 
selves.    These   annuities,   being   contingent, 
were  not,  under  the  rule  declared  by  Judge 
Finch  in  the  Hoffman  Case,  taxable,  or  their 
value  ascertainable,  until  they  came  into  ac- 
tual existence.     The  remainders  given  by  the 
will  were  subject  to  these  annuities.     As  the 
value  of  the  annuities  was  not  capable  of  as- 
certainment, the  value  of  the  remainders  sub- 
ject    to     those    annuities    was    necessarily 
equally  incapable   of   computation.     It  was 
on    this    ground     the     decision    procewled. 
There  is    no   such  difllculty  in    the   present 
ease,  and  the  decision  of  the  Roosevelt  Vase 
is  therefore  not  in  point. 

The    order    aippinUcd  from    should  he   af- 
firmed, with  costs. 

Parker,  Ch.  J.,  and  O'BHen,  Bartlett, 
Martin,  Vann,  and  liandon,  J  J.,  concur. 
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Patrick  McGUIRE,.  Reapt., 

V. 

BELL  TELEPHONE  COMPANY  of  Buffalo, 

Appt. 

(1G7  N.  Y.  208.) 

1.  That  quentlonii  rained  by  exceptions 
to  InistriietloiiH  and  to  refnuais  to  In- 
struct are  the  name  as  would  be  raised 
by  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint,  will 
not  preclude  the  court  of  appeals  from  con- 
sidering them  after  unanimous  affirmance  by 
Che  api>ellate  division,  where  there  was  no 
reg«ietjt  for  direction  of  a  verdict  or  nonsuit, 
since  the  constitutional  provision  which  pre- 
cludes that  court  from  looking  into  the  rec- 
ord to  see  if  there  Is  any  evidence  to  support 
the  verdict  equally  precludes  looking  Into  the 
evidence  to  see  whether  or  not  the  proposition 
requested  to  be  charged  would  logically  have 
been  fatal  to  the  disposition  of  a  motion 
for  nonsuit  or  for  direction  of  a  verdict. 

2«  A  telephone  company,  which  un- 
dertakcH  to  make  a  apedal  Iniipec- 
tlon  of  Ita  pole*  to  ascertain  that  they 
are  safe  for  linemen,  will  be  liable  for  in- 
juries to  a  lineman  by  the  fall  of  a  pole,  if 
it  neglects  to  use  reasonable  care  to  see  that 
the  pole  iB  safe. 

8.  That  a  decayed  pole  -which  fell  and 
Injured  a  lineman  In  the  employ  of  a 
telephone  company  did  not  belonar  to 
It,  but  was  used  under  a  contract  with  its 
owner,  will  not  relieve  the  company  from  lia- 
bility for  the  injuries  caused  by  the  fall,  if  it 
had  undertaken  to  make  a  special  inspection 
of  its  poles,  and  the  defective  pole  formed 
part  of  the  company's  permanent  line,  while 
Its  owner  had  made  do  agreement  to  maintain 
it  securely. 

4.  A  lineman  in  the  employ  of  a  tele- 
phone company,  who  knows  that  the  com- 
pany is  using  poles  of  a  third  person,  is  not 
chargeable  with  notice  of  the  fact  that  under 
the  contract  for  their  use  the  company  has 
no  right  to  Inspect  and  repair  them,  and  he 
does  not  assniiie  the  risk  of  such  a  situation. 

(Parker J  Ch.  J,,  and  Gray  and  Haight,  J  J.,  dU- 

aent.) 

(May  17,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  Fourth  Department,  affirming  a  judg- 
ment of  a  Trial  Term  for  Monroe  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged 
to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's  negli- 
gence.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  ill  the  opinions. 

Messrs.  Mariball  it  Rebadow,  for  ap- 
pellant : 

The  two  or  three  cases  in  this  state  which 
touch  on  this  subject  at  all  tend  strongly  to 
throw  the  duty  of  inspection  on  the  linemen 
themselves. 

Flood  V.  Western  U.  Tcleg.  Go.  131  N.  Y. 
603,  30  N.  E.  1»6;  Gibbons  v.  Brush  ElcctHo 
Illuminating  Co.  36  App.  Div.  140,  55  N.  Y. 

Note. — On    the   question    of   volenti  ~non  ~/lt 
injuria  as  defense  to  actions  by  injured  serv- 
ants, see  note  to  O'Maley  v.  South  Boston  Gas- 
light Co.  (Mass.)  47  L.  B.  A.  161. 
52  L.  R,  A. 


Supp.  378.  See  also  Greene  v.  Western  U. 
Tcleg.  Co.  72  Fed.  250. 

An  electric-lighting  corporation  owes  no 
duty  to  the  linemen  in  its*  employ  to  inspect 
below  the  surface  of  the  ground  the  poles  u])- 
on  which  its  wires  are  suspended,  to  see 
whether  they  are  decayed. 

Mclsaac  v.  Nortfiampton  Electric  Light- 
ing Co.  172  Mass.  89,  51  N.  E.  524;  Cumber- 
land  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Loomis,  87  Tenn.  504,  11 
S.  W.  350;  Essex  County  Electric  Co.  v.  Kel- 
ly, 67  N.  J.  L.  100,  29  Atl.  427 ;  Holmes  V. 
Union  Telcg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  41  N.  Y.  S.  R. 
767,  IC  N.  Y.  Supp.  563;  Affirmed  in  139  N. 
Y.  651,  36  N.  E.  207 ;  Flood  v.  Western  U. 
Teleg.  Co.  131  N.  Y.  603,  30  N.  E.  196; 
Greene  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  72  Fed.  250; 
Carlson  v.  Ph<rnix  Bridge  Co.  132  N.  Y.  273, 
30  N.  E.  750;  Warner  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  39  N. 
Y.  468;  Faulkner  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  49  Barb. 
324;  Dixon  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  68  Fed. 
630. 

The  doctrine  of  employee's  risk  is  clearly 
applicable  in  this  case,  and  the  plaintiff 
should  have  been  nonsuited  for  this  reason. 

White  v.  M'iticmann  Lithographic  Co.  131 
N.  Y.  631,  30  N.  E.  236;  Kaare  v.  Troy 
Steel  d  I.  Co.  139  N.  Y.  369,  34  N.  E.  901 ; 
Oqley  v.  Miles,  139  N.  Y.  458,  34  N.  E.  1059; 
Crown  V.  Orr,  140  N.  Y.  450,  35  N.  E.  648; 
Keith  V.  yew  Haven  &  N.  Co.  140  Mass.  175, 
3  N.  E.  28. 

Helen  Z.  M.  Rodgera  also  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Henry  Selden  Baoon,  for  respond- 
ent: 

The  elTort  of  the  defendant  to  escape  the 
consequences  of  its  own  negligence  by  assert- 
ing tiiat  it  has  voluntarily,  and  as  a  means 
of  economy,  adopted,  as  part  of  its  perma- 
nent structure,  a  line  of  poles  which  it  must 
not  inspect  nor  repair,  but  cannot  avoid  us- 
ing in  whatever  unfit  condition  it  may  find 
them,  is  as  unsuccessful  in  the  face  of  the 
facts  as  it  is  shocking  to  the  moral  sense. 
The  defendant  either  had  or  had  not  the 
right  to  inspect;  if  it  had,  it  was  negligent 
iiv failing  to  inspect;  if  it  had  not,  it  entered 
into  an  agreement  to  the  dangerous  conse- 
quences of  which  it  had  no  right  to  subject 
its  employees. 

Gottlieb  V.  Kew  York,  L.  ^E.  d  W.  R. 
Co.  100  X.  Y.  462,  3  X.  E.  344 ;  Goodrich  v. 
yetc  York  C.  d  U.  R.  R.  Co.  116  N.  Y.  398, 
5  L.  R.  A.  750,  22  N.  E.  397 ;  Eaton  v.  .Veto 
York  C.  d  H.  R.  R.  Co.  163  X.  Y.  391,  57  N. 
E.  609;  Baltimore  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Mackey, 
157  U.  S.  72,  39  L.  ed.  624,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
491:  Texas  d  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Archibald,  170  U. 
S.  665,  42  L.  ed.  1188,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  777. 

Cnllen,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  action  is  servant  against  master  to  re- 
cover damages  for  personal  injuries.  The 
plaintiff  at  the  time  of  his  injury  was  a  line- 
man in  the  employ  of  the  defendant,  and, 
pursuant  to  the  direction  of  his  foreman, 
had  climbed  a  pole  on  which  the  defendant's 
wires  were  strung,  for  the  purpose  of  tight- 
ening those  wires.  While  engaged  in  this 
work  the  pole  broke,  and  the  plaintiff  was 
precipitated  to  the  ground,  receiving  severe 
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injuries.  It  then  appeared  tliat  the  pole 
was  decayed  and  rotten  in  the  interior,  ^ith 
a  mere  shell  of  sound  wood  on  the  outside. 
It  is  conceded  that  the  defective  condition  of 
the  pole  caused  the  accident.  The  evidence 
shows  that  this  condition  of  interior  decay 
without  external  manifestation  is  common  in 
telegraph  or  telephone  poles,  and  that,  to  dis- 
cover it,  poles  are  tested  at  intervals  by  dig- 
ging down  at  the  base  of  the  pole  and  driv- 
ing into  the  pole  a  crow-bar  or  screw-driver. 
These  tests  are  not  made  by  men  while  en- 
gaged in  stringing  the  wires,  but  by  separate 
gangs  sent  out  for  the  purpose  of  inspection. 
When  any  pole  is  found  to  be  unsound,  it  is 
replaced  by  a  new  one.  The  pole  which 
broke  had  been  found,  months  before  the  ac- 
cident,  to  be  decayed  and  unsafe;  but  the  in- 
spection which  revealed  this  fact  was  not 
made  by  an  inspector  of  the  defendant,  but 
by  a  foreman  of  another  company.  The  pole 
in  question  belonged  to  the  Rochester  Gas  & 
£lectric  Company,  which  had  erected  a  line 
of  poles  and  wires  for  the  purpose  of  supply- 
ing electric  light,  and  it  was  its  foreman  who 
found  that  the  pole  was  decayed.  The  de- 
fendant strung  its  wires  on  the  poles  of  the 
gas  and  electric  company  by  the  license  or 
permission  of  that  company.  No  inspection 
of  the  pole  was  shown  to  have  been  made  by 
the  defendant  at  any  time. 

The  unanimous  affirmance  by  the  appel- 
late division  of  the  judgment  entered  on  tlie 
verdict  is  conclusive  upon  us  that  the  evi- 
dence of  defendant's  negligence  was  suiticient 
to  support  the  verdict.  Reed  v.  McGord, 
160  N.  Y.  330,  54  N.  E.  737.  Tlie  only  ques- 
tion in  this  case  that  survives  such  affirm- 
ance arises  on  the  charge  of  the  trial  court, 
and  its  refusal  to  charge  the  defendant's  re- 
quest. The  court  charged  that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  relieved  from  responsibility  by 
the  fact  that  it  was  not  the  owner  of  the  de- 
fective pole,  and  that  it  was  its  duty  to  ex- 
ercise reasonable  care,  by  way  of  inspection, 
to  see  that  the  pole  was  safe.  The  defend- 
ant excepted  to  the  charge  that  the  owner- 
ship of  the  pole  by  another  company  did  not 
relieve  it  from  responsibility,  and  asked  the 
court  to  charge  that  it  owed  the  plaintiff  no 
duty  to  inspect  the  pole.  This  request  the 
court  refusecf,  and  the  defendant  excepted. 
It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  question  raised 
by  these  exceptions — whether  the  defendant 
owed  the  plaintiff  any  duty  to  inspect  the 
pole,  it  being  owned  by  another  company — is 
one  of  the  very  questions  necessarily  deter- 
mined by  the  denial  of  the  motion  to  dismiss 
the  complaint.  But,  as  the  question  was 
raised  without  any  request  for  the  direction 
of  a  verdict  or  for  a  nonsuit,  the  appellant 
is  entitled  to  have  it  passed  upon  by  this 
court.  Upon  the  manner  or  shape  in  which 
the  question  of  law  is  presented  depends  the 
right  of  review  by  us.  In  the  case  of  a 
unanimous  aflirmance,  we  are  precluded  by 
the  Constitution  from  looking  into  the  rec- 
ord to  see  if  there  is  any  evidence  to  support 
the  verdict.  But  a  party  is  entitled  to  have 
his  case  submitted  to  the  jury  with  correct 
instructions  as  to  the  law,  and  we  are  equally 
precluded  from  looking  to  the  evidence  to  see 
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whether  the  propositions  requested  to  be 
charged  would  logically  have  been  fatal  to 
the  disposition  of  the  motion  for  a  nondoii 
or  for  direction  of  a  verdict. 

The  master  personally  owes  to  his  serv- 
ants the  duty  of  using  ordinary  care  and  dili- 
gence to  provide  for  them  a  reasonably  safe 
place  to  work,  and  sound  and  suitable  appli- 
ances and  materials  with  which  to  work,  aixl 
is  bound  to  inspect  and  examine  these  thin«^^ 
from  time  to  time,  and  to  use  ordinary  care 
to    discover    and    repair    defects    in   them. 
Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  $  194;  Kain  v.  Smith, 
80  N.  Y.  458 ;  Cone  v.  Dclatcare,  L.  d  W,  B. 
Co,  81  N.  Y.  206,  37  Am.  Rep.  491 ;  ProbH  v. 
Delamater,  100  N.  Y.  206,  3  N.  E.  184;  Do- 
ing v.  A'cu?  York,  O.  A  W.  R.  Co.  151  X.  Y. 
579,  45  N.  E.  1028.  "Reasonable  care  involres 
proper  inspection,  and  negligence  in  respect 
of  it,  in  such  cases  as  this,  is  the  negligence 
of  the  master,  and  none  the  less  so  when  the 
inspection    is    committed    to    a     sen'ant,'* 
Byrne  v.  Eastmans  Co,  163  N.  Y.  461,  57  N. 
E.  738.     See  Durkin  v.  Sharp,  88  N.  Y.  22.5: 
Bailey  v.  Rome,  W,  d  O.  R.  Co.  139  X.  Y. 
302,  34  N.  E.  918;  Nankins  v.  Sc^c  YorJc,  I. 
E,  d  W.  R,  Co.  142  N.  Y.  416,  25  L.  R,  A. 
396,  37  X.  E.  466.     The  application  of  this 
rule  may  depend  on  the  nature  of  the  work. 
and  the  manner  of  its  conduct.     If  this  in- 
jury had  occurred  to  the  plaintiff  while  en- 
gaged in  the  erection  of  a  telegraph  line, 
from  the  act  of  other  workmen  in  the  8ele^ 
tion  of  an  unsafe  pole,  when  the  master  hftd 
provided  a  sufficient  number  of  sound  poles, 
it  may  l>e  that  such  selection  would  be  the 
negligence  of  a  fellow  servant,  and  the  mas- 
ter not  be  liable.     But  in  the  present  ca?e  the 
plaintiff  was  employed  to  work  on  a  line  al- 
ready  erected,   constituting   the   permanent 
plant  of  the  defendant.     It  may  also  be  t-hsi 
defects  in  the  upper  pai-t  of  the  pole  can  only 
be  discovered  by  the  linemen  when  they  as- 
cend them,  .and  that  such  inspection  as  i« 
necessary  must  be  left  to  them  to  make.  We 
may  concede  for  the  argument  that  the  de- 
fendant might  have  so  conducted  its  busi- 
ness as  to  have  devolved  upon  the  linemen 
all  duties  of  inspection  of  whatever  charac- 
ter.    But  the  undisputed  evidence  in  thi* 
case  is  to  the  effect  that  it  did  not  so  ccm- 
duct  its  business  and  that  the  common  prac- 
tice of  telegraph  or  telephone  companies  is 
to  make  special  inspection  of  their  poles.  In 
Mclsaac  v.  Northampton  Electric  Lightinn 
Co.  172  Mass.  89,  51  N.  E.  524,  it  was  held 
that  the  defendant  was  not  bound,  as  again-i 
its  linemen,  to  inspect  its  poles  below  the 
surface  of  the  ground.  It  is  said  in  the  opin- 
ion in  that  case:     "All  the  evidence  tends  lo 
show  that,  in  the  ordinary  courage  of  the  busi- 
ness, the  linemen,  who  are  often  expected  to 
work    alone,    without    supervision,    as    tlie 
plaintiff  was  working  at  the  time  of  the  af> 
cident,  would  examine  the  poles  for  thorn- 
selves,  so  far  as  they  considered  it  neces!»an' 
to  do  so  for  their  safety.     They  easily  couM 
make  any  necessary  tests  to  ascertain  the 
'  condition  of  the  poles  as  to  soundness  tiith- 
out  the  aid  of  special  inspectors,  and,  from 
tlioir  knowledge   of   common   affairs,   cvn'A 
'  judge  whether  the  pole  was  safe  to  go  upon." 
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The  uncontroverted  evidence  in  this  case  is 
to  the  contrary,  and  establishes  that  linemen 
do  not  test  the  poles  which  they  seek  to  as- 
cend, but  leave  tnat  duty  to  be  performed  bj' 
inspectors.  The  advantage  to  the  company 
by  this  course  is  plain.  If  each  lineman  was 
to  dig  around  and  test  every  pole  before  he 
ascended  it,  a  large  part  of  his  time  would 
be  taken  up  by  this  work  alone,  and  repeated 
tests  would  soon  impair  the  stability  of  the 
pole  itself.  There  are  cases  to  be  found  in 
other  states  tending  to  support  the  claim 
that  a  lineman  assumes,  as  a  risk  of  liis  em- 
ployment, the  chance  that  the  poles  may  be 
decayed  and  unsafe,  and  that  he  must  dis- 
cover their  condition  for  himself.  Neither 
these  cases  nor  the  one  cited  from  Massa- 
chusetts are  authorities  where  it  is  shown 
to  be  the  practice  for  the  companies  to  make 
special  inspections.  There  is  therefore  noth- 
ing in  the  present  case,  unless  it  be  the  own- 
ership of  the  pole  by  another  company,  to 
take  it  out  of  the  general  rule  laid  down  by 
Judsre  J^andon  in  Byrne  v.  EaMmans  Co. 
163  K.  Y.  4(31,  57  N.  E.  738,— that  "reason- 
able care  involves  proper  inspection,  and  neg- 
ligence in  respect  of  it  is  the  n^ligence  of 
the  master." 

I  do  not  think  that  the  fact  that  the  de- 
fendant did  not  own  the  pole  which  fell  re- 
lieved it  from  the  duty  of  reasonable  inspec- 
tion to  see  that  the  pole  was  ^afe.  The  pole 
formed  part  of  the  permanent  line  of  the  de- 
fendant through  the  streets  of  the  city  of 
Kochester.  On  that  pole  the  defendant 
strung  its  wires.  The  stringing  of  the  wires 
necessarily  subjected  the  pole  to  strain, 
which  would  be  increased  by  the  weight  of 
the  lineman  whenever  he  ascended  the  pole. 
If  the  pole  was  unsound  and  inadequate  to 
bear  this,  strain,  it  would  naturally  result 
in  the  pole  breaking  down.  The  defendant's 
own  work,  therefore,  was  an  essential  factor 
in,  and  a  proximate  cause  of,  the  falling  of 
the  pole.  Certainly,  if  the  pole*  had  injured 
a  passer-by,  it  would  be  no  answer  for  the 
defendant  to  say  that  it  did  not  own  the 
pole.  It  was  bound,  both  as  to  third  parties 
and  as  to  its  own  *  workmen,  to  erect  and 
maintain  a  reasonably  safe  structure;  and 
it  had  no  right  to  use  for  that  purpose  an 
unsafe  appliance,  whether  its  own  or  that 
of  a  third  party.  By  using  the  pole  as  part 
of  its  line,  it  adopted  it  as  its  own.  As  it 
would  have  been  liable  had  the  pole  when 
first  used  been  decayed  and  insufficient  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  its  wires  and  sup- 
porting its  linemen,  it  was  equally  liable 
when  the  pole  subsequently  becajne  unsafe 
from  decay,  which  reasonable  inspection 
would  have  discovered.  The  dutv  of  the  de- 
fendant  was  just  as  great  to  safely  maintain 
as  to  safely  construct,  and  that  duty  cannot 
be  delegated  so  as  to  exempt  the  master 
from  liability.  But  I  do  not  see  that  the  de- 
fendant has  delegated  this  duty.  It  received 
from  the  Rochester  (Jas  &  Electric  Company 
a  bare  license  to  string  wires  on  the  poles. 
Tlie  latter  company  received  no  compensa- 
tion for  the  privilege.  It  made  no  agreement 
to  maintain  the  pole  securely,  and  made  no 
reprei^entation  as  to  its  condition  or  suf- 
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ficiency.  It  would  seem,  therefore,  that  it 
owed  the  defendant  no  duty  as  to  the  safety 
of  the  pole,  which  the  latter  used  at  its  own 
risk,  and  it  is  questionable  whether  the  Roch- 
ester Comj)any  was  bound  to  exercise  any  af- 
firmative vigilance  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ant's employees.  Larmore  v.  Croicn  Point 
Iron  Co.  101  N.  Y.  391,  54  Am.  Rep.  718, 
4  N.  E.  752.  Had  the  defendant  contracted 
with  the  owner  of  the  pole  for  its  proper 
inspection  and  repair  or  replacement,  a  dif- 
terent  question  would  be  presented,  and  it 
might  be  argued  that  in  securing  such  an 
agreement  it  had  exercised  reasonable  care 
to  provide  its  workmen  with  a  safe  place  and 
safe  appliances.  But,  as  the  defendant  did 
not  contract  with  others  to  inspect  and  re- 
pair the  pole,  that  duty  rested  upon  it. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  learned  counsel  for 
the  appellant  that  the  rule  held  by  the  trial 
judge  in  this  case  would  lead  to  most  unrea- 
sonable results.  It  is  said  that  under  the 
doctrine  of  the  charge  a  merchant  would  be 
liable  for  injuries  suffered  by  his  traveling 
salesmen  on  railroads  which  the  employer 
had  neglected  to  inspect,  and  that  a  master 
would  be  similarly  liable  for  defects  in  an 
elevator  which  his  workmen  might  be  com- 
pelled to  use  in  going  to  a  place  where  they 
were  to  do  their  work.  These  are  false  anal- 
ogies, and  the  doctrine  of  the  trial  court 
leads  to  no  such  conclusions.  When  it  is 
said  that  the  master  is  bound  to  furnish  his 
servants  a  reasonably  safe  place  in  which  to 
work,  it  is  plain  that  this  rule  applies  only 
where,  in  the  ordinary  conduct  of  the  busi- 
ness, the  master  furnishes  the  place.  In 
many  occupations  the  master  does  not  fur- 
nish the  place  for  work  at  all.  Such  is  the 
case  in  the  instances  suggested  by  the  learn- 
ed counsel,  and  many  others, — as  where  a 
master  mechanic  sends  his  journey-men  to 
make  repairs  in  the  buildings  of  others,  or 
where  a  contractor,  ha\ing  agreed  to  cut 
timber  from  land,  employs  laborers  for  the 
purpose.  Instances  might  be  multiplied  in- 
definitely. In  all  these  cases  the  exemption 
of  the  master  from  liability  (except  for  hid- 
den danger  of  which  he  has  knowledge,  and 
which  it  would  be  his  duty  to  disclose  to  his 
servants)  is  based,  not  on  the  theory  that  he 
may  rely  upon  the  o^iiers  of  the  premises 
ha\ing  done  their  duty,  but  on  the  ground 
that  in  no  proper  sense  of  the  term  does  he 
furnish  the  place.  It  is  not  so  here,  how- 
ever. The  pole  was  part  of  the  permanent 
plant  of  the  telephone  line,  which  the  con- 
duct of  the  business  made  it  the  duty  of  the 
master  to  furnish.  Tlie  pole  was  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  master,  so  far  as  it  was  capa- 
ble of  being  pos.sessed  by  anyone.  It  was 
in  constant  service  in  maintaining  the  de- 
fendant's wires,  and  apparently  at  all  times 
subject  to  be  ascended  by  its  servants 
when  the  necessities  of  the  defendant's 
business  might  require.  If  the  license  re- 
ceived by  the  defendant  from  the  gas  and 
electric  company  did  not  permit  it  to  prop- 
erly inspect  the  pole  to  ascertain  its  safe- 
ty, which  I  deny,  then  the  fault  lay  with  the 
defendant  in  using  a  pole,  the  contract  as 
to  which  with  its  owner  precluded  defend- 


440 


Nbw  York  Coukt  of  Appeals. 


Mil, 


ant  from  seeing  that  it  was  safe.  It  is  said 
that  the  plaintiff  knew  that  the  pole  did  not 
belong  to  the  defendant.  This  is  true.  But 
it  does  not  appear  that  he  had  any  knowl- 
edge of  the  terms  of  the  agreement  under 
which  the  defendant  used  the  pole.  He  is 
not  chargeable  with  notice  of  the  fact  that 
under  the  agreement  the  defendant,  as  is 
claimed  by  its  counsel  had  no  right  to  in- 
spect the  pole  or  repair  it,  and  the  owner 
was  under  no  obligation  to  do  either.  He 
cannot  be  said  to  have  assumed  the  risk  of 
such  a  situation.  The  case  of  Dixon  v. 
Western  U,  Teleg.  Co.  68  Fed.  630,  is  plainly 
distinguishable  from  the  one  at  bar,  and  was 
doubtless  well  decided.  The  pole  on  which 
the  plaintiff  met  his  injury  through  the  de- 
fective character  of  the  clamps  or  steps  at- 
tached to  it  not  only  was  not  the  property 
of  the  defendant  company,  but  was  not  in 
any  way  used  by  it  as  a  part  of  its  line  or 
plant.  The  occasion  to  ascend  the  pole  arose 
from  the  fact  that  the  wires  on  the  pole 
interfered  with  the  defendant's  wires,  and 
hence  it  was  necessary  to  shift  the  position 
of  those  w^ires.  Tlie  use  of  the  pole  was 
therefore,  as  stated  by  the  learned  court, 
casual,  and  the  decision  of  the  court  that 
the  defendant  was  not  liable  for  the  condi- 
tion of  the  pole  proceeded  on  this  ground, — 
a  ground  which  has  no  application  to  the 
present  case. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  should  he  af- 
firmed, with  costs. 

O'Brien  and  Werner,  JJ.,  concur. 

Iiandon,  •J.,  concurring: 

I  concur  with  Judge  Cullen.  As  in  the 
case  of  railroad  cars,  the  company  which 
uses  them  owes  the  duty  to  its  servants  of 
proper  inspection  as  to  their  safety,  whether 
such  cars  are  its  own  or  come  to  it  from 
another  line  and  company,  so  it  seems  to 
me  that  this  telephone  company,  which  uses 
the  poles  of  another  company,  owes  to  its 
servants  the  like  duty.  The  case  of  Flood 
V.  Western  U,  Teleg.  Co.  131  N.  Y.  603,  30 
N.  E.  lOG,  has  but  little  resemblance  to  this 
case.  There  the  workman  subjected  the 
defective  cross  arm  of  the  telegraph  pole  to 
an  excessive  strain  without  looking,  as  he 
had  full  opportunity  to  do,  to  see  whether 
it  could  bear  it.  The  opinion  of  the  court 
convicts  him  of  gross  carelessness.  Here  the 
workman  had  no  opportunity  to  make  inspec- 
tion, or  means  to  do  it  with.  The  pole  was 
pai*t  of  the  master's  business  plant,  and, 
however  acquired,  it  was  the  master's,  so  far 
as  the  relations  between  master  and  servant 
were  affected  by  it*  An  elevator  or  railway 
car  or  other  property  wholly  controlled  by 
others  is  no  part  of  the  master's  plant,  when 
his  use  of  it  is  simply  that  of  a  customer 
or  occasional  repairer,  and  thus  unlike  this. 


%  Ch.  J.,  dissenting: 
Defendant's  foreman  in  its  behalf  request- 
ed permission  of  one  Martin,  the  fore- 
man of  the  Rochester  Gas  &  Electric  Com- 
pany, to  use  certain  of  its  poles  to  support 
defendant's  telephone  wires.  Permission 
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was  granted,  and  several  of  such  poles  wert 
used  in  connection  with  defendant's  poles, 
the  object  being  to  lessen  the  number  of  poles 
used  in  a  given  street;  and  the  defendant 
reciprocated  by  allowing  the  Rochester  Gas 
&  Electiic  Company  to  make  a  similar  use 
of  such  of  its  poles  as  was  desired.    The 
plaintiff,  a  lineman  in  defendant's  cmploT, 
on  the  23d  day  of  August,  1898,  went  up 
one  of  the  poles  thus  used  by  the  defendant, 
for     the     purpose    of     taking    the    ^lack 
out      of     the      wires      on      that      stret-h. 
While    he    w^as    at    work    the    pole    fell 
to     the    ground,     severely     injuring    him. 
An  examination  disclosed  that  the  pole  fell 
because  it  had  become  rotten  beneath  the 
surfaee  of  the  ground.     Above  the  ground 
the  pole  not  only  appeared  to  be,  but  was  in 
fact,  in  good  condition.     Upon  that  subject 
the  plaintiff    testified:      "The  outward  ap- 
pearance was  good.    It  was  perfectly  sound, 
so    far    as    I    could    see,    from    the   top 
of    it    down    to    the    ground.      I    looked 
at   the   pole,    that    was    all.       To   all  ap- 
pearances, it  looked  sound.     .    .     .     Before 
climbing  a  pole,  I  just  look  at  the  pole  for 
the  purpose  of  seeing  whether  there  was  any 
rottenness  from  its  external  appearance.    1 
didn't  see  any  rottenness.    I  always  did  that 
in  climbing  the  pole.     1  looked  at  the  pc4e 
.     .     .     I      had      no      idea      or      thongii: 
that     any     o^     these     poles     were    rotten 
or    in    bad    condition.      I    could    not   tell 
from  the  outward  condition  of  the  pole,  nor 
could  any  other  man."     There  is  only  ooe 
method — so  the  witnesses  on  this  trial  agree 
— by  which  rottenness  such  as  cau.seJ  thi? 
pole   to    fall    can   be   discovered   and   thai 
is     to     remove     the     earth     from     around 
the  pole  to  a  depth  of  something  like  a  foot 
and  then  take  an  iron  bar  and  attempt  to 
thrust  it  into  the  pole  at  about  the  bottom 
of  the  excavation.     The  plaintiff  testified: 
"Tlie  only  way  you  can  discover  whether  a 
pole  is  in  good  or  bad  condition  at  its  ba.«e 
would  be  to  take  a  shovel  and  a  bar  and 
dig  down  under  the  surface  a  foot  or  half 
a  foot,  and  then  see  if  the  crowbar  will  go 
through  the  pole.     ...     I  have  seen  the 
foreman  do  it.    I  have  seen  him  shovel  the 
dirt  around  the  pole,  and  take  his  crowbar 
and  tap  the  pole  for  the  purpose  of  seeinj: 
whether  it  is  rotten  or  not.    That  is  the  way 
it  is  done."     A  lineman  for  the  Rochester 
Gas  &  Electric  Company  said :  "I  have  tested 
poles  for  that  company.    In  testing,  we  u>« 
a  bar,  and  dig  around  the  pole  probably  6 
inches;  dig  down  and  drive  the  bar  in,  and, 
if  the  bar  sinks  pretty  well  in,  we  call  the 
pole  pretty  rotten.    We  then  report  them  on 
a  slip  and  give  them  to  the  foreman,  and 
he  has  them  changed."    Without  contradic- 
tion, then,  it  is  established  in  this  reconi 
that  the  only  method  of  inspection  by  which 
it  was  possible  to  ascertain  the  condition  of 
this  pole  was  by  making  an  excavation  about 
it,  and  then  attempting  to  thrust  an  iron  bar 
into  the  pole  at  the  lower  part  of  the  exca- 
vation,— acts  which  this  defendant  had  no 
right  to  perform  under  its  bare  permi^^'ion 
to  use  the  pole  for  the  purpose  of  strinjring 
its  wires,  but  acts  which  the  Rocheswr  Cia^ 
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&  Electric  Company  had  both  the  right  and 
the  duty  to  perform,  because  it  constituted 
the.  only  method  of  inspection  by  which  it 
could  be  kept  advij^d  of  the  condition  of  its 
poles.  It  owed  a  duty  to  the  public,  which 
gave  it» permission  to  use  the  streets  for  the 
erection  of  poles,  to  see  to  it  that  they  should 
not  become  rotten,  thus  threatening  danger 
to  passers-by  on  the  public  streets. 

The  court  said  in  the  course  of  its  charge 
to  the  jury ;  "He  [the  plaintiff]  had  a  right 
to  assume  that  the  defendant  had  performed 
its  duty  in  exercising  reasonable  care  in  fur- 
nishing him  a  safe  place  to  work,  and  if  the 
defendant  omitted  that  duty  and  by  reason 
of  that  omission  this  accident  occurred, 
then  the  defendant  js  liable.  .  .'  .  Now, 
gentlemen,  I  charge  you  that  the  mere  fact 
that  these  poles  were  owned  by  another  com- 
pany did  not  relieve  the  defendant  from  the 
responsibility  of  inspecting  them  to  see 
whether  they  were  in  a  safe  condition  for 
the  plaintiff  to  perform  his  work,  just  as 
much  as  if  defendant  owned  them."  At  the 
close  of  the  charge  the  counsel  for  the  de- 
fendant requested  the  court  to  instruct  the 
jury  "that  the  defendant  owed  the  plaintiff 
no  duty  to  inspect  the  pole  that  fell,"  which 
request  was  denied,  and  an  exception  noted, 
whereupon  the  counsel  took  exceptions  cov- 
ering the  portions  of  the  charge  quoted.  In 
view  of  the  undisputed  evidence  in  the  rec- 
ord, which  is  given  by  the  plaintiff  and  the 
witnesses  for  the  defendant,  this  request  was 
the  exact  equivalent  of  a  request  to  charge 
that  defendant  did  not  owe  to  plaintiff  the 
duty  of  excavating  around  the  pole  of  the 
Bochester  Gas  &  Electric  Company,  and  then 
testing  the  pole  at  the  bottom  of  the  exca- 
vation by  an  iron  bar,  before  allowing  the 
plaintiff  to  ascend  it.  In  no  other  way  could 
an  inspection  be  made,  according  to  the  evi- 
dence; and  it  cannot  be  that  one  who  must 
use  the  appliances  of  others,  that  are  in  con- 
stant use  and  presumably  inspected  by  them, 
must  also  make  inspection,  or  be  mulcted  in 
damages  should  injury  result  to  someone  in 
liis  employ.  Such  a  claim  assumes  that  a 
master  has  no  right  to  trust  any  person  or 
any  agency:  that;  although  he  must  take 
his  employee  on  a  train  with  him  to  a  point 
where  he  is  erecting  a  building,  still  he  must 
not  trust  to  the  inspection  of  the  railroad 
company,  although  he  knows  it  is  their  duty 
to  inspect,  but  must  himself  inspect  before 
he  directs  his  employees  to  board  the  train; 
that  before  he  requires  his  workmen  to  en- 
ter an  elevator  to  pass  up  to  the  ninth  story 
of  a  building,  where  he  and  they  are  engaged 
in  decorating,  he  must  make  an  inspection 
of  the  elevator;  otherwise,  in  the  event  of 
an  accident,  a  jury  may  be  permitted  to  say 
that  he  failed  in  the  performance  of  his 
duty  to  the  servant,  as  was  done  in  this  case. 
The  average  human  being  would  pronounce 
any  such  rule  absurd,  and  would  say  that  it 
is  the  duty  of  the  owner  of  the  elevator  to 
see  to  it  that  it  is  inspected;  it  is  not 
everybody's  duty,  nor  the  duty  of  anyone 
besides  the  owner.  The  progress  of  the  world 
is  founded  upon  trust  and  confidence,  and  the 
employer  assumes,  and  must  assume,  that 
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he  who  is  charged  with  the  performance  of 
a'  duty  will  do  it;  and,  as  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  owner  of  an  elevator  to  have  friequent 
and  careful  inspections,  the  public  assume 
that  the  duty  will  be  performed,  and  there- 
fore enter  the  elevator  in  full  confidence 
whenever  occasion  requires.  And  the  employ- 
er is  not  negligent  who  without  special  warn- 
ing trusts  himself  and  his  workmen  within 
the  elevator.  But  all  this  is  equally  true  of 
the  electric-light  pole  in  this  case.  The  Roch- 
ester Gas  &  Electric  Company  were  charged 
with  the  duty  of  using  reasonable  and  ordi- 
nary care  to  keep  that  pole  in  safe  condition 
for  the  protection,  at  least,  of  passers-by 
upon  the  public  streets,  and  this  defendant, 
as  well  as  all  the  rest  of  the  public  using 
that  street,  had  the  right  to  rely  upon  the 
company  to  perform  that  duty,  and  was  not 
called  upon  first  to  doubt,  and  second  to 
trespass  in  a  search  for  hidden  defects  where 
all  appearances  indicated  soundness  instead 
of  rottenness. 

But  it  is  said  if  we  gr  int  that  the  master 
be  not  liable  in  the  case  of  the  elevator, 
because  no  authority  can  be  found  for  it, 
which  is  equally  true  of  this  situation,  a  dis- 
tinction can  be  drawn  between  such  a  case 
and  the  one  at  bar ;  for  in  the  one  the  master 
is  taking  his  men  to  work,  and  in  the  other 
he  has  actually  put  them  to  work,  and  it 
is  settled  law  that  a  master  must  use  rea- 
sonable and  ordinary  care  to  provide  a  safe 
place  for  his  men  to  prosecute  their  work 
in  Flood  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  131  N.  Y. 
603;  30  N.  E.  196.  The  suggestion  is  not 
that  the  one  act  is  more  reckless  of  the 
rights  of  employees  than  the  other,  but  that 
a  rule  may  be  invoked  and  then  applied 
which  will  make  that  which  is  a  reasonably 
prudent  act  in  fact  an  imprudent  and  neg- 
ligent one  in  law.  No  such  inconsistency 
can  possibly  result  in  the  new  situations 
which  from  time  to  time  arise,  if  the  courts 
but  apply  the  rule  according  to  both  its 
letter  and  spirit,  which  do  not  require  the 
master  to  insure  his  employees  a  safe  place 
in  which  to  work,  but  only  that  he  shall  use 
reasonable  and  ordinary  care  to  accomplish 
that  result.  This  court  has  so  applied  it 
from  time  to  time  in  many  cases,  from 
among  which  the  following  are  cited  as  il- 
lustrations: Cullen  V.  Iforton,  126  N.  Y.  1, 
26  N.  E.  905;  Perry  v.  Rogers,  157  N.  Y. 
251,  51  N.  E.  1021;  Capaaso  v.  Wooifolk, 
163  N.  Y.  472,  67  N.  E.  760;  Di  Vito  v. 
Crage,  165  N.  Y.  378,  59  N.  E.  141.  Re- 
cently this  court  reversed  a  judgment  ob- 
tained against  the  owner  of  a  building  which 
fell  during  construction  owing  to  defective 
execution  by  the  contractor  {Burke  v.  Ire- 
land, 166  N.  Y.  305,  59  N.  E.  914)  ;  but,  if 
the  respondent's  contention  be  sound,  the 
person  engaged  by  the  owner  to  do  the 
plumbing  would,  under  the  rule  requiring 
the  master  to  use  reasonable  and  ordinary 
care  to  provide  a  safe  place  for  his  workmen, 
be  charged  with  the  duty  of  inspection  to  see 
whether  the  contractor  had  properly  con- 
structed the  foundation,  and  hence  charge- 
able in  damages  for  injuries  sustjiiued  by  liis 
men  because  of  the  fall  of  the  building.    No 
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one  has  as  jet  presented  such  a  claim  to  the 
court,  but,  if  this  charge  is  to  stand  as  a 
correct  exposition  of  the  law,  such  claims 
will  be  presented  in  the  future;  for  in  the 
vast  and  varied  works  of  construction,  in 
which  many  independent  contractors  are  en- 
gaged, each  will  naturally,  and  in  tact  must 
necebsarily,  rely  upon  the  caution  and 
care  of  others  to  guard  against  destruc- 
tion of  property  and  of  life. 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  has 
not  been  able  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the 
court  a  single  case  supporting  the  charge 
of  the  trial  court.  Indeed,  the  only  cases  to 
which  he  invites  attention  are  the  cases  re- 
quiring inspection  by  railroad  corpor^^tions 
of  foreign  cars  received  upon  their  roads,  as 
well  as  of  their  own  cars.  Gottlieb  v.  New 
York,  L.  E.  d  W.  R,  Co,  100  N.  Y.  462, 
3  N.  E.  344 ;  GoodHch  v.  New  York  C.  d  H. 
B.  K.  Co.  116  N.  Y.  398,  5  L.  R.  A.  750,  22 
N.  E.  397 ;  Eaton  v.  New  York  C.  d  H.  R.  R. 
Co.  163  N.  Y.  391,  57  N.  E.  609;  Baltimore 
d  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Mackey,  157  U.  8.  72,  39  L. 
ed.  624,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  491;  Texas  d  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Arehibald,  170  U.  S.  665,  42  L.  ed. 
1188,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  777.  It  is  the  law 
in  this  state  that  railroad  corporations  owe 
to  their  employees  the  duty  of  proper  and 
frequent  inspec'tion  of  cars  and  their  appli- 
ances for  the  purpose  of  discovering  defects 
which  may  arise  from  use.  Bailey  v.  Rome, 
W.  d  O.  R.  Co.  139  N.  Y.  302,  34  N.  E.  918. 
Proper  inspection  of  the  equipment  and  ma- 
chinery of  a  train  is  itself  part  of  the  duty 
of  the  company.  Hankins  v.  New  York,  L. 
E.  d  W.  R.  Co.  142  N.  Y.  410,  25  L.  R.  A. 
396,  37  N.  E.  460.  The  rule  is  that,  if  the 
appliances  are  not  safe  or  proper  on  any  of 
the  cars,  they  must  not  be  put  in  the  train 
and  started  out;  and  the  cases  cited  simply 
hold  that  it  makes  no  difference  whether  the 
cars  belong  to  the  company  or  some  foreign 
corporation;  they  must  first  be  inspected, 
and  if  found  unsafe  they  must  not  be  put  in 
the  train.  That  this  is  so  will  sufficiently 
appear  from  a  brief  extract  taken  from  the 
opinion  of  Judge  Earl  in  the  Gottlieb  Case, 
which  is  first  cited  by  respondent's  counsel: 
"It  [the  railroad  company]  owes  the  duty  of 
inspection  as  master,  and  is  at  least  respon- 
sible for  the  consequences  of  such  defects 
as  would  be  disclosed  or  discovered  by  ordi- 
nary inspection.  When  cars  come  to  it 
which  have  defects  visible  or  discoverable 
by  ordinary  inspection,  it  must  either  remedy 
such  defects  or  refuse  to  take  such  cars;  so 
much,  at  least,  is  due  from  it  to  its  em- 
ployees. The  employees  can  no  more  be  said 
to  assume  the  risks  of  such  defects  in  for- 
eign cars  than  in  cars  belonging  to  the  com- 
pany. As  to  such  defects  the  duty  of  the 
company  is  the  same  as  to  all  cars  drawn 
over  its  road."  A  mere  statement  of  the  rule 
and  the  reason  for  it  is  sufficient,  without 
argument,  to  show  that  those  cases  are  not 
applicable  in  principle  to  the  case  in  hand. 
There  is  no  suijgestion  in  those  cases  that 
ijJie  railroad  company  is  responsible  for  the 
hidden  defects  in  the  foreign  cars  or  their 
appliances  when  it  undertakes  to  haul  them 
over  its  road,  but,  instead,  that  it  is  respou- 
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sible  for  those  open  and  visible  defects  onlj 
which  the  ordinary  train  inspection  will  dist- 
close ;  and  so  the  rule  simply  commands  that 
a  company,  before  it  sends  out  a  train,  shall 
have  made  an  examination  of  the  appliances 
of  all  cars  for  the  purpose  of  disclosijig  open 
and  visible  defects  readily  discoverable  by  the 
ordinary  system  of  inspection  carried  on  by 
train  hands,  and  requires  that  such  inspec- 
tion shall  further  be  made  as  the  train  pro- 
gresses on  its  route  at  such  times  and  places 
as  experience  teaches  to  be  necessary,  and  the 
convenience  of  the  service  will  permit. 

The  only  cases  brought  to  our  attention 
that  are  closely  enough  related  in  their  facti 
to  this  one  to  justify  their  consideration  as 
authority  are  Dixon  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co. 
08  Fed.  630,  Mclsaac  v.  Northampton 
Electric  Lighting  Co,  172  Mass.  89, 
51  N.  E.  524,  and  Flood  v.  MVeatem  U.  Tekg. 
Co.  131  N.  Y.  603,  30  N.  E.  196.  In  Dixoh'* 
Case  the  plaintiff,  who  was  in  the  employ 
of  a  telegraph  company,  was  engaged  with 
others  in  stringing  wires  on  its  poles,  and 
was  instructed  to  climb  a  pole  of  another 
company  to  get  certain  wires  out  of  the  way. 
The  plaintiff  climbed  the  pole  by  means  of 
iron  spikes  driven  into  it,  did  his  work,  and 
while  descending  fell,  in  consequence  of  one 
of  the  spikes  being  insufficiently  secured,  or 
having  become  loosened  by  the  rotting  of  the 
wood.  It  was  held  on  demurrer  to  the  com- 
plaint that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover, 
and  in  the  course  of  the  opinion  the  court 
said :  **T*he  employer  is  not  an  insurer  of  the 
safety  and  sufficiency  of  the  tools,  ma- 
chinery, or  appliances  furnished  to  the  em- 
ployee for  his  use ;  nor  is  he  a  guarantor  of 
the  safety  of  the  place  where  or  upon  or 
about  which  the  employee  is  required  to 
work.  Tlie  duty  cast  by  law  upon  the  em- 
ployer is  to  use  ordinary  and  reasonable  care 
to  furnish  safe  and  sufficient  tools,  machin- 
ery, and  working  places.  If  he  has  done  this, 
he  has  performed  the  full  measure  of  his 
duty.  .  .  .  The  pole  in  question,  how- 
ever, did  not  belong  to  the  defendant.  Theus* 
of  it  was  casual  and  incidental  to  the  nature 
of  the  service  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  em- 
ployed. In  a  large  city,  where  telephone, 
telegraph,  electric  light,  and  electric  railway, 
poles  and  wires  are  numerous,  in  the  erection 
of  new  poles  and  wires  it  is  often  necessary 
to  climb  poles  already  erected,  in  order  to 
raise  or  remove  wires  which  would  interfere 
with  the  erection  of  additional  poles  and 
wires.  It  was  a  part  of  the  plaintiff's  duty 
to  climb  such  poles,  and  to  raise  and  remove 
obstructing  wires.  .  .  .  He  learned,  or 
might  have  learned,  when  he  went  up  the 
pole,  whether  or  not  the  spikes  were  securely 
fastened  in  the  wood.  He  saw  and  used  them 
in  going  up,  and  a  careful  inspection  to  in- 
sure his  personal  safety  was  the  first  thing 
which  ought  to  have  been  suggested  to  him. 
He  knew  that  the  pole  which  he  was  about  to 
climb  did  not  belong  to  the  defendant  [and 
so  the  plaintiff  in  the  case  at  bar  knew  that 
the  pole  he  was  about  to  climb  did  not  belong 
to  his  employer] ,  and  that  it  could  not  know 
the  condition  of  the  spikes,  further  than  it^ 
foreman  could  ascertain  it  by  an  in^^peclion 
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of  tliem  fltanding  on  the  ground."  In  Mc- 
Isaac's  Case  the  plaintiff  waa  employed  by 
the  defendant  us  a  lineman,  and  was  injured 
by  the  breaking  and  falling  of  a  pole  on 
which  the  defendant's  wires  were  suspended. 
The  pole  .was  about  35  foet  higk,  and  the 
evidence  tended  to  show  that  it  was  badly 
decayed  a  few  inches  below  the  surface  of 
the  ground,  so  that  it  broke  off  square  with 
the  strain  upon  it  resulting  from  the  plain- 
tiff's weight,  and  the  force  from  the  wires 
drawing  upon  it  after  other  wires  had  been 
removed.  Plaintiff  was  directed  to  go  and 
take  down  from  the  pole  two  wires  upon  it 
which  belonged  to  the  defendant,  and  put 
thein  on  a  new  pole  near  by,  which  had  been 
erected  there  on  account  of  a  change  of  grade 
in  the  railroad  at  the  crossing.  The  pole 
was  of  chestnut  wood,  about  8  inches  in  di- 
ameter at  the  top,  and  about  14  inches  at 
the  surface  of  the  ground.  It  had  been  set 
eight  or  nine  years,  and  the  evidence  tended 
to  prove  that  it  showed  no  weakness  or  sign 
of  decay  about  the  ground.  The  opinion  also 
indicates  that  the  pole,  while  used  by  the 
defendant,  belonged  to  another  party.  Tlie 
entire  court  concurred  in  holding  that  the 
defendant  did- not  owe  to  a  lineman,  whose 
business  it  was  to  work  upon  poles  all  along 
the  line,  as  occasion  might  require,  the  duty 
of  inspecting  its  poles  below  the  ground,  and 
informing  the  lineman  whenever  any  of  them 
were  so  decayed  as  to  be  unsafe  to  work 
upon.  Knowlton,  J.,  in  the  course  of  his 
opinion,  said:  "The  evidence  was  undisput- 
ed that  it  was  easy  to  determine  very  quickly 
whether  a  pole  was  badly  decayed  a  little 
below  the  surface  of  the  ground,  and  that  no 
skill  or  experience  was  required  to  do  it, 
beyond  that  which  was  possessed  by  ordinary 
linemen.  The  plaintiff  testified  that  there 
were  risks  about  the  business  with  which 
he  was  familiar  as  a  lineman.  We  think 
that  one  of  the  most  common  and  obvious 
of  these,  in  reference  to  which  both  he  and 
his  employer  must  have  been  presumed  to 
have  contracte<l  when  he  entered  the  defend- 
ai\t's  service,  was  the  risk  that  some  pole 
of  uncertain  age  might  break  and  fall  when 
ft  lineman  was  working  upon  it,  if  he  did 
not  take  measures  to  ascertain  its  condition 
before  going  upon  it."  The  court,  having 
reached  the  conclusion  that  the  defendant 
was  not  liable,  even  though  it  had  owned  the 
poles,  said  at  the  close  of  its  opinion  that 
it  was  unnecessai-y,  therefore,  to  consider 
"whether  the  general  duty  of  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff  in  regard  to  the  strength  of 
poles  on  which  he  was  working  is  affected 
by  the  fact  that  it  was  not  the  owner  of  the 
pole  that  broke,  but  was  merely  using 
it  in  its  business  under  the  authority  of  the 
owner."  In  Flood  v.  Western  U.  Tclcg.  Co. 
131  N.  Y.  (i03,  30  N.  E.  196,  it  is  true  that  the 
pole  was  not  the  property  of  a  third  party, 
but  belonged  to  the  defendant;  but  even  in 
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that  case  a  judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff 
was  reversed  in  this  court,  where  it  was  held 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover 
for  fatal  injuries  sustained  by  the  breaking 
of  a  cross  arm  on  a  telegraph  pole,  precip- 
itating him  to  the  ground.  Plaintiff 's  intes- 
tate was  a  lineman  for  the  Western  Union 
Telegraph  Company,  and  as  such  had  fre- 
quent occasion  to  climb  the  poles  and  work 
about  the  arms.  The  arm  in  question  when 
purchased  was  of  the  material,  size,  and  ap- 
parent strength  of  those  in  general  use  by 
telegraph  companies.  It  was  not  dis- 
covered by  the  system  of  inspection  which 
the  defendant  employed  that  there  was  any- 
thing about  it  indicating  any  defect  or  weak- 
ness. Six  years  of  user  and  exposure  to  the 
elements,  however,  had  so  far  weakened  the 
arm  that  it  failed  to  withstand  the  weight 
of  plaintiff's  intestate  upon  it,  and  it  did  not 
appear  that  during  all  that  period  of  time 
the  defendant  had  specially  inspected  that 
or  any  other  arm  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 
taining its  strength.  The  defendant  had  in- 
spectors, who  went  along  the  line  of  tele-, 
graph  poles  and  wires  and  carefully  looked 
at  them,  and  tried  the  poles,  to  see  if  they 
were  still  strong  and  adequate,  and  such  in- 
spectors were  also  provided  with  arms  with 
which  to  replace  defective  ones;  but  the  in- 
spectors were  not  required  to  climb  up  every 
pole  and  examine  the  arms,  and  it  did  not 
appear  that  this  pole  had  ever  been  climbed 
by  any  inspector  for  any  such  purpose.  An 
important  dill'erence  between  that  case  and 
this,  which  makes  more  strongly  for  the  de- 
fendant, is  the  fact  that  in  this  case  the 
defendant  was  not  the  owner  of  the  pole, 
but  occupied  it  in  part  under  a  license  from 
the  owner,  who  at  the  same  time  made  use 
of  it  and  retained  the  general  control  over  it. 
In  cities  many  telephone  companies  string 
their  wires  upon  the  roofs  of  buildings  under 
a  similar  license,  but  it  would  hardly  be 
suggested  by  anyone  that  thereby  it  becomes 
the  duty  of  the  company  to  inspect  the  stairs 
or  attic  ladder  ascending  to  the  roof,  in  order 
to  ascertain  whether  it  would  support  the 
weight  of  the  lineman. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  a  person  who  uses 
a  pole,  building,  steamboat,  or  other  prop- 
erty of  another  as  a  mere  licensee — such 
property  remaining  In  the  control  and  pos- 
session of  the  owner — is  not  bound  to  es- 
tablish a  system  of  inspection  and  repairs  in 
regard  to  such  property  in  order  to  protect 
his  employees  from  injury  because  of  a  hid- 
den defect  only  discoverable  by  a  system  of 
inspection  involving  the  necessity  of  domin- 
ion over  the  property.  It  follows  that  the 
exceptions  were  well  taken.  The  judgment 
should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  granted, 
with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

Gray  and  Haight,  JJ.,  concur. 
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1.  The  tt|»i»lieatloii,  eonatltntlon,  and 
b>'<>la^va  of  a  fraternal  and  benelleial 
order    become,  a    part    of    a    contract 

uf  an  applicant  as  though  actually  appearing 
therein,  where  the  application  provides  that 
iL.  as  well  as  the  constitution  and  by-laws 
of  the  order,  shall  form  the  basis  of  the  con- 
tract. 

2.  Ho  recovery  can  be  bad  aaralnat  a 
fraternal  and  beneficial  order  on  the 
death  of  an  applicant  before  the  delivery  to 
him  of  the  benefit  certificate,  where  the  de- 
livery thereof  to  him  while  in  good  health 
was.  by  the  terms  of  the  application,  certifi- 
cate, constitution,'  and  by-laws,  a  condition 
precedent  to  its  taking  effect. 

8*  Mere  delay  In  execntlnar  and  dellv- 
erlnar  a  benefit  certlflcate>  during  which 
the  applicant  dies,  will  not  give  any  right  of 
recovery  on  the  certificate  where  the  terms  of 
the  contract  prevent  it  from  tailing  effect 
until  its  delivery  to  the  applicant  in  good 
health,  the  delay  was  not  unreasonable  or 
caused  by  bad  faith,  and  there  is  no  time 
prescribed  within  which  the  delivery  should 
be  made. 

4.  The  Initiation  as  a  member  of  a 
local  camp  of  an  applicant  for  membership 
in  a  fraternal  and  beneijclai  order  before  the 
receipt  by  such  camp  of  a  certificate  from 
the  sovereign  camp,  if  unauthorized  by  the 
constitution  and  liy-Iaws,  Is  not  a  waiver  of 
.conditions  precedent  to  bis  becoming  a  bene- 
ficial member  of  the  order,  but  can,  at  the 
most,  make  him  only  a  fraternal  member. 
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APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Shelby  County  in 
favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a 
benefit  certificate.     Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  William  A.  Duncan   for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Brome  A  Burnett  and  Robert 
M.  Beattie,  for  appellee: 

The  provisions  of  the  established  by-laws 
of  a  mutual  benefit  society  are  elements  of 
the  contract  of  insurance.  They  are  factors 
which  cannot  be  disregarded,  and  all  who 
bei*oiiie  members  must  know  this  fact. 

Niblack,  Ben.  Soc.  §  18,  p.  34. 

Until  delivery  of  the  certificate  the  sov- 
ereign camp  was  not  bound  as  an  insurer  by 
the  initiation. 

The  initiation  waa  in  the  face  of  a  pro- 
hibitorv  clause  of  the  constitution  and  laws, 


and  the  local  camp  was  without  any  author- 
ity to  bind  defendant,  sovereign  camp,  by 
such  initiation. 

Fitziiutnrict  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  84  Tex. 
01,  19  S.  VV.  301;  Kempe  v.  Woodmen  of  the 
World  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  44  S.  W.  688. 

Even  though  initiation  was  valid,  the  Sov- 
ereign Camp  was  not  then  compelled  to  ac- 
cept him.  It  still  had  the  right  to  reject 
him  as  a  beneficiary  member,  and  retain  him 
as  a  fraternal  member. 

Nibla<ik,  Ben.  Soc.  §  142,  pp.  282,  283; 
Catholic  Knights  of  America  v.  Kuhn,  91 
Tenn.  214,  18  S.  W.  385;  St^reme  Lodge,  K. 
of  P.  v.  La  Malta,  95  Tenn.  160,  30  L.  R.  A. 
838,  31  S.  W.  493. 

When  the  application  states  that  the  cer- 
tificate shall  not  be  in  force  until  it  is  ac- 
tually delivered  to  the  applicant,  no  binding 
contract  is  made  until  the  certificate  is  de- 
livered. 

Niblack,  Ben.  Soc.  S  139,  p.  280;  Joyce, 
Ins.  5  70;  McMaster  v.  Nexc  York  L.  Ins.  Co, 
40  C.  C.  A.  119,  99  Fed.  857;  Ray  v.  Secur- 
ity Trust  <£•  L.  Ins.  Co.  126  N.  C.  166,  35  S. 
E.  24(i;  McDonald  v.  Provident  Sav.  Life 
Assur.  Soc.  108  Wis.  213,  84  N.  W.  154; 
Urcse  v.  Fidelity  Mut.  Life  Asso.  Ill  Ga. 
482,  36  S.  E.  637 ;  Pottsville  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Minnequa  Springs  Improv.  Oo,  100  Pa. 
137;  Poste  v.  American  Union  L.  Ins.  Co. 
32  App.  Div.  189,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  910;  Me- 
Clove  v.  Hutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso. 
55  N.  ,1.  L.  187,  26  Atl.  78;  Connecticut  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Rudolph,  45  Tex.  454;  Su- 
preme Lodge  of  Protection,  K.  d  L.  of  H.  v. 
Crace,  60  Tex.  569 ;  Bacon,  Ben.  Soc.  5  272 ; 
Wilcox  v.  Sovereign  Camp,  W.  O.  W.  76  Mo. 
App.  573;  Ma  thin  v.  Supreme  Lodge,  K.  of 
H.  82  Tex.  301,  18  S.  W.  306;  Fitzmauricc 
v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  84  Tex.  61,  19  S.  W. 
301 ;  Kohvn  v.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life 
Asso.  28  Fed.  707 ;  Missclhom  v.  Mutual  Re- 
save  Fund  Life  Asso.  30  Fed.  545;  Home 
Forum  Ben.  Order  v.  Jones,  5  Okla.  598,  50 
Pac.  165;  Oiddings  v.  Northwestern  Mut.  L. 
Ins.  Co.  102  U.  S.  108,  20  L.  ed.  92. 

The  question  whether  the  provisions  in  the 
application  and  constitution  and  laws  and 
the  benefit  certificate  are  uni-easonable  is  im- 
material. 

May,  Ins.  55  A,  63. 

The  fact  that  this  certificate  was  not  is- 
sued until  a  month  or  six  weeks  after  the 
application  was  executed  is  not  an  unrea- 
sonable lapse  of  time. 

Niblack,  Ben.  Soc.  §  142,  pp.  282,  283; 
TVi7<oj:  v.  Sovereign  Camp,  W.  O.  W.  76  Mo. 
App.  673;  Corbett  v.  Smith,  101  Tenn.  368, 
47  S.  W.  094. 


Note. — P'or  an  earlier  case  In  this  series, 
as  to  the  taking  effect  of  a  certificate,  although 
not -delivered  by  the  local  lodge,  see  Lorscher 
V.  Supreme  Lodge,  K.  of  II.  (Mich.)  2  L.  H.  A. 
206. 

As  to   constitution   and   by-laws   as  part   of  ' 
contract,  see  Condon  v.   Mutual   Ueserve  Fund  | 
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Life  AsHo.  (Md.)  44  L.  R.  A.  149;  Clark  t. 
Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso.  (D.  C.)  43  L. 
It.  A.   300. 

As  to  the  effect  of  by-lawa  of  insurance  com- 
pany as  notice,  see  note  to  Moyer  v.  Kast  Shore 
Terminal  Co.   (S.  C.)  25  L.  R.  A.  48. 
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Wilkes,  .}.,  dolivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  defendant  is  a  fraternal  and  beneficial 
order.  Its  objects  and  purposes  are  thus  set 
out  in  its  constitution  and  laws: 

''Sec.  3.  The  objects  of  this  order  shall  be 
to  combine  white  male  persons  of  sound  bod- 
ily health,  exemplary  habits,  and  good  nooral 
character,  between  the  ages  of  eighteen  and 
fifty-two,  into  a  secret,  fraternal,  beneficiary, 
and  benevolent  order;  provide  funds  for 
their  relief;  comfort  the  sick,  a^id  cheer  the 
unfortunate,  by  attentive  ministrationa  in 
times  of  sorrow  and  distress;  educate  its 
members  in  moral,  social,  and  intellectual 
matters,  and  promote  fraternal  love  and  un- 
ity ;  create  a  fund,  from  which,  upon  reason- 
able and  satisfactory  proofs  of  the  death  of 
the  beneficiary  member  who  has  complied 
with  the  lawful  requirements  of  the  order, 
there  shall  be  paid  a  sum  not  to  exceed  three 
thousand  ($3,000)  dollars  to  the  person  or 
persons  named  in  his  certificate  as  benefi- 
ciary or  beneficiaries,  which  beneficiary  or 
beneficiaries  shall  be  his  wife,  children, 
adopted  children,  parents,  brothers,  sisters, 
or  other  relatives,  and  to  erect  a  tombstone 
or  monument  at  the  grave  of  every  auch  de- 
ceased member." 

It  is  insisted  that  J.  J.  McLendon,  the  hus- 
band of  the  plaintiff,  Mrs.  A.  T.  McLendon, 
was  a  fraternal  and  beneficial  member  of  the 
order  at  the  time  of  his  death  on  the  3d  day 
of  January,  1809,  and  that  the  plaintiff  be- 
came thereby  entitled  to  the  payment  of 
$1,000,  as  his  beneficiary. 

By  way  of  defense,  it  is  said  on  behalf  of 
the  order  that  J.  J.  McLendon  at  the  time  of 
his  death  was  not  a  beneficial  member  of  the 
order,  that  no  certificate  had  been  delivered 
to  him,  and  that  at  the  time  of  his  death 
his  application  for  membership  and  insur- 
ance was  pending,  but  the  contract  had  not 
been  consummated  and  closed. 

There  were  two  trials  in  the  court  below. 
Upon  the  first  trial  there  was  a  verdict  of  a 
jury  and  judgm^mt  for  $1,180.17,  which  was 
by  the  coui-t  set  aside,  presumably  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  liability  on  the 
part  of  the  company.  A  bill  of  exceptions 
was  taken  and  preserved.  Upon  the  second 
trial  the  plaintiff  having  introduced  his  evi- 
dence and  rested  his  case,  the  defendant  as- 
sociation demurred  to  the  evidence.  Upon 
that  demurrer  issue  was  joined,  and  upon 
the  hearing  the  trial  judge  gave  judgment 
for  the  defendant  aunpany,  and  plaintiti 
has  appealed  and  assigned  errors. 

The  evidence  in  the  case  is  largely  embod- 
ied in  an  a^eed  statement  of  facta.  From 
this  stateuieiit  it  appeal's  that  the  deceased 
McLendon,  husband  of  plaintiff,  made  his  ap* 
plication  to  become  a  member  of  the  order 
November  28th,  1898.  This  appli(iation  was 
forwarded  by  the  local  camp  at  Memphis  to 
J.  B.  Froet,  an  oflTicer  of  the  order  at  At- 
lanta, Georgia,  who,  after  countersigning  it, 
sent  it  to  the  sovereign  camp  of  the  order  at 
Omaha,  Nebraska.  By  it  the  application 
and  physician's  report  were  delivered  to  the 
sovereign  camp  physician  on  19th  of  Decem- 
ber, 1»98,  who  returned  it  to  the  local  camp 
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physician  to  fill  in  certain  answers  in  the 
applicant's  "personal  history."  After  filling 
in  the  recjuired  matter  it  was  returned  to  the 
sovereign  physician  December  29,  1898.  It 
was  then  accepted  by  the  order,  and  it  issued 
the  certificate  December  31,  1898,  and  im- 
mediately sent  it  to  the  clerk  of  the  local 
camp  at  Memphis. 

Prior  to  the  31st  of  December,  when  the 
certificate  was  dated  and  issued,  the  appli- 
cant was  taken  sick,  and  from  this  sicknt^ss 
died  January  3,  1899.  The  application,  med- 
ical report,  and  certificate  are  all  made  part 
of  the  record  by  the  agreed  statement  of 
facts. 

The  only  payment  made  by  the  deceased 
was  $1.00  physician's  fee  and  $2.00  entrance 
fee.  The  printed  constitution,  by-laws,  laws 
and  rules  of  the  order  are  also  made  part  of 
the  record.  ' 

It  is  agreed  that  the  sovereign  physician 
would  state  if  examined,  that  the  applica- 
tion and  medical  examination  was  returned 
to  the  local  camp  physician  in  good  faith  for 
the  purposes  heretofore  stated,  and  not  for 
purposes  of  delay,  but  the  truth  of  this  state- 
ment is  not  conceded.  By  a  supplemental 
agreement  it  appears  that  after  the  certifi- 
cate was  signed,  dated,  and  issued  it  was 
sent  by  the  sovereign  camp  at  Omaha  to  J. 
B.  Frost,  provisional  head  consul,  at  Atlan- 
ta, Georgia,  who  received  it  on  or  about  the 
4th  day  of  January,  1899,  and,  not  knowing 
of  the  death  of  the  applicant  on  the  preced- 
ing day  January  3d,  1899,  he  countersigned 
the  certificate,  and  sent  it  forward  to  the  lo- 
cal camp,  that  the  certificate  was  never 
signed  by  the  consul  commander  and  clerk 
of  the  local  camp,  and  was  not  delivered  to 
J.  J.  McLendon,  or  anyone  for  him  on  ac-. 
count  of  his  illness  and  death,  and  that  this 
illness  antedated  December  31,  1898,  the 
date  of  the  issuance  of  the  certificate  that 
McLendon 's  death  occurred  January  3,  1899, 
prior  to  the  receipt  of  the  certificate  by  the 
clerk  of  tlie  local  camp  from  Froi>t,  the  pro- 
visional head  consul  at  Atlanta. 

It  was  further  agreed  that  all  payments 
required  of  J.  J.  McLendon  at  the  time  his 
application  was  received  and  acted  upon 
were  made,  and  that  all  money  received  from 
him  was  tendered  back  to  his  w^dow  after 
his  death.  Proof  was  introduced  to  show 
that  some  persons  were  initiated  and  obligat- 
ed into  the  local  Memphis  camp  as  members 
before  they  received  their  benefit  certificates, 
but  it  was  not  the  custom  of  the  local  camp 
to  do  so. 

The  application  of  date  November  28  is  for 
n»cmbers])ip  in  the  order  and  participation 
in  the  beneficlarj'  fund  to  tJie  extent  of  $1,- 
000.00  at  the  death  of  the  insured,  or  such 
amount  as  the  sovereign  physician  may  ap- 
prove, and  a  monument.  It  states  that  the 
entrance  fee  and  certificate  fee,  amounting 
to  $10,  accompanies  the  application,  and  it 
directs  tliat  a  beneficiary  certificate  be  issued 
payable  at  his  death  to  his  wife  Anna  T.  Me- 
I^ndon.  It  also  contains  this  statement, 
among  others:  "I  do  hereby  consent  and 
agree  that  this  application  shall  form  the 
sole  basis  of  my  admission  to  and  member- 
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ship  in  this  order  and  the  beneficiary  certifi- 
cate to  be  idsued  an  this  application,  etc. 
It  further  provides  that  the  application  and 
examining  physician's  report  is  the  basis  of, 
and  shall  form  part  of,  the  certificate  issued 
thereon.  It  is  further  agreed  that  all  of  the 
provisions  and  laws  of  the  order  now  exist- 
ing or  hereafter  adopted  shall  form  a  part 
of  the  certificate  issued  hereon  whether 
printed  on,  or  referred  to  in,  such  certificate 
or  not.  I  further  Agree  that  the  liability  for 
the  payment  of  benefits  to  me  or  my  benefi- 
ciary shall  not  begin  until  after  this  appli- 
cation shall  have  been  accepted  by  the  sover- 
eign physician,  a  beneficiary  certificate  is- 
sued thereon  and  personally  deliverexl  to  me, 
and  I  shall  have  made  all  the  payments  re- 
quired in  section  56  of  the  constitution  and 
laws  of  the  order,  and  I  shall  have  been  obli- 
gated in  due  form." 

Cpon  the  back  of  the  certificate  is  in- 
dorsed: "1  hereby  certify  that  the  appli- 
cant herein  named  was  elected  to  membersnip 
the  12th  day  of  December,  1898."  This  is 
signed  by  the  local  clerk,  also  indorsed  is  the 
certificate  of  the  local  physician  as  to  the 
careful,  personal  examination  of  the  appli- 
cant, a  certificate  of  his  identity  and  that 
his  fee  for  examination  has  been  paid,  etc., 
etc  Also  a  note  that  the  application  shall 
be  forwarded,  if  in  a  southern  state,  to  John 
1>.  Frost,  provisional  head  consul,  Atlanta, 
Georgia. 

The  following  provisions  of  the  constitu- 
tion and  by-laws  are  made  part  of  record  as 
bearing  uiK>n  and  fixing  the  right  of  the  ap- 
plicant, to  wit: 

"Sec.  5ti.  The  liability  of  the  sovereign 
camp  or  beneficiary  head  camp  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  benefits  upon  the  death  of  a 
member  sliall  not  begin  until  after  his  ap- 
plication shall  have  been  accepted  by  the 
sovereign  physician  or  head  physician,  his 
certificate  issued  and  he  shall  have:  First, 
paid  ail  the  entrance  fees;  second,  paid  his 
advance  a.^sessment;  third,  paid  the  sover- 
eign camp,  beneficiary  head  camp,  or  canip 
general  fund  dues  for  the  month;  fourth, 
paid  the  physician's  fee  for  medical  exami- 
nation ;  fifth,  having  been  obligated  or  intro- 
duced by  a  camp  or  authorized  deputy  in  due 
form;  sixth,  had  delivered  to  him  his  benefi- 
ciary certificate  while  in  good  health.  The 
for^roing  is  hereby  made  a  part  of  the  con- 
sideration for,  and  are  conditions  precedent 
to,  the  payment  of  benefits  in  case  of  deatli. 

"Sec.  57.  The  noncompliance  with,  or 
nonperformance  of,  any  of  the  requirements 
in  the  preceding  section,  upon  the  part  of 
the  applicant,  shall  be  an  absolute  bar  to 
any  claim  upon  the  beneficiary  funds  of  the 
order,  under  or  by  virtue  of  any  beneficiary 
certificate  that  may  have  been  issued  in  his 
name  or  by  rea^^on  of  any  preliminary  steps 
he  may  have  taken  to  entitle  him  to  the 
same:  and  no  deputy,  ofiicer,  or  any  member 
of  the  sovereign  camp  or  beneficiary  head 
camp  or  camps  has  authority  to  change,  al- 
ter, modify,  or  waive  the  foregoing  require- 
ments or  the  consequence  thereof  in  any 
manner." 

"Sec.  53.  Upon  the  delivery  of  a  benefi- 
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ciary  certificate  to  an  applicant  he  shall  de- 
posit with  the  clerk  of  the  camp  one  advance 
beneficiary  assessment  and  one  monthly  pay- 
ment of  sovereign  camp  or  head  camp  gen- 
eral fund  dues  and  camp  dues.  And  no 
clerk  shall  accept  payment  of  any  advance 
beneficiary  asses^^ment  or  general  fund  dues, 
from  an  applicant  until  said  applicant's 
beneficiary  certificate  has  been  received  by 
said  clerk  from  the  sovereign  clerk  or  head 
clerk,  and  properly  countersigned  by  the 
camp  ofllcers,  and  not  then  unless  said  ap- 
plicant is  in  good  health  at  the  time." 

"Sec.  58.  The  following  conditions  shall 
be  made  a  part  of  every  beneficiary  certifi- 
cate, and  shall  be  binding  upon  member  and 
order : 

"1st.  This  certificate  is  issued  in  consid- 
eration of  representations  and  agreements 
made  by  the  person  najiied  herein,  in  his  ap- 
plication to  become  a  member,  and  in  consid- 
eration of  the  payment  made  when  intro- 
duced in  prescribed  form,  also  his  agr?e- 
ments  to  pay  all  assessments  and  dues  that 
may  be  levied  during  the  time  he  shall  re- 
main a  member  of  the  Woodmen  of  the 
World. 

''2d.  In  case  of  his  death  while  a  member 
in  good  standing  in  the  order  his  beneficiary 
or  beneficiaries  shall  receive  the  full  amount 
named  in  his  certificate,  unless  the  proceeds 
of  one  assessment  upon  all  members  in  good 
standing  during  the  month  following  the  ap- 
proval of  the  claim  shall  be  less  than  said 
amount,  in  which  case  his  beneficiary  or 
beneficiaries  shall  only  receive  the  proceeds 
of  one  assessment  in  full  settlement  of  all  de- 
mands. 

*'3d.  If  the  admission  fees,  dues,  or  bene- 
ficiary fund  assessments  levied  against  the 
person  named  in  this  certificate  shall  not  be 
paid  to  the  clerk  of  his  camp  as  required  by 
the  constitution  and  laws  of  the  order,  this 
certificate  shall  be  null  and  void,  and  con- 
tinue so  until  payment  is  made  in  accord- 
ance therewith. 

"4th.  The  liability  of  the  sovereign  camp 
or  beneficiary  head  camp  for  the  payment  of 
benefits  under  this  certificate  shall  not  be- 
gin until  the  member  named  herein  shall 
have  paid  all  the  entrance  fees,  paid  his  ad- 
vance assessment,  paid  the  sovereign  camp, 
beneficiary  head  camp,  or  camp  general  fund 
dues  for  the  month,  paid  the  physician's  fee 
for  medical  examination,  been  obligated  or 
introduced  by  a  camp  or  authorized  deputy 
in  due  form,  and  had  delivered  to  him  his 
beneficiary  certificate  while  in  good  health. 
The  foregoing  provisions  are  hereby  made  a 
part  of  the  consideration  for,  and  are  condi- 
tions precedent  to,  the  pa^^ment  of  benefits 
in  case  of  his  death." 

"Sec.  47.  An  application  for  membership 
shall  be  referred  to  a  committee  of  three 
members,  upon  whose  report  a  ballot  shall 
be  spread,  three  negative  votes  rejecting.  If 
favorable  he  bluUl  be  examined  by  the  camp 
physician,  paying  a  fee  therefor.  Should 
the  examination  be  favorable,  the  physician 
shall  forward  the  application  to  the  sover- 
eign clerk,  head  clerk,  or  provisional  head 
consul  as  the  case  may  be.     If  it  shall  be 


McLbndon  v.  Sovereign  Camp  op  Woodmen  of  the  World. 


447 


approved  by  the  sovereign  or  head  physician 
a  certificate  shall  be  issued  in  such  a  man- 
ner as  he  may  determine,  duly  attested  by 
tlie  proper  olFicers  and  forwarded  to  the  pro- 
visional head  consul  if  under  such  a  jurisdic- 
tion, if  not  to  the  clerk  of  the  camp,  he  shall 
notify  the  applicant,  after  which  he  can  be 
introduced  at  a  regular  or  special  meeting. 
And  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  camp  or 
member  thereof  to  introduce  nor  obligate  any 
applicant  until  his  certificate  shall  have  been 
received  by  the  clerk  of  the  camp,  and  unless 
said  applicant  shall  be  in  good  health  at  the 
time.  Provided,  that  the  condition  herein 
requiring  the  applicant's  certificate  to  have 
been  received  by  the  clerk  of  the  camp  at  the 
time  of  hib  introduction  or  obligation  shall 
not  apply  when  an  applicant  is  introduc«d 
or  obligated  at  the  institution  of  the  camp, 
nor  when  otherwise  provided  for  by  dispen- 
sation of  the  sovereign  commander.  But 
nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  to  author- 
ize any  member  or  camp  to  introduce  or  obli- 
gate an  applicant  while  not  in  good  health." 

'*Sec.  82.  When  an  applicant  applies  for 
membership  he  shall  pay  the  organizing  dep- 
uty or  the  camp  clerk  the  entrance  or  char- 
ter fees,  which  shall  include  that  for  the 
beneficiary  certificate.  But  in  no  case  must 
they  pay  to  either  the  physician's  fee. 

"Sec.  83.  Should  an  applicant  be  rejected 
by  the  sovereign  physician  or  head  physi- 
cian after  he. shall  have  been  introduced,  he 
may  remain  a  fraternal  member,  and  be  enti- 
tled to  all  the  rights  and  privileges  of  the 
order,  except  beneficiary,  and  as  otherwise 
restricted  in  this  constitution  and  laws;  but 
the  entrance  or  charter  fee  shall  not  be  re- 
funded to  him.  The  camp  shall  collect  and 
forward  to  the  sovereign  clerk  or  head  clerk, 
from  every  such  fratei-nal  member,  the  same 
sovereign  camp  or  beneficiary  head  camp 
monthly  dues  as  are  paid  by  beneficiary 
members,  the  nonpayment  of  which  shall 
cause  his  suspension.  To  reinstate,  said  de- 
linquent fraternal  member  shall  pay  to  the 
clerk  of  the  camp  all  delinquent  sovereign 
camp  beneficiary  head  camp  and  camp  dues. 
He  shall  be  required  to  pay  the  saane  camp 
due^  as  beneficiary  members." 

We  are  of  opinion  that  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  application  and  certificate,  as 
well  as  the  constitution  and  by-laws  of  the 
order,  plaintifT  cannot  reco^-er  under  the 
facts  in  this  record. 

The  application  signed  by  Mr.  Mcl^ndon 
provides  on  its  face  that  it,  as  well  as  the 
constitution  and  by-laws  of  the  order,  shall 
form  the  basis  of  the  contract,  and  they  en- 
ter into  it  and  become  a  part  of  it  as  freely 
as  if  copied  into  it  in  so  many  words.  Xil> 
lack,  Ben.  Soc.  §  18,  p.  34,  p.  35,  §  136,  pp. 
271.  272;  Catholic  Knights  of  America  v. 
Kuhn,  91  Tenn.  214,  18  S.  W.  38.5;  Supreme 
Lodge  K.  of  P.  v.  La  Malta,  95  Tenn.  160, 
30  L.  R.  A.  838,  31  S.  W.  493 ;  3  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  1081 ;  Bliss,  Life  Ins.  § 
463 ;  May,  Ins.  3d  ed.  §  552. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  application,  certifi- 
cate, constitution  and  by-laws  the  beneficiary 
certificate  was  not  in  force  until,  among 
other  things,  the  certificate  was  delivered  to 
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the  applicant.  Joyce,  Ins.  §  70;  McMaster 
V.  ^'e^c  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  40  C.  C.  A.  119,  99 
Fed.  857;  Ray  v.  Security  Trust  d  L.  In^. 
Co.  126  N.  C.  166,  35  S.  E.  246;  McDonald  v. 
Provident  8av.  Life  Assur.  Soc.  108  Wis. 
213.  84  N.  W.  154;  Reese  v.  Fidelity  Mut. 
Life  Asso.  Ill  Ga.  482,  36  S.  E.  637;  Potts- 
vilie  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Minnequa  Springs 
Improv.  Co.  100  Pa.  137;  Poste  v.  American 
Union  L.  Ins.  Co.  32  App.  Div.  189,  52  N.  Y. 
Supp.  910;  McC'lave  v.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund 
Life  Asso.  55  X.  J.  L.  187,  26  Atl.  78 ;  Cotu- 
necticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Rudolph^  45  Tex. 
45i;  Supreme  Lodge  of  Protect  ion,  K.  d  L. 
of  H.  V.  (Jraccy  60  Tex.  569 ;  Bacon,  Ben.  Soc. 
§  272 ;  Wilcox  V.  Sovereign  Camp,  W.  0.  W, 
76  Mo.  App.  573 ;  Matkin  v.  Supreme  Lodge, 
K.  of  U.  82  Tex.  301,  18  S.  W.  306;  Kohen  v. 
Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso.  28  Fed. 
707 :  3  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc,  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  1079. 

And  if  the  certificate,  application,  or  con- 
stitution and  rules  so  provide,  he  must  at 
the  time  be  in  good  health.  Bacon,  Ben.  Soc. 
§§  232,  277;  Schtcartz  v.  Qermania  L.  Ins. 
Co.  18  Miun.  448.  Gil.  404;  Mulrey  v.  Shaxc- 
mut  Mut.  F.  Ins,  Co.  4  Allen,  116,  123,  81 
Am.  Dec.  689. 

And  if  the  applicant  dies  before  de- 
livery, the  certificate  does  not  become  bind- 
ing by  delivery  to  the  beneficiary  (Nib- 
lack,  Ben.  Soc.  §  139,  p.  280)  ;  and  it  could 
not  become  binding  by  an  unauthorized  de- 
liverv  {Fitzmaurice  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co. 
84  Tex.  61,  19  S.  W.  .301 ;  Kempe  v.  Wood- 
men of  the  World  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  44  S. 
W.  688)  ;  and  the  unauthorized  action  of  the 
local  camp  would  not  bind  the  order.  Kcmpe 
V.  Woodmen  of  the  World  (Tex.  Civ.  App.) 
44  S.  W.  688. 

It  is  said  there  was  unreasonable  delay  in 
returning  the  certificate,  and  it,  having  been 
actually  signed  and  issued  from  the  sover- 
eign camp  Decenil>er  31,  should  be  held  to 
take  effect  at  a  prior  date.  It  is  only  neces- 
sary to  state  that  there  does  not  appear  to 
have  been  any  delay  arising  out  of  bad  faith 
on  the  part  of  the  company.  Neither  the 
application  nor  the  constitution  and  rules 
of  the  order  prescribe  any  limit  within  which 
the  certificate  shall  be  returned  and  contract 
completed.  Before  the  certificate  was 
signed  the  applicant  had  become  sick.  Be- 
fore it  was  ready  for  delivery  he  was  dead. 
There  does  not  appear  to  have  been  any  un- 
necessary or  unreasonable  delay,  but  only 
such  as  was  required  to  perfect  the  applica- 
tion and  examination. 

Beneficial  societies  may  decide  for  them- 
selves whom  and  when  they  will  admit  as 
niemlxivs.  Until  an  applicant  is  accepted 
under  the  constitution,  by-laws,  rules,  and 
stipulations  of  the  contract  he  does  not  be- 
come a  beneficiary  member,  nor  entitled  to 
insurance.  Mere  delay  in  passing  upon  his 
application  will  give  him  no  rights,  and  af- 
ford no  presumption  of  its  acceptance.  Nib- 
lack,  Ben.  Soc.  5  142,  pp.  282,  283;  Wilcox 
V.  Sovereign  Camp,  W.  0.  W.  76  Mo.  App. 
573. 

In  f^e  latter  case  involving  this  same  or- 
der the  applicant  was  not  only  duly  and  le- 
gally initiated,  being  a  charter  member  (for 
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Mr  ham  special  provision  is  made),  but  the 
certificate  was  in  the  hands  of  the  clerk  of 
the  local  camp  from  July  2  or  3  to  July  20, 
undelivered,  and  only  lacking  the  signatures 
of  the  clerk  and  consul  of  the  local  camp, 
payment  of  the  advance  assessment  and 
dues,  and  delivery  of  the  certificate. 

The  local  camp  met  July  2G,  and  desig-' 
nated  the  following  day  for  such  signing, 
payment,  and  delivery;  on  that  day  the  ap- 
plicant appeared  and  requested  delivery  of 
the  certificate,  saying  he  nad  the  money  for 
his  payments.  Ihe  clerk  stated  that  the 
consul  commander  was  not  in,  but  would  be 
soon,  and  would  si^n  the  certificate  and  ap- 
plicant could  call  later  and  get  it.  He  re- 
plied, "All  right,"  and  left  but  never  re- 
turned. Tlie  certificate  was  signed  that  day, 
the  27th,  but  was  not  delivered  because  the 
applicant  did  not  call  for  it.  The  applicant 
was  drowned  August  2d,  not  having  received 


the  certificate.  Tlie  court  held  that  delivery 
wa6  essential,  and  in  its  absence,  though  to 
some  extent  the  fault  of  the  local  officers, 
there  wam  no  liability  on  the  company. 

VA'e  think  that  the  two  cases  cited  by 
plainti^'s  counsel,  of  Cooper  v.  Pacific  Biut. 
L,  Inn.  Co,  7  Nev.  110,  8  Am.  Rep.  705,  and 
the  other  of  Cotton  States  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Les- 
ter, 02  Ga.  247,  35  Am.  Rep.  122,  are  not  in 
point,  nor  controlling  in  this  case. 

It  is  said  that  Mr.  McLehdon  was  initi- 
ated as  a  member  by  the  local  lodge,  and  this 
was  a  waiver.  But  this  was  clearly  unau- 
thorized under  the  constitution  and  by-laws, 
and  could  have  no  other  or  furUier  effect,  if 
any,  than  to  make  him  a  fraternal,  and  not 
a  benefi4;ial,  member.  3  Am.  &  £ng.  £nc. 
Law,  2d  ed.  p.  1080. 

•  We  see  no  ground  of  recovery  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  affirm  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below. 
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V. 

LOUISVILLE  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 
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A  ntreet  railiray  C4»inpany  la  liable  for 
an  accident  caused  by  a  rail  projectlngf  sev- 
eral Inches  above  the  level  of  the  street,  al- 
though the  track  was  originally  constructed 
in  a  proper  manner  and  the  defect  was  caused 
by  the  natural  wearing  away  or  sinking  of  the 
street  from  the  rails,  since  It  Is  the  duty  of 
the  company  to  keep  the  street  between  and 
next  to  Its  rails  so  nearly  level  therewith  as 
not  to  endanger  the  Uvea  or  property  of  those 
having  a  right  to  cross  them  or  be  upon 
them ;  and  it  Is  not  relieved  from  liability 
by  the  fact  that  It  may  be  the  duty  of  the 
cily  to  maintain  the  street  in  safe  condition 
for  public  travel. 

(October  4,   1900.) 


APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Jefferson  County 
in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  al- 
leged to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's  neg- 
ligence.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Pryor,  O'Neal,  A  Fryor  and 
Davis  A  Davis  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Fairleigh,  Strans,  A  "EAgleu 
and  Kohn,  Baird»  Sc  Spindle,  for  appel- 
lee: 

The  proximate  cause  of  the  injury  com- 
plained of  by  appellant  was  the  fright  and 
rjunning  away  of  his  horse. 

Scannal  v.  Cambridge,  163  Mass.  91,  39  N. 
K  790;  Titus  v.  Northhridge,  97  Mass.  258, 
93  Am.  Dec.  1)1 ;  Morton  v.  ToMnton,  97  Mass. 
20(>,  note;  Jackson  v.  Bellevieu,  30  Wis. 
250;  McFarlane  v.  Sullvcan,  99  Wis.  361,  74 
N.  W.  559;  Schaeffer  v.  Jackson  Twp.  150 


Note. — lAahility  of  street-railway  company  for 
defect  in  track  or  street. 

1.  Grounds  of  company's  liability. 
II.  Defects  in  track;  defects  in  street  caused 
hy  company. 

a.  Duty  as   to  construction  and  repair, 

ycnerally. 

b.  Particular   defects   or  obstmctioi^. 

c.  Ittnioral  of  snow. 

d.  PrrHuniption   of   nepligcnce ;   duty   of 

inspect;   nottce   of   defect;   time   to 
repair. 

III.  Defects  in  street  not  caused  by  the  com-. 

pany. 

IV.  Remedy. 

V.  Effect  of  municipal  direction  or  saiwtion. 
VI.  Ighiftuifj  linhility;  effect  of  negligence  of 

municipality  or  of  other  company. 
VII.  Notice  of  injury. 

This  note  Is  confined  to  street  railways,  and 
dees  not.  except  Incidentally,  cover  cases  In- 
volving th>3  duty  and  liability  of  an  ordinary 
steuni  railway  company  which  maintains  a 
track  along  or  across  a  street.  It  Is  also  con- 
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fined  to  the  duty  which  street  railway  compan- 
ies owe  to  persons,  other  than  passengers,  trav- 
eling on  the  street.  For  the  liability  of  these 
companies  for  paving  assessments,  see  note  to 
Shreveport  v.  Prescott  (La.)  46  L.  R.  A.  193. 

I.  Grounds  of  company's  liability. 

In  nearly  all  the  cases  in  which  these  com- 
panies have  been  held  liable,  the  liability  has 
been  based  upon  negligence  consisting  of  the 
failure  to  observe,  either  some  general  duty  of 
care  Imposed  by  the  general  rules  of  law,  or 
some  duty  expressly  enjoined  by  statute  or 
municipal  regulation.  It  has  not  generally 
been  considered  that  such  a  company  Is  liable 
for  Injuries  that  result  from  the  performance  of 
the  acts  which  It  is  authorized  to  perform,  In 
the  absence  of  negligence  on  its  part. 

The  Maryland  court  of  appeals,  In  Baltimore 
&  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Reaney,  42  Md.  131,  however, 
taken  a  contrary  view.  That  case  holds  that 
damage  to  a  bouse  by  an  excavation  in  the 
Htreet  by  a  railroad  company  under  lawful  leg- 
islative authority  Is  not  damnum  absque  in- 
juria,   and  the    owner    may     recover    therefor 
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Pa.  145,  18  L.  R.  A.  100,  24  Atl.  629;  Fogy 
T.  Nahantt  98  Muss.  678;  Slone  v.  Hubbard- 
%ton,  100  :Ma8S.  49. 

Appellant  was  not  injured  by  any  obstruc- 
tion in  the  highway  proper.  There  was  no 
obstruction  caused  by  appellee's  tracks  in 
the  highway  proper. 

Moore  v.  Ahboif  32  Me.  40;  Coomha  v.  Top- 
sham,  38  Me.  204;  Anderson  v.  Bath,  42  Me. 
340;  Moullon  v.  ^anfordy  51  Me.  127;  Char- 
tieia  Twp.  v.  Phillips,  122  Pa.  601,  16  Atl. 
26;  Kieffer  v.  Hummelstourn,  151  Pa.  304, 
17  L.  R.  A.  218,  24  Atl.  1000;  Jackson  Twp. 
V.  WuffiUT,  127  Pa.  184,  17  Atl.  903;  Worri- 
low  V.  Upper  Chichester  Ticp.  149  Pa.  40,  24 
Atl.  85. 

Authority  to  appellee  to  use  the  streets  or 
the  turnpike  did  not  impose  upon  it  the  ob- 
ligation to  maintain  the  street  or  turnpike 
proper  adjacent  to  its  tracks  or  between  its 


tracks.  Its  only  duty  wa«  and  is  to  prop- 
erly construct  its  tracks  so  as  not  to  be  dan- 
gerous to  public  travel  in  the  ordinary  way, 
and  to  keep  its  tracks  in  that  condition  so 
far  as  the  tracks  themselves  are  concerned. 

Booth,  Street  Railways,  §  242;  8t.  Louia 
V.  ISt,  Louis  R,  Co.  50  Mo.  94 

Ouffy,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

It  is  alleged  in  the  petition  that  the  plain- 
tiff, now  appellant,  was,  about  the  31st  De- 
cember, 1896,  by  the  gross  negligence  of  the 
defendant,  it*  agents  and  servants  thrown 
from  his  buggy,  his  1^  broken,  mashed,  and 
bruised,  and  otherwise  injured,  and  was 
caused  great  sutTering  of  mind  and  body,  loss 
of  time  and  was  permanently  injured,  and 
sustained  damages  in  the  sum  of  $15,000; 
that  at  said  time  his  buggy  came  in  collision 


without  showing  that  the  power  delegated  to 
the  company  has  been  Illegally  or  negligently 
exercised.  The  court  distlngutshea  between 
raMroad  corporations  and  municipal  corpora- 
tions in  respect  to  their  liability  for  conse- 
quential Injuries,  and  holds  that  the  rule  which 
relieves  the  latter  from  liability  does  not  ap- 
ply to  the  former. 

The  doctrine  of  this  case  was  approved  and 
adopted  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  In  District  of  Columbia  t.  lUltl- 
more  &  P.  U.  Co.  1  Mackey,  314.  That  was  an 
action  by  the  District  to  recover  from  a  rail- 
road company  the  amount  the  District  had  been 
obliged  to  pay  to  satisfy  a  Judgment  recovered 
against  it  by  a  person  who  sustained  Injuries 
by  falling  into  an  excavation  made  in  the  street 
by  the  company  for  the  purposes  of  a  tunnel 
for  Its  road.  The  court,  after  holding  that  In- 
asmuch as  the  company  had  notice  of  and  op- 
portunity to  appear  in,  the  action  in  which  the 
judgment  was  recovered  against  the  municipal- 
ity, it  was  concluded  as  to  the  fact  of  negli- 
gence, expressed  the  opinion  that,  even  If  It 
were  not  so  concluded,  or  even  if  the  original 
action  had  been  brought  directly  against  it, 
its  freedom  from  negligence  would  not  have  re- 
lieved it  of  liability.  The  oburt  takes  the  posi- 
tion that  notwithstanding  legislative  and  mu- 
nicipal permission  to  make  the  excavation,  the 
company  was  nevertheless  liable  for  the  Injuries 
caused  thereby,  even  if  they  were  the  necessary 
consequence  thereof,  and  even  If  it  was  guilty 
of  no  negligence.  Such  permission  merely  ex- 
onerated the  company  from  an  action  by  the 
city,  as  a  trespasser  ab  initio  for  the  bare  dis- 
turbance of  the  bed  of  the  street,  which,  in  the 
absence  of  the  authorization,  would  lie  without 
proof  of  special  damage.  When  the  legisla- 
ture, by  giving  the  permission,  waived  such 
right  of  action,  it  did  not  design  to  waive  or  im- 
pair the  right  of  action  against  the  company 
in  respect  of  actual  injury  sustained  by  a  citi- 
zen from  the  excavation  In  the  street.  The 
court  made  the  same  distinction  as  the  preced- 
ing case  between  railroad  corporations  and 
municipal  corporations. 

Both  of  these  cases  involved  the  question 
of  the  liability  of  an  ordinary  steam  railroad, 
and  not  of  a  street  railway,  but  It  is  not  ap- 
parent why  the  doctrine  announced,  if  sound, 
should  not  apply  equally  to  street  railways. 

This  doi.'trlue  makes  the  liability  of  the  com- 
pany a  very  extensive  one,  and  practically 
places  it  in  the  same  position  with  respect  to 
its  liability  for  injuries  to  an  individual  that 
it  would  occupy  If  it  had  no  authority  from  the 


to  have  been  adopted  by  other  courts,  at  least 
in  actions  Involving  the  liability  of  street  rail- 
way companies  for  defects  in  the  street,  and 
Is  ignored  by  the  majority  opinion  in  Short  v. 
Italtimore  City  Pass.  R.  Co.  M>  Md.  73,  33  Am. 
Rep.  298,  which  makes  the  question  as  to  a 
street  railway  company's  liability  for  damages 
occasioned  by  the  pushing  of  snow  from  its 
tracks  to  the  sides  thereof  dependent  upon  the 
question  of  negligence.  In  this  case  the  in- 
jury complained  of  was  the  obstruction,  by 
suow  thrown  from  the  track,  of  the  natural 
flow  of  water  at  the  intersection  of  two  streets. 
In  consequence  of  which  water  was  thrown  up- 
on abutting  property.  At  the  trial  below  the 
plaintiff  asked  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury 
that  if  they  should  find  that  the  company  ob- 
structed the  natural  flow  of  the  water,  and  by 
reason  thereof  his  iiouse  was  flooded  with  wa- 
ter, he  was  entitled  to  recover  damages.  The 
court  granted  the  instruction  subject  to  a  modl- 
flcation  that  relieved  the  company  from  lia- 
bility if  the  jury  should  find  that  it  exercised 
ordinary  care  In  the  management  of  Its  track 
and  the  removal  of  the  snow  therefrom.  The 
majority  of  the  court  held  that  the  request  was 
properly  modltled ;  but  Alvey,  J.,  dissented. 
He  took  the  position  that  the  question  of  the 
company's  negligence  was  immaterial,  and  that 
the  only  material  question  was  whether,  by 
displacing  the  snow  from  the  track,  the  com- 
pany had,  as  the  natural  and  proximate  conse- 
quence of  that  act,  produced  injury  to  the  plain- 
tiff, and  that  when  it  was  once  established  that 
the  injury  complained  of  resulted  from  the  dis- 
position of  the  snow  removed  from  the  track 
end  from  no  other  cause,  a  cause  of  action 
was  established  upon  which  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  maintain  his  action.  He  further 
said  :  "If  such  dlftpositlon  of  the  snow  be  not 
a  nuisance.  I  have  altogether  mistaken  the  defi- 
nition of  that  offense  as  against  private  right." 

II.  Defects  in  track;  defects  in  street  caused 

by  company. 

a.  Duty  as  to  construction  and  repair,  gener- 
ally. 

A  street  railway  company  having  a  right  to 
lay  tracks  in  a  public  street  Is  bound  to  lay 
them  in  a  proper  manner,  and  to  keep  them  In 
repair,  and  if  any  injury  occurs  by  reason  of 
neglect  in  either  respect  the  company  is  liable. 
Rock  well  V.  Third  Ave.  R.  Co.  64  Barb.  4:J8,  Af- 
firmed in  53  N.  Y.  (J2r> .  Worster  v.  Forty-second 
Street  &  G.  Street  Kerry  R.  Co.  50  N.  1'    203, 


state   or   the   municipality.     It  does  not  seem    Rf;versing  3  Daly,  278 ;  Wiley  v.  Smith,  25  App. 
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"With  the  rail  of  one  of  the  defendant's  tracks 
on  Baxter  avenue,  or  Bardstowu  road,  in 
Louisville;  and  said  rail  was  negligently 
permitted  to  stand  up  high  alx)ve  the  level 
of  the  street,  and  woe  in  a  dangerous  and 
defective  condition,  and  was  a  nuisance,  and 
had  been  maintained  in  said  condition  for  a 
long  time  prior  to  said  accident,  and  by  rea- 
son of  said  condition  he  received  the  injuries 
aforesaid. 

The  first  paragraph  of  the  answer  is  a 
traverse  of  the  allegationfi  of  the  petition 
as  to  the  injury  complained  of,  as  well  as  n 
traverse  of  all  negligence  on  the  part  of  de- 
fendant. The  se<x.nd  paragraph  pleads  con- 
tributory negligence  on  the  part  of  plaintiff, 
which  plea  wa«  denied  by  reply. 

At  the  conclusion  of  plaintiff's  evidence, 
defendant  moved  the  court  to  instruct  the 
jury    peremptorily    to    find    for    defendant, 


DIT.  351.  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  934;  Fash  v.  Third 
Ave.  R.  Co.  1  Daly,  148. 

But  a  railroad  company  which  Is  duly  au- 
thorized to  lay  its  track  In  a  city  street  Is  not, 
as  to  a  person  using  the  street,  liable  at  all 
events,  and  without  proof  of  negligence  or  want 
of  ii'kill  and  reasonable  care,  for  accidents  which 
may  be  caused  by  its  track.  Mazettl  v.  New 
York  &  H,  R.  Co.  3  E.  D.  Smith,  100. 

The  duty  resting  upon  a  street  railway  com- 
pany which  is  authorized  to  lay  Its  rails  in  the 
street  is  one  of  care  to  keep  the  rails  in  such 
repair  that  persons  using  the  highway  will  not 
be  injured :  but  the  company  Is  not  ap  insurer. 
It  Is  not  absolutely  liable  to  all  persons  using 
the  highway  in  which  Its  rails  are  laid,  but  Is 
bound  to  exercise  care  in  their  construction  and 
maintenance  to  prevent  such  a  condition  of  the 
highway  as  would  cause  injury  to  those  law- 
fully using  It.  Casper  v.  Dry  Dock.  E.  B.  & 
B.  K.  Co.  23  App.  Div.  451,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  352. 

Such  obligation  of  the  company  Is  two-fold : 
First,  properly  to  construct  Its  track ;  second, 
after  so  constructing  it,  to  maintain  It  in  a 
safe  condition :  and  liability  to  an  Individual 
must  be  predicated  of  the  neglect  of  the  com- 
pany to  perform  its  duty  in  one  or  the  other 
of  these  respects.     Ibid. 

A  street  railway  company  Is  bound  so  to 
construct  and  maintain  Its  tracks  as  that,  by 
the  exercise  of  a  reasonable  care  and  super- 
vision on  its  part,  no  danger  may  be  occasioned 
to  the  public  in  Its  use  of  the  street,  whether 
traveling  on  foot  or  in  vehicles,  but  the  com- 
pany is  under  no  obligation,  by  reason  of  any- 
thing in  the  grant  from  the  common  council, 
to  keep  the  street  pavement  between  Its  tracks 
in  repair.  Schlld  v.  Central  Park,  N.  it  E. 
River  R.  Co.  133  N.  Y.  449,  31  N.  E.  327. 

A  street  railway  company  is  bound  to  keep 
its  track  in  proper  repair  so  as  to  do  no  Injury 
to  the  public.  This  Is  a  condition  attendant 
upon  the  grant  of  the  franchise  to  construct 
a  railway  for  profit,  and  If  it  neglects  or  refuses 
to  do  so,  in  consequence  whereof  a  person 
using  the  streets  sustains  injury,  the  company 
is  negligent,  and  is  liable  in  damages.  Brad- 
well  V.  Plttsbunrh  &  W.-  E,  Pass.  R.  Co.  153 
Pa,  105,  25  Atl.  623. 

A  street  railway  company  which  Is  required 
by  ordinance  to  keep  the  street  In  repair  is 
boimd  to  have  the  same  in  good  travelable  con- 
dition. Kraut  V.  Frankford  &  S.  P.  City  Pass. 
R.  Co.  160  Pa.  327,  28  Atl.  783. 

I'he    fact   that    a    line  of   street    railway    Is 
outside  of  a  city  and  upon  a  county  road  by  j 
authuiity  of  the  commissioner's  court  does  nor  . 
absolve  the  eo'npany  from  the  requirements  of 
52  L.  R,  A. 


which  motion  was  overruled  by  the  couif* 
At  the  conclusion  of  all  the  evidence,  a  like 
motion  waa  made  by  defendant,  and  over- 
ruled by  the  court.  A  trial  resulted  in  a 
Acrdict  and  judgment  for  defendant,  and, 
plaintiff's  motion  for  a  new  trial  having  been 
overruled,  he  prosecutes  this  appeal. 

The  grounds  relied  on  for  a  new  trial  are 
as  follows:  ** First,  that  the  verdict  is  con- 
trary to  the  e\ndence,  and  is  not  sustained 
by  the  evidence;  second,  that  the  verdict  is 
contrary  to  the  law;  third,  that  the  court 
erred  in  refusing  to  give  instructions  num- 
bered 1,  2,  and  3  offered  by  plaintiff,  and  in 
refu>:ing  to  give  either  of  said  instructions, 
to  which  ruling  of  the  court  the  plaintiff  ex- 
cepted at  the  time;  fourth,  that  the  court 
erred  in  giving  instructions  Xos.  1,  2,  and  3 
of  its  o>\n  motion,  to  the  giving  of  which  in- 
structions  and  each   of   same   plaintiff  ob- 


reasonable  care  in  maintaining  Its  track  In  a 
condition  of  safety  for  those  using  the  high- 
way, Houston  City  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Medlenka* 
17  Tex.  Civ.  Apjj.  621.  43  Atl.  1028. 

Houston  City  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Delesdernler, 
84  Tex.  83,  19  S.  W.  366.  approved  the  follow- 
ing Instruction:  "A  street  railway  company 
using  a  public  street  by  permission  of  the  city 
council  must  so  construct  and  maintain  Its 
track  as  to  not  unnecessarily  Impede  travel, 
or  to  render  travel  over  and  across  It  more  dan- 
gerous to  persons  using  It,  with  such  care  and 
skill  as  a  person  of  ordinary  prudence  and 
skill  should  use  under  the  circumstances,  than 
it  would  be  but  for  such  track  being  there  Id 
the  condition  it  was." 

The  rails  of  a  street-car  track  should  be  laid 
and  maintained  on  a  level  with  the  grade  of 
the  street,  so  as  not  to  constitute  a  substantial 
interference  with  the  passage  of  vehicles :  and 
If  the  rails  in  front  of  one's  premises  are  per- 
mitted to  project  above  the  surface  of  the 
street,  or  to  beome  dangerous  In  other  respects, 
the  road  becomes  a  nuisance  which  may  be 
abated  and  for  which  the  company  Is  answer- 
able in  damages.  San  Antonio  Rapid  Transit 
Street  R,  Co.  v.  Limburger,  88  Tex.  87,  30  S. 
W.  533.  It  was  he'd,  however,  that  such  dam- 
ages could  not  be  recovered  In  an  action  by  an 
abutting  owner  for  damages  for  the  deprecia- 
tion in  value  of  his  property  by  the  construc- 
tion and  operation  of  the  railway  along  the 
street. 

Section  1862  of  Wis.  Rev.  Stat.,  which  pro- 
vides that  street  railways  "shall  be  constinicted 
upon  the  most  approved  plan  for  such  roads." 
is  merely  declaratory  of  the  common  law.  and 
there  can  be  no  question  but  that  It  is  the  duty 
of  a  street  railway  company  to  construct  such 
roads,  and  all  the  conveniences  thereof,  and  to 
maintain  them,  by  the  use  of  the  common  and 
approved  means,  so  as.  at  least,  to  be  no  ob- 
struction to  the  use  of  the  street  by,  or  to  the 
necessary  convenience  of,  the  traveling  pub- 
lic thereon.  FItts  v.  Cream  City  R.  Co.  3» 
Wis.  323,  18  X.  W.  186. 

A  street  railway  company  Is  bound,  even  in 
the  absence  of  any  stipulation  to  that  effect,  to 
keep  Its  entire  roadbed  to  the  ends  of  its  ties 
in  such  repair  as  not  to  obstruct  travel  across 
or  longitudinally  upon  it.  Memphis,  P.  P.  & 
Belt  R.  Co.  v.  State,  87  Tenn.  746.  11  S.  W. 
1»46. 

b.  Particular  defects  or  ohatructions. 

In  Little  Rock  Traction  &  Electric  Co.  v. 
Duiilap,  OS  Ark.  201.  57  S.  W.  938  (an  action 
against  a  street  railway  company  for  the  less 
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jecied  and  excepted  at  the  time;  fifth,  that 
the  court  erred  in  admitting  incomi>eteiit 
and  illegal  testimony,  as  shown  by  the  sten- 
oifrapher's  report  of  same,  to  the  introduc- 
tion of  which  testimony  the  plaintiff  object- 
ed at  the  time^  and  excepUnl  and  still  ex- 
cepts." 

The  plaintiff  moved  the  court  to  give  the 
following*'  instructions  to  the  jury: 

•'  ( 1 )  The  court  instructs  the  jury  that  the 
law  made  it  the  dutv  of  the  defendant  to 
so  lay  their  tracks  and  maintain  thean  in 
such  condition  and  repair  aa  not  to  inter- 
fere with  the  safety  and  ocnvenience  of  the 
public  travel  on  the  streets  occupied  by  their 
rails,  and  if  the  jury  shall  believe  from  the 
evidence  that  the  defendant  negligently 
failed  to  exorcise  ordinary  care  in  the  lay-' 
ing  of  the  tracks,  or  in  maintaining  them  in 
suoh   condition   and   repair   as   to   interfere 


^vith  the  safety  or  convenience  of  the  public 
travel  on  the  street,  and  that  by  reason  of 
the  negligent  failure  of  said  defendant  in 
laying  its  track,  or  maintaining  it  in  such 
condition  and  repair,  the  plaintiff  received 
the  injuries  compluincd  of  in  his  petition, 
then  the  jury  shall  find  for  the  plaintiff,  un- 
lesfs  the  jury  shall  believe  from  the  evidence 
that  the  plaintiff,  by  his  own  negligence,  con- 
tributed to  the  accident  by  which  he  received 
his  injuries,  and  that  but  for  his  own  con- 
tributory negligence  the  accident  would  not 
have  hapi>ened. 

••  ( 2 )  The  court  instructs  the  jury  that  by 
the  term  'negligence,*  as  used  in  the  instruc- 
tion No.  1,  is  meant  the  failure  by  defendant 
to  exercise  that  degree  of  care  that  ordinari- 
ly prudent  persons  observe  under  the  game 
or  similar  circumstances. 

"(3)   The  court  instructs  the  jury  that  by 


of  a  horse  which  fell  from  a  bridge  constructed 
by  the  company  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
its  track  ai*ross  a  cut  10  or  15  feet  deep  in  an 
Intprse'-ting  street).  It  was  held  to  be  a  question 
for  the  Jury  whether  the  bridge  In  view  of  the 
fact  that  It  was  narrow  and  was  not  guarded 
at  the  Hides  by  a  railing,  did  not  add  to  the 
danger  of  the  cut,  and  whether  the  company 
was  not  negligent  In  leaving  It  with  unguarded 
sides. 

In  Kraut  v.  Frank  ford  &  S.  P.  City  Pass.  R. 
Co.  1(50  Pa.  327.  28  Atl.  783,  it  was  held  that 
the  question  as  to  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  company,  which  was  bound  by  ordinance 
to  keep  the  street  In  repair,  was  a  question  for 
the  Jury  upon  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  in 
stepping  backward  to  avoid  a  car  stepped  into 
a  hole  or  among  loose  cobble  stones  on  the 
spnce  between  the  tracks. 

Wood  V.  Third  Ave.  R.  Co.  13  Misc.  308,  34 
N.  Y.  Supp.  698,  was  an  action  against  a 
street  rallrond  company  for  an  Injury  resulting 
from  the  plaintiff's  crutch  going  into  a  bole  in 
the  center  of  a  manhole  cover  lualntalned  by 
the  company  at  a  much  frequented  portion  of 
the  street.  It  appeared  that  the  hole  was  cast 
in  the  cover  as  a  means  of  lifting  it,  and  that 
it  had  remained  in  the  same  condition  for  sev- 
eral years  without  any  other  accident  of  the 
kind  happening.  The  case  was  taken  from  the 
Jury  upon  the  ground  that  the  company  was 
not  bound  to  have  anticipated  such  an  accident. 

But  a  street  railway  company  which  allows 
a  rail  to  remain  at  a  dangerous  elevation  above 
the  surface  of  the  street  at  a  point  where  there 
is  no  defined  crossing  is  not  relieved  of  lia- 
bility for  personal  injuries  thereby  caused  to  a 
person  crossing  the  street,  upon  the  ground 
that  it  could  not  reasonably  have  anticipated 
that  people  were  liable  to  cross  the  street  at 
that  point.  Wiley  v.  Smith,  25  App.  Div.  351, 
41)  N.  V.  Supp.  934. 

In  an  action  against  a  street  railway  company 
for  personal  injuries  caused  by  the  runner 
of  plaintiCTs  cutter  being  caught  by  the  catch 
or  la  tell  of  a  turntable  which  was  out  of  repair. 
It  was  held  to  be  a  question  for  the  Jury  wheth- 
er the  company  was  not  negligent  In  not  adopt- 
ing a  more  approved  plan  of  faster  ing  the 
turntable,  and  whether  it  was  not  negligent 
in  allowing  the  catch  to  remain  worn  and  loose 
so  as  to  be  liable  to  project  and  fasten  on  to  the 
runner  of  a  cutter,  there  being  evidence  that 
the  kind  of  fastening  used  had  been  abandoned 
on  the  roads  of  other  companies,  and  on  the 
defendant's  road  also  as  a  rule,  and  was  not 
In  common  use.  Fitts  v.  Cream  City  R.  Co. 
60  Wis.  323,  18  N.  W.  186. 
fi2  L.  K.  A. 


The  duty  of  using  "the  most  approved  plan" 
does  not  stop  or  cease  with  the  original  con- 
struction,  but  is  a   continuing  one.     Ibid. 

In  Goodrich  v.  Burlington,  C.  R.  ft  N.  R.  Co. 
103  Iowa,  412,  72  N.  W.  653,  It  was  held  that 
the  fact  that  a  steam  railway  company  laid 
its  track  with  the  space  between  the  main  rail 
and  guard  rail  wider  than  was  usual  or  neces- 
sary, and  without  properly  filling  below  the 
balls  of  the  rails,  would  warrant  a  Jury  in 
finding  negligence  on  its  part,  In  an  action 
by  one  who^e  foot  was  caught  between  the  main 
rail  and  the  guard  rail. 

Humbert  v.  Brooklyn  Cable  Co.  12  N.  Y.  S. 
R.  172,  was  an  action  to  recover  the  value  of  a 
horse  which  was  Injured  by  catching  the  calk 
of  its  shoe  in  the  slot  of  a  cable  company's 
track.  The  plaintiff  sought  to  ho)d  the  de- 
fendant liable  upon  the  ground  that  the  width 
of  the  slot  exceeded  the  statutory  limit  (three 
fourths  of  an  inch).  The  appellate  court  h'eld 
that  the  trial  court  properly  submitted  to  the 
Jury  the  question  as  to  the  excessive  width  of 
the  slot,  and  as  to  whether,  if  it  exceeded  three 
fourths  of  an  Inoh,  it  was  the  cause  of  the  In- 
Jury,  thereby  assuming  that  the  company  would 
be  responsible  If  both  questions  were  answered 
in  the  altlrmatlve. 

A  street  cable  railway  company  is  liable  for 
damages  occasioned  by  the  excessive  and  im- 
proper width  of  the  grip  slot  at  a  particular 
point,  in  consequence  of  which  wagon  tires  of 
ordinary  width  fall  Into  it.  Keltel  v.  St.  Louis 
Cable  &  W.  R.  Co.  28  Mo.  App.  C57. 

In  the  latter  case  the  court  said :  "If  the 
proprietors  of  this  new  mode  of  transit  cannot 
maintain  their  roadways  without  creating  such 
nuisances  in  the  street,  they  must  answer  for 
damages  to  travelers  Injured,  or  not  maintain 
thera  at  all."  This  position  was  approved  in 
Griveaud  v.  St.  Louis  Cable  ft  W.  R.  Co.  33  Mo. 
App.  458.  The  court  In  that  case,  however, 
said,  that  it  did  not  decide  that  the  company 
was  an  insurer  of  the  safety  of  its  track  ;  that 
unforeseen  causes  might  arise  causing  a  tem- 
porary disarrangement  for  which  it  could  not 
be  held  Justly  liable,  but  where,  as  In  the  case 
of  the  widening  of  the  slot  through  the  action 
of  the  elements  and  the  passage  of  wagons  over 
it,  the  cause  was  one  of  constant  occurrence  well 
known  to  the  company,  It  must  be  held  liable; 
and  further  said  that  if  the  passage  over  the 
slot  of  heavy  teams  lawfully  and  constantly 
upon  the  streets  increased  the  danger  of  the 
roadway  to  such  an  extent  that  the  most  care- 
ful Inspection  could  not  gimrd  against  acl- 
dents,   then   the   structure  was  a   nuisance   In 
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the  term  'contributory  negligence'  is  meant 
the  failure  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  ob- 
servie  that  degree  of  care  that  ordinarily  pru- 
dent persons  exercise  undei*  the  same  or  sim- 
ilar circumstances  for  their  own  safety. 

•*  (4)  If  the  jury  find  for  the  plaintiff,  they 
will  assess  his  damages  in  such  sum  as  will 
fully  compensate  him  for  any  injuries  he 
may  have  sustained  by  reason  of  the  acci- 
dent, and  in  so  doing  the  jury  may  take  into 
consideration  his  loss  of  time,  any  physical 
pain  and  mental  suffering  he  may  have  en- 
dured, and  any  impairment  of  his  ability  to 
earn  money,  the  whole  not  to  exceed  the 
sum  of  $15,000,  the  amount  claimed  in  the 
petition.** 

The  court  refused  to  give  Nob.  1,  2,  and  3, 
but  gave  No.  4. 

Defendant  then  moved  the  court  to  give 


instructions  Nos.  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  and  7,  which 
are  as  follows: 

"  ( 1 )  If  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence 
that  the  plaintiff's  horse  and  buggy  had 
passed  over  defendant's  tracks  and  left  the 
turnpilte  proper,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  in  an 
effort  to  bring  his  horse  and  buggy  back  up- 
on the  pike,  pulled  said  horse  against  the 
extreme  western  rail  of  defendant's  track, 
whicli  is  situated  upon  the  western  edge  of 
the  turnpike,  and  thereby  broke  the  wheels 
of  said  buggy,  and  threw  the  plaintiff  out 
and  injured  him,  then  the  law  is  for  the  de- 
fendant, and  the  jury  should  so  find;  unless 
the  jury  shall  believe  from  the  evidence  that 
the  extreme  western  rail  of  defendant's  track 
as  originally  constructed  was  dangerous  and 
unsafe  to  the  traveling  public,  and  that  the 
accident  was  due  to^  or  caused  by,  such  de- 


itself  which  neither  the  city  could  authorize 
nor  the  company  lawfully  maintain. 

In  Carpenter  v.  Central  Park,  N.  &  E.  River 
R.  Co.  11  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  416,  4  Daly,  550,  the 
court  said  that  if  the  company  laid  the  rails  Im- 
properly, or  if  the  rails  by  use  had  spread,  it 
was  incumbent  upon  the  company  to  see  that 
no  injury  should  arise  therefrom  to  those  equal- 
ly entitled  with  themselves  to  the  use  of  the 
public  streets.  It  was  stated  in  that  case,  as 
an  additional  ground  for  the  company's  liability, 
that  it  had  been  empowered  by  the  municipal 
corporation  to  take  up  and  replace  as  much  of 
the  pavements  of  the  streets  through  which  its 
traolE  ran  as  might  be  necessary  for  its  pur- 
poses. 

In  Wooley  t.  Grand  Street  ft  N.  R.  Co.  83 
N.  y.  121,  it  was  held  that,  although  a  switch 
constructed  in  the  street  by  one  street  railway 
company  to  connect  Its  tracks  with  those  of  an- 
other company  is  of  a  good  pattern  and  de- 
sign, and  well  laid  down,  yet,  If  the  frost  or 
other  for(^  of  nature  has  raised  it  to  an  undue 
height  above  the  adjacent  pavement,  or  by  any 
cause  the  pavement  has  sunic  unduly  below  It 
in  level,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  company  which 
constructed  it  tc  meet  and  avoid  the  changed 
condition,  and  it  Is  liable  for  personal  injury 
to  a  person  traveling  on  the  street  resulting 
from  Its  failure  to  do  so. 

In  Schild  v.  Central  Park,  N.  ft  B.  River 
R.  Co.  13»  N.  Y.  449,  31  N.  E.  327,  it  was  held 
that  the  question  of  defendant's  negligence  was 
properly  submitted  to  the  Jury  upon  evidence 
that  the  top  of  the  rail  at  a  crossing  was  over 
2  inches  al>ove  th^  surface  of  the  street,  and 
that  the  accident  was  caused  by  the  defendant's 
tripping  over  the  rail.  There  was  evidence  for 
the  defendant  that  the  trades,  when  laid,  some 
ten  years  before  the  action,  were  level  with  the 
street. 

Gllton  V.  Hestonvllle,  M.  ft  F.  Pass.  R.  Co., 
16G  Pa.  460,  31  Atl.  249,  was  an  action  against 
a  street  railway  company  to  recover  fqr  per- 
sonal injuries  caused  by  the  rim  of  the  wheel 
of  plaintiff's  wagon  being  caught  by  the  end  of 
a  rail  which  had  become  worn  and  split.  It  was 
shown  by  the  testimony  that  the  car  tracks 
for  two  squares  from  the  place  of  accident  were 
In  a  condition  dangerous  to  persons  driving  on 
the  street  because  the  rails  were  worn  and 
many  of  them  Insecurely  fastened  or  entirely 
loose ;  that  the  rail  which  caused  the  injury 
was  so  worn  that  It  would  not  hold  the  spikes 
by  which  It  had  been  fastened  down,  and  ap- 
peared to  have  been  In  this  condition  for  some 
time,  and  the  defects  were  apparent  and  would 
have  been  obf»erved  by  any  one  supervising  the 
track.  The  court  said  that,  without  holding 
52  L.  R.  A. 


the  defendant  to  a  higher  duty  than  to  make 
repairs  after  notice  either  actual  or  construct- 
ive of  defects,  there  was  enough  in  the  evidence 
to  carry  the  case  to  the  Jury. 

The  negligence  complained  of  in  Houston 
City  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Delesdernler,  84  Tex.  83, 
19  S.  W.  366,  8upra,  II.  a,  was  in  constructing 
the  track  and  permitting  it  to  get  so  out  of  re- 
pair that  the  rails  extended  above  the  surface 
of  the  street  to  an  unreasonable  and  dangerous 
height,  in  consequence  whereof  the  plaintiff 
was  Injured  while  attempting  to  drive  across 
the  track.     The  company  was  held  liable. 

A  street  railway  company  which  has  the  right 
under  its  charter  to  place  a  grooved  rail  on  the 
street  is  bound  to  see  that  the  roadway  on  both 
sides  of  the  track  is  kept  level  with  it,  and 
where  a  rail  protrudes  above  that  level  it  Is  a 
street  obstruction  unauthorized  by  statute,  and 
therefore  a  nuisance,  and  the  company  is  lia- 
ble for  injuries  to  a  horse  caused  thereby.  Hali- 
fax Street  R.  Co.  v.  Joyce.  22  Can.  S.  C.  258. 

The  Jury  may  properly  find  that  It  was  neg- 
ligent in  a  street  railway  company  to  allow 
the  ends  of  rails  to  project  beyond  a  barrier 
placed  as  a  guard  at  the  end  of  a  space  where 
the  company  was  laying  It^  track,  rendering 
the  company  liable  for  injuries  to  a  person 
crossing  the  street  after  dark  who  fell  over  the 
ends  of  the  rails,  although  there  was  no  cross- 
walk at  the  point.  Woodman  v.  Metropolitan 
R.  Co.  149  Mass.  335,  4  L.  R.  A.  213,  21  X.  E. 
482. 

It  is  not  negligent  for  a  street  railway  com- 
pany to  excavate  and  throw  up  earth  while 
engaged  In  repairing  and  laying  Its  tracks,  and 
It  Is  not  liable  for  Injuries  caused  thereby,  un- 
less it  was  allowed  to  remain  for  an  unreason- 
able time,  or  unless  the  company  was  negligent 
in  failing  to  guard  it.  Cowan  v.  Muskegon  R. 
Co.  84  Mich.  583,  48  N.  W,  166. 

Whether  or  not  a  street  railroad  company 
was  negligent  In  leaving  open  a  trench  which 
it  had  dug  in  the  street  in  the  course  of  lay- 
ing its  track,  while  work  was  suspended  on  the 
track  pursuant  to  an  order  of  the  city  author- 
ities, it  being  protected  only  by  a  fence  at  the 
point  where  It  curved  into  an  intersecting 
street,  is  for  the  Jury.  Lane  v.  Syracuse,  12 
App,  Div.  118,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  210. 

A  street  railway  company  has  the  right  to 
pile  rails  upon  the  streets  temporarily  for  Its 
use  In  reconstructing  or  repairing  Its  track, 
but  it  is  its  duty  to  exercise  reasonable  care  to 
guard  the  public  nsing  the  street  against  the 
danger  of  accident  to  anyone  in  the  use  of  the 
street,  and  a  neglect  of  this  duty,  resulting  in 
injury,   is   actionable    negligence.     Thomis    v. 


1900. 


Grotks  v.  Louisville  R.  Co. 


458 


fective  or  dangerous  condition  in  the  original 
construction  of  said  western  rail,  if  any  such 
there  was,  in  which  latter  event  the  law  is 
for  the  plaintiif,  and  the  jury  should  so  find. 

"(2)  The  court  instructs  the  jury  that  the 
plaintiff  had  no  right  to  leave  the  turnpike 
proper  with  his  buggy,  and  if  he  did  so,  and 
was  injured  in  any  elTort  to  get  back  upon 
the  turnpike,  then  the  law  is  for  the  defend- 
ant, and  the  jury  should  so  find. 

*■  (3)  If  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence 
that  the  defendant's  track  was  originally 
properly  constructed,  so  as  not  to  be  danger- 
ous to  public  travel,  and  further  believe  from 
the  evidence  that  the  track  where  the  acci- 
dent happened  became  dangerous,  not  by  rea- 
son of  any  defect  in  said  track  or  any  change 
in  the  grade  of  said  track,  but  by  the  reason 
of  the  failure  of  the  turnpike  company  or 


the  city  of  Louisville  to  maintain  the  road- 
bed of  the  turnpike  or  of  the  street,  the  law 
is  for  the  defendant,  and  the  jury  should 
so  find. 

"(4)  The  court  instructs  the  jury  that  it 
is  not  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  keep  the 
street  or  turnpike  in  repair  between  defend- 
ant's tracks  or  next  to  defendant's  rails; 
that  the  only  duty  defendant  owes  to  the 
public  is  to  properly  construct  its  tracks  so 
as  not  to  be  dangerous  to  .public  travel,  and 
to  maintain  said  construction  as  originally 
constructed;  and  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
city  to  maintain  and  properly  construct  its 
streets  between  defendant's  tracks,  and  along 
tlie  side  of  defendant's  tracks,  so  as  to  pre- 
vent said  tracks  from  becoming  dangerous  to 
public  travel. 

"(6)  If  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence 


Consolidated  Traction  Co.  62  N.  J.  L.  86,  42 
Atl.   1061. 

I'ost  hules  Intended  for  poles  for  the  support 
of  electric  wlreH  for  an  electric  railroad  dug  in 
tbe  street  pursuant  to  the  direction  of  an  elec- 
tric railway  company,  which  was  expressly  or 
impliedly  authorized  by  Its  franchise  to  do  so, 
are  not  necessarily  a  nuisance,  and  can  only  be- 
come such  by  Improper  use,  or  by  being  negli- 
genrly  left  in  a  condition  dangerous  to  travel- 
ers without  being  properly  guarded.  Donovan 
v.  Oakland  &  B.  Bapid  Transit  Co.  102  Cal. 
245,  36  Pac.  516. 

A  street  railway  company  has  a  right  to  de- 
posit material  taken  from  between  the  rails  at 
tbe  side  of  Its  track  while  repairing  the  same, 
and  Is  not  chargeable  with  negligence  If  It  re- 
moves the  deposit  within  a  reasonable  time. 
Zanger  v.  I>etroIt  City  B.  Co.  87  Mich.  646,  49 
N.  W.  879. 

The  rule  to  be  derived  from  the  cases  cited 
In  this  subdivision  seems  to  be  that,  so  long 
as  the  company  keeps  within  the  authority  con- 
ferred upon  It,  It  Is  answerable  only  for  the 
consequences  of  Its  failure  to  exercise  the  de- 
gree of  care  for  the  protection  of  the  travel- 
ing public  that  the  danger  to  be  guarded  against 
requires  and  the  exigencies  of  the  situation  per- 
mit. If  It  has  exercised  such  care  the  weight 
of  authority  exonerates  It  from  liability  for  In- 
juries which  may  be  caused  In  spite  of  It.  It 
Is  to  be  observed,  however,  as  suggested  by  the 
court  In  Keltei  v.  St.  Louis  Cable  &  W.  B.  Co. 
28  Mo.  App.  657,  and  Grlveaud  v.  St.  Louis 
Cable  &  W.  R.  Co.  83  Mo.  App.  458,  supra,  that 
the  danger  from  a  particular  mode  of  construc- 
tion may  be  sucli  that  the  municipality  cannot 
lawfully  authorize  Its  adoption. 

c.  Removal  of  snow* 

The  rule  established  by  the  weight  of  au- 
thority seems  to  be  that  the  right  to  remove 
snow  from  the  tracks  and  place  it  temporarily 
upon  the  adjacent  portions  of  the  street  Is  Im- 
plied, if  not  expressly  granted,  by  the  com- 
pany's franchise ;  and  that  the  company  is  not 
liable  for  Injuries  resulting  from  the  exercise 
of  such  right,  unless  the  work  is  done  negli- 
gently or  by  improper  methods,  or  unless  the 
snow  is  allowed  to  remain  Iii  the  street  an  un- 
reasonable time. 

The  duty  enjoined  upon  a  street  railway  com- 
pany by  ordinance  of  removing  snow  from  its 
tracks  in  such  a  manner  as  to  distribute  it 
evenly,  Is  a  duty  Imposed  for  the  benefit  of  the 
public,  and  a  violation  of  that  duty  is  a  breach 
of  duty,  not  only  to  the  city,  but  to  the  public, 
and  therefore  evidence  of  negligence  for  which 
!t  is  liable  If  It  appears  that  the  injuries  com- 
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plained  of  were  the  result  of  the  violation  of 
the  duty.  McDonald  v.  Toledo  Consol.  Street 
U.  Co.  20  C.  C.  A.  322,  43  U.  S.  App.  79,  74 
Fed.  104. 

A  street  railway  company  which  Is  bound  by 
ordinance  In  removing  snow  from  Its  track  to 
distribute  it  evenly  over  the  surface  of  the 
street  "so  as  to  In  no  manner  Interfere  with  the 
free  use  and  occupation  of  the  same  by  the 
public,"  Is  liable  for  injuries  to  one  whose 
buggy  was  overturned  by  snow  removed  from 
Its  tracks  and  piled  in  an  irregular  and  conical 
mass  to  a  depth  of  from  4  to  6  feet*  between  the 
tracks  and  the  curb  stones.     Ibid. 

Howen  v.  Detroit  City  R.  C^.  54  Mich.  496. 
52  Am.  Rep.  822,  20  N.  W.  559.  held  that  It 
was  implied  from  the  legislative  grant  to  oper- 
ate the  street  railway  that  snow  may  be  depos- 
ited or  thrown  to  the  sides  of  the  track,  and 
the  method  to  be  employed  to  accomplish  the 
object  of  keeping  the  tracks  clean  is  left  with 
the  company  to  determine,  subject  to  the  con- 
dition that,  where  there  are  dlflTerent  methods 
which  may  b<  pursued,  by  one  of  which  the 
snow  would  be  left  In  such  a  manner  as  to 
become  a  nuisance,  and  another  not,  that 
method  must  be  employed  which  will  not  create 
a  nuisance.  It  appeared  In  this  case  that  or- 
dinarily, by  the  use  of  a  leveler  In  connection 
with  the  snow  scraper,  ridges  at  the  side  of 
the  track  were  avoided,  but  that  In  the  present 
Instance,  owing  to  the  extraordinary  fall  of 
snow  and  its  heaviness,  the  leveler  proved  In- 
effectual. The  court  held  that  the  company 
was  bound  to  put  forth  extraordinary  exer- 
tions, and  that  If  ridges  were  unavoidably  left, 
it  became  Its  Imperative  duty  to  remove  such 
obstructions  within  a  reasonable  time,  and,  if 
it  failed  to  perform  that  duty.  It  must  be  held 
responsible  for  the  consequences  to  anyone  In 
the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  who  has  suffered 
an  injury  thereby. 

Any  disposition  of  the  snow  which  a  street 
railway  company  removes  from  its  tracks  must 
be  made  with  due  reference  to  the  rights  of 
travel  on  the  highway,  and  the  court  cannot 
say,  aa  a  matter  of  law,  that  the  act  of  the 
company  In  so  disposing  of  the  snow  as  to  raise 
the  general  level  of  the  carriage  or  sleigh  track 
above  the  level  of  the  street-railway  track  was 
not  unlawful,  unreasonable,  or  improper,  al- 
though the  company  promptly  leveled  the  snow 
after  the  same  was  thrown  from  the  tracks. 
Wallace4V.  Detroit  City  R.  Co.  68  Mich.  231, 
24  N.  W.  870. 

Negligence  on  the  part  of  a  street  railway 
company  Is  shown  where  it  appears  that  the 
snow  which  had  fallen  through  tlie  season  had 
been  thrown  upon  the  side  of  the  track,  and 
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that  the  plaintiff's  horse  became  frightened 
and  ran  away  with  plaintiff,  and  by  reason 
of  said  fright  became  uncontrollable  by 
plaintiff,  and  they  further  belie\*e  that  the 
injuries  received  by  plaintiff  were  due  to  the 
fact  that  his  horse  ran  away  with  him,  tlien 
the  law  is  for  the  defendant,  and  the  jury 
should  so  find. 

"(G)  The  court  instructs  the  jury  that  it 
was  not  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  so  con- 
struct or  maintain  ita  tracks  as  to  make  it 
safe  for  persons  *to  drive  across  them  at  an 
extraordinary  rate  of  speed,  or  to  persons 
who  may  be  driving  horses  which  are  fright- 
ened iXid  running  away. 

"(7)  If  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence 
that  the  tracks  at  the  time  plaintiff  was  in- 
jured were  not  in  such  condition  as  to  be 
dangerous  to  the  ordinary  traveler  upon  the 
street,  then  the  law  is  for  the  defendant." 


The  court  sustained  plaintiff's  objection 
to  Nos.  2,  5,  6,  and  7,  and  overruled  the  ob- 
jections to  Nos.  1  and  4.  The  court  then, 
upon  its  own  motion,  gave  instructions  2,  3, 
and  5;  also  instructions  1  and  4,  offered  by 
defendant.  Tlio  instructions  so  given  by  the 
court  are  as  follows: 

"  ( 1 )  The  court  instructs  the  jury  tliat  it 
is  not  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  keep  the 
street  or  turnpike  in  repair  between  defend- 
ant's tracks  or  next  to  defendant's  rails; 
that  the  only  duty  defendant  owes  to  the 
public  is  to  properly  construct  its  tracks  so 
as  not  to  be  dangerous  to  public  travel,  and 
to  maintain  said  construction  as  originally 
constructed;  and  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
city  to  maintain  and  construct  its  streets  be- 
tween defendant's  tracks  and  alongside  of 
defendant's   tracks   so   as   to    prevent   said 


trampled  or  packed  down  so  as  to  leave  a  de- 
pression from  6  to  10  inches  or  more,  with  a 
sharp  slope  downward,  in  consequence  of  which 
the  sleigh  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  riding  was 
overturned  as  the  driver  attempted  to  cross 
the  track  as  nearly  as  possible  at  right  angles. 
Laughiin  v.  Street  R.  Co.  62  Mich.  220,  28  N. 
W.  873. 

A  street  railway  company  is  not  liable  for 
personal  injuries  caused  by  snow  thrown  from 
Its  track  by  its  snow  plow  to  the  side  of  the 
street,  In  the  absence  of  evidence  to  show  that 
the  wdrk  was  done  negligently  or  by  improper 
methods,  or  that  the  snow  was  unnecessarily 
piled  up  In  the  street  or  allowed  to  remain  for 
an  unreasonable  time.  Ovlngton  v.  Lowell  & 
Suburban  Street  R.  Co.  163  Mass.  440,  40  N.  E. 
767. 

A  street-railway  charter  impliedly  authorizes 
the  company  to  remove  snow  from  its  track 
suOicieutly  to  operate  the  road  for  the  accommo- 
dation of  the  public ;  but  in  the  exercise  of  this 
right  the  company  is  bound  to  consider  the 
rights  of  the  public  generally  to  the  use  of  the 
street.  Smith  v.  Nashua  Street  R.  Co.  69  N. 
H.  504,  44  Atl.  133.  Newport  News  &  O.  P.  R. 
&  Electric  Co.  v.  Bradford,  3  Va.  S.  C.  Rep. 
15,  37  S.  E.  807,  is  to  the  same  efTect. 

Under  a  statute  which  makes  any  person  or 
corporation,  except  municipal  corporations, 
through  whose  negligence  or  carelessness  any 
obstruction,  defect,  insufflclancy,  or  want  of 
repairs  is  caused,  liable  to  any  person  injured 
by  reason  thereof,  a  street  railway  company  is 
liable  for  personal  injuries  caused  by  a  pile  | 
or  ridge  of  snow  and  Ice  thrown  from  its  tracks 
and  allowed  to  remain  there  after  the  expira- 
tion of  a  reasonable  time  for  its  removal.  Smith 
V.  Nashua  Street  R.  Co.  69  N.  H.  504,  44  Atl. 
133. 

A  street  railway  company  has  the  right  to 
remove  snow  from  it«  track,  but  is  bound  to 
exercise  reasonable  care  and  diligence  in  doing 
so,  and  is  bound  to  prevent  Its  accumulation 
during  the  winter  season,  and  if  chargeable 
with  negligence  is  liable  for  the  consequences 
arising  from  the  same.  Dixon  v.  Brooklyn  City 
&  N.  R.  Co.  100  N.  Y.  170.  3  N.  E.  65.  The 
plaintiff  In  this  case  was  injured  while  seeking 
to  board  one  of  defendant's  cars,  by  slipping 
upon  a  ridge  of  snow  thrown  up  by  the  com- 
pany's plow ;  hut  the  principle  above  stated 
seems  to  be  announced  as  one  generally  applica- 
ble to  persons  passing  and  repassing  upon  the 
street.  The  court  said  that  the  character  and 
extent  of  the  obstruction  and  the  propriety  of 
its  removjri,  as  well  as  the  time  within  which  | 
It  should  have  been  removed,  were  proper  mat- 
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ters  for  the  consideration  of  the  Jury  in  deter- 
mining the  liability  of  the  company ;  and  held 
that  the  conclusion  of  the  Jury  that  the  ridge 
of  snow  was  caused  by  the  defendant's  plows 
and  scraper,  and  that  It  had  existed  for  a  long- 
er period  of  time  than  was  reasonably  sufflcleot 
for  its  removal,  was  Justified  by  the  evidence. 

The  act  of  a  street  railway  company  in 
throwing  snow  by  means  of  Its  plow  at  the 
sides  of  its  track  in  a  narrow  street  and  al- 
lowing it  to  remain  there  and  pack  down  Into 
a  hard  slippery  ridge  of  snow  higher  than  the 
street  and  higher  than  the  track  Is  negligeaee, 
and  the  company  Is  liable  for  injuries  to  a 
driver  who  was  compelled  to  drive  upon  the 
ridge  In  passing  another  team  and  was  upset 
and  injured.  SomervIUe  v.  City  R.  Co.  43  N. 
y.  S.  R.  425,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  719. 

A  franchise  to  lay,  construct,  and  operate 
a  street  railway  Implies  the  right  to  remove 
snow  from  the  track  and  deposit  It  at  the 
side  of  the  tracic  on  the  street  temporarily : 
but  the  company  is  bound  to  remove  it  within 
a  reasonable  time,  and,  after  the  time  has 
elapsed  which  would  be  reasonably  required 
for  Its  removal  after  It  has  been  pushed  from 
the  track,  the  company  becomes  responsible  for 
Its  remaining  there  and  Its  being  a  public 
nuisance.  Prime  v.  Twenty-Third  Street  R.  Co. 
1  Abb.  N.  C.  71.  In  this  case  the  court  held 
that  the  difficulty  of  finding  places  for  the  snow 
which  v/as  removed  from  the  tracks,  and  the 
expense  of  removal,  were  not  to  be  considered 
in  determining  the  power  in  that  respect  Im- 
plied by  the  charter.  The  court  refused  to  fol- 
low a  previous  decision  to  the  contrary  effect, 
made  In  Johnston  v.  Christopher  &  T.  Street 
R.  Co.  1  Abb.  N.  C.  75,  note,  on  a  motion  for  a 
preliminary  injunction. 

A  street  railway  company,  which  is  bound  by 
the  license  under  which  it  operates  Its  road  to 
cause  the  snow  to  be  removed  so  as  to  afford  a 
safe  and  unobstructed  passage  to  sleighs  and 
wagons,  and  to  indemnify  the  city  from  all 
claims  or  damages  to  which  it  may  becom»*  lia- 
ble by  reason  of  the  construction  or  working 
of  said  road,  or  the  giving  or  allowing  of  the 
licenses,  is  bound  to  indemnify  the  city  against 
liability  that  It  has  Incurred  on  account  of  an 
injury  caused  by  the  company's  acts  in  digging 
through  the  ice  and  snow  to  such  a  depth  as 
to  render  the  street  dangerous  and  unsafe, 
notwithstanding  that  the  excavation  was  care- 
fully and  skilfully  made.  Troy  v.  Troy  ft  I*. 
R.  Co,  3  Lans.  270,  Afllrmed  in  49  N.  Y.  657. 

"A  street  railway  company  must,  of  course, 
have  the  right  to  remove  snow  from  Its  tracks. 
In  the  very  nature  of  things  this  will  caus.^  a 
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tracks  from  becoming  dangerous  to  public 
truvel. 

"(2)  If  the  jur}'  believe  from  the  evidence 
that  defendant's  track  was  orip^inally  con- 
structed so  as  not  to  be  dangerous  to  public 
travel,  and  shall  further  Wieve  from  the 
evidence  that  the  said  track  where  the  ac- 
cident happened  became  dangerous,  not  by 
reason  of  any  defect  in  the  track  or  any 
change  in  the  grade  of  said  track,  but  by 
reason  of  tiie  failure  of  the  turnpike  company 
or  the  city  of  Louisville  to  maintain  the 
roadbed  of  the  turnpike  or  of  the  street  in  a 
safe  condition,  and  that  such  failure  on  the 
part  of  the  city  or  turnpike  caused  the  acci- 
dent and  injury  to  the  plaintiff,  the  law  is 
for  the  defendant,  and  the  jury  shall  so  find. 

"(3)  rf  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence 
that  the  plaintiff's  horse  and  buggy  had 
passed  over  the  defendant's  track,  and  had 


left  the  turnpike  proper,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiir,  in  an  eH'ort  to  bring  his  horse  back  upon 
the  pike,  pulled  the  said  horse  against  the 
extreme  western  rail  of  defendant's  track, 
which  is  situated  upon  the  western  edge  of 
the  turnpike,  and  thereby  broke  the  wheels 
of  said  buggy,  and  threw  the  plaintiff  out 
and  injured  him,  then  the  law  is  for  the  de- 
fendant, and  the  jury  shall  so  find,  unless 
the  jury  shall  believe  from  the  evidence  that 
the  extreme  western  rail  of  defendant's  track 
as  originally  constructed  was  dangerous  and 
unsafe  to  the  traveling  public,  and  that  the 
accident  was  due  to,  and  caused  by,  such  de- 
fective or  dangerous  condition  in  the  origi- 
nal construction  of  said  western  rail,  if  any 
such  there  was,  in  which  latter  event  the  law 
is  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  jury  should  so 
find. 

"  ( 5 )  The  court  instructs  the  jury  that,  if 


depression  in  tlie  traveled  way,  which  In  heavy 
snow  falls  may  be  considerable.  Whatever  the 
company  may  do  with  the  snow  thus  removed, 
embankments  will  be  created  afongside  the 
track,  which,  after  thawing  and  again  freezing, 
may  become  hard  and  slippery  and  to  some  ex- 
tent an  obstruction  to  travel.  If  the  snow  be 
taken  away  altogether,  certainly  no  more  can 
be  expected  of  the  company  in  the  absence  of 
any  statute  or  ordinance  on  the  subject.  In 
such  a  case  the  obstruction  consequent  on  Its 
removal  must  be  regarded  as  one  of  the  un- 
avoidable inconveniences,  and,  perhaps,  dan- 
gers, of  travel  in  vehicles  and  on  foot  on  a 
highway  occupied  by  the  tracks  of  a  street 
railway  company,  for  which  it  cannot  be  held 
responsible.  But  if  the  snow  t>e  cast  on  the 
highway  alongside  the  track,  and  be  allowed  to 
remain  there,  thus  Increasing  the  height  of  the 
embankments  on  either  side,  a  question  of  lia- 
bility is  presented,  which  may  receive  diflferent, 
but  not  necessarily  inconsistent,  answers  in 
different  cases.  It  certainly  cannot  be  laid 
down  as  an  unvarying  rule  applicable  to  every 
community  and  to  every  street  or  road,  that 
the  company  may  not  cast  the  snow  on  the 
highway  at  the  sides  of  the  track.  This  would 
be  unreasonable.  Nor,  on  the  other  hand,  can 
it  be  said,  that  It  may  do  so  without  regard,  in 
the  manner  of  disposing  of  it,  to  the  effect 
which  that  accumulation  will  have  on  public 
travel.  Any  disposition  that  It  makes  of  the 
snow  must  be  made  with  due  regard  to  the 
rights  of  travel  upon  the  highway,  and  so  as 
not  to  interfere  needlessly,  in  a  practical  sense, 
with  the  safety  and  convenience  of  persons  law- 
fully using  tlie  street  in  an  ordinary  way." 
Stanton  v.  Scranton  Traction  Co.  11  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.   180. 

The  last  case  held  that  it  was  a  question  for 
the  jury  whether,  a  str*»et  railway  company  was 
negligent  in  removing  the  enow  from  Its  track 
and  piling  it  at  the  side  thereof  so  as  to  leave 
a  sloping  bank  of  hard  snow  more  than  a  fool 
high  at  the  side  of  the  track.  The  court,  how- 
ever, admitted  that  a  case  might  be  so  plain 
that  it  would  be  tbe  duty  of  the  court,  taking 
a  practical  view  justified  by  common  knowledge 
and  experience,  to  give  the  Jury  binding  in- 
structions that  the  company  had  exercised  all 
the  care  in  the  removal  and  disposition  of  the 
snow  that  could  reasonably  be  expected. 

In  Bowen  v.  Detroit  City  R.  Co.  54  Mich.  496. 
62  Am.  Rep.  S22,  20  N.  W.  559,  mpra.  It  was 
held  that  It  was  not  necessary  for  the  plaiatiff 
to  allege  that  the  ridges  were  left  for  an  un- 
reasonable time.  This  was  upon  the  ground 
that  if  it  were  conceded  that  it  was  lawful  for 
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the  defendant  to  create  the  obstructions  in  the 
first  instance,  yet,  if  it  allowed  the  same  to 
remain  an  unreasonable  length  of  time  it  be- 
came unlawful  from  the  beginning;  and,  In  an 
action  to  recover  for  the  injury,  it  was  proper 
for  the  plaintiff  to  base  his  right  of  action  upon 
the  obstruction  as  unlawful  at  the  time  of 
the  injury,  and  the  fact,  if  it  were  such,  that 
the  obstruction  was  not  left  for  an  unreason- 
able time,  was  a  matter  of  Justification  and  de- 
fense. 

In  Cowan  v.  Muskegon  R.  Co.  84  Mich.  583, 
48  N.  W.  16C,  however.  It  was  held  that  the 
court  should  have  directed  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence 
because  the  proofs  did  not  show  that  the  pile 
of  earth  which  caused  the  accident  was  al- 
lowed to  remain  where  It  was  thrown  for  an 
unreasonable  time.  The  court  said  that  It  was 
not  negligence  for  a  street  railway  to  excavate 
and  throw  up  earth  while  engaged  In  repair- 
ing and  laying  its  tracks,  and  that  It  was  not 
liable  for  injuries  to  a  driver  caused  thereby, 
unless  It  was  allowed  to  remain  for  an  unrea- 
sonable time,  or  unless  the  company  waA  negli- 
gent in  failing  to  guard  it. 

In  Zanger  v.  Detroit  City  R.  Co.  87  Mich. 
G46,  49  N.  W.  870,  the  majority  of  the  court 
held  that  defendant's  motion,  made  at  the  close 
of  the  plaintiff's  evidence,  for  the  direction  of 
a  verdict  for  defendant  should  have  been  grant- 
ed. In  this  connection,  however,  it  is  stated  in 
the  prevailing  opinion  that  it  appears  that  the 
obstruction  had  only  remained  for  a  few  hours, 
and  not  for  an  unreasonable  length  of  time. 
Champlin,  Ch.  J.,  in  a  dissenting  opinion,  said 
that  the  plaintiff  had  made  a  prima  facie  case 
of  negligence  when  he  showed  that  the  com- 
pany made  the  obstruction,  and  that  while  it 
was  true  that  where  the  facts  are  conceded  or 
undisputed  the  question  of  reasonable  time  is 
for  the  court,  yet  the  court  must  be  informed 
of  ihe  time  before  it  can  determine  that  it  is 
reasonable,  and  the  railway  company  should 
have  informed  the  court  of  the  time  the  obstruc- 
tion had  existed,  and  the  circumstances  bearing 
upon  the  duty  of  the  company  to  do  what 
should  have  been  done,  to  show  that  the  ob- 
struction was  lawful  and  that  it  was  not  in 
default  in  not  removing  it  sooner.  It  would 
appear  that  there  was  a  misconception,  either 
upon  the  part  of  the  justice  who  wrote  the  pre- 
vailing opinion,  or  the  chief  justice,  as  to  what 
the  plaintiff's  evidence  showed  In  respect  to  the 
time  the  obstruction  had  remained  in  the  street. 

In  Ovington  v.  I^owell  &  Suburban  Street  R. 
Co.  163  Mass.  440,  40  N.  E.  767,  the  tfourt 
held  if  the  heaps  of  snow  were   not  removed 
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they  find  for  the  defendant,  they  will  by 
their  verdict  simply  say  so,  and  n6  more." 

It  is  the  contention  of  appellee  that  the 
peremptory  instructions  should  have  been 
given ;  hence  it  is  argued  that,  if  any  errors 
occurred,  they  did  not  prejudice  plaintifTs 
substantial  rights;  therefore  the  judgment 
should  be  aflirmed.  It,  however,  seems  to 
us  that  there  was  sufTicient  evidence  intro- 
duced to  authorize  a  submdssion  of  the  cause 
tQ  the  jury,  unless  the  law  is  as  given  in  in- 
struction No.  1,  which  seems  to  require  no 
duty  of  the  railway  company  except  to  con- 
struct its  track  at  first  so  as  not  to  be  dan- 
gerous bo  public  travel,  and  to  maintain  it  as 
at  first  constructed. 

The  principal  question  presented  for  deci- 
sion is  what  duty,  if  any,  the  defendant  owes 
to  those  using  the  street:^.  It  seems  to  be 
the  contention  of  appellee  that  if  the  tracks 


are  at  first  constructed  so  as  not  to  material- 
ly obstruct  and  endanger  the  safety  of  per- 
sons using  the  streets,  and  that  the  rails  re- 
main in  the  position  first  placed,  the  defend- 
ant is  not  liable  for  any  damages  to  persona 
or  property  by  reason  of  the  rails  or  tracks 
becoming  an  obstruction  by  reason  of  the 
wearing  away  of  the  street  from  the  rails  or 
natural  sinking  or  from  any  cause  whatever. 
The  instructions  of  the  trial  court  seem  to 
sustain  the  contention  of  appellee.  If  the 
contention  be  sound,  the  deiendant  would 
not  be  liable  for  damage  caused  by  its  rails 
being  12  inches  or  more  above  the  street,  if 
such  a  rcRult  was  not  caused  by  a  change  of 
the  rails  or  track  from  the  position  the  same 
was  at  first  placed.  It  would  thus  seem 
that,  according  to  the  instructions  given,  ap- 
pellee could  continue  to  use  its  track,  al- 
though the  same  waa  a  constant  nuisance 


within  a  reasonable  time  the  i)urden  of  show- 
ing that  fact  rested  upon  the  plaintiff. 

d.  Presumption  of  negligence;  duty  to  Inspect; 
notice  of  defect;  time  to  repair. 

See  also  suproj  II.  c. 

The  failure  of  a  street  railway  company  to 
know  of  the  existence  of  an  obvious  defect  In 
its  track  Is  prima  fade  negligence  as  much 
as  an  omission  to  repair  after  notice.  The 
presumption  of  knowledge  arises  from  the  ex- 
istence of  the  defect,  and  if  circumstances  ex- 
ist showing  absence  of  negligence  it  Is  for  the 
company  to  prove  them.  Worster  v.  Forty-sec- 
ond Street  &  G.  Street  Ferry  R.  Co.  50  N.  Y. 
203  (reversing  3  Daly,  278)  ;  Casper  v.  Dry 
Dock,  E.  B.  &  B.  IL  Co.  23  App.  Dlv.  451,  48 
N.  Y.  Supp.  352. 

In  Casper  v.  Dry  Dock,  E.  B.  &  B.  R.  Co.  23 
App.  Dlv.  451,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  352,  it  was  held 
that,  notwithstanding  that  the  plaintiff  made 
out  a  prima  facie  case  by  proving  the  condition 
of  the  track  which  caused  his  Injury,  yet  that 
the  presumption  of  the  company's  negligence 
yras  rebutted  by  the  circumstances,  It  appear- 
ing therefrom  that  the  defect  could  only  have 
existed  for  a  very  short  time  before  its  discov- 
ery by  the  company's  inspectors,  and  that  the 
latter  immediately  took  measures  to  remedy  it, 
and  that  there  was  no  unnecessary  delay. 

And  so,  also,  it  was  held  in  Kelly  v.  Metropol- 
itan Street  R.  Co.  25  Misc.  194,  54  N.  Y.  Supp. 
173,  that  the  presumption  of  negligence  and 
of  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  a  defect  in  a 
street-railway  track,  implied  from  the  existence 
of  the  defect  consisting  of  the  projection  of  the 
end  of  one  rail  about  6  Inches  above  the  end 
of  the  adjoining  rail  owing  to  the  loosening  of 
a  spike,  was  rebutted,  it  being  uncontradicted 
that  about  ten  minutes  before  the  accident  a 
car  passed  safely  over  the  alleged  defective 
rail ;  that  no  Imperfection  was  then  observable, 
and  that  traffic  in  the  street  was  quite  heavy, 
there  being  no  evidence  that  the  road  was  eith- 
er Improperly  laid  or  constructed  of  poor  ma- 
terial, nor  that  the  condition  of  the  rail  was 
caused  by  one  of  the  company's  cars,  or  was  In 
any  wise  the  result  of  the  company's  acts,  nor 
that  the  company's  method  of  inspecting  its 
track  was  not  the  proper  one ;  it  further  ap- 
pearing that  on,  the  same  morning  of  the  acci- 
dent  the  company   had    inspected    the     track. 

Notice  to  a  street  railway  company  of  a  de- 
fect in  its  track  is  not  necessary  in  ©rder  to 
render  it  liable  to  a  person  injured  thM'eby  if 
the  defect  was  visible.  An  omission  to  know 
of  such  defect  Is  prima  facie  negligence  ns  much 
as  an  omission  to  repair  after  notice ;  and  the 
62  L.  R.  A. 


presumption  of  negligence  is  complete  when  it 
appears  that  the  defects  existed  and  an  injury 
was  caused  thereby.  Rockwell  v.  Third  Ave.  R. 
Co.  64  Barb.  438,  Affirmed  in  53  N.  Y.  625.  In 
this  case  plaintiff's  injury  was  caused  by  his 
striking  his  foot  against  a  piece  of  iron  partly 
detached  from  a  broken  or  wornout  rail  in  the 
track  of  the  company's  road. 

Any  injury  occasioned  to  a  street-railway 
track  by  a  truck  passing  over  it,  or  in  any 
other  way,  must  be  repaired  by  the  railroad 
company  within  a  reasonable  time.  It  cannot 
shelter  itself  behind  a  plea  of  not  having  notice. 
Its  duty  of  inspection  requires  that  it  should 
inspect  the  track  in  such  a  way  that  any  defect 
in  it  can  l>e  discovered.  Casper  v.  Dry  Doctc, 
E.  B.  &  B.  R.  Co.  23  App.  Dlv.  451,  48  N.  Y. 
Supp.  352. 

In  Keitel  v.  St.  Louis  Cable  &  W.  R.  Co.  28 
Mo.  App.  657,  fupra^  II.  b,  it  was  held  that 
It  was  not  necessary  for  plaintiff  to  plead  or 
prove  the  <-ompaLy's  knowledge  of  the  defective 
condition  of  the  slot,  since  the  company  wan 
under  an  affirmative  and  continuing  duty  of 
Inspection  of  a  very  exact  nature  in  order  to 
prevent  the  peculiar  kind  of  railway  track 
that  it  had  constructed  from  becoming  a  nuis- 
ance dangerous  to  public  travel.  The  impossi- 
bility in  most  cases  of  proving  at  what  time 
the  company  became  aware  of  the  defect,  or  at 
what  time  the  defect  itself  commenced,  waa 
stated  as  an  additional  ground  for  the  decision. 

In  Fitts  V.  Cream  City  R.  Co.  59  Wis.  323.  18 
N.  W.  186,  supra,  II.  a,  it  was  held  that  If 
the  question  of  notice  was  in  the  case  It  was  a 
question  for  the  Jury  whether  the  company  did 
not  have  sufficient  notice  of  the  condition  of 
the  catch  when  its  employees  passed  over  the 
turntable  every  six  or  seven  minutes,  and  it 
appears  that  it  was  directly  in  front  of  the 
company*s  barns,  and  cars  w*ere  frequently  run 
over  it  into  the  barn,  and,  every  time,  the  catch 
had  to  be  raised  up  if  it  was  In  place  in  the 
notch. 

A  street  railway  company  Is  bound  to  know 
that  use  and  climatic  influences  will  produce 
defects  in  rails,  and  is  bound  to  make  such 
a  continued  inspection  as  will  detect  those 
which  are  apparent.  Gil  ton  v.  Uestonvllle,  M. 
&  F.  Pass.  R.  Co.  166  Pa.  460,  31  Atl.  249, 

These  cases  seem  to  establish  the  rule  that 
negligence  is  presumed  from  the  existence  of 
the  defect  which  causes  the  Injury,  but  that 
such  presumption  may  be  rebutted  by  the  cir- 
cumstances. 

In  Mayberry  y.  Second  &  Third  Streets  Pass. 
R.  Co.  9  \Y.  N.  C.  404,  the  court  held  that  what 
would   be   reasonable   time   under   the   circum- 
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and  danger  to  life  and  property,  and  that  all 
perM)ns  damaged  by  the  obstruction  and 
height  of  the  rails  above  the  street  or  road 
level  would  have  to  look  alone  to  the  city  or 
turnpike  company.  We  cannot  assent  to 
any  such  construction  of  the  law.  No  doubt 
the  citj'  or  turnpike  company  would  be  liable 
for  failing  to  discharge  its  auty  in  respect  to 
repairing  sCreets,  but,  even  if  it  be  conceded 
that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  city  to  do  all  that 
is  necessary  to  keep  the  streets  in  proper  and 
8afe  condition,  yet  the  defendant  cannot  law- 
fully operate  and  control  railway  tracks 
which  are  a  material  obstruction  to  travel 
or  dangerous  to  life  or  property,  and  still 
escape  liability  for  damage  or  injuries  re- 
sulting therefrom,  or  resulting  from  permit- 
ting the  tracks  or  rails  to  become  dangerous 
to  those  traveling  such  streets.  We  think 
public  policy  and  public  necessity  alike  de- 


mand that  street-railway  companies  should 
see  to  it  that  the  streets  between  the  rails 
and  next  to  them  on  all  sides  should  be  kept 
level  with  the  rails,  or  so  nearly  level  as  to 
not  endanger  the  lives  or  property  of  those 
having  a  right  to  cross  them  or  be  upon 
them.  The  rails  and  road  are  a  permanent 
structure,  and  necessarily  keep  the  travel 
across  and  near  to  the  rails  from  bo i Tig  the 
same  that  it  would  othenvise  be;  hence  the 
use  by  such  companies  is  not  at  all  analogous 
to  the  use  of  the  streets  by  the  public  gen- 
erally. We  think  the  doctrine  announced  in 
Faducah  d  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Com.  80  Ky.  149,  sus- 
tains the  views  herein  expressed. 

In  23  Am.  &.  Eiig.  £nc.  Law,  'p.  983,  it  is 
said:  "Independently  of  charter  provisions 
and  of  subsequent  statutes  and  ordinal ncos, 
the  street-railway  company  is  bound  so  to 
construct  and  maintain  its  road  that  the  free 


stances  for  repairing  the  defect  would  be  a  ques- 
tion tor  the  Jury. 

III.  Defects  in  street  not  caused  by  the  oon^ 

pany. 

The  doctrine  of  the  principal  case,  that  the 
company  is  liable  although  the  conditions  which 
malce  itB  track  an  obstruction  to  travel  were 
brought  by  agencies  over  which  it  bad  no  con- 
trol and  for  which  it  was  not  responsible,  Is 
supported  t>y  Citizens"  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Bal- 
lard, 22  Ind.  App.  151,  52  N.  E.  729,  where  a 
street  railway  company  was  held  liable  for  In- 
juries to  a  driver  caused  by  a  depression  or  de- 
clivity at  the  side  of  the  track,  upon  the  ground 
that  It  was  bound  to  preserve  the  street  in  a 
reasonably  safe  condilion  for  public  use  and 
travel  whether  there  was  an  ordinance  requir- 
ing it  to  be  done  or  not. 

So,  also,  Houston  City  Street  R.  Co.  y.  Med- 
lenka,  17  Tex.  Civ.  App.  621.  43  S.  W.  1028, 
holds  that  a  street  railway  company  is  not  ab- 
solved from  liability  for  injuries  caused  by 
the  fact  that  the  rails  protruded  considerably 
above  the  level  of  the  highway  by  the  fact  that 
such  condition  had  been  brought  about  by  the 
gradual  wearing  away  of  the  road  by  travel. 
It  does  not  appear  in  this  case  that  the  com- 
pany was  under  any  statutory  or  contractual 
duty  to  keep  the  street  in  repair. 

And  it  is  expressly  held  In  Laredo  Electric 
&  R.  Co.  V.  Hamilton,  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  480, 
56  S.  W.  008:  (1)  That  the  duty  of  a  street 
railway  company  to  repair  that  portion  of  the 
street  upon  which  its  tracks  are  laid  is  a  gen- 
eral one  requiring  no  legislative  act  or  direct 
agreement  to  support  It ;  and  such  a  company 
la  bound  to  use  reasonable  care  and  diligence 
to  keep  the  space  which  it  actually  occupies 
in  a  safe  condition  for  ordinary  travel — failing 
in  which  it  must  answer  for  the  consequences. 
(2)  That  a  street  railway  company  is  bound 
to  keep  Its  entire  roadbed  to  the  end  of  its  ties 
and  its  crossings  in  repair,  so  as  not 
to  obstruct  travel  across  its  road  or 
longitudinally  upon  it;  and  that  siich  duty  is 
a  continuing  one  irrespective  of  whether  the 
charter  expressly  requires  it  or  not.  In  this 
case,  however,  the  accident  was  caused  by  a 
broken  plank,  which  was  part  of  the  covering 
placed  by  the  company  over  a  culvert  when 
It  constructed  its  railway.  The  case  is  there- 
fore distinguishable  from  the  principal  case, 
where  the  defect  does  not  seem  to  have  been 
attributable  to  any  Insufficiency  in  the  ma- 
terials provided  by  the  company,  but  to  have 
been  caused  by  means  for  which  it  was  in  no 
wise  responsible. 
62  L.  R.  A. 


In  Cunningham  v.  Fair  Haven  &  W.  R.  Co. 
72  Conn.  244,  43  Atl.  1047  (an  action  against 
a  street  railway  company  to  recover  for  the 
death  of  plaintiff's  Intestate),  the  defect  com- 
plained of  was  the  projection  of  the  rail  sev- 
eral inches  above  the  surface  of  the  roadway, 
due  to  the  fact  that  deep  ruts  had  been  made 
along  Che  side  of  the  track.  It  was  not  denied 
that  an  action  would  lie  against  the  company 
upon  such  facts  if  proved,  but  the  Judgment 
for  plaintiff  was  reversed  on  other  grounds.  In 
this  case,  however,  it  appeared  that  the  char- 
ter of  the  company  required  it  to  keep  the 
portion  of  the  street  on  which  Its  track  was  laid 
and  a  space  of  2  feet  on  each  side  thereof  in 
good  and  sufficient  repair. 

A  street  railway  company  is  liable  for  per- 
sonal injuries  resulting  from  the  defective  con- 
dition of  the  street  caused  by  the  fault  or  neg- 
lect of  the  company  in  the  manner  in  which 
its  track  is  laid,  or  In  the  failure  to  keep  the 
street  traversed  by  its  track  in  good  repair  and 
safe  for  use  by  the  public.  Cline  v.  Crescent 
City  R.  Co.  41  La.  Ann.  1031,  6  So.  851.  In 
this  case,  also,  it  appeared  that  the  company 
was  under  contractual  obligation  to  keep  the 
street  In  repair  from  curb  to  curb.  The  defect 
consisted  of  a  deep  hole  by  the  side  of  the 
track  and  a  loose  rail  and  spike. 

In  Brooklyn  v.  Brooklyn  City  R.  Co.  47  N.  T. 
475,  7  Am.  Rep.  469,  the  street  railway  com- 
pany was  held  to  be  ultimately  liable  for  an 
injury  caused  by  a  hole  within  the  line  of  the 
railroad  tracks.  It  does  not  appear  that  the 
hole  was  caused  by  the  company,  but  it  ap- 
pears in  this  case  (and  that  is  the  ground  of 
the  decision)  that  the  company  was  bound  by 
Its  contract  with  the  city  to  keep  the  portion 
of  the  street  within  the  tracks  and  3  feet  on 
each  side  thereof  in  repair. 

The  question  as  to  the  negligence  of  a  street 
railway  company  is  for  the  Jury  upon  evidence 
that  the  road,  which  was  a  dirt  road  outside 
of  the  tracks,  was  paved  between  the  tracks; 
that  close  to  the  outside  of  one  of  the  rails 
was  a  rut  4  or  5  feet  in  width  and  1  foot  in 
depth,  that  the  rut  had  been  there  about  two 
months,  and  that  the  accident  was  caused  by 
the  plaintiff's  wagon  running  off  the  rails  and 
the  wheels  on  one  side  sinking  Into  the  rut. 
It  appeared  that  under  the  laws  and  ordinances 
of  the  city  the  company  was  bound  to  keep  the 
road  in  repair.  McLaughlin  v.  Philadelphia 
Traction  Co.  175  Pa.  565,  34  Atl.  863. 

A  street  railway  company,  which  Is  bound  by 
contract  with  a  city  to  pave  the  street  "in  and 
aboiU  the  rails"  in  a  permanent  manner  and 
keep  the  same  In  repair,  is  liable  for  Injury 
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use  of  the  whole  street  by  tlu»  public  shall 
not  be  mateiially  impaired.  And,  if  any  in- 
jury occurs  by  rea^on  of  failure  so  to  con- 
struct and  repair  its  tracks,  the  company  is 
liable  for  damages." 

In  Pierce,  Railroads,  p.  248,  it  is  said:  "A 
railroad  company  which  is  authorized  to 
cross  highways  is  ui\^ler  a  l^al  duty  to  con- 
struct its  road  across  them  in  a  reasonable 
manner,  with  reference  to  the  double  use  of 
tlie  crossing  for  its  own  purposes  and  for 
those  of  ordinary  traveling.  It  is  bound  to 
keep  the  crossing  as  safe  and  convenient  for 
public  travel  as  is  practicable,  and  is  liable 
to  individuals  using  the  highway  for  injuries 
caused  by  defects  and  obstructions  created  by 
it  which  could  have  been  avoided  with  rea- 
sonable precautions.  The  same  obligation 
rests  upon  a  company  when,  under  authori- 


ty of  law,  it  lays  a  track  upon  and  alon^  the 
highway.*' 

In  Booth,  Street  "Railways,  §  243,  it  is 
said:  *Mn  the  absence  of  such  a  duty  im- 
posed by  statute  or  ordinance,  a  company 
cannot  be  required  to  construct  a  new  pave- 
ment on  any  i>art  of  the  streets  or  highways 
occupied  by  its  railway,  but  with  reference 
to  repairs  the  rule  seems  to  be  ditferent.  The 
character  and  extent  of  the  use  to  which  that 
portion  of  the  street  is  subjected  render  fre- 
quent repairs  necessary;  hence  it  has  been 
:  held  that,  where  the  defective  condition  of 
I  tlie  street  is  caused  by  the  failure  of  a  com- 
pany to  keep  the  streets  traversed  by  its 
tracks  in  gocKl  repair,  it  must  answer  for  the 
consequences.'* 

In    1    Wood,    Railroads,    p.    757,    it    is 
said:     ^'Hence,   where   a   railroad   company 


to  a  person  driving  along  the  track  in  conse- 
quence of  the  wheels  of  his  wagon  going  be- 
tween and  tearing  off  the  edges  of  planks  or 
joists  which  the  company  had  placed  at  a  point 
between  the  two  outside  rails  of  its  double 
tracks  to  cover  an  excavation  for  a  sewer  which 
bad  been  made  under  the  track  by  a  licensee  of 
the  city.  The  liability  of  the  company  was 
placed  on  two  grounds :  First,  that  it  was 
bound  under  Its  contract  with  the  city  to  keep 
the  streets  safe  for  the  passage  of  the  public, 
and  that  in  order  to  avoid  circuity  of  action 
an  action  would  lie  directly  against  it,  instead 
of  first  against  the  municipality ;  and,  second, 
that  it  undertook  lo  make  the  way  safe,  and 
did  it  so  insiifliciontly  as  to  leave  it  unsafe,  and 
at  the  same  time  tempt  passage  over  it.  Mc- 
Mahon  v.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co.  75  N.  Y.  231, 
Aflirming  11  IJun,  347. 

A  street  railway  company  whose  charter  pro- 
vides that  it  shall  keep  the  streets  and  avenues 
traversed  by  its  road  in  perpetual  good  repair 
Is  liable  for  injuries  to  a  person  using  the  street 
In  consequence  of  Its  failure  to  repair  a  defect 
therein  within  a  reasonable  time.  Mayberry  v. 
Second  &  Third  Streets  Pass.  R.  Co.  9  W.  N.  C. 
404.  In  this  case  the  accident  was  caused  by  the 
fact  that  a  large  Iron  plate  which  the  company 
had  placed  over  a  gutter  crossing  the  street 
was  so  displaced  or  turned  that,  as  pkiintlff's 
companion  stepped  upon  one  end  of  it,  It  tilted 
up  and  fell  back  on  plaintiff's  foot. 

A  street  railway  company  which  is  bound  by 
Its  contract  with  the  city  to  keep  the  streets 
in  repair,  is  liable  for  an  injury  sustained  by  a 
driver  by  the  wheel  of  his  wagon  coming  In 
contact  with  a  rail  standing  above  the  surface 
of  the  street  from  1  to  4  Inches,  It  appearing 
that  the  company  did  not  lay  the  track,  and 
18  inches  on  each  side,  in  macadam  as  required 
by  IVB  contract  with  the  city,  but  In  common 
gravel,  which  wears  away  quicker,  and  leaves 
the  rail  standing  above  the  surface  of  the 
street.  Fort  Worth  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Allen 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.)  1  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  529,  39  S.  W. 
123. 

A  street  railway  company  which  is  bound 
by  statute  "to  have  and  keep"  the  space  be- 
tween and  beside  its  rails  and  tracks  "in  per- 
manent repair"  is  not  liable  for  injuries  to  a 
horse  caused  by  stepping  Into  a  depression  In 
the  pavement  between  the  rails,  where  the  de- 
pression was  made  by  the  city  as  an  opening 
for  a  drain  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  off 
surface  water.  The  decision  is  upon  the  ground 
that  the  defect  was  one  of  original  construc- 
tion, and  not  of  repair.  Snell  v.  Rochester  R. 
Co.  64  Hun,  476,  19  X.  Y.  Supp.  496. 

A  street  railway  company  which  is  bound  by 
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the  city  ordinances  to  keep  the  pavement  along 
its  road  in  good  repair  is  not  liable  for  Injuries 
sustained  by  the  plaintiff  by  stepping  into  a 
depression  in  the  pavement  extending  under  the 
track,  getting  her  foot  caught  under  one  of 
the  rails,  tripping  and  falling,  where  the  de- 
pression in  question  was  made  under  the  di- 
rection of  the  city  to  serve  as  a  surface  drain 
or  outlet  for  water  coming  down  the  street, 
and  to  conduct  It  Into  the  sewer.  Campbell  v. 
Frankford  &  S.  C.  R.  Co.  139  Pa.  522,  21  Atl. 
92. 

Citizens'  Pass.  R.  Co.  v.  Ketcham,  122  Pa. 
228,  15  Atl.  733,  was  an  action  against  a  street 
railway  company  by  a  person  who  was  Injured 
by  the  front  wheels  of  his  wagon  slipping  off 
the  rails  into  a  depression  between  the  traclLS 
which  had  been  made  by  a  plumber,  who,  un- 
der a  license  from  the  city,  was  engageid  In 
putting  In  sewer,  gas,  and  water  pipes.  The 
defendant  requested  an  Instruction  to  the  ef- 
fect that  If  the  jury  believed  that  the  Injury 
was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  plumber 
there  could  be  no  recovery  from  the  railroad 
company.  The  request  was  granted  with  the 
qualification  that  if.  after  the  plumber's  negli- 
gence ceased  to  operate,  the  railway  company 
was  negligent,  It  would  be  answerable.  It  was 
held  that  the  introduction  of  the  qua  II 11  cat  ion 
constituted  error,  but  this  was  because  the  re- 
quest assumed  that  the  plumber's  negligence 
was  the  cause  of  the  injury. 

A  railroad  company  which  is  bound  by  Its 
contract  with  a  city  to  keep  Its  roadbed  In  good 
repair,  and  keep  It  up  to  the  level  of  the 
streets,  so  that  in  no  case  shall  It  be  above  or 
below  the  city  grade  of  the  street.  Is  not  bound, 
after  having  conformed  its  roadbed  to  the 
grade  of  the  street,  to  fill  up  holes  In  the  street 
called  by  the  wearing  away  of  the  surface,  In 
consequence  of  which  the  rails  are  above  the 
surface  of  the  street  at  such  points.  Galves- 
ton City  R.  Co.  V.  Nolan,  53  Tex.  139.  This 
was  the  case  of  an  ordi-nary  railroad  in  the 
street,  and  not  of  a  street  railway.  It  is  fur- 
ther distinguished  from  the  principal  case,  per- 
haps, by  the  fact  that  the  duty  of  the  company 
was  prescribed  in  express  terms  which  measured 
Its  obligations  In  the  premises,  upon  the  prin- 
ciple t'xpressio  unius  eat  ewcluaio  alteriua. 

The  following  cases,  however,  seem  to  be  di- 
rectly opposed  to,  and  undlstinguishable  upon 
the  facts  from,  the  principal  case. 

If  a  street  railway  company  accepts  a  gran^ 
from  a  city  of  the  right  to  use  the  street  In 
a  special  manner,  and  the  grant  is  burdened 
with  a  duty,  which  it  neglects,  and  Injury  re- 
sults to  an  individual,  the  company  is  responsi- 
ble for  the  consequences  of  neglect  of  tbac  du^y  ; 
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has  been  perniitt<>d  to  lay  it^  track  along  or 
across  a  highway,  it  is  bound  to  the  use  of 
every  reasonable  precaution  to  prevent  in- 
jury to  those  passing  along  the  highway,  or 
crossing  its  track  that  is  laid  along  or  across 
the  highway;  and  if  it  fails  to  exercise  a 
proper  degree  of  care, — not  only  such  as  is 
provided  by  statute,  but  also  such  as  is  reji- 
dered  necej?sary  by  the  character  of  the  ob- 
struction and  its  location,  having  reference 
to  a  like  reasonable  exercise  of  care  on  the 
part  of  those  approaching  the  obstruction, — 
it  becoiries  a  nuisance  to  the  extent  of  its  in- 
jury to  individual  rights,  and  renders  the 
company  liable  in  damages  for  all  the  conse- 
quences." 

In  (Jillcti  V.  Western  R,  Corp,  8  Allen, 
660,  it  is  said:  "A  railroad  company  which 
so  constructs  its  track  at  the  crossing  of  a 
highway  as  to  render  the  highway  dangerous 


or  inconvenient  to  travelers  thereon  is  liable 
for  an  injury  su«5tained  by  a  traveler  upon 
tlie  highway  in  consequence  of  the  defect,  al- 
though he  might  also  have  a  remedy  against 
the  town,  which  was  bound  to  keep  the  high- 
way in  repair." 

The  question  under  consideration  was  so 
thoroughly  discussed  and  considered  in  Mem- 
phis, r.  p.  d  Bilt  R.  Co.  V.  State,  87  Tenn. 
740,  11  S.  W.  940,  that  we  copy  the  entire 
opinion:  "The  defendant  railway  company 
and  \Vm.  Katzenberger  were  indicted  for 
creating  and  maintaining  a  nuisance  in  Mc- 
Lemore  avenue,  Shelby  county,  and  it  is 
charged  that  such  nuisance  was  consequent 
upon  tlie  unlawful  location  and  improper 
maintenance  of  a  railway  on  said  avenue. 
\Vm.  Katzenberger  was  receiver  of  the  de- 
fendant company,  and  the  condition  com- 
plained of  in  the  indictment  existed  at  the 


but  for  a  nonrepair  of  a  street  In  which  It  has 
a  special  privllogc  it  Is  not  liable  simply  be- 
cause It  has  such  special  privilege.  •  Rockfocd 
City  K.  Co.  V.  Matthews,  50  111.  App.  267.  In 
this  case  it  was  held  that,  so  far  as  the  plaln- 
tllTs  rights  depended  upon  the  existence  of  a 
hole,  by  the  side  and  outside  of  the  track,  she 
could  not  recover  because,  so  far  as  appeared, 
the  company  was  under  no  duty  not  to  permit 
such  holes  to  remain  In  the  streets  outside  of 
and  adjacent  to  its  track.  It  does  not  clearly 
appear  *n  this  case,  as  it  does  in  the  principal 
case,  that  the  track  Itself  co-operated  with  the 
hole  in  bringing  about  the  dangerous  condition, 
though  that  may  have  been  the  case,  since  it 
is  stated  that  the  verdict  In  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff may  have  been  on  the  theory  that  she 
■tepi>ed  Into  a  hole  by  the  side  but  outside  of 
the  track,  or  upon  the  theory  that  In  stepping 
over  the  rail  on  one  side  of  the  track  she 
struck  her  left  foot  against  the  rail  or  stringer 
on  which  it  was  laid. 

A  street  railway  company  Is  not  liable  for 
injuries  to  a  person  who  stepped  Into  a  hole 
between  the  rails  of  Its  track,  caught  his  foot 
under  the  wooden  stringer  below  the  rail,  fell, 
and  broke  his  leg,  where  no  defect  in  the  con- 
struction or  maintenance  of  the  track  Is  shown, 
and  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  agreement  be- 
tween the  company  and  city  to  keep  the  space 
of  the  street  between  the  tracks  in  repair,  and 
DO  special  duty  to  do  so  imposed  by  law.  Egan 
V.  Forty-second  Street,  M.  &  St.  N.  Ave.  R. 
Co.  19  N.  Y.  S.  R.  676,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  &30.  The 
court  held  that,  In  the  absence  of  any  such 
agreement  or  special  duty,  the  company  could 
not  be  held  bound  to  keep  the  space  In  repair, 
and  tbat  the'  company  could  not,  without  the 
city's  permission,  exercise  any  precautions  it 
might  deem  necessary  to  prevent  the  existence 
of  holes  in  the  street.  The  case  of  Worster 
v.  F'orty- second  Street  &  G.  Street  Ferry  R.  Co. 
50  N.  y.  203.  supra.  Is  distinguished  upon  the 
ground  that  there  the  tracks  were  shown  to  be 
in  a  defective  condition,  and  Worster  v.  Forty- 
second  Street  &  G.  Street  Ferry  R.  Co.  8  Daly, 
278;  Wasmer  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  80 
N.  Y.  212,  36  Am.  Rep.  608;  and  Gale  v.  New 
York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  76  N.  Y.  594.— are 
distinguished  upon  the  ground  that  In  those 
cases  the  space  between  tlie  rails  was  under 
the  control  of  the  respective  defendants.  The 
court  says,  without  power  or  authority  to  main- 
tain the  space  between  the  rails  in  a  condition 
to  be  determined  by  them,  the  company  could 
not  be  held  to  an  accountability  for  Its  condi- 
tion unless  such  condition  was  caused  by  it. 

The  question  Involved  In  Eddy  v.  Ottawa 
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City  Pass.  R.  Co.  31  U.  C.  Q.  B.  569,  was  sub- 
stantlaHy  like  that  Involved  in  the  principal 
case,  but  a  different  conclusion  was  reached.  In 
that  case  the  court  held  that  the  street  railway 
company  having,  pursuant  to  its  charter,  laid 
its  rails  flush  with  the  streets,  and  made  Its 
track  conform  to  the  grade  of  the  same.  It  was 
not  bound  to  alter  and  adapt  the  rails  from 
time  to  time  to  the  changes  in  the  level  of  the 
street,  and  was  not  liable  for  an  accident  caused 
by  the  wheel  of  a  wagon  running  against  the 
track,  which,  owing  to  the  wearing  away  of  the 
roadway,  was  considerably  above  the  level  of 
the  roadway  at  that  point. 

No  duty  rests  upon  a  street  railway  company 
to  keep  the  space  between  Its  tracks  free  from 
Ice  and  snow,  and  It  Is  not  liable  for  Injuries 
to  a  person  crossing  the  street  because  of  Its 
failure  to  do  so.  Sllbersteln  v.  Houston,  W. 
Street  &  T.  Ferry  R,  Co.  117  N.  Y.  293,  22  N. 
E,  051. 

It  is  apparent  from  the  cases  cited  in  this 
subdivision  that  th?  doctrine  of  the  principal 
case,  holding  the  company  liable,  even  in  the 
•absence  of  a  statutory  or  contractual  duty  in 
the  premises,  for  defects  not  In  the  track  Itself 
and  not  attributable  In  the  first  Instance  to 
any  fault  or  neglect  on  the  company's  part, 
does  not  have  the  unanimous  support  of  the 
cases. 

IV.  Remedy, 

A  street  railway  company  Is  liable  over  to 
a  municipality  for  the  amount  of  a  Judgment 
recovered  against,  and  paid  by,  the  latter  on 
account  of  an  Injury  to  an  Individual  from  fall- 
ing Into  an  excavation  made  by  a  railroad  com- 
pany.    District  of  Columbia  v.  Baltimore  &  1*. 

B.  Co.  1  Mackey,  314. 

That  It  was  primarily  the  duty  of  a  city  to 
prevent  or  remove  plies  of  hardened  snow  which 
a  street  railway  company  had  thrown  from  Its 
tracks,  does  not  affect  the  liability  of  the  com- 
pany as  the  author  and  creator  of  the  evil,  and 
the  person  Injured  may  sue  both  the  company 
which  obstructed  the  street  and  the  city  which 
suffered  It  to  remain  after  reasonable  notice  of 
its  existence.  The  right  of  the  city  to  a  Judg- 
ment over  against  the  railway  company,  as  the 
responsible  agency  creating  the  nuisance,  makes 
the  action  by  the  person  Injured  against  the 
company  the  more  correct  and  proper  as  reach- 
ing at  once  the  party  ultimately  responsible. 
McDonald  v.   Toledo  Consol.   Street  R.   Co.   20 

C.  C.  A.  322.  43  U.  S.  App.  79,  74  Fed.  104. 

In  Doyle  v.  New  York,  58  App.  Div.  588,  69 
N.  Y.  Supp.  120,  It  was  held  that  the. provision 
of  a  statute  requiring  street  railway  companies 
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time  of  his  appointment,  and  continued  dur- 
ing his  management,  up  to  the  time  of  in- 
dictment. It  appears  from  the  evidence 
that  the  part  of  the  avenue  occupied  by  tlie 
track  of  the  defendant  company  was  not,  at 
all  points,  in  such  condition  that  the  same 
could  be  crossed  by  travelers  on  horseback  or 
in  vehicles,  or  be  traveled  over  longitudinal- 
ly, with  safety.  By  an  agreed  state  of  facts, 
it  appeared  that  the  'railroad  tracks,  its  ties, 
and  rails  were  above  the  surface  of  McT^e- 
more  avenue,  a  public  road  at  the  time  laid 
in  the  indictment,  and  obstructed  public 
travel  on  that  part  of  said  highway  occupied 
by  said  railroad,  as  allied  in  the  indict- 
ment.' The  decision  of  the  cause  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  judge  without  a  jury,  and  he 
found  defendants  guilty  as  charged  in  the 
indictment,  fined  tliem  $1,000,  and  ordered 
the  obstructions  to  be  removed,  unless  de- 


fendants should  do  so  within  thirty  days. 
It  appearing  that  the  receiver  had  no  means 
and  no  authority,  under  his  appointment  to 
abate  the  nuisance  or  pay  the  fine,  the 
amount  of  his  fine  was  reauced  by  the  court 
to  $5.  On  January  29,  1887,  the  Memphis, 
Greenwood,  &  Prospect  Park  Railroad  Com- 
pany was  incorporated  under  the  regular 
form  provided  for  street-railroad  companies, 
as  set  out  in  §§  1920-1925,  Mill.  &  V.  Code. 
Section  1921  provides  that  such  companieB 
are  'authorized  to  consummate  any  contract 
with  the  county  court  necessary  to  get  the 
right  of  way  along  the  public  roads  of  the 
county.*  At  tL.e  April  term,  1887,  said  com- 
pany applied  to  the  county  court  of  Shelby 
for  permission  to  lay  its  tracks  upon  that 
portion  of  McLemore  avenue  designated  in 
the  indictment,  and  on  April  22,  1887,  a  coa- 
traet  was  made  between  the  county  and  said 


to  keep  In  repair  the  portion  of  the  street  be- 
tween its  trades  and  2-  feet  in  width  outside 
of  the  trades  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  public, 
and  that  the  person  injured  by  the  breach  of 
such  statutory  duty  might  maintain  a  suit  for 
damages  against  the  company,  notwithstand- 
ing that  the  city  was  also  liable. 

Philadelphia  v.  Weller,  4  Brewst.  (Pa.)  24, 
was  an  action  against  a  city  for  the  death  of 
plaintiff^s  husband,  who  was  thrown  from  his 
seat  in  a  wagon  by  a  Jar  caused  by  the  front 
wheel  of  the  wagon  going  into  a  hole  between 
the  tracks  of  a  railway  company.  It  was  pro- 
vided by  an  ordinance  that  all  railroad  com- 
panies should  be  at  the  entire  cost  and  ex- 
pense of  maintaining,  paving,  and  repairing 
that  should  be  necessary  on  any  road,  street, 
avenue,  or  alley  occupied  by  them.  The  court 
Bald  that  both  the  dty  and  the  railroad  com- 
pany were  liable  for  damages  to  a  citizen  in- 
jured by  neglect  to  repair,  and  he  might  recover 
against  whichever  party  he  sued  without  re- 
gard to  the  question  whether  It  was  the  primary 
duty  of  the  city,  or  of  the  company,  to  keep 
the  streets  in  repair.  * 

In  Cline  v.  Crescent  City  R.  Co.  41  La.  Ann. 
1031,  6  So.  851,  supra,  the  action  was  against 
the  street  railway  company  and  the  city  in 
solido,  and  both  were  held  liable. 

In  Doyle  v.  New  York,  58  App.  Dlv.  588,  69 
N.  Y.  Supp.  120,  also,  it  was  held  that  an  action 
might  be  maintained  against  t)oth  the  city  and 
the  company. 

A  street  railroad  company  which  has  con- 
tracted with  a  city,  as  a  consideration  for  its 
franchise,  to  keep  a  portion  of  its  streets  in 
good  order  and  repair,  is  responsible  in  a  direct 
action  by  any  person  who  suffers  special  dam- 
ages resulting  from  Its  unlawful  failure  to  do 
so.  Ober  v.  Crescent  City  R.  Co.  44  La.  Ann. 
1059,  11  So.  818.  This  was  an  action  for  per- 
sonal injuries  caused  by  the  decay  of  a  plank 
In  a  street  crossing. 

A  street  railway  company  which,  in  consider- 
ation of  permission  granted  to  it  by  a  city  to 
use  the  streets,  agrees  to  keep  the  pavement  of 
the  same  in  repair,  is  answerable  in  damages 
for  injuries  to  a  person  injured  in  consequence 
of  the  negligence  of  such  duty :  and  where  such 
person  has  recovered  his  lawful  damages  of  the 
city  the  latter  may  recover  them  over  of  the 
company.  Brooklyn  v.  Brooklyn  City  R.  Co. 
47  X.  Y.  475,  7  Am.  Rep.  469. 

Fort  Worth  Street  K.  Co.  v.  Allen  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.)  1  Am.  N'eg.  Rep.  529,  39  S.  W.  125, 
aupra,  was  an  action  brought  against  the  city, 
whjch  pleaded  by  way  of  cross  action  against 
the  street  railway  company,  and  a  Judgmefit 
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over  against  the  company  in  favor  of  the  city 
for  the  amount  of  tJie  damage  rendered  against 
it  was  upheld. 

V.  Effect  of  municipal  direction  or  sanction. 

A  street  railway  company  cannot  avoid  liabil- 
ity for  damages  to  property  which  Is  over- 
flowed with  water  from  the  street  owing  to  the 
Inadequacy  of  a  culvert  constructed  by  the  com- 
pany because  the  company  was  required  by  its 
charter  to  lay  down  its  track  subject  to  such  re- 
strictions as  should  be  Imposed  by  the  common 
council,  and  the  common  council  had  pre- 
scribed the  manner  In  which  the  tracks  should 
be  laid  and  the  culverts  constructed,  and  the 
same  were  constructed  under  and  according  to 
the  directions  of  the  city  engineer.  Alton  & 
Upper  A.  Horse  R.  &  Carrying  Co.  v.  Deitz,  50 
111.  210,  99  Am.  Dec.  509.  This  decision  is 
upqn  the  ground  that  the  acceptance  of  the 
charter  was  a  purely  voluntary  act,  and  implied 
the  condition  that  the  company  would  not  In- 
jure others  by  the  construction  or  maintenance 
of  a  track. 

A  street  railway  company  cannot  avoid  lia- 
bility for  damages  to  abutting  property  by  the 
raising  of  Its  track  above  the  pavement  because 
the  track  was  laid  on  the  grade  established  by 
the  city  authorities.  Taylor  v.  Bay  City  Street 
R.  Co.  101  Mich.  140,  59  N.  W.  447.  The 
court  said  that  while  It  was  true  that  the  es- 
tablishment of  a  grade  of  streets  was  wholly 
within  the  power  of  the  council,  and  the  com- 
pany could  not  legally  lay  Its  track  upon  any 
other  grade,  still  those  facts  would  not  relieve 
it  from  liability  for  damages  if  any  resulted 
from  such  construction  of  the  roadbed. 

A  street  railway  company  which  so  constructs 
and  maintains  its  track  that  the  rails  extend 
above  the  surface  to  such  a  height  as  to  render 
them  dangerous  to  the  public  cannot  avoid  lia- 
bility for  Injuries  to  a  driver  occasioned  there- 
by, upon  the  ground  that  the  track  was  laid 
and  maintained  in  the  manner  required  by  the 
city  authorities.  Houston  City  Street  R.  Co. 
V.  Delesdernier.  84  Tex.  82,  19  S.  W.  366; 
Laredo  Electric  &  R.  Co.  v.  Hamilton,  23  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  480,  56  S.  W.  908. 

This  is  upon  the  ground  that  the  city  could 
not  bind  the  public  by  requiring  a  mode  of 
construction  or  maintenance  that  rendered  the 
track  unnecessarily  dangerous. 

That  a  street  railway  track  was  constructed 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  superintendent  of 
streets  does  not  relieve  the  company  from  lia- 
bility for  injuries  caused  to  a  traveler  by  a 
defect  therein  under  a  statute  which  prt>vfdes 
that  the  company  shall  be  liable  for  any  loss 
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company^  whereby  the  county  consented  to 
the  construction  of  a  railroad  by  said  com- 
pany upon  said  portion  of  McLemore  avenue. 
This  contract  contains  provisions  as  to  the 
manner  of  grading  and  constructing  the 
road,  and  provides  that  the  company,  'at  the 
crossing  of  each  street  and  alley  on  said  ave- 
nues and  roads,  shall  place  good  and  suJSi- 
cient  crossings,  so  as  not  to  interfere  with 
travel  over  such  streets  and  roads.'  There 
is  IK)  stipulation  for  the  keeping  in  repair  by 
the  coniijany  of  any  portion  of  the  avenue 
occupied  by  its  track,  or  of  the  crossings. 
On  October  24,  1887,  the  defendant,  the  Mem- 
phis, Prospect  Park  &  Belt  Railroad  Com- 
pany, i^"ti8  chartered  under  the  form  provid- 
ed for  steam  railway  ocmipanies.  Defendant 
company,  so  far  as  the  record  &hows,  had  no 
contract  vnth  the  county,  but  on  November 
22,   1887,  it  purchased  the  franchisee  and 


properties  of  the  Memphis,  Greenwood,  & 
Prospect  Park  Railroad  Company,  which  in- 
cluded the  line  of  railway  then  being  oper- 
ated upon  McLemore  avenue  by  said  com- 
pany under  its  charter  and  its  contract  with 
the  county.  On  April  10,  1888,  a  committee, 
to  whom  had  been  referred  a  petition  of  the 
Memphis,  Greenwood,  &  Prospect  Park  Rail- 
road Company,  reported  that  they  had  gone 
over  the  track  and  roadbed  of  said  company 
located  on  said  portion  of  said  avenue,  and 
found  the  grading  satisfactory.  Nothing  is 
said  in  this  report,  nor  in  any  other  proceed- 
ings of  the  county  court  which  appear  in  the 
record,  about  the  manner  of  construction  of 
the  road,  and  nothing  of  the  acceptance  of 
the  road  by  the  county,  as  having  been  con- 
structed, in  accordance  with  the  contract  with 
tlie  county,  as  counsel  for  the  defendant  con- 
tend.    There  was  no  change  .in  grade,  and 


or  injury  that  any  person  may  sustain  by  rea- 
son of  any  carelessness,  neglect,  or  misconduct 
of  Its  agents  or  servants  in  the  construction  of 
its  tracks.  Osgood  v.  Lynn  &  B.  R.  Co.  130 
Mass.  492. 

A  street  railroad  company  which,  pursuant 
to  authority  from  the  city,  changes  the  estab- 
lished grade  of  a  street.  Is  liable  for  the  re- 
suiting  Injury  to  abutting  property  under  a 
constitutional  provision  that  private  property 
shall  not  be  taken  or  damaged  for  public  use 
without  Just  compensation.  Sheehy  v.  Kansas 
City  Cable  R.  Co.  94  Mo.  574,  7  S.  W.  579. 

It  is  no  defense  to  an  action  against  a  street 
railway  company  for  a  personal  Injury  caused 
by  the  location  and  maintenance  of  a  trolley 
pole  In  the  street  so  as  to  constitute  an  obstruc- 
tion to  vehicles,  that  the  pole  was  located  and 
maintained  In  accordance  witU  the  provision  of 
the  company's  charter  and  a  city  ordinance. 
Cleveland  v.  Bangor  Street  R.  Co.  86  Me.  232, 
29  Atl.  1005.  The  court  in  this  case  said  that 
an  examination  of  the  charter  and  the  city  or- 
dinance disclosed  nothing  which  expressly  or 
by  Implication  relieved  the  company  from  lia- 
bility for  injuries  caused  by  its  negligence  or 
want  of  care  In  erecting  and  maintaining  Its 
poles  when  licensed  by  the  city  council,  but 
rather  the  contrary. 

That  the  city  engineer  approved  of  the  man- 
ner In  which  a  street  railway  was  constructed 
does  not  relieve  the  company  from  liability  for 
an  accident  caused  by  the  failure  to  keep  the 
roadway  level  with  the  street,  as  required  by  a 
statute  providing  that  the  roadway  at  and  In- 
side the  rails  and  for  2  feet  on  the  outside  of 
<<ach  rail  shall  be  kept  constantly  In  good 
repair  and  level  Vith  the  rails,  under  the  super- 
vision of  the  city  engineer.  Joyce  v.  Halifax 
Street  B.  Co.  24  N.  S.  113.  Affirming  21  N.  S. 
631. 

But  the  court,  in  McKIlIop  v.  Duluth  Street 
R.  Co.  53  Mluu.  532.  55  N.  W.  739,  while  hold- 
ing that  a  street  railway  company,  which,  with- 
out direction  or  authority  from  the  municipal 
council,  laj's  its  track  m  accordance  with  a 
grade  established  for  a  paving  of  the  street 
contemplated  but  not  yet  done,  is  guilty  of 
negligence  if  the  street  is  thereby  rendered  dan- 
gerous, and  is  liable  to  one  injured  in  conse- 
quence thereof,  said  that  if  the  council  had  di- 
rected the  track  to  be  so  laid  it  would  not  have 
been  an  act  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
company  to  have  so  laid  it. 

And  Miller  v.  Lel)anon  &  A.  Street  R.  Co.  186 
Pa.  190,  40  Atl.  413.  holds  that  a  street  rail- 
way company  is  not  chargeable  with  negli- 
gence In  laying  its  track  8  inches  lower  than 
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the  surface  of  the  road,  where  it  did  so  In  pur- 
suance of  directions  of  the  road  supervisors, 
who  intended  to  change  the  grade  of  the  road, 
and  desired  the  tracks  to  be  laid  so  that  they 
would  be  level  with  the  surface  of  the  road  aft- 
er the  change  was  made. 

A  tramway  company  is  not  protected  from 
liability  for  an  Injury  to  an  individual  caused 
by  its  rail  being  out  of  place  by  reason  of  the 
permission  of  the  city  to  operate  its  road. 
Dominguez  v.  Orleans  R.  Co.  35  La.  Ann.  751. 

VI.  Shifting   liahtlitu;   effect   of   neoUuence   of 
municipality  or  of  other  company. 

In  Lowery  v.  Brooklyn  City  &  N.  R.  Co.  76 
N.  Y.  28,  Reversing  4  Abb.  N.  C.  32,  It  was 
held  that  a  railroad  company  which  had  con- 
nected Its  track  with  the  track  of  another  com- 
pany at  a  crosswalk  was  not  liable  for  an  In- 
jury caused  by  the  fact  that  the  flange  of  the 
connecting  switch,  owing  to  the  wearing  away 
of  the  street  from  natural  causes,  extended 
above  the  level  of  the  pavement.  The  decision 
rests  upon  the  ground  that,  under  the  license 
granting  the  right  to  connect,  the  other  compa- 
ny stipulated  to  keep  the  tracks  in  repair,  and 
that  no  right  was  reserved,  or  duty  imposed 
upon  the  defendant,  as  to  the  tracks  after  the 
switch  was  once  laid,  or  as  to  the  pavement 
or  crosswalk  adjoining  the  track. 

Wooley  V.  Grand  Street  &  N.  R.  Co.  83  N.  Y. 
121,  supra,  II.  b.  Involved  a  somewhat  similar 
state  of  facts,  but  was  distinguished  from  the 
foregoing  case  by  the  fact  that  it  was  a  fair 
inference,  from  the  contract  between  the  two 
connecting  companies,  that  the  defendant  was 
to  keep  the  switch  and  the  abutting  pavement 
in  good  condition,  and  under  that  construction 
of  the  contract  the  company  which  made  the 
connection  was  held  responsible  for  the  dan- 
gerous condition  of  the  connecting  track,  and 
liable  for  injuries  resulting  therefrom. 

A  street  railway  company  cannot  avoid  Its 
duty  to  keep  the  street  In  repair,  or  escape  lia- 
bility for  failure  to  do  so,  by  leasing  Its  road 
to  another  company.  Fort  Worth  Street  R.  Co. 
V.  Allen  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  1  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  529, 
39  S.  W.  125. 

Where  a  street  railway  company,  whose  char« 
ter  Is  subject  to  the  condition  that  It  shall 
keep  the  streets  through  which  its  track  runs 
in  repair,  leases  the  road  to  another  company 
which  is  under  no  statutory  obligation  to  re- 
pair, the  lessee  is  liable  for  Injuries  to  an  In- 
dividual caused  by  the  failure  to  keep  the  street 
in  repair.  Mullen  v.  Philadelphia  Traction  Co. 
20  W.  N.  C.  203. 

The  negligence  In  failing  to  guard  post  holes 
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no  repairs  from  the  time  of  said  report  up  to 
the  time  of  indictment.  The  railroad  pro- 
vided for  in  the  charter  and  the  contract 
with  the  county  is  that  known  as  a  street 
railroad.'  Such  a  road  contemplates  travel 
upon  it  longitudinally.  This  is  manifest 
from  the  charter,  which  provides  for  other 
vejiicles  yielding  the  right  of  way  over  the 
track  and  switches  to  the  pasfiing  cars,  and 
for  the  cars  yielding  the  right  of  way  of  the 
track  to  the  fire  engines.  Mill.  &  V.  Code,  § 
1924.  There  is  no  proof  by  defendant  as  to 
how  the  road  was  constructed.  It  relies  up- 
on the  alleged  acceptance  by  the  county  as 
conclusive  evidence  that  it  was,  on  April  10, 
1888,  up  to  the  requirements  of  it«  charter 
and  of  the  contract  with  the  county,  and  the 
further  legal  proposition  that,  having  so 
constructed  its  road,  it  was  under  no  obliga- 
tion to  keep  the  roadbed  and  crossings  in  re- 
pair. As  stated  above,  the  county  court  did 
not  pass  upon  and  accept  the  road.  The  re- 
port relied  upon  as  showing  this  fact  related 
merely  to  grades  in  reference  to  the  grades 
of  surrounding  county  roads,  a  uniform  sys- 
tem of  grading  being  the  particular  matter 
under  contemplation.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  record  to  show  when  the  nuisance  began, 
— whether  the  road  was  a  nuisance  and  ob- 
struction to  travel  from  the  start,  or  wheth- 
er it  became  so  by  use  and  the  action  of  the 
elements.     The  defense  is  made  upon  the  lat- 


ter a<»su nipt  ion,  and  it  is  presumable  that 
the  facts  are  that  way;  for  otherwise  there 
could  be  no  ground  for  contest.  The  state 
and  defendant  both  treat  the  case  as  present- 
ing only  the  question  of  duty  to  repair,  and 
it  will  be  considered  in  that  aspect.  The 
doctrine  contended  for  is  that  a  railroad 
company  after  constructing  its  road,  and 
having  restored  those  portions  of  the  public 
highway  disturbed  to  their  former  state  of 
usefulness,  is  under  no  duty  to  make  any  re- 
pairs. The  case  of  Chesapeake,  0.  d  ^.  R. 
Co.  y.  State,  16  Lea,  300,  is  relied  on  as  a 
conclusive  adjudication  of  this  question  in 
favor  of  defendant;  but  that  case  has  been 
expressly  overruled  at  this  term  in  an  opin- 
ion by  Judge  Caldwell  in  the  case  of  Dyer 
County  V.  Ckesaprakey  O.  d  8.  W.  R.  Co.  87 
Tenn.  712,  11  S.  W.  943.  In  Louisville  &  N. 
R.  Co.  V.  State,  3  Head,  524,  75  Am.  Dec. 
778,  the  following  principles,  as  applicable  to 
the  occupancy  of  public  highways  by  rail- 
roads, are  stated:  'Railway  companies  are 
liable  to  indictment  for  obstructing  a  public 
highway  contrary  to  the  powers  granted  in 
their  act.*  *The  company  must  so  use  their 
own  rights  as  not  to  injure  or  take  away  the 
rights  of  others.*  Pierce,  Railroads,  p.  245, 
says:  'The  laying  of  a  railroad  across  high- 
ways often  requires  excavations  and  erec- 
tions, and  a  greater  or  less  change  in  the 
surface.     The  duty,  however,  to  restore  the 


dug  for  the  support  of  poles  for  an  electric 
railway  after  tbe  holes  bad  been  finished  by 
contractors,  must  be  Imputed  to  the  railway 
company,  and  it  Is  liable  for  personal  Injuries 
caused  thereby.  Donovan  v.  Oakland  &  B. 
Rapid  Transit  Co.  102  Cal.  245,  36  Pac.  516. 

A  street  railway  company  cannot  escape  lia- 
bility for  a  personal  Injury  to  a  person  cross- 
ing tbe  street,  through  negligence  on  the  part 
of  those  engaged  in  the  construction  of  the 
track  In  the  street,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
work  was  being  done  by  an  independent  con- 
tractor. Woodman  t.  Metropolitan  R.  Co.  149 
Masa  335,  4  L.  R.  A.  218,  21  N.  E.  482. 

Where  a  tramway  company  enters  Into  a 
contract  with  the  road  authorities,  under  33  & 
34  Vict.  chap.  78,  |  29,  whereby  the  road  au- 
thorities undertake  the  repair  of  the  portion 
of  the  road  upon  which  the  tramway  is  laid,  the 
liability  for  damage  occasioned  by  nonrepair 
of  that  part  of  the  road,  and  which  but  for 
such  contract  would  be  cast  upon  the  tramway 
company  by  |  28,  which  provides  that  the  com- 
pany shall  be  answerable  for  "all  accidents, 
damages,  and  injuries  happening  through  their 
act  or  default,  or  through  the  act  or  default 
of  any  person  In  their  employment  by  reason 
or  in  consequence  of  any  of  their  works  or  car- 
riages,"— is  transferred  to  the  road  authority. 
Hewitt  V.  Nottingham  &  D.  Tramways  Co.  L. 
R.  12  Q.  B.  Div.  16,  53  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  21,  50 
L.  T.  N.  S.  99,  32  Week.  Rep.  248,  Approved 
in  Alldred  v.  West  Metropolitan  Tramways 
Co.  60  L.  J.  Q.  B.  X.  S.  631,  65  L.  T.  N.  S. 
l.-^S.  39  Week.  Rep.  609  [1S91]  2  Q.  B.  398,  55 
J.  P.  824. 

A  street  railway  company  is  liable  for  an 
Injury  caused  by  the  failure  to  keep  in  repair 
a  portion  of  a  switch  which,  though  a  part  of 
its  own  track,  formed  a  connection  with  the 
track  of  another  railway  corporation,  notwith- 
standing that,  as  between  the  corporations,  the 
duty  of  repairing  rested  upon  the  latter.  Mc- 
Konna  v.  Metropolitan  R.  Co.  112  Mass.  55. 
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A  street  railway  company  which  lays  Mb 
track  in  a  turnpike  road  cannot  avoid  liability 
for  Injuries  to  a  driver,  caused  by  the  front 
wheels  of  his  wagon  dropping  down  between 
the  tracks  into  a\i  excavation  made  by  the  re> 
moval  of  cobble  stones  from  between  the  tracks, 
where  the  removal  was  In  the  course  of  repairs 
of  the  road  which  were  being  made  under  the 
immediate  charge  of  the  officers  of  the  rail- 
road company,  although  the  repairs  were  paid 
for  by  the  turnpike  company.  Wagner  v.  Pitts- 
burgh &  W.  E.  rasa  R.  Co.  158  Pa.  419,  27  Atl. 
1008. 

Carstesen  v.  Stratford,  67  Conn.  428.  35  Atl. 
276.  was  an  action  against  a  town  and  a  trac- 
tion company  for  injuries  to  a  horse,  to  which 
a  hole  outside  of  the  railway  lines  upon  that 
part  of  the  highway  which  was  kept  open  for 
public  travel  and  which  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
town  to  keep  In  repair,  and  an  excavation  with- 
in the  railway  lines  made  by  the  company  in 
constructing  Its  track,  b<Kh  contributed.  The 
court  held  that  the  traction  companny,  being 
responsible  under  the  statute  for  the  condi- 
tion of  that  part  of  the  road  within  Its  own 
lines,  If  It  had  been  made  sole  defendant,  could 
not  have  relied  upon  the  defense  that  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  town  had  also  contributed  to  the 
Injury. 

In  Carpenter  v.  Central  Park,  N.  *  E.  River 
R.  Co.  11  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  416,  4  Daly.  550.  a 
street  railway  company  was  held  responsible 
for  an  injury  to  a  horse  which  stepped  Into  an 
open  space  about  6  inches  wide  next  to  the 
track  and  in  drawing  out  Its  hoof  caught  It 
under  the  sharp  edge  of  the  rail,  which,  either 
because  of  an  original  fault  In  construction, 
or  by  a  change  of  condition,  projected  an  Inch 
over  the  sleeper  on  which  the  rail  was  laid. 
The  court  took  the  view  that  while  there  may 
have  been  neslipence  on  the  part  of  the  muni- 
cipal authorities  in  not  paving  closely  up  to 
the  side  of  the  rail,  yet  the  Injury  would  not 
have   happened   but   for   the   Improper  way   in 
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highway,  as  far  as  may  be,  to  its  former  con- 
dition, and  to  erect  and  maintain  structures 
necessary  for  such  restoration,  is  presumed 
to  be  incumbent  on  the  company,  even  with- 
out any  express  requirement  imposed  by 
statute.  .  .  .  It  is  a  continuing  duty, 
and  binds  other  corporations  which  succeed 
to  the  ownership  or  possession  of  the  rail- 
road.' To  the  same  effect  is  Mills,  Eminent 
Domain,  §  198.  In  a  note  on  page  332  [to 
Cooke  w  Boston  d  L.  R.  Co.  (Mass.)]  10 
Am.  &  £ng.  H.  Cas.,  giving  a  summary  of  the 
decisions  on  this  subject,  the  following  is 
stated:  *As  to  the  question  whether  the 
company  is  bound  to  maintain  the  crossing 
permanently  or  not,  the  current  of  authority 
seems  to  be  that  it  is  so  bound.  People  ex 
reh  Blooihington  v.  Chicago  dc  A,  R.  Co.  67 
111.  118;  Ijyler  v.  Alleghany  County  Comrs. 
49  Md.  257,  33  Am.  Rep.  249;  and  this, 
though  by  a  statute  the  obligation  is  in  ex- 
press terms  only  not  to  obstruct  the  safe  use 
of  the  highway.  Where  a  statute  provided 
that  'a  railroad  shall  be  so  constructed  as  not 
to  ol>struct  the  safe  and  convenient  use  of 
the  highway,'  the  obligation  of  the  company 
was  held  not  to  be  limited  to  the  original 
construction.  *It  must  keep  the  railroad  so 
constructed  at  all  times.  Its  obligation  so 
to  do  is  continuing.*  Wellcome  v.  Leeds,  51 
Me.  313.  The  only  case  called  to  our  atten- 
tion holding  the  contrary  doctrine  is  that  of 


Missouri,  K.  d  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Long,  27  Kan. 
084.  In  liun-Ut  v.  A'ck?  Haven,  42  G>nn. 
174,  it  is  declared  that  the  charters  of  corpo- 
rations which  confer  exclusive  privileges  lor 
the  particular  advantage  of  the  grantees  are 
to  be  construed  liberally  for  the  benefit  of  the 
public,  and  strictly  as  against  the  corpora- 
tions, and  that  the  duty  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany, under  its  charter,  to  restore  a  highway 
to  its  former  usefulness,  was  not  discharged 
when  it  restored  it  to  a  proi>er  condition  at 
the  time  the  railroad  was  constructed,  but 
the  duty  was  a  continuing  one.  The  duty  to 
maintain  tlie  usefulness  of  streets  under 
charters  which  did  not,  in  express  terms,  im- 
pose the  obligation  to  repair,  was  enforced  in 
two  Minnesota  cases,  one  reported  in  ^tate 
ew  rel.  Minneapolis  v.  8t.  Paul,  M.  d  M.  R. 
Co.  38  Minn.  246,  36  N.  W.  870,  and  the  oth- 
er in  l^yiate  ex  rel.  Minneapolis  v.  Minneapolis 
d  8t.  L.  R.  Co.  39  Minn.  219,  39  N.  W.  154. 
In  Wood's  Railway  Law  it  is  stated  that  *the 
right  to  lay  a  railway  track  in  a  public 
street  or  highway  carries  with  it  the  obliga-- 
tion,  not  oiSy  to  lay  it  in  a  proper  manner, 
but  also  keep  it  in  repair;*  and,  *if  the  stat- 
ute simply  provides  that  the  company  "shall 
restore  the  highway  to  its  former  state  of 
usefulness,"  etc.,  they  are  invested  with  a 
discretion  as  to  the  matter,  and  are  not  sub- 
ject to  the  control  of  the  municipal  authori- 
ties in  this  respect,  and  are  liable  for  the 


whict)  the  rail  was  laid,  and  that  the  negll- 
gence  of  the  municipal  authorities  did  not  re- 
lieve the  company. 

In  Fash  v.  Third  Ave.  R.  Co.  1  Daly.  148, 
the  injury  was  caused  by  a  carriage  coming  in 
contact  with  spikes  protruding  from  the  rail 
or  sleeper  of  defendant's  road.  It  appeared 
that  the  spikes  bad  been  left  exposed  by  the 
sinking  of  the  pavement  on  the  side  of  the 
track.  The  court  held  that  the  company  was 
liable,  since  it  was  clear  from  the  ^idence 
that,  if  it  had  not  permitted  the  spikes  to  pro- 
ject, the  accident  would  not  have  occurred,  and 
the  company  was  not  relieved  from  liability 
because  the  exposure  of  the  spikes  was  due  to 
the  sinking  of  the  pavement. 

A  street  railway  company,  which  is  bound 
hy  Its  license  from  the  city  to  keep  the  street 
In  repair,  and  to  indemnify  the  city  against 
liability  by  reason  of  the  construction  or  work- 
ing of  the  road  or  the  giving  or  allowing  of 
the  licenses,  rights,  and  privileges  granted,  can- 
not avoid  liability  to  indemnify  the  city  on 
account  of  liability  which  it  has  incurred  by 
reason  of  the  company's  failure  to  keep  the 
street  in  proper  condition,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  city's  officers  negligently  omitted  their 
duty  In  keeping  the  street  in  condition,  and 
thereby  contributed  to  the  injury.  Troy  v. 
Troy  &  L.  It.  Co.  3  Lans.  270,  Affirmed  in  49 
N.  Y.  637. 

A  street-railway  company  cannot  avoid  lia- 
bility for  injuries  caused  by  Its  negligent  fail- 
ure to  remove  snow  which  it  has  piled  at  the 
side  of  its  track,  because  it  was  also  the  duty 
of  the  municipal  authorities  to  prevent  the 
maintenam-e  of  the  obstruction.  Dixon  v. 
Urtjoklyn  City  &  N.  R.  Co.  100  N.  Y.  170,  3  N. 
E.  G5. 

Jn  Doyle  v.  New  York,  58  App.  Div.  588,  69 
N.  y.  Supp.  120,  It  was  held  that  the  company 
could  not  escape  liability  for  injuries  to  an  in- 
dividual because  the  city  authorities  had  not 
notified  or  requested  it  to  make  repairs  in  the 
52  L.  R.  A. 


pavement,  notwithstanding  that  the  provision 
of  the  statute  was  that  the  pavement  should 
be  kept  in  repair  under  the  "supervision  of  the 
proper  local  authorities  and  whenever  required 
by  them  to  do  so  and  in  such  manner  as  they 
may  prescribe."  Tiie  court  held  that  the  latter 
provision  was  for  the  benefit  and  protection  of 
the  city,  and  did  not  operate  to  relieve  the 
company  from  its  positive  statutory  and  con- 
tractual duty  to  the  public  to  keep  the  pave- 
ment in  repair. 

VII.  Notice  of  injury. 

A  street  railway  company  which  Is  bound  by 
statute  to  repair  the  highway  between  the  rail- 
way tracks  is  entitled  to  the  notice  required 
by  a  statute  to  be  given  to  the  "county,  town, 
place,  or  persona  by  law  obliged  to  keep  said 
highway  ...  in  repair"  as  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  right  of  action  against  it  for 
Injuries  caused  by  a  defect  in  that  portion  of 
the  highway.  Dobbins  v.  West  End  Street  R. 
Co.  163  Mass.  556,  47  N.  E.  428. 

8halley  v.  Danbury  &  B.  Horse  R.  Co.  64 
Conn.  381,  30  Atl.  135.  held  that  such  statu- 
tory requirement  was  not  unconstitutional  as  a 
denial  or  .abridgment  of  the  plaintiff's  right  to 
sue. 

Fields  V.  Hartford  &  W.  Horse  R.  Co.  54 
Conn.  9.  4  Atl.  105,  held  that  a  horse  railroad 
company  that  was  bound  to  keep  a  part  of  the 
highway  in  repair  was  entitled  to  a  notice  of 
an  injury  from  a  defect  in  that  part  of  the 
highway,  under  a  statute  which  provided  that 
no  action  for  an  injury  from  a  defective  high- 
way should  be  maintained  against  any  town, 
city,  or  corporation,  or  borough,  unless  written 
notice  of  such  injury,  and  of  its  nature  and  the 
place  of  its  occurrence,  should  be  given  within 
sixty  days.  Sluilley  v.  Danbury  &  B.  Horse  R. 
Co.  64  Conn.  381,  30  Atl.  135,  to  the  P-^me  af. 
feet  G.  U.  P. 
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consequences  of  a  failure  to  discharge  this 
duty,  and  are  also  charged  with  the  further 
duty  of  keeping  that  part  of  the  highway  in 
proper  condition.  In  other  words,  the  obli- 
gation imposed  upon  tliem  in  this  respect  is 
a  continuing  one,  and  they  must  so  restore 
the  highway  that  its  use  by  the  public  shall 
not  be  materially  interfered  with,  and  so 
that  it  shall  not  be  rendered  less  safe  or  con- 
venient, except  in  so  far  as  diminished  safe- 
ty and  convenience  are  inseparable  from  its 
use  by  the  railroad;  and  the  question  wheth- 
er or  not  the  company  has  discharged  its 
duty  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jui*y.'  See 
2  Wood,  Kailway  Law,  p.  970,  §  269,  note  1, 
and  p.  976.  In  the  case  of  Dyer  County  v. 
Chesapeake,  0,  d  S.  W.  R.  Co.  87  Tenn.  712, 
lis.  W.  913,  it  was  held  that  where  a  rail- 
road company  makes  a  cut  through  a  public 
highway,  and  builds  a  bridge  over  its  rood, 
the  law  imposes  upon  it  the  continuing  duty 
of  repairing  the  bridge,  although  its  charter 
did  not  expressly  so  require,  but  simply  by 
its  express  terms  imposed  the  duty  of  restor- 
ing the  highwT.y  to  its  former  state  of  use- 
fulness. These  rules  laid  down  in  respect  to 
steam-railway  companies  apply,  not  only  to 
the  crossings,  but  to  the  entire  roadbed  of 
street  railway  companies;  for  their  occupa- 
tion of  the  street  is  held  not  to  be  a  new  bur- 
den upon  the  street  or  a  diversion  of  its  use 
as  a  highway,  for  the  reason  that  such  occu- 
pation is  assumed  to  be  entirely  compatible 
with  the  use  by  the  public.  This  is  based 
upon  the  idea  that  a  street  railway,  properly 
constructed  and  maintained,  is  not  an  ob- 
struction, though  it  may  be  an  inconven- 
ience. When  it  is  so  constructed  or  main- 
tained a«  to  become  an  obstruction,  it  ceases 
to  preserve  the  character  upon  which  its 
grant  of  rights  in  public  highways  is  predi- 
cated. The  charter  of  this  company  shows 
that  it  was  intended  that  the  space  occupied 
by  it  should  be  used  by  the  public  as  a  high- 
way, the  right  of  way  being  given  to  defend- 
ant's cars.  It  is  its  common-law  duty  to 
keep  the  space  of  the  highway  occupied  by  its 
roadbed  ( which  extends,  at  least,  to  the  ends 
of  its  cross-ties)  properly  graded  and  in  good 
repair,  so  as  not  to  be  any  obstruction  to 
travel  across  the  roadbed  longitudinally  upon 
it,  and  also  to  keep  the  crossings  where  its 
roadbed  is  traversed  by  streets  in  good  re- 
pair. The  judgment  is  affirmed,  but  the  fine 
against  the  company  is  reduced  to  $50.  The 
cause  is  remanaed  for  further  proceedings, 
and  defendants  are  given  sixty  days  from 
rendition  of  this  judgment  to  abate  the  nui- 
sance, in  accordance  with  the  rule  laid  down 
in  this  opinion ;  and  if  they  shall  fail  there- 
in, then  the  obstructions  shall  be  removed 
under  orders  from  the  lower  court." 

The  same  question  was  considered  at 
length  in  Houston  City  Street  R.  Co.  v.  De- 
lesdcniicr,  in  84  Tex.  82,  19  S.  W.  366.  We 
copy  the  entire  opinion,  which  is  as  follows: 
"This  suit  was  brought  by  the  appellee,  Mrs. 
Delesdernier,  against  the  appellant,  the 
Houston  City  StreetlUilway  Company,  for 
damages  for  per-ional  injury  allcgoil  to  have 
been  sustained  by  her  by  the  np^rli«Tonce  of 
the  defendant  in  so  constructing  its  track 
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and  permitting  it  to  so  get  out  of  repair  that 
the  rails  on  Congress  street  'protruded  and 
extended  above  the  surface  of  the  street  to 
an    unreasonable  and  dangerous  height,' — 
much  greater  than  the  safety  of  the  persons 
using   tlie   same    demanded, — and    alleging 
that  while  she  was  driving  carefully  along 
the  street  the  wheels  of  her  buggy  came  in 
contact  with  the  elevated  rails,  overturning 
her  buggy,  and  throwing  her  violently  to  the 
ground,  producing  tlie  injuries  complained 
of.     Besides   general   demurrer   and   denial, 
defendant  answered,  setting  up  that  its  track 
was   laid   under   permission  of   the   proper 
aut]iorities,^-of   the  mayor,   aldermen,  and 
inhabitants  of  the  city  of  Houston;  that  it 
was  laid  and  has  been  maintained  in  all  re- 
spects as  required  and  directed  by  the  city 
council  and  other  proper  officials  of  the  city 
of  Houston,  and,  if  there  is  any  fault  or  de- 
fect in  the  same,  it  is  not  the  fault  of  the 
defendant,  but  of  the  city  of  Houston,  which 
has  exclusive  control  and  regulation  of  the 
street  and  of  the  laying  of  the  track  there- 
on.    Defendant  also  set  up  contributory  neg- 
ligence in  general  terms.     The  trial  resulted 
'  in  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  plaintiff  for 
'  $.500,  from  which  defendant  has  appealed. 
The  testimony  for  plaintiff  is  substantially 
that  she  was  driving  along  the  street  in  a 
dogcart,  at  a  moderate  rate  of  speed,  and, 
seeing  some  vehicles  in  the  street  ahead,  to 
avoid  a  collision  with  tliem,  she  had  to  turn 
to  the  left  towards  the  streetrcar  track,  and 
in   crossing  the  same  diagonally  the  right 
whtel  of  the  dogcart  struck  the  outer  rail 
of  the  track,  and  she  was  thrown  to  the 
ground,  and  hurt  as  alleged.    The  vehicle 
was  not  turned  over.     It  was  in  the  proof  for 
plaintiff  that  the  rails  of  the  track  were  at 
the  place  of  the  accident  about  one  /ourth  to 
three  fourths  of  an  inch  above  the  level  of 
the   pawpment, — high   enough    to   catch    the 
wheel  of  the  cart, — and  that  it  was  this  that 
caused  the  accident.     The  track  was  higher 
at  that  time  than  at  the  time  of  the  trial. 
One  Frost,  a  witness  for  plaintiff,  testified 
that  the  accident  would  not  have  occurred  if 
the  track  had  not  been  defective.     The  testi- 
mony of  the  defendant  tended  to  shmv  that 
the  track  was  not  more  than  one  fourth  of 
an  inch  above  the  pavement,  or  about  e\"en 
with  the  street  grade,  as  nearly  as  it  could 
be, — not  enough  to  be  dangerous  with  care- 
ful driving;  that  the  rails  put  down  were 
flat,  as  required  by  the  city,  and  were  put 
down  under  the  directions  of  the  city  offi- 
cials; that  the  grooves  were  cut  with  an  adz 
into  the  cypress  blocks  of  the  pavement  1% 
or  IV2  inches,  as  required  by  the  city;  that 
the  work  was  done  and  supervised  by  the 
city,  and  was  properly  and  skilfully  done, 
with  a  view  to  the  safety  of  persons  and  ve- 
hicles using  the  same,  and  >^'as  not  danger- 
ous.    The  city  granted  the  right  of  way  to 
the  company  to  be  so  used  as  not  to  impede 
the  streets  or  interfere  with  the  use  of  the 
same  by  the  public,  stipulating  'that  all  lines 
of  road  now  owned  or  controlled  and  con- 
structed, as  well  as  those  hereafter  to  be 
eorrstructed,  by  said  company,  should  be  put 
in  thorough  repair,  and  maintained  in  good 
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order;'  also  'that  tho  railways  should  he 
constructed  of  good  and  proper  material,  and 
should  be  equipped  and  maintained  aa  first- 
class  railways;'  requiring  that  all  roadbeds 
should  be  constructed  and  repaired  to  con- 
form to  the  established  ^ade  of  the  streets, 
as  fixed  by  the  oity  engineer,  under  the  di- 
rection of  the  city  council,  and  that  all*  work 
or  repairs  done  upon  defendant's  lines  that 
would  in  any  manner  affect  the  use  of  the 
streets  by  the  public  should  be  done  to  meet 
the  approval  of  the  city  engineer,  and  should 
be  altered  by  the  companv  when  notified  by 
him  to  do  so.  It  is  maae  the  duty  of  the 
city  engineer,  when  repairs  become  neces- 
sary, to  notify  the  company's  officers;  and, 
in  case  it  is  not  done  by  the  officer  so  notified 
in  a  reasonable  time,  he  is  declared  to  be 
guilty  of  an  offense.  The  city  still  retained 
control  of  its  streets,  and  the  manner  in  which 
the  company  should  construct  its  works  and 
use  the  same  thereon.  The  appellant  claims  that 
tlie  court  erred  in  the.  following  paragraph 
of  its  charge :  'A  street-railway  company  usi- 
ing  a  public  street  by  permission  of  the  city 
council  must  so  construct  and  maintain  its 
track  as  to  not  unnecessarily  impede  travel, 
or  to  render  travel  over  ana  across  it  more 
dangerous,  to  persons  using  it  with  such  care 
and  skill  as  a  person  of  ordinary  prudence 
and  skill  should  use  under  the  circumstances^ 
than  it  would  be  but  for  such  track  being 
there  in  the  condition  it  was.'  The  criticism 
of  the  charge  is  that  it  assumes  that  the 
track  impeded  travel,  or  rendered  travel 
more  dangerous  on  the  street  than  it  would 
have  been  but  for  the  presence  of  the  same  on 
the  street,  and  tells  the  jury  that  it  (the 
track)  was  in  suoh  certain  condition.  We 
do  not  see  that  the  charge  states  to  the  jury 
what  condition  the  track  was  in,  or  that  it 
was  more  or  less  dangerous  to  travel,  because 
of  its  condition,  pn  the  street.  It  only  as- 
sumes the  track  to  be  in  such  condition  as  it 
really  was — ^that  is,  such  aa  the  jury  might 
find  it  was.  There  is  another  objection  to 
this  charge,  which  is  also  nmde  to  the  fol- 
lowing charge,  and  they  will  be  considered 
together:  If  you  believe  from  the  evidence 
that  the  defendant  company  so  constructed 
its  track  on  Congress  street,  at  the  place  of 
the  accident,  as  to  unnecessarily  obstruct 
passing  over  it  by  plaintiff  and  others  driv- 
ing vehicles,  and  if  plaintiff  was  in  the  exer- 
cise of  such  care  and  skill  as  a  person  of 
ordinary  care  and  skill  should  have  exercised 
at  the  time  and  under  the  circumstances,  and 
if  by  reason  of  defendant's  track  being  in  the 
condition  it  was,  if  same  unnecessarily  made 
the  use  of  such  street  more  daJigerous  than 
it  otherwise  would  be,  and  if  plaintiff  did  not 
by  her  manner  of  driving  contribute  to  her 
bdnsr  thrown  out  of  her  vehiole,  find  for 
plaintiff,  and  assess  the  damage.'  Appellant 
says  the  charge  is  erroneous,  'because  under 
it,  even  if  the  jury  believed  from  the  evi- 
-dence  that  defendant  company  constructed 
and  maintained  its  trade  on  Congress  street 
in  all  things  as  directed  and  required  by  the 
proper  autiiorities  of  the  city  of  Houston, 
yet  the  jury  were  authorized  to  find  for 
plaintiff  if  they  believed  that  the  track  of  de- 
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fendant,  so  constructed  and  maintained,  un- 
necessarily  obstructed     travel    or    impeded 
same,  or  rendered  same  more  dangerous  than 
it  otherwise  would  have  been,  notwithstand- 
ing the  charter  of  the  city  of  Houston  vested 
in  the  city  council  of  said  city  th^  exclusive 
direction  and  control  as  to  how  such  track 
should  be  laid,  constructed,  and  maintained, 
and   the  further   fact  that  defendant  was 
bound  to  conform  to  suoh  direction  and  eon< 
trol  in  the  matter  of  placing  and  maintain- 
ing its  said  track,  ana  notwithstanding  the 
undisputed  evidence  showed  that  defendant 
had  laid,  placed,  and  maintained  its  track  on 
said  Congress  street  under  and  by  the  au- 
thority of  an  express  ordinance  or  permit 
from  the  city  of  Houston,  and  under  and  in 
accordance  with  the  directions  and  require- 
ments of  the  properly  constituted  authorities 
of  said  city  of  Houston,  to  vrit,  its  mayor, 
street  commissioner,  and  city  engineer.'    We 
are  unable  to  adopt  as  correct  the  principle 
contended  for  in  the  foregoing  assignment  of 
error.     It  means  this:     If,  by  the  contract 
with  the  city,  by  ordinance,  the  company 
was  guilty  of  negligence  in  the  construction 
of  its  road  or  in  failing  to  repair  it,  by  which 
a  person  driving  along  the  street,  having  the 
right  to  use  it  in  the  manner  it  was  used, 
and  in  the  exercise  of  due  care,  is  injured,  it 
would  not  be  liable,  because  the  city  had  au- 
thorized such  negligence,  and  had  supervised 
and  approved  the  work  as  it  was  done.     If 
this  should  be  the  law,  a  street-railway  com- 
pany could  by  agreement  with  the  city,  and 
by  its  approval  and  direction,  construct  and 
operate  its  road  in  such  a  manner  as  to  vio- 
late any  other  right  of  the  public  without  in- 
curring   liability.    The  act  stated    in  the 
charge  of  the  court  would  be  unlawful  if 
done  by  the  city  itself,  and  if  done  by  the 
company,  by  permission  and  direction  of  the 
city,  and  if  the  city  assisted  in  doing  it,  both 
would   be   wrongdoers.    The  nature  of  the 
case,  the  acts  done,  and  by  whom,  forbid  the 
idea  that  the  city  alone  would  be  liable  be- 
cause it  required  the  work  to  be  performed  as 
it  was.    The   company  was  not  bound   to 
make  the  contract  nor  to  perform  it  in  an 
unlawful    manner.    The    company    cannot 
shield  itself  behind  the  unlawftd  consent,  ap- 
proval, or  act  of  the  city.    The  contract  with 
the  city  was  not  a  contract  with  the  public, 
and  could  not  bind  the  public.    The  public 
cannot  be  so  bound  to  suffer  wrong.     If  the 
company  and  the  city  joined  and  acted  to- 
gether in  the  commission  of  the  wrong,  there 
would  be  two  wrongdoers  instead  of  one,  and 
each  would  be  liable.     Dillon,  (Hting  Alton 
do  Upper  A.  Horse  R.  d  Carrying  R.  Co.  v. 
Deitz,  50  III.  210,  99  Am.  Dec.  509,  says:     *A 
street-railway  company,  authorized   by  the 
legislature  to  lay  down  its  track  upon  the 
streets  of  a  city,  subject  to  such  restrictions 
as  the  oity  council  might  impose,  constructed 
its  track  under  the  direction  of  the  city  en- 
gineer, but  in  such  manner,  in  crossing  a 
gutter,  as  to  cause  surface  waters  to  over- 
flow and  injure  one  of  the  adjoining  proprie- 
tors, and  it  was  held  that  the  company  was 
liable  for  the  damages  resulting  from  the  im- 
proper construction  of  their  track.'    2  Dill. 
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Mun,  Corp.  {  721.  The  true  principle  is, 
if  the  plaintiff  w&s  rightfully  driving  on  the 
street  across  the  track,  and  in  doing  so  was 
exercising  due  care,  and  was  injured,  as  al- 
leged, by  reason  of  the  negligence  of  the  de- 
fendant company  in  the  construction  of  its 
track,  or  in  suffering  it  to  become  out  of  re- 

fiair  and  dangerous  to  travel,  it  would  be 
iable,  notwithstanding  the  city  had  directed 
and  agreed  to  such  negligence,  and  approved 
it.  Galveston  City  R.  Co.  v.  Nolan,  53  Tex. 
148,  149.  The  court  below  tried  the  case  up- 
on the  correct  principle,  and  did  not  commit 
tlie  error  assigned.  Several  other  assign- 
ments of  error  make  the  same  complaint  as 
the  above,  insisting  that  the  rights  of  the 
company  were  not  recognized  by  the  court  or 
jury.  They  are  not  well  taken,  and  need  not 
be  further  noticed.  As  to  the  verdict,  we 
arc  not  prepared  to  say  that  it  is  so  clearly 
unsupported  by  the  evidence  as  to  authorize 
an  appellate  court  to  set  it  aside.  There  was 
testimony  tending  to  show  that  the  injury 
was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  com- 
pany, as  alleged.  The  jury  have  passed  up- 
on it,  and  their  verdict  has  been  approved  by 
the  trial  judge.  We  do  not  think  it  should 
be  disturbed.  As  to  the  contributory  negli- 
gence of  the  plaintiff,  insisted  on  by  appel- 
lant, we  cannot  say  that  the  verdict  was 
wrong.  Her  testimony  showed  that  she  was 
driving  carefully,  at  an  ordinary  gait,  and 
that  the  accident  was  not  attributable  to  her 
or  the  horse  she  was  driving,  but  to  the  con- 
dition of  the  track ;  that  she  turned  to  cross 
the  railroad  track  under  circum.stances 
which  justified  her  in  doing  so.  The  fact 
that  she  was  driving  a  dogcart  nmy  have  re- 
quired  of  her  more  care  than  if  she  had  been 
driving  a  four-wheeled  buggy ;  but  such  mode 
of  conveyance  would  not  deprive  her  of  a  re- 
covery if  she  was  careful  in  the  management 
of  it,  and  was  not  otherwise  guilty  of  negli- 
gence that  contributed  to  the  injury,  if  it 
was  caused  by  the  company's  negligence. 
Our  conclusion  is  that  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below  ought  to  be  affirmed." 

In  Cline  v.  Crescent  City  R,  Co.  43  La. 
Ann.  332,  9  So.  124,  it  is  said:  "There  can 
be  no  doubt  that  a  city  is  under  the  obliga- 
tion of  keeping  its  streets,  sidewalks,  etc.,  in 
good  order  of  repair,  so,  at  least,  as  to  pre- 
vent serious  accident  or  injury  to  persons 
using  the  same  or  to  their  property;  and 
that,  ^'here  such  happens  by  the  heedlessness 
or  fault  of  the  corporation,  having  previous 
knowledge  of  the  bod  condition  of  the  street, 
sidewalk,  or  particular  dangerous  spot,  and 
without  any  contributive  act,  whether  by 
commission  or  omission,  of  the  party  affect- 
ed, the  corporation  can  be  held  to  repair  the 
damage  occasioned.  It  is  also  well  settled  in 
law  and  jurisprudence  that,  although  a 
municipal  corporation,  by  virtue  of  the  right 
with  which  it  is  vested  of  control  over  its 
streets,  can  legitimately  grant  to  a  railway 
company  the  privilege  to  build  its  track  and 
run  its  cars  on  the  same,  imposing  upon  it 
the  burden  of  keeping  them,  from  curb  to 
curb  or  rail  to  rail,  in  ^ood  order  and  condi- 
tion, so  as  to  prevent  injury,  as  it  is  itself 
bound  to  do,  the  concession  of  the  grant,  and 
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the  imposition  and  acceptance  of  the  burden, 
do  not  relieve  the  corporation  from  liability 
should  the  company  fail  to  comply  with  ita 
obligations,  and  by  its  negligence  and  de- 
fault inflict  injury  to  one  using  due  care  and 
precaution,  and  not  guilty  of  contributory 
ni^lect.  It  is  also  well  recognized  that  a 
party  injured  has  a  double  action  against 
both  the  city  and  the  railroad  company,  re- 
gardless of  the  contract  between  them,  hold- 
ing each  as  primarily  responsible,  and  that 
when  the  city  is  mulcted  it  has  the  right  to 
recover  against  the  railroad  company  in  the 
same  action,  if  both  are  defendants,  and  the 
city  has  properly  brought  in  the  railroad 
company  by  a  call  in  warranty  or  a  distinct 
suit.  It  is  likewise  firmly  established  that 
an  injured  party,  in  order  to  recover,  must 
be  shown  not  to  have  been  guilty  of  any  con- 
tributory negligence;  that  is,  the  careleea 
commission  or  omission  of  acts  which,  if  pru- 
dently done  or  not  done,  would  have  avoided 
the  occurrence  of  the  injury  occasioned  by 
the  heedlessness  of  another,  and  which  is 
considered  as  the  proximate  cause  of  the  ac- 
cident. The  evidence  in  this  case  establishea 
the  stubborn  facts  of  the  existence  of  the 
hole,  of  the  loose  rail  and  protruding  spike 
on  the  side,  tlie  fall  of  the  man,  the  fracture 
of  his  skull  on  the  rail  and  spikes,  and  hia 
consequent  destruction  and  death.  Certain- 
Ty  there  are  three  parties  to  this  accident 
who  may  be  charged  with  negligence.  A» 
against  the  driver^  it  is  claimed  that  the 
hole  was  visible,  as  it  was  4  feet  long,  2  feet 
deep,  and  4  inches  wide,  and  it  was  about  3- 
o'clock  P.  M,  when  the  wheel  of  his  wagon 
got  into  it;  that  he  must  have  seen  it,  and 
should  have  seen  it;  that,  if  he  did  not  i^ee 
it,  it  was  because  he  did  not  do  his  duty  in 
looking  forward;  that,  if  he  saw  it,  he 
should  have  avoided  it  by  stopping  in  time 
and  taking  a  different  course ;  that,  if  he  did 
not  see  it,  it  was  his  own  fault;  that  he  was 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence;  and  that 
his  representatives  have  no  right  to  com- 
plain, and  seek  indemnity  through  him.  As 
against  the  city,  it  is  urged  that  it  was 
bound  to  keep  its  streets  in  good  order  and 
condition;  that,  had  it  done  so,  the  hole 
would  never  have  existed,  or  would  have  been 
stopped  in  tiine,  and  the  accident  would  not 
have  happened ;  that  its  defense  of  penury  is 
bad,  and  that  its  contract  with  the  railroad 
company  did  not  exonerate  it  from  the  obli- 
gation. As  against  the  railroad  company, 
it  is  pressed  that  it  was  bound  to  keep  in 
like  good  order  and  condition  the  streets 
through  which  it  ran  its  tracks  and  cars, 
whether  under  the  contract  or  independent  of 
any  agreement  to  that  end ;  that  surely  it  was 
bound  to  keep  its  tracks,  rails,  and  spikes 
designed  to  fasten  the  same  down,  so  that  no 
injury  could  be  produced  thereby  to  ajiy 
traveler  on  the  streets,  although  using  the 
Rarae  with  more  or  less  usual  inattention; 
and  that,  if  the  condition  of  the  loose  rail 
and  protruding  spikes  be  the  proximate 
cause  of  the  death,  it  is  liable  in  damagea. 
It  oannot  be  reasonably  supposed  that  tlie 
driver  knew  of  the  condition  of  the  hole,  saw 
it,  and  intentionally  ran  the  fore  right  wheel 
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of  Ills  wagon  into  it.  The  size  and  appear- 
ance of  the  hole  were  not  such  as  necessar- 
ily and  unavoidably  must  have  provoked  at- 
tention. Tlie  hole  was  such  as  anyone  driv- 
ing on  the  track  may  not  have  noticed.  The 
deceased  had  a  right  to  drive  on  the  track. 
The  right  of  way  or  franchise,  conceded  by 
the  city  to  the  railroad  company,  did  not  de- 
prive the  deceased^  or  anyone  else  running 
vehicles  on  the  street,  from  the  right  of  us- 
ing any  part  of  the  street  or  the  track  itself. 
There  was  no  trespass.  But  even  if  the 
driver  had  seen  the  hole,  and  had  not  avoided 
it,  nothing  shows  that  he  knew  of  its  danger- 
ous character.  Could  he  be  really  charged 
with  negligence,  it  would  not  be  with  that 
sort  of  negligence  technically  known  as  'con- 
ti'ibutory,*  which  is  the  commission  or  omis- 
sion by  the  party  of  an  act  amounting  to  a 
waut  of  ordinary  care  as  concurring  or  co- 
operating with  the  negligent  act  of  another, 
and  which  is  the  proximate  cause  or  occasion 
of  the  injury  complained  of.  To  constitute 
contributory  negligence,  there  must  be  a 
want  of  ordinary  oafe,  and  a  proximate  con- 
nection between  that  and  the  injury.  Beach, 
Contributory  Neg.  7.  No  doubt  the  city  was 
in  default.  The  hole  had  been  in  the  condi- 
tion known  for  more  than  two  weeks.  Acci- 
dents had  occurred,  but  which  had  produced 
no  grave  injury  worth  being  judicially  com- 
plained of.  The  city  must  be  considered  as 
having  had  notice  of  the  condition  of  the 
hole,  and  it  is  no  excuse  for  it  to  plead  penu- 
ry, or  shift  the  responsibility  on  the  railroad 
company  so  as  to  avoid  liability.  The  city 
should  have  notilied  the  company,  but  pri- 
marily it  was  bound  to  put  the  hole  in  a  con- 
dition not  to  be  dangerous.  It  should  be 
blamed  for  not  having  done  so.  Neverthe- 
less, the  heedlessness  of  the  city  in  the  prem- 
ises, however  censurable,  does  not  fasten  up- 
on it  the  responsibility  in  damages  sought  to 
be  saddled  upon  it.  The  falling  of  the  right 
fore  wheel  of  the  wagon  into  tlie  hole  caused 
a  shock.  That  shock  dashed  the  driver  from 
the  vehicle,  and  he  was  flung  with  some  vio- 
lence. The  evidence  shows  that  several  oth- 
er travelers  on  the  street  and  on  the  track 
had  met  with  similar  accidents,  and  had 
been  thrown  from  their  oarts  on  the  pave- 
ment, but  none  were  killed  or  dangerously 
hurt.  The  unfortunate  fellows  were  more 
or  less  bruised,  and  that  was  all,  although 
much  in  itself  to  some  extent.  In  the  pres- 
ent instance,  the  driver  would  have  sustained 
no  further  injury  had  it  not  been  that  a  con- 
dition of  things  existed  at  the  time  which 
did  not  exist  previously,  when  the  other  acci- 
dents occurred.  The  city  is  not  sued  now  for 
the  sulTering  which  the  driver  sustained  in 
consequence  of  bruises  inflicted  by  the  fall. 
It  is  sued  for  damage  suffered  in  consequenoe 
of  the  death  of  the  driver,  and  the  fact  is 
that  the  city  is  not  guilty  of  any  n€gligenoe 
which  was  the  proximate  or  direct  cause  of 
that  catastrophe.  The  responsibility  must 
rest  on  other  shoulders.  The  defenses  an- 
nounced of  the  railroad  company  have  no 
bottom  to  stand  upon.  Conceding  all  the 
facts  averred,  which  would  seem  to  tend  to 
show  a  condition  of  things  amounting  some- 
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what  to  vi8  majfir  or  uncontrollable  circum- 
stances, the  railroad  company  cannot  be 
heard  to  say  that  they  were  of  such  a  char- 
acter as  to  prevent  it  from  stopping  the  hole, 
and  preventing  it  from  being  dangerous, — 
from  nailing  down  securely  the  loose  rail  and 
fastening  steadily  the  protruding  spikes. 
The  plaintiff  could  sue  independent  of  any 
contract  between  the  city  and  the  company. 
Though  true  it  be  that  the  hole  was  some- 
what dangerous,  and  was  the  cause  of  the 
shock  which  occasioned  the  fall,  the  cer- 
tainty is  that  but  for  the  loose  rail  and  pro- 
truding spikes  the  traveler  would  not  have 
met  with  an  untimely  and  sudden  death. 
He  would  have  fallen,  would  have  received 
honie  bruises,  for  indemnifying  which  he 
would  not  probably  have  sued  either  the  city 
or  the  company,  but  he  would  not  have  been 
killed.  The  cause,  cawta  oausans,  of  the 
death  was  the  violent  coming  in  contact  of 
the  skull  of  the  deceased  with  the  loose  rail 
and  the  protruding  spikes,  in  consequence 
of  which  the  skull  was  fractured  or  perfor- 
ated, with  almost  instantaneous  death  as  the 
result.  If,  under  the  facts  and  the  law,  thi» 
railroad  company  cannot  be  held  responsi- 
ble, but  must  be  excused,  what  is  the  case  in 
which  a  company  can  be  held  liable  for 
omissions  of  duty  which  are  the  direct  cause 
of  irreparable  calamity?  In  the  considera- 
tion  of  this  case,  and  the  law  and  jurispru- 
dence applicable  to  it,  we  have  consulted 
with  advantage  a  new  work,  just  issued  on 
'Roads  and  Streets,'  by  Elliott,  which  is 
quite  commendable.  It  is  very  dlfiicult  to 
compute  the  damages  to  which  the  plaintiff, 
in  her  own  right  ami  as  tutrix,  is  entitled  for 
the  loss  sustained  by  the  death  of  the  hus- 
band and  father.  When  she  opened  his  es- 
tate, she  produced  the  certificate  of  the  coro- 
ner to  prove  the  death,  and  she  established 
from  it  that  he  was  sixty-two  years  of  age. 
It  is  claimed  that,  according  to  the  life  in- 
surance time  tables,  he  would  probably  have 
lived  twelve  years  more,  and  it  is  insisted 
that  his  earnings  during  that  time  would 
have  amounted  to  a  considerable  sum,  and 
that  this  amount,  at  least,  should  be  recov- 
ered in  this  action.  It  may  be,  and  it  may 
not  be,  that  the  party  would  have  lived  that 
time.  He  might  have  died  the  next  day,  the 
next  month,  the  next  year,  by  disease,  or 
some  accident,  or  some  unforeseen  cause.  His 
earnings  were  small.  The  evidence  in  that 
respect  is  entirely  unsatisfactory  and  unrea- 
sonable. The  fact  is  that  he  w^s  a  wagon 
driver,  doing  jobs.  But  he  had  to  provide 
for  a  stable  and  shed  for  his  horse  and 
wagon,  for  feed  for  the  animal.  He  had  to 
supply  his  own  wants.  If  he  earned  $1.50 
or  $2  a  day,  he  could  have  saved  very  little 
to  provide  for  his  wife  and  daughter,  who, 
it  is  to  be  presumed,  owing  to  their  age  and 
condition  in  life,  must  have  been  able  U>  sup- 
port themselves  to  some  extent." 

It  seems  clear,  upon  both  reason  and  au- 
thority, that  it  was  the  duty  of  appellee  to 
see  that  the  street  or  road  in  question  was 
so  nearly  upon  a  level  with  the  rails  of  its 
road  as  to  reasonably  prevent  injury  to  the 
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person  or  property  of  any  person  traveling 
or  rightfully  being  upon  said  street  or  road, 
and,  if  it  did  fail  so  to  do,  it  is  liable  in 
damages  for  such  failure,  without  regard  to 
whether  any  other  person  or  corporation  was 
liable  to  respond  in  damages  for  such  injury. 
It  results  from  the  foregoing  that  instruc- 


tions Nos.  1,  2,  and  3,  g^ven  by  the  trial 
court,  are  erroneous.  Instruction  1,  asked 
by  plaintiflf,  is  substantially  correct. 

For  the  reascms  indicated,  the  judgment  is 
reversed,  and  caui»e  remanded,  wiUi  direc- 
tions to  award  the  appellant  a  new  trial,  and 
for  proceedings  consistent  with  this  opinion. 


NEBRASKA  SUPREME  COURT. 


John  M.  CARTER,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

Benjamin  A.  GIBSON. 


( 


Neb. 


) 


*1.  A  eeatul  ane  trnat,  bjr  talclnff  a 
Jadffment  against  his  trustee  for  the  price 
of  trust  property  wrongfully  sold,  thereby 
ratifies  the  sale  and  waives  bis  right  to  pur- 
sue the  purchaser. 

%  Kothluff  appearliiff  to  the  contrary* 
It  will  be  presumed  that  the  Judgment  ap- 
pealed from  was  within  the  pleadings  and 
Justlded  by  proof. 

(January  23,  1901.) 

ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Cass 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
defendant  in  a  suit  to  establish  a  trust  in 
certain  real  estate  and  for  an  accounting. 
Afprmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
'  Mr.  A.  M.  Russell  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Messrs.   E.  H.  Wooley  and   J.  C.   Me- 
Nemey  for  defendant  in  error. 

SnllivAn,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  action,  as  appears  from  the  opinions 
in  20  Neb.  324,  45  N.  W.  634,  and  47  Neb. 
«55.  66  N.  W.  631,  was  brought  by  John  M. 
Carter  against  Benjamin  A.  Gibson  to  es- 
tablish a  trust  in  real  estate  and  for  an  ac- 
counting. The  case  was  referred  to  Mr.  D. 
0.  Dwyer  to  make  findings  of  fact,  and  upon 
his  report  a  decree  was  rendered  establish- 
ing plaintiff's  title  to  a  portion  of  the  prop- 
erty described  in  the  petition.  The  second 
paragraph  of  the  decree  is  as  follows :  '*The 
court  finds  upon  the  issues  joined  and  the  re- 
port of  the  referee  that  the  defendant  is  in- 
debted to  plaintiflf  in  the  sum  of  $4,151.00 
over  and  above  every  and  all  claims,  de- 
mands, counterclaims,  and  set-off  of  the  de- 
fendant Gibson  due  from  the  plaintiff  to  de- 
fendant Gibson.  It  is  further  considered  by 
the  court  that  the  plaintiff  recover  from  the 
defendant  the  sum  of  $4,151.00,  and  the  fur- 
ther sum  of  $ ,  costs,  being  the  costs 

accruing  in  said  case  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff from  the  commencement  of  this  suit; 
and  all  judgments  heretofore  rendered  in 
this  cause  against  the  plaintiff  and  in  favor 
of   the  defendant,   trustee,   are  hereby   set 

^Headnotes  by  Scllivan,  J. 

Nora. — For  earlier  cases  in  this  series  as  to 
following  trust  property  into  purchaser's  bands, 
see  Robinson  v.  Stone  (Ala.)  45  L.  R.  A.  66; 
Indiana,  I.  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Swannell  (111.)  30 
L.  R.  A.  290. 
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aside  and  held  for  naught."  Later  in  the 
term  the  court,  by  consent  of  counsel  for 
both  parties,  but  without  the  knowledge  or 
consent  of  the  plaintiff,  added  to  the  decree 
the  following  provision:  "The  court  fur- 
ther finds,  adjudges,  and  decrees  that  all  of 
the  persons  who  puirchased  property  de- 
scribed in  the  referee's  report  as  his  Exhibit 
A  are  bona  fide  purchasers,  and  obtained  full 
and  complete  title  to  the  premises  purchased 
by  them,  as  against  any  and  all  claims  of 
both  the  trustee,  Benjamin  A.  Gibson,  and 
the  cestui  que  trtist,  John  M.  Carter,  and 
have  full  and  complete  title  to  the  premises 
so  purchased  by  any  of  such  purchasers  who 
made  their  purchase  prior  to  the  commence- 
ment of  this  action,  and  that  neither  the  said 
trustee  nor  the  cestui  que  trust  have  any 
claim  or  demand  against  said  purchasers, 
but  their  title  to  said  premises  is  full  and 
complete  as  against  the  said  trustee  and  ces- 
tui que  trust, — free  and  clear  of  any  claim  or 
demands  of  either  of  them."  The  plaintiff 
afterwards  moved  to  eliminate  this  provi- 
sion, but  the  court  denied  the  motion,  and 
its  ruling  is  assigned  for  error.  The  record 
contains  neither  the  pleadings,  the  evidence 
given  at  the  trial,  nor  the  findings  of  the 
referee.  The  decree,  standing  alone,  is  not 
very  intelligible;  but  we  are  inclined  to 
think  that  it  ti*ansfei^  frc»n  Gibson  to  Car- 
ter the  legal  title  to  the  trust  property  re- 
maining unsold,  and  requires  the  former  to 
pay  the  latter  all  nM>neys  which  he  received 
for  lands  sold  in  violation  of  the  trust.  If 
this  construetion  is  correct,  the  plaintiff  has 
no  just  ground  for  complaint.  By  taking  a 
judgment  against  the  defendant  for  the  price 
of  the  property  wrongfully  sold,  he  ratified 
the  sales,  and  thereby  waived  his  right  to 
pursue  the  purchaser.  State  v.  Bank  of 
Commemiie,  60  Neb.  — ,  85  N.  W.  43.  Hav- 
ing lost  his  remedy  against  the  defendant's 
grantees,  the  plaintiff  is  not  prejudiced  by  a 
judgment  quieting  their  titles.  In  an  action 
to  recover  from  a  trustee  the  proceeds  of  a 
sale  of  real  property,  there  would  see^  to  be 
no  impropriety  in  quieting  the  vendee'a  title 
as  against  any  adverse  claim  of  the  cestui 
que  trust.  Such  a  judgment  is  really  for  the 
benefit  of  the  vendor,  who  nuy  be  required 
by  the  covenants  of  his  deed  to  defend  the 
title  which  he  a.4sumed  to  convey.  Nothing 
appearing  to  the  contrary,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  decree  rendered  in  this  case 
was  within  the  pleadings  and  justified  by  the 
proof. 

The  order  overruling  the  motion  to  strike 
nut  the  third  paragraph  of  the  decree  is  of- 
firfixed. 
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UNION     BANK     ft    TOUST    COMPANY, 
Admr.,  etc.,  of  H.  C.  Ezell,  Deceased, 

V, 

W.  C.  WRJGBT  et  al.,  Appta. 
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1.  A  eorporatiOB  haTiiiff  tbe  ebarter 
poirer  to  accept  and  execute  all 
klBda  of  tmata,  including  that  of  execu- 
tors and  guardianship  of  Infants  and  insane 
persons,  is  not  precluded  from  acting  as  ad- 
ministrator under  appolntnyent  by  the  court 
by  virtue  of  the  provision  that  It  may  execute 
such  trusts  as  may  be  imposed  upon  it  by  any 
"person  or  corporation." 

S.  A  corporation  may  act  aa  adminla- 
trator,  under  a  charter  giving  it  the  right 
and  power  to  accept  and  execute  all  trusts 
of  every  name  and  kind,  and  to  act  as  execu- 
tor, although  the  term  "administrator"  is  not 
included  among  those  specifically  designated 
therein,  since  that  terd  is  included  in  .the 
broad  power  as  to  trusts,  and  the  term 
'^executor'*  also  fairly  Includes  it. 

(February  21,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery  Appeals  re- 
versing a  judgment  of  the  Chancery  Court 
for  Smith  County  in  their  favor  in  an  action 
In-ought  to  recover  the  amount  alleged  to  be 
due  on  a  promissory  note.     Affirmed, 

The  facts  ^re  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court  of  Chancery  Appeals,  which  was  deliv- 
ered by  Neal,  J.,  as  follows: 

The  defendants  executed  to  the  complain- 
ant the  following  note: 

$266.00. 

Nashville,  Tenn.,  Oct  8,  1895. 
Six  months  after  date  I  promise  to  pay 
to  the  order  of  the  Union  Bank  and  Trust 
Company,  Adm'r  of  Est.  of  H.  C.  Ezell,  two 
hundred  and  sixty-live  dollars,  at  the  Union 
Bank  and  Trust  Company,  for  value  re- 
ceived, with  interest  from  date.  In  the 
event  suit  should  be  brought  for  the  collec- 
tion of  this  note,  agree  to  pay  a  reasonable 
attorney's  fee. 

[Signed]  W.  C.  Wright. 

J.  H.  Wright,  Surety. 
S.  H.  Wright,  Surety. 

The  complainant  sued  upon  this  note  as 
administrator.  The  defendants  demurred, 
raising  the  point  that  the  Union  Bank  & 
Trust  Company  was  not  legally  competent  to 
act  aa  administrator,  and  therefore  the  ac- 
tion of  the  county  court  in  appointing  it  was 
Toid  on  its  face.  The  complainant  claims 
that  it  has  the  right  to  act  as  administrator, 
under  the  terms  of  its  charter  (chapter  168, 
Acts  1883).  That  portion  of  its  charter 
which  is  applicable  to  the  subject  is  in  the 
following  words:  "The  said  corporation 
shall  have  the  right  and  power  to  accept  and 

NoTK. — As  to  the  power  of  a  surety  or  trust 
company  as  administrator,  trustee,  or  guardian, 
see  note  to  Rt  Clark  (Pa.)  48  L.  B.  A.  587. 
62  L.  R.  A. 


execute  all  trusts  of  every  name  and  kind 
which  may,  with  its  consent,  be  imposed 
upon  it  by  any  person  or  corporation, 
whether  the  trust  be  that  of  guardian,  execu- 
tor, trustee,  the  committee  of  an  estate  of  a 
non  compos  mentis f  or  any  other  trust;  the 
said  corporation  being  hereby  invested  with 
the  power  to  act  in  such  fiduciary  capacity 
as  fully  as  if  the  corporation  were  a  person 
in  being."  On  the  one  hand,  it  is  said  that 
the  charter  does  not  use  the  word  "adminis- 
trator," and,  under  the  rule  of  strict  con- 
struction applying  to  corporate  charters, 
nothing  should  be  included  therein  except 
what  is  expressly  included.  Further,  it  is 
said  that  the  section  of  the  charter  just 
quoted  just  speaks  of  trusts  imposed  by  "a 
person  or  corporation,"  and  that  the  county 
court  which  appoints  an  administrator  is 
neither  a  person  nor  a  corporation.  On  the 
other  hand,  it  is  said  that  the  word  "execu- 
tor" fairly  embraces  the  office  of  administra- 
tor, and,  further,  that  the  construction  as  to 
"person  or  corporation"  insisted  upon  by  the 
defendant  is  too  narrow,  because  the  county 
court  or  the  chancery  court  appoints  the 
committee  of  an  estate  of  a  person  non  com- 
pos mentis,  and,  likewise,  that  the  chancery 
court  appoints  a  guardian.  Further,  it  is 
said  that  an  executor,  although  nominated 
as  such  under  a  will,  cannot  perform  an^  of 
the  duties  of  his  odice  unless  he  is  auahfied 
by  the  county  court  Likewise,  that  the 
committee  of  an  estate  of  a  person  non  com- 
pos mentis  is  never  appointed  by  any  "per- 
son or  corporation,"  in  the  sense  in  which 
those  terms  are  insisted  upon  by  the  defend- 
ants. Likewise,  that  no  "person  or  corpo- 
ration,'' in  that  sense,  ever  appoints  a  guard- 
ian. On  the  other  hand,  it  is  said  by  the 
defendant  that  the  corporation  could  not  act 
as  administrator,  because  it  could  not  take 
the  oath.  To  this  it  is  replied  that  the  ex- 
ecutor himself  takes  an  oath,  as  well  as  aa 
administrator,  and  that  this  argument 
proves  too  much.  Again,  it  is  insisted  by 
the  complainant  that  by  the  terms  of  Shan- 
non's Code,  §  68,  the  word  "executor"  em- 
braces, also,  "administrator."  That  section 
reads  as  follows,  so  far  as  applicable  here: 
"The  word  'executor'  includes  an  administra^ 
tor,  where  the  subject-matter  applies  to  an 
administrator." 

The  case  of  State  ex  reLDolan  y,Clarksville 
d  R.  Tump,  Co.  2  Sneed,  89,  is  the  leading 
case  in  this  state  upon  the  subject  of  the  con- 
struction of  charters.  In  that  case  it  is  said 
that  public  grants  like  the  one  now  before 
us  are  to  l^  construed  strictly,  and  that 
notlting  passes  against  the  state  or  the  pub- 
lic by  implication.  The  case  then  before  the 
court  concerned  the  location  of  a  tollgate. 
The  question  was  whether  the  words  "within 
2  miles  of  Clarksville"  meant  2  miles  from 
Clarksville,  or  nearer  than  that.  It  was 
contended  by  the  turnpike  company  that  it 
could  place  its  gate  at  any  point  between 
Clarksville  and  a  point  two  miles  from 
Clarksville.    The  court  held  that  the  stat- 
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ute  fhould  be  construed  to  mean  as  if  it  read, 
^'within  2  miles  of  Clarksville,  and  not 
nearer."  The  court  said  that  this  limita- 
tion was  evidently  intended  when  the  char- 
ter was  granted.  The  course  of  reasoning 
by  which  this  conclusion  was  reached  was,  in 
stibbtance,  that  while  some  discretion  was 
given  to  the  company  about  the  location  of 
Its  tollgate,  yet  the  provision  above  referred 
to  was  intended^  not  for  the  benefit  of  the 
company,  but  for  the  benefit  of  the  public, 
and  for  its  convenience;  that  to  construe 
the  act  BO  as  to  give  to  the  company  the 
right  to  put  the  gate  immediately  on  the 
boundary  line,  so  to  speak,  of  the  city, 
would  greatly  interfere  with  the  convenience 
and  comfort  of  the  citizens,  and  hamper 
them  in  their  business  transactions,  in  go- 
ing in  and  out,  when  they  would  make  lit- 
tle or  no  use  of  the  pike.  So  the  construc- 
tion above  mentioned  was  given,  and  the  su- 
preme court  laid  down  the  rule  which  we 
have  above  copied.  They  also  laid  down  the 
rule  in  the  same  case  that  "the  real  inten- 
tion, when  accurately  ascertained,  will  al- 
ways prevail  over  the  literal  sense  of 
terms."  But  it  was  said  that,  to  discover 
this  intention,  the  court  should  consider  the 
subject-matter,  the  facts,  and  the  reason  of 
the  statute.  These  rules  apply,  of  course, 
to  all  statutes.  As  stated  by  the  supreme 
court  of  this  state  in  Rose  v.  Wortharriy  95 
Tenn.  508,  30  L.  R.  A.  609,  32  S.  W.  458, 
quoting  from  Sutherland  on  Statutes  &.  Stat- 
utory Construction :  "  *The  presumption  is 
that  the  la^vmakers  have  a  definite  purpose 
in  every  enactment,  .  .  .  and  that  pur- 
pose is  an  implied  limitation  on  general 
terms,  and  a  touchstone  for  the  expansion 
of  narrower  terms  used  in  the  statute.  The 
cardinal  purpose  of  the  act  must  control,  and 
words  and  phrases  must  be  read  in  such 
sense  as  will  harmonize  with  the  subject- 
matter  and  general  purpose  of  the  statute.*  " 
and.quoting  from  Kent's  Commentaries, it  is 
said:  "  4n  the  exposition  of  a  statute,  the 
intention  of  the  lawmaker  will  prevail  over 
the  literal  sense  of  the  terms,  and  its  rea- 
sons and  intention  will  prevail  over  the 
strict  letter.' "  And  again,  quoting  from 
Sutherland,  it  is  said :  *'  'Not  only  may  the 
meaning  of  words  be  restricted  by  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  an  act;.  .  .  .  but  for  like 
ren.Hon  they  may  be  extended.  .  .  .  The 
intention  of  the  act  will  prevail  over  the  lit- 
eral sense  of  its  terms.  .  .  .  The  partic- 
uar  inquiry  is  not  what  is  the  abstract  force 
of  the  words  used,  but  in  what  sense  were 
they  intended  to  be  used  as  found  in  the  act. 
This  sense  is  to  be  collected  from  the  con- 
text, and  a  narrower  or  more  extended 
meaning  is  to  be  given,  according  to  the  in- 
tention thus  indicated.' "  See,  also,  United 
States  v.  A'trfty,  7  Wall.  482,  19  L.  ed.  278; 
Church  of  Holy  Trinity  v.  United  States,  143 
U.  S.  457,  36  L.  ed.  226,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
511.  On  the  special  subject  of  charters,  see 
Memphis  Oayoso  Oas  Co.  v.  Williamsofit  9 
Meisk.  326.  The  substance  of  the  matter  is 
that  in  all  statutes  the  intention  is  to  be 
sought  for,  and  in  finding  that  intention  the 
courts  will  give  a  liberal  construction  to 
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I  remedial  statutes,  and  a  strict  construction 
to  those  purporting  to  grant  rights  against 
the  state  or  the  public.  The  controlling 
thought,  however,  over  all,  is  that  the  real 
purpose  of  the  legislature  is  to  be  sought 
and  enforced.  With  these  general  princi- 
ples in  view,  we  shall  briefly  consider  the 
present  statute. 

It  was  the  purpose,  not  only  to  confer  up- 
on the  corporation,  but  also  to  establish  a 
convenience  for  the  public.  This  conven- 
ience consisted  in  having  easily  accessible 
an  agency  capable,  both  financially  and 
through  experience  in  a  business  way,  to 
manage  the  kind  of  business  referred  to  in 
the  section  which  we  have  quoted.  The 
kind  of  corporation  authorized  by^the  char- 
ter was  looked  upon  as  an  agent  or  servant 
to  carry  on  the  work  indicated.  It  was  to 
be  selected  for  the  work  by  such  "persons  or 
corporations'*  as  chose  to  select  it,  and  it 
was  to  accept  the  services  if  it  desired  so  to 
do.  I'he  character  of  the  business  spoken 
of  is  that  pei*taining  to  the  estate  of  infants, 
persons  oi  unsound  mind,  and  decedents, 
and  "all  trusts  of  every  name  and  kind 
which  may  be  imposed  upon  it  by  any  per- 
son or  corporation,  and  which  it  is  willing 
to  accept.''  The  language  last  quoted  is 
very  broad.  It  is  not  limited  by  the  words 
which  follow,  inasmuch  as  after  these  words 
appear  the  general  words  "or  any  other 
trusts,"  restoring  the  thought  of  its  general 
purport.  The  same  generality  is  emphasized 
in  the  language  which  follows:  "The  said 
corporation  being  hereby  vested  with  the 
power  to  act  in  such  fiduciary  capacity  as 
fully  as  if  the  corporation  were  a  person  in 
being."  Here,  then,  we  have  the  power 
given  to  manage  all  kinds  of  trusts,  and  an 
agent  clothed  with  all  the  powers  of  a  nat- 
ural person  with  r^rard  to  these  matters. 

The  next  inquiry  is  whether  there  was  or 
was  not  an  intention  to  limit  this  language 
by  a  provision  that  this  trust  should  only  be 
imposed  by  certain  entities;  that  is,  some 
"person  or  corporation,"  construing  these 
words  in  their  ordinary  meaning,  and  as  in- 
tended to  indicate  that  the  person  or  cor- 
poration should  act  immediately,  and  not 
mediately.  The  word  "person"  usually 
means  a  natural  person  or  an  artificial  per- 
son; that  is,  a  corporation.  A  corporation 
is  a  legal  person,  merely.  If  the  words  be 
limited  to  this  exact  meaning,  it  would  fol- 
low tJiat  the  trusts  referred  to  could  only  be 
such  as  were  imposed  by  some  natural  per- 
son or  by  some  corporation.  But  when  we 
try  these  words  by  the  connection  in  which 
they  are  used,  and  the  illustrations  given  of 
them,  in  the  statute,  we  see  that  this  could 
not  have  been  the  meaning.  While  a  great 
variety  of  trusts  may  be  created  by  private 
individuals,  and  also  by  corporations,  yet 
neither  of  them  can  appoint  a  guardian  or 
committee  over  the  estate  of  a  lunatic  This 
must  be  done  by  tiie  chancery  court  or  the 
county  court.  So,  while  by  a  deed  or  will  a 
guardian  over  the  person  of  an  Infaiit  may 
be  appointed,  yet  such  guardian  cannot  int- 
termeddle  with  the  estate  of  an  infant  until 
he  receives  the  appointment  of  the  eoiaaitj' 
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court  or  the  chancery  court,  and  until  he 
qualities  by  taking  the  oath  and  givint^  bond. 
M'Alister  v.  Olmstead,  1  Huniph.  210,  220; 
Shannon's  Code,  §§  4253,  4255,  4259,  4262. 
Likewise,  although  a  person  may  be  nom- 
inated executor  in  a  will,  this  does  not  make 
him  such.  He  cannot  act  until  qualified  by 
the  county  court.  Shannon's  Code,  §  3933; 
Fay  V.  Reager,  2  .Sneed,  200,  203 ;  Ward  v. 
Bi/tceny  2  Sneed,  59;  Robertson  v.  Qaines,  2 
Humph.  381.  See,  also,  Franklin  v.  Frank- 
lin, 91  Tenn.  119,  126-128,  18  8.  W.  Gl.  So 
we  have  here  one  clear  instance  (that  of  a 
guardian  or  oommittee  of  a  lunatic)  where- 
in no  private  person  and  no  corporation  can 
impose  the  trust  upon  any  other  person  or 
corporation,  and  the  cases  of  executors,  and 
guiirdians  of  infants,  where  a  private  per- 
son can  only  nominate,  but  cannot  create. 
It  muat  be  supposed  that  the  legislative  body 
was  aware  of  the  existence  of  these  rules; 
an<l  yet  that  they  intended  that  the  corpora- 
tion should  have  the  power  to  act  as  the 
guardian  of  infants  and  of  persgns  non 
compos  mentis y  and  as  executors  of  deceased 
persons,  there  can  be  no  doubt.  Hence  it 
follows  that  we  can  find  no  restriction  in 
the  use  of  the  words  "person  or  corporation." 
We  next  turn  to  the  subject-matter.  We 
have  found  already  t^hat  this  embraces  all 
trusts  which  the  corporation  is  willing  to  ac- 
cept; that  it  is  not  restricted  to  technical 
chancery  trusts,  as  indicated  by  the  example 
given  of  the  guardians  of  the  estates  of  in- 
fants and  lunatics  and  of  executors,  the  du- 
ties of  all  of  which  officers  are  cognizable  at 
law.  So,  whether  the  office  of  administrator 
can  be  found  included  with  the  term  ''ex- 
ecutor" seems  to  us  not  yexj  material,  be- 
cause it  is  included  within  the  larger  term, 
"trust,"  and  the  expression  "all  trusts  of 
every  name  and  kind,"  and  the  expression 
''any  other  trusts."  But  we  think  that  the 
term  "administrator"  may  be  fairly  included 
within  the  term  "executor."  An  executor 
performs  all  the  duties  of  an  administrator 
with  regard  to  personalty, — as  to  its  care 
and  collection,  and  as  to  turning  it  into  mon- 
ey, and  as  to  the  payment  of  debts.  Other 
duties  may  be  imposed  upon  the  executor  by 
the  will,  as  to  distribution  of  the  person- 
alty, and  as  to  the  sale  and  management 
of  the  real  estate.    In  other  words,  the  term 
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executor"  is  a  larger  one  than  the  term 
"adininistrator."  The  general  thought  on 
which  they  unite  is  the  custody,  care,  and 
disposition  of  the  estates  of  deceased  per- 
sons. Code,  §  68,  provides^  as  we  have  al- 
ready noted,  that  the  word  "executor"  in- 
cludes an  "administrator,"  where  the  sub- 
ject-matter applies  as  an  administrator.  It 
is  true  that  this  was  stated  with  regard  to 
the  body  of  laws  embraced  in  the  Code,  but 
it  is  said  by  the  supreme  court  in  Cowan  v. 
Murch,  97  Tenn.  590,  595,  34  L.  R.  A.  538, 
37  S.  W.  393,  that  the  general  definitions 
embraced  in  the  Code  should  be  considered 
in  the  construction  of  all  subsequent  statutes 
so  as  to  build  up  a  uniform  and  harmonious 
system.  Now,  when  we  turn  to  the  Code,  we 
find  the  two  words  are  used  almost  as  syn- 
onyms in  many  sections.  Note  the  follow- 
ing: Shannon's  Code,  §  393,  where  the 
words  "letters  of  administration"  ojr  "letters 
testamentary"  occur.  See,  also,  §§  3938, 
3940,  3956-3959,  3961,  3965,  3976,  3977, 
3981,  3982,  4007,  4012,  4031,  4047,  4064, 
4008. 

Taking  all  the  language  of  the  statute  in- 
to consideration,  we  think  that  it  was  the 
purpose  of  the  legislature  to  confer  upon  cor- 
porations, under  chapter  168  of  the  Acts  of 
1883,  the  power  to  act  as  administrator.  It 
results  that  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  was 
erroneous.  The  decree  ^-us  also  erroneous 
on  another  ground.  After  having  executed 
his  note  to  the  complainant  as  administra- 
tor, the  defendant  was  estopped  to  deny  its 
official  character  when  sued  upon  the  obli- 
gation. The  demurrer  was  not  broad  enough 
to  oover  this  ground,' and  was  therefore  bad, 
even  though  the  views  above  set  forth  be 
not  well  founded.  It  results  that  the  decree 
of  the  chancellor  must  be  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings. 
The  defendants  will  pay  the  costs  of  this 
court.  The  costs  of  the  court  below  will  be 
paid  as  may  hereafter  be  decreed  by  the 
chancellor. 

Messrs.  Fite  ft  Aust  for  appellants. 
Mr.  H.  M.  Hale  for  appellee. 

The  above  decision  was  affirmed  orally  by 
the  supreme  court  on  February  21,  1900. 

All  the  Judges  concur. 
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THIRD  AVENUE  RAILROAD  COMPANY, 

Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

Philip  A.  BARTON. 

(107   Fed.   215.) 

A    pASseBffer    on.    tlie    mnnlnff    board 


Note. — For  earlier  cases  in  this  series  as  to 
negligence  In  riding  on  street-car  platform  or 
footboard,  see  Upham  v.  Detroit  City  R.  Co. 
(Mich.)  12  L.  R.  A.  129,  and  note;  Muldoon 
T.  Seattle  City  R.  Co.  (Wash.)  22  L.  R.  A. 
704 ;  Hawkins  v.  Front  Street  Cable  Co. 
(Wash.)  16  L.  R.  A.  808;  BlUott  v.  Newport 
Street  B.  Co.  (B.  1.)  23  L.  R.  A.  208 ;  Vail  t. 
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aloBff  the  aide  of  a  street  car  cannot 
recover  for  injuries  caused  by  coming  In 
contact  with  a  pillar  near  the  track  in  at- 
tempting to  pass  around  the  conductor,  who 
is  also  on  the  board,  in  obeying  the  con- 
ductor's direction  to  come  forward  and  get  a 
seat,  unless  under  all   the  circumstances  he 


Broadway  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  30  L.  R.  A.  626 ;  Wat- 
son V.  Portland  &  C.  E.  R.  Co.  (Me.)  44  L.  R.  A. 
157 ;  North  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Baur  (111.) 
45  L.  R.  A.  109 ;  Sweetiand  v.  Lynn  k  B.  R.  Co. 
(Mass.)  51  L.  R.  A.  783. 

As  to  negligence  In  getting  off  a  moving 
street  car,  see  Jagger  ?.  People's  Street  B.  Co. 
(Pa.)  38  L.  B.  A.  786,  and  note. 
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acted  as  a  man  of  ordlaary  prudence  wonid 
bave  done. 

(January  4,  1901.) 

EBROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New 
York  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of  plain- 
tiff in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages 
for  personal  injuries  alleeed  to  have  been 
caused  by  defendant's  negligence.  Reversed, 

rtke  facte  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Argued  before  Wallace  and  Lacombe,  Cir- 
cuit Judges. 

Messrs,  Hemry  I*.  Seheuemuui  and 
Herbert  R.  Iiimbnrser,  with  Messrs. 
Homdly,  X«auterbmeh,  ft  Jokason,  for 
plaintiff  in  error : 

Plaintiff  could  have,  by  the  exercise  of 
ordinary  care,  reached  the  seat  he  desired, 
without  coming  in  contact  with  the  pillar. 

He  need  not  have  regarded  the  alleged  in- 
vitation of  the  conductor;  he  oould  have 
waited  till  the  car  had  passed  the  pillar,  or 
at  all  events  he  need  not  have  endeavored  to 
swing  around  the  conductor;  he  could  have 
entered  one  of  the  passageways  between  the 
seats  and  let  the  conductor  pass  or  asked  the 
conductor  to  do  so  and  permit  him  to  move 
along  the  step. 

Moylan  v.  Second  Ave,  R,  Co.  128  N.  Y. 
683,  27  N.  K.  977;  Craighead  v.  Brooklyn 
City  R.  Co.  123  N.  Y.  391,  26  N.  E.  387; 
Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Moseley,  6  C.  C.  A. 
641,  12  U.  8.  App.  601,  67  Fed.  922;  Murphy 
V.  ?/inth  Ave.  R.  Co,  6  Misc.  298,  26  N.  Y. 
Supp.  783.  Affirmed  in  149  N.  Y.  609,  44  N. 
E.  1126;  Vroman  v.  Houston,  W.  Street  d 
P,  Feiry  R.  Co.  7  Misc.  234,  27  N.  Y.  Supp. 
257 ;  Casjters  v.  Dry  Dock,  E.  B.  &  B.  R.  Co. 
22  App.  Div.  156,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  961;  Sib- 
ley V.  Nexo  Orleans  City  d  L.  R.  Co.  49  La. 
Ann.  588,  21  So.  850;  State  use  of  Sharkey 
V.  Lake  RoloAid  Elev.  R,  Co.  84  Md.  163,  34 
Atl.  1130. 

The  invitation  by  the  conductor  did  not 
absolve  plaintiff  from  the  exercise  of  due 
care  in  going  forward. 

South  d  Sorth  Ala.  R.  Co.  v.  Schaufier, 
75  Ala.  136;  Fetter,  Carr.  Pass.  p.  445,  § 
171;  Doumey  v.  flendric,  46  Mich.  498,  41 
Am.  Rep.  177,  9  N.  W.  828;  Baltimore  d  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  »7oji€«,  95  U.  S.  439,  24  L.  ed.  506. 

If  the  conductor  was  negligent,  then  plain- 
tiff was  also  negligent,  as  the  law  required 
him  to  exercise  as  much  care  for  his  own 
safetv  as  was  required  of  the  conductor. 

Moyla/tv  v.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co.  128  N.  Y. 
583.  27  N.  E.  977;  Craighead  v.  Brooklyn 
City  R.  Co.  123  N.  Y.  391,  25  N.  E.  387 ;  Mis- 
souri P.  R.  Co.  V.  Moseley,  6  C.  C.  A.  641, 
12  U.  S.  App.  601,  57  Fed.  922;  South  d 
yorth  Ala.  R.  Co.  v.  Schaufler,  75  Ala.  136; 
Fetter,  Carr.  Pass.  p.  445,  §  171. 

Messrs.  George  M.  Baker  and  E.  O. 
Duvall,  with  Mr.  William  A.  Jones,  Jr^ 
for  defendant  in  error: 

The  conductor  was  acting  within  the  scope 
of  his  authority,  and  the  defendant  was  at 
all  times  bound  to  transport  its  passengers 
safely  as  far  as  human  care  and  foresight 
oould  go. 
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Thomas,  Neg.  224;  Stokes  t.  SaltonstaU^ 
13  Pet.  181,  10  L.  ed.  115;  CarroU  v.  Staten 
Island  R.  Co.  58  N.  Y.  126,  17  Am.  Rep.  22i. 

This  duty  became  even  more  imperative 
when  the  defendant  undertook  to  give  spe^ 
cific  directions  to  the  passenger,  and  the  lat- 
ter obeyed  such  directions.  Plaintiff  had 
the  right  to  assume  that  it  was  entirely  safe 
for  him  to  do  the  thing  directed. 

Baltimore  d  0.  R.  Co,  ▼.  Meyers,  10  C  C. 
A.  485,  18  U.  S.  App.  569,  62  Fed.  367 ;  Filer 
V.  Acw  York  C.  R.  Co.  69  N.  Y.  351 ;  Warner 
V.  Baltimore  d  0,  R.  Co.  168  U.  S.  339,  42  L. 
ed.  491,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  68;  Patterson,  Rail- 
wav  Accident  Law.  §  275. 

It  was  not  an  act  of  negligence  for  the 
plaintiff  to  obey  the  direction  of  the  con- 
ductor under  the  circumstances  presented  in 
this  case 

Filer  v.  A'eu?  York  C.  R.  Co,  69  N.  Y.  351 ; 
Warner  v.  Ballimore  d  0,  R.  Co.  168  U.  S. 
339,  42  L.  ed.  491,  18  Sup.  Ct.  ^ep,  68. 

When  the  failure  of  the  plaintiff*8  case  is 
made  to  depend  upon  the  defendant's  evi- 
dence, its  credibility,  weight,  and  probative 
force  are  questions  for  the  jury. 

Woods  V.  Atlantic  Mut,  Ins.  Co,  50  Mo. 
115;  Herriman  v.  Chicago  d  A.  R,  Co,  27 
Mo.  App.  435. 

A  passenger  on  a  railroad  car  is  justified 
in  following  the  command  or  request  of  the 
employee  in  charge,  while  the  latter  is  en- 
gaged'in  the  line  of  his  duty,  to  occupy  a  po- 
sition upon  the  car,  even  though  that  posi- 
tion  be  one  of  danger. 

Maher  v.  Central  Park,  If.  d  E,  River  R, 
Co.  67  X.  Y.  52;  Patterson,  Railway  Acci- 
dent Law,  §  275;  Baltimore  d  0.  R.  Co.  v. 
Meyers,  10  C.  C.  A.  485,  18  U.  S.  App.  569, 
62  Fed.  307. 

X«acoaibe,  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court : 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages 
for  personal  injuries  sustained  by  the  plain- 
tiff, and  claimed  to  have  been  occasioned  \^ 
the  negligence  of  the  defendant.  Plaintiff, 
while  a  passenger  on  one  of  defendant's  cars, 
which  run  beneath  the  elevated  railroad 
structure  on  Third  avenue,  was  brought  into 
violent  contact  with  one  of  the  pillars  of 
such  structure,  which  was  located  with  its 
base  3  feet  2 14  inches  from  the  nearest  rail 
of  defendant's  track.  On  the  open  cars  of 
defendant  there  are  iiprights  marking  the 
different  compartments  or  seats,  to  which 
are  attached  metal  stanchions  for  handholds, 
I'he  distance  between  these  stanchions  and 
the  pillar  is  a  trifle  less  than  2  feet.  Access 
to  the  different  seats  is  afforded  by  a  side 
step  or  running  board  extending  along  the 
side  of  the  car  from  front  to  rear.  In  view 
of  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  the  plaintiff's  ver- 
sion of  the  occurrence  must  be  accepted. 
He  boarded  the  car  somewhere  near  Fifteenth 
'street,  getting  on  the  step  somewhat  back  of 
the  middle  of  the  car,  with  a  stanchion  in 
each  hand.  The  car  started,  and  the  conduc- 
tor motioned  him  to  c<Hne  forward,  calling 
out:  "Seat  in  front,  sir.  Come  forward 
here,  and  get  the  seat."  The  plaintiff  moved 
forward  along  the  step  to  get  the  seat.     At 
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the  same  tiiue  the  conductor  was  moving  to- 
wards the  rear  along  the  Bume  step.  When 
they  reached  ea^li  other,  the  conductor  "ob- 
Btnicted  hiB  way,"  and  plaintiff  was  *'pa8B- 
ing  the  conductor  at  the  time  that  he  Btruck 
the  post."  The  conductor  "stood  there"  on 
the  step,  and  by  so  standing  "forced  plain- 
tifT  around  him,"  but  did  "not  catch  hold  of 
plaintiff  with  his  hand,  or  anything  of  that 
sort."  Plaintiff  "started  to  go  around  the 
conductor,"  and  while  in  that  situation  his 
head  came  in  contact  with  the  pillar.  The 
conductor  did  not  go  inside  the  car  when 
plaintiff  was  about  to  pass.  He  passed  plain- 
tiff on  the  inside.  Plaintiff  had  ridden  on  the 
road  before,  and  knew  of  the  elevated  pillarH 
that  are  located  there  in  a  general  way. 

Defendant  assigns  error  that  the  jury  was 
not  sufficiently  instructed  by  the  charge  as 
to  the  law  of  contributory  negligence.  After 
a  brief  statement  as  to  the  degree  of  care  re- 
quired from  common  carriers  of  passengers, 
the  court  charged  as  follows:  "There  is  no 
question  that  the  plainti^  suffered  on  the 
morning  of  October  2,  1897,  a  very  serious 
injury.  Neither  is  there  any  question  but 
that  he  received  the  injury  by  coming  in 
contact  with  a  pillar  of  the  elevated  rail- 
rood.  There  is  no  adequate  question  that 
if  he  received  the  injurv  by  walking  along 
the  step,  going  behind  the  conductor  in  re- 
&p<Mise  to  his  demand  or  call,  and  if  the  con- 
ductor, by  his  command,  placed  the  plaintiff 
in  the  condition  or  status  of  danger  in  con- 
sequence of  which  he  received  the  injury,  the 
defendant  is  liable;  that  is,  if  the  conductor 
told  him  to  plaoe  himself  in  a  position  in 
which  the  plaintiff  must  necessarily  come 
into  a  dan^^erous  position,  and  in  conse- 
quence of  which  he  received  the  injury,  the 
defendant  is  liable.  Upon  the  other  hand,  if 
the  plaintiff  voluntarily,  and  without  any 
reason  except  his  own  wish,  left  a  position  of 
safety,  and  placed  himself  in  a  position  of 
danger,  and  there  was  no  invitation  or  sum- 
mons from  the  conductor,. then  the  defendant 
is  not  liable.  So  that  the  question,  as  you 
see,  is  one  entirely  of  fact.  Which  theory  do 
yon  think  has  been  proved  to  your  satiBfac- 
tion?  The  plaintiff  must  prove  his  case  by 
a  fair  and  reasonable  preponderance  of  tes- 
timony. That  does  not  mean  by  a  superior 
number  of  witnesses,  but  by  teetimony  which 
satisfies  you  of  its  correctness." 


It  is  quite  apparent  from  this  quotation 
that  the  jury  might  fairly  have  inferred 
that,  if  the  plaintiff  were  in  a  place  of  safety, 
and  left  it  not  voluntarily,  or  because  of  his 
own  wish,  but  by  reason  of  the  invitation  or 
summons  of  the  conductor,  in  order  to  take 
a  vacant  seat,  and  while  moving  towards 
such  vacant  seat  encountered  the  conductor, 
who  insisted  on  standing  in  such  a  position 
that  plaintiff  could  only  proceed  by  under- 
taking a  manifestly  perilous  passage,  they 
must  find  for  plaintiff.  In  order,  however, 
to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover  under  such 
circumstences,  it  must  be  apparent  upon  the 
whole  case  that  in  underteking  such  passage 
he  acted  as  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence 
would  have  done.  He  was  not  physically 
thrust  into  peril.  When  he  reached  the 
conductor  on  the  step,  he  might  fairly  have 
insisted  that  the  latter  should  step  inside, 
or  should  retreat  sufficiently  far  to  uncover 
the  entrance  to  the  vacant  seat,  or  should  al- 
low plaintiff  to  pass  inside  of  him.  Cer- 
tainly, plaintiff  was  under  no  obligation  to 
proceed  by  passing  on  the  outside  of  the  con- 
ductor, and  whether  he  acted  with  reason- 
able prudence  in  attempting  to  do  so  was  a 
question  which  defendant  was  entitled  to 
have  submitted  to  the  jury,  but  which,  un- 
der the  charge,  was  practically  withdrawn 
from  their  consideration.  Defendant  ex- 
cepted to  tliat  portion  of  the  charge  which 
instructed  the  jury  that  "there  is  no  ques- 
tion but  that,  if  he  was  called  by  the  con- 
ductor, and  placed  in  a  position  of  danger, 
then  tlie  defendant  is  liable,  and  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  recovery."  And  defendant 
specifically  called  the  court's  attention  to  its 
twenty-first  and  twenty-second  requeste  to 
charge,  and  excepted  to  ite  refusal  to  charge 
them.  They  read  as  follows:  "(21)  If 
you  believe  that  the  plaintiff,  even  though 
he  were  invited  to  do  so  by  the  conductor, 
committed  a  negligent  act  in  passing  around 
the  conductor  while  on  the  step,  then  your 
verdict  must!  be  for  the  defendant.  (22) 
An  invitation  by  a  conductor  does  not  re- 
lieve a  passenger  from  the  rule  that  the  pas- 
senger must  use  care  of  an  ordinarily  pru- 
dent man  for  his  own  safety." 

We  Uiink  it  was  error  to  refuse  these  re- 
questi^.  27m;  judgment  is  reversed,  and  new 
trial  ordered,  with  costs  of  this  court  to 
plaintiff  in  error. 
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Robert  L.  FORREST,  Claimant  in  Possession 
of  Naphtha  I^aunch,  Appt., 

V. 

William  K.  VANDERBILT,  Jr. 

(107  Fed.  734.) 

!•  A  napliltaa  launcli  !■  not  rnn  appnr- 
teaaiftce  of  a  yacbt  with  which  It  has 
been   used   as   tender,   so  as  to   pass   by   a 


sale  of  the  yacht  where  it  cannot  be  carried 
by  the  yacbt  and  does  not  accompany  it  on 
its  voyages. 
2.     Authority'  to  sell  a  yaelit  does  not 

laclnde  authority  to   •ell  a  uapl&tlia 
launch  used  as  Its  tender,  which  cannot  be 
carried  by  the  yacbt  and  does  not  accompany 
'     it  on  its  trips  and  voyages. 

(March   11,   1901.) 


Mom. — For  authorities  In  this  series  as  to 
corporeal  ai^urtenances  to  realty,  see  Badger 
Lumber  Co.  y.  Marion  Water  Supply,  Electric 
light  k  P.  Co.    (Kan.)   16  L.  R.  A.  652,  and 
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note;  Paine  v.  Chandler  (N.  Y.)  19  L.  R.  A. 
99;  Axllne  ▼.  Shaw  (Fla.)  28  L.  R.  A.  391: 
Sage  V.  New  York  (N.  Y.)  38  L.  R.  A.  606; 
Smith  y,  Deniff  (Mont.)  50  L.  R.  A.  787. 
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APPEAL  by  claimant  from  a  decree  of  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
Ihe  Eastern  District  of  Pennsylvania  in  fa- 
vor of  libellant  in  a  cause  civil  and  maritime 
to  recover  possession  of  a  naphtha  launch. 
Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Argued  before  Dallas  and  Oray,  Circuit 
Judges,  and  Bradford,  District  Judge. 

sir.  Robert  D.  Coxe,  for  appellant: 

To  a  pleasure  vessel,  a  launch  of  the  char- 
acter of  the  one  in  controversy  may  be  as 
much  an  appurtenance  as  a  smaller  boat  reg- 
ularly carried  on  the  vessel. 

It  was  universally  considered  by  experts 
that  the  launch  was  an  appurtenance,  and  it 
had  been  constantly  so  employed  by  the  li- 
bellant. 

Such  a  convenience  as  the  naphtha  launch 
in  question,  under  the  conditions  that  inva- 
riably accompany  the  ownership  of  a  pleas- 
ure vessel  like  the  "Carmita"  with  its  cus- 
tomary and  familiar  luxurious  appoint 
mcnts,  becomes  an  absolute  necessity. 

Ite  ''appurtenances''  accompany  the  sale 
of  a  vessel,  and  the  bill  of  sale  invariably  so 
reads.  It  was  clearly  within  the  scope  of 
the  agent's  authority,  therefore,  to  include 
such  appurtenances. 

1  Parsons,  Maritime  Law,  p.  71 ;  1  Par- 
sons, Shipping  &  Admiralty,  chap.  3,  §  6; 
The  Dundee,  1  Hagg.  Adm.  109. 

The  word  "ship'*  includes  boats. 

Hall  V.  Ocean  Ins,  Co.  21  Pick.  472;  Em- 
erigon,  Ins.  chap.  6,  §  7;  Shannon  v.  Outcm, 
1  Mann.  &  R.  392 ;  1  Parsons,  Maritime  Law, 
272. 

The  acts  of  an  agent  in  excess  of  his  au- 
thority invariably  bind  the  principal,  where 
a  third  party  has  a  right  to  believe  that  the 
agent  was  acting  within  his  authority. 

Walsh  V.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  73  N.  Y.  5 ; 
Ruggles  v.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  114  N. 
Y.  415,  21  N.  E.  1000;  Wachter  v.  Phoenix 
Assur.  Co.  132  Pa.  438,  19  Atl.  289;  Jackson 
v.  Emmens.  119  Pa.  35G,  13  Atl.  210;  Hask- 
ell v.  Starbird,  152  Mass.  120;  Paige  v.  Bar- 
rett, 151  Mass.  68,  23  N.  E.  725. 

A  principal  is  bound  by  the  acts  of  his 
agent,  whether  general  or  special,  within  the 
authority  he  has  actually  given  him,  which 
includes,  not  only  the  precise  act  which  he 
authorizes  him  to  do,  but  also  whatever  usu- 
ally belongs  to  it^  or  is  necessary  to  its  per- 
formance. 

Edmunds  v.  Bushell,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  97 ;  Cas- 
well ▼.  Cross,  120  Mass.  545;  Law  v.  Stokes, 
32  N.  J.  L.  249,  90  Am.  Dec.  655;  Knell  v. 
United  States  d  B.  8.  8.  Co.  I  Jones  &  S. 
423 ;  Patker  v.  Saratoga  County  Supers.  106 
N.  Y.  392,  13  N.  E.  308;  Meyer  v.  Hamden 
Exp.  Co.  24  How.  Pr.  290. 

In  so  far  as  a  receipt  is  evidence  of  a  con- 
tract between  the  parties,  it  stands  on  the 
footing  of  all  other  contracts  in  writing,  and 
cannot  be  contradicted  or  varied  by  parol. 

1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  306;  Miller  v.  Goodwin, 
8  Gray,  542;  Pierce  v.  Weymouth,  45  Me. 
481;  Lewis  v.  Brewster,  57  Pa.  410;  Cowan 
T.  Cooper,  41  Ala.  187. 

The  contract  was  consummated  on  April 
7,  1900.  No  demand  was  made  for  a  re- 
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turn  of  the  launch  until  May  22,  1900,  and 
the  libel  was  not  filed  until  June  2,  1900. 

If  the  vendee  obtains  possession  of  the 
goods  without  complying  with  the  conditions 
of  sale  the  vendor  should  immediately  re- 
claim them;  but  if  he  lies  by  and  makes  no 
complaint  in  a  reasonable  time  he  consents 
to^the  absolute  transfer  of  the  property. 

Backcnloss  v.  Speicher,  31  Pa.  324;  Smith 
V.  Smith,  21  Pa.  367,  60  Am.  Dec.  61. 

Messrs.  Biddle  SC  Ward,  with  Mr.  J. 
Bodman  Panl,  for  appellee: 

One  who  deals  with  a  special  agent  is 
bound  to  take  notice  of  the  limitations  of 
his  authority,  and  the  burden  is  upon  him, 
not  upon  the  principal,  to  show  authority. 
Gardiner  k  Cox  were  special  agents  of  the 
libellant,  appointed  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
selling  the  yacht  "Carmita,"  and  nothing 
more. 

Loudon  Sav.  Fund  Soc.  v.  Hagerstovn 
Sav.  Bank,  36  Pa.  502,  78  Am.  Dec.  390; 
Wheeler  v.  Northwestern  Sleigh  Co.  39  Fed. 
347  ;  Gibson  v.  Colt,  7  Johns.  390. 

How  much  passes  by  the  word  "ship,"  or 
the  phrase  "ship  and  her  appurtenances,"  or 
"apparel,"  or  "furniture,"  or  the  like,  cannot 
be  positively  determined  by  any  definition. 

1  Parsons,  Shipping,  2d  ed.  78;  Maclach- 
Ian,  Shipping,  16;  The  Dundee,  1  Hagg. 
Adm.  126. 

Whatever  is  on  board  a  ship  for  the  object 
of  the  voyage  and  adventure  on  which  she  is 
engaged,  belonging  to  the  owners,  constitutes 
a  part  of  the  ship  and  her  appurtenances. 

Galv  V.  Laurie,  5  Barn,  k  C.  156;  The 
Witch  Queen,  3  Sawy.  203,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,- 
91G;  Gullman  v.  Sharp,  81  Hun,  462,  30  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1036;  Lano  v.  Neale,  2  Starkie,  105. 

Mere  convenience  or  usefulness,  as  distin- 
guished from  that  which  is  indispensable 
and  necessary,  can  never  of  itself  constitute 
one  object  the  appurtenance  of  another^ 

Humphreys  v.  BlcKissock,  140  U.  S.  314, 
35  L.  ed.  476,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  779. 

Moreover,  nothing  is  an  appurtenance 
which  is  not  appropriated  to  the  particular 
ship  exclusively. 

Ex  parte  Gould,  2  Morrell,  137 ;  1  Molloy, 
De  Jure  MariUmo,  chafK  1,  §  8;  Starr  ▼. 
Goodwin,  2  Root»  71. 

Bradford,  District  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  in  a  cause 
of  possession,  civil  and  maritime.  William 
K.  Vanderbilt^  Jr.,  the  appellee,  filed  his  libel 
to  recover  a  certain  naphtha  launch  alleged 
then  to  be  in  the  possession  of  Robert  L. 
Forrest  and  J.  G.  Neafie-Whitaker.  Forrest 
alone  made  claim  to  the  launch  and  answer 
to  the  libel.  The  case  was  heard  on  excep- 
tions to  the  answer.  The  exceptions  were 
sustained,  and  the  court  below  decreed  that 
^possession  of  the  launch  should  forUiwith  be 
delivered  to  the  libellant  by  Forrest.  The 
averments  of  the  libel  material  to  the  in- 
quiry before  us  are  as  follows: 

"First.  That  the  libellant  is  the  true  and 
lawful  owner  of  the  said  naphtha  launch. 

•         •         • 

"Second.  That  possession  of  the  said  naph- 
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iha  launch  is  now  and  has  been  since  on  or 
About  the  Ist  day  of  May  last  past  wrong- 
iully  withheld  from  the  libellant  by  the  said 
Bofc^rt  L.  Forrest  on  an  alleged  ground  of 
title  to  the  possession  of  saad  naphtha 
launch. 

**Third.  That  the  said  claim  of  title  to  the 
possession  of  the  said  naphtha  launch  is  en- 
tirely invalid  and  insufficient,  the  same  be- 
ing dependent  upon  and  referred  to  an  al- 
leged sale  by  the  said  libellant  to  the  said 
Robert  L.  Forrest  of  the  said  naphtha 
launch,  whereas  in  fact  there  was  no  sale 
either  in  law  or  in  fact  of  the  said  naphtha 
launch  to  the  said  Robert  L.  Forrest  as  is 
hereinafter  set  forth. 

**Fourth.  That  on  or  about  the  28th  day  of 
March,  1900,  the  libellant,  through  his 
agents,  Gardiner  k  Oox,  sold  to  the  said  Rob- 
ert L.  Forrest  the  yacht  *Carmita,'  then  be- 
ine  at  Xewport,  Rhode  Island,  in  the  cus- 
tody of  the  Newport  Ship  Yard,  for  the  sum 
of  four  thousand  dolktra  ($4,000,)  subject 
to  her  being  sound  and  in  good  condition. 
.  .  .  The  said  naphtha  launch  .  .  . 
in  no  way  belonged  to,  was  appurtenant  to, 
nor  was  a  tender  to  the  yacht  ^Carmita,'  but, 
on  the  contrary,  the  said  naphtha  launch  wan 
far  too  large  to  be  used  with  and  hoisted 
aboard  the  yacht  'CamMta^'  and  no  arrange- 
ments were  or  oould  be  provided  upon  said 
yacht  for  the  hoisting  aboard  of  the  said 
naphtha  launch. 

"Fifth.  That  the  said  libellant  had  author- 
ized and  instructed  the  said  agents  Gardiner 
h  Oox  to  sell  the  said  yacht  'Carmita'  but 
had  in  no  respect  authorizsed  or  instructed 
them  to  sell  the  naphtha  launch,  and  they 
had  in  fact  no  authority  whatsoever  from 
the  libellant  to  sell  said  launch,  nor  was  any 
mention  made  of  said  launch  in  the  contract 
of  sale  whereby  the  said  Robert  L.  Forrest 
purchased  the  yacht  'Carmita'  from  libellant 
through  his  said  agents.  The  said  contract 
of  sale  is  contained  in  two  letters  marked 
*A*  and  *B,'  true  copies  of  which  are  ap- 
pended hereto  and  asked  to  be  taken  as  a 
part  hereof. 

"Sixth.  That  on  or  about  the  7th  day  of 
April,  1900,  the  said  Robert  L.  Forrest  hav- 
ing inspected  the  yacht  'Garmita,'  and  hav- 
ing found  her  sound  and  in  good  condition, 
paid  to  the  said  Gardiner  k  Gox  as  agents 
for  said  libellant  the  purchase  price  thereof, 
being  four  thousand  dollars  ($4,000),  and 
himself  dictated  the  receipt  for  said  pur- 
chase price,  a  true  copy  of  which  is  hereto 
appended  marked  ^G/  and  asked  to  be  taken 
as  part  hereof,  wherein  in  «Lumerating  the 
various  items  of  the  equipment  of  the  said 
yacht  'Garmita,'  was  included  the  word 
'launch;'  and  said  receipt  without  the  au- 
thority, knowledge,  or  consent  of  the  libel- 
lant who  had  authorized  his  said  agents  to 
sell  the  yacht  'Garmita'  only  was  improvi- 
dently  signed  by  them  without  noticing  that 
the  word  iaunch'  was  contained  therein,  and 
said  receipt  was  delivered  to  the  said  Robert 
L.  Forrest. 

''Seventh.  That  thereupon  the  said  Robert 
L.  Forrest  upon  presentation  of  the  said  re- 
ceipt at  the  said  Newport  Ship  Yard  received 
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and  took  away,  not  only  the  yacht  'Garmita,' 
but  alno  the  said  naphtha  launch,  which  was 
delivered  to  him  without  authority  from  the 
libellant  or  anyone  on  his  behalf  and  against 
the  express  instructions  of  libellant's  agents. 
That  said  Robert  L.  Forrest  was  informed  by 
Gardiner  k  Cox  and  by  the  Newport  Ship 
Yard's  president  and  employees  before  tak- 
ing the  launch  that  William  K.  Vanderbilt, 
Jr.,  as  soon  as  advised  of  the  matter  repudi- 
ated the  sale  of  the  launch  and  denied  any 
authority  on  the  part  of  Gardiner  k  Gox  to 
sell  same  or  order  its  delivery. 

"Eighth.  That  thereupon  the  libellant  hav- 
ing discovered  that  said  naphtha  launch  had  ^ 
been  delivered  to  the  said  Robert  L.  Forrest ' 
without  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  libel- 
lant, made  due  demand  upon  the  said  Robert 
L.  Forrest  that  he  deliver  to  him  possession 
of  the  said  naphtha  launch,  which  the  said 
Robert  L.  Forrest  has  omitted  and  refused 
to  do." 

l*he  two  letters  mentioned  in  paragraph 
5  of  the  libel  and  the  receipt  nvvotioned  in 
paragraph  6  thereof  are  as  follows: 

A. 

March  28,  1900. 
To  J.  G.  Nealle-Whitaker,  E^q., 

Philadelphia — 
Dear  Sir: — 

We  beg  to  advise  you  that  Mr.  W.  K.  Van- 
derbilt, Jr.,  has  accepted  your  offer  for  your 
friend  of  $4,000  for  the  "Carmita,"  subject  to 
her  being  sound  and  in  good  condition.  We 
also  inclose  you  copy  of  letter  sent  to  Mr. 
Vanderbilt:    Mr.  Evans  is  better,  etc.,  etc. 

Gardiner  k  Gox. 

B. 

Messrs.  Gardiner  k  Gox, 

1  Broadway,  New  Y'ork  City — 

Gentlemen: — 

Through  the  courtesy  of  Mr.  J.  G.  Neafie- 
Whitaker,  I  understand  that  my  offer  of  $4,- 
000  for  "Carmita"  subject  to  my  inspection 
being  satisfactory,  has  been  accepted.  Owing 
to  press  of  business,  I  will  be  unable  to  get 
away  from  here  until  after  the  middle  of  the 
coining  week,  when  I  will  be  in  New  York 
and  go  from  there,  with  my  skipper,  to  New- 
port to  see  the  boat.  I  trust  that  we  can 
have  the  transaction  entirely  settled  without 
any  great  delay.  Mr.  Whitaker  has  kindly 
given  me  oopy  of  your  letter  to  Mr.  Vander- 
bilt. I  trust  that  you  will  be  able  to  fur- 
nish a  complete  inventory  of  everything  be- 
longing to  "Carmita,"  and  awaiting  your 
favor  I  remain, 

Very  truly  yours, 

R.  L.  F.  Robert  L.  Forrest. 

C. 

New  York,  April  7,  1900. 
Received  of  Robert  L.  Forrest  four  thou- 
sand ($4,000)  in  full  payment  for  yacht 
"Garmita,"  including  her  boats,  launch-ten- 
der, spars,  sails,  and  complete  interior  and 
deck  fittings  to  put  her  in  full  commission, 
said  boat  and  appurtenances  above  men- 
tioned to  be  delivered  at  once  to  you. 

W.  K.  Vanderbilt,  Jr., 
By  Gardiner  k  Gox,  Yacht  Agents. 
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The  avemientfl  of  the  answer,  bo  far  as 
mater ial  to  the  decision  of  this  appeal,  are 
as  follows: 

"Fii'ht.  This  claimant  and  respondent  de- 
nic*s  that  the  libel  Ian  t  is  the  true  and  law* 
ful  owner  of  the  said  naphtha  launch.    .    .    . 

"Second.  This  claimant  denies  that  pos- 
seHMion  of  the  said  naphtha  launch  has  been 
^^ron^'fully  withheld  from  the  libellant  by 
the  claimant,  Robert  L.  Forrest,  since  on  or 
about  the  1st  day  of  May,  1900. 

"Third.  It  is  true  as  averred  in  the  third 
paragraph  of  the  libel  in  this  cause,  that  this 
claimant,  the  said  Robert  L.  Forrest,  claims 
•  title  to  tlie  Baid  naphtha  launch;  but  it  is 
not  true,  as  averred  in  the  said  libel,  that 
the  said  Robert  L.  Forrest's  claim  of  title  is 
entirely  invalid  and  insufficient.  Nor  is  it 
true,  as  averred  in  the  said  libel,  that  there 
was  no  sale,  either  in  law  or  in  fact,  of  the 
said  naphtha  launch  to  the  said  Robert  L. 
Forrest.  As  is  hereinafter  set  forth,  this 
claimant's  title  to  the  said  naphtha  launch 
is  derived  from  an  unimpeachable  sale  there- 
of by  the  arcrcdited  agents  of  the  libellant 
and  is  complete. 

"Fourth.  The  averment  in  the  fourth  par- 
agraph of  the  Haid  libel  as  to  the  sale  of  the 
yaclit  'Carmita'.bv  the  libellant  through  his 
agents,  Gardiner  i  Cox,  is  incorrect  and  mis- 
leading, and  is  untrue  so  far  as  it  fails  to  de- 
scribe the  real  nature  of  the  transaction  be- 
tween said  agents  and  this  claimant  The 
true  character  of  the  said  transaction,  cov- 
ering a  sale  of  the  said  yacht  with  the  said 
naphtha  launch,  is  hereinafter  fully  set 
forth.  ...  It  is  true  that*  the  said 
naphtha  launch  was  likewise  at  Newport,  but 
this  cUimant  denies  the  averment  that  the 
said  naphtha  launch  in  no  way  belonged  to, 
nor  was  appurtenant,  nor  was  a  tender  to 
the  yacht  'C'armita.'  .  '  .  .  In  point  of 
fact,  the  said  yacht  'Carmita'  was  designed, 
constructed,  and  has  been  used  as  a  racing 
yacht,  and  with  such  object  in  view,  when  in 
racing  trim,  there  is  no  adequate  provision 
but  for  one,  or  at  the  most  two,  light  boats 
in  compliance  merely  with  the  requirements 
of  tlie  Jaw.  While  it  is,  undoubtedly,  true 
that  a  naphtha  launch  of  the  size  of  the 
naphtha  launch  libelled  in  this  proceeding 
could  not  be  hoisted  on  the  deck  of  the  yadit 
'Cannita,'  it  is  still  the  fact  that  it  is  the 
custom  for  such  yacht  to  have  such  a  naph- 
tha launch  as  a  tender  in  its  service.  So 
that  the  difficulty  or  impossibilty  of  hoisting 
the  said  naphtha  launch  on  board  is  not  a 
circumstance  that  could  enter  into  the  con- 
sideration of  the  question  whether  the  said 
naphtha  launch  would  be  an  appurtenance  of 
the  said  yacht  'Carmita;'  which  question, 
however,  could  only  be  considered  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  written  contract  between  the  li- 
bellant's  agents  and  the  claimant,  and  here- 
inafter fully  set  forth,  specifically  convey- 
ing the  said  naphtha  launch  to  this  claim- 
ant 

"Fifth.  The  averment  in   the   fifth   para- 
graph of  the  said  libel  that  Gardiner  A  Cox  I 
were  agents  to  sell  the  said  yacht  *Carmita*  | 
tliis   claimant   admits    to   be   true.     Subsc- 1 
queat  allegations  in  said  fifth  paragraph  to 
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the  effect  that  libellant  had  in  no  respect 
authorized  or  instructed  his  agents  to  aell 
the  naphtha  launch  and  they  had  in  fact  no 
authority  whatsoever  from  the  libellant  to 
sell  said  launch,'  this  claimant  respectfullj 
submits  that  he  is  advised  the  same  are  ir- 
relevant, immaterial,  and  incompetent,  in 
the  absence  of  any  averment  by  the  libellant 
that  this  claimant  had  previous  to  the  said 
sale  notice  of  any  want  of  authority  on  the 
part  of  the  said  agents,  Gardiner  &  Cox,  to 
sell  the  said  naphtha  launch.  This  claimant 
expressly  denies  that  there  was  no  mention 
of  the  said  launch  in  the  contract  of  sale 
whereby  the  said  Robert  L.  Forrest  pur- 
chased the  yacht  'Carmita'  from  libellant 
through  his  agents;  and  he  further  denies 
that  the  said  contract  of  sale  is  contained  in 
two  letters  marked 'A' and  *B,' copies  of  which 
are  made  part  of  the  said  libel.  The  real 
contract  of  sale  is  embodied  in  three  writ- 
ings marked  *A,'  *B'  and  *C,'  copies  of  which 
arc  made  a  part  of  the  said  libel.  In  the 
paper  maiked  'C,'  signed  by  Gardiner  ftOox, 
agents  of  the  libellant,  the  'launch  tender' 
expretiesly  designated,  as  admitted  distinctly 
in  the  sixth  paragraph  of  the  libel  in  this 
cause,  is  the  'naphtha  launch'  libelled  in  this 
proceeding. 

"Sixth.  The  averments  of  the  sixth  para- 
graph of  the  said  libel  are  only  partially 
true,  so  far  as  they  set  up  the  consummation 
of  the  negotiations  on  April  7,  1900,  between 
this  claimant  and  the  agents  of  libellant; 
but  they  fail  to  set  forth  the  fact  that  the 
dictation  of  the  said  paper  *C,'  called  by  the 
lil)ellant  a  'receipt,'  was  done  by  this  claim- 
ant at  the  express  request  of  the  said  agents, 
Gardiner  &  Cox,  in  the  office  of  the  said 
agents,  No.  1  Broadway,  in  the  city  of  New 
York.  The  said  'receipt'  was  typewritten  by 
an  employee  of  the  said  Gardiner  &  Cox, 
agents  of  the  libellant,  and  thereupon  sub- 
mitted by  such  employee  to  Mr.  Cox,  of  the 
said  firm,  who,  after  carefully  examining  the 
same,  directed  the  addition  of  the  affix  *Jr.* 
to  Mr.  Vanderbilt's  (the  libellant)  name; 
and  the  said  Cox  thereupon  signed  the  said 
paper  in  the  firm  name  of  Gardiner  &  Cox, 
as  agents  of  William  K.  Vanderbilt,  Jr.,  as 
appears  by  the  copy  thereof  marked  'C  and 
made  a  part  of  the  libel;  and  the  averment 
of  the  said  sixth  paragraph  of  the  said  libel» 
that  the  said  'receipt'  was  improvidently 
signed  by  the  said  agents  without  noticing 
the  word  'launch'  was  contained  therein,  this 
claimant  avers  is  wholly  untrue.  As  to  this 
averment  and  the  concluding  averment  of 
the  said  sixth  paragraph  of  the  libel,  to  the 
effect  that  the  said  'reoeint'  was  signed  with- 
out the  authority,  knowledge,  or  consent  of 
libellant,  this  claimant  respectfully  submits 
that  he  is  advised  that  they  are  immaterial, 
irrelevant,  and  incompetent,  there  being  no 
allegation  that  notice  of  any  such  want  of 
authority  was  had  by  this  claimant  previous 
to  the  sale  of  the  said  naphtha  launch. 

"Seventh.  It  is  true,  as  averred  in  the  sev- 
enth paragraph  of  the  said  libel,  that  the 
said  Robert  L.  Forrest  upon  presentation  of 
the  said  'receipt,'  at  the  Newport  Ship  Yard,. 
received  and  took  away  the  yadit  'Cannita*' 
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and  the  said  napiitha  launch.  This  claim- 
ant f urtlier  avers  tUat  this  was  in  the  exer- 
cise of  his  legal  right  to  the  ownership  of 
the  said  yacht  and  launch  in  accotdance  with 
the  stipulations  and  efl'ect  of  the  contract 
between  this  claimant  and  the  libellant 
through  his  agents  as  expressed  in  the  said 
paper  writing  or  'receipt'  of  April  7,  1000. 
This  claimant  emphatically  denies  that  the 
said  naphtha  launch  was  delivered  to  him 
without  authority  from  the  libellant  or  any- 
one in  his  behalf;  and  he  respectfully  sub- 
mits the  circumstances  already  set  forth 
which  preceded  and  attended  the  execution 
of  the  paper  writing  or  'receipt'  of  April  7, 
li*00,  marked  'C/  as  well  as  the  facts  here- 
inafter set  forth,  in  support  of  this  denial. 
This  claimant  further  denies  that  he  was  in- 
formed by  Gardiner  &  Cox,  or  by  anyone  be- 
fore taking  the  launch,  that  the  libellant  re- 
pudiated the  sale  of  the  launch.  Only  after 
his  assumption  of  his  ownership  of  the  said 
yacht  and  naphtha  launch,  and  their  removal 
to  the  city  of  Philadelphia  by  this  claimant, 
the  said  Oardiner  &  Cox,  agent,  informed 
tlii^  claimant  in  writing  that  they  had  ex- 
ceeded their  authority  in  including  the 
Maunch-tender,'  or  naphtha  launch,  in  the 
said  sale.  But  this  claimant  respectfully 
submits  that  he  is  advised  that  in  the  absence 
of  an  averment  that  this  claimant  was  pre- 
viously informed  of  the  exact  extent  of  au- 
thority possessed  by  the  said  agents  in  the 
premises,  an  allegation  of  vant  of  authority 
on  their  part  to  include  such  naphtha  launch 
is  immaterial,  irrelevant,  and  incompetent; 
and  this  claimant  respectfully  excepts  to  this 
and  similar  averments  in  the  said  libel  con- 
tained touching  such  want  of  authority. 

'^Eighth.  This  claimant  admits  that  de- 
mand has  been  made  upon  him  to  surrender 
possession  of  the  said  naphtha  launch,  and 
that  he  has  refused  so  to  do;  but  the  claim- 
ant respectfully  submits  that  he  is  advised 
that  the  averment  that  the  naphtha  launch 
was  delivered  to  him  without  knowledge  and 
consent  of  the  libellant  is  immaterial,  irrele- 
vant, and  incompetent,  in  the  absence  of  an 
averment  that  the  claimant  had  notice  and 
knowledge  previous  to  the  sale  of  the  alleged 
want  of  authority  on  the  part  of  the  libel- 
Ian  t's  agents  to  make  the  sale  of  the  said 
naipththa  launch. 

'Eleventh.  In  addition  to  the  facts  set 
foi-th  in  the  foregoing  paragraphs  of  the 
claimant's  answer  in  this  cause,  he  further 
alleges  as  follows:  The  said  Gardiner  & 
Cox  are,  and  have  been  for  a  long  time,  en- 
gage<i  in  the  business  of  selling  yachts  and 
other  vessel  property  on  commission  for  the 
respective  owners  thereof,  and  are  known  ac- 
cording to  the  printed  title  on  their  letter- 
heads and  business  papers  as  Naval  Archi- 
tects, Engineers,  and  Yacht  Brokers.  As  ad- 
mitted by  the  said  libellant  they  were  his 
agents  for  the  sale  of  the  yacht  'Carmita;' 
and  all  of  the  claimant's  dealings  and  nego- 
tiations with  said  Gardiner  k  Cox  were  upon 
the  justifiable  assumption  that  every  act 
within  the  scope  of  their  authority  as  such 
agents  would  completely  and  irrevocably 
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bind  their  principal,  the  said  libellant. 
After  agreeing  with  the  said  Gardiner  A  Cox, 
the  lllMllant's  agents  in  Uie  city  of  New 
York,  to  purchase  the  yacht  'Oarmita,'  *sub- 
ject  to  my  inflpection  being  satisfactory,'  and 
upon  the  further  expressed  conditions  that 
*you'  (the  said  agents)  'will  be  able  to  fur- 
nish a  complete  inventory  of  everything' 
belonging  to  'Carmita,'  as  is  set  forth  in 
claimant's  letter  marked  *B*  attached  to  the 
libel;  this  claimant  on  April  5,  1900,  pro- 
ceeded to  Newport,  Rhode  Island,  to  inspect 
the  said  yacht  and  appurtenances.  Wnile 
there,  this  claimant  learned  from  various 
creditable  persons  that  the  said  naphtha 
laimch  or  'launch-tender,'  as  it  was  more 
generally  known,  had  been  employed  as  a 
tender  to  the  said  yaeht  'Carmita,'  and  was 
generally  known  and  designated  as  the 
*  "Camiita's"  launch-tender,'  and  was  also 
considered  in  the  waters  of  Newport  and 
the  vicinity  as  an  indispensable  appurte- 
nance to  the  yacht.  The  yacht  'Carmita'  has 
a  draught* of  11  feet  4  inches,  making  it  im- 
possible in  nearly  every  instance  for  the  ves- 
sel to  effect  any  anchorage  that  is  not  a  com- 
paratively great  distance  from  shore;  and 
the  said  naphtha  launch  is,  conseauently,  an 
absolute  necessity  to  the  said  yacnt.  with- 
out said  naphtha  launch  the  yacht  itself 
would  be  deprived  o>f  much  of  its  utility  and 
serviceability,  its  salability  impaired  and 
its  value  correspondingly  diminished.  Where- 
fore this  claimant  after  he  promised  inspec- 
tion by  hiiu  of  scud  yacht,  and  as  previously 
intimated  by  him,  after  an  examination  by 
him  of  'everything  belonging  te  the  " Car- 
mi  ta"  '  upon  definitely  ascertaining  that  the 
said  naphtha  launch  was  a  natural  and  in- 
dispensable appurtenance  of  the  'Carmita,' 
this  claimant  returned  te  the  city  of  New 
York,  and  proceeding  te  the  office  of  Gardi- 
ner i  Cox,  the  libellant's  said  agents,  con- 
suuunated  the  negotiations  between .  them 
and  himself,  as  already  hereinbefore  set 
forth,  by  dictating,  at  the  express  request  of 
the  said  Gardiner  &  Cox,  as  accredited 
agents  of  the  libellant,  on  April  7,  1900,  the 
paper  'C  attached  to  the  said  libel;  and 
which  is  the  incontrovertible  evidence  of  the 
contract  between  libellant  and  this  claim- 
ant." 

The  grounds  of  exception  of  the  libellant 
to  the  answer  are  as  follows : 

"First  Because  the  respondent  does  not 
aver  that  the  firm  of  Gardiner  A.  Cox,  in  said 
ailswer  mentioned,  had  authority  to  sell  the 
said  naphtha  launch. 

"Second.  Because  the  respondent  does  not 
deny  that  the  said  Gardiner  A  Cox  exceeded 
their  authority  in  selling  the  sa^d  naphtha 
launch. 

"Third.  Because  the  respondent  does  not 
aver  any  usage  or  custom  by  which  naphtha 
launches  pass  as  tenders  or  appurtenances 
upon  sale  of  a  yacht. 

"Fourth.  Because  the  respondent  admits 
that  the  contract  of  sale  for  the  yacht  'Car- 
mi  ta'  was  completed  before  he  even  knew  of 
the  existence  of  the  aaid  naphtha  launch. 

"Fifth.  Because  l^e  only  avermente  of 
the  said  answer  to  show  that  the  said  naph- 
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tha  laiuieh  was  in  law  and  in  fact  an  ap- 
purtenance of  the  aaid  jaeht  'Carmita'  are 
the  statements  of  *variou8  creditable  persons' 
at  Newport  not  averred  or  shown  to  have 
any  authority  to  Apeak  upon  the  subject,  or 
to  have  any  knowledge. 

"Sixth,  liecause  the  respondent  avers  that 
the  said  launch  is  a  necessity  to  said  yadit, 
because  the  latter  was  obliged  to  anchor  at 
some  distance  from  the  shore,  although  it  is 
admitted  that  the  said  yacht  is  provided 
with  row  boats. 

"Seventh.  Because  the  said  respondent  has 
not  well  and  sufficiently  answered  the  va- 
rious articles  of  the  libel,  and  has  entirely 
evaded  the  same  and  neglected  to  give  any 
legal  or  suillcient  answer  thereto." 

The  anbwer  does  not  deny  that  the  libel- 
lant  prior  to  and  until  the  sale  of  the  yacht 
Carmita  to  Forrest  was  the  owner  of  the 
naphtha  launch.  In  fact  Forrest  lays  claim 
to  the  launch  under  Vanderbilt.  The  an- 
swer avers  that  "this  claimant's  title  to  the 
said  naphtha  launch  is  derived  from  an  un- 
impeachable sale  thereof  by  the  accredited 
agents  of  the  libellant,  and  is  complete.*' 
The  substantial  questions  raised  by  the  as- 
signments of  error  are  two:  (1)  Whether 
the  launch  was  an  appurtenance  of  the  yacht, 
and,  as  such,  passed  in  ownership  to  Forrest 
upon  the  sale  to  him  of  the  yacht;  and  (2) 
whether,  if  the  launch  cannot  be  treated  as 
such  appurtenance,  title  to  it  was  acquired 
by  Forrest  under  the  express  terms  of  the 
written  instrument  or  receipt  of  April  7, 
1900.  The  libel  admits  that  Gardiner  &  Cox 
were  agents  of  the  libel lant  for  the  sale  of 
the  yacht,  and  that  it  was  sold  by  the  libel- 
lant  through  those  agents  to  Forrest.  The 
authority  to  sell,  if  not  in  terms  extending 
to  appurtenances,  by  implication  included 
appurtenances  as  w^l  aa  the  yacht  itself. 
But,  without  attempting  to  define  the  essen- 
tial nature  of  an  appurtenance  of  a  vessel, 
we  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  launch 
was  not  an  appurtenance  of  the  yacht.  It 
was  not  and  could  not  be  carried  by  the 
yacht,  and  did  not  accompany  it  on  its  trips 
or  voyages.  It  did  not  constitute  part  of 
the  yacht's  outfit,  nor  was  its  use  in  connec- 
tion with  the  yacht,  though  doubtless  con- 
venient and  desirable,  in  any  legal  sense  nec- 
essary to  the  attainment  of  the  objects  for 
which  the  latter  was  employed-  The  libel 
avers  that  the  launch  "in  no  way  belonged 
to,  was  appurtenant  to,  nor  was  a  tender  to 
tlie  yacht."  The  answer,  it  is  true,  express- 
ly denies  this  averment  and  alleges  that  "it 
is  the  custom  for  such  a  yacht  to  have  such 
a  naphtha  launch  as  a  tender  in  its  service ; " 
that  '*this  claimant  learned  from  various 
creditable  persons  that  the  said  naphtha 
launch  .  .  .  had  been  employed  as  a  ten- 
der to  the  said  yacht  *Carmita,'  and  was  gen- 
erally known  and  designated  as  the  *  "Car- 
mita's"  launch-tender ;'  and  was  also  consid- 
ered in  the  waters  of  Newport  and  the  vicin- 
ity as  an  indispensable  appurtenance  to  the 
yacht;"  that  owing  to  the  fact  that  by  rea- 
son of  its  draught  the  yacht  is  unable  to  an- 
chor near  shore  the  launch  is  "an  absolute 
necessity  to  the  said  yacht;"  and  that  the 
62  L.  R.  A. 


claimant  "upon  definitely  ascertaining  that 
the  said  naphtha  launch  was  a  natural  and 
indispensable  appurtenance  of  the  'Carmita** 
.  .  .  consummated  the  n^otiations,"  etc^ 
These  allegations  fall  far  short  of  a  sub- 
stantive  aifirmative  averment  of  the  exist- 
enoe  of  a  particular  custom  or  usage,  with 
reference  to  which  the  sale  was  effected,  rec- 
ognizing the  launch  as  an  appurtenance  of 
the  yacht.  Nor  does  the  answer  sufficiently- 
meet  the  averment  of  the  libel  that  the 
launch  was  not  such  appurtenance.  While- 
it  contains  a  categorical  denial  of  this  aver- 
ment, it  nevertheless  admits  facts  which  com- 
pel  us  to  hold,  as  matter  of  law,  that  the 
launch  was  not  an  appurtenance  of  the 
yacht,  and  that  title  to  it  did  not  pass  to 
Forrest  as  incident  to  the  sale  to  him  of  the 
latter  vessel.  We  are  thus  brought  to  the 
question  whether  Forrest  acquired  title  to 
the  launch  under  the  written  instrument  or 
receipt  of  April  7,  1900.  The  letter  of 
March  28,  1900,  of  Gardiner  &  Cox  to  Neafie- 
Whitaker  stated  that  "Mr.  W.  K.  Vander- 
bilt, Jr.,  has  accepted  *your  offer  for  your 
friend  of  $4,000  for  the  'Carmita,'  subject  to 
her  being  sound  and  in  good  condition." 
Forrest  in  his  reply  to  the  above-mentioned 
letter  said:  "I  understand  that  my  offer  of 
$4,000  for  'Carmita,*  subject  to  my  inspec- 
tion being  sa.tisfactory,  has  been  accepted. 
Owing  to  press  of  business,  I  will  be  unable 
to  ^et  away  from  here  until  after  the  middle 
of  the  coming  week,  when  I  will  be  in  New 
York  and  go  from  there,  with  my  skipper, 
to  Newport  to  see  the  boat.  I  trust  that  we 
can  have  the  transaction  entirely  settled 
witJiout  any  great  delay.  ...  I  trust 
that  you  will  be  able  to  furnish  a  complete 
inventory  of  everything  to  'Carmita,'  "  etc. 
It  appears  from  the  answer  that  it  was  only 
after  this  correspondence  that  Forrest  first 
learned  that  the  launch  "had  been  employed 
as  a  tender  to  the  said  yacht  'Carmita.' " 
Having  ascertained  this  fact  he  went  to  the 
office  of  Gardiner  &  Go^  and  "consummated 
the  negotiations  between  them  and  himself, 
as  already  hereinbefore  set  forth,  by  dictat- 
ing, at  the  express  request  of  the  said  Gar- 
diner ii  Cox,  as  accredited  agents  of  the  li- 
bellant,  on  April  7,  1900,  the  paper  *C*  at- 
tached to  the  said  libel."  This  paper  is  the 
receipt  for  $4,000  from  Forrest  "in  full  pay- 
ment for  the  yacht  'Carmita,'  including  her 
boats,  launch- tender,  spars,  sailfi,  and  com- 
plete interior  and  deck  fittings  to  put  her 
in  full  commission."  The  "launch-tender** 
luentioned  in  the  receipt  is  the  naphtha 
launch  in  suit.  The  libel  avers  that,  while 
the  libellant  had  authorized  and  instr^icted 
Gardiner  «&  Cox  to  sell  the  yacht,  he  "had  in 
no  respect  authorized  or  ini^tructed  them  to 
sell  the  naphtha  launch,  and  they  had  in 
fact  no  authority  whatsoever  from  the  libel- 
lant to  sell  said  launch."  The  answer  con- 
tains no  denial  of  this  averment.  Its  truth 
is  practically  admitted  by  the  claimant  who 
states  that  it  is  "irrelevant,  immaterial,  and 
incompetent,  in  the  absence  of  any  averment 
by  the  libellant  that  this  claimant  had  pre- 
vious to  the  said  sale  notice  of  any  want  of 
authority  on  the  part  of  the  said  agents. 
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Gardiner  &  Cox^  to  sell  the  said  naphtha 
launch.''  The  libel  further  avers  with  ref- 
erence to  the  receipt  of  April  7,  1900,  that 
'•said  receipt  without  the  authority,  knowl- 
edge, or  consent  of  libellant  who  had  author- 
ized his  said  agents  to  sell  the  yacht  'Car- 
niita'  only,  was  improvidently  signed  by 
them  without  noticing  that  the  word  launch' 
was  contained  therein."  The  claimant  de- 
nies that  the  paper  was  improvidently  signed 
by  Gardiner  &  Cox  without  noticing  the  pres- 
ence of  the  word  "launch,"  but  practically 
admits  the  truth  of  the  allegation  of  the 
vt'ant  of  authority  on  their  part,  sayin^r  that 
"as  to  this  averment  and  the  concluding 
averment  ...  to  the  effect  that  the 
said  'receipt*  was  signed  without  the  author- 
ity, knowledge,  or  consent  of  libellant,  tliis 
claimant  respectfully  submits  tliat  he  is  ad- 
vised that  they  are  immaterial,  irrelevant, 
and  incompetent,  there  being  no  allegation 
that  notice  off  any  such  want  of  authority 
wa5«  had  by  this  claimant  previous  to  the  sale 
of  the  said  naphtha  launch."  It  is  not  dis- 
puted in  the  answer  that  Gardiner  &  Cox 
had  not  in  fact  been  authorized  by  the  libel- 
lant to  sell  the  launch,  and  that  the  receipt 
wah  signed  by  them  without  authority  from 
him.  They  were  agents  possessing  only  a 
special  and  limited  authority  to  sell.  Au- 
thority to  sell  one  vessel  cannot  of  itself  op- 


erate as  authority  to  sell  another;  and  the 
pleadings  do  not 'show  that  the  libellant  in 
any  manner  held  Gardiner  &  Cox  out  to  the 
public  or  to  Forrest  as  having  authority  to- 
sell  the  launch.  Neither  tlieir  actual  au- 
thority nor  their  undei'taking  to  sell  the- 
yacht  could  clothe  them  with  apparent  au- 
thority to  sell  the  former  vessel.  Such  ap- 
parent authority  could  not  arise  from  the 
wrongful  or  unauthorized  act  itself.  Nor  do 
the  pleadings  disclose  ratification,  acquies- 
cence, laches,  bad  faith,  or  any  other  conduct 
on  the  part  of  the  libellant  of  such  charac- 
ter as  to  preclude  him  from  disputing  tJie 
existence  of  authority  on  the  part  of  Gardi- 
ner &,  Cox  to  sell  the  launch.  The  conten- 
tion of  the  claimant  involves  the  proposition 
that  because  they  had  been  authorized  by  the* 
libellant  to  sell  the  yacht  the  law  clothed, 
them  with  power  to  bind  him  by  undertak- 
ing to  sell  on  his  account,  and  without  his. 
authority,  the  launch  to  a  third  person  hav- 
ing no  notice  of  »uch  lack  of  authority.  But 
this  position  clearly  is  untenable.  What- 
ever claim  Forrest  may  have  against  Gardi- 
ner &  Cox,  he  acquired  through  them  no  title 
to  the  launch  or  right  to  its  possession.  It 
is  unnecessary  to  consider  in  detail  the  as- 
signments of  error. 

The  decree  of  the  court  below  is  affirmed. 
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George  G.  LAITA,  Appi,, 

V. 

John  G.  LONSDALE,  Receiver,  etc.,  of  Little 
Rock,  Hot  Springs,  &  Texas  Railroad  Com- 
pany ei  al, 

(107  Fed.  585.) 

• 

A  la^ryer  employed  by  a  railroad  cont- 
pany  on  a  yearly  salary  payable  monthly  is 
not  a  laborer  or  employee  within  the  mean- 
log  of  those  terms  In  a  statute  giving  a  pref- 
erence to  the  payment  of  wages  or  salaries  of 
such  perso'ns  out  of  the  assets  of  insolvent 
corporations. 

(April  4,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  intervener  from  a  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  Eastern  District  of  Arkansas  disal- 
lowing his  claim  for  preference  out  of  the 
assets  of  the  insolvent  corporation.  Af- 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Argued  before  Caldicell  and  SanJfom,  Cir- 
cuit Judges,  and  Adams,  District  Judge. 

Note. — The  cases  as  to  preferences  of  at- 
torneys as  employees  will  be  found  among  oth- 
ers In  a  note  to  Tod  v.  Kentucky  Union  R.  Co. 
(C.  C.  App.  6th  C.)   18  L.  B.  A.  306. 

On  the  question  of  who  are  laborers,  em- 
ployees, or  servants  within  statutes  giving  them 
preferences,  see  also.  In  this  series,  the  later 
case  of  Lewis  v.  Fisher  (Md.)  26  L.  R.  A.  278. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


Messrs.  George  G.  Latta,  pro  se,  and 
Tliomaa  A.  Warren,  for  appellant: 

The  employee  is  the  correlative  of  the  em- 
ployer. Neither  term  is  restricted  to  any 
particular  employment  or  service.  To  em- 
ploy is  to  engage  or  use  another  as  an  agent 
or  substitute  in  traneacting  business  or  in 
the  performance  of-  some  service. 

Qumey  v.  Atlantic  d  G.  W.  R.  Co.  2 
Thomp.  &  C.  453,  58  N.  Y.  371;  Krauscr  v. 
Ruckcl,  17  Hun,  465;  People  ex  rel.  Satterlee 
V.  Board  of  Police,  75  N.  Y.  41;  Stone  v. 
United  States,  3  Ct.  CI.  202. 

An  attorney  is  an  employee. 

Ourney  v.  Atlantic  d  G.  W.  R.  Co.  58  N. 
Y.  368. 

The  police  of  the  capitol  are  employees  in 
the  ofiice  of  the  commissioner  of  public  build- 
ings. 

MaXlorys  Case,  3  Ct.  CI.  257 ;  Stone's  Case, 
3  Ct.  CI.  260. 

''Employee"  is  a  broader  word  than  '''la- 
borer." 

See  Conlee  Lwmher  Co.  v.  Ripon  Lumber 
&  Mfg.  Co.  66  Wis.  481,  29  N.  VV.  285;  Wells 
v.  i^outhem  Minnesota  R.  Co.  1  McCrary,  18, 
1  Fed.  270;  United  States  v.  Morris,  14  Pet. 
475,  10  L.  ed.  548;  3  Wood,  Railroads,  Mi- 
nor's ed.  pp.  1990-1993. 

The  statute  is  to  be  liberally  construed, 
because  it  imposes  no  new  liabilities. 

Black's  Appeal  8  Mich.  521,  47  N.  W.  342; 
PaXmer  v.  Van  Sa7itvoord,  153  N.  Y.  612,  38 
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L.  R.  A.  402,  47  N.  E.  015 ;  Louisville,  E.  d 
^'«.  L.  R,  Co,  V.  Wilson,  138  U.  S.  501,  34  L. 
ed.  1023,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  405;  Renick  v. 
Ludington,  16  W.  Vau  392. 

Messrs.  S.  B.  Cookrill  and  Ashley 
Cookrill,  for  appellees: 

An  attorney  at  law  is  not  an  employee 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

Leuns  v.  Fisher,  80  Md.  139,  28  L.  R.  A. 
278,  3U  AU.  608;  American  Casualty  Ins. 
Co.'s  Case,  82  Md.  538,  sub  nom,  Boston  d  A. 
R.  Co.  V.  MtroantiLc  Trust  d  D.  Co.  38  L.  R. 
A.  97,  34  Atl.  778;  BHsior  v.  Smith,  158  N. 
Y.  157,  53  N.  E.  42;  Re  Stryker,  158  N.  Y. 
526,  53  N.  E.  525 ;  Bristor  v.  Kretz,  22  Misc. 
55,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  404 ;  Louisville,  E.  d  8t. 
L.  R.  Co.  V.  Wilson,  138  U.  8.  501,  34  L.  ed. 
1023,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  405;  M'ells  v.  South- 
et-n  Minnesota  R.  Co.  1  McCrary,  18,  1  Fed. 
270;  3  Thomp.  Corp.  §  3145. 

The  law  under  ooiiAideration  is  in  pari 
materia  with  mechanics*  lien  laws,  and  par- 
ticularly with  the  statute  giving  a  lien  to 
''every  mechanic,  builder,  artisan,  workman 
or  other  person*'  who  facilitates  the  opera- 
tion of  a  railway. 

Sandels  &  Hill's  Digest,  S  6251 ;  Re  Stry- 
At/,  158  N.  Y.  526,  53  N.  E.  525;  Vane  v. 
Xcwcomhe,  132  U.  S.  220,  33  L.  ed.  310,  10 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  60;  Sutherland,  Stat.  Constr. 
1288. 

The  policy  of  the  law  last  mentioned  was 
evidenced  by  the  enumeration  of  the  "me- 
chanic, builder,  artisan,  workman,  laborer, 
or  other  person,"  just  as  the  policy  of  the 
present  law  is  evidenced  by  the  enumeration 
of  ''laborers  and  employees." 

Tucker  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  d  S.  R.  Co.  59 
Ark.  84,  26  S.  W.  375 ;  Little  Rock,  H.  S.  d 
T.  R.  Co.  v.  Spencer,  66  Ark,  183,  42  L.  R,  A. 
334,  47  8.  W.  196. 

The  general  attorney,  who  is  a  stockholder 
and  director  of  the  corporation,  cannot  be 
said  to  belong  to  "the  defenseless  class  of 
pel  sons"  mentioned  in  the  statute. 

Re  OrvbbS'Wiley  Chocery  Co.  96  Fed. 
183;  Re  Carolina  Cooperage  Co.  96  Fed. 
950;  Little  Rock,  U.  S.  d  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Spen- 
cer, 65  Ark.  183,  42  L.  R.  A.  334,  47  S.  W. 
»6;  Dodson  v.  Fletcher,  24  C.  C.  A.  69,  49 
V.  S.  App.  61,  78  Fed.  214. 

A  lawyer,  as  such,  does  not  engage  in  the 
railway  business  at  all.  His  connection 
with  the  company  is  only  collateral  to  the 
corporate  business. 

Bristor  v.  Kretz,  22  Misc.  55,  46  N.  Y. 
Supp.  404. 

The  statute  must  be  strictly  construed. 

Dano  v.  i/.  0.  d  R.  R.  R.  Co.  27  Ark.  564; 
Approved  in  Van  Etten  v.  Cook,  54  Ark.  522, 
10  S.  W.  477;  England  v.  Thomas,  64  Ark. 
662,  Appx.  42  S.  W.  1147;  Basham  v.  Toors, 
51  Ark.  309,  11  S.  W.  282;  Floumoy  v. 
Shelton,  43  Ark.  169;  Tucker  v.  St.  Louis, 
1.  M.  d  S.  R.  Co.  59  Ark.  81,  26  S.  W.  375; 
People  V.  Remington,  45  Hun,  329;  Palmer 
v.  Van  Santvoord,  153  N.  Y.  612,  38  L.  R.  A. 
402,  47  N.  E.  916. 

All  doubts  are  resolved  in  favor  of  "a 
more  restricted  ocHiBtniction"  of  the  statute, 
^2  L.  R.  A. 


because  it  "oi'eates  an  exception  in  the  equal 
distribution  of  the  assets  of  an  insolvent  cor- 
poration." 

Re  Stryker,  158  N.  Y.  626,  63  N.  E.  625. 

Caldwell,  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

In  an  equity  suit  in  which  Joiinson  and 
Hansen  were  complainanta,  and  the  Little 
Rock,  Hot  Springs,  k  Texas  Railroad  Com- 
pany, an  Arkansas  corporation,  was  defend- 
ant, a  receiver  was  appointed  to  wind  up  the 
affairs  of  the  railroad  company,  which  was 
insolvent.  G.  G.  Latta,  the  appellant,  in- 
tervened, asserting  a  claim  against  the  rail- 
road company  for  $4,705.25,  and  interest,  for 
salary  due  him  as  an  attorney  for  the  corpo- 
ration prior  to  the  appointment  of  the  re- 
ceiver. The  court  allowed  the  claim,  but  re^ 
fused  to  give  it  preference  over  the  secured 
debtfl  of  the  company.  The  court's  refusal 
to  give  preference  to  the  appellant's  claim 
raises  the  only  question  involved.  The  ap- 
pellant bases  his  claim  to  a  preference  sole- 
ly on  §§  1425  and  1426. of  Sandele  k  Hill's 
Digest  of  the  Statutes  of  Arkansas,  which 
read  as  follows:  "Sec.  1425.  Ni>  prefer- 
ence shall  be  allowed  among  the  creditors  of 
insolvent  corporations,  except  for  the  wages 
and  salaries  of  laborers  and  employees. 

"Sec.  1426.  Any  creditor  or  stockholder 
of  any  insolvent  corporation  may  institute 
proceedings  in  the  chancery  court  for  the 
winding  up  of  the  affairs  of  such  corpora- 
tions, and  upon  such  application  the  court 
shall  take  charge  of  all  the  assets  of  such 
corpora ti6n  and  distribute  them  equally 
among  the  creditxirs  after  paying  the  wages 
and  salaries  due  laborers  and  employees." 

A  law3'er  employed  by  a  railroad  company 
on  a  yearly  salary,  payable  monthly,  is  not 
a  laborer  or  employee,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  sections  quoted.  Cent.  Diet,  title 
Wage;  Lewis  v.  Fisher,  80  Md.  139,  26  L. 
R.  A.  278,  30  Atl.  608:  American  Casualty 
Ins.  Co:r  Case,  82  Md.  638,  506,  sub  nom. 
Boston  d  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Mercantile  Trust  d  D. 
Co.  3b  L.  R.  A.  97.  34  Atl.  778;  Bristor  v. 
Smith,  158  N.  Y.  157.  53  N.  E.  42;  Re  Stryk- 
er, 158  N.  Y.  526,  530,  53  N.  E.  525;  Bristor 
V.  Kretz,  22  Misc.  55,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  404; 
Vane  v.  Newcombc,  132  U.  S.  220,  237,  88  L. 
ed.  310,  316,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  60;  LouisvUU, 
E.  d  St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Wilson,  138  U.  S.  601, 
505,  34  L.  ed.  1023,  1025,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
405;  3  Thomp.  Corp.  §  3145. 

It  is  very  generally  believed  that  corpora- 
tion lawyers  have  the  opportunity,  and  are 
quite  able  and  capable,  of  taking  care  of 
themselves  when  their  clients  fail,  and  stat- 
utes of  the  character  quoted  are  not  enacted 
in  their  interest,  but  for  the  protection  of 
wage  earners  proper,  who  are  laymen,  and 
who  have  neither  the  position  nor  the  oppor- 
tunity nor  the  capacity  to  obtain  payment 
or  security  for  their  services  which  the  law- 
yer of  the  corporation  has. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Cowri  is  af- 
firmed. 


1900. 
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lliLlNOlS    TRUST    &    SAVINGS    BANK, 

Appt,, 

V. 

liCvi  B.  DOUD,  Intervener,  et  al. 


Levi  B.  DOUD,  Appi., 

V. 

ILLINOIS    TRUST    &    SAVINGS    BANK 

etal. 

(105  Fed.  123,  44  C.  C.  A.  889.) 

1.  Tlie  itecevBlty  of  an  additloit  to  the 
plant    of   a    street    railifvay    coBKpaay 

which  Is  engaged  In  operating  a  street  rail- 
way. In  furnishing  electric  light,  and  in  fur- 
nishing Bteani  heat  and  power,  to  maintain 
the  railway  as  a  going  concern,  is  not  shown 
by  evidence  that  it  is  necessary  to  prevent 
the  loss  of  money  on  the  branch  of  its  busi- 
ness consisting  of  furnishing  light  to  a  muni- 
cipality. 

S.  Fallare  of  a  corporation  to  exer- 
cise all  of  Ita  granted  power  is  no 
-ground  for  forfeiture  of  its  franchises,  un- 
less that  requirement  is  expressly  made  by 
some  statute  or  ordinance  under  which  It  de- 
rives some  of  its  powers,  or  the  powers  are 
inseparably  connected  with  each  other. 

S*  A  prior  Hen  for  money  advanced 
to  add  to  the  plant  of  a  street  rall- 
Tvay  company  which  is  necessary  to  enable 
it  to  profitably  carry  on  the  business  of  fur- 
nishing light  to  the  municipality,  is  not  au- 
thorized by  a  clause  in  a  mortgage  of  Its 
property  requiring  it  to  keep  and  observe  all 
laws  and  ordinances  relating  to  or  affecting 
its  franchises  or  privileges,  where  no  ordi- 
nance or  law  required  it  to  furnish  light,  and 
the  mortgage  expressly  forbade  it  to  suffer 
any  lien  superior  to  the  mortgage. 

•4.  The  minority  of  bondholders  se* 
cnred  by  trust  deed  on  corporate 
property  cannot  estop  the  majority  or  the 
trustee  from  contesting  a  claim  for  prior 
lien  for  money  advanced  for  additi6ns  to  the 
plaAt  by  merely  suffering  the  additions  to  be 
made  with  knowledge  of  the  advances  and 
without  objection. 

0.  Use  of  income  of  a  mortvaved  rail- 
'vray  plant  to  pay  for  additions 
thereto  and  to  satisfy  vendor's  liens,  pav- 
ing bonds,  and  repairs,  is  not  a  diversion  of 
it  from  the  claims  of  one  who  advanced 
money  towards  payment  for  the  additions 
and  of  interest  on  the  mortgage,  so  as  to  give 
him  a  lien  superior  to  that  of  the  mortgagee. 

^  A  elaint  for  ntoney  loaned  to  pay 
interest  on  a  mortgage  debt  is  inferior  in 
equity  to  the  lien  of  a  prior  mortgage^  and 
cannot  be  given  a  preference  over  it. 

T.  IVo  priority  over  the  ntortffaffc  Is 
created  by  a  loan  to  a  quasi  public  mort- 
gagor upon  pledge  of  its  Income,  of  money 
to  make  a  substantial  and  beneficial  addition 


to  its  plant  and  power,  which  was  necessary 
to  enable  it  to  maintain  the  volume  of  its 
business,  but  which  was  not  indispensable  to 
enable  It  to  continue  a  going  concern,  where 
the  mortgage  covers  property  acquired  and 
to  be  acquired  and  the  income. 

{Caldwell,  Ch.  /.,  dUaents,) 

(November  21,  1900.) 

CROSS- APPEALS  by  mort^a^ee  and  inter- 
vener from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  Division 
of  the  Southern  District  of  Iowa  in  a  suit 
to  foreclose  a  mortgage;  the  mortgagee  ap- 
pealing from  so  much  as  allowed  a  preferen- 
tial claim  to  intervener  for  money  advanced 
to  make  additions  to  the  nortgaged  proper- 
ty; and  intervener  appealing  from  ^o  much 
aa  refused  to  allow  his  claim  for  money 
loaned  to  pay  interest.  Reversed  on  appeal 
of  mortgagee. 

Statement  by  Sanborn,  Circuit  Judge: 
This  appeal  involves  the  right  of  a  credit- 
or of  a  mortgagor,  a  quasi  public  corpora- 
tion, to  a  preference  in  payment  over  a  prior 
mortgagee.  On  June  15,  1892,  the  Ottum- 
w^  Electric  Railway,  a  corporation,  engaged 
in  furnishing  steam  heat  and  power,  in  oper- 
ating a  street  railroad  by  electricity,  and  in 
furnishing  electric  light  to  the  city  of  Ot- 
tumwa,  executed  a  trust  deed,  which  will 
hereafter  be  called  a  mortgage,  to  the  Illi- 
nois Trust  &  Savings  Bank,  a  corporation, 
to  secure  the  payment  of  its  200  bonds  of 
$1,000  each,  which  were  issued  and  sold  to 
bona  fide  purcliasers.  This  mortgage  cov- 
ered the  property  of  the  mortgagor,  acquired 
and  to  be  acquired,  and  its  rents,  income, 
and  profits.  On  March  28,  1896,  the  mortr 
gagee  filed  its  bill  to  foreclose  this  mortgage, 
and  upon  its  request  a  receiver  was  appoint- 
ed on  April  14,  189G,  to  impound  the  income 
of  the  mortgagor  under  the  mortgage  for  the 
benefit  of  the  mortgagee.  No  accumulated 
income  came  to  the  hands  of  the  receiver  up- 
on his  appointment,  and  the  order  appoint- 
ing him  did  not  impose  upon  the  mortgagee 
the  payment  of  the  claim  of  the  intervener 
hereafter  mentioned  out  of  the  inoome  or  the 
property  as  a  condition  of  this  appointment 
of  the  receiver.  On  June  15,  1896,  Levi  B. 
Doud  intervened  in  this  suit,  and  filed  his 
petition,  in  which  he  prayed  that>  he  might 
have  a  lien  Upon  the  income  collected  by  the 
receiver  and  upon  the  mortgaged  property 
and  its  proceeds  superior  to  that  of  the  mort- 
gagee for  the  sum  of  $11,000  and  interest, 
which  he  had  loaned  to  the  mortgagor  in 


Nora. — ^For  prior  decisions  in  this  series  on 
the  question  of  forfeiture  for  nonuser,  see  Bass 
T.  Roanoke  Nav.  ft  Water  Power  Co.  (N.  C.) 
19  L.  R.  A.  247;  Sugar  Trust  Case  (N.  Y.)  5 
L.  H.  A.  886 :  State  ev  rel,  Atty.  Qen.  v.  Madi- 
•on  Street  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  1  L.  R.  A.  771; 
Wright  V.  Milwaukee  Blectric  R.  &  Light  Co. 
<Wis.)  86  L.  R.  A.  47. 

And  as  to  annulment  or  forfeiture  of  fran- 
chise for  misuse  or  abuse,  see  State  e«  rel. 
Sheets  v.  Mt.  Hope  College  Co.  (Ohio)  ente, 
865,  and  cases  cited  in  note  thereto. 

The  question  of  priority  as  between  railroad 
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mortgages  and  other  claims  is  passed  upon  in 
this  series  in  the  cases  of  Manchester  Locomo- 
tive Works  V.  Truesdale  (Minn.)  9  L.  R.  A. 
140,  and  note;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Bouknight 
(C.  C.  App.  4th  C.)  80  L.  R.'A.  828:  St.  Louis 
Trust  Co.  V.  Riley  (C.  C.  App.  8th  C.)  30  L.  R. 
A.  456;  Green  v.  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  (Qa.)  83 
L.  R.  A.  806 ;  Whitely  v.  Central  Trust  Co.  (C. 
C.  App.  6th  C.)  34  L.  R.  A.  303:  Union  Trust 
Co.  v.  Richmond  City  R.  Co.  (Ind.)  48  L.  R.  A. 
41 ;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  New  York  City  A  N.  R. 
Co.  (N.  Y.)  1  L.  R.  A.  260. 
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1804  and  1895  to  enable  it  to  construct  an 
addition  to  it«  plant  and  to  pay  the  accruing 
interest  on  its  mortgage  debt.  The  claim  of 
the  intervener  was  referred  to  a  master  in 
chancery,  who  found  that  $6,000  of  it  was 
for  money  loaned  to  pay  an  instalment  of  in- 
terest on  the  mortgage  debt,  that  $5,000  was 
loaned  to  enable  the  mortgagor  to  construct 
th«  addition  to  its  plant,  and  that  the  inter- 
vener was  not  entitled  to  a  preferential  lien 
for  any  part  of  his  claim.  Exceptions  were 
filed  to  this  report,  and  the  circuit  court  held 
that  the  intervener  was  entitled  to  a  prefer- 
ential lien  for  the  $5,000  furnished  to  con- 
struct the  addition,  but  was  not  entitled  to 
such  a  lien  for  the  $0,000  loaned  to  pay  the 
interest,  and  rendered  a  decree  accordingly, 
from  which  the  mortgagee  and  intervener 
have  appealed. 

The  facts  disclosed  by  the  record  which 
are  material  to  the  issues  presented  by  these 
appeaU  are  these:  The  Ottumwa  Railway, 
at  the  time  it  borrowed  this  money  of  the  in- 
tervener, was  engaged  in  three  classes  of 
business.  It  was  operating  a  street  railway 
by  electrical  power,  it  was  furnishing  steam 
heat  and  power  to  customers,  and  it  was  fur- 
nishing electric  light  to  private  customers 
and  to  the  city  of  Ottumwa.  It  had  a  power 
plant  with  a  boiler  capacity  of  750  horse 
power  and  an  engine  capacity  of  GOO  horse 
power,  and  it  had  a  lease  of  190  horse  power 
from  the  Iowa  Water  Company  for  a  rental 
of  $0,000  a  year,  which  would  expire  on 
March  1,  1895.  The  three  classes  of  business 
which  this  corporation  was  conducting  were 
carried  on  together  by  the  use  of  this  power, 
but  either  class  was  susceptible  of  operation 
without  the  otlier,  and  the  power  wnich  the 
mortgagor  could  produce  at  its  own  plant 
was  ample  to  operate  the  railway,  to  fur- 
nish sieam  heat  and  power  to  its  customers, 
and  to  furnish  electric  light  to  some,  and 
probably  to  all,  its  private  customers;  but  it 
was  not  sufficient  to  do  these  things  and  to 
furnish  light  to  the  city  in  addition.  The 
mortgagor  had  acquired  permission  from  the 
city  to  operate  the  railway  and  to  furnish 
electric  light  and  power  derived  from  other 
corporations  by  purchase.  The  permission 
to  operate  the  railway  was  a  separate  per- 
mission, .  granted  by  separate  ordinances ; 
while  the  permission  to  erect  poles,  string 
wires,  and  to  furnish  electric  light  and  pow- 
er was  another  permit,  granted  by  distinct 
ordinances,  and  entirely  separate  from  the 
permission  to  operate  the  railway  and  to  fur- 
nish steam  heat  and  power.  In  the  summer 
of  1894  the  mortgagor  was  furnishing  elec- 
tric light  to  the  city  of  Ottumwa  under  a 
contract  which  would  expire  on  March  1, 
1895,  which  entailed  an  annual  loss  of  $2,- 
700.  The  water  company  had  passed  into 
the  hands  of  a  receiver.  Its  contract  to  fur- 
nish 190  horse  pow^er  would  expire  in  March, 
1895,  and  it  was  unable  to  furnish  this  pow- 
er after  that  date;  and  the  power  it  was  fur- 
nishing was  less  than  190  horse  power,  and 
was  unsatisfactory  and  inefficient.  The 
mortgagor  could  operate  its  railway,  furnish 
its  steam  heat  and  power,  and  probably  sup- 
ply its  private  customers  with  electric  light 
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from  its  own  plant  without  this  190  hoi>c 
power ;  but  it  could  not  do  these  thing?  and 
also  furnish  the  city  with  electric  light  with- 
out more  power.  The  furnishing  of  electiie 
light  was  the  most  profitable  of  its  three  oc- 
cupations, but  its  contract  to  furnish  this 
light  to  the  city  entailed  a  loss  of  $2,700  per 
annum  upon  it.  The  intervener,  Doud,: 
owned  a  majority  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
moitgagor,  and  knew  the  facts  and  the  situ- 
ation of  the  railway  company.  Thereuj>on 
the  railway  company,  about  October  1,  1804. 
made  a  new  contract  with  the  city  to  furnish 
it  electric  light,  which  it  estimated  would 
yield  it  a  profit  of  $4,000,  and  Doud  agreed 
with  it  that  he  would  loan  to  it  the  necesgarr 
funds  to  construct  an  addition  to  its  plant 
and  power,  so  that  its  available  power  should 
be  raised  from  000  horse  power  to  1,000  hor>c 
power,  and  that  $0,000  of  the  money  he 
loaned  might  be  used  to  pay  tbe  instalment 
of  interest  due  on  the  mortgage  December  1, 
1894;  and  the  mortgagor  agreed  with  him 
that  it  would  repay  this  loan  after  the  ad- 
dition had  been  paid  for  out  of  it«  current 
revenues.  Thereupon  the  railway  company 
constructed  an  addition  to  its  plant,  which 
consisted  of  a  brick  building  70  feet  long  and 
44  feet  wide,  a  Corliss  engine  of  400  hor'<e 
power,  a  boiler  of  250  horse  power,  and  cer- 
tain shafting  and  pulleys,  at  a  cost  of  $1!'.- 
000.  It  also  constructed  a  half  mile  of  track 
at  an  expense  of  $1,500.  This  addition  was 
worth  $19,000,  and,  without  reckoning  inter- 
est on  the  investment,  or  any  deterioration, 
it  efi'ected  a  saving  of  $4,000  per  annum  in 
the  operations  of  the  company.  The  adt'i- 
tion  was  worth  $19,000,  and  the  entire  prop- 
erty of  the  company  was  worth  $150,0(nJ.  ' 
Between  November  0,  1894,  and  October, 
1895,  the  intervener  loaned  the  mortgagor 
$13,000  for  the  purposes  and  under  the  agree- 
ment recited,  and  took  its  notes  bearing  7 
per  cent  interest  for  this  loan.  Six  thou- 
sand dollars  of  this  money  was  used  with  the 
consent  of  the  intervener  to  pay  the  intewt 
on  the  mortgage  which  fell  aue  December  1, 
1894,  and  the  larger  part  or  all  of  the  re- 
mainder was  applied  to  paying  for  the  addi- 
tion. The  instalments  of  interest  on  tJie 
moi*tgage  which  fell  due  in  June  and  Decem- 
ber, 1895,  were  not  paid.  Meanwhile  the 
mortgagor  applied  $2,000  of  the  current  reve- 
nues of  the  railway  company  to  the  payment 
of  its  debt  to  Doud,  and  $10,000  more  to 
payment  for  the  addition  to  the  plant,  and 
then  left  $3,485.95  owing  on  machinery  the 
title  to  which  wa^  retained  by  the  seller  un- 
til payment  waa  made.  The  receiver,  after 
his  appointment,  paid  this  sum  and  $2,15i.- 
33  for  taxes,  $2,726.76  for  labor  claims  in- 
curred jiist  prior  to  the  receivership,  and  $8,- 
961.44  on  account  of  paving  bonds  out  of  the 
current  earnings  of  the  property  during  the 
receivership.  The  holders  of  58  of  the  bonds 
secured  by  the  mortgage  in  suit  resided  in 
the  city  of  Ottumwa,  and  knew  in  the  fall  of 
1894  that  the  mortgagor  was  about  to  erect 
this  addition  to  its  plant,  and  that  the  in-  \ 
tervener  was  to  loan  it  m<Miey  for  that  pur- 
popc,  but  they  did  not  advise,  consent  to,  or 
protest  against  it,  and  neither  the  trustee 
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nor  any  of  the  holders  of  the  majority  of  the 
ouUstandin^  bonds  had  any  notice  of  these 
facts  until  after  the  addition  was  completed. 
Alter  the  coiunieneement  of  this  suit  the  Ot- 
tumwa  bondholders  bought  the  bonds  of  the 
oonre«ident8  for  75  per  cent  of  their  face 
value.  The  addition  was  built  between  No- 
vember 1,  1894,  and  June  1,  1895,  and,  while 
the  payment  of  the  interest  due  December  1, 
1894,  with  the  money  loaned  by  the  interven- 
er, prevented  a  default  in  the  mortgage,  the 
Ottuiuwa  bondholders  declined  to  loan  the 
muney,  or  any  of  it,  to  the  railway  company 
to  pay  the  instalment  of  interest  due  Decem- 
ber, 1894,  or  to  construct  the  addition. 

Argued  before  Caldwell,  Banborn,  and 
Thayer,  Circuit  Judges. 

Messrs.  H.  Seott  Howell  and  E.  E.  Me- 
Elroy,  for  mortgagee: 

in  order  to  create  an  equity  prior  to  the 
rights  of  the  mortgagee,  the  following  condi- 
tions must  concur:  The  railroad  company 
mu^t  have  been  kept  a  going  concern.  The 
creditor  muni  have  aided  with  necessary 
material,  supplies,  or  equipment  in  so  keep- 
ing it  a  going  concern.  It  must  have  made 
earnings.  These  earnings  nmst  have  been 
used,  in  whole  or  in  part,  in  the  payment  of 
interest,  or  in  making  permanent  improve- 
ments, or  for  the  benefit  in  some  way  of  the 
niortgage  creditors  or  stockholders. 

2  Beach,  .Modern  Eq.  IM.  &  Pr.  §  734;  Fos- 
dick  V.  8chall,  99  U.  S.  235,  25  L.  ed.  339 ; 
Bumham  v.  Bowen,  111  U.  S.  776,  28  L.  ed. 
596,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  675. 

Intervener's  claim  is  for  money  loaned, 
and  nothing  else. 

Morgan's  L.  t^  T.  K.  d  8.  S.  Co.  v.  Texas  C. 
R.  Co.  137  U.  S.  171,  34  L.  ed.  626,  11  Sap. 
Ct.  Rep.  61 ;  Penn  v.  Calhoun,  121  U.  S.  251, 
30  L.  ed.  915,  7  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  906;  8t.  Louis 
Trust  Co.  V.  Rileif.  30  L.  R.  A.  466,  16  C.  C. 
A.  610,  36  U.  S.  App.  100,  70  Fed.  32. 

If  a  claim,  in  order  to  be  preferential, 
mu.st  be  founded  "upon  property  furnished 
or  services  rendereo,"  then  it  cannot  be 
founded  dimply  on  money  loaned  which  went 
into  and  was  mixed  with  other  funds  and 
revenues  of  the  mortgagor. 

Morgan's  L.  d  T.  R.  d  8.  8,  Co.  v.  Farm- 
er'g  Loan  d  T.  Co.  24  C.  C.  A.  495,  52  U.  S. 
App.  107,  79  Fed.  210;  8ouihern  Develop- 
ntrnt  Co.  V.  Farmers*  Loan  d  T.  Co.  24  C.  C. 
A.  497,  52  U.  S.  App.  Ill,  79  Fed.  212;  Fi- 
delity Ins.  Trust  d  8.  D.  Co.  v.  8henandoah 
y alley  R.  Co.  86  Va.  1,  9  S.  E.  769;  Blair  v. 
Bt.  fjouis,  H.  d  K.  R.  Co.  23  Fed.  621 ;  Farm- 
ns"  Loan  d  T.  Co.  v.  Vickshurg  d  M.  R.  Co. 
33  Fed.  778;  United  8taies  Trust  Co.  v. 
^^cstem  Contract  Co.  26  C.  C.  A.  472,  54  U. 
^.  App.  67,  81  Fed.  454;  Kelly  v.  Oreen  Bay 
i  M.  R.  Co.  6  Fed.  846;  Addison  v.  Lewis, 
75  Va.  701 ;  2  Cook,  Stock  &  Stockholders,  S 
960;  Re  Regent* s  Canal  Ironworks  Co.  L.  R, 
3Ch.  Div.  411. 

Intervener  is  not  entitled  to  a  preferential 
claim  for  money  loaned  for  construction  pur- 
poses, 

Huidekoper  v.  Hinckley  Locomotive 
TFc/rfca,  99  U.  S.  258,  25  L.  ed.  344 ;  Wood  v. 
Guarantee  Trust  d  8.  D.  Co.  128  U.  8.  416, 
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32  L.  ed.  472,  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  131 ;  Porter  v. 
Pittsburg  Btssemer  8teel  Co.  120  U.  S.  649, 
30  L.  ed.  830,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1206;  Toledo, 
D.  d  n.  R.  Co.  v.  Hamilton,  134  U.  S.  296,  33 
L.  ed.  905,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  546;  Thompson 
v.  White  Water  Valley  R.  Co.  132  U.  S.  68, 

33  L.  ed.  250,  10  Jsup.  Ct.  Rep.  29;  American 
Loan  d  T.  Co.  v.  East  d  West  R.  Co.  46  Fed. 
101;  Reyhurn  v.  Consumer^s  Gas,  Fuel  d  L. 
Co.  29  Fed.  561 ;  Reed's  Appeal,  122  Pa.  565, 
16  Atl.  100;  Lackawanna  Iron  d  Coal  Co.  v. 
Farmers'  Loan  d  T.  Co.  24  C.  C.  A.  487,  52 
U.  S.  App.  91,  79  Fed.  202;  Farmers'  Loan 
d  T.  Co.  v.  Kansas  City,  W.  d  N,  W.  R.  Co. 
53  Fed.  182. 

The  city  did  not  request  the  company  to 
furnish  lights.  The  company  had  not  failed 
or  refused  to  comply  witJi  any  duty  it  owed 
to  the  public.  It  did  not  have  power  capaci- 
ty of  its  own  to  enable  it  to  enter  into  this 
new  city  contract  The  public  had  no  right 
to  demand  more  of  the  company  than  it  had 
capacity  to  carry  out 

State  ex  rcl.  CrossUind  v.  Oma^  d  C.  B. 
R.  d  Bridge  Co.  91  Iowa,  517,  60  N.  W.  121. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  work  done  by  ap- 
pellee has  tended  to  conserve  the  railroad  or 
enhance  the  value  of  the  property  to  the 
mortgagees  is  no  ground  for  displacing  the 
lien  of  the  mortgage  which  covered  the  prop- 
erty when  the  work  was  done. 

International  Trust  Co.  v.  T.  B.  Townsend 
Brick  d  Contracting  Co.  37  C.  C.  A.  396,  95 
Fed.  850;  Galveston,  U.  d  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Cow- 
drey,  11  Wall.  460,  20  L.  ed.  199;  Thompson 
v.  White  Water  Valley  R.  Co.  132  U,  S.  68, 
33  L.  ed.  256,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  29;  Toledo, 
D.  d  B.  R.  Co.  V.  Hamilton,  134  U.  S.  296,  33 
L.  ed.  905,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  546;  Morgan's 
L.  d  T.  R.  d  8.  8.  Co.  V.  Texas  C.  B.  Co.  137 
U.  S.  171,  34  L.  ed.  626,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  61. 

Messrs.  MoNett  Sc  Tlsdale  for  appellees. 

Sanborn,  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

Is  a  loan  to  a  quasi  public  corporation  up- 
on a  pledge  or  mortgage  of  its  current  in- 
come to  enable  it  to  construct  a  substantial 
and  beneficial  addition  to  its  plant,  which 
was  necessary  to  the  maintenance  of  the  vol- 
ume of  its  business,  but  was  not  indispensa- 
ble to  its  continuance  as  a  going  concern, 
entitled  in  e<juity  to  a  lien  upon  the  income 
or  corpus  of  its  property  superior  to  the  lien 
of  a  prior  mortgage,  which  covered  all  its  in- 
come, and  all  its  property  acquired  before 
and  after  its  execution?  A  careful  examina- 
tion of  the  record  has  convinced  us  that  this 
is  the  question  which  this  case  presents. 
Counsel  have  earnestly  argued  that  other  is- 
sues are  before  us,  and  that  this  question  is 
conditioned  by  other  facts,  and  before  we  pro- 
ceed with  its  discussion  "we  will  briefly  notice 
these  arguments,  and  state  the  reasons  why 
they  have  not  proved  persuasive. 

It  is  contended  that  the  construction  of 
the  addition  was  necessary  to  keep  the  Ot^ 
tumwa  Electric  Railway  a  going  concern. 
This  fact  was  alleged  in  the  intervening  peti- 
tion, and  the  burden  wa«  on  the  intervener 
to  establish  it.  The  claim  was  made  that  the 
allegation  was  admitted  in  the  answer,  but 
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the  only  admission  there  was  that  the  new 
building  and  machinery  were  convenient  and 
necessary  to  enable  the  railway  to  serve  all 
its  customers,  including  the  city  ot  Ottum- 
wa,  with  electric  light;  but  it  was  expressly 
denied  that  it  was  absolutely  necessary  or  re- 
quired to  enable  it  to  conduct  its  business 
and  comply  with  its  charter.    The  proof  is 
ooncluBive  that  the  railway  was  conducting 
three  classes  of  business, — operating  a  street 
railway  by  electricity,  furnishing  steam  heat 
and   power,   and  furnishing   electric  light; 
that  it  could  conduct  either  one  or  two  of 
these  occupations  without  the  others  or  the 
other,  and  that  it  had  ample  power,  without 
the  new  building  and  machinery,  to  operate 
its  street  railway,  to  furnish  its  customers 
vrith  steam  heat  and  power,  and  to  furnish 
some  of  its  customers  with  electric   light. 
The  evidence  is  undisputed  that  the  most 
profitable  of  its  three  occupations  was  fur- 
nishing electric  light,  and  that  under  its  con- 
tract with  the  city  the  furnishing  of  this 
light  to  the  city  of  Ottumwa  was  entailing 
a  loss  of  $2,700  per  annum  upon  it.     The 
conclusion  is  irresistible  that,  if  the  railway 
had  abandoned  the  furnishing  of  light  to  the 
oity  at  the   expiration   of   its   contract,   it 
would  have  retained  all  the  profitable  por- 
tion of  its  electric  lighting,  and  would  have 
saved  an  unnecessary  expense  of  $2,700  per 
annum.    There  is  no  proof  that  this  could 
not  have  been  done.     No  witness  goes  fur- 
ther than  to  say  that  the  new  building  and 
machinery  were  "an  absolute  necessity  if  we 
expected  to  continue  in  the  city  street-light- 
ing business,  and  carry  on  the  same  amount 
of  other  lighting  that  we  had  up  to  that 
time."     No  witness  comes  bo  say  that  they 
were  necessary  to  enable  the  railway  to  oper- 
ate its  street  railway,  to  furnish  its  steam 
heat  and  power,  and  to  furnish  all  its  pri- 
vate customers  with  electric  light.     As  the 
burden  was  on  the  intervener  here,  the  oon- 
ciuaion  of  fact  must  be  Uiat  the  new  building 
and  machinery  were  necessary  to  enable  the 
railway  to  continue  furnishing  electric  light 
the  city,  but  that  it  could  have  conducted 
all  its  other  business  without  them.     This 
proof  falls  far  short  of  establishing  the  prop- 
osition that  the  addition  was  necessary  to 
keep  the  railway  a  going  concern.     It  could 
have  abandoned  the  furnishing  of  lights  to 
the  city  and  have  conducted  all  its  other 
business  without  the  new  building  and  ma- 
chinery, without  any  loes,  and  with  an  as- 
sured gain  of  the  $2,700  per  annum  it  was 
losing    on  its  contract  with  the    city.     It 
could  have  abandoned  the  business  of  fur- 
nishing electric  light  entirely,  and  have  con- 
tinued to  operate  its  street  railway  and  to 
furnish  steam  heat  and  power  to  its  custom- 
ers, or  it  could  have  abandoned  all  its  busi- 
ness but  the  operation  of  its  street  railway, 
and  it  would  still  have  been  a  going  con- 
cern.    The   intervener   not    only   failed    to 
prove  that  the  new  building  and  machinery 
were  indispensable  to  the  maintenance  of  the 
railway  as  a  going  concern,  but  he  clearly 
established  the  fact  that  they  were  not  neces- 
sary for  that  purpose,  and  that  they  were 
only  necessary  to  enable  it  to  carry  on  a 
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branch  of  its  business — ^tbe  lighting  of  the 
streets  of  the  city — which  had  always  en- 
tailed upon  it  a  loss  of  $2,700  per  annum. 

But  it  is  said  that,  if  the  railway  hid 
failed  to  make  a  new  contract  %vith  the  city 
and  to  light  the  city  streets  with  electricity, 
its  franchise  would  have  been  forfeited,  and 
that  in  this  way  the  construction  of  the  nev 
building  and  the  purchase  of  the  new  mi- 
chinery  were  indispensable  to  the  continu- 
ance   of    its    operation    as    a    corporation. 
There  are  several  answers  to  this  proposi- 
tion.   Under   its   articles   of    incorporation 
the  railway  derived  from  the  state  power 
(I)   to  buy,  construct,  sell,  lease,  and  oper- 
ate street  railways  in  Ottumwa;  (2)  to  buy, 
constriiet,  sell,  lease,  and  operate  a  plant  for 
furnisjrhing  steam  heat  and  power;  and  (3) 
to  buy,  construct,  sell,  lease,  and  operate  a 
plant  tx)  supply  and  furnish  electric  light  to 
the  city  of  Ottumwa  and   its   inhabitants. 
ITiis   corporation   derived    the  privilege  of 
erecting   its   poles   and   stringing  its  vires 
along  the   streets  of  Ottumwa    to  furnish 
electric  light  from  a  set  of  ordinances  entire 
ly  distinct  from  those  which  permitted  the 
use  of  the  streets  of  the  city  for  its  street 
railway  and  for  its  pipes  to  furnish  steam 
heat  and  power.     The  ordinances  relative  to 
its  electric  lighting  imposed  no  conditions 
upon  its  business  of  furnishing  steam  heat 
and  power,  or  upon  its  business  of  operating 
the  street  railway.     Now,  conceding  that  the 
franchises  of  a  public  or  quasi  public  corpo- 
ration may  be  forfeited  for  misuse  or  renun- 
ciation, still  the  entire  failure  of  this  cor- 
poration  to   exercise  its   power   to  fumi^^h 
electric    light    would    have     furnished    no 
ground  for  the  forfeiture  of  its  franchises  to 
furnish  steam  heat  and  power  and  to  operate 
its  street  railway.  Another  of  the  franchi?p» 
granted  to  this  corporation  under  its  arti- 
cles was  the  power  to  buy,  hold,  use,  and  sell 
the  corporate  stock  of  any  competing  corpo- 
rations  in  the  city  of  Ottumwa.    None  of 
the  franchises  to  operate  a  st^'eet  railway,  to 
furnish  electricity,  or  to  furnish  steam  heat 
and  power  could  have  been  forfeited  because 
the  corporation  had  not  exercised  its  power 
to  purchase  the  stock  of  rival  oorporations. 
No  corporation  is  required  to  exercise  all  the 
powei's  granted  to  it  by  its  oiganic  law  as  a 
condition  of  the  exercise  of  some  of  them  un- 
lesis  that  requirement  is  expressly  made  by 
some  statute  or  ordinance  under  which  it  de- 
rives some  of  its  powers  or  privileges,  or  the 
powers  are  inseparably  connected  with  each 
other.     Again,  there  is  no  evidence  in  this 
record  that  the  franchise  to  furnish  electrici- 
ty to  the  inhabitants  of  the  city  and  to  the 
city  itself  would  have  been  forfeited,  or  that 
any  action  to  that  end  would  have  been  insti- 
tuted, if  the  railway  company  had  not  taken 
a  new  contract  from  the  city  to  light  its  pub- 
lic places.     No  such  action  could  have  been 
maintained,   in  any  event,  before  the  city 
tendered  to  the  railway  a  contract  to  pay  a 
reasonable  price  for  the  lighting,  donanded 
that  the  railway  should  fumii^  the  light, 
and  the  latter  refused.    There  is  no  evidenoe 
that  the  city  ever  took  or  contemplated  any 
such  action.    The  inference  ia  unavoidable 
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from  the  evidence  that  the  new  oontract  was 
not  sought  or  obtained  by  the  city,  but  was 
urged  and  secured  by  the  corporation.  The 
assertion  that  the  franchise  to  furnish  elec- 
tric light  would  have  been  forfeited  if  none 
had  been  furnished  to  the  city,  has  no  evi- 
dence to  support  it,  and,  in  the  absence  of 
en^idence  that  action  would  have  been  taken 
to  secure  such  a  forfeiture,  it  was  a  contin- 
gency too  remote,  speculative,  and  uncertain 
to  deserve  the  consideration  of  a  court  of 
e(iuity.  Not  only  this,  but,  when  the  ordi- 
-nances  of  the  city  under  which  the  railway 
is  conducting  its  business  of  electric  lighting 
arc  examined,  it  is  found  that  they  contain 
no  proviaien  or  requirement  that  the  corpora^ 
ticn  shall  furnish  electric  light  to  the  city, 
and  the  only  provision  for  a  forfeitureis  con- 
tained in  theee  words :  "In  the  event  >  of 
said  company,  its  successors  and  assigns, 
failing  to  comply  with  any  of  the  provisions 
of  this  ordinance,  or  having  their  lights  in 
operation  within  sixty  days  from  the  date  of 
its  acceptance  of  this  ordinance,  then  it  or 
they  shall  forfeit  to  the  city  of  Ottumwa  all 
rights  given  or  permission  granted  under 
this  ordinance." 

Aa  there  was  no  provision  in  any  of  the 
ordinances  which  required  the  railway  to 
furnish  electric  light  to  the  city,  or  required 
the  city  to  purchase  electric  light  of  the  rail- 
way, and  as  one  was  a  quasi  public  and  the 
otlier  a  public  corporation,  each  was  left  free 
to  oontract  or  to  refuse  to  contract  with  the 
other  on  the  subject,  and  neither  would  have 
forfeited  any  franchise  it  possessed  by  such 
a  refusal.  It  is  only  for  the  violation  of  an 
express  provision  of  the  organic  law  under 
which  a  corporation  derives  its  powers  or 
privil^es,  or  for  such  a  misuse  or  nonuse  of 
them  as  results  in  a  substantial  failure  to 
fulfil  the  design  and  purpose  of  its  organi- 
zation, that  a  forfeiture  of  a  franchise  will 
be  decreed.  State  ex  rel.  Crossland  v.  Oma- 
ha  d  C.  B,  R.  d  Bridge  Co.  91  Iowa,  517,  526, 
60  N.  W.  121;  State  ex  rel.  Atty,  Oen.  v. 
Farmer'8  College,  32  Ohio  St.  487 ;  State  ex 
rel.  Prosecuting  Attorney  v.  Commercial 
Bank,  10  Ohio,  535;  Harris  v.  Mississippi 
Valley  d  8.  I.  R.  Co.  51  Miss.  602;  Chicago 
City  R.  Co.  v.  People  ex  rel.  Story,  73  III. 
541 ;  State  v.  Real  Estate  Bank,  5  Ark.  595; 
State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Oen.  v.  Sociit^  Republi- 
caine,  9  Mo.  App.  114.  There  is  no  basis  in 
the  law  or  in  the  facts  of  this  case  for  the 
claim  that  any  franchise  of  the  railway 
would  have  been  forfeited,  or  that  it  would 
thereby  have  been  compelled  to  cease  to  be  a 
going  concern,  if  it  had  failed  to  furnish  the 
city  with  electric  lights. 

Another  position  of  counsel  for  the  appel- 
lant is  that  by  subdiAnsion  **b"  of  article  2 
of  the  mortgage  the  railway  was  compelled 
to  construct  this  new  building  and  purcliase 
the  new  machinery.  That  article  reads  as 
follows:  "Said  company  hereby  covenants 
and  agrees  that  so  holding  and  enjoying  the 
property,  works,  and  plant  hereby  mort- 
gaged, or  expressed  and  intended  so  to  be, 
that  it  will:  (a)  Pay  all  taxes  and  assess- 
ments thereon  during  the  continuance  of  this 
mortgage ;  that  it  -will  not  suffer  any  lien  su- 
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perior  to  the  lien  hereby  created  to  attach 
to  said  works  and  plant  or  any  pait  thereof, 
(b)  Keep  and  maintain  the  property  hereby 
mortgaged  in  good  order  ana  condition,  and 
in  active  operation,  and  duly  keep  and  ob- 
serve all  laws  and  ordinances  lawfully  en- 
acted in  any  way  relating  to  or  affecting  the 
franchises,  easements,  and  privileges  now 
owned  or  hereafter  acquired  by  it.  (c)  At 
all  times  hereafter  provide  for  and  pay  the 
principal  and  interest  of  and  upon  the  bonds 
hereby  or  intended  hereby  to  be  secured,  as 
the  same  shall  become  due  and  payable,  ac> 
cording  to  the  tenor  and  effect  thereof." 

The  argument  is  that  the  provision  that 
the  mortgagor  shall  "duly  keep  and  observe 
all  laws  and  ordinances  lawfully  enacted  in 
any  way  relating  to  or  affecting  the  franchis- 
es, easements,  and  privileges  now  owned  or 
hereafter  acquired  by  it,"  required  the  mort- 
gagor to  construct  the  new  building  and  pur- 
chase the  new  machinery  in  order  to  furnish 
electric  light  to  the  city  of  Ottumwa.  That 
argument  is  answered  by  the  fact  that  there 
was  no  ordinance  or  law  which  required  the 
railway  to  furnish  eleptric  light  to  the  city,, 
or  to  make  any  contract  with  it  concerning: 
such  light.  It  is  further  answered  by  the 
fact  that  the  same  article  of  the  mortgage 
contained  a  covenant  that  the  mortgagor 
would  not  su^er  any  lien  superior  to  tlie  lien 
created  by  the  mortgage  to  attach  to  the 
mortgaged  property,  and  it  thereby  coven- 
anted that  it  would  not  permit  the  lien  of 
this  intervener  to  become  superior  to  the  lien 
of  the  mortgage.  The  conclusion  is  irresisti- 
ble that  neither  the  oi^ganic  law  of  the  rail- 
way, nor  the  ordinance  under  which  it  was 
operated,  nor  the  provisions  of  the  mortgage 
imposed  any  forfeiture  of  any  franchise  for 
its  failure  to  furnish  electric  light  to  the 
city  of  Ottumwa,  or  required  it  to  furnish 
such  light,  or  to  construct  the  additions  to 
its  plant  and  power  under  consideration,  in 
order  to  enable  it  to  continue  a  going  con- 
cern. 

It  is  contended  that  it  is  inequitable  for 
the  trustee  and  the  bondholders  to  insist 
that  the  lien  of  their  mortgage  is  superior  to 
that  of  the  int  »r\'ener,  because  the  Ottumwa 
bondholders  knew  that  the  addition  to  the 
plant  and  power  of  the  mortgagor  was  being 
made,  and  that  the  intervener  was  loaning 
the  money  to  the  mortgagor  to  assist  in  pay- 
ing for  it.  But  the  residents  of  Ottumwa 
owned  only  58  of  the  bonds,  while  the  majori- 
ty of  them  were  held  by  nonresidents,  who 
knew  nothing  of  the  construction  of  the  ad- 
dition or  of  the  loan  of  the  intervener  until 
after  the  new  building  was  erected  and  the 
new  machinery  was  purchased.  The  bond- 
holders in  Ottumwa  could  not,  by  their  ac- 
tion, estop  the  trustee  or  the  majority  of  the 
bondholders;  and,  if  the  intervener  has  any 
claim  against  the  residents  who  held  these 
58  bonds,  it  is  against  them  individually, 
and  not  against  the  trustee,  or  the  mortga- 
gees, which  it  represents.  Moreover,  the 
Ottumwa  bondholders  did  not  advise,  consent 
to,  or  request  the  loan  from  the  intervener, 
and  he  was  not  induced  to  make  it  by  any  of 
thedr    acts    or    omlBsions.    The    mortgage 
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which  secured  them  was  of  record,  and  con- 
tained a  covenant  that  the  mortgagor  should 
make  no  lien  superior  to  theirs.  The  inter- 
vener knew  this  fact,  and  made  his  loan  in 
the  face  of  it.  The  bondholders  had  the 
right  to  believe,  and  doubtless  did  believe, 
tliat  he  had  ad^^anced  his  money  upon  the 
credit  of  the  mortgagor,  and  that  he  took  hia 
rights  subject  to  the  lien  of  their  mortgage. 
The  facts  constitute  no  estoppel  against 
them  from  insisting  upon  their  prior  lien. 
Tliere  is  nothing  unjust  nor  inequitable  in 
their  position,  and  the  fact  that  after  the 
commencement  of  this  suit  they  purchased 
the  bonds  of  the  nonresidents  in  no  way 
changes  the  situation. 

It  is  argued  that  the  claim  of  the  inter- 
vener to  a  superior  lien  has  some  equity  in 
it  in  some  way,  because  before  the  suit  to 
foreclose  the  mortgage  was  commenced  $10,- 
000  of  the  current  income  of  the  mortgaged 
property  was  applied  to  payment  for  the  con- 
struction of  the  addition  to  the  plant  and 
power,  and  because,  subsequent  to  the  ap- 
pointment of  the  receiver,  the  latter  has  paid 
from  the  current  income  which  he  received 
taxes,  labor  claims,  paving  bonds,  vendors* 
liens  upon  machinery  purchased,  and  re- 
pairs, to  the  amount  of  more  than  $17,000. 
It  is  claimed  that  thei>e  acts  ooni^titute  a  di- 
version of  the  income,  and  that  this  diver- 
sion establishes  an  equity  in  favor  of  the  in- 
ter rener.  The  argument  and  claim  are 
based  on  a  misapprehension  of  the  character 
and  effect  of  a  diversion  of  income  which  will 
establi^  a  preference  in  equity.  Unpaid 
claims  for  the  current  operating  expenses  of 
a  quasi  public  corporation  for  a  limited  time 
anterior  to  the  receivership  have  a  superior 
equity  to  the  lien  of  the  bondholders  under 
a  prior  mortgage.  It  is  the  diversion  of  the 
income  of  the  mortgaged  property  from  these 
claims,  which  have  a  superior  equity  to  the 
claim  of  the  bondholders,  that  forms  one  of 
the  grounds  of  the  preferential  lien  which  is 
vouchsafed  to  them.  But  it  is  only  when 
the  income  is  diverted  from  the  payment  of 
these  claims  which  have  a  higher  equity  to 
the  payment  of  those  which  stand  upon  a 
lower  plane  that  any  equity  arises  in  favor 
of  anyone  on  account  of  diversion.  In  Fos- 
dirk  V.  Schall,  99  U.  S.  236,  253,  254,  25  L. 
ed.  339,  342,  343,  Chief  Justice  Waite  said 
that,  if  the  officers  of  the  ocmpany  "give  to 
one  class  of  creditors  that  which  properly 
belongs  to  another,  the  court  may,  upon  an 
adjustment  of  the  accounts,  so  uae  the  income 
wiiich  comes  into  its  own  hands  as,  if  prac- 
ticable, to  restore  the  parties  to  their  origi- 
nal equitable  rights.  .  .  .  Whatever  is 
done,  therefore,  must  be  with  a  view  to  a 
re>itoratioa  by  the  mortgage  creditors  of  that 
which  they  have  thus  inequitably  obtained. 
It  follows  that,  if  there  has  been  in  reality 
no  diversion,  there  can  be  no  restoration,  and 
that  the  amount  of  restoration  should  be 
made  to  depend  upon  the  amount  of  the  di- 
version." Bumham  v.  Boicetiy  111  U.  S. 
770,  28  L.  ed.  596,  4  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  675;  Un- 
ioti  Tru8t  Co.  V.  Illinois  Midland  R.  Co.  117 
U.  S.  434,  29  L.  ed.  963,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  809; 
Wood  V.  Guarantee  Tnut  d  8.  D.  Co.  128  U. 
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S.  416,  420,  421,  32  L.  ed.  472,  473,  9  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  131.  Now.  in  the  case  in  hand  there 
never  was  any  diversion  of  the  current  in- 
come from  the  payment  of  the  operating  ex- 
penses of  the  raKway  which  was  not  fully  re- 
stored by  the  payment  of  the  labor  and  other 
claims  which  the  receiver  satisfied.  All  the 
operating  expenses  have  been  paid,  and  no 
unpaid  daims  on  their  account,  no  claims  on 
account  of  money  loaned  to  pay  for  material, 
supplies,  or  labor  used  in  the  operation  of 
the  property  of  this  railway,  are  presented 
to  the  court,  or  are  in  existence.  The  claim 
of  the  intervener  is  for  money  loaned  to  pay 
interest  on  the  mortgage  debt,  to  construct 
a  new  brick  building  70  feet  long  and  44  feet 
wide,  and  to  purchase  new  nriichinery  which 
increased  the  available  power  of  the  mort- 
gagor 06§  per  cent.  The  cost  of  this  new 
building  axid  machinery  was  $19,000.  Its 
erection  was  not  one  of  the  current  operating 
expenses  of  the  mortgagor,  but  was  an  origi- 
nal construction  for  the  purpose  of  increas- 
ing its  capacity  and  power.  The  question 
whether  or  not  the  claim  for  the  money 
loaned  for  this  construction  was  superior  in 
equity  to  that  of  tlie  mortgagee  will  be  sub- 
sequently considered.  Whether  it  was  or 
not.  there  was  no  diversion  of  the  income 
from  the  payment  of  a  claim  of  superior 
equity  to  the  payment  of  one  of  inferior  equi- 
ty. The  $10,000  which  was  taken  from  the 
income  to  pay  for  the  construction  of  the  ad- 
dition was  applied  to  the  same  purpose,  and 
stood  upon  the  same  plane  in  equity,  as  the 
claim  of  the  intervener  for  the  money  he 
loaned  for  the  same  purpose.  The  income 
applied  by  the  receiver  to  the  payment  of 
vendors'  liens  upon  the  machinery,  taxes, 
paving  bonds,  and  repairs  was  applied  to  the 
payment  of  claims  of  equal  or  superior  equi- 
ty to  that  of  the  interverer.  There  wa.s, 
therefore,  no  diversion  of  the  current  in- 
come of  the  mortgagor  from  the  payment  of 
claims  of  superior  equity  to  the  payinent  of 
claims  of  inferior  equity,  and  hence  no  equi- 
ty in  support  of  the  claim  of  the  intervener 
upon  this  ground. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  $6,000  used  to  pay 
the  interest  on  the  mortgage  debt,  which  ac- 
crued on  December  1,  1894,  was  loaned  to 
pay  for  the  construction  of  the  addition  to 
the  power  and  plant,  and  not  to  pay  the  in- 
terest on  the  bonds.  TTie  testimony  upon 
this  subject  is  that  the  intervener  agreed  to 
loan  to  the  mortgagor  the  necessary  money 
to  enable  it  to  construct  the  contemplated 
addition  to  its  plant  and  power  in  consider- 
ation of  the  agreement  by  the  railway  to  ap- 
ply its  current  income,  after  the  addition 
was  paid  for,  to  the  payment  of  the  loan 
made  by  the  inter\'ener.  Pursuant  to  this 
agreement,  he  loaned  to  the  company  $1,500 
on  November  7,  1894,  for  which  he  took  its 
promissory  note,  ^rsuant  to  the  same 
agreement  he  loaned  it  on  November  27, 
1894,  $6,000,  for  which  he  took  its  promis- 
sory note;  and  at  the  time  of  the  loan  he 
agreed  that  this  money  might  be  used  to  |»,y 
the  interest  on  the  mortgage  bonds  which 
fell  due  on  December  1,  1894,  and  it  was  so 
used  pursuant  to  that  agreement.  The  legal 
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effect  of  tlie  facts  disclosed  by  this  evidence 
wa8  that  the  intervener  loaned  this  $6,000 
to  the  mortga^r  to  ejiable  it  to  pay  its  in- 
terest on  the  mortgage  debt  in  consideration 
of  the  agreement  of  the  mortgagor  to  apply 
its  current  income,  after  payment  had  been 
made  for  the  new  addition,  to  the  payment 
of  this  loan.  The  effect  of  this  loan  was  to 
prevent  the  mortgagee  from  foreclosing  its 
mortgage  for  default  of  this  interest,  and  to 
keep  the  property  in  the  control  of  the  mort- 
gagor until  the  contemplated  addition  was 
completed.  The  claim  of  a  creditor  for  mon- 
ey  loaned  to  pay  interest  on  a  mortgage  debt 
is  inferior  in  equity  to  the  lien  of  a  prior 
mortgage,  and  cannot  be  given  a  preference 
over  it.  This  proposition  is  conclusively  es- 
tablished by  Penn  v.  Calhoun,  121  U.  S.  251, 
252,  30  L.  ed.  915,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  900;  Mor- 
gan's L.  d  T.  R.  d'  8.  8.  Co.  v.  Tcxa^  C.  R. 
Co.  137  L'.  S.  171,  196,  34  L.  ed.  025,  634,  11 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  61 ;  8outkem  Developmcyit  Co. 
y.  Farmers'  Loan  d  T.  Co.  24  C.  C.  A.  497, 
52  LT.  S.  App.  Ill,  79  Fed.  212,  215;  United 
States  Tiust  Co.  v.  Western  Contract  Co.  26 
C.  C.  A.  472,  54  V.  S.  App.  67,  81  Fed.  454, 
464.  In  Morgan's  L.  d  T.  R.  d  8.  8.  Co.  v. 
Teras  G.  R.  Co.  137  U.  S.  196,  34  L.  ed.  634, 
11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  68,  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Ful- 
ler, in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  upon  this  question  aptly  said:  "So 
far  as  disclosed,  the  initerest  coupons  were 
paid,  not  purchased  {Ketchum  v.  Dufican, 
96  13.  S.  659,  24  L.  ed.  868 ;  Wood  v.  Guaran- 
tee, Trust  d  8.  D.  Co.  128  U.  S.  416,  32  L. 
ed.  472,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  131 ) ,  and  cannot  be 
set  up  as  outstanding;  and  the  contention  is 
wholly  inadmissible  thai  the  bondholders, 
because  they  received  what  was  due  them, 
should  be  held  to  have  assented  to  the  run- 
ning of  the  road  at  the  risk  of  returning  the 
money  thus«paid,  if  the  company,  by  reason 
of  unrealized  expectations  on  the  part  of 
those  who  made  the  advances,  should  ulti- 
mately turn  out  to  be  insolvent,  and  unable 
to  go  on.  By  the  payment  of  the  interest, 
the  interposition  of  the  bondholders  was 
averted.  They  could  not  take  possession  of 
the  property,  and  should  not  be  charged  with 
the  responsibility  of  its  operation.  It  is 
true  that  a  railroad  company  is  a  corpora- 
tion operating  a  public  highway,  but  it  does 
not  follow  that  the  discharge  of  its  public, 
excuses  it  from  amenability  for  its  private, 
obligations.  If  it  cannot  keep  up  and  main- 
tain its  road  in  a  suitable  condition,  and  per- 
form the  public  service  for  which  it  was  en- 
dowed with  its  faculties  and  franchises,  it 
must  give  way  to  those  who  can.  Its  bonds 
cannot  be  confiscated  because  it  lacks  self- 
sustaining  ability.  To  allow  another  corpo- 
ration, which  for  its  own  purposes  has  kept 
a  railroad  in  operation  in  the  hands  of  the 
original  company,  by  enabling  it  to  prevent 
those  who  would  otherwise  be  entitled  to 
take  it  from  doing  so,  a  preference  in  reim- 
bursement over  the  latter  on  the  ground  of 
superiority  of  equity,  would  be  to  permit  the 
speculative  action  of  third  parties  to  defeat 
contract  obligations,  and  to  concede  a  power 
over  the  property  of  others  which  even  gov- 
ernmental aorereignty  cannot  exercise  with- 
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out  limitation.  And  if  all  these  advances 
should  be  considered  as  applied  in  payment 
of  the  operating  expen.ses  only,  upon  the  the- 
ory, where  such  was  not  literally  the  fact, 
that  they  supplied  a  deficit  created  by  the 
payment  of  interest  out  of  the  gross  earu- 
mgs,  the  same  remarks  would  be  applicable.'" 
The  $6,000  loaned  by  the  intervener  on  No- 
vember 27,  1894,  was  loaned  for  and  applied 
to  the  pui*po8e  of  paying  accruing  interest 
on  the  mortgage  bonds,  and  the  claim  for  it 
is  entitled  to  no  preferential  lien  upon  the 
corpus  or  income  of  the  property  covered  by 
the  mortgage  prior  to  it.  But  $5,000  of  the 
amount  due  the  intervener  was  loaned  to  en- 
able the  mortgagor  to  pay  for  the  addition  to 
its  plant  and  power,  and  the  question  recurs, 
Is  a  loan  to  a  quasi  public  mortgagor,  upon 
a  pledge  or  mortgage  of  its  income,  of  money 
to  make  a  substantial  and  beneficial  addi- 
tion to  its  plant  and  power,  which  was  neces- 
sary to  enable  it  to  maintain  the  volume  of 
its  business,  but  which  was  not  indispensa- 
ble to  enable  it  to  continue  a  going  concern, 
entitled  in  equity  to  a  lien  upon  the  income 
or  corpus  of  the  property  superior  to  the 
lieu  of  a  prior  mortgage  which  covered  all 
its  income  and  all  its  property,  acquired  and 
to  be  acquired?  The  order  appointing  the 
receiver  did  not  require  him  to  pay  claims 
of  this  character  in  preference  to  the  mort- 
gage debt  out  of  the  income  or  proceeds  of 
the  property,  and  the  authorities  which  rest 
upon  such  an  order  (Dow  v.  Memphis  d  L. 
R.  R.  Co.  20  Fed.  269;  Central  Trust  Co.  v. 
Texas  d  St.  L.  R.  Co.  2,2,  Fed.  135 ;  Farmers' 
Loam,  d  T.  Co.  v.  Kansas  City,  W.  d  N.  W. 
R.  Co.  53  Fed.  182)  do  not  rule  this  ca.<9e. 
Nor  is  the  decision  in  Central  Trust  Co.  v. 
Wabash,  St.  L.  d  P.  R.  Co.  30  Fed.  332, 
which  seems  to  be  relied  upon  by  counsel  for 
intervener,  even  persuasive  upon  the  issue 
here  presented.  It  is  said  that  in  that  case 
unsecured  claims  to  the  amount  of  more  than 
$3,000,000  were  allowed  and  given  a  prefer- 
ence in  payment  over  a  prior  mortgage,  and 
that  $2,200,000  of  these  preferential  claims 
were  for  moneys  borrowed  by  the  mortgagor, 
after  the  mort^^age  was  recorded,  to  com- 
plete its  lines  ofrailroad,  and  make  improve- 
ments upon  its  system ;  and  it  is  claimed  that 
the  decision  in  that  case  is  an  authority  for 
the  proposition  that  it  is  within  the  po<wer 
and  province  of  a  court  of  equity  to  impose 
upon  a  mortgaged  property  superior  liens 
for  such  claims  against  the  seasonable  pro- 
test of  the  holders  of  bonds  secured  by  the 
mortgage.  This  claim  is  founded  on  a  com- 
plete misapprehension  of  the  question  pre- 
sented, and  of  the  scope  and  effect  of  the  de- 
cision in  that  case.  It  is  true  that  in  the 
earlier  administration  of  the  receivership  of 
the  Wabash  Railway  System  more  than  $3,- 
000,000  of  floating  indebtedness  was  given  a 
preference  in  payment  over  a  prior  mort- 
gage, and  that  $2,200,000  of  this  indebtedness 
was  for  money  borrowed  by  the  railway  oom- 
pany  "for  the  meeting  of  its  expenses  and 
the  keeping  its  road  in  successful  operation 
and  completing  its  lines;"  but  how  was  this 
result  accomplished?  Did  the  court  decide 
in   30   Fed.,  against   the   objection   of   the 
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mortgage  bondholders,  that  sucb  preferences 
could  lawfully  be  made,  and  then  make 
them?  Not  at  all.  The  mortgagor  filed  the 
bill  which  instituted  that  suit,  and  the  court 
in  its  original  order  appointing  a  receiver 
upon  that  bill,  which  waa  made  before  the 
mortgagees  had  app^red  in  the  suit,  or  made 
any  demand  of  the  income,  or  any  claim  to 
the  property  or  its  proceeds,  directed  the  re- 
ceiver to  first  protect  and  pay  this  floating 
indebtedness.  Certainly,  that  order  did  not 
decide  that  claims  for  money  borrowed  for 
the  oonstruction  or  completion  of  a  railroad 
were  entitled  to  preference  over  the  mortr 
gagees.  because,  until  the  mortgagees  made 
demand  for  the  income,  or  commenced  a  fore- 
closure of  their  mortgages,  they  had  not  im- 
pounded the  iucoiiie,  and  either  the  mort- 
gagor or  the  court  could  properly  apply  it  to 
the  pavment  of  unsecured  debts.  Galveston, 
H.  Jc  IL  R,  Co.  V.  Cowdrey,  11  Wall.  469,  463, 
20  L.  ed.  199;  Dow  v.  Memphis  d  L.  R.  R, 
Co.  124  U.  S.  052,  31  L.  ed.  565,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  673.  After  the  receivers  were  ap- 
pointed upon  the  bill  of  the  mortgagor,  a 
suit  was  commenced  to  foreclose  a  junior 
irtortgage  upon  the  entire  Wabash  Railway 
System,  and  this  latter  suit  was  consolidated 
with  that  brought  by  the  mortgagor,  and  a 
decree  of  foreclosure  and  sale,  subject  to  the 
rights  of  the  creditors  secured  by  underlying 
mortgages  upon  various  lines  which  consti- 
tuted Sie  system,  was  rendered.  This  de- 
cree gave  to  the  claims  based  on  this  float- 
ing indebtedness  of  the  mortgagor  a  prefer- 
ence in  payment  over  this  junior  mortgage, 
but  the  decree  was  not  the  result  of  a  deci- 
sion upon  the  rights  of  the  mortgagees  as 
against  the  claimants  for  these  preferences. 
It  was  rendered  in  their  presence,  and  with- 
out objection  on  the  part  of  the  trustees  of 
the  varioiis  mortgages.  The  trustees  of  the 
underlying  mortgages  and  of  the  junior 
mortgage  which  wa«  foreclosed  were  parties 
to  the  suit,  and  the  decree  'Vas  signed  and 
entered,  all  parties  in  interest  present,  and 
none  objecting."  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Wor 
bashy  8t.  L.  d  P.  R.  Co.  30  Fed.  335.  Not 
only  this,  but  no  attempt  had  ever  been 
made  to  set  aside  the  orders  which  were 
made  at  the  inception  of  the  receivership 
that  these  unsecured  debts  should  be  first 
paid  out  of  the  income  and  the  proceeds  of 
the  mortgaged  property.  Id.  340.  Under 
this  decree,  to  which  the  trustees  of  the  va- 
rious mortgages  had  silently  assented,  a  sale 
had  been  made,  and  a  purchasing  committee 
had  bought  the  property.  Then  it  was  that 
tlie  case  arose  in  30  Fed.  which  is  presented 
and  relied  upon  by  counsel,  and  it  arose  in 
this  way:  After  the  purchasing  committee 
had  bought  the  property  under  this  decree, 
some  of  the  bondholders  who  were  secured  by 
underlying  mortgages  upon  some  of  the  lines 
of  railway  which  constituted  a  part  of  the 
Wabash  System  petitioned  the  court  to  di- 
rect the  receivers  or  the  purchasers  at  this 
sale  to  pay  taxes  upon  the  lines  covered  by 
their  mortgages,  and  to  pay  the  interest 
upon  their  bonds.  The  court  held  that  they 
were  estopped  by  the  presence  and  silence  of 
their  trustees,  who  represented  them,  and  by 
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their  own  silence  while  the  decree  was  ren- 
dered and  the  sale  was  made,  from  question- 
ing its  terms,  or  the  rights  of  the  pureha^ere 
to  the  property,  without  the  imposition  of 
additional  burdens.  The  question  in  ihii 
case,  and  the  only  question  presented  and  de 
cided,  was  whether  or  not  the  decree  was  a 
oontract  between  the  court  and  the  purchas- 
ers under  it,  so  that  it  could  not  be  changed 
after  the  sale,  at  the  suit  of  bondholders, 
whose  trustees  had  silently  assented  to  it; 
and  tlie  court  held  that  it  was  such  a  eon- 
tract.  The  question  whether  or  not  claims 
for  money  loaned  for  the  oonstruction  of 
parts  of  the  railroad  were  entitled  to  pref- 
erence in  payment  over  the  mortgages  was 
not  decided.  Those  claims  had  beoi  allowed 
a  preference  by  consent,  and  the  case  is  no 
authority  upon  the  issue  before  us. 

Returning  to  the  question,  the  contention 
of   the  intervener  is   that  it   should  be  an- 
swered in  the  affirmative,  because  the  new 
building  and  machinery,  to  construct  and 
purchase  which   he  loaned  his  money,  eon- 
served  the  mortgaged  property,  increased  the 
security  of  the  mortgagee  to  the  full  amount 
expended  upon  it,  and  made  its  operation 
more  economical;  and  because  the  mortga- 
gor agreed  with  him  to  apply  the  current 
income  of  tlie  property  to  the  payment  of 
his  loan  after  payment  for  the  building  and 
machinery    had     been    completed.    On   the 
other  hand,  the  mortgagee  insists  that  it 
should  be  answered  in  the  negative,  becau« 
it  is  only  current  debts  arising  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  the  business  of  a  quasi  pubiie 
corporation  within  a  limited  time  before  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver  that  are  entitled 
to  a  preference  in  payment   over  a  prior 
mortgage,  and  this  is  not  su<^  a  debt.    It 
strenuously  maintains  that  neither  the  fact 
that  the  money  borrowed  was  used  to  pre- 
serve  the  property,  increase  the  security,  and 
make  the  operation  of  the  plant  more  eco- 
nomical, nor   tlie  fact   that  the   mortgagor 
agreed  to  repay  it  out  of  the  current  income, 
have  talcen  tliis  debt  out  of  the  class  of  un- 
preferred  claims,  and  transferred  it  to  the 
class  preferred  in  equity,  or  displaced  the  lien 
of  the  prior  mortgage,  in  the  face  of  which 
the  intervener  loaaed  his  money  and  took 
his  oontract  and  his  chances.     It  is  ceruin 
that  the  expense  of  constructing  this  new 
brick  building  70  feet  long  and  44  feet  wide, 
and  the  purchase  of  this  new  machinery  at 
an  expense  of  $19,000,  to  make  an  addition 
to  a  plant  worth  only  150,000,  and  which  in- 
creased the  available  power  of  the  mortgagDr 
061  per  cent,  cannot  be  held  to  be  ooe  of 
the  current  operating  expenses  of  the  corpo- 
ration incurred  in  the  ordinary  oourse  of  its 
business,    llie  work  for  which  the  money 
was  loaned  was  a  work  of  oonetniction  and 
enlargement,  and  not  a  work  of  operation. 
Was  the  claim  for  the  money  borrowed  to 
carry  on  this  work  of  construction  entitled  to 
a  lien  on  the  mortgaged  property  and  its  in- 
come superior  to  that  of  the  prior  mortga- 
gee?    This  court  has  held  that  the  replaf" 
ing  of  an  old  gear  wheel  and  pinion  worn 
out  in  service  by  a  new  .one  was  one  of  tJie 
current  expenses  of  the  operation  of  a  cab!<^ 
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railway,  and  that  the  claim  for  tbe  purchase 
thereof  was  entitled  to  a  prefeienee  in  pay- 
ment over  a  prior  mortgage  (Central  Trust 
Co.  V.  Clark,  26  C.  C.  A.  397,  49  U.  S.  App. 
453,  81  Fed.  209)  ;  and  that  a  claim  for  per- 
sonal injury  caused  by  the  negligence  of  a 
railroad  company  in  the  operation  of  its 
road  was  entitled  to  no  such  preference. 
at,  Louis  Trust  Co,  v.  Riley,  30  L.  R.  A.  466, 
16  C.  C.  A.  610,  36  U.  S.  App.  100,  70  Fe<l. 
32.  But  it  has  never  answered  the  question 
now  in  hand.'  We  turn  to  the  decisions  of 
the  Supreme  Court  for  the  answer. 

In  18G3  the  question  was  presented  to  the 
Supreme  Court  in  Dunham  t.  Cineintiatiy  P. 
d  C.  R,  Co,  1  Wall.  254,  267,  17  L.  ed.  584, 
588.  In  that  case  a  mortgage  was  m<i^e  upon 
a  "road  built  and  to  be  built''  before  the 
railroad  was  completed.  The  railway  com- 
pany, the  mortgagor,  was  unable  to  finish  it. 
Thereupon  it  delivered  possession  of  its  un- 
completed railroad  to  a  contractor,  who 
agreed  to  finish  it,  and  stipulated  with  him 
that  he  was  to  have  and  keep  possession  and 
control  of  the  section  of  the  road  which  he 
engaged  to  complete*  and  its  earnings,  until 
the  company  should  make  full  payment  to 
him  of  whatever  amount  it  should  owe  him 
under  the  contTact;  that,  until  h«  was  fully 
paid,  he  should  operate  the  road,  and  apply 
the  earnings — First,  to  payment  for  opera- 
tion; second,  to  reimbursing  himself  for  all 
money  which  he  might  advance;  and,  third, 
to  the  payment  of  the  interest  on  the  mort- 
gage bonds.  The  railroad  was  worthless  in 
the  condition  in  which  he  found  it.     He  com- 

Sleted  the  section  whose  possession  was  de- 
vered  to  him,  and  by  the  expendituore  of  his 
own  money  made  the  railroad  available  and 
operative,  and  increased  the  security  of  the 
mortgagees.  The  trustee  of  one  of  ti^e  mort- 
gagee filed  his  bill  to  foreclose  it.  The  con- 
tractor insisted  that  under  his  contract  with 
the  mortgagor,  and  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
his  action  had  conserved  the  property,  and 
increased  the  securily,  he  was  entiUed  to  a 
prior  lien  upon  the  income  and  proceeds  of 
the  property  over  the  lien  of  tibie  mortgage. 
The  Supreme  Court  said:  "Contnieior,  un- 
der the  circumstances,  could  acquire  no 
greater  interest  in  the  road  than  w«,s  held  by 
the  compajiy.  He  did  not  exact  any  formal 
conveyance,  but,  if  he  had,  and  one  had  been 
executed  and  delivered,  the  rule  wouM  be 
the  some.  Registry  of  the  first  mortgage 
was  notice  to  all  the  world  of  the  lien  of  the 
complainant,  and  in  that  point  of  view  the 
case  does  not  even  vhow  a  hardahip  up<Mi  the 
contractor,  as  he  must  have  known,  when  he 
accepted  the  agreement,  that  he  took  the 
road  subject  to  the  rights  of  the  bondhold- 
ers. Acting,  as  he  did,  with  a  full  knowledge 
of  all  the  OBrcumstances,  he  has  no  right  to 
complain  if  his  agreement  is  less  remunera^ 
tive  than  it  would  have  been  if  the  bondhold- 
ers had  joined  with  the  company  in  making 
the  contract.  No  effort  appears  to  have  been 
made  to  induce  them  to  become  a  party  to 
the  agreement,  and  it  is  now  too  late  to  rem- 
edy the  oversight." 

In  1870  the  same  question  arose  in  OalveS' 
ton,  H,  d  E\  R,  Co,  v.  Cowdrey,  11  Wall. 
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459,  464,  481,  482,  20  L.  ed.  199,  206,  207. 
In  that  case  the  railroad  company  had  given 
three  mortgages  upon  its  uncompleted  rail- 
road, which  covered  its  income  simI  its  after- 
acquired  propei*ty.  After  these  mortgages 
had  been  made,  there  remained  5  -  miles  of 
railroad  between  Galveston  City  and  Vir- 
ginia Point  which  were  not  constructed,  and 
which  the  railroad  company  was  unable  to 
build.  Thereupon  it  made  a  fourth  deed  of 
truet  to  one  Tucker,  as  trustee  for  Robert 
Pulsford,  to  secure  his  payment  for  the  iron 
that  was  to  be  used  and  that  was  used  in  lay- 
ing the  track  of  this  5  miles  of  railroad,  and 
for  the  money  advanced  to  build  it.  In  this 
mortgage  it  was  expressly  agreed  that  Puls- 
ford should  have  a  special  lien  on  the  rail- 
road iron  which  was  used  in  the  construction 
of  this  railroad  from  Galveston  City  to  Vir- 
ginia' Point.  The  trustees  of  the  prior 
mortgages  brought  suits  to  foreclose  them. 
Pulsford  intervened,  and  claimed  a  first  lien 
on  the  portion  of  the  rood  laid  with  his  rails. 
He  insisted  that  when  the  prior  mortgages 
were  made  that  part  of  the  road  was  not  in 
existence:  that  ihe  mortgagor  had  been  un- 
able to  build  it;  that  without  it  the  previ- 
ous work  done  i^'as  worthless;  that  his  iron 
saved  the  railroad,  rendered  it  capable  of  be- 
ing used ;  and  that  on  the  principle  adopted 
by  the  civil  and  maritime  laws  of  awarding 
priority  to  the  last  creditor  who  furnished 
necessary  repairs  and  supplies  to  a  vessel  he 
wa?  entitled  to  priority.  Pages  465,  480,  1 1 
Wall.,  and  pages  202,  206,  20  L.  ed.  The  Su- 
preme Court  said:  *'As  to  the  first  point,, 
without  attempting  to  review  the  many  au- 
thorities on  the  subject,  it  is  sufficient  to 
state  that,  in  our  judgment,  the  first,  second, 
and  third  deeds  of  trust  or  mortgages  given 
by  the  Galveston  Railroad  Company  to  the 
trustees  estops  the  company,  and  all  persons, 
claiming  unaer  it  and  in  privity  with  it, 
from  asserting  that  those  deeds  do  not  cover 
all  the  property  and  rights  which  they  pro- 
fess to  cover.  Had  there  been  but  one  deed 
of  trust,  and  had  that  been  given  before  a 
shovel  had  been  put  into  the  giound  towards 
constructing  the  railroad,  yet,  if  it  assumed 
to  convey  utd  mortgage  the  railroad,  which 
the  company  was  authorized  by  law  to  build, 
together  with  its  superstructure,  appurte- 
nances, fixtures,  and  rolling  stock,  these  sev- 
eral items  of  property,  as  they  came  into  ex- 
istence, would  b^me  instantly  attached  to 
and  covered  by  the  deed,  and  would  have  fed 
the  estoppel  created  thereby.  No  other  ra- 
tional or  equitable  rule  can  be  adopted  for 
such  cases.  .  .  .  Mr.  Pulsford,  as  holder 
of  the  fourth  mortgage,  is  an  assignee  of  the 
railroad  company,  claiming  under  it,  with 
full  notice  of  the  other  mortgages.  He  is  in 
privity  with  the  company,  and  is  bound  by 
the  estoppel.  As  to  the  other  point, — giving 
priority  to  the  last  creditor  for  aiding  to 
conserve  the  thing, — all  that  is  necessary  to 
say  is  that  the  rule  referred  to  has  never 
been  introduced  into  our  laws  except  in  mar- 
itime cases,  which  stand  on  a  particular  rea- 
son. ...  By  the  common  law  it  is  an 
inflexible  rule  that  whatever  is  affixed  to  the 
freehold  becomes  a  part  of  the  realty,  except 
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certain  fixtures  erected  by  tenants,  which  do 
not  atfect  the  question  here.  The  rails  put 
down  on  the  company's  road  became  a  part 
of  the  road.  The  road  itself  was  included  in 
the  morti^ges  of  the  complainants.  Puls- 
ford,  by  allowing  his  property  to  go  into  or 
become  part  of  the  road,  consented  to  its  be- 
ing covered  by  the  mortgages  in  que^stion. 
He  acquired  no  lien  which  can  displace 
them."  Pa.ges  480-482,  11  Wall.,  and  pa^es 
206,  207,  20  L.  ed. 

In  Hale  v.  Frosty  99  U.  S.  389,  391,  392, 
25  L.  ed.  419,  420,  in  a  suit  to  foreclose  a 
mortgage  upon  a  railroad.  Hale,  Ayer,  &  Co. 
intei'vened,  and  asked  to  be  allowed  a  pref- 
erence in  payment  of  their  claim,  a  part  of 
which  was  for  supplies  furnished  to  the  ma- 
chinery department  of  the  company,  and 
used  in  the  ordinary  operation  of  the  road, 
and  a  part  for  materials  for  construction 
purposes.  The  court  held  that  the  interven- 
ers were  entitled  to  a  preference  in  payment 
over  the  bondholders  secured  by  the  prior 
mortcrage  as  to  so  much  of  their  claim  as 
was  loT  supplies  furnished  and  used  in  the 
ordinary  operation  of  the  road,  but  that  they 
were  not  entitled  to  any  preference  in  the 
payment  for  the  material  they  had  furnished 
for  construction  purposes. 

In  1880,  in  Porter  v.  Pittsburg  Bessemer 
meel  Co.  120  U.  S.  049,  671,  30  L.  ed.  830, 
838,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  741,  in  suits  to  foreclose 
prior  mortgages  which  covered  the  income 
and  after-acquired  property  of  the  mortga- 
gors, the  interveners  had  furnished  the 
money  with  which  large  portions  of  the  rail- 
road were  constructed,  had  thereby  made  the 
security  valuable  which  was  before  nearly 
worthless,  and  a  railroad  operative  which 
could  not  have  been  successfully  operated 
without  the  completion  of  the  lines  built  with 
the  money  of  the  interveners.  They  pre- 
sented their  claim  for  a  preference  in  pay- 
ment over  the  bondholders  secured  by  the  prior 
mortgages  out  of  the  income  and  proceeds  of 
the  mortgaged  property.  The  circuit  court 
sustained  their  claim,  and  entered  a  decree 
accordingly.  The  Supreme  Court  reversed 
the  decree,  and  said :  "The  claims  of  the  ap- 
pellees are  for  the  original  construction  of 
the  railroad.  This  is  not  a  case  where  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  property  of  a  rail- 
road, as  a  completed  structure,  open  for 
travel  and  transportation,  are  to  be  applied 
to  restore  earnings  which,  instead  of  having 
been  applied  to  pay  operating  expenses  and 
necessary  repairs,  have  been  diverted  to  pay 
interest  on  mortgage  bonds  and  the  improve- 
ment of  the  mortgaged  property;  the  debts 
due  for  the  operating  expenses  and  repairs 
having  remained  unpaid  when  a  receiver  was 
appointed.  The  equitable  principles  upon 
which  the  decisions  rest  applying  to  the  pay- 
ment, out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  of  rail- 
road property,  of  such  d^ts  for  operating 
expenses  and  necessary  repairs,  are  not  a{>- 
plicable  to  claims  such  as  the  present,  ac- 
crued for  the  original  construction  of  a  rail- 
road while  there  was  a  subsisting  mortgage 
upon  it.  These  five  appellees  gave  credit  to 
the  company  for  their  work.  It  was  con- 
struction work,  and  none  of  it  was  for  ope- 
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rating  Expenses  or  repairs,  and  none  of  it 
went  towards  keeping  a  completed  road  in 
operation,  either  in  the  way  of  labor  or  of 
material.  When  these  claims  accrued,  tV 
road  of  the  company  had  not  been  opened  for 
use.  The  claims  accrued  after  the  mortgage 
had  been  executed  and  recorded,  and  aft«r 
$1,000,000  of  the  bonds  secured  by  it  had 
been  issued  and  pledged  to  innocent  bona 
fide  holders  for  value.  We  are  not  aware  of 
any  well-considered  adjudged  case,  which, 
in  the  absence  of  a  statutory  provision,  holds 
that  unsecured  floating  debts  for  coni^t^u^ 
tion  are  a  lien  on  a  railroad  superior  to  the 
lien  of  a  valid  mortgage  duly  recorded,  and 
of  bonds  secured  tlier(4)y,  and  held  by  bon.% 
flde  purchasers  for  value.  The  authorities 
are  all  the  other  way." 

In  Wood  v.  GucurofUce  Trust  d  8.  D.  Cv. 
128  U.  S.  410,  420,  421,  32  L.  ed.  472,  473, 
9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  131,  which  was  decided  in 
1888,  one  Starr,  who  had  raised  money  tode 
f i-ay  the  expenses  of  the  construction  of  wa- 
terworks upon  the  property  mortgaged,  and 
who  for  aiU   purposes  of  the  case  stood  in 
the  shoes  of  the  mortgagor,  had  paid  117 
coupons  with  funds  which  he  had  raised  fu: 
construction  purposes.     After  he  paid  them, 
he  delivered  them  to  contractors  in  paj-ment 
for  materials  they  furnished  to  construct  the 
plant,  and  they  insisted  that  Starr's  failure 
to  apply  the  money  he  raised  to  the  pajnnenr 
of  the  expenses  of  construction  was  a  diver- 
sion of  the  fund  which  enabled  them  to  ob- 
tain priority,  under  the  doctrine  of  Fosdick 
V.    8chall.     iiut    the    Supreme  Court    an- 
swered:    "The  argument  is  unsound.  There 
are  several  answers  to  it.     First,  it  overlooks 
the  vital  distinction  between  a  debt  for  con- 
struction  and   one  for  operating  expenses. 
The  doctrine  of  Fosdiok  v.  Schall  is  appli- 
cable wholly  to  the  latter  class  of  liabilities. 
In  the  case  of  Cowdrey  v.  Galveston^  H.  rf  fl. 
U,  Co.  93  U.  S.  352,  23  L.  ed.  950,  it  was  set- 
tled that  the  doctrine  does  not  apply  wherf 
it   is   a  question   of   original    construction. 
Secondly,  it    overlooks    the    important  fact 
that  the  doctrine  only  applies  where  there  ia 
a  diversion  of  the  income  of  a  'goio|^  concern' 
from  the  purpose  to  which  that  income  is 
equitably    primarily   devoted,  tnar.,  the  pay- 
ment of  the  operating  expenses  of  the  con- 
cern." 

In  Thompson  v.  White  Water  Valley  R. 
Co.  132  U.  S.  68,  73,  74,  33  L.  ed.  256.  259. 
260,  10  Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  29,  deoided  in  1889. 
the  White  Water  Valley  Railroad  Company 
had  been  organized  to  construct  and  operate 
a  railway  from  Hagerstown,  in  Indiana,  to 
Harrison,  on  the  boundary  line  between  thit 
state  and  Ohio.  It  had  made  a  mortgage 
upon  its  property,  acquired  and  to  be  ac- 
quired, and  its  income,  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  certain  bonds  which  it  issued.  It 
had  constructed  its  road  from  Harriscm  to 
Cambridge  City,  leaving  the  distance  froni 
the  latter  place  to  Hagerstown,  between  7 
and  8  miles,  unconstructed.  It  was  without 
means  to  equip  the  railroad  oonatructed,  or 
to  construct  the  portion  not  yet  built.  It 
leased  its  road  to  another  company  to  com- 
plete the  couatmction,  equip,  and  operate  it 
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The  lessee  made  a  contract  with  Benjamin  E. 
Smith  and  Henry  C.  Lord  to  construct  the 
remaining  portion  of  the  line,  and  issued  cer- 
titicatcA  to  those  contractors  for  the  money 
expended  by  them  in  the  work  of  construc- 
tion.    The  lessor  and  lessee  united  in  exe- 
cuting and  delivering  a  mortgage  upon  the 
section  of  the  railroad  built  by  Smith  and 
Lord  in  trust  to  secure  the  holders  of  the 
certificates  mentioned^  and  agreed  that  those 
holders  should  have  a  perpetual  lien  upon  all 
the    earnings    of     the    line    constructed    by 
means  of  these  certificates  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  the  semiannual  interest  due  upon 
the    certilicates.     Tlie   mortgage    was    fore- 
closed without  making  Smith  and  Lord,  or 
the  holders  of  the  certificates,  parties,  and  a 
purchaser  under  the  decree  claimed  the  road 
free  from  the  lien  of  the  certificates  and  the 
mortgage  made  to  secure  them.     The  holders 
of   the  certificates -brought  suit   to  enforce 
their  lien.     They  insisted  that  they  were  en- 
titled to  a  prior  lien  upon  the  section  which 
had  been  built  with  the  money  obtained  by 
the    certificates,   because   Uiat    money   con- 
served the  road  and  increased  the  security 
of  the  mortgagees,  and  because  they  had  an 
express  agreement  with  the  mortgagor  to  ap- 
ply th^  portion  of  the  railroad  which  this 
money  built  and  the  income  of  it  to  the  pay- 
ment of    these    certificates.     The    Supreme 
Court  said:     "The  claims  of  the  oomplain- 
ants,  whatever  validity  and   force  may   be 
given  to  them  as  liens  upon  the  earnings  of 
the  section  of  road  from  Cambridge  City  to 
Hagerstown,  between  the  parties  agreeing  to 
such  liens,  are  entirely  subordinate  to  the 
rights  of   the   bondholders  under  the   mort- 
gage of  the  White  Water  Valley  Railroad 
Company,  executed  for  their  benefit  to  trus- 
tees  on   the    1st   of   August,    1865.     .     .     . 
The  decision  in  the  case  of  Qalvestony  H.  dS 
H.  R.  Co,  V.  Cowdrey  also  covers  the  only 
plausible  position  of  the  complainants,  that 
they  have  a  lien  upon  the  earnings  of  the 
section,  because  with  their  moneys  the  road 
over  it  was  oonetructed.     But  the  work  was 
not  done  at  the  request  of  the  mortgagees, 
but  upon  a  contract  with  the  lessee  of  the 
road,  which  had  stipulated  as  one  of  the  con- 
siderations of   the   lease   to   construct  that 
part    of    the   line.     With  those  contractors 
the  bondholders,  secured  by  the  mortgage  of 
August   1,  1865,  had   no   relations,  and   in- 
curred no  obligation  to  them.     In  the  case 
cited  it  was  contended  that  priority  should 
be  given  to  the  last  creditor  for  aiding  to 
conserve  the  road.     But  the  court  answered 
that  this  rule  had  never  been  introduced  into 
our  laws,  except  in  maritime  cases,  which 
stand  on  a  particular  reason;  that  by  the 
oommon  law  whatever  is  affixed  to  the  free- 
hold becomes  part  of  the  realty,  except  cer- 
tain fixtures  erected  by  tenants,  which  do 
not  affect  the  question;  and  that  the  rails 
put  down  upon  the  company's  road  become  a 
part  of  the  road.     Here  the  same  rule  ap- 
plies, and  not  only  the  rails,  but  those  per- 
manent fixtures  which  are  essential  to  the 
successful  operation  of  the  road,  become  a 
part  of  the  property  of   the   company,  as 
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much  so  as  if  they  had  existed  when  the 
mortgage  was  executed." 

In  Toledo,  D.  d  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Hamilton, 
134  U.  S.  2tt6,  298,  299,  301,  33  L.  ed.  90r>, 
906,  908,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  546,  decided  in 
1890,  the  Toledo,  Delphos,  &  Burlington 
Railroad  Company  made  a  mortgage  in  1880 
upon  its  property,  acquired  and  to  be  ac- 
quired, and  its  income,  to  secure  bonds  which 
were  subsequently  issued  thereunder.  In 
1883  that  railroad  company  made  several 
contracts  with  one  who  subsequently  became 
the  intervener  in  a  suit  to  foreclose  that 
mortgage,  to  the  effect  that  he  should  con- 
struct a  dock  for  it  in  the  city  of  Toledo,  and 
he  fulfilled  the  Contract.  The  railroad  com- 
pany failed  to  pay  the  contract  price,  and  he 
sought  priority  over  the  mortgage  bondhold- 
ers in  payment  out  of  the  income  and  pro- 
ceeds, of  the  mortgaged  property.  The  cir- 
cuit court  sustained  his  claim.  The  Su- 
preme Court  reversed  the  decree,  held  that 
no  act  of  the  mortgagor  and  third  parties 
could  displace  the  lien  of  the  mortgage  in 
favor  of  a  claim  for  money  due  for  construc- 
tion of  additions  to  the  property  mortgaged, 
and,  among  other  things,  said:  "Neither 
did  the  fact  of  the  construction  of  the  dock, 
and  the  subsequent  improvement  of  the 
mortgaged  proj^erty,  give,  as  reported  by  the 
master,  to  Hamilton  an  equitable  lien  prior 
in  right  to  the  lien  of  the  mortgage,  or  fur- 
nish equitable  reasons  why  the  leffal  prior- 
ity belonging  to  the  mortgage  shoiud  be  dis- 
placed. It  is  true  cases  have  arisen  in 
which,  upon  equitable  reasons,  the  priority 
of  a  mortgage  debt  has  been  displaced  in  fa- 
vor of  even  unsecured  subsequent  creditors. 
See  St.  Louis,  A.  d  T.  U.  R.  Co.  v.  Clevelcmd, 
C.  C.  d  I.  R.  Co.  125  U.  S.  658,  673,  31  L. 
ed.  832,  837,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1011,  in  which 
many  of  these  cases  are  collected,  and  the 
equitable  principles  underlying  them  stated. 
But  those  principles  have  no  application 
here.  The  work  which  Hamilton  did  was  in 
original  construction,  and  not  in  keeping  up, 
as  a  going  concern,  a  railroad  already  built. 
The  amount  due  him  was  no  part  of  the  cur- 
rent expenses  of  operating  the  road.  There 
was,  as  to  him,  no  diversion  of  current  earn- 
ings to  the  payment  of  current  expenses." 

In  Southeiti  R.  Co.  v.  Carnegie  Steel  Co. 
176  U.  S.  257,  259,  296,  44  L.  ed.  458,  459, 
475,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  347>  and  Lackawanna 
Iron  d  Coal  Co,  v.  Farmers*  Loan  d  T.  Co. 
176  U.  S.  298,  315,  44  L.  ed.  475,  484,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  363  (cases  which  were  decided 
in  1900),  the  Supreme  Court  had  occasion 
again  to  consider  the  question  before  us.  In 
the  former  case  the  Richmond  &  Danville 
Railroad  Company,  the  mortgagor,  had  been 
engaged  in  operating  a  system  of  railroads 
comprising,  3,320  miles.  The  Carnegie  Steel 
Company  had  sold  to  the  mortgagor,  shortly 
before  the  appointment  of  receivers  in  the 
suit  to  foreclose  the  mortgage  upon  it,  4,203 
tons  of  rails,  which  were  necessary  to  repla(>e 
old  and  worn  rails  upon  the  various  lines  of 
railroad  operated  by  the  mortgagor.  These 
rails  conserved  the  property  and  increased 
the  security.  The  Supreme  Court  held  that 
the  claim  for  these  rails  was  for  a  part  of 
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the  operating  expenses  of  the  railroads  of 
the  mortgagor,  and  that  it  was  entitled  to 
preference  in  payment  over  the  claim  of  the 
prior  mortgagee.  In  the  latter  case,  the 
Houston  &  Texas  Central  Railway  Company, 
the  mortgagor,  was  operating  521  miles  of 
railroad.  In  the  years  1882,  1883,  and  1884 
it  purchased  18,581  tons  of  rails,  which  were 
indispensable  to  the  maiuteuance  of  the  com- 
pany as  a  going  concern,  and  which  were 
used  to  replace  old  and  worn  rails  upon  the 
roads  operated  by  the  mortgagor.  Half  the 
purchase  price  of  these  rails  remained  un- 
paid. The  claimant  for  this  unpaid  pur- 
chase price  insisted  that  it  was  entitled  to 
a  preference  in  payment  over  the  mortgagee 
out  of  the  income  and  proceeds  of  the  Waco 
&  Northwestern  Division  of  the  mortgagor's 
railroad  system,  which  consisted  of  58  miles, 
37  miles  of  which  were  relaid  with  rails  fur- 
nished under  the  contracts  with  the  mortga- 
gor. The  court  held  that  the  purchase  price 
of  these  rails  was  not  a  part  of  the  ordinary 
expenses  of  operating  the  railroad,  and  re- 
fused to  allow  a  preference  to  the  claim. 
Counsel  for  the  claimants  in  each  of  these 
cases  earnestly  and  persistently  urged  that 
these  rails  were  necessary  to  the  operation 
of  the  railroad,  that  they  conserved  the  prop- 
erty, that  they  increased  the  security,  and 
that  for  tliese  reasons  the  claims  should  be 
preferred.  In  the  former  case  the  Supreme 
Court  held  the  purchase  price  of  the  small 
Quantity  of  rails  in  that  case  one  of  the  or- 
al nary  expenses  of  the  operation  of  the  rail- 
road, and  then  said:  "We  must  not  be  un- 
derstood as  saying  that  a  general  unsecured 
creditor  of  an  insolvent  railroad  corporation 
in  the  hands  of  a  receiver  is  entitled  to  pri- 
ority over  mortgage  creditors  in  the  distri- 
bution of  net  earnings,  simply  because  that 
which  he  furnished  to  the  company  prior  to 
the  appointment  of  the  receiver  was  for  the 
preservation  of  the  property  and  for  the  ben- 
efit of  the  mortgage  securities.  That,  no 
doubt,  is  an  important  element  in  the  mat- 
ter. Before,  however,  such  a  creditor  is  ac-, 
corded  a  preference  over  mortgage  creditors 
in  the  distribution  of  net  earnings  in  the 
hands  of  a  receiver  of  a  railroad  company, 
it  should  reasonably-  appear  from  all  the  cir- 
cumstances, including  the  amount  involved 
and  the  terms  of  payment,  that  the  debt  was 
one  fairly  to  be  regarded  as  part  of  the  op- 
erating expenses  of  the  railroad,  incurred  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  business,  and  to  be 
met  out  of  current  receipts."  Page  296,  170 
U.  S.,  page  475,  44  L.  ed.,  and  page  362,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 

In  the  latter  case  the  court  declared: 
**The  principal  ground  upon  which  the  Lack- 
awanna Company  bases  its  claim  lor  the  re- 
lief asked  is  that  when  each  of  the  above 
contracts  were  made  the  Waco  division  was 
in  such  condition  that  new  rails  were  im- 
peratively required  in  order  that  the  road 
might  be  safely  used  for  the  transportation 
of  persons  and  property.  Such,  it  may  be 
assumed,  was  the  condition  of  the  road  when 
the  rails  were  contracted  for  and  delivered; 
for  it  was  so  found  by  the  master  to  whom 
the  intervening  petition  of  the  I^ackawanna 
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Company  was  referred  with  direction  to  take 
the  account  prayed  for,  and  to  report  the 
facts^  and  to  that  report  no  exceptions  were 
fiJed.  .  .  .  This  court  has  uniformly 
held  that  in  the  distribution  of  the  current 
earnings  of  an  insolvent  railroad  company, 
whose  property  is  being  administered  by  & 
receivei*,  mortgage  creditors  could  not  be 
postponed  to  unsecured  creditors,  unless  the 
debts  due  the  latter  were  of  the  class  known 
as  current  debts  arising  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  business,  and  properly  chargeable 
upon  current  receipte.  The  decision  in  each 
case  has  been  more  or  less  controlled  by  ita 
special  facte.  But  we  are  of  opinion  that 
such  expenditures  as  those  incurred  in  the 
making  of  the  contracte  with  the  Lacka- 
wanna Company  were  not  such  as  are  made 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  operations  of 
a  railroad,  and  cannot  be  deemed  current 
debte  within  the  rule  that  a  railroad  mort^ 
gagee,  when  accepting  his  security,  impli- 
edly agrees  that  the  current  debte  of  a  rail- 
road company,  contracted  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  ite  business,  in  order  to  keep  it  a 
going  concern,  shall  be  paid  out  of  current 
receipts  before  he  has  any  claim  upon  such 
income.  Southern  R,  Co,  v.  Carnegie  Steel 
Co,  176  U.  S.  257,  44  L.  ed.  458,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
Kep.  347,  and  authorities  there  cited.  They 
are  rather  to  be  regarded  as  extraordinary 
expenditures,  outeide  of  the  ordinary  coun>e 
of  business,  and  incurred  for  purposes  not  of 
repair,  but  of  construction.  This  court  bos 
said  that  it  is  the  exception,  not  the  rule, 
that  the  priority  of  mortgage  liens  can  be 
displaced.  Kneeland  v.  American  Loan  &  T, 
Co.  136  U.  S.  89,  98,  34  L.  ed.  379,  383,  10 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  950;  Thomas  v.  Western  Car 
Co,  149  U.  S.  95,  111,  37  L.  ed. 
603,  669,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  824.  We 
have  said  that  priority  of  unsecured  claims 
is  recognized  only  in  a  few  specified 
cases  in  which  equity  and  good  conscience  re- 
quire that  the  vested  liens  of  mortgage  cred- 
itors shall  be  postponed  in  the  application  of 
current  earnings  to  current  debte.  Sound 
principle  forbids  that  a  court  of  equity 
should  imply  an  agreement  upon  the  part  of 
mortgage  creditors  to  subordinate  their 
claims  to  such  debte  as  those  due  to  the 
Lackawanna  Company.  To  so  hold  would 
place  their  rights  at  the  mercy  of  the  rail- 
road company  having  charge  of  the  property 
upon  which  their  recorded  liens  rest." 

This  is  the  last  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court  upon  the  question  in  dispute  to  which 
our  attention  has  been  called. 

The  authorities  to  which  we  have  now  ad- 
verted esteblish  the  propositions  that  a 
claim  for  money  borrowed  or  for  service  ren- 
dered or  material  furnished  to  construct  a 
necessary,  permanent,  and  beneficial  im- 
provement or  addition  to  the  mortgaged 
property  of  a  quasi  public  corporation  is  not 
entitled  in  equity  to  a  preference  in  payment 
out  of  the  mortgaged  property  or  income 
over  the  claims  of  the  bondholders  secured 
by  the  lien  of  the  prior  mortgage,  in  the  face 
of  which  the  claim  accrued ;  and  that  neither 
the  fact  that  the  consideration  of  the  claim 
conserved  the  property,  increased  the  secnr- 
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Ity  of  the  mortgagee,  and  rendered  the  opera- 
tion Off  the  property  more  economical,  nor 
the  fact  that  it  was  necessary  to  keep  the 
mortgagor  a  going  concern,  nor  the  fsbct  tliat 
the  mortgagor  plMged  or  mortgaged  the  cur- 
rent income  to  secure  the  payment  of  the 
claim,  can  raise  such  an  equity  as  will  enti- 
tle it  to  a  preferential  lien  upon  either  the 
income  or  the  corpus  'of  the  mortgaged  es- 
tate over  the  lien  of  the  prior  mortgage. 
These  propositions  conclusively  answer  the 
question  presented  in  this  case. 

Nor  will  a  perusal  of  the  authorities  from 
the  Supreme  Court  cited  by  counsel  for  the 
intervener,  and  a  careful  examination  of  tlie 
facts  and  opinions  in  those  cases,  disclose 
any  decision  adverse  to  this  answer  or  to  any 
•of  the  propositions  upon  which  it  rests.  As 
usual  in  cases  of  claims  for  preferential  liens 
in  equity,  the  case  of  Fosdiok  v.  Bchallj  90 
U.  8.  235,  251,  252,  26  L.  ed.  339,  342,  has 
been  cited,  quoted,  and  made  the  foundation 
of  the  argument  for  the  intervener.  It  is 
true  that  Chief  Justice  Waite  in  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  that 
case  said:  '*We  have  no  doubt  that  when 
z,  court  of  chancery  ie  Asked  by  railroad 
mortgagees  to  appoint  a  receiver  of  railroad 
property,  pending  proceedings  for  foreclo- 
sure, the  court,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  ju- 
dicial discretion,  m&y,  as  a  condition  of  is- 
suing the  necessary  order,  impose  such  terms 
in'  reference  to  the  payment  from  the  income 
during  the  receivership  of  outstanding  debts 
for  labor,  supplies,  equipment,  or  permanent 
improvement  of  the  mortgaged  property  as 
may,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  particu- 
lar case,  appear  to  be  reasonable.  Railroad 
mortgages  and  the  rights  of  railroad  mort- 
gagees are  comparatively  new  in  the  history 
of  judicial  proceedings.  They  are  peculiar 
in  their  character,  and  affect  peculiar  inter- 
ests. .  .  .  The  business  of  all  railroad 
companies  is  done  to  a  greater  or  less  extent 
on  credit.  This  credit  is  longer  or  shorter, 
as  the  necessities  of  the  case  require;  and, 
when  companies  become  pecuniarily  embar- 
rassed, it  frequently  happens  that  debts  for 
labor,  supplies,  equipment,  and  improve- 
ments are  permitted  to  accumulate,  in  or- 
der that  bonded  interest  may  be  paid,  and  a 
disastrous  foreclosure  postponed,  if  not  al- 
together avoided.  In  this  way  the  daily  and 
monthly  earnings,  which  ordinarily  should 
go  to  pay  the  daily  and  monthly  expenses, 
are  kept  from  those  to  whom  in  equity  they 
belong,  and  used  to  pay  the  mortgage  debt. 
The  income  out  of  which  the  mortgagee  is  to 
be  paid  is  the  net  income  obtained  by  deduct- 
ing from  the  gross  earnings  what  is  required 
for  necessary  operating  and  managing  ex- 
penses,- proper  equipment,  and  useful  im- 
provements.'' 

But  it  is  an  interesting  fa«t  that  these  re- 
markSy  upon  which  so  many  arguments  are 
based  for  the  preference  of  unsecured  to  se- 
cured creditors  in  the  application  of  the  in- 
come and  proceeds  of  mortgaged  property, 
were  obiter  dicta,  and  that  the  Supreme 
Court  has  ever  since  they  were  delivered  been 
industriously  engaged  in  limiting  their 
terms  and  restricting  their  effect,  until  it 
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has  finally  declared  in  the  cases  of  Southern 
K,  Co,  V.  Caniegie  Steel  Oo.  176  U.  S.  257, 
259,  290,  44  L.  ed.  458,  459,  475,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  347,  and  IjOckatcawnA  Iron  d  Coal  Co, 
V.  Farmei's'  Loan  d  T.  Co,  176  U.  S.  298,  315, 
44  L.  ed.  475,  484,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  363,  that 
no  claim  which  is  not  a  current  d^yt  incurred 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  operation  of  the 
property  of  the  mortgagor  can  be  allowed  a 
preference  in  payment  over  the  lien  of  the 
prior  mortgage.  The  decision  in  Fosdiok  v. 
Schall,  99  U.  S.  265,  26  L.  ed.  343,  was  far 
from  the  broad  proposition  contained  in  the 
remarks  we  have  quoted,  and  was  in  no  way 
supported  by  them.  It  was  that  a  claim  of 
a  vendor  of  cars  for  their  rent  for  six  months 
immediately  prior  to  the  receivership,  which 
was,  under  the  contract  of  sale,  a  part  of  the 
purchase  prioe  of  the  cars,  was  entitled  to 
no  equitable  lien  upon  the  proceeds  of  the 
mortgaged  property  superior  to  that  of  the 
mortgage  bondholders,  and  the  decree  of  the 
circuit  court  which  gave  such  a  preference 
i^'as  reversed. 

In  Huidekoper  v.  Hinckley  Locomotive 
Works,  99  U.  S.  268,  260,  26  L.  ed.  344,  the 
circuit  court  had  given  preference  in  pay- 
ment over  the  mortgage  to  the  claim  of  a 
creditor  for  a  balance  of  the  purchase  price 
of  rolling  stock  which  had  been  secured  upon 
the  locomotives,  and  had  been  partially  paid 
by  a  foreclosure  of  the  lien  thereon*  Tlie 
Supreme  Court  reversed  the  decision  of  the 
court  below,  and  declared  that  the  vendor 
had  no  equitable  lien  upon  any  fund  in 
court  as  security  for  his  debt. 

Miltenberger  v.  Loga/naport,  C,  d  8.  W.  R, 
Co,  106  U.  S.  286,  308,  311,  27  L.  ed.  117, 
125.  126,  1  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  140,  is  another  case 
upon  which  much  reliance  seems  to  be  placed 
by  couiL»el  for  the  intervener.  In  that  case 
tlie  Supreme  Court  sustained  a  decree  which 
directed  the  receivers  operating  the  mort- 
gaged property  to  pay,  in  preference  to  the 
mortgage  debt,  the  arrears  due  for  operat- 
ing expenses  of  the  railroad  for  a  period  not 
exceeding  ninety  days  prior  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver,  an  amount  not  exo^ing 
$10,000,  to  se\'eraJ  connecting  lines  of  rail- 
road, in  settlement  of  ticket  and  freight  bal- 
ances, and  in  payment  for  materials  and  re- 
pairs, a  part  of  which  accrued  more  than 
ninety  days  before  the  appointment  of  the 
receiver,  and  the  expenses  of  constructing 
6  miles  of  railroad  and  a  bridge,  which  were 
built  subsequent  to  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver, pursuant  to  the  orders  of  the  court. 
Much  stress  is  laid  upon  the  fact  that  un- 
der this  decree  the  expenses  of  constructing 
the  6  miles  of  railroad  and  the  bridge  were 
preferred  in  payment  to  the  lien  of  the  mort- 
gage. But  the  railroad  and  bridge  were  not 
constructed  by  the  mortgagor  prior  to  the 
appointment  of  the  receiver,  but  by  the  re- 
ceiver under  the  orders  of  the  court.  More- 
over, the  mortgagees  in  that  case  had  con- 
tented themselves  with  merely  protesting 
generally  and  disclaiming  all  interest  under 
the  receivership.  Without  oUier  action  to 
prevent  tlie  construction  of  the  railroad  and 
bridge,  and  with  full  knowledge  that  the  re- 
ceiver was  proceeding  to  construct  them  iin* 
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der  the  orders  of  the  court,  they  had  re- 
mained silent  until  the  receiver  had  incurred 
the  expensefc  of  the  construction  and  had 
coniplettid  the  work.  The  court  held  that, 
under  these  circumstances,  they  were  es- 
topped from  claiming  that  the  expenses  so 
incurred  should  not  be  paid  out  of  the  in- 
come or  proceeds  of  the  mortgaged  property. 
It  said:  "A  court  of  equity,  however  it 
might  act  on  the  question  of  original  author- 
ity or  discretion,  if  presented  in  season  and 
und«r  circumstances  of  good  faith,  will  not 
visit  upon  innocent  parties  dealing  with  a 
receiver,  within  the  authority  of  its  orders, 
ctmsequences  whicli  result  from  the  inequi- 
table negligence  and  supineness  of  a  party  to 
the  suit,  or  of  those  represented  by  him." 
Page  308,  106  U.  S.,  page  125,  27  L.  ed.,  and 
pa^'e  159,  1  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  The  case  was  de- 
cided upon  the  principle  of  estoppel,  and  not 
upon  the  theory  that  a  claim  for  the  ex- 
pense of  construction  was  superior  in  equity 
to  tiie  lien  of  a  prior  mortgage. 

In  I'uion  Trust  Co,  v.  Souther,  107  U.  S. 
591.  593,  595,  27  L.  ed.  488-490,  2  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  295,  it  was  held  that  the  court  ap- 
pointing a  receiver  might  properly  order 
him,  before  paying  the  mortgage  debt,  to  pay 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  moi-tgaged  prop- 
erty all  amounts  owing  by  the  railroad  com- 
pany for  labor  or  supplies  that  accrued  in 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  rail- 
road within  six  months  prior  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  receiver,  where  the  receiver  had, 
with  the  consent  of  the  mortgagee,  used  the 
income  which  he  obtained  during  the  receiv- 
ership in  making  permanent  repairs  and  im- 
provements on  the  property,  instead  of  pay- 
ing the  claims  for  labor  and  supplies. 

In  Burnham  v.  Boiven,  111  U.  S.  776,  783, 
28  L.  ed.  596,  598,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  675,  the 
decision  was  that,  in  a  case  in  which  the 
income  of  the  receivership  had  been  divert- 
ed to  pay  for  the  right  of  way,  the  court 
might  charge  a  claim  for  fuel  necessarily 
furnished  to,  and  used  by,  the  railroad 
company  in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  oper- 
ation of  its  road,  and  within  twelve  months 
prior  to  the  receivership,  as  a  lien  upon  the 
mortgaged  property  superior  to  that  of  the 
mortgage,  but  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  add- 
ed: "We  do  not  now  hold,  any  more  than 
we  did  in  Fosdick  v.  Schall,  or  Euidckoper 
v.  Hinckley  Locomotive  Works,  99  U.  S.  258, 
260,  25  L.  ed.  344,  345,  that  the  income  of 
a  railroad  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  for 
the  benefit  of  mortgage  creditors  who  have 
a  lien  upon  it  under  their  mortgage,  can  be 
taken  away  from  them,  and  used  to  pay  the 
general  creditors  of  the  road.  All  we  then 
decided,  and  all  we  now  decide,  is  that,  if 
current  earnings  are  used  for  the  benefit  of 
mortgage  creditors  before  current  expenses 
are  paid,  the  mortgage  security  is  charge- 
able in  equity  with  the  restoration  of  the 
fund  which  has  been  thus  improperly  ap- 
plied to  their  use." 

In  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Illinois  Midland 
It.  Co.  117  U.  S.  434,  29  L.  ed.  963,  6  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  809,  claims  for  amounts  due  em- 
ployees of  the  road  for  services  within  six 
months  preceding  the  appointment  of  the 
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receiver,  and  for  debts  incurred  for  the  or- 
dinary expenses  of  the  receivers  in  operat- 
ing, repairing,  and  maintaining  the  road  in 
passably  condition,  were  allowed  a  prefer- 
ence in  payment  over  the  claim  of  the  mort- 
gagee. 

In  Penn  v.  Calhoun,  121  U.  S.  251,  30 
L.  ed.  915,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  906,  a  claim  of 
a  bank  for  money  loaned  to  and  used  by  the 
mortgagor  to  pay  current  expenses  and 
pressing  debts,  just  before  the  foreclosure, 
was  refused  a  preference  in  payment  over 
the  mortgage  debt. 

In  Sage  v.  Memphis  d  L.  R.  R.  Co.  125  U. 
S.  361,  375,  379,  31  L.  ed.  694,  697,  699,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  887,  an  unsecured  creditor  ob- 
tained a  judgment  against  the  company,  and 
upon  a  creditor's  bill  secured  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver,  who  proceeded  to  operate 
the  railroad,  and  to  collect  the  income  for 
the  benefit  of  the  judgment  creditor.  Indi- 
vidual bondholders,  who  were  secured  by  a 
mortgage  upon  the  railroad  and  its  income, 
intervened,  without  the  appearance  of  their 
trustees,  in  the  suit  brought  by  the  unse- 
cured judgment  creditor,  and  the  Supreme 
Court  held  that  they  did  not  thereby  de- 
prive him  of  his  priority  of  right  to  the 
income  accumulated  by  the  receiver  ap- 
pointed  under   his  bill. 

In  Si.  Louis,  A.  rf  T.  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Cleve- 
land, C.  C.  rf  /.  R.  Co.  125  U.  S.  658,  673, 
31  L.  ed.  832,  837,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1011, 
the  Supreme  Court  refused  to  make  the 
amount  due  for  the  rent  of  a  track  used  by 
the  mortgagor  before  the  appointment  of 
a  receiver  a  preferred  claim  to  that  of  the 
bondholders  upon  the  proceeds  of  the  mort- 
gaged property.  In  the  opinion  Mr.  Justice 
Matthews  thus  enumerates  the  claims  that 
may  be  preferred  in  the  distribution  of  the 
income : 

"It  is  undoubtedly  true  that  operating 
expenses,  debts  due  to  connecting  lines  grow- 
ing out  of  an  interchange  of  business,  and 
debts  due  for  the  use  and  occupation  of 
leased  lines,  are  chargeable  upon  gross  in- 
come before  that  net  revenue  arises  which 
constitutes  the  fund  applicable  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  interest  on  the  mortgage  bonds.'*" 
Page  673,  125  U.  S.,  page  837,  31  L.  ed.,  and 
page   1017,  8   Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 

In  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Morrison,  125  U. 
S.  591,  612,  31  L.  ed.  825,  831,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  1004,  a  preference  in  the  distribution 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  mortgaged 
property  was  allowed  to  a  surety  who  had' 
executed  a  bond  for  an  injunction  that  en- 
abled the  railroad  company  to  prevent  the 
sale  of  its  rolling  stock  on  execution  and  to 
continue  the  operation  of  the  railroad.  But 
Mr.  Justice  Bradley,  in  rendering  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court,  quoted  the  remark  of  Mr. 
Chief  Justice  Waite  in  Burnham  v.  Boioen, 
which  appears  above,  and  declared  that  it 
was  not  the  intention  of  the  court  to  decide 
anything  in  con  diet  with  that  declaration. 

In  Kncrland  v.  American  Loan  d  T.  Co^ 
136  U.  S.  89,  J^8,  34  L.  ed.  379,  383,  10  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  960,  953,  the  Supreme  Court  held 
that  a  claim  for  the  rent  of  rolling  stock 
for  three  months  immediately  prior  to  the 
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filing  of  the  bill  for  foreclosure  was  not  en- 
titled to  a  preference  over  the  mortgage 
debt  in  the  distribution  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale  of  the  property,  although  the  roll- 
ing stock  was  used  during  that  time  by 
a  receiver  of  the  railroad  company  appoint- 
ed on  a  creditors'  bill.  In  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court  in  that  case,  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Brewer  said: 

*'The  appointment  of  a  receiver  vests  in 
the  court  no  absolute  control  over  the  prop- 
el ty,  and  no  general  authority  to  displace 
vested  contract  liens.  Because  in  a  few 
specified  and  limited  cases  this  court  has 
declared  that  unsecured  claims  were  enti- 
tled to  priority  over  mortgage  debts,  an 
idea  seems  to  have  obtained  that  a  court 
appointing  a  receiver  acquires  power  to  give 
such  preference  to  any  general  and  unse- 
cured claims.  It  has  been  assumed  that  a 
court  appointing  a  receiver  could  rightfully 
burden  the  mortgaged  property  for  the  pay- 
ment of  any  unsecured  indebtedness.  In- 
deed, we  are  advised  that  some  courts  have 
made  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  condi- 
tional upon  the  payment  of  all  unsecured 
indebtedness  in  preference  to  the  mortgage 
liens  sought  to  be  enforced.  Can  anything 
be  conceived  which  more  thoroughly  de- 
Mtroys  the  sacredness  of  contract  obliga- 
tions? One  holding  a  mortgage  debt  upon 
a  railroad  has  the  same  right  to  demand 
and  expect  of  the  court  respect  for  his  vest- 
ed and  contracted  priority  as  the  holder  of 
a  moilgage  on  a  farm  or  lot.  So,  when  a 
court  appoints  a  receiver  of  railroad  prop- 
erty, it  has  no  right  to  make  that  receiver- 
ship conditional  on  the  payment  of  other 
than  those  few  unsecured  claims  which,  by 
the  rulings  of  this  court,  have  been  declared 
to  have  an  "equitable  priority.  No  one  is 
bound  to  sell  to  a  railroad  company,  or  to 
work  for  it,  and  whoever  has  dealings  with 
a  company  whose  property  is  mortgaged 
must  be  assumed  to  have  dealt  with  it  on 
the  face  of  its  personal  responsibility,  and 
not  in  expectation  of  subsequently  displac- 
ing the  priority  of  the  mortgage  liens.  It 
is  the  exception,  and  not  the  rule,  that  such 
priority  of  liens  can  be  displaced." 

In  Louisville,  E.  d  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Wil- 
son, 138  U.  S.  501,  508,  34  L.  ed.  1023,  1026, 
11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  405,  the  claim  of  an  attor- 
ney for  services  rendered  to  the  railway 
company  in  recovering  its  engines  from  the 
receiver  of  another  corporation,  and  for  ob- 
taining an  allowance  against  that  receiver 
for  $1,500,  was  allowed  a  preference  over 
the  lien  of  the  mortgage,  because  his  serv- 
ices were  rendered  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
the  operation  of  the  railroad,  and  inured 
to  the  benefit  of  the  mortgagee.  But  an- 
other claim  which  he  presented  for  services 
rendered  for  the  mortgagor,  which  secured 
no  benefit  to  the  mortgagee,  was  denied  a 
preference. 

In  Thomas  v.  Western  Car  Co.  149  U.  S. 
95,  110-112,  37  L.  ed.  663,  668,  669,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  824,  a  preference  was  de- 
nieSi  to  a  debt  from  a  railroad  company  to 
a  car  company  for  rental  of  cars  prior  to 
the  commencement  of  the  suit  to  foreclose 
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the  mortgage.  Mr.  Justice  Shiras,  in  de- 
livering the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
quoted  with  approval  the-  language  of  Mr. 
Justice  Brewer  in  Kneeland  v.  American 
Loan  d  T.  Co.  136  U.  S.  97,  34  L.  ed.  383, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  953,  which  we  have  copied 
supra,  and  said:  "The  case  of  a  corpora- 
tion for  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  cars, 
dealing  with  a  railroad  company  whose  road 
is  subject  to  a  mortgage  securing  outstand- 
ing bonds,  is  very  difi'erent  from  that  of 
workmen  and  employees,  or  of  those  who 
furnish  from  day  to  day  supplies  necessary 
for  the  maintenance  of  the  railroad.  Sucn 
a  company  must  be  regarded  as  contracting 
upon  the  responsibility  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany, and  not  in  reliance  upon  the  inter- 
position of  a  court  of  equity." 

In  Oirard  Ins,  d  T.  Co.  v.  Cooper,  162  U. 
S.  529,  40  L.  ed.  1062,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  879, 
a  coal  and  railway  company  had  made  an 
agreement  with  a  contractor  for  the  con- 
struction of  a  building  for  it.  After  the 
contractor  had  commenced  his  work  a  re- 
ceiver of  the  property  of  the  company  was 
appointed  under  foreclosure  proceedings. 
The  building  which  the  contractor  was  erect- 
ing was  not  covered  by  the  mortgage.  The 
contractor  then  pr9ceeded,  under  an  order 
of  the  court,  and  with  the  consent  of  the 
receiver,  towards  the  completion  of  the 
building.  The  court  held  that,  as  the  build- 
ing was  an  asset  in  the  hands  of  the  re- 
ceiver, the  claim  of  the  contractor  for  the 
work  done  upon  it  was  entitled  to  payment 
out  of  the  income  or  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  property  of  the  railroad  company.  But 
this  case  is  not  in  point  here,  because  the 
building  constructed  was  not  covered  by  tue 
mortgage. 

In  Virginia  d  A.  Coal  Co.  v.  Central  R. 
d  Bkg.  Co,  170  U.  S.  355,  370,  42  L.  ed. 
1068,  1073,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  657,  a  claim 
for  coal  furnished  and  used  in  the  opera- 
tion of  the  lines  of  railroad  of  tne  mortga- 
gor was  held  to  be  one  of  the  current  ex- 
penses in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  opera- 
tion of  a  railroad,  and  to  be  entitled  to 
preference  in  equity  over  the  mortgage  lien. 
In  rendering  the  decision  the  court  again 
called  attention  to  the  very  few  and  excep- 
tional cases  in  which  preferential  liens  may 
be  allowed  under  the  decisions  of  that 
court.  Mr.  Jlistice  White  said:  "In  con- 
cluding that  the  claims  of  the  interveners 
were  entitled  to  priority  out  of  the  surplus 
earnings  which  arose  during  the  control  of 
the  road  by  the  court,  we  must  not  be  un- 
derstood as  in  any  wise  detracting  from  the 
force  of  the  intimations  contained  in  the  re- 
cent utterances  of  this  court  in  the  Knee- 
land  Case,  136  U.  S.  89,  34  L.  ed.  379,  10 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  950,  and  the  Thomas  Case^ 
149  U.  S.  95,  37  L.  ed.  663,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  824,  as  to  the  necessity  of  a  court  of 
equity  confining  itself  within  very  restrict- 
ed limits  in  the  application  of  the  doctrine 
that  in  certain  cases  a  court  having  a  road 
or  fund  under  its  control  may  be  justified 
in  awarding  priority  over  the  claims  of 
mortgage  bondholders  to  unsecured  claims 
originating  prior  to  a  receivership.' 
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All  the  cases  cited  by  coiitiRcl  for  the  in- 
tervener from  the  Supreme  Court  which  bear 
upon  the  question '  in  hand  have  now  been 
reviewed.  While  there  are  dicta  in  some 
of  the  earlier  opinions  of  that  court  (nota- 
bly in  Fosdioh  v.  Schall)  upon  which  a 
plausible  argument  that  a  claim  for  mate- 
rial or  money  furnished  for  a  "permanent 
improvement"  to  the  mortgaged  property 
may  be  preferred  to  a  prior  mortgage,  there 
is  no  decision  of  that  court  to  that  effect, 
or  adverse  to  the  principles  established  and 
affirmed  by  the  line  of  cases  opening  with 
Dunham  v.  Cincinnati,  P,  d  C.  R.  Co.  1 
Wall.  254,  267,  17  L.  ed.  684,  588,  in  1863, 
and  closing  with  Laokaicanna  Iron  t€  Coal 
Co,  V.  Farmers*  Loan  d  T.  Co.  176  U.  S. 
298,  315,  44  L.  ed.  475,  484,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
Kep.  3G3,  which  have  been  examined  in  an 
earlier  part  of  this  opinion.  Since  those  au- 
thorities decide  the  question  before  us,  and 
as  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  are 
conclusive  here,  it  would  be  an  idle  task 
to  consider  the  opinions  of  other  courts. 
When  a  careful  examination  and  analysis 
of  the  facts  and  opinions  in  all  the  cases  in 
the  Supreme  Court  upon  the  subject  of  pref- 
erential claims  in  suits  to  foreclose  mort- 
gages of  quasi  public  corporations  is  made 
and  dicta  are  distinguished  from  adjudica- 
tions, the  decisions  of  that  court  will  be 
found  to  sustain  these  propositions:  A 
mortgagee  of  the  property,  acquired  and  to 
be  acquired,  and  of  the  income  of  a  quasi 
public  corporation,  such  as  a  railroad  com- 
pany, obtains  a  lien  upon  the  net  income 
0$  the  company  after  the  current  expenses 
of  operation  incurred  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  business  are  paid,  and  impliedly  agrees 
that  the  groes  income  shall  be  first  applied 
to  the  payment  of  these  current  expenses, 
before  the  net  income  to  which  he  is  enti- 
tled arises.  A  court  of  equity  engaged  in 
administering  mortgaged  railroad  property 
under  a  receivership  in  a  foreclosure  suit 
may  prefer  unpaid  claims  for  current  ex- 
penses of  the  ordinary  operation  of  the  rail- 
road, incurred  within  a  limited  time  before 
the  receivership,  to  a  prior  mortgage  lien, 
in  the  distribution  of  the  income  or  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  mortgaged  property.  If 
such  a  mortgagor  diverts  the  current  in- 
come from  the  payment  of  current  expenses 
to  the  payment  of  interest  on  the  mortgage 
debt,  or  to  the  improvement  of  the  mort- 
gaged property,  so  that  current  expenses  re- 
main unpaid  when  a  receiver  is  appointed, 
the  court  may,  out  of  the  income  accruing 
during  the  receivership,  restore  to  the  un- 
paid claims  for  current  expenses  the  amount 
so  diverted.  But  if  there  has  been  no  di- 
version there  can  be  no  restoration,  and  the 
amount  of  the  restoration  cannot  exceed  the 
amount  of  the  diversion.  The  class  of 
claims  which  may  be  awarded  a  preference 
in  payment  over  the  prior  mortgage  debt 
in  equity  is  limited  to  claims  for  current 
expenses  incurred  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
the  operation  of  the  mortgaged  property 
within  a  limited  time  before  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver.  It  does  not  include 
claims  for  mouey  loaned,  or  for  material ' 
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or  labor  furnished  to  make  necessary  bene- 
ficial and  pennanent  additions  or  improve- 
ments to  the  mortgaged  property.  The 
broad  language  of  the  dicta  in  Foidick  t. 
Schallf  that  ''necessary  operating  and  man- 
aging expenses,  proper  equipment,  and  use- 
ful improvements"  are  to  be  deducted  from 
the  current  income  before  the  net  income 
out  of  which  the  mortgage  debt  is  to  be 
paid  arises,  has  been  disapproved  and  moiii- 
hed,  and  the  class  of  claims  entitled  to 
equitable  preference  has  been  limited,  by 
the  later  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  in 
Kneeland  v.  American  Loan  d  T.  Co.  136 
U.  S.  89,  98,  34  L.  ed.  379,  383,  10  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  950;  Morgan's  L.  d  T.  R.  d  8.  8.  Co. 
V.  Texas  C.  R.  Co.  137  U.  S.  171.  196,  198, 
34  L.  ed.  625,  634,  635,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
71;  Thompson  v.  White  Water  Valley  R. 
Co.  132  U.  S.  68,  71,  73,  33  L.  ed.  256,  258, 

259,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  29 ;  Thomas  v.  WeM- 
cm  Car  Co.  149  U.  S.  95,  110,  37  L.  ed.  663, 
G08,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  824;  Southern  R.  Co. 
V.  Carnegie  Steel  Co.  176  U.  S.  257,  296, 
44  L.  ed.  458,  475,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  347; 
and  Lackawanna  Iron  d  Coal  Co.  v.  Farm- 
ers' Loan  d  T.  Co.  176  U.  S.  298,  315,  44 
L.  ed.  475,  484,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  363,— 
to  claims  incurred  for  the  current  expenaea 
of  the  operation  of  the  mortgaged  property 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  business  of  the 
mortgagor.  The  test  of  the  preferential 
equity  of  a  claim  is  its  consideration.  If 
its  consideration  was  a  current  expense  of 
the  operation  of  tlie  mortgaged  property, 
which  inured  to  its  benefit,  and  which  was 
incurred  in  the  ordinary  course  of  its  busi- 
ness, within  a  limited  time  anterior  to  the 
appointment  of  the  receiver,  the  claim  m&x 
be  preferred.  The  Supreme  Court  has  re- 
fused to  apply  the  principle  of  the  civil  and 
maritime  laws  of  awarding  priority  to  the 
last  creditor  who  furnished  necessary  re- 
pairs and  supplies  to  a  vessel  to  the  distri- 
bution of  the  proceeds  of  the  foreclosure  of 
mortgages  of  quasi  public  corporations. 
Qalvcsion,  H.  d  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Cowdrey,  11 
Wall.  459,  474,  482,  20  L.  ed.  199,  204,  206; 
Thompson  v.  White  Water  Valley  R.  Co. 
132  U.  S.  68,  74,  33  L.  ed.  256,  260,  10  Sup 
Ct.  Rep.  29.  If  the  consideration  of  a  claim 
is  not  a  part  of  the  current  expenses  of  the 
ordinary  operation  of  the  mortgaged  prop- 
erty, but  is  a  part  of  the  expense  of  con- 
structing a  permanent  addition  or  impro%'e- 
ment  to  it,  out  of  the  ordinary  course  of  its 
operation,  neither  the  fact  that  it  tended 
to  conserve  and  improve  the  property  and 
increase  the  security  of  the  mortgagee,  nor 
the  fact  that  it  was  necessary  to  keep  the 
mortgagor  a  going  concern,  nor  the  fact 
that  the  mortgagor  pledged  or  mortgaged 
the  current  income  to  secure  it,  will  gi^s 
the  claim  a  preferential  equity  over  theueo 
of  a  prior  mortgage.  Dunham  v.  Cincinr 
nati,  P.  d  C.  R.  Co.  1  Wall.  254,  267,  17  L. 
ed.  584,  588;  Oalveston,  H.  d  H.  R.  Co.  ▼, 
Cowdrey,  11  Wall.  464,  481,  20  L.  ed.  202, 
206;  Thompson  ▼.  White  Water  VaUey  R. 
Co.   132  U.  S.  71,  73,  74,  33  L.  ed.  25S- 

260,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  29;  Toledo,  D.  d  B. 
R.  Co.  V.  BamUton,  134  U.  S.  296,  301,  33 
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L  ed.  905,  908,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  546; 
Southern  R.  Co,  ▼.  Ommegie  Steel  Co.  176 
U.  S.  257,  296,  44  L.  ed.  458,  20  Sup.  a. 
Kep.  347;  Lackatcanna  Iron  i  Coal  Co,  ▼. 
Fwmerf^  Loan  d  T.  Co.  176  U.  S.  298,  315, 
44  L.  ed.  475,  484,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  363. 
The  consideration  of  the  claim  for  money 
loaned  to  pay  for  the  addition  to  the  plant 
and  power  oi  the  mortgagor,  for  which  a 
preference  U  sought  in  this  case,  was  not 
one  of  the  current  expenses  of  the  operation 
of  the  mortgaged  property  in  the  ordinary 
cour^  of  business,  but  it  was  money  loaned 
to  pay  an  extraordinary  expense  of  the 
mortgagor,  incurred,  not  for  the  operation 
of  its  property,  but  for  the  construction  of 
s  new  and  permanent  addition  to  and  im- 
provement of  it.  The  claim  was  therefore 
inferior  in  law  and  in  equity  to  the  prior 
lien  of  the  recorded  mortgage,  in  the  face 
of  which  it  arose;  and  the  decree  below, 
which  gave  it  a  preference  over  the  claims 
of  the  bondhi^ders  secured  by  that  mort- 
gage, mtiat  he  reversed,  and  the  case  must 
be  remanded  to  the  court  below,  with  di- 
rections to  o^^errule  the  exceptions  to  the 
master's  report  and  to  enter  a  decree  in 
oonformity  th^ewith,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Caldwell^  Circuit  Judge,  dissenting: 
At  the  thresliold  of  this  case  we  are  eon- 
fronted  with  the  question  whether  the  doc- 
trine of  preferential  debts,  applicable  to 
railroads,  has  any  application  to  a  corpora- 
tion like  the  mortgagor  in  this  case.  In 
^ood  V.  (hiarantee.  Trust  A  8.  D.  Co.  128 
U.  S.  416,  421,  32  L.  ed.  472,  473,  9  Sup.  a. 
Rep.  1.32,  the  Supreme  Court  said:  "The 
doctrine  of  Fosdick  v.-  Schall  has  never  yet 
been  applied  in  any  case  exc^t  that  of  a 
railroad.  The  case  lays  g^eat  emphasis  on 
the  consideration  that  a  railroad  is  a  pecu- 
liar property,  of  a  public  nature,  and  dis- 
cliarging  a  great  public  work.  There  is  a 
broad  distinction  between  such  a  case  and 
that  of  a  purely  private  concern.  We  do 
not  undertake  to  decide  the  question  here, 
but  only  point  it  out." 

In  Hanna  v.  State  Trust  Co.  30  L.  R.  A. 
201,  16  C.  C.  A.  586,  36  U.  S.  App.  61,  70 
Fed.  2,  and  in  Ford  v.  Central  Trust  Co.  17 
C.  C.  A.  31,  36  U.  S.  App.  203,  70  Fed.  144, 
the  question  was  adverted  to,  but  not  de- 
eded, by  this  court.  The  majority  opinion 
niakes  no  reference  to  this  question,  but  by 
implication  puts  the  corporation  in  this 
ca8e  on  the  footing  of  a  general  traffic  rail- 
road in  the  matter  of  preferential  debts.  1 
express  no  opinion  upon  that  question.  If 
the  doctrine  is  applicable  to  this  corpora- 
tion, then  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court 
should  be  affirmed.  The  opinion  of  Judge 
Woolson  {Illinois  Trust  d  Sav.  Bank  v. 
Ottumwa  Electric  B.  Co.  89  Fed.  235) 
fihows  what  the  decree  was  and  the  grounds 
upon  which  it  was  rested.  No  extended  re- 
view of  the  authorities  on  the  doctrine  of 
preferential  claims  is  called  for  by  this  case. 
They  have  been  fully  reviewed  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  in  the  late  case  of  Southern 
R.  Co.  V.  Carnegie  Steel  Co.  176  U.  S.  257, 
44  L.  ed.  458,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  347,  and 
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their  review  by  the  majority  of  the  court  in 
this  case  throws  no  nem  light  on  the  sub- 
ject, but,  from  the  standpoint  from  which 
it  is  made,  serves  rather  to  darken  it.  The 
cases  of  Dunham  v.  Cincinnati,  P.  d  C.  R. 
Co.  1  Wall.  254,  17  L.  ed.  584,  and  Galves- 
ton,  H.  d  E.  K.  Co.  v.  Cowdrey,  11  Wall. 
450,  20  L.  ed.  199,  are  cited  in  sup- 
port of  the  majority  opinion.  As  these 
cases  were  decided  long  before  Fosdick 
v.  Schdll,  the  court  might,  with  exactly 
as  much  pertinency  and  relevancy  to 
the  case  at  bar,  have  cited  every  case  from 
the  Year  Books  down.  The  question  of  giv- 
ing certain  classes  of  the  general  indebted- 
ness of  a  railroad  company  preference  over 
a  mortgage  on  the  road  first  came  before 
the  circuit  courts  in  suits  to  foreclose  such 
mortgages.  Some  of  those  courts,  perceiv- 
ing Uie  difference  between  a  railroad  and 
all  other  kinds  of  property,  and  between  a 
mortgage  on  a  railroad  and  a  mortgage  on 
lands  and  lots  (Fa/rmers*  Loan  d  7*.  Co.  ▼. 
Kansas  City,  W.  d  N.  W.  R.  Co.  53  Fed. 
182;  Farmers*  Loan  d  T.  Co.  v.  Northern  P, 
R.  Co.  71  Fed.  245),  were  constrained  by 
considerations  of  equity  and  justice,  which 
no  court  of  equity  could  disregard,  to  give 
certain  classes  of  indebtedness  of  the  rail- 
road company  preference  over  the  mortgage. 
The  power  was  exercised  very  sparingly  at 
first,  but  more  liberally  by  some  chancel- 
lors than  others.  The  first  case  in  which 
the  Supreme  Court  took  up  and  fully  con- 
sidered the  question  of  the  power  of  a  court 
of  equity  to  make  preference  in  suits  to 
foreclose  a  mortgage  on  a  railroad  was  the 
now  justly  cel^rated  case  of  Fosdick  v. 
ScluUh  99  U.  S.  253,  25  L.  ed.  342.  The 
unanimous  judgment  of  the  court  was  de- 
livered by  Chief  Justice  Waite,  and  the 
opinion  in  that  case  is  the  foundation  of  the 
doctrine  in  the  Federal  courts,  and  no  case 
prior  to  that  judgment  has  any  application 
to  the  doctrine.  No  case  has  since  gone  to 
the  Supreme  Court,  involving  the  question 
of  preferential  debts,  in  which  the  court 
has  not  rested  its  decision  on  the  doctrine 
of  that  case,  or  cited  it  approvingly.  In  the 
very  last  reported  case  (Southern  R.  Co.  v. 
Carnegie  Steel  Co.  176  U.  S.  267,  44  L.  ed, 
458,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  347)  involving  the 
quention  the  court  quotes  extensively  and 
approvingly  from  the  opinion  in  Fosdick  v. 
Schall.  In  every  case  which  has  come  be- 
fore that  court  involving  the  question  of 
preferential  debts,  it  has  referred  approv- 
ingly to  the  case  of  Fosdick  v.  Schall;  and 
in  no  single  one  of  them  is  that  case  criti- 
cised, overruled,  or  declared  obiter  dicta. 
In  view  of  these  facts  it  is  a  matter  of  sur- 
prise to  find  it  stated  in  the  majority  opin- 
ion that  the  greater  part  of  the  unanimous 
opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  Fosdick  v. 
Schall  is, obiter  dicta  and  to  be  disregarded. 
It  is  difficult  to  harmonize  all  the  judicial 
utterances  and  conclusions  in  the  different 
cases  that  have  been  considered  by  that 
court.  But  this  is  not  surprising  when  we 
reflect  that  the  whole  doctrine  is  of  modern 
origin,  and  that  it  is  not  based  on  any 
written  law,  but  upon  equitable  considera- 
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tione,  the  application  of  which  rests  in  a 
large  degree  upon  the  sound  judicial  discre- 
tion of  the  chancellor,  having  due  regard  to 
the  circumstances  of  the  particular  case. 
Some  contrariety  of  opinion  and  practice  in 
the  application  of  a  principle  resting  solely 
on  equitable  considerations,  the  applications 
of  which  are  dependent  on  the  exercise  of 
that  uncertain  quantity  called  "judicial 
discretion,"  was  inevitable.  It  was  in  view 
of  these  considerations  that  the  Supreme 
Court,  unlike  the  majority  of  this  court  in 
the  case  at  bar,  has  uniformly  refused  to 
lay  down  any  fixed  and  inflexible  rule  for 
the  application  of  the  doctrine.  Every  case 
is  left  to  be  determined  on  its  own  special 
equities.  In  Fosdick  v.  Sohall  the  Supreme 
Court  said:  "No  fixed  and  inflexible  rule 
can  be  laid  down  for  the  government  of  the 
courts  in  all  cases.  Each  case  will  neces- 
sarily have  its  own  peculiarities,  which 
must  to  a  greater  or  less  extent  influence 
the  chancellor  when  he  comes  to  act." 

And  in  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Carnegie  Steel 
Co,  176  U.  S.  257,  44  L.  ed.  458,  20  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  347,.  after  reviewing  the  case«,  the 
Supreme  Court  says:  "It  is  apparent  from 
an  examination  of  the  above  cases  that  the 
decision  in  each  one  depended  upon  its  spe- 
cial facts.  This  court  has  uniformly  re- 
frained from  laying  down  any  rule  as  abso- 
lutely controlling  in  every  ca«e  involving  the 
right  of  unsecured  creditors  of  a  corpora- 
tion, whose  property  is  in  the  hands  of  a 
receiver,  to  have  their  demands  paid  out  of. 
net  earnings  in  preference  to  mortgage  cred- 
itors." 

And  this  is  again  repeated  at  page  292, 
176  U.  S.,  page  473,  44  L.  ed.,  and  page 
358,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.,  where  it  is  said: 
"Each  case,  as  already  observed,  must  de- 
pend largely  upon  its  special  facts." . 

In  Lackaicanna  Iron  i  Coal  Co,  v.  Farm- 
ers' Loan  d  T,  Co.  176  U.  S.  298,  315,  44 
L.  ed.  475,  484,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  363,  360, 
decided  on  the  same  day  with  tne  Carnegie 
Steel  Company  CasCj  the  court  said:  "The 
decision  "in  each  case  has  been  more  or  less 
controlled  by  its  special  facts." 

And  like  utterances  are  found  in  other 
opinions  of  that  court. 

In  the  case  of  Farmers'  Loan  d  Trust  Co. 
V.  American  Watericorks  Co.  107  Fed.  23, 
the  opinion  in  which,  though  filed,  is  not  re- 
ported, and  in  which  the  intervener,  the 
Holly  Manufacturing  Company,  was  allowed 
$44,000  as  a  preferential  claim  for  three 
engines  and  other  material  furnished  to  the 
Waterworks  Company,  Judge  Sanborn  says: 
"It  is  perhaps  impossible,  and,  if  possible, 
it  would  be  unwise,  to  draw  the  line  of  de- 
markation  between  claims  that  may  and 
those  that  may  not  be  preferred  to  the 
mortgagees  in  payment  out  of  the  income 
earned  by  an  insolvent  corporation,  after 
receivers  in  foreclosure  are  appointed,  or 
out  of  the  corpus  of  the  property.  The 
special  circumstances  of  each  case  will  nec- 
esRarily  and  rightfully  influence  the  discre- 
tion of  the  court," 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  majority  of  the 
court  find  the  machinery  and  other  improve- 
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ments  procured  and  built  with  the  money 
of  the  intervener  were  not  necessary  to  kee^ 
the  corporation  a  going  concern,  or  to  pre- 
vent a  forfeiture  of  its  charter,  or  to  ea- 
able  it  to  discharge  any  duty  it  owed  U> 
the  public  and  was  bound  to  discharge,  and 
that,  as  the  contract  to  light  the  city  en- 
tailed a  loss  of  $2,700  per  year  on  the  com- 
pany, the  addition  and  improvement  of  it» 
plant  which  enabletl  it  to  continue  to  per- 
form that  contract  was  an  actual  damage 
to  the  company.  In  the  face  of  these  find- 
ings, there  is  no  rule  or  decision  under 
which  the  intervener's  claim  could  be  held 
to  be  preferred.  And  when  the  court  ar- 
rived at  these  conclusions  this  case  was  de- 
cided against  the  intervener,  and  all  that  it 
said  thereafter  is  obiter  dicta  and  not  bind- 
ing on  this  or  any  other  court.  But,  ia 
disregard  of  the  rule  of  the  Supreme  Court 
to  confine  the  decision  in  this  class  of  cases- 
to  the  particular  facts  and  circumstancea 
of  the  case  in  hand,  the  majority  opinion, 
after  finding  facts  which  effectually  di impose 
of  the  case  at  bar,  proceeds  to  a  general 
discussion  of  the  doctrine  of  preferential 
debts,  and  concludes  by  laying  down  numer- 
ous inflexible  and  cast-iron  rules  for  the  de- 
termination of  all  cases  which  may  arise 
in  the  future.  One  of  these  rules  declares: 
"The  class  of  claims  which  may  be  award- 
ed a  preference  in  payment  over  the  prior 
mortgage  debt  in  equity  is  limited  to  claims 
for  current  expenses  incurred  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  the  operation  of  the  mort- 
gaged property  within  a  limited  time  before 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver.  It  does  not 
include  claims  for  money  loaned  or  for  ma- 
terial or  labor  furnished  to  make  necessary 
beneficial  and  permanent  additions  or  im- 
provements to  the  mortgaged  property.** 

As  applied  to  this  case,  this  rule,  for 
the  reasons  we  stated,  is  obiter  dicta,  and, 
moreover,  is  not  law.  It  is  in  direct  con- 
flict with  the  judgment  of  this  court  in 
St.  Louis  Trust  Co.  v.  Riley,  30  L.  R.  A. 
456,  16  C.  C.  A.  610.  36  U.  S.  App.  100, 
70  Fed.  32,  in  w^hich  the  judge  who  writes 
the  majority  opinion  in  this  case  wrote  the 
unanimous  opinion  of  the  court.  After  a 
full  review  of  the  authorities  the  courts 
speaking  by  Judge  Sanborn,  said:  "From 
this  brief  review  of  the  decisions  of  the 
Supreme  Court  bearing  upon  this  qnestioti, 
we  think  these  propositions  rea"  properly 
be  deduced:  First.  There  are  certain  claims 
against  a  mortgaged  railroad  company  ac- 
cruing before  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,, 
which  are  entitled  to  a  preference  over  a 
prior  mortgage  debt  in  payment  out  of  the 
earnings  of  the  railroad  during  the  receiver- 
ship, and  out  of  the  pr.»ceeds  of  the  sale  of 
its  property.  Second.  It  is  an  indispensa- 
ble element  of  every  such  claim  that  it  is 
founded  upon  property  furni'^hod  or  serv- 
ices rendered  to  the  mortgagor  which  either 
preserved  or  enhanced  the  value  of  the  se-* 
curity  of  the  mortgage  debt,  atid  thereby 
inured  to  the  ben  fit  of  the  mortgagee. 
Third.  Claims  of  this  character  have  been 
given  a  preference  over  the  mortjsfage  debt 
by  these  decisions  on  one  of  two  groundu, — 
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either  on  the  ground  that  the  inorlgage  id 
a  lien  on  the  net,  and  not  on  the  gross, 
income  of  the  railway  company;  and  where 
that  part  of  the  income  that  is  applicable 
to  the  payment  of  current  expenses  of  oper- 
ation, proper  equipment,  and  nece.'^sary  im- 
provements has  b^Bn>  diverted  to  pay  inter- 
e^  on  the  mortgage  debt,  or  to  otherwise 
benefit  the  security,  and  this  diversion  has 
left  claims  for  these  expenses  unpaid,  it  is 
the  province  and  duty  of  the  chancellor  to 
restore  the  diverted  fund  by  taking  an  equal 
amount  from  the  earnings  of  the  railway 
company  during  the  receivership,  and  apply- 
ing it  to  the  payment  of  these  claims  in 
preference  to  the  mortgage  debt.  Fosdick 
V.  Schall,  99  U.  S.  253,  25  L.  ed.  342 ;  Bum- 
ham  v.  Bo  wen,  111  U.  S.  776,  783,  28  L.  ed. 
696,   598,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.   6t5;   St.  Louis, 

A.  d  T.  H.  B.  Co.  V.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  d 
I.  R.  Co.  125  U.  S.  658,  673,  31  L.  ed.  832, 
837,   8   Sup.   Ct.   Rep.    1011;    Toledo,   D.   d 

B.  R.  Co.  V.  Hamilton,  134  U.  S.  296,  301, 
33  L.  ed.  905,  908,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  546; 
Morgan*^  L.  d  T.  R.  d  fif.  8.  Co.  v.   Texas 

C.  R.  Co.  137  U.  S.  171,  196,  198,  34  L.  ed. 
025,  634,  635,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  71." 

Again  it  is  said:  "Repairs  and  improve- 
ments increase  the  value  of  the  security  of 
the  bondholders." 

It  will  be  observed  that  among  the  claims 
classed  as  preferential  by  the  court  are 
claims  "founded  upon  property  furnished  or 
services  rendered  to  the  mortgagor,  which 
either  preserved  or  enhanced  the  value  of 
the  security  of  the  mortgage  debt,  and  there- 
by inured  to  the  benefit  of  the  mortgagee," 
and  debts  incurred  for  "proper  equipments 
and  necessary  improvements,"  or  any  ex- 
penditure that  operates  "to  otherwise  bene- 
fit the  security."  The  intervener's  claim  in 
this  case  is  founded  on  property  furnished 
to  the  mortgagor  which  enhanced  the  value 
of  the  security  of  the  mortgage  debt,  and 
thereby  inured  to  the  benefit  of  the  mortga- 
gee. It  is  for  "proper  equipments  and  nec- 
essary improvements,"  and  was  an  expendi- 
ture that  operated  to  benefit  the  security, 
so  that  it  falls  exactly  within  the  rule  an- 
nounced by  this  court  in  /St.  Louis  Trust  Co. 
V.  Riley. 

Contrary  to  the  finding  of  the  majority  of 
the  court,  I  find,  from  a  careful  considera- 
]  tion  of  the  facts  disclosed  by  the  record, 
that  the  improvements  made  were  necessary 
to  enable  the  company  to  continue  as  a  go- 
ing concern,  so  far  as  relates  to  furnishing 
lights,  and  to  carry  out  its  contract  to  light 
the  city,  and  to  discharge  its  obligations 
under  its  charter.  It  is  immaterial  wheth- 
er the  contract  to  furnish  light  was  profita- 
ble or  unprofitable  to  the  company.  It  was 
a  contract  to  perform  public  service  of  vi- 
tal importance  to  the  city  and  its  inhabi- 
tants. Tlie  doctrine  that  a  corporation 
bound  by  contract  to  light  the  streets  of  a 
city  may  with  impunity  repudiate  that  con- 
tract whenever  it  proves  to  be  unprofitable 
or  its  plant  inadequate  to  the  purpose  is  not 
sound.  When  the  company  entered  into  a 
contract  to  light  the  streets  of  the  city, 
it  took  upon  itself  the  discharge  of  a  pub- 
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lie  duty  which  it  was  bound  to  perform  ac- 
cording to  the  terms  of  its  contract.  Nei- 
ther its  insolvency,  nor  the .  fact  that  its 
plant  was  inadequate  for  the  purpose,  nor 
the  fact,  if  it  was  a  fact,  that  compliance 
with  its  contract  entailed  a  loss,  w^ould  be 
received  by  the  law  as  an  excuse  for  its  non- 
performance. It  is  conceded  that  the  com- 
pany was  saved  $4,000  a  year  in  expenses 
by  these  improvements  and  additions  to  its 
plant.  The  improvements  and  additions 
passed  to  the  mortgagees,  under  the  mort- 
gage, and  were  worth  all  or  more  than  they 
cost.  The  company  would  have  been  liable 
to  the  city  for  the  breach  of  its  contract  to 
light  its  streets,  so  that  the  failure  of  the 
company  to  comply  with  its  contract  would 
not  relieve  it  of  any  loss  under  the  con- 
tract, but  would  impose  new  and  additional 
liabilities  upon  it.  It  would,  moreover^ 
have  furnished  a  ground  for  the  forfeiture 
of  its  charter.  It  is  not  necessary  to  prove 
that  this  forfeiture  would  have  been  en- 
forced. It  is  enough  that  it  might  have 
been.  The  contention  of  the  majority  that, 
where  a  company's  charter  authorizes  and 
requires  it  to  operate  a  street  railroad  and 
an  electric  plant  sufilicient  to  light  the 
streets  of  a  city,  it  must  be  regarded  as  a 
going  concern  as  to  both,  so  long  as  it  oper- 
ates one  of  them,  and  that  it  cannot,  there- 
fore, be  said  that  improvements  and  addi- 
tions made  to  one  of  them,  without  which 
it  must  have  been  abandoned,  were  Jieces- 
sary  to  keep  the  company  a  going  concern, 
is  too  obviously  untenable  to  require  discus- 
sion. In  Fosdick  v.  Schall,  99  U.  S.  253, 
25  L.  ed.  342,  without  assuming  to  enume- 
rate all  the  kinds  of  claims  which  might 
be  allowed,  the  court  specified  the  follow- 
ing: "Outstanding  debts  for  labor,  sup- 
plies, equipment,  or  permanent  improve- 
ment of  the  mortgaged  property,  as  may, 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  particular 
case,  appear  to  be  reasonable."  Again: 
"The  income  out  of  which  the  mortgagee  is 
to 'be  paid  is  the  net  income  obtained  from 
deducting  from  the  gross  earnings  what  is 
required  for  necessary  operating  and  man- 
aging expenses,  proper  equipment,  and  use- 
ful improvements." 

In  Central  Trust  Co,  v.  Waibash,  8t.  L. 
d  P.  R.  Co.  30  Fed.  332,  over  $2,000,000  of 
claims  were  allowed  for  borrowed  money 
"in  order  to  provide  means  for  the  meet- 
ing of  its  expenses  and  the  keeping  of  its 
road  in  successful  operation,  and  complet- 
ing its  lines  as  aforesaid."  See  Farmers' 
Loan  d  T.  Co.  v.  Kansas  City,  W.  d  N.  W. 
R.  Co.  63  Fed.  182.  In  Central  Trust  Co. 
V.  Clark,  26  C.  C.  A.  397,  49  U.  S.  App.  453, 
81  Fed.  269,  preference  was  given  to  a  claim 
for  a  gear  wheel  and  pinion.  In  Manhat- 
tan Trust  Co.  v.  Sioux  City  Cable  R.  Co. 
76  Fed.  658,  for  power  furnished  a  street 
railway.  In  Louisville,  E.  d  St.  L.  R.  Co. 
V.  Wilson.  138  U.  S.  501,  34  L.  ed.  1023, 
11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  405,  a  preferential  claim 
was  allowed  for  attornev*s  fees.  In  Morri- 
son's Case,  125  V.  S.  591,  31  L.  ed.  825,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1004,  an  allowance  was  made 
for  damages   suflfered  by  reason  of  an  in- 
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junction  bond  to  prevent  the  sale  of  rolling 
stock.  In  Manhattan  Trust  Co.'s  Case,  7(5 
Fed.  058,  an  allowance  for  an  electric  gen- 
erator. In  Miltenberger  Case,  106  U.  S. 
286,  27  L.  ed.  117,  1  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  140, 
claim  was  allowed  for  the  construction  of 
5  miles  of  road,  repairs  on  bridge,  purchase 
of  engines,  etc.;  some  of  the  claims  exist- 
in|^  l^fore,  and  some  accruing  after,  ap- 
pointment of  the  receiver.  In  Cleveland,  C. 
d  8,  R.  CoJs  Case,  86  Fed.  73,  claim  allowed 
for  the  construction  of  railroad  bridge.  In 
Atkins's  Case,  3  Hughes,  307,  Fed.  Gas.  No. 
604,  for  moneys  advanced  by  bondholders 
and  stockholders  to  pay  labor  claims.  In 
Farmers'  Loan  rf  T.  Co.  v.  American  Water- 
xoorks  Co.  107  Fed.  23,  claim  allowed  for 
engines,  hydrants,  boilers,  valves,  etc.,  fur- 


nished the  American  Water  Company  at 
Omaha.  Farmers'  Loan  d  T.  Co,  v.  North- 
em  P.  R.  Co.  71  Fed.  246,  claim  allowed 
on  account  of  going  on  an  appeal  bond,  upon 
the  same  principle  as  Morrison's  Case.  In 
Farmers'  Loan  d  T,  Co/s  Case,  71  Fed.  250, 
claim  allowed  for  taxes  paid.  Penn  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.'s  Case,  141  111.  35,  31  N.  E.  138, 
claim  allowed  for  right  *of  way  damages. 
In  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Carnegie  Steel  Co. 
176  U.  S.  257,  44  L.  ed.  458,  20  Sup.  Ot.  Rep. 
347,  a  claim  for  steel  rails  was  held  to  be 
a  preferential  debt.  And  in  Farmers'  Loan 
d  T.  Co.  V.  Lamont,  16  C.  C.  A.  364,  32  U. 
S.  App.  480,  60  Fed.  23,  this  court  held  a 
claim  for  rent  of  a  waiting  room  for  passen- 
gers  and  an  office  for  the  company's  ticket 
agent  was  a  preferential  debt. 
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STATE  of  Iowa  ew  rel.  Blanche  M.  SCOTT 

V. 

C.  E.  HARVEY,  Appt. 


( Iowa. 


) 


Tlie  exbibition  to  tl&e  Jury  on  «  proae- 
cntion  for  b«»tar«ly  of  «  cl&ild  nine 
months  old,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  its 
resemblance  to  the  defendant,  is  error. 

(December  19,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  District  Court  for  Polk  County 
convicting  defendant  in  bastardy  proceed- 
ings.   Revei'sed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Messrs.  R.  B.  Parrott  and  I«.  Kiakead 

for  appellant. 

Messrs.  ~ 
pel  lee. 


BrennaiL  ft  Brennan  for  i^i- 


Iiadd,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

It  is  enough  now  to  say  that  the  evi- 
dence was  such  as  to  leave  the  question  of 
defendant's  guilt  of  begetting  complainant's 
child,  then  nine  monuis  old,  at  the  least 
doubtful.  Her  story,  implicating  him,  ap- 
pears not  very  probable,  and  her  admission 
of  having  had  intercourse  with  Waller  a 
year  previous  to  its  conception,  and  sleep- 
ing alone  in  a  room  accessible  to  the  latter 
continually  up  to  that  time,  indicates,  not- 


NOTB. — ReBeMl>lance   as    evidence   of   relation- 

Bhip. 

I.  Parol  testimony  as  to  resemblance. 
II.  Ea^hihition  of  person  for  purpose  of  com- 
parison. 
III.  Comment  by  counsel  in  argument. 

I.  Parol  testimony  as  to  resemblance. 

Evidence  of  family  lilceness  or  personal  re- 
semblance has  often  been  offered  as  tending  to 
prove  descent  or  consanguinity.  In  the  Eng- 
lish courts  testimony  upon  such  resemblance 
seems  to  have  been  almost  uoiformly  received. 

In  the  notorious  Douglas  Case,  decided  by 
the  House  of  Ix)rd8  in  1769,  Lord  Mansfield 
said  that  he  had  always  considered  likeness  as 
an  argument  of  a  child's  being  the  son  of  a 
parent ;  in  other  cases  if  there  should  be  a 
likeness  of  features,  there  might  be  a  dlscrimi- 
nancy  of  voice,  a  difference  in  the  gesture,  the 
smile,  and  various  other  things,  whereas  a  fam- 
ily likeness  ran  generally  through  all  these, 
for  in  everything  there  was  a  resemblance,  as 
In  features,  sive,  attitude,  and  action.  Ac- 
cordingly he  allowed  in  his  Judgment  consid- 
erable weight  to  the  proved  resemblance  of  ap- 
pellant and  his  brother  to  Sir  John  Stewart 
and  Lady  Jane  Douglas,  and  to  their  dissimili- 
t'lde  to  the  other  persons  whose  children  they 
were  alleged  to  be.  Hubback,  Evidence  of 
Succession,  •334,  citing  2  Collectanea  Juridica, 
402. 
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In  ejectment,  where  the  question  was  one  of 
partus  supposition  Mr.  Justice  Heath,  in  Day 
V.  Day,  Huntingdon  Assizes,  1797,  following 
this  authority,  admitted  evidence  that  defend- 
ant bore  a  strong  resemblance  to  his  supposed 
father,  and  in  summing  up  after  observing  that 
this  evidence  had  been  made  light  of  said  that 
he  admitted  that  resemblance  was  frequently 
fanciful  and  therefore  the  Jury  should  be  well 
cooTinced  that  it  did  exist,  but  if  they  were 
so  convinced  it  was  impossible  to  have  stronger 
evidence.  Hubback,  Evidence  of  Succession, 
•385. 

And  in  the  Tlchborne  Case  (1871)  Lord 
Chief  Justice  Cockburn  held  that  the  resem- 
blance of  the  claimant  to  a  family  daguerro- 
type  of  Roger  Tichborne  was  relevant,  and  inti- 
mated* that  comparison  of  features  between  the 
claimant  and  the  sisters  of  Arthur  Orton  would 
be  permitted.  This  case  is  cited  on  the  author- 
ity of  Garrison,  J.,  tn  Oaunt  v.  State,  50  N.  J. 
L.  490,  493,  14  Atl.  600. 

On  an  issue  as  to  legitimacy  evidence  that 
the  child  resembled  a  person  with  whom  her 
mother  was  claimed  to  have  kept  up  an  adul- 
terous  Intercourse  was  received  upon  the  sev- 
eral trials  of  the  case  of  Morris  v.  Davles,  8 
Car.  &  P.  215,  427.  5  Clark  ft  F.  163. 

And  on  a  like  issue  evidence  that  the  child 
bore  no  resemblance  to  her  putative  father,  but 
resembled  very  strongly  a  person  with  whom 
her  mother  was  upon  terms  of  great  Intimacy 
shortly  before  her  marriage,  was  held  admissi- 
ble, where  there  was  other  testimony  tending 
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withstanding  her  denial  of  repetition,  the 
possibility  of  its  having  been  his  offspring. 
60  that  the  introduction  of  the  immature 
child  in  evidence  "for  the  jury  to  look  at; 
.  .  .  to  examine  as  to  the  identity  and 
resemblance  between  the  baby  and  putative 
father," — as  stated  by  counsel  for  the  state, 
— ^may  well  have  played  an  important  part 
in  settling  the  controversy.  The  color  of 
its  eyes  and  hair,  its  complexion,  the  con- 
tour of  the  brows  and  shape  of  hands,  any 
or  all  of  which  may  have  related  back  three 
or  four  generations,  doubtless  were  given 
weight  in  making  this  comparison.  What 
they  were  we  have  no  means  of  knowing, 
nor  does  this  record  disclose  in  what-  re- 
spects these  differed  from  or  resembled  the 
hair,  eyes,  complexion,  brows,  or  hands  of 
defendant,  or  of  Waller.  Thus,  the  jury 
based  their  verdict    in    part,    at  least,  on 


their  individual  knowledge  of  facts,  or  opin- 
ions resting  on  facts,  of  which  this  court, 
on  appeal,  can  acquire  no  information,  mak- 
ing of  themselves  "silent  witnesses  in  the 
case,  burdened  with  testimony  unknown  to 
both  parties,  and  in  respect  to  which  no  op- 
portunity for  cross-examination  or  correc- 
tion of  ^errors,  if  any,  could  be  afforded 
either  party."  See  Close  v.  Samm,  27  Iowa, 
507;  Washburn  v.  Milwaukee  d  L.  W.  R, 
Co.  69  Wis.  370,  18  N.  W.  328.  Jn  such  a 
case  might  a  new  trial  ever  be  ordered  be- 
cause of  the  insufficiency  of  evidence?  Nev- 
ertheless, this  court  in  State  v.  Smith,  54 
Towa,  104,  37  Am.  Rep.  192,  6  N.  W.  163, 
held  that  a  child  two  years  and  one  month 
old  might  be  exhibited  to  the  jury,  though 
to  so  exhibit  one  of  three  months  had  been 
adjudged  error  in  State  v.  Danforth^  48 
Iowa,  43,  30  Am.  Rep.  387.    While  conced- 


to  pbow  antenuptial  conception  and  the  absence 
of  sexual  access  by  the  prospective  husband 
previous  to  and  until  after  sach  conception. 
Marr  v.  Marr,  3  U.  C.  C.  P.  36, 

But  in  a  Scotch  cas^  evidence  of  the  child's 
resemblance  to  the  adulterer  was  rejected 
though  offered  only  in  corroboration  of  other 
circumstances.  Hubbaclc,  Evidence  of  Succes- 
sion. ^385,  citing  Erskine,  Inst  154. 

The  weight  of  authority  in  the  United  States 
seems  to  be  against  the  admission  of  such  evi- 
dence, the  cases  generally  proceeding  on  the 
theory  that  the  opinions  of  witnesses  cannot  be 
received  for  this  purpose. 

Thus,  on  an  issue  as  to  legitimacy  witnesses 
may  not  testify  that  the  child  resembles  its 
putative  father.  Jones  v.  Jones,  45  Md.  144. 
The  court  refers  to  and  disapproves  the  lan- 
guage used  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  the  Douglas 
Case,  Hnbback,  Evidence  of  Succession,  ^384, 
9uj»ra,  and  is  of  the  opinion  that  neither  that 
case  nor  Day  v.  Day,  Huntingdon  Assizes,  1797, 
9uvra,  has  established  a  rule  upon  the  subject. 
The  court  further  said  that  to  allow  third  per- 
sons to  testify  as  to  their  notions  of  the  re- 
semblance supposed  to  exist  between  parties 
would  be  allowing  that  to  be  given  as  evidence 
upon  which  no  rational  conclusion  could  be 
based,  but  which  might  readily  serve  to  mis- 
lead the  Jury. 

And  that  the  opinion  of  a  witness  as  to  per- 
sonal resemblance  Is  not  competent  seeiuA  to  be 
the  ground  for  the  decision  in  Re  TumbuU,  21 
N.  Y.  8.  B.  980,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  607,  in  which  It 
was  held  that  on  an  Issue  as  to  whether  the 
j»etitioner  for  the  revocation  of  the  probate  of 
a  will  was  the  daughter  of  another  by  blood  or 
adoption,  a  witness  may  not  testify  that  he  rec- 
ognhsed  her  among  the  women  present  by  rea- 
son of  the  resemblance  which  she  bore  to  the 
father. 

So,  the  opinions  of  witnesses  as  to  the  exist- 
ence of  a  family  resemblance  between  a  child 
and  its  putative  father  are  inadmissible  to  prove 
paternity,  such  resemblance  not  being  a  proper 
subject  for  expert  or  opinion  testimony. 
Shorten  v.  Judd,  56  Kan.  43,  42  Pac.  337. 

And  in  He  Jeseup,  81  Cal.  408,  6  L.  B.  A. 
694,  21  Pac.  976,  22  Pac.  742,  1028,  the  court 
said  that  mere  opinion  as  to  resemblance  be- 
tween a  child  and  its  putative  father  is  not 
admissible  in  evidence. 

But  in  Sheehan's  Estate,  189  Pa.  168,  20 
Atl.  10O3,  numerous  witnesses  were  allowed 
to  testify  to  the  resemblance,  or  lack  of  It,  be- 
tween the  claimant  to  the  intestate's  estate  and 
the  intestate.  The  cosrt,  however,  in  render- 
ing its  decision  said  that  the  alleged  resem- 
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blance,  though  a  circumstance,  was  a  very 
weak  one,  and  that  granting  the  likeness  It 
might  be  the  result  of  the  merest  chance. 

>¥hether  the  resi^mblance  or  lack  of  it  be- 
tween a  child  and  its  putative  father  may  be 
shown  in  bastardy  proceedings,  or  in  seduc- 
tion or  other  analogous  cases  involving  the 
relations  of  the  sexes,  is  a  question  upon  which 
the  decisions  are  conflicting. 

Evidence  of  resemblance  of  the  child  to  de- 
fendant was  Incidentally  proved  and  commented 
upon  in  a  case  of  seduction.  Andrews  v.  Askey, 
8  Car.  &  P.  7. 

And  in  State  v.  Bowles,  52  N.  C.  (7  Jones, 
L.)  579,  defendant  in  bastardy  proceedings  was 
held  to  have  the  right  to  show  that  the  child 
did  not  resemble  him,  in  order  to  rebut  the 
presumptive  case  raised  under  the  North  Caro- 
lina statute  by  the  oath  of  the  mother. 

And  for  the  same  purpose  defendant  may 
show  that  the  child  bears  a  resemblance  to  a 
man  with  whom  the  prosecutrix  had  criminal 
intercourse  about  the  time  when  in  the  course 
of  nature  the  child  must  have  been  begotten. 
State  V.  Brltt,  78  N.  C.  439. 

But  in  United  States  v.  Collins,  1  Cranch, 
C.  C.  592,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,835,  a  prosecution 
for  not  supporting  a  bastard  child,  the  court 
refused  to  admit  the  testimony  of  witnesses  to 
prove  the  likeness  between  the  defendant  and 
the  child. 

And  proof  of  the  resemblance  of  a  child  only 
seven  months  old  to  the  reputed  parent  was 
held  in  Hilton  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.  App.)  53 
S.  W.  113,  not  to  be  admissible  to  establish 
paternity  in  a  prosecution  against  him  for  adul- 
tery. 

In  a  case  in  Scotland  where  the  question 
was,  Who  was  the  father  of  a  certain  woman? 
an  allegation  that  her  features  bore  a  strong 
resemblance  to  those  of  one  of  the  tenants  of 
the  alleged  father  was  held  not  to  be  relevant, 
as  being  too  much  a  matter  of  fancy  and  loose 
opinion  to  form  a  material  article  of  evidence. 
Wilis,  Circumstantial  Ev.  6th  ed.  118,  citing 
Butlcdge  V.  Carruthers,  Talt,  Ev.  443. 

And  even  though  defendant  In  a  bastardy 
proceeding  may  prove  that  the  child  bears  no 
likeness  or  resemblance  to  him  or  that  it  re- 
sembles some  other  person  who  had  opportnnl- 
tles  of  Illicit  intercourse  with  the  mother,  a 
witness  cannot  be  permitted  to  testify  that  the 
child  resembles  the  children  of  such  person. 
Paulk  V.  State,  52  Ala.  427. 

And  parol  testimony  is  inadmissible  in  bas- 
tardy proceedings  to  show  dissimilarity  be* 
tween  a  child  and  a  third  person  claimed  by 
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ing  -that  ''resemblances  often  exist  between 
persons  who  are  not  related,  and  are  want- 
ing between  persons  who  are,"  the  ruling 
seems  to  rest  on  the  proposition  that  "what 
are  called  'family  resemblances'  are  some- 
times so  marked  as  scarcely  to  admit  of  a 
mistake."  With  respect  to  proper  age,  it 
was  said  that  "a  child  which  is  only  three 
months  old  has  that  peculiar  immaturity 
of  features  which  characterizes  an  infant 
during  the  time  that  it  is  called  a  'babe/ 
A  child  two  years  old  or  more  has,  to  a 
large  extent,  put  off  that  peculiar  imma- 
turity." If  this  is  to  be  the  criterion,  then, 
surely,  a  child  of  nine  months  is  too  imma- 
ture to  afford  aid  to  the  jury  in  settling  its 
paternity.  True,  resemblances  then  are  fre- 
quently imagined.  But  what  one  will  con- 
strue as  a  similarity,  another,  with  the 
same    knowledge    of    the    parties   between 


whom  the  comparison  is  made,  will  be  un- 
able to  detect.  If  alike  in  some  respects, 
they  differ  in  others.  It  is  all  a  matter  of 
notion,  fancy,  or  guesswork,  and  ought  not 
to  be  given  the  sliglitest  weight  in  deter- 
mining an  issue  fraught  with  such  grave 
consequences.  In  People  ex  rel.  Fuller  v. 
Carney,  29  Hun,  47,  the  court,  observing 
that  children  of  the  same  family  have  eyes 
and  hair  of  different  colors,  declared  that  it 
is  "a  dangerous  doctrine  to  permit  a  child's 
paternity  to  be  questioned  or  proved  by  the 
comparings  of  the  color  of  its  hair  or  eyea 
with  that  of  the  alleged  parent."  In  Hana- 
walt  V.  Statey  64  Wis.  84,  54  Am.  Rep.  688, 
24  ^.  W.  480,  the  exhibition  of  a  child  un- 
der a  year  old  was  held  to  have  been  im- 
proper, the  court  saying:  "In  any  case  this 
kind  of  evidence  is  inherently  unsatisfact- 
ory, as  it  is  a  matter  of  general  knowledge 


defendant  to  be  the  father  of  the  child.  Young 
y.  'Makepeace,  103  Mass.  50. 

In  a  few  cases  testimony  of  this  character 
has  been  rejected  on  the  gLx>und  that,  whether 
a  resemblance  between  the  child  and  its  puta- 
tive father  exists  or  not,  is  not  a  question  for 
expert  testimony. 

This  is  the  reason  assigned  for  the  decision 
in  Eddy  v.  Gray,  4  Allen,  435,  in  which  it  was 
held  that  witnesses  cannot  be  called  to  prove 
a  resemblance  in  the  head  and  features  between 
the  child  and  the  defendant  in  bastardy  pro- 
ceedings, 

8o.  a  witness  may  not  give  his  opinion  in 
bastardy  proceedings  that  tlie  child  does  not 
resemble  the  defendant  in  form  or  complexion. 
Keniston  v.  Kowe,  16  Me.  38. 

To  the  contrary  Is  a  dictum  in  State  ex  rel. 
Stubblefleld  v.  WoodruDP,  67  N.  C.  89,  a  bas- 
tardy proceeding.  The  court  said  that  where 
the  question  is  as  to  the  identity  of  a  person, 
or  his  alleged  resemblance  to  others,  anyone 
may  testify  to  such  identity  or  resemblance 
vrho  has  had  the  opportunity  of  seeing  the  per- 
sons, though  only  for  an  Instant ;  and  that,  as 
it  does  not  require  an  expert  to  discover  such 
identity  or  resemblance,  the  illiterate  and  in- 
experienced, as  well  as  the  Intelligent  and  skil- 
ful,— even  a  child  of  tender  years, — may  testify 
as  to  such  matters, — especially  as  to  the  iden- 
tity of  a  person. 

It  was  intimated  In  Keniston  v.  Rowe,  16 
Me.  38,  tttipra,  that  a  witness  might  testify  to 
the  facts  from  which  the  Jury  might  Judge  the 
effect  of  similarity  or  dissimilarity  in  form  or 
complexion. 

But  in  Barnes  v.  State,  37  Tex.  Crlm.  Rep. 
320,  39  3.  W.  684,  evidence  of  the  color  of  the 
hair  and  complexion  of  a  child  only  three  or 
four  months  old  was  held  to  be  inadmissible 
for  the  purpose  of  comparison  with  defendant 
In  a  prosecution  for  seduction  In  order  to  es- 
tablish paternity. 

So,  the  mother  of  the  bastard  child  cannot 
be  permitted  to  testify  to  the  color  of  the 
child's  eyes.  People  ew  rel.  Fuller  v.  Carney, 
29  Hun,  47. 

Nor  can  plalntlfF  in  an  action  for  criminal 
conversation  be  permitted  to  slate  the  color  of 
the  hair  of  his  children  other  than  the  one  in 
court  claimed  by  him  to  be  the  result  of  the 
criminal  intercourse.  Petrie  v.  Howe,  4 
Thomp.  &  C.  85. 

And  an  inquiry  on  the  cross-examination  of 
the  relatrlx  in  a  prosecution  for  bastardy  as 
to  the  color  of  the  child's  hair  and  eyes  Is 
properly  excluded,  if  for  no  other  reason,  up- 
on the  ground  that  such  evidence  is  afflrnui« 
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tlve  In  its  character,  and  not  within  the  scope 
of  cross-examination.  Hull  v.  State  es  rel. 
Dickey,  03  Ind.  128. 

But  In  a  Scotch  case  a  trial  for  child  murder, 
after  proof  that  the  child  had  six  toes,  a  ques- 
tion whether  any  members  of  the  prisoner's 
family  had  supernumerary  fingers  or  toes  was 
allowed,  though  the  inference  to  be  deduced 
was  only  matter  of  opinion.  VViils.  Circumstan- 
tial Ev.  6th  ed.  118,  citing  1  Dickson,  Ev.  14. 

II.  EsDhibition  of  person   for  purpoae  of  com- 
parison. 

The  same  conflict  exists  upon  the  question 
whether  a  person  may  be  exhibited  to  the  Jury 
as  evidence  of  relationship,  although  some  of 
the  courts  which  prohibit  testimony  upon  re- 
semblances as  not  proper  opinion  evidence  per- 
mit the  Jury  to  determine  from  Inspection 
whether  any   personal   resemblance  exists. 

Perhaps  the  weight  of  authority  Is  In  favor 
of  such  exhibition. 

In  bastardy  proceedings,  the  child  Is  In  some 
respects  the  subject-matter  of  the  litigation, 
and  as  such  may  properly  be  exhibited  to  and 
viewed  by  the  Jury  to  enable  them  to  Judge 
from  its  appearance,  complexion,  and  features 
whether  any  inference  can  legitimately  be 
drawn  therefrom  as  to  Its  paternity.  Gilman- 
ton  V.  Ham.  38  N.  H.  108 :  Scott  v.  Donovan* 
153  Mass.  378,  2G  N.  B.  871. 

A  chifd  may  be  exhibited  to  the  Jury  on  the 
trial  of  an  action  of  iMistardy  as  evidence  of 
alleged  paternity,  and  in  corroboration  of  the 
testimony  of  the  prosecutrix.  Crow  v.  Jordon, 
49  Ohio  St.  635,  32  N.  E.  750. 

The  exhibition  of  the  child  to  the  Jury  In 
bastardy  proceedings  was  said.  In  State  ej>  rel. 
Stubblefieid  v.  Woodruff,  67  N.  C.  89,  to  have 
long  been  practised  In  the  courts  of  North  Caro- 
lina, and  to  be  founded  in  reason  and  common 
observation. 

So,  the  Jury  may  take  Into  consideration  In 
a  bastardy  proceeding  the  resemblance  between 
the  child  and  the  putative  father  If  they  find 
such  resemblance  to  exist.  Flnnegan  v.  Dugan, 
14  Allen,  197. 

And  upon  the  trial  of  a  complaint  for  baa- 
tardy  the  Jury  may  take  into  consideration  the 
resemblance  of  the  child  to  the  defendant  or 
his  race.  State,  O'Brien,  v.  Saldell  (N.  H.)  46 
Atl.   1083. 

It  U  not  error  for  the  court  to  charge  that 
the  Jury  In  a  bastardy  proceeding  may  take  ln> 
to  consideration  the  appearance  of  the  child, 
and  give  It  whatever  weight  they  deemed  It 
entitled   to,   where   the  attention   of  the  Jury 
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that  different  persona,  with  equal  opportuni- 
ties of  observation,  will  arrive  at  different 
conclusions,  even  in  the  case  of  mature  per- 
sons, when  a  family  likeness  will  be  full}' 
developed  if  there  be  any;  and,  when  ap- 
plied to  the  immature  child,  its  worthless- 
ness  as  evidence  to  establish  the  fact  of  par- 
ventage  is  greatly  enhanced,  and  is  of  too 
vague,  uncertain,  and  fanciful  a  nature  to 
be  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  a 
jury."  As  opposed  to  such  exhibitions,  see 
-also  Clark  v.  Bradstreety  80  Me.  456,  15  Atl. 
56;  Risk  v.  State  ex  rel.  Vestaly  19  Ind. 
152;  Reitz  v.  State  ex  rel.  HoldeUy  33  Ind. 
187 ;  Ingram  v.  State  ex  rel.  Mcintosh,  24 
Neb.  33,  37  N.  W.  043.  Without  expressing 
4in  opinion  as  to  the  correctness  of  State  v. 
^mith,  54  Iowa,  104,  37  Am.  Rep.  192,  6  N. 
W.  153,  this  court  is  not  prepared  to  ex- 
tend the  rule  there  approved,  and  sanction 


the  exhibition  of  a  child  under  two  years  of 
age  to  the  jury,  as  affording  any  aid  in  as- 
certaining its  parentage;  and  in  this  class 
of  cases,  where,  as  is  well  known,  the  feel- 
ings and  sentiment  so  often  enter  into  the 
contest,  the  exhibition  of  the  fruit  of  the 
unlawful  relation  cannot  have  been  other- 
wise than  extremely  prejudical.  An  excep- 
tion may,  however,  exist  where  the  parents 
are  alleged  to  be  of  different  races.  Gafvin 
V.  State,  52  Miss.  207;  Warlick  v.  White, 
76  N.  C.  176.  In  Gilmanton  v.  Ham,  38  N. 
H.  108,  and  Finncgan  v.  Dugan,  14  Allen, 
197,  the  age  of  the  child  exhibited  does  not 
appear,  "while  comparison  at  any  age  was  up- 
held in  Gaunt  v.  State,  50  N.  J.  L.  490,  14 
Atl.  600,  and  State  ex  rel.  Stuhblefield  v. 
Woodruff,  67  N.  C.  89.  See  also  Jones  v. 
Jones,  45  Md.  151.  These  decisions  seem  to 
have  been  influenced  somewhat  by  the  ruling 


had  been  called  to  the  features  of  the  child 
•during  the  examination  of  the  mother  as  a  wit- 
ness, and  its  appearance  was  commented  upon 
l>y  the  solicitor  in  his  address  to  the  Jury — all 
without  objection  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant. State  ex  reL  Stubbiefleld  y.  Woodruff,  67 
N.  C.  89. 

On  a  prosecution  for  seduction  the  child  may 
1)6  exhibited  to  the  Jury  for  the  purpose  of 
tracing  aoiy  likeness  it  bears  to  the  defendant 
as  corrol>orative  of  the  fact  of  sexual  connec- 
tion between  the  prosecutrix  and  the  defend- 
ant. State  y.  Horton,  100  N.  C.  443,  6  S.  E. 
238. 

And  upon  the  trial  of  an  Indictment  for  for- 
nication, the  Jury  from  their  own  view  of  the 
•child  and  its  putative  father,  obtained  as  a 
necessary  incident  of  the  trial,  may  consider 
whether  there  is  any  resemblance  between  them. 
Gaunt  v.  State,  50  N.  J.  L.  490,  14  Atl.  600. 

An  Instruction  in  an  action  for  criminal 
<ronver8ation  that  if  the  Jury  believes  that  the 
•child  of  plaintiff's  wife  shown  to  them  during 
the  trial  resembles  defendant,  and  their  Judg- 
ment and  experience  teach  them  that  there  is 
anything  reliable  in  this  appearance  that  would 
be  safe  for  them  to  form  an  opinion  from,  they 
may  consider  it  in  corroboration  of  her  evi- 
dence, is  not  open  to  the  objection  that  it  does 
not  confine  the  consideration  of  the  Jury  to 
family  resemblance.  Stumm  y.  Hummel,  39 
Iowa,  478. 

In  Jones  v.  Jones,  45  Md.  145,  the  court, 
while  holding  testimony  aa  to  resemblance  to 
be  inadmissible,  seemed  to  be  of  the  opinion 
that  on  the  trial  of  questions  of  partus  aupposi- 
iio  "where  the  parties  are  before  the  Jury  and 
the  latter  can  make  the  comparison  for  them- 
selves, whatever  resemblance  is  discovered  may 
be  a  circumstance,  in  connection  with  others, 
to  be  considered." 

On  an  issue  as  to  the  paternity  of  the  child 
who  is  alleged  to  be  of  mixed  blood  and  there- 
fore not  to  be  the  child  of  white  parents,  it  is 
error  to  refuse  to  allow  the  child  to  be  exhibited 
to  the  Jury  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  them. 
Warlick  v.  White,  76  N.  C.  175. 

So,  an  effort  made  by  the  defense  In  a  bas- 
tardy proceeding  to  prove  the  father  to  have 
been  an  Italian  mstead  of  defendant,  who  was 
a  negro,  was  said  in  Morrison  v.  People  ex  rel. 
Richard,  52  111.  App.  482,  perhaps  to  have  Justi- 
fied the  court  in  complying  with  a  Juror's  re- 
quest to  exhibit  the  child  to  the  Jury. 

And  in  Clark  v.  Bradstreet,  80  Me.  454,  15 
Atl.  56,  the  court,  in  holding  the  exhibition  of 
a  child  to  the  Jury  on  an  issue  as  to  its  pater- 
nity to  be  erroneous,  said  that  no  one  would 
52  L.  R.  A. 


;  doubt  the  propriety  or  reason  on  which  the 
decisions  allowing  the  Jury  to  Judge  of  like- 
ness by  inspection  are  based,  when  the  question 
is  one  of  race  or  color. 

But  the  right  to  exhibit  a  person  to  the  Jury 
to  enable  them  to  trace  a  resemblance  to  an- 
other is  denied  or  doubted  in  a  number  of  Juris- 
dictions. 

Thus,  In  Robnett  v.  People,  16  111.  App.  29^, 
It  was  held  error  to  exhibit  the  child  to  the 
Jury  in  a  bastardy  proceeding,  or  to  introduce 
it  as  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  showing  a  re- 
semblance between  it  and  the  defendant. 

And  the  exhibition  of  the  child  to  the  Jiirors 
in  bastardy  proceedings  for  their  Inspection  as 
evidence  upon  the  cause  was  held  error  in 
Hanawalt  v.  State,  64  Wis.  84,  54  Am.  Rep. 
588,  21  N.  W.  489. 

The  right  of  the  state  to  introduce  the  child 
in  evidence  on  a  prosecution  for  bastardy,  so 
that  the  Jury  might  be  aided  in  the  determina- 
tion of  its  paternity  by  a  comparison  with  the 
defendant,  was  doubted  in  Risk  v.  State  ex  rel. 
Vestal,  19  Ind.  152,  but  the  court  said  that 
as  the  evidence  went  in  without  objection  the 
Jury  had  a  right  to  consider  it. 

The  exhibition  of  a  bastard  child  to  the  Jury 
on  a  prosecution  for  bastardy,  as  evidence  that 
the  child  resembled  defendant,  was  assumed 
to  have  been  erroneous  in  Reitz  v.  State  ex  rel, 
Holden,  33  Ind.  187,  though  the  error  was  re- 
garded as  cured  by  the  subsequent  instructions 
of  the  court. 

In  People  ex  rel.  Fuller  y.  Carney,  29  Hun, 
47,  the  court,  in  rejecting  testimony  upon  re- 
semblances, said  :  "This  evidence  enabled  the 
court  to  compare  the  color  of  the  child's  eyes 
with  those  of  the  defendant,  who  was  present 
in  court.  We  do  not  regard  this  kind  of  evi- 
dence as  safe  or  proper.  .  .  .  Common  ol>- 
servatlon  reminds  us  that  In  families  of  chil- 
dren different  colors  of  hair  and  eyes  are  com- 
mon, and  that  It  would  be  dangerous  doctrine 
to  permit  a  child's  paternity  to  be  questioned 
or  proved  by  the  comparing  of  the  color  of  its 
hair  or  eyes  with  that  of  the  alleged  parent." 

And  In  Petrle  v.  Howe,  4  Thomp.  &  C.  85, 
the  court,  in  excluding  similar  testimony,  said : 
"The  object  was  quite  apparent,  to  suggest 
and  induce  a  comparison  by  the  Jury  between 
the  plaintiff's  other  children  and  the  one  then 
exhibited,  upon  view  of  the  child  and  the  plain- 
tiff and  his  wife,  and  of  the  defendant.  .  .  . 
If  this  species  of  physiological  evidence  Is  ad- 
missible in  a  court  of  Justice  it  should  not 
be  covertly  given,  and  in  a  shape  not  subject  to 
tbe  usual  tests  and  exceptions  applied  to  other 
evidence." 
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of  Lord  Manefield  in  tbe  Douglass  Case,  be- 
fore the  House  of  Lords  in  1769,  allowing  re- 
semblance of  adults  to  be  shown.  That 
marks  of  family  resemblances  often  exist  be- 
tween adults  and  even  mature  children  may 


readily  be  conceded,  but  it  does  not  follow 
that  this  is  generally  true  of  nursing  or  im- 
mature babes,  with  unsettled  features,  and 
peculiar  characten sties  undeveloped. 
Reversed, 


In  Iowa  a  child  may  be  exhibited  to  the  jury 
in  a  bastardy  proceedioaig  as  evidence  of  pater- 
nity, where  It  has  attained  an  age  when  Its 
features  have  assumed  some  degree  of  matur- 
ity or  permanency.  State  ▼.  Smith,  54  Iowa, 
104,  6  N.  W.  158.  In  that  case  the  exhibition 
of  a  child  two  years  and  one  month  old  was 
held  not  to  be  erroneous,  in  view  of  an  Instruc- 
tion to  the  Jury  to  disregard  all  claims  of  re- 
semblance made  by  the  state,  If  they  did  not 
clearly  see  such  resemblance.  See  also  State  v. 
Dattforth,  48  Iowa,  43,  30  Am.  Rep.  887,  infra. 

And  in  Shorten  v.  Judd,  56  Kan.  48,  42  Pac. 
337,  the  court  seemed  to  be  of  the  opinion 
that  evidence  of  family  resemblance  by  view 
and  comparison  of  the  jury  is  admissible  in 
proof  of  the  paternity  of  a  child  whose  features 
have  acquired  some  degree  of  maturity  and 
permanency,  and  that  the  question  as  to  the 
proper  age  should  be  left  largely  to  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  trial  court. 

And  considerable  stress  Is  laid,  in  decisions 
in  whi6h  such  exhibition  has  been  declared  to 
be  improper,  upon  the  age  of  the  child  and  the 
uncertainty  of  the  resemblance,  until  Its  fea- 
tures have  assumed  some  degree  of  maturity 
and  permanency. 

Thus,  the  admission  In  evidence  of  a  child 
six  weeks  old  and  its  exhibition  to  the  jury,  In 
bastardy  proceedings,  to  enable  them  to  judge 
from  a  comparison  of  its  appearance,  complex- 
Ion,  and  features  with  those  of  the  defendant 
whether  any  inference  could  legitimately  be 
drawn  therefrom  as  to  its  paternity,  was  held 
erroneous  in  Clark  v.  Bradstreet,  80  Me.  454, 
15  Atl.  56.  The  court  said  that,  ''while  it  may 
be  a  well-known  physiological  fact  that  peculiar- 
ities of  form,  feature,  and  personal  traits  are 
oftentimes  transmitted  from  parent  to  child, 
yet  It  is  equally  true,  as  a  matter  of  common 
knowledge,  that  during  the  first  few  weeks,  or 
even  months,  of  a  child's  existence.  It  has  that 
peculiar  immaturity  of  features  which  charac- 
terise it  as  an  Irfant,  and  that  it  changes  oft- 
en and  very  much  in  looks  and  appearance  dur- 
ing that  period.  Resemblance  can  then  be 
readily  imagined." 

A  child  only  six  weeks  old  Is  too  Immature 
in  development  of  Its  features  to  be  admitted 
in  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  comparison  in 
order  to  establish  paternity.  Copeland  v.  State 
(Tex.  Crim.  App.)  40  8.  W.  589. 

And  the  resemblance  of  a  child  three  months 
old  to  its  father  Is  too  indistinct  and  uncer- 
tain to  warrant  the  exhibition  of  such  a  child 
to  the  Jury  to  corroborate  the  testimony  of  the 
prosecutrix  in  an  action  against  Its  putative 
father  for  seduction.  State  v.  Danforth,  48 
Iowa,  43,  30  Am.  Rep.  387.  See  also  State  v. 
Smith,  54  Iowa,  104,  87  Am.  Hep.  192,  6  N. 
W.  153,  ««pra. 

And  the  exhibition  to  the  jury  of  a  child  six 
months  old  as  evidence  In  bastardy  proceed- 
ings was  said  to  have  been  properly  refused 
In  Overlock  v.  Hall,  81  Me.  348,  17  Atl.  169. 
*  So  in  Robnett  v.  People,  16  111.  App.  299, 
supra,  and  Uanawalt  v.  State,  64  Wis.  84,  54 
Am.  Rep.  588,  24  N.  W.  489,  supra,  the  fact 
that  the  children  sought  to  be  exhibited  wei*e 
about  four  months,  and  one  year,  old,  respec- 
tively, was  regarded  as  rendering  the  exhibi- 
tion still  more  objectionable. 

But  this  discrimination  as  to  age  was  disap- 
proved In  Gaunt  v.  State,  50  N.  J.  L.  490.  14 
Atl  600,  and  was  there  said  to  rest  upon  a 
62  L.  R.  A. 


physiological  notion  adopted  by  the  courts 
which  can  scarcely  find  justification  as  a  rule 
of  evidence. 

And  In  Scott  v.  Donovan,  153  Mass.  878,  26 
N.  E.  871,  the  court  squarely  held  that  on  the 
trial  of  a  complaint  under  the  Massacbusetta 
bastardy  act  the  child  may  be  exhibited  to  the 
jury  regardless  of  age.  The  youth  of  the  child 
goes  rather  to  the  weight  of  the  evidence. 

Where  the  putative  father  is  dead  the  child 
may  be  compared  with  a  photograph  proved  to 
be  a  good  likeness  and  admitted  in  evidence. 
Shorten  v.  Judd,  56  Kan.  43,  42  Pac.  337. 

In  Sheehan's  Estate,  139  Pa.  168,  20  Atl. 
1003,  comparison  of  a  claimant  to  an  intes- 
tate's estate  as  his  heir  at  law  with  a  photo- 
graph of  the  intestate  was  assumed  to  be  prop- 
er, but  was  not  attempted  because  of  the  dim- 
ness of  the  photograph  and  the  unsatisfactory 
character  of  an  enlarged  copy. 

In  a  bastardy  case  the  defendant  offered  In 
evidence  the  photograph  of  another  person  then 
deceased,  whom  he  alleged  was  the  father  of 
the  child,  in  order  that  the  jury  might  Judge 
whether  the  child  resembled  the  deceased  or 
the  defendant,  but  the  evidence  was  excluded. 
The  court  on  review  of  exceptions  said  that 
jurors  had  been  permitted  to  consider  the  re- 
sults of  their  own  observations  when  the  child 
and  putative  father  were  in  court,  and'  that 
photographs  had  l>een  admitted  in  a  great  vari- 
ety of  cases,  but  that  there  was  nothing  in 
the  exceptions  to  show  that  the  exclusion  was 
wrong,  as  the  circumstances  were  not  disclosed 
and  the  photograph  might  have  been  excluded 
for  want  of  suiBclent  verification.  Farrell  v. 
Weltz,  160  Mass.  288,  85  N.  B.  788. 

Photographs  of  a  putative  father  and  an  11- 
legitimate  child  are  not  Inadmissible  In  evi- 
dence for  the  purpose  of  showing  resemblance 
between  the  two,  but  are  entitled  to  but  little 
weight,  since  a  great  dissimilarity  between 
kindred  and  strong  resemblance  between  strang- 
ers arc  matters  of  everyday  observation.  Re 
Jessup,  81  Cal.  408,  6  L.  R.  A.  594,  21  Pac 
976,  22  Pac.  742.  1028. 

For  an  exhaustive  discussion  of  the  use  of 
photographs  in  evidence,  see  note  to  Dede- 
rlchs  V.  Salt  Lake  City  B.  Co.  (UUh)  85  L.  R. 
A.  802. 

The  mere  presence  of  the  child  In  court  with- 
in the  vision  of  the  jury  In  a  prosecution  for 
bastardy  is  not  ground  for  complaint.  People 
V.  White,  63  Mich.  537,  19  N.  W.  174. 

And  permitting  complaining  witness,  while 
giving  her  testimony  in  bastardy  proceedings, 
to  hold  the  child,  which  was  only  about  seven 
months  old,  is  not  error  where  nothing  was 
claimed  or  said,  either  during  the  introduction 
of  the  testimony  or  in  the  argument  of  the 
case,  as  to  any  resemblance  between  It  and  the 
defendant.  Hutchinson  v.  State,  19  Neb.  262, 
27  N.  W.  118. 

No  error  can  be  assigned  to  the  action  of  tlie 
attorney  for  the  prosecutrix  in  a  bastardy  pro- 
ceeding in  directing  her  during  her  examination 
as  a  witness  to  turn  the  face  of  the  child  to  the 
jury  In  order  that  they  might  observe  it,  pre- 
sumably for  the  purpose  of  a  comparison  of  its 
features  with  those  of  the  defendant,  where, 
upon  objection,  this  was  held  by  the  court  to 
be  Improper,  and  the  child  was  Immediately 
removed  from  the  presence  of  the  jury.  In- 
gram V.  State  eo  rel.  Mcintosh,  24  Neb.  33,  A7 
N.  W.  948. 
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Error  In  exhibiting  the  bastard  child  to  the 
Jury  on  a  proaecutlon  for  bastardy  as  eyidence 
that  the  child  resembled  defendant  Is  cured  by 
the  immediate  direction  of  the  court  that  the 
jury,  in  determining  the  case,  must  consider 
the  oral  testimony  alone,  and  not  the  resem- 
blance or  Bonresemblance  of  the  child  to  the 
defendant,^-especially  as  the  latter,  by  testify- 
ing that  he  had  a  child  at  home  that  looked 
more  like  him,  invited  the  very  comiMirison  of 
which  he  complains.  Beits  y.  State  em  rel 
Holden,  88  Ind.  187. 

The  misconduct,  if  any,  on  the  part  of  the 
jurors  In  a  bastardy  proceeding  in  inspecting 
the  features  of  the  child  during  a  recess  in  the 
trial  of  the  cause  is  cured  by  an  instruction 
that  they  had  no  right.  In  passing  upon  the 
paternity  of  the  child,  to  take  into  considera- 
tion the  countenance  of  the  chUd,  or  to  in- 
spect it  or  draw  any  conclusion  whatever  from 
its  appearance.  Lamatt  y.  State  em  rel  Lucas, 
128  Ind.  123,  27  N.  £.  346. 

III.  Comment  "by  counecl  in  argument. 

Resemblance  between  defendant  In  bastardy 
proceedings  and  the  child  produced  and  Identi- 
fted  in  court  Is  a  legitimate  subject  for  com- 
ment by  counsel  for  the  town  in  his  argument 
to  the  Jury.     Gllmanton  y.  Ham,  88  N.  H.  108. 

A  conylction  for  bastardy  will  not  be  dis- 
missed because  counsel  for  the  people  In  his 
argument  to  the  Jury  called  attention  to  an 
alleged  resemblance  between  the  child  and  the 
defendant.  People  y.  Wing,  115  Mich.  698,  74 
N.  W.  179. 

In  People  y.  White,  53  Mich.  537,  19  ^.  W. 


174,  the  court  said  that  it  was  difficult  to  de- 
termine from  the  record  that  any  rule  of  law 
was  violated  in  the  discussion  by  counsel  as 
to  the  resemblance  between  the  defendant  and 
the  child  in  a  bastardy  case,  although  such 
arguments  might  be  a  little  preposterous  In  the 
case  of  so  young  an  Infant,  and  in  the  absence 
of  any  peculiarities. 

But  It  is  error  for  the  counsel  for  the  state 
in  bastardy  proceedings  to  comment  to  the 
Jury  and  draw  their  attention  to  an  alleged 
similarity  of  the  child's  ears  to  the  ears  of 
defendant  and  his  father  who  was  also  In  court 
and  in  the  presence  of  the  Jury,  in  the  absence 
of  the  child,  and  without  Its  appearing  that 
the  attention  of  the  Jury  had  been  before  called 
to  such  peculiarity.  liana  wait  v.  State,  64 
Wis.  84,  54  Am.  Rep.  588,  24  N.  W.  489. 

The  conduct  of  counsel  for  the  state  in  a 
bastardy  proceeding  in  calling  the  jury's  at- 
tention to  the  supposed  resemblance  of  the 
child  three  months  old  to  the  defendant,  though 
improper,  will  not  be  deemed  prejudicial  error 
where  the  trial  judge  immediately  instructed 
the  Jury  to  disregard  the  insinuation,  and  re- 
fused to  grant  an  application  for  new  trial  on 
that  ground.  State  v.  Brathovde  (Minn.)  84 
N.  W.  840. 

Comment  by  counsel  for  the  state  In  a  bas- 
tardy proceeding  as  to  an  alleged  point  of  re- 
semblance between  the  defendant  and  the  child 
is  not  prejudicial  where  the  court  instructed 
the  Jury  that  if  they  did  not  clearly  see  the 
resemblance  they  should  disregard  all  claims 
of  resemblance  on  the  part  of  the  state.  State 
v.  Smith,  54  Iowa,  104,  87  Am.  Rep.  192.  6 
N.  W.  153.  W.  W.  N. 
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UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA,  for 
Use  of  FIDELITY  NATIONAL  BANK, 
Plff.  in  Err,, 

V, 

N.  B.  BUNDLE  et  al 
(107  Fed.   227.) 

1.  An  astfiffBinent  of  tbe  elalin«  of  la* 
borers  to  a  bank  which  furnishes  money 
to  their  employer  to  pay  them  is  not  effected 
by  the  indorsement  of  the  orders  by  the  la- 
borers as  evidence  of  payment  and  their  re- 
tention by  the  bank  as  vouchers. 

9»  Monex  furnished  bx  n.  banlc  to  pay 
labor  elalms  Is  not  within  the  protection 
of  a  bond  conditioned  to  pay  persons  sup- 
plying the  principal  with  "labor  or  materials 
in  the  prosecution"  of  his  work. 

S.  A  Jndffment  bT  defanit  against  tbe 
prlneipal  in  a  bond  conditioned  for  the 
payment  of.  claims  for  labor  or  materials  fur- 
nished to  him  will  not  prevent  the  sureties, 
who  were  parties  to  the  action,  from  disput- 
ing on  appeal  facts  which  were  necessary  to 
establish  their  liability. 

(February  4,  1001.) 

EBBOR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Eastern  Division  of  the 


District  of  Washington  to  review  a  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  &fendant8  in  an  action 
brought  to  enforce  a  contractor's  bond  for 
the  payment  of  claims  for  labor  and  mate- 
rials.   Affirmed, 

Statement  by  Gilbert,  Circuit  Judge: 
On  July  1,  1897,  N.  B.  Rundle  entered  into 
a  contract  with  the  United  States  to  erect 
certain  buildings  near  Spokane  in  the  state 
of  Washington,  and  in  pursuance  of  an  act 
of  Congress  approved  August  13,  1894,  exe- 
cuted and  delivered  a  bond  to  the  United 
States  in  the  penal  sum  of  $10,000,  condi- 
tioned that  the  said  N.  B.  Rundle  should 
well  and  truly  and  in  all  respects  duly  and 
fully  observe  and  perform  the  contract,  and 
''promptly  make  full  payments  to  all  persons 
supplying  him  labor  or  materials  in  the 
prosecution  of  the  work  provided  for  in  said 
contract."  The  sureties  upon  the  bond  were 
D.  W.  Henley  and  F.  E.  snodgrass,  the  de- 
fendants in  error.  The  Fidelity  National 
Bank,  the  plaintiff  in  error,  brought  the 
present  action  against  the  defendants  in  er- 
ror and  N.  B.  Rundle  upon  their  bond,  al- 
leging that  during  the  progress  of  the  work 
upon  the  contract  numerous  persons  per- 
formed work  upon  the  buildings  called  for 
by    the    contract   and    furnished    materials 


NOTB. — For  authorities  in  this  series  as  to 
tbe  effect  of  payment  of  a  debt  by  a  volunteer 
or  stranger  to  the  original  undertaking,  see 
Crumllsh  v.  Central  Improv.  Co.  (W.  Va.)  28 
L.  R.  A.  120,  and  note;  Bank  of  Antlgo  v. 
Union  Trust  Co.  (111.)  23  L.  R.  A.  611 ;  Camp- 
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bell  V.  Foster  Home  Asso.  (Pa.)  26  L.  R.  A. 
117;  Ferguson  v.  <)uinn  (Tenn.)  33  L.  R.  A. 
(*88 ;  Mercantile  Trust  Co.  v.  Hart  (C.  C.  App. 
8th  C.)  35  L.  R.  A.  352.  Also  Volts  v.  National 
BaiUk  (111.)  30  L.  R.  A.  155 :  Union  Mortg.  Rkg. 
&  T.  Co.  V.  Peters  (Miss.)  30  L.  R.  A.  829. 
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used  therein,  and  that  the  aaid  laborers  and 
materialmen,  prior  to  August  13,  1898,  as- 
signed their  clainia  to  said  bank,  the  claims 
amounting  to  $6,868.71  for  materials  and 
4|$2,603.7))  for  labor.  Kundle  made  no  ap- 
pearance, and  default  and  judgment  were 
taken  against  him.  The  defendants  in  error 
answered,  denying  that  the  claims  had  been 
assigned  to  the  plaintifT  in  error,  and  alleg- 
ing as  an  aHirmative  defense  that  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
defendants  in  error^  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment with  Rundle  whereby  it  was  to  wait 
for  the  pay  on  said  claims  thirty  days,  or 
from  estimate  to  estimate  as  made  by  the 
officer  representing  the  government  in  said 
contract,  and  that  by  such  extension  of  cred^ 
it  the  defendants  in  error  had  become  re- 
leased from  liability  upon  the  bond.  Upon 
the  issues  so  made,  the  case  was  tried  before 
a  jury,  and  a  verdict  was  rendered  for  the 
plaintiff  in  error  for  the  sum  of  $3,115.21 
and  interest.  In  the  verdict  it  was  8j>ecified 
that  the  amount  so  found  was  upon  three 
certain  claims  for  materials  that  had  been 
assigned  to  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  $339.- 
45,  with  interest  thereon,  for  labor  which 
had  been  paid  upon  time  checks  approved 
and  authorized  by  D.  W.  Henley,  one  of  the 
defendants  in  error.  See  40  C.  C.  A.  450, 
100  Fed.  400. 

Argued  before  Qilhert^  Rosa,  and  Marrowj 
Circuit  Judges. 

Messrs.  Happy  Sc  Hindman,  for  plain- 
tiff in  error: 

An  agreement  to  extend  the  time  of  pay- 
ment, in  order  to  be  sufficient  to  discharge 
sureties,  must  be  for  a  definite  time — a  time 
certain,  and  to  a  time  which  is  bound  to  hap- 
pen. 

Brandt,  Suretvship  &  Guaranty,  §  344; 
Webb  V.  Pahde  *(Tex.  Civ.  App.)  43  S.  W. 
19;  Benjamin  v.  Hillard,  23  How.  163,  16  L. 
ed.  520;  United  States  v.  Hodge,  6  How.  281, 
12  L.  ed.  437 ;  Findley  v.  Hill,  8  Or.  250,  34 
Am.  Rep.  578. 

From  estimate  to  estimate  is  not  a  definite 
time. 

Stickler  v.  Giles,  9  Wash.  149,  37  Pac. 
293;  Bafik  of  British  Columbia  v.  Jeffs,  15 
Wash.  230,  46  Pac.  247 ;  Harper  v.  Natiowjl 
L.  Ins.  Co.  5  C.  C.  A.  505,  17  U.  S.  App.  48, 
66  Fed.  284;  United  States  v.  Hodge,  6  How. 
283,  12  L.  ed.  439 ;  Benjamin  v.  Hiltard,  23 
How.  165,  16  L.  ed.  521. 

The  principle  upon  which  sureties  are  dis- 
charged is  upon  the  tlieory  that  by  some  acts 
of  the  principal  and  creditors  they  have  been 
injured  without  their  consent. 

The  bond  must  be  construed  as  any  other 
contract,  in  tlie  light  of  surrounding  circum- 
stances. 

United  States  use  of  Vermont  Marble  Co. 
V.  Burgdorf,  13  App.  D.  C.  506. 

The  contract  of  suretyship  contemplated 
that  creditors  could  extend  credit  to  Rundle 
from  one  estimate  to  the  other,  without  dis- 
charging his  sureties  as  to  such  liabilities. 

Wilson  v.  Whitmorc,  92  Hun,  466,  36  N. 
Y.  Supp.  553. 

A  mere  promise  to  pay  usury,  or  giving  a 
52  L.  R.  A. 


note  for  the  same  without  an  actual  payment 
in  advance  of  such  usury,  is  not  a  sufficient 
consideration  for  an  agreement  to  extend  the 
time  of  payment,  because  such  promise  and 
note  are  utterly  void. 

Brandt,  Suretvship  &  Guaranty,  §  35G: 
Wittmer  v.  Ellison,  72  111.  301;  Galbraith  v. 
Fuller  ton,  53  111.  127 ;  Vary  v.  Norton,  6 
Fed.  808;  Thayer  v.  King,  31  Hun,  437;  Jen- 
ness  v.  Cutler,  12  Kan.  500;  Prather  \.  Gam- 
mon, 25  Kan.  379;  Wiley  v.  Hight,  39  Mo. 
130;  Payne  v.  Powell,  14  Tex.  600;  Grossman 
V.  Wohlleben,  90  111.  537 ;  Boyd  v.  Cochrane, 
18  Wash.  281,  51  Pac.  383;  McKamy  v.  J/r- 
Sabb,  97  Tenn.  236.  36  S.  W.  1091;  St.  Ma- 
rks V.  Pulleys,  47  Wis.  67,  1  X.  \\\  390 ;  Ir- 
vine V.  Adams,  48  Wis.  468,  33  Am.  Rep. 
817,  4  X.  W.  573. 

The  actual  payment  of  the  usury  prom- 
ised, or  for  which  the  note  was  given,  after 
the  extended  time  has  expired,  will  not  make 
any  dilfereiice  in  the  rule,  nor  work  the  dis- 
charge of  the  surety. 

Brandt,  Suretyship  &  Guaranty,  §  356; 
Burgess  v.  Detoey,  33  Vt.  ^\%,  Smith  ▼. 
Hyde,  36  Vt  303;  Pattonjv.  Shanklin,  14  B. 
Mon.  15;  Hariman  v.  Banner,  74  Pa.  40; 
Grayson's  Appeal,  108  Pa.  581;  Hoit^ll  v. 
Sevier,  I  Lea,  360,  27  Am.  Rep.  772;  Jenness 
V.  Cutlei;  12  Kan.  500. 

A  judgment  against  the  principal  on  an 
official  undertaking  is  conclusive  against  the 
sureties. 

Faurolc  v.  State  ex  rel.  Gordon,  110  Ind. 
403,  11  y.  E.  474;  Ihrig  v.  Scott,  13  Wash. 
559,  43  Pac.  633;  Low  v.  Deiner,  111  Ind.  46, 
11  N.  E.  791 ;  Faurote  v.  State  ex  rel.  Stcain, 
123  Ind.  6,  23  N.  E.  972;  Walsh  v.  Miller, 
51  Ohio  St.  462,  38  N.  E.  381;  Braiden  v. 
Mercer,  44  Ohio  St.  339,  7  N.  E.  155 :  State 
ex  rel.  Yeoviran  v.  Hoshaw,  86  Mo.  193. 

A  judgment  against  a  principal  on  the 
bond  of  an  administrator  was  held  conclu- 
sive as  to  the  amount  of  money  in  the  hands 
of  the  administrator.         • 

Stovall  V.  Banks,  10  Wall.  583,  19  L.  ed. 
1036:  State  ex  rel.  Christy  v.  Donegan,  83 
Mo.  374;  State  ex  rel.  Frost  v.  Creusbauer, 
68  Mo.  2.54;  Dix  v.  Morris,  66  Mo.  514;  Mar- 
tin v.  Tally,  72  Ala.  23;  Lindsey  v.  Reid,  101 
Pa.  438 ;  Uigdon  v.  Vaughn,  58  Miss.  572. 

A  judgment  against  a  sheriff  is  conclusive 
in  an  independent  action  against  the  sureties 
upon  the  bond. 

Stephens  v.  Shafer,  48  Wis.  54,  33  Am. 
Rep.  796,  3  N.  W.  835 ;  2  Brandt,  Suretyship 
&>  Guaranty,  §  481;  Masser  v.  Strickland^ 
17  Serg.  &  R.  354,  17  Am.  Dec.  668;  Eagka 
v.  Kern,  5  Whart.  144;  Dennie  v.  Smith,  129 
Mass.  143 ;  Conner  v.  Reeves,  103  N.  Y.  527, 
9  N.  E.  439. 

The  report  of  the  treasurer  as  to  the 
amount  of  money  in  his  hands  when  he  made 
the  report  is  conclusive  against  the  sureties, 
in  an  action  upon  the  default  of  the  princi- 
pal. 

Chicago  v.  Gage,  95  111.  593,  35  Am.  Rep. 
195;  Territory  v.  Cook  (Ariz.)  17  Pac.  10; 
Boone  County  v.  Jozies,  64  Iowa,  699,  37 
Am.  Rep.  229,  2  N.  W.  987.  7  N.  W.  155; 
State  ex  rel.  Vincennes  Twp.  v.  Grammer, 
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29  Ind.  530;   United  States  v.  Oiraultf  11 
How.  27,  13  L.  ed.  590. 

The  sureties  had  notice  of  the  proceedings 
against  the  principal^  and  are  therefore 
•bound. 

Wood,  Practice  Ev.  p.  746;  Leather  v. 
Poultney,  4  Binn.  352;  Hamilton  v.  Cutis,  4 
Mass.  349,  3  Am.  Dec.  222 ;  Bender  v.  From- 
herger,  4  Dall.  430,  1  L.  ed.  898;  Witmer  v. 
Mchlatter,  2  Rawle.  359;  State  use  of  Fulton 
V.  Colerick,  3  Ohio,  487;  Dexter-Horton  d 
Co.  T.  Sayward,  66  Fed.  278;  Greenl.  Ev.  § 
188;  Ihrig  v.  Scott,  13  Wash.  559,  43  Pac. 
633;  Drummond  v.  Prestman,  12  Wheat. 
515,  6  L.  ed.  712;  Moses  v.  Unitrd  States, 
166  U.  S.  600,  41  L.  ed.  1129,  17  Sup.  Ct. 
Kep.  682;  United  States  v.  Allshury,  4  Wall. 
180,  sub  nom.  United  States  v.  Burbank,  18 
L.  ed.  321 ;  McLaughlin  v.  Bank  of  Potomac, 
'  7  How.  220,  12  L.  ed.  675;  Broum  d  H.  Co. 
V.  LifiOn,  92  Fed.  856;  Union  Guaranty  d 
T,  Co.  V.  Robinson,  24  C.  C.  A.  650,  49  U.  S. 
App.  148,  79  Fed.  420. 

On  petition  for  rehearing. 

Rundle  and  Brooke  testified  that  time 
checks  for  labor  were  to  be  drawn,  and  that 
the  bank  was  to  discount  them  and  hold 
them  from  estimate  to  estimate. 

The  word  "discount"  signifies  the  act  of 
buying  a  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note 
for  a  less  sum  than  that  upon  its  face  is  pay- 
Able. 

Pape  y.  Capitol  Bank,  20  Kan.  440,  27 
Am.  Kep.  183;  Tracy  v.  Talmage,  18  Barb. 
462;  Atlantic  State  Bank  v.  Savtry,  18  Hun, 
30;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Sherburne,  14  111. 
App.  566. 

These  time  checks  passed  by  indorsement 
and  delivery. 

Rio  Ch-ande  Extension  Co.  v.  Coby,  7  Colo. 
299,  3  Pac.  481. 

The  evidence  shows  that  there  was  an  as- 
■si^niment  of  Uiese  time  checks. 

Time  cheeks  of  this  kind  are  negotiable, 
and  pass  by  indorsement  and  delivery. 

Rio  Grande  Exttnsio^i  Co.  v.  Coby,  7  Colo. 

299,  3  Pac.  4ai;  Pass  v.  McRea,  36  Miss. 

143;  Kimball  v.  Donald,  20  Mo.  577,  64  Am. 

Dec.  209;  McEtcen  v.  Johnson,  7  Cal.  258; 

'Jones  V.  Witter,  13  Mass.  304. 

Messrs.  Hemley,  Kellam,  Sc  Lindaley 
and  A.  G.  Avery,  for  defendants  in  error: 

The  surety  is  considered  as  bound  only  for 
the  actual  conduct  of  the  party,  and  not  for 
whatever  he  might  say  he  had  done,  and 
therefore  is  entitled  to  proof  of  his  conduct 
by  original  evidence,  where  it  can  be  had. 

Greenl.  Ev.  §  187;  Brandt,  Suretyship  A 
Ouaranty,  §  518;  2  Wharton,  Ev.  §  1212; 
Hatch  V.  Elkins,  65  N.  Y.  489 ;  Hoichkiss  v. 
Lyon,  2  Blackf .  222 ;  Pieice  v.  Goldsberry,  35 
Ind.  317;  Union  Sav.  Asso.  v.  Edwards,  47 
Mo.  445 ;  Stetson  v.  New  Orleans  City  Bank, 
2  Ohio  St.  167;  1  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d 
«d.  pp.  702,  703. 

Except  in  eases  where,  upon  the  fair  con- 
atniction  of  the  contract,  the  surety  may  be 
held  to  have  undertaken  to  be  responsible  for 
the  result  of  the  suit,  or  where  he  is  made 
privy  to  the  suit  by  notice,  and,  the  oppor- 
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tunity  being  given  him  to  defend  it,  a  judg- 
ment against  the  principal  alone  is,  as  a 
general  rule,  evidence  against  the  surety  of 
the  fact  of  its  recovery  only,  and  not  of  any 
fact  which  it  was  necessary  to  find  in  order 
to  recover  such  judgment. 

Brandt,  Suretvship  &  Guaranty,  2d  ed.  § 
630;  Black,  Judgm.  S  587;  Pico  v.  Webster, 
14  Cal.  203,  73  Am.  Dec.  647;  Rodini  v. 
Lytic,  17  Mont  448,  52  L.  R.  A.  165,  43  Pac. 
501;  Shelby  v.  The  Governor,  2  Blackf.  289; 
DeGreiff  v.  Wilson,  30  N.  J.  Eq.  435;  Lucas 
v.  The  Governor,  6  Ala.  826;  Moss  v.  Mc- 
Cullough,  5  Hill,  131;  Miller  v.  White,  50  N. 
Y.  141;  GilUnan  v.  Strong,  64  Pa.  242; 
Pioneer  Sav.  d  L.  Co.  v.  Bartsch,  51  Minn. 
474,  53  X.  W.  764;  Aeschlimann  v.  Presby- 
terian Hospital,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  998;  Greenl. 
Ev.  S  524. 

Gilbert,  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

Upon  the  writ  of  error  it  is  now  contend- 
ed that  the  trial  court  erroneously  charged 
the  jury  concerning  the  effect  of  the  exten- 
sion of  time  which  was  given  to  N.  B.  Run- 
dle by  the  Fidelity  National  Bank.  It  is 
urged  that  the  agreement  which  was  made 
between  liundle  and  the  bank  to  extend  the 
time  of  payment  from  estimate  to  estimate 
as  made  upon  the  work  was  an  extens^ion  for 
no  definite  period,  and  that  therefore  it  did 
not  operate  to  release  the  sureties,  and  that 
the  agreement  to  extend  waa  without  consid- 
eration, and  was  not  binding  upon  the  bank. 
The  transaction  between  Rundle  and  the 
bank  is  fully  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions. It  appears  that  when  Rundle  found 
that  the  contract  was  to  be  awarded  to  him  • 
he  went  to  the  prestident  of  the  bank  to  make 
arrangements  for  a  loan  of  money  to  help 
him  carry  it  out.  An  arrangement  was 
made  whereby  the  bank  was  to  furnish  him 
from  five  to  ten  thousand  dollars  as  might 
be  required,  to  pay  for  labor,  and  to  pay 
what  might  be  needed  to  carry  the  work 
along  during  the  time  between  each  estimate, 
for  which  the  bank  was  to  receive  an  assign- 
ment of  the  total  amount  due  upon  the  con- 
tract, so  that  the  money  might  be  paid  to 
the  bank,  and  not  pass  through  the  con- 
tractor's hands.  It  was  arranged  that  the 
labor  debts  should  be  paid  by  time  check.s, 
and  that  the  bank  should  receive  its  compen- 
sation by  discounting  the  time  checks  3  per 
centum.  This  was  the  understanding  as  tes- 
tified to  by  all  the  witnesses.  Nothing  was 
said  in  any  of  the  conversations  concerning 
an  assignment  of  tiie  claims  of  laborers  and 
materialmen  to  the  bank,  and  none  of  such 
claims  were  in  fact  assigned  to  the  bank,  ex- 
cept the  three  claims  mentioned  in  the  ver- 
dict. Those  were  claims  for  materials 
which  had  been  furnished  the  contractor  up- 
on the  guaranty  of  the  bank,  and  after  pay- 
ment had  been  formally  assigned  to  the 
bank.  The  time  checks  for  labor  were,  in 
form,  certificates  that  the  laborer  had 
worked  a  designated  number  of  days  in  a 
month  named,  at  a  certain  rate  per  day,  stat- 
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iiig  the  amount  due,  containing  upon  their 
face  the  words,  "Fidelity  Bank,  please  pay," 
and  signed  by  Rundle.  They  were  in  effect 
checks  upon  the  bank  drawn  by  Kundle  in 
favor  of  the  laborers.  The  whole  transac- 
tion, as  it  is  detailed  by  all  the  witnesses, 
amounted  to  an  agreement  whereby  the  bank 
agreed  to  loan  money  to  Rundle  to  carry  out 
his  contract,  and  to  permit  him  to  check  out 
tlie  loan  as  required  to  pay  the  laborers. 
When  the  time  checks  were  paid  by  the  bank 
tjiey  were  indorsed  as  any  otner  checks  would 
have  been  indorsed  by  the  payees.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  circumstances  to  sfhow  an  as- 
signment to  the  bank  gf  any  of  these  time 
checks  for  labor  or  the  orders  for  the  pay- 
ment of  materialmen,  or  that  it  was  the  in- 
tention of  the  bank  to  take  such  assign- 
ments, or  to  become  substituted  to  the  riglits 
of  such  payees.  The  answer  of  the  defend- 
ants in  error  distinctly  placed  in  issue  the 
allegation  of  the  complaint  that  such  ac- 
counts had  been  assigned  to  the  bank.  The 
testimony  sustains  their  denial,  and  shows 
that  no  assignment  was  made.  Nor  can  it 
be  claimed  that  the  law  will  raise  a  presump- 
tion of  an  assignment  upon  the  facts  in  the 
case.  It  is  true  that  an  assignment  may  in 
some  cases  be  made  by  parol,  and  that  under 
certain  circumstances  the  presumption  will 
arise  that  an  assignment  was  intended  sole- 
ly from  the  nature  of  the  transaction.  But 
in  the  circumstances  of  the  present  case  we 
discover  nothing  upon  which  to  rest  such  a 
presumption.  The  agreement  was  wholly 
between  the  contractor  and  the  bank.  The 
laborers  and  tlie  materialmen  were  not  parties 
to  it.  They  took  their  checks  and  their  or- 
ders to  the  bank  as  directed,  and  were  there 
paid.  The  checks  and  orders  were  indorsed 
as  evidences  of  payment,  and  for  no  other 
purpose,  and  the  bank  retained  them  as 
vouchers.  In  this  there  was  no  assignment. 
Martin  v.  Michigan  d  0.  R.  Co.  62  Mich. 
458,  2y  N.  \V.  40;  Dudley  v.  Toledo,  A.  A.  d 
N,  M.  /?.  Co,  65  Mich.  656,  32  N.  W.  884. 

If  there  was  no  assignment  to  the  bank  of 
any  of  the  claims  save  those  mentioned  in  the 
verdict,  there  could  be  for  the  unassigned 
claims  no  liability  to  the  bank  upon  the 
bond;  for  the  protection  afforded  by  the 
bond  was  to  such  only  as  might  supply  the 
contractor  with  labor  and  materials  in  the 
prosecution  of  his  work.  It  did  not  extend 
to  a  bank  which  might  lend  money  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  for  such  work  and  mate- 
ria is.  But  the  plaintiff  in  error  contends 
that  the  judgment  rendered  against  the  con- 
tractor in  the  present  action  is  evidence 
againt^t  the  sureties  of  all  the  facts  pleaded 
in  the  complaint,  and  that  they  cannot  now 
dispute  the  assignment  of  the  claims.  The 
rule  which  is  sustained  by  the  weight  of  au- 
tliority  is  that  a  judgment  against  the  prin- 
cipal upon  a  bond  such  as  that  here  sued  up- 
on is  not  admissible  in  evidence  against  the 
sureties,  except:  First,  in  cases  where  the 
bond  is  conditioned  to  pay  such  judgment  as 
may  be  rendeied  against  the  principal;  and, 
sn'ond,  in  cases  in  which  the  sureties  have 
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had  the  opportunity  to  appear  and  defend  itt 
the  action  against  the  principal, — and  that 
the  judgment,  when  so  admissible,  is  "evi- 
dence against  the  surety  of  the  fact  of  its  re- 
covei-y  only,  and  not  evidence  of  any  fact 
which  it  was  necessary  to  find  in  order  to- 
rero ver   such   judgment."     Brandt,    Surety- 
ship ^  Guaranty,  2d  ed.   §   630,  and  casea 
there  cited.     The  present  case  does  not  come 
within  the  letter  of  the  first  exception  to 
the  rule,  nor  within  the  spirit  and  intent  of 
the  second.     This  is  not  a  case  in  which  the 
sureties  had  the  opportunity  to  defend,  and 
failed    to    defend,    an    action    which    wa^- 
brought  against  their  principal.     This  is  not 
the  ordinary  case  in  which  a  judgment  ha» 
first   been   obtained   against   the   principal, 
and  a  second  action  is  brought  a^inst  the 
sureties  to  compel  its  payment.     In  such  a 
case  the  first  judgment  is  held  to  be  evidence' 
against  the  sureties,  for  the  reason  that  it 
is  tlie  result  of  a  judicial  investigation  in 
which  the  sureties  might  have  availed  them- 
selves of  the  opportunity  to  make  a  defense 
for    their    principal.    Here    the    action    is 
brought  in  the  first  instance  against  the 
principal  and  his  two  sureties.    The  princi- 
pal, presumably  for  the  reason  that  he  owed 
the  bank  the  #iill  amount  for  which  the  a<y 
tion  was  brought,  and  had  no  defense,  made 
no  appearance  in  the  action.    Judgment  by 
default  was  rendered  against  him.    But  at 
the  same  time  that  this  was  done  the  sure- 
ties were  in  court  in  the  same  action  with 
their  answer  to  the  complaint  denying  the 
assignment  of  the  claims  to  the  bank,  and 
denying,   so   far   as  the  unassigned   claims 
were  concerned,  their  own,  and  incidentally 
their   principal's,   liability   upon   the  bond. 
Upon  what  principle  can  it  be  said  that  the 
silence   of   the   contractor — his    failure   to 
make   answer — can   be   shown   in    evidence 
against   the  sureties  upon  the  very   issues 
which   they  ha^   raised  both   for  him  and 
themselves  upon  their  denial  that  certain  of 
these  claims  had  been  assigned  to  the  bank? 
But,  in  any  view  of  the  effect  of  the  judg- 
ment against  the  principal,  itoould  beno  more 
than  prima  facie  evidence  against  the  sure- 
tics.     Moses  V.  United  States,  106  U.  8.  671, 
41  L.  ed.  1119,  17  Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  682;  Union 
Guaranty  d  T.  Co.  v.  Robinson,  24  C.  C.  A. 
660,  49  U.  S.  App.  148,  79  Fed.  420;  LoweU 
V.  Parker,  10  Met.  309,  43  Am.  Dec.  436. 
The  evidence  which  was  produced  by  the  de- 
fendants in  error  is  more  than  sufficient  to 
overcome   such    prima    facie   presumption. 
The  testimony  discloses  all  the  circumstan- 
ces of  the  loan  from  the  bank  to  Rundle,  the 
particulars  of  their  understanding,  and  the 
details  of  the  dealing  of  the  bank  with  the 
laborers  and  the  materialmen,  and  it  shows 
that  in  fact  there  was  no  assignment  to  the 
bank  of  claims  other  than  those  which  were 
specified  in  Hie  verdict. 

The  view  which  we  take  of  the  question  ol 
the  assignment  of  these  claims  as  shown  by 
the  record  renders  it  unnecessary  to  discuss 
the  other  questions  which  are  presented. 
The  judgment  will  be  affirmed. 
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William  Everett  BOYD,  by  Guardian  ad  li- 
tem, Reapt.y 

V. 

PORTLAND  GENERAL  ELECTRIC  COM- 
PANY, AppU 

(37  Or.  567.) 

1.     Remarks  of  eonnsel  In  arff«ment  as 

to  matters  not  In  evidence  are  not  ground 
for  reversal  on  appeal  where  the  court  de- 
clined to  permit  blm  to  proceed,  and  charged 
the  Jury  to  disregard  statements  as  to  facts 
not  in  evidence*  and  the  remarks  were  not 
manifestly  Intended  to  unduly  influence  or 
mislead  the  jury. 
a.  'Want  of  snlllcient  aasistaneo 
promptly  to  replace  broken  electric 
-vrires  which  were  prostrated  In  numerous 
places  at  the  same  time  by  reason  of  an  un- 
usual and  unexpected  storm,  cannot,  as  a 
matter  of  law,  be  said  to  be  no  excuse  for 
delay,  but  Is  a  matter  for  the  consideration 
of  the  Jury  In  determining  the  question  of 
reasonable  care  in  removing  the  danger. 

(October  15,  19(K).) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Multnomah  Coun- 
ty in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  injuries  alleged  to 
have  been  caused  by  defendant's  negligently 
permitting  a  charged  electric-light  wire  to 
be  down  so  that  plaintiff  oame  in  contact 
with  it.    Reversed. 

Statement  by  Bean,  Ch.  J.: 

This  is  an  action  to  recover  damages  for 
an  injury  to  plaintiff  from  an  electric-lignt 
wire.  llie  defendant  is  a  corporation,  en- 
gaged in  supplying  the  city  of  Portland  and 
its  inhabitants  with  electric  light,  for  which 
purpoae  it  has  erected  poles  in  the  streets, 
with  arms  near  the  top  bearing  the  wires 
which  transmit  the  electricity.  During  the 
afternoon  and  night  of  December  6,  1897,  a 
violent  wind  and  rain  storm,  prevailing  in 
Portland  and  vicinity,  prostrated  defend- 
ant's lines  in  many  places.  In  Woodlawn,  a 
suburb  of  the  city,  about  6  or  7  o'clock  in  the 
evening,  one  of  the  wires  stretched  over  Mag- 


nolia street  parted  at  a  point  about  120  feet 
west  of  Dakota  street,  and,  crossing  over  the 
other  wires,  hung  down  in  two  loops,  one 
of  which  swung  near  the  ground,  about  2  or 
3  feet  west  of  the  pole  at  the  intersection  of 
the  streets.  About  8  o'clock  on  the  morning 
of  the  7th,  plaintiff,  who  was  eleven  years  of 
age,  and  resided  with  his  father  on  Dakota 
street,  about  200  feet  south  of  its  junction 
with  Magnolia,  was  sent  on  an  errand  requir- 
ing him  to  pass  near  the  light  pole  at  the 
corner.  A  few  minutes  later  he  was  discov- 
ered lying  on  the  ground  inmiediately  under 
the  broken  wire,  in  an  insensible  xx>ndition, 
his  right  hand  badly  burned,  and  the  back 
of  his  head  so  burned  that  the  flesh  there- 
after sloughed  off,  leaving  a  circular  space, 
about  3  inches  in  diameter,  bare  to  the  skuH. 
No  one  witnessed  the  accident,  and  the 
plaintiff  was  unable  to  give  anv  account  of 
how  it  occurred,  but  it  is  agreed  that  it  was 
caused  by  contact  with  the  broken  wire.  It 
is  alleged  in  the  complaint,  among  other 
things,  that  defendant  did  not  exercise  due 
care  and  diligence  in  replacing  and  takiftg 
care  of  the  wire  after  it  had  parted  on  the 
evening  of  the  6th,  and  is  therefore  liable 
for  the  injury  suffered  by  the  plaintiff.  The 
answer  denies  the  negligence  charged,  and 
for  an  affirmative  defense  alleges  contribu- 
tory negligence.  The  trial  resulted  in  a  ver- 
dict in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  $5,000, 
which  was  reduced  by  the  trial  court  to  $2,- 
500,  and  a  judgment  entered  accordingly. 
The  defendant  appeals,  assigning  as  error 
the  misconduct  of  plaintiff's  counsel,  and  the 
giving  and  refusal  of  certain  instructions  by 
the  trial  court. 

Messrs.  Dolph,  Mallory,  Sc  Simoiiy  for 

appellant : 

The  conduct  of  the  plaintiff's  counsel  at 
the  trial  of  this  cause,  in  getting  before  the 
jury  an  impression  that  the  defendant  was 
insured  by  an  accident  insurance  company 
against  loss  on  account  of  accidents  of  thin 
kind,  was  highly  prejudicial  to  the  defend- 
ant, notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  jury 
was  told  by  the  court  to  "preclude  matters 
not  in  evidence," 

Kelley  v.  Highfield,  15  Or.  277,  14  Pac. 


XoTE. — On  the  question  of  liability  for  In- 
juries by  electric  wires  in  highways,  see  Den- 
ver Consol.  Electric  Co.  v.  Simpson  (Colo.)  31 
L.  K.  A.  566,  and  note;  also  City  Electric 
Street  R.  Co.  v.  Conery  (Ark.)  31  L.  B.  A.  570; 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  State  use  of  Nelson 
(Md.)  31  L.  R.  A.  572:  Mitchell  v.  Charleston 
Light  &  .P.  Co.  (S.  C.)  31  L.  R.  A.  577 ;  Mc- 
Kay V.  Southern  Bell  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co. 
(Ala.)  31  L.  R.  A.  589;  Huber  v.  La  Crosse 
City  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  31  L.  R.  A.  583 ;  Suburban 
Electric  Co.  v.  Nugent  (N.  J.).  32  L.  R.  A.  700 ; 
Atlanta  Consol.  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Owings  (Ga.) 
33  L.  R.  A.  798;  Newark  Electric  Light  &  P. 
Co.  V.  Garden  (C.  C.  App.  3d  C.)  37  L.  R.  A. 
725;  Snyder  v.  Wheeling  Electrical  Co.  (W. 
Va.)  30  L.  R.  A.  499;  Bergln  ▼.  Southern  New 
England  Teleph.  Co.  (Conn.)  39  L.  R.  A.  192; 
Gannon  v.  Laclede  Gaslight  Co.  (Mo.)  43  L. 
R.  A.  505;  Mooney  v.  Luzerne  Borough   (Pa.) 
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40  L.  R.  A.  811 ;  Brush  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co. 
V.  Lefevre  (Tex.j  49  L.  R.  A.  771. 

As  to  liability  for  injury  by  escape  of  elec- 
tricity from  railR  in  street,  see  Trenton  Pass. 
R.  Co.  V.  Cooper  (N.  J.)  38  L.  R.  A.  637. 

As  to  negligence  as  to  electric  wires  on  build- 
ings, see  (irlffln  v.  United  Electric  Light  Co. 
(Mass.)  32  L.  R.  A.  400,  and  note.  In  this 
series,  see  also  McLaughlin  v.  Louisville  Elec- 
tric Light  Co.  (Ky.)  34  L.  R.  A.  812;  Brown  ▼. 
Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  (Md.)  46  L. 
R.  A.  74^5. 

As  to  liability  for  Injuries  to  employees  by 
electricity,  see  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Mullen  (N.  J.)  32  L.  R.  A.  351,  and  note;  also 
Willey  V.  Boston  Electric  Light  Co.  (Mass.)  37 
L.  R.  A.  723;  Anderson  v.  Inland  Teleph.  St 
Teleg.  Co.  (Wash.)  41  L.  R.  A.  410;  Moran  v. 
Corliss  Steam  Engine  Co.  (B.  L)  45  L.  B.  A. 
267. 
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744;  Henry  v.  Huff,  143  Pa.  548,  22  Atl. 
1046;  Widrick  v.  Moore,  49  N.  Y.  S.  R.  919, 
22  N.  Y.  Supp.  1119;  Broum  v.  Hannibal  d 
iSt.  J.  R.  Co.  GO  Mo.  588. 

Direction  to  disregard  does  not  cure  error. 

Erben  v.  Lorillard,  19  N.  Y.  299;  People 
V.  Foicler,  104  Mich.  449,  02  N.  W.  572;  (HI- 
let  V.  Mead,  7  Wend.  193,  22  Am.  Dec.  578; 
Wdldron  v.  M-aldron,  156  U.  S.  361,  39  L. 
ed.  453,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  383;  Penficld  v. 
CarjHtider,  13  Johns.  350;  Tuttle  v.  Hunt, 
2  Cow.  436;  MorHs  v.  Maddox,  97  Ga.  575, 
25  S.  E.  487 ;  McHenry  Coal  Co.  v.  Sfieddon, 
98  Ky.  684,  34  S.  VV.  228 ;  State  v.  Hunaaker, 
16  Or.  497,  19  Pac.  605;  Bullard  v.  Boston 
d  M.  R.  Co^.  64  N.  H.  27,  5  Atl.  838. 

The  happening  of  an  accident  raises  no 
presumption  of  negligence. 

Kincaid  v.  Oregon  Hhort  Line  R.  Co.  22 
Or  35,  29  Pac.  3;  Ward  v.  Southern  P.  Co. 
25  Or.  433,  23  L.  R.  A.  715,  36  Pac.  166. 

Reasonable  care  is  such  care  as  a  person 
of  ordinary  prudence  would  exercise  under 
the  circumstances  of  the  particular  case. 

Stone  V.  Oregon  City  Mfg.  Co.  4  Or.  52; 
Walsh  V.  Oregon  R.  d  Nav.  Co.  10  Or.  250; 
Hurst  V.  Burnside,  12  Or.  520,  8  Pac.  888; 
2  Thomp.  Neg.  1233;  Anderson's  Dictionary, 
p.  150. 

A  failure  to  observe  obvious  danger  consti- 
tutes contributory  negligence  which  will  bar 
a  recovery  when  opportunity  for  observing 
the  danger  is  such  as  to  call  the  attention  of 
a  reasonably  prudent  person  having  regard 
for  his  personal  safety. 

Patterson,  Railway  Accident  Law,  p.  50; 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co,  v.  Henderson,  43  Pa. 
449;  Payne  v.  Chicago  d  A.  R.  Co.  129  Mo. 
405,  30  S.  W.  148,  31  S.  W.  885;  Briscoe  v. 
Southern-  R,  Co.  103  Ga.  224,  28  S.  E.  638. 

No  question  was  made  of  plaintiff's  ability 
to  sec  or  his  capacity  to  understand.  His 
own  statement  that  he  knew  the  dangerous 
character  of  an  electric-light  wire  is  conclu- 
sive, and  it  was  improper  for  the  court  to 
instruct  as  stated. 

Payne  v.  Chicago  d  A.  R.  Co.  129  Mo.  405, 

30  S.  W.  148,  31  S.  W.  885. 

Infancy  is  no  excuse  where  there  is  knowl- 
edge of  danger. 

Merryman  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  d  P.  R.  Co. 
85  Iowa,  634,  52  N.  W.  545;  Payne  v.  Chi- 
cago d  A.  R.  Co.  129  Mo.  405,  30  S.  W.  148, 

31  S.  W.  885. 

Even  if  defendant  should  have  been  negli- 
gent, if  the  plaintiff,  by  the  exercise  of  or- 
dinary care,  could  have  discovered  it  or 
avoided  the  injury,  he  cannot  recover. 

Cook  V.  Wilmington  City  Electric  Co.  9 
Houst.  (Del.)  306,  32  Atl.  643. 

Messrs.  Dnfnr  A  M enef ee,  for  respond- 
ent: 

The  court  is  not  accused  with  any  wrong 
in  conduct  or  error  in  decision  upon  any 
matters  relating  in  any  way  to  the  charge 
of  misconduct  of  counsel. 

Improper  comments  of  counsel,  either  in  a 
civil  or  criminal  case,  will  not  of  themselves 
justify  a  reversal  of  judgment  under  our 
system. 

State  V.  Anderson,  10  Or.  448;  State  ▼. 
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Abranis,  11  Or.  109,  8  Pac.  327;  State  ▼. 
Olds,  19  Or.  397,  24  Pac.  394. 

If  the  defendant  failed  to  do  what  a  pr J- 
dent,  careful  person,  solicitous  of  the  public 
safety,  would  under  the  circumstances  have 
done,  and  through  such  omission  the  acci- 
dent occurred,  and  without  the  fault  of 
plaintiff,  then  the  defendant  is  liable. 

Haynes  v.  Raleigh  Gas  Co.  114  N.  C.  203, 
10  S.  E.  344,  26  L.  R,  A.  810;  McLaughlin 
V.  Louisville  Electric  Light  Co.  100  Ky.  173, 
34  L.  R.  A.  812,  37  S.  W.  851;  Mitchell  v. 
Charleston  Light  d  P.  Co.  45  S.  C.  146,  31 
L.  R.  A.  577,  22  S.  E.  767;  Willoy  v.  Boston 
Electric  Light  Co.  168  Mass.  40,  37  L.  R.  A. 
723,  46  N.  E.  395;  Denver  Consol.  Electric 
Co.  V.  Simpson,  21  Colo.  371,  31  L.  R.  A. 
566,  41  Pac.  499;  Qiraudi  v.  Electric  Improv. 
Co.  107  Cal.  120,  28  L.  R.  A.  596,  40  Pac. 
108;  Ahern  v.  Oregon  Teleph.  d  Teleg.  Co. 
24  Or.  287,  22  L.  R.  A.  635,  33  Pac.  403,  35 
Pac.  549. 


Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

During  the  trial,  one  Leonard  C.  Jones 
testified  in  behalf  of  defendant,  and  was 
cross-examined  by  plaintiff's  attorney. 
Thereafter,  and  before  the  close  of  the  trial, 
plaintiff  applied  to  the  court  for  leave  to  re* 
call  the  witness  for  further  cross-examina- 
tion. An  objection  was  made,  during  the 
consideration  of  which  counsel  stated  that 
he  desired  to  recross-examine  the  witness  in 
reference  to  his  connection  with  an  accident 
insurance  company  and  its  relation  to  the 
defendant.  Tlie  court  denied  the  applica- 
tion, and  refused  to  permit  the  witness  to 
be  recalled.  The  record  further  shows  that, 
during  the  closing  argument  of  counsel  for 
the  plaintiff,  he  was  interrupted  by  the  de- 
fendant's counsel,  who  said:  "What  is 
that?  I  understand  counsel  to  say  that 
Jones  was  representing  an  insurance  com- 
pany that  indemnified  this  company.  If  be 
said  that,  he  deserves  to  be  reprimanded  for 
it.  There  is  not  a  word  of  testimony  here 
on  that  subject.  He  has  no  right  to  make 
such  a  statement  in  the  presence  of  the  jury. 
He  had  not  concluded  his  statement,  but 
made  an  allusion  to  the  subject  before  I 
caught  him  up  on  it.  He  did  say  that  he 
(Jones)  belonged  to  an  insurance  company 
that  indemnified  this  company."  The  court 
thereupon  instructed  the  jury  to  disregard 
matters  not  in  evidence.  The  record  doe» 
not  contain  the  statements  of  counsel  to 
which  objection  was  made,  and  their  purport 
can  only  be  inferred  from  the  objection  it- 
self. It  is  insisted,  however,  that  his  con- 
duct, as  disclosed  by  the  record,  is  reversible 
error.  It  has  been  repeatedly  held  by  this 
court  that  error  must  be  predicated'  upon 
some  decision  of  the  trial  court,  and  there- 
fore, as  a  general  rule,  an  objection  to  state- 
ments made  by  counsel  during  the  argument 
presents  no  ground  for  review  in  the  appel- 
late court  unless  the  trial  court  was  re- 
quested to  rule  thereon,  and  did  so  adversely 
to  the  complaining  party.  The  question 
arose  in  State  v.  Anderson,  10  Or.  448,  where 
it  is  said  that  improper  comments  of  coun- 
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sel,  either  in  a  civil  or  criminal  case,  will 
not  of  themselves  justify  a  reversal  of  judg- 
ment, under  our  system.  They  must  be  con- 
nected upon  the  record  with  error  of  the 
€ourt>  to  produce  such  a  result;  and,  as  no 
such  error  is  shown  here,  the  alleged  excep- 
tion cannot  be  sustained."  Again,  in  State 
V.  Ahrams,  11  Or.  169,  8  Pac.  327,  it  is  said: 
"We  have  announced  this  principle  before, 
.  .  .  and  we  now  lay  it  down,  as  a  rule 
to  which  there  can  be  no  exceptions,  that  no 
objection  to  proceedings  in  the  court  below 
can  be  heard  in  this  court  which  is  not  based 
on  alleged  error  in  judicial  action  on  the 
part  of  the  lower  oourt."  See  also  State  v. 
Hatcher,  29  Or.  209,  44  Pac.  584.  In  the 
case  at  bar,  the  remarks  of  counsel  did  not 
receive  the  sanction  or  approval  of  the  trial 
court,  but,  on  the  contrary,  it  declined  to 
permit  him  to  proceed,  and,  in  effect,  in- 
structed the  jury  to  disrecard  any  state- 
ments made  in  reference  to  facts  not  in  evi- 
dence, and  therefore,  within  the  doctrine  of 
the  cases  cited,  the  matter  presents  no  ques- 
tion for  review  on  appeal.  It  may  be  true 
that  the  conduct  of  an  attorney  in  going  out 
of  the  record,  and  stating  facts  to  the  jury 
not  in  evidence,  may  be  so  reprehensible,  and 
so  manifestly  intended  to  mislead  the  jury, 
as  to  be  ground  for  reversal,  even  if  the  trial 
court  should  direct  the  jury  to  disregard 
what  he  said  on  the  subject.  Smith  v.  West- 
ern U,  Tcleg.  Co,  55  Mo.  App.  626;  Waldron 
V.  Waldron,  156  U.  S.  361,  39  L.  ed.  453,  15 
Sup.Ct.  Rep.  383 ;  Af  c/^ewry  Coal  Co,  y,  Sned- 
don, 98  Ky.  684,  34  S.  W.  228.  But  this  case 
presents  no  such  features.  There  is  nothing 
to  indicate  that  the  conduct  of  counsel  was  in 
any  way  improper  or  intended  to  unduly  in- 
fluence the  jury.  As  already  said,  his  lan- 
guage is  not  contained  in  the  record;  but, 
whatever  it  may  have  been,  it  no  doubt  was 
uttered  in  the  heat  of  argument,  and  with- 
out any  intentional  wrong  on  his  part.  In 
such  case,  it  is  not  only  the  right,  but  the 
duty,  of  the  trial  court,  when  called  upon,  to 
correct  the  error  into  which  counsel  has  fal- 
len, and  when  it  does  so,  as  a  general  rule, 
the  cause  of  reversal  is  thereby  removed. 

The  principal  question  on  the  trial  wsls 
whether  the  defendant  was  negligent  in  not 
removing  the  broken  wire.  Plaintiff  in- 
sisted that  it  was  negligence  to  allow  the 
wire  to  remain  thirteen  hours  after  it  fell 
before  taking  care  of  it,  while  defendant  con- 
tended that  it  exercised  the  utmost  diligence 
in  repairing  the  damages  to  its  system 
caused  by  the  storm,  but  was  unable  to  reach 
the  wire  in  question  prior  to  the  accident. 
The  court,  after  stating  to  the  jury  the  re- 
spective positions  of  the  parties,  and  that 
wh<fther  the  defendant  had  exercised  reason- 
able care  and  diligence  in  the  matter  was  a 
question  of  fact  for  their  determination,  fur- 
ther instructed  them  as  follows:  "The  sug- 
ge<<tion  is  made  that  they  [defendant  com- 
pany] had  not  sufficient  force  to  carry  on 
this  woiic,  to  raise  all  these  fallen  wires,  as 
early,  perhaps,  as  they  ought  to  have  done; 
but  companies  of  this  sort,  dealing  with  one 
of  the  most  subtle  and  powerful  agencies 
known  to  man,  cannot  plead  want  of  aasist- 
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ance  and  amount  of  expense  as  an  excuse  for 
any  dilator iness  whatever.  The  law  re- 
quires reasonable  care,  and  reasonable  care 
must  be  determined  by  all  the  circumstances 
attending  the  transaction, — what  took  place 
at  the  time,  what  took  place  before."  And, 
again:  "Reasonable  care  in  such  matters 
means  the  utmost  care  and  skill  which  a  man 
is  capable  of  exercising,  considering  the  im- 
mediate circumstance  in  hand.  So  it  must 
be,  then,  that  if  there  was  not  sufficient  force 
in  order  to  prevent  daggers  that  might  arise 
from  fallen  wires,  if  you  find  from  the  tes- 
timony in  the  case  that  the  defendant  was 
negligent  or  dilatory  in  raising  the  wires 
that  had  fallen,  that  oon«iderable  time 
elapsed  after  it  was  broad  daylight  the  next 
morning  before  the  agents,  servants,  of  the 
company  made  their  appearance  to  repair 
the  wires,  you  will  consider  that  question  in. 
connection  with  the  question  of  damages  and 
upon  the  issue  of  negligence."  It  is  insisted, 
and  we  think  properly,  that  this  instruction 
imposed  a  higher  degree  of  duty,  as  a  matter 
of  law,  upon  the  defendant  company,  than  is 
exacted  of  it.  An  electric  light  company 
that  haa  erected  its  poles  and  wires  in  the- 
streets  of  a  municipality,  with  the  consent, 
of  the  proper  authorities,  is  not  an  absolute 
insurer  against  accident  therefrom.  It  is 
only  bound  to  exercise  care  and  diligence  in 
the  erection  and  maintenance  of  its  system 
proportionate  to  the  danger, — Croswell, 
Electricity,  §  236;  Keasbey,  Electric  Wires, 
2d  ed.  ?§  236  et  acq.;  Denver  Consol.  Electric 
Co,  v.  Simpson  (Colo.)  31  L.  R.  A.  566,  note, 
— and  when  it  has  fulfilled  this  duty  it  has 
discharged  its  entire  obligation,  and  its  lia- 
bility ceases.  The  question  of  whether  or 
not  it  has  exercised  reasonable  care  is  for 
the  jury  to  decide.upon  the  facts  of  each  par- 
ticular case,  except  when  reasonable  minds 
could  not  possibly  differ  in  their  conclu- 
sions upon  the  facts.  The  amount  of  care 
necessary,  of  course,  varies  with  the  danger 
which  is  incurred  by  negligence;  and,  in  de- 
termining the  question,  it  is  proper  for  the 
jury  to  take  into  consideration  the  location 
of  the  lines,  whether  in  a  thickly  or  sparsely 
settled  portion  of  the  municipality,  the  use- 
to  which  they  are  to  be  put,  the  harmless  or 
dangerous  nature  of  the  current  to  be  trans- 
mitted over  them,  their  remoteness  or  prox- 
imity to  travelers  on  the  highw^ay,  and  any 
other  circumstances  affecting  the  case.  But 
where,  as  the  evidence  here  tends  to  show, 
the  wires  of  a  company  supplying  a  city  of 
the  size  and  area  of  Portland  have  been  pros- 
trated in  numerous  places  at  the  same  time 
by  reason  of  an  unusual  and  unexpected 
.storm,  it  is  imposing  upon  the  company  a 
duty  not  required  by  any  of  the  decisions  to 
say  that  it  cannot  show,  as  an  excuse  for  a. 
delay  in  taking  care  of  a  particular  wire  in 
a  suburban  part  of  the  city,  the  want  of  as- 
sistance sufficient  to  immediately  repair  all 
the  damages  caused  by  the  storm.  Whether 
the  defendant  company  had  in  its  employ  a 
large  enough  force  of  men  to  meet  the  emer- 
gency, and  whether  its  want  of  assistance 
was  an  adequate  excuse  for  its  delay  in  not 
sooner  taking  care  of  the  wire  which  caused 
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plaintiff's  injury,  were  proper  matters  far 
the  consideration  of  the  jury  in  determining 
the  question  whether  it  had  exercised  rea- 
?«onabIe  care  and  diligence;  but  it  was  not 
the  province  of  the  court  to  say,  as  a  matter 


of  law,  that  want  of  assistance  was  no  ex- 
cuse for  the  delay.  That  question  belonged 
to  the  jury,  not  to  the  court. 

It  follows  that  the  judgment  must  be  re- 
versed, and  a  new  trial  ordered. 


WISCONSIN  SUPREME  COURT. 


William  KOh.BER,  Re^pt., 

V, 

Peter  J.  SOMERS,  Appt. 


( 


Wis. 


) 


1,  A  covenant  In  a  lease  of  land  for 
Jive  yearii  with  a  building,  the  upper  floor 
of  which  is  reached  by  an  outside  stairway 
on  adjacent  premises,  that  the  lessor  will 
protect  the  iegsee  from  interruption  in  his 
use  of  the  stairway  by  the  acts  of  the  adjoin- 
ing proprietors,  cannot  be  implied  under 
Stat.  1898,  i  2204.  providing  that  no  coye- 
Dant  shall  be  implied  in  any  conveyance  of 
real  estate,  and  |  2242,  providing  that  the 
term  "conveyance"  shall  embrace  every  In- 
strument in  writing  by  whicli  any  estate  or 
interest  in  real  estate  is  created,  except  wills 
and  leases  for  a  term  not  exceeding  three 
years. 

2.  An  attorney  may  testify  an  to  lilii 
antliorlty  to  compromliie  a  claim  for 
damages  on  behalf  of  his  client,  since  the 
act  is  one  which  he  has  no  right  to  perform 
without  authority  from  such  client,  and  the 
giving  of  such  authority  necessarily  Implies 
a  right  to  communicate  the  fact. 

8.  Tlie  privilege  of  secrecy  In  com- 
munication to  an  attorney  in  the 
course  of  his  professional  employment  or  ad- 
vice given  thereon  will  not  relieve  plain- 
tiff in  an  action  for  damages  for  breacli  of  an 
implied  covenant  from  answering  a  question 
as  to  whether  he  received  from  his  attorneys 
money  alleged  to  have  been  paid  them  by  the 
defendant  In  settlement  on  the  claim. 

(January  8,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Milwaukee 
County  in  favor  of  plaintifT  in  an  action 
brought  by  a  lessee  to  reoover  upon  an  im- 
plied covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  of  the 
premises.    Reversed. 

Statement  by  Dodce,  J.: 

On  August  25,  1893,  defendant  leased  to 
plaintiff  for  five  years,  at  the  rate  of  $83.33 
per  month,  "the  certain  two-story  frame 
building  known  and  numbered  264  West 
Water  street,  and  the  real  estate  upon  which 
the  same  is  situated."  T\m  building  was 
a  somewhat  dilapidated  frame  building  of 
advanced  age,  consisting  of  a  store  and  an 
imperfect  second  story,  20  feet  front.  At 
the  time  of  the  leasing  an  equally  dilapidat- 


ed frame  building  belonging  to  one  Longe 
stood  about  (5  feet  south  of  the  leased  build- 
ing, and  between  the  two  was  an  old  stair- 
way, used  in  common  to  reach  the  second 
floor  of  both  buildings.  These  steps  were 
supported  on  one  side  by  cleats  nailed  to  the 
leased  building  and  on  the  other  by  uprights 
a  foot  or  two  from  Lange's  building.  At  the 
top  was  a  platform  extending  from  building 
to  building,  and  giving  access  to  both.  In 
May,  1895,  Lange  proceed  to  tear  down  his 
building,  and  to  excavate  for  the  erection  of 
a  new  one  up  to  his  line,  which  was  about  1 
foot  south  01  the  leased  building,  thus  neces- 
sitating the  removal  of  the  sUirs.  There- 
after plaintiff  continued  to  occupy  the 
ground  floor  as  a  store,  making  no  use  of  the 
second  story,  and  paid  his  rent  without  ob- 
jection or  protest  up  to  the  end  of  the  lease. 
He  brings  this  suit  alleging  the  removal  of 
the  stairs  by  other  parties,  his  resulting 
deprivation  of  the  use  of  the  upper  story, 
and  damage  in  the  sum  of  $1,000.  The  jury 
allowed  him  $8.33  per  month  for  the  remain- 
der of  his  leasehold  term, — $333.20.  It  ap- 
peared that  plaintiff,  in  January,  180(1, 
caused  suit  to  be  commenced  by  his  then  at- 
torneys, Felker,  Cicldberg,  &  Felker,  against 
this  defendant,  for  damages  ref&ulting  from 
the  partial  eviction,  predicated  upon  breach 
of  an  implied  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment. 
Defendant  offered  in  evidence  a  written  ac- 
knowledgment from  Felker,  Goldberg,  A, 
Felker  of  settlement  of  said  action  for  the 
sum  of  $25,  paid  December  10,  1896.  In  or- 
der to  qualify  it  for  admission,  defendant 
offered  Mr.  Felker  as  a  witness,  and  having, 
by  him,  established  the  fact  that  he  was  at- 
torney, and  that  the  written  agreement  was 
made  and  delivered,  and  the  amount  therein 
specified  paid,  asked  him  whether  or  not 
plaintifl'  authorized  the  making  of  that  set- 
tlement. He  replied  that  he  could  not  give 
that  information  except  as  the  result  of  com- 
muni  cations  between  plaintiff  and  himself 
in  the  capacity  of  client  and  attorney,  and 
submitted  to  the  court  whether  he  should 
state  it.  The  question  being  objected  to  by 
plaintiff,  the  court  ruled  that  it  called  for 
privileged  communications,  and  sustained 
the  objection.  Plaintiff  was  asked  if  he  re- 
ceived the  $25  so  paid  Felker,  Goldberg,  A 
Felker,  or  any  part  of  it,  and  objection  there- 
to was  sustained.    The  evidence  was  conflict- 


NoTB. — For  earlier  cases  in  this  series  as  to 
confldentlal  communications  to  attorney,  see 
State  V.  Calhoun  (Kan.)  18  L.  R.  A.  838;  Oru- 
ber  V.  Baker  (Nev.)  9  L.  R.  A.  802 ;  Haley  v. 
Eureka  County  Bank  (Nev.)  12  L.  R.  A.  815; 
Ferguson  v.  McBean  (Cal.)  14  L.  R.  A.  65; 
Feder  v.  Brvin  (Tenn.)  36  L.  B.  A.  335 ;  Bruley 
62  L.  R.  A. 


V.  Garvin  (Wis.)  48  L.  R,  A.  839;  Stone  v. 
Minter  ((^a.)  50  L.  R.  A.  356.  See  also  Dler- 
stein  V.  Schubkagel  (Pa.)  6  L.  R.  A.  481,  as  to 
communication  to  law  stHdent. 

As  to  communications  to  attorney  during  prep- 
aration of  wiI4,  see  Doherty  v.  O'Callaghan 
(Mass.)  17  L.  R.  A.  188,  and  note. 
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ing  as  to  whether  plaintiff  consented  to  the 
removal  of  the  stairs.  Upon  the  verdict, 
judgment  was  rendered  for  plaintiff,  from 
which  defendant  appeals. 

Mr.  Jared  Thompson,  Jr.,  for  appel- 
lant: 

The  plaintiff's  attorneys  had  no  right  or 
authority,  by  virtue  of  their  retainer  alone 
in  the  former  action,  to  compromise,  settle, 
and  discontinue  that  action. 

Mandevillc  v.  l^eynolda,  68  N.  Y.  528  j 
Kelly  v.  Wright,  65  Wis.  236,  26  N.  W.  610. 

The  subject-matter  of  the  questions  ex- 
cluded was  not  within  the  privilege  secured 
by  the  common-law  rule  and  the  statute,  es- 
pecially after  execution  of  the  written  settle- 
ment in  question. 

Thayer  v.  MoEwen,  4  111.  App.  416;  Bnow 
V.  aould,  74  Me.  540,  43  Am.  Rep.  604 ;  Herir 
dei'son  v.  Terry y  02  Tex.  281 ;  Burnside  v. 
Terry,  51  Ga.  186;  Wyland  v.  Griffithy  96 
Iowa,  24,  64  N.  W.  673 ;  Todd  v.  Munson,  53 
Conn.  579,  4  Atl.  99;  Moffatt  v.  Hardin^  22 
S.  C.  9;  Hou^e  v.  HoiMey  61  Mich.  69,  27  N. 
W.  858 ;  Ripon  v.  Davics,  2  Nev.  &  M.310;  10 
Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  T-aw,  Ist  ed.  pp.  136-141; 
Day  V.  Afoore,  13  Gray,  522 ;  (Icicer  v.  Emery, 
18  Me.  79.  See  Kelly  v.  Wright,  66  Wis. 
230,  20  N.  W.  610. 

Communications  between  attorney  and  cli- 
ent are  privileged  only  when  fhey  are  con- 
fidential. 

Ifendefson  v.  Terry,  02  Tex.  281;  Hanlon 
V.  Doherty,  109  Ind.  37,  9  N.  E.  782;  Weeks, 
Attorneys,  2d  ed.  pp.  323,  326. 

It  is  an  element  of  privileged  communica- 
tions that  the  same  be  of  a  private  nature, 
and  that  the  same  be  intended  to  be  confiden- 
tial and  private. 

Henderaan  v.  Terry,  62  Tex.  281 ;  Mechem, 
Agency,  p.  740,  §  881;  Murphy  v.  Water- 
house,  113  Cal.  467^  45  Pac.  800;  Snow  v. 
GotUd,  74  Me.  540,  43  Am.  Rep.  605;  19  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  1st  ed.  p.  139,  note  5; 
Rousseau  v.  Bleau,  131  N.  Y.  177,  30  N.  E. 
52. 

The  client's  communications  to  his  attor- 
ney in  the  presence  of  the  adverse  party  are 
not  privileged. 

Weeks,  Attorneys,  2d  ed.  p.  338,  §  159;  19 
Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  1st  ed.  p.  139,  note  2. 

The  settlement  of  the  former  action  was  a 
collateral  matter,  as  also  was  the  authority 
of  counsel  to  make  the  settlement.  Privi- 
lege does  not  extend  to  such  a  case. 

Weeks,  Attorneys,  2d  ed.  p.  364,  §  171; 
Mechem,  Agency,  p.  742. 

Disclosures  will  be  allowed,  for  protection 
of  the  attorney,  and  to  prevent  the  perpetra- 
tion of  a  fraud  upon  the  other  party  inter- 
cfitod. 

Olmatead  v.  We66,  5  App.  D.  C.  38; 
Weeks,  Attorneys,  2d  ed.  p.  332,  §  152; 
Rochester  Vity  Bank  y.  Suydam,  5  How.  Pr. 
254. 

Such  an  implied  covenant,  or  covenants,  do 
not  exist  in  Uiis  state,  except  in  leases  for  a 
term  not  exceeding  three  years.  The  lease 
in  question  was  for  a  five  years'  term. 

Rev.  Stat.  2204,  2242;  Eldred  v.  Leahy,  31 
Wis.  546. 
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Mcssis.  Tnmer,  Pease,  Sc  Tuner,  for 

respondent : 

Where  deprived  by  the  act  of  the  landlerd 
of  part  of  the  premises,  the  action  may  be 
maintained. 

Coulter  V.  Norton  (Mich.)  43  Am.  St.  Rep. 
458,  note,  p.  461 ;  7  Am.  A  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p. 
37:  Beniley  v.  Sill,  35  111.  414;  Orove  v. 
Youell,  110  Mich.  285,  33  L.  R.  A.  297,  68  N. 
W.  132;  Edmison  v.  Lowry,  3  S.  Dak.  77,  17 
L.  R.  A.  275,  52  N.  W.  583,  and  notes;  Royoe 
V.  iiutjgenheim,  106  Mass.  201,  8  Am.  Rep. 
322. 

An  attorney  or  counsellor  at  law  shall  not 
be  allowed  to  disclose  a  communication  made 
by  his  client  to  him,  or  his  advice  given 
thereon  in  the  course  of  his  professional  em- 
ployment. 

Rev.  Stat.  §  4076;  BruXey  v.  Oarvin^  105 
Wis.  625,  48  L.  R.  A.  839,  81  N.  W.  1038. 

An  attorney  has  no  power  or  authority  to 
execute  any  discharge  of  a  debt,  but  upon  the 
actual  payment  of  the  full  amount  of  the 
debt,  and  that  in  money  only. 

Weeks,  Attorneys,  380;  Hooker  v.  Bran- 
don, 75  Wis.  8,  43  N.  \y.  741. 

An  attorney,  by  virtue  of  his  retainer,  has 
no  authority  to  compromise  a  valid  claim 
again^it  a  solvent  person,  by  receiving  a 
small  portion  thereof. 

Kelly  V.  Wright,  65  Wis.  236,  26  N.  W. 
610. 

Fleker  and  Goldberg  had  no  right  to  com- 
promise this  valid  claim  of  the  value  of  more 
than  $300  for  the  sum  of  $25,  without  the 
express  consent  of  the  client. 

Dudley  v.  Beck,  3  Wis.  274;  Qetzlaff  v. 
Sf'liger,  43  Wis.  297. 

Rev.  Stat.  §  2204,  providing  that  no  cove- 
nant shall  be  implied  in  any  conveyance  of 
real  estate,  whether  such  conveyance  con- 
tains special  covenants  or  not,  does  not  ap- 
ply to  leasehold  estates,  and  a  covenant  of 
quiet  enjoyment  will  be  implied  in  a  lease- 
hold. 

Shaft  V.  Carey,  107  Wis.  273,  83  N.  W. 
288. 

Dodse,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Two  interesting  and  important  questions 
are  presented,  which  go  to  the  ultimate  ques- 
tion of  liability,  and  obviate  necessity  for 
considering  other  assignments  of  error  which 
reach  only  to  the  correctness  of  the  trial  and 
procedure.  Those  questions  are :  First,  the 
existence  of  any  covenant  by  defendant  for 
plaintiff's  quiet  enjoyment  of  the  demised 
premises;  second,  the  right  of  defendant  to 
prove,  by  testimony  of  plaintiff's  former  at- 
torney, the  giving  to  him  of  authority  to 
make  a  settlement  of  plaintiff's  demand, 
which  he  did  in  fact  make. 

1.  At  common  law,  as  is  elementary,  from 
the  ordinary  words  of  grant  or  demise  in  an 
int^trument  relating  to  real  estate  were  im- 
plied certain  covenants;  among  others,  that 
the  grantor  had  the  right  to  convey,  and  that 
he  would  protect  the  grantee  from  lawful 
interference  by  others  in  enjoying  the  de- 
nvised  premises.  This  is  called  a  covenant 
for  quiet  enjoyment    Eldred  t.  Leahy,  31 
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WiB.  546.  Our  statute,  however  (§  2204), 
icversed  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  and 
provided  that  ''no  covenant  shall  be  implied 
m  any  conveyance  of  real  estate."  This 
would  seem  final  but  for  certain  decisions  in 
New  Vork,  whence  we  took  the  words  above 
quoted,  and  but  for  the  declaration  very  re- 
cently made  by  this  court  in  Shaft  v.  Carey, 
107  Wis.  273,  83  N.  W.  288,  that  "the  stat- 
ute (I  2204,  Rev.  Stat.  1898)  to  the  effect 
that  no  covenant  shall  be  implied  in  any  con- 
veyance of  real  estate,  whether  such  convey- 
ance contain  special  covenants  or  not,  does 
not  apply  to  leasehold  estates.  This  is  the 
rule  now  estai>lished  in  New  York,  from 
which  our  statute  was  taken,  although  a  dif- 
ferent conclusion  was  first  arrived  at.  Jfew 
York  y..Mabie,  13  N.  Y.  151,  64  Am.  Dec. 
538."  On  examining  the  authority  there 
cited,  we  find  it  to  relate  to  a  lease  for  only 
three  years,  but  to  adopt  the  reasoning  of 
Chancellor  Walworth  in  Tone  v.  Brace,  11 
Paige,  63G,  which  related  to  a  lease  for  five 
years.  In  those  cases  it  was  held  that  the 
term  "conveyance"  did  not  include  leases  for 
years,  repudiating  the  reasoning  of  an  ear- 
lier case,  where  it  was  held  that  a  lease  for 
five  years  vras  a  "conveyance  of  real  estate," 
because  another  statute  of  that  state  (S  36, 
chap.  3,  p.  762,  1  Rev.  Stat  N.  Y.)  provided 
that  the  term  "real  estate"  should  include 
all  interests  in  land  except  a  leasehold  for 
not  exceeding  three  years.  The  subject  has 
received  no  elaboration  or  discussion  in  later 
New  York  ^decisions.  In  some  cases  New 
York  V.  Mahie  has  been  cited  merely  to  sup- 
port the  proposition  that  implied  covenants 
exist  in  lea6es  for  less  than  three  years. 
Ventarn  v.  Smith,  15  N.  Y.  327 ;  Edgerton  v. 
Page,  20  N.  Y.  281 ;  Boreel  v.  Laicton,  90  N. 
Y.  :i93,  43  Am.  Rep.  170;  Vann  v.  Rouse,  94 
N.  Y.  401.  In  others  it  is  assumed  that  no 
lease  for  years,  though  exceeding  three,  is 
within  the  statute  excluding  such  covenants. 
Graves  v.  Berdan,  26  N.  Y.  498 ;  Mack  v. 
Patchifi,  42  N.  Y.  167,  1  Am.  Rep.  506; 
Grover,  J.,  in  Burr  v.  Stenton,  43  N.  Y.  462, 
464.  While  in  still  others,  including  the 
latest  utterance  we  have  found  on  the  sub- 
ject, the  statute  is,  without  argument,  as- 
sumed to  exclude  implied  covenants  from 
leases  longer  than  three  years.  Church,  J., 
in  Burr  v.  Stenton,  43  X.  Y.  462,  464;  Coffin 
V.  Brooklyn,  116  N.  Y.  169,  22  N.  E.  227. 
Thus  it  is  by  no  means  clear  that  Tone  v. 
Brace  and  New  York  v.  Mahie  correctly  de- 
clare the  law,  even  of  New  York,  as  to  their 
statute.  Whether  they  do  or  not,  however, 
the  views  expressed  in  them  are  in  direct  con- 
flict with  §  2242  of  our  statutes,  which  dear- 
ly includes  within  the  term  "conveyance"  all 
leases  for  more  than  three  years,  and  has 
been  so  treated  whenever  referred  to.  EU 
drtd  V.  Leahy,  31  Wis.  546;  Topping  v.  Par- 
ish, 96  Wis.  378,  382,  71  N.  W.  367.  It  pro- 
vides: "The  term  'conveyance*  as  usea  in 
this  chapter,  shall  be  construed  to  embrace 
every  instrument  in  writing  by  which  any 
estate  or  interest  in  real  estate  is  created, 
aliened,  mortgaged,  or  assigned,  or  by  which 
the  title  to  any  real  estate  may  be  affected 
in  law  or  equity,  except  wills-  and  leases  for 
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a  term  not  exceeding  three  years.'*  New 
York  had  no  such  section  in  the  chapter  con- 
taining the  original  of  our  §  2204  (§  140,. 
chap.  1,  p.  738,  1  Rev.  SUt  (N.  Y.).  True, 
there  existed  a  section  in  the  same  words, 
but  in  another  chapter,  devoted  to  the  record- 
ing of  conveyances  (§  38,  chap.  3,  p.  702,  1 
Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.) ;  but  it  was  never  referred 
to  as  affecting  the  interpretation  of  §  140, 
chap.  1.  It  is  therefore  apparent  that  deci- 
sions of  New  York  courts  are  not  controlling 
as  to  the  scope  of  §  2204,  so  far,  at  least,  as 
they  coiifiict  ^ith  the  interpretation  express- 
ly and  without  ambiguity  given  it  by  the 
legislature  in  §  2242.  Considering  our  own. 
statute,  then,  as  an  original  proposition, 
there  is  no  ambiguity.  "Hie  words  and  the 
intent  of  the  legislature  are  clear  to  the  ef- 
fect that  no  covenant  shall  be  implied  in  any 
conveyance  of  real  estate,  and  that  a  lease 
for  more  than  three  years  is  such  a  convey- 
ance. This  court  cannot  properly  change  or 
ignore  that  legislation.  Our  declaration  in 
Shaft  v.  Careyt  above  quoted,  if  adhered  to^ 
would  have  that  effect,  and  we  hasten  to 
avail  ourselves  of  this  early  oj^rtunity  to 
withdraw  it;  the  more  readily  because  in 
the  few  months  since  it  was  uttered  it  can- 
not have  become  so  established  as  a  rule  of 
property  as  to  affect  in  very  considerable  de- 
gree vested  rights^  certainly  not  the  righta 
of  the  parties  now  under  consideration,  for 
they  had  become  fully  settled — nay,  had  been 
tried  in  the  superior  court — before  the  deci- 
sion of  Shaft  V.  Carey,  The  result  reached 
in  that  case  did  not  necessarily  depend  <« 
the  rule  of  law  so  announced,  for  that  was 
not  an  action  to  recover  for  breach  of  any 
implied  covenant,  but  was  a  suit  to  enjoin 
one  holding  under  and  in  the  right  of  the 
Ic'ssor  from  doing  acts  invasive  of  righta 
granted  by  the  lease  itself.  The  duty  of  the 
lessor  to  refrain  from  voluntarily  and  unnec- 
essarily interfering  with  the  possession  he 
himself  has  grantwl  standa  on  very  different 
ground  from  his  liability  to  respond  in  dam- 
ages when  that  possession  is  disturbed  by 
another  under  a  superior  title.  The  righta 
of  the  lessee  were  not  predicated  upon  im- 
plied covenant,  nor  did  the  briefs  of  counsel 
discuss  the  subject,  nor  did  the  court  have  its 
attention  called  to  §  2242  as  affecting  f 
220  i.  We  hold,  therfore,  that  in  the  lease 
from  defendant  to  plaintiff  there  was  no  im- 
plied covenant  to  defend  the  latter  from  in- 
terruption of  his  use  of  a  portion  of  the 
premises  by  the  acts  of  Lange  upon  his  ad- 
joining premises,  under  his  superior  title, 
and  that  plaintiff  cannot  maintain  this  ac- 
tion for  damages  founded  upon  breach  of 
such  covenant.  The  refusal  of  instructions 
requested  by  defendant  substantially  to  this 
effect  was  error  necessitating  reversal. 

2.  The  proposition  advanced  by  respondent 
and  adopted  by  the  trial  court,  that  one,, 
after  fully  authorizing  his  attorney,  as  his 
agent,  to  enter  into  contract  with  a  third 
party,  and  after  such  authority  has  been 
executed  and  relied  on,  may  effectively  nul- 
lify his  own  and  his  duly-authorized  agent's 
act  by  closing  the  attorney's  mouth  as  to  the 
giving  of  such  authority,  is  most  startling. 
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A  peril 0118  facility  of  fraud  and  wrong,  both 
upon  the  attorney  and  the  third  party,  would 
result.  The  attorney  who,  on  his  client's 
authority,  contracts  in  his  behalf,  pledges 
hia  reputation  and  integrity  that  he  binds 
his  client.  The  third  party  may  well  rely 
on  the  assurance  of  a  reputable  lawyer  that 
he  has  authority  in  fact,  though  such  assur- 
ance be  given  only  by  implication  from  the 
doing  of  the  act  itself.  It  is  with  gratifica- 
tion, therefore,  that  we  find  overwhelming 
weight  of  authority  against  the  position  as- 
sumed by  the  court  below,  both  in  states 
where  the  privilege  protecting  communica- 
tions with  attorneys  is  still  regulated  by  the 
common  law  and  in  those  where  it  is  con- 
trolled by  statute,  as  in  Wisconsin.  A  few 
of  the  more  direct  decisions  are  the  follow- 
ing: Buni8id€  V.  Teiry,  51  Ga.  186;  Roch- 
ester City  Bank  v.  Suydam,  5  How.'Pr.  254; 
Bartlett  v.  Bunn,  56  Hun,  507,  509,  10  N.  Y. 
Supp.  210;  Mulford  v.  Muller,  3  Abb.  App. 
Dec.  330;  Bampton  v.  Boylan,  46  Hun,  151; 
KossecM  V.  Bleau,  131  N.  Y.  177,  183,  30  N. 
E.  52;  Nave  v.  Baird,  12  Ind.  318;  Mitchell 
V.  Bromherger,  2  Nev.  345,  90  Am.  Dec- 550; 
Waldo  V.  Beckwith,  1  N.  M.  182;  Eager  v. 
Shindlcrj  29  Cal.  63 ;  Jeanes  v.  Fridenberg,  3 
Clark  (Pa.)  199;  Henderson  v.  Terry,  62 
Tex.  281;  Oower  ▼.  Emery,  18  Me.  79;  Snow 
V.  Gould,  74  Me.  540,  43  Am.  Rep.  605 ;  Day 
V.  Moore,  13  Gray,  522;  Dudley  v.  Beck,  3 
Wis.  274;  C.  Aultman  d  Co.  v.  Ritter,  81 
Wis.  395,  51  N.  W.  569;  Wedcs,  Attorneys, 
§§  151,  152;  Greenl.  Ev.  §§  245,  246. 
Our  statute  (§  4076)  on  this  subject  is 
adopted  from  New  York,  and  has  been  de- 
clared to  be  but  re-enactment  of  the  common 
law.  Hurlhurt  v.  Hurlburt,  128  N.  Y.  420, 
424,  28  N.  E.  051 ;  State  ex  rel.  Hardy  v. 
Gleason,  19  Or.  159,  162,  23  Pac  817.  It 
provides:  "An  attorney  or  counselor  at  law 
shall  not  be  allowed  to  disclose  a  communi- 
cation made  by  his  client  to  him  or  his  ad- 
vice given  thereon  in  the  course  of  his  pro- 
fessional employment."  The  rule  of  the 
conunon  law  and  of  this  statute  within  its 
proper  limits  is  most  salutary.  It  is  essen- 
tial to  the  ends  of  justice  that  clients  should 
be  safe  in  confiding  to  their  counsel  the  most 
secret  facts,  and  to  receive  advice  and  ad- 
vocacy in  the  light  thereof  without  peril  of 
publicity.  Disclosures  made  to  this  end 
should  be  as  secret  and  inviolable  as  if  the 
facts  had  remained  in  the  knowledge  of  the 
cliont  alone.  Bruley  v.  Garvin,  105  WMs. 
625,  48  L.  R.  A.  839,  81  N.  W.  1038.  But 
there  are  necessary  limits  to  the  broad  rule 
that  all  communications  between  him  who  is 
client  and  him  who  is  attorney  are  thus 
privileged.  One  limitation  bearing  upon  t^ie 
question  in  hand  grows  out  of  the  words  of 
the  statute  itself.  To  be  privileged,  the  com- 
munications' to  the  attorney  must  have  been 
in  the  course  of  his  professional  employment. 
The  field  of  services  performed  by  men  who 
are  attorneys  at  law  and  of  the  transactions 
between  them  and  those  whom  they  serve  is 
continually  extending.  Many  things  are 
done  by  them  in  other  capacities  than  as  at- 
torneys at  law.  They  may  be  constituted 
agent^  or  trustees^  medium  of  transfer  of 
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title,  or  they  may  enter  into  various  con- 
tracts with  their  clients  upon  the  validity  of 
which  their  own  rights  or  rights  of  others 
may  depend,  and  where  such  validity  can  be 
proved  only  by  testimony  of  the  attorney 
and  client.  A  multitude  of  such  transac- 
tions which  might  as  well  be  had  by  the  cli- 
ent with  one  not  an  attorney  at  law  are  held 
not  to  be  within  the  professional  employ- 
ment. One  of  the  earliest  cases  recognizing 
this  limitation  is  Jeanes  v.  Fridenherg,  3 
Clark  (Pa.)  199,  where  the  court,  by  Shars- 
wood,  J.,  after  speaking  of  certain  limi- 
tations where  the  relation  was  clearly  pro- 
fessional, said:  "These  are  all  cases  in 
which  the  attorney  is  but  a  witness,  but 
there  is  a  class  which  stands  upon  higher 
and  still  clearer  and  more  unequivocal 
ground,  where  the  line  is  distinctly  and 
broadly  marked;  and  that  is,  where  the  at- 
torney is  himself  a  party  to  the  transaction 
or  agreement  which  he  is  called  upon  to  dis- 
close. ...  If  the  privilege  were  suffered 
to  be  applied  to  such  cases,  a  wide  door 
would  be  opened  for  the  successful  perpetra- 
tion of  fraud  and  crime.  Attorneys  would 
be  selected  as  the  agents  or  trustees  wher- 
ever a  cover  of  darkness  was  needed,  and, 
though  but  few  might  be  found  base  enough 
to  prostitute  their  high  and  honorable  pro- 
fession, yet  the  character  of  the  whole  bar 
would  be  injured  and  degraded  by  the  con- 
duct of  those  few."  In  that  case  the  attor- 
ney was  held  obliged  to  testify  to  the  re- 
ceipt from  his  client  of  moneys  in  trust  to 
pay  certain  creditors.  In  Rochester  City 
Bank  v.  Suydam,  5  How.  Pr.  254,  the  attor- 
ney, having  indorsed  commercial  paper  of 
his  client,  and  stated  at  the  time  of  his  in- 
dorsement that  he  held  in  his  possession  cer- 
tain property  as  security,  was  held  obliged 
to  disclose  the  dealings  with  his  client  as  to 
the  transfer,  to  him  of  such  property,  and 
what  he  had  done  with  it,  on  the  ground,  as 
stated  by  the  court,  that  such  communica- 
tions would  not  seem  to  have  been  "commun- 
icated to  [him]  .  .  .  with  a  particular 
view  to  any  l^al  business  to  be  done  by  him 
either  as  attorney  or  counsel,  but  they  ap- 
pear to  have  come  to  his  knowledge  from 
time  to  time  during  a  seven  years'  employ- 
ment, sometimes  as  attorney  and  constantly 
as  agent,  and  to  have  related  as  much  to  his 
business  in  the  latter  capacity  as  the  form- 
er." In  Eager  v.  Shindler,  29  Cal.  63,  where 
the  attorney  received  a  voluntary  deed  from 
his  client  in  order  to  borrow  money  on  the 
property,  and  then  made  a  vc^untary  deed 
to  another  at  the  direction  of  his  client,  he 
was  required  to  testify  thereto  partly  on  the 
grouad  above  suggested, — that  the  transac- 
tions were  extra-professional,  and  might  as 
well  have  been  with  a  layman  as  with  the  at- 
torney. This  is  the  principle  at  the  founda- 
tion of  Dudley  v.  Beck,  3  Wis.  274,  where 
the  inquiry  was  as  to  the  agreement  between 
the  client  and  his  attorney  as  to  payments 
of  commissions,  etc.,  as  afiTecting  the  ques- 
tion of  usury,  and  the  attorney  was  required 
to  testify.  The  court  said:  "If  the  mort- 
gagee .  .  .  made  an  agreement  like  that 
mentioned  in  the  interrogatory,  it  cannot. 
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with  atiy  propriety,  be. claimed  that  it  was 
the  result  of  the  employment  of  Mr.  Case  as 
his  attorney.  Nor  can  it  be  contended  that 
the  acts  of  Mr.  Case  which  were  sought  to  be 
proved  resulted  from  such  employment. 
.  .  .  It  was  an  act  done  by  the  attorney 
and  client  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  en- 
tered into  between  them,  and  not  a  communi- 
cation from  the  latter  to  the  former."  In 
the  light  of  this  principle  and  these  holdings 
it  would  seem  that  tne  transaction  as  to 
which  Mr.  Felker  was  interrogated  fell 
clearly  outside  of  a  proper  limit  of  communi- 
cations to  the  attorney  in  the  course  of  his 
professional  employment.  An  v  instruction 
to  one,  though  an  attorney,  to  perform  an 
act  as  agent>  is  a  contract.  The  very  fact 
that,  as  shown  by  authorities  cited  by  re- 
spondent, such  authority  cannot  be  presumed 
from  the  mere  retainer  as  an  attorney  at 
law,  certainly  tends  to  the  conclusion  that  it 
was  extra-professional;  and,  since  it  re- 
quires proof  of  authority,  the  attorney  must, 
of  necessity,  be  at  liberty  and  be  required  to 
testify  as  to  the  giving  of  such  authority. 
The  purpose  of  the  privilege  and  of  the  limi- 
tation thereon  will  be  a  sufficient  guide  to 
trial  courts  to  prevent  the  invasion  of  either. 
Some  other  rules  of  examination  of  witness- 
es may  well  yield  to  those  purposes.  It  is  not 
improbable — ^uay,  more  than  probable — ^that 
in  the  same  conversation  in  which  authority 
is  given  to  the  attorney  to  act  for  his  client  as 
an  agent  there  will  be  disclosure  of  facts  and 
circumstanoes  and  advice  and  counsel  which 
should  be  held  secret.  An  intelligent  appre- 
ciation of  the  reasons  involved,  however, 
will  enable  courts  to  control  the  examination 
so  that,  while  the  proper  fact  of  the  granting 
of  authority  or  oi  the  making  of  a  contract 
may  be  disclosed  by  the  attorney,  other  com- 
munications, confidential  and  professional 
in  their  character,  will  be  witheld.  See  Chi- 
rac v.  Reinickci',  11  Wheat.  280,  294,  6  L. 
ed.  474,  477 ;  Dudley  v.  Beck,  3  Wis.  284. 

Another  limitation  upon  the  privilege  of 
secrecy  in  communications  between  attorney 
and  client  arises  from  the  fact  tliat  such 
privilege  is  personal,  and  may  be  waived 
either  by  express  words  or  by  conduct.  Mc- 
Master  v.  8crivcn,  85  Wis.  162,  107,  55  N. 
W.  149.  By  a  great  number  of  authorities, 
only  a  few  of  which  are  cited  above,  it  has 
been  held  that  no  privilege  of  secrecy  exists 
over  communications  which  the  attorney, 
for  his  own  protection  or  the  protection  of 
those  with  whom  he  deals,  needs  to  divulge, 
or  which  were  made  to  him  for  the  express 
purpose  of  being  communicated  to  another, 
or  of  being  made  public,  for  the  reason  that 
from  the  very  nature  of  the  communications 
and  the  purpose  with  which  they  are  made 
the  conclusion  is  irresistible  that  the  client 
intended  to  authorize  the  attorney  to  com- 
municate them,  and  waived  his  privil^e  to 
have'  them  preserved  in  secrecy.  Thus,  in 
mtchell  V.  Bromhergery  2  Nev.  345,  90  Am. 
Dec.  550,  in  a  suit  by  the  attorney  for  fees, 
where  the  defense  was  inefficiency  of  service, 
he  was  permitted  to  show  fully,  not  only  di- 
rections given,  but  facts  oonununicated,  to 
him  by  his  client;  the  court  saying:  ''It 
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would  be  a  manifest  injustice  to  allow  the 
client  to  take  advantage  of  it  [the  privilege] 
to  the  prejudice  of  his  attorney,  or  that  it 
should  be  carried  to  the  extent  of  depriving 
the  attorney  of  the  means  of  obtaining  or 
defending  his  own  rights.  It  is  therefore 
held  that  in  such  cases  he  is  exempted  from 
the  obligations  of  secrecy.  .  .  .  We 
think  it  safe  to  say  that  whenever  in  a  suit 
between  the  attorney  and  client  the  disclo- 
sure of  pri\ileged  communications  become.-^ 
necessary  to  the  protection  of  the  attorney's 
own  rights,  he  is  released  from  those  obliga- 
tions oil  secrecy  which  the  law  places  upon 
him."  In  Nave  v.  Baii^,  12  Ind.  318,  mis- 
conduct of  the  attorney  was  set  up  by  way 
of  counterclaim  to  a  note  given  for  fees. 
Communications  and  instructions  to  the  at- 
tornej'  were  held  not  privileged.  In  Roch- 
ester City  Bank  v.  Suydaniy  5  How.  Pr.  254, 
already  described,  the  court  said:  "Where 
the  attorney  or  counsel  has  an  interest  in 
the  facts  communicated  to  him,  and  when 
their  disclosure  becomes  necessary  to  protect 
his  own  personal  rights,  he  must,  of  necessi- 
ty and  in  reason,  be  exempted  from  the  obli- 
gation of  secrecy.  .  .  .  His  clients,  by 
giving  him  a  direct  interest  in  the  facte 
from  time  to  time  communicated  to  him,  and 
by  dealing  with  him  upon  the  footing  of 
those  facts,  have,  as  it  strikes  me,  voluntarily 
waived  their  right  to  concealment  as  between 
themselves  and  the  attorney."  In  that  case 
disclosure  was  allowed  in  a  suit  by  one  who 
had  dealt  with  the  attorney,  because  his 
rights  depended  on  those  of  the  attorney. 
In  Burnside  v.  Terry ^  51  Ga.  186,  where  the 
agreement  accompanying  a  conveyance  was 
made  through  the  medium  of  Terry's  attor- 
ney, and  he  was  called  to  prove  his  authori- 
ty, the  court  said:  "If  the  fact  of  [the  at- 
torney's] .  .  .  having  this  authority 
was  communicated  by  him  to  Burnside,  and 
Burnside,  through  him,  made  the  contract, 
and  acted  on  it,  and  it  was  accordingly  car- 
ried out,  it  could  not  be  that  the  giving  such 
autliority  was  such  a  communication  by  oli- 
ent  to  attorney  that  it  is  protected  by  law 
against  being  proved  by  the  attorney.  If  a 
party  holds  out  his  attorney  as  one  having 
authority  from  him  to  make  a  special  con- 
tract respecting  pending  litigation,  and  the 
attorney  acts  upon  it,  treats  with  his  antago- 
nist, and  thereby  secures  important  rights 
to  the  client,  he  cannot  deny  the  right  of  the 
attorney  or  of  the  opposite  party  to  prove  by 
the  attorney  the  contract  and  the  authority 
to  make  it."  In  Henderson  v.  Terry,  62  Tex. 
281,  where  propositions  were  made  by  the 
adverse  party  to  the  attorney,  by  him  com- 
municated to  his  client,  and  instructions 
given  him  with  reference  to  accepting  the 
same,  the  court  held  that  he  should  testify; 
saying:  "Obviously  Terry  intended  that 
his  attorney  should  make  known  to  J.  W. 
Henderson  his  reply  to  the  proposition. 
Hence  it  will  be  seen  that  it  was  not  a  com- 
munication made  to  the  attorney  for  the  pur- 
pose of  securing  from  him  professional  aid 
or  advice,  but  was  made  by  Terry  with  the 
intention  that  it  should  be  communicated  to 
the  other  party.    Clearly,  the  oourt  erred  in 
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excluding  the.  evidence."  In  Waldo  v.  Beck- 
tcilh,  1  N.  M.  182,  wbere  the  question  of 
paintiiT'B  partnerahip  was  material,  defend- 
ant called  a  former  attorney  to  testify  that 
instructioiiH  had  Ijeen  given  him  to  com- 
mence a  previous  suit  on  behalf  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  two  others  ae  copartners.  The 
court  held  the  communication  not  privileged 
saying:  The  attorney  was  infonned  of  the 
namee  o<  the  members  of  the  firm  for*  what 
purpose?  For  the  express  purpose  of  being 
published.  He  was  to  institute  suits  for 
them,  and  the  publication,  in  legal  form,  was 
to  enable  them  to  proeecute  Uiem.  .  .  . 
It  was  made  known  to  the  attorney,  and  at 
the  same  time  in  the  same  acts  to  third  per- 
sons, courts,  and  the  public.  Itwasno^  in 
it^  nature,  private,  and  could  in  no  sense  be 
termed  the  subject  of  a  ooniidential  com- 
munication." in  Barileit  v.  Bunn,  66  Hun, 
509,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  210,  where  the  defense 
was  that  money  had  been  paid  out  by  de- 
fendant on  the  direction  of  plaintiff,  given 
through  the  medium  of  plaintiifa  attorney, 
the  attorney  was  required  to  give  evidence  of 
the  communication  of  such  directions  to  him 
by  his  client.  The  court  said,  after  stating 
the  general  rule  as  to  privileged  communica- 
tions: "But  this  prchibitiou  may  be  waived 
by  the  client,  and,  when  the  cemmunication 
is  made  for  the  purpose  of  its  publication  or 
communication  to  another,  it  necessarily 
loses  its  privil^ed  character.  ...  It 
follows,  therefore,  that  when,  from  the  very 
nature  of  the  communication,  it  was '  de- 
bigued  by  the  aqthor  tor  another,  and  to  be 
communicated  to  such  other,  it  loses  its 
character  us  privileged."  In  RosseoM  v. 
UUau,  131  N.  \\  177,  183,  30  N.  E.  52,  where 
it  was  claimed  that  a  deed  had  been  delivered 
by  the  client  to  his  attorney  for  a  third  per- 
son, the  attorney  was  held  competent,  and 
required  to  testify  to  the  instructions  given 
him  by  his  client.  The  court  said:  "Such 
communication  from  client  to  attorney  is  not 
within  the  prohibition  of  the  section  of  the 
Code,  .  .  .  and  the  attorney  was  always 
competent  to  prove  it,  as  from  its  very  na- 
ture it  was  not  made  in  professional  confi- 
dence, nor  intended  to  be  confidential,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  imparted  tq  another. 
.  .  .  It  has  never  been  held  that  a  verbal 
message  communicated  from  client  to  attor- 
ney to  be  delivered  to  a  third  person  cannot 
be  proved  in  behalf  of  the  person  to  whom 
the  message  was  sent  by  the  testimony  of 
the  attorney  .  .  .  When  the  deceased 
commissioned  the  witness  to  deliver  the  deed 
to  the  grantee  named  therein,  she  necessarily 
waived  all  objections  that  she  might  other- 
wise make  to  proof  of  that  fact  by  the  attor- 
ney.'* It  is  upon  this  same  principle  ol 
52  L.  R.  A« 


waiver,  inferred  from  the  purpose  of  pub- 
lication or  communication  to  another,  that 
attorneys  who,  at  the  request  of  grantors  or 
testators,  become  subscribing  witnesses,  are 
allowed  and  required  to  testify  to  the  trans- 
action. lUi  Colemaaiy  111  K.  Y.  220, 19  N.  £. 
71;  MfcMaster  y.  Seriven,  85  Wis.  162,  167, 
55  N.  W.  149. 

The  transaction  here  between  Felker  and 
plaintiff,  if  it  took  place,  would  fall  obvious- 
ly within  all  of  the  reasons  of  the  cases 
above  quoted  to  justify  inference  of  an  im- 
plied authority  to  him  to  testify  with  refer- 
ence thereto,  and  waiver  of  any  privileges  of 
secrecy.  The  attorney's  own  interests  are 
vitally  afl^ected,  for,  if  he  may  not  prove  that 
he  had  authority  to  settle  the  claim  of  plain- 
tiff against  the  defendant,  and  to  receive 
from  the  latter  money  in  consideration 
thereof,  he  is  placed  in  an  attitude  of  fraud,, 
and  his  standing  and  repute  in  the  business 
world  must  suffer.  Again,  the  irresistible  ef- 
fect of  the  granting  of  authority  to  one's  at- 
torney to  deal  with  a  third  person  is  to  au- 
thorize that  attorney  to  communicate  the 
fa\jt,  whether  he  does  it  by  words  or  solely 
by  executing  the  authority.  Indeed,  he  can- 
not perform  the  service  delegated  to  him 
without  80  communicating.  The  rule,  there- 
fore,, outlined  by  the  above-cited  authorities, 
that  an  attorney  is  not  restrained  by  any 
duty  of  confidence  to  his  client  to  withhold 
the  fact  that  he  has  received  from  that  client 
authority  as  an  agent  to  deal  with  a  third 
person,  certainly  after  the  authority  has 
been  acted  on,  is  founded  upon  the  soundest 
reason,  and  is  absolutely  necessary  to  pre- 
vent the  privilege  of  secrecy  from  being 
made  an  implement  of  Injustice  and  fraud. 
The  ruling  of  the  court  that  Mr.  Felker 
could  not  testify  as  to  whether  authority  was 
given  him  by  his  client  to  make  the  written 
settlement  which  he  did  make  was  error. 

Even  more  obviously  erroneous  was  the 
ruling  that  the  plaintiff  was  protected  by  the 
same  privilege  from  answering  the  question 
whether  he  received  from  Felker,  Goldberg, 
&.  Felker  the  money  paid  them  by  defendant 
upon  this  settlement.  State  ex  rel.  Hardy 
V.  Oleason,  19  Or.  159,  162,  23  Pac.  817 ; 
Williams  v.  Young,  46  Iowa,  140,  143;  (7. 
AuUman  d  Co,  v.  Bitter,  81  Wis.  305,  51  N. 
W.  509. 

For  these  errors  the  judgment  before  us 
must  be  reversed.  Other  assignments  need 
not  be  discussed,  as  they  present  questions 
not  likely  to  arise  again  in  the  case,  in  view 
of  the  rules  of  law  already  decided. 

Judgment  teversed,  and  cause  remanded 
for  a  new  trial. 

BardeeBt  J.,  took  no  part. 
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A  contract  for  tKe  erection  of  a  acbool 
bnlldlnir,  entered  into  with  a  member  of  the 
building  committee,  who  was  also  a  select- 
man of  the  town.  Is  not  rold  on  the  ground  of 
public  policy,  merely  becau^  his  vote  was 
necessary  to  authorize  the  contract.  ' 

(June  3,  1901.) 

REPORT  by  the  Superior  Court  for  Plym- 
outh County  for  the  opinion  of  the  Su- 
preme Judicial  Court  after  a  decree  dismiss- 
ing the  bill  in  a  suit  to  enjoin  the  carrying 
out  of  a  contract  for  the  building  of  a  school- 
house.     Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  Harvey  H.  Pratt,  for  defendants: 

The  officer  with  whom  the  contract  was 
made  is  not  one  of  those  prohibited  by  stat- 
ute from  entering  into  contracts  where  the 
city,  county  or  state  which  he  serves  is  a 
party  interested. 

Pub.  Stat,  chaps.  22,  205. 

The  scope  of  these  statutes  cannot  be  en- 
larged by  this  court  so  as  to  include  town 
officers. 

The  failure  to  include  town  officers  in  the 
class  of  persons  who  cannot  make  contracts 
for  their  principals  with  themselves  is  con- 
clusive that  no  such  prohibition  was  in- 
tended or  in  fact  exists. 

Robinson's  Case,  131  Mass.  376,  41  Am. 
Rep.  230. 

The  contract  is  not  void  if  made  in  good 
faith  and  in  the  absence  of  fraud. 

'Northern  R.  Co.  v.  Concord  R.  Co.  50  N, 
H.  200 ;  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Credit  Mohilier, 
135  Mass.  367;  Nye  v.  Stoier,  168  Mass.  53, 
46  N.  E.  402;  Kelley  v.  Newhuryport  d  A, 
Horse  R.  Co.  141  Mass.  496,  6  N.  E.  745; 
Phillips  V.  Eyre,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  225;  Com,  v. 
Worcester,  3  Pick.  471. 

Although  this  contract  has  been  a  matter 
of  suit  and  public  notoriety  for  months,  and 
the  town  has  had  at  least  one  (annual) 
meeting  since  it  was  executed,  there  has  been, 
and  is  now,  no  contention  on  the  part  of  the 
principal  (the  town)  that  it  is  illegal,  void, 
or  even  voidable,  and  no  attempt  to  repudi- 
ate it. 

Taking  the  contention  of  the  plaintiffs  at 
best  the  contract  is  but  voidable. 

Nye  V.  Storer,  168  Mass.  53,  46  N.  E.  402 ; 
Keliey  v.  Newhuryport  dc  A.  Horse  R.  Co. 


141  Mass.  496,  6  N.  E.  745;  Rice  v.  Wood, 
113  Mass.  133,  18  Am.  Rep.  459;  Union  P, 
R.  Co.  V.  Credit  Mohilier,  135  Mass.  376. 

Instead  of  avoiding  the  contract,  the  town 
by  its  attitude  toward  this  bill,  and  the  pro- 
ceedings thereimder,  seeks  rather  to  ratify 
it. 

Dickinson  v.  Contcay,  12  Allen,  491 ;  Mur- 
ray V.  C.  N.  Nelson  Lumber  Co.  143  Mass. 
250,  9  N.  E.  634;  Manning  v.  Leland,  153 
Mass.  510,  27  N.  E.  519. 

.\fr.  Robert  O.  Harris,  for  defendant 
Bailey: 

A  contract  of  a  corporation  with  its  of- 
ficers is  not  absolutely  and  ipso  facto  void; 
but  it  is  voidable. 

Union  P,  R.  Co.  v.  Credit  Mohilier,  135 
Mass.  376;  Kelley  v.  Newhuryport  d  A. 
Horse  R.  Co.  141  Mass.  496,  6  N.  E.  745; 
Nye  V.  Siorer,  168  Mass.  53,  46  N.  E.  402. 


,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
dourt: 

It  appears  from  the  report  that  the  build- 
ing of  a  new  schoolhouse  was  determined 
upon  in  the  town  of  Scituate,  and  at  a 
special  town  meeting  held  on  June  2,  1900, 
a  building  committee  was  raised,  consisting 
of  the  three  selectmen,  the  three  members 
of  the  school  committee,  and  three  other  per- 
sons,— nine  in  all.  A  Mrs.  Jenkins,  of  Bos- 
ton, had  proposed  to  make  a  gift  to  the  town 
of  the  lot  on  which  the  schoolhouse  was  to 
be  built,  and  she  afterwards  added  a  gift  of 
the  sum  of  $5,000  toward*  the  cost  of  the 
building.  The  building  committee  adver- 
tised for  proposals,  which  were  opened  on 
October  15,  1900.  One  of  the  selectmen,  and 
so  a  member  of  the  building  committee,  the 
defendant  Thomas  F.  Bailey,  was  also  a  car- 
penter and  builder,  pursuing  that  business 
under  the  firm  name  of  Bailey  &  Son,  in 
partnership  with  G«orge  Bailey,  his  son. 
There  were  five  bids,  the  lowest  of  which  was 
by  the  plaintiff  Sylvester,  and  tfie  next 
higher  was  by  Bailey  &  Son;  the  price  of- 
fered by  Sylvester  being  the  lower  by  the 
sum  of  $123.  By  votes  of  Rve  to  four,  Thom- 
as F.  Bailey  being  one  of  the  five,  the  build- 
ing committee  voted  not  to  accept  the  pro- 
posal of  the  lowest  bidder,  and  to  award  the 
contract  to  Bailey  &  Son,  and  authorized 
their  chairman  to  sign  the  agreement  for  the 
committee.  A  contract  was  so  signed  on  the 
next  day  by  the  defendant  Webb,  chairman, 
in  behalf  of  the  committee,  and  by  Thomas 
P.  Bailey  for  Bailey  &  Son.  The  offer  of 
Mrs.  Jenkins  to  give  the  $5,000  seems  to 
have  been  made  in  an  interview  between  her 


Note. — For  aathorities  in  this  series  on  the 
question  of  ofllcers'  contracts  with  the  public 
body  or  municipality  they  represent,  see  Tippe- 
canoe County  Comrs.  v.  Mitchell  (Ind.)  15  L.  R. 
A.  520,  and  note:  also  Goodyear  v.  Brown 
(Pa.)  20  U  R.  A.  838 ;  Findlay  v.  Pertz  (C.  C. 
App.  6th  C.)  29  L.  R.  A.  188;  Capital  Gas  Co. 
V.  Young  (Cal.)  29  L.  R.  A.  463 ;  Scott  ▼.  School 
Dist.  No.  9  (Vt.)  27  L.  R.  A.  588;  Berka  v. 
Woodward   (Cal.)  45  L.  R.  A.  420. 
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And  see  further,  as  to  validity  of  vote  of  com- 
mon council  or  similar  body  as  affected  by  per- 
sonal interest  of  members.  Fort  Wayne  v.  Lake 
Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  (Ind.)  18  L.  R.  A.  367,  and 
note. 

As  to  whether  corporations  are  disqualified 
to  bid  on  state  contract  when  manager  is  an 
assemblyman,  see  State  ejf  rel.  Baves  v.  EUck- 
ards  (Mont.)  28  L.  R.  A.  298. 
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,and  the  chairman,  Webb,  in  which  he  sub- 
mitted the  bids  to  her.  Webb  testified  that 
he  voted  to  give  the  contract  to  Bailey  & 
Son  because  he  understood  Mrs.  Jen- 
kins to  wish  them  to  have  the  con- 
tract. The  committee  awarded  the  con- 
tract on  October  29,  1900.  At  the 
special  town  meeting  of  June  2d  the  town 
had  passed  a  vote  authorizing  its  treasurer 
to  borrow  a  sum  not  to  exc^d  $14,000  for 
the  erection  of  the  schoolhouse.  Bailey  & 
Son's  bid  was  $16,466,  and  did  not  include 
the  apparatus  for  heat  and  ventilation,  the 
bids  for  which  were  separate,  and  were  for 
•over  $1,600.  The  bill  in  this  cause  was 
sworn  to  on  November  5,  1900.  A  special 
town  meeting  was  held  on  December  4,  1*900, 
at  which  the  town  voted  to  accept  the  deed 
<of  Mrs.  Jenkins,  which  had  been  made  on 
Noveml)er  1st,  and  her  agreement  of  the 
same  date  to  make  the  gift  of  $5,000,  and 
also  voted  to  authorize  the  building  com- 
mittee to  make  a  contract  or  contracts,  not 
to  exceed  $20,000,  for  the  erection  and  com- 
pletion of  the  building,  and  for  furnishing 
the  same,  and  grading  the  grounds,  and  also 
to  authorize  the  treasurer  to  borrow  the 
sum  of  $15,000  for  the  purpose.  Hearings 
•of  tliis  bill  were  going  on  in  court,  and  anoth- 
er special  town  meeting  was  held  on  De- 
cember 27,  1900,  at  which  the  town  again 
considered  matters  connected  with  the  con- 
tract and  the  action  of  the  building  com- 
mittee. At  this  meeting  the  town  voted  not 
to  purchase  from  Bailey  &  Son  the  material 
for  which  they  had  contracted  in  order  to 
carry  out  their  contract  with  the  com- 
mittee. An  article  to  see  whether  the  town 
would  compromise  and  settle  Bailey  &  Son's 
claim  was  passed  over.  The  committee  were 
instructed  to  award  the  contract  for  com- 
pleting the  schoolhouse  to  the  plaintiff  Syl- 
vester, provided  he  should  make  a  satis- 
factory settlement  with  Bailey  &  Son  of 
their  claim.  An  article,  to  see  if  the  town 
"would  authorize  the  committee  to  make  a 
contract  or  contracts  not  to  exceed  $21,000 
for  the  erection  of  the  schoolhouse,  was 
passed  over.  It  was  voted  to  award  the  con- 
tract for  heating  and  ventilating  to  the 
lowest  responsible  bidder.  An  article,  to  see 
if  the  town  would  instruct  the  committee  to 
complete  the  building  with  workmen  em- 
ployed by  the  day  or  give  the  committee 
other  instructions,  was  passed  over,  and  the 
treasurer  was  authorized  £o  borrow  a  sum 
not  exceeding  $21,000,  inclusive  of  any  sum 
before  authorized,  for  the  purpose  of  erect- 
ing and  completing  the  building  and  furnish- 
ing the  same,  and  grading  the  grounds. 
Sylvester  was  unable  to  make  a  settlement 
with  Bailey  &  Son,  and  the  hearings  of  the 
case  went  on  after  this  last  special  town 
meeting,  with  the  result  that  the  justice 
who  heard  the  case  found  that  the  town  had 
not  efxceeded  the  limit  of  indebtedness;  that 
it  had  duly  accepted  the  gift  of  Mrs.  Jen- 
kins, had  ratified  the  action  of  the  com- 
mittee and  appropriated  sufficient  money  to 
cover  the  contract  made  by  the  committee; 
and  that  the  action  of  the  committee 
and  of  Thomas  F.  Bailey  in  the  making  of 
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the  contract  was  not  corrupt,  and  that  there 
was  no  intention  on  the  part  of  any  of  the 
parties  to  act  otherwise  than  for  the  best 
interest  of  the  town.  The  only  question 
finally  raised  in  '  the  lower  court  by 
the  plaintiffs  was  that  the  contract 
made  by  the  committee  with  Bailey  ft 
Son,  Thomas  F.  Bailey  being  one  of  the 
contracting  firm*  and  one  of  the  committee, 
was  void,  as  being  against  public  policy. 
The  presiding  justice  refused'  so  to  find  and 
rule,  and  entered  a  decree  dismissing  the 
bill,  and  reported  the  case  for  the  deter- 
mination of  this  court. 

Such  statutes  as  we  have  looking  direct- 
ly to  the  prevention  of  corruption  in  con- 
tracts affecting  public  interests  are  of  com- 
paratively recent  date.  An  act  of  1854  re- 
quired all  contracts  made  by  county  com- 
missioners for  public  works  to  be  made  in 
writing  after  due  notice  for  proposals  had 
been  published  in  some  newspaper.  Stat. 
1854,  chap.  206;  Gen.  Stat.  chap.  17,  §  23; 
Pub.  Stat.  chap.  22,  §  22;  Stet.  1897, chap.  137, 
§  2;  Stat.  1900,  chap.  119.  In  the  year  1862 
all  officers  or  agents  of  the  state,  or  of  any 
city,  town,  or  public  institution,  were  for- 
bidden, under  a  penalty,  to  receive  for  them- 
selves, or  for  any  other  person,  any  commis- 
sion, discount,  bonus,  present,  or  reward  on 
purchases  or  contracts.  Stat.  1862,  chap. 
101;  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  205,  §  11;  Id.  chap. 
27,  §  III.  In  the  year  1872  all  officers  con- 
nected with  any  prison,  house  of  correction, 
lunatic  hospital,  or  other  public  charitable 
institution  were  forbidden  to  be  concerned 
or  interested,  directly  or  indirectly,  in  any 
contract,  purchase,  or  sale  made  on  account 
of  any  of  said  institutions.  Stat.  1872,  chap. 
282;  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  205,  §  13.  In  the 
same  year  a  similar  provision  forbade  city 
officials  to  be  interested  in  a  private  capa- 
city, either  directly  or  indirectly,  in  certain 
contracts  or  agreements  in  which  the  city 
is  an  interested  party.  Stat.  1872,  chap. 
274.  Three  years  later  the  prohibition  was 
made  more  general  as  to  city  officials,  and 
was  extended  to  certain  state  officers  as  to 
contracts  and  agreements  in  which  the  state 
is  interested.  Stat.  1875,  chap.  232;  Pub. 
Stat.  chap.  205,  §  12.  In  the  year  1893 
county  officers  were  placed  under  a  similar 
prohibition.  Stat.  1893,  chap.  271,  §  1.  By 
the  same  statute,  a  penalty  was  imposed 
upon  them  for  taking  any  commission,  dis- 
count, bonus,  present,  or  reward.  Id.  §  2. 
The  omission  of  the  legislature  to  include 
in  these  prohibitions  one  forbidding  tx)wn 
officials  to  have  a  private  interest  in  con- 
tracts in  which  their  towns  are  inter- 
ested is  significant.  Massachusetts  towns 
have  been  usually  communities  most 
of  whose  members  are  well  known  as 
to  their  walk  and  conduct  by  their 
fellows.  Town  officials  have  usually  been 
men  of  probity  and  good  reputation.  The 
business  which  they  have  to  do  for  their 
towns  is  not  ordinarily  of  a  kind  or  an 
amount  which  subjects  the  officer  to  great 
temptation,  and  all  his  acts  are  so  much 
within  the  knowledge  of  other  men  that  any 
fraud  or  corruption,  while  petty  in  its  gains, 
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ie  likely  to  be  speedily  known,  and  to  bring 
loss  of  esteem  and  quick  disgrace.  In  the 
very  small  towns  such  a  prohibition  might 
cause  inconvenience  in  the  transaction  of  the 
public  business.  It  is  to  the  credit  of  our 
people  that  the  legislature  has  not  found 
it  necessary  to  forbid  town  officers  to  have  a 
private  interest  in  contracts  or  purchases 
made  for  the  town.  It  is  because  they  may 
be  counted  upon  to  make  none  but  fair  and 
honest  deals  with  themselves  or  others  that 
the  prohibitions  imposed  upon  city,  county, 
and  sti^te  officials  have  not  been  extended 
further. 

This  shows  that  the  contract  now  in  ques- 
tion was  not  made  void,  as  against  public 
policy,  merely  by  the  fact  that  one  of  the 
committee  was  also  the  contractor  to  build 
the  Bchoolhouse.  As  to  any  actual  fraud 
or  corruption,  that  has  been  negatived  by 
the  finding  of  the  court,  after  full  hearing. 
If,  upon  general  principles  of  the  law  of 
agency,  the  contract  was  voidable  by  the 
town,  it  appears  that  after  it  was  made  all 
the  circumstances  became  fully  known  to 
the  inhabitants,  and  were  discussed  and  vot- 
ed upon  in  two  special  town  meetings.  Cer- 
tainly, the  principal  has  not  repudiated  the 
contract  upon  finding  that  its  a^ent  had  a 
private  interest  in  it.  The  finding  of  the 
court  is  that  the  contract  has  been  ratified. 
The  general  purpose  of  the  contract  is  one  for 
which  the  town  has  an  unquestioned  right 
to  raise  and  expend  money.  The  contract 
itself  is  not  void  because  o;ie  of  the  com- 
mittee which  acted  for  the  town  has  a  pri- 
vate interest  in  it,  nor  has  it  been  found 
tainted  with  fraud  or  corruption.  There- 
fore the  case  is  not  one  in  which  the  plain- 
tiffs have  a  tight  to  relief  under  the  statute. 
Such  bills  can  be  brought  only  when  the 
town  votes  to  raise  or  to  pay  money  for  a 
purpose  other  than  those  for  which  it  has 
the  legal  right  and  power.  Pub.  Stat,  chap- 
27,  §  129;  SUt.  1898,  chap.  490.  They  can- 
not be  maintained  under  the  general  equity 
jurisdiction  of  the  courts.  Steele  v.  Muni- 
cipal Signal  Co,  160  Mass.  36,  35  N.  £.  105. 
See  also  Baldwin  v.  Wilbraliam,  140  Mass. 
469,  4  N.  K.'829;  Prince  v.  Crocker,  166 
Mass.  347,  358,  32  L.  R.  A.  610,  44  N.  E. 
446. 

Decree  dismiaaing  hill  affirmed. 


Luigi  STORTI,  Plff,  in  Err,, 

V. 

COMMONWEALTH  of  Massachusetts. 


Re  Joseph  SANTOSUOSSO. 

( Mass ) 

1.     Tike    execution    of    a    criminal    by 
electricity  is  not  cruel  or  uDusnal  punleh- 

NoTE. — The  question  of  cruel  and  unusual 
pnnlehments  Is  considered  In  a  note  to  State 
ea  rel.  Garvey  v.  Whltaker  (La.  Ann.)  35  L. 
R.  A.  561,  and  the  later  cases  of  Miller  v. 
State  (Ind.)  40  L.  H.  A.  109;  State  v.  Foster 
(R.  1.)  50  L.  R.  A.  339. 
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ment  within  the  meaning  of  a  conftltutional 
prohibition  of  such  puniehments. 
2.     Perinittlnflr    tKe    nvarden    to    seleet 

tbe  day  of  the  week  designated  by  the  court 
for  an  execution  does  not  render  the  statute 
void  as  tending  to  aggravate  the  prisoner's 
distress  by  enhancing  his  suspense. 

(May  7,  1901.) 

R'  ESERVATION  by  the  Supreme  Judicial 
Court  for  Suffolk  County  for  the  opinion 
of  the  full  bench  of  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Su- 
perior Court  to  review  a  judgment  convict^ 
mg  petitioner  of  murder  and  of  a  petition 
for  habeas  corpus  to  procure  his  discharge 
from  custody.    Affirmed,    Writ  denied. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Clarenee  W.  Rowley,  for  plaintiff" 
in  error: 

If  the  punishment  provided  by  chapter  326 
of  the  Acts  of  1898  is  either  cruel  or  unusu- 
al, the  act  is  unconstitutional. 

Declaration  of  Rights,  art.  26. 

The  word  "or"  is  used  in  the  disjunctive^ 
and  couples  antithetical  words. 

Ordronaux,  Constitutional  Legislation,. 
633;  Com,  v.  Grey,.  2  Gray,  502,  61  Am.  Dec. 
476. 

The  word  "or"  does  not  mean  "and." 

Wood  v.  Seaver,  158  Mass.  411,  33  N.  E. 
587:  Com,  v.  Keenan,  139  Mass.  193,  29  N. 
E.  477. 

The  punishment  of  death  by  electricity  ift 
unusual. 

People  ex  rel,  Kemmler  v.  Duraton,  119  N. 
Y.  569,  7  L.  R.  A.  716,  24  N.  E.  6. 

Such  punishment  should  be  inflicted  by 
some  agency  which  man  can  produce,  direct^ 
and  control ;  it  must  be  an  agency  which  not 
only  will  produce  death  swiftly  and  surely, 
but  which  produces  it  by  external  violence 
addressed  to  the  body,  suddenly  obliterating 
consciousness,  and-  visible  in  all  ita  effects  to 
the  jury  present  at  the  execution. 

Ordronaux,  Constitutional  Legislation, 
267,  268. 

The  legislature  has  no  power  to  require  a 
court  to  impose  a  cruel  or  unusual  punish- 
ment. 

McDonald  v.  Com,  173  Mass.  322,  53  N.  E. 
874;  Sturtevant  v.  Com,  158  Mass.  598,  3^ 
N.  E.  648, 

Under  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  of  most  of  our  states,  punish- 
ments, to  be  prohibited,  must  be  both  cruel 
and  unusual. 

People  ex  rel,  Kemmler  v.  Duraton,  llfr 
N.  Y.  569,  7  L.  R.  A.  715,  24  N.  E.  6. 

Mr,  W.  M.  Stoekbrldse,  for  petitioner: 

The  punishments  set  forth  in  chap.  326 
of  the  Acts  of  1898  are  both  cruel  and  un- 
usual punishments,  and  must  be  declared  to 
be  in  violation  of  art.  26  of  the  declaration 
of  rights. 

The  distinguishing  characteristics  of  the 
Massachujsetts  declaration  are  twofold:    (1) 
The  prohibition  is  specifically  directed  to  the 
judiciary;    (2)   punishments  are  prohibited 
which  are  either  cruel  or  unusual. 

As  all  punishments  must  be  inflicted 
through  the  action  of  the  judiciary,  if  the  ju» 
diciary  must  enforce  any  punishment  what- 
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soever,  directed  by  the  legislature,  the  pro- 
tection purported  to  be  given  to  the  inhabi- 
tants of  the  commonwealth  by  art.  26  would 
become  practically  a  mere  nullity — a  result 
manifestly  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the 
founders  of  the  Constitution. 

The  judiciary  can  prohibit  the  enforce- 
ment of  legislative  enactments  as  cruel  or 
unusual,  or  both. 

Kobison  v.  Miner,  68  Mich.  549,  37  N.  W. 
21;  Ho  Ah  Koic  v.  XunaHf  5  Sawv.  652,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  0,546;  State  v.  Driver,  78  N.  C.  423 ; 
State  v.  Feltit,  80  N.  C.  367;  State  ex  rel, 
Garvey  v.  W hi  taker,  48  La.  Ann.  527,  35  L. 
R.  A.  561,  19  So.  457. 

The  right  of  the  court  to  interfere  in  prop- 
er cases  has  been  emphatically  recognized. 

People  ex  rel,  Kemmler  v.  Duraton,  119  X. 
Y.  569,  7  L.  R.  A.  715,  24  N.  E.  6;  Wilker- 
son  v.  Utah,  99  U.  S,  130,  25  L.  ed.  345 ;  Re 
Kemmler,  136  U.  S.  436,  34  L.  ed.  519,  10 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  030:  Foote  v.  State,  59  Md. 
264 :  Mitcfiell  v.  State,  82  Md.  527,  34  Atl. 
240;  Jackson  v.  United  States,  42  C.  C.  A. 
452,  102  Fed.  473;  People  v.  Whitney,  105 
Mich.  622,  03  N.  W.  7(i5;  Re  Bonner,  151  U. 
S.  242,  38  L.  ed.  149,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  323 ; 
Com,  V.  Murphy,  165  Mass.  66,  30  L.  K  A. 
734,  42  N.  E.  504. 

No  sound  distinction  exists  between  a  pun- 
ishment and  the  mode  of  inflicting  it. 

The  paesiige  of  a  current  of  electricity 
through  the  criminal's  body  is  as  much  a 
part  of  the  punishment  as  the  resulting 
death,  and  the  provisions  in  the  act  with  ref- 
erence to  seclusion  from  society,  and  secrecy 
as  to  the  exact  moment  of  inflicting  the  exe- 
cution, and  otliers,  are  as  mueh  a  part  of  the 
punishment  intended  to  be  inflicted  for  mur- 
der as  the  linal  result. 

Punishments  are  cruel  when  they  involve 
torture  or  a  lingering  death. 

Re  Kemmler,  136  U.  S.  436,  34  L.  ed.  519, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  930. 

A  punishment  involving  mental,  as  dis- 
tinct from  physical,  torture,  is  cruel. 

Ho  Ah  Kow  V.  Nunan,  5  Sawy,  552,  Fed. 
Gas.  No.  6,540. 

The  court  will  not  adjudge  a  punishment 
to  be  cruel  unless  it  can,  of  its  own  judicial 
knowledge,  aided  so  far  as  possible  by  prior 
adjudications,  say  that  it  prescribes  torture 
and  suffering,  physical  or  mental,  dispropor- 
tionate to  the  offense.  Applying  this  test  it 
can  be  safely  conceded  that  tlie  punishment 
of  death  for  the  crime  of  murder  in  the  first 
degree  is  not  in  itself  cruel,  and  that  the  pa6- 
aage  of  a  current  of  electricity  through  the 
convict's  body  is  not  in  itself  cruel.  More 
doubt  exists  as  to  the  two  remaining  punish- 
ments. 

In  Re  Medley,  134  U.  S.  160,  33  L.  ed.  835, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  384,  the  court  says;  "Nor 
can  we  withhold  our  conviction  of  the  propo- 
sition that  when  a  prisoner  sentenced  by  a 
court  to  death  is  confined  in  the  penitentiary 
awaiting  the  execution  of  the  sentence,  one 
of  the  most  horrible  feelings  to  which  he  can 
be  subjected  during  that  time  is  the  uncer- 
tainty during  the  whole  of  it  which  may  ex- 
ist for  the  period  of  four  weeks  as  to  the  pre- 
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cise  time  when  his  execution  shall  take 
place." 

The  infliction  of  the  death  penalty  by 
means  of  electricity  is  unusual. 

People  ex  rel.  Kemmler  v.  Durston,  119  N. 
Y.  5C9,  7  L.  R.  A.  715,  24  N.  E.  6;  Re 
Kemmler,  136  U.  S.  436,  34  L.  ed.  619,  10 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  930. 

The  framers  of  the  article  intended  to  pro- 
hibit the  inflictions  of  punishments  "unusu- 
al" in  Massachusetts. 

If  the  previous  practice  in  Massachusetts, 
is  the  correct  test,  electrocution  is  as  novel 
and  unusual,  though  practised  in  New  York,. 
as  would  be  the  guillotine,  imported  from 
France;  the  axe,  imported  from  Prussia;  or 
the  gar  rote,  imported  from  Italy. 

The  question  is  not  whether  it  is  more  or 
less  ci-uel  than  previous  punishments.  If 
the  crime  in  the  present  case  had  been  com- 
mitted before  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1898, 
it  would  be  as  clearly  an  ex  post  facto  law 
as  a  change  from  hanging  to  imprisonment 
for  life. 

Shepherd  v.  People,  25  N.  Y.  406. 

Mr.  Frederick  H.  Nash,  for  defendant 
in  ierror: 

The  legislature  has  decided  that  capital 
punishment  by  electric  shock  is  more  humane 
than  by  hanging,  and  has  prescribed  that 
form  of  death  for  persons  convicted  of  capi- 
tal crimes  committed  after  the  passage  of 
the  act. 

The  punishment  being  inflicted,  not  by  a 
magistrate  or  court  of  law,  but  by  the  legis- 
lature itself,  is  not  affected  by  art.  26  of  the 
declaration  of  rights. 

The  history  of  this  article  leads  to  the  be- 
lief that  it  was  not  intended  to  restrict  the 
l^slature  in  its  determination  of  penalties. 

4  Bl.  Com.  chap.  33,  Cooley's  note. 

The  declaration  of  the  inhabitants  of  Mas- 
sachusetts against  cruel  and  unusual  pun- 
ishments, like  its  original,  sets  a  limit  to 
judicial  discretion,  not  to  the  legislative 
conscience. 

SturtevurHt  v.  Co^n.  158  Mass.  598,  33  N.  E. 
648;  Com.  v.  Murphy,  165  Mass.  66,  30  L.  R. 
A.  734,  42  N.  E.  504;  Com.  v.  Hitchings,  5 
Gray,  482. 

VVhether  a  punishment  is  cruel  and  un- 
usual, or  not,  depends  upon  the  relation  of 
the  punistiment  to  the  offense. 

O'Neil  V.  Vermont,  144  U.  S.  323,  36  L. 
ed.  450,  12  Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  693. 

Death  is  the  usual  punishment  for  mur- 
der in  the  first  degree.  The  legislature  has 
changed  the  mode  of  inflicting  the  usual  pun- 
ishment to  a  mode  which  it  has  found  to  be 
au  improvement.  It  has  mitigated  the  usu- 
al punishment,  not  inflicted  an  unusual  one. 

A  cruel  or  imusual  punishment  is  a  pun- 
ishment which  is  unusual  in  the  way  of  cru- 
elty, not  one  which  is  unusually  humane. 

Isitt  V.  Becston,  L.  R.  4  Exch.  159;  Fov}- 
ler  V.  Padyet,  7  T.  R.  509 ;  Bridger  v.  Rich- 
ardson, 2  Maule  &  S.  568;  Bollin  y.  Shiner, 
12  Pa.  205. 

The  warden's  choice  of  the  day  of  execu- 
tion within  the  appointed  week  was  no  more 
an  exercise  of  judicial  power  than  was,  un- 
der the  old  law,  the  sheriff's  choice  of  hour 
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within  the  ap[^inted  day.  The  fixing  of  the 
time  of  execution  is  no  part  of  the  judgment 
or  Aentenoe  of  death. 

Com.  V.  Costley,  118  ^tass.  1. 

Holiiies,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

These  proceedings  are  respectively  a  writ 
of  error  and  a  petition  for  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus.  Both  are  intended  to  raise  the  same 
issue,  that  the  punishment,  death  by  electric- 
ity, to  which  the  said  Storti  has  been  sen- 
tenced, under  Stat.  1398,  chap.  326,  §  6,  is 
'''cruel  or  unusual"  within  article  26  of  the 
Massachusetts  declaration  of  rights.  Upon 
the  writ  of  error,  the  plaintiff  in  error  in- 
sisting that  the  assignment  was  of  error  in 
fact,  evidence  was  heard,  the  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror being  brought  into  court  by  habeas  cor- 
pu*}  to  be  present  at  the  hearing,  and  the 
presiding  justice  found  that  the  assignment 
was  not  true.  The  independent  petition  for 
habeas  corpus  was  reserved  by  agreement  of 
parties  for  hearing  by  the  full  court  at  the 
same  time  with  the  writ  of  error. 

In  the  view  which  we  take  of  the  case  it 
is  unnecessary  to  consider  any  question  of 
procedure,  either  as  between  the  two  pro- 
ceedings adopted  or  as  to  matters  of  detail 
arising  under  each.  We  therefore  pass  all 
such  matters  on  one  side.  It  also  is  unnec- 
•essary  to  consider  whether  the  before- men- 
tioned article  of  our  declaration  of  rights  is 
to  be  limited  in  its  application  to  the  action 
'Of  magistrates  so  far  as  they  are  left  to 
themselves  and  the  common  law,  or  whether 
it  is  to  be  taken  to  embody  a  large  general 
principle  equally  binding  upon  all  branches 
■of  the  go^'ernment,  or  at  least  binding  upon 
magistrates  and  courts  of  law  even  when 
the  legislature  has  undertaken  to  establish 
a  punishment  by  its  act.  Finally,  it  is  un- 
necessary to  go  into  any  nice  argument  upon 
tlie  words  of  the  article,  and  to  decide  wheth- 
er, inasmuch  as  those  words  are  "cruel  or 
unusual,"  not  **cruel  and  unusual,"  a  pun- 
ishment which  is  unusual,  but  is  not  cruel, 
is  forbidden  by  them. 

Taking  all  the  preliminaries  moftt  favor- 
able for  the  prisoner,  we  are  clearly  of  opin- 
ion that  the  Constitution  is  not  contravened 
by  the  act,  and  we  render  our  opinion  at 
once  that  we  may  avoid  delaying  the  course 
of  the  law  and  raising  false  hopes  in  his 
mind.  The  answer  to  the  wholfi  argument 
wliich  has  been  presented  is  that  there  is 
but  a  single  punishment,  death.  It  is  not 
contended  that  if  this  is  true  the  statute  is 
invalid,  but  it  is  said  that  it  is  not  true,  and 
that  you  cannot  separate  the  means  from 
the  end  in  considering  what  the  punishment 
is.  any  more  when  the  means  is  a  current  of 
electricity  than  when  it  is  a  slow  fire.  We 
should  have  thought  that  the  distinction  was 
plain.  In  the  latter  case  the  means  is  adopt- 
ed, not  solely  for  the  purpose  of  accomplish- 
ing the  end  of  death,  but  for  the  purpose  of 
J52  L.  K.  A. 


causing  otlier  pain  to  the  person  concerned. 

The  so-called  means  is  also  an  end  of  the 
same  kind  as  the  death  itself,  or,  in  other 
words,  is  intended  to  be  a  part  of  the  pun- 
ishment. But  when,  as  here,  the  means 
adopted  are  chosen  with  just  the  contrary 
intent,  and  are  devised  for  the  purpose  of 
reaching  the  end  proposed  as  swiftly  and 
painlessly  as  possible,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
they  are  not  forbidden  by  the  Constitution, 
although  tliey  should  be  discoveries  of  re- 
cent science,  and  never  should  have  been 
heard  of  before.  Not  only  is  the  prohibition 
addressed  to  what  in  a  proper  sense  may  be 
called  the  punishment,  but,  further,  the 
word  "unusual"  must  be  construe  with  the 
word  "cruel,"  and  cannot  be  taken  so  broad- 
ly as  to  prohibit  every  humane  improvement 
not  previously  known  in  MassBi^uaetts. 
People  ex  rel.  Kemn^ler  v.  Durston,  119  N. 
Y.  569,  7  L.  R.  A.  715,  24  N.  E.  6,  136  U.  S. 
436,  34  L.  ed.  519,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  930. 

The  suggestion  that  the  punishment  of 
death,  in  order  not  to  be  unusual,  must  be 
accomplished  by  molar  rather  than  by  mo- 
lecular motion  <*eem8  to  us  a  fancy  unwar- 
ranted by  the  Constitution. 

No  doubt  a  means  might  be  adopted  which, 
although  adopted  only  as  a  means,  practical- 
ly would  be  part  of  the  punishment,  and 
would  have  to  be  considered  as  such.  But 
such  a  case  is  not  presented  by  a  means 
chosen  precisely  liecause  it  is  instantaneous. 
There  was  a  hint  at  an  argument  based  on 
mental  sufTering,  but  the  suffering  is  due, 
not  to  its  being  more  horrible  to  be  struck 
by  lightning  than  to  be  hanged  with  the 
chance  of  slowly  strangling,  but  to  the  gen- 
eral fear  of  death.  The  suffering  due  to 
that  fear  the  law  does  not  seek  to  spare.  It 
means  that  it  shall  be  felt. 

Some  criticism  was  addressed  to  minor  de- 
tails of  the  law.  The  provision  that  after 
delivery  to  the  warden  of  the  state  prison 
the  prisoner  shall  be  kept  in  a  special  cell 
and  only  certain  persons  allowed  access  to 
him  without  an  order  of  the  court  does  not 
prevent,  and  by  its  true  construction  is  not 
intended  to  prevent,  the  presence  of  the  pris- 
oner in  court  in  any  matter  which  properly 
still  may  be  brought  up  in  court,  and  which 
by  the  course  of  law  or  treaty  may  require 
his  presence  (see  Com.  v.  Cody,  105  Mass. 
133,  138,  42  N.  E.  575),  as  was  exemplified 
in  this  case. 

Leaving  it  to  the  warden  to  select  the  day 
of  the  week  appointed  by  the  court  for  the 
execution  was  not  intended  to  aggravate  the 
prisoner's  distress  by  enhancing  his  sus- 
pense. '  The  purpose  is  humane,  and  the 
possible  uncertainty  for  a  brief  period  as  to 
the  exact  time  is  not  a  part  of  the  punish- 
ment. See,  further.  Com.  v.  Costley,  118 
Mass.  1,  35. 

Judgment  to  stand.  Writ  of  habeas  oor^ 
pus  denied. 


1900. 
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Re  Gilbert  D.  PRESTON. 

(63  Ohio  St.  428.) 

"•TKe  act  of  March  9»  1808  (93  Ohio  Laws, 
p.  33),  '*to  provide  Cor  the  weighing  of  coal 
before  screening,"  having  no  other  object  than 
to  prevent  the  making  of  contracts  between 
operators  and  miners  whereby  the  former 
shall  become  bound  to  make,  and  the  latter 
entitled  to  receive,  compensation  having  re- 
gard to  the  skill  and  care  of  the  miner,  is 
repugnant  to  the  bill  of  rights,  as  an  unwar* 
rantable  invasion  of  the  right  to  make  coo* 
tracts. 

(November  27,  1900.) 

APPLICATION  for  a  writ  of  habeas  cor- 
pus to  procure  the  release  of  petitioner 
from  custody  to  wbich  he  had  been  commit- 
ted for  violation  of  a  statute  regulating  the 
weighing  of  coal.    Petitioner  dischwrged. 

Statement  by  Shaiiok,  Ch.  J.: 

The  petitioner  is  deprived  of  his  liberty 
under  the  following  charge:  **Being  then 
and  there  the  operator  of  a  certain  coal  mine 
situated  within  said  county,  and  having  then 
and  there  under  his  employ  a  miner  who  was 
mining  and  sending  to  the  surface  coal  under 
said  employment  at  ton  rates,  to  wit,  one 
William  Brown,  did  knowingly  and  purpose- 
ly pass  the  output  of  coal  so  mined  by  said 
miner  as  aioresaid  over  a  screen  which  took 
away  a  part  of  the  value  thereof  before  the 
same  bad  been  weighed  and  credited  to  said 
•employee  sending  the  same  to  the  surface, 
and  before  the  same  was  accounted  for  at 
the  legal  rate  of  wedghts  fixed  by  the  laws 
of  Ohio."  The  prosecution  is  founded  on  ihe 
act  of  March  9,  1898  (93  Ohio  Laws,  P-  33) , 
entitled  "An  Act  to  Provide  for  the  Weigh- 
ing of  Coal  before  Screening."  The  provi- 
sions of  the  act  are  as  follows : 

*'Sec.  2i>5a.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any 
mine  owner,  lessee,  or  operator  of  coal  mines 
in  this  state,  employing  miners  at  bushel  or 
ton  rates,  or  other  quantity,  to  pass  the  out- 
put of  coal  mined  by  said  miners  over  any 
screen  or  other  device  which  shall  take  any 
part  from  the  value  thereof,  before  the  same 
shall  have  been  weighed  and  duly  credited  to 
the  employee  sending. the  same  to  the  sur- 
face, and  accounted  for  at  the  l^gal  rate  of 
weights  fixed  by  the  laws  of  Ohio. 

"Sec.   295b.  The    provisions   of    this   act 

^Headnote  by  the  Court. 

^■^^  ■■■  ■■■■!■  ■■■■■  I  I  ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

Note. — For  earlier  authorities  in  this  series 
touching  the  question  decided  in  the  above  case, 
•ee,  on  the  general  subject  of  statutory  restric- 
tions on  contracts  between  master  and  servant. 
Com.  V.  Perry  (Mass.)  14  L.  R.  A.  325,  and 
nafe;  State  v.  Loomis  (Mo.)  21  L.  R.  A.  789. 
and  note;  and  Ritchie  v.  People  (111.)  29  L.  R. 
A.  79. 

Also,  on  the  subject  of  statutes  respecting  the 

screening  or  weighing  of  coal,  Ramsay  v.  People 

(ill.)   17  L.  R.  A.  853;  State  v.  Wilson  (Kan.) 

47  L.  R.  >A.  71;  and  Harding  v.  People  (III.)  32 

•  L.  R.  A.  445. 
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shall  also  apply  to  the  class  of  workers,  en- 
gaged in  mines  whereia  the  mining  is  done 
by  machinery,  known  as  loaders;  whenever 
the  workmen  are  under  contract  to  load  by 
the  bushel,  ton,  or  any  quantity,  the  settle- 
ment of  which  is  had  by  weight,  the  output 
shall  be  weighed  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 
visions of  this  act." 

Section  295c  provides  the  penalty  for  the 
violation  of  this  act. 

Messrs.  Arnold,  Morton,  ft  Irrlne  and 
T.  A.  Jones,  for  petitioner: 

The  weight  of  judicial  authority  is  dis- 
tinctly in  favor  of  holding  all  such  acts  un- 
constitutional and  void. 

Com.  V.  Brown,  8  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  339;  Re 
House  Bill  No.  20S,  21  Ck>lo.  27,  39  Pac.  431; 
Harding  v.  PcoplCy  160  111.  459,  32  L.  R.  A. 
445,  43  N.  E.  624;  Millett  v.  People,  117  III. 
294,  57  Am.  Rep.  869,  7  N.  E.  631;  Ramsey 
v.  People,  142  111.  380,  17  L.  R.  A.  853,  32 
N.  E.  304. 

A  law  which  deprives  men*  engaged  in  the 
business  of  mining  from  the  privilege  of  con- 
tract with  each  other  for  the  purpose  of  as- 
certaining the  weight  of  the  coal  mined,  or 
the  amount  due  them  in  any  manner  mutu- 
ally satisfactory,  cannot  be  sustained. 

Harding  v.  People,  160  111.  459,  32  L.  R. 
A.  445,  43  N.  E.  624. 

The  law  will  not  allow  the  rights  of  prop- 
erty to  be  invaded  under  the  guise  of  police 
regulation  for  the  preservation  of  health, 
when  it  is  manifest  that  such  is  not  the  ob- 
ject and  purpose  of  the  regulation. 

Austiti  v.  Munay,  16  Pick.  121 ;  Re  Jacobs, 
98  N.  Y.  100,  50  Am.  Rep.  630;  People  v. 
Marx,  99  N.  Y.  377,  52  Am.  Rep.  34;  People 
V.  Hawkins,  157  N.  Y.  1,  42  L.  R.  A.  490,  51 
N.  E.  275;  Godcharles  v.  Wigeman,  113  Pa. 
431,  6  Atl.  354;  Millett  v.  People,  117  III. 
294,  57  Am.  Rep.  869,  7  N.  E.  631;  Frorer 
v.  People  use  of  School  Fu/nd,  141  III.  171,  16 
L.  R.  A.  492,  31  N.  E.  395;  Ramsey  v.  Peo- 
ple, 142  111.  380,  17  L.  R.  A.  853,  32  N.  E. 
364. 

The  business  of  coal  mining  is  not  in  any 
way  affected  with  a  public  use. 

State  v.  Loomis,  115  Mo.  313,  21  L.  R.  A. 
789,  22  S.  W.  350;  Millett  v.  People,  117  111. 
294,  57  Am.  Rep.  869,  7.N.  E.  631 ;  State  v. 
Holden,  14  Utah,  71,  sub  nom.  Holden  v. 
Hardy,  37  L.  R.  A.  103,  46  Pac.  756. 

The  right  of  contract,  and  the  power  to 
make  a  contract,  are  "property"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  state  and  Federal  organic 
law. 

State  V.  Goodwill,  33  W.  Va.  179,  6  L.  R. 
A.  621,  10  S.  E.  285;  Palmer  v.  Tingls^  56 
Ohio  St.  423,  46  N.  E.  313;  Ritchie  v.  Peo- 
ple, 155  III.  98,  29  L.  R.  A.  79,  40  N.  E.  454; 
Low  v.  Rees  Printing  Co.  41  Neb.  127,  24 
L.  R.  A.  702,  59  N.  E.  362 ;  Frorer  v.  People 
use  of  School  Fund,  141  111.  171,  16  L.  R.  A. 
492,  31  N.  E.  395;  State  v.  Loomis,  115  Mo. 
307,  21  L.  R.  A.  789.  22  S.  W.  350;  Com,  v. 
Perry,  155  Mass.  117,  14  L.  R.  A.  325,  28  N. 
E.  1126;  Re  Jacobs,  98  N.  Y.  106,  50  Am. 
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Kep.  63C;  Allgeyer  v.  Louisiana,  165  U.  S. 
fi7S,  .41  L.  ed.  832,  17  Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  427; 
Lerp  V.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  <£•  S.  R.  Co.  58  Ark, 
407,  23  L.  R.  A.  264,  25  S.  W.  75. 

The  act  of  March,  1898,  is  a  species  of 
cfai?9  legislation,  and  does  not  operate  uni- 
foinnly  upon  all  in  the  business  of  coal  min- 
ing, nor  uniformly  throughout  the  state. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  p.  484;  8t<Ue 
V.  aardn€r,  58  Ohio  St.  610,  41  L.  R.  A.  689, 
51  N.  E.  136;  Hocking  Valley  Coal  Co.  v. 
kosscr.  53  Ohio  St  23,  29  L.  R.  A.  386,  41 
N.  E.  203. 

The  so-called  "scrip  acta"  in  Ohio  and 
other  states  are,  in  reference  to  their  consti- 
tutionality, governed  by  tibe  same  principles 
as  the  "screen  acts." 

Both  the  screen  law  and  scrip  laws  are 
unconstitutional. 

Marsh  v.  Foaton,  35  Ohio  L.  J.  328;  State 
V.  Goodtcill,  33  W.  Va.  179,  6  L.  R.  A.  621, 
10  S.  E.  285;  State  v.  Loomis,  115  Mo.  307, 
21  L.  R.  A.  789,  22  S.  W.  350;  Godcharles  v. 
Wigeman,  113  Pa.  431,  6  Atl.  354;  Re  House 
BUI  Ao.  i|7,  23  Colo.  504,  48  Pac.  512; 
Frorcr  v.  Peoph  use  of  School  Fund,  141  111. 
171,  16  L.  R.  A.  492,  31  N.  E.  395;  Show- 
alter  V.  Ehlan,  5  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  242;  State 
V.  Paint  Rock  Coal  d  C.  Co.  92  Tenn.  81,  20 
S.  W.  499. 

From  the  principles  laid  down  by  the  Ohio 
courts  it  would  seem  clear  that  the  so-called 
screen  law  violates  the  provisions  of  tihe  C<mi- 
stitution  of  Ohio. 

Hocking  Valley  Coal  Co.  v.  Rosser,  53 
Ohio  St.  12,  29  L.  R.  A.  386,  41  N.  E.  263 ; 
Palmer  v.  Tingle,  56  Ohio  St  423,  45  N.  E. 
313;  State  v.  yelson,  52  Ohio  St  88,  26  L. 
R.  A.  317,  39  N.  E.  22;  State  v.  Lake  Erie 
Iron  Co.  33  Ohio  L.  J.  6 ;  State  v.  Gardner, 
58  OMo  St  599,  41  L.  R.  A.  689,  51  N.  E. 
136;  State  ex  rel.  Schwartz  v.  Ferris,  53 
Ohio  St  314,  30  L.  R.  A.  218,  41  N.  E.  579; 
Cox  V.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  d  St.  L.  R.  Co.  1 
Ohio  N.  P.  213 ;  Marmet  v.  State,  45  Ohio  St 
63,  12  N.  E.  463;  Wheeling  Bridge  d  Ter- 
minal  R.  Co.  v.  OiUnore,  8  Ohio  C.  C.  658. 

Messrs.  Daniel  J.  Ryan  and  W.  T. 
I«ewls,  for  respondent: 

The  objection  that  this  act  has  a  tendency 
to,  and  does,  infringe  upon  the  freedom  of 
contract,  cannot  in  itself  be  a  rational  ob- 
jection to  the  act,  provided  it  is  a  restraint 
that  the  legislature  may  impose  on  its  citi- 
zens by  virtue  of  the  police  power  reserved 
to  and  existing  in  the  people  of  the  state. 

The  act  is  not  void  because  class  legisla- 
tion. 

Slate  V.  ycUon,  52  Ohio  St  88,  26  L.  R. 
A.  317,  39  N.  E.  22. 

This  act  has  a  uniform  operation  wherever 
the  kind  of  business  said  to  be  regulated  is 
traneacted,  and  all  persons  similarly  situ- 
ated in  all  parts  of  the  state  are  afifected  in 
the  same  way. 

State  V.  Xelson,  52  Ohio  St  88,  26  L.  R. 
A.  317,  39  N.  E.  22;  Budd  v.  ?iew  York,  143 
U.  S.  517,  36  L.  ed.  247,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
45,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  468. 

While  by  the  common  law,  as  it  existed 
prior  to  the  Revolution,  the  people,  through 
their  legislature,  had  ample  authority  to  reg- 
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ulate  the  relatione  between  man  and  man  in 
society,  yet  on  account  of  the  enormous 
changes  in  a  development  of  all  kinds  of  in- 
dustries then  unknown,  as  they  now  exists 
this  power  of  regulation  keeps  step  with  the 
increase  in  development,  and  the  old  rules 
may  apply  to  new  conditions. 

Jones  V.  People,  110  111.  590;  Bolden  v. 
Hardy,  169  U.  S.  366,  42  L.  ed.  780,  18  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  383;  Barhier  v.  Connolly,  113  U. 
S.  27,  28  L.  ed.  923,  5  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  357; 
Budd  v.  New  York,  143  U.  S.  517,  36  L.  ed. 
247,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  45,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
468;  Dams  v.  State,  68  Ala.  58,  44  Am.  Rep. 
128;  Sawyer  v.  Davis,  136  Mass.  239,  49 
Am.  Rep.  27 ;  Brechhill  v.  Randall,  102  Ind. 
528.  52  Am.  Rep.  695,  1  N.  E.  362;  Relief 
Bldg.  As80.  V.  Schmidt,  55  Md.  97 ;  Hancock 
V.  Yadcn,  121  Ind.  366,  6  L.  R.  A.  576,  23 
N.  E.  253;  Palmer  v.  State,  39  Ohio  St.  236, 
48  Am.  Rep.  429;  State  v.  Wilson,  61  Kan. 
32.  47. L.  R.  A.  71,  58  *Pac  981;  State  v. 
Ptbl  Splint  Coal  Co.  36  W.  Va.  802,  17  L. 
R.  A.  385,  15  S.  E.  1000. 

Hessrs.  J.  M.  Sheets,  Attorney  General, 
J.  E.  Todd,  axMl  Smitli  W.  Bennett  also 
for  respondent 

Slianok,  Oh.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

There  is  no  authority  for  the  detention  of 
the  petitioner  unless  the  act  of  the  general 
assembly  set  out  in  the  statement  of  the  case 
is  constitutionally  valid.  That  the  Consti- 
tution gives  inviolability  to  the  right  to 
make  ooirtracts,  and  that  the  legislature  may 
deny  the  right  only  when  it  is  required  for 
the  general  welfare,  and  when  it  is  promo- 
tive of  public  health  or  morals,  are  proposi- 
tions established  by  familiar  authorities,  and 
admitted  by  the  attorney  general.  We  have, 
therefore,  to  consider  omy  the  purpose  of 
this  enactment,  and  the  nature  of  the  con- 
tract which  it  assumes  to  forbid.  Its  pur- 
pose is  to  terminate  the  riehts  heretofore 
universally  recognized  in  this  state,  and 
often  exercised,  of  determining  by  contracts 
voluntarily  entered  into  between  miners  and 
operators  the  mode  in  which  the  basis  of 
compensation  to  be  made  by  the  latter  to  the 
former  should  be  ascertained.  Counsel  for 
the  state  expressly  disclaim  any  authority 
in  the  legislature  to  determine  the  price  to 
be  paid  for  mining  ooal,  and  it  is  true  that 
no  such  autliority  is'  assumed  in  this  act. 
By  the  method  of  payment  heretofore  in  use, 
in  which  compensation  was  determined  upon 
the  basis  of  screened  coal,  miners  have  be- 
come entitled  to  receive,  and  operators  have 
become  bound  to  make,  compensation  having 
regard  to  the  skill  and  care  exercised  by  the 
miner  in  the  prosecution  of  his  work.  The 
effect  of  the  act  is  that  the  total  compensa- 
ticHi  to  be  paid  by  an  operator  is  to  be  de- 
termined by  agreement,  but  that  it  must  be 
paid  to  miners  without  discrimination  on  ac- 
count of  their  ^ill  and  care.  Why  the  gen- 
eral assembly  selected  this  claes  of  laborers, 
for  discrimination,  why  they  are  deemed  les^ 
entitled  tlian  others  to  compen8ati9n  which 
encourages  merit  by  rewarding  it,  we  do  not 
know  nor  inquire;   for,  however  unjust  to 
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this  clasd  of  labor  «r8  the  act  may  be,  we  can 
inquire  011I7  wh^.ther  the  general  assembly 
had  power  to  pass  it.  It  is  suggested  as  the 
basis  of  the  act  that  frauds  may  be  perpe- 
trated in  the  screening  and  weighing  of  coal 
under  the  contracts  heretofore  entered  into. 
To  this  suggestion  it  is  sufficient  to  answer 
that  if  such  danger  exists  it  may  well  juA- 
tify  appropriate  legislation  for  the  preven- 
tion of  such  fraud.  But  this  legislation 
■does  not  seek  to  prevent  fraud,  nor  to  pro- 
vide for  the  health  or  safety  of  those  engaged 
in  mining.  Its  sole  purpose  is  to  establish 
a  uniform  standard  of  compensation  among 
those  upon  whom  it  operates.  That  is,  so 
far  as  skill  and  care  are  concerned,  it  estab- 
lishes a  uniform  standard  of  earning  capac- 
ity. The  standard  thus  to  be  established 
for  all  must  necessarily  be  that  of  the  least 
efficient,  since  their  efficiency  cannot  be  in- 
creased by  legislation.  To  withhold  from 
merit  its  reward  may  be  a  favorite  object  of 
socialism,  but  it  is  inimical  to  the  individual 
rights  which  are  preserved  by  the  Constitu- 
tion. Acta  not  distinguishable  from  this  in 
any  substantial  respect  have  been  held  re- 
pugnant to  similar  constitutional  provisions. 
Jie  Howe  Bill  No,  20S,  21  Colo.  27,  39  Pac. 
431;  Com.  v.  Broxcn,  8  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  339; 
Millett  v.  People,  117  III.  294,  57  Am.  Rep. 
«69,  7  N.  E.  631 ;  Rwmsey  v.  People,  142  III. 
380,  17  L.  R.  A.  853,  32  N.  E.  364.  We  are 
aware  that  divided  courts  have  reached  the 
opposite  conclusion.  8tate  v.  Peel  Splint 
Coal  Co.  36  W.  Va.  802,  17  L.  R.  A.  385,  15 
S.  E.  1000,  and  State  v.  ^'ilson,  61  Kan. 
32,  47  L.  R.  A.  71,  58  Pac.  981.  But  in  both 
cases  what  we  regard  as  the  correct  view  is 
expressed  in  the  dissenting  opinions.  The 
views  which  pre\'ailed  in  the  cases  lastly 
cited  seem  to  be  entertained  by  those  whose 
minds  have  not  become  entirely  divorced 
from  the  view  once  urged,  but  long  since 
abandoned,  that  constitutional  limitations 
are  mere  admonitions  to  the  general  assem- 
bly, and  that  they  do  not  serve  to  annul  leg- 
islative enactments  inconsistent  with  their 
provisions.  This  act  may  be  invalid  for 
other  reasons,  but  our  decision  is  placed  upon 
the  ground  that  it  is  an  unwarranted  inva- 
sion of  the  rights  of  miners  and  operators 
to  make  contracts  by  which  the  former  shall 
be  entitled  to  receive,  and  the  latter  obliged 
to  make,  compemiation  according  to  the 
yalue  of  the  service  rendered  and  received. 
Petitioner  di$cha/rged. 


Charles  A,  BRAYTON,  P/ff.  in  Err., 

V. 

CLEVELAND    SPECIAL    POLICE    COM- 
PANY. 

(63  Ohio  St.  83.) 

*!•     A  corporation  cannot  maintain  an 

*B(»adnote8  by  the  Court. 


action  for  slander  upon  words  spoken 
Molely  uf  and  concerning  an  individual,  who 
Is  averred  to  be  a  stockholder  and  officer  ot 
the  corporation. 
Sk  In  sncli  case,  the  corporation  can- 
not ntaliiitaln  an  action  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  cousequeatlal  injuries  resulting 
from  the  slander,  without  averring  and  prov- 
ing that  the  slander  was  spoken  of  the  indi- 
vidual in  direct  relation  to  the  trade  or  busi- 
ness of  the  corporation. 

(June  19,  1900.) 

• 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Cuyahoga 
County  to  review  a  judgment  overrul- 
ing a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  which  sustained  a  demurrer  to  the 
complaint  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  slander.     Reveratd. 

Statement  by  DaTia,  J.: 

The  plaintiirs  petition  is  as  follows: 
"The  plaintiff  says  that  it  is  a  corporation 
duly  organized  and  existing  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Ohio.  That 
its  general  manager  and  treasurer  and  the 
owner  of  a  majority  of  the  stock  of  said 
corporation,  is  one  William  K.  Maher.  That 
the  defendant,  contriving  to  injure  said 
plaintiff,  and  to  bring  it  into  public  ridicule, 
and  destroy  its  business,  and  particularly  to 
destroy  that  branch  of  its  business  which 
consisted  of  doing  night  watching  in  and 
upon  Prospect  street,  between  Perry  street 
and  Case  avenue,  in  the  city  of  Cleveland, 
Ohio,  where  plaintiff  had  a  large  and  profit- 
able business,  did  on  or  about  the  1st  day 
of  March,  1897,  falsely  and  maliciously 
speak  and  publish  of  and  concerning  the 
said  William  K.  Maher,  then  and  there  well 
knowing  that  the  said  William  K.  Maher 
was  the  general  manager  and  treasurer  of 
said  plaintiff,  the  false  and  malicious  words 
following,  to  wit:  'Maher  [meaning  the 
said  William  K.  Maher]  is  a  bad  man,  a 
dangerous  character,  and  under  suspicion, 
and  not  to  be  trusted.  There  was  a  bam 
burned  up  here,  and  he  is  under  suspicion 
of  setting  it  on  fire,' — then  and  there  mean- 
ing that  the  said  William  K.  Maher  was  a 
bad  and  dangerous  character,  and  that  he 
had  been  and  is  guilty  of  the  crime  of  arson, 
and  was  regarded  as  guilty  of  said  crime,  in 
so  much  that  many  of  the  persons,  neigh- 
bors, and  citizens  to  whom  said  defendant  so 
as  aforesaid  stated  and  published  said  false 
and  malicious  words,  and  to  whom  the  in- 
nocence and  integrity  of  the  said  William 
K.  Maher  were  unknown,  and  knowing  the 
aforesaid  connection  of  said  William  K. 
Maher  with  this  plaintiff,  have,  on  account 
of  the  speaking  and  publishing  of  said  false, 
malicious,  and  defamatory  words,  from 
thence  hitherto,  suspected  and  believed  the 
said  William  K.  Maher  to  have  been  and  to 


NoTK. — Actions  for  libel  or  Blander  of  a  cor- 
poration. 
I.  Civil  actions. 
II.  Criminal  actions. 

I.  Ciuil  actions. 

In   Ba&YTON   V.   Cleveland   Spbcial   Polici 
52  L.  R.  A. 


Company,  Reversing  19  Ohio  C.  C.  47,  it  was 
held  that  an  action  of  slander  could  not  be 
maintained  by  a  corporation  engaged  in  the  busi- 
ness of  night  watching,  where  the  statement 
reflected  ou  the  personal  character  of  the  gen- 
eral manager  and  treasurer.  Imputing  that  he 
was  a  bad  man  and  guilty  of  crime,  but  the 
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he  a  bad  and  dangerous  character,  and 
guilty  of  arson,  so  as  aforesaid  imputed  to 
him  by  the  said  defendant,  and  ha«  sus- 
pected and  believed  the  plaintiff  ( from  their 
knowledge  of  the  connection  of  said  William 
K.  Maher  with  this  plaintiff)  to  be  entirely 
unworthy  of  confidence  and  patronage;  and 
they  have  by  reason  thereof,  since  that  time, 
wholly  refused  to  patronize  or  have  any 
business  transactions  with  this  plaintiff,  as 
they  were  accustomed  to  have  prior  to  said 
time,  and  that  by  reason  thereof  said  plain- 
tiff has  lost  its  large  and  profitable  business 
of  night  watching  on  Prospect  street  in  the 
city  of  Cleveland,  and  has  suffered  a  falling 
off  of  its  business,  and  has  been  injured  in 
its  prospects  and  goodwill.  Plaintiff  says 
that  bv  reason  of  the  premises  it  has  been 
injured  to  its  damage  in  the  sum  of  $10,000. 
Wherefore  plaintiff  prays  judgment  against 


said  defendant  in  the  sum  of  $10,000  and 
costs  of  suit." 

To  this  petition  the  defendant  demurred 
on  the  ground  that  it  does  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 
The  demurrer  was  sustained  in  the  common 
pleas  court,  and,  the  plaintiff  not  desi ring- 
to  amend  or  further  plead,  judgment  was 
rendered  for  the  defenaant.  This  judgment 
was  reversed  in  the  circuit  court,  and  plain- 
tiff'below  filed  this  petition  in  error  to  re- 
verse that  judgment. 

Messrs,  Gonlder,  Holdin^t  A  MastesL, 

for  plaintiff  in  error: 

The  words  alleged  to  have  been  spoken, 
were  not  of  the  corporation,  nor  of  its  prop- 
erty or  management,  nor  of  the  plaintiff  as- 
its  officer. 

The  rules  as  to  parties  which  prevail  in 


statement  was  not  shown  to  have  been  spoken 
in  a  conversation  of  or  concerning  the  plain- 
tlflr,  or  of  its  business,  or  of  the  manager's 
relations  thereto.  The  court  said :  *' Although 
a  corporation  may  sue  for  a  slander  upon  It  in 
the  way  of  its  business  or  trade,  it  cannot  sue 
for  a  slander  upon  .one  of  its  stockholders  or 
oflScers  if  the  slander  be  not  in  direct  relation 
to  the  trade  or  business  of  the  corporation ; 
because  the  right  of  action  is  personal,  and  is 
confined  strictly  to  the  person  of  whom  the 
slanderous  language  was  uttered.'*  This  de- 
cision seems  to  be  within  the  rule  that,  in  order 
to  maintain  an  action  for  libel,  the  corporation 
must  allege  and  prove  that  the  libel  was  con- 
nected with  the  business,  and  was  an  Injury 
thereto,  before  a  recovery  can  be  had. 

An  action  of  libel  may  be  maintained  by  a 
corporation  where  the  character  or  condition 
of  its  marketable  products  is  misrepresented, 
or  where  the  libei  relates  to  its  business  so  as 
to  affect  the  confidence  of  the  public  and  drive 
away  its  customers,  or  where  the  libel  affects 
its  credit  In  the  community  and  weakens  the 
public  confidence  so  that  it  is  more  difficult  to 
obtain  credit  or  borrow  money.  It  seems  that 
in  none  of  these  cases  is  it  necessary  to  al- 
lege special  damage  where  the  obvious  effect  of 
the  libel  would  be  to  ruin  the  business.  If  the 
publication  of  the  libel  would  not  naturally 
tend  to  affect  the  marketable  value  of  the  cor- 
poration goods,  or  its  financial  standing,  or 
its  relations  with  Its  customers,  or  its  obtain- 
ing business,  special  damages  should  be  alleged 
and  proved. 

In  the  following  cai^es  It  was  held  that  a 
corporation  may  maintain  an  action  for  libel 
affecting  its  business  or  property.  Mutual  Re- 
serve Fund  Life  Asso.  v.  Spectator  Co.  18  Jones 
&  8.  460;  Ohio  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Press  Pub.  Co. 
48  Fed.  201 ;  Knickerbocker  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ec- 
clesine,  2  Jones  &  S.  76,  11  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  885, 
42  How.  Pr.  201 ;  St.  James  Military  Academy 
V.  Galser,  125  Mo.  517,  28  L.  R.  A.  667,  28  S. 
W.  851;  Journal  Printing  Co.  v.  Maclean,  23 
Ont.  App.  Rep.  824,  Afllrming  25  Ont.  Rep. 
509;  Morrison- Jewell  Plltratioo  Co.  v.  Lin> 
gane,  10  R.  I.  816,  83  Atl.  452;  Cincinnati 
Street  R.  Co.  v.  Cincinnati  Daily  Tribune  Co. 
31  Ohio  L.  J.  Ill ;  Metropolitan  Saloon  Omni- 
bus Co.  V.  Hawkins,  4  Hurlst.  &  N.  87,  28  L.  J. 
Exch.  N.  S.  201,  5  Jur.  N.  S.  226;  Jewelers' 
Mercantile  Agency  v.  Douglass,  35  111.  App. 
627 ;  Hahnemannian  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Beebe.  48 
111.  87,  95  Am.  Dec.  519;  Dr.  Shoop  Family 
Medicine  Co.  v.  Wemlch,  96  Wis.  164,  70  N. 
W.  160 ;  Arrow  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Bennett,  73  Hun, 
81,    25    N.    Y.    Supp.    1020;    Union   Associated 

62  L.  R.  A. 


Press  V.  Heath,  49  App.  Dlv.  247,  63  X.  Y. 
Supp.  96 ;  Trenton  Mut.  L.  &  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Per- 
rine,  23  N.  J.  L.  402,  57  Am.  Dec.  400;  Shoe 
&  Leather  Bank  v.  Thompson,  18  Abb.  Pr.  413 ; 
American  Book  Co.  v.  Gates,  85  Fed.  729. 

Business  corporations  may  maintain  an  ac- 
tion for  libel  in  all  cases  where  It  is  necessary 
to  protect  their  property  and  rights.  But  they 
cannot  maintain  an  action  for  damages  to  per- 
sonal character  unconnected  with  loss  or  in- 
jury to  property.  A  business  corporation  re- 
quiring credit  need  not  allege  proof  of  special 
damage  where  the  libel  directly  affects  its  cred- 
it. But  in  other  cases  allegations  of  malice 
and  special  damage  are  necessary.  Mutual  Re- 
serve Fund  Life  Asso.  v.  Spectator  Co.  18  Jonev 
A  S.  460.  This  was  a  mutual  life  association, 
and  the  libelous  matter  charged  dishonesty  and 
want  of  skill  in  the  management  of  the- business. 

In  Ohio  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Press  Pub.  Co.  48, 
Fed.  206,  the  court  said :  ^'Language  which 
charges  the  plaintiff  with  such  incapacity  or 
neglect  in  the  c«)nduct  of  its  business  that  be- 
lief in  the  truth  of  the  charges  would,  as  a 
natural  and  proximate  consequence,  induce 
shippers  of  goods  and  passengers  to  refrain  from 
employing  the  plaintiff  as  such  common  carrier. 
Is  actionable  without  proof  of  special  damage. 
The  particular  language  complained  of  here  1» 
the  statement  In  defendant's  newspaper  that 
'over  .one  half  of  the  ties  in  the  roadbed  [of 
the  plaintiff]  are  rotten,  and  it  is  dangerooa 
to  run  trains  very  fast.'  Such  a  publication  is 
manifestly  within  the  principle  above  laid 
down ;  and,  as  the  complaint  further  avera 
that  the  statement  was  'false  .  .  .  •  mall- 
clous,  and  made  for  the  purpose  of  Injuring  the 
credit  and  business  of  the  plaintiff,'  a  cause 
of  action  is  set  forth  in  the  complaint." 

In  American  Book  Co.  v.  Gates,  85  Fed.  720, 
referring  to  the  case  of  Ohio  &  M.  R.  Co.  v. 
Press  Pub.  Co.  48  Fed.  206,  where  a  rule  waa 
laid  down  that  an  action  by  a  corporation  for 
a  libel  upon  their  method  of  transacting  busi- 
ness is  actionable  per  Be  so  that  it  is  not  nec- 
essary to  aver  special  damage,  the  court  said: 
"Here,  as  we  must  construe  Judge  Lacombe'a 
opinion,  having  In  mind  the  issues  there  pre^ 
sented,  is  'to  charge  unfitness  or  Improper  con- 
duct of  such  occupation,'  for  this  would  be 
unquestionably  'language  concerning  the  trade 
or  occupation  which  It  [the  railway]  carries 
on.'  and  using  terms  which,  as  applied  to  such 
business  or  occupation,  impute  to  the  corpora- 
tion defects  or  wrongdoing  In  the  very  per- 
formance of  the  business  of  such  corporation. 
Applying  the  same  principle  or  idea  to  the  busi- 
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actions  for  torts  generally  apply  to  the  ac- 
tions for  slander  and  libel. 

Towntihend,  Slander  &  Libel,  3d  ed.  297; 
Newell,  Defamation,  Slander  &  Libel«  360. 

If  defendant  had  been  guilty  of  assault- 
ing or  committing  other  wrong  against  the 
person  of  Maher,  the  corporation  would  not 
have  been  a  proper  party. 

Stevenson  v.  Morris,  37  Ohio  St.  10,  41 
Am.  Rep.  481. 

This  alleged  slander  having  been  uttered 
of  plaintiff  as  an  individual,  and  not  of  the 
corporation  of  which  he  was  a  stockholder, 
Maher  was  the  proper  party,  and  there  are 
not  sufficient  facts  alleged  in  the  petition  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action  in  favor  of 
plain  tiiT. 

Newell,  Defamation,  Slander  &  Libel,  360 ; 
Metropolitan    Ornnihus    Co.    v.    Hawkins,' 4 


Ilurlst.  &  N.  90;  Odgers,  Libel  &  Slander, 
416. 

Messrs.  Jolmsoii  &  Dunlap  for  defend- 
ant in  error. 

Davis,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  petition  in  this  case  may  be  consid- 
ered from  two  points  of  view.  It  may  be 
regarded  as  an  action  in  slander,  or  as  an 
action  to  recover  damages  for  consequential 
injuries  resulting  from  an  alleged  slander 
upon  a  third  person.  On  the  first  reading  it 
would  seem  that  the  pleader  regarded  the 
slanderous  words  as  affecting  the  platntiiT 
directly,  and  brought  the  action  upon  the 
theory  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  slandered 
touching  its  business.  If  we  interpret  the 
petition  in  this  way,  the  action  cannot  be 


ness  of  plalnttflT,  we  may  state  that,  if  defend- 
ant published  that  In  the  supplying  of  its  books 
its  practice  was  to  supply  bad  or  incompetent 
books,  textbooks  which  failed  to  properly  and 
safely  educate  or  instill  right  or  correct  scien- 
tific or  other  principles  to  those  using  them, — 
would  be,  In  like  manner  as  in  the  cited  case, 
to  'charge  unfitness  or  Improper  conduct  of 
[plaintiff's]  occupation.'  The  opinion  just 
cited  is,  however,  far  from  holding  that,  if  one 
published  that  the  railway  used  Improper 
methods  in  soliciting  business — ^as,  for  instance, 
employed  solicitors  for  business,  who  pold  or 
offered  premiums,  or  used  other  Improper  in- 
fluences to  persons  from  whom  they  solicited 
business,  or  that  the  road  was  In  a  combine,  or 
trust,  or  the  like, — that  In  such  case  the  pub- 
lisher was  guilty  of  libel,  or  that  such  publica- 
tion would  sustain  an  action  for  libel  at  the 
complaint  of  the  corporation." 

In  Knickerbocker  L.  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Ecclesine,  2 
Jones  &  S.  76,  11  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  385.  42  How. 
Pr.  201,  the  court  said :  "Upon  a  careful  con- 
sideration of  the  principles  Involved  in  such 
cases,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  a 
corporation  engaged  In  a  business  in  which 
credit  may  be  material  to  its  success  may  main- 
tain an  action  for  libel  without  proof  of  special 
damage,  where  the  language  used  concerning 
it  is  defamatory  in  Itself,  and  injuriously  and 
directly  affects  Its  credit,  and  necessarily  and 
directly  occasions  pecuniary  Injury ;  but  that 
In  all  other  cases  the  averment  and  proof  of 
malice  and  special  damage  is  necessary." 

In  Bt.  James  Military  Academy  v.  Galser,  125 
Mo.  517,  28  L.  R.  A.  067,  28  8.  W.  851,  the  pub- 
lication referred  to  an  academy  where  dancing 
'  was  taught,  to  the  effect  that  such  inslitutlon 
was  harmful  to  the  moral  and  religious  in- 
terests  of  the  community,  and  urging  people  to 
absent  themselves  from  the  academy  as  long  as 
dancing  was  allowed  in  the  building.  This  was 
held  sufficient  to  sustain  an  action  for  libel. 

An  Incorporated  trading  company  engaged 
Iff  the  business  of  publishing  a  newspaper  may 
recover  damages  for  libel  calculated  to  injure 
their  reputation  In  the  way  of  their  business. 
Journal  Printing  Co.  v.  Maclean,  28  Ont.  App. 
Rep.  824,  Affirming  25  Ont.  Rep.  509.  In  this 
case  Osier,  J.  A.,  said :  "Statements  as  to 
the  manner  in  which  the  proprietors  of  a 
newspaper  conduct  it,  the  purposes  they  serve 
by  It,  the  principles  they  advocate  in  It,  and 
the  depraved  or  dishonest  methods  and  motives 
which  characterize  It,  are,  or  may  well  be,  cal- 
culated to  Injure  them  In  respect  of  their  busi- 
ness." 

And  an  action  for  libel  may  be  maintained 
by  a  corporation  engaged  in  the  business  of 
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building  works  for  the  filtration  of  water,  where 
an  article  was  published  to  the  effect  that  the 
process  was  to  employ  alum,  the  safety  of  which 
bad  been  questioned  by  medical  authorities. 
Morrison-Jewell  Filtration  Co.  v.  Lingane,  19  R. 
1.  316,  33  Atl.  452. 

A  charge  against  a  street-railway  corpora- 
tion, of  keeping  two  sets  of  books,  one  to  make 
settlements  with  the  city  auditors,  of  Its  license, 
and  one  for  its  stockholders,  is  one  involving 
moral  turpitude,  and  comes  within  the  class 
that  is  actionable  per  «e.  Cincinnati  Street 
K.  Co.  V.  Cincinnati  Daily  Tribune  Co.  31  Ohio 
L.  J.  111. 

And  a  Joint-stock  company  incorporated  un- 
der 19  &  20  Vict.  chap.  47,  providing  for  the 
incorporation  of  joi-nt-stock  companies,  may 
maintain  an  action  for  libel  against  a  sharehold- 
er in  the  company.  Metropolitan  Saloon  Omni- 
bus Co.  V.  Hawkins,  4  Hurlst.  &  N.  87,  28  L.  J. 
Exch.  N.  S.  201,  5  Jur.  N.  S.  226. 

In  this  case  Pollock,  C.  B.,  said :  "That  a 
corporation  at  common  law  can  sue  In  respect 
of  a  libel  there  is  no  doubt.  It  would  be 
monstrous  If  a  corporation  could  maintain  no 
action  for  slander  of  title  through  which  they 
lost  a  great  deal  of  money.  It  could  not  sue 
in  respect  of  an  imputation  of  murder,  or  incest, 
or  adultery,  because  it  could  not  commit  those 
crimes.  Nor  could  it  sue  In  respect  of  a  charge 
of  corruption,  for  a  corporation  cannot  be 
guilty  of  corruption  although  the  individ- 
uals composing  it  may.  But  it  would  be  very 
odd  If  a  corporation  had  no  m^ans  of  pro- 
tecting itself  against  wrong,  and  if  its  prop- 
erty is  Injured  by  slander  It  has  no  means 
of  redress  except  by  action.  Therefore,  It 
appears  to  me  clear  that  a  corporation  at 
common  law  may  maintain  an  action  for  a 
libel  by  which  its  property  Is  Injured." 

A  foreign  corporation  may  maintain  an  action 
for  libel  In  the  state  of  Illinois.  Jeweler's 
Mercantile  Agency  v.  Douglass,  35  III.  App.  627. 
In  this  case  the  court  said :  "All  actions  cjd 
contractu,  and  for  physical  Injuries  to,  or  con- 
version of,  their  personal  property,  such  cor- 
Iioratlons  are  permitted  to  prosecute  without 
question.  Why  should  there  be  any  difference, 
if  they  have  suffered  pecuniary  loss  wrong- 
fully, whether  the  spoliation  be  visible  and  tan- 
gible In  Its  effect,  or  that  effect  Is  to  be  ascer- 
tained through  the  relation  of  causes  and  their 
consequences  ?" 

In  Hahnemannlan  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Beebe,  48 
III.  87,  95  Am.  Dec.  519,  it  was  held  that  a  do- 
mc^slic  corporation  may  maintain  an  action  for 
libel.  But  as  to  whether  a  foreign  corporation 
may  maintain  an  action  for  libel  in  Illinois 
is  not  decided.     This  has  since  been  decided  In 
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sustained.  Although  a  corporation  may  sue 
for  a  slander  upon  it  in  the  way  of  its  busi- 
ness or  trade,  it  cannot  sue  for  a  slander 
upon  one  of  its  stockholders  or  officers,  if 
the  slander  be  not  in  direct  relation  to  the 
trade  or  business  of  the  corporation,  because 
the  right  of  action  is  personal,  and  is  con- 
fined strictly  to  the  person  of  whom  the 
slanderous  language  was  uttered.  This  is 
especially  so  when  the  words  impute  to  the 


individual  a  crime,  as  in  this  case.  Newell, 
Defamation,  Slander  &  Libel,  360;  State  v. 
f^incinnaii  F&i^tilizer  Co,  24  Ohio  St.  611. 
The  words  here  charged  were  spoken  of 
Maher,  and  of  him  alone.  It  is  not  alleged 
that  they  were  spoken  of,  or  in  connection 
with,  the  plaintiff  or  its  busitiess,  so  that 
the  plaintiff  could  not  maintain  this  action 
as  an  action  for  slander. 
When  we  regard  the  case  in  the  other  as- 


Jewelers'    Mercantile   Agency   v.    Douglass,   35 
III.  App.  627. 

A  publication  in  a  newspaper  that  It  has 
refused  the  advertisements  of  a  drug  concern 
on  acoduut  of  Its  being  a  swindle  is  libelous,  and 
•  a  recovery  may  be  had.  Dr.  Shoop  Family 
Medicine  Co.  v.  Wernlob,  95  Wis.  164.  70  N.  W. 
160.  In  this  case  no  question  seems  to  have 
been  made  as  to  a  recovery  by  a  corporation. 

An  action  may  be  maintained  by  a  corpora- 
tion engaged  in  manufacturing,  trading,  or 
banking,  or  any  other  occupation  in  which  cred- 
it is  essential,  where  language  concerning  it  is 
used  which  is  calculated  to  injure  its  credit,  and 
an  action  may  be  maintained  without  proof  of 
special  damage  in  such  a  case.  Arrow  S.  S. 
Co.  V.  Bennett,  73  Hun,  81,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  1029. 
In  this  case  the  libelous  article  was  to  the 
effect  that  a  steamship  company  had  been  de- 
tected in  a  swindling  scheme,  and  forced  to 
discontinue  its  business  in  the  place  selected 
for  that  purpose. 

And  it  Is  libelous  to  charge  a  corporation  en- 
gaged In  the  business  of  furnishing  news  to 
newspapers  with  tapping  the  telegraph  wires  of 
a  rival  company,  and  no  special  damage  need 
be  alleged.  Union  Associated  Press  v.  Heath, 
49  App.  Div.  247,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  96. 

An  action  may  be  maintained  by  a  corpora- 
tion for  words  falsely  or  maliciously  spoken  or 
written  of  the  company  in  the  way  of  its  trade 
or  business,  or  of  the  property  and  concerns 
*of  the  company,  or  of  the  officers,  servants,  and 
members  of  the  company,  by  reason  of  which 
special  damage  is  sustained  by  the  corporation. 
Treoton  Mut.  L.  &  F.  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Perrine,  23 
N.  J.  L.  402,  67  Am.  Dec.  400.  In  this  case 
It  was  held  that  if  the  nature  of  the  business 
was  such  as  to  render  it  impracticable  to  name 
the  customers  whose  business  has  been  lost, 
the  loss  of  business  may  be  alleged  generaLly. 

In  South  Hetton  Coal  Co.  v.  Northeastern 
News  Asso.  [1804]  1  Q.  B.  133,  It  was  said 
that  an  action  of  libel  will  lie  at  the  suit  of 
an  incorporated  trading  company  in  respect  of 
a  libel  calculated  to  injure  its  reputation  in 
the  way  of  its  biisiness,  without  proof  of  special 
damage.  But  it  was  held  that  the  sanitary 
condition  of  a  large  number  of  cottages  let  by 
the  proprietors  of  a  colliery  to  their  workmen 
Is  a  matter  of  public  interest,  fair  comment  on 
which  Is  not  libelous. 

In  Shoe  ft  Leather  Bank  ▼.  Thompson,  18 
Abb.  Pr.  418,  a  banking  corporation  brought 
an  action  for  libel  for  the  publication  of  a  state- 
ment that  there  were  notes  of  the  bank  said  to 
be  counterfeits  and  the  officers  were  In  doubt 
as  to  which  were  good,  and  that  divers  persons 
refused  to  receive  the  notes  of  the  bank  or 
deal  with  It,  to  its  damage.  It  was  held  by 
Clerke,  J.,  that  special  damages  need  not  be 
alleged.  The  court  held  that  the  complaint  was 
good  on  demurrer,  and  that  if  It  should  be  made 
more  specific  the  remedy  was  by  motion.  In- 
graham,  P.  J.,  said :  "That  a  corporation  Is 
entitled  to  protection  in  the  law,  and  to  recover 
damage  for  any  Injury  sustained  in  its  prop- 
erty, is,  I  think,  beyond  doubt.  The  power  to 
sue  for  such  damages  Is  Inherent  In  Its  exlst- 
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ence  as  a  corporate  body,  and  necessarily  incl« 
dent  to  Its  right  to  hold  property,  even  if  the 
statute  did  not  give  full  power  and  authority 
to  sue  and  maintain  actions  in  the  courts.  But 
fcuch  right  to  sue  is  confined  to  actions  relating 
to  the  property  and  pecuniary  interests  of  the 
coj'poratlon."     Sutherland,  J.,  dissented. 

To  charge  a  mercantile  corporation  with 
palming  off  Inferior  and  comparatively  worth- 
less or  worthless  goods  whenever  it  has  an  op- 
portunity to  do  so  is  manifestly  to  Injure  It  In 
a  business  way,  and  is  libelous.  American  Book 
Co.  V.  Gates,  85  Fed.  729.  In  this  case  the 
court  said :  "A  wholesaler  or  Jobber,  who  is 
charged  with  imposing  inferior,  trashy  goods 
upon  his  customers  whenever  he  can  find  cus- 
tomers so  situated — so  under  his  control — aa 
that  they  cannot  resist  such  Imposition,  must 
suffer  material  Injury  in  his  business  if  such 
charge  comes  to  the  knowledge  of  his  general 
customers,  or  of  those  who  might  otherwise  be 
disposed  to  trade  with  him.  Plaintiff's  busi- 
ness standing — Its  ability  to  push  its  business 
— would  be  greatly  affected  If  it  were  generally 
believed  that  it  would  Impose  out-of-date, 
trashy  school  books  whenever  it  could  do  so, 
Instead  of  uniformly  dealing  In  up-to-date,  re* 
liable  school  books.  In  this  respect  the  cor- 
poration is  directly  affected  in  its  'business, 
business  reputation,  and  credit'  by  the  extract 
published.  And  with  my  present  view  of  the 
law,  upon  proof  of  publication  by  defendant  of 
said  extract.  In  the  absence  of  defense  thereto 
(and  such  Is  the  present  status),  the  matter 
should  properly  be  submitted  to  the  jury  for 
their  verdict  as  to  damages  suffered."  It  was 
Insisted  In  this  case  that  special  damages  must 
be  alleged.  The  plaintiff  struck  out  from  his 
complaint  all  claims  for  special  damages,  and 
the  court  held  that  the  publication  of  a  state- 
ment ''charging  unfitness  or  Improper  conduct 
of  <its)  occupation"  was  actionable  without  an 
allegation  of  special  damage.  It  was  also  con- 
ceded that  the  corporation  may  bring  an  action 
for  libel. 

In  Canton  Surgical  &  Dental  Chair  Co.  ▼. 
McLain,  82  Wis.  93,  51  N.  W.  1098,  It  was  said 
that  a  corporation  engaged  In  the  manufacture 
and  sale  of  goods,  furniture,  or  merchandise 
may  have  an  established  good  name  and  credit 
therein  which  may  be  injured  and  damaged  by 
defamatory  words  spoken  of  and  concerning  the 
same,  and  may  maintain  an  action  for  libel. 
In  this  case  It  was  held  that  a  publication  re- 
ferring to  business  which  had  ceased  was  not 
actionable,  and  as  to  a  charge  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  compelled  to  pay  a  royalty  under  the 
Judgment  of  the  court,  this  was  held  not  ac- 
tionable per  ae,  and  it  was  also  held  that  there 
was  not  a  sufficient  allegation  by  way  of  col- 
loquium applying  such  words  to  the  busine^ss  of 
the  company. 

In  New  York  ft  W  Water  Co.  v.  Morning 
Journal  Asso.  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  272,  which  was  an 
action  by  a  corporation  for  libel.  It  was  held 
that  the  words  charged  were  not  alleged  to 
be  spoked  of  or  concerning  the  plaintiff,  and 
therefore   a  Judgment     for    plaintiff    on     the 
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pect,  it  is  not  so  easy  to  formulate  a  gen- 
eral rule  for  all  cases,  although  the  general 
principles  involved  are  clear  enough,  and  we 
readily  reach  a  satisfactory  conclusion  as  to 
the  ca^e  at  bar.  In  general,  every  man 
must  be  taken  to  be  answerable  for  the 
necessary  consequences  of  his  own  wrong- 
ful acts;  and  ?o,  also,  if  the  result  is  so 
clearly  the  natural  outcome,  in  sequence, 
that  he  ought  to  have  contemplated  it  when 


he  spoke  the  words,  whether  he  actually  did 
so  or  not.  No  good  reason  appears  why 
these  principles  should  not  be  applied  to  the 
consequences  of  words  spoken  as  well  as  of 
things  done.  And  this  would  seem  to  be 
the  law  whether  the  words  were  actionable 
slander  or  not.  This  seems  to  be  the  founda- 
tion of  the  decision  in  Riding  v.  Smith,  L. 
R.  1  £xch.  Div.  91,  which  is  the  authority 
upon  which  the  circuit  court  reversed  the 


ground  that  the  demurrer  to  the  complaint  was 
frivolous  was  improper. 

A  right  of  action  for  libel  of  an  Insurance 
company  causing  pecuniary  loss  is  not  assign- 
able, and  does  not  pass  to  a  receiver.  Mil- 
waukee Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Sentinel  Co.  81  Wis. 
207,  15  L.  R.  A.  627,  31  N.  W.  440.  In  this 
case  the  court  said :  "It  is  elementary  that  a 
right  of  action  for  mere  personal  Injuries  has 
not  the  quality  of  survivorship.  Is  not  assign- 
able either  at  law  or  in  equity,  and  does  not 
pans  to  a  receiver  of  the  property  and  effects 
of  the  owner  of  such  right  of  action.  Beyond 
all  question,  a  right  of  action  for  a  libel  belongs 
to  this  class.  The  mere  fact  that  the  libel  has 
resulted  in  pecuniary  Injury  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  thus  has  diminished  his  estate  and  his  ca- 
pacity to  pay  his  debts,  does  not  make  the  cause 
of  action  one  for  an  injury  to  property  which 
passes  to  the  receiver." 

But  an  action  cannot  be  maintained  by  a  mu- 
nicipal corporation  to  recover  damages  for 
what  is  alleged  to  be  a  libel  on  the  corpora- 
tion itself  as  distinguished  from  Its  individual 
members  or  officers.  Manchester  v.  Williams 
[1S»1]  1  Q.  B.  94,  30  Week.  Rep.  302,  60  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  N.  S.  23,  63  L.  T.  N.  S.  805,  54  J.  P.  712. 
In  this  case  the  court  said:.  "The  libel  com- 
plained of  consists  of  a  charge  of  bribery  and 
corruption.  The  question  is  whether  such  an 
action  will  He.  I  think  it  will  not.  It  is  al- 
together unprecedented,  and  there  Is  no  princi- 
ple on  which  it  could  be  founded." 

If  the  charter  of  a  corporation  authorizes  It 
to  do  business  In  a  certain  way,  such  charter 
should  be  specially  pleaded  in  the  complaint 
in  order  to  maintain  an  action  for  libel  for  a 
publication  as  to  their  mode  of  conducting  busi- 
ness, claimed  to  be  libelous.  Hahnemannlan  L. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Beebe,  48  111.  87,  95  Am.  Dec.  519. 

In  an  action  brought  by  a  charitable  corpora- 
tion for  libel,  claiming  that  on  account  of  the 
libel  persons  had  refused  to  contribute  or  make 
donations,  an  order  was  properly  granted  re- 
quiring the  plaintiff  to  furnish  a  bill  of  par- 
ticulars, stating  who,  by  reason  of  the  mat- 
ters alleged,  had  ceased  or  refused  to  contribute. 
New  York  Infant  Asylum  v.  Roosevelt,  35  Hun, 
501. 

In  the  following  cases  the  rule  appears  to  be 
recognized'  That  a  corporation  may  recover  in 
an  action  for  libel  ;  but  this  point  does  not 
seem  to  have  been  questioned  or  discussed  in 
these  cases :  Delaware  State  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Croasdale,  6  Houst.  (Del.)  181 :  Haney  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Perkins,  78  Mich.  1,  43  N.  W.  1073; 
Irish- American  Bank  v.   Bader,  59  Minn.  329, 

61  N.  W.  328:  Lawyers'  Co-operative  Pub.  Co. 
V.  West  I*ub.  Co.  32  App.  Div.  585.  52  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1120 ;  Bee  Pub.  Co.  v.  World  Pub.  Co.  59 
Neb.  713,  82  N.  W.  28. 

In  the  last  case  It  was  held  that  a  newspaper 
article  falsely  stating  that  a  business  corpora- 
tion is  In  a  precarious  existence  and  cannot 
meet  Its  financial  obligations,  and  that  It  Is 
moribund  and  about  to  collapse  as  a  business 
concern.  Is  libelous  per  ae. 

In  Western  Counties  Manure  Co.  v.  Lawes 
Chemical  Manure  Co.  L.  K.  9  Exch.  218,  it 
was   held   that   a   publication   disparaging   the 

62  L.  R.  A.  34 


quality  of  plaintiff's  goods,  resulting  in  special 
damages.  Is  actionable.  This  case  does  not  dis- 
close whether  the  plaintiff  was  a  corporation 
or  not. 

II.  Criminal  aotiona, 

A  criminal  action  for  libel  of  a  business  cor- 
poration may  be  maintained  without  an  alle- 
gation that  the  corporation  has  been  Injured 
thereby.  State  v.  Boogher,  3  Mo.  App.  442. 
In  this  case  the  court  said :  "The  appellant 
suggests  the  question,  but  appears  not  much  to 
rely  upon  the  point,  whether  a  corporation,  as 
such,  can  be  the  subject  of  a  criminal  libel. 
At  the  present  day  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
it  may.  The  reasons  why  it  should  not  are  not 
so  numerous  as  in  the  case  of  a  natural  person, 
but  those  which  exist  are  as  strong.  A  very 
large  and  important  part  of  the  private  business 
of  the  community  Is  now  done  under  the  form 
of  corporations.  The  reputation  of  persons 
who  employ  this  form  is  as  important  to  them 
as-  is  to  him  that  of  a  person  who  deals  in  his 
individual  capacity.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
public  mischief,  the  danger  to  good  order  and 
to  the  peace  of  the  community,  arises  as  well 
from  malicious  defamation  of  private  corpora- 
tions as  from  libelous  attacks  on  natural  per- 
sons. Moreover,  as  business  acts  and  relations 
involve  moral  and  personal  conduct.  It  is  not 
merely  In  reference  to  their  business  that  per- 
sons might  be  defamed  without  redress,  were 
libels  on  private  corporations  permitted.  It 
would  be  against  the  reason  of  the  law,  If,  un- 
der the  guise  of  attacking  a  mere  legal  entity, 
a  llbeler  should  be  allowed  to  do  a  wrong  to 
many  which  he  could  not  safely  perpetrate  in 
reference  to  an  Individual." 

Where  a  libel  was  published  concerning  a 
corporation,  it  was  held  on  a  criminal  prosecu- 
tion that  there  was  no  proof  in  support  of  the 
charge  that  the  defamatory  words  were  pub- 
lished concerning  the  corporation,  nor  that  they 
had  any  relation  to  its  business.  People  ew  rel. 
Paddock  v.  Carroll,  48  App.  Div.  201,  62  N.  Y. 
Supp.  790. 

In  Brennan  v.  Tracy,  2  Mo.  App.  640,  which 
was  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution.  It 
was  said '  "It  seems  to  be  argued  for  the 
plaintiff,  however,  that  there  cannot  be  a  crim- 
inal libel  against  a  corporation,  because  the 
criminality,  if  any,  lies  wholly  in  the  tend- 
ency to  cause  a  breach  of  the  peace,  and  a 
corporation  cannot  commit  such  a  breach,  or 
be  provoked  thereto.  But,  the  premises  here 
being  false,  the  conclusion  falls.  It  is  by  no 
means  essential  to  the  Indictable  character  of 
a  libelous  publication  that  It  tends  to  provoke 
the  commission  of  assault  and  battery  by  the 
party  Injured.  >  It  is  sufficient  if  the  general 
tendency,  either  with  or  without  reference  to 
the  party  directly  affected,  be  *to  provoke  ani- 
mosity and  violence,  and  to  disturb  the  peace 
of  society.'  King  v.  Darby,  3  Mod.  139.  What- 
ever may  be  the  soulless  condition  of  the  cor- 
poration. Its  individual  members  may  not  be 
destitute  of  Interest  in  its  good  fame,  nor  yet 
incapable  of  personal  resentment."  I.  T. 
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judgment  of  the  common  pleas.  But  the  cir- 
cuit court  misconceived  the  scope  of  the  case 
cited,  and  misapplied  it,  as  we  think,  in  the 
decision  of  this  case.  Riding  v.  Smith  was 
an  action  by  husband  and  wife  to  recover 
for  language  imputing  unchastity  to  the 
wife.  As  the  words  were  not  actionable 
per  ae,  and  it  appeared  on  the  trial  that 
there  was  no  special  damage  to  the  wife, 
she  was  dismissed  from  the  case  upon  the 
application  of  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs, 
and  the  case  proceeded  as  the  action  of  the 
husband  alone.  The  allegation  was  that  the 
wife  assisted  her  husband  in  the  conduct  of 
his  business,  and  that  the  words  complained 
of  were  falsely  and  maliciously  spoken  of 
the  wife  "in  relation  to  the  business,"  where- 
by the  plaintiff  was  injured  in  his  credit 
and  business.  It  was  held  that  in  such  a 
state  of  facts  the  husband  might  recover. 
It  will  be  observed  that  the  wife  had  no 
right  of  action  whatever,  and  that  the  hus- 
band's right  depended  wholly  on  the  fact 
that  the  defamatory  words  were  spoken  of 
the  wife  distinctly  in  relation  to,  and  in 
connection  with,  the  husband's  business,  and 
in  relation  to  the  wile's  conduct  as  an  as- 
sistant in  such  business.  The  petition  now 
before  us  falls  very  far  short  of  presenting 
such  a  case  as  was  decided  in  Riding  v. 
Smith.  It  discloses  that  the  words  were 
spoken  of  Maher  without  so  much  as  a  re- 
mote allusion  to  the  plaintiff  or  its  business. 
It  does  not  show  that  they  were  spoken  in 
a  conversation  of  or  concerning  the  plain- 
tiff, or  of  its  business,  or  of  Maher's  rela- 
tion thereto.  It  is  true  that  it  is  allied 
that  the  words  were  spoken  of  Maher  know- 
ing that  he  was  treasurer  and  general  man- 
ager of  the  plaintiff;  but  that  is  by  no 
means  an  ^averment  that  the  words,  which 
only  import  a  charge  against  Maher's  per- 
sonal character,  were  sp<^en  in  direct  rela- 
tion to  the  plaintiff's  business  and  to 
Maher 's  connection  therewith.  The  court 
of  common  pleas,  therefore,  properly  sus- 
tained the  demurrer  to  the  petition,  and 
properly  gave  judgment  for  the  defendant, 
and  the  reversal  of  that  judgment  by  the 
circuit  court  was  erroneous. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  re- 
versed, and  that  of  the  common  pleas  af- 
firmed. 


STATE  em  rel.  John  M.  SHEETS,  Attorney 

General, 
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*1.  Contracts  of  InveMtuient  secnrltT, 
debentures,  or  certificates,  which,  by 
the   device   of   a   "numeral   apart,"   may   be 
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cailed  in  and  redeemed  at  any  period  before 
they  would  reifularly  accumulate  a  credit  in 
the  reserve  fund  equal  to  the  stipulated  en- 
dowment value,  and  otherwise  giving  un- 
equal advantages  to  the  certificate  holders, 
contain  the  elements  of  chance  and  prize, 
constituting  a  lottery,  and  are  unlawful. 
2.  Contracts  of  Investment  security, 
debentures,  or  certificates,  ipvhlch 
cannot  reasonably  be  expected  to  ac- 
cumulate a  reserve  fund  equal  to  the  stipu- 
lated endowment  values  within  the  stated 
period  without  aid  from  lapses  or  appropria- 
tion from  premiums  on  new  business,  are 
fraudulent,  contrary  to  public  policy,  and 
unlawful. 

(March  26,  1901.) 

APPLICATION  for  a  writ  of  quo  warranto 
to  oust  defendant  from  transacting 
business  within  the  state.  Judgment  of 
ouster. 

Statement  by  Davis,  J.: 

By  petition  m  quo  warranto  the  attorney 
general  alle<i^es  that  the  defendant,  the  Inter- 
state Savings  Investment  Company,  has  con- 
tinuously since  its  incorporation  within  thin 
state  misused  its  corporate  authority,  fran- 
chises, and  privileges,  and  assumed  fran- 
chises and  privileges  not  granted  to  it,  i>ar- 
ticularly  in  issuing  and  selling  a  certain 
form  of  investment  security  called  by  the  de- 
fendant an  ''accumulative  endowment  certifi- 
cate." A  copy  of  this  certificate,  series  A, 
is  hereafter  given.  The  defendant,  by  an- 
swer and  amendment  to  answer,  sets  out  in 
detail  the  manner  of  doing  business  by  the 
defendant  company,  admits  that  it  is  issuing 
the  certificates,  series  A,  and  says  that  it  is 
also  issuing  certain  other  certificates,  series 
B,  C,  and  D,  copies  of  which  are  hereafter 
given.  The  attorney  general  demurs  to  the 
answer  upon  the  ground  that  the  answer 
does  not  state  facts  suflficient  to  constitute  a 
defense  to  the  cause  of  action  stated  in  the 
petition. 

Series  A. 

The   Interstate   Savings    Investment   Com- 
pany. 

General  Offices,  Cincinnati.  Ohio. 

By  this  accumulative  endowment  certifi- 
cate does  promise  and  agree  to  pay ,  or 

order,  uiK)n  surrender,  redemption,  or  matu- 
rity of  this  certificate,  or,  in  the  event  of 
death,  pay  the  owner's  heirs  or  legal  repre- 
sentatives, the  amount  as  showni  in  the  table 
of  values  herein,  and  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  and  conditions  herein,  and  the  appli- 
cation herel'or,  which  are  hereby  made  a 
part  and  parcel  of  this  certificate  as  fully  as 
if  recited  over  the  signatures  hereto  at- 
taclied. 

In  witness  whereof,  the  said  Interstate 
Savings  Investment  Company  has,  by  its 
duly-authorized  officers,  signed,  sealed,  and 


Note. — As  to  recovery  for  goods  sold  to  aid 
a  lottery,  see  note  to  Graves  v.  Johnson  (Mass.) 
15  L.  R.  A.  836. 

For  other  cases  in  this  series  as  to  validity 
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of  lottery  contracts  and  what  constitutes  lot- 
tery schemes,  see  Long  v.  State  (Md.)  12  L.  R. 
A.  425 ;  Srate  ex  ret.  Kellogg  v.  Kansas  Mer- 
cantile AsBO.  (Kan.)   11  L.  R.  A.  430:  State  ▼. 
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delivered   this  contract   this 


day   of 


,  one  thou$«and  nine  hundred  - 

[Seal.]       S.  A.  Stevens,  President. 
[Seal.]       VVni.  R.  Sypher,  Secretary. 

Terms  and  Ck)nditicns. 

Dues.  The  dues  on  this  certificate  are 
twelve  dollars  per  annum,  but  may  be  paid 
semiannually,  quarterly,  or  monthly.  All 
dues  after  the  first  payment  must  be  paid  at 
the  main  offices,  or  to  some  properly  author- 
ized collector  of  the  company,  between  the 
hours  of  0:00  A.  M.  and  5:00  p.  m.,  on  or  be- 
fore the  15th  day  of  each  month,  beginning 
with  the  month  following  the  date  of  this 
certificate. 

Fines.  An  additional  ten  days  of  grace  is 
allowed,  with  a  fine  of  ten  per  cent;  and  if, 
at  the  expiration  of  the  ten  days,  the  fine  and 
delinquent  dues  are  not  paid  in  full,  the  ovra- 
er  hereof  forfeits  all  payments  made  hereon 
to  the  several  funds  to  which  they  have  been 
apportioned. 

Kemittiinces.  All  remittances  made  on 
this  certificate  are  made  at  the  risk  of  the 
owner.  If  anv  remittances  hereon  be 
mailed  on  the  15th  or  25th  days  of  the 
month,  and  if  the  date  of  mailing  be  verified 
by  the  postolfice  stamp,  theii  this  certificate 
shall  not  be  subject  to  fine  pr  forfeiture. 
When  the  15th  or  25th  falls  on  Sunday  or  a 
legal  holiday,  then  the  first  business  days,  re- 
spectively, thereafter  shall  be  regarded  the 
same  a«  the  15th  and  25th  of  the  month.  No 
receipt  for  dues  is  valid  without  the  signa- 
ture of  the  treasurer,  or  of  someone  acting 
by  his  written  authority. 

Apportionment  of  Funds.  The  first  six 
months'  payment  are  passed  to  the  credit  of 
the  reserve  and  expense  funds.  All  subse- 
quent monthly  dues,  when  paid,  are  appor- 
tioned to  the  several  funds  as  follows:  Six- 
ty-five per  cent  to  the  redemption  fund,  20 
per  cent  to  the  reserve  fund,  and  15  per  cent 
to  the  expense  fund.  All  fines  and  transfer 
fees  are  passed  to  the  credit  of  the  reserve 
fund. 

Nonforfeitable.  The  monthly  instalments 
on  this  certificate,  having  been  paid  in  full 
to  and  including  the  thirty-sixth  month  from 
the  date  of  issuance  hereof,  shall  render  it 
nonforfeitable.  Should  the  payment  of  dues 
on  this  certificate  be  continued  after  it  had 
become  nonforfeitable,  it  shall  be  considered 
a  contributing  nonforfeitable  certificate,  and, 
if  redeemed,  shall  be  entitled  to  its  endow- 
ment value ;  but,  should  the  payment  of  dues 
be  discontinued  at  any  time  after  the  thirty- 
sixth  month,  it  shall  be  considered  a  non- 
contributing  nonforfeitable  certificate,  and 
will  not  be  eligible  for  the  cash-surrender 
privilege,  but  must  be  held  to  be  paid  by 
special  redemption  or  maturity,  and  when 
paid  will  be  entitled  to  its  paid-up  value, 
only,  at  the  time  it  became  noncontributing. 

Keinstatement.  Any  nonforfeitable  non- 
contributing  certificate  can  be  reinstated  as 


a  contributing  certificate  by  the  payment  of 
all  back  dues  and  a  reinstatement  fee  equal 
to  the  accumulated  fines:  provided,  said  cer- 
tificate will  not  be  r€>ached  by  special  re- 
demption within  one  year,  nor  redeemed  by 
regular  redemption  in  the  month  in  which 
the  back  dues  aie  paid. 

Surrender  Value.  Any  time  after  one 
year,  if  this  is  a  contributing  certificate,  the 
owner  hereof  may  make  application  for  its 
surrender  value.  If  this  certificate  is  one 
hundred  and  twenty  months  old  or  less,  it 
will  be  paid  out  of  tlie  redemption  fund ;  but, 
if  it  is  over  one  hundred  and  t\yenty  months 
old,  it  will  be  paid  out  of  the  reserve  fund 
its  proportionate  share  of  same,  and  the 
difference,  if  any,  from  the  redemption  fund. 
All  dues  must  be  paid  until  application  is 
reached  and  paid.  All  cash  surrenders  have 
precedence  over  all  other  redemptions. 

Special  Redeonptions.  Not  less  than  20 
per  cent  of  the  total  amount  contributed 
to  the  redemption  fund  is  applied  every 
mouth  to  redeem  in  consecutive  order  the 
lowest  numbered  certificates  in  force,  pay- 
ing for  their  surrender,  if  noncontributing, 
their  paid-up  value,  or,  if  contributing  cer- 
tificates, their  endowment  value. 

Regular  Redemptions.  The  company  re- 
serves the  right  to  call  in  and  pay  this  cer- 
tificate at  any. time  previous  to  its  maturity, 
by  paying  out  of  the  redemption  fund  for  its 
surrender,  if  a  contributing  certificate,  its 
endowment  value.  If  a  noncontributing 
nonforfeitable  certificate,  it  is  not  eligible  to 
the  regular  redemption.  In  no  case  are  cer- 
tificates eligible  for  redemption  until  they 
have  been  in  force  seven  months.  The  meth- 
od used  in  this  redemption  is  applied  month- 
ly, and  consists  in  paying  certificates  so 
many  numbers  apart,  and  in  paying  as  many 
of  them  as  the  regular  redemption  fund  will 
cover.  The  numbers  of  all  certificates  pre- 
viously retired  are  not  considered  in  the 
count.  The  numeral  apart  is  determined 
each  month  by  taking  a  percentage  of  the 
total  number  of  contracts  in  force.  The  per- 
centage used  shall  be  the  same  as  published 
in  the  bulletin  the  previous  month,  and  can- 
not be  altered  unless  thirty  days'  notice  has 
been  given  in  the  bulletin.  Having  deter- 
mined the  numeral,  the  count  is  begun  with 
the  oldest  certificate  in  force  (after  the  sur- 
render and  special  redemptions  have  been 
made  for  the  month ) ,  and  continues  through 
as  many  live  certificates  as  the  numeral  in- 
dicates; the  last  one  counted  being  the  one 
called  in  for  payment.  Proceeding  to  count 
in  like  manner  from  the  certificate  so  called 
in,  the  second  one  to  be  paid  is  reached. 
This  method  is  continued  until  the  sum  of 
all  the  values  of  the  certificates  thus  called 
in  equals  the  amount  in  the  regular  redemp- 
tion fund.  The  numeral  for  succeeding 
months  is  determined  in  the  same  way,  and 
the  count  begins  from  the  last  certificate 
called  in  and  paid  the  month  previous,     llie 


Boncil  (Ln.)  10  L.  K.  A.  60;  People  v.  Elliott 
(Mich.)  3  L.  R.  A.  403;  Yellowstone  Kit  v. 
Ktat«  (Ala.)  7  L.  R.  A.  599;  Ballock  v.  State 
(Md.)  8  L.  R.  A.  671;  Thornhill  ▼.  O'Kear 
(Ala.)    31   L.   R.  A.   792;   Lynch  v.   RoseBtbal 
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(Ind.)  31  L.  R.  A.  83.") ,  People  ex  rel.  Lawrence 
v.  Fallon  (X.  Y.)  37  L    R.  A.  227. 

And  as  to  recovery  of  proceeds  from  one 
fraudulently  obtaining  them,  see  Martin  v. 
Hlchardson   (Ky.)   19  L.  R.  A.  692. 
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directors  reserve  the  right  to  modify  this 
nietliod  of  redemption  at  such  a  time  and  in 
such  a  manner  as  will,  in  their  judgment,  be 
to  the  best  interests  of  all  certificate  holders. 
Loans.  At  any  time  after  the  la«t  day  of 
the  twelfth  month  from  the  date  of  this  cer- 
tificate, all  monthly  instalments  due  hereon 
having  been  paid  in  full,  the  ow*ner  may 
make  application  for  a  loan,  not  to  exceed  its 
reserve  credit.  This  certificate  will  be  ac- 
cepted as  collateral  to  a  note  for  a  loan,  and 
must  be  deposited  with  the  company.  The 
loan  may  be  made  at  the  option  only  of  the 
company,  and  from  any  of  its  loanable 
funds.  If  the  owner  fail  to  keep  this  certifi- 
cate in  force,  then^  in  default  of  a  monthly 
payment  due  hereon,  it  shall  immediately  be- 
come duo  and  payable  out  of  the  regular  re- 
demption fimd,  for  its  surrender  value. 
From  the  proceeds  of  said  redemption  the 
note,  with  all  interest  due  thereon,  shall 
first  be  paid.  The  remainder,  if  any,  shall  be 
paid  to  the  owner,  and  the  company  shall 
be  relieved  from  any  other  or  further  liabili- 
ty on  this  certificate,  and  the  owner  likewise 
shall  be  relieved  from  a^ny  further  liabilily 
on  this  certificate,  and  the  OAvner  likewise 
shall  be  relieved  from  liability  on  his  said 
note. 

Maturity.  This  certificate,  if  a  contribut- 
ing one,  will  mature  and  will  be  paid  from 
the  reserve  fund  when  the  amount  to  its 
credit  in  the  reserve  fund  equals  its  endow- 
ment value,  or,  if  a  noncontrlbuting  nonfor- 
feitable certificate,  it  will  be  paid  when  the 
amount  to  its  credit  in  the  reserve  fund 
equals  its  paid-up  value  at  the  time  it  be- 
came noncontributing. 

Transfer.  This  certificate  is  transfera- 
ble, but  only  on  the  books  of  the  company. 

.  When  a  transfer  is  desired,  fill  out  one  of 
the  assignment  blanks  on  the  back  of  this 
certificate,  with  the  name  of  the  person  to 
whom  it  is  to  be  transferred,  written  on  the 
first  lino,  and  the  signature  of  the  owner  on 
the  second  line.  Then  forward  the  certifi- 
cate to  the  company  to  have  the  transfer  re- 
corded. A  fee  of  one  dollar  is  charged  for 
the  transfer  of  each  certificate,  and  the  fee 
must  accompany  the  certificate. 
"  Death  of  Owner.  In  the  event  of  the 
death  of  the  owner  of  this  certificate,  his  le- 
gal representatives  may,  upon  application 
within  sixty  (00)  days  after  the  date  of 
death,  avail  themselves  of  any  of  the  follow- 
ing options.  All  instalments  due  hereon 
must  be  paid,  according  to  contract  until  the 

,  company  has  been  notified  which  option  has 
been  accepted:  (1)  Continue  the  payment 
of  monthly  dues  until  this  certificate  is  re- 
deemed or  l^ecomes  nonforfeitable;  (2)  sur- 
render the  certificate  at  any  time  within  six 
months  from  the  date  hereof,  and  receive  in 
cash  from  the  redemption  fund  the  total 
amount  paid  hereon,  exclusive  of  the  first 
monthly  payment;  (3)  surrender  this  certifi- 
cate at  anv  time  after  six  months  from  the 
date  hereof,  and,  if  a  contributing  one,  re- 
ceive in  ca.sh  from  the  redemption  fund  its 
paid-up  value,  or,  if  a  noncontributing  cer- 
tificate, itfi  paid-up  value  at  the  time  it  be- 
came noncontributing.     Applications  under 
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options  2  and  3  are  considered  as  surrender 
redemptions.  All  applications  are  consid- 
ered in  the  order  of  their  receipt,  and  are 
paid  out  of  a  fund  consisting,  according  to 
requirements,  of  not  more  than  16  per  cent 
of  the  total  redemption  fund  for  any  one 
month.  WHien  deaths  for  any  one  month  re- 
quire more  than  the  total  amount  appropri- 
ated for  this  purpose,  then  those  remaining 
unpaid  are  taken  up  in  succeeding  months 
in  their  regular  order. 

Authority  of  Agents.  No  promises,  repre- 
sentations, or  agreements  of  any  agent  or 
employee  not  contained  herein  shall  be  of 
any  binding  force  or  effect  on  the  company ; 
and  no  agent  or  employee  has  any  authority 
to  change  or  modify  in  any  manner  whatever 
the  terms,  regulations,  conditions,  or  provi- 
sions of  this  contract. 
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Series  B. 


No. 


In   column   1,  the  number  of  months  repre- 
sent the  number  of  dollars  paid  on  certificate. 
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The    Interstate    Savings    Investment  Com- 
pany. 

General  Offices,  Cincinnati,  Ohio. 

By  this  accumulative  endowment  certifi- 
cate does  promise  and  agree  to  pay or 

order,  upon  surrender,  redemption,  or  ma- 
turity of  this  certificate,  or,  in  the  event  of 
death,  pay  the  owner's  heirs  or  legal  repre- 
sentatives, the  amount  as  shown  in  the  table 
of  values  herein,  and  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  and  conditions  herein  and  the  applica- 
tion herefor,  which  are  heieby  made  a  part 
and  parcel  of  this  certificate  as  fully  as  if 
recited  over  the  signatures  hereto  attached. 

In  witness  whereof,  the  said  Interstate 
Savings  Investment  Company  has,  by  its 
duly-authorized  ofiicers,  signed,  sealed,  and 

delivered  this  contract  this day  of , 

one  thousand  nine  hundred  . 

[Seal.]       S.  A.  Stevens,  President. 
[Seal.]       Wm.  K,  Sypher,  Secretary. 

Such  certificate,  when  sold  and  issued  by 
the  company  to  the  purchaser,  has  tilled  into 
it,  by  an  officer  of  the  company,  the  name  of 
the  holder,  together  with  the  date  of  the  pur- 
chase. Upon  the  inside  of  said  certificate  are 
printed  the  terms  and  conditions  attached  to 
the  investment  certificate  as  printed  upon  its 
outside  page  1.  Said  terms  and  conditions 
are  as  follows: 

Terms  and  Conditions. 

Premium.  The  monthly  premium  on  this 
certificate,  originally  issued  with  five  cou- 
pons, is  $1.00  on  eeuch  coupon,  and  must  be 
paid  at  the  main  office,  or  to  a  properly  au- 
thorized collector  of  the  company,  between 
the  hours  of  9:00  A.  M.  and  5: 00*  P.  M.,  and 
between  the  1st  and  15th  day  of  each  month 
after  date  of  issue,  without  notice.  Premi- 
ums may  be  paid  annually,  semiannually,  or 
quarterly,  in  advance.  No  premiums  will  be 
required  or  accepted  after  the  one  hundred 
and  twentieth  monthly  premium  has  been 
paid. 

Fines.  If  the  premiums  are  not  paid  in 
accordance  with  the  preceding  clause,  a  fine 
of  ten  cents  on  each  coupon  is  assessed ;  and, 
if  the  fine  and  delinquent  premium  is  not 
paid  by  the  25th  of  the  month  in  which  the 
premium  is  due,  the  owner  forfeits  all  pre- 
miums paid  hereon,  to  the  several  funds  to 
which  they  have  been  apportioned;  except 
that  this  certificate  may  be  reinstated  with- 
in sixty  days  by  the  payment  of  the  premi- 
ums due  hereon,  and  reinstatement  fee  of  one 
dollar. 

Remittances.  All  remittances  made  on 
this  certificate  are  made  at  the  risk  of  the 
owner.  If  any  remittances  hereon  be  mailed 
on  the  15th  or  25th  days  of  the  month,  and 
if  the  date  of  mailing  be  verified  by  the  post- 
office  stamp,  then  this  certificate  shall  not  be 
subject  to  fine  or  forfeiture.  When  the  15th 
or  25th  falls  on  Sunday  or  a  legal  holiday, 
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then  the  first  business  days,  respectively, 
thereafter  shall  be  regarded  the  same  as  the 
l.lth  and  25th  of  the  month.  No  receipt  for 
dues  is  valid  without  the  signature  of  the 
treasurer,  or  of  someone  acting  by  his  writ- 
ten authority. 

Apportiomnent  of  Premiums.  The  first 
six  months'  premiums  are  passed  to  the  cred- 
it of  the  reserve  and  expense  funds.  All 
subsequent  premiums,  when  paid,  are  appor- 
tioned to  a  reserve,  a  redemption,  and  ex- 
pense fund,  with  not  more  than  10  per  cent 
to  the  expense  fund',  nor  less  than  25  per  cent 
to  the  reserve  fund. 

Liability.  The  liability  on  this  certificate 
shall  be  the  reserve  credits  on  its  unretired 
coupons.  The  reserve  credit  on  this  certifi- 
cate shall  be  not  less  than  25  per  cent  of  all 
premiums  paid  on  its  unretired  coupons  and 
the  interest  earnings  thereon. 

Tontine  Fund.  The  reserve  contributions, 
from  retired  coupons  shall  constitute  the 
tontine  fund.  This  fund,  with  its  interest 
earnings,  together  with  the  reserve  fund, 
shall  be  used  to  mature  certificates. 

Surplus  Fund.  All  fines,  transfer  fees,  re- 
instatement fees,  and  interest  thereon,  shall 
constitute  the  surplus  fund. 

Redemption  Fund.  The  redemption  fund 
is  used  to  pay  surrender  values,  death 
claims,  and  endowment  values  before  the 
coupons  mature,  taking  precedence  in  the  or- 
der  named. 

Surrender  Value.  At  any  time  after  one 
year  from  the  date  of  this  certificate  the 
owner  may  make  application  for  the  surren- 
der value  of  the  attached  coupons,  as  per  ta- 
ble of  values  printed  thereon,  provided  the 
monthly  premiums  have  been  paid  to  date  of 
application.  All  applications  are  consid- 
ered in  the  order  of  their  receipt,  and  paid 
out  of  the  redemption  fund,  except  after  the 
120th  month,  when  the  reserve  and  tontine 
funds  apportioned  to  the  credit  of  each  cou- 
pon can  be  used.  Should  the  redemption 
fund  for  any  month  be  insufficient  to  pay  all 
surrender  values,  then  those  remftining  un- 
paid are  taken  up  in  succeeding  months  in 
their  regular  order.  All  premiums  must  be 
paid  until  the  application  is  reached  and 
paid. 

Death.  In  the  event  of  the  death  of  the 
owner  of  this  certificate,  his  legal  represen- 
tatives may,  within  sixty  days  after  death, 
make  application  to  the  company  for  the  en- 
dowment value  at  the  time  the  application 
is  made,  as  shown  in  the  table  printed  here- 
on. All  premiums  due  hereon  must  be  paid 
according*  to  contract  until  the  application 
has  been  made.  These  applications  are  con- 
sidered in  the  order  of  their  receipt,  and  are 
paid  out  of  the  redemption  fund  after  all 
surrender  values  have  been  paid.  Should 
the  amount  available  in  the  redemption  fund 
be  less  than  the  amount  of  death  claims,  then 
those  rentaiuing  unpaid  are  taken  up  in  suc- 
ceeding months  in  their  regular  order.  If 
this  certificate  has  been  transferred,  the  le- 
gal representatives  must  prove,  to  the  satis- 
faction of  tlie  company,  that  the  owner  was 
in  good  health  at  the  time  the  transfer  was 
made. 
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Redemptions.  The  company  reserves  the 
right  to  call  in  coupons  at  any  time  after  six 
months  from  date  of  issue,  by  paying  for 
their  surrender  from  the  redemption  fund 
their  endowment  value,  as  shown  in  the  table 
of  values  printed  hereon. 

Order  of  Payment.  When  coupons  are 
called  in  for  redemption  liefore  maturity,  the 
order  of  payment  shall  be  ont;  coupon  on  each 
certificate  in  consecutive  order,  beginning 
with  the  lowest-numbered  certificate,  and  re- 
verting when  the  highest-numbered  certifi- 
cate eligible  for  redemption  has  been  reached. 
T)ie  company  reserves  the  right  at  any  time 
to  call  in  and  redeem  in  consecutive  ordi>r 
the  oldest  certificates  in  force. 

Maturity.  The  premiums,  having  been 
paid  in  full  on  attached  coupons  to  the  one 
hundred  and  twentieth  month,  inclusive, 
shall  render  said  coupons  eligible  to  mature; 
and  they  will  be  paid  out  of  the  reserve  and 
tontine  funds  when  t)ie  proportionate  share 
each  coupon  has  to  its  credit  in  these  funds 
equals  ($192.00)  one  hundred  and  ninety- 
two  dollars. 

Loans.  At  any  time  after  the  last  day  of 
the  twelfth  month  from  the  date  of  this  cer- 
tificate, all  monthly  premiums  due  hereon 
having  been  paid  in  full,  the  owner  may 
make  application  for  a  loan,  not  to  exceed 
its  liability.  This  certificate  will  be  accept- 
ed as  collateral  to  a  note  for  the  loan,  and 
must  be  deposited  with  the  company.  The 
loan  may  be  made  at  the  option  only  of  the 
company,  and  from  any  of  its  loanable  funds. 
If  the  owner  fail  to  keep  this  certificate  in 
force,  then,  in  default  of  a  monthly  premium 
due  thereon,  it  shall  immediately  become 
due  and  payable  out  of  the  redemption  fund 
for  its  surrender  value.  From  the  proceeds 
of  said  redemption,  the  note,  with  all  inter- 
est due  thereon,  shall  first  be  paid ;  the  re- 
mainder, if  any,  shall  be  paid  to  the  owner ; 
and  the  company  shall  be  relieved  from  any 
other  or  further  liability  on  this  certificate, 
and  the  owner  likewise  shall  be  relieved  from 
liability  on  his  said  note. 

Transfer.  This  certificate  is  transferable, 
but  only  on  the  books  of  the  company,  and  a 
fee  of  $2.00  is  charged.  When  a  transfer  is 
desired,  fill  out  one  of  the  assignment  blanks 
on  the  back  of  this  certificate,  with  the  name 
of  the  person  to  whom  it  is  to  be  transferred 
written  on  the  first  line,  and  the  signature 
of  the  owner  on  the  second  line.  Then  for- 
ward the  oei'tificate,  together  with  the  fee,  to 
the  company,  to  have  the  transfer  recorded. 

Authority  of  Agents.  No  promises,  repre- 
sentations, or  agreements  oi  any  agent  or 
employee  not  contained  herein  shall  be  of 
any  binding  force  or  eflfect  on  the  company ; 
and  no  agent  or  employee  has  authority  to 
change  or  modify  in  any  manner  whatever, 
the  terms,  regulations,  conditions,  or  provi- 
sions of  this  contract. 

Loss.  In  case  this  certificate  is  lost,  the 
owner  may  have  a  duplicate  issued  by  mak- 
ing an  affidavit  upon  a  blank  furnished  by 
the  company,  and  the  payment  of  a  fee  of  one 
dollar. 

There  is  likewise  printed  into  and  as  a 
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part  of  the  terms  and  conditions  what  is 
called  a  "Table  of  Values,"  which  indicates 
the  value  of  such  certificates  upon  the  re- 
spective months  of  the  existence  of  the  cer- 
tificate, in  which  said  table  there  is  no  death 
benefit  or  paid-up  value;  the  death  benefit 
being  the  endowment  value,  and  there  is  no 
paid-up  value.  Said  table  of  value  is  as  fol- 
lows: 
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coupons,  A,  B,  C,  D,  and  E,  respectively, 
which  said  coupons  are  as  follows: 


Certificate   No.  Series    B 

ThiB  Coupon  will  be  <ralled  in  and 
paid  by  the 
INTERSTATE     SAVINGS     INVEST- 
MENT   COMPANY, 
In   accordance   with   the   Terms  and 
Conditions,  and  for  an  amount  as  set 
forth  in  the  Table  of  Values  printed 
on  attached  Certificate. 

VOID  IF  DETACHED. 


COUPON 

£ 


Certificate   No.  Series   B 

This  Coupon  will  be  called  in  and 
paid  by  the 
INTERSTATE     SAVINGS     INVEST- 
MENT   CX)MPANY, 
In   accordance   with   the   Terms   and 
Conditions,  and  for  an  amount  as  set 
forth  m  the  Table  of  Values  printed 
on  attached  Certificate. 

VOID  IF  DETACHED. 

Certificate   No.  Series    B 

This  Coupon  will  be  called  in  and 


COUPON 

D 


paid  by  the 
'E     SAVINGS 


INTERSTATE  SAVINGS  INVEST- 
MENT COMPANY, 
In  accordance  with  the  Terms  and 
Conditions,  and  for  an  amount  as  set 
forth  in  the  Table  of  Values  printed 
on  attached  Certificate. 
VOID  IF  DETACHED. 

Certiiicate    No.  Series    B 

This  Coupon  will  be  called  in  and 

rid  by  the 
SAVINGS  INVEST- 
MENT COMPANY, 
In  accordance  with  the  Terms  and 
Conditions,  and  for  an  amount  as  set 
forth  in  the  Table  of  Values  printed 
on  attached  Certificate. 

VOID  IF  DETACHED. 


COUPON 

c 


COUPON 

B 


Certificate   No.  Series   B 

This  Coupon  will  be  called  in  and 
paid  by  the 
INTERSTATE     SAVINGS     INVEST- 
MENT   COMPANY. 
In   accordance   with   the   Terms   and 
Conditions,  and  for  an  amount  as  set 
forth  in  the  Table  of  Values  printed 
on  attached  Certificate. 

VOID  IF  DETACHED.' 


COUPON 

A 


Series  C« 


No. 


The    Interstate  Savings    Investment    Com- 
pany. 

General  Offices,  Cincinnati,  Ohio. 

By  this  accumulative  endowment  certifi- 
cate does  promise  and  agree  to  pay  to 

or  order,  subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions 
herein,  and  in  tlie  application  herefor  con- 
tained, at  or  before  maturity  of  this  certifi- 
cate, an  amount  equal  to  all  the  payments 
made  on  said  certificate,  together  with  in- 
terest thereon  at  the  rate  of  six  ( 6  %  )  per 
cent  per  anniun,  and  in  addition  thereto  a 
share  of  the  net  surplus  earnings  of  said 
company  to  said  certificate,  apportioned  pro 
rata,  not  to  exceed  the  amounts  as  shown  in 
the  schedule  of  values  herein  contained. 

In  witness  whereof,  the  said  Interstate 
j  Savings  Investment  Company  has,  by  its  du- 
!  ly-authorized  oflicers,  signed,  sealed,  and  de- 
livered this  contract  this day  of , 


Attached  to  the  certificate  are  printed  five 
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one  thousand  nine  hundred 


■[Seal.] 
[Seal.] 


President. 
Secretary. 


Such  certificate,  when  sold  and  issued  by 
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the  company  to  the  purchaser,  has  filled  into 
it,  by  an  ollicer  of  the  company,  the  name 
of  the  holder,  together  with  the  date  of  the 
purchase.  Upon  the  inside  of  said  certifi- 
cate are  printed  the  terms  and  conditions  at- 
tached to  the  investment  certificate,  as  print- 
ed upon  its  outside  page  1.  Said  terms  and 
conditions  are  as  follows: 

Terms  and  Conditions. 

Premiums.  This  accumulative  endow- 
ment certificate  is  issued  in  consideration  of 
the  promise  and  written  agreement  in  tlie 
application  of  the  purchaser  hereof  to  pay  ar 
monthly  premium  of  one  dollar  until  120  of 
such  monthly  premiums  shall  be  paid.  Such 
monthly  premiums  must  be  paid  at  the  main 
olTice,  or  to  a  properly  authorized  collector 
of  the  company,  between  the  hours. of  9:00 
A.  M.  and  5:00  P.  M.,  on  the  first  day  of  each 
month  after  date  of  issue,  without  notice: 
provided,  however,  that,  if  the  first  day  of 
the  month  falls  upon  a  Sunday  or  a  legal 
holiday,  said  premiums  are  due  between  said 
hours  on  the  first  legal  day  thereafter.  Pre- 
miums may  be  paid  annually,  semiannually, 
or  quarterly,  in  advance. 

Fines.  If  said  premiums  are  not  paid 
by  6  P.  M.,  on  the  15th  day  of  the  month,  a 
fine  of  10  cents  will  be  assessed.  If  all  de- 
linquent premiums  and  fines  assessed  hereon 
are  not  paid  at  or  before  5  p.  m.,  on  the  25th 
day  of  the  month  in  which  they  are  due, 
this  certificate  shall  be  deemed  to  be  lapsed, 
and  will  not  be  eligible  to  participate  in  the 
redemption  for  the  month  for  which  the  pre- 
mium is  in  default,  and  all  premiums  paid 
hereon  shall  be  forfeited  to  the  funds,  re- 
spectively, to  which  they  have  been  appor- 
tioned: provided,  however,  this  certificate 
may  be  reinstated  within  sixty  days,  by  the 
payment  of  the  premiums  due  hereon,  and 
a  reinstatement  fee  of  twenty-five  cents. 

Remittances.  All  remittances  made  on 
this  certificate  are  made  at  the  risk  of  the 
owner.  If  any  remittances  hereon  be  mailed 
on  the  16th  or  25tli  days  of  the  month  in 
which  they  are  due,  and  if  the  date  of  mail- 
ing be  verified  by  the  post-office  stamp,  then 
this  certificate  shall  not  be  subject  to  a  fine 
or  forfeiture.  When  the  15th  or  25th  falls 
on  a  Sunday  or  a  legal  holiday,  then  the 
first  business  days,  respectively,  thereafter 
Bha,ll  be  regarded  the  same  as  the  15th  and 
25th  of  the  month.  No  receipt  for  premiums 
is  valid  without  the  signature  of  the  treas- 
urer, or  of  some  one  acting  by  his  written 
authority. 

Apportionment  of  Premiums.  The  first 
six  months*  premiums  are  passed  to  the  cred- 
it of  the  reserve  and  expense  funds :  provid- 
ed, that  not  less  than  twenty-five  per  Cent 
thereof  shall  be  passed  to  the  credit  of  the 
reserve  fund.  All  subsequent  premiums  are 
apportioned  to  the  reserve,  the  redemption, 
and  the  expense  funds,  as  follows :  Not  less 
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than  25  per  cent,  and  such  greater  per  cent 
as  shall  be  necessary  to  provide  for  the  pay- 
ment of  this  certificate  at  maturity,  to  re- 
serve; not  more  than  10  per  cent,  to  ex- 
pense; the  balance  to  redemption. 

Reserve  and  Tontine  Funds.  The  reserve 
contributions  on  unretired  certificates  shall 
constitute  the  reserve  fund.  The  reserve 
contributions  on  retired  certificates  shall 
constitute  the  tontine  fund.  The  tontine 
fund  and  reserve  fund,  together  with  their 
interest  earnings,  shall  be  used  to  retire  ma- 
tured certificates. 

Redemption  Fund.  The  redemption  fund 
shall  be  used — First,  to  retire  certificates  at 
cash-surrender,  value ;  second,  to  retire  cer- 
tificates at  death-surrender  values;  and, 
third,  to  redeem  certificates  at  the  redemp- 
tion value,  before  maturity. 

Surplus  Fund.  All  fines,  transfer  fees,  re- 
instatement fees,  and  interest  earnings 
thereon  shall  constitute  the  surplus  fund. 
Said  fund  shall  be  used,  in  the  discretion  of 
the  board  of  directors,  for  the  uses  and  pur- 
poses of  the  business  of  the  company. 

Classes.  Certificates  are  issued  in  monthly 
classes,  designated  by  the  name  of  the  month 
and  year  of  their  issue.  The  reserv'e  and 
tontine  funds  created  by  each  class  are  ap- 
portioned, respectively,  to  such  class.  When, 
by  reason  of  the  retirement  of  all  of  the 
certificates  belonging  to  a  class,  the  reserve 
fund  of  that  class  has  been  passed  to  the 
credit  of  the  tontine  fund  of  that  class,  such 
tontine  fund  shall  be  apportioned  to  the 
tontine  funds  of  all  the  classes  having  cer- 
tificates imretired,  upon  the  basis  of  the 
number  of  reserve  contributions  made  by  the 
claeses  respectively.  Such  distribution  to 
be  made  only  on  December  Slst  of  each  year. 

Liability.  The  company's  liability  on  this 
certificate  shall  be  the  amount  of  the  reser\'e 
credits,  together  with  interest  earning.-* 
thereon,  and,  in  addition,  its  proportionate 
share  of  the  tontine  fund,  including  interest 
earned  thereon,  belonging  to  its  class. 

Nonforfeitable.  The  monthly  premiums 
on  this  certificate,  having  been  paid  in  full 
to  and  including  the  thirty-sixth  month  from 
the  date  of  issuance  hereof,  shall  render  it 
nonforfeitable.  Should  the  payment  of  pre- 
miums hereon  be  continued  after  it  has  be- 
come nonforfeitable,  it  shall  become  a  con- 
tributing nonforfeitable  certificate,  and  when 
redeemed  shall  be  entitled  to  its  redemption 
value.  Should  the  payment  of  premiums  be 
discontinued  at  any  time  after  the  thirty- 
sixth  montli,  it  shall  be  considered  a  non- 
contributing  nonforfeitable  certificate,  and  it 
will  not  be  eligible  for  the  cash-surrender 
privilege  or  for  redemption,  but  must  be  held 
to  be  paid  at  maturity,  and  when  paid  will 
be  entitled  only  to  its  guarapty  value  at  the 
time  it  became  noncontributing.  Any  non- 
contributing  nonforfeitable  certificate  may 
be  reinstated  as  a  contributing  one  by  tlie 
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payment  of  all  back  premiums  and  a  rein- 
statement fee  equal  to  the  ax?curaulated 
fines:  provided,  said  certificate  is  not  to  be 
paid  by  the  consecutive  order  of  payment  or 
maturity  within  one  year,  nor  redeemed  in 
the  month  in  which  the  back  premiums  are 
paid. 

Surrender  Value.  At  any  time  after  one 
year  from  the  date  of  this  certificate,  pro- 
vided all  premiums  have  been  paid  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  terms  hereof,  the  owner 
may  make  application  for  its  cash-surrender 
value.  Said  value  shall  be  the  guaranteed 
cash -surrender  value,  as  per  the  table  of 
values  set  forth  herein.  Applications  will 
be  paid,  in  the  order  in  which  they  are  re- 
ceived, out  of  the  redemption  fund,  except 
after  120  premiums  have  been  paid,  at  which 
time  the  reserve  and  tontine  funds  to  the 
amount  of  the  liability  of  this  certificate 
may  be  used.  All  premiums  must  be  paid 
until  the  application  is  reached  and  paid,  or 
until  120  premiums  have  been  paid. 

Death.  In  the  event  of  death  of  the  orig- 
inal owner  of  this  certificate,  his  legal  rep- 
resentatives may  avail  themselves  of  the 
following  options:  (1)  Continue  the  per- 
formance of  this  contract  in  the  stead  of 
said  certificate  owner,  without  the  payment 
of  transfer  fee;  (2)  at  any  time  within  sixty 
days  after  death,  make  application,  in  form 
required  by  tJie  company,  for  the  death-sur- 
render value  of  this  certificate,  which  shall 
be  the  total  amount  of  premiums  paid  hereon 
at  the  time  said  application  is  made.  This 
option  may  be  taken  advantage  of  by  the 
legal  representatives  of  the  original  pur- 
chaser hereof  only,  and  upon  not  to  exceed 
fifty  certificates.  •  All  premiums  due  hereon 
must  be  paid  according  to  this  contract  un- 
til such  application  has  been  made.  Appli- 
cations will  be  paid,  in  order  of  their  receipt, 
out  of  the  redemption  fund,  after  all  cash- 
surrender  values  have  been  paid.  If  the 
amount  available  in  any  month  to  pay  all 
death  claims  be  insufficient,  then  those  un- 
paid are  taken  up  in  succeeding  months  in 
their  regular  order. 

^  Redemption.  The  company  reserves  the 
right  to  call  in  this  certificate  for  redemption 
at  any  time  after  six  monthly  premiums 
shall  be  paid  hereon,  and  before  maturity. 

Maturity.  The  120  premiums,  having 
been  paid  in  full  on  this  certificate,  shall 
render  said  certificate  fully  paid  and  eligible 
to  mature;  and  it  will  be  paid  immediately 
out  of  the  reserve  and  tontine  funds,  if  the 
apportionate  share  to  its  credit  in  said 
iunds,  with  the  interest  accumulations  there- 
on, equals  the  total  amount  of  payments 
hereon,  together  with  interest  at  the  rate  of 
6  per  cent  per  annum;  otherwise,  when  the 
apportionate  share  to  its  credit  in  said  fund, 
with  the  interest  accumulations  thereon, 
equals  the  total  amount  of  the  payments 
hereon,  together  with  interest  at  the  rate  of 
6  per  cent  per  annum:  provided,  however, 
that  such  date  of  payment  shall  not  be  later 
than  the  time  when  the  sum  of  all  premiums 
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paid  hereon,  less  not  to  exceed  10  per  cent 
thereof  deducted  for  expenses,  if  said  sum 
had  been  invested  at  the  current  rate  of  in- 
terest, compounded  semiannually,  would 
equal  the  total  amount  of  the  premiums  paid 
hereon,  together  with  interest  at  the  rate  of 
6  per  cent  per  annum.  If  this  certificate 
be  a  noncontributing  nonforfeitable  one,  it 
will  be  eligible  to  mature  at  any  time  after 
one  hundred  and  twenty  months,  when  the 
amount  to  its  credit  in  the  reserve  and  ton- 
tine funds  equals  the  guaranteed  value  at 
the  time  it  became  noncontributing. 

Loans.  At  any  time  after  the  last  day  of 
the  twelfth  month  from  the  date  of  this  cer- 
tificate, all  monthly  premiums  due  hereon 
having  been  paid  in  full,  the  owner  may 
make  application  for  a  loan,  not  to  exceed 
its  liability,  on  December  31st  preceding. 
This  certificate  will  be  accepted  as  collateral 
to  a  note  for  the  loan,  and  must  be  deposited 
with  the  company.  The  loan  may-  be  made 
only  at  the  option  of  the  company,  and  from 
any  of  its  loanable  funds.  If  the  owner  fail 
to  keep  this  certificate  in  force,  then,  in  de- 
fault of  a  monthly  premium  due  hereon,  it 
shall  immediately  become  due  and  payable 
out  of  the  redemption  fund,  for  its  surren- 
der value.  From  the  proceeds  of  said  re- 
demption, the  note,  with  all  interest  due 
thereon,  shall  first  bfe  paid ;  the  remainder,  if 
any,  shall  be  paid  to  the  owner;  and  the 
company  shall  be  relieved  from  any  other  or 
further  liability  on  this  certificate,  and  the 
owTier  likewise  shall  be  relieved  from  lia- 
bility on  his  said  loan  and  note. 

Transfer.  This  certificate  is  transferable, 
but  only  on  tlie  books  of  the  company,  and 
a  fee  of  $1.00  is  charged.  When  a  transfer 
is  desired,  fill  out  one  of  the  assignment 
blanks  on  the  back  of  this  certificate,  with 
the  name  of  the  person  to  whom  it  is  to  be 
transferred  written  on  the  first  line,  and  the 
signature  of  the  owner  on  the  second  line. 
Then  forward  the  certificate,  together  With 
the  fee,  to  the  company,  to  have  the  trans- 
fer recorded. 

Ix>ss.  In  case  this  certific4ite  is  lost  or 
destroyed,  the  owner  may  have  a  duplicate 
issued  by  making  an  affidavit  upon  a  blank 
furnished  by  the  company,  and  the  payment 
of  a  fee  of  one  dollar. 

Authority  of  Agents.  No  promises,  rep- 
resentations, or  agreements  of  any  officer, 
agent,  or  employee  not  contained  herein 
shall  be  of  any  binding  force  or  effect  on  the 
company;  and  no  officer,  agent,  or  employee 
has  any  authority  to  change  or  modify  in 
any  manner  whatever  the  terms,  regulations, 
conditions,  or  provisions  of  this  contract. 

There  is  likewise  printed  into  and  as  a 
part  of  the  terms  and  conditions  what  is 
called  a  "table  of  values,"  which  indicates 
the  value  of  such  certificate  upon  the  respec- 
tive months  of  the  existence  of  the  certifi- 
cate, there  being — First,  the  guaranteed  val- 
ue; second,  the  estimated  maximum  endow- 
ment value;  and,  third,  the  cash-surrender 
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value  of  such  certificate.    Said  table  of  val- 
ues is  as  follows: 

TABLE  OF  VAXUES. 
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114  39 

157  99 

81  35 

94 

115  85 

160  66 

82  70 

95 

117  32 

163  36 

84  00 

96 

118  80 

166  08 

86  35 

97 

120  28 

168  84 

86  65 

98 

121  76 

171  02 

88  05 

99 

123  25 

174  44 

89  35 

100 

124  75 

177.  28 

90  75 

101 

126  25 

180  15 

92  10 

102 

127  75 

183  05 

93  50 

103 

129  26 

185  98 

94  00 

104 

130  78 

188  95 

96  30 

105 

132  30 

191  94 

97  70 

106 

133  82 

194  97 

99  15 

107 

l:t3  35 

19S  02 

100  55 

108 

136  89 

201  11 

102  00 

109 

1.38  43 

204  24 

103  45 

110 

139  97 

207  39 

104  00 

111 

141  52 

210  68 

106  85 

112 

143  08 

213  80 

107  85 

113 

144  64 

217  06 

109  33 

114 

146  20 

220  35 

110  85 

115 

147  77 

223  67 

112  35 

116 

149  35 

227  03 

113  85 

117 

150  93 

230  42 

115  35 

118 

152  51 

233  83 

116  90 

119 

154  10 

237  32 

118  45 

120 

155  70 

240  82 

155  70 

In    column    1,    the    number   of    months   also 
represents  the  number  of  dollars. 


Series  D. 


No. 


The  Interstate  Savings  Investment  Com- 
pany. 

General  Offices,  Cincinnati,  Ohio. 

By  this  accumulative  endowment  certifi- 
cate does  promise  and  agree  to  pay  to 

or  order,  subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions 
herein,  and  in  the  application  herefor  con- 
tained, at  or  before  maturity  of  the  coupons 
hereto  attached,  an  amount  equal  to  all  the 
payments  made  on  said  coupons,  respec- 
tively, together  with  interest  thereon  at  the 
rate  of  four  ( 4  % )  per  cent  per  annum,  and 
in  addition  thereto  a  share  of  the  net  surplus 
earnings  of  said  company  to  said  coupons  ap- 
portioned pro  rata,  respectively,  not  to  ex- 
ceed tlie  amounts  as  shown  in  the  schedule  of 
values  herein  contained. 

In  witness  whereof,  the  said  Interstate 
Savings  Tn>(\>tinent  Company  has,  by  its 
duly-authorized  oHicers,  signed,  sealed,  and 
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delivered  this  contract  this 
one  thou^^and  nine  hundred 

[Seal.]  

[Seal.]  


day  of 


-,  President. 
-,  Secretary. 


Such  certificate,  when  sold  and  issued  by 
the  company  to  the  purchaser,  has  filled  into 
it,  by  an  olRcer  of  the  company,  the  name  of 
the  holder,  together  with  the  date  of  the  pur- 
chase. .Lpon  the  inside  of  said  certificate 
are  printed  the  terms  and  conditions  at- 
tticlied  to  the  investment  certificate,  as 
printed  upon  its  outside  page  1.  Said  terms 
4iud  conditions  are  as  follows: 

Terms  and  Conditions. 

Preuiiuins.  This  accumulative  endowment 
certiiieate,  with  five  coupons  attached,  is  is- 
sued in  consideration  of  the  promise  and 
written  agreement  in  the  application  of  the 
purchaser  hereof  to  pay  a  monthly  premium 
of  $1.00  per  coupon  on  each  coupon  attached 
hereto,  imtil  120  of  such  monthly  premiums 
shall  be  paid :  provided,  however,  Uiat  when 
any  of  said  coupons  are  redeemed,  or  other- 
wise retired,  monthly  premiums  on  such  cou- 
pons shall  then  cease.  Such  monthly  pre- 
miums must  be  paid  at  the  main  office,  or  to 
«  properly  authorized  collector  of  the  com- 
pany, between  the  hours  of  $9:00  a.  m.  and 
^:U0  P.  M.  on  the  first  day  of  each  month 
after  date  of  issue,  without  notice:  provided, 
however,  if  the  first  day  of  the  month  falls 
njwn  a  Sunday  or  a  legal  holiday,  said  pre- 
miums are  due  between  said  hours  on  the 
first  legal  day  thereafter.  Premiums  may 
be  paid  annually,  semiannually,  or  quar- 
terly, in  advance. 

Fines.  If  said  premiums  are  not  paid  by 
5  P.  M.  on  the  15th  day  of  the  month,  a  fine 
of  10  cents  per  coupon  will  be  assessed.  If 
all  delinquent  premiums  and  fines  assessed 
on  the  coupons  hereon  are  not  paid  at  or 
before  5  r,  m.  on  the  2oth  day  of  the  month 
in  which  they  are  due,  this  certificate  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  lapsed,  and  will  not  be  eli- 
gible to  participate  in  the  redemption  for 
the  month  for  which  the  premium  is  in  de- 
fault, and  all  premiums  paid  hereon  shall  be 
forfeited  to  the  funds,  respectively,  to  which 
they  have  been  apportioned:  provided,  how- 
-e\er,  this  certificate  may  be  reinstated  with- 
in sixty  days,  by  the  payment  of  the  premi- 
ums due  hereon  and  a  reinstatement  fee  of 
one  dollar. 

Remittances.  All  remittances  made  on 
this  certificate  are  made  at  the  risk  of  the 
owner.  If  any  remittances  hereon  be  mailed 
on  the  l.ith  or  25th  days  of  the  month  in 
which  they  are  due,  and  if  the  date  of  mail- 
ing be  verified  by  the  postoftice  stamp,  then 
this  certificate  shall  not  be  subject  to  a  fine 
or  forfeiture.  When  the  15th  or  25th  falls 
on  a  Sunday  or  a  legal  holiday,  then  the  first 
business  days,  re8i>ectively,  thereafter  shall 
be  regarded  the  same  as  the  15th  and  25th 
of  the  month.  No  receipt  for  premiums  is 
valid  without  the  signature  of  the  treasurer, 
or  of  some  one  acting  by  his  written  author- 
ity. 

Apportionment  of  Premiums.  The  first 
six  months'  premiums  are  passed  to  the 
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credit  of  the  reserve  and  expense  funds :  pro- 
vided, that  not  less  than  25  per  cent  thereof 
shall  be  passed  to  the  credit  of  the  reserve 
fund.  All  subsequent  premiums  are  appor- 
tioned to  the  reserve.,  the  redemption,  and 
the  expense  funds,  as  follows :  Not  less  than 
25  per  cent,  and  such  greater  per  cent  as 
shall  be  necessary  to  provide  for  the  pay- 
ment of  tlie  coupons  hereto  attached  at  ma- 
turity, to  reserve:  not  more  than  ten  per 
cent,  to  expense:  the  ba}ance,  to  redemption. 

Resei've  and  Tontine  Funds.  The  reserve 
contributions  on  unretired  coupons  shall  con- 
stitute the  reserve  fund.  The  reserve  con- 
tributions on  retired  coupons  shall  consti- 
tute the  tontine  fund.  Ihe  tontine  fund 
and  reserve  fund,  together  with  their  inter- 
est earnings,  shall  be  used  to  retire  matured 
coupons. 

Redemption  Fund.  The  redemption  fund 
shall  be  used — First,  to  retire  coupons  at 
^ cash-surrender  values;  second,  to  retire  cou- 
pons at  death-surrender  values;  and,  third, 
to  redeem  coupons  in  accordance  with  the 
method  of  redemption  hereinafter  set  forth. 

Surplus  Fund.  All  fines,  transfer  fees,  re- 
instatement fees,  and  interest  earnings 
thereon  shall  constitute  the  surplus  fund. 
Said  fund  shall  be  used,  in  the  discretion  of 
the  board  of  directors,  for  the  uses  and  pur- 
poses of  the  business  of  the  company. 

Cla:>ses.  Certificates  are  issued  in  monthly 
classes,  designated  by  the  name  of  the  month 
and  year  of  their  issue.  The  reserve  and 
tontine  funds  created  by  each  class  are  ap- 
portioned, respectively,  to  such  class.  When, 
by  reason  of  the  retirement  of  all  of  the  cou- 
pons belonging  to  a  class,  the  reserve  fund  of 
that  class  has  been  passed  to  the  credit  of 
the  tontine  fund  of  that  class,  such  tontine 
fund  shall* be  apportioned  to  the  tontine 
funds  of  all  the  classes  having  coupons  un- 
retired, upon  the  basis  of  the  number  of  re- 
serve contributions  made  by  the  classes,  re- 
spectively. Such  distribution  to  be  made 
only  on  December  Slst  of  each  year. 

Liability.  The  company's  liability  on  this 
certificate  shall  be  the  amount  of  the  reserve 
credits,  together  with  interest  earnings  there- 
on, on  its  unretired  coupons,  and,  in  addi- 
tion, based  upon  the  number  of  its  unretired 
coupons,  its  proportionate  share  of  the  ton- 
tine fund,  including  interest  earned  thereon, 
belonging  to  its  class. 

Nonforftltable.  The  monthly  premiums 
on  coupons  attached  to  this  certificate,  hav- 
ing been  paid  in  full  to  and  including  the 
thirty-sixth  month  from  the  date  of  issuance 
hereof,  shall  render  it  nonforfeitable.  Should 
the  payment  of  premiums  hereon  be  contin- 
ued after  it  has  become  nonforfeitable,  it 
shall  become  a  contributing  nonforfeitable 
certificate,  and  the  coupons,  when  redeemed, 
shall  be  entitled  to  their  redemption  value. 
Should  the  payment  of  premiums  be  discon- 
tinued at  any  time  after  the  thirty-sixth 
month,  it  shall  be  considered  a  noncontrib- 
uting  nonforfeitable  certificate,  and  the  cou- 
pons will  not  be  eligible  for  the  cash-sur- 
render privilege  or  for  redemption,  but  must 
be  held  to  be  paid  at  maturity,  and  when 
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paid  will  be  entitled  only  to  the  amount  paid 
in  premiums  on  attached  coupons. 

f^urrender  Value.  At  any  time  after  one 
year  from  the  date  of  this  certificate,  pro- 
vided all  premiums  have  been  paid  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  terms  hereof,  the  owner 
may  make  application  for  the  cash-surren- 
der value  of  the  attached  coupons.  Said 
value  shall  be  the  guaranteed  cash-surrender 
valne,  as  per  the  table  of  values  set  forth 
herein.  Applications  will  be  paid,  in  the  or- 
der in  which  they  are  received,  out  of  the  re- 
demption fund,  except  after  120  premiums 
have  lieen  paid,  at  which  time  the  reserve 
and  tontine  funds  to  the  amount  of  the  lia- 
bility of  this  certificate  may  be  used.  All 
premiiims  must  be  paid  until  the  application 
is  reached  and  paid,  or  until  120  premiums 
have  been  paid.  x 

Death.  In  the  event  of  death  of  the  origi- 
nal ov/ner  of  this  certificate,  his  legal  rep- 
resentatives may  avail  themselves  of  the  fol-* 
lowing  options:  (1)  Continue  the  perform- 
ance of  this  contract  in  the  stead  of  said  de- 
ceased certificate  owner,  without  the'  pay- 
nient  of  transfer  fee ;  ( 2 )  at  any  time  with- 
in sixty  days  after  death,  make  application, 
in  form  required  by  the  company,  for  the 
den th-sur render  value  of  this  certificate, 
which  shall  be  the  total  amount  of  premiums 
paid  on  its  unretired  coupons  at  the  time 
said  application  is  made.  This  option  may 
be  taken  advantage  of  by  the  legal  represen- 
tatives of  the  original  purchaser  hereof 
only,  and  upon  not  to  exceed  fifty  coupons. 
All  premiums  due  hereon  must  be  paid  ac- 
cording to  this  contract  until  such  applica- 
tion has  been  made.  Applications  will  be 
paid,  in  order  of  their  receipt,  out  of  the  re- 
demption fund,  after  all  cash- surrender  val- 
ues nave  been  paid.  If  the  amount  availa- 
ble in  any  month  to  pay  all  death  claims 
be  influHicient,  then  those  unpaid  are  taken 
up  in  succeeding  months  in  their  regular  or- 
der. 

I^cdemption.  Tlie  company  reserves  the 
ri$rht  to  call  in  foi*  redemption  any  or  all  of 
the  coupons  attached  to  this  certificate  at 
any  time  after  six  monthly  premiums  shall 
be  paid  thereon,  and  before  maturity.  Whon 
coupons  are  called  in  for  redemption  before 
maturity,  the  order  of  payment  shall  be  one 
coupon  on  each  certificate,  in  consecutive 
order,  beginning  with  the  lowest-numbered 
certificate  and  reverting  when  the  highest- 
numbered  certificate  eligible  for  redemption 
hap  been  reached.  The  company  reserves 
the  right  at  any  time  to  call  in  and  redeem, 
in  consecutive  order,  the  oldest  certificates 
in  force. 

Maturity.  The  120  premiums,  having 
been  paid  in  full  on  the  attached  coupons, 
shall  render  said  coupons  fully  paid  and  eli- 
gible to  mature,  and  they  will  be  paid  imme- 
diately out  of  the  reserve  and  tontine  funds, 
if  the  apportionate  share  to  the  credit  of 
each  cinipon  in  said  funds,  with  the  interest 
accumulations  thereon,  equals  the  total 
amount  of  the  payments  on  such  coupons,  to- 
gether with  interest  at  the  rate  of  4  per  cent 
per  annum ;  otherwise,  when  the  apportion- 
ate share  to  the  credit  of  each  coupon  in 
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said  fund,  with  the  interest  accumulations 
thereon,  equaU  the  total  amount  of  the  pay- 
ments on  jjuch  coupons,  together  with  inter- 
est at  the  rate  of  4  per  cent  per  annum :  pro- 
\ided,  however,  that  such  date  of  payment 
shall  not  bo  later  than  the  time  when  the 
sum  of  all  of  the  premiums  paid  on  the  unre- 
tired coupons  hereon,  less  not  to  exceed  10 
per  cent  thereof  deducted  for  expenses,  if 
said  sum  hud  been  invested  at  the  current 
rate  of  interest,  compounded  semiannually, 
would  equal  the  total  amount  of  the  premi- 
ums paid  on  such  unretired  coupons,  to- 
gether with  interest  at  the  rate  of  4  per  cent 
per  annum.  If  this  certificate  be  a  noncon- 
tributing  nonforfeitable  one,  the  coupons  at- 
tached hereto  will  be  eligible  to  mature  at 
any  time  after  one  hundred  and  twenty 
months,  when  the  amount  to  their  credit  in 
the  reserve  and  tontine  funds  equals  the 
amount  paid  as  premiums  thereon. 

Lioans.  At  any  time  after  the  last  day  of 
the  twelfth  month  from  the  date  of  this  cer- 
tificate, all  monthly  premiums  due  hereon 
having  been  paid  in  full,  the  owner  may 
make  application  for  a  loan,  not  to  exceed 
its  liability  on  December  31st  preceding. 
This  certificate  will  be  accepted  as  collateral 
to  a  note  for  the  loan,  and  must  be  depos- 
ited with  the  company.  The  loan  may  be 
made  only  at  the  option  of  the  company,  and 
from  any* of  its  loanable  funds.  If  the  own- 
er fail  to  keep  this  certificate  in  force,  then, 
in  default  of  a  monthly  premium  due  hereon, 
it  shall  immediately  become  due  and  pay- 
able out  of  the  redemption  fund,  for  its  sur- 
render value.  From  the  proceeds  of  said  re- 
demption, the  note,  with  all  interest  due 
thereon,  shall  first  be  paid.  The  remainder, 
if  any,  shall  be  paid  to  the  owner,  and  the 
company  shall  be  relieved  from  any  other  or 
further  liability  on  this  certificate,  and  the 
owner  likewise  shall  be  relieved  from  liabil- 
ity on  his  said  loan  and  note. 

Transfer.  This  certificate  is  transferable, 
but  only  on  the  books  of  the  company,  and  a 
fee  of  $2.00  is  charged.  When  a  transfer  is 
desired,  fill  out  one  of  the  assignment  blanks 
on  the  back  of  this  certificate,  with  the  name 
of  the  person  to  whom  it  is  to  be  transferred 
written  on  the  first  line,  and  the  signature 
of  the  owner  on  the  second  line.  Then  for- 
ward the  certificate,  together  with  the  fee. 
to  the  company,  to  have  the  transfer  re- 
corded. 

IjOss.  In  case  this  certificate  is  lost  or 
destroyed,  the  owner  may  have  a  duplicate 
issued  by  making  an  affidavit  upon  a  blank 
furnished  by  the  company,  and  the  payment 
of  a  fee  of  one  dollar. 

Authority  of  Agents.  No  promises,  repre- 
sentations, or  agreements  of  any  officer, 
agent,  or  employee  not  contained  herein 
shall  be  of  any  binding  force  or  eflfect  on  the 
company;  and  no  oflScer,  agent,  or  employee 
has  any  authority  to  change  or  modify  in 
any  manner  whatever  the  terms,  regula- 
tions, conditions,  or  provisions  of  this  con- 
tract. 

There  is  likewise  printed  into  and  as  a 
part  of  the  terms  and   conditions  what  is 
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called  a  "table  of  values,"  which  indicates 
the  value  of  such  certificates  upon  the  re- 
spective months  of  the  existence  of  the  cer- 
tificate, in  which  said  table  there  is  no  death 
benefit  or  paid-up  value;  the  death  benefit 
beinty  the  endowment  value,  and  there  is  no 
paid-up  value.  Said  table  of  values  is  as 
follows : 

TABLKS  OF  VALUES  FOR  EACH  COUPON. 


1 

5f3 

C  as 

2. 

c 

p 
s 

t5 

e. 
< 

E3 

» 

Ot 

c 

§2. 

» 

¥% 

• 

n-  • 

1 

• 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

$"7*07 

i'i'ii' 

* 

8 

S  09 

8  27' 

U 

9  12 

0  34 

■% 

10 

10  15 

10  42 

11 

11  18 

11  52 

12 

12  22 

12  61 

'$"6  00 

33 

13  26 

13  71 

6  55 

14 

14  30 

14  82 

7  10 

15 

15  35 

15  94 

7  70 

16 

16  40 

17  07 

8  30 

17 

17  45 

18  21 

8  00 

18 

18  51 

19  35 

9  50 

1» 

19  57 

20  50 

10  10 

20 

20  68 

21  66 

10  75 

21 

21  70 

22  83 

11  37 

22 

22  77 

24  01 

12  00 

23 

23  84 

25  20 

12  65 

24 

24  92 

26  40 

13  35 

25 

26  00 

27  60 

14  00 

26 

27  08 

28  82 

14  70 

27 

28  17 

30  04 

15  35 

28 

29  26 

31  17 

16  05 

29 

30  35 

32  51 

16  80 

30 

31  45 

33  77 

17  50 

31 

32  55 

35  03 

18  20 

82 

33  65 

36  30 

18  95 

33 

34  76 

37  58 

19  70 

34 

35  87 

38  87 

20  45 

35 

36  98 

40  17 

21  20 

36 

38  10 

41  47 

22  00 

37 

30  22 

42  79 

22  80 

38 

40  34 

44  12 

23  55 

39 

41  47 

45  46 

24  35 

40 

42  60 

46  81 

25  20 

41 

43  73 

48  17 

26  00 

42 

44  87 

49  54 

26  85 

43 

46  01 

50  91 

27  65 

44 

47  15 

52  30 

28  50 

45 

48  30 

53  70 

29  .35 

46 

49  45 

55  11 

30  25 

47 

50  60 

5(i  53 

31  10 

48 

51  16 

57  97 

32  00 

49 

52  92 

59  41 

32  90 

50 

54  08 

60  86 

33  SO 

51 

55  25 

62  33 

34  70 

52 

56  42 

63  79 

35  65 

53 

57  59 

65  27 

36  55 

54 

58  77 

66  77 

37  50 

55 

59  95 

68  28 

88  45 

TABLE  OF  VALUES  FOR  EACH  COUPON. 
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56 

61  13 

69  80 

39  40 

57 

62  32 

71  33 

40  35 

58 

63  51 

72  87 

41  .35 

59 

64  70 

74  43 

42-  35 

60 

65  90 

.  75  99 

43  35 

61 

67  10 

77  57 

44  35 

62 

68  30 

79  16 

45  35 

63 

60  51 

80  76 

46  35 

64 

70  72 

82  37 

47  40 

65 

71  93 

84  00 

48  45 

66 

73  15 

85  64 

49  50 

67 

74  37 

87  29 

50  55 

68 

76  59 

88  95 

51  65 

69 

76  82 

90  62 

52  70 

70 

78  05 

92  31 

63  80 

71 

79  28 

94  01 

64  90 

72 

80  52 

95  72 

56  00 

73 

81  76 

97  45 

67  10 

74 

83  00 

99  19 

68  25 

75 

84  25 

100  94 

60  39 

76 

85  50 

102  70 

60  50 

77 

86  75 

104  48 

61  65 

78 

88  01 

106  27 

62  85 

79 

89  27 

108  08 

64  00 

80 

90  53 

109  89 

65  20 

81 

91  80 

111  73 

66  35 

82 

93  07 

113  57 

67  55 

83 

94  34 

115  43 

68  80 

84 

95  02 

117  30 

70  00 

85 

96  90 

119  19 

71  20 

86 

98  18 

121  09 

72  45 

87 

99  47 

123  01 

73  70 

88 

100  76 

124  94 

74  95 

89 

102  05 

126  88 

76  20 

90 

103  35 

128  84 

77  50 

91 

104  65 

130  81 

78  80 

92 

105  95 

132  80 

80  05 

93 

107  26 

134  81 

81  35 

r'4 

108  57 

136  83 

82  70 

95 

109  88 

138  86 

84  00 

96 

111  20 

140  91 

85  35 

97 

112  52 

142  97 

86  65 

98 

113  84 

145  05 

8S  05 

99 

115  17 

147  15 

89  35 

100 

116  50 

149  26 

90  75 

101 

117  83 

151  39 

92  10 

102 

119  17 

153  53 

93  50 

103 

120  51 

155  69 

94  90 

104 

121  85 

157  86 

96  30 

105 

123  20 

160  05 

97  70 

106 

124  55 

162  26 

99  15 

107 

125  90 

164  49 

100  55 

108 

127  20 

166  76 

102  00 

109 

128  62 

168  99 

103  45 

110 

129  98 

171  26 

104  90 

111 

131  35 

173  55 

106  35 

112 

132  72 

175-  86 

107  85 

113 

134  09 

178  19 

109  35 

114 

135  47 

180  53 

110  85 

115 

I'Mi   85 

1S2  89 

112  35 

116 

138  23 

185  27 

113  85 

117 

ir»)  62 

1S7  67 

115  35 

118 

141  01 

190  08 

116  90 

119 

142  40 

192  52 

118  45 

120 

143  HO 

194  97 

120  00 
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In    column    1,    the    number   of   months   also 
represents  the  number  of  dollars. 


54-3 


Ohio  Supkemb  Court. 


Mar., 


Attached  to  the  certificate  are  printed  five 
coupons,  A,  B,  C,  D.  and  E,  respectively, 
which  said  coupons  are  as  follows: 


Certlflcaie  No.  Series  D 

Tbis  Coupon  will  be  called  in  and 

pa'.d  by  the 
INTERSTATE     SAVINGS     INVEST- 
^MENT^  COMPANY^ 

In  accordance  with  the  Terms  and 
Conditions  set  forth  in  the  attached 
Certificate. 

VOID  IF  DETACHED. 


COUPON 

E 


Certificate  No.  Series  D 

This  Coupon  will  be  called  In  and 

paid  by  the 

INTERSTATE     SAVINGS     INVEST- 

MENT    COMPANY. 

In    accordance   with    the   Terms   and 

Conditions  set  forth  in  the  attached 

Certificate. 

VOID   IF  DETACHED. 

Certificate  No.  Series  D 

This  Coupon  will  be  called  in  and 

paid  by  the 

INTERSTATE     SAVINGS     INVEST- 

MENT    COMPANY. 

In  accordance  with  the  Terms  and 
Conditions  set  forth  in  the  attached 
Certificate. 

VOID  IF  DETACHED. 


COUPON 

D 


COUPON 


Certificate  xNo.  Series  D 

This  Coupon  will  be  called  in  and 

paid  by  the 

INTERSTATE     SAViN<5S     INVEST- 

MENT_  COMPANY, 

In  accordance  with  the  Terms  and 
Conditions  set  forth  in  the  attached 
Certificate. 

VOID  IF  DETACHED. 


COUPON 

B 


Certificate  No.  Series  D 

•This  Coupon  will  be  called  In  and 

paid  by  the 
INTERSTATE     SAVINCJS     INVEST- 
MENT    COMPANY. 

In  accordance  with  the  Terms  and 
Conditions  set  forth  in  the  attached 
Certificate. 

VOID  IF  DETACHED. 


COUPON 

A 


Messrs.  Jolin  M.  Sheets,  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, J.  E.  Todd,  and  Smitli  "W.  Bennett, 

for  plaintiff: 

The  business  of  the  defendant,  as  disclosed 
by  the  pleadings,  is  essentially  a  lottery  and 
a  fraud,  and  as  such  is  inhibited  both  by 
the  Constitution  and  the  statutes  of  Ohio. 

Ohio  Const,  art.  15,  §  6;  Rev.  Stat.  §  6931. 

If  the  bald  proposition  should  be  placed 
before  the  public  by  this  company  that  it 
would  receive  the  money  of  those  who  de- 
sired to  invest,  and,  after  subjecting  the 
amount  received  to  an  expense  charge  of 
fifteen  per  cent,  would  return  the  balance  to 
those  from  whom  it  was  received,  it  would 
excite  only  derision.  Yet,  that  is  practical- 
ly what  the  defendant  proposes  to  do;  and 
the  only  reasons  that  enable  It  to  find  pur- 
chasers for  its  "certificates"  are:  (1)  This 
proposition  is  skilfully  covered  up  in  a  mass 
of  terms  and  conditions;  and  (2)  The  money 
is  to  be  returned  to  the  certificate  holders  in 
such  a  manner  as  will  enable  some  to  ob- 
tain more  than  they  have  invested;  their 
gain  necessarily  entailing  a  corresponding 
loss  upon  others  who  are  less  fortunate. 

The  bu.sine>w  of  the  defendant  contains  all 
the  essential  elements  of  a  lottery,  viz. :  ( 1 ) 
A  consideration  paid  by  the  certificate  hold- 
er, or  something  put  at  hazard;    (2)  an  un- 
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equal  distribution  of  profits,  or  a  gift,  dona- 
tion, or  prize;  and  (3)  the  use  of  a  scheme 
of  chance  to  control  the  distribution  of  the 
prizes. 

McLaughlin  v.  National  Mut.  Bond  d 
Invest,  Co.  64  Fed.  908;  Re  National 
Indemnity  d  E.  Co.  142  Pa.  450,  21  Atl. 
879;  Bruas'  Appeal,  65  Pa.  294;  United 
States  v.  McDonald,  59  Fed.  563;  Homer  v. 
United  States,  147  U.  S.  449,  37  L.  ed.  237, 
13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  409;  MacDonald  v.  United 
States,  12  C.  C.  A.  339,  24  U.  S.  App.  25,  63 
Fed.  426 ;  United  States  v.  Durland.  65  Fed. 
408 ;  United  States  v.  Wallis,  58  Fed.  942 ; 
Handle  v.  State,  42  Tex.  585;  People-  v. 
Elliott,  74  Mich.  264,  3  L.  R.  A.  405,  41  N. 
W.  916;  McLanahan  v.  Mott,  73  Hun,  131. 
25  N.  Y.  Supp,  892;  Bishop,  Statutory 
Crimes,  §  956. 

Messrs.  Swing,  Cusliins*  A  Morse  also 
for  plaintiff. 

Messrs.  Charles  "W.  Baker,  Micliael  6. 
Heintc,  and  Dwight  Harrison,  for  de- 
fendant : 

The  defendant  company  is  in  no  sense  a 
lotterv. 

13  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law.  p.  1164;  Bell 
V.  State,  5  iSneed,  507;  Bishop,  Statutory 
Crimes,  2d  ed.  §  952. 

There  is  no  element  of  chance  in  the  busi- 
ness of  the  company.  There  is  no  prize  in 
the  business  of  the  company.  There  is  no 
such  thing  as  a  ceiliticate  holder  risk- 
ing any  sum  of  money,  that  is.  risking  the 
loss  of  any    sum    of    money    whatsoever  or 

{)art  of  any  sum,  in  order  to  gain  a  prize  or 
arger  sum. 

How  can  that  be  said  to  be  a  lotterv  that 
has  no  element  of  chance  in  it  at  all,  that 
returns  to  every  man  his  money  with  inter- 
est, and  together  with  a  share  of  profits 
absolutely  equal,  as  compared  with  every 
other  certificate  holder. 

Homer  v.  United  States,  147  U.  S.  449, 
37  L.  ed.  237,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  409:  United 
States  V.  Zeisler,  30  Fed.  499;  Kohn  v. 
Koehler,  96  N.  Y.  362,  48  Am.  Rep.  628; 
Koehler  v.  Sanders,  122  N.  Y.  65,  9  L.  R.  A. 
670,  25  N.  E.  235;  Ew  parte  Shohert,  70 
Cal.  632,  11  Pac.  786;  Union  Invest.  Asso, 
V.  Lutz,  50  111.  App.  176;  State  ex  rel. 
Walker  v.  Talbot,  123  Mo.  69,  27  S.  VV.  366. 

The  principle  underlying  the  plan  of  de- 
fendant's business  is  entirely  similar  to  ton- 
tine insurance. 

It  has  been  repeatedly  held  in  America 
that  the  tontine  principle  and  its  application 
are  not  illegal. 

Uhtinan  v.  Xeto  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  109  N. 
Y.  421,  17  N.  E.  363;  Avery  v.  Equitable 
Life  J.ssiir.  Soc.  117  N.  Y.  451,  23  N.  E.  3; 
Simon-t  v.  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  38  Hun, 
309:  /'ii//rr  r.  Knapp,  24  Fed.  100:  Tabor's 
Three  Systems  of  Life  Insurance,  pp.  42- 
46;  26  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  58:  Schrib- 
er  V.  Rapp,  5  Watts,  S.ll,  30  Am.  Dee.  327. 

Messrs.  Dyer,  Williams,  A  StoufPer 
for  A.  W.  Dorbert,  a  debenture  holder. 

Davis,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 
The  attorney  general  makes  his  contention 
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for  ousting  the  defendant  from  the  privilege 
of  doing  busine$«s  in  Ohio  on  the  provisions 
of  certain  contracts  or  debentures,  denomi- 
nated by  the  defendant  company  **accumula- 
tive  endowment  certificates,"  distinguished 
as  series  A,  series  B,  series  C,  aifd  series  D. 
It  is  claimed  that  the  defendant  has  misused 
its  corporate  franchises  and  privileges  in  is- 
suing these  debentures,  because  they  are,  up- 
on the  face  of  them,  in  contravention  of  law, 
It  is  insisted  on  the  part  of  the  relator  that 
some,  at  least,  of  these  debentures  are  vi- 
tiated by  containing  elements  of  chance  and 
prize,  so  as  to  constitute  a  lottery  scheme, 
and  that  all  of  them  are  calculated  to  deceive 
and  defraud  an  unsuspecting  public.  The 
question  here  is  not  whether  the  promoters 
of  the  defendant  company  have  intentionally 
devised  a  schone  to  mislead  and  defraud, 
but  whether  that  is  the  effect  of  it.  The 
promoters  and  the  investors  may  be  self- 
deluded  or  satisfied  to  take  the  chances  of- 
fered, but  that  does  not  alter  the  character 
of  the  scheme.  If  the  company  is  misusing 
its  corporate  privileges  in  such  a  way  as  to 
be  a  public  abuse,  the  writ  must  issue,  re- 
gardless of  the  intent.  Nor  are  we  now 
called  upon  to  draw  the  line  of  demarkation 
.between  such  insurance  and  investment 
methods  as  have  been  approved  by  the  law 
and  the  schemes  now  under  consideration. 
We  arc  not  considering  life  insurance  meth- 
ods,— tontine  or  other, — building  and  loan 
associations,  or  investment  companies  in 
general.  We  are  only  concerned  with  the 
question  whether  the  methods  of  this  com- 
pany are  lawful  or  not.  In  this  connection 
we  recur  to  the  averment  in  the  answer  to 
the  effect  that  the  defendant  has  literally 
complied  with  the  requirements  of  an  act  of 
the  legislature  of  Ohio  "to  reigulate  certifi- 
cate bond  and  investment  companies,  part- 
nerships and  associations,  other  than  build- 
ing and  loan  companies,  and  to  regulate  in- 
vestment guaranty  companies,  partnerships 
and  associations  doing  business  on  the  serv- 
ice dividend  plan,  and  to  protect  holders  of 
their  certificates,  debentures  and  securities," 
and  that  the  defendant  has  received  from 
the  secretary  of  state  the  certificates  author- 
ized by  that  act^  If  this  averment  was  in- 
serted in  the  answer  with  the  understand- 
ing that  compliance  with4,he  statute  referred 
to  legalized  the  financial  schemes  now  under 
consideration,  it  is  bo^ed  on  an  erroneous 
theory.  The  legislature  is  presumed  to  have 
contemplated  that  a  corporation  thus  au- 
thorized to  do  business  in  this  state  would 
exercise  its  franchises  within  chartered  lim- 
its, and  in  a  manner  not  injurious  to  the 
public.  Leslie  v.  Lorillard,  110  N.  Y.  531, 
1  L.  R.  A.  450,  18  N.  E.  303 ;  People  v.  Xorth 
Jfiter  augar-Kef,  (Jo.  121  N.  Y.  582,  9  L.  R. 
A.  33|^  24  N.  E.  834.  This  law  was  enacted 
expressly  to  regulate  bond  and  investment 
companies,  and  to  protect  the  holders  of 
their  certificates.  The  legislature  could  not, 
and  did  not  a^ume  to,  exercise  judicial  pow- 
er, by  declaring  that  acts  or  contracts  of 
Buch  companies  which  are  inherently  immor- 
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al  and  prejudicial  to  the  public  welfare  or 
unconstitutional  should  be  lawful.  Nor  did 
the  legislature  undertake  to  declare  public 
policy  in  regard  to  bond  and  investment  com- 
panies, further  than  that  they  should  be  reg- 
ulated, and  that  the  holders  of  their  securi- 
ties should  be  in  some  measure  protected.  It 
would  sei*\'e  no  gx)od  purpose  to  detail  the 
processes  by  which  we  have  reached  our  con- 
clusions after  having  carefully  considered  all 
of  the  elaborate  arguments  which  have  been 
submitted. 

An  inspection  of  the  different  classes  of 
"accumulative  endou'ment  certificates'*  is- 
sued by  the  defendant  discloses  that  in  none 
of  them  does  a  certificate  absolutely  and  cer- 
tainly mature  within  any  fixed  and  definite 
period;  yet  the  certificates  are  all  so  drawn 
as  to  create  the  expectation,  and  to  make 
it  appear,  that  they  will  mature  in  a  period 
of  one  hundred  and  twenty  months.  With 
all  the  light  which  we  have  received  from 
counsel  and  other  sources,  we  have  been  una- 
ble to  persuade  ourselves  that  the  credit  to 
any  of  these  classes  of  certificates  in  the  re- 
serve fund,  or  in  the  reserve  and  tontine 
funds,  will  equal  the  endowment  value  with- 
in the  stipulated  periods,  without  the  aid  of 
lapses  or  the  apportiomnent  of  funds  derived 
from  new  business.  Indeed,  it  is  almost  self- 
evident  that  with  75  or  80  per  cent  of  the 
premiums  received  consumed  in  expenses 
and  monthly  redemptions,  the  reserve  cred- 
its could  not  equal  the  endow^ment  value  in 
several  times  the  periods  stipulated.  In 
other  words,  20  or  25  per  cent  of  the  premi- 
ums, with  its  interest  earnings,  alone  and 
uujiided  by  lapses  or  the  appropriation  of 
money  from  premiums  received  for  new 
business,  will  not  sufKciently  accumulate  to 
equal  the  represented  endowment  value  in 
the  stipulated  periods.  A  little  calculation 
applied  to  the  representations  in  any  of 
these  tables  of  values  will  demonstrate  this 
proposition.  If  this  deficiency  in  the  re- 
serve should  be  made  up  by  appropriating 
premiums  received  on  new  business,  it  is  ob- 
vious that  in  redeeming  the  old  obligations 
new  and  greater  ones  are  created,  making 
the  possibility  of  ultimate  redemption  of  all 
the  obligations  still  more  problematical. 
But,  if  the  deficiency  should  be  made  up  by 
lapses  or  foi*feitures,  it  is  equally  clear  that 
the  lapses  must  be  very  numerous, — so  nu- 
meroins,  in  fkct,  as  to  eventually  destroy  the 
credit  of  the  company  and  bring  ruin  upon 
it.  A  scheme  which  can  succeed  only  by 
lapses  is  manifestly  a  scheme  which  will  en- 
rich some  at  the  expense  of  others  wlio  em- 
bark in  the  same  enterprise.  It  holds  out 
the  inducement  that  those  who  may  be 
strong  enough  to  survive  will  find  their  prof- 
it in  the  weakness,  the  misfortunes,  and  the 
discouragements  which  cause  a  larger  num- 
ber of  their  associates  to  fall  by  the  way. 
Moreover,  since  the  salvation  of  the  com- 
pany depends  on  these  lapses,  it  necessarily 
tends  to  encourage  and  produce  them.  True 
enough,  all  of  these  certificates  are  nonfor- 
feitable after  36  monthly  payments,  but  that 
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only  signifies  that  a  larger  number  must  fail 
in  the  first  three  years,  or  that  the  whole 
scheme  must  fail ;  for  the  vice  of  the  plan 
is  not  that  some  |nay  fail,  but  that  many 
mubt  fail,  in  order  that  all  continuing  cer- 
tificates ahall  mature.  Formerly  the  profits 
from  this  source  to  life  insurance  companies 
were  understood  to  be  very  large,  and,  pub- 
lic attention  being  drawn  to  it,  in  many  of 
the  states  laws  rej;:ulating  the  nonforfeiture 
of  policies  were  enacted;  and  such  has  been 
the  force  of  public  opinion,  and  public  policy 
as  expressed  in  these  statutes,  that  it  is  be- 
lieved that  no  standard  company  can  be 
found  which  counts  upon  lapses  as  a  neces- 
sary element  in  determining  its  ability  to 
carry  out  its  contracts,  ana  all  such  com- 
panies so  calculate  as  to  carry  out  their 
contracts  even  should  no  lapses  occur,  ex- 
cept, perhaps,  in  some  forms  of  tontine  in- 
surance. Indeed,  theze  is  no  fixed  rate  or 
percentage  of  lapses  which  can  be  used  as 
a  basis  of  calculation.  The  percentage  of 
lapses  varies  with  different  companies,  and 
at  different  tiuies  with  the  same  company. 
Shall  this  fallacious  and  uncertain  element, 
which  has  thus  been  in  so  large  a  measure 
eliminated  from  legitimate  business  meth- 
ods, be  encouraged  to  reappear  and  to  delude 
the  inexperienced  and  the  unwary?  We 
cannot  conceive  it  to  be  our  duty  to  lend 
such  encouragement. 

But  wherein  is  the  chief  attraction  held 
out  to  the  public  by  the  defendant?  In  se- 
ries A  the  certificates,  or,  rather,  some  of 
them,  are  liable  to  be  matured  fortuitously 
at  periods  more  or  less  extended  from  the 
time  of  their  issue.  This  is  done  by  taking 
a  percentage  of  the  total  number  of  con- 
tracts in  force  each  month.  This  percen- 
tage it  must  be  observed,  will  be  as  variable 
and  uncertain  as  the  contingencies  of  busi- 
ness will  make  it.  The  nun.eral  being  thus 
determined,  the  certificates  are  arbitrarily 
matured  by  beginning  the  count  "with  the 
oldest  certificate  in  force  (after  the  surren- 
der and  special  redemptions  have  been  made 
for  the  month),  and  continued  through  as 
many  live  certificates  as  the  numeral  indi- 
cateci;  the  last  one  counted  being  the  one 
called  in  for  payment.  Proceeding  to  count 
in  like  manner  from  the  certificates  so  called 
in,  the  second  one  to  be  paid  is  reached.  This 
method  is  continued  until  the  sum  of  all  the 
values  of  the  certificates  thus  called  in 
equals  the  auiount  in  the  regular  redemption 
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fund."    Turning  no>w  to  the  table  of  values 
in  series  A,  we  find  that,  if  a  certificate  is 
so  redeemed  at  the  eml  of  twelve  months,  the 
holder  will  receive  $4  more  than  he  has  paid; 
that  is,  00%  per  cent  per  annum  simple  in- 
terest on  his  investment  for  an  average  of 
six  months.     If  a  certificate  should  be  re- 
deemed at  the  end  of  twenty-four  months, 
the -holder's  profit  would  still  be  66%  per 
cent  per  annum  upon  his  investment  for.aa 
average  of  twelve  months.     If  a  certificate 
should  be  redeemed  at  the  end  of  thirty-six 
months,   the  holder's  profit  would  still   be 
6(>%  per  cent  per  annum  upon  his  invest- 
ment for  an  average   of  eighteen   months. 
From  this  point,  the  point  at  which  the  cer- 
tificates become  nonforfeitable,  the  percent- 
age of  profit  decreases  until  at  the  one  hun- 
dred and  twentieth  month  it' has  gone  down 
to  20  per  cent  per  annum  simple  interest  on 
an  investment  of  $120  for  an  average  of  five 
years.    The  rate  of  profit  being  unequal,  the 
prize  in  this  scheme  is  a  large  profit  and 
quick  return  to  the  fortunate  holder  of  a 
certificate  selected  for  redemption,  and  the 
gaming  cluince  is  that  his  certificate  will  be 
called  in  for  early  redemption  by  the  "nu- 
meral apart**  system  of  selection.     Yet  in 
face  of  all  this  counsel  ask:     "How  can  a 
scheme  be  a  lottery  in  which  there  are  no* 
blanks,  and  all  investors  for  the  payment 
of  the  same  sums  receive  the  same  prize?" 
The  blanks  are  all  the  numbers  included  in 
the  extent  of  the  "numeral  apart,"  except 
the  last  one,  which  draws  a  prize,  and  the 
prize  is  points  out  above.     Our  conclusion 
is  that  series  A  is  a  lottery  and  unla\^'ful, 
and  that  none  of  the  schemes  of  defendant, 
as  shown  in  certificates  of  series  A,  B,  C, 
and  D,  will  legitimately  "finance  out'"  as  rep- 
resented.    It  follows  that  the  demurrer  to 
the  answer  should  be  sustained,  and  that  the 
prayer  of  the  relator  should  be  granted.     It 
should  be  added,  as  the  opinion  of  the  whole 
court,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  state  treas- 
urer to  hold  and  distribute  the  fund  deposit- 
ed with  him  in  trust  for  the  holders  of  the 
debentures   in   this   state  according   to   tlie 
amount  that  may  be  found  due  to  each  one. 
Judgment  of  ouster. 

Minshall,  Ch.  J.,  and  Spear,  Burket, 
and  'Williams,  JJ.,  concur. 

Reheaj'iiig  deniedi 
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Alonzo  E.  SMITH,  Appt. 
(163  N.  Y.  168.) 

1.  A  siifllclent  foundation  to .  admit 
plaintiff's  account  books  to  prove  a 
claim  is  laid  by  evidence  that  plaintiff  per- 
sonally delivered  nearly  all  the  items  covered 
by  the  account,  that  his  wife  kept  his  books, 
that  the  entries  were  correctly  made,  and  that 
third  persons  bad  settled  their  accounts  in 
accordance  with  the  books,  believing  in  plain- 
tiff's honesty,  and  because  the  accounts  ren- 
dered agreed  with  such  persons  own  memo- 
randa of  the  items. 

2.  L*cfriiilatlve  removal  of  the  dlsqnal- 
iflcatlun  of  a  party  as  a  witness  does  not 


deprive  him  of  the  right  to  introduce  hie 
books  of  account  in  evidence. 
8.  The  clerk,  i«-hose  absence  Is  neces- 
sary^ to  render  account  books  admis- 
sible in  evidence,  is  one  who  has  somethlag 
to  do  with,  and  has  knowledge  generally  of, 
the  business  of  his  employer,  and  who  would 
be  enabled  to  testify  upon  the  aubject  of  the 
goods  sold. 


(May  15,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Su- 
preme Court,  Second  Department,  affirming 
a  judgment  entered  in  the  oftice  of  the  clerk 
of  the  County  of  Suffolk  upon  a  decision  of 
a  referee  in  favor  of  plaintiiT  in  an  action 


Note. — A  party's  books  of  account  as  evidence 
in  his  oum  favor. 

I.  General    doctrines    independent    of,    and 
under,  statutes. 

a.  Entries  made  by  the  party  himself. 

1.  Rule  in  England  and  Canada. 

2.  American  common-law  rule, 

(a)  Statements  of  rules. 

(b)  Illustrations. 
8.  Rules  under  statutes. 

(a)  Statements  of  rules. 

(b)  Miscellaneous    illustrative 
cases. 

(c)  Special  statutes. 

(d)  Rule  in  Louisiana. 

(e)  Rule  in  Maryland. 

b.  Entries  by  party  who  hcu  since  de- 

ceased. 

1.  Rule  at  common  law. 

2.  Rule  under  statutes. 

c.  Entries  by  party  who  has  since  be- 

come insane. 

d.  Entries  in  partnership  books  by  ab- 

sent or  deceased  partner. 

e.  Entries  made  by  bookkeeper. 

1.  Rule  at  common  law. 

(a)  Where  the    bookkeeper   is 

accessible. 

(b)  Where   the   bookkeeper  is 

not  accessible. 

(c)  Where   the   bookkeeper  is 

insane. 

(d)  Where  the  bookkeeper   is 

dead. 
2.  Rule  under  statutes. 

f.  Effect  of  statute  making  party  com- 

l)('ient   witness  for  self. 

g.  Effect    of    statute  prohibiting  party 

from  testifying. 
h.  Effrct  of  statute  of  limitations, 
i.  Effect  of  amount  in  controversy, 
II.  RuU-  where  party  keeps  a  clerk, 

a.  (irnerally. 

b.  Who  are  clerks. 
III.  Form  and  requisites  generally. 

a.  Form  and  construction  of  books, 

1.  Qenerally. 

2.  Sheets  of  paper, 

3.  Notched  stick, 

4.  Shingle. 
b*  Form  of  entry. 

1.  Qenerally. 

2.  Pencil  entries. 

3.  Use  of  ahbreriations  and  hiero- 

glyphics. 
c  Alterations  and  erasures, 
1.  Generally. 
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III.    c. — continued. 

2.  Right  to  explain. 

d.  Mutilations. 

e.  Interlineations, 
t.  Omission  to  affix  price, 
g.  Omission  to  state  quantity,  weight, 

etc. 

IV.  Entries  original  or  transferred, 

a.  General  rule, 

b.  Entries  transferred  from  memoranda. 

1.  Generally. 

2.  Entries  partly  original  and  part- 
ly transferred. 

8s  Memoranda      made      by      third 

persons. 
4.  Time  for  making  transfer, 

c.  Ledgers. 

1.  Generally. 

2.  Use  as  secondary  evidence. 

3.  Original  entries  in  ledger  form, 

d.  Balances, 

V.  Time  for  making  the  entries, 

a.  General  rule, 

b.  Entries  in  usual  course  of  business. 

e.  Entries     made     before    transactions 
closed. 

d.  Entries  completed  when  transactions 
closed. 

e.  Efitriis  made  all  at  one  time, 
t.  Undated  entries. 
g.  Lump  charges 

VI.  Regularity  as  to  course  of  business. 

a.  General  rule. 

b.  Where  book  contains  but  one  entry 
or  set  of  entries. 

c.  Entries  relating  to  party's  business. 
VII.  Entries  showing  intent  to  chargt, 

Vlll.  Authentication  and  correctness  of  books 
and  entries. 

a.  General  rules  as  to  necessity. 

b.  Oath  of  the  party  himself. 

c.  Proof  by  customers. 

d.  Miscellaneous  cases. 

e.  Entries  made  by  bookkeeper. 

1.  Vei'iflcation  generally. 

2.  Miscellaneous  instances. 
IX.  Knowledge  of  the  person  making  the  en- 
tries. 

a.  General  rule. 

b.  Entries  Made  on  information  verified 
by  informant. 

X.  Effect  of  cThibiiion  of  books  to.  and  ad- 
mission  of  correctness    by,   the  person 
charged. 
XI.  Use  of  whole  book  after  use  of  part. 

a.  When    introduced    by    the    adverse 
party. 
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brought  to  recover  a  balance  of  account  due 
for  coal  and  fish  furnished  by  plaintiff  to  de- 
fendant.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Thomas  Touns,  for  appellant: 

Books  of  account  are  clearly  evidence 
which  is  manufactured  by  the  party,  and  for 
his  o'wn  convenience  and  interest.  They 
have,  therefore,  always  been  received  in  evi- 
dence with  caution,  and  subject  to  several 
important  qualifications. 

3  Wait,  Law  &  Pr.  (Justices*  Court)  p. 
500. 

Such  book  can  be  received  as  evidence,  if 
the  owner  of  the  book  proves  the  following 
facts:  (1)  That  the  party  had  no  clerk; 
(2)  that  some  of  the  articles  charged  had 
been  delivered;  (3)  that  the  books  produced 
are  the  account  books  of  the  party;  (4) 
he  must  prove  that  he  keeps  fair  and  honest 
accounts,  and  this  proof  must  be  made  by 


those  persons  who  have  dealt  with  him  and 
have  settled  fronj  those  books. 

Voaburg  v.  Thayer,  12  Johns.  401 ; 
Dooley  v.  Moan,  57  Hun,  535,  11  N.  Y. 
Supp.  230;  McGoldrick  v.  Traphaycn,  88  N. 
V.  334. 

The  plaintiff  failed  utterly  to  comply 
with  the  rule  as  above  stated  as  to  the  pre- 
liminary, proof. 

The  introduction  of  the  said  books  of  ac- 
count ought  not  to  be  sustained,  and  can- 
not be  sustained,  upon  the  rules  of  evidence 
applicable  to  "original  memoranda." 

The  fact  that  the  writings  in  question 
were  original  entries  did  not  excus^e  com- 
pliance with  the  rules  applicable  to  the  in- 
troduction of  books  of  account. 

Mr.  Timotliy  M.  Oriffing,  for  respond- 
ent: 

The  requirement  that  it  must  be  shown 


XI.— continued. 

b.  When  introduced  by  the  party  him- 
self. 
XII.  Books  produced  on  notice. 

a.  Efi*ict  of  inspection  only. 

b.  Effect  of  introduction. 

XIII.  Production    of    all    hooks    pertaining    to 

transactions, 
XIV.  Pass  books. 

a.  General  rules. 

b.  Bank  pass  hooks. 

XV.  Secondary  evidence  of  contents  of  absent 
hooks. 

a.  Oral  evidence  generally'. 

b.  Copies  and  transcripts. 

1.  Where  the  originals  are  lost  or 

destroyed. 

2.  Where  the  originals  are  beyond 

jurisdiction  of  court. 
8.  Original  must  be  properly  kept. 

4.  Correctness   of   copy. 

5.  Rule    under    Pennsylvania    affi- 

davit of  defense  law.     . 
XVI.  Province  of  court  and  fury. 

a.  Preliminary  question   for  the  court. 

b.  Effect  of  failure  to  object  at  trial. 

c.  Rulings  on  offers  and  objections. 

d.  Appellate  review. 

e.  Questions  for  the  jury. 

I.  General  doctrines  independent  of,  and  under, 

statutes. 

a.  Entries  made   by   the  party   himself, 
1,  Rule  in  England  and  Canada. 

Blackstone  in  his  Commentaries,  Vol.  III.  p. 
S68,  says  that  "books  of  account,  or  shop  books, 
are  not  allowed,  of  themselves,  to  be  given  in 
evidence  for  the  owner  ;  but  a  servant  who  made 
the  entry  may  have  recourse  to  them  to  refresh 
bis  memory;  and  if  such  servant  (who  was  ac- 
customed to  make  those  entries)  be  dead,  and 
his  hand  be  proved,  the  book  may  be  read  In 
evidence.'' 

And  In  Lefebure  v.  Worden,  2  Ves.  Sr.  64, 
Lord  Hardwicke  said :  "It  must  be  admitted 
that,  by  the  rules  of  evidence,  no  entry  in  a 
man's  own  books,  by  himself,  can  be  evidence 
for  himself  to  prove  his  demand.  So  far  the 
courts  of  Justice  have  gone  (and  that  was  go- 
ing a  good  way,  and  perhaps  broke  in  upon 
the  original  strict  rules  of  evidence)  that  where 
there  was  such  evidence  by  a  servant  known 
In  transacting  the  business,  as  in  a  goldsmith's 
shop  by  a  cashier  or  t>ookkeeper,  such  entry, 
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supported  on  the  oath  of  that  servant,  that  be 
used  to  make  entries  from  time  to  time,  and 
that  he  made  them  truly,  has  been  read.  Furth- 
er, where  that  servant,  agent,  or  t>ookkeeper 
has  been  dead,  if  there  is  proof  that  he  was 
the  servant  or  agent  usually  employed  in  such 
business,  was  intrusted  to  make  such  entries  by 
his  master,  that  it  was  the  course  of  trade :  on 
proof  that  he  was  dead,  and  that  it  was  his 
handwi'iting,  such  entry  has  been  read  (which 
was  Sir  Biby  Lake's  Case),  and  that  was  go- 
ing a  great  way ;  for  there  it  might  be  objected, 
that  such  entry  was  the  same  as  if  made  by  the 
master  himself;  yet,  by  reason  of  the  difficulty 
of  making  proof  in  cases  of  this  kind,  the  court 
has  gone  so  far.  There  is  no  case,  where  an 
entry  by  the  party  himself  has  been  admitted 
to  be  read,  because  it  was  merely  his  own  dec- 
laration, unless  Wilkinson  v.  Hem  (of  which 
I  Lord  Hardwicke  said]  he  could  not  find  he  had 
taken  any  note  which  might  be  from  its  being 
heard  on  exceptions,  on  which  seldom  anything 
arose  as  matter  of  precedent)  ;  but  it  was  read 
there  on  a  different  ground,  vis. —  as  evidence 
to  show  the  discharge  or  application  of  the 
money  by  the  person  making  the  payment ;  for 
it  was  a  general  payment,  and  the  fact  of  pay- 
ment not  disputed." 

So,  in  Brooke  v.  City  Bank.  1  Lower  Can. 
Rep.  112,  it  was  said,  with  reference  to  books 
of  account,  that  it  is  plain  that  entries  In  the 
books  do  not  constitute  evidence  in  favor  of 
those  who  make  them.  That  Is  the  rule  of  the 
English  law  ;  and  though  a  somewhat  different 
doctrine  is  to  be  found  in  the  French  books, 
where  it  is  said  by  Pothier  and  other  writers 
that  the  books  of  a  trader  regularly  kept  should 
be  received  as  a  presumption  in  his  favor,  that 
is  a  doctrine  which  must  be  received  with  great 
caution,  and  one  which  the  court  in  that  case 
did  not  feel  inclined  to  extend. 

This  case  also  holds  that  the  books  of  a 
bank  are  not  evidence  m  its  favor  to  prove 
payments  made  by  it  on  account  of  a  depositor. 

But  in  Ellis  V.  Cowne,  2  Car.  &  K.  719,  it 
was  said  that  books  kept  openly  in  a  shop, 
and  to  which  the  shopmen  have  access,  and  in 
which  entries  are  originally  made,  or  even  into 
which  items  are  copied  from  other  books,  have 
been  admitted  as  evidence,  although  they  are 
written  by  the  party  to  the  action. 

An  English  statute  (15  &  16  Vict.  chap.  86, 
S  54)  provides  that  in  any  case  where  any 
.iccount  is  required  to  be  taken  it  shall  be  law- 
ful for  the  court,  where  it  shall  think  fit  so 
i  to  do,  to  direct  that  in  taking  the  accounts  the 
books   of   account    in   which    the   accounts   re- 
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that  the  party  keeps  fair  and  honest  ac- 
counts was  fullv  met. 

Beatty  v.  Clark,  44  Hun,  127 ;  McGoldrick 
y.  Traphagejiy  88  N.  Y.  337. 

It  is  apparent  from  the  evidence  that  the 
phiintiff  had  no  clerk  within  the  meaning 
of  the  rule  excluding  books  of  account  of  a 
party  who  employs  a  clerk. 

Rexford  v.  Comstock,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  876; 
McGoldrick  v.  Traphagcn,  88  N.  V.  337; 
Attcood  V.  Banity,  80  Hun,  1,  29  X.  Y.  Supp. 
810;  Taggart  v.  Fox,  11  Daly,  159. 

The  accounts  were  competent  as  original 
memoranda. 

Merrill  v.  Ithaca  d  0.  R.  Co.  16  Wend. 
580,  30  Am.  Dec.  130;  Gould  v.  Conway, 
59  Barb.  302;  Clark  v.  National  Shoe  d 
Leather  Bank,  32  App.  Div.  322,  52  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1004 ;  Van  Wic  v.  Loomis,  77  Hun, 
399,  28  N.  Y.    Supp.    803;    A'cjr    York    v. 


Second  Ave  R.  Co,  102  N.  Y.  572,  7  X.  E. 
905;  Peck  v.  Valentine,  94  N.  Y.  572. 

Gray,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court ; 

The  plaintiff  sought  to  recover  a  balance 
due  for  coal  sold  and  delivered  bv  him  to  the 
defendant.  He  recovered  judgment  upon  a 
trial  before  a  referee,  and  tliat  judgment, 
has  been  unanimously  affirmed  by  the  ap- 
pellate division.  Upon  his  appeal  to  this 
court  the  defendant  assigns  as  error  a  rul- 
ing of  the  referee  under  which  the  plain- 
tilT's  books  of  accounts  were  admitted  in 
evidence.  Upon  the  trial  the  plaintiff  testi- 
fied to  having  had  business  transactions 
with  the  defendant^  in  the  sale  of  coal  to 
him,  for  some  time  past;  that  his  books  of 
account  contained  a  correct  statement  of  the 
coal  sold  and  delivered  within  the  dates  in 


quired  to  be  taken  have  been  kept,  or  any  of 
them.  9hall  be  taken  as  prima  facie  evidence  of 
the  truth  of  the  matter  therein  contained,  with 
liberty  to  the  parties  interested  to  take  objec- 
tions thereto  as  they  may  be  advised  ;  and  Lodge 
V.  Prichard,  3  De  G.  M.  &  G.  906,  holds  the 
meaning  of  this  statute  is  that  where  the  vouch- 
ers have  been  lost,  or  accounts  cannot  be  taken 
In  the  ordinary  way,  the  court  may  give  direc- 
tions as  to  the  mode  in  which  the  account  shall 
be  taken,  and  as  to  the  evidence  which  may  be 
adduced  in  support  of  the  items ;  and  in  truth, 
according  to  the  direction  of  Turner,  L.  J.,  the 
statute  merely  established  a  practice  which  had 
already  been  adopted.  He  also  expressed  a 
doubt  as  to  whether  the  statute  operated  ret- 
rospectively. 

But  in  Kwart  v.  Williams,  7  De  G.  M.  &  G.  68, 
3  Week.  Rep.  46,  24  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S,  366,  3  Eq. 
Rep.  171,  Affirming  24  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  414, 
1  Jur.  N.  S.  409,  3  Week.  Rep.  348,  3  Eq.  Rep. 
476,  it  Ik  held  that  the  statute  is  retro- 
spective in  its  operation,  and  empowers  the 
court  to  direct  that  books  of  account  shall  be 
taken  as  prima  facie  evidence  in  a  case  where 
the  account,  though  not  yet  taken,  had  been 
directed  by  a  decree  pronounced  several  years 
before  the  passage  of  the  act.  It  is  held,  also, 
in  this  case  tiiat  the  statute  should  not  be 
called  into  aid  until  all  the  means  of  proving 
the  account  by  independent  evidence  have  been 
exhausted. 

So,  where  a  trustee  under  a  will  kept  the 
trust  accounts  open  to  be  inspected  by  the 
ce8luiA  que  tru^t,  who  all  lived,  near  together 
and  In  communication  up  to  a  certain  time, 
when  an  examination  of  the  books  was  made  on 
behalf  of  two  of  them,  the  court  will,  under  the 
above  English  statute,  allow  the  books  to  be 
taken  as  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  accounts 
up  to  the  time  of  such  examination.  Banks  v. 
Cariwright,  15  Week.  Rep.  417. 

And  in  Cookes  v.  Cookes,  9  Jur.  N.  S.  843,  3 
New  Rep.  (Eng.)  97,  11  Week.  Rep.  871,  a  suit 
for  an  accounting  of  rent's  and  profits  received 
by  the  defendant  as  a  trustee,  books  of  account 
kept  by  her  as  such  trustee,  and  by  her  agent 
under  her  supervision,  were  tendered  as  evi- 
dence of  disbursement  in  reference  to  the  trust 
estate.  The  chief  clerk,  as  the  trustee  could 
not  produce  strict  vouchers,  admitted  the  books 
as  evidence,  and  a  motion  for  their  exclusion 
was  refused  with  costs. 

And  where  the  vice  chancellor's  chief  clerk 
In  taking  accounts  In  a  suit  brought  to  charge 
an  executor  with  certain  moneys  alleged  to  be 
in  his  hand  and  part  of  a  personal  estate  of 
the  plaintiff's  decedent,  has  admitted  books  of 
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account  kept  by  the  defendant  himself,  and  also 
jointly  with  others,  to  be  taken  as  prima  facie 
evidence  as  the  truth  as  to  receipts  and  pay- 
ments by  him  without  any  order  under  the  stat- 
ute, a  motion  to  vary  the  clerk's  certificate  as 
to  the  result  of  the  accounts  will  be  dismissed 
without  costs.  Newberry  v.  Benson,  2  Week. 
Rep.  648. 

But  applications  under  the  statute  should  be 
made  to  the  Judge  In  chambers;  and  not  In  open 
court.     Hard  wick  v.  Wright,  15  Week.  Rep.  953. 

Atty.  Gen.  v.  Attwood,  1  Week.  Rep.  04,  was 
an  information  filed  for  settling  a  scheme  for 
charity,  In  which  the  counsel  for  the  trustees 
asked  that  special  instructions  be  given  with 
reference  to  the  accounts  under  the  authority 
conferred  by  this  statute ;  but  the  vice  chancel- 
lor would  not  give  such  directions  at  the  hear- 
ing ;  statiug  that  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the 
chief  clerk  in  passing  the  accounts  to  take  his 
directions  on  any  question  that  might  arise  on 
them. 

2.  American  common-law  rule. 

(a)   StatcmcntH  of  rules. 

The  doctrine  In  the  United  States,  that  a 
party  litigant  to  an  action  In  a  court  of  Justice 
may,  independent  of  any  statute  expressly  au- 
thorizing him  so  to  do,  give  In  evidence,  in  sup- 
port of  his  claim  against  his  adversary,  his 
books  of  account,  the  entries  In  which  have 
been  made  by  himself,  has  been  said  to  be  a 
creature  of  the  courts.  It  assuredly  is  not  de- 
rived from  the  ancient  common  law,  for  It  is 
In  derogation  of  one  of  the  leading  principles 
of  that  law,  to  wit,  that  a  party  shall  not  be 
permitted  to  make  evidence  for  himself.  It 
had  its  origin  in  a  very  early  period  of  our 
Judicial  history,  some  of  the  courts  speaking 
of  it  as  having  been  introduced  Into  this  coun- 
try from  Holland,  by  the  first  settlers  of  New 
England, — particularly  in  Connecticut ;  and 
that  it  was  doubtless  derived  from  the  civil 
law  (Underwood  v.  Parrott,  2  Tex.  169,  citing 
Pothier,  4,  art.  2,  |  4.  And  for  extensive  his- 
torical reviews  of  this  question,  see  Butler  v. 
Cornwall  Irom  Co.  22  Conn.  335 ;  Missouri  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  Johnson  (Tex.)  7  S.  W.  838 ;  Rexford 
V.  Comstock,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  877 ;  Conklln  v. 
Stamler,  17  How.  Pr.  399 ;  Larue  v.  Rowland, 
7  Barb.  109).  The  rule  that  entries  In  books 
of  account  made  contemporaneously  with  the 
transactions  recorded  were  competent  evidence 
for  the  party  who  kept  the  books  and  made  the 
entires  originated  long  before  parties  were  com- 
petent to  testify  as  witnesses  in  their  own  be- 
half, and  out  of  the  necessity  of  resorting  to 
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question,  and  that  he  personally  delivered 
nearly  all  the  coal  covered  by  the  account, 
lie  tehtified  that  his  wife  kept  his  books, 
and  made  the  entries  therein  from  memor- 
anda furnished  by  him  as  made  after  the 
delivery  of  the  coal.  She  also  testified  to 
making  the  entries  in  that  manner,  and 
that  they  were  correctly  made.  There 
was  evidence  on  his  part,  also,  to  the  effect 
that  a  copy  of  the  account  in  the  books  had 
been  acknowledged  by  the  defendant,  with 
an  offer  to  settle  upon  some  rectification 
being  made.  A  witness  for  the  plaintiff  tes- 
tified that  he  had  settled  with  him  by  his 
books  for  eight  or  ten  years,  and  had  always 
found  the  books  correct.  Being  cross-ex- 
amined as  to  that  he  said:  "I  knew  the  ac- 
counts were  correct  simply  because  I  had 
confidence  in  him,  and  paid  what  he  asked. 
That  is  all  the  reason  I  Lad  for  saying  they 


were  correct, — ^because  I  had  confidence  In 
him.  ...  I  relied  on  his  honesty,  and 
not  on  my  recollection  as  to  the  amount  of 
coal  1  ordered. '^  Another  witness  testified 
for  the  plaintiff  that  he  was  a  bookkeeper 
for  a  firm  that  purchased  coal  from  the 
plaintiff  on  credit,  and  that  he  had  ''settled 
with  him  according  to  his  books  and  accord- 
ing to  our  own  four  or  five  times,"  and 
"always  found  them  to  be  correct."  Upon 
this  evidence  the  books  of  account  were  of- 
fered by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  objection  to 
their  admission  was  placed  "on  the  ground 
that  they  are  incompetent,  a  proper  founda- 
tion not  having  been  laid  for  their  being 
admitted  as  evidence."  The  objection  was 
overruled,  and  the  defendant  excepted.  The 
question  is  thus  presented  whether,  in  the 
evidence  which  preceded,  a  foundation  had 
been  laid  for  the  admission  of  the  books  ac- 


thls  inferior  kind  of  evidence  when  parties 
dealt  with  each  other  in  small  matters,  at  short 
intervals,  and  under  circumstances  which  ren- 
dered it  practically  Impossible  to  prove  the 
transactions  by  third  persons.  The  credit  sys- 
tem, which  always  pervaded,  and  formed  a  part 
of  almost  every  branch  of  business  In  this 
country,  made  it  absolutely  necessary  that 
some  memoranda  of  articles  sold,  of  work 
done,  and  of  services  rendered,  should  be  kept 
In  all  cases  where  they  were  not  paid  for  at 
the  time.  The  more  particular  such  entries 
were  made,  and  the  more  permanent  the  record 
of  them  was,  the  better  for  the  purpose  had  In 
view, — that  of  preserving  the  memorandum  of 
the  transaction.  But  still  a  most  important 
end  was  not  accomplished,  unless  these  memor- 
anda could  in  some  way  be  used  In  evidence 
in  case  of  dispute.  It  was  for  these  reasons 
and  for  this  end  that  regular  books  of  original 
entry  came  to  be  universally  adopted,  and  that 
the  courts  permitted  parties  to  produce  these 
books  in  court  in  all  cases,  and  if  they  were 
proved  by  the  proper  preliminary  proof,  or  ac- 
cording to  the  practice  in  some  of  the  states 
were  accompanied  by  the  party's  suppletory 
oath,  showing  them  to  be  such  books  of  account 
as  were  recognized  as  proper  to  be  admitted  in 
evidence  by  the  rule  In  existence  in  the  particu- 
lar Jurisdiction,  they  were  allowed  to  go  to  the 
Jury  as  prima  facie  proof  of  the  truth  of  the 
entries  they  contained.  And  this  general  rule, 
thus  established  by  the  courts,  has  been  so  long 
acquiesced  In  by  the  courts  of  the  states  from 
which  the  following  cases  are  cited  that  its  au- 
thority is  now  undoubted, — with  the  possible 
exception  of  but  two  or  three  states  noted  in- 
fra, in  which  the  rule  is  precisely  the  contrary, 
or  the  question  Is  in  doubt.  Inslee  v.  Prall,  23 
N.  J.  L.  457  ;  Dlsmukes  v.  Tolson,  67  Ala.  386 ; 
McDonald  v.  Carnes,  90  Ala.  147,  7  So.  910; 
Landls  v.  Turner,  14  Cal.  673 ;  White  v.  Whit- 
ney, 82  Cal.  163,  22  Pac.  1138;  Watrous  v. 
Cunningham,  71  Cal.  30,  11  Pac.  811;  Hooper 
V.  1'aylor,  39  Me.  224  ;  Holmes  v.  Marden,  12 
Pick.  169 ;  Moody  v.  Roberts.  41  Miss.  74 ;  Re- 
mick  V.  Rumery,  69  N.  H.  605,  45  Atl.  575; 
Wilson  V.  Wilson,  6  X.  J.  L.  95;  Vosburgh  v. 
Thayer,  12  Johns.  461 ;  Place  v.  Parsons,  17 
N.  Y.  Week.  Dig.  293:  Smith  v.  Smith,  163  N. 
Y.  168,  57  N.  E.  300:  Linnell  v.  Sutherland, 
11  Wend.  568 :  Tomlinson  v.  Borst,  30  Barb. 
42  ;  Irish  v.  Horn,  84  II un,  121,  32  N.  Y.  Supp. 
455  ;  Conklln  v.  Stamler,  17  How.  I»r.  399,  8 
Abb.  Pr.  395,  2  Hllt.  422;  Davison  v.  Powell, 
16  How.  It.  467  :  Kelly  v.  Holdship.  1  Browne  [ 
(Pa.)  36.  Seagrove  v.  Redman.  1  Dall.  15.3,  1^ 
L.  ed.  779 ;  Adams  v.  Columbian  S.  B.  Co.  3 
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Whart.  76 ;  West  Branch  Lumberman's  Exch. 
V.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  9  Pa.  Dist.  R.  363: 
Cargill  V.  Atwood,  18  R.  I.  303,  27  Atl.  214; 
Underwood  v.  Parrott,  2  Tex.  166;  Taylor  v. 
Coleman,  20  Tex.  772 ;  Jones  v.  Long,  3  Watts, 
325 ;  Werbiskle  v.  McMonub,  31  Tex.  116 ;  Bur- 
leson V.  Goodman,  32  Tex.  229 ;  Harrison  v. 
State  Cent.  Bank,  1  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas. 
(White  &  W.)  i  377;  Baldridge  v.  Penland,  68 
Tex.  441,  4  S.  W.  565. 

In  Brannin  v.  Force,  12  B.  Mon.  506,  the 
court  said,  l>ook8  of  account,  if  admissible  in 
evidence,  are  admitted  upon  the  principle  of 
moral  necessity.  The  principle  upon  which 
they  are  rendered  admissible  Is  therefore  lim- 
ited in  its  operation  to  that  character  of  deal- 
ing to  which  the  law  has  prima  facie  ascribed 
a  destitution  of  the  ordinary  means  of  proof, — 
the  daily  sale  and  barter  of  merchandise  and 
other  commodities,  the  performance  of  services 
and  letting  of  articles  to  hire,  and  possibly  the 
payment  from  time  to  time  of  money  placed  on 
deposit ;  circumstances  so  frequent  in  succes- 
sion, and  generally  so  trivial  in  their  Individ- 
ual amount,  that  the  procurement  of  formal 
proofs  cannot  be  expected,  and  would  not  com- 
pensate for  the  time  necessary  for  the  purpose. 

The  exception  to  the  ancient  rule  of  the  com- 
mon law  by  admitting  a  party's  books  of  ac- 
count in  evidence  In  his  favor  was  said,  in  Sil- 
ver V.  Worcester,  72  Me.  822,  to  have  been  in- 
troduced by  necessity  to  prevent  a  failure  of 
Justice  In  cases  where'  there  was  little  proba- 
bility that  anyone  could  be  found,  aside  from 
the  parties,  whp  could  give  testimony  touching 
certain  transactions  which  singly  were  of  no 
great  pecuniary  importance,  but  were  liable  to 
become  so  by  aggravation.  The  court  said 
that  "the  courts  have  seldom  gone  beyond  the 
requirements  of  necessity,  preferring  to  leave 
those  who  fail  to  furnish  better  evidence  of 
their  contracts  where  it  can  be  had,  or  to  have 
frequent  settlements  when  the  transactions  are 
fresh  in  the  minds  of  both  parties,  to  the  conse- 
quences of  their  own  neglect." 

In  Swain  v.  Cheney,  41  N.  H.  232,  It  was  said 
that  books  of  account  have  been  admitted  in 
evidence,  accompanied  by  the  suppletory  oath 
of  the  party,  in  New  Hampshire,  and  very  gen- 
erally in  this  country,  contrary  to  the  rule  of 
the  common  law, — not  because  they  constituted 
the  best  kind  of  evidence,  but  because,  when 
parties  could  not  testify  as  witnesses  in  chief, 
their  books  with  their  suppletory  oath  were  the 
best  evidence  the  nature  of  the  case  would  ad- 
mit of.  The  rule  had  its  origin  In  convenience 
and  the  difficulty  of  producing  lietter  evidence 
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cording  fo  the  requirements  of  a  rule  of  evi- 
deiice,  which  should  be  regarded  as  estab- 
lished since  its  formulation  in  the  case  of 
Voshurg  v.  Thayer,  12  Johns.  461.  It  was 
held  in  that  case  that  books  of  account  ought 
not  to  be  admitted  in  evidence  "unless  a 
foundation  is  first  laid  for  their  admission 
by  proving  that  the  party  had  no  clerk,  that 
some  of  the  articles  charged  have  been  de- 
livered, that  the  books  produced  are  the  ac- 
count books  of  the  party,  and  that  he  keeps 
fair  and  honest  accounts;  and  this  by  those 
who  have  dealt  and  settled  with  him."  The 
rule,  as  thus  laid  down,  has  been  since  ac- 
cepted as  correct.  Mciroldrick  v.  Traphagcn, 
88  N.  Y.  334;  Tomlinson  v.  Borst,  30  Barb. 
42;  Doolcy  v.  Moan,  57  Hun,  535,  11  N.  Y. 
Siipp.  230.  Under  these  restrictions  account 
books  become  evidence  for  the  consideration 
of  the  tribunal  with  which  the  determina- 


tion of  the  issues  rests.  As  evidence  which 
is  manufactured  by  the  party,  they  should 
be  received  with  caution;  but  that  is  an  ob- 
jection which  goes  to  the  weight  of  the  evi- 
dence, and  not  to  its  admissibility,  which 
is  to  be  determined  solely  with  reference  to 
the  foundation  which  has  been  laid  for  it. 
Their  admission  in  evidence  is,  of  colirse, 
not  authoritative  as  to  their  contents ;  for 
the  conclusion  as  to  their  credit  will  depend 
upon  their  appearance,  the  manner  of  their 
keeping,  and  the  character  of  him  who  offer » 
them.  Although  the  rule  under  discussion 
was  established  at  a  time  when  parties  to 
an  action  were  not  allowed  to  be  witnesses,, 
the  subsequent  legislation,  which  removed 
that  disqualification,  and  authorized  par- 
ties  to  testify  in  their  own  behalf,  has  not 
deprived  them  of  the  right  to  introduce 
their  books  of  account    in    evidence,     ^o tw- 


in most  cases  where  there  bad  been  long-con- 
tinued dealings  between  the  parties. 

In  Herman  v.  Drinkwater,  1  Me.  20,  It  was 
said  that  the  suppletory  oath  of  a  party  to 
prove  entries  In  his  book,  appearing  to  be  In  his 
own  handwriting,  has  been  admitted  by  long 
usage  and  practice,  supported,  to  the  extent  in 
which  it  has  been  here  received,  by  no  other 
authority  than  the  principle  of  necessity. 

But  In  Eastman  y.  Moulton,  3  N.  H.  156,  It 
was  said  that  charges  must  appear  to  be  in  the 
handwriting  of  the  party  who  Is  sworn :  be- 
cause if  the  charges  were  In  the  handwriting 
of  a  third  person  such  third  person  is  presumed 
to  know  the  facts,  and  may  be  a  witness ;  so 
that  there  is  no  necessity  of  admitting  the  par- 
ty to  testify  in  his  own  cause ;  and  that  the 
book  Is  therefore  in  such  a  case  rejected.  See 
also  ittfra,  I.  e. 

Formerly  It  was  the  rule  In  Alabama  that 
entries  made  by  a  tradesman  in -his  book  of  ac- 
counts were  not  admissible  In  his  favor,  al- 
though it  was  shown  by  the  testimony  of  other 
witnesses  that  his  books  were  correctly  and 
accurately  kept.  Nolley  v.  Holmes,  3  Ala.  642, 
following  the  rule  as  it  had  been  previously  so 
laid  down  in  Moore  v.  Andrews,  5  Port.  (Ala.) 
107.* 

And  evidence  that  plaintiff  and  defendant  re- 
sided In  the  same  village :  that  plaintiff  kept 
the  only  mercantile  house  in  that  village;  that 
defendant  was  frequently  seen  to  make  pur- 
chases of  plaintiff ;  and  that  the  articles 
charged  were  such  as,  and  not  more  than,  would 
have  been  used  by  defendant  and  his  family  dur- 
ing the  time  the  account  purports  to  have  been 
running, — was  held.  In  Grant  v.  Cole,  8  Ala. 
519,  as  digested  In  1  Brickell's  (Ala.)  Dig.  p. 
19,  not  to  be  competent  proof  to  establish  the 
account,  and  not  to  be  aided  by  evlden«'e  that 
the  t)lalntlff  and  his  clerk  kept  correct  books, 
and  promptly  charged  all  articles  sold. 

And  Godbold  v.  Blair,  27  Ala.  592.  held  that 
a  merchant's  books  of  account  were  not  ad- 
missible in  his  favor  except  by  the  defendant's 
consent ;  and  that,  even  conceding  their  admis- 
sibility, they  constituted  no  higher  evidence  of 
sale  and  delivery  of  the  goods  than  the  positive 
proof  of  a  witness  who  testified  to  their  sale 
or  delivery. 

So,  a  book  kept  by  an  overseer,  professedly 
Indicating  the  state  of  accounts  between  himself 
and  his  employer,  and  In  which  there  were 
some  pencil  figures  In  the  latter's  handwriting, 
was  held.  In  Rembert  v.  Brown,  14  Ala.  3G0,  to 
be  no  evidence  in  favor  of  the  overseer  as 
against  the  employer's  personal  representatlven, 
further  than  to  establish  the  facts  indicated 
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by  the  pencil  entries,  and  that  It  was  error  to 
suffer  the  book  to  go  to  the  Jury  unless  so  re- 
stricted. 

But  In  Holllng  y.  Fannin,  97  Ala.  619,  12  So. 
59,  the  rule  in  Moore  v.  Andrews,  5  Port.  (Ala.) 
106,  and  Nolley  v.  Holmes,  3  Ala.  642.  that  en- 
tries made  by  a  tradesman  in  his  book,  stating 
the  delivery  of  goods,  were  not  evidence  In  his 
favor,  was  declared  to  be  against  the  weight 
of  authority,  and  was  regarded  as  overruled ; 
and  the  court  held  the  books  admissible  with- 
in the  rules  above  stated.  See  also  Dlsmukes 
V.  Tolson,  61  Ala.  386;  McDonald  v.  Carnes, 
90  Ala.  147,  7  So.  919. 

In  Arkansas  It  has  been  held  that  entries  in 
the  book  of  accounts  of  a  merchant,  made  by 
himself,  are  not  admissible  in  his  own  favor, 
even  though  he  offers  to  verify  the  books  by  his 
own  affidavit.  Burr  v.  Byers,  10  Ark.  398,  52 
Am.  Dec.  239,  so  holding  on  the  ground  of  the 
absence  of  a  statute  permitting  their  use.  This 
case,  however,  was  an  action  against  the  ad- 
ministrator of  the  deceased  debtor,  and  the 
court  said  that,  there  being  no  possibility  of 
having  a  discovery  from  the  party  sought  to  be 
charged,  the  rule  mii^ht  perhaps  be  varied  so 
as  to  correspond  with  the  case  *  and  suggested 
that  if  it  had  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had 
no  clerks,  or  thatrall  his  clerks  who  were  with 
him  during  the  time  the  account  accrued  were 
dead,  the  books  might,  on  a  proper  showing, 
have  been  allowed  to  go  to  the  Jury ;  but  that, 
as  It  was  in  proof  thnt  the  person  acting  as 
clerk  during  the  whole  time  was  alive  and  a 
witness  at  the  trial,  no  such  question  was 
raised. 

So,  in  Jeffrey  t.  Schlaslnger,  Hempst.  12, 
the  plaintiffs  offered  in  evidence  their  original 
book  of  entries,  having  previously  proved  that 
they  were  regular  merchants  and  kept  a  cor- 
rect book  of  accounts  as  such,  and  that  the 
book  was  in  their  handwriting :  but  the  court 
held  the  book  inadmissible,  criticising  the  ad- 
mission of  such  evidence  as  fraught  with  the 
most  dangerous  consequences,  and  as  tending 
to  encourage  fraud  and  imposition  in  the  high- 
est degree. 

But  in  Stanley  t.  Wllkerson.  63  Ark.  556,  39 
S.  W.  1043,  in  which  the  question  was  as  to  the 
use  of  the  party's  ledger  and  Journal  as  second- 
ary evidence  on  the  ground  of  the  loss  of  the 
original  salenbook  and  the  death  of  the  sales- 
men, the  court  said  that  the  statute  of  that 
state,  permitting  the  introduction  of  the  de- 
cedent's books  of  account  when  shown  to  have 
been  regularly  and  fnirly  kept,  was  not  appli- 
cable, because  that  statute  was  expressly  in- 
tended to  apply  only  to  books  of  deceased  mer- 
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linson  r,  Borst,  30  Barb.  42;  Stroud  v. 
Tilton,  3  Krves,  139.  The  rule  mav  still 
be  an  important  one  in  tlie  administration 
of  justice  in  cases  where  the  party  kept 
no  clerk  able  to  testify  to  the  truth  of  the 
entries  in  his  books,  and  where,  unless  they 
are  admitted,  great  inconvenience  and  a  de- 
nial of  justice  may  follow.  Tne  conditions 
precedent  to  the  admissibility  of  the  plain- 
tiff's books  of  account  were  sufficiently  com- 
plied with  within  the  requirements  of  the 
rule  in  Vosburgh'a  Case.  The  plaintiiT  had 
sworn  that  he  had  personally  delivered 
nearly  all  the  coal  charged,  and  that  the 
books  which  were  produced  contained  his  ac- 
counts.   That  he  had  no  clerk  was  manifest 


from  his  testimony.  In  fact,  ihe  appellant 
does  not  claim  that  the  plaintiff  did  have 
a  clerk,  and,  of  course,  the  plaintiff's  wife 
cannot  be  claimed  to  be  a  clerk,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  rule.  The  clerk  so  intended 
means  one  who  had  something  to  do  with, 
and  had  knowiedge  generally  of,  the  busi- 
ness of  his  employer,  and  who  would  be  en- 
abled to  testify  upon  the  subject  of  the 
goods  sold.  McGoldrick  v.  Traphagcn,  88 
N.  Y.  334.  The  plaintiff  had  affirmatively 
shown,  not  only  that  his  wife  kept  his  books 
for  him,  but  that  it  was  he  who  either  de- 
livered the  coal  or  superintended  its  de- 
livery. The  evidence  was  sufficient  to 
negative  the  idea    that    he    kept    a    clerk 


chants  and  traders ;  but  it  said  also  that  the 
rule  at  commoQ  law  applicable  to  books  of 
either  party  was  the  same  as  indicated  in  that 
statute.  Just  what  the  court  meant  Is  not 
clear,  unless  It  Is  that  the  requirements  preced- 
ent to  the  introduction  of  a  decedent's  books 
as  embraced  In  the  statute  are  substantially 
those  of  the  common-law  rule  with  reference 
to  the  introduction  by  a  party  of  his  own  books, 
and  since  the  common-law  rule, — ^at  least  the 
so-called  American  common-law  rule, — permits 
their  Introduction,  it  would  seem  that  the  court 
Intended  to  recognize  that  as  the  rule  In  Arkan- 
sas. And,  Indeed,  the  court  quotes  from  Un- 
derbill on  Evidence  to  the  effect  that  books  of 
account  are,  on  proper  proof,  admissible  as 
at>ove  stated.  At  any  rate  in  that  case  they 
admitted  the  books  in  question  under  the  offer 
and  proof  made. 

In  ludlana  there  seems  to  be  no  settled  rule 
as  to  the  admissibility  of  a  party's  books  in  his 
own  favor,  the  entries  In  which  were  made  by 
himself.  Thus,  In  Harrison  v.  Lagow,  1 
Hlackf.  307,  plalntllTs  books,  offered  In  evi- 
dence to  sustain  his  demand  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  were  held  inadmissible  because  the 
plaintiff  had  not  proved  them  to  be  his. 

And  In  De  Camp  v.  Vandergrlft,  4  Blackf. 
272,  it  was  held  that  plalntlfT,  suing  In  assump- 
sit for  articles  furnished  defendant  at  various 
times  In  his  business  as  a  blacksmith,  could 
not,  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  his  demand. 
Introduce  his  books  of  account  In  which  he  has 
charged  the  items  for  which  he  sues. 

But  in  Wllber  v.  Scherer,  13  Ind.  App.  428. 
41  N.  E.  8.'n,  an  action  on  an  ordinary  book  ac- 
count, after  plaintiff  had  stated  his  business, 
and  that  he  had  done  work  for  defendant,  that 
he  kept  a  book  In  his  business  In  which  he 
kept  the  account,  and  that  he  entered  the  items 
every  night  after  he  did  the  work,  and  that 
they  were  correct :  then  testifying  to  the  vari- 
ous items  with  the  aid  of  the  book, — permit- 
ting him  to  read  to  the  jury  from  the  book  the 
various  Items  testified  to,  and  as  stated  In  his 
bill  of  particulars,  was  held.  If  error  at  all.  to 
be  harmless,  inasmuch  as  Its  only  effect  was  to 
repeat  his  testimony ;  and  It  appeared  that  the 
defendant  was  allowed  to  testify  fully  to  his 
version  of  the  transaction  which  the  Jury  had 
in  part  adopted. 

In  Dodge  v.  Morrow,  14  Ind.  App.  534,  41 
N.  E.  967,  43  N.  E.  153,  It  was  held  that  books 
of  original  entries  are  not  admissible  unless 
it  Is  made  to  appear  that  better  evidence  Is  not 
obtainable,  or  that  the  trniisnctlons  do  not 
admit  of  more  satisfactory  evidence.  The  en- 
tries In  this  cas4>,  however,  were  not  made  by 
the  party  himself,   but   by   his  bookkeeper. 

The  former  Mississippi  rule  was  that  a  par- 
ty'H  own  I>ook3  were  not  admissible  in  evidence 
In  support  of  his  demand.     West  v.  Poindexter, 
Walk.  (Miss.)  303. 
62  L.  R.  A. 


And  a  physician  suing  upon  an  account  for 
services  rendered  and  for  medicines  furnished 
was  competent  to  prove  his  account  by  direct 
and  positive  testimony,  or  to  show  that  he  kept 
correct  books,  and  that  his  account  had  been 
correctly  transcribed.  Moore  v.  Joyce,  23  Miss. 
584 ;  Simmons  v.  Means,  S  Smedes  &  M.  397. 

But  the  rule  now  is  that  when  direct  proof  of 
the  claim  in  suit  cannot  be  made  by  the  oath 
of  the  party  or  of  other  witnesses  his  books 
of  account  are  admissible  In  his  favor.  Moody 
V.  Roberts,  41  Miss.  74  (Overruling  Hazlip  v. 
Leggett,  6  Smedes  &  M.  326  ;  Simmons  v.  Means, 
8  Smedes  &  M.  397;  and  Moore  v.  Joyce.  23 
Miss.  584)  ;  Hunter  v.  Wilkinson,  44  Miss.  721, 
dietum.  « 

In  Missouri  It  was  formerly  held  that  books 
of  account  of  a  tradesman  suing  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered  to  defendant,  kept  by  himself, 
were  .Inadmissible  In  support  of  his  demand,  al- 
though fortified  by  his  suppletory  oath.  Iliss- 
rick  V.  McPherson,  20  Mo.  310.  And  Nipper 
V.  Jones,  27  Mo.  App.  538.  and  Jesse  v.  Davis, 
34  Mo.  App.  351,  followed  this  rule. 

In  the  case  last  cited  it  was  held  that.  !n 
an  action  against  the  administrator  of  a  de- 
ceased debtor,  the  plalntlflT  Is  a  competent  wit- 
ness In  his  own  favor  to  testify  only  so  far  as 
to  prove  in  whose  handwriting  his  charges  are 
when  made  (Mo.  Sess.  Acts  1887,  p.  287 1  :  but 
the  court  still  maintained  that  the  plaintiff's 
books  of  account  were  Inadmissible  In  his  favor. 

But  In  Anchor  Milling  Co.  v.  Walsh,  108  Mo. 
277,  18  S.  ^V.  904,  Reversing  37  Mo.  App.  5C7, 
it  is  held  that  an  account  book  of  original  en- 
tries fair  on  Its  face,  and  shown  to  have  been 
kept  in  the  usual  course  of  business,  is  adralsMl- 
ble  In  evidence,  even  in  favor  of  the  party  by 
whom  It  is  kept.  This  seems  to  be  the  first 
case  in  Missouri  In  which  the  supreme  court 
of  the  state  decided  squarely  in  favor  of  the 
admissibility  of  books  of  account  on  behalf  of 
the  party  keeping  them.  The  court  said  that 
by  express  statute  in  the  case  of  a  controversy 
between  a  living  person  and  the  personal  rep- 
resentative of  a  deceased  person,  the  living 
party  is  competent  to  testify  himself  to  the 
facts  necessary  to  lay  a  foundation  for  the  in- 
troduction of  his  books,  and  held  that,  although 
the  statute  does  not  In  terms  say  that  he  may 
Introduce  in  evidence  his  account  books,  that 
Is  to  be  fairly  Implied ;  and  then  proceeded  to 
argue  that  if  a  living  party  may  introduce  his 
account  books  as  against  a  deceased  debtor, 
there  certainly  can  be  no  possible  reason  why 
he  should  not  be  allowed  so  to  do  as  against  a 
living  debtor. 

And  In  Sellgman  v.  Rogers.  113  Mo.  642.  21 
S.  W.  04,  an  a<rtIon  to  recover  money  advanced 
by  plaintiff  to  defendant  to  pay  as.sessment8  on 
stock  In  a  corporation  which  had  b**cn  sub- 
8f-.*lbed  for  by  defendant,  it  was  held,  following 
the  rule  adopted  In  Anchor  Milling  Co.  v.  Walsh, 
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who    could     testify,     by     reason     of     his  I 
employment,     to     the    correctness    of    the  j 
ac-count  of  goo<ls  sold  and  delivered.      The 
remaining  requirement  that  proof  should  be 
made  that  the  plaintiff  kept  fair  and  honest 
books  by  tho^e  who  had  dealt  with  him,  and 
who  had  settled  with  him  on  the  books,  was 
sufficiently  met  in  the  evidence  of  the  two 
witnesse.-*,  wliich  has  been  mentioned.     The 
evidence  went  to  establish,  not  only  the  char- 
acter of  the  plaiutifT  for  honesty,  but  that 
in  a  course  of  business  extending  over  several  I 
years  the  witnesnes  had  always  found  his  ' 
books  to  be  correct.     In  the  one  case  the ' 
witness  paid  his  bills  relying  upon  the  plain- 1 
tiff's  honesty,  and  not  upon  his  recollection 


as  to  the  amount  of  coal  ordered;  in  the 
other  case  the  witness  had  settled  the  plain- 
tiff's bill  against  his  employers  according  to 
his  books  and  according  to  their  own  books, 
and  had  always  found  the  plaintiff's  books 
to  be  correct.  Such  evidence  should  be  and 
is  quite  sufficient  to  discharge  the  burden 
resting  upon  the  plaintiff  with  respect  to 
that  item  of  proof  required  by  the  rule. 

The    judgment  should  he    affirmed,  with 
costs. 

Parker,  Ch.  J.,  and  O'Brien,  Haight, 

Landon,  and  Werner,  JJ.,  concur.  Cnl- 
len,  J.,  not  sitting. 


108  Mo.  277,  18  S.  W.  904,  that  the  pialntirs  ; 
b4»ok  of  original  eo tries,  fair  on  Its  face  and  ' 
ehowQ  to  have  been  kept  in  the  usual  course 
of  bosinesa,  was  competent  evidence  to  show 
the  fact  of  the  advance ;  but  it  was  also  held 
that  the  exclusion  of  the  book  was  not  error  of 
vb'rh  the  plaintiff  could  complain,  inasmuch  as 
h^  had  established  the  fact  of  the  advance  by 
other  sutJiclent  and  better  evidence. 

(b)  Illuatrationt. 

F^ntries  attested  by  the  man  who  made  them 
may  be  read  to  the  Jury,  though  be  remembers 
nothing  of  the  fact  which  they  record.*  Burn- 
ham  V.  Chandler,  15  Tex.  441. 

So,  a  party  in  an  action  to  recover  for  work 
done  and  materials  furnished,  who  has  testified 
of  his  own  knowledge  to  the  purchase  of  every 
liem  of  the  bill,  and  to  the  prices,  and  between 
what  dates  the  services  were  rendered,  may 
properly  read  from  his  authenticated  book  of 
accounts  amounts  which  could  not  otherwise 
be  given.     Krom  v.  Levy,  1  Hun,  171. 

ik>,  a  book  kept  by  a  surveyor  of  lumber,  in 
which  are  entered  the  names  of  buyers  and  sell- 
ers, the  quantity  of  lumber  surveyed,  and  the  ' 
date  of  survey.  Is,  accompanied  by  bis  oath 
That  he  kept  no  other  took  and  from  It  made  up 
all  his  charges  for  services ;  that  the  entries 
were  in  his  handwriting  and  made  at  the  date 
tbereof,  and  that  he  performed  the  services  as 
Rtiown, — admissible  in  IiIh  favor  as  an  account 
tx).»li,  In  a  suit  by  him  against  the  buyer  for 
his  fees  as  surveyor,  under  a  statute  Imposing 
upon  the  buyer  the  duty  to  pay  for  the  survey- 
ing, and  fixing  th(>  amount  of  the  fee.  Wither- 
ell  V.  Swan.  32  Me.  247. 

And  a  took  kept  by  an  assignee  of  an  Insol- 
vent debtor  Is  competent  evidence  for  the  as- 
»leiiee  in  an  action  by  him  to  recover  for  goodn 
•od  after  the  assignment  and  charged  by  him 
on  tlie  book.     Rush  v.  Ilance,  3  N.  J.  L.  801. 

.^nd  in  Bear  v.  Trexler,  3  W.  N.  (\  214,  It 
wpa  held  that  the  books  of  the  plaintiff's  as- 
si^rnor,  who  had  been  absent  from  the  county 
for  seven  years  and  could  not  be  found,  were 
admissible  on  proof  of  the  assignor's  handwrit- 
ing. 

Where  there  Is  no  Rufllclent  evidence  of  sale 
and  delivery  of  goodM.  and  it  Is  sought  to  sup- 
ply this  by  meniornnda,  nothing  short  of  the 
original  books  of  entry  of  the  tradesman  will 
do.     I.ndewig  v.  Lyon,  8  Mo.  A  pp.  r)<>7,  Appx. 

And  a  lK>ok  of  entries,  accompanied  by  the 
Ti'stlBnony  of  a  perHon,  who  made  them,  that 
they  were  made  by  his  direction,  that  he  ex- 
amined them  at  the  time  and  knows  that  they  i 
were  correct,  and  that  he  could  have  stated 
fri>!n  recollection  at  that  time  what  the  en- 
tricB  were,  and  would  have  sworn  to  them  from 
recollection  a  short  time  afterwards,  was  held 
tdml&jible  Iri  connection  with  the  witness's 
5'i  L.  R.  A. 


testimony,  not  as  books  of  account,  but  as 
memoranda  of  the  transiiction  made  at  the  time. 
In  Webster  v.  Clark,  30  N.  H.  245. 

To  render  the  books  of  a  party  admissible  In 
evidence  In  his  favor  where  the  encrics  are 
made  by  himself  and  supported  by  his  oath 
alone  he  must  swear  to  a  delivery  of  the  arti- 
cles charged  by  him.  Dwiuel  v.  Pottle,  31  Me. 
167;  Godfrey  v.  Codman.  32  Me.  162. 

And  in  New  York  delivery  of  some  of  the 
goods  charged,  or  performance  of  some  of  the 
labor,  must  first  be  shown.  Vosburgh  v.  Thay- 
''r,  12  Johns.  461.  See  also  Smith  v.  Smith, 
the  principal  case,  where  this  point  was  raised 
and  the  rule  stated  was  followed. 

And  a  claimant  against  a  decedent's  estate 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered  In  decedtMit's 
lifetime  cannot  Introduce  his  order  book  con- 
taining an  entry  giving  the  name  of  the  debtor 
and  the  quantity  and  price  of  the  goods  sold, 
but  which  does  not  purport  to  show  delivery 
of  the  goods.     Graff's  ICstate,  14  Phila.  806. 

And  a  physician's  diary,  containing  original 
entries  of  professional  visits  made,  is  admissi- 
ble In  an  action  to  recover  therefor  upon  proof 
of  his  employment  and  of  the  fact  that  he  keeps 
correct  books  of  account,  and  that  bis  debtors 
have  settled  with  him  from  them  and  found 
them  to  be  correct.  Knight  v.  Cunnlngton,  6 
>Iun,  100. 

The  fact  of  medical  attendance  on  the  de- 
fendant or  his  family  can  ordinarily  be  proved 
Ly  other  persons,  and  some  attendance  during 
the  period  claimed  for  ought  to  be  shown;  but 
proof  of  a  single  attendance  two  years  previous 
to  the  entry  in  the  physician's  book  does  not 
Kutisfy  the  rule.  Morrill  v.  Whitehead,  4  IS.  1). 
Smith,  230. 

But  in  Mississippi  It  Is  not  necessary  that 
a  physician  suing  an  estate  to  recover  for  pro- 
fessional services  to  the  decedent  should,  pre- 
linilnary  to  the  introduction  of  his  books  of  ac- 
count, prove  that  he  ever  attended  the  Intes- 
tate In  his  lifetime.  Bookout  v.  Shannon,  59 
Miss.  378. 

In  Cook  V.  Brown,  39  Me.  443,  the  plaintiff 
produced  his  day  book,  and  after  the  suppletory 
oath  was  administered  to  him  read  over  the 
entries  and  said  he  had  delivered  the  several 
articles  to  the  defendant.  The  court  said  that 
If  objection  had  been  made  to  their  admission, 
neither  the  plaintiff's  books  nor  his  suppletory 
oath  could  have  I>een  admitted  as  evidence. 

In  The  Sylvan  Stream.  3o  Fed.  314,  an  action 
to  recover  for  supplies  furnished  to  the  vessel, 
it  was  said  that  the  libeilant's  day  book  could 
not  properly  be  n»<'eived  in  evidence  in  its 
entirety,  as  a  book  of  accounts  to  establish  the 
truth  of  the  charges  therein  made. 

In  Bennett  v.  Wilson,  1  Cranch  C.  C.  446. 
Fed.  Cas.  N»i.  1.326.  the  defendant  offered  his 
book  of  accounts  In  his  own  handwriting,  stat- 
ing that  it  was  the  original  entry  of  the  trans- 
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Nathan  N.  POST,  Adrar.,  etc.,  of  O.  A.  Bur- 
ton, Deceased, 

V. 

Royal  B.  KENERSON. 
(72  Vt.  341.) 

1.  Tlie  adinlnHibility  of  books  of  ac- 
count in  evidence  depends  on  the  manner 
of  keeping  the  accounts  and  their  purpose, 
rather  than  on  the  form  of  the  boolcs  them- 
selves. 

2.  Books  of  a  defendant  «aed  for  con- 
stoned  produce,  constituting  the  only  ones 
kept  by  him,  the  entries  in  which  were  hon- 
estly made  in  the  due  course  of  business  at 
the  tioje  the  transactions  occurred,  and  con- 
taining both  debit  and  credit  entries,  are  ad- 


missible to  show  the  acceptance  of  drafts  in 
amount  more  than  sufficient  to  balance  the 
account. 

(August  6,   1000.) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  plaintiff  to  rulings  of 
the  Franklin  County  Court  made  dur- 
ing the  trial  of  an  action  to  recover  the 
contract  price  for  butter  sold  and  delivered 
which  admitted  defendant's  books  in  evi- 
dence to  show  acceptance  of  drafts  to  bal- 
ance the  account  which  would  result  in  a 
verdict  in  defendant's  favor.     Affirmed, 

The  facts  arc  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Meaara.  Farrington  A  Post,  for  plain- 
tiflf:  * 

Defendant's  books  are  memorandum  books. 


action  and  settlement  of  the  account  upon 
which  the  promissory  note  was  given ;  but  the 
court  refused  to  permit  It  to  be  read. 

But  a  plaintiff  may  rely  on  proof  of  the  ad- 
mission of  the  defendant  that  a  certain  sum  is 
due  on  the  account  sued  on  without  the  produc- 
tion of  bis  books  containing  the  account.  Bon- 
nell  V.  Mawha,  37  N.  J.  L.  198. 

Or  where  he  has  proved  bis  account  by  the 
defendant,  it  is  not  necessary  for  him  to  pro- 
duce bis  original  lK)ok  of  entries  as  evidence  of 
the  account.     Wright  v.  Gussett,  31  Tex.  486. 

The  admission  of  a  book  of  account  without 
its  being  proved,  and  rendering  Judgment  there- 
on, without  any  other  testimony,  although  de- 
fendant is  in  default,  is  error  for  which  rever- 
sal must  be  had.  Perry  v.  Lambert,  3  N.  J.  L. 
543 ;  Moore  v.  Moore  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  81  S.  W. 
532. 

So,  the  books  of  account  of  a  judgment  credi- 
tor, who  is  sought  to  be  enjoined  from  selling 
his  debtor's  property  under  execution  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  bona  fide  indebted- 
ness due  to  him,  are  not  admissible  in  his  favor 
where  the  only  predicate  laid  is  evidence  aliun- 
de, that  he  was  worth  sufficient  money  to  have 
been  able  to  loan  the  amount  of  the  Judgment 
to  his  debtor.  Heyneman  v.  Dannenberg,  6 
Cal.  376,  65  Am.  Dec.  519. 

And  the  mere  fact  that  books  of  account  had 
been  proved,  and  the  book  admitted  on  a  for- 
mer trial  of  the  same  case,  is  not  sufficient  to  ad- 
mit the  l)ook8.  Linberger  v.  Latourette,  5  N.  J. 
L.  809;  Brown  v.  Williams  (Tex.  Civ.  App.) 
31  8.  W.  225. 

In  Sherwood  t.  Slssa,  5  Nev.  849,  an  action 
on  an  account  in  which  the  entries  In  plaintiff's 
books  were  received  in  evidence  without  ob- 
jection, and  in  which  the  court  charged  the 
Jury  that,  having  been  thus  received,  they  were 
proof,  if  uncontradicted,  to  show  the  transac- 
tions and  prices  therein  entered,  it  was  held 
that,  although  the  entries  might  not  have  been 
admissible  if  objected  to  at  the  proper  time,  the 
charge  was  correct. 

In  Banks  v.  Darden  use  of  Jerrenaud,  18  Ga. 
818,  the  court  said  that  bank  l>ooks  are  evi- 
dence l>oth  for  and  against  the  corporation. 

And  the  books  of  an  incorporated  bank  are 
admissible  as  evidence  for  the  bank  in  a  suit 
between  it  and  a  stockholder.  Merchants' 
Bank  v.  Taylor,  21  Ga.  334. 

But  entries  in  the  books  of  a  bank  in  refer- 
ence to  a  promissory  note  upon  which  it  has 
brought  suit  against  the  estate  of  the  maker 
cannot  affect  the  defendant,  unless,  from  the 
circumstances,  it  appears  that  what  the  bank 
did  was  known  to  the  decedent.  First  Nat.  < 
Bank  v.  TisdaJe,  84  N.  Y.  655. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


3.  Rules  under  alatutca. 
(a)   Statementa  of  rules. 

In  many  of  the  states  the  admissibility  of  a 
party's  books  of  account,  the  entries  in  which 
have  been  made  by  himself,  is  governed,  and 
expressly  provided  for,  by  statutes.  These 
statutes  all  expressly  recognize  the  admissibil- 
ity, and  provide  for  the  admission,  of  books 
of  account  on  a  proper  showing  to  l>e  made  as 
required  by  the  statutes  themselves  (these  re- 
quirements are  noted  infra  in  the  sections  prop- 
erly embracing  them)  ;  but  they  vary  somewhat 
in  form  and  language,  and  the  way  in  which 
the  books'  admissibility  is  recognized,  and  In 
which  the  terms  of  the  statute  are  made  appli- 
cable. Thus,  in  some  of  the  states  the  statutes 
are  enacted  a«  Independent  statutes  expressly 
for  the  purpose  of  allowing  the  use  of  such  evi- 
dence. While  others  are  a  part  of,  and  em- 
braced in,  the  statutes  prohibiting  a  party 
from  testifying  for  himself  when  his  adversary 
Is  the  personal  representative  of  a  deceased 
person,  or  is  otherwise  incapacitated,  and  form 
an  exception  to  that  prohibitive  clause, — that  is 
to  say,  the  party  offering  his  books  is  competent 
to  make  the  proof  necessary  to  their  introduc- 
tion In  evidence,  although  his  adversary  be  in- 
capacitated as  above,  and  his  books  are  then 
competent  evidence  for  him.  But  they  all  at- 
tain the  same  result,  and  that  is  that,  if  the 
party  desiring  to  use  his  own  books  in  his  own 
behalf  accompanies  the  offer  of  the  books  with 
the  proof  required  by  the  statute  under  which 
the  offer  is  made,  they  are  competent  evidence 
for  him.  Such  statutes  of  l>oth  classes  are  to 
be  found  In  the  states  from  which  the  follow- 
ing cases  are  cited  as  applying  the  terms  of  the 
statutes  to  the  books  under  consideration : 
Lovelock  V.  Gregg,  14  Colo.  53.  23  Pac.  86 ;  Mc- 
Donald T.  Clough,  10  Colo.  59,  14  Pac.  121; 
Hooker  v.  Johnson,  6  Fla.  730 ;  Ailing  v.  Bra- 
7.ee,  27  III.  App.  595 ;  Weigle  v.  Brautlgam,  74 
111.  App.  290;  McAmore  v.  Wiley,  40  111.  App. 
615 ;  Richardson  v.  Allman,  40  111.  App.  90 : 
Moore  v.  Morris,  1  Penn.  (Del.)  412,  41  Atl. 
889:  Fredd  v.  Eves.  4  Ilarr.  (Del.)  386;  Mc- 
Danlel  v.  Webster,  2  Houst.  (Del.)  305;  Gose- 
wich  V.  Zebley,  5  Harr.  (Del.)  124;  TalbottoD 
R.  Co.  V.  Gibson,  106  Ga.  229.  32  S.  E.*  151; 
Shaffer  v.  McCrackin,  90  Iowa.  578.  58  N.  W. 
910 ;  Martin  v.  Scott,  12  Neb.  42,  10  N.  W.  532 ; 
Atkins  V.  Seeley,  54  Neb.  688,  74  X.  W.  1100; 
Colbert  v.  Plercy,  25  N.  C.  (.3  Ired.  L.)  77: 
Briggs  V.  Georgia.  15  Vt.  61 :  Hay  v.  Peterson, 
6  Wyo.  419,  34  L.  R.  A.  581,  45  l»ac.  1073; 
Stucky  V.  Shekler,  12  Ky.  L.  Rep.  985. 
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and,  as  they  could  not  in  the  nature  of  this 
case  be  corrobora*-ed  by  the  testimony  of 
living  witneHAes,  they  are  inadmissible. 

At  common  law  the  admission  in  evidence 
of  a  party's  own  books  of  original  entries 
is  contrary  to  the  general  policy  of  the  law. 

Such  books,  with  the  suppletory  oath  of 
the  party,  have  been  received  in  evidence 
by  the  courts  of  this  country. 

5  Am.  &  Eng.  £nc.  Law,  2d  ed.  pp.  901, 
fi02. 

Account  books  of  a  party  are  received  in 
evidence  only  upon  the  presumption  that  no 
other  proof  exists.  They  are  the  weakest 
and  most  suspicious  evidence. 

Larue  v.  Rovcland,  7  Barb.  107;  Winsor 
T.  DUlaicay,  4  Met.  221. 

The  best  proof  of  the  payment  of  the 
drafts  was  the  proof  from  the  books  of  the 
bank,  readily  accessible,  or  the  drafts  them- 


selves, which,  if  paid,  could  readily  be  pro- 
duce<l. 

Books  of  account,  not  purporting  to  con- 
tain an  accurate  statement  of  all  the  items 
of  account  between  the  parties  which  are 
the  proper  subjects  of  entry,  are  inadmissi- 
ble.    These  books  certainly  do  not. 

Countryman  v.  Bunker,  101  Mich.  218,  59 
N.  W.  422. 

The  entry  of  an  accepted  draft  is  not  a 
proper  item  for  a  charge  on  book. 

VVhen  the  transaction  requires  and  fur- 
nishes only  a  memorandum,  its  entry  on  a 
day  book,  journal,  or  ledger,  intermingled 
with  proper  accounts,  does  not  render  it  any 
more  admissible  in  evidence.  But  when  it 
is  of  such  a  nature  that  it  is  the  proper  sub- 
ject of  a  charge  upon  book,  and  the  party 
enters  it  as  such  a  charge,  it  is  independ- 
ent evidence,  subject,  of  course,  to  the  stat- 


For  a  further  discussion  of  the  latter  class 
of  statutes,  see  infra,  I.  g. 

An  early  Florida  case  held  that  books  of  ac- 
count  were  not  admitted  in  Florida  as  evidence 
of  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  goods  charged ; 
and  that  much  less  was  a  transcript  from  such 
books  admissible,  though  attested  by  the  party 
making  it.  Uiggs  v.  Shehee,  4  Fla.  382.  But 
see  Hooker  v.  Johnson,  6  Fla.  730,  atipra,  and 
infra,  I.  a,  2  (b). 

Previous  to  the  passage  of  the  Illinois  and 
Michigan  statutes,  the  rules  of  these  states  had 
still  permitted  the  introduction  of  the  books 
on  proper  proof  made  as  required  by  the  rules 
as  then  existing.  Boyer  v.  Sweet,  4  III.  120 ; 
Buggies  V.  Gatton,  50  III.  412 ;  Jackson  v. 
Evans,  8  Mich.  476. 

And  this  nonstatutory  rule  was  not  repealed, 
but  ^as  added  to  and  enlarged,  by  the  provi- 
sions of  the  3d  section  of  the  Illinois  statute 
in  regard  to  evidence  permitting  the  party  him- 
self to  testify  to  his  own  books.  House  v. 
Beak,  141  III.  290,  30  N.  E.  1065,  Overruling 
a  dictum  to  the  contrary  in  Presbyterian  Church 
▼.  Emerson,  66  III.  269. 

The  character  of  the  book  was  not  changed 
by  that  statute,  but  only  the  character  of  the 
evidence  necessary  to  its  admission.  Brooks 
Y.  Funk,  85  111.  App.  631 ;  Treadway  v.  Tread- 
way,  5  111.  App.  478 :  Taliaferro  v.  Ives,  51  111. 
247  ;  Schwarze  v.  Roessler,  40  III.  App.  474 ; 
Boyd  V.  Jennings,  46  Hi.  App.  290. 

In  Connecticut,  In  an  action  of  book  debt,  the 
entries  In  the  books  of  the  parties  containing 
dally  accounts  of  their  business  are  made  ad- 
missible tty  express  statute  (Gen.  Stat.  p.  471, 
i  1041)  ;  and  in  actions  of  assumpsit  for  goods 
■old  the  same  rule  applies,  book  debt  and  as- 
sumpsit being  concurrent  remedies  in  all  cases 
where  book  debt  will  lie.  Smith  v.  fiaw,  47 
Conn.  431. 

The  statute  In  Its  original  form  was  applica- 
ble only  to  an  action  peculiar  to  the  jurispru- 
dence of  Connecticut, — that  of  debt  on  book 
(see  Stat.  ed.  1821,  93).  In  such  a  proceeding 
the  party's  books  were  deemed  the  principal 
and  most  satisfactory  evidence,  his  own  testi- 
mony being  received  merely  as  suppletory.  But 
the  practice  act  (S  31)  made  them  admissible 
In  all  actions  for  the  recovery  of  a  book  debt : 
and  Plumb  v.  Curtis,  66  Copn.  154.  33  Atl.  9!)8. 
holds  this  to  be  a  legitimate  exercise  of  legisla- 
tive power  to  give  greater  effect  to  any  particu- 
lar kind  of  evidence  than  It  possessed  at  com- 
mon law. 

In  Cannon  v.  Kinney,  3  Harr.  (Del.)  317,  it 
was  sarfd  that  a  book  of  original  entries  regu- 
larly and  fairly  kept  is  admissible  under  the 
52  L.  R.  A. 


Delaware  statute,  together  with  the  oath  of  a 
party,  as  evidence  in  behalf  of  the  sale  and  de- 
livery of  goods  and  as  a  substitute  for  the  bet- 
ter evidence  of  actual  sale  and  delivery  of  each 
article  by  the  clerk  or  person  who  delivered  it. 

And  the  discrediting  any  Item  of  the  account 
does  not  render  the  book  Incompetent  as  a 
m|moraindum  of  evidence,  although  It  may  dis- 
credit the  whole  account  and  render  the  book  of 
no  avail.  Gosewlch  v.  Zebley,  5  Harr.  (Del.) 
124. 

The  New  Mexico  statute  was  held.  In  Byerts 
V.  Robinson,  9  N.  M.  427,  54  Pac.  932,  to  super- 
sede the  common-law  rule,  and  must  be  com- 
plied with  before  the  books  can  be  adm'itted. 

But  the  statute  cannot  be  Invoked  where  the 
books  In  question  are  clearly  not  shown  to  be 
within  Its  terms.  Price  v.  Garland.  3  X.  M. 
505,  6  I'ac.  472.  Compare,  as  to  the  Illinois 
statute.  House  v.  Beak,  infra,  I.  g. 

F.  H.  Hill  Co.  T.  Sommer,  55  111.  App.  343, 
however,  holds  plaintiff's  testimony  that  he  can- 
not say  what  goods  the  merchant  sold  and  what 
the  amount  of  his  bill,  but  that  his  books  of 
original  entry  which  hp  produces  will  show, 
a<nd  that  the  entries  therein  were  made  by  him 
at  the  time  he  delivered  the  goods,  to  be  a  suffi- 
cient foundation  for  the  introduction  of  the 
book  In  evidence  up<Hi  common-law  principles 
without  reference  to  any  statute,  as  the  fair 
meaning  of  his  testimony  Is  that  he  cannot  re- 
member all  about  the  goods,  but  that  the  ac- 
count was  truly  entered  by  him  at  the  time  of 
the  transaction. 

But  an  account  book  Is  Inadmissible  In  evi- 
dence where  the  foundation  laid  was  not  such 
as  was  required  in  Illinois  before  the  statute, 
nor  such  as  was  required  by  the  statute.  Flynn 
V.  Gardner,  3  111.  App.  253';  Buggies  v.  Gatton, 
50  III.  412.  See  also  Stettauer  v.  White,  98 
111.  72,  and  House  v.  Beak,  141  111.  290,  30  N. 
E.  1065,  infra,  I.  f. 

The  Georgia  statute  substantially  embodies 
the  rule  as  It  existed  In  that  state  prior  to  the 
statute.  Martin  v.  Fyffe.  Dudley  (Ga.)  16; 
Taylor  v.  Tucker,  1  Ga.  231. 

The  North  Carolina  statute  only  removes  the 
Incompetency  of  the  party  who  is  examined  as 
a  witness  to  prove  his  account,  leaving  his 
credibility  open  to  be  Inquired  into  by  the  Jury. 
Klt<hen  v.  Tyson,  7  N.  C.   (3  Murph.)   314. 

It  seems  that  the  North  Carolina  statste,  as 
passed  in  1756,  gave  to  plaintiffs  the  right  to 
prove  book  accounts  by  their  own  oath,  but  did 
not  give  to  defendants  a  corresponding  right 
to  prove  a  set-off ;  yet  it  was  held  that  under  a 
proper  Interpretation  of  the  act  they  had  such 
right.     Thomeguex  T.  Bell,  1  N.  C.  (1  Martin) 
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utorj'  proof,  in  a  case  like  this,  of  the  hand- 
writiiifj  and  ^\hen  made. 

t>lasii(jn  V.  Davis,  1  Aik.  (Vt.)  73;  Lap- 
ham  V.  Kelly,  35  Vt.  195;  Jvirctt  v.  Win- 
ship,  42  Vt.  204:  Parris  v.  BcUoirs,  52  Vt. 
351;  aieason  v.  Kinney,  05  Vt.  500,  27  Atl. 
208;  Smith  v.  /?r;i/^,  131  N.  Y.  109,  15  L. 
R.  A.  138,  30  N.  E.  54. 

On   petition   for  rehearing. 

The  only  question  submitted  to  this  su- 
preme court  was  whether  three  certain 
books  were  legitimate  evidence  tending  to 
show  that  two  certain  drafts  accepted  by 
the  defendant  had  been  paid. 

The  facts  find  that  the  drafts  were  ac- 
cepted; the  only  question  being,  "Was  the 
charging  of  the  acceptances  on  the  books 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  drafts 
were  paid? 


Messrs.  Wilson  Sc  Hall,  for  defendant: 

The  objection  that  the  books  were  memo- 
randum books  was  not  well  taken. 

Barber  v.  Bennett,  58  Vt.  470,  56  Am. 
Rep.  505,  4  Atl.  231. 

The  books  were  admissible  as  tending  to 
show  payment  of  the  account. 

Vt.  Stat.  §  1239;  Burnham  v.  Adams,  5 
Vt.  313;  a  reeve  v.  Milts,  60  Vt.  440,  14  Atl. 
5;  Hunter  v.  Kittredye,  41  Vt.  35ft;  Cum- 
minys  v.  Fullam,  13  Vt.  434;  G  lea  son  t. 
Kinney,  65  Vt.  500,  27  Atl.  208. 

Tyler,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  court  below  found  that  the  plaintiff's 
decedent  owned  a  farm  in  Swanton,  from 
which  butter  was  shipped  to  the  defendant 
for  sale  on  commission;  that  the  defendant 
received    the    butter    charged    in    the    last 


44.  Subjoined  to  this  case  Is  a  note  to  the  ef- 
fect that  at  a  succeediug  term  this  question 
was  incidentally  mentioned  by  the  court  in  an- 
other case ;  Ashe,  J.,  Inclining  to  the  belief 
that  the  act  did  not  admit  defendant  to  the 
benefit  of  it,  while  Williams,  J.,  was  of  a  con- 
trary opinion. 

And  to  put  the  question  l>eyond  doubt  the 
statute  was  afterwards  amended  to  embrace *the 
defendants.  See  Webber  v.  Webber,  79  N.  C. 
672. 

Under  this  statute,  in  order  to  entitle  a  party 
to  recover,  he  must  swear,  not  only  that  he 
"«»oId,'  but  also  that  he  actually  "delivered," 
the  articles  for  the  price  of  which  recovery  Is 
KiM.irhr.  Adkiuson  v.  Simmons,  33  N.  C.  (11 
Ired.  L.)  416. 

And  It  is  competent  for  a  party  to  swear  to 
the  price  as  well  aa  the  delivery  of  the  articles 
stated  In  his  account.  Colbert  v.  Plercy,  25  N. 
C.   (3  Ired.  L.)   77. 

A  single  magistrate  has  a  right  to  adminis- 
ter a  boolc-debt  oath  on  a  trial  before  him. 
Colbert  v.  Plercy.  25  N.  C.  (3  Ired.  L.)   77. 

In  South  Carolina  an  act  passed  In  1721  rec-» 
ognlzed  that  it  had  been  the  law  In  the  then 
province  "that  books  of  account  shall  be  al- 
lowed for  evidence,  the  plaintiff  swearing  to  the 
same,  by  reaso^n  that  the  merchants  and  shop- 
keepers In  South  Carolina  have  not  the  same 
opportunity  of  getting  apprentices  and  servants 
to  deliver  out  their  goods  and  keep  their  books 
of  account  as  merchants  and  shopkeepers  have 
In  England,"  etc.  Thomson  v.  Porter,  4 
Strobh.  Eq.  58,  53  Am.  Dec.  653. 

The  necessity  and  convenience  of  such  a  rule, 
and  its  early  adoption  In  the  practice  of  the 
courts  of  this  country,  In  addition  to  Its  dis- 
tinct recognition,  are  said  In  some  cases,  per- 
haps, to  be  sufficient  to  raise  the  presumption 
that  there  had  been  a  previous  act  authorizing 
the  admissibility  of  such  evidence  and  modify- 
ing, In  some  material  parts,  the  statute  of 
Jac.  I.  chap.  12  (Foster  v.  Sinkler,  1  Bay,  40; 
Slade  V.  Teasdale,  2  Bay,  172  :  Frazler  v.  Dray- 
ton, 2  Nott  &  M'C.  471)  :  although  this  Is  de- 
nied by  other  cases,  which  say  that  the  prac- 
tice originated  in  a  custom  or  usage,  and  was 
not  regulated  by  a  statute.  Thomas  v.  Dyott, 
1  Nott  &  M'C.  186 ;  Lamb  v.  Hart,  1  Brev.  105. 
But  it  is  immaterial  now  from  what  source  the 
rule  originated,  as  it  Is  permanently  established 
and  its  construction  well  settled,  as  shown  by 
Foster  v.  Sinkler,  1  Bay,  40,  holding  that  en- 
tries In  the  original  book  of  a  merchant  or  shop- 
keeper, accompanied  by  bis  suppletory  oalh,  are 
prima  facie  evidence  of  the  delivery  of  the 
goods  charged.  And  see  other  cases  infra. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


By  the  Tennessee  act  of  1819,  chap.  25.  I  2, 
a  defendant  is  permitted  to  prove  his  account 
when  offered  as  a  set-off,  in  the  same  manner 
and  under  the  same  rules  and  regulations  as  a 
plaintiff  was  then  by  law  permitted  to  prove  his 
accounts ;  and  upon  appeal  to  the  circuit  court 
I'rom  a  Judgment  of  a  Justice  of  the  peace, 
the  defendant  may,  in  the  circuit  court,  prove 
his  account  by  his  own  oath  as  a  set-off.  although 
he  did  not  make  or  offer  to  make  such  a  de- 
fense before  the  Justice.  Clark  y.  Howard,  10 
'  Yerg.  250. 

In  Wisconsin  a  statute  provides  what  ques- 
tions shall  be  put  to  the  party  who  offers  his 
account  book  iu  evidence ;  and  in  Betts  v.  Stev- 
ens, 6  Wis.  400,  an  action  on  account  for  medi- 
cal attendance  and  medicines  furnished.  In 
which  the  defendant,  while  not  objecting  to  the 
introduction  of  plaintiff's  account  book,  did  ot>- 
Ject  to  the  charges  for  attendance.  It  was  held 
Improper  for  the  justice  before  whom  the  case 
was  on  trial  to  ask  plaintiff  if  he  was  not  a 
practising  physician,  although  the  court,  after 
deciding  the  question,  seemed  to  incline  to  the 
opinion  that  It  was  not  an  error  for  which 
reversal  was  Imperative. 

An  oath  merely  stating  that  the  book  offered 
in  evidence  Is  the  book  of  account  of  the  party 
offering  It  Is  Insufficient  for  the  admission  of 
the  book  under  the  Tennessee  statute.  Neville 
V.  Northcutt,  7  Coldw.  294. 

But  where  the  plaintiff  has  sworn,  as  the 
statute  requires,  that  he  has  no  other  means  of 
proving  his  account  but  by  his  book,  etc.,  his 
book  is  evidence :  and  if  the  Jury  find  for  hira 
upon  It,  the  judgment  shall  not  be  arrested 
or  a  new  trial  granted  merely  because  it  may 
appear  that  he  might  have  otherwise  proved 
his  account.     Irwin  v.  Jordan,  7  Humph.   167. 

Branch  v.  Dawson,  36  Minn.  193,  30  N.  W. 
545,  holds  that  it  is  not  necessary  that  books 
of  account  offered  in  evidence  be  authenticated 
by  the  suppletory  oath  of  the  person  who  made 
the  entries. 

But  in  Paine  v.  Sherwood,  21  Minn.  225,  It 
was  held  that  It  was  not  enough  that  the 
party  making  the  entries  in  the  books  of  account 
offered  in  evidence  swear  to  all  that  Is  re- 
quired by  Minn.  Stat.  chap.  73,  fi  70,  where 
upon  his  cross-examination  It  appears  that  ma- 
terial pnrts  of  bis  testimony  on  the  direct  ex- 
amination were  hearsay.  In  such  case  It  can- 
not be  said  that  "all  the  interrogatories  are 
satisfactorily  established  In  the  affirmative'* 
as  required  by  that  section. 

(b)  MiHvcllaneoua  illusiratire  cases. 
Id  Hooker  ▼.  Johnson,  6  Fla.  730.  the  pily- 
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fourteen  items  of  the  plaintiff's  specifica- 
tion, anil  was  accountable  for  it  at  the 
prices  carried  out,  whicli  amounted  to  $698.- 
97.  The  plaintiff  claimed  that  $613.06  of 
this  amount  remained  unpaid,  while  the  de- 
fense was  that  payments  had  been  made  to 
more  than  cover  the  entire  amount.  The 
question  was  whether  two  certain  drafts 
drawn  by  the  decedent  upon  the  defendant 
had  I>een  accepted  by  him.  It  had  been  the 
decedent's  practice  to  draw  upon  the  de- 
fendant, at  thirty  or  sixty  days,  for  round 
sums,  generally  even  hundreds  of  dollars,  on 
the  strength  of  shipments  about  to  be  made. 
Such  drafts  were  accepted  by  the  defendant, 
and  during  the  life  of  the  acceptance  butter 
was  receive<l  and  sold  by  him,  and  accounts 
of  sales  were  rendered  by  him  to  the  deced- 
ent. If  the  drafts  of  August  7  and  August 
31,  1889,  were  in  fact  accepted  by  the  de- 


fendant, then  nothing  was  due  from  him  to 
the  decedent's  estate,  and  this  depended 
uix>n  whether  the  defendant's  books  were  ad- 
missible as  independent  evidence  of  the  fact 
of  such  acceptance.  The  other  party  to  tlie 
contract  being  dead,  they  could  not  be  used 
by  the  defendant  as  memoranda.  The  court 
finds  in  relation  to  these  books:  "Three 
books,  introduced  by  the  defendant,  are  sub- 
mitted herewith,  that  their  exact  character 
may  be  ascertained  by  examination.  They 
were  the  only  books  kept  by  the  defendant. 
The  entries  were  made  in  due  course  as  the 
transactions  occurred.  They  embrace 
credits  for  goods  received  and  charges  for 
drafts  accepted  We  have  found  nothing  in 
our  examination  of  them  to  indicate  that 
they  were  not  honestly  kept,  but  they  do  not 
always  contain  the  material  necessary  for 
the  statement  of  a  complete  account,  as  is 


ilege  conferred  bj  the  Florida  statute  was  held 
Dot  to  be  confined  to  merchants,  but  to  extend 
to  either  party  in  all  suits  and  aqtions,  whether 
merchants  or  not ;  the  court  saying  that  the 
restrictions  and  qualifications  upon  the  ad- 
mission of  shop  books  and  books  of  account  In 
evidence,  which  obtain  in  those  states  adopting 
a  more  liberal  rule,  prevail  in  Florida,  notwith- 
standing; the  silence  of  the  statute  authorizing 
the  reception  of  such  books  in  evidence  as  to 
the  mode  of  their  admission,  except  to  require 
the  books  to  be  those  In  which  the  entries 
shall  have  been  originally  made. 

So,  in  Taylor  v.  Tucker,  1  Ga.  231,  the  court 
said  that  the  rule  admitting  a  party's  books  of 
original  entries  in  evidence  was  not  confined 
to  merchants  and  shopmen,  but  has  been  ex- 
tended to  embrace  all  persons  having  continuous 
dealings  with  another,  and  who  have  no  other 
way  of  proving  their  accounts. 

And  under  the  Georgia  statute  of  1843,  al- 
lowing the  books  of  all  persons  in  the  practice 
of  any  regular  craft  to  go  to  the  Jury  in  proof 
of  open  accounts,  books  of  account  kept  in  any 
occupation  which  requires  such  books  to  be 
kept  are  rendered  admissible  In  evidence  for 
the  same  purpose  and  to  the  same  extent  as 
merchant's  and  shopkeeper's  books.  Ganahl  v. 
ghqre,  24  Ga.  17. 

But  books  of  others  than  those  doing  a  regu- 
lar business  and  keeping  dally  entries  thereof, 
who  are  not  merchants,  shopkeepers,  physicians, 
or  blacksmiths,  are  not  admissible  to  prove  an 
open  account.  Bass  v.  Gobert  (Ga.)  38  S.  E. 
834. 

A  book  of  accounts  of  an  electric-light  com- 
pany suflUciently  sworn  to  be  correct  Is  admis- 
sible in  evidence  in  an  action  to  recover  for  Its 
services  in  removing  and  replacing  Its  wires 
over  a  street  crossing  to  permit  a  house  to  be 
moved,  where  the  services  were  rendered  and  the 
entries  made  in  due  course  of  business.  Dick- 
son V.  Kewanee  Electric  Light  &  Motor  Co.  53 
111.  App.  379. 

And  in  an  action  upon  an  account  kept  in  a 
book  belonging  to  a  firm  of  which  plaintiflT  is  a 
a  member,  the  book  is  admissible  to  prove  the 
account,  where  it  was  so  kept  by  agreement  of 
the  parties,  and  the  necessary  preliminary  proof 
has  been  made.     White  v.  Tucker,  9  Iowa.  100. 

But  a  book  kept  by  a  loan  agent  with  head- 
ings at  the  top  of  each  page  so  arranged  that 
the  entries  thereunder  will  present  a  record  of 
loans  made,  the  names  and  addresses  of  the 
mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  the  description  of  the 
property  mortgaged,  the  place  where  and  the 
date  when  principal  and  Interest  became  due, 
and  whether  and  when  they  have  been  paid  and 
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remitted  to  the  mortgagee,  is  not  a  book  of  ac- 
counts within  the  contemplation  of  the  Iowa 
statute.  Security  Co.  v.  Graybeal,  85  Iowa, 
543,  52  N.  W.  4D7 ;  United  States  Bank  v.  Bur- 
son,  90  Iowa,  191.  57  N.  W.  705. 

And  a  book  purporting  to  be  a  record  of  notes 
owned  by  the  party  Is  not  admissible  as  a  book 
of  accounts  to  prove  that  at  a  ccitain  date  tiie 
f>arty  held  a  note  against  another.  Kasslng 
V.  Walter   (Iowa)    tJ5  N.  W.  832. 

Nor  Is  a  book  of  entries,  the  purpose  of  which 
Is  to  keep  track  of  the  loans  made  and  col- 
lections received  by  the  party,  admissible  as  a 
book  of  accounts  under  the  Nebraska  statute. 
Labaree  v.  Klosterman,  33  Neb.  150,  49  N. 
W.  1102. 

And  a  register  of  bills  receivable  kept  by  a 
bank  or  banker  is  not  a  "book  of  account"  in 
the  sense  in  which  that  term  is  used  in  the 
Nebraska  statute,  as  it  does  not  contain  charges 
by  one  party  against  the  other,  "made  In  the 
ordinary  course  of  business."  MarUn  v.  Scott, 
12  Neb.  42,  10  N.  W.  532. 

So,  too,  a  check  book  out  of  which  the  checks 
are  taken,  containing  on  a  stub  or  margin  op- 
posite the  place  where  the  check  was  taken 
out  memoranda  showing  the  name  of  the  payee, 
amount,  date,  etc.,  is  not  an  account  book 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Ohio  statute.  Watts 
V.  Shewell.  31  Ohio  St.  331 ;  Wilson  v.  Goodln, 
Wright   (Ohio)  219. 

Entries  in  a  book  of  accounts  are  not  ad- 
missible as  part  of  the  res  grstce  where  the  fact 
entered  is  the  very  transaction  itself  upon 
whicli  the  right  to  recover  is  based.  Sypher  v. 
Savery,  39  Iowa,  2r.8. 

And  an  order  book  with  the  record  of  sales 
is  in  no  proper  sense  an  account  book,  and  should 
not  be  admitted  in  evidence  In  a  suit  by  the 
party  offering  It  to  recover  his  commissions  on 
such  sales,  who  testifies  that  he  kept  books  of 
account  which  were  not  produced  or  their  ab- 
sence accounted  for.  Brooks  v.  Funk,  85  III. 
App.  631. 

But  on  a  proceeding  in  equity  charging  a  com- 
bination between  the  defendants  to  defraud  the 
plaintiff  In  the  sale  of  certain  goods  by  one  of 
them  to  him,  and  praying  that  certain  instru- 
ments set  forth  in  the  bill  may  be  set  aside  and 
an  account  taken,  the  testimony  of  tlie  pnrtles, 
and  their  account  books,  are  admissible  In  evi- 
dence on  a  hearing  before  the  committee.  Cal- 
lender  v.  Colegrove,  17  Conn.  1. 

But  where  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  Is  on  an 
account  stated  he  can  only  recover  by  showing 
both  the  account  and  the  unqualified  a»!St^nt  of 
the  defendant  to  Its  correctness;  and  It  Is  there- 
fore proper  for  the  court  to  exclude  from  the 
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apparent  from  an  examination  pf  the  Bur- 
ton entries  from  the  settlement  of  July  3, 
1888,  to  the  first  credit  now  in  controversy. 
Charges  to  balances  are  made  and  memo- 
randa of  settlement  entered  where  the  items 
included  do  not  show  a  balance.*'  The  books 
are  memorandum  books  in  form,  rather 
than  regular  account  books,  though  the 
pages  are  4  inches  wide  by  8  long,  and  ruled 
with  money  columns.  On  the  ily  leaf  of 
each  is  written,  "B.  F.  Kenerson's  Butter 
Book,"  and  they  purport  to  contain  memo- 
randa of  the  defendant's  butter  transactions 
with  various  persons.     The  manner  in  which 


these  memoranda  were   kept   is   illustrated 
by  the  following  quotation: 

3rd  May. 

O.  A.  Burton  Cr. 

By  3  tubs  butter  35 

QV-9\  «>2-9  83 

61^-9  May  13 
185-28^-157  18       25.61 

Dr. 
To  acceptance 

30  days  2C0.OO 

The  manner  of  keeping  the  accounts  and 


Jury's  consideration  the  showing  made  by  the 
plaintiff's  boolcs  of  account  Independently  of 
the  alleged  account  stated.  Sterling  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Stinson,  41  Xeb.  368,  5ft  N.  W.  888. 

Where  a  plaintiff  In  a  summary  process  on 
a  merchant's  open  account  Is  absent  from  the 
state  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  proof  of  the  orig- 
inal entries  being  in  his  handwriting  is  not 
admissible ;  the  only  cases  where  the  entries 
have  been  proved  by  others  than  those  who 
made  them  have  been  In  cases  tried  on  writs  of 
inquiry.  It  is  never  permitted  where  the  de- 
fendant appears  and  defends.  Douglass  v. 
Hart,  4  McCord,  L.  2.57. 

And,  in  an  action  by  a  bookkeeper  of  a  bank 
for  money  had  and  received  on  account  of 
"short  charge"  on  a  check  (overcharged)  the 
bookkeeper's  book  kept  by  blm  unaccompanied 
b3  hid  oath,  the  check  not  being  produced,  ia 
not  admissible  for  him  merely  upon  proof  of 
his  handwriting.  Evoringham  v.  Langton,  2 
MoCord,  L.  157.  , 

But  In  an  action  upon  a  lK)ok  account  for  the 
professional  services  of  a  physician,  proof  that 
the  plaintiff,  who  was  out  of  the  country,  had 
before  he  left  made  oath  before  one  of  the 
Judges  to  his  original  entries;  that  the  several 
charges  therein  were  for  professional  services 
entei'ed  in  his  book  by  himself  and  were  in  his 
handwriting ;  and  that  the  book  contained  the 
original  entries,  accompanied  by  proof  of  his 
handwriting, — was  held  to  be  proper  evidence  to 
go  to  the  Jury  upon  a  writ  of  inquiry  upon  the 
ground  of  its  being  the  best  evidence  the  nature 
of  the  case  admitted.  Spence  v.  Sanders,  1 
Bay,  119. 

The  Vermont  statute  allowing  items  of  ac- 
count to  be  adjusted  In  an  action  of  book  ac- 
count does  not  operate  to  allow  the  adjust- 
ment of  Items  of  book  account  in  an  action  of 
account.     Cllley  v.   Tenny,   31   Vt.   401. 

But  the  fact  that  a  party  may  make  oath  to 
the  truth  of  entries  on  his  book  before  auditors 
In  an  action  which  he  has  brought  on  book 
account  according  to  the  Vermont  statute  does 
not  deprive  him  of  his  common-law  remedy ;  but 
he  may  still  declare  for  goods  sold  and  delivered, 
and  give  his  books  in  evidence  to  the  Jury,  ac- 
companied by  such  other  evidence  as  the  com- 
mon law  requires  to  prove  his  declaration.  Burn- 
ham  V.  Adams,  5  Vt.  313. 

A  book  containing  entries  of  cash  received 
and  paid  In  reference  to  a  stock  of  goods  in 
which  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  against  a  de- 
cedent's estate,  and  the  decedent,  had  been  Joint- 
ly interested,  is  an  account  book  under  the 
Vermont  statute.  Re  Dlgglns,  68  Vt.  198,  84 
Atl.  096. 

(0)  Special  statuieM, 

An  Alabama  statute  (Code,  |  1808)  provides 
that  the  original  entries  in  the  books  of  a  phy- 
sician   are   evidence    for   him,     in     all     actions  | 
brought  for  the  recovery  of  his  medieal  services, 
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that  the  services  were  rendered,  unless  the  de- 
fendant in  open  court  denies  on  oath  the  truth 
of  such  entries :  but  the  physician  is  required  to 
prove  the  value  of  such  services. 

And  under  this  statute  his  books  are  evidence 
of  the  items  of  his  account  for  medicines  ad- 
ministered and  furnished  to  his  patients  in 
the  course  of  his  business,  as  well  as  of  his 
active  services.  Richardson  v.  Dorman,  28 
Ala.  679. 

And  In  nalllday  v.  Butt,  40  Ala.  178,  the 
court  said  that  proof  that  the  original  entries 
In  a  pliyslcian's  books  were  in  his  handwriting 
would  be  prima  facie  sufficient  proof  of  their 
Identity  to  admit  them  in  evidence  In  his  favor 
under  this  statute. 

But  after  the  exclusion  of  a  physician's  books 
of  original  entries,  which,  by  the  express  pro- 
vision of  the  statute,  the  defendant's  denial 
of  their  truth  in  open  court  upon  oath  necessi- 
tated, the  latter  has  no  right  to  testify  in  his 
behalf  as  to  which  entries  are  correct  and  which 
incorrect.     Weaver  v.  Morgan,  49  Ala.  142. 

In  South  Carolina,  by  a  statute,  books  of  orig- 
inal entry  kept  by  farmers  and  planters  re- 
lating to  the  transactions  of  their  farms  or 
plantations,  are  receivable  In  evidence  when- 
ever the  business  transactlona  of  their  farms  or 
plantations  are  called  in  question,  as  tjetween 
the  farmer  or  planter  and  his  employees.  In  the 
same  manner  as  books  of  merchants  and  shop- 
keepers are.  1  Rev.  Stat.  |  2364.  Compare 
Jeter  v.  Martin,  2  Brev.  156,  which  had  held 
that  books  of  account  of  a  farmer  and  planter 
suing  on  an  account  charging  various  articles, 
such  as  corn,  beef,  whisky,  etc.,  were  not  ad- 
missible In  evidence  under  the  rule  admitting 
books  of  tradesmen  and  handicraftsmen. 

And  another  South  Carolina  statute  provides 
that  books  of  account  of  tavern  keepers,  shop- 
keepers, or  retailers  of  spirituous  liquors  are 
not  admissible  as  evidence  of  any  debt  for 
spirituous  liquors  sold  in  less  quantity  than  a 
quart.  1  Rev.  Stat.  2365.  Compare  Herlock 
V.  Riser,  1  McCord,  L.  481,  which  had  held  that 
where  a  plaintiff  was  a  shopkeeper  and  sued  the 
defendant  on  an  open  account,  most  of  the  items 
of  which  were  for  spirituous  liquors  sold  In 
small  quantities,  his  books  were  admissible  to 
prove  the  account. 

(d)  Rule  in  Louisiana, 

In  Louisiana  the  former  rule  was  that  a 
party's  books  of  account  were  no  evidence  In 
themselves,  and  they  amounted  to  nothing  more 
than  declarations  of  the  party  in  his  favor, 
which,  unaccompanied  by  other  circumstances, 
were  never  received  as  proof  of  any  fact  In 
favor  of  the  party  who  kept  them  and  made  the 
entries  therein.  Caveller  v.  Collins.  3  Mart. 
(l.n.)  188:  Smith  v.  Harrathy,  5  Mart.  X.  S. 
;r20. 

And  In  Ilerr'ng  v.  Levy,  4  Mart.  N.  8.  .'{83. 
the   court   said  that   it   was  settled  that   mer- 
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their  purpose  is  the  important  considera- 
tion, ratl<er  than  the  form  of  the  books 
themselvfed.  An  orijB^nal  entry  may  be  made 
upon  a  diary  or  a  book  or  paper,  and  be  en- 
titled to  be  received  as  independent  evidence. 
Gleason  v.  Kinney,  65  Vt.  500,  27  Atl.  208. 
II  the  books  only  contained  memoranda  of 
payments  to  Burton,  they  would  have  been 
inadmissible;  for  the  law  will  not  permit  a 
party  to  make  a  memorandum  of  a  fact, 
and  introduce  it  as  eWdence  of  that  fact, 
when  he  is  by  statute  denied  the  right  to 
testify  to  it.  Pai-ris  v.  Bellows,  52  Vt.  351. 
Nor  can  mere  private  memoranda,  without 
proof  that  they  were  made  as  original  en- 
tries, become  independent  evidence.  God- 
ding V.  Orcutt,  44  Vt.  54;  Barber  v.  Bennett, 


58  Vt.  476,  56  Am.  Rep.  565,  4  Atl.  231. 
Such  entries  can  only  be  referred  to  by  a 
witness  to  refresh  his  recollection  of  what 
transpired  when  they  were  made  at  the 
time  of  or  soon  after  the  transaction. 
Barber  v.  Bennett,  62  Vt.  50,  19  Atl.  978; 
Re  Digging,  68  Vt.  198,  34  Atl.  696.  Tliese 
books  were  the  only  ones  kept  by  the  defend- 
ant. The  entries  were  honestly  made,  and 
in  the  usual  course  of  his  business,  and  in- 
cluded credits  for  butter  received  and 
charges  for  drafts  accepted.  They  were 
properly  received  in  evidence,  under  Vt. 
Stat.  §  1239. 
Judgment  affirmed. 

llehearing  denied. 


cbant8'  books  were,  in  Louisiana,  not  In  them- 
selves evidence  against  other  merchants. 

And  this  rule  was  not  changed  so  as  to 
render  a  merchant's  books  admissible  to  prove 
against  other  merchants  the  sale  and  delivery 
of  articles  therein  entered,  by  the  provision  of 
La.  Civ.  Code,  act  230,  p.  308,  declaring  that 
merchants'  entry  books  do  not  prove  against 
persons  who  are  not  in  trade  the  sale  and  de- 
livery of  such  articles.  Johnston  v.  Breedlove, 
2  Mart.  N.  S.  508. 

Indeed,  it  Is  held  that  they  are  rendered  inad- 
missible by  this  statute,  although  an  offer  is 
made  to  corroborate  the  books  by  the  testimony 
of  witnesses  as  to  the  days  on  which  the  sev- 
eral transactions  took  place,  and  to  prove  in 
whose  handwriting  the  original  entries  were 
made.     Kendall  v.  Bean.  12  Rob.   (La.)   407. 

'I'he  court,  however,  in  this  case  permitted 
witnesses  who  had  made  entries  in  the  books 
of  matters  within  their  personal  knowledge  to 
refer  to  such  entries  to  refresh  their  memory. 

And  In  Flower  v.  Downs,  6  La.  Ann.  539,  the 
court  said  that,  though  a  factor's  books,  or 
those  of  merchants  with  whom  he  deals,  are 
not  per  so  evidence  for  him,  witnesses  may  look 
into  them  to  refresh  their  memory,  this  being 
the  only  way  In  which  creditors  can  prove  their 
accounts. 

But  in  rargoud  v.  Guice,  6  La.  77,  25  Am. 
Dec.  202,  it  was  held  that  a  witness  has  no  right 
to  refresh  his  memory  by  reference  to  a  party's 
books,  where  it  does  not  appear  that  the  entries 
were  made  by  him.  The  court  said^  that  there 
is  not  a  clearer  rule  of  evidence  than* that  which 
declares  the  plaintiff's  books  not  to  be  evidence 
for  him,  and  that  a  paper  which  could  not  be 
read  In  evidence  may  be  resorted  to  by  a  witness 
to  refresh  his  memory  as  a  memorandum  made 
by  himself. 

In  Morgan  v.  Bickle,  2  Mart.  N.  S.  377,  how- 
ever, a  vendor's  books  were  treated  as  inadmis- 
sible In  evidence  In  his  favor,  but  a  witness  was 
permitted  tu  state  whether  an  entry  in  the  book 
was  correct,  and  whether  the  goods  were  deliv- 
ered accordingly,  where  the  written  evidence  of 
the  receipt  of  the  goods  given  by  the  vendees 
had  been  lost  or  mislaid. 

So,  an  account  in  a  tutor's  handwriting  and 
unsupported  by  any  voucher,  of  moneys  ex- 
pended by  him  for  the  personal  expenses  of 
his  ward,  is  inadmissible  in  evidence  for  him 
upon  opposition  to  his  account,  in  view  of  La. 
Civ.  Code,  arts.  2244,  2245,  declaring  that  par- 
ties cannot  make  their  books  evidence  in  their 
favor.     Whittikam  v.  Swain,  9  La.  Ann.  122. 

And  the  reception  In  evidence,  without  ob- 
jection, of  one  of  the  party's  books  of  account 
offe^'ed  in  bis  own  behalf.  Is  no  reason  for  per- 
mitting hira  to  Introduce  another  book  In  evi- 
dence when  objected  to.  Lyons  v.  Teal,  28  La. 
Ann.  592. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


And  a  merchant's  creditors  cannot  introduce 
his  books  in  evidence  against  his  alleged  debtor, 
— especially  in  the  absence  of  any  allegation  or 
proof  of  fraud  or  collusion  bet  ween  the  merchants 
and  the  debtor,  in  view  of  the  provision  of  the 
statute  previously  referred  to.  Porche  v.  Le- 
Blauc,  12  La.  Ann.  778. 

So,  the  books  of  an  Insolvent,  or  testimony  as 
to  their  contents,  unaided  by  any  other  evidence, 
cannot  be  accepted  as  proof  to  ratabllsh  a  claim 
of  one  creditor  against  an  opposition  of  other 
creditors  to  a  syndic's  account.  Calder  v.  Their 
Creditors,  47  La.  Ann.  1538,  18  So.  520. 

But  books  of  an  insolvent  corporation  are  ad- 
missible in  evidence  to  prove  the  claim  of  a 
creditor  against  other  creditors,  where  there  is 
nothing  suspicions  In  their  appearance,  or  in 
the  manner  in  which  they  are  kept,  or  In  the 
entries  as  made,  and  they  are  supported  by  am- 
ple corroborative  proof.  New  Orleans  Canal  & 
Bkg.  Co.  V.  Leeds,  49  La.  Ann.  123,  21  So. 
168. 

So,  entries  in  the  books  of  an  insolvent,  when 
shown  to  have  been  made  In  good  faith  and  at 
the  time  they  purport  to  have  been  made,  and 
most  of  them  for  matters  within  the  knowledge 
of  the  wllness,  are  admissible  and  sufficient  to 
correct  an  omission  of  the  persons  thereby 
shown  to  be  creditors  of  the  Insolvent  from 
the  tableau  of  distribution  filed  by  the  syndic. 
Hernandez  v.  Ilis  Creditors,  15  La.  Ann.  87. 

(e)  Rule  in  Maryland. 

In  Maryland  the  usage  which  prevails  In  New 
York  and  other  states,  of  admitting  In  evidence 
the  books  of  account  kept  by  creditors  them- 
selves who  are  proved  to  have  been  of  fair  char- 
acter and  correct  in  their  dealings,  was  said,  in 
Owlngs  V.  Low,  5  Gill  ft  J.  134,  never  to  have 
existed  in  that  state,  and  to  be  at  war  with  all 
the  acts  of  the  Maryland  legislature  In  relation 
to  proving  accounts,  and  the  uniform  decisions 
of  the  courts  of  that  state  upon  the  subject. 

And  a  party's  book,  In  which  he  keeps  an  ac- 
count of  expenses  incurred  in  his  business,  al- 
though admissible  in  evidence  for  the  purpose  of 
refreshing  his  memory,  Is  not  admissible  as  a 
book  of  original  entries,  where  such  entries 
were  made  by  the  party  himself.  Stallings  v. 
Gottschalk,   77  Md.  429,  26  Atl.  524. 

So,  entries  In  a  party's  ledger  are  not  rendered 
admissible  in  his  favor  because  he  has  regular- 
ly, year  by  year,  within  twelve  months  from  the 
date  of  such  entries  respectively,  made  an  oath 
before  the  Justice  of  the  peace,  in  pursuance  of 
Md.  Code  Pub.  Gen.  Laws,  art.  37,  i  43,  which 
oath  was  written  in  the  ledger  at  the  end  of 
each  year's  charges,  where  the  original  affidavit 
which  the  same  section  requires  whenever  a 
suit  Is  brought  is  made.  Ward  v.  Leitch,  80 
Md.  326. 
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And  this  caRe  further  holds  that  failure  of 
a  Btorckeeper  to  make  the  additional  affidavit  to 
the  account  sued  on,  required  by  Md.  Code, 
Pub.  Gen.  Laws,  art.  37,  S  43,  whenever  suit  is 
brought,  is  not  cured  by  Md.  act  1864,  chap. 
109,  which  njakes  the  parties  to  a  suit  compe- 
tent as  witnesses. 

Ihe  Maryland  act  of  1729,  chap.  20  (includ- 
ed in  art.  S7,  fi  43-*6.  of  the  Present  Pub. 
Gen.  Laws),  in  so  far  as  it  permits  a  party  to 
prove  his  own  accounts  by  oath  or  aflBrmation, 
is  In  derogation  of  the  common  law,  and,  like 
all  such  legislation,  Is  to  be  construed  strictly. 
Warner  v.  Fowler,  8  Md.  25. 

Anl  in  an  action  of  assumpsit  an  account  Is 
inadmissible  in  evidence  where  It  does  not  ap- 
pear from  the  face  of  the  probate  annexed  that 
it  was  proved  according  to  the  requirements  of 
the  statute.  The  probate  only  recited  that  the 
party  "made  oath  to  the  above  account  accord- 
ing to  law."  Evans  y.  Bonner,  2  Harr.  & 
M'H.  377. 

And  the  probate  of  an  account  under  the 
statute,  omitting  to  state  that  the  creditor  had 
not  received  "any  security"  for  his  debt,  is  not 
evidence  under  the  statute ;  such  omission  con- 
stituting a  fatal  defect.  Smoot  v.  Bunbury,  1 
Harr.  &  J.  186  ;  Dyson  v.  West,  1  Harr.  &  J.  567. 

If  all  the  articles  in  an  account  were  really 
lent,  sold,  or  done,  the  probate  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  evidence  in  the  cause,  although  the  j 
defendant  proves  that  the  price  was  too  high,  or 
that  part  of  the  same  charge  as  due  has  been 
paid  or  in  any  manner  satisfied.  Sanders  y. 
Leigh.  2  Harr.  ft  M'H.  380. 

Probates  of  books  of  account  taken  before  and 
signed  by  persons  stating  themselves  to  be  Jus- 
tices of  the  peace  of  Frederick  county,  which  at 
that  time  Included  the  present  county  of  Mont- 
gomery, are  Inadmissible  In  evidence  in  an  ac- 
tion of  assumpsit  in  the  Montgomery  county 
court,  unless  other  evidence  is  produced  to  show 
that  they  were  justices  of  the  peace  of  Fred- 
erick county.  Gordon  v.  Hickman,  4  Harr.  & 
M'H.  217. 

Entries  on  the  defendants'  books  of  account 
in  relation  to  transactions  between  them  and 
a  third  person,  consisting  of  various  debits 
and  credits  for  carriages,  harness,  cash,  etc., 
and  including  an  item  "to  bill  of  sale  and  re- 
cording carriage,"  were  held  to  have  been  prop- 
erly rejected  In  Rogers  v.  Severson,  2  Gill,  385, 
which  was  a  suit  to  recover  for  repairs  to  a 
carriage,  when  offered  to  show  that  a  bill  of 
sale  of  a  carriage  from  such  third  person  to 
delendant,  introduced  by  plaintiflT,  was  designed 
as  a  mortgage  or  conditional  sale,  and  to  rebut 
the  evidence  offered  by  the  plaintiff  that  such 
third  person  acted  as  defendant's  servant  in 
taking  the  carriage  to  plaintiff  for  repairs.  The 
court  said  that,  if  the  account  could  be  admis- 
sible to  prove  that  the  bill  of  sale  was  In  fact 
a  mortgage,  and  the  character  of  the  evidence 
was  such  as  could  be  received,  there  was  noth- 
ing in  the  account  sufficient  to  prove  such  fact, 
and  that  it  was  Inadmissible  for  the  other  pur- 
pose for  which  it  was  offered. 

Entries  In  a  firm's  blotter  in  the  handwriting 
of  one  of  the  partners,  though  inadmissible  in 
favor  of  the  partnership  to  prove  a  sale,  are 
competent  evidence  In  connection  with  the  tes- 
timony of  his  salesman  that  he  sent  a  bill 
copied  therefrom  to  the  defendant,  to  show  the 
contents  of  such  bill,  provided  that  a  sufficient 
foundation  be  laid  for  the  Introduction  of  sec- 
ondary evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  bill. 
Atwell   V.   Miller,  6  Md.   10,   61   Am.   Dec.   294. 

b.  Entries  hy  partu  xcho  has  since  deceased. 
1.  Rule  at  common  law. 

It  has  long  been  the  practice  in  many  of 
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the  United  States,  even  although  the  practice 
is  not  sanctioned  by  an  express  statute,  to 
admit  in  evidt^nce  in  favor  of  the  estate  of  a 
decedent  the  tMK)ks  of  the  decedent,  upon  proof 
that  they  were  his  books  and  of  his  handwriting, 
whenever  the  books  would  have  been  evidence 
with  his  oath  If  living.  Odell  v.  Culbert,  9 
Watts  ft  S.  66,  42  Am.  Dec.  317 ;  Mcl>ellan  v. 
Crofton,  6  Me.  307 ;  Leigh  ton  v.  Man  son,  14 
Me.  208. 

And  it  is  not  necessary  to  accompany  them 
with  any  evidence  as  to  the  time  and  manner 
in  which  the  entries  were  made.  Hoover  v. 
Gehr,  62  Pa.  136.  In  this  case  the  executor  of 
the  decedent  testified  that  a  book  offered  by  him 
as  the  decedent's  book  of  original  entries  was 
found  at  the  decedent's  house,  and  that  the 
entries  were  in  his  handwriting. 

And  evidence  subsequently  offered,  as  to  the 
time  when  the  entries  were  made,  must  be 
referred  with  the  books  to  the  jury,  for  them  to 
determine  whether  or  not  the  books  are  books 
of  original  entry.  Van  Swearlngen  v.  Harris, 
1  Watts  ft  S.  356. 

And  in  New  Hampshire  they  are  admissible, 
although  supported  only  by  the  suppletory  oath 
of  his  administrator.  Dodge  y.  Morse,  3  ^.  H. 
232. 

But  testimony  of  the  administrator  that  the 
books  came  into  his  hands  as  administrator  as 
the  intestate's  books  of  original  entry,  and  that 
he  believes  the  debt  to  be  unpaid,  is  not  suf- 
ficient to  warrant  their  admission  in  evidence 
without  proof  that  the  entries  were  In  the  in- 
testate's handwriting.  Robinson  v.  Dibble,  17 
P'la.  457. 

An  account  book  kept  by  a  deceased  person, 
accompanied  by  testimony  of  his  personal  rep- 
resentative that  It  was  the  book  in  which  he 
kept  his  accounts ;  that  the  handwriting  there- 
in was  principally  the  decedent's,  the  rest  be- 
ing the  handwriting  of  the  witness  ;  that  the  en- 
tries were  made  at  or  about  the  time  the  trans- 
actions to  which  they  referred  occurred ;  and 
that  it  was  the  book  in  which  the  decedent  had 
settled  with  persons  with  whom  he  had  business, 
— was  admitted  In  Buckley  v.  Buckley,  12  Nev. 
423,  Affirmed  in  16  Nev.   180. 

But  a  book  of  entries  kept  by  a  testator  Is  not 
admissible  in  favor  of  his  executors,  unless  it 
contains  the  registration  of  some  fact  which  Is 
relevant  to  the  Irsucs  on  trial,  made  by  him 
in  the  course  of  his  business  or  duty  and  as 
to  which  l^e  w*ould  at  the  time  have  been  a 
competent  witness.  Avery  v.  Avery,  49  Ala. 
193. 

Diaries  kept  by  a  person  since  deceased,  con- 
taining in  what  is  proved  to  be  the  intestate's 
handwriting  a  purported  invoice  of  the  in- 
testate's property,  in  each  of  which  invoice  is 
included  the  note  In  suit,  are  not  admissible 
as  independent  evidence  for  the  administrator 
of  the  intestate's  estate,  in  an  action  against 
the  maker  of  the  note.  Godding  v.  Orcutt,  44 
Vt.  64. 

In  Ohio  the  book  of  accounts  of  a  deceased 
person,  whose  personal  repre^^entative  is  suing 
his  debtor  upon  an  account  therein,  is  not  com- 
petent evidence  of  itself  for  the  personal  repre- 
sentative ;  but  proof  that  the  decedent  kept 
rgular  books,  and  of  some  of  the  Items,  and  that 
the  clerk  was  not  a  competent  witness,  author- 
izes the  court,  at  its  discretion,  to  admit  the 
books.  Van  Home  v.  Brady,  Wright  (Ohio) 
451.  In  this  case  the  plaintlfT  offered  a  book 
which  he  proved  to  be  the  Executor's  book  of 
accounts,  and  offered  to  read  therefrom  an  ac- 
count against  the  defendant,  but  the  court  held 
that  the  book  of  itself  was  not  evidence.  It  was 
then  proved  that  the  testator  had  kept  regular 
books  by  those  dealing  with  him.  and  that  he 
had  a  clerk  who  made  the  entries,  or  part  of 
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them,  who  was  then  called  as  a  witness,  btit 
the  court  held  that,  although  he  was  Incom- 
petent because  of  his  interest  as  distributee  to 
testify  to  the  Jury,  he  might  relate  facts  to  the 
court  as  circumstances  to  show  that  the  books 
ought  to  be  admitted.  The  witness  released  his 
interest  to  the  plaintiff,  and  then  testified  to  the 
regularity  of  the  books  in  general ;  that  the  de- 
fendant dealt  with  the  testator,  Identifying  sev- 
eral  entries  In  the  defendant's  account;  that 
the  defendant  had  several  times  examined  the 
account  and  made  no  objection,  and  that,  after 
notice  was  served  on  him  to  take  testimony,  he 
bad  heard  the  defendant  say  he  never  offered 
any  objection  to  the  account,  for  he  knew  It 
was  ail  right ;  after  which  the  book  was  given 
In  evidence. 

And  in  Cram  v.  Spear,  8  Ohio,  494,  it  was 
said  that  books  of  deceased  persons  have  been 
sometimes  permitted  to  go  to  the  Jury  in  con- 
nection with  other  evidence,  and  without  further 
proof  as  to  the  books  themselves  than  that 
they  were  in  the  handwriting  of  the  person  mak- 
ing the  charges;  but  that  this  has  been  done,  not 
in  consequence  of  the  statute,  but  from  the  ne- 
cessity of  the  case,  and  in  accordance  with  the 
principle  that  the  handwriting  of  the  cierk  In 
the  habit  of  making  charges  may  be  proved  after 
his  decease,  or  when  he  is  without  the  Jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court. 

A  page  of  a  decedent's  account  book  is  not 
admissible  in  behalf  of  his  administrator,  sued 
on  a  note  given  by  him,  where  there  is  no 
proof  that  the  entries  were  In  his  handwriting, 
or  when  they  were  made,— especially  when  the 
page  in  question  does  not  have  the  appearance  of 
being  an  account  within  the  general  acceptance 
of  the  term  kept  In  the  regular  course  of  busi- 
ness, but  Is  rather  a  memorandum.  Rouyer  v. 
Miller,  16  Ind.  App.  519,  44  N.  E.  51,  45  N.  E. 
674.  The  court  grounds  the  exclusion  upon  the 
reasons  given,  but  would  seem  to  Intimate  from 
the  use  of  the  phras«  *'if  for  no  other  reason," 
that  it  might  not  be  admissible,  even  with  this 
showing. 

Watts  v.  Howard,  7  Met.  478,  was  a  proceed- 
ing to  determine  whether  or  not  defendant's 
testator,  who  had  in  his  lifetime  been  executor  of 
the  plaintiff's  testator,  had  after  the  death  of 
the  first  testator  received  payment  of  a  note 
due  to  him  from  the  first  testator  which  had 
originally  been  secured  by  a  real -estate  mortgage, 
but  which  plaintiff  claims  had  been  paid,  basing 
his  contention  on  the  fact  that  the  mortgage  had 
been  satisfied  of  record.  To  support  his  conten- 
tion that,  as  his  testator  was  devisee  in  fee  after 
certain  trusts  under  the  will  of  the  first  testator 
of  the  very  land  encumbered  by  his  mortgage,  he 
no  longer  had  any  interest  in  keeping  the  mort- 
gage alive,  and  that  his  purpose  was  to  dis- 
charge the  mortgage  and  still  bold  the  debt 
against  the  first  testator's  estate,  the  defendant 
offered  in  evidence  a  memorandum  book  kept 
by  his  testator  containing  sundry  items  of 
transactions  relating  to  bis  doings  as  executor 
with  del>its  and  credits  as  such,  amongst  which 
the  estate  of  the  first  testator  was  charged  with 
the  amount  of  the  note,  the  entry  bearing  the 
same  date  with  the  discharge  of  the  mortgage, 
which  the  trial  court  admitted,  not  for  the  pur- 
pose of  charging  the  first  testator's  estate,  but 
as  a  fact  which.  If  done  at  the  same  time  at 
which  the  mortgage  was  discharged,  might 
tend  to  explain  the  purpose  of  the  discharge. 
But  on  motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict  It  was 
held  that  the  book  was  Improperly  admitted, 
(1)  because  It  was  a  mere  private  memorandum 
kept  by  the  testator  In  relation  to  his  own 
»rHnsactic»ns :  (2»  because  it  was  not  proved  to ' 
have  been  made  at  the  time  It  purports  to  bear  | 
auto;  (3>  because  it  was  uncorroborated  by 
other  evidence ;  and  (4)  because  It  relates  to 
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a  transaction  of  a  kind  in  respect  of  which 
vouchers  and  evidence  of  a  more  satisfactory 
character  are  usually  presumed. 

but  a  decedent's  memorandum  book  contain- 
ing the  items  of  an  account  sued  on  is  prima 
facie  adonssible  In  favor  of  his  administratrix, 
where  there  is  evidence  that  the  entries  were 
made  at  the  tirae  of  the  respective  transactions 
to  which  they  refer.  Lunsford  v.  Butler,  102 
Ala.  403,  15  So.  239. 

And  in  an  action  by  an  administrator  to  re- 
cover for  money  loaned  by  his  Intestate,  and 
for  a  balance  due  on  account,  questions  put  by 
defendant  to  the  plaintiff  as  a  witness.  Identify- 
ing his  Intestate's  ledger  as  such,  and  certain 
books  of  account  of  defendant,  as  being  the 
same  upon  which  was  based  a  settlement  set 
up  by  a  defendant  as  Including  and  covering 
the  matters  In.  controversy,  are  proper.  Slade 
V.  Leonard,  75  Ind.  171.  The  court  said  that 
the  defendant  was  entitled  to  such  evidence  as 
the  account  book  of  plaintiff's  intestate  might 
furnish  touching  the  alleged  debt,  and  that  his 
own  books,  while  not  admissible  to  prove  any 
item  of  set-off  or  payment,  were  competent,  in 
connection  with  other  evidence,  that  all  the 
items  contained  therein  were  included  in  the 
settlement  set  up ;  but  it  was  held  that  the  de- 
fendant wa%  not  injured  by  the  exclusion  of  the 
questions,  because  defendant's  evidence  showed 
that  the  item  of  money  loaned  for  which  a  ver- 
dict was  rendered  was  not  included  in  the  set- 
tlement, and  it  was  manifest  from  the  whole 
evidence  that  the  Jury  found  the  book  accounts 
of  both  parties  to  have  been  fully  settled,  with 
the  exception  of  that  Item. 

An  Intestate's  book  of  accounts  Is  not  evi- 
dence for  his  administrator,  where  the  probate 
contained  therein  states  that  the  accounts  are 
Just  and  true,  and  that  the  creditor  has  "not 
directly  or  indirectly  to  the  best  of  his  knowl- 
edge received  any  part,  parcel,  oi*  satisfaction 
for  the  same,  more  than  the  several  credits 
therein  given."  Smott  v.  Bunbury,  1  Harr.  & 
J.  136.  The  headnote  in  that  case  states  that 
the  reason  for  the  rejection  of  the  books  was 
the  omission  from  the  probate  of  a  statement 
that  the  creditor  had  not  received  *'any  secur- 
ity for  his  debt"  as  required  by  Md.  act  1729, 
chap.  20. 

In  Missouri  some  of  the  earlier  cases  held 
that  neither  the  merchant's  death  nor  the  stat- 
ute making  parties  competent  to  testify  in  their 
own  behalf  changed  the  rule  then  excluding 
book  entries  as  evidence  in  favor  of  the  party 
keeping  them  so  as  to  admit  them  in  favor  of 
his  legal  representatives  after  his  death. 
Hensgen  v.  Mullally,  23  Mo.  App.  613  ;  Hens- 
gen  V.  Donnelly.  24  Mo.  App.  398.  But  it  is  not 
certain  that  the  courts  of  that  state  would 
so  hold  now,  in  view  of  Anchor  Milling  Co.  ▼. 
Walsh,  108  Mo.  277,  18  S.  W.  904,  I.  a.  2  (a). 

In  New  York  It  has  been  held  that  In  an 
action  by  an  administrator  to  recover  for  a 
coach  harness  made  by  his  intestate  for  the  de- 
fendant who  refused  to  accept  It,  entries  made 
by  the  intestate  in  his  order  book,  but  not  in 
the  presence  of  the  defendant,  are  not  compe- 
tent evidence.  Mason  v.  Wedderspoon,  43 
Hun,  20. 

And  In  an  action  by  an  administrator  for 
money  loaned,  the  book  of  account  containing 
the  original  entries  in  the  handwriting  of  the 
intestate  is  not  admissible  in  evidence  for  the 
plaintiff ;  but  if  introduced  without  objection 
it  may  be  considered  by  the  jury  In  connection 
with  other  circumstances.  Case  v.  Potter,  8 
Johns.  211. 

In  Redfield  v.  Stitt,  10  N.  Y.  S.  R.  365,  an 
action  on  a  promissory  note  given  by  the  de- 
fendant's testator,  it  was  held  that  an  entry 
by  the  deceased  In  hU  books  was  not  proper 
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evidence  under  the  general  rule  that  a  party 
cannot  make  evidence  In  his  own  favor  by  his 
written  entry  In  his  book,  except  when  the  entry 
Is  part  of  the  res  oestw. 

So,  in  Schwartz  v.  Allen,  24  N.  Y.  S.  R.  012, 
7  N.  Y.  Supp.  5,  an  action  to  foreclose  a 
mechanlc'8  lien,  the  defendant  pleaded  pay- 
ment, relying  upon  an  entry  of  payment  of  the 
account  made  by  the  defendant's  decedent  on 
a  page  where  he  had  entered  all  the  payments 
made  by  him  on  account  of  the  construction  of 
ihe  house ;  but  the  court  held  that  such  an  en- 
try, being  an  entry  in  his  own  favor,  was  not 
competent ;  that  It  could  not  be  admitted  under 
the  head  of  a  shopkeeper's  charge ;  as  it  was 
not  an  entry  against  his  own  interest ;  nor  was 
It  **rea  geatw.'* 

In  Duaenbury  v.  Hoadley,  40  N.  Y.  S.  R.  560, 
20  N.  Y.  *Supp.  911,  an  action  on  a  promissory 
note,  a  book  of  the  plaintiff's  Intestate,  In  which 
he  kept  In  his  own  handwriting  entries  of  cash 
paid  out  by  him  and  money  paid  by  him  upon 
notes  discounted  by  him,  and  containing  an  en- 
try "Cash  paid  A.  D.  Hoadley  note  $150,"  was 
held  not  to  be  competent  evidence  for  the  plain- 
tiffs to  show  that  their  Intestate  paid  value  for 
the  note.  It  was  not  clear  upon  Just  what 
ground  the  court  so  holds,  inasmuch  as  they 
say  first  that  the  book  was  not  competent  as  an 
account  book  because  the  necessary  preliminary 
facts  were  not  shown;  second,  that  the  rule  as 
to  account  books  does  not  apply  to  the  cash 
transaction  such  as  was  here  involved ;  and 
third,  that  they  know  of  no  rule  by  which  the 
entries  made  by  a  party  himself  In  his  books  In 
his  own  favor  are  admissible  in  favor  of  his 
estate. 

And  in  Vaughn  v.  Strong,  22  N.  Y.  S.  R.  360, 
4  N.  V.  Supp.  086,  an  action  to  recover  money 
collected  by  the  defendant's  Intestate  on  a  pol- 
icy of  life  Insurance  on  the  life  of  the  plaln- 
tiflr  s  father,  Jt  was  held  thdt  entries  in  the 
private  book  and  diary  were  not  admissible  on 
proof  merely  that  the  entries  were  in  the  Intes- 
tate's handwriting.  It  was  further  held  that 
the  entries  were  not  admissible  because  they 
were  not  In  the  presence  of  the  parties  Inter- 
ested In  the  fund,  or  under  circumstances  by 
which  they  mighi.  be  regarded  as  a  part  of  the 

I*ut  In  Rexford  y.  Comstock,  3  N.  Y.  Supp. 
876,  It  was  held  that  entries  of  legal  s&rvlces 
and  of  disbursements  Incident  thereto.  In 
books  of  account  regularly  kept  by  a  lawyer  In 
his  business,  made  by  himself  and  his  partner, 
both  of  whom  died  before  the  person  for  whom 
the  services  were  rendered,  are  competent  evi- 
dence for  his  representative  that  the  disburse- 
ments were  made,  the  services  rendered,  and  of 
their  value,  where  the  performance  of  many  of 
the  services  charged  for  is  proved  by  competent 
witnesses,  and  there  is  proof  that  the  books 
offered  were  the  plaintiff's  books  and  proof  by 
persons  who  had  settled  with  them  that  they 
kept  correct  books  of  account. 

Entries  in  a  diary  kept  by  a  deceased  attor- 
ney are  not  evidence  of  business  done  by  him 
iu  support  of  a  demand  by  his  executor  for  copci- 
pensation  for  such  services.  Gale  v.  Parking- 
ton,  MClel.  &  Y.  354. 

In  Lefebure  v.  Worden,  2  Ves.  Sr.  64,  the 
question  was  as  to  by  whom  two  mortgages 
were  paid  off,  whether  with  the  money  of  the 
defendant's  intestate  or  with  the  money  of  the 
plaintiff's  intestate ;  and  It  was  held  that  a  book 
of  accounts  of  the  defendant's  Intestate,  al- 
though not  admissible  to  prove  originally  a  de- 
mand of  defendants  that  their  decedent's  money 
had  paid  the  mortgages,  was  admissible  to  cor- 
roborate the  other  evidence  offered  for  the  de- 
fendants, and  to  rebut  the  plaintiff's  evidence. 

So,  on  an  issue  as  to  whether  property  was  In- 
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eluded  In  a  bill  of  sale  given  and  subsequently 
delivered  by  a  person  since  deceased  an  entry 
in  the  decedent's  book  of  accounts  made  be- 
tween the  periods  of  the  execution  of  the  bill 
of  sale  and  its  delivery  Is  admissible  for  the 
decendent's  personal  representatives.  Ryle  T. 
Haggle,  1  Jac.  &  W.  234. 

2.  Rule  under  8tatute$. 

In  some  of  the  states  there  are  statutes  (as, 
for  instance,  in  Connecticut,  Gen.  Stat.  I 
1094)  expressly  providing  that  the  account 
books  of  a  deceased  person,  in  which  the  en- 
tries are  in  his  own  handwriting,  are  admissi- 
ble In  an  action  by  his  administrator  to  recover 
the  amount  of  an  account,  as  written  entries 
of  a  deceased  person.  Setchel  y.  Kelgwin,  57 
Conn.  473,  18  Atl.  504. 

And  under  this  Connecticut  statute  entries 
in  the  books  of  a  deceased  United  States  mar- 
shal, consisting  of  entries  of  warrants  against, 
and  accounts  In  favor  of,  him,  offered  and  iden- 
tified as  such  by  his  administratrix  suing  to  re- 
cover the  balance  shown  by  those  hooka,  are 
competent  evidence  in  favor  of  the  administra- 
trix.    Kinney  v.  United  States,  64  Fed.  813. 

And  a  memorandum  book  kept  by  a  decedent 
while  In  the  employ  of  another,  containing  fre- 
quent entries  under  their  respective  dates,  of 
bis  transactions  under  the  contract  of  employ- 
ment, and  of  certain  expenditures  for  the  board 
of  himself  and  an  assistant,  with  sundry  items 
of  a  more  general  character,  are  admissible  In 
an  action  by  bis  executrix  to  recover  for  the 
work  and  labor  performed  under  the  contract 
of  employment,  and  for  the  moneys  expended  by 
him  for  board  while  he  was  in  the  service  of 
the  defendant  or  was  holding  himself  in  readi- 
ness to  perform  such  services  in  accordance 
with  the  contract,  but  was  prevented  from  so 
doing  in  consequence  of  defendant's  default. 
Douglas  V.  Chapin,  26  Conn.  76. 

It  Is  not  necessary  to  the  admissibility  of  en- 
tries In  books  of  account  kept  by  deceased  per- 
sons under  the  Connecticut  statute  that  they 
should,  in  express  terms,  refer  to  the  matter 
in  controversy  ;  It  is  sufUcient  if  they  can  be 
shown  by  other  evidence  to  do  so.  Peck  v. 
Pierce.  63  Conn.  810,  28  Atl.  524.  This  was 
an  action  on  a  note  given  by  a  decedent,  which 
his  executors  claimed  was  given  as  part  of 
the  cunsideratlon  of  a  purchase  of  land  by  the 
defendant,  and  that  it  had  been  paid :  and  to 
support  this  claim  they  offered  an  account  book 
of  the  decedent  in  his  handwriting,  containing 
entries  showing  the  purchase  of  property  by 
him  and  payments  made  thereon,  one  of  which 
was  an  Item  corresponding  in  amount  to  the 
note ;  and,  although,  standing  alone,  the  entries 
showed  no  reference  to  the  note,  the  date  and 
other  evidence  made  it  clear  that  the  entries  re- 
ferred to  the  purchase  of  the  land  for  which 
the  defendants  claimed  the  note  was  given  In 
part  payment,  and  read  In  the  light  of  that 
other  evidence  the  entries  stated  the  price  of 
the  property,  the  amount  of  the  price,  and  to  a 
certain  extent  the  mode  of  payment,  and  the 
amount  which  made  up  the  full  price. 

Again,  an  Arkansas  statute  (Dig.  |i  2803-94) 
makes  the  book  of  accounts  of  a  deceased  per- 
son, when  proved  to  be  regularly  and  fairly 
kept,  evidence  in  favor  of  his  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator :  but  a  detached  piece  of  paper  hav- 
ing on  It  items  for  services  rendered,  found 
amongst  the  papers  of  a  deceased  person,  is  not 
a  book  of  original  entry  within  its  meaning, 
although  that  may  have  been  the  mode  In  which 
the  deceased  kept  his  accounts,  and  there  is 
satisfactory  evidence  that  he  had  the  reputa- 
tion of  keeping  correct  books,  and  attached  to 
the  paper  is  the  aCidavlt  of  a  third  person  that 
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he  bad  seen  the  paper  In  decedent's  possession  (  left  the  state  and  Is  a  nonresident,  are  admlssi 


In  his  lifetime,  and  had  found  it  amongst  his 
papers.  Mathews  v.  Sanders,  15  Ark.  255, 
where  the  court  said  that  the  leading  Idea  of 
this  statute  is  that  books  of  original  entries  shall 
in  all  cases  be  produced. 

So,  in  an  action  to  recover  money  which  the 
plaintiff  claims  the  defendant's  testator  had 
deposited  in  bank,  but  had  afterwards  with- 
drawn, entries  made  by  the  defendant's  testa- 
tor in  his  private  memorandum  book,  of 
moneys  paid  by  him  to  the  plaintiff,  are  not  ad- 
misf^ible  for  the  defendant,  either  as  an  account 
book  under  the  Tennessee  statute,  or  as  entries 
made  in  oiflcial  or  professional  employment,  or 
by  a  party  since  deceased  against  his  own  In- 
terest.    Callaway  v.  McMillian,  11  Ileisk.  557. 

Where  an  administrator  takes  the  North  Caro- 
lina book-debt  oath,  and  swears  that  the  orig- 
inal entry  in  his  intestate's  book  coming  to 
his  hands  is  in  the  handwriting  of  a  person 
who  has  not  been  heard  of  for  seven  years,  but 
for  w^hom  he  has  made  diligent  inquiry,  and 
that  he  knows  of  no  one  who  can  prove  the 
handwriting,  the  account  Is  sufficiently  proved 
to  be  admitted  in*  evidence.  Stevelie  v.  Green- 
lee. 12  N.  C.  (1  Dev.  L.)  817. 

And  proof  that  the  books  were  the  only  booki 
kept  by  the  decedent :  that  settlements  had  been 
made  with  numerous  persons  who  had  found 
them  correct,  is  a  sufficient  compliance  with 
the  Illtnuis  statute  to  warrant  their  admission 
in  evidence  against  one  who,  on  examination 
before  any  controversy  arose,  made  no  objec- 
tion.    Patrick  v.  Jack,  82  III.  81. 

c.  Entries  hy  party  who  has  since  become  in- 

sane. 

The  book  of  original  entries  of  an  Insane  de- 
f«lidant,  offered  In  evidence  by  his  guardian, 
and  proved  to  be  in  his  handwriting,  is  admissi- 
ble in  support  of  the  plea  of  set-off  to  the  ac- 
count sued  on  interposed  by  the  guardian,  in 
connection  with  the  guardian's  testimony  that 
the  book  came  to  his  hands  as  the  genuine  and 
only  book  of  accounts  of  the  defendant,  and 
that  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  and  belief 
the  entries  therein  were  original  and  contem- 
poraneous with  the  transactions  entered,  and 
that  the  charges  were  unpaid ;  and  it  Is  error 
for  the  court  to  reject  the  book  on  the  ground 
that  it  is  Inadmissible  without  the  oath  of  the 
defendant.  Holbrook  y.  Gay,  6  Cush.  215. 
"The  case  assumes,"  said  the  court,  "that  the 
party  has  not  the  exercise  of  his  mental  pow- 
ers, and  that,  to  all  practical  purposes,  these 
arc  for  the  time  being  extinguished.  This  as 
subRtantially  dlsqualihes  the  party  from  giving 
bis  own  suppletory  oath  as  actual  death.  The 
ts&me  necessity  which  Justifies  the  Introduction 
of  the  books  of  the  party,  and  especially  the 
various  cases  of  modification  of  the  rule  as  to 
such  entries,  and  its  adaptation  to  the  circum- 
stances and  mode  of  keeping  the  accounts,  alike 
seems  to  require  and  Justify  the  admission  of 
them  where  the  party  has  become  Incapacitated 
to  take  the  oath  by  reason  of  insanity." 

Whether  the  degree  of  insanity  of  a  party 
whose  book  of  accounts  is  offered  in  evidence 
by  his  guardian  is  such  as  to  Justify  the  admis- 
sion of  the  book  on  the  suppletory  oath  of  the 
l^uardtan.  is  a  question  which  must,  from  the 
nature  of  the  case,  be  left  to  the  sound  disore- 
tion  of  the  trial  Judge.  Holbrook  v.  Gay,  6 
Cush.  213. 

d.  Entries  in  parinrrtthip   hooks    by  absent  or 

deceased  partner. 


The  books  of  original  entries  of  a  partner- 
ship, kept  by  one  of  the  partners  who  has  since 
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ble  where  the  handwriting  of  the  absent  partner 
is  proved  by  a  disinterested  witness :  and  the 
fact  that  the  bookkeeper  was  a  copartner  makes 
no  difference  so  long  as  his  absence  is  shown 
and  hia  handwriting  proved.  Alter  v.  Berg- 
haus,  8  Watts,  77. 

So,  entries  made  in  the  regular  course  of 
business,  in  account  books  of  a  partnership,  by 
a  partner  who  has  since  gone  to  parts  unknown, 
and  hence  cannot  be  produced  in  court,  are  ad- 
missible In  evidence  in  favor  of  the  partnership 
without  the*  testimony  of  such  partner.  New 
Jlaven  &  N.  Co.  v.  Goodwin,  42  Conn.  2'M}. 
"The  same  necessity  therefore  existed  for  re- 
ceiving the  books  in  evidence  that  would  have 
existed  if  .  .  .  [the  absent  partner]  had 
been  dead  at  the  time  of  trial." 

And  the  account  books  of  a  firm,  consisting 
of  the  original  day  book  and  ledger  kept  by  one 
of  the  firm,  are  admissible  in  behalf  of  a  mem- . 
ber  succeeding  to  the  business  of  the  firm, 
where  it  clearly  appears  that  the  books  were 
duly  kept,  and  that  the  charges  entered  were 
correct,  and  a  delivery  of  almost  every  article 
of  the  goods  charged  is  shown  by  the  testimony 
of  the  memt>er  of  the  firm  offering  the  books, 
or  is  assented  to  by  the  purchaser,  although 
the  member  of  the  firm  by  whom  the  entry  was 
charged  is  not  present  to  testify  to  their  cor- 
rectness. Butler  V.  Cornwall  Iron  Co.  22  Conn. 
335.  "Why  should  It  be  considered  Indispensa- 
ble," said  the  court,  "that  the  bookkeeper 
should  be  present,  to  give  evidence  of  the  de- 
livery of  everything  entered  upon  the  books? 
He  cannot  remember  all,  and  in  many  casos. 
and  after  a  lapse  of  time  In  most,  could  only 
testify  to  the  fact  of  his  handwriting,  and  his 
practice  and  manner  of  delivery  and  charge  : 
and  in  this  case,  all  these  were  well  proved 
without  him.  If  [he]  .  .  .  had  been  pre- 
sent and  had  testified  only  from  the  books,  and 
not  from  his  recollection  of  the  sale  of  the  dis- 
puted Items,  the  books  would  have  been  re- 
ceived upon  no  more  satisfactory  evidence  of 
their  correctness  than  the  committee  had  with- 
out him,  and  only  as  raising  a  fair  presumption, 
in  the  absence  of  contradictory  evidence,  that 
all  the  entries  upon  them  had  been  as  truly 
made  as  those  which  had  been  so  fully  confirmed 
by  the  other  evidence,  and  this  was  ail  that 
was  claimed.  And,  as  raising  a  reasonable  be- 
lief that  such  was  the  truth,  we  have  no  doubt 
that  the  books.  In  connection  with  the  other  evi- 
dence, were  properly  received  and  considered 
by  the  committee.  It  is  certainly  true  that  if 
no  article  charged  an  book  can  be  allowed  with- 
out full.  Independent  proof  of  its  sale,  books 
of  account,  as  matters  of  evidence,  are  not  at 
all  necessary." 

And  the  testimony  of  a  member  of  a  firm 
that  the  books  offered  in  evidence  were  the 
books  of  the  firm  kept  by  him :  that  the  entries 
were  In  his  and  his  partner's  handwriting,  but 
chiefly  in  his  «wn :  that  to  the  best  of  his 
knowledge  and  belief  the  charges  therein  were 
Just  and  correct,  and  that  they  were  made  In 
connection  with  sales  in  the  usual  course  of 
their  business,  was  held  sufficient  in  Webb  v. 
Michener,  32  Minn.  48,  19  N.  W\  82.  to  render 
them  admissible  as  prima  facie  evidence  of  the 
sale  and  delivery  to  defendant  of  the  goods 
charged,  where  the  course  of  dealings  between 
the  parties  was  shown,  although  he  was  not 
able  to  Identify  the  particular  sales  which  were 
chiefly  made  by  the  other  partner,  since,  undt»r 
Minn.  Gen.  Stat.  1878,  chap.  73,  §  78.  it  is  no 
lonjjcr  necessary  to  authenticate  account  books 
by  the  suppletory  oath  of  the  person  who  act- 
ually made  the  entries.  And  see  Rex  ford  v. 
Conistock,  3  N.  Y.  Siipp.  877,  supra,  I.  b,  1. 
Walker  ▼.  Farkham,  3  McCord,  L.  295,  holds 
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that  one  of  the  copartners  Is  not  competent  to 
prove  the  entries  as  having  been  made  by  his 
copartner  on  the  ground  that  the  latter  Is  out 
of  the  state,  unless  It  be  clearly  proved  that 
he  Is  out  of  the  state ;  and  where  it  appears 
that,  although  a  nonresident,  he  is  within  the 
state  at  the  time  of  trial,  or  was  shortly  before, 
the  partner  present  is  not  competent. 

But  proof  of  entries  In  the  books  of  a  firm 
being  in  the  handwriting  of  a  deceased  copart- 
ner, and  of  their  being  made  in  the  regular 
and  usual  course  of  business,  was  held  sufficient 
In  Thomson  v.  Porter,  4  Strobh.  Eq.«58,  53  Am. 
Dec.  658,  to  raise  the  presumption  that  the 
goods  were  sold  and  delivered,  to  the  party 
charged. 

In  White  v.  Murphy,  3  Rich.  L.  369,  an  ac- 
tion of  assumpsit  by  a  surviving  partner  on  an 
open  account  due  to  the  copartnership,  against 
the  personal  representative  of  a  deceased  debt- 
or, the  statement  of  the  case  shows  that  the 
plaint! fC  was  permitted  to  prove  the  entries 
in  the  partnership  books  made  In  the  handwrit- 
ing of  his  deceased  copartner  to  which  defend- 
ant objected  and  for  which  he  asked  a  new 
trial ;  but  the  opinion  makes  no  mention  of  this 
question. 

Dooks  of  a  copartnership,  supported  by  the 
suppletory  oath  of  one  of  the  copartners,  should 
not  be  rejected  on  the  ground  that  It  appears 
that  some  of  the  entries  were  made  by  himself, 
and  some  by  his  copartner,  where  he  also  testi- 
fies that  all  the  goods  in  the  accounts  sued  on 
were  charged  by  himself  in  the  book.  Wheeler 
V.  Smith,  18  Wis.  632.  It  is  not  altogether 
clear  whether  the  court  means  to  simply  hold 
as  above  stated,  or  whether  It  means  the  part- 
nership books  are  admissible  on  the  suppletory 
oath  of  one  of  the  partners  notwithstanding 
that  It  may  appear  that  both  partners  made 
charges  in  the  books,  and  that  the  clause,  "that 
the  goods  In  the  account  sued  for  were  charged 
by  the  partner  making  the  oath,"  was  merely 
an  additional  reason  for  allowing  the  books  to 
go  in. 

And  in  an  action  by  a  surviving  partner  to 
recover  a  balance  for  work  done,  the  firm  book 
of  account  which  was  kept  by  the  deceased  part- 
ner is  admissible  in  evidence  upon  the  testi- 
mony of  the  survivor  that  the  entries  were 
transcribed  from  a  slate  at  short  Intervals ; 
that  these  memoranda  were  of  work  done  by 
himself  or  other  workmen ;  that  be  saw  the 
entries  about  the  time  they  were  made,  knew 
them  to  be  correct ;  and  that  he  believed  the 
book  produced  to  be  the  original.  Krom  v. 
Levy,  1  liun,  171. 

But  Romer  v.  Jaecksch,  39  Md.  585,  holds 
that  entries  made  In  the  course  of  business,  by 
a  deceased  partner,  are  not  admissible  In  evi- 
dence in  behalf  of  the  surviving  partner,  in  a 
suit  by  him  against  a  debtor  of  the  firm. 

And  Burr  v.  Byers,  10  Ark.  398,  52  Am.  Dec. 
239.  holds  that  entries  in  a  party's  book  of  ac- 
counts, made  by  one  who  is  held  ^ut  to  the  pub- 
lic as  his  partner,  and  is  so  regarded  by  the 
trading  community,  are  Inadmissible  Inhis  favor  ; 
that.  In  order  to  admit  entries  In  books  of  ac- 
counts made  by  a  person  other  than  the  mer- 
chant, and  who  is  at  the  time  of  the  trial  a  non- 
rcMideut,  it  must  be  made  to  appear  at  least 
that  he  would  have  been  a  competent  witness 
to  testify  between  the  parties  If  he  had  been 
present  at  the  trial.  And  the  rule  was  said  to 
be  the  same  even  if  the  entries  had  been  made 
by  one  who  has  since  died. 

e.  Entries  made  hjf  bookkeeper. 

1.  Rule  at  common  Jaw. 

(a)    Where  the   bookkeeper  i«   aeee»ffible. 

The  rule  at  common  law  as  to  entries  in 
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books  of  account  which  have  been  made  by  a 
person  other  than  the  party  himself  oiferlng  the 
books  Is  that  entries  so  made  In  the  ordinary 
course  of  business,  by  a  person  whose  duty  it 
w^as  to  make  them,  contemporaneously  with  the 
occurrence  of  the  transactions  recorded,  so  as 
to  form  a  part  of  the  rc«  ge»t<F,  are  competent 
evidence  where  the  entries  are  proved  by  the 
person  who  made  them,  If  he  be  alive  and  can 
be  produced.  House  v.  Beak,  141  III.  290.  30 
N.  E.  1063 ;  Burnham  v.  Adams.  5  Vt.  3l;i ; 
Tunno  v.  Rogers,  1  Bay,  480 ;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C. 
&  St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Noel,  77  Ind.  110 :  Taylor  v. 
Coleman,  20  Tex.  772 ;  Humphreys  v.  Spear, 
15  111.  275  ;  Young  v.  Luce.  30  N.  Y.  S.  U.  233, 
21  N.  Y.  Supp.  223 :  Dialogue  v.  Hooven,  7  Pa. 
327 :  Hodge  v.  Higgs,  2  Cranch.  C.  C.  552,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  6,558 ;  Burnham  v.  Chandler,  15  Tex. 
441. 

In  speaking  of  books  kept  by  a  clerk,  as  dis- 
tluf;u!shed  from  books  kept  by  the  party  him- 
self, the  court,  in  Burke  v.  Wolfe,  6  Jones  &  S. 
263,  said :  "Ivntrles  made  by  third  persons 
have  always  stood  upon  a  dlfi'erent  footing. 
To  be  admissible,  such  an  entry  must  be  one 
which  it  was  the  person's  duty  to  make,  or 
which  belonged  to  the  transaction,  as  part 
thereof,  or  which  was  its  usual  and  proper  con- 
comitant. The  person  making  it  must  either 
have  had  competent  knowledge  of  the  fact,  or 
It  must  have  been  a  part  of  his  duty  to  have 
known  It,  and  there  must  have  been  no  particu- 
lar motive  to  enter  that  transaction  falsely 
more  than  any  other,  and  the  entry  must  have 
been  made  at  <>r  about  the  time  of  the  trans- 
action recorded.  In  such  cases,  the  entry  it- 
self is  admitted  as  original  evidence,  being  part 
of  I  he  ret  gesta.  If  the  person  who  made  the 
entry  Is  living,  and  competent  to  testify,  he 
must  be  produced  (1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  115:  Wil- 
bur V.  Selden,  6  Cow.  162 ;  Brewster  v.  Doane, 
2  Hill,  537).  But  If  he  Is  called  as  a  witness  to 
the  fact,  the  entry  of  It  is  not  thereby  excluded. 
It  is  still  an  independent  and  original  circum- 
stance, to  be  weighed  with  others,  whether  it 
goes  to  corroborate  or  to  Impeach  the  testimony 
of  the  witness  who  made  It.  If  the  person  who 
made  the  entry  Is  dead,  or,  being  called,  has  no 
recollection  of  the  transaction,  but  testifies  to 
his  uniform  practice  to  make  all  his  entries 
truly,  and  at  the  time  of  each  transaction,  and 
has  no  doubt  of  the  accuracy  of  the  one  In 
question,  the  entry  is  considered  sufficient  as 
original  evidence,  and  not  hearsay,  to  estab- 
lish the  fact  in  question  (1  Greenl.  Ev.  |  113: 
Bank  of  Monroe  v.  Culver,  2  Hill.  531).  The 
admission  of  the  party's  own  shopbook.  kept  by 
a  clerk,  stands  upon  the  same  principles  which 
have  Just  been  considered.  The  books  must 
have  been  kept  for  the  purpose,  and  the  entries 
must  have  been  made  contemporaneously  with 
the  transactions  recorded,  and  by  the  perscm 
whose  duty  it  was,  for  the  time  being,  to  make 
them.     1  Greenl.  Ev.  $  117." 

But  In  Vinal  v.  Oilman,  21  W.  Va.  301,  45 
Am.  Rep.  562,  the  court  said :  "It  is  not  true 
that  the  allowing  of  the  original  entries  in 
books  made  at  the  time  the  transaction  oc- 
curred, In  the  usual  and  regular  course  of  busi- 
ness, by  a  party  having  personal  knowledge  of 
the  transaction  recorded,  is  permitted  only  from 
necessity:  on  the  contrary,  other  and  very 
strong  reasons  are  given  for  the  admission  of 
such  entries  as  evidence ;  first,  they  are  a  part 
of  the  r(s  gestfr ;  secondly,  general  convenience 
is  much  promoted  by  their  admission  as  evi- 
dence. These  reasons  would  lead  to  the  con- 
clusion that  such  entries  as  above  described, 
being  proved  to  possess  all  these  qualities, 
mlRht  properly  be  admitted  as  evidence  wheth- 
er the  person  who  made  them  is  produced  In 
court   or   not,   or   whether  his  absence   be  ae- 
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counted  for  or  not, — especially  If  It  were  proved 
that  his  booics  were  generally  correctly  kept. 
Those  entries  are  a  part  of  the  res  geata;  wheth- 
er he  be  present  at  the  trial  or  not,  and  the 
general  rule  Is,  that  all  the  res  gestw  may  and 
should  be  proved  to  promote  the  ends  of  Jus- 
tice. All  the  requisites  of  such  an  entry,  which 
we  have  specified  above,  may  be  proved  by 
others  to  exist,  as  well  as  by  the  bookkeeper. 
Others  may  prove  the  entry  to  have  been  an 
original  entry,  made  at  the  time  and  in  the 
regular  course  of  business,'  by  one  acquainted 
with  the  transaction  recorded  In  the  entry. 
Surely  such  an  entry,  as  a  part  of  these  res 
yesfo',  is  in  itself  valuable  evidence  in  our 
search  for  truth,  even  when  unaided  by  the 
evidence  of  the  bookkeeper ;  and  it  is  regarded 
by  the  courts,  as  the  decisions  show,  as  legiti- 
mate evidence,  though  the  bookkeeper  in  no 
manner  supports  it  by  his  testimony,  as  when 
he  testifies  that  he  has  no  recollection  of  the 
facts  which  are  recorded  in  the  entry,  and  only 
testifies  to  Its  having  been  made  by  him  under 
the  circumstances  we  have  pointed  out.  This 
couid,  of  course,  have  been  proved  by  others." 

And  the  books  and  memoranda  of  a  party, 
made  by  his  clerks  or  agents,  are  admissible 
In  evidence  if  the  entries  were  made  in  the  regu- 
lar course  of  business,  and  verified  by  the  oaths 
of  the  persons  who  made  them  as  correct, 
though  they  have  no  exact  recollection  of  the 
facts  at  the  time  of  the  trial.  Nugent  v.  Mar- 
tin (Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas.)   (White  &  W.)  §  1176. 

So,  on  nn  issue  as  to  the  quantity  of  timber 
drawn,  a  book  of  the  teamster  who  drew  the 
timber  is  competent.  In  connection  with  his 
testimony  that  he  took  down  upon  a  slate  the 
quantity  in  each  stick  which  had  been  measured, 
and  added  up  the  several  quantities,  and  gave 
their  sum  to  his  wife  or  daughter,  who  entered 
it  In  his  presence  upon  the  t)ook  in  question, 
and  that  he  then  looked  at  the  entry  on  the 
book  and  saw  that  it  was  correct,  to  show  the 
quantity  hauled  by  him.  Pillsbury  v.  Locke, 
33  X.  H.  96,  66  Am.  Dec.  711. 

But  a  book  of  accounts  of  a  party  who  cannot 
write,  kept  regularly  every  day  by  his  wife  un- 
der his  direction,  is  inadmissible  in  his  favor  in 
connection  with  his  suppletory  oath.  Luce  v. 
Doane,  3S  Me.  478. 

And  where  it  appears  that  the  entries  in  a 
book  of  a  shopkeeper  who  had  himself  sold  and 
delivered  the  goods  to  the  party  charged  were 
made,  not  by  a  regular  clerk,  but  by  a  friend 
who  performed  that  service  occasionally  for  the 
shopkeeper,  but  who  w;as  not  present  when  the 
goods  were  sold  and  delivered,  the  entries  being 
made  in  the  evening  of  the  day,  the  book  is  in- 
admissible to  prove  the  account.  Harris  v. 
Caldwell,  McMull.  L.  133. 

Again,  the  scratch  or  book  of  original  en- 
tries of  a  bank  is  admissible  in  evidence  in  favor 
of  the  t>ank  to  prove  the  amount  of  a  deposit, 
In  an  action  against  the  bank  for  such  deposit, 
where  the  cashier  who  made  the  entries  testi- 
fies that  the  book  was  regularly  kept  and  the 
entries  there  made  correct.  Johnson  v.  Farm- 
ers' Bank,  1  Ilarr.  (Del.)  117. 

And  the  bank's  ledger,  cash  book,  and  balance 
book,  kept  in  the  transaction  of  its  business 
as  a  bank,  and  showing  the  transaction  with 
the  defendant,  accompanied  by  evidence  that 
they  were  correctly  kept,  that  the  entries  were 
made  and  the  books  written,  up  each  day  from 
the  checks  of  the  customers  and  tickets  of  the 
teller,  and  that  the  books  were  balanced  each 
day  to  verify  their  accuracy,  are  admissible  in 
favor  of  the  bank.  Uobinson  v.  Smith,  111 
Mo.  205,  20  S.  W.  29,  Affirming  50  Mo.  App. 
630  :  Smith  V.  Beattie,  57  Mo.  281. 

So,  an  entry  made  by  a  clerk  in  a  book  of  a 
bank,  of  a  deposit,  made  immediately  before  an 
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entry  by  him  of  the  same  deposit  In  the  de- 
positor's bank  book,  or  of  the  making  of  the 
certificate  of  deposit,  and  supported  by  the  oath 
of  the  clerk,  is  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  to- 
gether with  the  depositor's  book  and  the  testi- 
mony of  the  clerk.  Farmers'  &  M.  Bank  v. 
Boraef,  1  Ilawle,  152 ;  Meighen  v.  The  Bank, 
25  I'a.  288. 

And  entries  and  memoranda  made  by  th« 
cashier  in  the  usual  course  of  business  and  in 
accordance  with  his  uniform  practice  to  truly 
make  them  at  the  time  the  transactions  oc- 
curred, and  concerning  which  he  testifies  that 
he  has  no  doubt  they  were  so  made,  are  admis- 
sible in  evidence,  although  he  has  no  recollec- 
tion of  the  facts  or  transactions  to  which  they 
relate.     Bank  of  Monroe  v.  Culver.  2  Hill,  531. 

And  in  a  suit  between  the  receiver  of  a  na- 
tional bank  and  a  stockholder,  the  books  of  the 
bank  identified  as  such  by  the  cashier  and  book- 
keepers and  by  the  receiver,  and  many  of  the 
entries  in  which  are  proved  by  the  persons  who 
made  them,  are  competent  evidence  for  the  re- 
ceiver to  establish  acts  of  the  corporation,  and 
to  show  its  financial  condition  at  a  certain 
time.  Hayden  v.  Williams,  37  C.  C.  A.  479,  96 
Fed.  279. 

A  bank's  cash  book  and  ledger,  introduced 
without  objection  as  its  account  books,  are 
prima  facie  evidence  of  the  charges  therein  con- 
tained, though  the  preliminary  proof  would 
not  have  entitled  them  to  be  introduced  in  evi- 
dence had  objection  I>een  made.  Branch  v. 
Dawson,  36  Minn.  193,  30  N.  W.  545. 

In  Union  Bank  v.  Call,  5  Fla.  409.  it  was  held 
that  entries  in  the  books  of  a  bank  kept  by  the 
cashier  and  other  officers  are  no  evidence  of 
rights  against  strangers,  whatever  weight  they 
may  have  as  against  the  ,bank  or  its  members. 

For  other  cases  illustrating  this  rule  from 
the  point  of  view  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  au- 
thentication    by     the     bookkeeper,     see     infra, 

vin.  e. 

But  an  account  book  is  not  admissible  when 
the  person  who  made  the  entries  is  not  called 
to  verify  them.  Skipworth  v.  Deyell,  83  Hun, 
307,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  918;  Burnham  v.  Chand- 
ler, 15  Tex.  441 :  Ford  v.  St.  Louis,  K.  &  N.  W. 
R.  Co.  64  Iowa,  723,  7  N.  W.  126. 

Nor  is  an  invoice  book  and  lodger  purport- 
ing to  show  amounts  and  prices  of  coal  fur- 
nished, based  upon  reports  from  tlie  mines,  not 
verified  by  the  persons  who  anade  the  entries, 
and  a  statement  of  the  account  Including  pay- 
ments and  the  balance  due,  admissible  al- 
though there  is  some  testimony  from  persons 
who  have  settled  with  him  according  to  his 
books  that  he  kept  them  correctly,  where  the 
bookkeepers  are  not  produced  and  are  not 
show^n  to  be  beyond  the  Jurisdictian  of  the 
court.  Shipman  v.  Glynn,  31  App.  Div.  425, 
52  N.  Y.  Supp.  691. 

An  entry  in  an  account  book,  made  by  a  clerk 
living  at  the  time  of  its  offer  as  evidence,  is 
not  admissible  In  favor  of  the  party  keeping 
the  book,  although  there  is  the  preliminary 
proof  that  the  entry  was  in  the  regular  course 
of  business,  and  contemporaneous  with  the 
sale  of  the  articles  charged.  Weadley  v.  Toney, 
24  Mo.  App.  304. 

And  the  books  of  a  bank  are  not  rendered  ad- 
missible in  an  action  against  a  customer  to 
recover  an  alleged  balance  due,  merely  by  the 
testimony  of  a  stranger  that  they  are  the  books 
of  the  bank,  where  no  attempt  was  made  to 
prove  the  original  entries  by  the  clerks  who 
made  them,  or  to  show  that  the  entries  were  in 
their  handwriting,  or  to  account  for  their  ab- 
sence.    White  V.  Ambler,  8  N.  Y.  170. 

In  Connecticut,  except  in  actions  of  book 
debt  and  kindred  proceedings  in  law  and  equi- 
ty, for  the  adjustment  of  matters  of  account* 
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account  books  have  never  been  received  unless  j  men,   or  their  marks  with   their  names  filled 


the  clerk  or  per8<»n  making  the  entries,  if  living, 
and  within  the  JiwJsdlction,  was  called  to  veri- 
fy them  ;  if  dead  of  beyond  reach  or  incompe- 
tent to  testify,  his  testimony  is  dispensed  with 
€s  necessitate.  Thus,  ^  a  proceeding  to  com- 
pel a  conveyance  to  plaint^^  of  land,  the  title  of 
which  is  in  defendant,  ai^J  for  an  injunction 
on  the  ground  that  the  land  was  bought  by  de- 
fendant for  plaintiff's  benefit  find  paid  for  by 
him,  plaintiff's  book  of  account  i&  not  admissi- 
ble in  his  behalf,  to  show  that  tks  land  was 
bought  with  his  money,  where  the  bpok  was 
kept  and  the  entries  made  by  a  clerk  now  liv- 
ing, and  residing  at  the  place  of  trial,  and^^ho 
is  a  competent  witness,  and  who  was  not  caTi^ 


is  no  proof  of  his  handwriting.  Bartholomew 
V.  Farwell,  41  Conn.  107.  In  this  case,  plain- 
tiCTs  relied  with  some  confidence  on  the  case  of 
liutier  V.  Cornwall  Iron  Co.  22  Conn.  336,  as 
fin  authority  in  favor  of  the  admissibility  of 
the  evidence,  but  the  court  said  that  In  the  lat- 
ter case  the  rule  claimed  by  them  obtained  only 
In  the  exceptional  cases  and  forms  of  remedy 
referred  to.  The  bill  in  that  case  was  for  a 
disclosure  and  an  accounting,  and  the  question 
was  whether  the  petitioner's  books,  kept  by  one 
of  themselves,  who  was  absent  from  the  state 
at  the  time  of  trial,  were  admissible  to  prove 
the  sale  and  delivery  of  certain  articles  there- 
in charged.  The  court  there  expressly  likened 
the  offer  to  introduce  the  party's  books  to  the 
offer  to  introduce  them  in  the  action  of  book  debt 
in  which  they  are  always  admitted,  and  the 
reasoning  of  the  court  is  predicated  on  the 
legal  analogy  between  the  two  forms  of  ac- 
tion and  the  long-established  practice  of  ad- 
mitting this  kind  of  evidence  in  the  latter. 
The  entries  in  the  petitioner's  books  may,  per- 
haps, be  said  not  to  have  been  offered  to  prove 
a  fact  strictly  collateral  to  the  issue.  But  on 
a  bill  praying  for  an  Injunction  and  a  decree 
for  the  conveyance  of  the  title  to  land,  which 
was  the  case  in  Bartholomew  v.  Farwell,  the 
court  held  that,  to  hold  the  entries  made  by  a 
third  person  in  the  account  books  of  the  party 
tending  to  show  that  the  petitioners  were  the 
equitable  owners  of  the  land  In  controversy, 
though  materially  corroborated,  proved  them- 
selves by  mere  representation  of  the  books 
without  the  oath  of  the  person  making  them 
when  living,  and  competent  to  testify,  and  at 
hand  at  the  time  and  place  of  trial,  would  be 
making  a  serious  departure;  and  that  the  fact 
that  he  was  not  called,  if  not  suspicious,  was 
entirely  unexplained,  and  that  the  books  with- 
out his  verification  were  inadmissible. 

But  on  a  proceeding  to  set  aside  a  mortgage 
as  fraudulent  and  void,  for  want  of  a  valid 
consideration,  the  mortgagee's  books  are  admis- 
sible in  his  behalf  for  the  purpose  of  proving 
an  Indebtedness  secured  by  the  mortgage,  where 
his  bookkeeper  testifies  that  the  book  produced 
was  regularly  kept,  and  that  the  entries  made 
therein  were  made  by  him  in  the  usual  course 
of  business.     Weeden  v.  Ilawes,  10  Conn.  50. 

In  Sterrett  v.  Bull,  1  Binn.  237,  an  action  to 
recover  the  price  of  pig  iron  sold  and  delivered, 
plaintifTs.  to  prove  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the 
Iron,  offered  In  evidence  a  book  sworn  to  by 
one  of  the  plaintifi's  as  their  book  of  original 
entries  kept  principally  by  two  of  three  clerks. 
After  the  book  was  admitted  it  appeared  that 
whan  was  called  an  entry  was  an  agreement 
written  in  the  book  as  follows:  "We  the  sub- 
scribers do  promise  to  deliver  (defendant)  the 
number  of  tons  of  pig  iron  to  our  respective 
names  annexed  /'  under  which  was  a  schodule 
presenting  dlflPerent  columns  wherein  were  writ- 
ten the  date  and  quantity  of  Iron  delivered  and 
the  signatures  of  certain  persons  said  to  bo  cart- 
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In  by  the  clerk.  It  was  shown  that  the  custo- 
mary mode  of  charging  pig  Iron  delivered  was 
the  one  pursued  in  this  case.  It  was  con- 
tended that  the  entry  was  not  an  entry  properly 
so  called,  but  that  it  appeared  to  be  a  common 
receipt ;  but  the  court  held  that,  even  if  It 
could  be  considered  as  an  entry  made  by  the 
clerk,  he  should  have  been  produced,  or  proof 
tnade  that  he  was  dead  or  beyond  the  reach  of 
the  court. 

In  I.*skl€  V.  Kern,  2  W.  N.  C.  676,  a  scire 
facias  on  a  mechanic's  lien,  the  plaintiff  at- 
tempted to  show  the  amount  paid  to  laborers 
by  a  book  of  original  entries  kept  by  his  book- 
keeper, as  to  which  the  testimony  was  that  the 


to  authenticate  the  book  and  entries,  and  thei^Jjofeman  in  charge  of  the  work  kept  no  payroll, 

flWJt  noted  the  number  of  men,  their  time,  etc., 
on"^eces  of  paper,  from  which  he  made  up  his 
returit  jn  the  evening  to  the  bookkeeper,  who 
entered  <he  same  in  the  book,  but  with  no 
names  att^hed  ;  but  It  was  held  that  the  book 
was  not  ac^jsslble  because  it  was  not  supple- 
mented by  a  ^iSiJje  book  or  payroll  containing 
the  names  of  the  W>orkmen. 

In  an  action  of  ass^^mpsit  to  recover  for  work 
and  materials  furnish><i  *»  the  construction 
of  a  railroad  for  the  defen<J"»ts.  check  rolls  or 
accounts  of  the  number  ?>'  <Jays'  work  per- 
formed by  the  plaintifTs  eiSP^oyees  are  Inad- 
missible on  behalf  of  the  plaijntiff  to  fix  the 
amount  of  labor  done,  when  nolk  P*"**^^  ^^  *^°* 
oath  of  the  agent  who  made  the  ct^J^'^^  ^^  ^^^,[ 


the  accounts,  if  such  agent  be  livu 
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it   was   held   error   to   admit   entries    nia^ 
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plaintiff's  original  books  of  account  by  his  <^  ' 
as  evidence  of  the  facts  stated  in  such  entX*®- 
In  BralA  v.  Preece,  11  Mees.  &  W.  773.  ^ 
action  for  coal  sold  and  delivered,  it  appear^ 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  one  of  plaintiff's  work^ 
men  at  the  coal  pit  to  notify  the  foreman  of^ 
coal  that  was  sold.  The  foreman  was  not 
present  when  the  coal  was  delivered,  and,  being 
unable  to  write,  employed  a  third  person  to 
make  the  entries  In  the  plaintiff's  books  from 
what  he  told  that  person.  Both  the  workmen 
and  the  foreman  were  dead ;  but,  in  order  to 
prove  the  delivery  of  the  coal,  the  person  who 
made  the  entries  In  the  books  was  called  as  a 
witness,  who  produced  the  book,  and  stated  that 
he  made  it  under  the  foreman's  directions,  and 
that  every  evening  he  read  over  the  entries  to 
the  foreman.  There  was  evidence  that  the  coal 
had  been  delivered  to  the  defendant,  but  plain- 
tiffs books  did  not  show  that  it  had  been  paid 
for.  The  defendant's  witnesses  proved  that 
they  had  seen  him  get  the  coal  and  pay  for  it  in 
various  instances.  In  reply  the  plaintiff  pro- 
posed to  recall  certain  witnesses  who  had  been 
previously  examined :  but  the  court  rejected  the 
entries  in  the  books. 

(b)   Where  the  bookkc€i)er  is  not  accessible. 

The  rule  as  to  a  book  of  entries  which  were 
made  by  a  bookkeeper  regularly  employed  as 
such,  who  is  at  the  time  of  the  trial  beyond  the 
Jurisdiction  of  the  court.  Is  that  the  entries 
are.  If  otherwise  unobjectionable,  within  tlie 
rules  shown  in  the  preceding  section.  admiKsi- 
ble  upon  proof  of  the  fact  of  the  absence  of 
the  bookkeeper  and  of  his  handwriting.  Burn- 
ham  V.  Chandler.  15  Tex.  441 :  Kims  v.  Chevia, 
2  McCord  L.  349 :  James  v.  Wharton,  3  Mc- 
Lean. 402,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7.1  S7:  Garabrant  v. 
Wood.  4  ra.  Super.  Ct.  ."^Ol  :  Boiling  v.  Fan- 
nin, 97  Ala.  619,  12  St).  •'>}).  Overruling  Moore 
V.  Andrews,   5   Port.   (Ala.)    107. 

And   It   was  so  held   in   Hay   v.   Kramer,   2 
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Walts  &  S.  137,  although  his  absence  was  not 
conclusively  shown,  and,  If  absent,  he  was  only 
so  temporarily.  In  this  case  the  proof  was 
that  the  bookkeeper,  although  a  resident  of 
the  state,  had  been  seen,  eight  weeks  before,  in 
a  distant  city  in  another  state,  and  the  objec- 
tion was  that  proof  that  he  was  absent  eight 
weeks  before  was  not  sufficient ;  but  the  court 
said  that,  although  it  did  not  appear  positively 
that  he  was  out  of  the  state,  yet  from  the  whole 
evidence  it  might  perhaps  be  sufficient  for  the 
co^xt  to  presume  it. 

So,   also,   where  he  is   beyond  the   reach  of 
the  process  of  the  court,  and  not  accessible  to 
a  commission.     Ueiskeil  v.  Rollins,  82  Md.  14, 
.  ;i3  Atl.  263. 

Or  where  he  Is  a  nonresident  of  the  state,  or 
is  unable  to  be  produced  as  a  witness  for  any 
other  good  reason.  Vinal  ▼.  Gilman,  21  W. 
Va.  301,  4.-3  Am.  Rep.  562. 

And  entries  proved  to  be  in  the  handwriting 
of  a  clerk,  and  to  have  been  made  in  the  regular 
course  of  business,  were  held  admissible,  in 
Reynolds  v.  Manning,  15  Md.  510,  without 
proof  of  his  death,  w  lie  re  he  was  a  foreigner 
by  birth,  and  remained  in  this  country  but  a 
few  years,  and  then  returned  home,  and  when 
last  heard  from  more  than  three  years  since 
was  In  Australia. 

But  in  Little  Rock  Granite  Co.  v.  Dallas 
County,  13  C.  C.  A.  620,  30  U.  S.  55,  66  Fed. 
522.  to  prove  the  amount  expended  by  the 
county  in  remedying  defects  in  material  sup- 
plied to  It  by  the  plaintiff,  the  county  intro- 
duced In  evidence  the  ledger  or  time  l)ook  kept 
by  the  person  in  charge  of  the  work,  and  pur- 
porting to  show  the  time  during  which  laborers 
worked  and  the  sums  that  were  paid  to  them, 
supplemented  by  the  evidence  of  the  deputy 
clerk  of  the  county  court  to  the  effect  that  such 
other  person  was  in  charge  of  the  laborers,  that 
it  was  his  duty  to  keep  such  a  book,  that  he 
was  a  careful  bookkeeper  and  kept  correct  ac- 
counts, and  that  he  was  then  living  in  another 
state.  It  was  held  that  the  books  stood  on  the 
same  footing  as  the  account  books  of  a  mer- 
chant, and  that  it  was  inadmissible  without  the 
evidence  of  the  foreman  who  kept  the  book, 
which  could  have  been  obtained,  as  to  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  entries. 

In  Vermont  it  is  competent  for  the  plaintiff 
before  the  auditors  on  a  hearing  of  an  action 
on  book  account,  to  show  that  many  of  the 
charges  against  the  defendant  fn  the  plain- 
tiff's book  were  in  the  handwriting  of  persons 
who  were  clerks  of  plaintiff  when  the  charges 
were  made,  and  that  such  clerks  were,  and 
had  been  for  a  long  time  previous  to  the  trial, 
out  of  the  state.  Cummings  ▼.  Fullam,  13  Yt. 
434. 

Hut  in  North  Carolina  It  has  been  held  that 
entries  in  a  book  of  accounts  by  a  clerk  are  not 
competent  as  against  the  party  charged.  "They 
are  not  under  oath  and  not  subject  to  cross- 
examination.  The  clerk  himself  must  be  pro- 
duced. If  his  memory  be  at  fault  it  may  be 
that  he  can  refresh  it  by  his  entries — that  is 
all."     Sloan  v.  McDowell,  75  N.  C.  29. 

And  in  Kennedy  v.  Fairman,  2  N.  C.  (1 
Hayw.)  458,  assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and  de- 
livered, plaintiff  offered  a  deposition  taken  in 
Maryland  proving  the  entries  in  his  books  to 
be  In  the  handwriting  of  his  clerk,  who  at  the 
time  of  the  deposition  was  out  of  the  country ; 
but  it  was  held  that  the  evidence  was  improper 
and  ought  not  to  be  recpived,  on  the  ground 
tliat  a  party  might  have  his  clerk  make  what 
entry  he  nlea8«»s  and  to  what  amount  also  he 
plenses,  and  then  leave  the  country,  the  entries 
enabling  the  iirlncipal  to  recover  the  money 
contained  In  th'*m  by  merely  proving  the  hand- 
writing of  the  clerk. 
62  L.  R.  A. 


And  Whitfield  t.  Walk,  3  N.  C.  (2  Hayw.) 
24,  an  action  upon  an  account  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered  in  which  it  appeared  that  tha 
entries  were  made  in  the  handwriting  of  the 
clerk,  who  was  at  the  time  of  the  trial  a  non- 
resident of  the  state,  held  that  proof  of  the 
handwriting  of  the  clerk  and  of  his  absence 
from  the  state  were  not  admissible. 

And  in  an  action  by  a  private  banking  corpo" 
ration  against  a  depositor  to  recover  an  over- 
draft, the  books  of  account  kept  by  the  bank 
of  the  dealings  between  It  and  the  defendant  are 
not  evidence  for  the  bank.  State  Bank  ▼. 
Clark,  8  N.  C.   (1  Hawks)   36. 

Brewster  v.  Doane,  2  Hill,  537,  held  that 
entries  made  by  a  clerk  in  an  account  book  can- 
not be  given  in  evidence  merely  on  the  ground 
that  the  clerk  is  beyond  the  Jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  but  may  upon  proof  of  his  death. 

(c)   Where   the   bookkeeper  U  insane. 

Where  the  clerk  who  made  the  entries  in  a 
book  offered  in  evidence  is  insane,  the  book 
Is  admissible  on  proof  of  his  handwriting. 
Union  Bank  v.  Knapp.  3  Pick,  96,  15  Am.  Dec* 
181  ;  Boiling  y.  Fannin,  97  Aia.  619,  12  So. 
59,  dictum, 

(d)    Where  the  bookkeeper  is  dead,        ^ 

If  the  entries  were  made  by  a  clerk  or  book- 
keeper who  has  since  deceased,  the  books  are 
admissible  on  proving  the  accounts  to  be  in  the 
handwriting  of  such  clerk  or  bookkeeper,  and 
also  proving  his  death.  Burnham  v.  Adams,  5 
Vt.  313 ;  Gale  v.  Norris,  2  McLean,  469,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  5,190:  Dakin  v.  Walton,  85  Hun,  561, 
33  N.  Y.  Supp.  203  ;  Lewis  v.  Norton,  1  Wash. 
(Va.)  76;  Reynolds  v.  Manning,  15  Md.  510; 
Clarke  v.  Magruder,  2  Harr.  &  J.  77 ;  King  v. 
Maddux,  7  Harr.  &  J.  467 ;  Bland  v.  Warren, 
65  N.  C.  372  ;  Stroud  v.  Tilton.  3  Keyes,  139,  ' 
4  Abb.  App.  Dec.  324  :  Batre  v.  Simpson,  4  Ala. 
305 ;  Bank  of  Montgomery  v.  P.lannett,  37  Ala. 
£22;  Elliott  ▼.  Dycke,  78  Ala,  158,  80  Ala. 
376;  Clemens  v.  Fatten,  9  Port.  (Ala.)  289; 
Everly  v.  Bradford,  .4  Ala.  371 :  Boiling  v. 
Fannin,  97  Ala.  619,  12  So.  59;  Vinal  v.  Gil- 
man,  21  W.  Va.  301,  45  Am.  Rep.  562 ;  Living- 
ston V.  Tyler,  14  Conn.  493. 

Price  V.  Torrington,  1  Salk.  285,  2  Ld.  Raym. 
873,  the  leading  case  in  England  on  this  ques- 
tion, was  an  action  for  beer  sold  and  delivered, 
and  the  evidence  given  to  charge  the  defendant 
was  that  the  usual  way  of  the  plaintiff's  dealing 
was  that  the  draymen  came  every  night  to  the 
clerk  of  the  brew  house  and  gave  him  an  ac- 
count of  the  beer  they  had  delivered,  which  he 
set  down  in  a  book  kept  for  that  purpose  to 
which  the  draymen  set  their  hand :  tliat  the 
drayman  was  dead  who  delivered  the  beer  in 
question,  but  his  handwriting  was  proved ;  and 
this  was  held  good  evidence  of  the  delivery  ; 
otherwise  of  the  shop  book  itself  singly,  with- 
out more. 

So,  in  Pitman  v.  Maddoz,  2  Salk.  690.  1  Ld. 
Raym.  732,  indebituttis  assumpsit  on  a  tailor's 
bill,  a  shop  book  was  allowed  In  evidence  on 
proof  that  the  servant  who  wrote  the  book 
was  dead,  and  of  his  handwriting,  and  that 
he  was  accustomed  to  make  the  entries :  and 
no  proof  was  required  of  the  delivery  of  the 
goods.  Holt,  Ch.  J.,  said  that  it  was  as  good 
evidence  as  the  proof  of  the  witness's  hand  to 
an  obligation;  and  he  held  that,  although  the 
statute  7  Jac.  I.  chap.  12,  says  that  a  shop 
book  shall  not  be  evidence  after  the  year,  etc., 
it  Is  not  of  Itself  evidence  within  the  year. 

And  evidence  Is  admissible  to  prove  the  band* 
writing  of  a  clerk  since  deceased  in  entries  on 
bis  employer's  books.     Hunter  v.  Smlfh,  6  Mart. 


£66 


Vermont  SuPREiis  Ck>nRT. 


Aug., 


N.  8.  851.  The  court  aaid  this  Instance  Is 
stated  in  all  the  elementary  books  of  evidence 
to  illustrate  the  cases  In  which  plaintiff  may 
prove  his  claim  by  entries  when  on  books. 

And  where  the  book  or  memorandum  in  which 
the  entry  is  made  is  lost,  a  copy  supported  by 
the  oath  of  the  party  who  copied  it  is  admis- 
sible. Grant  y.  Cole,  S  Ala.  519,  as  digested 
in  1  Brlckell's    (Ala.)    Dig.  p.  833. 

In  Bacon  v.  Vaughn,  34  Vt.  73,  the  defend- 
ants claimed,  ahiong  other  items,  one  for  chop- 
pins;  wood,  in  respect  to  which  the  auditor  re- 
ported that  neither  of  the  parties  had  any  recol- 
lection of  the  performance  of  these  services,  and 
the  only  evidence  upon  which  it  was  allowed  was 
that  it  appeared  regularly  entered  upon  defend- 
ant's books  In  the  handwriting  of  his  clerk 
since  deceased,  made  In  the  ordinary  course  of 
business ;  and  the  court  held  that  the  auditor 
was  Justified  in  receiving  and  considering  the 
defendant's  books  as  evidence. 

So,  in  an  action  by  a  bank  upon  a  promis- 
sory note,  entries  in  its  discount  register  are 
admissible  upon  proof  that  they  are  In  the 
handwriting  of  the  discount  clerk  since  de- 
*  ceased,  and  that  he  made  them  in  the  usual 
course  of  business.  Ocean  Nat.  Bank  v.  Carll, 
0  Hun,  239. 

But  in  Klllcott  V.  Chapman,  1  Cranch  C.  C. 
419,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,385,  the  court  refused  to 
admit  evidence  that  certain  original  entries  in 
plaintiff's  books  were  in  the  handwriting  of 
a  deceased  clerk,  or  to  permit  a  copy  in  the 
handwriting  of  the  clerk  to  be  Introduced,  al- 
though the  original  entries  were  not  in  the 
same  clerk's  handwriting,  the  court  holding  that 
the  original  entries  must  be  produced. 

The  rule  which  allows  the  entries  of  a  clerk 
in  books  of  his  employer  to  be  used  as  evidence 
Is  one  resulting  ex  nicesaitate  by  reason  of  the 
impracticability  of  procuring  better  proof,  and 
should  he  confined  within  proper  limits.  Moore 
V.  Andrews,  5  Port.   (Ala.)   107. 

But  this  necessity  is  removed  as  to  entries 
in  the  books  of  account  of  a  bank  kept  by  a  de- 
ceased clerk,  in  an  action  to  recover  a  deposit, 
by  proof  that  the  custom  of  the  bank  was  to  pay 
out  money  only  on  the  checks  of  its  deposit- 
ors, and  renders  the  rule  authorlztog  their  ad- 
mission inapplicable.  Bank  of  Montgomery  ▼. 
Plannett,  37  Ala.  222. 

2.  Rule  under  statutes. 

And  the  common-law  rule  stated  supra  and  il- 
lustrated in  the  cases  cited.  Is  the  rule  sub- 
stantially recognized  by,  and  embodied  In,  the 
statutes  of  several  of  the  states.  Thus,  in 
Colorado,  by  statute  (Mills's  Anno.  Stat.  { 
4817),  where  the  entries  were  made  by  third 
persons  not  present  at  the  trial,  it  must  be 
shown  tliat  the  person  who  made  them  is  either 
dead  or  a  nonresident  of  the  state,  and  if  the 
latter,  that  he  was  disinterested  when  making 
them,  and  that  the  entries  were  made  in  the 
usual  course  of  trade  and  of  his  duty  or  em- 
ployment :  there  must  also  be  proof  of  his 
handwriting.  Charles  v.  Baliln,  4  Colo.  App. 
\m.  35  I'ac.  279:  Farrlngton  v.  Tucker,  6  Colo. 
557.  The  latter  case  holds  as  to  one  set  of 
books,  that  testimony  that  the  person  who 
made  the  entries  has  gone  "no  one  knows 
whither,"  without  proof  of  search  of  any  kind : 
and  as  to  another  set,  proof  that  the  clerk  who 
kept  them  for  a  portion  of  the  time  in  question 
was  residing  in  the  state,  and  obtainable  as  a 
witness,  in  connection  with  total  lack  of  proof 
as  to  who  kept  the  books  the  remainder  of  the 
time. — was  insutficient  as  preliminary  proof  to 
admit  the  books. 

And  whero  It  appears  that  book  entries  wore 
made  by  four  persons,  three  of  whom  have  given 
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the  requisite  statutory  evidence  preliminary  to 
the  introduction  of  the  entries,  the  books  are 
receivable  in  evidence  as  to  the  entries  prop- 
erly authenticated,  but  not  as  to  those  not  so 
authenticated,  by  the  bookkeeper.  Harriott  ▼. 
Kersey,  69  Iowa,  111,  28  N.  W.  468. 

The  Illinois  statute  is  identical  In  language 
with  that  of  Colorado.  And  it  has  been  held 
that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  3d  section 
of  the  statute,  permitting  the  party  himself  to, 
testify  to  his  own  t>ooks  of  account,  to  prohibit 
the  introduction  in  evidence  of  books  of  ac- 
count kept  by  a  clerk  when  such  clerk  is  living 
in  the  state  and  is  able  to  testify  to  the  correct- 
ness of  the  books.  But  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  do  not  apply  in  such  case.  The  party 
desiring  to  then  use  the  books  must  make  the 
preliminary  proof  which  had  been  required  be- 
fore the  passage  of  the  statute.  House  ▼. 
Beak,  141  111.  2]>0.  30  N.  B.  1065 ;  Stettauer  v. 
White,  98  111.  72. 

And  Weigle  v.  Brautlgam,  74  111.  App.  285, 
holds  that  testimony  of  clerks  who  made  the 
entries  in  their  employer's  books  of  account  that 
they  were  In  their  handwriting,  were  items  of 
I  original  entry  made  contemporaneous  with  the 
sale  and  delivery  of  the  goods ;  and  were  Just, 
true,   and  correct, — renders  such   items  admis- 
sible in  evidence,  both  under  the  common   law 
'  and   the   Illinois  statute,   which   only  adds  to, 
j  and  does  not  repeal,  the  common  law  on  this 
.  subject. 

In  Kansas  a  book  of  account  kept  by  a  clerk 
is  competent  evidence  where  there  Is  first  proof 
that  it  was  the  party's  book  of  original  entries, 
and  the  clerk  who  made  the  entries  testifies 
that  they  were  made  by  him,  were  in  his  hand- 
writing, and  were  of  each  day's  transactions  in 
the  business,  that  the  entries  T»ere  correct,  and 
that  the  book  was  honestly  and  correctly  kept ; 
and  there  is  proof  by  two  witnesses  that  they 
had  had  dealings  with  the  party,  and  always 
found  his  accounts  to  be  correct.  Anthony  ▼. 
Stlnson,  4  Kan.  211. 

A  party  offering  his  books  of  account  will 
not  be  excused  from  making  tbe  necessary  proof 
by  his  bookkeeper  merely  because  the  latter 
is  present  at  the  trial  at  the  Instance  of  the 
adverse  party.  The  statute  regulating  the  ad- 
mission of  books  has  made  no  exception  that  be- 
cause the  bookkeeper  happened  to  be  present 
at  the  trial  as  an  adverse  witness,  he  would 
not  be  a  competent  witness  to  prove  the  cor- 
rectness of  hlH  own  handwriting:  the  assump- 
tion cannot  be  indulged  that  if  called  by  his 
late  employer  he  would  testify  falsely.  Ben- 
nett V.  Shaw,  12  Ohio  C.  C.  574. 

In  Nebraska  the  entries  must  be  verified  by 
the  clerk  who  made  them,  to  the  effect  that  he 
believes  them  Just  and  true,  or  a  sufficient  rea- 
son given  why  such  verification  is  not  made. 
Neb.  Comp.  Stat.  S  346:  Volker  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  20  .Neb.  602.  42  N.  W.  732. 

But  entries  made  by  a  clerk  are  inadmis- 
sible where  the  clerk  is  not  produced  to  verify 
them,  nor  any  reason  given  for  not  producing 
him.  Holland  v.  Commercial  Bank,  22  Xeb.  571, 
36  N.  W.  113. 

In  Minnesota  the  requirement  that  books  of 
account  be  verified  by  a  clerk,  where  the  orig- 
inal entries  were  made  by  him.  which  is  made 
by  Minn.  Gen,  Stat.  1866,  chap.  73,  I  71,  was 
repealed  by  Minn.  Amend.  1876  :  and  ji  70,  which 
previously  provided  for  the  suppletory  oath  of 
the  party,  was  so  amended  that  he  is  permitted 
to  "prove"  that  the  charges  are  in  the  hand- 
writing of  a  person  authorized  to  make  them, 
and  that  they  are  original  entries  of  goods  sold, 
etc.  Webb  v.  Michener,  32  Minn.  48,  19  N. 
W.   82. 

The  phrase  "beyond  the  Jurisdiction  of  the 
court,"  and  other  similar  phrases,  are  generally 
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reco^Ized  as  meaning  that  the  witness  is  out 
o£  the  state.  See  the  cases  cited  supra,  sec- 
tions immediately  preceding,  as  illustrations. 
But  there  are  statutes  which  use  the  phrase 
**absenfe  from  the  county."  thus,  in  Kansas 
(Kan.  Gen.  Stat.  S  40,10)  and  Ohio  (Bates's 
Anno.   Stat.  §  5242.  subd.  6). 

f.  Effect  of  statute  making  party  competent  wit- 

nes8  for  self. 

It  is  very  generally  held  in  those  cases  in 
which  the  question  has  been  raised,  that  the 
statute  malting  parties  competent  witnesses  to 
testify  In  their  own  behalf  does  not  deprive 
them  of  the  right  to  introduce  their  booics  of 
account  in  evidence.  Stroud  v.  Til  ton,  3  Keyes, 
ia9.  4  Abb.  App.  Dec.  324  ;  Swain  v.  Cheney, 
41  N.  H.  232;  Rexford  v.  Comstocls,  3  N.  Y. 
Supp.  876 ;  Tomllnson  v.  Borst,  30  Barb.  42. 
And  S.VTITH  v.  Smith  follows  this  rule. 

In  Conklin  v.  Stamler,  17  How.  Pr.  399,  It 
had  been  held  by  Judge  Daly  that  since  the 
statute  making  parties  competent  witnesses, 
the  party,  if  he  has  no  other  means  of  estab- 
lishing the  facts  to  be  proved,  must  go  upon 
the  stand  as  a  witness  resorting  to  his  books, 
the  entries  in  which  were  made  by  himself, 
only  where  It  is  necessary  to  refresh  his 
memory  as  to  the  items,  or  where,  from  a  faii- 
ui*e  of  recollection  he  is  compelled  to  rely  upon 
them  alone,  and  can  swear  that  he  would  not 
have  entered  them  if  he  had  not  known  them 
at  the  time  to  be  true,  and  that  he  believed 
ihem  to  be  correct.  But  in  Taggart  v.  Fox,  11 
Daly,  159,  Judge  Daly  recognized  Tomllnson  v. 
Borst,  30  Barb.  42.  as  practically  overruling 
what  he  had  previously  held  in  Conklin  t. 
Stamler. 

In  Bushnell  v.  Simpson,  119  Cal.  658,  51  Pac. 
1080,  the  court,  speaking  generally  of  the  ad- 
missibility of  shop  books,  said :  "At  the  time 
when  parties  to  an  action  were  not  competent 
witnesses  in  their  own  behalf,  their  books  of  ac- 
count were  admitted  In  evidence  upon  a  proper 
showing  of  the  mode  in  which  they  had  been 
kept,  and  were  treated  aa  original  evidence  of 
the  matters  for  which  they  were  introduced ; 
but,  since  parties  have  been  allowed  to  testify 
concerning  all  the  facts  for  which  the  books 
were  formerly  offered,  their  testimony  in  ref- 
erence thereto  constitutes  primary  evidence  of 
these  facts,  and  the  books  of  account  become 
merely  secondary  or  supplementary  evidence. 
The  books  are  not  excluded  as  incompetent,  but 
will  be  received,  either  in  corroboration  of  the 
testimony  of  the  parties  as  entries  made  at 
the  time,  or  upon  the  principles  by  which  in- 
ferior evidence  is  received  where  the  party  is 
unable  to  produce  evidence  of  a  higher  degree." 

Again,  Nichols  v.  Ilaynes,  78  Pa.  174,  sub- 
stantially holds  that  the  effect  of  the  statute 
is  not  to  exclude  the  books  as  evidence,  the  court 
stating  their  ruling  thus:  Prior  to  the  act  of 
April  15,  1869,  making  the  parties  competent 
witnesses,  the  book  itself  was  the  evidence, 
and  the  oath  of  the  paHy  was  merely  supple- 
tory.  Since  the  passage  of  that  act  the  party 
himself  is  a  competent  witness,  and  may  prove 
his  own  claim  as  a  stranger  would  have  done 
before  that  act.  But  he  may  also  refer  to  en- 
tries made  in  his  books  at  the  time  of  the  trans- 
action In  corroboration  of  his  testimony.  See 
also  Barnet  v.  Steinbach,  1  W.  N.  C.  335.  where 
the  court  says  that  liefore  the  act  the  book  was 
the  primary  source  of  the  evidence,  and  the 
oath  of  the  party  merely  suppletory  to  establish 
the  book  :  but  (hat  act  has  revolutionized  the 
practice  by  making  the  party  the  witness,  and 
enabling  him  to  use  his  book  as  a  memorandum 
to  refresh  and  assist  his  memory. 

It  would  seem  that  the  effect  of  this  language 
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is  to  merely  relax  the  rigidity  of  the  former 
rules  as  to  the  necessary  preliminary  proof 
to  admit  the  book  where  it  is  used  merely  to 
aid  the  party's  own  testimony, — that  is  to  say, 
although  a  book  may  be  objectionable  for  many 
reasons,  and  for  those  reasons  not  admissible 
if  offered  as  primary  evidence,  with  the  sup- 
pletory oath  of  the  party,  as.  for  instance, 
where  there  are  erasures,  and  the  charges  are 
made  against  a  person  other  than  the  one 
sought  to  be  held  liable,  it  may  still  be  admis- 
sible to  corroborate  the  principal  testimony  of 
the  party  himself ;  but  that  if  the  book  were 
offered  as  primary  evidence  the  same  require- 
ments would  be  necessary  as  formerly  In  the 
way  of  preliminary  proof.  Thus,  Hostetter  v. 
Fenstermacher.  1  W.  N.  C.  466,  holds  that  the 
book  was,  in  connection  with  the  testimony  of 
the  party  explaining  the  erasures  and  the  rea- 
sons for  the  manner,  of  entering  the  charges, 
not  improperly  admitted  to  itemize  the  ac- 
count and  corroborate  the  principal  testimony 
of  the  party  himself,  who  is  a  competent  wit- 
ness. 

And  in  Barnet  v.  Steinbach,  1  W.  N.  C.  335, 
the  several  objections  urged  against  the  book 
offered  were  that  (1)  the  entries  were  not 
made  within  proper  time;  (2)  the  entries  werd 
not  original,  but  were  items  transferred  from  a 
book  kept  by  the  party's  superintendent ;  (3) 
the  entries  were  objectionable  because  they  were 
charges  for  work  and  labor  done  by  others  than 
the  party  himself;  and  (4)  some  of  the  items, 
as,  for  Instance,  plastering,  were  not  the  sub- 
ject of  book  entries,  and  showed  on  their  face 
that  they  had  not  been  made  contemporaneously 
with  the  work  done.  But  the  court,  while  not 
expressly  holding  that  the  objections  raised 
were  untenable,  said  that  the  book  was  not  the 
foundation  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  and  that 
the  subject  of  the  entries  was  proved  by  other 
testimony,  and  the  book  was  used  rather  as  a 
memorandum  than  as  original  entries  and  a 
means  of  primary  evidence. 

And  a  book  is  not  Improperly  admitted,  al- 
though the  entries  might  be  unintelligible  of 
themselves,  where  the  book  was  used  rather 
as  a  me'faiorandum  of  charges  made  by  a  witness 
and  a  bill  of  particulars  to  ascertain  the  items 

In  Clarke  v.  Smith,  46  Barb.  30,  it  was 
held  that  the  objection  that  the  alteration  of  the 
laws  admitting  parties  as  witnesses  had  ren- 
dered the  lK>oks  unnecessary  as  evidence,  even 
If  It  had  that  effect  In  other  cases,  does  not  ap- 
ply where  the  other  party  is  dead,  because  In 
such  case  he  cannot  testify. 

The  court  in  Petit  v.  Teal,  57  Ga.  145,  sug- 
gested that  the  change  of  the  law  making  par- 
ties themselves  competent  witnesses  might  have 
a  bearing  on  the  admissibility  In  evidence  of 
their  books  of  account,  but  were  inclined  to  the 
belief  that,  as  the  party  to  the  suit,  though 
competent,  is  nevertheless  liable  to  be  dis- 
counted by  the  Jury  in  credibility  by  reason  of 
interest,  and  ail  the  books  may  tend  to  sup- 
port his  credit,  there  may  be  reason  to  admit 
them  for  that  purpose  if  for  no  other. 

In  Kyan  v.  Dunphy,  4  Mont.  356,  47  Am.  Rep. 
355,  5  Pac.  324,  the  court  said  that  the  neces- 
sity which  formerly  seemed  to  require  the  ad- 
mission of  shop  and  account  books  does  not  now 
exist  In  so  great  a  degree  in  relation  to  minute 
and  bare  transactions  as  when  the  party  was 
prohibited  from  testifying.  He  may  now  be 
witness  for  himself  and  refresh  his  memory  from 
his  books.  It  would  seem,  therefore,  that  the 
former  rule  in  relation  to  book  entries  should 
not  be  relaxed. 

The  rule  that  entries  made  by  a  party  him- 
self in  his  shop-books  are  not  admissible  in 
his  own  favor  is  not  changed  by  the  provision 
of  Md.  act  1S64,  chap.  109,  rendering  all  par- 
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ties  competent  witnesses  without  regard  to  their 
interest.     Komer  y.  Jaeckscb,  39  Md.  585. 

g.  fuffect  of  statute  proMhiting  party  from  teati- 

fying. 

In  several  of  the  states  the  statute  prohib- 
iting a  party  from  testifying  when  his  adversary 
is  au  executor  or  administrator,  or  Insane  per- 
son, expressly  excepts  from  its  operation  the 
testimony  of  a  party  to  his  books  of  account 
which  he  is  seeking  to  put  in  evidence,  and 
contains  a  provision  expressly  providing  for 
the  admission  of  his  books.  Thus,  in  Ohio 
(liates"  Anno.  Stat.  {  5242.)  See  also  supra, 
I.  a,  3. 

So,  t>y  express  statute  in  Missouri  (Gen. 
Stat.  1865,  chap.  144,  f  1),  an  action  for  the 
recovery  of  money  due  on  account,  and  when 
the  fact  at  issue  on  the  trial  Is  proper  mat- 
ter of  book  account,  the  other  party  being  dead 
or  insane,  the  party  living  may  be  a  witness  in 
his  own  behalf  so  far  as  to  prove  in  whose 
handwriting  the  charges  are,  and  when  made. 
Anchor  Milling  Co.  v.  Walsh,  108  Mo.  277,  18 
S.  W.  904,  Reversing  37  Mo.  App.  667. 

And  the  Tennessee  statute  prohibiting  a  party 
from  testifying  where  the  adversary  is  incapaci- 
tated or  disciuallfled  by  reason  of  idiocy,  lunacy, 
or  insanity  does  not  in  any  way  affect  the  Ten- 
nessee book-debt  law.     Tenn.   Code,   i  4534. 

But  under  another  Tennessee  statute,  provid- 
ing that  in  actions  or  proceedings  by  or  against 
the  executors,  administrators,  or  guardians,  in 
which  Judgments  may  be  rendered  for  or  against 
them,  neither  party  shall  be  allowed  to  testify 
against  the  other  as  to  any  transactions  with, 
or  statements  by,  the  testator,  intestate,  or 
ward,  unless  called  to  testify  thereto  by  the 
opijosite  party,  a  simple  diary  or  memorandum 
containing  an  account  with  a  person  who  subse- 
quently dies  is  not  admissible  as  evidence  to 
charge  the  estate  of  the  latter  in  an  action 
against  his  personal  representatives.  Nance  v. 
Callender  (Tenn.  Ch.  App.)   51  S.  W.  1025. 

Under  the  Vermont  statute  (Gen.  Stat.  chap. 
36,  i  24),  in  actions  of  book  account,  apd  where 
the  matter  at  i^sue  and  on  trial  is  proper  mat- 
ter of  l)ook  account,  the  party  living  may  be 
a  witness  In  his  own  favor  so  far  as  to  prove 
in  whose  handwriting  the  charges  in  his  books 
are,  and  when  made,  and  no  farther.  Hunter 
V.  Kittredge,  41  Vt.  359 :  Thrall  v.  Seward,  37 
Vt.  673 ;  Johnson  v.  Dexter,  37  Vt.  641 ;  Wood- 
bury V.  Woodbury,  50  Vt.  152. 

The  Vermont  statute  does  not  confine  the 
right  of  a  party  to  testify  "in  whose  handwrit- 
ing the  charges  are,  and  when  made,  and  no 
further,"  to  the  action  in  form  of  t)ook  account, 
but  whatever  the  form  of  action  or  proceeding, 
whenever  the  book  entries  would  constitute  an 
lufeitrument  of  evidence  on  the  issue  on  trial  ac- 
cording to  the  idea  of  common  law  the  party  is 
competent,  under  the  statute,  to  the  extent 
therein  provided,  and  to  the  extent  therein  lim- 
ited.    Woodbury  v.   Woodbury,  48  Vt.  94. 

But  where  the  subject-matter  of  the  entry 
is  a  mere  memorandum  of  the  fact  or  transac- 
tion, and  not  a  proper  item  of  book  charge,  the 
party  Is  not  a  competent  witness  to  authenti- 
cate such  Item  of  charge  on  his  book  under  this 
statute.     Jewett  v.  Winship,  42  Vt.  204. 

Section  313  of  the  Ohio  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, as  it  formerly  stood,  made  a  party  in- 
competent to  testify  where  the  adverse  party 
wftF  the  guardian  or  trustee  of  a  child  of  a  de- 
ceased person,  or  was  the  executor  or  adminis- 
trator of  the  deceased  person,  or  was  claiming 
or  defending  an  heir  or  devisee  of  a  deceased 
person,  except  that  In  such  actions  in  which  the 
action  or  defense  was  founded  on  book  account 
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a  party  might  testify  to  his  book  that  the  same 
was  a  t)ook  of  original  entries,  that  the  entries 
were  made  by  himself  or  by  a  deceased  person 
or  by  a  disinterested  person  nonresident  of  the 
state  at  the  time  of  trial,  and  on  such  authenti- 
cation the  book  and  entries  were  admissible 
in  evidence.  But  in  Baxter  v.  Lelth.  28  Ohio 
St.  84,  an  action  by  a  surviving  partner  of  a 
nrm.  It  was  held  that  the  defendant  was  not  a 
competent  witness  to  prove  his  book  of  accounts 
offered  by  him  to  show  an  account  against  the 
deceased  partner. 

The  provision  of  Ky.  Code,  §  600.  subd.  6, 
that  "a  person  may  testify  for  himself  as  to  the 
correctness  of  original  entries  made  by  him 
.  .  .  In  an  accounting  according  to  the  usual 
course  of  business,  though  the  person  against 
whom  they  were  made  may  have  died  or  be- 
come of  unsound  mind,"  applies  only  to  the  ac- 
count books  of  merchants,  tradesmen,  and  others 
whose  business  requires  that  an  account  of  their 
transactions  should  be  kept  in  a  book,  and  not 
to  entries  made  by  persons,  of  transactions 
which  are  not  connected  with  their  business. 
Calllhan  v.  Trimble,  10  Ky.  L.  Rep.  36. 

In  Kimbrough  v.  Grady,  10  Ky.  L.  Rep.  241, 
the  court  said  that  it  was  only  where  a  party 
seeks  to  make  evidence  of  original  entries  in 
an  account  book  kept  according  to  the  usual 
course  of  business  that  the  provision  of  Ky. 
Code,  i  606,  subd.  6,  applies. 

But  irrespective  of  any  clause  expressly  ex- 
cepting the  testimony  of  a  party  to  his  books 
of  account,  and  the  use  of  his  books,  from  the 
operation  of  the  prohibitive  clause,  a  statute 
prohibiting  a  party  from  testifying  when  his 
adversary  is  an  executor  or  administrator  or 
insane  person  does  not  affect  the  common-law 
right  of  the  party  to  introduce  in  evidence  his 
books  of  account,  when  otherwise  unobjection- 
able. Snell  V.  Parsons,  59  N.  H.  521 ;. Young  v. 
Luce,  50  N.  Y.  S.  R.  253,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  225; 
Wet  more  v.  Peck,  10  Abb.  L.  J.  400 ;  Bookout 
v.  Shannon,  59  Miss.  378;  Leggett  v.  Glover, 
71  N.  C.  211. 

The  right  of  a  creditor  to  prove  his  account 
book,  granted  by  III.  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  51,  ft  3, 
extends  to  an  action  against  the  administrator 
of  the  debtor,  notwithstanding  the  provision  of 
$  2  of  that  act  that  no  party  shall  testify  of 
his  own  motion  or  in  his  own  behalf,  where 
any  adverse  party  sues  or  defends  as  the  rep- 
resentative of  any  deceased  person.  Ailing  v. 
Brazee,  27  lil.  App.  595. 

And  a  book  of  a  defendant  sued  by  the  per- 
sonal representative  of  his  deceased  creditor 
was  admitted  in  his  behalf  under  his  plea  of 
set-off,  in  Bentley  v.  Hallenback,  Wright  (Ohio) 
168.  The  headnote  in  this  case  says  that  the 
book  is  admissible  in  favor  of  the  administrator, 
but  the  statement  of  the  case  seems  to  indicate 
that  it  was  the  defendant  who  offered  the  book. 

So,  also,  in  an  action  to  establish  a  claim 
on  book  account  against  the  estate  of  a  de- 
cedent, the  claimant's  books  of  account  are  re- 
ceivable in  evidence  as  well  as  his  own  testi- 
mony identifying  the  books  and  explaining  the 
charges  by  showing  the  date  thereof,  and  the 
like.  Kllbourn  v.  Anderson,  77  Iowa,  501,  42 
N.  W.  431.  See  also  Dysart  v.  Furrow,  90  Iowa, 
!  59,  57  N.  W.  644. 

And  in  an  action  by  an  asslgrnee  in  Insolvency 
to  set  aside  a  transfer  by  his  assignor  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  in  fact  made  to  hinder, 
delay,  and  defraud  creditors.  It  is  competent 
for  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  show  the  insolvency 
of  his  assignor,  to  put  in  evidence  his  books 
of  account  duly  verified,  pertaining,  not  only  to 
the  individual  business  of  the  assignor,  but  also 
to  that  of  a  copartnership  of  which  he  was  a 
member.  Kells  v.  McClure,  69  Minn.  60,  71 
N.   W.   827. 


1900. 


Post  v.  Kenekson. 


569 


Book  entries  against  a  decedent's  estate  must 
contain  a  Tull  and  clear  description  of  the  Icind, 
quality,  and  value  of  the  goods  sold,  and  the 
work  and  materials  furnished.  Walton's  Es- 
tate, 4  Kulp,  487. 

In  Dowle's  Estate,  135  Pa.  210,  19  Atl.  936, 
a  suit  to  enforce  performance  of  a  decedent's 
contract  to  convey  lands,  the  petitioner  being 
excluded  as  an  incompetent  witness,  the  auditor 
examined  certain  irregular  entries  in  books  of- 
fered in  evidence  by  the  petitioner,  but  ex- 
cluded them  from  consideration ;  and  the  court 
sustained  his  action  in  so  doing. 

And  entries  in  the  books  of  an  executor  were 
held  inadmissible  in  his  favor  in  support  of  a 
claim  presented  by  him  against  the  estate,  in 
Elmore  v.  Jaques,  2  Hun,  130. 

h.  Effect  of  statute  of  limitations. 

Books  of  account  are  not  to  be  rejected  be- 
cause more  than  a  year  has  elapsed  after  the 
delivery  of  the  articles  therein  charged  be- 
fore action  brought.  Lamb  v.  Hart,  1  Brev. 
105.  The  objection  was  that  the  statute  7 
Jac.  I.  chap.  12,  containing  such  a  limitation, 
and  made  of  force  in  South  Carolina  by  the  act 
of  1712,  did  not  allow  such  evidence,  but  It 
was  held  that  the  practice  was  as  above  stated, 
and  that  the  statute  cited  did  not  supersede  the 
practice. 

So,  in  an  action  against  a  bank  to  recover  the 
proceeds  of  a  note  alleged  to  have  been  collected 
by  the  bank  for  plaintiff,  in  which  defendant 
interposed  as  a  counterclaim  a  debt  due  to  it 
from  plaintiff,  the  bank's  books  showing  the 
original  entries  of  transactions  of  the  bank  with 
its  customers  are  competent  evidence  for  the 
bank  to  prove  the  indebtedness  set  up ;  and  the 
fact  that  the  Indebtedness  so  set  up  may  be 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations  does  not 
affect  the  admissibility  of  the  books.  McLen- 
nan ▼.  Bank  of  California,  87  Cal.  569,  25  Pac. 
760.  It  might  happen  that  the  bank  would 
be  able  to  show  facts  which  would  take  the 
debt  out  of  the  operation  of  th«  statute. 

And  in  Thoi*n  v.  Moore,  21  Iowa,  285,  where 
the  plaintiff,  after  making  the  requisite  pre- 
liminary proof,  offered  his  books  of  account 
containing  the  account  in  suit,  the  entries  on 
the  debit  side  of  which  were  made  more  than 
five  years  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the 
suit,  and  those  on  the  credit  side  except  one 
bad  been  made  for  the  same  length  of  time,  and 
there  was  no  other  proof  that  the  account  had 
accrued  within  five  years,  it  was  held  that  the 
books  were  not  inadmissible  on  the  ground  that 
It  appeared  from  them  that  the  account  was 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 

But  a  claim  against  a  decedent's  estate  will 
be  rejected  as  to  the  Items  of  the  account  which 
are  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  where 
the  only  evidence  to  support  the  claim  is  the 
claimant's  book  containing  the  account,  notwith- 
standing a  credit  entry  within  the  period  en- 
tered, as  of  the  same  date  as  a  charge,  but  as 
to  which  there  is  no  evidence  other  than  the 
entry  Itself  that  it  was  made  before  the  stat- 
ute barred  the  claim.  Butterweck's  Estate,  4 
Pa.  Dist.  563. 

Under  the  Tennessee  statute  a  book  of  ac- 
counts is  admissible  only  as  evidence  of  the 
sale  and  delivery  of  articles  within  two  years 
next  before  the  suit  was  commenced.  And  it 
was  held  In  Neville  v.  Northcutt,  7  Coldw.  294, 
that  a  {suspension  of  the  statute  of  Umitatlons 
before  the  two  years  have  expired  does  not  oper- 
ate to  extend  the  time  beyond  the  two  years 
within  which  the  8al«.'  and  delivery  of  the  ar- 
ticles charged  may  be  proved  by  the  book. 

But  a  later  rase,  Vaughn  v.  Smith,  2  Ilelsk. 
649,  holds  that  the  two  years  limitation  of  time 
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within  which  a  book  is  evidence  of  the  sale  and 
delivery  of  articles,  is  within  the  terms  of  the 
Tennessee  act  of  1865,  chap.  10,  {  1,  suspending 
the  statute  of  limitations  from  1861-1867. 

The  limitation  as  to  time  within  which  a 
book  is  evidence  of  the  sale  and  delivery  of 
articles  applies  to  the  plaintiff's  book  of  account 
as  well  when  the  same  is  offered  by  an  admin- 
istrator or  exec»itor  as  when  offered  by  a  liv- 
ing plaintiff.     Perkins  v.  Moss>  3  Heisk.  671. 

A  book  account  commencing  three  or  four 
years  previous  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit 
thereon,  and  containing  a  regular  series  of 
charges  the  last  of  which  are  within  a  year  of 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  is  a  book  account 
of  not  more  than  eighteen  months'  standing 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Ohio  statute.  Marsh- 
all V.  Bond,  Tappan  (Ohio)  67. 

And  book  accounts  continuously  and  fairly 
kept  are  to  be  considered  an  entirety  until 
closed,  and  may  be  proved  by  the  party  within 
eighteen  mouths  after  such  closing,  under  the 
Ohio  statute.     .Tames  v.  Richmond,  5  Ohio,  338. 

Under  the  North  Carolina  book -debt  act  the 
book  and  party's  oath  are  only  evidence  of  small 
articles  which  have  been  delivered  within  two 
years ;  but  they  are  not  evidence  that  the  book 
contains  ail  the  credits  and  a  full  and  true  ac- 
count of  all  the  dealings  between  the  parties, 
so  as  to  show  that  nothing  is  due  to  the  other 
party,  and  to  disprove  all  of  his  claim  except 
such  items  as  are  stated  In  the  book,  upon  the 
ground  that  this  contains  all  just  credits,  and 
consequently  sets  forth  all  the  amount  to  which 
the  opposite  party  is  entitled.  Alexander  v. 
Smoot,  35  N.  C.  (13  Ired  L.)461.  This  was  an 
action  in  which  defendant  relied  on  a  plea  of 
set-off,  and  to  prove  his  account  produced  his 
books  and  took  the  oath,  and  stated  that  he  had 
given  all  just  credits  to  the  plaintiff,  and  there 
was  nothing  due  him.  There  was  only  one 
item  in  his  account  within  two  years  before  the 
action,  and  other  items  being  of  more  than  two 
years'  standing,  and  It  was  held  error  for  the 
court  to  charge  the  jury  that  they  had  a  right 
to  take  the  defendant's  oath  and  book,  not  only 
as  evidence  of  a  set-off  as  to  the  one  item,  but 
also  as  evidence  of  the  true  state  of  the  ac- 
count between  the  parties. 

Slkes  V.  Marshall,  2  Esp.  705,  was  an  action 
of  assumpsit  on  promissory  notes,- in  which  the 
plaintiffs  proposed  to  read  entries  made  in  the 
books  kept  by  their  banking  house,  of  payments 
on  account  of  the  notes  In  suit,  and  as  the  clerk 
who  made  those  entries  was  dead  they  offered 
evidence  of  his  handwriting.  But  Lord  Kenyon 
said  that  it  could  not  be  done ;  that  since  the 
statute  of  James,  books  were  not  evidence  after 
the  year,  and  that  the  evidence  offered  In  this 
case  went  much  further,  and  could  not  be  re- 
ceived. It  is  not  clear  whether»it  was  meant 
to  exclude  the  entries  on  the  ground  of  the 
time  limitation,  or  because  the  entries  were  of 
moneys  paid  out  by  the  plaintiff. 

I.  Effect  of  amount  in  controversy. 

In  an  action  by  the  administrator  of  a  de- 
ceased person  to  recover  an  indebtedness  due 
from  the  defendant  to  his  intestate  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered,  money  advanced  and  labor 
performed,  exceeding  in  amount  $60,  the  intes- 
tate's books  of  account,  the  entries  of  which  are 
in  his  handwriting,  are  not  admissible  In  favor 
of  the  administrator.  Bland  v.  Warren,  65  N. 
C.  372.  The  reason  seems  to  be  as  stated, 
that  the  amount  claimed  exceeded  $60,  because 
the  court  says  that,  by  the  book-debt  law  such 
evidence  was  made  admlKsible  to  the  amount  of 
$60;  but  the  statement  of  the  case  does  not 
show  the  amount  claimed. 

The  rule  that  where  divers  dealings  are  In- 
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eluded  In  the  account,  the  aggregate  of  which 
exceeds  $60,  the  plaintiff  can  omit  or  give  credit 
for  any  items  he  may  choose,  so  as  to  bring  the 
case  within  the  Jurisdiction  of  a  single  Justice, 
does  not  apply  to  actions  under  the  book-debt 
law,  where  the  plaintiff  sustains  his  action 
by  his  own  oath,  because  in  the  latter  case  he 
must  swear  that  the  account  rendered  contains 
a  true  account  of  all  the  dealings.  Waldo  v. 
Jolly,  49  N.  C.   (4  Jones  L.)   173. 

lender  the  North  Carolina  book-debt  law  a 
plaintiff  may  prove  by  his  own  oath  a  balance 
due  to  him  of  $60  or  under,  although  the  whole 
account  as  produced  was  originally  for  more 
than  $60,  where  it  is  reduced  by  credit  below 
that  amount.  McWilliams  v.  Cosby,  26  N.  C. 
(4  Ired.  L.>   110. 

The  limitation  as  to  the  amount  for  which  a 
book  is  evidence  of  an  account  under  the  Ten- 
nessee statute  applies  to  the  plaintiff's  book  of 
accounts,  as  well  when  the  same  is  offered  by  an 
administrator  or  executor  as  when  it  is  offered 
by  a  living  plaintiff.  Perkins  v.  Moss,  3  Ueisk. 
671. 

The  Tennessee  statute,  providing  for  the  ad- 
mission of  an  account  as  evidence  where  the 
plaintiff  residing  in  another  county  or  state  has 
verified  it  by  his  affidavit,  is  not  construed  with 
the  statute  commonly  called  the  book-debt  law, 
and  a  plaintiff  in  such  case  is  not.  therefore, 
limited  in  the  amount  of  his  claim,  nor  to  the 
period  of  two  years.  Cave  v.  Baskett,  3  Humph. 
340. 

In  Cave  v.  Baskett,  3  Humph.  340,  the  court 
said:  "By  the  6th  section  of  this  law  [the 
Tennessee  statute]  it  is  provided  that  a  plaln- 
tiff  shall  not  be  permitted  to  prove  by  his  book, 
articles  exceeding  in  value  $75 ;  and  by  the  4th 
section  it  is  provided  that  a  defendant  shall  be 
at  liberty  to  contest  the  plaintiff's  evidence, 
and  oppose  the  same  by  other  legal  proofs.  The 
whole  provisions  of  this  book-debt  law  show 
that  it  was  intended  to  afford  mechanics  and 
shopkeepers  the  means  of  collecting  their  small 
accounts,  where  there  was  no  witness  by  whom 
they  could  be  proved.  For  the  amount  limited, 
it  would  afford  ample  remedies  for  persons  of 
this  class ;  for  where  the  dealing  would  exceed 
the  amount  of  $75  a  witness  could  most  usually 
be  found  to  prove  some  part  of  it.  When  thus 
proved  by  the  book  it  becomes  (to  use  the  lan- 
guage of  the  act)  good  evidence ;  and  so  strong 
did  they  suppose  they  were  making  the  proof 
that  they  deemed  it  necessary  in  the  4th  sec- 
tion to  provide  that  the  defendant  might  be 
permitted  to  oppose  the  same  by  other  legal  evi- 
dence. To  make  a  man  a  witness  thus  in  his 
own  case,  so  that  Qnless  the  defendant  could  es- 
tablish by  other  legal  evidence  that  the  work 
was  not  done,  or  the  articles  were  not  delivered, 
the  plaintiff's  oath  should  be  the  sole  ground 
of  a  judgment  in  his  favor,  was  a  dangerous  ex- 
tension of  the  law  of  evidence.  It  was  very  Im- 
porianr.  therefore,  to  limit  the  amount  to  which 
Bwh  proof.s  might  be  made,  and  the  time  within 
which  a  claim  that  was  to  be  thus  supported 
should  be  brought  forward." 

In  Johnson  v.  Price,  3  Head,  549.  at  the  hear- 
ing before  the  master,  the  complainants  hav- 
ing failed  to  establish  their  mercantile  account 
as  to  the  proof  of  the  items  by  a  discovery  ob- 
tained by  the  defendant,  presented  an  affidavit 
of  one  of  them  that  they  had  no  means  of  prov- 
ing the  delivery  of  such  articles  as  they  propose 
to  prove  by  their  books ;  that  their  books  con- 
tain a  true  account  of  all  the  dealings  between 
them  and  the  defendants,  that  they  had  given 
defendant  all  Just  credits,  and  further  stating 
that  the  defendant  was  still  largely  indebted 
to  them,  and  that  there  was  more  than  $7."»  Just- 
ly due  them  over  the  amount  stated  in  the  mas- 
ter's report.  On  this  affidavit  alone  the  mas- 
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ter  charged  a  defendant  with  $75  as  "proof 
under  the  book-debt  law."  This  was  held  er- 
ror for  the  reason  that  there  was  no  specifica- 
tion, either  In  the  affidavit  or  accompanying  it, 
of  the  items  making  up  the  sum  of  $75,  and  also 
for  the  reason  that  such  an  Irregular  and  un- 
authorized mode  of  proceeding  deprived  the  de* 
fendant  of  his  right  to  cross-examine  the  com- 
plainant as  to  each  item  of  the  account  mak- 
ing up  the  sum  proposed  to  be  proved,  the  arti- 
cles delivered,  time,  place,  person  to  whom  de- 
livered, price,  and  every  material  fact. 

In  Corr  v.  Sellers,  100  Pa.  169,  45  Am.  Rep. 
370,  the  court  said  that  there  should  be  some 
limit  as  to  the  amount  which  a  book  entry  is  ad- 
missible to  prove ;  but  It  did  not  designate  what 
they  thought  should  be  the  maximum  amount. 

II.  Rule  ichere  party  keeps  a  clerk. 

a.  Qcnc rally. 

Whether  or  not  the  admissibility  of  a  party's 
book  of  accounts  is  dependent  upon  his  proving 
that  he  kept  no  clerk,  and  that  his  books  are 
to  be  excluded  if  he  did  so.  unless  the  absence 
of  the  clerk  Is  accounted  for,  is  a  question  as 
to  which  there  Is  a  decided  conflict  In  the  au- 
thorities. On  the  one  hand,  there  are  cases 
holding  that  the  admissibility  of  the  books 
is  in  no  way  affected  by  the  mere  fact  that  the 
party  kept  a  clerk  who  could  be  produced  and 
testify  to  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  articles, 
or  the  performance  of  the  work  charged. 

Thus,  books  of  account  appearing  to  be  regu- 
larly kept  were  said,  in  Mitchell  v.  Belknap. 
23  Me.  475,  to  be  admissible  In  the  main  to 
prove  the  delivery  of  goods,  where  the  entries 
had  been  made  by  the  party,  notwithstanding 
he  may  have  had  a  clerk  in  his  shop,  or  others 
may  have  been  present  at  the  time  of  delivery. 

And  In  Carroll  v.  Storck,  57  Cal.  366.  where 
plaintiff  on  direct  examination  as  a  witness, 
having  before  him  one  of  his  account  books 
open  at  defendant's  account,  testified  that  he 
had  sold  and  dslivered  none  of  the  goods  In  per- 
son, it  was  held,  on  a  motion  by  defendant  to 
strike  out  his  testimony  as  hearsay,  that  It  was 
manifest  that  he  had  read  from  the  book,  or 
had  at  most  but  given  the  substance  of  the  ac- 
count as  it  appeared  In  the  book,  and  that,  al- 
though objectionable  as  a  mode  of  proving  the 
contents  of  the  writing,  the  error  was  not  in- 
jurious, since  the  very  account  was  read  to  the 
Jury. 

But  In  Kent  v.  Garvin,  1  Gray,  148,  a  party's 
books  of  account,  supported  by  the  oath  of  his 
clerk  who  made  the  entries,  were  held  Inadmis- 
sible to  prove  the  sale  and  delivery  of  articles 
made  by  a  third  party  In  the  party's  employ, 
whose  evidence  was  not  produced  In  support 
of  the  chai*ges,  and  there  was  no  evidence  of- 
fered from  any  source  other  than  from  the  book 
to  show  that  at  the  time  the  charges  were  made 
any  articles  similar  in  character  to  those 
charged  were  delivered  to  the  defendant.  In 
this  case  it  appeared  that  the  clerk  in  question 
took  the  entries  which  he  made  In  the  book 
offered,  from  the  delivery  book  of  the  drayman 
every  Saturday  night ;  that  the  drayman  stood 
by  his  side  and  read  off  the  entries,  and  he 
co))ied  them,  and  they  were  afterwards  com- 
pared and  corrected  by  the  drayman  and  him- 
self ;  that  this  was  done  in  the  present  case,  and 
that  the  drayman  was  then  absent  in  a  distant 
state. 

While  the  book  entries  of  a  merchant  are 
competent  evidence  to  show  the  delivery  and 
sale  of  the  articles  charged,  yet  they  are  rot 
the  only  or  the  best  evidence,  of  that  fact.  Tiie 
testimony  of  a  witness  who  can  from  memory 
testify  to  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  articles 
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ia  as  d^ood  as  the  entries  on  the  books.  Doty  y. 
rrawford,  39  S.  i\  1,  17  S.  K.  377.  In  this  case 
the  defendant  was  sought  to  be  held  liable  In- 
dividually, although  the  charges  on  the  plain- 
tiff'ti  books  were  against^  a  firm  of  which  the 
defendant  was  or  had  been  a  member. 

In  conflict  with  these  cases,  and  In  line  with 
Smith  v.  Smith,  are  those  holding  that  one  of 
the  preliminary  facta  to  be  established  before 
a  party  can  put  in  evidence  his  books  of  ac- 
count is  that  he  kept  no  clerk.  Vosburgh  t. 
Thayer,  12  Johns.  4(51 :  Jackson  v.  Evans.  8 
Mich.  476;  Dodson  v.  Sears,  25  111.  513:  Inger- 
soil  V.  Banister.  41  111.  388  :Place  v.  Parsons, 
17  X.  Y.  Week.  Dig.  293;  Llnnell  v.  Sutherland, 
11  Wend.  508:  Irish  v.  Horn,  84  Ilun,  121.  32 
N.  Y.  Supp.  455;  Underwood  v.  Parrot t,  2  Tex. 
IfiS  ;  Ruggles  v.  (Jatton,  50  III.  412  ;  Watrous 
v.  Cunningham,  71  Crfl.  30,  11  Pac.  811 ;  Town- 
send  V.  Coleman.  20  Tex.  817.  In  the  last  case 
cited.  It  was  proved  by  the  clerks  that  the  books 
wore  regularly  kept ;  that  the  defendant  had 
dealings  with  the  house ;  but  there  was  no  evi- 
dence that  he  had  dealings  at  the  particular 
times  in  question,  or  to  raise  the  presumption 
that  the  articles  sued  for  were  purchased  by  the 
defendant ;  it  was  held  that  the  evidence  of  the 
clerks,  so  far  as  it  went,  was  proper,  but,  in 
addition,  there  should  have  been  the  oath  of 
the  plaintiff,  who  had  made  the  sales  and  could 
testify  to  the  facts ;  that  to  admit  books  of 
merchants  and  others  who  are  still  alive  and 
in  the  state  on  proof  merely  of  their  handwriting 
would  be  a  dangerous  practice. 

In  that  case,  which  was  an  action  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered,  plalntifTs  proved  by  their 
clerk  that  their  books  were  in  the  handwriting 
of  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  they  were  in 
the  habit  of  keeping  correct  books;  but  it  ap- 
peared that  the  witness  was  not  their  clerk 
when  any  of  the  articles  were  sold,  but  that  an- 
other person  still  living  was  their  clerk  at  that 
time.  It  was  held  that  the  books  were  not  suf- 
ficiently proved ;  that  the  failure  to  obtain  the 
evidence  of  the  person  who  was  clerk  when  the 
goods  were  sold  should  have  been  accounted  for, 
and  that  there  should  have  been  added  the  sup- 
pletory  oath  of  the  party. 

A  corporation  is  not  within  the  rule  admitting 
the  books  of  a  mercliant  who  has  no  clerk. 
Congdon  &  A.  Co.  v.  Sheehan,  11  App.  Div.  456, 
42  N.  Y.  Supp.  255. 

And  the  statutes  of  several  of  the  states  em- 
body the  rule  that  the  party  must  show  that  he 
kept  no  clerk,  or  that  the  clerk  is  dead  or  in- 
accessible. Thus.  In  Cieorgia  (Code,  i  5182). 
Talbotton  R.  Co.  v.  Gibson,  106  Ga.  229,  32 
8.  E.   151. 

And  the  books  are  not  admissible  where  there 
were  two  clerks  alive  and  accessible  who  were 
the  salesmen  of  the  goods  sold  and  delivered, 
«nd  two  bookkeepers,  one  of  whom  was  acces- 
sible. Bracken  v.  Dillon,  64  Ga.  243,  37  Am. 
Rep.  70. 

And  In  Slrde  v.  Nelson,  20  Ga.  305,  it  was 
held  th.1t  a  party's  books  of  account  are  admis- 
sible for  him  on  the  ground  alone  that  there 
Is  no  better  evidence  to  which  he  can  resort. 
If  he  has  other  means  of  proving  the  account 
fae  cannot  resort  to  his  books :  and  he  has  other 
means  of  proving  it  where  there  exists  a  wit- 
ness by  whom  he  can  prove  It. 

But  I>unlap  v.  Hooper,  06  Ga.  211,  held  that 
the  fact  that  a  merchant  kept  a  clerk  was  no 
ot)Jectlon  to  the  introduction  of  his  books  of  ac- 
count in  evidence  as  to  entries  made  by  the 
merchant  himself  of  goods  sold  by  him,  where  a 
foundation  had  been  laid  that  It  was  the  book 
of  original  entries,  and  that  he  kept  correct 
books.  See  also  Martin  v.  Fyffe,  Dudley  (Ga.) 
16. 

And  in  McDanlel  ▼.  Truluck,  27  Ga.  360,  It 
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was  held  that  entries  In  a  merchant's  book, 
made  by  himself,  may  be  proved  by  bis  books, 
notwithstanding  he  kept  a  clerk  who  charged 
a  portion  of  the  items  In  his  account.  The 
court  said  that  if  all  the  entries  were  in  the 
handwriting  of  the  merchant  it  was  not  dis- 
puted but  that  he  might  prove  his  account  by 
his  books,  and  the  fact  that  entries  charged  by 
him  were  interspersed  with  the  entries  made  by 
the  clerk  carry  a  stronger  presumption  of  fair- 
ness than  U  they  were  charged  by  the  merchant 
himself. 

b.  Who  are  clerks. 

The  rule  excluding  books  of  account  where 
the  party  keeps  a  clerk  refers  to  an  employee 
having  something  to  do  with,  and  a  general 
knowledge  of,  the  business  of  his  employer, 
and  who  would  be  enabled  to  testify  in  refer- 
ence to  the  goods  sold  or  work  done,  and  not  to 
a  bookkeeper  with  little  means  of  personal 
knowledge  as  to  the  transactions  or  slight  in- 
formation relating  thereto,  except  that  derived 
from  others.  McGoldrlck  ▼.  Traphagen,  88  N. 
Y.  338 ;  Smith  v.  Smith. 

And  Smith  v.  Smith  holds  thnt  a  wife  who, 
under  her  husband's  directloi^  transcribes  In  a 
book  kept  by  him  In  his  business  the  sale  items 
entered  by  him  upon  slips  of  paper  contempo- 
raneously with  the  sales,  is  not  his  clerk  within 
the  rule. 

Nor  Is  a  foreman  who  usually  made  the  orig- 
inal entries  on  a  slate  during  the  day.  and 
did  a  portion  of  the  copying  at  night  into  the 
blotter  or  ledger  offered  in  evidence.  Wagge- 
man  y.  Peters,  22  111.  42. 

Nor  Is  an  employee  who  attends  to  sales  no 
further  than  merely  delivering  goods  manu- 
factured, and  keeping  a  memorandum  of  the  de- 
livery for  a  temporary  purpose.  Sickles  v. 
Mather,  20  Wend.  72,   32  Am.  Dec.  521. 

Nor  is  a  servant  of  a  dealer  In  brick,  who 
kept  a  tally  book  or  slate  upon  which  he  made 
memoranda  of  sales  during  the  day,  reporting 
thtm  to  his  employer  at  night,  wlio  entered  the 
amounts  upon  his  regular  account  book.  Jack- 
son V.  Evans,  8  Mich.  476. 

In  Rexford  v.  Comstock,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  877, 
an  action  to  recover  for  professional  services 
rendered  by  the  plaintiff's  Intestate  for  the  de- 
fendant's intestate,  it  appeared  that  during  a 
small  portion  of  the  time  embraced  in  the  ac- 
count the  plaintiff's  intestate  had  employed 
clerks  whose  principal  duties  were  copying  pa- 
pers and  attending  generally  to  such  business 
as  would  be  intrusted  to  law  clerks,  but  there 
was  no  evidence  that  either  of  the  clerks  had 
personal  knowledge  of  the  services  or  disburse- 
ments charged  in  the  account.  The  entries  were 
all  in  the  handwriting  of  the  plaintiff's  intes- 
tate or  a  former  partner,  both  of  whom  had  died 
before  the  defendant's  intestate.  And  the  court 
held  that  the  persons  who  made  the  entries  in 
the  books  in  question  in  those  cases  were  not 
clerks  within  the  rule. 

And  books  of  account  are  not  rendered  Inad- 
mlsslblo  because  the  parties  sometimes  employed 
persons  to  help  about  the  store  for  a  few  days 
or  months,  who  at  times  made  entries  in  the 
books,  where  ail  the  entries  were  made  under 
the  general  supervision  of  such  merchants,  with 
their  knowledge  and  at  their  suggestion  and 
usually  in  their  presence,  and  those  made  by  the 
persons  employed  are  testified  to  be  correct.  At- 
wood  V.  Barney,  80  Hun,  1,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  810. 
"The  obvious  purpose  of  the  rule."  said  the 
court  In  this  case,  **llmitlng  the  admission  In 
evidence  of  books  of  account  to  cases  where  the 
party  has  no  clerk,  is  to  withhold  this 
claFs  of  evidence,  wliere  the  party  has  some 
third     person     in     his     employ,    w^hose     busi- 
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neuR  it  is  to  notice  the  salen  made  or  serv- 
ices rendered,  and  to  make  entries  of  them  in 
the  books  as  they  occur,  and  by  whom  he  can 
prove  the  sale  or  services  for  which  he  seeks 
to  recover.  While  this  may  be  a  border  case, 
still  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs 
had  no  such  clerk  as  would  prevent  the  admis- 
sion of  their  books  under  the  rule  established 
by  the  Vosburgh  Case,  and  that,  under  the  evi- 
dence, they   were  properly  received." 

III.  Form  and  requiaitea  generally. 

a.  Form  and  construction  of  hooka, 

1.  Oenerally. 

It  is  not  a  matter  of  importance  as  to  the 
construction  or  form  of  the  book,  or  the  ma- 
terial used.  If  it  be  capable  of  perpetuating  a 
ret'ord  of  events,  and  the  charges  thereon  are 
fairly  and  honestly  made  in  the  regular  course 
of  business  and  at  or  about  the  time  of  the 
transactions  to  which  they  refer.  Hooper  v. 
Taylor,  39  Me.  224. 

As  is  said  in  Post  ▼.  Kenbrson,  "the  manner 
of  keeping  the  accounts  and  their  purpose  Is 
the  important  consideration,  rather  than  the 
form  of  the  b^oks  themselves.  An  original 
entry  may  be  made  upon  a  diary  or  a  book  or 
paper,  and  be  entitled  to  be  received  as  inde- 
pendent evidence." 

No  mode  is  prescribed  by  law  In  which  a  l)ook 
must  be  kept  to  make  It  evidence,  and  the  ques- 
tion of  competency  must  be  determined  by  the 
appearance  and  character  of  .the  book,  regard 
being  had  to  the  degree  of  education  of  the  party, 
the  nature  of  his  employment,  the  manner  of 
his  charges  against  other  people,  and  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case.  Moody  v.  Uoberts, 
41  Miss.  74.  See  also  Remick  v.  Rumery,  69 
N.  H.  605,  45  Atl.  574. 

"In  declaring  that  the  question  of  the  compe- 
tency must  be  determined  by  the  appearance 
and  character  of  the  book,"  said  the  court  In 
Bookout  V.  Shannon,  59  Miss.  378,  "we  do  not 
understand  that  the  book  alone,  unsupported  by 
any  oath  of  the  party  or  other  evidence,  is  suf- 
ficient proof  of  its  own  competency,  however  or- 
derly may  be  the  appearance  of  Its  entries. 
What  is  there  meant  is  that  the  court  will  look 
to  the  book  to  see  If  It  purports  to  contain  en- 
tries of  charges  against  the  party,  such  as  it 
Is,  if  competent,  evidence  to  prove;  that  It  is 
on  its  face  a  book  of  accounts,  and  not  a  collec- 
tion of  loose  and  Indeterminate  memoranda ; 
that  there  are  or  are  not  alterations  or  ad- 
ditions requiring  explanation  by  the  party  of- 
fering it  In  evidence ;  and  for  the  purpose  of 
satisfying  itself  as  to  those  facts  of  which  the 
book  ilself  is  evidence." 

And  in  Cummlngs  v.  Nichols,  13  N.  H.  420, 
38  Am.  Dec.  501,  it  was  said:  "There  Is  no 
particular  form  In  which  the  book  of  a  party 
must  be  kept,  In  order  to  Its  admission  as  evi- 
dence, in  support  of  his  account.  But  It  must 
be  kept  in  such  a  mode  as  to  show,  of  itself, 
a  charge  against  the  adverse  party,  and  the  na- 
ture of  that  charge,  so  that  the  book.  In  con- 
nection with  the  party's  oath  that  the  book  is 
his  original  book  of  entries,  that  the  charges 
are  in  his  handwriting,  that  they  were  made  at 
the  time  they  purport  to  have  been  made,  and 
at  or  near  the  times  of  the  delivery  of  the  arti- 
cles, or  the  performance  of  the  services,  will 
show  the  nature  of  the  claim,  without  further 
evidence  from  the  party  to  interpret  the  mean- 
ing of  arbitrary  characters,  the  signification  of 
which  is  known  only  to  himself." 

An  entry  In  proper  form  and  referring  to 
proper  matter  of  book  account  does  not  lose  Its 
clteracter  as  Independent  evidence  from  the  fact 
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that  It  Is  made  upon  the  diary,  and  not  upon  the 
regular  account  books,  of  the  party  making  it. 
Gleason  v.  Kinney,  65  Vt.  560.  27  Atl.  208. 

And  that  books  of  account  were  formerly 
used  by  a  firm  of  wh^ch  the  party  offering  them 
was  a  member,  and  after  the  retirement  of  the 
other  partner  their  use  was  continued  by  him, 
is  no  objection  to  their  admissibility  in  evidence. 
Dunlap  ▼.  Hooper,  66  Ga.  211. 

2.  Sheets  of  paper. 

Several  scraps  of  paper  may  be  admitted  In 
evidence  as  a  book  of  original  entries  where 
sworn  to  as  such.  Smith  v.  Smith,  4  liarr. 
(Del.)  532;  Taylor  v.  Tucker,  1  (;a.  231. 

And  Bell  v.  McLeran,  3  Vt  185,  holds  that 
an  action  on  book  account  will  iie  to  recover 
fees  for  arguing  a  cause  for  the  defendant  on 
sufficient  proof  that  the  services  were  performed, 
or  where  the  defendant  admits  that  they  were 
performed,  although  no  charge  was  made  on 
any  regular  book  of  accounts,  but  on  slips  of 
paper  filed  according  to  the  plaintiff  s  custom 
in  his  professional  business."  The  law  requires 
no  particular  form  of  bookkeeping,"  said  the 
court,  "but  therft  sfcculd  be  something  that  per- 
petuates the  memory  of  things  as  were  under- 
stood at  their  date.  But  that  mode  which 
makes  the  books  most  sure  to  show  their  own 
correctness,  or  furnish  a  criterion  to  correct 
any  mistakes  that  may  happen,  is  best."  It  ap- 
peared In  this  case  that  the  plaintiff's  custom 
was  to  keep  a  book  in  which  his  family  kept  ac- 
counts that  concerned  domestic  matters ;  but  that 
he  chargeil  nothing  thereon  himself ;  that  tne  ac- 
counts for  his  professional  business  were  never 
charged  In  this  book ;  but  those  charges  were 
usually  made  by  him  on  slips  of  paper,  and  kept 
on  file;  that  this  account  was  for  such  pro- 
fessional business,  and  was  so  charged  and  kept, 
and  that  the  account  produced  on  trial  was  the 
original  entry.  This  was  held  to  be  sufllciently 
a  book,  to  evade  any  technical  diflSculty ;  and 
that  all  tliat  remained  related  to  the  credit  of 
the  book  and  of  the  plaintiff  under  oath.  Com- 
pare Mathews  v.  Sanders,  15  Ark.  255,  supra, 
I.  b.  2. 

Any  note  or  memorandum  of  a  transaction 
In  question,  reduced  to  writing.  Is  a  sufficient 
book  account  within  the  Tennessee  statute.  Ir- 
win V.  Jordan,  7  Humph.  167. 

And  where  an  account  offered  is  on  a  single 
piece  of  paper  proof  will  be  admitted  that  it 
was  a  leaf  torn  out  of  the  party's  account  book 
severed  by  mistake  or  accident,  so  that  it  may 
be  read  as  part  of  the  book :  but  proof  of  thin 
fact  must  be  made  by  disinterested  testimony, 
and  the  party  himself  is  not  a  competent  wit- 
ness to  prove  it.  Allen  v.  Davis,  Tappan  (Ohio) 
28. 

An  account  started  in  a  small  pass  book,  and 
after  this  had  been  tilled  continued  on  slips  of 
paper  attached  toj^ether,  was  admitted  as  a  book 
of  original  eutrles.  in  Moore  v.  Morris.  1  Penn. 
(Del.)  412,  41  Atl.  880,  after  an  examination 
by  the  court,  over  an  objection  that  the  entries 
made  on  the  sheets  were  not  made  at  the  time 
of  their  respective  dates,  the  dates  not  all  t>e- 
Ing  in  chronological  order  and  the  ink  having 
the  appearance  of  being  fresh,  indicating  that 
the  entries  were  made  simultaneously. 

And  a  sheet  of  paper  sewed  together  in  oc- 
tavo were  admitted,  in  connection  with  the 
party's  oath.  In  Hall  v.  Field,  4  Harr.  (Del.) 
533,  note,  as  a  book  of  original  entries,  in  view 
of  the  regular  practice  under  the  act  of  as- 
sumptions, although  the  court  said  that  Ihe 
book  was  not  such  as  that  act  required. 

But  memoranda  written  by  a  deceased  per- 
son upon  dates  on  a  calendar,  indicating  the 
payments  of  money  to  his  creditor,  but  not  ppec- 
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ifying  the  amounts,  nor  shown  to  have  been 
made  in  the  regular  course  of  business,  or  to 
have  been  continuous,  are  not  admissible  as 
books  of  account  to  prove  that  such  payments 
were  made.  Hay  v.  Peterson,  6  Wyo.  419,  34 
L.  R.  A.  .581,  45  Pac.  1073. 

And  memoranda  on  a  loose  scrap  of  paper 
found  by  an  administrator  in  his  intestate's 
desk,  unaccompanied  by  any  evidence  that  It 
was  the  custom  of  the  Intestate  to  make  charges 
In  like  manner,  or  that  the  charges  were  made 
at  or  about  the  time  when  the  right  to  charge 
first  accrued,  or  that  the  entries  were  original 
entries  other  than  from  the  appearance  of  the 
paper  itself,  although  the  administrator  testi- 
fies that  the  entries  were  In  the  handwriting  of 
his  Intestate,  are  not  admissible  as  independent 
evidence  to  prove  that  the  party  charged  was 
indebted  to  the  intestate.  Barber  v.  Bennett, 
5S  Vt.  476.  56  Am.  Rep.  565,  4  Atl.  231.  Com- 
pare Mathews  v.  Sanders,  15  Ark.  255,  supra, 
I.  b,  2. 

But  a  part  of  a  sheet  of  paper  having  the  ap- 
pearance of  having  been  torn  out,  of  a  book 
which,  although  sworn  to  be  in  the  handwriting 
of  the  party  offering  it,  contains  neither  his 
name  nor  that  of  the  party  sought  to  be  charged 
nor  any  charges  against  the  latter,  and  which 
is  unintelligible  without  explanation,  is  not  ad- 
missible In  evidence  as  a  book  of  original  en- 
tries.    Hough  v.  Doyle,  4  Rawle,  291. 

So,  loose  scraps  of  paper  containing,  as  al- 
leged, accounts  of  sales  by  an  agent  of  goods 
sold  on  account  of  his  principal,  but  which 
show  on  their  very  face  that  they  are  unworthy 
of  the  name  of  an  account  regularly  kept,  are 
not  admissible  as  a  book  of  original  entries. 
Thomson  v.  M'Kelvey,  13  Serg.  &  R.  126. 

And  in  Carroll  v.  School,  2  Phila.  2U0,  sheets 
or  slips  of  paper  torn  from  a  book  of  original 
entries  containing  charges  of  work  done  '  by 
plaintifT  for  defendant,  were  held  inadmissible 
to  support  plainilff's  claim. 

In  Kenn^'dy  v.  Ankrim,  Tappan  (Ohio)  8,  to 
support  his  plea  of  set-off,  defendant  offered 
an  account  madi>  nt  the  bar  on  a  loos»  piece  of 
paper,  and  moved  the  court  that  he  might  be 
8worn  to  laove  it ;  but  it  was  held  that  the 
paper  offered  was  no  book  account. 

8.  Notched  stick. 

A  notched  stick,  with  the  party's  oath  that 
the  notc-h(s  woi'e  made  at  the  time  the  work  was 
done.  Is  admissible  as  a  book  of  original  entries 
where  the  accuracy  of  the  entries  was  satisfac- 
torily tested  by  comparison  with  an  account 
made  out  from  the  notched  stick  sometime  pre- 
vious.    Rowland  v.  Burton,  2  Harr.  (Del.)  288. 

4.  Shinyle. 

A  shint;le  on  which  It  Is  shown  that  an  In- 
teaiAtP  eniored  from  day  to  day  an  account  of 
tinibor  hewed  l)y  him  each  day  under  a  contract 
Is  admissible  In  evidence  for  his  administrator 
in  a  suit  on  such  contract.  Kendall  v.  Field, 
14  Me.  30,  30  Am.  Dec.  728. 

b.  Form  of  entry, 

1.  Generally, 

Book  charges  should  be  precise  and  definite ; 
and  a  charge  for  wood  sold,  which  does  not 
state  whether  the  wood  was  of  a  lot  owned  by 
The  party  Individually  or  of  a  lot  which  he  tes- 
tified that  he  owned  Jointly  with  another,  is  j 
Inadmissible.  Richardson  ▼.  Fernery,  23  N.  U.  j 
220. 

In  Re  Fulton.  178  Pa.  78.  35  L.  R.  A.  IS.*^. 
85  Atl.  880,  it  was  said  that  book  chirge.s  need 
not  be  8U<h  as  to  be  understood  by  the  general 
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public  If  they  are  Intelligible  to  persons  in  the 
business ;  but  where  they  are  not  intelligible 
to  the  common  understanding.  It  would  seem 
to  be  necessary  to  support  them  by  other  evi- 
dence as  to  their  meaning  and  character. 

But  a  laborer's  time  book,  kept  In  a  tabular 
form.  In  which  the  days  of  the  month  are 
placed  at  the  head  of  the  column  and  the  name 
of  the  workmen  on  the  side,  and  in  which  at 
the  end  of  each  day,  or  net^r  it,  a  figure  is  en- 
tered at  the  place  of  Intersection,  indicating 
thereby  that  the  person  opposite  whose  name  it 
Is  entered  has  worked  the  whole  or  a  fraction 
of  that  day,  and  which  Is  fortified  by  the  labor- 
er's suppletory  oath,  la  admissible  to  prove  the 
labor  done.  Mathea  ▼.  Robinson,  8  Met.  269, 
41  Am.  Dec.  505. 

An  account  book  kept  by  a  person  who  is 
unabje  to  write,  who  Is  hauling  sand  for  an- 
other, and  In  which  he  enters  a  straight  mark 
for  each  load  hauled,  Is  competent  evidence  for 
him  when  supported  by  bis  suppletory  oath. 
Miller  y.  Shay,  145  Mass.  162,  13  N.  £.  468. 

2.  Pencil  entries. 

It  Is  no  valid  objection  to  a  book  of  accounts 
otherwise  unobjectionable  tha(  all  the  entries     ^ 
therein   were  made  with  a   lead    pencil    only. 
True  V.  Bryant,  32  N.  H.  241 ;  Gibson  v.  Bailey, 
13  Met.  537  ;  Hill  v.  Scott,  12  Pa.  168. 

But  It  Is  a  circumstance  against  them. 
Walton's  Kstate.  4  Kulp,  487. 

8.  Use  of  ahhreriations  and  hieroglyphics. 

It  Is  not  a  fatal  objection  to  a  physician's 
book  of  charges  that  It  contains  well-known  and 
usual  abbreviations.  Bay  v.  Cook,  22  N.  J.  L. 
343. 

The  book  may  be  In  such  characters  as  are 
in  ordinary  use  by  persons  of  a  particular  trade 
or  profession,  and  are  not  readily  understood 
by  other  persons;  and  if  so,  the  testimony  of 
other  persons  may  be  admitted  to  explain  the 
n^aning  of  the  characters  used :  but  not  the 
testimony  of  the  party  himself  on  his  supple- 
tory oath.  Cummings  v.  Nichols,  13  N.  H.  420, 
38  Am.  Dec.  501. 

In  Bookout  V.  Shannon,  59  Miss.  378.  an  ac- 
tion upon  an  account  for  professional  services 
rendered  by  the  plaintiff,  a  physician,  to  the  de- 
fendant's intestate,  the  plaintiff  offered  in  evi- 
dence a  book  in  which  appeared  the  names  of 
various  persons  arranged  in  alphabetical  order, 
and  opposite  each  name  various  dates,  and  be- 
neath each  date  a  hieroglyphic ;  and  amongst 
the  names  appeared  that  of  the  defendant's  in- 
testate having  opposite  to  It  entries  in  the 
hieroglyphics.  It  was  held  that  the  book  was 
competent  as  the  plaintiff's  account  book.  And 
it  was  also  held  that  the  key  with  which  to 
decipher  the  entries  was  admissible  and  a  dis- 
connected part  of  the  book  necessary  to  an  ex- 
planation of  It,  as  containing  the  best  evidence 
of  the  facts  It  was  Introduced  to  prove. 

There  are  two  cases  in  Pennsylvania,  how- 
ever, holding  that  a  physician's  visiting  list, 
containing  simply  the  name  of  a  patient  accom- 
panied by  a  succession  of  hieroglyphics  and  fig- 
ures to  be  explained  and  translated  from  a 
table  In  the  front  of  the  book  only  by  the  physi- 
cian himself  who  made  them,  is  Inadmissible  as 
a  book  of  original  entries.  German's  Estate, 
16  Phila.  318;  Kelley's  Estate,  5  Pa.  Dist.  R. 
263.  The  book  In  question  contained,  on  each 
page,  a  list  of  the  names  of  patients  with  tally 
marks  opposite  it  in  columns  headed  separately 
with  the  dny  of  the  week  and  name  of  the 
month  app>>aring  at  the  top  of  the  page,  and  the 
year  on  the  cover :  and  one  column  at  the  end 
of    the    «i)uces    for    each    week    was    headed 
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"amount."  Preceding  these  lists  was  the  table 
of  hierogylphics  and  figures  and  the  use  for 
which  they  were  intended.  "It  is  quite  clear," 
said  the  court  in  the  first  case,  "that  entries 
patterned  after  this  fashion  could  serve,  at  best, 
only  as  memoranda  from  which  to  make  more 
formal  charges.  As  original  entries,  even  if  de- 
cipherable, they  were  incomplete,  because  their 
form  admitted  only  of  a  weekly  charge  in  money 
and  in  point  of  fact  no  charge  at  all  appeared 
to  have  been  made.  .  .  .  The  law  cannot 
tolerate  as  self  proving  an  entry  of  services 
which  can  be  translated  only  by  means  of  a 
glossary." 

An  entry  in  the  u«iual  form  of  a  charge  Is  not 
objectionable  merely  because  the  abbreviation 
"Dr."  is  not  used,  as  long  as  each  entry  Is  in 
the  form  of  a  charge.  Re  Diggins,  68  Vt.  198, 
34  Ati.  696. 

The  meaning  of  marks  affixed  to  book  entries, 
however,  cannot  be  explained  by  one  who  did 
not  make  them.  Purchase  y.  Mattlson,  2  Rob. 
78. 

c.  Altcratiofis   and  erasures. 

1.  Generally, 

A  book  of  entries  manifestly  erased  and  al- 
tered in  a  material  particular  cannot  be  con- 
sidered as  entitled  to  go  to  the  ]ury,  and  muse 
be  rejected  by  the  court,  unless  the  party  oflfer- 
Ing  it  gives  an  explanation  which  does  away 
with  the  presumption  arising  from  Its  face. 
Churchman  v.  Smith,  6  Whart.  146,  36  Am.  Dec. 
211  ;  Campbell  v.  Holland,  22  Neb.  587,  35  N. 
W.  871:  Ilildebrands  Estate,  14  Lane.  L.  Rev. 
346 :  Kline  v.  (iundrum.  11  Pa.  242 ;  Eastman 
V.  Moulton,  3  N.  H.  156 ;  Moody  v.  Roberts,  41 
'  Miss.  74  ;  Cogswell  v.  L>olliver,  2  Mass.  217,  3 
Am.  Dec.  45  {dictmn)  ;  State  v.  Collins,  1 
Marv.  (Del.)  530,  41  Atl.  144  ;  Doster  v.  Brown, 
25  Ga.  24,  71  Am.  Dec.  153;  Wollenweber  v. 
Ketterlinus,   17   Pa.  389. 

After  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  of  book  debt 
has  produced  his  books  of  account  upon  oyer, 
he  cannot  make  any  additions  or  alterations 
therein  so  as  to  surprise  the  defendant  upon  the 
trial.     Downer  v.  Lothrop,  1  Root,  273. 

In  Larue  v.  Rowland,  7  Barb.  109,  it  was  said 
that  fraudulent  circumstances  may  be  proved 
for  the  purpose  of  rendering  a  book  incompe- 
tent,— thus.  It  may  be  shown  that  material  and 
gross  alterations  have  been  made,  or  that  en- 
tries have  been  made  post  litem  motam,  and 
even  that  they  were  not  made  at  or  near  the 
time  of  the  transaction ;  that,  in  short,  any- 
thing may  be  proved  which  will  show  the  books 
are  unworthy  of  credit,  and  that,  if  the  proof 
sustains  the  objection,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  reject  the  book  and  leave  the  party 
to  his  common-law  proof. 

So,  books  of  account  which  appear  to  have 
been  altered  by  the  insertion  of  another  name 
In  what  had  been  previously  an  individual  ac- 
count, and  which  show  that  the  articles  were 
not  charged  in  chronological  order,  although 
supported  by  the  oath  of  the  party  keeping 
them  establishing  their  character  as  books  of 
original  entries,  are  no4:  admissible  in  his  favor 
when  there  is  no  evidence  explaining  the  irregu- 
larities other  than  that  of  the  party  offering 
them.     Caldwell  v.  McDermlt,  17  Cal.  464. 

But  entries  of  charges  for  goods  sold  and  de- 
livered, fortified  by  the  requisite  suppletory 
oath  of  the  party  who  made  them,  are  admissi- 
ble in  evidence,  notwithstanding  a  mistake  in 
the  name  of  the  party  charged,  or  some  addi- 
tion to  his  name,  where  that  mistake  is  fully 
and  satisfactorily  explained  by  other  compe- 
tent evidence.     Schettler  v.  Jones,  20  Wis.  412. 1 

An  instruction  that  If  the  Jury  believe  from 
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the  evidence  that  plaintiff  sold  the  m.iterm.s 
to  defendant  by  Its  order,  and  truared  xht  dt^ 
fendant  therefor,  they  must  so  find  by  ibeir  ver- 
dict without  regard  to  the  manner  in  wbU-h  iLe 
books  were  kept,  is  properly  given  where  there 
Is  some  proof  of  an  erasure  in  the  book  of  en- 
tries. Presbyterian  Church  v.  KmerKon,  6^ 
111.  271. 

But  the  fact  that  a  book  contains  a  few  altera- 
tions does  not  render  It  incompetent  where  they 
are  not  sufficient  to  affect  the  honesty  of  :te 
book.  Morris  v.  Briggs,  3  Cush.  342  :  Lloyd  v. 
Ivloyd,  1  Redf .  399 ;  Sargeant  v.  Pettibone,  1 
Alk.   (Vt.)  355. 

And  the  fact  that  books  of  account  eontaia 
some  errors  afTects  their  credibility:  but,  in 
the  absence  .of  evidence  that  the  books  were 
fniudulently  falsified,  does  not  necessarily  ren- 
der them  incompetent.  Levine  v.  I^neashire 
Ins.  Co.  06  Minn.  138,  68  X.  W.  855. 

And  James  v.  Harvey,  1  X.  J.  L.  228,  bold* 
that  alterations  or  erasures  in  a  book,  not  dis 
coverable  throughout,  or  insufficient  to  destroy 
Its  competency,  go  merely  to  the  credibility  of 
the  book,  of  which  the  jury  are  the  prop«r 
Judges. 

Changes  made  In  good  faith  to  correct  mis- 
takes cast  no  suspicion  upon  the  boctks,  and 
whether  made  in  good  faith  or  not  is  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury ;  and  it  is  not  error  to  refi]>? 
an  instruction  to  the  eflfect  that,  as  a  mattt-r  of 
law,  such  changes  do  cast  suspicion  upon  the 
books  and  authorize  the  jury  to  disregaixl  them. 
Maverick  v.  Maury,  79  Tex.  435.  15  S.  W.  68tj. 

So,  an  objection  to  the  admissibility  of  an 
account  book  of  a  corporation  offered  to  diow 
the  state  of  account  between  the  company  aad 
defendant  charged  with  embezzlement  of  its 
funds,  on  the  ground  that  there  has  been  an 
erasure  to  make  the  t)ook  conform  to  the  clalni 
of  the  state,  goes  to  the  value,  and  nor  to  tb^ 
admissibility,  of  the  book.  State  ▼.  Collins 
1  Marv.   (Del.)   536,  41  Atl.  144. 

And  the  fact  that  a  defaulting  bookkeeper 
had,  before  absconding,  manipulated  some  of 
the  books — particularly  the  cash  book — for  xh^ 
purpose  of  defrauding  his  employer,  is  of  ih> 
consequence  so  long  as  the  correctness  of  tht" 
books,  so  far  as  the  accounts  and  rights  of 
those  dealing  wllli  the  employer  were  roa- 
cerned,  is  not  questioned.  Webster  v.  San 
Pedro  Lumber  Co.  101  Cal.  326,  35  Pac.  871. 

In  Galley  v.  Washington.  2  Harr.  <I>el.> 
204,  a  book  of  original  entries,  sometimes  io 
ledger  form,  sometimes  in  a  book  entry,  simt^ 
times  in  balances,  and  at  other  times  Jtems  fre- 
quently scratched  and  erased,  was  admitted  in 
evidence  over  an  objection  to  Its  Irregularity. 
The  court  said  that  what  constitutes  a  bo'tk 
of  original  entries  must  be  understood  with 
considerable  allowance :  that  the  best  general 
rule  will  be,  unless  something  clearly  wmog 
appears  from  the  account,  to  admit  it  in  evi- 
dence, leaving  it  to  the  jury  to  consider  its 
w^eight. 

Whether  books  of  original  entry  are  In  sa<'h 
condition  on  account  of  erasures  and  interlint'a- 
tlons  as  to  justify  their  submission  to  the  jury 
is  a  question  for  the  trial  court  to  determin*-. 
and  its  action  cannot  be  reviewed  on  app^ml. 
Robinson  v.  Dibble,  17  Fla.  457. 

2.  Right  io  explain. 

The  cases  in  the  preceding  subdivision  «tv»ra 
to  quite  generally  recognize  that  it  is  not  im- 
proper to  allow  the  party  oflTering  his  book  to 
explain  erasures  and  alterations. 

And  in  Freer  v.  Budingtou.  6  N.  T.  S.  R. 
319.  it  appeared  that  the  items  as  first  enter*><l 
on  the  plalntifTs  account  book  were  charir*^ 
against  the  person  who,  the  defendant  Insisred. 
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was  the  person  really  liable,  and  that  the 
charge  was  subsequently  changed  so  as  to  read 
against  the  defendant ;  and  it  was  held  that 
there  was  no  error  in  permitting  the  plaintiff  to 
show  that  the  charge  as  first  made  was  so  made 
by  mistake,  inasmuch  as  such  an  entry  is  not 
conclusive  as  in  the  case  of  a  writing  signed 
by  the  parties,  but  is  open  to  explanation  like 
a  private  memorandum. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  has  been  said  that  the 
ground  of  admission  of  books  of  account  as  evi- 
dence is  the  necessity  of  the  case,  and  its  credi- 
bility is  based  upon  the  supposition  that  state- 
ments made,  although  by  the  party  himself,  at 
a  time  when  he  was  under  no  special  tempta- 
tion to  falsify,  will  be  true,  and  hence  that  the 
charges  must  be  contemporaneous  with  the 
transactions  which  they  describe;  and  that  this 
principle,  of  course,  rigidly  and  properly  ex- 
cludes statements  of  a  party  made  at  a  subse- 
quent time,  and  forbids  any  statements  of  the 
party  which  add  to,  explain,  or  take 
away  from  the  face  of  the  account : 
that  he  is  allowed  to  prove  the  founda- 
tion for  the  introduction  of  the  account,  and 
when  he  has  done  that,  the  account  may  be 
,  introduced  as  evidence,  but  it  must  speak  for 
itself ;  that  if  it  cannot  do  that  it  is  not  an  ac- 
count— at  least  no  one  can  be  allowed  to  speak 
for  it.  And  therefore,  in  an  action  by  a  surviv- 
ijig  partner,  Iji  which  a  defendant  offers  In  evi- 
dence a  book  of  accounts  containing  an  account 
against  the  deceased  partner  alone,  although  It 
appeared  on  the  face  of  it  to  have  been  charged 
at  one  time  against  the  copartnership,  and  the 
defendant  was  asked  to  explain  the  erasure  of 
the  name  of  the  partners  and  the  substitution 
of  the  deceased  partner's,  the  court  held  this 
to  be  in  direct  opposition  to  £he  statute  which 
allows  a  party  to  verify,  and  not  contradict,  his 
book,  and  that  therefore  the  evidence  of  the 
account  was  inadmissible.  Richardson  v.  Win- 
gate,  1  Ohio  Dec.  Keprint,  478. 

And  Cook  v.  Brister,  VJ  N.  J.  L.  78.  holds 
that  where  an  entry  manifestly  appears  to  have 
been  written  on  an  erasure  it  is  improper  to 
allow  the  party  to  explain  that  his  bookkeeper 
had  by  mistake  charged  the  articles  to  another 
person,  ahd  had  then  erased  the  entry  and 
made  it  as  it  now  appears.  Compare  Schet- 
ter  V.  Jones,  20  Wis.  412. 

d.  Mutilationa, 

A  memorandum  tK>ok  which  has  been  muti- 
lated by  t  lie,  party  tearing  out  and  burning  some 
of  the  entries  concerning  the  suit,  after  suit 
was  brought,  should  not  be  allowed  to  go  to  the 
Jury.  Johnson  v.  Fry,  88  Va.  005,  12  S.  E.  973, 
14  S.  £.  183. 

So  held,  also  in  Lovelock  v.  Gregg,  14  Colo. 
r*3,  23  I'ac.  86,  of  a  book  which  had  been  muti- 
lated by  cutting  out  the  leaves  on  which  the  ac- 
count In  suit  had  been  kept. 

But  a  book  of  account  from  which  a  leaf  ap- 
pears to  have  been  torn  is  admissible  where 
the  party  explains  that  he  had  torn  the  leaf 
out  because  it  had  been  accidentally  soiled  and 
rendered  unfit  for  use.  Campbell  v.  Holland, 
22  Neb.  587,  35  N.  W.  871. 

In  Jones  v.  Dekay,  3  N.  J.  L.  056,  the  error 
assigned  was  that  the  justice  admitted  the 
book  without  proof  that  it  was  the  party's 
book  of  original  entry.  It  turned  out  that  the 
real  objection  was  that  some  of  the  leaves  had 
been  cut  out,  but  the  court  held  that  this  was 
a  fact  going  to  the  credit  of  the  book,  to  be 
considered  by  the  Jury. 

The  dilapidated  condition  of  a  book  Is  no 
justlhcatiou  for  the  exclusion  of  the  entries 
thereon  proved  by  the  testimony  of  those  who 
made  them  and  sold  and  delivered  the  goods, 
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but  is  only  a  matter  going  to  their  weight  and 
credibility  with  the  Jury,  where  there  was  no 
evidence  of  fraud,  or  of  any  purpose  to  destroy 
the  entries,  but  their  condition  was  due  to  the 
natural  results  of  hard  usage, — especially  in 
view  of  the  production  of  the  ledgers  posted 
from  the  books,  so  that  the  debtor  might  have 
the  advantage  of  any  credits  which  might  ap- 
pear upon  the  missing  leaves.  Weigle  v.  Brau- 
tigam,  74  111.  App.  285. 

In  Lunsford  v.  Butler,  102  Ala.  403,  15  So. 
230,  a  memorandum  book  with  several  leaves 
torn  out,  with  nothing  to  show  that  the  book 
was  torn  after  the  entries  were  made,  was  ad- 
mitted in  evidence  over  an  objection  that  the 
book  was  mutilated,  and  the  rulings  of  the  trial 
court  on  evidence  were  assigned  as  error;  but 
the  judgment  was  affirmed  by  the  supreme 
court,  with  no  reference  In  the  opinion  to  this 
objection. 

But  a  part  of  a  book  not  fastened  together, 
some  of  the  leaves  being  torn  and  many  of  them 
entirely  gone,  is  so  mutilated  as  to  be  properly 
excluded  from  evidence  as  a  book  of  account. 
Harold  V.  Smith.  107  Ga.  840.  33  S.  E.  640. 

Morine  ▼.  Brown,  3  Shan.  Cas.  (Tenn.)  64, 
3  Leg.  Rep.  100,  as  digested  in  Webb  &  Meigs' 
Tenn.  Dig.  Vol.  II.  tit.  Evidence,  IV.  Accounts, 
holds  that  where  a  person  claims  to  have  an 
account  against  a  very  old.  Infirm,  and  wholly 
Illiterate  negro  man,  and  directs  the  latter  to 
order  a  credit  to  be  entered  on  his  note  for  the 
alleged  amount  of  the  account,  without  read- 
ing over  any  items  to  him,  the  credit  entered 
will  not  be  sufficient  evidence  of  the  genuine- 
ness of  the  account  when  the  claimant  cannot 
give  items  nor  specify  particulars,  the  account 
being  recent,  and  the  leaves  of  the  account  book, 
where  the  account  was  alleged  to  have  been 
kept,  have  been  destroyed. 

e.  Jntcrlineationa.' 

That  a  physician's  books  of  account  contain 
InterllDeations  in  different  ink  from  items 
charged  at  the  same  date  as  chavges  of  attend- 
ance against  defendant  on  the  same  days  with 
charges  of  mileage  to  other  persons  residing 
at  a  distance  from  defendant  is  not  such  evi- 
dence of  fraud  as  will  require  their  exclus'on 
from  evidence.  Bower  v.  Smith,  8  Ga.  74. 
The  court  said  that  irregularities  in  the  books 
should  be  exceedingly  gross  and  palpable  to 
justify  the  court  In  excluding  them  .from  the 
consideration  of  the  Jury. 

f.  Omission  to  affix  piHce. 

The  fact  that  in  items  for  goods  sold  and  de- 
livered, or  for  labor  performed,  no  prices  are 
carried  out,  does  not  affect  the  competency  of 
the  entries  If  they  are  otherwise  unobjection- 
able. The  fair  presumption  is  that  when  the 
sale  was  made  or  the  labor  performed  no  price 
was  agreed  upon  ;  and  hence  its  value  may  be  es- 
tablibhed  by  proof  independent  of  the  books. 
Remick  v.  Rumery,  60  X.  H.  605,  45  Atl.  574  ; 
Jones  V.  Orton,  65  Wis.  9,  26  N.  W.  172 ; 
Steele  v.  Manufacturing  Co.  4  Kulp,  414. 
Contra,  Hagaman  v.  Case,  %  N.  J.  L.  370. 

Leach  v.  Shepard,  5  Vt.  363,  was  an  action 
on  book  account  in  which  the  plaintiff's  account 
consisted  of  one  item  only,  being  for  2,088 
pounds  of  wool,  and  it  was  held  that  the  ac- 
tion would  lie,  inasmuch  as  the  claim  was  to  re- 
cover for  property  actually  sold  and  delivered 
and  to  recover  its  fair  value.  The  coutt  said  : 
**The  claim  must  be  for  the  value  of  property 
sold  and  delivered,  or  of  services  done  and  per- 
formed. It  must  not  be  a  mere  claim  for  dam- 
age for  not  performing  some  special  contract, 
nor  for  compensation  for  a  tort  committed." 
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But  entries  in  a  book  have  been  held  inad- 
missible to  8iiow  sale  and  delivery  where  they 
furnish  nothing  by  which  the  propriety  of  the 
prices  charged  can  be  tested  or  criticised  by 
witnesses  familiar  with  the  subject.  McGar- 
ry's  Estate,  9  Pa.  Dlst.  R.  172. 

g.  Omi^sion'to  state  quantitp,  toeight,  eto. 

In  an  action  upon  an  account  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered  to  the  defendant  by  the  plaintiff's 
intestate  the  book  of  original  entries  kept  by 
plaintiflTs  intestate,  supported  by  plaintiff's 
oath  and  that  of  the  intestate's  clerk,  is  not 
Inadmissible  merely  because  no  measure,  weight, 
or  quantity  was  given  in  connection  with  the 
several  items  charged.  "There  would  seem  to 
be  no  reason  why  a  delivery  of  specific  arti- 
cles might  not  be  shown  by  a  t)ook  of  accounts, 
even  If  more  evidence  were  needed  to  show  the 
amount  which  the  plaintiff  w^  entitled  to  re- 
cover."    Pratt  V.   White,  132  Mass.  477. 

Hut  it  has  been  held  that  an  entry  in  a  sur- 
geon's book  is  Inadmissible  to  charge  a  per- 
son for  services  rendered  in  performing  a  surgi- 
cal operation,  where  the  entry  does  not  Indicate 
by  whom  it  was  performed,  or  upon  whom  It 
was  performed,  or  that  the  operation  took 
place  at  the  date  of  the  entry,  or  how  long  a 
time  prior  to  that  date  was  covered  by  the  serv- 
ices, nor  is  the  character  of  the  operation 
shown,  nor  the  time  required  for  Its  accomplish- 
ment,— nothing  in  fact  by  which  the  value  of 
the  services  could  be  established  or  tested  by 
evidence  aliunde.  Foreman's  Estate,  7  Pa. 
Dist.  K.  214. 

IV.  Entries   original   or   transferred. 

a.  General   rule. 

Books  of  account,  whether  sought  to  be  intro- 
duced under  the  common-law  rule,  or  under 
statutes  regulating  their  reception  in  evidence, 
and  whether  the  entries  therein  were  made  by 
the  party  himself,  or  by  a  bookkeeper  employed 
for  that  purpose,  must  contain  the  original  or 
first  permanent  record  of  the  transactian. 
This  Is  an  essential  recognized  by  all  the  cases 
cited  in  the  preceding  and  succeeding  sections 
in  which  the  admissibility  of  the  books  Is  estab- 
lished, as  well  as  by  the  following,  so  expressly 
holding :  Moody  v.  Roberts,  41  Miss.  74 ; 
Barnet  v.  Steinbach,  1  W.  N.  C.  335 ;  Baxter 
V.  I^ith,  28  Ohio  St.  84  ;  Cogswell  v.  Doiiiver, 
2  Mass.  217,  3  Am.  Dec.  45,  dictum;  L#awhorn 
V.  Carter,  11  Bush,  7 ;  Security  Co.  v.  Gray- 
«beal,  85  Iowa.  043,  52  N.  W.  497 ;  United  States 
Bank  v.  Burson.  90  Iowa,  191,  67  N.  W.  705 ; 
Arney  Bros.  v.  Meyer,  96  Iowa,  395,  G5  N.  W. 
o37 ;  Bupp  V.  O'Connor,  1  Tex.  Civ.  App.  328, 
21  S.  W.  619:  Buggies  v.  Gatton,  50  111.  412; 
Ingersoll  v.  Banister,  41  111.  388 ;  Watrous  ▼. 
Cunningham.  71  Cal.  80,  11  Pac.  811 ;  Gibbon's 
Estate,  1  Legal  Gaz.  10;  Fendall  v.  Billy,  1 
Cranch,  C.  C.  87,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,725;  East- 
man V.  Moulton,  3  N.  H.  156 ;  Inslee  v.  Prall,  23 
N.  J.  L.  457  ;  Landls  v.  Turner,  14  Cal.  573  ; 
Hooper  v.  Taylor,  39  Me.  224  ;  Remick  v.  Rum- 
ery,  69  N.  H.  005,  45,  Atl.  575  ;  Wilson  v.  Wil- 
st>n.  6  N.  J.  L.  95 ;  Vosburgh  v.  Thayer,  12 
Johns.  461  ;  Cargiil  ▼.  Atwood,  18  R.  I.  303,  27 
Atl.  214;  Underwood  v.  Parrott,  2  Tex.  168; 
Baldridge  v.  Penland,  68  Tex.  441,  4  S.  W.  565  ; 
Disinukes  v.  Tolson.  67  Ala.  386;  Lovelock  v. 
(JrepK.  14  Colo.  53.  23  Pac.  86  ;  Moore  v.  Mor- 
ris, 1  P^nn.  (Del.)  412,  41  Atl.  889;  Talbot- 
ton  R.  Co.  V.  Gibson.  106  Ga.  229,  32  S.  E. 
151  :  Skipworth  v.  Deyell,  83  Hun.  307.  31  N. 
Y.  Supp.  918  ;  Shaffer  v.  McCrackln,  90  Iowa, 
578,  58  N.  W.  910:  Martin  v.  Scott.  12 
Neb.  42,  10  N.  W.  532 :  Hay  v.  Peterson,  6 
Wyo.  419,  34  L.  R.  A.  581,  45  Pac.  1073. 
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The. book  offered  must  be  a  book  of  original 
entries,  and  not  a  mere  transcript  from  that 
book  copied  by  a  clerk  who  did  not  make  the 
original  entries.  James  v.  Wharton,  3  Mc- 
Lean, 492,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,187. 

Thus,  the  qualification  in  Florida  Laws  1854. 
p.  65,  authorizing  the  admission  of  shop  bookf 
in  evidence,  that  "the  charges  and. entries  shall 
have  l>eeu  originally  made,"  was  held  to  neces- 
sitate the  introduction  of  evidence  to  show  In 
the  first  instance  that  they  were  so  made.  In 
Hooker  ▼.  Johnson,  6  Fla.  730. 

And  a  claim  against  a  decedent's  est&te, 
based  on  a  tK>ok  debt,  is  properly  rejected  where 
the  only  evidence  of  the  debt  is  a  book  contain* 
ing  the  account,  and  which  is  found  not  to  t>e 
the  claimant's  l>ook  of  original  entries.  Gei- 
ger's  Appeal,  1  Monaghan,  547,  16  Atl.  851. 

And  on  the  trial  of  a  disputed  claim  for 
board  of  the  deceased,  an  exhibit  of  accounts 
made  by  the  claimant's  wife  at  his  request,  rep- 
resenting paymests  made  from  time  to  time 
by  the  deceased,  is  Inadmissible  when  it  does 
not  purport  to  be  the  original  entries  made  by 
the  wife,  and  was  not  made  in  the  presence 
of  the  deceased.  Winne  v.  Hills,  91  Hun,  89, 
36  N.  Y.  Supp.  683. 

So,  a  paper  In  the  handwriting  of  the  plain- 
tiff's attorney,  containing  an  itemized  state- 
ment in  debit  and  credit  form  of  the  accounts 
l>etween  the  plaintiff  and  the  defemdant's  intes- 
tate, made  under  the  direction  and  from  the 
recollection  of  the  plaintiff  after  the  intestate's 
death,  is  not  admissible  as  a  book  of  original 
entry,  although  the  plaintiff  has  no  other  book. 
Wyraan  v.  Wilcox,  66  Vt  26,  28  Atl.  321. 
Compare  cases  supra,  II.  a,  .2. 

And  an  account  book  is  inadmissible  in  erl- 
dence  where  the  party  offering  it  testifies  that 
the  entries  were  not  made  by  him  and  are  not 
the  original  entries,  but  were  copied  into  the 
t)ook  by  his  son,  and  that  he  had  left  the  book 
containing  the  original  entries  at  his  home. 
McDavld  V.    Ellis,  78   111.  App.   381. 

In  Bishop  V.  Goodhart,  135  Pa.  374.  19  Atl. 
1026,  a  scire  facias  to  revive  a  Judgment  origin- 
ally entered  in  favor  of  plaintiff's  testator 
against  defendant,  under  a  plea  of  payment, 
the  defendant  offered  a  witness  to  prove  chat  he 
had  acted  as  clerk  at  a  sale  held  by  the  defend- 
ants ;  that  a  paper  produced  was  the  ledgei 
used  at  that  sale,  and  showed  a  memorandum 
of  purchases  by  the  testator:  to  be  followed  by 
proof  that  shortly  before  his  death  the  testa- 
tor had  admitted  his  indebtedness  on  account  of 
those  purchases,  and  agreed  that  the  amount 
thereof  should  be  applied  to  the  payment  of 
the  Judgment  sought  to  be  revived.  But  the 
court  rejected  the  offer  l)ecause  the  paper  wa« 
not  the  defendant's  l)ook  of  original  entries  of 
accounts  against  the  petitioner,  and  because 
the  items  contained  in  it  were  not  such  as  of 
themselves  would  be  evidence. 

In  Donahue  v.  Connor,  93  Pa.  356,  an  action 
by  a  sul>contractor  against  the  principal  con- 
tractor to  recover  expenditures  by  him  upon 
the  work  beyond  the  contract  price  which  he 
claimed  defendant  had  authorized,  it  was  held 
that  plaintiff's  pay  roll,  some  of  the  entries 
in  which  were  made  by  himself  and  some  by 
bis  assistants,  although  not  competent  as  a 
book  of  original  entries,  and  not  charging  th« 
defendant  because  they  were  res  inter  alios 
acta,  was  proper  to  go  to  the  Jury  as  corrolwra- 
tive  of  plaintiff's  previous  testimony,  and  o( 
his  testimony  of  the  amount  of  his  expendi- 
tures. 

Books  In  which  different  parts  of  the  same 
charges  were  made  by  different  persons  In  some 
instances,  and  in  which  In  other  Instances  pen- 
cil memoranda  were  made  at  the  time  of  sale, 
and  the  charges  were  made  in  ink  after  an  in- 
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terval  of  entire  weeks,  when  settlement  took 
place  and  notes  were  given,  are  not  books  of 
original  entry.  Patterson  y.  Wyomlsslng  Wool- 
en Mfg.. Co.  2  Woodw.  Dec.  215.  as  digested  in 
the  Century  Digest,  tit.  Evidence,  {  1456  [s.] 

The  account  books  of  a  municipal  corporation 
are  not  public  records  in  such  a  sense  as  to 
make  their  contents  evidence,  and  the  keeper 
of  such  books  cannot  testify  to  facts  appearing 
from  them  without  first  laying  the  same  found- 
ation as  in  the  case  of  private  account  books, 
and  showing  that  th(*  entries  are  of  the  char- 
acfer  that  can  be  given  in  evidence  by  the  party 
making  them.  Darlington  v.  Atlantic  Trust  Co. 
16  C.  C.  A.  28,  25  U.  S.  App.  354,  68  Fed.  849. 

The  footings  of  an  account  are  no  part  of  the 
original  entries.  McAmore  ▼.  Wiley,  49  111. 
App.  615. 

b.  Entries  transferred  from  memorandit. 


1.  Qenerally. 

As  to  what  are  books  of  original  entry  there 
has  been  some  diversity  of  opinion  among  the 
courts.  It  seems,  however,  to  be  a  very  well- 
established  rule  that  the  first  permanent  rec- 
ords of  the  transactions  by  the  creditor  are 
to  be  deemed  the  original  entries,  if  made  In 
the  usual  course  of  business  and  within  a  rea- 
sonably short  time  after  the  transactions  them- 
selves, although  the  items  may  have  been  first 
entered  as  a  temporary  assistance  to  the  mem- 
ory upon  some  slate,  book,  paper,  or  other  sub- 
stance ;  and  it  Is  of  no  consequence  as  to  what 
the  material  was  on  which  the  memoranda  were 
made,  or  the  size  or  shape  of  It,  so  long  as  It 
was  a  mere  minute,  not  intended  to  be  preserved 
as  evidence  Itself  of  the  transaction,  but  to  be 
used  in  preparation  of  such  evidence.  Missouri 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Johnson  (Tex.)  7  S.  W.  838;  Pat- 
ton  V.  Uyan,  4  Rawle,  408 :  Imhoff  v.  Fleurer, 
2  Phila.  35:  Webb  v.  Michener,  32  Minn.  48, 
19  N.  W.  82;  Faxon  v.  Hollis,  13  Mass.  427; 
Hall  V.  Glidden,  39  Me.  445 ;  Nichols  v.  Vinson, 
«  Houst.  (Del.)  274,  32  Atl.  225;  Ewart  ▼. 
Morrell,  5  llarr.  (Del.)  126;  Plummer  t. 
Struby-Kstabrooke  Mercantile  Co.  23  Colo.  190, 
47  Pac.  204;  Rediich  v.  Bauerlee,  98  111.  134, 
38  Am,  Rep.  87 ;  Landls  v.  Turner,  14  Cal.  573 ; 
Barker  v.  Haskell,  9  Cush.  218 ;  Paine  ▼.  Sher- 
wood, 21  Minn.  225 ;  Nulton  v.  Baum  (Pa.)  9 
Cent.  Rep.  797 ;  Stroud  v.  Tilton,  3  Keyes,  139, 
4  Abb.  App.  Dec.  324.  Contra,  Ogden  r.  Mil- 
ler, 1  Brown  (Pa.)  147,  holding  that  a  book 
of  a  tavern  keeper,  charging  meat  and  drink 
furnished  to  defendant's  testator  in  his  life- 
time, was  not  admissible  for  plaintiff  because  It 
appeared  that  the  charges  had  been  first  made 
upon  a  slate  in  the  bar  room,  and  afterwards 
transcribed  into  the  book  within  a  day  or  two. 

So  held  In  McGoldrlck  v.  Wilson,  18  Hun, 
443.  where  the  parties  who  did  the  work  tes- 
tified to  making  the  entries  upon  a  slate,  from 
which  they  were  dally  copied  into  a  day  book, 
and  thence  transferred  to  the  ledger,  at  which 
time  the  prices  were  added. 

So,  also.  In  FIartl<ey  v.  Brookes,  6  Whart.  189, 
of  a  book  containing  entries,  some  made  by  the 
craftsman  himself,  and  some  by  a  third  person, 
where  the  craftsman  testified  that  It  was  his 
book  of  original  entries,  part  of  which  he  made 
himself  not  later  than  the  second  day  In  the 
evening  after  the  work  was  done,  and  they  were 
partly  taken  from  a  slate  and  partly  from  his 
own  hend.  and  the  person  who  made  the  remain- 
ing entries  testified  that  he  made  them  by  copy- 
ing from  the  craftsman's  slate  on  the  evening 
of  the  day  on  which  they  were  made,  or  In 
th*»  coursk?  of  the  next  day. 

And  the  fact  that  In  his  suppletory  oath  the 
party  does  not  state  positively,  but  presumes, 
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that  as  to  the  particular  entry  on  which  he 
t»ases  his  claim  he  charged  It  first  on  his  slate, 
from  which  he  transferred  It  to  the  book  in  ac- 
cordance with  his  custom,  does  not  render  the 
book  incompetent,  but  merely  goes  to  its  cred- 
ibility, where  he  does  state  that  If  he  himself 
did-  not  make  the  slate  entry.  It  was  made  by 
his  servant  In  his  absence  from  home,  and  that 
on  his  return  he  transferred  it  to  the  book. 
Arnold  v.  Sabin,  1  Cush.  525. 

And  a  day  book  In  which  entries  are  made 
each  night  from  a  slate  containing  memoranda 
of  sales  made  by  the  person  selling  the  goods, 
and  In  which  entries  were  sometimes  made  di- 
rectly without  making  an  entry  on  the  slate,  is 
a  book  of  original  entries  within  the  meaning 
of  Ky.  Civ.  Code,  S  606,  subd.  7.  Groschell  ▼. 
Knoll,  10  Ky.  L.  Rep.  314. 

So,  the  books  of  account  of  a  firm  of  butchers, 
sworn  to  as  their  tK>ok  of  original  entries,  are 
admissible  in  connection  with  their  testimony 
that  It  was  customary  for  the  partner  who  de- 
livered the  meat  to  make  chalk  scores  on  the 
delivery  cart  stating  to  whom  the  meat  was 
sold,  the  quantity  and  price,  from  which  scores, 
on  the  return  of  the  cart  on  the  same  day  and 
before  it  went  out  again.  It  was  the  custom  of 
the  other  partner  to  transfer  the  charges  to 
their  books,  and  that  many  of  the  charges  in 
the  account  sued  on  were  made  In  this  way. 
Smith  ▼.  Sanford,  12  Pick.  139,  22  Am.  Dec. 
415. 

In   Bradford  T.   Stevens,   10   Gray,   379,   an 
action  to  recover  the  price  of  liquors  sold  and 
delivered  to  defendant,  a  clerk  of  the  plaintiff 
testified  that  he  had  sold  and  delivered  several 
of  the  articles  charged,  and  at  the  time  made  en- 
tries of  their  weights  and  measures  in  a  book 
kept  for  that  purpose,  which  he  produced  and 
which  contained  marks  denoting  their  delivery ; 
that  he  knew  his  entries  to  have  been  accurate- 
ly and  truly  made;  but  had  no  recollection,  in- 
dependently of  the  book,  of  the  times  of  sale 
or  the  quantity  and  prices.     He  also  testified 
that  In  one  Instance,  in  his  absence,  the  defend- 
ant's name  was  entered  on  the  same  book  as 
having  ordered  goods ;  that  he  took  the  book  and 
put  up  the  articles  and  entered  their  weights 
and  measures  upon  the  books ;  that  those  arti- 
cles,  with  other   weights  and  measures,   were 
transferred,  but  not  by  the  witness,  from  that 
book  Into  the  plaintiff's  day  book  to  the  debit 
of  the  defendant ;  and  after  their  entry  In  the 
day  book  the  witness  delivered  those  articles 
to  the  defendant  and  made  the  mark  against 
them  on  the  day  book  Indicating  such  delivery. 
It  was  held  that  the  first  book  was  the  plain- 
tiff's book  of  original  entries ;  and  that  in  the 
Instance  last  mentioned  the  entries,  although 
begun   In  the  handwriting  of  another   person, 
were     finished,     and     the     quantities,     prices, 
weights,  and  measures  entered  by  the  witness; 
that  the  entries  were  therein  subsequently  made 
by  him,   and  that  these  entries  having  after- 
ward been  copied  into  the  day  book  by  another 
clerk  and  certain  marks  called  ^'delivery  marks" 
affixed  to  them  by  the  witness,  that  book  was 
also  admissible  In  connection    with    the    first 
book. 

In  an  action  by  a  bank  against  a  depositor  to 
recover  an  overdraft,  the  bank's  cash  book  and 
the  depositor's  balance  book,  accompanied  by 
testimony  that  In  the  regular  course  of  busi- 
ness a  deposit  was  accompanied  by  a  "tag'* 
filled  out  by  the  depositor  with  his  name  and 
the  date  and  amount  of  the  deposit,  which  was 
immediately  placed  upon  the  cash  file,  and  the 
name  and  amount  thereon  entered  In  the  cash 
book  at  the  close  of  the  day's  business,  tliat  such 
entries  were  copied  at  the  same  time  from  the 
cash  book  Into  the  balance  book,  and  each  of 
the  books  made  to  show  the  depositor's  full 
37 
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amount  correctly,  are  admissible  In  evidence  as 
books  of  original  entry.  Ladd  v.  Sears,  9  Or. 
244. 

But  a  book  kept  by  a  bank,  which  shows  mere- 
ly the  total  amounts  received  from  depositors, 
total  amounts  paid  out  on  checks,  and  the  total 
amounts  received  on  the  interest  and  exchange 
account,  as  taken  from  other  books  in  which  the 
individual  items  were  first  entered  but  which 
are  missing,  is  not  a  book  of  original  entries. 
Owen  V.  Bray,  80  Mo.  App.  526. 

So,  on  an  issue  between  two  persons  as  to  the 
quantity  of  lumber  manufactured  from  an  ad- 
mitted quantity  of  logs  delivered  by  one  to  the 
other,  a  book  kept  at  the  saw  mill  of  the  lat- 
ter is,  in  connection  with  the  testimony  of  the 
workman  employed  In  sawing  the  lumber  that 
he  wrote  down  on  a  slate  kept  in  the  mill 
for  that  purpose  the  amount  of  lumber  sawed 
as  measured  by  him,  and  that  when  the  slate 
was  full  he  transferred  the  amount  to  a  tally 
board ;  that  when  the  tally  board  was  fall  he 
and  his  employer  transferred  the  amounts  to  the 
book  offered  ;  that  when  the  amounts  were  trans- 
ferred from  the  slates  the  figui'es  thereon  were 
erased,  and  that  when  the  figures  were  trans- 
ferred it  was  planed  olT, — admissible  In  evidence 
to  show  l)y  computation  the  quantity  of  lum- 
ber sawed.     Whitney  v.  Sawyer,  11  Gray,  243. 

And  in  ascertaining  the  quantity  of  timber 
cut  and  delivered  under  a  contract  providing 
for  the  measurement  of  the  timber  according  to 
a  designated  rule,  it  is  not  error  to  admit  In 
evidence  an  account  of  the  measurements  en- 
tered by  the  vendor  at  the  time  they  were  made, 
on  boards  prepared  for  that  purpose,  In  con- 
nection with  his  testimony  that  the  vendee  made 
the  measurements,  which  were  entered  for  the 
latter  by  his  son  in  a  book ;  that  comparisons 
were  made  after  each  day's  measurements ;  and 
that  the  quantity  on  the  vendor's  boards  agreed 
with  that  In  the  vendee's  books.  Pallman  v. 
Smith,   135  Pa.  188,  19  Ati.  891. 

But  a  book  of  entries  of  a  quantity  of  wheat 
as  weighed  at  an  elevator,  made  up  and  copied 
from  the  stubs  of  the  scale  book,  is  -not  a  book 
cf  entries  within  the  Texas  rule  governing  the 
admissibility  of  books  of  account.  Missouri  P. 
K.  Co.  V.  Johnson  (Tex.)  7  S.  W.  838. 

Entries  in  the  books  of  account  of  consignors 
of  cotton  are  not  admissible  in  their  favor  to 
prove  the  weight  of  the  cotton,  where  such  en- 
tries were  made  from  an  account  of  weights  fur- 
nished by  the  warehouseman  who  weighed  the 
cotton.  The  latter's  books  are  the  best  evi- 
dence.    Cloud  V.  Hartridge,  28  Ga.  272. 

A  pay-roll  book  consisting  of  entries  made  in 
monthly  ledgers  from  time  books,  copied  month- 
ly from  the  monthly  ledgers,  is  not  a  book  of 
original  entries.  Price  v.  Garland,  8  N.  M. 
505.  6  Pac.  472 

Flato  V.  Brod,  37  Tex.  734,  held  that  a  book 
containing  transcribed  entries  of  an  account 
taken  from  a  book  of  original  entries  could  not 
be  used  as  evidence  of  the  correctness  of  the 
account :  but  that  it  might  be  used  by  a  witness 
to  refresh  his  memory. 

But  Cahn  v.  Salinas,  2  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas. 
(Willson)  i  61G.  criticised  BMato  v.  Brod,  as 
stating  the  rule  too  broadly  when  the  court  In 
that  case  held  that  a  book  containing  tran- 
scribed items  of  an  account  taken  from  the  book 
containing  original  entries  was  not  admissible. 

2.  Entries    partly    original    and    partly    trana- 

ferred. 

But  the  fact  that  some  of  the  entries  In  a 
book  were  made  from  memoranda,  and  were  not 
the  first  or  original  entries.  Is  no  valid  objection 
to  the  book  hk  evidence  as  to  those  entries  which 
are  regularly  made,  where  the  improper  entries 
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do  not  constitute  the  general  character  of  the 
book,  but  arc  exceptions,  and  they  are  not  of- 
fered In  evidence.  Wollenweber  v.  Ketterllnus, 
17  Pa.  389 ;  Baumgardner  v.  Burnham.  10  W.  N. 
C.  445  :  Barnet  v.  Steinbach,  1  W.  N.  ('.  335 ; 
Chlsholm  V.  Beaman  Mach.  Co.  160  111.  101,  43 
N.  E.  796;  Jves  v.  Nlles,  5  Watts.  323.  "We 
think  the  objection  quite  too  nice  and  refined," — 
said  the  court  in  the  case  last  cited ;  "if  It  were 
to  prevail  it  would  destroy  the  practical  use  of 
the  rule  in  regard  to  the  admission  of  such 
evidence ;  because,  if  no  entries  were  permitted 
to  be  given  in  evidence  to  a  Jury  but  such  as 
shall  be  established  at  least  by  the  oath  of  the 
party  to  have  been  made  in  a  book  containing 
nothing  but  original  entries,  the  most  of  such 
evidence  would  be  excluded." 

And  that  a  book  account  contains  entries  not 
regularly  made  does  not  afTect  the  admissibility 
of  chat  part  of  the  book  purporting  to  contain 
entries  relevant  to  the  subject  of  the  action 
which  was  shown  to  have  been  regularly  and  fair- 
ly kept,  where  the  irregular  entries  were  ir- 
relevant and  not  offered  in  evidence.  Arm- 
strong v.  Landers,  1  Penn.  (Del.)  449,  42  AtL 
617. 

But  w^here  an  account  book  containing  charges 
against  various  persons  Is  offered  in  evidence, 
and  counsel  fail  to  point  out  any  items  in  it 
which  are  admissible,  the  book  is  properly  ex- 
cluded. Jamison  v.  Jamison  (lowaj  64  N.  W. 
705. 


8.  Memoranda  made  hy  third  persons. 

Nor  Is  the  character  of  the  book  as*  one  of 
original  entry  affected  by  the  mere  fact  that 
the  temporary  memoranda  were  made  by  a 
person  other  than  the  one  who  kept  the  book 
offered  in  evidence.  As,  where  they  were  first 
made  on  a  slate  by  the  party's  foreman  in  the 
factory.  Sickles  v.  Mather,  20  Wend.  72,  32 
Am.  Dec.  521. 

Or  by  employees  or  salesmen  upon  shingles, 
loose  8^:raps  of  paper,  a  slate,  or  memorandum 
book.  Paine  v.  Sherwood.  21  Minn.  22.% :  l,e- 
vine  V.  Lancashire  Ins.  Co.  66  Minn.  138.  68 
N.  W.  855. 

Or  on  the  delivery  cart  by  the  party's  serv- 
ants who  delivered  the  goods.  Miller  v.  Shav, 
145  Mass.  162,  13  N.  E.  468. 

Or  upon  boards  and  paper  memoranda  by  the 
sawyers  who  sawed  and  delivered  the  lumber. 
Davison  v.  Powell,  16  How.  Pr.  467 ;  Taylor 
V.  Tucker,  1  Ga.  231. 

So  held,  also,  of  charges  and  credits  entered 
by  a  servant  in  the  course  of  delivering  out 
goods  to  customers  in  a  pass  book  kept  by  him, 
from  which  on  his  return  from  a  trip  every 
evening  they  were  transferred  by  his  employer 
at  that  time  if  well  enough,  or  at  most  within 
a  couple  of  days.     Hoover  v.  Gehr,  62  Pa.  136. 

So,  In  Bracken  v.  Dillon,  64  Ga.  243.  37  Am. 
Rep.  70,  mere  temporary  memorandum  books 
used  by  the  salesmen  and  transferred  nightly 
from  pencil  entries  to  the  permanent  ink  book, 
of  daily  sales,  were  said  not  to  be  the  books  of 
original  entries  within  the  meaning  of  the  Geor- 
gia statute,  so  as  to  exclude  such  permanent 
books  from  evidence.  The  latter  is  the  book 
contemplated  by  the  statute. 

And  a  party's  books  of  account  are  to  be  con- 
sidered and  are  admissible  as  books  of  original 
entries  where  a  servant  testifies  that  It  was  his 
duty  to  tally  goods  when  hauled  away ;  that  he 
tallied  all  goods  so  hauled  away,  and  kept  an 
account  of  thom  on  a  tally  book  or  slate  (which 
he  has  not  preserved)  ;  that  on  the  evening  of 
the  same  day.  or  at  most  the  next  day,  he 
reported  to  his  employer  who  entered  the 
amounts  in  the  book  in  question,  and  that  be 


1900. 


Post  v.  Kenersos. 


579 


himself  made  no  entries  or  charges  In  the  books. 
Jackson  v.  Evans,  8  Mich.  476. 

In  Cahn  v.  Salinas,  2  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Oas. 
(WNlson)  S  615,  the  defendant  proved  by  his 
clerk  that  most  of  the  Items  contained  In  the 
counterclaim  set  up  were  sold  and  delivered  by 
him  as  clerk  to  the  plaintiff,  and  In  order  to 
Identify  the  disputed  items  the  witness  refreshed 
his  memory  by  reference  to  memorandum  books 
In  which  he  had  entered  each  day's  sales  as  they 
occurred,  but  not  the  dates  of  the  sales,  which 
he  could  not  remember.  Defendant  then  testi- 
fied that  the  clerk  at  the  end  of  each  day  de- 
livered the  memorandum  books  to  him,  and  that 
ho  entered  therefrom  to  his  blotter  all  articles 
sold  of  that  date  as  shown  by  the  memorandum 
books.  It  was  held  that  the  blotter  was  the 
book  of  original  entries,  and  admissible  as  evi- 
dence of  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  goods. 

Soi,  books  of  account,  the  entries  In  which 
were  made  by  the  party's  wife,  who  testifies 
that  she  made  them  in  the  usual  course  of  busi- 
ness at  the  time  of  the  transactions  set  forth 
therein,  that  they  were  correct  when  made,  and 
that  she  had  personal  knowledge  of  the  facts 
on  which  the  entries  were  based,  are  admissible 
as  books  of  original  entry  as  against  the  objec- 
tion that  they  are  mere  copies  of  other  books 
in  existence,  notwithstanding  her  further  testi- 
mony that  the  entries  were  copied  by  her  from 
memoranda  made  in  the  first  Instance  by  the 
workmen,  consisting  of  pass  books  showing  the 
work  done  by  them,  which  they  furnished, 
turned  in  at  the  end  of  each  day,  and  from  mem- 
oranda made  on  slips  by  her  husband  and  herself 
in  his  absence  when  the  goods  went  out,  the 
slips  being  destroyed  after  she  had  compared 
them  with  the  workmen's  books.  Taggart  v. 
Fox,  11  Daly,  159. 

And  the  shipping  book  of  a  vendor  of  lumber 
is  admissible  as  an  original  book  of  entry  un- 
der the  Wisconsin  statute,  upon  proof  by  his 
scaler  that  he  correctly  scaled  the  lumber,  en- 
tering the  scale  upon  slips  which  he  sent  to  the 
office,  and  proof  by  the  bookkeeper  that  the 
slips  were  handed  in  to  him  and  correct  entries 
therefrom  made  by  him  upon  the  shipping  book. 
Taylor  v.  Davis,  82  Wis.  456,  52  N.  W.  756. 

In  Ulce  V.  Hodge,  26  Kan.  164,  a  Journal  was 
held  to  have  been  properly  admitted  in  evidence 
as  against  the  objection  that  it  was  not  a  book 
of  original  entries,  after  proof  that,  as  sales 
were  made,  memoranda  thereof  were  made  on 
a  little  pans  book  or  blotter;  that  at  the  close 
of  each  day,  or  at  most  with  a  delay  of  but  a 
day  or  two.  these  memoranda  were  copied  into 
the  Journal  in  question;  that  the  pass  books  or 
blotters  had  been  lost  or  destroyed,  and  the  party 
who  made  the  copies  in  the  Journal  testified 
that  they  were  correct. 

And  In  Laird  v.  Campbell,  100  Pa.  159,  the 
plaintiff  testified  that,  where  the  orders  for  the 
goods  sued  for  were  originally  taken  by  his 
agent,  in  a  distant  city  where  the  defendant 
did  business,  they  were  entered  by  the  agent  In 
an  "order  book,"  and  on  the  day  when  the  goods 
were  shipped  the  entries  were  transferred  to 
the  journal  with  the  prices,  and  that  it  might 
have  been  thirty  days  or  more  after  receiving 
the  orders  before  the  entries  were  made  In  the 
book  offered  In  evidence ;  and  It  was  held  that 
the  journal  was  the  party's  book  of  original  en- 
tries, but  that  the  open  order  book  was  not 
evidence ;  btcaupe  when  the  order  was  entered 
therein  no  property  In  any  specific  goods  had 
passed. 

In  Van  Wle  v.  Loorala,  77  Hun,  399,  28  N.  Y. 
Snpp.  80.3,  an  action  to  recover  for  work  and 
labor,  error  was  assigned  in  the  admission  of 
certain  time  cards  upon  which  was  entered  the 
time  spent  by  each  workman  each  day  upon  the 
work.  Previous  to  their  admission  the  plaln- 
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tiff's  foreman  testified  that,  as  to  a  portion  of 
the  cards,  they  were  in  his  handwriting;  that 
he  was  the  plaintiff's  foreman  during  the  time 
covered  by  the  cards,  and  that  it  was  a  part  of 
his  duty  to  keep  the  time  of  the  workmen ;  that 
when  a  workman  commenced  a  piece  of  work 
he  noted  on  a  slip  of  paper  kept  for  that  purpose 
the  time  when  the  work  was  commenced  and 
when  ended,  keeping  a  separate  slip  for  each 
workman  for  each  day ;  that  dally  he  tran- 
scribed the  time  from  these  slips  upon  the  card 
In  question  and  then  destroyed  the  slips ;  that 
the  time  as  indicated  by  him  on  the  slips  was 
correct,  and  was  correctly  transcribed  upon  the 
cards.  And  It  was  held  that  the  cards  were  ad> 
missible  In  evidence  as  entries  made  by  the  wit- 
ness In  the  ordinary  course  of  business :  and  the 
fact  that  the  entries  were  in  the  first  Instance 
made  on  slips  of  paper  which  were  afterward 
destroyed  did  not  render  the  cards  inadmissible 
any  more  than  In  the  case  of  the  first  entries 
being  upon  a  slate.  And  as  to  the  cards  made 
by  the  boA>kkeeper,  It  was  shown  that  she  per- 
sonally each  day  saw  the  workmen  and  ob- 
tained from  them  their  time,  and  correctly  en- 
tered It  on  the  cards ;  and  the  workmen  testi- 
fied that  In  each  Instance  they  gave  the  time 
correctly  to  the  bookkeeper,  but  had  no  definite 
recollection  themselves  as  to  the  amount ;  and 
it  was  held  that  the  cards  were  properly  ad- 
mitted. 

An  employer's  books  of  account,  accompanied 
by  the  testimony  of  the  bookkeepers  who  made 
the  entries  that  such  entries  were  correctly 
made  from  the  workmen's  daily  time  slips,  and 
were  generally  transcribed  on  the  day  after  the 
work  was  done,  and  by  the  testimony  of  the 
foremen  who  superintended  the  work  as  done  and 
did  a  part  of  it  themselves  that  the  time  slips 
as  signed  and  approved  by  them  were  correct 
and  that  the  work  represented  thereby  was 
actually  done. — are  admissible  in  favor  of  the 
employer  as  evidence  of  such  work.  Chisholm 
V.  Peaman  Mach.  Co.  160  III.  101,  43  N.  E.  796. 
In  this  case  It  was  also  held  that  entries  In  the 
time  book  were  made  so  near  the  time  of  the 
actual  performance  of  the  work  as  to  form  a 
part  of  the  res  geatw,  where  the  time  slips 
were  made  on  the  day  the  work  was  done  so 
far  as  they  were  made  by  the  workmen,  and  on 
the  morning  after  the  work  was  done  so  far 
as  they  bore  the  signature  and  marks  of  ap- 
proval of  the  foreman,  and  were  transcribed 
into  the  time  book  as  a  general  rule  on  the  day 
after  the  work  was  done. 

But  journals  made  by  transcribing  data  from 
the  stubs  of  checks  retained  In  the  check  books 
after  the  checks  have  been  detached  and  writ- 
ten up  several  days  after  the  giving  of  the 
checks  are  not  "original  entries  .  .  .  made 
at  the  time  of  the  transaction  therein  entered'* 
within  the  Minnesota  statute,  the  check  book 
and  checks  themselves  having  been  preserved. 
Woolsey  v.  Bohn,  41  Minn.  235,  42  X.  W.  1022. 
The  court  said  the  distinction  Is  obvious  be- 
tween the  case  thus  presented  and  one  where 
entries  have  been  .made  dally  and  in  the  usual 
course  of  business  from  loose  memoranda  made 
upon  slips  of  paper,  or  upon  sheets  kept  for 
temporary  purposes  only. 

Venning  v.  Hacker,  2  Hill,  L.  584,  holds  that 
where  it  appears  that  the  entries  in  a  party's 
book  offered  in  evidence  were  In  part  made  from 
memoranda  taken  by  his  slave  at  the  time  of 
delivery  of  the  articles  charged,  and  In  part 
from  memoranda  made  by  the  defendants  them- 
selves, the  entries  are  inadmissible  to  prove 
the  account  sued  for. 

So,  a  book  containing  entries  copied  from  an- 
other book  In  the  nature  of  a  blotter  or  mem- 
orandum book,  which  itself  was  made  from  en- 
tries in  pass  books  kept  by  the  drivers  of  the 
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party's  delivery  wagons,  is  not  a  book  of  origi- 
nal entries.     Haas's  Estate,  18  Phlla.  185. 

And  entries  made  up  from  receipts  given  by 
a  servant  of  tha  party  to  whom  tbe  goods  were 
delivered  were  held  not  to  be  original  entries, 
In  Guthrie  v.  Mann  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  85  S.  W. 
710. 

As  to  the  necessity,  in  the  case  of  entries 
transcribed  from  memoranda,  or- on  statements 
of  others  than  the  person  who  made  the  en- 
tries, of  also  producing  the  person  who  kept 
the  memoranda  or  made  the  statements  to  verify 
the  information  furnished  thereby,  see  infra, 
Vll.  and  VIII.  Authtntication  and  oorrectncint 
of  books  and  entries — Knotoledpe  of  person  mak- 
ing the  entries. 

4.  IHme  for  makinff  transfer. 

An  entry  need  not  be  made  exactly  at  the 
time  of  the  occurrence :  it  sufflcies  if  it  be  with- 
in a  reasonable  time,  so  that  It  may  appear  to 
have  taken  place  while  the  memory  of  the  fact 
was  recent,  or  the  source  from  which  a  knowl- 
edge of  it  was  derived  unimpaired.  The  law 
Axes  no  precise  instant  when  the  entry  should 
be  made.  If  done  at  or  about  the  time  of  the 
transaction  it  is  sufficient.  Jones  v.  Long,  3 
Watts,  326,  where  the  entriei  were  made  dally 
from  temporary  memoranda. 

but  to  render  a  book  of  accounts  In  which 
were  transcribed  entries  first  made  on  temporary 
memoranda  admissible  in  evidence  as  a  book  of 
original  entries,  it  Is  necessary  that  the  trans- 
fer be  made  within  a  reasonable  time,  so  that  It 
may  appear  to  aave  taken  place  while  the  mem- 
ory of  the  fact  was  recent,  or  the  source  from 
which  a  knowledge  of  it  is  derived  is  unim- 
paired. Redllch  y.  Bauerlee,  98  111.  134,  38  Am. 
Rep.  87. 

Long  delay  before  they  are  transferred,  with- 
out satisfactory  explanation,  constitutes  a  valid 
objection  to  the  admission  of  the  book.  Landis 
V.  Turner,  14  Cal.  573. 

Thus,  it  is  usually  held  that  the  book  is  prop- 
erly received  in  evidence  where  the  transfer 
has  been  made  the  same  day,  or  the  day  after 
the  transaction  recorded.  Drummond  v.  Hyams, 
Harp.  L.  268,  18  Am  Dec.  649 ;  Ewart  v.  Mor- 
rell.  5  Harr.  (Del.)  126;  Plummer  v.  Struby- 
Estabrooke  Mercantile  Co.  23  Colo.  190,  47  Pac. 
204 ;  Webb  v.  Mlchener,  32  Minn.  48,  19  N.  W. 
82 :  Stroud  v.  Tllton,  8  Keycs,  139,  4  Abb.  App. 
Dec.  324. 

In  Ingraham  y.  Bocklus,  9  Serg.  &  R.  285,  11 
Am.  Dec.  730,  a  servant  of  plaintiff  In  the  course 
of  delivering  goods  to  customers  made  memo- 
randa of  goods  delivered  in  books  kept  by  him 
for  his  own  use,  which  he  afterwards  destroyed 
and  the  same  night  or  the  next  day  plaintiff  en- 
tered the  charges  on  his  own  books  from  these 
memoranda  as  called  off  to  him  by  the  servant; 
and  it  was  held  that  the  books  were  books  of 
original  entries. 

And  a  book  offered  to  prove  an  account  for 
work  done  and  materials  furnished  by  a  paint^er 
and  glazier  Is  not  objectionable  on  the  ground 
that  the  entries  were  not  contemporaneous  with 
the  delivery  of  the  goods  or  the  doing  of  the 
work  charged,  or  on  the  ground  that  charges 
taken  from  memoranda  kept  by  third  persons 
were  not  made  on  the  same  day  as  the  work  and 
goods  charged  were  done  and  delivered,  where 
It  appears  that  It  was  customary,  when  a  Job 
of  work  was  undertaken,  to  weigh  the  paint, 
etc.,  and  when  the  workmen  returned  to  take 
the  daily  memoranda  kept  by  them  and  enter 
the  same  upon  the  book,  comparing  one  with 
the  other,  the  entries  being  made  sometimes  the 
same  day,  sometimes  aftex*  an  interval  of  two 
or  three  days,  and  once  or  twice  after  a  longer 
Interval ;  that  the  book  contains  charges  against 
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different  persons,  followed  by  charges  against 
the  defendant  of  an  earlier  date ;  that  generally, 
in  case  of  a  single  charge,  the  date  is  regular 
and  the  prices  carried  out.  but  that  where  such 
a  Job  as  painting  a  house  was  undertaken.  It 
was  customary,  after  making  one  or  mora 
charges,  to  leave  a  blank  to  be  filled  out  with 
subsequent  charges  against  the  same  person 
bearing  a  later  date  than  the  next  succeeding 
charge  to  some  other  person,  in  which  case  the 
prices  were  not  put  down,  but  only  the  mater- 
ials and  number  of  days'  work.  Morris  y. 
Briggs,  8  Cush.  842. 

But  a  book  is  not  admissible  where  the  evl* 
dence  shows  that  the  entries  were  transcribed 
from  the  order  book,  sometimes  on  the  day  of 
delivery,  and  sometimes  not  until  two  or  three 
days  afterward,  and  there  is  no  explanation  of 
the  delay.  Groff's  Estate,  14  Phi  la.  306 ;  Grady 
y.  Thigpin,  6  Fia.  668.  Compare  Landis  y.  Tur- 
ner, 14  Cal.  573,  infra. 

And  in  Vlcary  y.  Moore,  2  Watts,  451,  27 
Am.  Dec.  823,  tbe  party  stated  on  his  voir  dire 
that  the  book  was  his  book  of  original  entries, 
but  that  many  of  the  entries  were  made  on 
scraps  of  paper  at  the  time  the  transaction  oc- 
curred, and  were  carried  in  his  pocket  from  one 
to  four  days  before  they  were  transferred  to 
the  book,  and  that  he  could  not  say  that  the 
entries  were  made  on  the  days  stated  In  the 
book :  and  It  was  held  that  the  book  was  inad- 
missible. 

In  Kent  v.  Garvin,  1  Gray,  148,  where  the 
entries  in  plaintiff's  book  were  transferred  by 
his  clerk  from  the  delivery  book  of  his  drayman 
who  delivered  the  articles,  it  was  held  that  a 
delay  of  six  days  before  transferring  the  charges 
was,  in  connection  with  the  absence  of  the  tes- 
timony of  the  drayman,  fatal  to  the  competency 
of  the  book ;  although  the  court  said  that  of 
Itself  the  delay  would  not  perhaps  be  fatal. 

But  In  Landis  y.  Turner,  14  Cal.  573,  a  de- 
lay of  three  days  In  transferring  charges  first 
made  on  a  slate  to  an  account  book  was  held 
not  to  be  unreasonable  delay.  It  appeared  in 
this  case  that  the  charges  were  made  first  on 
a  slate,  from  which  they  were  transferred  to  the 
book  offered,  usually  on  the  evening  of  the  same 
day,  although  sometimes  not  until  the  slate  was 
full,  but  that  the  party  had  never  waited  when 
an  unusual  time  had  passed  l)efore  it  was  filled, 
and  that  the  usual  time  was  from  one  to  three 
days,  and  was  never  delayed  for  a  week. 

An  account  book  in  which  a  workman  work- 
ing by  the  hour  charges  every  sixty  hours*  work, 
which,  in  his  trade,  constitutes  a  week's  work, 
is  a  book  of  original  entries,  although  he  Keeps 
the  account  of  his  work  by  the  hour  on  a  slate, 
and  effaces  these  entries  upon  transferring  them 
to  his  book.  Jefferls  y.  Urmy,  8  Houst.  (I>el.) 
653. 

And  a  memorandum  is  admissible  as  an  orig- 
inal entry  of  the  number  of  hours  worked.  In 
an  action  to  recover  for  services  rendered,  al- 
though made  up  at  the  end  of  each  week  from 
separate  slips  of  paper  on  which  the  time  worked 
each  day  was  first  set  down.  Filkins  v.  Baker, 
6  Lans.  516. 

Once  a  month  was  held.  In  Redllch  y.  Bauer- 
lee,  98  111.  134,  38  Am.  Rep.  87,  to  be  a  reason- 
able time  In  which  to  transcribe  to  the  per- 
manent book  entries  made  on  a  slate  at  tbe 
time  of  delivery,  which  were  carefully  compared 
with  the  book  before  the  entries  on  the  slate 
were  obliterated. 

In  Forsythe  v.Norcross,  5  Watts,  432,  30  Am. 
Dec.  334,  the  plaintiff,  a  blacksmith  suing  for 
work  done  by  him,  testified  that  he  made  the 
entries  on  a  slate  until  It  was  full,  and  then, 
after  four,  five,  or  six  days  transcribed  them 
into  his  book ;  and  he  and  three  other  black- 
smiths testified  that  this  was  a  general  custom 
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00  far  ai  they  knew ;  but  the  book  was  held  not 
to  be  a  book  of  original  entries.  The  court 
said:  "An  entry  on  a  card  or  a  slate  is  but 
a  memorandum  preparatory  to  permanent  evi- 
dence of  the  transaction,  which  must  be  per- 
fected at  or  near  th^  time  and  in  the  routine  of 
the  business.  But  the  routine  must  be  a  rea- 
sonable one;  for  there  is  nothing  In  the  con- 
dition of  a  craftsman  to  call  for  Indulgence 
till  his  slate  be  full,  or  till  it  be  convenient  for 
him  to  dispose  of  the  contents  of  it." 

But  in  Hall  v.  Giidden,  89  Me.  445,  a  shop- 
keeper's account  book  was  received  in  evidence 
as  a  book  of  original  entries,  although  entries 
were  not  transferred  from  the  slate  to  the  book 
until  it  was  full,  which  was  from  two  to  four 
weeks  from  their  date.  Compare  Landis  v. 
Turner,  14  Cal.  573,  8upra;  and  Whitney  v. 
Sawyer,  11  Gray,  243,  supra,  IV.  b,  1. 

And  an  entry  transferred  from  a  slate  into 
the  day  book  of  a  firm  is  not  objectionable  as 
not  having  been  seasonably  made  on  the  book, 
where  it  appears  that,  although  the  entries 
were  usually  transferred  daily,  the  partner  who 
did  the  transferring  could  not  say  but  that  as 
to  some  of  the  entries  several  days  might  have 
elapsed  before  their  transfer  from  the  slate, 
but  states  that  he  is  confident  that,  as  to  the 
entries  in  the  account  in  suit,  they  were  trans- 
ferred daily  because  the  firm  was  pressed  with 
work  at  that  time  of  year,  and  the  slate  filled 
every  day.     Barker  v.  Haskell,  0  Cush.  218. 

But  a  day  book,  although  sworn  to  by  the 
party  as  his  book  of  original  entries  and  that 
he  made  some  of  the  entries,  and  supported  by 
the  oath  of  the  clerk  who  made  the  other  en- 
tries. Is  not  admissible  as  a  book  of  original  en- 
tries where  it  appears  that  the  entries  were  first 
made  in  a  counter  l>ook  or  blotter  not  shown 
to  have  been  destroyed,  and  were  then  entered 
In  the  day  book  as  the  party  or  his  clerk  had 
leisure.     Urelnig  v.  Meitsler,  23  Pa.  156. 

And  a  Journal,  the  entries  in  which  have  been 
copied  by  a  clerk  from  a  day  book  kept  by  his 
employer,  after  the  death  of  the  latter,  Is  not  a 
book  of  original  entries.  Clark  v.  Bullock,  18 
N.  Y.  S.  R.  930,  2  N.  Y.  Supp.  408. 

In  Fairchild  v.  Dennison,  4  Watts,  258,  the 
plaintiff,  a  physician,  testified  that  the  book 
produced  by  him  was  a  book  of  original  ^  entries 
of  medicine  sold ;  that  the  account  therein 
charged  to  the  defendant  was  copied  in  part 
from  the  memorandum  which  was  also  offered 
in  evidence ;  that  he  had  no  ledger  to  which  the 
book  WHS  posted,  but  that  he  had  another  book 
In  which  he  made  charges  for  his  professional 
services  and  kept  his  general  accounts.  The 
memorandum  on  its  face  did  not  purport  to  be 
an  account  or  bill  of  articles  sold  and  delivered, 
but  purely  an  inventory  of  the  articles  men- 
tioned in  it  with  the  value  afllzed  to  each  arti- 
cle ;  nor  were  the  articles  stated  to  have  been 
bought  of  anyone,  nor  was  anyone  charged 
as  a  debtor  for  or  on  account  of  them.  It  was 
held  that  the  memorandum  was  no  evidence  to 
charge  defendant  with  the  price  of  the  things 
enumerated,  and  that,  as  the  plaintiff  had  tes- 
tified that  he  made  the  memorandum  the  basis 
for  charging  the  articles  therein  specified  in 
the  book,  the  book  was  not  one  of  such  original 
entries  as  the  law  makes  admissible  upon  the 
oath  of  the  party. 

C.  Ledocra, 

1.  Qenerally, 

A  ledger  to  which  entries  have  been  trans- 
ferred from  a  blotter,  day  book,  or  Journal  is 
not  a  tK>ok  of  original  entries,  and  hence  is  not 
admissible  as  such.  Estes  v.  Jacknon  (Ky.)  .'3 
S.  W.  271 ;  Bracken  v.  Dillon,  64  Ga.  243,  87 
52  L.  R.  A. 


Am.  Rep.  70 ;  Meeth  v.  Rankin  Brick  Co.  48  Hi. 
App.  602 ;  Ahl  v.  Ahl,  176  Pa.  476,  35  Atl.  227 ; 
Grieshelmev  v.  Tanenbaom,  124  N.  Y.  650,  26 
N.  E.  957:  Kendall  v.  Billy.  1  Cranch  C.  C. 
87,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,725;  Stetson  v.Wolcott,  15 
Gray,  045. 

So,  refusal  to  admit  a  party's  ledger  In  evi- 
dence is  not  error,  where  his  day  book  was  ad- 
mitted after  he  testified  to  the  correctness  of 
the  entries  therein,  and  the  entries  in  the  ledger 
were  but  copies  of  those  in  the  day  book.  The 
evidence  of  the  accuracy  of  the  account  is  not 
affected  by  the  number  of  times  the  account  has 
been  transcribed.     Stickle  v.  Otto.  86  111.  161. 

A  ledger  In  which  one  member  of  a  partner- 
ship kept  the  partnership  accounts  is  not  ad- 
missible in  evidence,  although  reinforced  by  the 
testimony  of  a  witness  who  had  settled  ny  it 
and  found  his  account  to  be  correct,  unless  the 
book  In  which  the  other  partner  made  the  daily 
entries  of  deliveries  be  also  produced.  McCor- 
mick  V.  Elston,  16  111.  205. 

And  in  an  action  against  a  bank  to  recover 
the  amount  of  an  alleged  deposit  shown  as  such 
on  the  pass  book  of  the  depositor,  but  which  the 
bank  claims  was  in  fact  a  withdrawal,  the 
bank's  ledgers  containing  the  depositor's  ac- 
counts, kept  by  the  officers  of  the  bank,  and 
with  which  the  depositor  had  nothing  whatever 
to  do,  are  not  admissible  in  favor  of  the  bank. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Williams,  4  Ind.  App.  501, 
31  N.  E.  370. 

Evidence  by  a  "credit  man,"  who  attends  to 
the  credits,  coilectioDs,  and  correspondence  of 
a  firm,  to  a  sale  of  goods  by  the  firm,  based  upon 
information  gained  from  a  written  order  not 
produced  on  the  trial,  taken  by  a  salesman  not 
present  and  npon  k  ledger  which  is  not  a  book 
of  original  entries  and  not  kept  by  the  wit- 
ness, is  hearsay  and  incompetent.  Rothschild 
V.  Porter,  40  N.  Y.  8.  R.  262.  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  177. 

In  Huston's  Estate,  167  Pa.  217,  31  Atl.  553, 
the  only  evidence  of  a  debt  alleged  to  be  due 
from  a  decedent's  son,  for  which  it  was  sought 
to  surcharge  the  administrator  because  he  had 
failed  to  collect  it.  was  contained  in  the  de- 
cedent's ledger,  the  entries  in  which  did  not 
purport  to  be  original  entries.  The  son  dis- 
puted the  debt ;  and  the  administrator's  at- 
torney had  advised  against  any  attempt  to  en- 
force collection  on  account  of  the  condition  of 
the  book.  The  auditor  rejected  the  book  as 
evidence  of  the  debt,  but  surcharged  the  account 
with  it  on  the  ground  that  the  son  was  present 
at  the  audit,  heard  that  the  books  showed  a 
large  balance  due  from  him.  and  made  no  objec- 
tion; but  this  was  held  error. 

2.  Use  at)  secondary  evidence. 

But  while  a  ledger  of  the  character  contem- 
plated by  the  preceding  subdivision  is  not  a  book 
of  original  entry,  and  not  receivable  as  pri- 
mary evidence  of  the  facts  entered,  it  may  still 
be  used  under  the  rule  of  evidence  allowing  sec- 
ondary evidence  as  to  a  fact  upon  the  founda- 
tion properly  to  be  laid  for  the  introduction  of 
such  evidence.  Thus,  entries  in  a  Journal  or 
ledger,  correctly  tranBcrit)ed*each  day  from  the 
salesmen's  books  by  the  bookkeeper,  and  authen- 
ticated by  his  testimony,  are  admissible  as  sec- 
ondary evidence  on  proof  that  the  salesmen's 
memorandum  tK>oks  have  been  destroyed  by  fire 
and  the  salesmen  are  dead.  Stanley  v.  Wilker- 
sou.  63  Ark.  556,  30  S.  W.  1043,  holding  evi- 
dence of  bookkeepers  as  to  the  existence  and  or- 
derly character  of  the  salesmen's  books  during 
the  period  covered  by  their  services  respectively, 
each  mie  testifying  to  the  mercantile  and  or- 
derly manner  in  which  his  own  books  were  kept, 
and  that  at  the  end  of  each  day  they  each 
transcribed     from    the    salesmen's    books    the 
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items  of  that  day's  sales  and  transactions  Into 
the  journal  and  ledger  kept  by  them,  sufficient, 
In  connection  with  evidence  of  the  destruction 
by  tire  of  the  salesmen's  books  and  of  the  death 
of  the  salesmen,  to  admit  the  entries  tran- 
scribed, ae  secondary  evidence. 

And  a  ledger  may  be  received  In  evidence  on 
proof  of  the  loss  or  destruction  of  the  books  of 
original  entry,  where  there  is  no  evidence  of  In- 
correctness of  ♦^he  ledger  entries,  and  there  is 
proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the  bookkeeper,  who 
Is  shown  to  be  beyond  the  Jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  and  whose  present  place  of  residence  Is 
unknown.  Ulgby  v.  Logan,  45  S.  C.  651,  24  S. 
E.  50. 

An  account  as  shown  by  books  of  original 
entry  and  certain  drafts  and  orders  may  be 
proved  by  the  creditor's  ledgers  on  satisfactory 
showing  that  the  books  of  original  entry,  and 
orders  and  drafts,  have  been  destroyed.  Mc- 
Crady  v.  Jones,  36  S.  C.  136,  15  S.  E.  430. 

But  it  is  error  to  permit  the  introduction 
of  ledgers  as  evidence  of  the  facts  and  accounts 
therein  appearing,  where  It  appears  that  the 
bookkeeper,  In  whose  handwriting  most  of  the 
entries  in  the  ledger  were,  was  not  produced,  al- 
though he  was  alive  and  easily  accessible.  Price 
v.  Garland,  3  N.  M.  505,  6  Pac.  472. 

And  the  rejection  of  a  ledger  sought  to  be  In- 
troduced, on  the  ground  that  the  day  book  from 
which  the  ledger  entries  were  transcribed  had 
been  destroyed,  is  proper  where  there  is  no  tes- 
timony to  show  that  the  ledger  entries  were  tran- 
scribed correctly  from  the  day  book  by  the  per- 
son who  made  the  entries  In  the  day  book,  or  by 
one  having  knowledge  of  the  transactions  and 
of  the  correctness  of  the  original  entries.  In 
case  the  person  who  made  the  original  entries 
Is  dead  or  beyond  the  reach  of  the  process  of  the 
court.     Kennedy  v.  Dodge.  19  Ohio  C.  C.  425. 

A  ledger  Is  not  admissible  in  evidence,  how- 
ever, when  the  books  of  original  entry  are  ac- 
cessible. Pohl  y.  Bradford  (Tex.  Civ.  App.) 
25  S.  \V.  984  ;  Vllmar  v.  Schall,  8  Jones  &  S. 
67. 

So,  a  ledger  to  which  the  original  entries  of 
goods  sold  and  delivered  are  transferred  is  in- 
admissible in  an  action  to  recover  therefor 
upon  evidence  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  defend- 
ant was  Indebted  to  him,  and  upon  testimony  by 
a  witness  that  he  had  settled  his  account  with 
the  plaintiff  by  such  ledger  ajid  found  It  to  be 
fair  and  honestly  kept,  where  the  blotter  con- 
taining the  original  entries  Is  not  produced,  nor 
the  clerk  who  kept  It  called,  nor  his  absence 
accounted  for.     Ives  v.  Waters,  30  Hun,  297. 

And  entries  in  a  ledger  for  Items  of  printing 
and  advertising,  transferred  from  the  ad;pertls- 
Ing  book  In  which  the  Items  were  originally  en- 
tered, are  not  ndmissiblc  as  secondary  evidence 
where  the  preliminary  proof  to  show  the  loss 
of  the  book  of  original  entry  (the  advertising 
book)  does  not  show  who  last  had.  possession 
of  it.  or  any  bona  fide  or  diligent  search  for  It. 
Caullield  v.  Sanders.  17  Cal.  569.  In  this  case, 
however,  the  evidence  as  to  the  loss  was  re- 
ceived without  objection  as  not  sufficient,  and 
the  ledger  to  which  the  entries  were  transferred 
was  held  to  have  been  properly  admitted.  In 
connection  with  the  advertisement  in  the  news- 
paper, the  entries  to  show  the  proper  Items  con- 
stituting a  demand  In  suit,  the  newspaper  the 
subject-matter  of  the  advertisement. 

8.  Oriyinal  *ni  tries  in  ledger  form. 

On  the  other  hand,  a  book  unobjectionable  in 
other  respects  is  not  to  be  rejected  as  not  being 
a  book  of  original  entries  merely  because  the  i 
entries  are  In  ledger  form,  where  those  entries 
are  In  fact  the  first  or  original  permanent  rec- 
ord of  the  transaction  within  the  rule  laid  down  ' 
52  L.  R.  A. 


In  the  previous  sections  of  this  division.  Swain 
V.  Cheney,  41  N.  H.  232 :  Jones  v.  Dekay.  3 
N.  J.  L.  955;  Wells  v.  Hatch.  43  N.  H.  24(5; 
Gibson  V.  Bailey,  IS  Met.  537;  B'axon  v.  Iloi- 
ils,  13  Mass.  427 ;  Hurtz  v.  NeufvIIIe,  2  Mc- 
Mull.  L.  138 ;  Toomer  v.  Gadsden,  4  Strobh.  L. 
193;  Hoover  v.  Gehr,  62  Pa.  136;  Rehrer  v. 
Zelgler,  3  Watts  &  S.  258 ;  Sanborn  v.  (Cunning- 
ham (Cal.)  33  Pac.  894;  Mathews  v.  Sanders, 
15  Ark.  255. 

A  book  kept  In  ledger  form  was  admitted  in 
Lloyd  V.  Lloyd,  1  Redf.  399,  although  the  court 
criticised  such  a  book. 

In  Rodman  v.  Hoops.  1  Dal  I.  85,  1  L.  ed.  47, 
a  book  was  offered  in  the  form  of  a  ledger  con- 
taining In  some  instances  reference  to  a  waste 
book,  and  the  court  allowed  the  book  to  be  read, 
leaving  it  to  the  Jury  to  determine  on  the  face 
of  It  whether  It  was  an  original  or  a  transcript, 
and  Instructing  them  in  the  latter  case  to  dis- 
regard it. 

A  ledger,  the  entries  In  which  are  made  from 
memoranda  and  office  books,  Is  a  book  of  origi- 
nal entry.  Anonymous,  21  Misc.  656.  48  N.  Y. 
Surp.  277. 

So,  also,  is  a  ledger  the  entries  In  which  are 
transcribed  from  an  order  book  dally :  and  the 
production  of  the  order  book  Is  not  essential. 
Farley  v.  Gibbs,  22  N.  Y.  S.  R.  94,  4  N.  Y. 
Supp.  353. 

The  fact  that  a  merchant  keeps  a  day  book  In 
which  he  entered  sales  made  by  him  to  his  cus 
tomers  is  no  ground  for  the  rejection  of  his 
ledger  to  prove  the  account  in  question,  where 
he  also  testifies  that  the  ledger  contains  the 
original  entries  of  the  account  In  suit,  and  that 
they  appeared  in  no  other  book,  and  there  is 
compliance  with  the  other  provisions  of  the 
statute  as  to  the  admission  of  books  of  ac- 
count. Byerts  v.  Robinson,  9  X.  M.  427,  54 
Pac.  932. 

And  a  ledger  In  which  are  entered  Items 
taken  from  the  day  book,  to  which  ttiey  are 
transferred  dally  by  a  bookkeeper  from  the  slate 
upon  which  they  were  first  noted,  Is  admissible 
as  a  book  of  original  entries,  where  no  prices 
were  entered  until  the  Items  were  transferred 
to  the  ledger,  and  the  bookkeeper  testifies  that 
he  settled  his  own  accounts  by  the  books,  and 
other  witnesses  testified  that  they  settled  their 
accounts  by  them  and  found  them  honest  and 
correct.  McGoldrIck  v.  Traphagen,  88  X.  Y. 
338. 

So,  a  ledger  into  which  are  transcribed 
charges  for  goods  sold  from  a  temporary  pasH 
book  Is  a  book  of  accounts  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Vermont  statute  allowing  the  plaintiff,  in 
an  action  of  book  account  against  a  decedent's 
estate,  to  testify  in  whose  handwriting  the 
charges  are.  GIfford  v.  Thomas,  62  Vt.  34,  19 
Atl.  1088. 

And  In  an  action  against  a  copartnership 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  defended  on  the 
ground  that  the  got>ds  were  bought  by  a  mem- 
ber thereof  on  his  own  Individual  account, 
plaintiff's  ledger,  containing  an  entry  of  the 
sale  of  the  goods  In  question,  la  admissible  in 
plalntiff*s  behalf  to  show  with  whom  he  under- 
stood he  made  the  transaction  and  to  whom 
he  looked  for  payment,  where  his  bookkeeper 
testified  that  the  entry  was  not  entered  in  a 
pass  book  or  elsewhere  and  then  transferred 
to  the  ledger,  but  was  an  original  entry.  San- 
born V.  Cunningham  (Cal.)   33  Pac.  894. 

In  Welch  v.  Hlcker,  69  Vt.  239,  39  Atl.  200. 
the  plaintiffs  offered  testimony  that  the  ledger 
offered  by  them  was  the  only  book  upon  which 
they  charged  such  goods  as  were  not  paid  for ; 
but  It  was  held  that  they  were  only  entitled  to 
show  how  the  books  were  kept,  and  explain  the 
fact  that  on  the  sales  book  the  goods  were 
charged  to  one  of  the  defendants,  while  on  the 
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ledger  they  were  charged  to  both  of  them. 
Neither  entry  was  conclusive  as  to  whom  the 
credit  was  In  fact  given,  and  it  was  for  the 
Jury  to  say  whether  the  plaintiff's  books  as  kept 
corroborated  thrlr  claim. 

But  the  fact  that  a  ledger  to  which  entries 
are  transcribed  from  other  books  In  which  the 
party's  dally  transactions  are  entered  contains 
a  single  original  entry,  does  not  render  It  a 
book  of  original  entries,  and  It  Is  Inadmissible 
In  evidence  to  prove  even  the  fart  shown  by 
that  entry.  Fitzgerald  v.  McCarty,  55  Iowa, 
702,  8  N.  W.  646. 

And  ledger  accounts  testified  to  be  in  the 
handwriting  of  a  decedent,  or  of  his  bookkeeper 
who  lived  without  the  state,  are  inadmissible  In 
evidence,  where  they  do  not  appear  prima  facie, 
and  are  not  shown  to  have  been  the  original 
entries  made  contemporaneously  with  the  sales 
and  payments  noted  in  them.  First  Nat.  Bank 
v.  rhaffin.  118  Ala.  246,  24  So.  80. 

In  Way  v.  Cross,  95  Iowa.  25«,  63  N.  W.  691, 
the  plaintiff's  ledger  was  held  Inadmissible  as 
a  book  of  original  entry  because  It  appeared 
that  he  first  entered  his  sales  on  slips  during 
the  day,  and  at  the  close  of  the  day  transferred 
them  to  the  ledger,  the  entry  in  the  ledger  not 
showing  the  kind  of  goods  sold,  but  merely 
showing  a  charge  of  merchandise  sold,  and  the 
amount  for  which  it  was  sold. 

d.  Balaucea. 

Where  account  books  are  receivable  In  evi- 
dence It  Is  only  when  the  entries  are  made  of 
Items  as  they  arise  and  as  contemporaneous  res 
genttp :  but  an  entry,  not  of  particular  pay- 
ments or  advances,  nor  even  of  any  aggregate, 
but  of  what  remains  due  as  a  balance  after 
allowing  set-ofTs  and  counterclaims,  does  not 
come  within  any  rule  of  evidence  permitting 
the  admission  of  books  of  account.  McClln- 
tock's  Appeal,  58  Mich.  152.  24  N.  W.  549. 

So  held  In  Backner  v.  Meredith,  1  Brewst. 
(Fa.)  306,  of  an  entry  reading  "Balance  from 
former  account." 

And  Baldridge  v.  Penland,  68  Tex.  441,  4  S. 
W.  5G5,  holds  that  entries,  to  be  admissible, 
should  not  be  uncertain  or  equivocal,  and  from 
them  it  should  appear  that  the  thing  sold  is  a 
legitimate  source  of  commerce  which  prima 
facie  has  value,  but  that  the  act  performed  for 
which  compensation  Is  claimed,  is  one  legal  In 
its  nature ;  and  that,  therefore,  entries  for  "bal- 
ances" for  drinks,  cigars,  etc.,  on  the  books  of 
a  saloon  keeper,  are  inadmissible. — they  merely 
Involve  the  declaration  that  upon  an  account 
of  general  dealings  on  the  days  named  In  some 
way  payment  in  part  was  made  for  the  things 
had,  and  t^hat  there  was  a  balance  unpaid  which 
the  party  entered  instead  of  entering  the  facta 
on  which  he  based  his  adjustment  of  account 
for  the  day. 

But  Spear  v.  Peck.  15  Vt.  5C6,  holds  that  a 
balance  found  due  on  settlement  is  a  proper 
»tibject  of  charge  in  a  new  account,  and,  where 
the  settlement  is  not  impeached,  is  recoverable 
In  a  book  action. 

V.  Time  for  making  the  entriea, 

a.  General  rule. 

The  genoral  rule  as  to  the  time  within  which 
entries  are  to  be  made,  whether  under  the  com- 
mon-law rule  admitting  books  of  account,  or  un- 
der the  statutory  provisions  on  that  subject.  Is 
that  they  should  be  made  at  or  near  the  time  | 
of  the  transactions  recorded.     But    while    the  ; 
freshness  of  the  entry  is  essential  the  law  fixes ' 
no    precise    Instant    when    the   entries    may    be  < 
made ;  it  suffices  if  they  are  made  within  a  rea- 
52  L.  K.  A. 


I  sonablc  time  so  that  they  may  appear  to  have 
[  been  made  while  the  memory  of  the  fact  was 
recent,  or  the  source  from  which  the  knowl- 
edge of  It  was  derived  remained  unimpaired. 
Cummlngs  v.  Nichols.  13  N.  H.  425.  38  Am.  Dec. 
501;  Watrous  v.  Cunningham,  71  Cal.  30,  11 
Pac.  811 ;  Jones  v.  Long.  3  Watts.  32« : 
Prince  v.  Smith,  4  Mass.  455 :  Cogswell  v.  Uol- 
liver,  2  Mass.  217,  3  Am.  Dec.  45  {dictum  by 
Sewall,  J.)  ;  Wagar  Lumber  Co.  v.  Sullivan 
Logging  Co.  120  Ala.  558,  24  So.  949;  Moody 
V.  Roberts,  41  Miss.  74 ;  Talbotton  R.  Co.  v. 
Gibson,  106  Ga.  229,  32  S.  E.  151 ;  Eastman  v. 
Moulton,  3  X.  H.  156  •  Davis  v.  Sanford,  9 
Allen,  210;  Chicago.  St.  L.  &  N.  O.  R.  Co.  v. 
Provlne,  61  Miss.  288 ;  Penn  v.  Watson,  20  Me. 
13 :  State,  Rumsey,  Prosecutor,  v.  New  York 
&  N.  J.  Teleph.  Co.  49  N.  J.  L.  322,  8  Atl.  290 : 
Atkinson  v.  Burt,  65  Ark.  316,  45  S.  W.  987.  53 
S.  W.  404  ;  Bennett  v.  Shaw,  12  Ohio  C.  C.  574  ; 
Barnet  v.  Stelnbach,  1  W.  N.  C.  335  ;  Bupp  v. 
O'Connor,  1  Tex.  Civ.  App.  328,  21  S.  W.  619  ; 
Moore  v.  Moore  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  31  S.  W.  532; 
Brown  v.  Williams  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  31  S.  W. 
225 ;  Lane  v.  May  &  T.  Hardware  Co.  121  Ala. 
296,  25  So.  809;  Dlsmukes  v.  Tolson,  67  Ala. 
:i86  :  Sklpworth  v.  Deyell.  83  Hun,  307,  31  N.  Y. 
Supp.  918.  Compare  Baldridge  v.  Penland,  68 
Tex.  441,  4  S.  W.  5(J5,  in  which  it  was  held 
that  the  fact  that  some  of  the  items  seem  not 
to  have  been  entered  at  or  about  the  time  the 
goods  are  shown  to  have  been  delivered  tends 
to  throw  suspicion  on  the  correctness  of  the 
entries,  as  w^ell  as  to  show  that  they  are  not 
declarations  contemporaneous  with  the  daily 
dealings. 

But  Klngsland  v.  Adams.  10  Vt.  201,  holds 
that  the  fact  that  no  charge  was  made  on  the 
book  at  the  time  of  delivery  is  no  valid  objec- 
tion to  a  recovery  If  the  article  Is  actually  sold, 
and  was  a  proper  subject  of  charge  on  the  book. 
When  the  property  sold  Is  not  charged  at  the 
time,  it  may,  as  a  matter  of  evidence,  weaken 
the  plaintiff's  claim,  and  when  a  book  Is  kept, 
and  no  charges  are  made,  it  affords  strong  evi- 
dence against  the  party  making  the  claim,  but 
cannot  determine  that  the  article  sold  is  not 
a  proper  subject  of  charge. 

In  Robinson  v.  Dibble,  17  Fla.  457,  the  court 
said  it  was  Inclined  to  believe  that  books  pur- 
porting on  their  face  to  be  the  dally  record  of 
business,  and  In  which  the  entries  were  shown 
to  be  in  the  handwriting  of  a  deceased  clerk, 
were  admissible  In  evidence,  although,  aside 
from  the  internal  evidence  afforded  by  the  en- 
tries themselves,  there  was  no  evidence  that  It 
was  bis  duty  to  make  original  entries  as  to  the 
dally   business  of  his  employer. 

In  order  to  admit  an  entry  It  Is  essential 
that  it  be  proved  to  have  been  made  at  the  time 
it  purports  to  bear  date ;  It  must  be  a  contem- 
poraneous entry.  Barton  v.  Dundas,  24  U.  C. 
Q.  B.  273. 

And  a  claim  against  a  decedent's  estate 
should  not  be  allowed  where  It  is  supported  only 
by  book  entries  which  the  evidence  shows  were 
not  made  at  the  time  they  bear  date.  Butter- 
week's  Estate,  4  Pa.  Dist.  R.  563. 

Testimony  merely  that  the  entries  were  en- 
tered at  the  time  they  purported  to  have  been 
made  is  not  enough  ;  but  it  must  also  be  shown 
that  they  were  made  at  the  time  the  transac- 
tion recorded  took  place.  Martin  v.  Nichols, 
54  Mo.  App.  594  ;  Watrous  v.  Cunningham,  71 
Cal.  30,  11  Pac.  811. 

In  Goodwin  v.  O'Brien.  25  N.  Y.  S.  R.  203. 
6  N.  Y.  Supp.  239.  a  suit  against  the  defend- 
ant as  an  agent  for  an  accounting.  It  was  held 
that  the  referee  was  not  bound  by  a  book  tes-. 
tll;ed  to  by  the  defendant  to  be  his  book  of  orig- 
inal entry,  aiul  purport'ng  to  show  the  various 
disbursements  made  by  him  as  agent,  because 
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It  appeared  from  the  book  Itself,  and  from  the 
manner  in  which  the  entries  were  made,  that 
they  were  probably  not  made  at  the  time  of  the 
disbursements. 

But  in  Robln&on  v.  Alabama  &  G.  Mfg.  Co. 
89  Fed.  218,  it  was  held  that  the  master  could, 
for  the  investigation  and  stating  an  account, 
nsc  lK>oks  the  entries  in  which  were  made  sub-  , 
sequently  to  the  date  of  the  transactions  record- 
ed, and  which  for  this  reason  had  been  excluded 
as  independent  evidence,  where  he  had  verified 
all  of  the  entries  on  the  books  from  independ- 
ent sources  before  he  made  any  use  of  them,  and 
it  was  not  shown  that  any  of  the  entries  were 
incorrectly  or  fraudulently  entered  for  the  pur- 
pose of  raisleadtng  and  deceiving. 

It  is  usually  held  that  more  than  one  day 
ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  intervene  unless 
the  peculiar  nature  of  the  business  Justifies  a 
longer  time.  Walter  v.  Bollman,  8  Watts,  544. 
In  this  case  the  account  was  for  personal  serv- 
ices returned  by  a  physician,  and  a  delay  of  two 
days  was  held  fatal. 

8o,  entries  are  inadmissible  where  they  were 
not  made  until  at  least  a  week  after  the  trans- 
action took  place.  McGarry's  Estate,  0  Pa. 
Dist.  R.  172  ;  Lovelock  y.  Gregg,  14  Colo.  53,  23 
Pac.  86. 

And  a  book  Is  not  admissible  to  show  advance- 
ments made  by  a  decedent  to  his  children  where 
the  face  of  the  entries  shows  that  they  were 
made  long  after  the  transactions  occurred,  and 
the  other  evidence  In  the  case  furnishes  no  ex- 
planation, but,  on  the  contrary,  the  administra- 
tor states  frankly  his  Inability  to  explain  why 
the  charge  for  the  advancement  was  not  made 
at  that  time  instead  of  many  years  thereafter. 
Nelson  v.  Nelson,  90  Mo.  460,  2  S.  W.  413. 

In  Iowa  and  Nebraska  It  is  error  to  admit  a 
l)Ook  of  accounts  where  it  is  not  first  shown,  as 
required  by  statute,  that  the  charges  were  made 
at  or  near  the  time  of  the  transaction  therein 
entered,  unless  satisfactory  reasons  appear  for 
not  making  such  proof.  Security  Co.  v.  Gray- 
beal,  85  Iowa,  543,  52  N.  W.  497 ;  United  States 
Bank  t.  Burson,  90  Iowa,  191,  57  N.  W.  705: 
Anderson  v.  Ames,  6  Iowa,  486 ;  Martin  v.  Scott, 
12  Neb.  42.  10  N.  W.  532 ;  Atkins  v.  Seeley,  54 
Neb.  G88,  74  N.  W.  1100. 

Where  it  appears  that,  as  to  some  of  the 
charges,  the  reason  they  were  not  made  at  the 
time  of  the  sale  was  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
present  at  the  time,  but  that  he  entered  them 
on  information  given  him  by  defendant  after 
the  sale ;  but  there  is  no  explanation  of  the  de- 
lay in  entering  the  remaining  charges,  the 
charges,  whose  delayed  entry  are  explained,  are 
admissible,  but  those  not  so  explained  are  not. 
Anderson  v.  Ames,  6  Iowa,  486.  "Prima  facie," 
said  the  court,  *'it  would  seem  that  the  entry 
was  made  at  or  about  the  time  he  first  had 
knowledge  of  what  charge  he  should  make,  or 
to  what  extent  the  defendants  were  debtors. 
The  spirit  and  reason  of  the  law,  we  think,  was 
complied  with." 

In  Sayre  v.  Say  re,  3  N.  J.  L.  1035,  Judgment 
for  plaintiff  was  asked  to  be  reversed  because 
the  court  had  permitted  the  plaintiff  to  prove 
items  of  a  book  account  of  an  older  date  than 
a  note  of  hand 'which  the  defendant  had  given 
him,  without  proving  that  those  itt^ms  were  not 
included  in  the  note,  the  defendant  contend- 
ing that  giving  the  note  was  Itself  prima  facie 
evidence  of  a  settlement  of  all  previous  ac- 
counts :  but  the  court  ruled  that  no  such  legal 
consequence  followed ;  that  it  was  aU  matter  of 
evidence  to  the  Jury. 

But  entries  In  the  books  of  one  party  to  a 
.transaction  not  contemporaneous  or  made  In 
the  due  course  of  business  as  a  part  of  the  tea 
i;ctit(r,  but  made  after  the  rights  of  the  other 
party  had  become  fixed,  are  not  competent  evi- 
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dence.     Burley  t.  German-American  Bank,  111 
U.  S.  210.  28  L.  ed.  406,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  341. 

In  Farner  v.  Turner,  1  Iowa,  53,  replevin  for 
property  claimed  by  plaintiff  to  belong  to  him 
individually,  and  to  be  exempt  from  levy  under 
execution  on  a  Judgment  against  a  copartner- 
ship of  which  he  was  a  member,  a  book  of  orig- 
inal entries  of  the  copartnership,  offered  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  plaintiff's  ownership  .by  an 
entry  therein,  in  the  handwriting  of  the  other 
copartner,  now  a  nonresident  of  the  state,  that 
the  note  given  in  payment  for  the  property  was 
charged  to  the  private  account  of  plaintiff  of 
the  date  of  sale  testified  to  by  the  seller,  was 
held  not  admissible  as  part  of  the  res  gestv, 
because  it  appeared  that  the  seller  fixed  the 
sale  as  having  been  made  sometime  during  a 
period  of  twelve  days,  and  the  only  evidence 
that  the  entry  was  made  at  any  time  within 
this  indefinite  period  was  the  testimony  of  the 
entry  itself  by  its  date,  which  probably  waa 
sometime  within  those  twelve  days. 

b.  Entries  in  U8ual  course  of  business. 

But  it  is  no  objection  to  a  book  of  accounts 
that  the  items  charged  were  not  entered  on 
the  same  day  as  the  transaction  recorded,  so 
long  as  the  charge  was  made  in  the  usual  course 
of  business.     Bay  v.  Cook,  22  N.  J.  L.  343. 

Thus,  a  book  of  a  tailor  to  whom  cloth  is 
delivered  by  a  customer  to  be  made  into  a  gar- 
ment, accompanied  by  his  suppletory  oath,  by 
which  it  appears  that  he  made  the  charge  for 
the  work  after  he  had  cut  out  the  garment  and 
delivered  it  to  the  Journeyman  who  lived  in 
the  same  house  with  him,  and  that  this  was 
the  manner  In  wh<ch  he  kept  his  books,  is  ad- 
missible in  evidence.  Kaughley  v.  Brewer,  16 
Serg.  &  R.  133,  16  Am.  Dec.  544. 

And  a  book  of  account  made  up  in  the  usual 
course  of  business,  in  part  from  reports  re- 
turned by  the  person  in  charge  of  the  work,  of 
work  done  and  amount  of  material  used,  is  com- 
petent evidence  in  connection  with  the  reports, 
as  part  of  a  system  of  carrying  on  business,  to 
prove  a  claim  for  labor  and  materials.  Dla- 
ment  v.  Colloty  (N.  J.  L.)  49  Atl.  445. 

In  Curren  v.  Crawford,  4  Serg.  St  R.  3,  plain- 
tiff produced  lx>oks  which  he  swore  were  his 
books  of  original  entries  of  goods  sold  and  de- 
livered, and  that  the  entries  were  made  at  the 
times  by  himself.  On  cross-examination  he 
stated  that  he  was  present  at  some  of  the  times 
when  lime  was  delivered  to  the  defendant ;  that 
by  "the  times"  he  meant  the  times  when  the 
lime  was  loaded  in  the  wagons  at  the  kiln ; 
that  he  was  not  present  at  all  the  times  the 
wagons  were  loaded,  or  at  all  the  times  the  lime 
was  delivered.  On  being  examined  by  the 
court  he  said  he  was  at  home  five  days  out  of 
six,  and  that  the  lime  he  did  not  see  loaded  he 
generally  saw  delivered.  The  court  said: 
"The  law  fixes  no  precise  instant  when  the  en- 
try should  be  made.  At  or  near  the  time  of  the 
transaction  they  should  be  made.  It  is  not  to  be 
a  register  of  past  transactions,  but  a  memoran- 
dum of  transactions  as  they  occur.  If  the  book 
appear  on  investigation  or  examination  of  the 
party  by  the  court,  not  to  be  such  a  one,  the 
court  may  reject  it  as  incompetent.  If  this 
does  not  clearly  appear,  It  Is  to  be  submitted 
to  the  Jury  to  decide  on."  The  book  here  was 
so  submitted,  and  its  verity  left  to  the  Jury. 

If  the  charge  be  for  work  and  labor  continu- 
ing from  day  to  day  for  several  days,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  set  down  a  charge  for  each  day 
by  itself,  and  there  seems  to  be  no  very  cogent 
reason  why  it  may  not  form  the  subjf»ct-mai- 
ter  of  a  single  charge.  And  a  book  of  an  em- 
ployee who  works  through  the  whole  of  the  day 
and    part   of   the   night,    in    which    he    enters 
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charges  for  his  services  at  the  end  of  the  week 
on  Saturday  night,  and  also  credits  therein  for 
money  received  during  the  week.  Is  admissible 
in  evidence  to  show  l)och  the  work  done  and 
the  credits.     Yearsley's  Appeal,  48  Pa.  531. 

But  if  the  work  continues  for  months  there 
is  no  reason,  if  the  party  relies  upon  his  book, 
why  he  should  not  make  his  charges  from  week 
to  week,  or  in  other  limited  terms.  Cummings 
v.  Nichols,  13  N.  H.  420,  38  Am.  Dec.  501.  The 
charges  were  for  labor,  and,  although  entered 
as  of  a  given  month,  they  covered  such  length 
of  time  as  to  show  that  the  work  extended  over 
Into  subsequent  months. 

In  BDgart  v.  Cox,  4  Ohio  C.  C.  289,  an  action 
to  recover  for  board  furnished,  work  done,  and 
care  rendered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant's 
intestate  in  his  lifetime,  the  charges  in  the  ac- 
count as  stated  were  by  the  week,  while  in  the 
book  produced  they  did  not  purport  to  have 
been  made  until  the  expiration  of  the  year  dur* 
Ing  which  the  board  was  furnished,  and,  al- 
though the  plaintiff  testified  that  the  entries 
had  been  made  at  the  time  they  purport  to 
have  been  made,  not  a  single  charge  had  a  date 
to  it,  and  the  credits  appeared  only  under  the 
months ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  charges  were 
not  so  contemporaneous  with  the  transactions 
purporting  to  be  recorded,  or  so  much  a  part  of 
the  re«  gt^ta,  as  to  make  them  either  of  weight 
as  evidence  of  weekly  or  dally  transactions,  or 
to  be  admissible  as  a  valid  book  of  accounts 
under  the  Ohio  statute. 

Where  the  entries  in  a  book  are  so  obliterated 
as  to  be  illegible,  and  exhibit  altogether  such 
irregularity  aud  want  of  system  as  to  show 
that  chey  were  not  made  in  the  regular  course 
of  business,  the  book  is  inadmissible.  Thayer 
v.  Deen,  2  Hill,  L.  677. 

Where  a  charge  upon  which  a  party  relies 
as  evidence  of  Lis  claim  bears  a  date  showing 
that  It  was  made  on  Sunday,  he  must  show  that 
the  sale  was  not  in  fact  on  that  day,  or  he  can- 
not recover.     Bustin  v.  Rogers,   11  Cush.  346. 

But  Staggers' s  Estate,  8  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  260, 
holds  that  the  book  of  a  physician,  if  otherwise 
unobjectionable,  is  not  rendered  inadmissible 
because  some  of  the  visita  were  made  and 
charges  entered  on  Sunday. 

c  Entri&i  made  before   iraMaction$   eloaed. 

Books  of  original  entries  are  evidence  of  goods 
sold  and  delivered  when  the  entry  was  made  at 
the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  goods,  or  when 
they  were  set  apart  for  delivery ;  but  if  the 
entry  was  made  before  the  goods  were  delivered 
or  set  apart  for  delivery,  the  books  are  not  such 
evidence.  Ridgway  v.  Bell,  1  Phlla.  117 ; 
Rhoads  v.  Gaul,  4  Rawle,  404,  27  Am.  Dec. 
277  :  Rheem  v.  Snodgrass,  2  Grant,  Cas.  379. 
In  this  last  case,  however,  the  plaintiff  having 
agreed  to  remit  the  amount  of  the  item  objec- 
tionable for  the  above  reason,  without  prejudice 
to  their  right,  if  any,  to  recover  it  In  another 
action,  the  Judgment  as  to  the  remaining  items 
was  afBrmed. 

And  an  arbitrary  sign  or  check  mark  affixed 
to  the  entry  of  each  article,  not  for  the  pur- 
pose of  charging  the  purchaser,  but  to  prevent 
the  second  delivery  of  a  similar  article,  is  no 
evidence  of  delivery, — especially  when  it  ap- 
pears that  the  sign  or  mark  was  not  always 
made  by  the  person  who  made  the  charge,  nor 
by  a  merchant  or  a  clerk  in  his  employment. 
Rhoads  t.  Gaul,  4  Rawle,  404,  27  Am.  Dec. 
277. 

d.  Entriea  complied  when  transacUont  closed. 

But  an  entry  in  a  book  of  original  entries  be-  ^ 
gnn  when  goods  were  ordered,  but  while  their 
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quantity  and  value  were  yet  uncertain,  and 
filled  np  after  the  particulars  have  been  ascer- 
tained and  the  goods  delivered,  can  be  given  in 
evidence  to  prove  the  sale  and  delivery.  Ben- 
ners  y.  Maloney,  3  I'hila.  57  ;  Moiony  v.  Ben- 
ners,  3  Grant  Cas.  233. 

So,  a  book  of  original  entries  kept  by  a  paper 
hanger  is  evidence  of  paper  furnished  and  labor 
bestowed  in  hanging  it,  where  the  entry  was 
made  as  soon  as  the  quantity  of  paper  was 
ascertained  from  its  use  aud  the  amount  of 
work  done  in  using  it,  although  It  required  sev- 
eral days  to  finish  the  work.  Bolton's  Appeal, 
3  Grant  Cas.  204. 

In  Koch  V.  Howell,  6  Watts  &  S.  350,  an  ac- 
tion on  a  book  account  for  paper  sold  by  plain- 
tiff to  defendant  and  hung  by  his  workmen  on 
the  walls  of  defendant's  house,  it  appeared 
that,  as  the  plaintiff  handed  the  pieces  of  paper 
to  his  workmen  in  the  first  Instance,  he  charged 
to  the  defendant  the  gross  amount  of  paper  so 
delivered,  and  later,  when  the  quantity  of  paper 
actually  used  was  ascertained,  he  entered  that 
amount,  the  price  per  piece,  with  the  price  of 
hanging  it,  and  the  gross  amount ;  and  it  was 
held  that  the  book  was  properly  admitted. 

And  where  a  purchaser  at  a  store  selects  the 
articles  he  wants,  and  has  them  set  apart  to  be 
sent  for  by  him,  or  to  be  sent  to  him  by  the 
merchant,  and  the  goods  are  then  charged  to 
the  purchaser,  the  entry  is  admissible  in  evi- 
dence.    Parker  v.  Donaldson,  2  Watts  &  S.  0. 

In  Kelm  v.  Rush,  5  Watts  &  S.  377,  entries 
of  goods  sold  to  be  delivered  at  a  distance, 
shown  to  have  been  made  when  the  goods  were 
loaded  and  started,  were  held  competent  evi- 
dence to  prove  the  sale  and  delivery. 

So,  also,  is  an  entry  made  when  the  articles 
(in  this  case  maps)  are  finished  and  ready 
for  delivery  except  the  packing  In  boxes,  al- 
though it  may  appear  that  the  goods  are  not 
actually  taken  away  by  the  defendant  until 
some  six  or  eight  days  later.  Wollenweber  v. 
Ketterlinus,  17  Pa.  389. 

Whether  an  entry  begun  and  dated  when  the 
goods  were  ordered,  giving  merely  the  date  of 
the  order  and  the  price  per  pound  of  the  arti- 
cle ordered,  to  which  was  added  without  date 
the  weight  when  the  articles  were  set  apart 
and  weighed  after  an  interval  of  sometimes  as 
much  as  six  days,  and  which  was  finally  com- 
pleted by  carrying  out  the  price  of  the  whole 
as  ascertained  by  calculation  at  a  still  later 
date,  is  inadmissible,  is  not  clear ;  but  Shannon 
V.  Starkey,  5  Phlla.  153,  while  not  passing  di- 
rectly on  this  point,  does  hold  that  the  title 
to  the  goods  in  this  case  was  not  changed  until 
the  goods  were  weighed  and  set  apart  from  the 
others,  and  that  that  case  differed  from  Ben- 
ners  v.  Maloney,  3  Phlla.  57,  in  that  the  title 
to  the  property  forming  the  subject-matter  of 
the  sale  in  the  latter  case  passed  when  the  order 
was  given  and  entered  on  the  merchant's  book, 
because  the  goods  were  already  separated,  and 
all  that  remained  was  to  ascertain  how  much 
was  sold ;  and  that  it  differed  from  Koch  v. 
HoweU,  6  Watts  &  S.  350,  In  that  in  that  case 
The  entry  was  legally  complete  when  the  goods 
were  delivered  to  the  workmen,  and  that  the 
subsequent  addition  to  the  entry  was  a  mere 
credit  or  deduction  of  the  paper  remaining  un- 
used after  the  work  was  done. 

But  in  Cook  V.  Ashmead,  2  Miles  (Pa.)  268, 
a  new  trial  was  granted  for  error  in  the  admis- 
sion of  plaintiff's  books,  because  it  appeared 
that  the  plaintiff  had,  although  according  to  his 
custom,  entered  in  the  beck  the  name  and  quan- 
tity of  the  article  ordered  when  the  order  was 
given,  but  that  the  prices  were  not  carried  out 
until  a  subsequent  date,  when  the  goods  were 
delivered,  and  that  then  the  articles  were 
ticked  off  in  the  book. 
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In  Boyle  v.  Barber,  1  Phlla.  198,  plaintiffs 
were  nonsuited  for  want  of  evidence ;  their 
books  being  rejected  because  th«  entries  were 
made  after  the  sale  but  before  the  goods  were 
delivered  to,  or  separated,  marked  and  set  aside 
for,  the  purchaser.  In  this  case  the  bookkeep- 
er testified  that  he  made  the  entries  Immediate- 
ly after  the  sale  so  far  as  to  charge  the  arti- 
cles and  price  per  pound,  and  that  then  the 
goods  (In  this  Instance  bags  of  coffee)  were 
separated  from  the  mass  of  bags  and  brought 
down  and  weighed  when  the  entry  was  com- 
pleted by  adding  to  it  the  number  of  pounds 
and  aggregate  cost. 

e.  Entries  made  all  at  one  time. 

In  Eastman  v.  Moultou,  3  N.  H.  136,  It  was 
said  that  the  charges  in  the  handwriting  of  the 
party  must  appear  In  such  a  state  that  they 
nay  be  presumed  to  be  the  dally  minutes  of 
the  transactions  and  business;  for  If  it  appears 
in  any  way  that  many  charges  purporting  to 
be  made  under  different  dates  were  in  fact 
made  at  the  same  time  the  book  Is  not  evidence. 

A  book  proved  by  uncontradicted  testimony 
not  to  have  been  purchased  until  some  time  aft- 
er the  date  of  the  entries  therein,  and  as  to 
which  there  is  strong  reason  for  belief  that  the 
entries  were  all  made  at  one  time,  is  not  a 
book  of  original  entries.  Eberhardt  v.  Schus- 
ter. 10  Abb.  N.  C.  374;  Davis  v.  Sanford,  9 
Allen,  216. 

So,  entries  made  in  the  front  leaf  of  a  book 
before  the  first  page,  and  not  In  the  regular 
course  of  charges,  and  having  every  appearance 
of  all  having  been  made  at  the  same  time,  are 
not  proper  to  go  to  the  Jury.  Lynch  v.  M'llugo, 
1  Bay,  33. 

And  a  decedent's  book.  In  which  the  only  en- 
tries are  memoranda  made  all  at  one  time  Just 
before  his  death,  of  articles  previously  delivered 
to  his  children,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  what 
each  had  received  of  his  estate,  so  that  all  the 
children  might  share  alike,  is  not  a  book  con- 
templated by  the  Illinois  statute  providing  for 
the  admission  of  books  of  account  In  evidence. 
To  be  received  in  evidence  they  must  be  books 
of  original  entries  of  the  transactions  made  as 
they  occurred  In  the  regular  course  of  business. 
Treadway  v.  Treadway,  5  III.  App.  478. 

So,  a  book  of  a  landlord  containing  charges 
for  the  landlord's  share  of  grain  raised  by  the 
tenant,  bearing  no  date  other  than  the  year,  of 
property  bought  by  the  tenant  from  the  land- 
lord and  the  cash  paid  out  by  the  landlord  on 
the  tenant's  order,  is  not  a  regular  book  account 
such  as  is  contemplated  by  the  Wisconsin  stat- 
ute, although  supported  by  the  landlord's  sup- 
pietory  oath,  and  ought  not  to  be  received  In 
evidence.     Moss  v.  Vroman,  5  Wis.  147. 

In  assumpsit  on  a  book  debt  by  an  adminis- 
trator against  an  administrator,  an  account  of 
a  year's  farming  by  the  plaintiff's  Intestate 
made  up  the  year  thereafter  and  entered  on  a 
blank  page  of  an  old  copy  book  containing  no 
other  entries  and  signed  as  alleged  by  defend- 
ant's intestate  in  his  own  handwriting,  is  not 
such  a  book  entry  as  Is  admissible  on  the  part 
of  defendant  as  evidence  of  a  set-off  or  pay- 
ment. Keener  v.  Zartman,  144  Pa.  179,  22  Atl. 
889. 

In  Geiger's  Appeal.  24  W.  N.  C.  264,  the 
executor  was  held  to  have  been  properly  sur- 
charged for  a  debt  for  which  he  claimed  credit 
as  due  from  his  testator's  estate,  because  the 
only  evidence  of  the  debt  was  a  book  contain- 
ing the  account,  the  entries  in  which  were  all 
made  at  one  time  and  from  some  other  i)ook 
or  memoranda,  and  there  was  a  written  memor- 
andum on  the  outside  of  the  book  showing  that 
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the  beginning  of  the  account  antedated  the 
claimant's  possession  of  the  book. 

In  Cook  V.  Thompson,  reported  In  a  footnote 
in  1  Bay,  34,  a  new  book  of  entries  was  rejected 
because  it  had  the  appearance  of  being  fabri- 
cated for  the  purpose. 

Charges  in  the  plaintiff's  Journal  for  work 
done  and  materials  furnished  by  him  to  the  de- 
fendant are  not  admissible  for  the  plaintiff 
where  the  entries  in  the  books  were  not  made 
until  shortly  before  the  suit  was  begun  and 
some  months  after  the  work  was  done.  Healey 
V.  Bauer,  47  N.  Y.  S.  R.  499,  19  N.  Y.  Supp. 
989. 

f.  Undated  entrica,  * 

The  rule  that  entries  must  have  been  made 
at  the  time  they  purport  to  have  been  made 
Implies  that  there  must  be  dates,  so  far,  at  least, 
that  the  court  may  see  that  the  case  comes 
within  the  rule ;  although  it  is  not  necessary 
that  the  precise  day  of  the  month  should  be 
aflixed  to  the  charge  In  all  cases.  Cummlngs 
v.  Nichols,  13  N.  H.  420,  38  Am.  Dec.  501. 

And  -Davis  v.  Sanford,  9  Allen,  216,  holds 
that  a  book  of  account,  although  fortified  by 
the  party's  suppletory  oath.  Is  not  admissible 
in  evidence  where  it  does  not,  on  inspection, 
'  sulficiently  appear  to  be  the  daily  minutes  of 
i  the  party,  made  at  or  near  the  time  of  the 
transactions  to  be  proved.  In  this  case  the 
most  of  the  entries  were  without  date,  and  on 
some  of  the  pages  the  handwriting  and  Ink 
were  so  much  alike  as  to  indicate  that  the  en- 
tries were  all  made  at  the  same  time,  although 
they  related  to  separate  sales  which  had  prob- 
ably been  made  on  different  days. 

And  under  the  Pennsiyvanla  affidavit  of  de- 
fense law  of  March  28.  1835  (P.  L.  88 :  Pepper 
&  Lewis  Dig.  3613).  it  was  held  that  the  ltem.s 
I  of  account  must  be  dated  in  .the  copy  of  l)ook 
account  filed.  Harbison  t.  Hawkins,  81*  Pa. 
142. 

But  Doster  v.  Brown,  25  Ga.  24.  71  Am.  Dec. 
153,  holds  that  the  fact  that  a  book  of  original 
entries  does  not  show  the  date  of  the  account 
sued  on  Is  no  valid  otijectlon  to  Its  admissibil- 
ity In  evidence,  since  the  date  of  the  account 
may  be  proved  by  other  evidence. 

g.  Lump  charges. 

And  within  the  rule  that  the  entries  must  be 
in  such  shape  that  they  may  be  presumed  to  be 
the  daily  minutes  of  the  party's  business  and 
transactions,  lump  charges  are  a  fatal  objection 
to  the  admissibility  of  the  books.  State.  Rumsey. 
Prosecutor,  v.  New  York  &  N.  J.  Teleph.  Co. 
49  N.  J.  L.  322,  8  Atl.  290  ;  Cargill  v.  Atwood. 
18  R.  I.  303,  27  Atl.  214:  Gibbons's  Estate.  1 
Legal  GasE.  29 ;  Baumgardner  v.  Burnham,  10 
W.  N.  C.  445;  Birch  v.  <Jregory,  7  W.  N.  C. 
147 :  Mathews  v.  Glenn,  7  W.  N.  C.  213  :  Bus- 
tin  V.  Rogers,  11  Cush.  346.  Compare  Newell 
V.  Kelih,  11  Vt.  214,  holding  that  it  can  con- 
stitute no  valid  legal  objection  that  a  charge 
Is  made  in  gross ;  that  is  a  matter  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  auditors,  and  should  call  Into 
exercise  a  considerable  degree  of  caution  In  the 
examination  and  allowance   of  such   a  charge. 

Thus,  a  single  item  of  $360  for  thirty-six 
months'  board  is  not  properly  chargeable  in,  or 
provable  by,  a  book  account,  under  the  Dela- 
ware statute.  McLaughlin  v.  Weer,  1  Marv. 
(Del.)    267,  40  Atl.   1122. 

Nor  are  three  months'  services  as  one  item. 
Heushaw  v.  Davis,  5  Cush.  146. 

And  a  charge  for  work  and  labor  done,  con- 
taining no  specification  except  that  of  the  num- 
ber of  days  consumed,  Is  objectionable  for  not 
being  specific.  Lynch  v.  Petrle,  1  Nott  &  M'C. 
130. 
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So,  also,  of  a  charge  for  '*tlilrty-one  days' 
work  at  $2.25  per  day."  Williams  v.  Aber- 
croinbie,  Dudley  (Oa.)  252. 

So  held  Id  Karr  v.  Stivers,  34  Iowa,  123,  of 
a  charge  "to  four  months'  work  from  Novem- 
ber 14,  1807,  to  March  14,  18C8,  at  $75.00  per 
month,— $300.00." 

And  In  St.  Philip's  Church  v.  White,  2  Mc- 
MuH.  L.  306,  of  an  entry:  "1839,  Aug.  24  to 
furnishing  and  laying  2.544  feet  of  stone  flag- 
ging curb  and  gutter  stone  at  25  cents  per  foot, 
— ^SiC36.00." 

And  In  Corr  v.  Sellers,  100  Pa.  169,  45  Am. 
Rep.  370,  an  entry,  "to  repairing  brick  machine 
— $1^932.76"  was  held  objectionable  as  a  lump- 
ing charge,  not  particularizing  what  the  repair- 
ing consisted  of,  and  because  it  was  impossible 
to  determine  from  it  what  amount  of  material 
had  been  furnished  or  work  or  labor  done,  or 
the  time  consumed,  or  whether  the  price  was  a 
reasonable  and  proper  charge. 

A  charge  "to  stairs,  $57,"  entered  when  the 
stairs  were  finished  and  put  up,  is  objectionable 
for  not  having  been  made  at  the  time  when  the 
work  was  done  and  the  materials  furnished, 
where  it  appears  that  some  of  the  work  was 
done  a  year  before  the  date  of  the  book  charge. 
Henshaw  v.  Davis,  5  Cush.  145. 

And  in  State,  Kunisey,  Prosecutor,  v.  New 
York  &  y.  J.  Teleph.  Co.  49  N.  J.  L.  322,  8  Atl. 
290,  an  action  to  recover  for  rent  and  services 
of  a  telephone,  it  appeared  that  the  number  of 
each  service  was  rendered  at  the  time  upon  a 
slip,  and  these  slips  were  sent  to  the  main 
ofilce  where  the  gross  number  of  calls  for  each 
month  was  entered  in  a  book  and  the  slips 
afterwards  destroyed  ;  but  it  was  held  that  the 
book  was  Inadmissible. 

In  Re  Miller,  188  Pa.  214,  41  Atl.  532,  a 
claim  against  a  decedent's  estate  for  balance 
on  tK>ok  account,  the  claimant  showed  an  ac- 
count kept  in  the  form  of  a  ledger  account,  run- 
ning for  twenty  years,  and  ending  one  year  be- 
fore decedent's  death,  and  showing  nothing 
due  the  claimant.  Further  along  in  the  same 
book  was  an  account,  the  last  entry  of  which 
was  of  a  date  ten  years  before  decedent's  death. 
The  latter  account  did  not  exhibit  the  sale  and 
delivery  of  any  goods  or  property,  but  merely 
lump  charges,  and  it  showed  a  balance  due  the 
claimant  of  over  $1,200.  There  was  no  evi- 
dence to  explain  the  entries,  nor  to  explain  the 
delay  in  payment.  The  deceased  was  of  ample 
means,  while  the  claimant  was  In  need :  yet  he 
had  been  paying  the  deceased  cash  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered  to  himself.  It  was  held 
that  the  claim  should  be  disallowed. 

But  Millett  v.  Allen,  3  W.  N.  C.  374,  held  the 
book  of  original  entries  of  a  claimant  on  a  scire 
facias  on  a  separate  apportioned  lien  against 
each  of  several  houses  not  to  be  inadmissible 
on  the  ground  that  the  entries  charging  for  the 
materials  furnished  did  not  designate  the  pre- 
cise materials  furnished  for  each  house.  There 
proved  to  be  In  this  case  a  bill  of  particulars, 
however,  setting  forth  the  Items  of  materials 
furnished  each  house :  but  the  court  does  not 
mention  that  fact  In  its  opinion. 

Again,  entrii^s  In  a  physician's  books  are  not 
evidence  unless  the  charges  are  specific :  and 
merely  charging  for  medicines,  without  specify- 
ing the  kinds  and  quantities,  Is  insufficient. 
Lance  y.  M'Kenzle,  2  Ball.  L.  449.  See  also 
Hughes  V.  Hampton,  3  Brev.  544,  2  Treadway, 
Const.  745,  holding  a  charge  for  "$13  for  medi- 
cine and  attendance  in  curing  the  whooping 
cough"  Inadmissible.  Contra,  Staggers's  Es- 
tate. 8  I*a.  Super.  Ct.  260. 

But  Basset t  v.  Spofford,  11  N.  H.  167,  holds 
that  a  charge  for  "visits  and  medicine"  is  suf- 
ficiently specific,  although  the  quantity  and 
quality  of  the  medicines  are  not  specified,  where 
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it  does  not  appear  that  the  charge  varied  in  the 
usual  mode  adopted  by  physicians  in  making 
charges,  or  that  the  amount  is  larger  than 
physicians  usually  receive  for  such  services. 

In  Bay  v.  Cook,  22  N.  J.  L.  343,  an  action  by 
a  physician  to  recover  for  professional  serv- 
ices and  medicine  furnished,  charges  embracing 
services  of  two  or  three  days  were  sustained  as 
against  the  objection  that  they  did  not  specify 
distinctly  for  what  services.         • 

In  Schmidt  v.  Quin,  1  Mill  Const.  418,  It  was 
objected  that  the  charges  in  plaintiffs  book, 
who  was  a  physician,  were  too  general  to  en- 
able the  defendant  to  Investigate  their  proprie- 
ty or  reasonableness ;  but  the  court  said  that 
this  was  a  question  largely  in  the  discretion  of 
the  trial  court,  for  what  one  might  consider 
too  general,  another  might  think  sufficiently 
specific,  and  we  know  it  is  the  prevalent  habit 
of  medical  gentlemen  to  make  their  entries  in 
this  general  way.  It  is,  however,  certainly  de- 
sirable that  these,  as  well  as  other  accounts, 
should  be  kept  with  as  much  precision  as  the 
thing  is  capable  of :  and  when  they  are  so  gen- 
eral and  considerable  as  to  create  suspicion  I 
should  certainly  feel  disposed  to  admit  them 
with  great  caution.  But  in  this  case  the  en- 
tries appear  not  to  be  of  that  character.  They 
are,  indeed,  more  specific  than  most  medical  ac- 
counts are. 

A  charge  for  sundries.  If  standing  alone,  is 
objectionable  for  generality ;  but  not  so  where 
It  appears  that  there  is  a  credit  given  to  the 
party  charged  for  the  same  amount  in  the  same 
language  and  on  the  same  date.  Cornelius  v. 
Ivins,  10  N.  J.  L.  56. 

Nor  ^^here  a  bill  of  particulars  is  delivered. 
MClure  v.  Byrd,  2  Overt.  21. 

Nor  where  the  evidence  shows  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  sold  the  person  against  whom  the  en- 
try is  made  a  bill  of  goods  extending  over  sev- 
eral days,  and  that  he  only  entered  the  charge 
after  all  the  order  had  been  filled.  Le  Franc 
V.  Hewitt,  7  Cal.  186. 

Walton's  Estate,  4  Kulp,  487,  holds  that  book 
entries  containing  lumping  charges  are  not  ad- 
missible without  explanation. 

And  Nichols  v.  llaynes,  78  Pa.  174,  holds 
that,  although  lumping  charges  would  not  stand 
as  evidence  in  a  book,  the  testimony  of  the  par- 
ty offering  the  book  that  the  entry  was  com- 
posed of  items  known  to  him  to  be  furnished 
would  be  competent  to  go  to  the  jury.  His 
knowledge  that  the  sum  was  correct  would 
make  It  evidence  leaving  the  credibility  of  the 
fact  to  be  determined  by  the  jury. 

VI.  Regularity  as  to  course  of  business. 

a.  General  rule. 

It  is  another  general  rule  running  through 
all  the  preceding  sections,  and  finding  imme- 
diate support  in  the  cases  herein  both  at  com- 
mon law  and  under  the  statutes,  that,  to  justify 
tiie  reception  In  evidence  of  a  party's  books  of 
account,  it  must  appear  that  they  are  his  regu- 
lar books  of  account,  containing  entries  of  his 
business  transactions  from  day  to  day  in  the 
regular  course  of  his  business.  Moody  v.  Rob- 
erts, 41  Miss.  74 ;  Karr  v.  Stivers,  34  Iowa, 
123 ;  Dickson  v.  Kewanee  Electric  Light  & 
Motor  Co.  53  111.  App.  379 ;  Ryan  v.  Dunphy, 
4  Mont.  356,  47  Am.  Rep.  355,  5  Pac.  324 : 
Barnet  v.  Stelnbach,  1  W.  N.  C.  335;  Barton 
V.  Dundas,  24  U.  C.  Q.  B.  273. 

Thus,  a  private  account  book  containing  en- 
tries of  money  paid  out,  but  Including  no  ac- 
count with  the  party  against  whom  It  Is  sought 
to  be  Introduced  In  evidence,  nor  any  reference 
to  him,  Is  not  an  account  book  such  as  Is  ad- 
missible in  evidence  either  at  common  law  or 
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UQ(U*r  the  Illinois  statute,  which  does  Dot 
cliange  the  character  of  the  book,  but  changes 
the  character  of  evidence  necessary  to  its  ad- 
mission.    Sanford  v.  Miller,   19  111.   App.  536. 

And  cash  books  or  other  books  of  occasional 
entries  are  not  admissible  as  evidence  to  prove 
items  therein  entered  or  charged  against  an- 
other.    Kotwitz  V.   Wright,  37  Tex.   82. 

And  a  book  which  was  not  the  book  in  which 
the  party  kept  the  accounts  of  his  business  was 
held  not  admissible  as  a  book  of  original  en- 
tries, in  Gibbons's  Estate,  1  Legal  Gaz.  29. 

In  Iowa  it  is  error  to  admit  in  evidence  a 
book  of  entries  where  the  book  does  not  show, 
as  required  by  statute,  a  continuous  dealing 
with  other  persons  generally,  or  several  items 
charged  at  different  times  against  the  other 
party  In  the  same  book,  or  set  of  books.  Secur- 
ity Co.  V.  Graybeal,  85  Iowa,  643,  52  N.  W. 
497;  United  States  Bank  v.  Burson,  90  Iowa. 
191,  57  N.  W.  705;  Arney  Bros.  v.  Meyer,  96 
Iowa,  395,  65  N.  W.  337. 

And  a  book  kept  by  one  dealing  in  live  stock, 
consisting  largely  of  entries  of  live-stock  pur- 
chases, and  ligurlngs  showing  the  weight  of 
stock  purchased,  with  only  occasional  charges 
of  items  which  would  properly  fall  under  the 
head  of  "charges  by  one  person  against  others 
made  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,"  is 
not  admissible  within  the  meaning  of  the  Iowa 
statute,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  a  contract 
of  purchase  of  stock  and  a  payment  thereon, 
by  an  entry  thereof  made  in  the  book,  when  of- 
fered by  the  party  keeping  the  book.  Hart  v. 
Livingston,  29  Iowa,  217;  Whisler  v.  Drake, 
35  Iowa,  103. 

So,  also,  under  the  Nebraska  statute,  whose 
language  Is  the  same  as  that  of  Iowa,  a  time 
book  of  a  railroad  contractor,  used  to  keep  the 
time  of  his  workmen  employed  in  completing  a 
contract,  which  a  subcontractor  claims  he  was 
forced  by  the  contractor  to  abandon,  but  which 
the  latter  claims  the  former  was  not  perform- 
ing according  to  contract,  and  that  he  com- 
pleted the  work  as  he  had  a  right  to  do,  is  not 
admissible  as  an  account  book  on  an  issue  be- 
tween the  contractor  and  subcontractor,  since 
such  a  book  contains,  or  purports  to  contain, 
no  entries  of  charges  against  the  subcontractor 
or  of  dealings  with  him.  Van  Every  v.  Fitz- 
gerald, 21  Neb.  36,  31  N.  W.  264.  The  court 
said  that  it  only  purported  to  show  by  certain 
indicia,  the  number  of  days  worked  by  each  man 
or  hand  engaged  upon  the  work.  The  primary 
object  of  these  entries  was  obviously  to  en- 
able him  to  settle  with  his  hired  men,  and  per- 
haps for  the  secondary  purpose  of  keeping  an 
account  of  the  cost  of  each  Job  of  railroad  work. 
If  it  appeared  on  the  face  of  this  book  that  the 
object  of  keeping  the  account  was  to  charge  the 
day*s  works  of  these  men  respectively  to  the 
subcontractor  under  the  authorities  it  would 
have  been  admissible  in  evidence. 

Books  of  a  bank  sued  for  a  balance  due  from 
it  on  account,  containing  entries  of  moneys  re- 
ceived and  paid  out,  are  admissible  only  so  far 
as  they  show  actual  trausactions  had  with  the 
plaintiff.  Kuenster  v.  Woodhouse,  101  Wis. 
216,  77  N.  W.  165. 

In  Rogers  v.  Old,  6  Serg.  &  R.  404,  a  book 
kept  by  a  forge  master  for  the  purpose  of  set- 
tling with  his  cartmen,  in  which  v^ere  entered 
their  names,  the  quantity  of  Iron  delivered,  the 
date  and  sometimes  the  price,  was  held  not  to 
be  such  a  book  of  original  entries  as  was  evi- 
dence against  a  -purchaser  of  the  iron,  although  ' 
it  contained  also  the  name  of  the  purchaser. 
"To  give  to  a  l)ook  containing  entries  of  the  ' 
transactions  of  a  party  with  his  own  worknten." 
said  the  court,  "and  evidently  for  the  purpose 
of  enabling  him  to  settle  with  them,  the  charac- 
ter of  an  original  tK>ok  of  entry  of  goods  sold 
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I  and  delivered,  where  the  defendant's  name  is 
incidentally  Introduced  as  explanatory  of /the 
transaction  between  the  parties,  and  where  he 
is  -not  charged  in  any  shape  or  form  as  a  debtor, 
and  to  sUiTer  it  to  go  to  the  Jury  as  evidence  to 
charge  the  defendants  to  any  amount,  on  the 
bare  proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the  clerk,  or 
proof  by  the  party  himself  that  this  was  an 
original  entry,  would  introduce  evidence  of  a 
most  dangerous  nature,  which  the  necessity  of 
permitting  that  kind  of  testimony  does  not  re- 
quire, and  would  open  a  door  for  the  commis- 
sion of  the  greatest  frauds.'* 

So,  the  books  of  account  of  an  owner  of  wood 
which  he  has  had  manufactured  into  charcoal, 
containing  an  entry  of  the  wood  chopped  and 
piled  into  cords  by  his  choppers  and  an  entry 
of  the  deductions  therefrom  for  loose  cording, 
although  accompanied  by  proof  that  the  chop- 
pers had  received  pay  without  dispute  for  the 
amount  of  wood  thus  estimated,  is  not  admissi- 
ble in  an  action  against  the  owner  to  recover 
pay  for  its  manufacture  into  charcoal  to  show 
the  quantity  of  wood  so  coaled,  in  the  absence 
of  proof  of  any  agreement  between  the  owner 
of  the  wood  and  the  charcoal  manufacturer 
that  the  wood  was  to  be  estimated  In  like 
manner  and  not  by  accounting  the  piles  as 
corded  up  by  the  choppers.  Gambler  v.  Wol- 
aver,  1  Watts  &  S.  60. 

In  Phillips  v.  Tapper,  2  Pa.  St.  323,  an  ac- 
tion of  trover  for  one  half  a  boat,  it  appeared 
that  plaintiffs  intestate  had  bought  the  boat, 
the  price  to  be  paid  In  part  by  freights  on 
goods  carried  for  defendant.  Plaintiff  proved 
that  the  book  was  kept  in  the  boat  in  which 
were  certain  entries  offered  to  be  read ;  that 
during  the  time  these  were  made  the  decedent 
had  carried  goods  for  no  one  but  defendant,  and 
that  the  entries  were  made  by  the  decedent  but 
when  or  what  they  were,  plaintiff  could  not  state. 
The  entries  showed  that  the  decedent  had  car- 
ried freight  on  account  of  various  persons, 
and  had  received  cash  thereon,  but  contained 
no  charge  of  any  outstanding  claim  against 
anyone  by  name,  for  which  reason  they  were 
held  inadmissible. 

In  Haughey  v.  Strickler,  2  Watts  &  S.  411, 
plaintiff  suing  for  goods  sold  and  delivered 
testified  that  the  book  produced  was  his  book 
of  original  entries,  and  that  the  entries  were 
made  by  another  person ;  and  another  witness 
testified  that  the  person  who  made  the  entries 
was  dead,  that  plaintiff  owned  the  business, 
and  that  the  person  who  made  the  entries  con- 
ducted it  for  him.  It  was  held  that,  as  against 
the  objection  that  it  did  not  appear  that  the 
book  produced  was  plaintiff's  book,  the  l>ook 
was  properly  admitted. 

But  a  mere  memorandum  book  kept  by  a  sher- 
iff, containing  a  memorandum  of  property  sold 
under  execution  by  the  sheriff.  Is  not  admissible 
for  the  sheriff  in  an  action  by  him  to  recover 
the  price  of  the  land  sold.  Hand  v.  Grant,  5 
Smedes  &  M.  508,  43  Am.  Dec.  528. 

(n  Coombs  v.  Coombs,  86  Mo.  176,  it  was  held 
that  a  book  called  a  "blank  memorandum  book," 
containing  entries*  in  the  handwriting  of  a 
decedent  of  their  items  of  what  had  transpired 
in  the  probate  court  with  reference  to  claims 
of  the  decedent  against  certain  estates,  were  at 
most  only  private  memoranda,  and  not  account 
books,  and  were  therefore  inadmissible. 

The  memorandum  book  of  a  peddler  employed 
by  plaintiff,. in  which  he  had  made  his  original 
entries  for  the  most  part  in  pencil,  and  which 
he  carried  about  with  him  In  his  pocket,  is 
not  admissible  as  a  merchant's  book  of  accounts. 
Thayer  v.  Deen,  2  HiU,  L.  677. 

Bates  V.  Sabin,  64  Vt.  511,  24  Atl.  1013,  how- 
ever, holds  that  memorandum  books,  although 
not    admissible    as    Independent    evidence,    are 
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competent  In  connection  with  the  testimony  of 
the  person  who  kept  them. 

And  Cogswell  ▼.  Dolliver,  2  Mass.  217,  3  Am. 
Dec.  45,  holds  that  books  of  a  plaintiff  suin^ 
for  goods  sold,  and  his  suppletory  oatn,  al- 
though not  kept  in  the  form  of  day  books,  but 
which  are  in  fact  small  memorandum  books, 
are  admissible  in  evidence ;  and  the  fact  that 
the  account  in  suit  as  contained  in  the  books 
was  intermixed  with  various  charges,  notes, 
and  memoranda  relating  to  the  party's  dealings 
with  other  persons,  alike  irregular,  in  whatever 
blank  spaces  the  party  happened  to  find,  with- 
out any  regard  to  the  order  and  data  or  pages, 
— Ls  an  objection  going  merely  to  the  credit  of 
the  book,  and  not  to  its  competency. 

b.  Where  book  contains  hut  one  entry  or  8et  of 

entries. 

It  must  also  be  shown  that  not  only  are  the 
books  offered  those  in  which  the  party  has 
kept  an  account  of  his  ordinary  business  trans- 
actions, but  that  there  has  been  a  regular  course 
of  dealings  between  himself  and  the  other  party 
or  with  others.  And  where  the  books  do  not 
show  that  fact,  but,  on  the  contrary,  contain 
no  entries  other  than  a  charge  for  goods  Tor 
which  the  action  is  brought,  and  which  pur- 
ports to  be  but  a  single  transactionv  although 
embracing  the  sale  of  several  articles  at  one 
time,  the  books  are  not  to  be  admitted.  Ryan 
V.  Dunphy,  4  Mont.  356,  47  Am.  Rep.  865,  5 
Pac.  324 ;  Kibbe  v.  Bancroft,  77  111.  18 ;  Boyer 
V.  Sweet,  3  111.  120;  Ingersoll  v.  Banister,  41 
111.  388. 

Thus,  in  an  action  to  set  aside  a  deed  and 
mortgage  on  the  ground  that  it  wai  made  with 
the  fraudulent  Intent  to  defeat  the  collection  of 
plaintiff's  Judgment  against  the  grantor,  a  book 
of  the  grantee  is  not  admissible  to  show  the 
debt  which  he  claims  was  the  consideration 
for  the  deed  and  mortgage,  w^here  the  book  con- 
tains '  but  one  entry,  and  that  is  simply  and 
solely  a  memorandum  of  the  loan  as  to  which 
the  grantee  has  testlAed,  although  he  states 
that  he  made  the  entry  at  the  time  of  the  loan. 
Metzger  v.  Burnett,  5  Kan.  App.  374,  48  Pac. 
599. 

And  where  the  book  offered  is  not  one  of  en- 
tries in  the  regular  course  of  business,  but  is 
in  fact  a  separate  book  containing  no  charges 
except  against  the  party  sued,  the  book  is  in- 
admissible, even  although  it  is  explained  that 
this  was  done  at  the  request  of  the  party 
charged.  Re  Fulton,  178  Pa.  78,  35  L.  R.  A. 
133,  35  Atl.  8S0. 

So,  a  l>ook  of  accounts  containing  charges 
for  several  successive  years,  all  written  from 
oral  directions,  and  all  against  one  person 
without  any  intervening  charge.  Is  not  admissi- 
ble as  a  book  of  accounts.     Swing  v.   Sparks, 

T   ^.   J.  JLi.  Oot 

And  the  discretion  of  the  trial  court  in  ex- 
cluding, on  inspection,  a  book  of  accounts  as  not 
honestly  and  fairly  kept,  will  not  be  deemed 
to  have  been  abused  wliere  the  Items  extended 
over  a  period  of  seveu  years  .with  no  interven- 
ing charges  against  any  other  person ;  and  are 
apparently  In  one  handwriting ;  are  written 
with  a  pencil,  and  bear  the  appearance  of  hav- 
ing been  made  at  the  same  time.  Dunbar  y. 
Wright,  20  Fla.  446. 

And  a  book  containing  charges  for  wood  sold 
and  delivered  to  but  one  person  is  incompetent 
where  It  appears  that  the  vendor  was  engaged 
in  buying  lots  of  wood  and  selling  it  out  again, 
and  that  he  k<»pt  a  separate  book  for  each  lot 
of  wood,  the  book  in  question  relating  to  one 
of  the  lots.  Richardson  v.  Emery,  23  N.  H. 
220. 

So  held,  also,  of  entries  upon  loose  sheets 
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of  paper,  in  Jones  v.  Jones,  21  N.  H.  219.  The 
real  question  in  this  case  was  as  to  the  admis- 
sibility of  secondary  evidence  of  the  entries  on 
the  ground  that  the  originals  were  lost,  and 
the  court  excluded  secondary  evidence  because 
the  originals  themselves  would  not  have  been 
competent. 

Corning  v.  Ashley,  4  Denio,  854,  holds  that  a 
parly's  own  books  of  account  are  not  admissible 
in  evidence  for  him  in  ah  action  for  goods  sold, 
wliere  it  is  not  shown  that  there  had  been  any 
dealings  l>etween  the  parties  beyond  the  sale 
of  the  goods  for  which  the  action  was  brought, 
and  where  that  purported  to  be  a  single  trans- 
action embracing  the  sale  of  several  articles 
at  one  time.  To  warrant  the  admission  of 
books  of  account  it  roust  appear  that  there 
had  t>een  regular  dealings  between  the  parties, 
and  some  of  the  items  must  be  proved. 

So,  an  independent  entry  in  a  ledger  for. a 
share  of  the  expense  of  building  a  party  wall 
is  not  admissible  in  behalf  of  the  party  making 
it  to  prove  an  indebtedness  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  therefor.  Doty  y.  Smith,  68  liun, 
191),  22  N.  Y.   Supp.   840. 

In  Vermont  an  action  on  book  may  be  main- 
tained, although  the  only  item  of  charge  in  the 
plaintiff's  account  was  for  a  horse  sold  and  de- 
livered.    Kingsland  v.  Adams,  10  Vt.  201. 

But  Ames  v.  Fisher,  Bray  ton  (Vt.)  39,  was 
an  action  on  book,  the  only  charge  being  a 
domestic  spinning  jenny :  and  the  court  held 
that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained. 

c  Entries  relating  to  party-s  business. 

To  justify  the  reception  in  evidence  of  books 
of  account  it  must  be  shown  that  they  are  the 
books  of  the  party  engaged  in  the  business  to 
which  they  refer,  and  that  the  entries  relate  to 
their  business,  and  not  to  matters  in  no  way 
connected  therewith.  Chicago,  St.  L.  &  N.  O. 
R.  Co.  y.  Provine,  61  Miss.  288 ;  Moody  v.  Rob- 
erts, 41  Miss.  74. 

Thus,  entries  in  the  books  of  a  keeper  of  a 
drinking  saloon  and  billiard  tables,  containing 
charges  for  money  lent,  corn  sold,  or  "games," 
without  anything  to  show  what  is  meant  by 
"games",  are  Inadmissible.  Baldrldge  v.  Pen- 
land,  68  Tex.  441,  4  S.  W.  565. 

So,  books  of  original  entry  are  not  evidence 
to  prove  a  casual  sale  of  an  article  not  In  the 
course  of  the  party's  business,  and  of  which  It 
is  usual  to  take  other  proof  or  evidence  of  sale. 
Shoemaker  v.  Kellog,  11  Pa.  810 ;  Stuckslager 
v.  Neel,  123  Pa.  53,  16  Atl.  94.  The  latter 
case  not  only  reiterates  the  rule  in  the  Shoe- 
maker case,  but  it  further  appears  that  the 
person  who  made  the  entry  was  himself  a  wit- 
ness and  testified  on  behalf  of  plaintiff  to  his 
whole  knowledge  of  the  transaction,  and  that 
the  particular  transaction  in  case  was  evidenced 
by  two  bills  of  sales  which  were  given  In  evi- 
dence with  the  full  testimony  of  all  the  parties, 
including  the  bookkeeper,  in  relation  to  them. 

In  Richardson  v.  Emery,  23  N.  H.  220,  an 
action  for  wood  sold  and  delivered,  the  plain- 
tiff offered  in  evidence  a  small  memorandum 
book,  apparently  carried  In  the  pocket,  consist- 
ing of  ten  leaves,  and  containing,  aside  from  the 
account  sued  on,  sundry  minutes  of  money  re- 
cehed  and  paid  out;  and  it  was  held  that  it 
could  not  be  presumed  that  the  plaintiff's  busi- 
ness was  so  exclusively  of  this  description,  and 
that  the  book  was  therefore  Inadmissible. 

VII.  Entries  shotciny  intent  to  charge. 

ICntrles  in  a  book  of  accounts,  in  order  to 
be  valid  as  evidence  of  a  charge,  must  purport 
to  have  been  made  with  an  Intent  to  charge 
the  party  sought  tu  be  held  liable.  Moody  v. 
Roberts,  41  Miss.  74. 
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And  a  statement  by  the  party  offering  the 
book  that  he  did  not  intend  to  charge  anything 
at  the  time,  although  he  made  the  entry,  pro- 
vided the  conduct  of  the  party  charged  toward 
him  "should  be  what  was  right,"  Is  fatal  to  the 
admissibility  of  the  book.  Walter  v.  Bollman, 
8  Watts,  544. 

So,  in  Hale  v.  Ard,  48  Pa.  22,  an  action  to  re- 
cover for  professional  services  as  an  attorney 
at  law,  an  entry  thus,  "cash  items  $1.00.00,  5 
Per  Cent  on  same  $5.00," — was  held  inadmissi- 
ble ;  there  was  nothing  to  show  whether  the 
charge  was  for  services,  or  interest,  or  commis- 
sion. 

And  in  the  same  case  an  entry,  "To  going 
to  your  house  at*  your  request,  per  T.  Keagy, 
$10," — was  held  insufllcient  to  show  indebted- 
ness, and  was  excluded.  "The  law  implies  no 
promise  to  pay  for  a  visit  of  an  attorney  made 
in  compliance  with  an  invitation.  For  aught 
that  appears,  the  visit  charged  was  one  of 
friendship  without  any  intention  of  either  of 
the  parties,  at  the  time,  to  assume  the  position 
of  creditor  or  debtor." 

And  again,  in  that  case,  an  entry,  "To  fee 
in  equity  proceedings,  Souder  v.  Lapsley,  see- 
ing Judge  Cadwalader,  and  examining  papers 
and  going  to  your  house  $10," — was  held  by 
itself  to  be  no  evidence  of  indebtedness.  "It 
did  not  appear  that  he  [defendant]  had  any 
connection  with  the  case.  Services  rendered  in 
the  case  were  not  therefore  a  proper  charge 
against  him  unless  rendered  at  his  request,  of 
which  the  book  was*  no  evidence." 

Although  charges  for  labor  performed  are  not 
kept  in  the  usual  form  of  accounts,  they  suffi- 
ciently show  an  intention  to  charge  the  other 
party  with  the  dobt  where  they  show  the  na- 
ture of  the  charge,  tne  date  of  the  labor,  for 
whom  performed,  Its  duration  and  kind.  Re- 
mick  v.  Riimery,  69  N.  U.  GOo.  45  Atl.  574. 

VIII.  Authentication  and  correctneaa   of  books 

and  entries, 

a.  General  rules  as  to  necessity. 

Another  element  necessary  under  the  com- 
mon-law rule  and  by  express  statute  in  many 
states,  to  be  shown  preliminary  to  the  Introduc- 
tion by  a  party  of  his  books  of  account  within 
the  foregoing  rules,  Is  evidence  that  the  trans- 
actions were  correctly  recorded,  or,  as  It  is 
sometimes  expressed,  the  books  must  appear  to 
have  been  fairly»  and  honestly  kept.  Chicago, 
§t.  L.  &  N.  O.  R.  Co.  V.  Provlne,  61  Miss.  288  ; 
Moody  V.  Roberts,  41  Miss.  74  :  Wagar  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Sullivan  Logging  Co.  120  Ala.  558.  24 
So.  949;  Powell  v.  State,  84  Ala.  444,  4  So. 
719;  Atkinson  v.  Burt,  65  Ark.  316.  45  S.  W. 
987,  53  S.  W.  404  ;  KIrby  v.  W'att,  19  III.  393  : 
Bupp  V.  O'Connor,  1  Tex.  Civ.  App.  328,  21 
S.  W.  619 :  Kllng  v.  Tunstall.  109  Ala.  608,  19 
So.  907 ;  Bennett  v.  Shaw,  12  Ohio  C.  C.  574 ; 
Ruggles  y.  Gatton,  50  111.  412. 

In  order  to  entitle  books  of  account  to  be 
received  as  evidence.  It  must  appear  that  the 
party  keeping  and  producing  them  is  usually 
precise  and  punctilious  respecting  the  entries 
therein,  and  that  they  are  designed  at  least  to 
embrace  all  the  Items  of  account  which  are  a 
proper  subject  of  book  entry.  Countryman  v. 
Bunker,   101  Mich.  218,  59  N.  W.  422. 

Thus,  In  an  action  against  a  fire  Insurance 
company  by  the  transferee  of  a  policy  to  recover 
the  value  of  property  covered  by  the  policy 
which  had  been  destroyed  by  fire,  the  books  of 
account  kept  by  the  insured,  a  firm,  partly  by 
one  of  the  partners  whose  testimony  shows 
that  the  books  were  not  a  complete  record,  no 
witness  testifying  that  the  books  were  correct- 
ly kept,  are  not  evidence  for  the  plaintiff. 
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American  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.)    30   S.   W.   384. 

And  in  an  action  against  the  receiver  of  a 
bank  to  recover  money  deposited  with  the  bank, 
the  bank  books  are  not  admissible  where  they 
are  not  shown  to  have  been  properly  kept.  Arn- 
old V.  Penn,  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  323,  32  S.  W. 
353.  It  is  not  clear  that  the  receiver  was 
seeking  to  introduce  the  books  in  his  own  be- 
half, although  it  is  inferable  from  the  fact 
that  he  is  the  appellant,  and  the  exclusion  of 
the  l>ooks  w^as  assigned  as  error. 

And  a 'book  of  account  is  not  competent  as  a 
memorandum  without  proof  that  the  one  offer- 
ing it  made  the  charges  therein  at  the  time  the 
several  items  were  furnished,  that  the  account 
was  correctly  kept,  and  that  he  was  unable  to 
remember  sucii  Items  independently  of  such 
memorandum.  Irish  v.  Horn,  84  Ilun,  121,  32 
N.  Y.  Supp.  455. 

Bookout  V.  Shannon,  69  Miss.  378,  holds, 
however,  that  the  fact  that  a  book  is  not  shown 
to  be  correctly  and  properly  kept  is  a  matter 
which  goes  to  the  weight  of  the  book  as  evidence, 
and  not  to  its  competency. 

In  Peck  V.  Pierce,  63  Conn.  310,  28  Atl.  524, 
on  the  question  as  to  whether  certain  interest 
had  been  paid  by  defendant's  decedent,  an  ac- 
count book  kept  by  him  containing  many  entries 
of  payments  of  interest  to  other  persons,  but 
none  of  the  payment  of  the  Interest  in  question, 
was  offered  in  evidence  to  show  that  It  was 
not  paid ;  and  It  was  held  that  Its  admissibility 
did  not  depend  upon  a  showing  that  it  contained 
entries  of  all  the  decedent's  payments  of  In- 
terest, that  being  a  matter  affecting  its  weight 
as  evidence,  and  not  its  admissibility. 

In  West  Coast  Lumber  Co.  v.  Newklrk,  80 
Cal.  275,  22  Pac.  231,  it  was  held  that  a  de- 
nial of  defendant's  motion  to  strike  out  testi- 
mony of  a  witness,  introduced  to  show  the  mode 
in  w^hich  books  of  account  offered  in  evidence 
were  kept,  and  that  they  were  correct,  was  not 
error ;  and  that  the  t>ook8  were  properly  ad- 
mitted in  evidence.  There  is  nothing  In  the 
opinion  to  indicate  who  the  witness  was,  or  the 
purpose  of  the  introduction  of  the  books. 

In  Iowa  it  is  error  to  admit  a  book  of  ac- 
counts where,  as  required  by  statute,  the 
charges  were  not  first  verified  by  the  party  who 
made  them,  to  the  effect  that  he  believes  them 
just  and  true,  unless  a  sufllcient  reason  be  given 
why  such  verification  Is  not  made.  Security 
Co.  V.  Graybeal,  85  Iowa,  543.  52  N.  W.  497  ; 
United  States  Bank  v.  Burson,  90  Iowa,  191, 
57  N.  W.  705  ;  Karr  v.  Stivers.  34  Iowa,  123  : 
Arney  Bros.  v.  Meyer,  96  Iowa,  395,  65  N.  W. 
337. 

The  testimony  of  a  witness  that  an  account  la 
correct  is  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  pro- 
vision of  111.  Laws  1867.  §  3,  p.  184,  requiring 
evidence  that  the  entries  are  true  and  Just,  to 
warrant  the  admission  of  an  account  book  in 
evidence.  Presbjterlan  Church  v.  Emerson,  66 
111.  271. 

b.  Oath  of  the  party  himself. 

In  some  of  the  states — apparently  those  In 
which  the  suppletory  oath  of  the  party  is  re- 
ceived with  his  book — it  Is  held  that  the  p.irty 
himself  is  a  competent  witness  to  prove  that  the 
entries  in  his  books  are  true.  Maihes  v.  Rob- 
inson, 8  Met.  209,  41  Am.  Dec.  505  :  Black  v. 
Shooler,  2  McCord,  L.  293. 

So,  a  colored  person  is  competent  to  prove 
his  book  of  original  entries  so  as  to  make  it 
evidence  in  his  favor  against  a  white  persoD. 
Webb  V.    Pindorgrass,  4   Harr.    (Del.i    439. 

And  one  who  offers  his  account  books  as  l)ooks 
of  original  entry  is  competent  to  testify  to  that 
fact  as  preliminary  to  the  Introduction.     Taylor 
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V.  Tucker.  1  Ga.  231 ;  I^ndis  v.  Turner,  14  Cal. 
073.  '*Tlie  tescimony  of  the  party,"  said  the 
court  In  the  lictter  case,  "must  often  be  the  only 
means  of  establishing  the  fact  that  the  book 
contains  the  original  entries :  that  the  party 
kept  no  other  books,  and  that  he  had  no  clerk, 
and,  as  It  is  subject  to  the  scrutiny  of  cross- 
examination,  It  must  afford  protection  against 
the  perpetration  of  fraud  by  false  entries." 

But  a  plaintiff  in  assumpsit  for  lumber  sold 
to  defendant  is  not  a  competent  witness  to  prove 
entries  in  his  l>ook,  made  in  part  from  memo- 
randa taken  by  his  slave  at  the  time  of  deliver- 
ing the  articles  and  In  part  by  memoranda 
made  by  the  defendants  themselves.  Venning 
v.  Hacker,  2  Hill,  L.  5S4. 

And  entries  made  by  a  husband,  of  goods  de- 
llvei*ed  by  his  wife  in  his  absence,  cannot  be 
proved  by  the  husband.  Hurtz  v.  Neufville, 
2  McMull,  L.  138. 

In  Karsper  v.  Smith,  1  Browne  (Pa.)  Appx. 
53,  the  entry  in  a  book  produced  to  prove  a  sale 
and  delivery  of  the  goods  sued  for  was  made  by 
plaintiff's  daughter,  who  was  then  about  twelve 
years  of  age ;  the  plaintiff  was  admitted  to 
prove  her  death,  and,  as  it  was  necessary  to 
prove  her  liand writing,  his  oath  was  offered  for 
that  purpose ;  but  he  was  held  to  be  an  in- 
competent witness  to  prove  the  handwriting 
of  his  daughter  or  clerk. 

Where  the  book  belongs  to  a  copartnership, 
and  one  of  the  copartners  who  made  the  en- 
tries if  out  of  the  state,  the  other  copartner  may 
swear  to  his  handwriting  in  the  book.  Foster 
v.  Sinkler,  1  Bay,  40. 

Horton  v.  Miller,  84  Ala.  537,  4  So.  370, 
holds,  however,  that  one  partner  cannot  testify 
to  the  correctness  of  entries  in  the  l>ooks  by  the 
other,  unless  he  has  knowledge  that  the  sales 
were  actually  made,  or  can  show  in  some  other 
way  that  he  knows  the  entries  spoke  the  truth. 

But  that  a  party  is  a  competent  witness  to 
testify  to  &  book  account,  under  111.  Rev.  Stat, 
chap.  51,  I  3.  does  not  make  it  error  to  sustain 
an  objection  to  his  testimony  when  offered  to 
lay  the  foundation  for  the  Introduction  In  evi- 
dence of  certain  papers  in  a  ledger  which  does 
not  appear  to  have  been  a  book  of  original  en- 
tries.    Mitchell  V.  Goodell,  56  111.  App.  280. 

It  is  held,  also,  that  permitting  a  party  to 
testify  to  the  regularity  and  correctness  of  the 
entries  against  a  decedent  in  his  books  does  not 
make  him  a  witness  with  respect  to  a  trans- 
action between  himself  and  the  decedent,  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  statutes  prohibiting  a 
party  from  testifying  to  a  personal  transaction 
between  himself  and  a  person  since  deceased. 
Kobinson  v.  Dibble,  17  Fla.  457  ;  Cargill  v.  At- 
wood,  18  R.  I.  303,  27  Atl.  214  ;  White's  Estate, 
11  Phlla.  100 :  Bogart  v.  Cox.  4  Ohio  C.  C.  280  ; 
Jones  V.  (;ammans,  11  Nov.  249 :  Lewis  v.  Megin- 
niss,  30  Fla.  419,  12  So.  10 ;  Roche  v.  Ware,  71 
I'al.  375,  60  Am.  Rep.  539,  12  Pac.  284  ;  Strick- 
land V.  Wynn,  51  Oa.  600 ;  Dysart  v.  Furrow, 
00  Iowa,  59,  57  N.  W.  644  ;  Anthony  v.  Stinson, 
4  Kan.  211.  Contra:  DIsmukes  v.  Tolson,  67 
Ala.  386;  Davis  v.  Seaman,  64  Hun.  572,  19  N. 
Y.  Supp.  260;  Calllhan  v.  Trimble,  10  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  36.  But  see  Martin  v.  Scott,  12  Neb.  42, 
10  N.  W.  532,  holding  that  the  party  is  not  com- 
petent in  such  case,  but  that  his  wife  Is. 

In  a  suit  against  the  representative  of  a 
deceased  person  the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff 
iB  competent  only  to  the  same  extent  as  It 
would  have  been  by  way  of  suppletory  oath  to 
his  books  of  account  prior  to  the  passage  of  the 
general  statute  relieving  the  party  and  Interest- 
ed witnesses  from  the  disability  under  which 
they  labored  at  common  law.  Silver  v.  Wor- 
cester, 72  Me.  322. 

But  to  make  original  entries  In  the  books  of  a 
physician  evidence  in  his  favor,  in  an  action  to 
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recover  for  medical  services,  they  must  be  Iden- 
tified by  competent  testimony,  and  cannot  be 
proved  by  his  own  oath,  notwithstanding  the 
provision  of  Ala.  Code,  S  2298,  that  such  entries 
are  evidence  for  him  that  the  service  was  ren- 
dered unless  the  defendant  in  open  court  denies 
upon  oath  the  truth  of  such  entries.  Hailiday 
V.  Butt,  40  Ala,   178. 

And  in  an  action  against  an  administrator  to 
recover  for  a  balance  due  on  an  account  from 
the  defendant's  intestate,  the  plaintiff  is  not  a 
competent  witness  to  explain  and  Interpret  the 
entries  in  his  l>ooks  containing  the  account  in 
suit.  Remlck  v.  Rumery,  60  N.  H.  605,  45 
Atl.  574. 

In  Frye  v.  Barker,  2  Pick.  65,  it  was  said 
that  a  party's  oath  In  support  of  his  book  ac- 
counts must  be  administered  In  court. 

In  Black  v.  Shooler,  2  McCord,  L.  293,  a  sum- 
mary process  on  a  note  which  the  defendant 
claimed  he  had  partly. paid  by  work  and  labor 
at  certain  stipulated  wages  which  were  to  be 
passed  to  the  credit  of  the  note,  the  plaintiff, 
who  was  a  merchant,  was  called  to  prove  that 
this  credit  was  passed  on  the  book  account  cre- 
ated during  the  time  the  defendant  was  at  work, 
the  account  amounting  to  a  sum  equal  to  the 
defendant's  wages.  There  seems  to  have  been 
no  objection  to  the  substance  of  the  proof,  the 
objection  being  merely  to  plaintiff's  competency 
to  prove  his  entries. 

Defendant  is  a  competent  witness  to  prove 
the  correctness  of  an  account  In  bar  where  It 
was  properly  pleaded  and  issue  Joined  thereon 
and  the  claims  are  mutual,  of  the  same  kind  and 
quality,  and  the  amount  clearly  ascertainable. 
Stallinga  t.  Gottscbalk,  77  Md.  429,  26  Atl.  524. 

c.  Proof  by  customers. 

It  Is  also  held  necessary  in  many  of  the 
states,  and  expressly  required  by  statute  in 
others,  that  the  correctness  of  the  book  Is  to 
be  proved  by  customers  who  testify  that  they 
had  dealt  with  the  party  and  settled  from  his 
books,  and  that  they  had  found  his  accounts  to 
be  correct.  Vosburgh  v.  Thayer,  12  Johns.  461 ; 
Atwood  V.  Barney,  80  Hun,  1,  29  N.  Y.  Supp. 
SIO ;  Dooley  v.  Moan,  57  Hun,  535,  11  N.  Y. 
Supp.  239 ;  Wright  v.  Hicks.  70  N.  Y.  Supp. 
675.  And  this  rule  is  also  recognized  in  Smith 
v.  Smith. 

And  this  proof  Is  to  be  made  by  dealers 
or  regular  customers,  and  not  by  persons  In  the 
employ  of  the  party.  Hauptman  v.  Catlln,  1 
t:.  D.  Smith,  729. 

So,  testimony  of  an  employee  that  he  was 
paid  every  week,  tbat  he  knew  how  much  was 
due,  that  he  had  seen  his  employer  refer  to  a 
book,  but  that  he  never  did  as  It  was  not  nec- 
essary, for  he  knew  how  much  he  was  entitled 
to,  Is  not  sutflclent  to  show  that  his  employer's 
booki9  were  honestly  and  fairly  kept.  Wal- 
bridge  v.  Simon,  13  Misc.  634,  34  N.  Y.  Supp. 
939. 

But  tbat  charges  on  an  account  book  were 
not  against  a  witness  personally,  but  against 
a  firm  of  which  he  was  bookkeeper,  does  not 
render  his  testimony  as  to  the  correctness  of 
the  charges  Incompetent  for  the  purpose  of 
laying  a  foundation  for  the  admission  of  the 
account  books  of  a  merchant  In  evidence,  where 
he  had  knowledge  of  some  of  the  Items,  and 
kept  an  account  thereof  himself,  and  could  thus 
verify  the  charges.  Smith  v.  Smith,  13  App. 
DIv.  207,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  257. 

It  is  not  shown,  however,  that  a  party  keeps 
fair  and  honest  accounts  so  as  to  render  them 
admissible  In  evidence,  where  witnesses  testify 
that  they  found  bills  rendered  them  by  the 
plaintiff  correct,  but  did  not  examine  his  books 
or  settle  with  him  upon  the  faith  of  them.  Beat- 
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ty  V.  Clark,  44  Hun,  126;  Textile  Pub.  Co.  ▼. 
Smith,  'SI  Misc.  271.  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  123;  Wal- 
brldge  v.  Simon,  13  Misc.  634,  34  N.  Y.  Supp. 
930 :  Powell  v.  Murphy,  18  App.  Div.  25,  45  N. 
Y.  Supp.  374 ;  Davis  v.  Seaman,  64  Hun,  572, 
.19  .\.  1.  Supp.  260;  IngersoU  y.  Banister,  41 
111.   388. 

So,  testimony  by  a  witness  who  had  never 
seen  the  book  offered  until  It  was  produced* 
that  he  did  not  know  the  handwriting  in  which 
the  buok  was  kept ;  that  he  had  never  seen  any 
entry  made  In  It ;  that  he  had  never  made  a 
settlement  at  which  it  was  produced ;  but  that 
there  were  charges  in  It  against  him  for  arti- 
cles which  he  had  had,  one  of  which  was  charged 
higher  than  he  understood  It  was  to  be, — Is  not 
sullicient  to  admit  the  book.  Cole  v.  Anderson, 
8  N.  J.  L.  68. 

And  testimony  of  a  physician's  patients  that 
he  had  attended  their  families,  and  that  they 
considered  the  bills  rendered  by  him  reasonable, 
admitting  at  the  same  'time  that  they  had 
•never  examined  the  Items,  and  could  not  say 
that  the  services  charged  were  actually  ren- 
dered, does  not  satisfy  the  requirement  that 
to  authorize  a  recovery  upon  books  of  account, 
where  the  entries  are  made  in  the  handwriting 
of  the  party,  he  must  prove  by  his  customers 
that  he  was  in  the  habit  of  keeping  correct 
books.     Bower  v.  Smith,  8  6a.  74. 

But  testimony  of  a  witness  that,  although  he 
never  saw  the  books  l>efore  the  trial,  they  were 
in  the  handwriting  of  the  party  offering  them, 
and  that  In  the  waste  book  he  saw  an  entry 
of  a  transaction  performed  by  the  party  as 
broker  for  the  witness,  which  the  witness  had 
settled,  was  held  sufficient  to  admit  the' books 
in  evidence,  in  Shute  v.  Ogden,  8  N.  J.  L.  921. 

But  the  mere  fact  that  It  appears  by  the  tes- 
timony of  some  of  the  witnesses,  offered  to  prove 
the  correctness  of  the  books,  tliat  they  settled 
their  accounts  since  the  commencement  of  the 
suit  on  trial,  does  not  affect  the  competency  of 
the  book  so  long  as  it  Is  shown  that  the  accounts 
settled  were  embraced  in  the  period  covering 
the  account  between  the  litigating  parties,  and 
the  settlements  were  made  in  good  faltli.  Fos- 
ter V.  Coleman,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  85. 

Nor  does  the  mere  fact  that  some  of  the  wit- 
nesses offered  to  prove  the  correctness  of  the 
books  testified  that  some  of  the  charges  against 
them  were  correct  although  not  yet  settled,  so 
long  as  there  is  proof  by  other  witnesses  of 
actual  settlement  by  the  books.     Ibid. 

And  the  objection  that  witnesses  who  have 
proved  the  correctness  of  books  offered  in  evi- 
dence settled  their  accounts  by  the  ledger  with- 
out examination  of  the  original  entries  is  with- 
out merit,  if  the  charges  as  posted  and  paid 
were  honest ;  it  Is  to  be  presumed  that  they  were 
correct  as  entered  in  the  day  book.  Stroud  v. 
Tllton.  3  Keyes,   139,  4  Abb.  App.  Dec.  324. 

If  the  proof  is  in  other  respects  sufficient,  a 
single  wituess  is  enough  to  prove  the  correct- 
ness of  the  book  offered  In  evidence  so  as  to  ren- 
der it  competent.  The  credit  of  the  book  may 
be  greatly  weakened  where  it  rests  upon  the 
testimony  of  a  single  witness,  but  it  is  still  com- 
petent if  the  witness  testifies  to  all  the  requisite 
preliminary  facts.  Beattie  v.  Qua,  15  Barb. 
132. 

But  where  a  book  Is  supported  only  by  the 
oath  of  one  witness,  who  testifies  that  he  has 
settled  thereby  and  found  It  correct,  and  is 
impeached  by  the  evidence  of  another  witness, 
who  testifies  that  he  has  settled  thereby,  or  ou 
the  settlement  has  examined  the  same  for  that 
purpose  and  found  it  incorrect,  and  that  on  such 
settlement  the  error  was  corrected. — the  book 
oui^ht  not  to  be  deemed  sufficient  evidence  to 
warrant  a  recovery,  unless  there  is  something 
disclosed  which  discredits  the  testimony  of  such 
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Impeaching   witness.     Morrill   ▼.   Whitehead,  4 
£.  D.  Smith,  239. 

Clarke  v.  Smith,  46  Barb.  30,  holds  that  after 
a  phjslcian  has  proved  an  employment  pro- 
fessionally the  entries  in  his  book  of  the  Tis.ii 
have  always  t)een  received  to  show  the  namt^fr 
of  visits:  that  it  is  evidence  of  nothing  elte. 
and  that  for  (his  purpose  it  has  not  been  cot- 
sidered  necessary,  as  in  other  cases  where  bo-:^ 
are  received  in  evidence,  to  prove  that  be  ke^pt 
correct  books,  or  that  others  have  settled  :>j 
them. 

But  Taylor  y.  Tucker,  1  Ga.  231,  holds  that. 
In  order  to  render  an  account  of  original  e-j- 
tries  admissible  in  evidence,  it  is  not  necessarr 
to  show  that  the  party  kept  correct  \)oA% 
where  It  is  showp  by  witnesses  who  liad  dea.- 
Ings  with  him  that  they  had  settled  with  bia 
upon  presentation  of  their  accounts,  and  :ba: 
they  found  those  accounts  correct.  The  coor; 
said  that  It  is  immaterial  whether  the  ori{di*al 
entries  were  kept  in  a  book  or  on  a  separate 
sheet,  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  pn^ve 
that  the  plaintiff  kept  correct  accounts  Id  a 
book. 

In  Michigan  the  rule  was  formerly  the  Kiae 
as  shown  by  the  cases  supra.  Jackson  v.  Cvana 
8  Mich.  476. 

But  in  Montague  v.  Dougan,  68  Mich.  98,  35 
N.  W.  840,  it  was  held  that,  since  the  statt:te 
has  made  parties  to  a  suit  competent  wit- 
nesses, they  can  testify  to  the  keeping  of  tbelr 
accounts  and  the  correctness  of  their  boolc^; 
and  that,  hence,  proof  of  third  persons  of  tbeir 
having  settled  according  to  such  Imoks,  and  that 
they  were  correctly  kept,  is  not  essential  to  tbe 
introduction  of  the  books  in  evidence.  See  a^ao 
Seventh-Day  Adventist  Pub.  Asao.  ▼.  Fiaber, 
95  IdJch.  274,  64  N.  W.  759. 

The  Texas  rule  admitting  books  of  aceouot 
has  been  held  to  require  that,  t>e8lde8  the  oatb 
of  the  party  touching  the  (correctness  of  his 
books,  it  must  be  proved  by  others  who  are  ac- 
quainted with  the  character  of  the  party  amonf 
his  neighbors  and  customers  for  fair  dealing 
that  his  reputation  as  an  honest  man  and  cor- 
rect bookkeeper  is  untarnished :  and  where 
these  conditions  arc  complied  with  it  is  error 
to  reject  the  book.  Werblskle  v.  McManns.  31 
Tex.  116 ;  Burleson  v.  Goodman,  32  Tex.  220 

But  Cahn  t.  Salinas,  2  Tex.  App.  Ov.  Caa 
(Wilison)  fi  615,  holds  that  the  snppletory  oatt 
of  the  party  offering  bis  book  is  not  necessarj. 
where  he  himself  is  a  witness,  and  can  testifj 
to  such  facts  as  should  have  been  stated  in  the 
oath. 

Nor  is  it  error  to  admit  books  of  sccood: 
without  the  suppietory  oath  of  the  party  keep- 
ing them,  and  preliminary  inspection  by  the 
court,  as  against  an  objection  that  the  prelim- 
inary steps  to  their  Introduction  In  evidence, 
conceding  that  they  are  admissible,  had  not 
been  compiled  with.  Hensgen  t.  Donnelly,  24 
Mo.  App.  398. 

d.'  Misoellaneous  oases. 

In  assumpsit  by  an  administrator  against  aB 
administrator  to  recover  a  book  debt  due  from 
defendant's  intestate  to  plaintiff's  intestate, 
a  son  and  heir  at  law  of  the  plalntlfTs  Intrs- 
tate  interested  in  the  settlement  of  the  estate 
is  a  competent  witness  on  behalf  of  the  plain 
tiff  to  prove  that  a  book  produced  was  his  fatb- 
er's  book  of  original  entries,  and  that  the  a^ 
count  therein  charged  against  defendant's  In- 
testate Is  in  his  father's  handwriting.  Keoxr 
v.  Zartman.  144  Pa.  179,  22  Atl.  SSO. 

And  a  wife  who  keeps  her  husband's  books  Is 
a  competent  witness  to  prove  that  the  enine* 
were  in  her  handwriting  and  made  by  the  di 
rectlon  of  her  husband  and  In  her  absence.  And 
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after  her  testimony  the  husband  is  a  competent  ;  the  plaintiff  resides  at  a  distance  from  the  place 


witness  to  prove  when  the  entries  were  made 
and  that  the  account  is  Just  and  true.  Little- 
field  V.  Rice,  10  Met.  287. 

Luce  V.  Doane.  38  Me.  478,  holds,  however, 
that  a  wife  who  kept  her  husband's  books  regu- 
larly every  day  under  his  direction  is  incompe- 
tent to  sustain  the  charges  therein  by  her  sup- 
pletory  oath. 

In  an  action  on  book  account,  although  each 
party  is  made  a  competent  witness  by  statute, 
neither  party's  wife  is  a  competent  witness  for 
him  to  support  his  account.  Carr  ▼.  Cornell, 
4  Vt.  lit). 

And  the  widow  of  a  party  whose  book  of  orig- 
inal entries  is  offered  in  evidence  is  a  compe- 
tent witness  to  give  the  necessary  testimony  pre- 
llniinarv  to  its  introduction  in  evidence.  Dick- 
en  V.  Winters,  169  Pa.  126,  32  Atl.  289. 

And  Webb  v.  Pindergrass,  4  Harr.  (Del.)  439, 
80  holds,  also,  since  a  plaintiff  may  prove  books 
of  original  entry  whether  kept  by  him  or  the 
clerk  or  a^eut. 

A  Justice  of  the  peace  before  whom  the  case 
is  on  trial  is  not  a  competent  witness  to  prove 
the  plaintiff's  books  of  account.  M'Cormick  y. 
Urookfleid,  4  N.  J.  L.  69. 

e.  Entries  made  by  bookkeeper. 

1.  Verification  generally. 

It  seems  to  be  absolutely  indispensable  to 
render  competent  entries  in  twoks  of  account 
that  they  be  accompanied  by  the  oath  of  the 
imrty  who  made  the  entries,  or  by  the  oath  of 
some  person  who  knew  the  entries  to  be  cor- 
rect. Brannin  v.  Foree,  12  B.  Mon.  506.  For 
further  cases  as  to  the  necessity  of  such  proof, 
seo  supra,  I.  f. 

Either  a  clerk  pr  his  employer  is  competent 
to  Identify  the  latter's  books  of  account  as  those 
of  original  entries.  Dunlap  v.  Hooper,  66  Ga. 
211. 

And  a  witness  may  testify  that  entries  made 
by  him  in  an  account  book  are  correct,  although 
he  has  no  independent  recollection  of  the  trans- 
actions entered.  Curran  v.  Witter,  68  Wis. 
16,  60  Am.  Kep.  827,  31  N.  W.  705. 

So,  an  administrator  who  was  the  intestate's 
clerk  is  a  competent  witness  in  a  suit  by  him 
as  such  administrator  to  prove  a  book  to  be  the 
book  of  original   entries  of  his   intestate,   and 


of  trial,  and  that  the  account  was  created  there, 
does  not  entitle  him  to  give  such  evidence  of  the 
original  entries  without  producing  the  books  in 
court.     Furman  v.  Peay.  2  Bail.  L.  394. 

And  in  Nicholson  v.  Withers,  2  McCord,  L. 
428,  13  Am.  Dec.  739,  it  was  held  that  a  plain- 
tiff in  assumpsit  on  an  open  account  could  not 
be  examined  by  commission  to  prove  his  own 
account  by  reference  to  his  books,  and  not  by 
producing  them  in  court ;  but  that  a  disinter- 
ested witness  who  made  the  entries  might  be  so 
examined  without  the  production  of  the  books, 
for  the  entries  in  the  book  are  mere  memoranda 
to  which  he  may  refer  to  refresh  his  memory. 
In  this  ease  plaintiff  was  a  merchant  living  in 
a  distant  city  In  the  same  state,  and  had  had  the 
witness  who  made  the  entries  examined  upon 
commission  to  prove  his  account,  and  upon  this 
evidence  being  offered  it  was  objected  to  t>ecau8e 
of  the  nonproductlon  of  the  book. 

Testimony  of  a  party's  clerics  as  to  the  gen- 
eral correctness  of  his  books,  and  that  the  ac- 
counts sued  on  were  faithfully  transcribed 
therefrom,  is  Incompetent  upon  the  ground  that 
the  books  should  be  produced  or  their  loss  es- 
tablished. Dyson  v.  Baker,  54  Miss.  24.  This 
evidently  is  based  on  the  rule  laid  down  in 
Moody  V.  Roberts,  41  Miss.  74,  that  if  a  party 
cannot  prove  his  account  by  his  own  oath  his 
books  are  admissible.     See  aupm,  I.  a,  1. 

Entries  made  in  a  merchant's  books  in  the 
handwriting  of  a  deceased  clerk  were  held,  in 
Grunt  V.  Cole,  8  Ala.  519,  as  digested  in  1 
Brickell's  (Ala.)  Dig.  p.  18,  to  be  provable  by 
a  witness  acquainted  with  his  writing,  and' if 
made  by  such  clerk  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
business  to  be  competent  evidence  to  establish 
an  account. 

2.  Misc€llaneoti8  instances. 

Where  a  plaintiff  suing  on  account  produces 
his  bookkeepers,  who  testify  that  the  books  of- 
fered were  correctly  and  accurately  kept,  the 
books  are  admissible  as  against  the  claim  that 
there  is  no  evidence  to  show  their  fairness, 
raised  under  an  objection  that  they  are  irrele- 
vant, immaterial,  and  Incompetent.  Seventh- 
Day  Adventist  Pub.  Asso.  v.  Fisher,  95  Mich. 
274,  54  N.  W.  759. 

And  original  entries  produced  and  verified 
by  testimony  that  the  witness  made  them  or  saw 
them  made  and  believes  them  to  be  true  are  ad- 


that  he  himself  had  made  the  original  entries  ;  mlssible  and  prima  facie  sufficient  to  establish 


therein,  where  It  does  not  appear  that  there  is 
any  person  living  who  can  make  that  proof,  the 
otiier  clerks  of  the  intestate  being  dead.  Ash 
T.  Patton,  ;]'Sorg.  &  R.  300. 

And  a  dltftribntee  of  a  decedent's  estate,  who 
was  the  latter's  clerk  in  his  lifetime  and  kept 
Ills  books  of  account,  is  a  competent  witness 
upon  reiea&iug  his  interest  in  the  estate  to  prove 
tlie  Ijooks  of  account.  Van  Home  v.  Brady, 
Wright    (Ohio)    451. 

But  a  bookkeeper  is  not  competent  to  speak 
to  the  correctness  of  an  account  or  of  the 
amount  due  thereon  from  any  knowledge  of  the 
subject  which  as  bookkeeper  he  derived  from  the 
other  clerks.      Lee   v.  Tinges,   7   Md.   216. 

And  entries  on  the  books  of  a  bank  suing  to 
recover  on  a  bill  of  exchange  owned  by  it  can 
be  proved  only  by  the  party  who  made  the  en- 
tries or  in  case  of  hi«  death  or  absence  from  the 
state  by  someone  acquainted  with  his  handwrit- 
ing ;  and  this  includes  the  teller's  blotter.  Wal- 
den  V.  Citizens'  Sav.  Bank,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1393, 
43   S.   W.   4S8. 

A  plaintiff  suing  in  assumpsit  on  a  merchant's 
account  cannot  prove  his  account  by  depositions 
of  his  clerk  taken  by  commission  showing  that 
it  was  a  true  copy  taken  from  the  original  en- 
tries made  by  the  deponents ;  and  the  fact  that  77,  26  N.  E.  284. 
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the  facts  evidenced  by  them,  although  at  the 
time  he  has  no  recollection  of  the  facts  set 
forth  in  the  entries.  It  seems,  however,  that 
such  proof  will  not  be  received  where  only  a 
copy  of  original  entries  is  produced.  Merrill 
V.  Ithaca  &  O.  R.  Co  16  Wend.  586,  30  Am.  Dec. 
130. 

So,  entries  in  a  party's  cash  book,  made  by  a 
third  person,  are  admissible  in  the  former's 
favor,  where  the  person  making  the  entries  tes- 
tifies that  they  were  in  his  handwriting,  were 
made  at  the  time  of  the  transactions,  and  were 
just  and  true,  and  that,  after  examining  it,  he 
had  no  present  recollection  of  any  of  the  cir- 
cumstances connected  with  the  item  which  the 
book  was  offered  to  prove.  Newell  v.  Iloulton, 
22  Minn.  19. 

So,  in  an  action  to  recover  for  materials  and 
patterns  furnished  on  the  order  of  the  defend- 
ant, entries  concerning  work  and  materials, 
made  daily  in  the  plaintiff's  books  by  its  book- 
keeper, \vho,  aided  by  the  foreman,  took  an  ac- 
count of  the  work,  are  admissible,  where  their 
correctness  Is  s..  iwn  by  the  testimony  of  the 
foreman,  members  of  the  firm,  and  persons  who 
had  made  settlements  with  the  firm,  and  found 
their  books  correct.     Cobb  v.  Weils,  124  N.  Y. 
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An  account  kept  In  the  ordinary  course  of 
business,  of  laborers  employed  and  materials 
used  In  the  prosecution  of  work,  based  upon 
dal^  reports  of  foremen  who  had  charge  of  the 
men  and  construction,  and  who,  In  accordance 
with  their  duty,  reported  to  another  subordin- 
ate of  the  same  common  master,  but  of  a  high- 
er grade,  who.  In  accordance  with  his  duty,  en- 
tered the  time  and  items  concerning  materials 
each  day  as  reported.  Is  admissible  to  prore  the 
number  of  days*  work  performed  and  the  amount 
of  materials  used.  In  an  action  to  recover  there- 
for, in  connection  with  evidence  of  the  fore- 
men that  th«y  made  true  reports,  and  of  the 
person  who  made  the  entries  that  he  correctly 
entered  them.  New  York  v.  Second  Ave.  B. 
Co.  102  N.  Y.  672,  7  N.  E.  905. 

And  in  Bough  ton  v.  Smith,  51  N.  Y.  S.  B.  810, 
22  N.  Y.  Snpp.  148,  an  action  to  recover  for  ma- 
terials and  labor  furnished,  where  the  error  as- 
signed was  the  admission  of  a  memorandum  or 
entries  in  a  book  made  by  one  of  the  plaintiff's 
workmen  and  purporting  to  be  a  statement  of  the 
days  upon  which  the  plaintiffs  had  not  worked 
upon  the  defendant's  premises,  it  was  held  that 
although  the  book  was  not  admissible  to  prove 
the  facts  themselves  under  the  rule  of  Howard 
V.  McDonough,  77  N.  Y.  502,  it  was  admissible 
under  the  more  liberal  rule  in  New  York  v. 
Second  Ave.  B.  Co.  102  N.  Y.  572,  7  N.  B.  905. 

But  In  Gould  v.  Conway,  59  Barb.  355,  books 
which  had  been  kept  by  bookkeepers  employed 
for  that  purpose,  the  entries  In  which  were 
made,  not  from  knowledge  derived  by  the  book- 
keepers from  having  themselves  sold  the  goods, 
but  from  Information  furnished  them  by  the 
salesmen  employed  for  that  purpose,  were  held 
Inadmissible  as  books  of  account  upon  proof  of 
the  handwriting  of  the  bookkeepers  and  testi- 
mony by  the  salesmen  that,  as  to  some  of  the 
sales,  they  have  no  recollection  of  the  particu- 
lar sales  as  entered,  but  that  they  never  re- 
ported any  sale  that  they  had  not  In  fact  made, 
or  reported  one  differently  from  what  It  was 
actually  made ;  and  as  to  others,  there  being 
no  testimony  other  than  that  of  the  party  him- 
self to  the  effect  that  he  thought  he  delivered 
the  articles  charged  to  one  of  his  clerks  to  be 
delivered.  "As  books  of  account  merely,'*  said 
the  court,  "they  were  clearly  not  competent  evi- 
dence of  the  truth  or  correctness  of  the  charges 
therein  contained,  for  the  reason  that  they  had 
not  been  kept  by  the  plaintiffs,  but  by  clerks  in 
their  employ.  There  is  no  case  or  rule  of  evi- 
dence, which  holds  that  the  books  of  account 
of  a  party  are  proper  evidence  to  prove  an  In- 
debtedness against  another,  where  such  books 
have  not  been  kept  by  the  party  himself,  but 
have  been  kept  by  a  clerk  employed  by  him.  As 
books  of  account,  therefore,  the  books  In  ques- 
tion were  Incompetent  witnesses  for  any  pur- 
pose. Of  themselves  they  could  neither  prove 
nor  tend  to  prove  anything.  The  entries  were 
all  made  by  third  persons,  and  were  mere  writ- 
ten statements  of  others,  no  better  than  hear- 
say. As  books  of  account,  therefore,  they  were 
improperly  received.'* 

And  testimony  of  a  clerk  that  charges  on  his 
employer's  day  book  were  made  either  by  him- 
self, his  employers,  or  another  clerk ;  that  all 
the  articles  charged  by  him  were  delivered,  but 
that  he  has  no  knowledge  or  recollection  of  the 
correctness  of  such  entries  or  of  the  delivery 
of  any  particular  articles  so  charged,  except 
his  belief  In  the  honesty  of  the  persons  making 
the  entries, — Is  not  sufficient  to  establish  any 
of  such  entries  except  those  made  by  himself. 
Owlngs  V.  Low,  5  Gill  &  J.  134. 

In  Bosenstock  v.  Heggart]^  86  N.  Y.  S.  B.  92, 
18  N.  Y.  Supp.  2d8,  an  action  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  the  plaintiff's  salesman,  who  made 
the  sales,  testified  that  he  made  memoranda  In 
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the  books  of  the  firm  of  the  goods  sold  in  the 
presence  of  the  defendant's  wife,  to  whom  the 
goods  were  sold  on  credit  at  the  express  request 
of  the  defendant ;  that  he  Identified  the  mem- 
oranda offered,  and  stated  that  be  had  no  recol- 
lection of  any  Item,  its  amount  and  date,  inde- 
pendent of  the  books ;  and  It  was  held  that  the 
books  were  properly  admitted  under  the  rule 
laid  down  In  National  Ulster  County  Bank  ▼. 
Madden.  114  N.  Y.  280,  21  N.  E.  408. 

A  book  of  accounts  supported  by  the  oath  of 
the  party's  principal  clerk  and  bookkeeper,  who 
made  the  most  of  the  entries,  and  who  had 
the  especial  care  and  keeping  of  the  books,  was 
held  admissible  In  Ward  v.  Wheeler,  18  Tex. 
249, — especially  as  against  a  motion  to  exclude 
Items  and  portions  of  the  account  as  not  hav- 
ing been*  authenticated  by  the  clerk  who  made 
the  entries  made  at  the  close  of  the  examination 
of  the  principal  bookkeeper  In  question,  and 
where  there  is  afterwards  testimony  corroborat- 
ing the  bookkeeper  respecting  parts  of  the  ac- 
count which  ui>on  his  testimony  alone  might  not 
have  t>een  deemed  sufl!lclently  established. 

And  In  Union  Cent.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Smith,  119 
Mich.  171,  77  N.  W.  706,  an  action  by  an  Insur- 
ance company  upon  a  bond  given  by  an  agent* 
the  books  of  the  company,  accompanied  by  the 
testimony  of  the  manager  of  the  branch  office 
under  whose  Instruction  and  direction  the  en- 
tries were  made,  that  the  entries  were  so  made, 
and  that  they  were  correct,  were  held  admissible 
in  evidence  for  the  company  to  show  the  balance 
due  from  the  agent. 

But  In  Hancock  v.  Flynn,  28  N.  Y.  S.  B.  354, 
8  N.  Y.  Supp.  133,  an  action  against  a  former 
employee  to  recover  damages  for  breach  of  the 
contract  of  employment,  a  witness  for  the 
plaintiff  stated  that  the  accounts  in  the  book 
offered  were  not  all  kept  by  him ; — some  by 
him  and  under  his  direction ;  and  It  was  held 
that  the  books  were  not  competent  evidence  for 
the  plaintiff  to  show  the  state  of  the  account 
against  the  defendant, 

A  party's  books  are  admissible  as  part  of  the 
res  ffcstas  where  his  bookkeeper  testifies  that  the 
books  were  correctly  kept  and  the  entries  made 
in  the  regular  course  of  business  Immediately 
after  the  transactions  occurred,  and  the  party 
himself  testifies  that  all  the  work  and  ma- 
terials as  itemized  In  the  books  were  performed 
for,  and  furnished  to,  the  defendant.  Muckle 
V.  Bcnnle,  41  N.  Y.  S.  B.  97,  16  N.  Y.  Supp. 
208. 

So,  entries  in  the  books  of  a  commission 
house,  of  the  expenses  incident  to  the  sale  of 
a  consignment  made  in  the  usual  course  of  busi- 
ness and  as  part  of  the  proper  employment  of 
the  witnesses  who  prove  them,  are  not  only  the 
best,  but  the  only  reliable,  evidence  which  it 
Is  practicable  to  procure;  and  it  Is  unneces- 
Miry  to  go  behind  the  books  and  examine  the 
subagents  who  participated  In  the  transaction 
and  sale.     Fielder  ▼.  Collier,  13  Ga.  496. 

An  entry  in  a  cash  book  of  cash  received, 
made  by  a  cashier  in  the  regular  course  of  busi- 
ness. Is  competent,  in  connection  with  the  tes- 
timony of  the  proprietor  and  his  son  that  a 
sale  was  made  for  that  amount  and  the  money 
immediately  paid  over  to  the  cashier,  as  tend- 
ing to  show  a  sale  and  delivery  that  day,  not- 
withstanding the  testimony  of  the  cashier  that 
he  knew  nothing  of  the  sale  or  any  transaction 
connected  therewith,  except  from  hearsay.  Boil- 
ing v.  Fannin,  97  Ala.  619,  124  So.  59. 

And  an  entry  charging  a  party  with  bogs 
bought  by  him,  followed  by  the  weight,  price, 
net  weight,  and  total  in  dollars  and  cents,  in 
a  book  such  as  Is  usually  kept  by  a  hog  drover, 
and  made  in  the  usual  and  customary  form 
adopted  by  drovers,  and  under  the  direction  of 
the  drover  by  his  clerk,  on  the  day  of  the  sale 
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immediately  after  the  drover's  return  from  the 
place  where  the  hogs  were  sold,  weighed  by  the 
regular  weigher  and  dllivered,  is  admissible  In 
evidence.     Schol  lenberger  v.  Seldonridge,  49  Pa. 

Books  of  a  toll-bridge  corporation,  proved  by 
its  treasurer  to  have  been  kept  by  him,  and  to 
contain  correct  entries  of  tolls  as  given  to  him 
by  the  toll  gatherer,  accompanied  by  the  testi- 
mony of  the  latter  that  he  had  made  correct 
reports  of  the  tolls  received  by  him,  are  compe- 
tent to  show  tolls  received  by  the  company. 
Chenango  Bridge  Co.  v.  Lewis,  63  Barb.  111. 

But  blotters  containing  original  entries  are 
not  admissible  as  memoranda  in  connection  with 
the  testimony  of  a  witness  that  he  sold  about 
80  per  cent  of  the  goods,  and  made  the  original 
entries  therefor,  whore  he  does  not  specify  the 
particular  entries  which  he  made.  Congdon  & 
A.  Co.  V.  Sheehan,  11  App.  Div.  456,  42  N.  Y. 
Supp.  255. 

In  Anchor  Milling  Co.  ▼.  Walsh,  108  Mo.  277, 
IS  S.  W.  »04,  reversing  37  Mo.  App.  567,  an 
action  to  recover  overpayments  made  to  defend- 
ant under  his  contract  as  a  teamster  for  plaln- 
tifl.*,  plaintiff  to  show  the  quantity  of  flour 
hauled  by  defendant  to  be  shipped  to  custom- 
era,  offered  Its  shipping  book,  together  with  tes- 
timony preliminary  to  its  introduction,  that  or- 
ders for  flour  were  entered  in  the  book  by  the 
shipping  clerk  or  the  clerk  in  charge  at  the  ware- 
house :  that  the  orders  were  then  copied  into 
another  book  for  the  use  of  the  foreman,  who 
delivered  the  flour  to  defendant,  noted  Its  de- 
livery, and  returned  the  l)ook  to  the  shipping 
clerk,  who  then  made  entries  on  the  shipping 
book  showing  delivery  of  the  flour  to  defend- 
ant :  and  testimony  of  the  managing  clerk  that 
he  always  compared  the  orders  with  the  book 
when  made  up,  and  then  returned  the  orders  to 
the  mill  oflice,  where  they  were  lost  or  de- 
stroyed, and  that  he  knew  the  flour  was  de- 
livered to  defendant  from  the  Information  re- 
ceived in  the  foreman's  book,  and  in  some  cases 
from  personal  observation.  The  shipping  clerk 
was  not  called  as  a  witness.  It  was  held  that 
the  court  eri-ed  In  excluding  the  book. 

And  in  Mathlas  v.  O'Neill,  04  Mo.  520,  6  S. 
W.  253,  a  bookkeeper  at  a  bank  was  able  to 
say  he  made  certain  entries,  that  the  books  were 
kept  correctly,  and  that  he  believed  them  to  be 
correct,  but  could  not  recall  a  particular  trans- 
action ;  and  in  Anchor  Milling  Co.  v.  Walsh, 
108  Mo.  277,  18  S.  W.  004,  it  was  said  that  such 
evidence  is  sufficient  to  lay  a  foundation  for 
the  admission  of  the  books  themselves. 

To  prove  the  delivery  of  goods  In  the  shop  of 
a  trader  an  entry  made  in  his  books  although 
not  by  the  witness  who  had  seen  the  goods  de- 
livered, but  who  had  seen  the  entry  soon  after 
It  was  made  and  the  entry  had  corresponded 
with  what  he  himself  had  seen,  is  admissible  to 
corroborate  the  testimony  of  the  witness.  Such 
an  entry  is  tantamount  to  an  entry  made  by  the 
witness  himself.     Digby  v.  Stedman,  1  Esp.  328. 

In  Harrison  v.  State  Central  Bank,  1  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  Cas.  (White  &  W.)  §  377,  the  defendant 
swore  positively  to  a  payment  for  which  he  had 
never  received  credit,  which  evidence  was  only 
met  by  the  plaintiff's  books  showing  no  entry 
of  the  transaction,  and  It  was  in  proof  that  the 
bookkeeper,  who  was  dead,  was  addicted  to  the 
use  of  morphine  and  chloroform,  and  that  mis- 
takes In  the  books  bad  b€en  discovered  and  ad- 
mitted to  be  mistakes ;  but  It  was  held  that  the 
proof  failed  to  show  that  the  books  had  been 
correctly  kept,  and  in  the  absence  of  other  evi- 
dence establishing  their  correctness  should  not 
be  received  as  evidence. 

The  cori'ectness  of  an  account  Is  not  estab- 
lished by  an  affidavit  that  it  was  made  out  by 
a  bookkeeper  since  deceased,  where  It  does  not 
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appear  that  the  entries  on  the  book  were  made 
at  or  near  the  time  of  the  transactions,  or  that 
they  were  made  In  a  book  giving  an  account 
of  the  daily  transactions  of  the  clerk,  or  that 
they  were  charged  on  the  book  by  the  clerk 
since  deceased.  Pearson  v.  Darrlngton,  82  Ala. 
227. 

IX.  Knowledge  of  the  person  making  the  en- 
tries. 

a.  General  rule. 

As  a  general  rule,  although  there  are  cases 
holding  otherwise,  It  Is  essential  to  the  admis- 
sibility of  entries  made  by  a  living  witness  that 
he  shall  be  able  to  state  that  at  or  about  the 
time  the  entries  were  made  he  knew  their  con- 
tents and  knew  them  to  be  true,  so  that  the  en- 
tries and  the  testimony  of  the  witness  concur- 
rently shall  be  equivalent  to  a  present  affirma- 
tion of  the  truth  of  their  contents.  Kerns  v. 
McKean,  76  Cal.  87,  18  Pac,  122;  Kerns  v. 
Dean,  77  Cal.  555,  19  Pac.  817;  Dlsmukes  v. 
Tolson,  67  Ala.  386;  McDonald  v.  Carnes,  90 
Ala.  147,  7  So.  919. 

Accordingly,  an  entry  In  a  blotter  book,  made 
under  the  direction  of  a  deceased  employer,  by 
a  bookkeeper  who  has  no  personal  knowledge 
of  the  transaction  to  which  it  relates,  and 
would  not  know  the  significance  of  the  entry  ex- 
cept from  his  knowledge  of  bookkeeping,  is  not 
evidence  against  one  who  was  not  present  when 
the  entry  was  made.  Hart  v.  Kendall,  82  Ala. 
144,  3  So.  41. 

And  In  Swan  ▼.  Thnrman,  112  Mich.  416.  70 
N.  W.  1023,  where  the  only  testimony  to  sup- 
port the  books  was  that  of  the  bookkeeper,  who 
merely  transcribed  the  entries  from  slips  hand- 
ed to  him  by  salesmen,  and  who  had  no  personal 
knowledge  of  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  arti- 
cles charged,  the  court  said :  It  Is  sometimes 
pi-oper  to  admit  books  of  account  as  evidence  of 
the  acts  of  those  who  keep  them,  where  the 
entries  are  contemporaneous  with  the  acts  re- 
corded ;  iHit  where  the  book  is,  as  in  this  case, 
the  record  of  the  acts  of  others,  not  within  the 
personal  knowledge  of  the  bookkeeper,  but  made 
up  from  the  statements  of  others,  such  book  is 
hearsay.  From  the  earliest  cases,  the  admis- 
sion of  entries  by  third  persons  has  proceeded 
upon  the  theory  that  such  persons  had  personal 
knowledge  of  the  fact  stated  in  the  entry." 

And  they  are  to  be  Excluded  where  the  book- 
keeper testifies  that  he  did  not  make  them  from 
original  transactions  within  his  own  knowledge, 
but  that  he  made  them  from  accounts  of  sales 
made  by  and  transmitted  by  the  party's  cor- 
respondent, in  a  distant  city.  Hill  v.  Johnson, 
38  Mo.  App.  383. 

So,  entries  on  the  books  of  a  bank  made  by 
one  not  having  personal  knowledge  of  the  trans- 
actions to  which  they  relate,  and  based  upon 
the  assumption  that  the  checks  had  been  paid 
from  their  being  found  on  the  paying  teller's 
desk,  are  not  admissible  as  evidence  of  payment 
In  favor  of  the  receiver  of  the  bank.  Dykman 
V.  Northbrldge,  80  Hun,  258,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  164. 

And  entries  made  In  a  book  by  a  party  as 
they  were  read  off  to  him  by  another  from 
memorandum  books  kept  by  the  latter,  who 
alone  possessed  any  knowledge  of  the  correct- 
ness or  Incorrectness  of  the  Items  charged,  are 
Inadmissible  in  evidence.  Thomas  v.  Price,  30 
Md.  483. 

And  entries  which  have  been  made  by  the 
bookkeeper  from  information  from  other  per- 
sons, or  from  other  books,  are  not  rendered  com- 
petent evidence  by  his  testimony  merely  as  to 
the  general  accuracy  of  the  books.  Whitmin 
V.  Horton,  14  Jones  &  S.  531,  Affirmed  with- 
out opinion,  94  N.  Y.  644. 

And  an  entry  Is  not  rendered  admissible,  la 
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nn  action  to  recover  sums  alleged  to  have  been 
advanced,  by  testimony  of  a  clerk  that  he  made 
It,  when  he  knew  nothing  of  Its  correctness 
further  than  the  fact  that  he  found  It  in  the 
book,  and  remembered  only  that  It  was  like  a 
parilcular  check  he  had  been  told  to  draw. 
Peck  V.  Von  Keller,  15  Hun,  470. 

Entries  made  by  the  discount  clerk  of  a  bank 
cannot  be  proved  by  witnesses  without  personal 
knowledge  of  the  facts,  where  such  clerk  1b 
alive  and  within  the  state.  Ocean  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Carll.  35  N.  Y.  440. 

A  book  of  a  party  suing  for  services  rendered 
is  properly  excluded  where  the  book  offered  is 
a  memorandum  book  in  which  certain  entries 
were  made  by  his  wife,  who  knew  nothing  about 
the  details  of  the  transactions,  and  only  made 
such  memoi'tuida  as  he  requested  her  to  make, 
and  It  does  not  contain  an  accurate  statement 
of  all  the  Items  of  account  between  the  parties, 
but  contains  simply  memoranda  of  when  the 
plaintiif  commenced  work,  the  rate  of  wages, 
and  amount  of  money  paid,  and  contains  no 
account  of  lost  time :  and  it  appears  that  there 
has  been  one  payment  made  of  the  receipt  of 
which  no  memorandum  wajs  made  In  the  book. 
Countryman  v.  Bunker,  101  Mich.  218,  59  N. 
W.   422. 

So,  books  of  account  made  up  at  the  end  of 
each  month  from  data  collected  from  various 
sources,  and  not  from  personal  knowledge  of 
the  person  making  the  entries,  are  not  admis- 
sible in  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  establishing 
isn  account  charged  up  therein.  Union  P^lectric 
Co.  V  Seattle  Theatre  Co.  18  Wash.  213,  51 
Pac.  367. 

But  in  Snyder  v.  Groff,  8  Pa.  Dist.  R.  291, 
an  action  by  a  receiver  of  a  mutual  insurance 
company  ogainst  a  member  thereof  to  enforce 
payment  of  an  assessment  levied  to  pay  losses, 
the  books  of  a  corporation,  although  made  up 
from  a  multiplicity  of  original  papers,  memo- 
randa, reports,  ond  the  like,  were  held  to  be 
competent  evidence  for  the  receiver,  on  the  ques- 
tion of  whether  losses  were  included  In  the  as- 
sessment for  which  the  defendant  would  be 
liable. 

And  the  meter  book  of  an  electric  light  com- 
pany, containing  the  meter  readings  as  entered 
by  the  company's  clerk,  from  memoranda  handed 
in  to  him  by  inspectors,  is  a  book  of  original 
entries :  and  the  register  of  the  company  con- 
taining a  transcript  of  the  meter  readings, 
together  with  the  customer's  account  carried 
out  and  expressed  in  dollars  and  cents,  both  as 
to  debits  and  credits,  is  admissible  in  connec- 
tion with  the  meter  book  to  show  the  state  of 
the  customer's  account.  Missouri  Electric 
Light  &  1'.  Co.  V.  Cai-mody,  72  Mo.  App.  534. 

In  Goodwin  v.  O'Brien,  25  N.  Y.  S.  R.  203,  6 
N.  Y.  Supp.  230,  a  suit  against  the  defendant  as 
an  agent  for  an  accounting,  it  was  held  that 
the  referee  was  not  bound  by  a  book  testified  to 
by  the  defendant  to  be  his  book  of  original  en- 
try, and  purporting  to  show  the  various  dis- 
bursements made  by  him  as  agent,  because  it 
appeared  that  some  of  the  entries  were  made, 
not  from  the  defendant's  personal  knowledge, 
but  from  information  derived  from  others  who 
had  been  in  charge  of  the  property  in  his  charge 
during  his  absence. 

And  in  Clough  v.  Little,  3  Rich.  L.  353,  an 
action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  the  plain- 
tiff produced  his  books,  and  testified  on  cross- 
examinntiun  that  his  clerk  reported  to  him  the 
terms  of  the  sale  agreed  upon  by  him  and  the 
defendant,  and  upon  that  report  the  witness 
made  the  entry,  and  that  he  himself  delivered 
the  goods  to  a  drayman,  who  told  him  that  the 
defendant  had  sent  for  them :  and  it  was  held 
that  the  delivery  of  the  goods  was  not  sufficient- 
ly proved. 
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And  in  Dodge  ▼.  Morrow,  14  Ind.  App.  534. 
41  N.  K.  967,  43  N.  E.  153,  entries  made  from 
information  and  memorAida  furnished  to  the 
bookkeeper  by  those  who  did  the  work,  and 
not  tram  his  personal  knowledge,  were  held  in- 
admLssible. — especially  as  It  appeared  that 
other  persons  were  present  who  knew  some- 
thing about  some  of  the  transactions,  who  were 
not  called,  or  whose  memories  are  not  shown 
to  have  failed. 

The  testimony  of  a  bookkeeper  of  a  commis- 
sion merchant  that  the  accounts  presented  are 
correct  is  insufilclent  to  establish  the  account ; 
where  he  never  made  an  original  entry  In  the 
day  book,  cash  book,  or  Invoice  book,  never 
saw  any  of  the  goods  purchased,  and  knows 
nothing  about  the  correctness  of  the  account, 
except  that  he  kept  the  ledger  correctly  from 
the  entries  furnished  him  by  the  partners  and 
I  the  other  clerks.  The  clerks  who  made  the  pur- 
chases of  goods  for  the  defendant  should  have 
been  examined,  and  the  drafts  which  the  plain- 
tiffs took  up,  as  weli  as  the  defendant's  receipt 
for  money,  ought  to  have  been  produced.  White 
V.  Wilkinson.  12  La.  Ann.  359. 

Where  it  appears  that  the  entries  were  not 
always  made  from  the  personal  knowledge  of 
the  parties  making  them,  but  from  reports  made 
to  them  by  others,  and  It  does  not  appear  that 
the  persons  communicating  the  facts  had  per- 
sonal knowledge*  of  their  existence,  or  that  it 
was  their  business  to  transact  the  particular 
business  referred  to  and  make  report  thereof 
for  entry  on  the  books,  the  books  should  not  be 
admitted.  Chicago,  St.  L.  &  N.  O.  B.  Co.  v. 
Provine,  61  Miss.  289. 

But  testimony  of  foremen  to  the  correctness 
of  time  slips  as  approved  and  signed  by  them, 
and  which  they  furnished  to  the  bookkeepers, 
was  held  In  Chisholra  v.  Beaman  Mach.  Co. 
160  111.  101,  43  N.  E.  796,  to  be  as  satisfactory 
proof  of  the  correctness  of  the  Items  as  the 
transactions  are  reasonably  susceptible  of, 
where  they  superintended  the  doing  of  tjie  work, 
and  participated  in  its  performance,  although 
their  knowledge  of  the  work  done  was  not  as 
full  and  complete  as  that  of  the  workmen  them- 
selves. 

In  this  case  the  court  also  said :  "Where 
there  is  original  evidence  that  laborers  were 
employed,  and  that  their  time  was  correctly  re- 
ported by  persons  having  personal  knowledge 
of  the  facts,  and  that  thede  reports  were  made 
in  tlie  ordinary  course  of  business,  and  In  ac- 
cordance w^ith  the  duty  of  the  persons  making 
them,  and  in  point  of  time  were  contemporane- 
ous with  the  transactions  to  which  the  rejyorts 
related ;  and  where  this  original  evidence  is 
combined  with  proof  by  the  person  receiving  the 
reports  that  he  correctly  entered  them  as  re- 
l>orted  in  the  t*me  book  in  the  usual  course  of 
his  business  and  duty,  the  entries  so  made  are 
admissible  as  evidence  to  show  the  amount  of 
work  done." 

But,  as  stated  8upra,  there  are  cases  holding 
that  the  circumstance  under  which  an  entry 
is  made  only  affects  its  weight  as  evidence,  and 
not  its  competency ;  that  it  Is  not  necessary 
that  an  entry,  to  be  an  original  entry,  be  made 
from  personal  knowledge,  and  that  the  compe- 
tency of  an  entry  made  by  a  clerk  depends,  not 
on  his  knowledge  of  its  correctness,  but  on  the 
presumption  that  what  he  did  in  the  cour.se  of 
business  and  by  his  nJaster's  orders  was  done 
correctly.  Imhoff  v.  Fleurer.  2  Phila.  35 ;  Jones 
V.  Lonif,  3  Watts.  325. 

And  the  fact  that  the  bookkeeper  admits,  on 
cross-exauiination.  a  want  of  personal  knowl- 
o&^Q  as  to  some  of  the  items  Is  not  sufDcieiit 
to  authorize  the  exclusion  of  the  books.  Burke 
V.  Wolfe,  6  .lones  &  S.  263. 

So,  the  books  of  a  blacksmith  are  admissible 
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in  evidence  when  proved  in  the  usual  manner, 
although  It  appears  that  some  portion  of  the 
account  was  charged  upon  information  received 
from  a  slave  who  did  the  work.  Bailey  v. 
Barnelly,  23  Ga:  582. 

In  Jones  v.  Long^3  Watts,  326,  plaintiff  of- 
fered a  book  puriKircing  to  be  his  book  of  arig- 
Innl  entrlps,  and  testified  that  cartmen  employed 
by  defendant  to  haul  the  coal  from  the  pit 
where  plaintlflf  waci  working  and  for  the  min- 
Ing  of  which  he  was  seeking  recovery  made  a 
return  to  him  every  day  after  the  coal  was  de- 
livered on  the  platform  at  the  pit,  and  that 
he  made  the  entries  himself  in  the  book  as  the 
returns  were  thus  given.  The  objection  was 
that  the  plaintiff  should  have  produced  the 
cartmen,  but  the  court  held  that  their  nonpro- 
duc  tion  w^ent  to  the  weight,  and  not  the  admis- 
sibility, of  the  books  as  evidence. 

And  in  Smith  v.  Law,  47  Conn.  431,  assump- 
sit for  goods  sold,  which  defendant  admits  were 
delivered,  but  claims  to  have  received  only  for 
■ale  on  a<.*count  of  plaintiff,  plaintiff's  account 
books  containing  a  charge  for  goods  against 
defendant  made  In  the  regular  course  of  busi- 
ness were  held  admissible,  although  the  entry 
was  made  by  the  plaintiff  upon  Information  of 
the  sale  given  to  him  by  a  salesman  in  his  em- 
ploy who  had  sold  and  delivered  the  goods  at 
a  distant  place.  "The  charges  on  the  books  of 
a  tradesman,"  said  the  court,  "are  often  neces- 
sarily made  by  a  bookkeeper  upon  Information 
given  him  by  the  salesman  who  actually  sells 
and  delivers  the  goods.  Such  charges  are  made 
In  the  regular  rourse  of  business.  It  is  diffi- 
cult to  see  upon  what  principle  the  court  could 
have  excluded  them.  If  the  plaintiffs  had  not 
entered  the  charge  upon  their  books,  it  cer- 
tainly might  have  furnished  a  presumption 
against  their  claim,  and  the  fact  that  it  was  so 
entered  was  in  accordance  with  the  usages  of 
trade,  and  tended  to  sustain  their  claim  that 
the  Hour  was  sold.  It  does  not  affect  the  case 
that  the  delivery  of  the  flour  was  admitted,  and 
the  only  question  was  as  to  whether  it  was  pur- 
chased by  the  defendant  or  only  taken  to  sell 
on  a  commission  The  entry  was  none  the  less 
a  proof  of  a  sale,  so  far  as  it  went,  and  the 
plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  it." 

In  Pollock  V.  Wagenblast,  1  Phlla.  18,  the  ob- 
jection to  plaintiff's  books  of  original  entries 
was  that  his  clerk  had  testified  that  he  made 
the  entries  from  information  as  to  the  weight 
of  the  goods,  by  a  person  In  plaintiff's  employ ; 
but  It  was  held  that  to  exclude  the  book  kept 
under  such  circumstances  would  be  to  exclude 
all  books  kept  by  clerks  or  any  person  who  has 
no  knowled^^e  of  the  matters  which  he  enters. 

Where  the  correctness  of  entries  in  an  ac- 
count book  Is  established  by  the  positive  tes- 
timony of  a  witness,  he  may  then  state  what 
facts  appear  thc'refrom,  although  he  does  not 
now  remember  those  facts,  and  the  entries  were 
not  made  by  him  but  by  another  person  from 
his  memoranda.     Biggs  v.  Welse,  24  Wis.  545. 

b.  KntiicH  made  on  information  verified  hy  if»- 

formant. 

It  is  no  valid  objection  to  a  book  of  accounts 
otherwise  unobjertlonable  that  the  entries 
therein  were  first  made  jupon  a  slate  and  each 
day  copied  therefrom  upon  the  book,  provided 
the  original  entries  upon  the  slate  and  the  copy- 
ing upon  the  book  are  verified  by  the  various 
persons  who  maac  them.  Btate  v.  Shinborn, 
46  N.  H.  497,  88  Am.  Dec.  224. 

Books  of  account  are  admissible,  too.  al- 
though the  plaintiff  made  the  entries  In  accord- 
ance with  statements  made  to  him  by  other 
witnesses,  where  the  latter  testify  that  such 
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I  statements  were  true.     Payne  v.  Ilodge,  7  Hun, 
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But  to  warrant  the  admission  in  evidence  of 
entries  transcribed  from  temporary  memor* 
anda,  the  person  who  made  the  provisional  en- 
tries should  be  called  to  prove  that  at  or 
about  the  time  the  entries  were  made  articles 
like  those  charged  were  delivered,  or  work  of  a 
character  similar  to  that  charged  was  per- 
formed.    Paine  v.  Sherwood,  21  Minn.  22.1. 

And  the  entries  are  not  admissible  unless  a 
person  so  furnishing  the  items  testifies  to  their 
correctness,  or  satisfactory  proof  thereof  from 
other  sources  must  be  produced.  House  v. 
Beak,  141  111.  290,  30  N.  E.  1065. 

So,  entries  In  which  are  merely  unverified 
statements  of  plaintiff's  employees,  the  accur- 
acy of  which  Is  not  proved,  are  Incompetent  to 
show  the  time  devoted  by  unnamed  employees 
to  work  charged  for.  Abele  v.  Falk,  28  App. 
Dlv.  191,  50  N.  Y.  Supp.  876. 

Where  entries  in  a  book  of  account  charging 
articles  sold  have  opposite  each  charge  an  en- 
try of  the  name  of  the  teamster  who  delivered 
the  article,  the  teamsters  should  ail  be  called 
to  verify  the  charges,  or  their  absence  should 
be  accounted  for,  before  the  books  are  received 
In  evidence ;  and  the  fact  that  it  may  be  highly 
Improbable  that  the  teamster  would  remember 
the  quantity  delivered  would  furnish  no  suflldent 
reason  why  he  should  not  be  called.  The  main 
fact  to  be  ascertained  or  proved  Is  that  the  arti- 
cles have  been  delivered ;  and  It  Is  only  upon 
a  failure  to  prove  a  delivery  of  the  articles  by 
the  agent  when  called  that  the  books  are  re- 
ceived as  the  next  best  evidence.  Jackson  y. 
Eyans,  8  Midi.  476. 

In  an  action  against  log  drivers  to  recover 
damages  for  breach  of  their  contract  In  failing 
to  properly  handle  logs  owned  by  the  plaintiff, 
the  plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the 
quantity  of  logs  cut,  offered  certain  books  kept 
in  his  business.  It  appeared  that  the  logs  as 
cut  were  measured  by  the  camp  scalers  and  the 
measurements  entered  In  these  books,  that  from 
lime  to  time  inspectors  visited  the  camps  and 
verified  the  books  by  remeasurlng  a  portion  of 
the  logs,  and  that  upon  the  books  so  verified 
the  plaintiff  settled  with  his  log  cutters  and 
handlers.  It  was  held  that  the  books  were  ad- 
missible without  producing  the  camp  scalers 
who  originally  measured  the  logs.  Mississippi 
River  Logging  Co.  v.  Bobson,  16  C.  C.  A.  400, 
32  U.  S.  App.  520,  69  Fed.  773,  Aflirmlng  61 
Fed.  893. 

Where  a  book  is  made  up  from  slips  of  paper 
on  which  the  daily  transactions  of  the  party's 
business  are  entered  there  must  also  be  proof 
tliat  the  items  were  accurately  kept  by  him  l)e- 
fore  the  book  <an  be  admitted.  EiUs  v.  Cowne, 
2  Car.  &  K.  719. 

And  entries  transcribed  from  a  slate  kept  by 
a  journeyman,  some  of  which  were  transcribed 
by  the  journeyman  and  some  by  the  party  him- 
self, some  on  tlie  same  evening  and  others  sev- 
eral days  afterwards,  but  all  within  two  weeks, 
Is  not  admissible  as  a  book  of  original  entries, 
Vhere  it  is  supported  only  by  the  oath  of  the 
party  himself,  the  journeyman  not  being  pro- 
duced or  his  absence  accounted  for.  Kessler 
V.  M'Conachy,  1  Rawle,  435. 

A  book  In  which  one  person  sets  down  the 
total  quantity  of  logs  scaled,  from  the  memor- 
andum furnished  him  by  another  person  who 
dl'd  the  work.  Is  not  admissible  to  prove  the 
qnantlty  of  logs  scaled  unless  supplemented  by 
the  testimony  of  the  person  furnishing  the  orig- 
inal data.  Su^h  a  book  is  not  a  book  of  ac- 
counts in  the  true  sense.  At  most  it  purports 
to  contain  memoranda  made  contemporaneous- 
ly with  the  fact  which  they  purport  to  record. 
If   admissible  as   Independent  evidence  at   all. 
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It  must  be,  not  because  the  book  Is  technically 
an  account  book,  but  because  the  rule  making 
memoranda  made  by  a  witness  admissible  as 
Independent  evidence  of  the  truth  of  the  facts 
thus  recorded.  Nor  does  it  make  any  difference 
that  the  person  who  made  the  original  data 
could  not  be  found  and  produced  as  a  witness. 
Chicago  Lumbering  Co.  v.  Hewitt,  12  C.  C.  A. 
129,  22  U.  S.  App.  646,  64  Fed.  314. 

And  the  account  books  of  a  merchant,  made 
up  from  tickets  for  sales  returned  by  drivers, 
are  inadmissible  in  his  favor  to  show  a  deliv- 
ery of  the  goods  charged  thereon,  in  the  absence 
of  testimony  of  the  drivers  that  the  goods  rep- 
resented by  the  tickets  were  actually  delivered 
to  the  parties  named  therein,  or  of  proof  that 
the  signature  to  the  two  tickets  was  that  of 
the  defendant.  Powell  v.  Murphy,  18  App. 
Div.  25,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  874. 

In  Irving  v.  Claggett,  81  N.  Y.  S.  R.  94,  9 
N.  Y.  Supp.  136,  an  action  to  recover  for  serv- 
ices rendered  by  the  plaintiff  and  his  employees 
as  detectives  and  for  disbursements  Incident 
thereto,  the  plaintiff,  to  prove  the  number  of 
days  during  which  his  detectives  worked,  pro- 
duced and  offered  a  book  in  which  the  entries 
had  been  made  by  himself.  He  testified  that 
the  entries  were  made  from  slips  and  reports 
turned  in  to  him  by  the  detectives,  and  that 
the  book  produced  was  an  accurate  copy  of  the 
entries  made  In  the  first  book  which  had  t>een 
lost  from  these  slips  and  reports.  The  slips 
themselves  welre  not  produced  as  they  had  been 
lost  or  destroyed  and  there  was  no  evidence  of 
the  truth  of  the  statements  contained  In  the 
reports  and  slips,  or  that  the  services  for  which 
the  charges  were  made  had  In  fact  been  ren- 
dered, further  than  evidence  by  the  plaintiff 
and  one  other  witness  that  they  had  observed 
at  different  times  the  different  detectives  ap- 
parently In  the  discharge  of  their  duties.  It 
was  held  that  the  charges  were  the  mere  un- 
sworn statements  or  reports  of  the  detectives, 
and  were  not  evidence  against  the  defendants ; 
and  that  they  were  not  made  evidence  by  the 
circumstances  that  what  they  had  reported  was 
communicated  to  the  defendant's  attorney,  be- 
cause It  was  not  shown  that  It  was  reported  to 
him,  the  extent  of  services  claimed  to  have 
been  performed,  or  that  he  assented  to  or  ac- 
cepted the  reports  for  that  object.  The  court 
said,  however,  that  had  there  been  proof  from 
the  detectives  themselves  or  otherwise,  that 
they  reported  to  the  plaintiff  the  time  devoted 
to  the  defendant's  employment,  and  proof  that 
the  charges  were  then  accurately  entered  In  the 
books,  the  books  might  have  been  admissible. 

In  M'Coy  v.  Lightner,  2  Watts,  347,  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  for  blacksmith  work,  plaintiff 
testified  that  the  book  produced  was  his  book 
of  original  entries ;  that  as  the  work  was  done 
by  his  Journeymen  the  latter  entered  it  on  a 
slate  until  the  slate  became  full,  from  which 
he  then  transferred  the  entries  Into  the  book 
offered,  and  that  sometimes  he  entered  from 
the  slate  the  work  of  two  or  three  days  at  once 
and  perhaps  a  week,  but  never  more,  and  the 
book  offered  was  held  admissible  as  a  book  of 
original  entries  because  the  plaintiff's  oath  es- 
tablishing the  entries  was  fortified  by  the  testi- 
mony of  the  Journeymen  who  actually  did  the 
work  and  made  the  entries  on  the  slate  as  the 
work  was  done,  and  who  also  stated  the  amount 
of  the  work  done  to  be  about  the  same  as  the 
amount  charged  In  the  book,  and  the  prices  to 
be  the  sam(*.  although  he  could  not  recollect  all 
the  particular  items  of  work  done.  This  case 
was  distinguished  from  Kessler  v.  M'Conachy, 
1  Rawle,  4H5,  in  that  In  the  latter  case  the  book 
of  the  party  was  sustained  by  his  own  oath 
alone,  his  Journeymen  who  made  the  entries , 
first  on  the  slate  from  which  they  were  trans- 
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ferred  a  week  or  two  afterwards  by  the  party 
himself  not  having  been  produced. 

And  in  Curren  v.  Crawford,  4  Serg.  &  R.  8, 
It  was  held  that  a  book  of  original  entries  veri- 
fied by  the  oath  of  the  party  was  competent 
evidence  to  prove  the  sale^and  delivery  of  lime ; 
an4  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  fortify  the 
l>ook  by  the  oath  of  a  cart  man  by  whom  the 
lime  was  received  to  be  delivered. 

• 

X.  Effect  of  eahihitUm  of  hooks  to,  and  admit- 
aion  of  conectnesa  by,  the  person  dharged. 

Whether  or  not  a  foundation  Is  laid  under 
the  statute  for  the  admission  of  a  book  of  ac- 
counts is  Immaterial  where  it  is  proved  that 
the  account  was  examined  by  the  agent  of  the 
party  charged  therein  who  had  authority  to, 
and  did  in  fact,  assent  to  the  correctness  of 
the  entries  therein,  and  the  parties  made  a  set- 
tlement and  agreed  on  the  balance  due  in  accord- 
ance with  such  book.  Cumbey  t.  Lovett,  76 
Minn.  227,  79  N.  W.  99. 

And  error.  If  any,  In  admitting  a  book  which 
is  objectionable  for  not  being  a  valid  book  of 
accounts  is  not  prejudicial  where  it  Is  subse- 
quently shown  by  competent  testimony  that 
during  the  running  of  the  account  In  suit  the 
book  Itself  was  frequently  seen  and  examined 
by  the  person  charged,  and  that  he  made  no 
complaint  as  to  the  entries.  Bogart  v.  Cox,  4 
Ohio  C.  C.  289. 

In  Whitman  ▼.  Horton,  14  Jones  &  S.  531, 
it  appeared  that  during  all  the  time  of  the 
business  which  was  the  occasion  of  the  contro- 
versy the  defendant  had  his  desk  in  the  plain- 
tilTs  office;  that  from  time  to  time  when  his 
account  was  rendered  to  him  he  went  over  the 
account  In  the  books  with  the  bookkeeper  nego- 
tiating and  settling  any  difficulties  arising,  and 
that  the  final  account  was  rendered  to  him, 
which  seemed  to  have  been  treated  by  the  par- 
ties as  an  account  stated,  and  upon  which  the 
defendant  had  made  a  payment,  and  which 
agrees  with  the  referee's  finding  of  fact  and 
with  an  expert's  summary  made  up  from  the 
books.  And  It  was  held  that  the  reception  of 
thfe  books  without  the  technical  preliminary 
proof  to  Justify  their  admission  did  not  consti- 
tute such  error  as  would  require  reversal. 

And  In  Phillips  v.  Tapper,  2  Pa.  St.  323,  an 
action  of  trover  and  conversion  for  a  moiety 
of  a  boat  bought  by  plaintiff  from  defendant, 
defendant,  after  proving  a  settlement  of  ac- 
counts by  his  agent  with  plaintiff's  intestate, 
and  the  delivery  of  a  copy  of  the  account  sever- 
al months  before  the  decedent's  death,  offered 
to  read  the  book  from  which  the  account  was 
taken,  and  also  a  copy  of  the  account  fur- 
nished to  plaintiff.  And  it  was  held  that  the 
account  contained  In  the  byok  according  to 
which  the  agent  said  he  had  settled  with  plain- 
tiff's intestate,  showing  the  same  balance  and 
of  which  he  had  given  the  decedent  a  copy,  was 
competent  to  go  to  the  Jury. 

So,  a  book  which  is  a  copy  of  a  destroyed 
book  of  original  entries  Is  not,  as  a  book,  admis- 
sible In  evidence,  but  a  page  of  such  book  is  ad- 
missible against  a  person  who  either  admitted 
Its  correctness  or  raised  no  objection  to  it 
when  It  was  exhibited  to  him.  Snodgrass  ?. 
Caldwell,  90  Ala.  319,  7  So.  834. 

And  It  has  been  so  held  of  the  last  page  of 
an  account.  Including  the  footing,  which  had 
been  copied  by  a  bookkeeper,  since  deceased,  in- 
to another  book,  before  the  destruction  by  fire 
of  the  book  of  original  entries.  Snodgrass  v. 
Caldwell,  90  Ala.  319,  7  So.  834.  The  court 
said  that  the  testimony.  If  believed,  was  admis- 
sible only  on  the  theory  that  the  admission  of 
the  correctness  of  the  account,  or  the  failure 
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to  object  to  it,  was  an  express  or  Implied  ad^ 
mission  of  Its  correctness. 

And  an  entry  in  a  defendant's  book,  crediting 
plaintiff  for  the  work  sued  for  at  a  certain 
compensation,  and  a  subsequent  entry  credit- 
ing extras,  is«  in  connection  with  the  testimony 
of  his  bookkeeper  that  at  one  time  in  his  pres- 
ence the  parties  had  agreed  on  the  rate  credited 
In  the  first  entry,  and  that  later  the  parties 
again-  in  his  presence  agreed  on  the  price  for 
the  extras,  the  credit  entry  of  which  was  then 
made  by  the  witness  in  the  plaintiff's  pres- 
ence, the  witness  at  the  same  time  showing 
the  plaintiff  the  previous  entry,  to  which  plain- 
tiff made  no  objection,  competent  for  the  de- 
fendant to  show  that  the  price  for  the  work 
had  been  fixed.  The  defendant  does  not  there- 
by make  evidence  for  himself.  On  the  con- 
trary. It  is  evidence  made  by  both  parties;  and 
the  Influence  to  which  It  may  be  entitled  results 
from  the  fact  that  it  has  the  sanction  of  both 
parties.     Oram  v.  Bishop,  12  N.  J.  L.  153. 

Proof  that  a  debtor  to  whom  a  statement  of 
his  account  was  rendered  examined  the  book 
at  the  time  when  and  from  which  It  was  taken 
and  made  no  objection  to  its  correctness,  ren- 
ders the  book  competent  as  an  admission  against 
him.  Raub  v.  Nlsbett,  118  Mich.  248,  76  N.  W. 
393. 

So,  whore  the  items  in  an  account  book  had 
been  read  over  to  the  party  charged,  who  ob- 
jected to  a  few  items  only,  the  book  may  be 
received  In  evidence  as  his  admission.  Lever 
V.  Lever.  2  Hill,  Eq.  158. 

So,  also,  may  entries  which  have  been  used  as 
the  basis  of  an  accounting  and  settlement  be- 
tween the  party  himself  and  the  party  charged. 
Hanson  v.  Jones,  20  Mo.  App.  595.  The  court 
in  this  case  said  that  were  it  not  for  the  fact 
of  the  books  having  been  used  as  a  basis  for 
the  settlement  between  the  parties,  they  would 
not  have  been  admissible  as  original  evidence 
to  prove  the  debt,  still  adhering  to  the  former 
rule  in  Missouri.     See  avpra,  I.  a,  1. 

Or  where  the  proof  Is  that  at  the  close  of 
dealings  between  the  parties  they  both  looked 
over  the  plaintiff's  books  of  account,  and  that 
the  defendant  said  he  was  satisfied  the  account 
was  right.  Beales  v.  Lyons,  14  N.  Y.  Week. 
Dig.  368. 

So,  a  memorandum  book  In  the  handwriting 
of  a  dectnised  trustee.  Containing  a  statement 
of  his  doings  as  such,  entries  in  which  were 
contemporaneous  with  the  occurrence  of  the 
transactions,  is  admissible  In  favor  of  his  ad- 
ministrator as  against  a  party  who  had  seen 
and  examined  the  book,  and  had  it  for  several 
days  In  his  possession  without  disputing  its 
correctness.     Gaines  v.  Gaines,   89  Ga.   68. 

And  an  account  kept  by  a  firm  which  acted 
as  agent  for  the  testatrix,  two  members  of 
which  were  named  as  her  executors,  is  admis- 
sible with  othcF  vouchei;s  in  favor  of  such 
executors  upon  their  settlement,  where  the  ac- 
count was  examined  and  settled  by  the  testa- 
trix In  her  lifetime.  Re  Bolton,  71  Hun,  82, 
24  N.  Y.  Supp.  799. 

And  In  Tucker  v.  Stephens,  4  Thomp.  &  C. 
593.  an  action  to  recover  for  wool  sold  to  the 
defendant's  testator,  it  was  held  error  to  ex- 
clude evidence  offered  by  the  defendant  of  an 
entry  in  his  testator's  book  of  an  account  which 
the  defendant  testified  he  had  read  to  the  plain- 
tiff. 

On  an  Issue  as  to  a  counterclaim  for  services 
of  the  defendant's  testator  rendered  for  the 
plaintiff  and  for  a  balance  due  on  mutual  ac- 
count between  the  plaintiff  and  the  testator, 
proof  that  an  account  book  offered  in  evidence 
as  the  account  book  of  the  testator  came  to  the 
defendant's  hands  as  executor  as  such  book, 
and  that  at  an  interview  between  the  plaln- 
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tiff  and  defendant  In  relation  t^  the  account 
claimed  to  be  existing  at  the  time  of  the  testa- 
tor's death  the  book  was  present  and  referred 
to,  sulflclently  Identifies  the  book  as  the  testa- 
tor's, and  its  admission  In  evidence  is  not  im- 
proper. Williams  v.  Davis,  7  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc. 
Rep.  282. 

An  entry  made  at  the  time  of  the  transac- 
tions and  in  the  presence  of  all  the  parties  to 
the  suit  is  admissible  In  evidence  as  a  part  of 
the  res  qchUb  as  a  memorial  made  by  the  par- 
ties and  in  their  presence  at  the  time  the  trans- 
actions occurred.  Revlere  v.  Powell,  61  Ga. 
30,  34  Am.  Rep.  94. 

And  memoranda  of  settlements  made  by  one 
party  In  the  presence  of  the  other  in  an  ac- 
count l>ook  belonging  to  one  and  used  by  both 
parties  are  admissible  in  evidence.  McDavld 
V.  Ellis,  78  111.  App.  381. 

But  Ryan  v.  Dunphy,  4  Mont.  856,  47  Am. 
Rep.  355,  5  Pac.  324,  holds  that  the  fact  that 
an  entry  in  a  o^emorandum  t>ook  was  made  at 
the  time  of  the  transactions  and  In  the  pres- 
ence of  the  parties  will  not  dispense  with  the 
other  preliminary  proof  requisite  to  the  admis- 
sion in  evidence  of  an  entry  in  a  book  of  ac- 
count. 

And  in  Spellman  ▼.  Muehlfeld,  48  App.  Div. 
262,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  746,  an  action  by  a  re- 
ceiver to  recover  from  a  corporate  oflQcer  for 
goods  charged  as  consigned,  but  which  the  de- 
fendant claims  were  sold  to  him.  statements 
rendered  as  for  goods  sold,  taken  from  the  page 
of  the  ledger  headed  "Consignment  Account," 
were  held  not  to  be  part  of  the  res  geata,  and 
should  be  excluded. 

Parties,  by  agreeing  In  advance  to  accept 
a  verified  statement  of  an  account  as  kept  in 
the  regular  books  of  the  corporation  "as  correct 
and  final,"  to  that  extent  take  the  case  out 
from  under  the  operation  of  the  ordinary  rules 
of  evidence.  John  A.  Tollman  Co.  v.  Bower- 
man,  5  S.  D.  197,  58  N.  W.  568. 

And  In  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  deliv- 
ered, evidence  that  of  the  goods  described  in 
the  l>ooks  of  account  a  large  amount  was  deliv- 
ered to  the  party  charged,  together  with  the 
testimony  of  the  party  who  kept  the  books  to 
their  correctness,  and  of  a  party  who  furnished 
the  items  to  the  bookkeeper  to  the  correctness 
of  such  items,  is  sufficient  to  Justify  the  admis- 
sion of  such  books  in  evidence,  notwithstanding 
the  lack  of  any  proof  that  any  customer  had 
settled  with  the  merchants  by  their  books  and 
found  them  correct,  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  parties  charged  made  a  large  payment  upon 
the  account  without  questioning  it,  and  ac- 
cepted a  statement  of  the  account  as  assigned 
with  the  remark  that  it  was  "all  right,"  and 
at  no  time  urged  any  objection  to  its  correct- 
ness. House  V.  Beak,  141  HI.  290,  30  N.  E. 
1065. 

So,  in  an  action  to  recover  the  price  of  a 
horse  alleged  to  have  been  sold  and  delivered 
to  the  defendant,  who  denies  the  purchase,  it 
is  proper  to  allow  the  Introduction  of  an  entry 
of  the  sale  made  by  plaintiff  in  his  book  of  ac- 
counts, which  he  testified  was  made  directly 
after  the  sale,  and  was  subsequently  exhibited 
to  the  defendant  who  admitted  its  accuracy. 
Tanner  v.  Parshali,  3  Keyes,  431. 

And  in  an  action  to  recover  for  services  ren- 
dered under  a  written  contract  a  book  contain- 
ing an  account  of  work  done,  not  only  for  the 
defendant,  but  for  other  parties,  Is  competent 
evidence  where  there  is  other  testimony  to 
show  that  the  book  was  correctly  kept,  and  had 
been  recognized  by  the  defendant  In  his  settle- 
ment with  other  persons  as  correct.  West  v. 
Van  Tuyl,  119  N.  Y.  620,  23  N.  E.  450. 

And  entries  made  by  a  clerk  in  bis  employer's 
'  books  are  prima  facie  evidence  in  favor  of  the 
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former  against  the  latter,  where  It  la  shown 
that  the  bookv  were  annually  examined  by  him, 
and  the  balance  sheets,  including  the  account 
sued  upon,  were  forwarded  to  him  semi-annu- 
ally, and  he  appears  to  have  found  no  fault 
wltluthe  entries  when  they  were  communicated 
to  mm.     Rayne  v.  Taylor,  12  La.  Ann.  7G5. 

On  the  question  as  to  the  validity  of  a  chattel 
mortgage  given  to  secure  the  balance  due  on 
the  purchase  price  of  a  hotel  business  and  the 
furniture,  which  Is  claimed  by  the  vendee 
(mortgagor)  to  be  void,  on  the  ground  that  en- 
tries in  the  vendor's  books  of  account,  showing 
the  receipts  of  the  business  as  read  by  the  lat- 
ter during  the  negotiations,  were  falsified  with 
Intent  to  cheat  the  vendee,  books  of  account 
fortified  by  the  vendor's  testimony  that  they 
were  the  books  kept  by  him  In  his  business  and 
were  the  only  ones  kept  by  him  :  that  they  were 
the  ones  exhibited  to  and  examined  by  the  ven- 
dee to  show  the  receipts  of  the  business :  and 
that  he  had  fully  explained  to  the  mortgagor 
the  reason  of  the  unusually  large  receipts,  the 
entries  of  which  the  mortgagor  claims  were  the 
ones  falsified, — are  admissible  in  his  behalf. 
Mather  v.  Robinson,  47  Iowa,  403.  "If  the 
books  appear  upon  their  face  to  have  been  fair- 
ly and  properly  kept,  and  were  examined  by 
plalntlfT  as  the  defendant  says,  and  show  what 
he  claims,  they  would  tend  to  rebut  the  plain- 
tiff's testimony,  and  corroborate  the  defend- 
ant." 

On  the  trial  of  a  disputed  claim  made  by  a 
ward  against  the  estate  of  her  guardian,  an  ac- 
count book  of  the  latter  is  admissible  in  evi- 
dence on  behalf  of  the  estate,  ly^c^c  ^^  appears 
that  the.  ward  had  access  to  the  book  and  did 
in  fact  examine  it,  and  make  entries  therein,  as 
well  as  her  guardian.  Fowler  v.  Ilebbard,  40 
App.  IMv.  108,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  531. 

And  in  Darlington  v.  Taylor,  3  Grant,  Cas. 
195,  a  suit  to  recover  rent  due  from  a  tenant, 
which  plaintiff  claimed  defendant  had  promised 
to  pay,  but  which  defendant  claimed  he  had 
merely  promised  to  pay  out  of  any  funds  he 
might  have  in  his  hands.  If  any,  belonging  to 
the  tenant,  It  was  held  that  an  account  book 
of  defendant,  showing  the  state  of  accounts 
between  himself  and  his  tenant,  although  some 
of  the  entries  were  not  original,  and  some  not 
of  the  class  provable  by  a  contemporaneous 
charge,  was  rightly  admitted,  because  it  was 
accompanied  by  evidence  that  the  account,  al- 
though in  an  Incomplete  state,  had  been  ex- 
hibited to  him,  and  he  had  made  no  objection 
to  It,  but  had  In  fact  furnished  data  from  which 
the  omissions  were  supplied. 

But  where  a  party  Is  entitled  under  the  stat- 
ute to  swear  to  his  book  account  against  the 
adverse  party,  but  does  not  avail  himself  of 
the  privilege,  he  cannot  subsequently  offer  his 
book  upon  proof  merely  by  his  bookkeeper  that 
It  is  his  book  of  accounts ;  that  on  one  occasion 
the  adverse  party  compared  his  own  book  with 
It ;  that  there  appeared  to  be  no  difference  be- 
tween the  parties  so  far  as  the  witness  ob- 
served, the  witness  himself  being  at  the  time  en- 
gaged about  his  own  business  in  posting  books ; 
such  proof  being  sufficient  to  Justify  the  in- 
ference that  the  correctness  of  the  account  was 
admitted.     Kugler   v.   Wiseman,   20  Ohio,   361. 

And  in  Cheney  v.  Cheney,  162  Mass.  591,  30 
N.  K.  187,  an  action  to  recover  wages  due  to 
plaintiff,  in  which  the  issue  Is  as  to  the  rate  of 
wap;es  to  be  paid  plaintiff,  and  In  which  de- 
fendant claims  allowance  for  payments  on  ac- 
count, defendant's  books  of  account,  offered  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  by  the  correspondence 
of  amounts  with  what  naturally  would  have 
been  paid  under  the  agreement  as  contended 
for  by  him,  and  of  proving  the  payments  al- 
leged, were  held  Inadmissible  on  the  ground 
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4 hat  there  was  some  evidence  of  an  admission 
by  the  plaintiff  of  their  correctness,  merely  be- 
cause plalntlfT  had  access  to  the  books,  and  had 
been  seen  looking  over  them. 

XI.  Use  of  whole  took  after  use  of  part, 

a.  When  introduced  by  the  adverse  party. 

The  general  rule  of  evidence  that  If  a  party 
puts  in  a  document  for  the  purpose  of  proving 
a  part  of  it,  his  adversary  has  a  right  to  have 
the  whole  put  in,  applies  to  t>ooks  of  account ; 
and  accordingly  where  a  party,  whether  plain- 
tiff or  defendant,  makes  the  books  of  his  ad- 
vers'ary  evidence  to  prove  entries  in  his  favor, 
the  adversary  is  entitled  to  use  the  same  books 
to  prove  entries  which  are  against  the  former, 
or  which  are  explanatory  of  the  entries  al- 
ready Introduced.  Dewey  v.  Hotchklss.  30  N. 
Y.  497 ;  Bigiow  v.  Sanders,  22  Barb.  147 :  Low 
V.  Payne,  cited  therein  as  decided  by  the  same 
court ;  Pendleton  v.  Weed,  17  N.  Y.  72 :  Boudl- 
not  V.  Winter,  190  III.  304,  60  N.  E.  553; 
Lewln  V.  Dille,  17  Mo.  64:  Beach. v.  Curie,  15 
Mo.  105 :  Harnlckell  v.  Brown,  13  Jones  &  S- 
350 ;  Jones  v.  Jones,  4  Hen.  &  M.  447 :  King  v. 
Maddux,  7  Harr.  &  J.  467 ;  Veiths  v.  Hagge,  8 
Iowa,  163 :  Allender  v.  Trinity  Church,  3  Gill, 
366;  Lee  v.  Tinges,  7  Md.  216;  Low  v.  Payne, 
4  N.  Y.  247  ;  Almy  v.  Allen  (R,  I.)  48  Atl.  9;« ; 
Plerson  v.  Atlantic  Nat.  Bank,  77  N.  Y.  304; 
M'Clure  v.  Byrd,  2  Overt.  21.  The  objection 
in  the  case  last  cited  was  that  tlie  debits  were 
mere  lumping  charges,  but  the  court  held  that 
the  debtor  could  not  take  advantage  of  the 
credits,  and  throw  out  the  debits  because  they 
were  for  any  reason  objectionable. 

Thus,  where  a  claimant  against  the  estate 
of  a  deceased  person  introduces  the  decedent's 
books  of  account  in  support  of  his  claim,  the 
estate  is  entitled  to  also  use  them  in  its  favor. 
Todd  V.  Terry,  26  Mo.  App.  598. 

So,  where  a  party  is  allowed  to  refresh  his 
memory  from  a  memorandum  book  which  he 
has  kept  In  pencil,  and  on  cross-examination 
he  is  asked'  if  a  certain  page,  to  which  his  at- 
tention is  called,  has  not  been  rubbed  some 
with  a  pencil,  which  he  denies,  and  the  page 
Is  then  offered  in  evidence,  he  is  entitled  to 
have  the  whole  book  go  to  the  Jury,  as  a  com- 
parison of  the  page  In  question  with  the  other 
page  would  disclose  whether  there  was  any- 
thing peculiar  in  the  appearance  of  that  page. 
Countryman  v.  Bunker,  101  Mich.  218,  59  N. 
W.  422. 

And  It  is  immaterial  whether  or  not  entries 
in  the  plaintiff's  books  of  account  are  in  the 
handwriting  of  one  of  them,  where  the  defend- 
ant has  placed  the  books  in  evidence  as  acts 
and  admissions  of  the  plaintiffs  to  establish 
credits  In  his  favor,  thereby  entitling  them  to 
the  benefit  of  counter-charges.  In  ihelr  favor. 
Dewey  v.  Hotchklss,  30  N.  Y.  497. 

So,  too,  although  a  merchant's  books  cannot 
be  given  In  evidence  In  their  favor,  if  intro- 
duced by  the  other  party  the  whole  must  be 
taken  together :  and  they  cannot  be  rejected 
when  they  contain  facts  against  a  party  at 
whose  request  they  are  produced.  Martin- 
stein  V.  His  Creditors,  8  Rob.  (La.)  6. 

Nor  is  the  right  of  a  person  who  has  offered 
in  evidence  the  credit  side  of  accounts  rendered 
to  him,  which  are  transcripts  of  a  merchant's 
books,  to  show  the  Incorrectness  of  particular 
Items  of  debit,  excluded  by  La.  Civ.  Code,  art. 
2244.  making  a  merchant's  books  good  evidence 
against  him.  but  providing  that  if  used  in  evi- 
dence the  wholp  must  he  taken  together.  Wh!tc 
v.  Jones.  14  I«a..  Ann    G02. 

But  a  suggestion  in  the  petition,  in  an  ac- 
tion against  a  curator  to  recover  an  amonot 
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due  by  the  deceased,  tbat,  the  latter  havlog 
been  very  careful  in  keeping  his  accounta,  evi- 
dence of  plaiuciflT's  demand  will  be  found  on  his 
books  or  among  his  papers,  does  not  compel 
plaintiff  to  admit  the  books  and  papers  of  the 
deceased  in  evidence.  Segond's  Succession,  7 
Uob.  (La.)  111. 

Nor  does  the  reading  by  counsel,  on  his  cross- 
examination  of  defendant's  witness,  of  several 
items  from  defendant's  books  of  account,  and 
his  examination  of  the  witness  in  reference 
thereto,  make  such  book  or  any  part  of  it  evi- 
dence ;  nor  does  it  authorize  the  defendant  to 
put  the  book  in  evidence.  Plrst  Nat.  Bank  y. 
Mansfield,   48   111.   494. 

The  fact  that  a  party's  books  of  account  have 
been  used  in  evidence  against  him  by  his  ad- 
versary will  not  Justify  the  introduction  by 
him  of  a  mere  memorandum  setting  forth  his 
view  of  transactions  in  the  account  in  the  book, 
although  he  testifies  that  it  was  intended  to  of- 
ft-r  a  part  of  that  account,  and  was  placed  by 
him  with  that  account.  H.  L.  Judd  &  Co.  v. 
Cushing,  22  Abb.  N.  C.  358.  The  court  said 
it  was  clear  that  such  a  memorandum  was  in- 
qmiipetcnt  generally  speaking ;  that  it  was 
claimed  that  the  memorandum  was  a  denial  of 
what  might  be  deduced  from  the  accounts,  but 
it  wa.s  not  competent  even  for  that  purpose, 
as  the  denial  was  not  communicative  to  any- 
one, was  always  within  the  defendant's  own 
control  to  be  disclosed  or  not  as  his  interest 
might  requii-e,  and  would  be  no  more  entitled 
to  admission  than  would  the  mental  resolution 
of  tlie  witness  which  had  never  found  expres- 
sion in  words. 

In  Bent  ley  v.  Ward,  116  Mass.  333,  an  action 
upon  an  account  for  plumbing  and  materials 
furnished  therefor,  the  defendant,  to  show  to 
whom  plaintiff  had  given  credit,  introduced  the 
plaintiff's  blotter,  in  which  the  latter  testifies 
that  he  wrote  down  daily  the  stock  which  went 
out  of  the  shop  on  different  Jobs,  the  names  of 
the  workmen,  and  the  days  of  the  month  and 
number  of  days  which  each  man  worked,  plac- 
ing at  the  head  of  each  page  the  name  of  the 
person  to  whom  the  materials  and  labor  were 
furnished,  and  in  which  was  an  entry  under  the 
name  of  the  person  whom  defendant  claimed 
was  the  party  to  be  charged.  The  plaintiff  was 
then  allowed  to  put  in  his  day  book  and  ledger 
in  which  the  charges  for  the  labor  and  mate- 
rials were  made  to  the  defendant ;  but  this  was 
held  error  on  appeal  because  it  appeared  that 
the  entries  In  both  the  Journal  and  ledger  had 
not  been  made  contemporaneous  with,  nor 
posted  from,  the  blotter  Introduced  by  the  de- 
fendant ;  that  the  entries  were  therefore  inde- 
pendent declarations  by  the  plaintiff  in  his  own 
favor,  and  were  not  competent  evidence  to 
prove  to  whom  he  gave  credit,  or  to  rebut  or 
control  the  entries  in  the  blotter  which  were 
in  the  nature  of  admissions  against  him. 

In  Reeve  v.  Whitmore,  2  Drew  &  Sm.  446, 
11  Jur.  N.  S.  722,  13  Week.  Rep.  913,  12  L.  T. 
N.  S.  724,  it  was  held  that  the  general  rule  of 
evidence  stated  above  does  not  apply  to  mer- 
chants' or  traders'  books  of  account  contain- 
ing entries  of  receipts  and  payments ;  and 
hence,  If  one  side  puts  in  such  books  to  prove 
certain  items  of  receipt,  thar  does  not  entitle 
the  other  side  to  put  in  the  books  for  the  pur- 
pose of  proving  payments,  unless  the  different 
items  are  so  intermingled  as  clearly  to  form 
one  transaction. 

But  Kilbee  v.  Sneyd,  2  Molloy,  186,  held  that 
If  an  account  book  produced  by  the  party  to 
be  charged  is  given  in  evidence  having  a  debit 
and  credit  side,  the  account  must  be  debited 
altogether  or  rejected  in  lots ;  and  the  rule  is 
the  same  in  equity  as  at  law.  * 

And  in  Carter  v.  Coiraln,  Barnard,  Cb.  126, 
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Lord  Hard  wick  held  that  where  a  witness  read 
that  part  of  the  book,  for  himself  wherein  is 
contained  the  charging  part  of  the  account  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  read  as  evidence  for  him- 
self the  discharging  part. 

b.   When  introduced  by  the  party  himself. 

Again,  books  of  account,  when  allowed  in  evi- 
dence for  the  party  himself,  are  not  so  re- 
ceived with  the  express  qualification  that  the 
adverse  party  shall  be  prohibited  from  using 
them  to  prove  other  matters  which  they  are 
equally  competent  to  establish ;  but  If  intro- 
duced they  must  come  in  as  evidence  generally. 
Winants  v.  Sherman,  3  Hill,  74. 

W^herc  a  party  puts  his  books  in  evidence 
they  be<-ome  the  property  of  both  parties  as 
evidence  in  the  cause,  and  he  cannot  be  per- 
mitted to  withdraw  them  from  the  considera* 
tion  of  the  Jury  against  his  adversai^'s  objec- 
tion.    Clinton  «v.  Rowland,  24  Barb.  634. 

And  where  a  party  has  Introduced  his  books 
of  account  he  cannot  object  to  the  admission 
of  a  pencil  memorandum  thereon,  made  by  his 
own  bookkeeper,  and  having  relation  to  an 
item  of  charge  in  the  account  sued  on.  Pelzer 
V.  Durham,  37  S.  C.  354,  16  S.  E.  46. 

And  plaintiff'sibooks  of  account,  introduced 
by  him  In  evidence,  are,  of  themselves  and  with- 
out the  aid  of  any  other  evidence  aliunde, 
proof  that  articles  credited  to  the  defendant 
had  been  received  in  payment  pro  tanto,  where 
it  does  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff  had  any  de- 
mand against  the  defendant  except  his  book  ac- 
count.    Pillsbury    v.    Fernald,    10   Me.    168. 

So,  in  an  action  against  the  receiver  of  a  de- 
funct bank  to  recover  for  money  borrowed  by 
it  from  the  plaintiff,  where  the  books  of  the 
defunct  bank  are  introduced  In  evidence  by  the 
defendant,  the  plaintiff  Is  entitled  to  avail  him- 
self of  the  book  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the 
state  of  an  account  between  the  bank  and  a  per- 
son to  whom  the  defendant  claims  the  loan  was 
made  individually.  Blanchard  y.  Commercial 
Bank,  21  C.  C.  A.  319,  44  U.  S.  App.  556,  75 
Fed.  249. 

After  the  plaintiff  has  testified  from  an  ac- 
count book  not  in  evidence  as  to  sums  loaned 
.and  moneys  paid  for  the  defendant,  and  the 
latter  has  offered  the  remaining  portions  of  the 
book  from  which  the  plaintiff  has  testified  in 
evidence,  it  is  error  for  the  referee  to  admit 
the  book  so  far  as  it  relates  to  transactions 
between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  and  on 
that  ground  deny  the  defendant's  motion  to 
strike  the  testimony  concerning  the  items,  un- 
less the  book  be  Introduced  in  evidence  by  the 
plaintiff.     Ready.  Smith.  1  Hun,  263. 

The  books  of  a  defendant  sued  in  assumpsit, 
containing  cliarjjes  against  the  plaintiff  for 
articles  apparently  in  no  way  connected  with 
the  contract  on  which  the  plaintiff  bases  his 
right  of  recovery,  the  ledger  showing  the  ac- 
count balanced  and  settled  for  a  portion  of 
the  items  charged,  are  not  admissible  for  the 
defendant  to  prove  that  he  had  settled  with  the 
plaintiff  and  owed  the  latter  nothing.  They 
are,  however,  adqilssible  in  support  of  the  de- 
fendant's plea  of  set-off ;  but  when  so  admitted 
they  are  also  evidence  against  the  defendant, 
and  preclude  him  from  recovering  as  to  articles 
delivered  prior  to  the  settlement,  and  which 
had  been  included  therein,  within  the  rule  that 
where  a  defendant  Introduces  his  books  for 
the  purpose  of  sustaining  his  counterclaim,  it 
Is  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  by  those 
same  books  payment  or  settlement  of  that 
claim.  Mattocks  y.  Lyman,  18  Vt.  98,  46  Am. 
Dec.  138. 
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XII.  Book  produced  on  notice. 
a.  Effect  of  inspection  only. 

If  a  party  examines  an  account  book  called 
for  by  him  in  the  possession  of  his  adversary, 
he  thereby  makes  the  book  competent  evidence 
for  the  latter.  Wilkes  v.  Elliot,  6  Cranch  C.  C. 
611,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,660;  Coote  V.  Bank  of 
the  United  States,  3  Cranch  C.  C.  50,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  3,203;  Roundtree  v.  Tibbs,  4  Hayw. 
(Tenn.)  108;  Merrill  v.  Merrill,  67  Me.  70; 
Whittemore  v.  Wentworth,  76  Me.  20. 

But  the  production  of  books  of  account  does 
not  make  them  evidence  unless  the  party  giv- 
ing the  notice  Inspects  them  so  as  to  become 
acquainted  with  their  contents.  Saunders  v. 
Duval,  19  Tex.  467. 

In  Harper  v.  Ely,  70  III.  582,  It  was  held 
that  a  ledger  not  the  book  of  original  entries, 
produced  in  answer  to  a  notice  to  produce  the 
books,  do%s  not  become  competent  evidence  for 
the  party  producing  It  l)ecause  of  the  mere  ex- 
amination by  the  parties  giving  the  notice  with 
a  view  to  determine  whether  they  would  In- 
troduce it  in  evidence. 

And  In  Price  v.  Garland,  3  N.  M.  505.  6  Pac. 
472.  It  was  held  that  books  produced  upon  no- 
tice, and  found  upon  inspection  to  be  Improper 
and  Inadmissible  under  the#general  rules  of 
evidence,  should  not  be  admitted  against  ob- 
jection merely  because  the  adverse  party  had 
called  for  their  production  without  stipulating 
for  their  introduction  In  evidence  regardless 
of  their  character. 

b.  Effect  of  introduction. 

A  party  who  calls  for  and  introduces  books 
of  account  In  evidence  is  bound  to  admit  those 
items  which  make  against  him  as  well  as  those 
which  operate  In  his  favor,  unless  he  can  show 
that  Items  to  his  prejudice  have  been  improper- 
ly Inserted.  Waggoner  v.  Gray,  2  Hen.  &  M. 
603  :  Frink  v.  Cole,  10  Ilh  339.  This  last  case 
was  a  suit  by  a  former  part  owner  of  a  steam- 
boat against  the  other  owners  to  recover  for 
his  services  as  captain,  and  for  advances  by 
him  made  over  and  above  his  proportion  while 
Interested  In  the  boat.  The  master  to  whom 
the  case  was  referred  to  take  and  state  the 
account  between  the  parties  rejected  an  Item 
In  the  handwriting  of  plaintiff's  vendee  in  the 
account  books  of  the  boat,  called  for  and  Intro- 
duced In  evidence  by  the  plaintiff,  showing  an 
assignment  to  the  vendee  of  the  balance  of  tlie 
plaintiff's  account.  On  appeal  this  action  of 
the  master  was  held  error,  Inasmuch  as  all  the 
other  entries  made  by  the  same  party  in  the 
books  had  been  admitted  in  stating  the  account. 

But  when  books  are  produced  on  notice,  and 
entries  therein  are  read,  all  the  parties  calling 
for  them,  the  party  producing  them  cannot  read 
other  entries,  although  connected  with  the 
former  entries,  If  they  were  made  subsequent  to 
the  commencement  of  the  suit.  Withers  ▼. 
Glllespy,  7  Serg.  &  R.  10. 

And  entries  In  a  Job  book,  charging  the  de- 
fendant for  the  work  in  controversy,  are  not  ad- 
raissibie,  although  the  book  was  produced  on 
the  trial  at  the  defendant's  request,  and  the 
latter  asked  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff  con- 
cerning Items  therein  for  work  performed  for  a 
third  person  whom  the  defendant  claimed  was 
liable  for  the  amount  In  suit.  Textile  Pub.  Co. 
y.  Smith,  31  Misc.  271,  64  N.  T.  Supp.  123. 

XIII.  Production    of    all    hooks    pertaining    to 

transactions. 

Books  of  account  to  some  extent  partake  of 
the  nature  of  documentary  evidence  in  respect 
to  which  it  is  a  cardinal  rule  that  part  of  an 
52  L.  R.  A. 


Instrument  cannot  be  received  while  a  part  ts 
withheld:  hence,  all  the  books  which  a  party 
has  containing  entries  relating  to  the  account 
sued  on,  when  relied  upon  by  the  party  as  fur- 
nishing evidence  to  sustain  the  account,  should 
be  .produced  In  order  that  his  adversary  may 
have  the  benefit  of  all  the  entries  made  therein. 
Larue  v.  Rowland,  7  Barb.  109 ;  Rogers  v.  Old, 
5  Serg.  &  R.  404 ;  Bonnell  v.  Mawha,  37  N.  J. 
L.  198;  Eastman  v.  Moulton,  3  N.  H.  156 
(dictum)  ;  Prince  v.  Swett,  2  Mass.  569.  Con- 
tra, Stokes  y.  Fenner,  10  Phlla.  14,  expressly 
disapproving  Prince  v.  Swett,  2  Mass.  569. 

And  this  Is  the  rule  by  express  statutory 
provision  In  Minnesota  (Stat.  S  5739)  and  Wis- 
consin (Sanborn  &  B.  Anno.  Stat.  {  4188). 

But  It  Is  no  objection  to  the  admission  of  a 
day  book  that  the  party  also  has  a  ledger,  un- 
less it  Is  shown  that  the  ledger  had  some  con- 
nection with  the  account  In  suit,  or  at  least 
with  the  day  book  offered.  Tindall  t.  Mcln- 
tyre,  24  N.  J.  L.  147. 

And  where  a  party  offering  a  book  makes 
the  preliminary  proof  required  by  statute  the 
book  Is  not  to  be  rejected  on  the  ground  that 
on  cross-examination  he  disclosed  that  he  has 
another  account  book  which  he  does  not  pro- 
duce, where  It  Is  also  shown  that  the  latter 
book  was  one  which  he  always  carried  with 
him  and  in  which  he  entered  only  charges  of  a 
particular  kind,  and  that  only  when  the  book 
produced  was  not  at  hand,  although  he  some- 
times transferred  the  entries  contained  in  It 
to  the  one  produced,  but  that  there  were  no 
charges  In  It  against  defendant.  WInne  v. 
NIckerson,  1  Wis.  1.  The  contention  of  the 
party  charged  was,  that  both  these  books  should 
have  been  produced,  in  order  that  he  might 
have  the  right  to  examine  for  credits  In  his 
favor;  but  the  court,  although  admitting  that 
where  there  are  two  books  in  which  original 
entries  have  been  made  they  must  both  be  pro- 
duced In  order  to  enable  the  party  to  Intro- 
duce either  of  them  In  evidence,  held  that  the 
book  disclosed  on  cross-examination  was  not 
such  a  book  as  the  statute  allows  a  party  to 
use  as  testimony. 

XIV.  Pass  hooks, 

a.  General  rules. 

Entries  In  a  pass  book  In  the  possession  of 
the  customer  are  evidence  of  an  agreement  to 
purchase  at  the  prices  named.  Ruch  v.  Fricke, 
28  Pa.  241. 

And  a  pass  book  contaihlng  daily  entries  of 
goods  sold,  retained  by  the  customer  without 
objection  except  as  to  the  price  charged,  tends 
to  establish  an  admission  by  her  of  its  correct- 
ness as  to  the  fact  of  the  delivery  on  credit  of 
the  quantities  of  the  goods  charged  at  the  dates 
stated,  and  of  the  correctness  of  the  sums 
charged  except  those  objected  to.  Welgle  v. 
Brautlgam,  74  111.  App.  285 ;  Wllshusen  y.  Blnns, 
19  Misc.  547,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  1085. 

A  pass  book  kept  by  a  customer  with  a 
merchant,  although  the  entry  of  Items  bought 
has  been  made  by  the  merchant  or  his  clerk, 
is  the  property  of  the  customer  who  Is  presumed 
to  have  examined  It,  and  If  he  has  made  no  ob- 
jection to  Its  contents  he  may  be  compelled  to 
produce  It,  and  when  produced  it  may  be  offered 
In  evidence  against  him.  McLaughlin's  Succes- 
sion, 14  La.  Ann.  400. 

But  a  pass  book  made  by  a  customer  Is  not 
admissible  In  evidence  against  him  where  the 
preliminary  proof  as  to  the  character  and  meth- 
od of  keeping  the  books,  and  that  the  accounts 
were  true  and  just  as  required  by  the  statute 
to  authorize  the  book  to  be  used  in  evidence, 
was  not  made,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
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the  merchant  saw  the  book  and  the  Items,  and 
made  no  objection  to  it.  Sexton  t.  Brown,  86 
111.  App.  281. 

In  Burke  y.  Wolfe,  6  Jones  &  S.  263,  an  action 
to  recover  moneys  paid  to  the  defendant  in  ez- 
eess  of  the  amount  to  which,  under  his  contract 
of  employment,  he  is  entitled  for  commission 
and  expenses  as  salesman,  certain  pass  books 
were  offered  in  evidence.  It  appeared  that  they 
were  for  the  most  of  the  time  in  defendant's 
possession ;  that  they  contained  debit  and  credit 
entries,  and  purported  to  be  a  full  account  be- 
tween the  parties;  that,  as  often  as  he  saw  fit, 
the  defendant  handed  the  books  to  the  plaintiff's 
t>ookkeeper  to  write  them  up,  which  was  done 
by  making  all  necessary  entries  therein  and 
their  being  then  returned  to  the  defendant, 
and  that  all  the  entries  therein  were  made  by 
such  bookkeeper  in  his  capacity  as  such.  It 
was  held  that  these  t>ooks  constituted  accounts 
that  had  been  rendered  to  the  defendant,  and, 
as  such,  were  admissible  irrespective  of  the 
quest  ion  whether  the  entries  were  original  en- 
tries or  entries  transcribed  from  other  books. 

So,  in  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note 
given  in  settlement  of  a  balance  appearing  to 
be  due  as  shown  by  a  pass  book  containing  a 
statement  of  the  account  against  the  defend- 
ant, the  pass  book  Is  admissible  against  the  de- 
feudant  as  an  admission  by  him  that  the  goods 
specified  therein  are  properly  charged  to  him, 
where  plaintiff's  evidence  further  tends  to  show 
that  the  book  had  been  in  defendant's  posses- 
sion, and  that  it  had  l>een  shown  to  him  at  the 
time  the  note  in  suit  was  given.  Folsom  y. 
Grant,  136  Mass.  4U3. 

Obert  V.  Strube,  51  Mo.  App.  621,  was  an  ac- 
tion by  a  brewer  to  recover  for  beer  sold  to  de- 
fendant, and  for  two  cash  charges  on  his  book 
items,  one  for  rent  and  the  other  for  the  sale 
of  the  saloon  fixtures.  It  was  held  that  the 
beer  pass  book  retained  by  the  defendant,  show- 
ing the  beer  furnished,  was  properly  excluded 
as  to  the  item  for  the  sale  of  the  fixtures,  be- 
cause all  the  evidence  showed  that  as  to  that 
Item  the  book  contained  no  entry  whatever ; 
and  as  to  the  item  for  rent,  it  was  immaterial 
whether  the  book  contained  any  entry  or  not, 
because  defendant  had  admitted  that  he  owed 
It,  but  claimed  to  have  paid  it,  and  as  the 
credits  for  cash  claimed  to  have  been  paid  by 
defendant  were  identical  in  amount  with  those 
admitted  by  plaintiff  to  have  been  paid,  de- 
fendant must  have  received  credit  for  the  rent 
Item  if  he  had  paid  it. 

b.  Bank  pa89  hooka. 

A  bank  pass  l)ook  retained  by  the  depositor, 
In  which  are  entered  the  amounts  deposited  and 
drawn  out  by  him,  Is  the  book  of  original  en- 
tries, and  entitled  to  as  great  credence,  as  evi- 
dence, as  the  books  retained  by  the  bank.  Kux 
V.  Central  Michigan  Sav.  Bank,  93  Mich.  511, 
63  N.  W.  828. 

A  banlc  pass  t>ook  shown  to  be  in  the  hand- 
writing of  the  cashier,  and  to  have  been  is- 
sued by  him  In  the  usual  course  of  business,  and 
of  the  kind  usually  Issued  by  the  bank  to  its 
depositors.  Is  competent  evidence  for  the  plain- 
tiff in  au  action  by  a  depositor's  personal  repre- 
sentative against  the  bank  to  recover  money 
deposited  with  the  bank.  Nicholson  v.  Randall 
Bkg.  Co.  130  Cal.  533,  62  Pac.  930. 

And  in  a  suit  by  a  depositor  to  recover  the 
balance  of  his  deposit  from  persons  sued  as 
members  of  the  banking  partnership,  defended 
on  the  ground  of  a  dissolution,  his  pass  book  is 
admissible  In  evidence  upuu  proof  of  the  part- 
nership, his  dealings  with  the  bunk,  anpl  the 
entry  In  the  pass  book  by  the  bank  of  the  differ- 
ent items  of  deposit  and  withdrawal.  Arnold 
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V.  Hart,  176  111.  442,  52  N.  B.  036,  Affirming  75 
III.  App.  165. 

So,  a  bank  deposit  book  kept  by  a  commis- 
sioner in  equity,  regular  in  form  and  with  the 
bank  in  which  the  commissioner  was  required 
by  law  to  deposit  money  officially  received  by 
him,  wherein  the  balance  of  the  credit  to  such 
commissioner  Is  more  than  sufficient  to  pay 
the  amount  received  by  him  on  account  of  a 
certain  estate,  Is  sufficient  evidence  In  an  ac- 
tion against  the  representatives  and  sureties 
of  such  commissioner  to  recover  the  moneys 
received  for  said  estate,  and  In  the  absence  of 
any  evidence  contradicting  the  presumption 
that  the  moneys  belonged  to  the  estate,  to  re- 
lieve the  defendants  of  liability.  Featherston  v. 
Norris,  7  S.  C.  N.  S.  472,  14  S.  C.  624  ;  State 
ew  rel.  Van  Wyck  v.  Norris,  15  S.  C.  231. 

And,  in  an  action  against  a  bank  to  recover  a 
deposit  in  kind,  a  single  entry  In  the  depositor's 
bank  book  of  the  deposit  sued  for  is  admissible 
in  his  favor  for  the  purpose  of  verifying  the 
testimony  of  a  witness  as  to  the  circumstances 
of  the  deposit,  and  of  showing  the  nature  of  the 
entry  Itself  as  Indicative  of  the  character  of 
the  deposit,  without  offering  In  evidence  the 
entire  account,  the  defendant  being  at  liberty 
to  use  the  other  entries.  Chesapeake  Bank  v. 
Swain,  29  Md.  483. 

And  the  fact  that  a  depositor  has  no  pass 
book  with  the  bank,  and  that  the  deposits  were 
paid  out,  not  upon  checks,  but  upon  bills,  does 
not  render  Inadmissible  bank  books  otherwise 
authenticated  to  be  correct,  and  the  statements 
made  by  the  bank  to  the  depositors  showing  the 
amounts  of  the  deposit  paid  out  by  the  bank  in 
the  same  manner  as  If  written  up  In  a  pass 
book.  Pauly  v.  Pauly,  107  Cal.  8,  40  Pac.  29. 
This  was  an  action  by  the  receiver  of  a  bank 
to  recover  a  debt  alleged  to  be  due  to  it,  in 
which  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  carried 
an  account  with  the  bank,  and  that  ail  moneys, 
whether  acquired  by  loans  or  otherwise,  were 
credited  to  the  defendant's  account  by  the  bank 
as  depositors ;  that  the  manager  in  general 
charge  of  the  defendant's  business  would  O.  K. 
bills  and  accounts  against  the  defendant  pre- 
sented to  him,  signing  his  name  thereto,  and 
direct  the  holder  to  go  to  the  bank  for  pay- 
ment where  these  bills,  accounts,  time  warrants 
of  the  employees,  etc.,  would  be  paid,  as 
though  tliey  were  checks  stamped  paid  and 
charged  to  defendant's  account ;  that  the  de- 
fendant had  no  pass  book  as  depositor,  but  gen- 
erally twice  a  week  the  bank  would  deliver  to 
defendant's  bookkeeper  a  statement  of  the  ac- 
count, and  surrender  the  paid  vouchers,  and 
that  from  this  statement  and  vouchers  the 
bookkeeper  kept  a  ledger  account  with  the  bank 
in  the  defendant's  books;  that  such  bills  and 
accounts  as  were  not  O.  K.'d  by  the  manager 
were  paid  by  an  officer  of  the  bank,  who  was 
also  president  of  the  defendant.  It  was  shown 
that  two  of  the  three  bookkeepers  of  the  bank, 
who  made  the  entries  of  the  defendant's  ac- 
counts in  the  bank's  books,  were  absent  from 
the  state,  the  third  testifying  to  the  handwrit- 
ing of  the  absent  bookkeepers  as  well  as  his 
own,  that  the  entries  were  made  In  the  usual 
course  of  business  on  the  date  of  the  several 
transactions  as  they  occurred,  and  that  he  be- 
lieved the  account  to  be  correct ;  the  cashier 
of  the  bank  and  the  bookkeeper  who  had  charge 
of  the  general  books  of  the  bank  testifying  as 
to  the  manner  in  which  the  accounts  were  kept. 
There  was  also  testimony  by  one  pr  more  other 
persons  who  had  settled  their  private  accounts 
with  the  bank  and  found  the  bank  books  to  be 
correct.  The  court  eventually  received  in  evi- 
dence, first,  the  statement  of  accounts  furnished 
defendant's  bookkeeper  by  the  bank,  and  after- 
ward the  ledger  of  the  defendant  showing  the 
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account  made  ap  from  these  statements,  bat 
refused  to  receive  the  books  of  the  bank  and 
the  vouchers  returned  with  the  statements.  It 
was  held  that  the  books  of  the  bank  and  the 
vouchers  should  have  been  received,  and  that, 
not  only  were  the  vouchers  prima  facie  evidence 
of  the  payment  by  the  bank  of  the  sums  named 
In  them,  but  that  these  payments  made  princi- 
pally on  bills  certified  by  the  defendant's  mana- 
ger to  that  extent,  at  least,  furnish  satisfac- 
tory evidence  that  the  money  paid  was  in  fact 
applied  to  the  proper  use  and  benefit  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  that,  inasmuch  as  plaintiff  was 
seeking  to  recover  for  money  loaned  or  ad- 
vanced by  the  bank  so  far  as  It  was  applied  to 
the  proper  uses  of  the  defendant,  the  exclusion 
of  the  bank  books  and  the  vouchers  was  error 
prejudicial   to  the  plaintiff. 

And  in  an  action  against  a  bank  to  recover 
a  deposit  an  envelope  on  which  sums  deposited 
or  paid  out  were  entered  by  the  cashier  is  ad- 
missible in  evidence  within  the  rule  that  an 
ordinary  bank  book  Is  competent  against  a 
bank  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  state  of 
the  depositor's  account.  L'llerbette  v.  Pltts- 
fleld  Nat.  Bank,  162  Mass.  137,  38  N.  B.  368. 

But  a  bank  pass  book  showing  the  state  of  ac- 
counts between  the  bank  and  the  depositor  is 
not  competent  evidence  for  the  bank  in  an  ac- 
tion between  it  and  a  third  person.  Wills 
Point  Bank  v.  Bates,  72  Tex.  137,  10  S.  W.  348. 

And  a  depositor's  pass  book  is  not  admissible 
as  evidence  of  the  amount  and  character  of 
his  deposit,  in  an  action  by  him  to  enforce  the 
statutory  liability  of  a  stockholder  of  the  bank. 
Dows  V.  Naper,  91  111.  44. 

Nor  is  a  depositor's  bank  pass  book  compe- 
tent evidence  for  the  depositor  on  an  issue  be- 
tween himself  and  a  third  person,  to  show  that 
the  person  named  on  the  book  Is  not  a  fictitious 
person.  Hlrsch  v.  Jones  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  42 
S.  W.  604. 

XV.  Secondary  evidence  of  contents  of  absent 

hooka. 

a.  Oral  evidence  generally. 

Oral  evidence  of  the  contents  of  books  of  ac- 
count Is  not  competent  except  upon  proper 
foundation  first  being  laid  therefor.  Anderson 
V.  Volmer,  83  Mo.  403 ;  Watson  v.  Boswell 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.)  61  8.  W.  407;  Hall  v.  Lyons, 
To  W.  Va.  410,  1  S.  E.  582. 

In  Cozens  v.  Barrett,  23  Mo.  544,  an  action 
for  services  performed  as  surveyor,  a  witness 
for  the  defendant  testified,  without  objection, 
that  the  survey  was  made  at  his  direction  and 
charged  to  him  by  the  plaintiffs  and  credited 
by  him  in  his  book  to  them  ;  and  it  was  held 
proper  for  the  plaintiff  to  then  prove  that  the 
books  of  the  witness  in  question  contained'  no 
such  credit  to  the  plaintiffs:  but  It  was  held 
error  to  allow  them  to  also  prove  at  the  same 
time  that  the  services  sued  for  were  charged 
on  their  books  to  the  defendant. 

Chrlstman  v.  Pearson,  100  Iowa,  634,  69  N. 
W.  1055.  however,  holds  that  books  of  .iccount 
are  not  the  best  evidence  so  as  to  render  Inad- 
missible oral  testimony  as  to  payments  credited 
therein,  and  their  application. 

But  the  mere  conclusions  of  witnesses  as  to 
the  substance  and  effect  of  entries  in  bank 
books  are  not  admissible  in  evidence  where 
neither  the  original  entries  nor  copies  of  them 
are  produced..    Poor  v.  Robinson,  13  Bush,  292. 

Ihe  contents  of  books  not  produced  or  read 
In  evidence  cannot  be  proved  by  the  statement 
of  a  witness  in  a  deposition  as  to  whom  an  ac- 
count included  therein  is  charged  to,  and  as  to 
who  made  the  entries.  Collins  v.  Shaffer,  78 
llim.  512,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  574. 
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But  in  Train  ▼.  Brown,  21  How.  Pr.  93,  12 
Abb.  Pr.  217,  the  issue  was  as  to  whether  the 
goods  sued  for  were  charged  to  a  third  person 
and  not  to  defendant ;  and  ft  was  held  that  the 
defendant  might  ask  a  witness  who  testified 
that  he  bad  seen  the  plaintiff's  ledger,  "Against 
whom  was  the  account  made  out"/" — although 
the  books  were  produced  in  court,  as  against 
the  olijectlon  that  the  question  asked  for  the 
contents  of  the  books  when  they  were  present. 

And  a  referee  may,  in  his  discretion,  allow 
a  witness  with  the  books  before  him  to  give  a 
summary  of  their  contents ;  but  it  Is  not  error 
to  reject  testimony  as  to  the  results  derived 
from  the  witness's  examination  of  books  in  evi- 
dence, where  It  does  not  appear  that  the  referee 
could  not,  without  the  aid  of  expert  testimony, 
ascertain  from  the  books  all  the  facts  offered 
to  be  shown  by  the  witness.  Von  Sachs  ▼. 
Jvretz,  72  N.  Y.  548. 

A  clerk  of  a  branch  of  the  bank  of  the  state 
of  Alabama  cannot  testify  to  facts  of  which 
he  has  no  knowledge,  from  notes  or  memoranda, 
taken  from  the  books  of  the  bank.  Crawford 
▼.  Branch  Bank  at  Mobile,  8  Ala.  79.  This 
was  a  suit  by  a  branch  bank  of  the  state  of 
Alabama  against  the  maker  of  a  promissory 
note.  The  books  of  the  bank  were  not  pro- 
duced, and  the  court  permitted  a  clerk  to  testi- 
fy from  notes,  or  memoranda  from  the  books, 
as  to  the  facts  about  the  discounting  of  the 
note,  etc.,  of  which  the  clerk  had  no  knowledge, 
further  t^an  as  he  found  them  recorded  on  the 
books  of  the  bank.     This  was  held  error. 

In  Ohio,  in  actions  where  the  claim  is 
founded  on  book  account,  the  plaintiff,  in  case 
his  original  books  have  been  lost  by  accident, 
may  be  examined  on  oath  to  prove  their  loss 
and  touching  the  validity  of  the  account,  al- 
though the  contents  of  the  book  must  be  estab- 
lished by  other  evidence.  Smiley  v.  Dewey,  17 
Ohio,  136. 

In  Christie  v.  Woods,  2  Yeates,  214,  where 
a  deposition  of  plaintiff's  clerk,  offered  In  evi- 
dence to  prove  the  existence  of  a  debt  sued  on, 
referred  to  plaintiff's  books  of  account,  It  was 
held  that  the  day  book  containing  the  orlglLal 
entries  of  the  transactions  as  they  happened,  or 
at  least  true  copies  thereof,  proved  and  au- 
thenticated, should  be  produced. 

In  Keely  v.  Ord,'  1  Dall.  310,  1  L.  ed.  151,  an 
action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  the  plain- 
tiff, by  his  books,  and  oath  of  the  clerk,  proved 
the  sale  to  the  defendant.  The  defendant 
gave  in  evidence  that  a  certain  other  person 
was  a  two-third  owner  of  the  cargo  of  which 
the  goods  sued  for  were  a  part,  and  to  prove 
that  the  goods  were  purchased  of  that  person, 
and  not  of  the  plaintiff,  offered  to  pro/e  by  such 
third  person's  clerk  that  he  had  made  a  <'h*ir?e 
in  his  books  by  direction  of  the  sale  of  ih^ 
goods  to  the  defendant.  To  this  it  was  ob- 
jected that  the  books  of  the  third  person  should 
be  produced,  and  that  otherwise  the  clerk's 
testimony  as  to  their  contents  ought  not  to  be 
admitted.  The  court  so  ruled,  but  at  defend- 
ant's request  reserved  the  point. 

It  Is  within  the  discretion  of  the  court  to 
permit  a  competent  witness,  who  Is  familiar 
with,  and  has  examined,  voluminous  arcount 
books,  to  testify  as  to  the  result  of  his  exami- 
nation, or  to  present  schedii^es  verl'i^  liv  nis 
testimony,  showing  the  details  of  the  compu- 
tation ;  but  In  such  case  the  books  themselves 
must  ordinarily  be  produced  for  inspection,  or 
for  the  purpose  of  cros-SM^x-^minarlon.  't  re- 
quired by  the  opposing  panty.  AlcCann  T. 
Gould,  71  Conn.  030,  12  Atl.  1002. 
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b.  Copies  and  trannoripta.  T 

1.  Where   the  originals  ore  lost  or  destroyed. 

The  rule  allowing  secondai'y  evidence  of  the 
contents  of  a  writing  on  proof  of  the  loss  or 
destruction  of  the  writing  is  applicable  to  the 
vast*  of  copies  or  transcripts  taken  from  a 
party's  books  of  origina4  entry.  Holmes  v. 
Marden,  32  Pick.  169;  Kaldrldge  v.  Penland, 
68  Tex.  441,  4  S.  W.  565 :  Moore  v.  Voss.  1 
Cranch,  C.  C.  17D,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,778;  Batre 
v.  Simpson,  4  Ala.  305 ;  Tucker  v.  Bradley,  33 
Vt.  324  ;  Mills  v.  Glennon,  2  Idaho,  95,  6  Pac. 
116.  Contra,  Illggs  v.  S^chee,  4  Fla.  882; 
Creamer  v.  Shannon.  17  Ga.  65,  63  Am.  Dec. 
226,  in  which  the  court  said  that,  so  long  as  the 
books  themselves  are  required  to  be  produced, 
the  defendant  may  by  their  inspedlon  rlcicc-t 
such  proofs  of  a  want  of  fairness  and  regularity 
as  to  cast  suspicion  or  discredit  utK>n  the  ac- 
count with  which  he  Is  sought  to  be  charged ; 
and  that  It  was  better  that  the  debt  be  lost  for 
want  of  sufficient  test<:uony  than  to  eHiablUh 
a  principle  which  would  allow  a  party,  in  the 
absence  of  his  books  to  establish  the  demand 
by  a  copy  claimed  to  have  been  drawn  or  tran- 
scribed by  himself.  Compare  Phillips  v.  Trow- 
bridge Furniture  Co.  86  Ga.  691),  13  S.  U.  19, 
infra. 

A  copy  of  a  book  of  original  entries  regular- 
ly and  fairly  kept  but  accldentlly  destroyed, 
though  cocrect,  is  not  admissible  to  prove  mate- 
rials properly  chargeable  In  the  account  under 
the  Delaware  statute  (Uev.  Code,  184,  382), 
which  authorizes  such  a  book  of  original  en- 
tries with  the  oath  or  affirmation  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  be  admitted  In  evidence  to  charge  the 
defendant  with  the  sums  therein  contained. 
The  statute  Imperatively  demands  the  produc- 
tion of  the  books  themselves.  Bunting  v. 
White,  3  lloust.   (Del.)  551. 

In  Bonnet  v.  Glattfeldt,  120  111.  106,  11  N.  E. 
250.  the  court  said  that  original  entries  in  the 
books  of  account  of  a  party  testifying  in  his 
own  behalf.  If  shown  to  be  correctly  mnde, 
might  be  read  in  evidence,  but  not  the  copy  of 
thorn :  the  latter  might  be  used  only  to  refresh 
the  memory. 

A  verilled  transcript  from  a  merchant's 
books,  made  out  and  produced  In  court  in  com- 
pliance with  the  57th  common-law  rule  of 
practice,  under  a  notice  to  produce  the  books 
of  account,  and  Inspected  by  counsel  for  the 
party  giving  notice,  was  held  admissible,  in 
Fielder  v.  Collier,  13  Ga.  490. 

In  an  action  for  goods  sold  books  of  original 
entry  and  entries  in  day  books  transcribed  from 
original  entry  since  lost  are  competent  memo- 
randa of  entries  made  by  the  witness  who  testl- 
'flod  to  the  delivery  of  the  Items  of  account. 
Green  v.  Dlsbrow,  7  Lans.  3S1. 

In  Crlm  v.  Fleming,  12:i  Ind.  43K.  24  N.  E. 
358.  an  action  by  a  surety  to  prevent  the  en- 
forcement of  the  judgment  asralnst  him  on  the 
ground  of  his  release  from  liability  because  of 
the  reassignment  to  the  debtor  by  the  creditor, 
without  any  attempt  to  collect,  of  certain  fees 
due  the  debtor  as  a  public  olllcer,  previously 
assigned  by  him  as  additional  security  for  the 
judgment,  and  to  have  the  judgment  d^'clarevl 
satlstled,  a  book  kept  by  the  surety  of  the  fees 
aFslgned  as  copied  by  him  from  a  list  taken 
also  by  him  from  the  official  fee  book  was  held 
to  be  Incompetent,  although  both  the  list  and 
fee  book  had  been  destroyed,  because  there  \va.s 
a  copy  of  the  original  entries  at  hand  which 
had  been  Identified  as  an  original  copy,  and 
could  be  given  in  evidence.  The  court  said, 
however,  that  the  list  in  question,  sworn  to  as 
a  true  copy,  and  identified  as  such,  would  have 
been  admissible. 
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In  North  Carolina  and  Tennessee  It  Is  pro- 
vided by  statute  that  a  copy  from  the  book 
of  accounts,  proved  In  the  manuer  required 
therein  preliminary  to  the  introduction,  may  be 
given  in  evidence,  and  shall  be  as  available  as 
if  the  book  had  t>een  produ<!ed,  unless  the  de- 
fendant or  his  attorney  give  notice  to  the  plain- 
tiff or  his  attorney,  at  the  Joining  of  the  issue, 
that  he  will  require  the  booic  to  t>e  produced 
on  the  trial.  And  the  North  Carolina  statute 
applies  also  to  defendant's  books.  Cose  y. 
bkeen,  25  N.  C.  (3  Ired.  L.)  443. 

But  a  copy  is  not  admissible  unless  the  ab- 
sence of  the  book  itself  hv  first  been  a-^counted 
for.  Price  v.  State  (Tex,  Crlm.  App.)  40  S.  V\'. 
596;  Phillips  v.  Trowbridge  Furniture  Co.  86 
Ga.  699.  13  S.  E.  19;  Rouss  v.  McDowell,  88 
Hun,  532,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  776. 

And  a  copy  Is  inadmissible  in  evidence  where 
no  explanation  is  given  of  the  voluntary  de- 
struction of  the  original.  Palmer  v.  Gold- 
smith, 15  111.  App.  544. 

In  Reddlngton  v.  Gllman,  1  Bosw.  235,  the 
defendant,  being  called  upon  on  the  trial  to 
produce  the  original  account  rendered,  declined 
to  do  so,  and  the  clerk  who  made  up  the  origin- 
al account  from  the  plaintlfTB  ledger,  of  which 
it  was  a  mere  transcript,  then  produced  another 
transcript  from  the  ledger,  of  the  same  account, 
stating  that  It  was  a  true  copy  from  the  books, 
and  that  he  had  no  doubt  it  w.ia  a  correct  copy 
of  the  one  entered  ;  but  It  was  held  that  the 
transcript  was  not  of  itself  competent  evidence 
of  the  contents  of  the  original  account,  because 
no  reason  was  given  why  the  ledger  Itself  was 
not  produced,  which  the  court  said  was  the  best 
secondary  evidence  of  the  account  rendered. 

In  Coxe  v.  Skeen.  25  N.  C.  (3  Ired.  L.)  443. 
the  defendants*  offer  to  prove  an  account 
against  the  plaintiff  as  a  book-debt  account  by 
the  oath  of  one  of  them  was  objected  to  by  the 
plaintiff  because  the  account  produced  was  ad- 
mitted to  be  a  copy  from  loose  slips  of  paper 
on  which  the  defendants  kept  their  accounts 
against  their  customers,  and  because  a  notice 
had  been  given  them  to  produce  their  original 
book.  The  defendants  admitted  the  notice,  out 
contended  that  the  section  of  the  act  requir- 
ing the  production  of  the  original  when  de- 
manded applied  only  to  copies  of  book -debt  ac- 
counts to  be  proved  by  executors  or  adminis- 
trators ;  but  the  court  was  of  different  opinion 
and  rejected  the  testimony.  The  defendants 
then  offered  to  show  that  the  originals  had  been 
lost  or  destroyed,  and  one  of  them  Lestlfled 
that  their  accounts  were  kept  on  loose  scraps 
of  paper,  the  accounts  were  drawn  off  against 
each  customer,  and  the  originals  thrown  a^lde 
as  of  no  value,  but  the  copies  were  ruled  out, 
the  voluntary  destruction  of  the  originals  not 
authorizing  the  use  of  copies. 

2.  Where  the  originals  are  beyond  jurisdloHon 

of  court. 

As  to  whether,  in  a  case  where  the  original 
book  Is  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  (ourt 
so  that  its  productlv>n  cannot  be  compelled  by 
the  court,  a  copy  of  an  entry  In  it  may  be  used 
as  secondary  evidence,  the  cases  are  not  in  har- 
mony ;  but  that  It  Is  admissible,  where  it  has 
been  proved  that  It  was  examined  by  a  wit- 
ness and  compared  with  the  original,  and 
proved  to  be  a  true  copy,  finds  support  in  sev- 
eral courts.  Vlnal  v.  Gllman,  21  W.  Va.  301, 
45  Am.  Rep.  562  ;  Elliott  v.  Dyche,  80  Ala.  376. 

In  Bvrnham  v.  Wood,  8  N.  H.  334,  cited  In 
Woods  v.  Banks,  14  N.  11.  109,  it  was  held  ihat 
where  a  witness  annexed  to  his  deposition  a 
copy  of  an  account  for  articles  charged  on  the 
books  of  the  corporation  In  another  state,  the 
evidence,  though  secondary,  was  admissible,  as 
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the  books  were  beyond  the  control  of  the  court 
and  the  witness. 

In  Delaware  the  proper  practice  seems  to  be 
to  admit  sworn  copies  of  the  boolcs  of  original 
entries  of  oreigo  merchants  by  consent,  unless 
either  party  wished,  for  some  special  reason,  to 
see  the  ix>oks.  In  which  case  timely  notice 
should  be  given  to  the  other  party  that  the 
production  of  the  l>ooks  would  t>e  required. 
Craig  ▼.  Russell,  2  Ilarr.  (Dei.)  353:  Cannon 
▼.  Kinney,  3  Harr.  (Del.)  317.  But  whenever 
such  consent  is  withheld,  and  notice  given  to 
the  other  side,  the  party  must  regularly  prove 
the  sale  and  delivery  of  each  article,  or  produce 
his  book  of  original  entries. 

In  Bell  T.  Keely,  2  Yeates,  255,  plaintlfT,  a 
nonresident  merchant,  produced  three  deposi- 
tions showing  that  two  of  the  clerks  who  mnde 
the  original  entries  in  their  day  books  of  goods 
shipped  to  defendant,  abstracts  of  which  were 
attached,  were  dead  or  out  of  the  state.  The 
three  deponents  were  also  clerks  of  plaintiff, 
and  verified  their  own  entries ;  and  an  entry 
of  two  shipments,  made  by  a  clerk  since  dead, 
one  of  which  shipments  was  also  sworn  to  by 
one  of  the  deponents,  was  offered  in  evidence, 
but  opposed  on  the  ground  that  the  original 
books  of  the  plaintiff  should  have  been  produced. 
But  the  court  admitted  the  deposition,  saying 
that  it  would  be  wholly  unreasonable  to  ex- 
pect the  original  books  of  merchants,  resident 
abroad ;  that  they  might  be  wanted  at  other 
places,  and  that  true  abstracts  from  the  books 
only  could  be  required,  without  the  oath  of  the 
clerk  who  made  the  entries;  but  where  he  is 
dead  or  cannot  be  produced  proof  must  L>e  given 
of  his  handwriting,  which  must  accompany  the 
copies.        « 

But  Walte  ▼.  High,  96  Iowa,  742,  65  N.  W. 
397,  holds  that  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  intro- 
duce secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of  his 
books  of  account,  where,  althou,{h  the  liooks 
are  in  another  state,  there  is  no  reason  given 
for  their  nonproductlon.  It  does  not  follow 
that,  merely  because  the  books  are  in  auorber 
state,  their  production  at  the  trial  Is  not  possi- 
ble. 

And  In  Churchill  v.  Fulliam,  8  Iowa,  45,  an 
action  on  open  account,  plaintiff,  a  nonresident, 
proved  the  accounts  by  proving  the  character 
and  contents  of  his  books  of  account  by  deposi- 
tions of  witnesses  who  were  his  clerks,  and 
without  producing  In  court  the  books  them- 
selves; and  the  court  instructed  the  jury  that 
"books  of  account  are  competent  evidence  of 
dealings  between  the  parties,  if  it  Is  shown 
that  such  t>ooks  have  all  the  marks  of  fairness 
and  correctness  required  by  law,  and  if  the  psF- 
ty  seeking  to  use  such  evidence  is  doing  busi- 
ness or  residing  out  of  the  state  or  in  a  foreign 
country,  it  is  competent  for  such  party  to  take 
the  depositions  of  comi>etent  witnesses  as  to  the 
contents  of  such  books,  after  having  laid  the 
foundation  (required  by  statute),  and  such 
testimony  is  original  and  not  secondary  evi- 
dence." This  was  held  error ;  that  the  admis- 
sion of  books  of  account  In  evid»*nco  is  based 
upon  the  idea  of  the  presence  of  the  books  them- 
selves upon  the  trial,  and  that  a  proceeding  in 
the  nature  Just  set  out  took  cway  the  right  of 
the  opposite  party  to  object.  See  also  Peck  v. 
Parchen.  52  Iowa,  46,  2  N.  W.  597.  In  this 
case,  however,  it  was  held  that,  inasmuch  as 
ccpies  of  the  books  were  not  attached  to  a 
deposition,  or  in  any  manner  identified,  and 
no  purpose  to  introduce  them  in  evlden<-e  was 
shown,  plaintiff  was  not  prejudiced  because  he 
was  not  oermWted  to  prove  what  books  vere 
used,  and  by  whom  and  how  they  were  kept. 

In  Lombard  v.  Mclean,  4  Cranch,  C.  C.  623. 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,471,  assumpsit  for  balance  of 
account,  the  plaintiff  oJcred  the  der»osltion  of 
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a  witness  taken  in  a  distant  city  in  anotbrr 
state,  stating  that  an  account  thereto  ano<>xed 
was  truly  copied  from  the  plaintiff's  boolrs  if 
entries,  and  which,  with  some  exceptions,  vere 
in  the  handwriting  of  the  witness  and  Jvn 
true ;  but  the  court  rejected  so  much  of  lie 
deposition  as  related  to  the  bo>ks  of  accooDii 
on  the  ground  that  the  original  entries  should 
have  been  produced. 

And  in  Gale  v.  Norrls,  2  McLean,  4Gd,  F^d. 
Cas.  No.  5,190,  a  transcript  attachod  to  a  depo- 
sition taken  at  the  plaintiff's  resideure  in  a 
distant  city  In  another  state,  where  the  trar* 
actions  out  of  which  the  suit  grew  were  hil 
and  where  plaintiff's  books  were  kept,  althou^b 
duly  proved  to  be  correct  by  the  deponent,  r,to 
was  the  clerk  who  made  the  entries,  whs  b^id 
Incompetent.  The  court  said  in  this  t-as^  ihat 
if  the  plaintiff's  books  could  not.  without  s:n-.i: 
Injury,  be  brought  to  the  place  of  trial.  It  might 
perhaps  be  deemed  proper  by  the  court  to  »i- 
point  a  commission  to  examine  the  books  and 
take  testimony  respecting  them,  but  said  rhii 
was  merely  a  suggestion,  and  not  a  rule  of  pni- 
tice. 

Where  a  party's  books  of  original  entry  have 
been  seized  under  legal  process  at  the  ins«tiia'< 
of  his  adversary,  and  are  In  court  at  the  ^loe 
of  trial,  a  transcript  of  the  account  in  suit  as 
shown  by  those  books  and  made  by  the  parrr 
himself,  who  Is  a  competent  bookkeeper,  aoO 
attested  by  him  as  a  correct  transcript,  and 
also  compared  with  his  adversary's  books  ar.d 
verified  by  him  and  his  adversary's  bookkivj^ 
er,  is  receivable  in  evidence.  Texas  ft  P.  <'•«! 
Co.  V.  Lawson,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  491.  31  S.  W 
843.  This  case  was  taken  to  the  supreme  <^»trt 
on  writ  of  error,  and  reversed  by  that  four: 
on  the  ground  that  the  contract  or  lease  '>u: 
of  which  the  litigation  grew  was  void,  the  court 
holding  that  the  reception  of  any  evlden«i'  In 
support  of  any  claim  or  counterclaim  by  elihi»r 
party  to  the  contract  was  improper:  but  't'< 
is  as  far  as  the  court  went,  and  certainly  tb? 
principle  underlying  the  admissibility  of  this 
transcript  could  hardly  be  affected  by  the  ^^ 
versal. 

A  memorandum  of  items  of  sale,  made  up 
from  the  order  book  of  the  seller,  is  not  tdmiii- 
slble  in  evidence  where  a  witness  testifies  to  a 
distinct  recollection  of  all  the  sales  contaia-^ 
in  the  memorandum.  Donlon  v.  English,  SO 
Uun,  67,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  82. 

8.  Original  mMt  he  properly  kept 

But  copies  or  transcripts  of  books  of  ac- 
count should  not  be  received  unless  the  pr<w' 
shows  that  the  originals  themselves  have  bin^n 
so  kept  as  to  be  themselves  admissible,  wer« 
they  produced,  within  the  rule  allowing  the  nse 
of  a  party's  books  as  evidence  In  his  own  favor. 
This  is  a  principle  recognized  by  all  the  c&»s 
cited  in  the  sections  immediately  preceding,  and 
finds  direct  support  in  the  following:  Bal^- 
ridge  V.  Penland,  68  Tex.  441,  4  S.  W.  565: 
Mills  V.  Glennon,  2  Idaho,  95,  6  Pac.  11^'^ 
Tucker  ▼.  Bradley,  33  Vt.  324;  Rouss  v.  M.^ 
Dowell,  88  Hun,  532,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  776 ;  Jones 
V.  Jones,  21  N.  H.  219. 

The  mere  testimony  of  the  person  who  pro- 
poses to  prove  the  contents,  that  they  were 
correctly  kept.  Is  not  enough ;  there  must  be 
evidence  to  Identify  the  goods  sold  and  entered 
In  the  books.  Baldrldge  ▼.  Penland.  68  Tex. 
441,  4  S.  W.  666. 

And  where  the  original  was  kept  by  a  clerk, 
who  could  have  proved,  if  living,  the  delivery 
of  the  goods,  his  handwriting  must  also  be 
proved.  Meseiy  proving  that  the  transcript  is 
a  true  copy,  and  that  the  clerk  la  dead,  is  sot 


1900. 


Post  ▼.  Ebnbrbon. 


607 


sufficient.  Owen  ▼.  Adams,  1  Brock.  72,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  10,633. 

A  statement  of  an  account  attacbed  as  an 
exhibit  to  a  deposition,  of  wblch  tbere  Is  no 
evidence  as  to  the  boolc  as  required  by  statute, 
showing  that  the  book  itself  would  be  proper 
to  be  introduced,  nor  evidence  whether  the  ex- 
hibit is  a  correct  copy 'of  the  book  entries  from 
wblch  It  purports  to  have  been  taken,  is  not 
admissible.  Pidcock  ▼.  Voorbles,  84  Iowa,  705, 
42  X.  W.  646,  49  N.  W.  1038. 

And  sworn  extracts  of  copies  from  mercan- 
tile books  are  inadmissible  to  prove  the  items 
of  the  mercliant's  account,  under  La.  Civ.  Code, 
art.  2244,  declaring  that  books  of  merchants 
fanoot  be  given  In  evidence  in  their  favor:  and, 
althoush  such  t>ooks  have  been  received  in  evi- 
dence without  objection  they  constitute  no 
proof  of  the  account.  Byrne  v.  Grayson,  15  La. 
Ann.  457. 

In  M  Coul  ▼.  Lekamp,  2  Wheat.  Ill,  4  L.  ed. 
197.  plalntifTs  clerk  testified  that  the  several 
articles  of  merchandise  contained  in  the  ac- 
(-onnt  annexed  to  his  deposition  were  sold  to 
the  defendant  by  the  plaintiff,  and  were  charged 
in  the  plaintiff's  day  book  by  the  deponent  and 
another  person  who  was  dead,  and  that  the  de- 
ponent  delivered,  and  further,  that  he  had  re- 
ft^rred  to  the  original  entries  In  the  day  book ; 
dod  it  was  held  that  this  was  sufficient  evi- 
dence to  prove  that  the  copy  was  taken  from 
the  plaintiff's  book  of  original  entry,  and  to 
prove  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  goods  to  as 
to  admit  the  copy  annexed. 

In  Collins  Bros.  Drug  Co.  v.  Graddy,  67  Mo. 
App.  41.  the  admission  in  evidence  of  a  copy  of 
the  defendant's  ledger  was  held  error  because 
it  appeared  from  defendant's  own  testimony 
that  the  ledger  entries  from  which  the  copy 
w»8  made  were  not  original  entries  made  at 
I  be  time  of  the  transactions,  and  that  they 
«ere  in  fact  corrected  subsequently  to  the  In- 
ititutlon  of  plaintiff's  suit. 

And  in  Thorp  v  Orr,  2  Crancb,  C.  C.  335, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  14.006,  plaintiff  offered  a  deposi- 
tion in  which  the  witness  testified  that  be  had 
shown  the  plaintiff's  ledger  to  the  defendant, 
who  acknowledged  It  to  be  correct,  and  that 
'he  paper  annexed  to  his  deposition  was  a  true 
copy  of  the  account,  and  that  the  deponent 
afterwards  showed  the  balance  to  the  defend- 
ant, who  promised  to  pay  it ;  but  the  court  re- 
Jerted  that  part  of  the  deposition. 

A  ropy  of  a  page  in  the  ledger  of  the  vendees, 
iluiwing  a  bala<nce  to  the  credit  of  the  vendor, 
thouf^h  competent  evidence  against  them  of  the 
truth  of  the  entry,  is  no  evidence  of  the  sale  of 
any  specific  goods,  where  it  contains  no  Items : 
and  a  suit  cannot  be  maintained  upon  it  with- 
•Mit  showing  what  it  is  for.  Bee  ▼.  Tlerney,  58 
111.  App.  552. 

In  Budden  t.  Petrlken,  5  Watts,  286,  an  ac- 
count a^inst  plaintiff  by  a  third  person,  a  copy 
of  whi<'b  was  attacbed  to  the  latter  deposi- 
tion, who  stated  that  the  copy  was  faithfully 
laade  from  the  original  entries  In  his  tx>oks  and 
tad  been  faithfully  compared  by  him,  and  that 
be  believes  it  to  be  correct,  was  held  Inadmls- 
Bible  in  plaintiff's  behalf.  The  court  said  that 
the  bo<iks  themselves,  accompanied  with  no  l)et- 
tpr  proof  of  authentication,  would  not  have 
b(^n  admissible,  there  being  no  evidence  that 
the  books,  although  containing  original  entries, 
wt're  the  books  of  original  entries  kept  In  the 
current  course  of  business,  and  no  account 
given  of  the  person  by  whom  the  entries  were 
made,  and  why,  if  he  were  a  clerk,  they  were 
Dot  corroborated  by  his  oath. 

In  Vance  v.  Fearlss,  1  Yeates,  321,  plain- 
tiff, who  was  a  surviving  partner  of  a  foreign 
cf^parlnershlp.  offered  In  evidence  a  deposition 
of  a  clerk  of  the  copartnership  by  which  it  ap- 
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peared  that  the  original  entries  In  plaintiff's 
day  lx>ok,  copies  of  which  were  attached,  were 
not  made  at  the  time  the  transactions  happened, 
but  that  many  of  them  were  some  months  aft- 
erwards; but  no  attempt  was  made  to  dlstin- 
^Ish  the  regular  from  the  irregular  entries; 
nor  were  any  reasons  assigned  in  the  deposi- 
tion for  the  delay  of  the  entries,  although 
plaintlfTs  counsel  alleged  as  a  reason  that  the 
plaintiff  feared  their  selsure  by  British  authori- 
ties; nor  did  it  appear  that  the  clerk  knew  of 
his  own  knowledge  the  facts  stated  in  the  en- 
tries. It  was  held  that  the  copies  were  Inad- 
missible. This  case  is  also  reported  sub  nom. 
Vance  v.  Fairis,  2  Dall.  217,  where,  as  an  addi- 
tional reason  of  the  exclusion  of  the  copies,  it 
is  said  that  It  did  not  appear  that  the  clerk  who 
made  the  entries  was  In  plaintiff's  service  at 
the  time  the  transactions  took  place,  and  that 
no  witness  substantiates  the  transactions  them- 
selves upon  oath. 

In  MeCormick  v.  Mulvlhill,  1  Hilt.  131,  It 
was  held  improper  to  permit  a  witness  for  the 
defendant.  In  support  of  a  plea  of  set-off  to 
plaintiff's  claim  for  services  rendered,  to  exam- 
ine a  transcript  from  the  defendant's  t)ooks, 
and  testify  to  the  amount  of  sales  appearing 
thereon,  without  requiring  the  production  of 
the  t>ooks  as  asked  for  by  the  plaintiff.  The 
court  argued  that  it  would  be  doubtful  wheth- 
er, under  the  circumstances,  the  books  them- 
selves would  t>e  evidence  for  the  defendant, 
and  that  certainly  a  copy,  not  even  proved  to 
be  cprrect,  Is  not  receivable. 

But,  although  a  mere  memorandum  book  up- 
on  which  orders  for  goods  are  entered  before 
they  are  delivered,  and  from  which  charges  are 
entered  up,  upon  a  permanent  account  book  aft- 
er the  goods  are  delivered,  is  not  admissible 
in  evidence,  the  admission  of  a  copy  of  it  on  the 
ground  that  the  original  is  lost  is  not  prejudi- 
cial error,  where  it  appears  that  the  perma- 
nent account  book,  which  is  proper  evidence,  Is 
also  introduced,  and  It  does  not  appear  that 
the  copy  differed  in  any  respect  from  the  ac- 
count book.  Hancock  ?.  Ulntrager,  60  Iowa, 
374,  14  N.  W.  725. 

In  Herring  v.  Levy,  4  Mart.  N.  S.  383,  it  was 
held  that  extracts  from  a  merchant's  books  are 
inadmissible  In  his  favor  so  far  as  their  authen- 
ticity depends  on  the  entries  of  clerks  proved 
to  be  dead.  The  court  said  that,  although  the 
merchant's  books  ought  probably  to  be  received 
in  evidence  in  his  favor,  where  they  had  been 
kept  by  a  clerk  who  had  died  before  he  was  re- 
quired to  prove  the  delivery  of  goods  on  proof 
that  the  entries  were  In  his  handwriting,  the 
rule  cannot  with  propriety  be  extended  to  the 
reception  of  extracts  from   such   books. 

In  Sawyer  v.  Miller,  8  N.  J.  L.  130,  the  court 
reversed  the  Judgment  because  the  copy  of  ac- 
count filed  before  the  Justice  by  the  defendant 
in  whose  favor  It  was  rendered  was  defective. 
One  of  the  Items  was  as  follows:  "Aug.  13, 
To  expenses  from  Tavern  Book,  pages  11,  12, 
13,  14,  15,  $2.24."  And  most  of  the  items  were 
thus:     "Amount  from  I>ay  Book." 

4.  Correctness  of  copy. 

That  the  correctness  of  the  copy  or  tran- 
script is  a  necessary  essential  to  its  admission 
in  evidence.  Is  also  a  principle  recognized  in 
the  cases  cited  In  the  preceding  sections,  and 
finds  support  In  the  following :  Batre  v.  Simp- 
son, 4  Ala.  305 ;  Moore  v.  Voss,  1  Cranch,  C. 
C.  179,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9.778. 

Nor  will  a  letter  from  the  person  charged, 
acknowled;^lng  in  general  terms  a  balance  due 
to  the  merchant,  be  admitted  to  verify  the  -ac- 
count. Owen  V.  Adams,  1  Brock.  72,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  10,033. 
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Proof  that  an  account  was  correctly  copied 
from  a  merchant's  books  is  not  sufficient  to 
warrant  Its  Introduction  In  evidence.  Wal- 
lace V.  Rradshaw,  6  Dana,  383. 

A  paper  purporting  to  be  a  summary  from  a 
party'.s  books  is  inadmissible  In  evidence,  where 
the  parties  making  it  had  no  knowledge  of  the 
truth  of  the  entries.  Hughes  V.  Eschback,  7 
D.  C.  66. 

In  Bristol  Y.  Warner,  10  Conn.  9,  an  action 
,to  recover  for  services  rendered  to  a  decedent 
In  his  lifetime,  the  statement  of  the  case  shows 
that  defendant,  to  prove  that  plaintiff  had  re- 
ceived payment  in  full  for  his  services,  offered 
decedent's  account  book  containing  an  account 
of  the  decedent  against  plaintiff,  and,  to  prove 
that  the  account  was  taken  into  consideration 
by  arbitrators  to  whom  the  differences  between 
the  parties  had  been  referred  in  decedent's 
lifetime,  offered  a  copy  of  the  decedent's  ac- 
count with  plaintiff  as  charged  on  the  book 
made  out  by  one  of  the  arbitrators ;  that  the 
court  admitted  the  book  to  prove  that  decedent 
claimed  the  amount  charged  thereon  to  be  due 
from  plaintiff,  but  not  to  prove  the  truth  or 
correctness  of  the  charge,  but  rejected  the  copy 
of  the  account  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not 
shown  when  the  copy  was  drawn  off,  or  whether 
it  was  drawn  off  aft«r  the  time  of  the  arbitra- 
tion, or  that  it  was  present  before  the  arbitra- 
tors, or  the  plaintiff  had  any  knowledge  of  its 
existence.  The  opinion  shows  that  the  action 
of  the  court  in  rejecting  the  copy  was  upheld, 
but  is  silent  as  to  the  ruling  on  the  admission 
of  the  books ;  but  this  ruling  was  one  of  the 
grounds  for  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  and  the 
appellate  court  did  expressly  hold  those 
grounds  insufficient. 

In  Kicbe  v.  Broadfleld,  1  Dall.  16.  1  L.  ed. 
18,  an  account  of  sales  of  goods  shipped  to 
New  York,  said  to  be  signed  by  the  factor,  was 
offered  in  evidence  to  prove  a  loss  on  the  goods,  j 
It  was  objected  that  the  account  should  have 
been  proved  by  the  factor  and  certified  under 
the  city's  seal  of  New  York  agreeable  to  the 
act  of  Parliament  as  to  proving  colony  debts 
In  England,  but  it  was  held  that  on  proof  of 
the  handwriting  of  the  factor  the  account  was 
admissible. 

The  bank  of  the  state  of  Alabama  and  Its 
branches  being  public  property,  its  books  are 
public  writings,  and  when  the  books  themselves 
would  be  evidence.  If  produced,  sworn  copies 
were  held  admissible  in  evidence,  in  Crawford 
V.  Branch  Bank  at  Mobile,  8  Ala,  70.  In  this 
case  Ormond,  J.,  said :  "How  far  the  entries 
on  the  books  of  the  bank  would  be  evidence 
either  for  or  against  it  is  a  question  not  now  be- 
fore us." 

5.  Rule  under  Pennsylvania  affidavit  of  defense 

law. 

Under  the  Pennsylvania  statute  (act  of 
March  25,  1835,  P.  L.  88),  requiring  plaintiff 
suing  on  a  book  debt  to  file  a  copy  of  the  book 
entries  on  which  the  action  is  based  before  he 
can  have  Judgment  for  want  of  an  affidavit  of 
defense,  the  phrase  "book  entries'*  means  the 
entries  in  the  original  book  which,  under  the 
ordinary  rules,  would  be  competent  to  go  to  the 
Jury  as  evidence  in  support  of  his  claim ;  and 
an  accoimt  which  contains  no  charge  against 
the  defendant  Is  not  within  the  meaning  of  this 
statute.  The  entries  could  not  be  given  in  evi- 
dence, even  with  ancillary  prior  proof  that  they 
were  Intended  to  charge  the  defendant.  Wall 
V.  Dovey,  00  Pa.  212. 

In  Hamill  v.  O'Donnell,  2  Miles  (Pa.)  101, 
In  which  plaintiff  filed  a  copy  of  book  entries 
as  required  by  statute  for  goods  sold  and  deliv- 
ered, and  obtained  Judgment  for  want  of  an 
r.2  L.  R.  A. 


affidavit  of  defense.  It  appeared  on  a  rule  to 
show  cause  why  the  Judgment  should  not  be 
set  aside  that  the  book  entries  copied  were 
ledger  entries,  and  not  original  entries.  The 
Judgment  was  set  aside,  the  court  holding  that 
the  statute  under  which  the  action  was  brought 
in  using  the  words  "book  debt"  and  "book  en- 
tries" referred  to  their  usual  signification, 
which  included  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and 
work,  labor,  and"  services  performed,  the  evi- 
dence of  which  consisted  of  entries  In  an  orig- 
inal book  such  as  was  com])etent  to  go  to  the 
Jury,  were  the  issue  tried  before  them. 

Bo,  under  a  rule  of  court  requiring  that  if 
a  plaintiff  suing  on  a  demand  provable  by  bis 
books  of  original  entry  shall  file  with  his  dec- 
laration a  sworu  copy  of  his  account  "as  taken 
from  his  original  books  of  entry"  the  same 
shall  be  admitted  as  evidence,  unless  defendant 
shall  by  affidavit  state  that  he  had  no  such 
dealings  with  plaintiff  as  those  stated  In  the 
account  filed,  or  that  he  believes  that  the  pro- 
duction of  the  books  of  original  entries  on  the 
trial  is  necessary,  a  copy  of  an  account  verified 
but  stated  to  be  "an  accurate  transcription 
from  the  books  of  the  firm  (plaintiff)"  Is  inad- 
missible; but  a  reversal  of  a  Judgment  for 
plaintiff,  asked  on  the  ground  that  the  rule  of 
court  was  not  complied  with,  will  be  denied 
where  no  such  objection  was  raised  on  the  trial, 
and  the  defendant  had  not  filed  the  counter 
affidavit  required  by  the  court.  The  parties 
ai-e  in  precisely  the  condition  they  would  have 
been  in  if  the  plaintiff  had  proved  his  books  of 
original  entries  by  legal  evidence  and  read  them 
to  the  Jury.     Blackstock  v.  Leidy,  19  Pa.  335. 

Under  such  a  rule  of  court  making  the  copy 
filed  with  the  declaration  evidence,  unless  the 
defendant  file  his  affidavit  stating  that  he  be- 
lieves injustice  will  be  done  him  unless  the 
plaintiff  be  compelled  to  produce  his  books  and 
subject  himself  to  cross-examination,  a  copy  of 
an  account  verified  by  the  administrator  of  a 
deceased  tradesman  is  admissible  in  an  action 
by  such  administrator.  Mattem  v.  McDIvItt. 
113  Pa.  402,  6  Atl.  83. 

An  order  book  is  not  a  book  of  original  en- 
tries within  the  meaning  of  tlie  I^ennsylvanla 
aflidavit  of  defense  law.  Kunzig  v.  Ilaedrick, 
2  W.  N.  C.  228. 

In  Renshaw  v.  Proctor,  16  W.  N.  C.  495, 
the  common  pleas  court  on  certiorari  to  a  magis- 
trate's court  reversed  the  magistrate's  Judg- 
ment because  It  appeared  that  the  only  evidence 
to  sustain  the  Judgment  was  a  copy  of  the  plain- 
tiff's book  of  original  entries  charging  the  de- 
fendant and  sworn  to  by  one  of  the  plaintiffs 
before  a  notary  of  the  county  In  which  they 
lived  and  did  business. 

In  Sauter  v.  Carroll,  1  Pa.  DIst.  R.  122,  Judg- 
ment by  a  magistrate  was  reversed  because  the 
transcript  of  his  record  showed  that  the  Judg- 
ment was  rendered  on  a  sworn  copy  of  plain- 
tiff's book  account. 

XVI.  Province  of  court  and  fury. 
a.  Preliminary  question  for  the  court. 

The  admissibility  of  books  of  account  is  in 
the  first  Instance  a  question  for  the  court,  to  be 
determlne()r  upon  the  preliminary  proof  made  as 
required  either  at  common  law  or  by  the  stat- 
ute. Eyre  v.  Cook,  9  Iowa,  185  :  Moody  v.  Rob- 
erts, 41  Miss.  74  ;  Pratt,  v.  White.  132  Mass. 
477  ;  Burleson  v.  Goodman,  32  Tex.  229. 

In  Cogswell  v.  Dolliver.  2  Mass.  217.  3  Am. 
Dec.  45,  It  was  said  by  Sedgwick,  J.,  that  the 
true  ground  of  admitting  the  books  of  a  party 
in  evidence  as  a  foundation  for  ttie  supple- 
tory  oath  of  the  party  was  that  the  Judge  of 
the  court  before  whom  the  case  is  tried  should. 
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on  inspection,  determine  that  the  book  is  prop- 
er for  that  purpose,  and  that  such  determina- 
tion renders  it  competent  evidence. 

b.  Effect  of  failure  to  ohjeot  at  trial. 

The  illegal*  admission  of  books  of  account  in 
evidence  without  objection  at  the  time  is  not 
a  good  cause  for  a  new  trial,  and  the  refusal 
of  a  new  trial  upon  that  ground  will  not  sus- 
tain a  writ  of  error.  Bond  t.  Baldwin,  9  Ga. 
». 

Nor  can  the  objection  that  suflScient  founda- 
tion had  not  been  laid  to  admit  a  book  of  ac- 
counts as  evidence  be  considered  on  appeal 
where  no  such  objection  was  urged  or  taken  at 
the  trial.  New  York  v.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co.  102 
N.  Y.  672,  7  N.  E.  905. 

The  objection  that  a  statute  governing  the 
admissibility  of  books  of  account  is  inappli- 
cable to  the  books  in  question,  and  that  they 
should  have  been  authenticated  according  to 
the  common-law  rule,  cannot  be  urged  on  appeal 
by  one  who  merely  objected  at  the  trial  to  the 
admission  of  the  books  on  the  ground  that  they 
were  not  properly  authenticated  under  the  stat- 
ute. r.evine  v.  Lancashire  Ins.  Co.  66  Minn. 
138.  68  N.  W.  855. 

And  a  new  trial  will  not  be  granted  on  the 
ground  that  books  of  account  were  improperly 
admitted  because  the  proper  preliminary  proof 
had  not  been  given  entitling  them  to  admission 
where  no  such  objection  was  made  at  the  trial, 
the  objection  made  being  that  they  were  not 
original  entries  as  against  which  there  was 
sufhcient  evidence  to  admit  them  as  sach. 
Taggart  v.  Fox,  11  Daly,  159. 

So,  also,  the  objection  that  books  of  account 
are  inadmissible  for  want  of  the  proper  pre- 
liminary proof  comes  too  late  after  the  books 
have  already  been  used  in  evidence  for  several 
days  by  both  parties  and  an  expert  has  by 
stipulation  made  summaries  of  their  entries, 
which  are  recorded  as  evidence  for  the  party 
objecting.  Whitman  v.  Ilorton,  14  Jones  &  S. 
631,  Aiflrming  without  opinion,  04  N.   Y.  644. 

c.  Rulings  on  offers  and  objections. 

Whether  the  entry  was  admissible  in  evidence 
Is  a  question  of  law  to  be  decided  by  the  court 
who  tries  the  case ;  and  to  enable  him  to  do  so, 
an  inspection  of  the  book  is  necessary.  And 
when,  in  such  case,  the  slightest  suspicion  of 
fraud  appears  upon  Its  face,  as  that  the  entry 
was  not  made  in  the  regular  course  of  the  mak- 
er's business,  or  that  it  is  blotted,  or  erasures 
made,  or  that  It  appears  crowded  in,  it  will  he 
sufticlent  to  cause  its  rejection.  All  these, 
however,  are  matters  of  fact,  of  which  the  Judge 
below  is  the  trier ;  and  his  conclusion  is  deci- 
sive, becau&e  he  decides  the  question  upon  in- 
spection, and  he  has  the  original  before  him. 
His  eyes  can  guide  him  to  a  proper  result  as 
well  as  ours  can.  And  the  appellate  court  Is, 
In  such  a  case,  as  much  bound  by  the  Judgment 
of  the  court  below  upon  the  facts,  as  it  is  by 
the  finding  of  the  Jury.  Fain  v.  Edwards,  44 
N.  C.  (Busbee,  L.)  64. 

The  sufficiency  of  preliminary  proof  neces- 
sary to  the  Introduction  of  books  of  account  is 
to  be  determined  in  the  first  instance  by  the 
trial  Judge :  and  his  determination  of  the  mat- 
ter will  not  be  disturbed  unless  there  has  been 
an  abuse  of  discretion.  Webster  v.  San  Pedro 
Lumber  Co.  101  Cal.  326,  35  Pac.  871. 

la  an  uctlon  against  a  deceased  person's  es- 
tate the  pl.iintl(r*s  account  books  with  proof  of 
the  handwriting  and  when  made  are  evidence 
under  the  Vermont  statute,  tending  to  show  a 
sale  and  delivery  of  the  goods  In  dispute ;  and 
the  auditor's  decision  as  to  how  much  weight 


should  be  given  to  them,  and  whether  they  are 
sufiJcient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover,  is 
conclusive.  Greene  v.  Mills,  60  Vt.  440,  14 
Atl.  5. 

In  Lewis  v.  Meglnniss,  SO  Fla.  419,  12  So. 
19,  the  court  said  that  under  the  Florida  stat- 
ute before  books  of  account  can  be  admitted  in 
evidence  they  must  he  submitted  to  the  inspec- 
tion of  the  Judge,  accompanied  by  proof  that 
the  entries  were  made  by  the  party  contempora- 
neous with  the  transactions  therein  recorded 
in  due  course  of  business,  and  if  they  exhibit 
a  fair  register  of  the  dally  business  of  the  par- 
ty, and  appear  to  have  been  honestly  and  regu- 
larly kept,  they  are  admissible  as  evidence  to 
be  Judged  of  by  the  Jury. 

But  if,  from  such  inspection,  they  do  not  ap- 
pear to  have  been  honestly  and  fairly  kept,  they 
are  to  be  excluded  from  the  consideration  of  the 
jury.     Dunbar  v.  Wright,  20  Fla.  446. 

When  a  book  of  original  entries  is  offered 
in  evidence,  supported  by  the  oath  of  the  par- 
ty, the  court  examines  it  to  see  if  it  appears 
prima  facie  to  be  what  it  purports  to  be,  and 
if  for  any  reason  it  clearly  appears  not  to  be 
a  legal  k>ook  of  entries,  the  court  may  reject 
It  as  incompetent :  but  if  this  does  not  clearly 
appear  It  is  to  be  submitted  to  the  Jury  for 
their  Inspection,  and  it  is  then  competent  for 
the  adverse  party  to  show  its  general  character 
by  pointing  to  charges  and  entries  affecting 
other  parties,  and  by  calling  witnesses  to  prove 
such  entries  to  be  false  and  fraudulent.  Funk 
V.  Ely,  45  Pa.  444. 

So,  in  Welsh  v.  Cooper,  8  Pa.  217,  it  was  said 
that  books  of  account  would  be  subject  to  the 
inspection  of  the  court  and  Jury,  and  their 
value  as  evidence  would  depend  upon  their  ap- 
pearance and  the  internal  evidence  which  they 
would  afford  of  their  being  contemporaneous 
with  the  facts  recorded. 

It  is  not  error  to  reject  books  of  account 
offered  in  evidence  where  the  facts  sought  to  be 
proved,  so  far  as  applicable  to  the  issue,  were 
established  by  the  recollection  of  a  witness,  re- 
freshed by  reference  to  the  books  kept  by  him, 
and  who  was  otherwise  cognizant  of  the  facts 
they  would  have  shown,  and  to  which  he  testi- 
fied.    Mercier  v.  Copelan,  73  Ga.  636. 

Error  in  admitting  l)ookB  of  account  in  evi- 
dence without  laying  a  sufficient  foundation 
for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  delivery,  amount, 
and  price  of  the  goods  charged  is  not  prejudi- 
cial where  these  facts  had  already  been  fully 
proved  by  evidence  aliunde.  Baird  t.  Hooker, 
8  111.  App.  306. 

In  an  action  where  the  fact  In  issue  is  wheth- 
er a  loan  was  made  to  a  certain  person  individ- 
vaily  or  through  him  aa  the  agent  of  other 
parties,  the  exclusion  of  entries  In  the  books 
of  the  plaintiffs,  which  were  equally  consis- 
tent with  the  contention  of  either  party,  is  im- 
material.    Peck  V.  Von  Keller,  76  N.  Y.  604. 

Where  all  the  objections  to  the  competency 
of  a  book  of  accounts  except  one,  which  is  un- 
tenable, are  waived,  and  there  is  a  virtual  ad- 
mission that  any  appearance  In  the  book  itself 
affecting  its  competency  is  susceptible  of  ex- 
planation, it  is  error  for  the  court  to  treat  it 
as  not  evidence.  Jones  v.  Gammans,  11  Nev. 
249. 

A  general  objection  to  the  introduction  of  an 
account  book  in  evidence  will  not  avail  as  an 
objection  that  the  preliminary  proof  was  in- 
sufficient.    Ailing  X.  Brazee,  27  111.  App.  595. 

Discrepancies  between  books  of  account  of- 
fered In  evidence,  and  between  them  and  the 
bill  of  particulars  filed  by  plaintiff,  are  not  suf- 
ficient cause  for  their  rejection  altogether, 
where  the  preliminary  proof  required  by  the 
statute  has  been  made,  but  are  matters  to  be 
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considered  in  determining  the  credit  to  be  given 
to  tliein.     Eyre  v.  Cools,  9  Iowa,  185. 

It  is  not  cause  for  reversing  a  Judgment  that 
the  book  of  accounts  produced  in  evidence 
varied  from  the  copy  of  account  Hied,  where 
there  is  other  lawful  evidence  to  support  the 
demand  in  the  particulars  objected  to.  Wood 
V.  Kithian,  24  N.  J.  L.  838. 

The  fact  that  the  entries  in  a  book  otherwise 
unobjectionable  do  not  correspond  with  the  ac- 
count sued  on  is  a  matter  which  goes  to  the 
weight  of  the  book  as  evidence,  and  not  to  its 
competency.  Bookout  v.  Shannon,  59  Miss. 
878. 

Nor  Is  it  a  variance  from  a  bill  of  particu- 
lars rendered  that  the  book  charges  to  the  de- 
fendant in  his  official  capacity  items  which  in 
the  bill  of  particulars  are  rendered  as  charged 
to  the  defendant  individually.  Bay  v.  Cook, 
22  N.  J.  L.  343. 

But  in  Schmidt  ▼.  Quin,  1  Mill,  Const.  418, 
it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  entries  do  not 
correspond  with  the  account  filed  with  the  pro- 
cess would  have  been  fatal  to  the  Judgment  for 
the  party  whose  book  it  was  If  the  objection 
had  been  supported  by  the  facts. 

Where  a  book  entry,  although  Incompetent 
unless  corroborated  by  other  evidence,  is  re- 
ceived without  objection,  it  is  proper  for  the 
Judge  at  the  close  of  all  the  evidence  to  in- 
struct the  Jury  if  there  has  been  no  evidence 
corroborative  of  the  book  entry  that  It  is  incom- 
petent, and  is  to  be  disregarded  by  them. 
Henshaw  v.  Davis,  5  Cush.  146. 

Where  books  of  account,  although  competent 
evidence,  are,  when  first  offered,  rejected,  and 
the  court  afterwards  offers  to  admit  them,  but 
the  party  declines  on  the  ground  that  he  had 
designed  to  give  them  in  connection  with  ex- 
planatory testimony  by  a  witness  who  has  in 
the  meantime  been  excused,  the  party  offering 
the  book  should  either  request  that  a  Juror  be 
withdrawn  or  that  the  cause  be  postponed ; 
but  if  he  proceeds  with  the  trial  he  cannot  then 
as.slgn  their  rejection  as  error.  Welsh  v. 
Speakman,  8  Watts  &  S.  2>57. 

d.  Appellate  revieu). 

It  will  be  presumed  that  books  of  account 
offered  in  evidence  were  properly  excluded  where 
they  are  not  made  part  of  the  case  in  review 
by  reference  or  otherwise,  as  It  was  the  duty 
of  the  accepting  party  to  bring  the  evidence  so 
rejected  before  the  court  so  that  by  Inspection 
or  In  some  other  way  It  could  determine  upon 
its  admissibility.  Pike  v.  Crehore,  40  Me.  503  ; 
Brackett  v.  Cunningham,  44  Mimi.  498,  47  N. 
W.  157 ;  Hooker  v.  Johnson,  6  Fla.  730. 

Excluding  an  account  book  offered  as  a  book 
of  original  entries  will  not  be  deemed  error, 
where  the  testimony  relied  on  as  a  foundation 
for  its  Introduction  Is  not  stated,  and  It  does 
not  appear  whether  the  transactions  were  In  the 
line  of  the  party's  regular  business,  nor  that 
he  kept  dally  entries, — especially  &a  many  of 
the  charges  were  for  cash  advances.  Petit  y. 
Teal,  57  Ga.  145. 

The  admission  of  a  book  of  account,  although 
not  properly  receivable  In  evidence,  will  not  be 
caupe  for  reversing  the  Judgment  where  the 
bill  of  exceptions  does  not  contain  a  full  ac- 
count of  all  the  evidence  which  could  have  been 
considered  In  connection  with  the  book,  or  where 
the  court  cannot  from  the  statement  of  facts 
ascertain  whether  the  appellant  was  prejudiced. 
Bupp  V.  O'Connor,  1  Tex.  Civ.  App.  328,  21  S. 
W.  619. 

Where  the  contrary  does  not  appear  the  ap- 
pellate court  will  presume  that  the  trial  court 
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had  evidence  before  It  which  would  warrant 
the  admission  of  books  of  original  entries  la 
evidence  or  It  would  not  have  admitted  them. 
Blumhardt  v.  Rohr,  70  Md.  328,  17  Atl.  266. 

But  the  admission  of  books  of  account  in 
evidence  without  the  proper  foundation  laid 
cannot  be  deemed  harmless  error,  though  their 
contents  are  not  shown  by  the  bill  of  exceptioad;^ 
where  they  w^ere  introduced  In  evidence  In  sup- 
port of  defendant's  plea  of  set-off,  and  a  verdict 
was  rendered  In  his  favor.  Buggies  v.  Gatton, 
50  111.  412. 

Where  the  admission  of  books  of  account 
was  objected  to,  but  the  bill  of  exceptions  does 
not  state  what  they  were  offered  to  prove  nor 
the  ground  of  the  exception,  reversal  will  not 
be  granted  if  the  court  can  see  any  ground  upon 
which  the  evidence  can  be  legalized.  If  illegal 
as  offered  and  for  the  purpose  for  which  offered, 
but  competent  and  legal  for  any  other  purpose, 
the  exceptant  should  specify  the  ground  of  the 
objection,  or  he  loses  the  benefit  of  his  excep- 
tion. If  he  does,  not,  it  will  not  appear  but 
that  the  evidence  was  offered  for  the  purpose 
for  which  it  would 'have  been  competent.  Oli- 
ver V.  Phelps,  20  N.  J.  L.  180.  21  N.  J.  L.  597. 

In  State  v.  Wooderd,  20  Iowa,  541.  it  was 
held  that,  although  the  record  might  not  show 
that  there  was  proof  that  the  entries  offered  as 
part  of  the  res  gestae  had  been  made  at  or  near 
the  time  of  the  transactions  recorded,  yet  the 
appellate  court  would  not  disturb  the  ruling  of 
the  trial  court  finding  the  entries  admissible. 
"The  book  of  entries  was  before  the  court  be- 
low, and  may  have  afforded  satisfactory  evi- 
dence on  its  face  that  the  entries  (conceding 
this  to  be  indispensable  to  the  competency  of 
the  evidence)  were  'made  at  or  near  the  time 
of  the  transactions'  entered." 

Where  there  has  been  a  compliance  with  the 
statute  as  to  the  preliminary  proof  necessary 
to  entitle  a  lK>ok  to  be  admitted,  unless,  per- 
haps, In  a  particular  as  to  which  the  question 
can  be  determined  only  by  an  Inspection  of  the 
book  itself,  and  neither  the  book  nor  Its  con- 
tents has  been  made  a  part  of  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions, the  appellate  court  will  not  say  that 
it  wss  error  to  admit  the  book.  Anderson  v. 
Beeman,  52  Neb.  387,  72  N.  W.  361. 

e.  Queaiions  for  the  jury. 

While  It  may  sometimes  be  a  question  for 
the  trial  court  to  determine  what  constitutes 
a  book  of  original  entries,  or  whether  It  Is 
authentic,  and  therefore  competent,  yet  when 
admitted  the  very  appearance  of  It  and  the 
manner  of  keeping  it  would  be  matter  of  ob- 
servation for  the  Jury,  who,  even  though  there 
is  no  opposing  evidence,  would  have  to  decide 
upon  the  weight  or  credibility  of  the  evidence. 
Mathews  v.  Sanders,  15  Ark.  255 :  Eyre  v. 
Cook,  9  Iowa,  185 ;  Burleson  y.  Goodman,  32 
Tex.  229. 

In  Pratt  v.  White,  132  Mass.  477,  it  was 
said  :  "It  Is  for  the  court  to  decide  upon  the 
admissibility  of  the  book  offered,  although  the 
weight  to  be  given  to  it  afterwards  must  be 
largely  a  question  for  the  jury,  in  connection 
with  its  appearance,  the  manner  in  which  It 
Is  kept,  and  the  other  evidence  in  the  case. 
It  must  appear  to  have  been  honestly  kept,  and 
not  intentionally  erased  or  altered,  and  to  have 
been  the  record  of  the  dally  business  of  the  par- 
ty, made  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a 
charge  against  another.  Necessarily,  regard  is 
to  be  had  to  the  education  of  the  party,  his 
methods  and  knowledge  of  business,  etc..  in  de- 
ciding this  question."  C.  B.  M. 
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C ALl  FORNI A     SUPREME     COURT      ( In  Banc ) . 


A.  C.  BASSETT  et  al.,  Rcspts., 

V. 

J.  A.  FAIRCniLD  €t  al.,  Appts, 
( Cal ) 

1.  The  ijrenernl  manuarer  of  a  corpora- 
tion, ^vlio  In  alMO  a  director*  ban  a 
leicul  clulni  for  the  value  of  his  services, 
although  tbero  has  been  no  resolution  of  the 
board  of  directors  or  any  express  contract 
fixing  his  compensation,  where  he  devotes  his 
entire  time  to  the  business,  and  his  duties  are 
numerous  and  onerous,  and  not  such  as  per- 
tain to  his  office  &s  director. 

a.  In  a  suit  to  bold  dlrectom  of  a  cor- 
poration liable  for  money  paid  to  one 
of  their  number  for  services  under  a  resolu- 
tion Invalid  because  passed  at  a  meeting  at 
which  his  presence  was  necessary  to  consti- 
tute a  quorum,  they  should  be  credited  with 
an  amount  equal  to  what  the  services  are 
reasonably  worth. 

(May  9,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  in  favor  of  plain- 
tiffs in  an  action  brought  to  compel  defend- 
ants as  directors  of  a  corporation  to  return 
to  it  money  which  they  had  illegally  ex- 
pended in  its  behalf.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  C.  H.  Wilson,  for  appellant  George 
M.  Perine: 

An  irregularity  in  the  payment  of  the 
salary  of  Mr.  Fairchild  was  cured  by  the 
ratification  of  the  stockholders. 

4  Thomp.  Corp.  §§  5286,  5289,  5291,  5314- 
.^317:  2  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  §§  618,  619, 
625,  626;  17  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  162; 
Vnderhill  v.  Santa  Barbara  Land,  Bldg.  d 
Improv.  Co.  93  Cal.  300,  28  Pac.  1049;  San 
Diego  6.  T.  &  P.  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Pacific  Beach 
Co.  112  Cal.  63.  33  L.  R,  A.  788,  44  Pac.  333 ; 
Oribhle  v.  Columbus  Bretoing  Co.  100  Cal. 
67,  34  Pac.  527;  Serley  v.  San  Jos6 
Independent  Mill  d  Lumber  Co.  69  Cal. 
22:  Bates  v.  Coronado  Beach  Co.  109  Cal. 
160.  41  Pac.  855. 

Where  an  act  is  done  by  a  board  of  direct- 
ors who  are  not  competent  to  act  at  all  by 
reason  of  not  being  of  the  statutory  number, 
cis  where  a  corporation  has  but  two  trustees, 
when  the  governing  statute  requires  more 
yet  the  act  may  be  validated  by  the  assent 
of  the  sto<'kholders. 

Martin  v.  yingara  Falls  Paper  Mfg.  Co. 
44  Hun,  130,  Affirmed  in  122  N.  Y.  165,  25  N. 
E.  303. 

The  majority  of  those  attending  a  stoek- 
holder'a  meeting,  where  a  quorum  is  present, 
may  ratify. 

1  Cook,'  Stock  &  Stockholders,  5  607 :  2 
Cook,  Stock  &  Stockholders,  §  662;   Under- 


hill  V.  Santa  Barbara  Land,  Bldg.  d  Improv. 
Co.  93  Cal.  300,  28  Pac.  1049;  San  Diego  O. 
T.  d  P.  B.  R.  Co.  V.  Pacific  Beach  Co.  112, 
Cal.  53,  33  L.  R.  A,  788,  44  Pac.  333. 

The  power  to  make  expenditures  designed 
to  increase  the  business  of  the  corporation 
is  conferred  upon  the  governing  body  of  all 
corporations  when  it  is  empowered  to  con- 
duct, manage  and  control  the  affairs  and 
business  of  the  corporation,  and,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  showing  of  fraud  or  intentional 
breach  of  trust,  the  courts  will  not  interfere. 

1  Reid,  Corporate  Finance,  §  223 ;  Thomp- 
son, Liability  of  Officers  &  Agents  of  Cor- 
porations, pp.  225,  356;  3  Thomp.  Corp.  §S 
4100  et  seq.;  2  Cook,  Stock  &  Stockholders, 
S  701. 

There  must  be  some  evidence  in  this  case 
putting  Perine  in  the  wrong  before  a 
recovery  can  be  had  against  him. 

Jamison  v.  San  Jose  d  S.  C.  R.  Co.  65  Cal. 
593. 

Negligence  being  the  violation  or  disre- 
gard of  some  duty  or  obligation  which  one 
owes  to  another,  a  knowledge  of  the  facts 
out  of  which  the  duty  springs  is  an  essential 
element  in  determining  whether  there  has 
been  any  negligence. 

Smith  v.  \Vhittier,  95  Cal.  279,  30  Pac. 
529. 

The  services  rendered  by  \fr.  Fairchild  for 
which  he  receive<l  this  salary  had  nothing  to 
do  with  his  duties  as  a  director.  He  was 
paid  for  managing  the  affairs  of  the  corpora- 
tion— for  services  which  under  no  circum- 
stances could  devolve  upon  any  single  di- 
rector. Under  these  circumstances  he  was 
entitled  to  compensation. 

Santa  Clara  Min.  Asso.  v.  Meredith,  49 
Md.  389,  33  Am.  Rep.  264;  Sererson  v.  Bi- 
Mctallic  Extension  Min.  d  Mill.  Co.  18 
Mont.  13,  44  Pac.  79;  Felton  v.  West  l4'on 
Mountain  Min.  Co.  16  Mont.  81,  40  Pac.  70; 
Beach,  Priv.  Corp.  §§  208,  235;  CoHnne  Mill, 
Canal  d  Stock  Co.  v.  Toponce,  152  U.  S.  405, 
38  L.  ed.  493,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  632 :  Kryger 
v.  Railvay  Track  Cleaner  Mfg.  Co.  46  Minn. 
500,  49  N.  W.  255;  Henry  v.  Rutland  d  B.  R. 
Co.  27  Vt.  435;  Chandler  v.  Monmouth 
Bank,  13  N.  J.  L.  265;  Outterson  v.  Fonda 
Lake  Pa^er  Co.  49  N.  Y.  S.  R.  556,  20  X.  Y. 
Supp.  980;  McDouall  v.  Sheehan.  36  N.  Y. 
S.  R.  104,  13  N.  Y.  Supp.  386;  Ruby  Chief 
Min.  d  Mill.  Co.  v.  Preyitiee,  25  Colo.  4.  52 
Pac.  210;  Mitchell  v.  Holman,  30  Or.  280, 
47  Pac.  616;  Re  Neuyman  [1895]  1  Ch.  674; 
Re  Wood's  Ships'  Woodite  Protection  Co. 
62  L.  T.  N.  S.  760. 

Mr.  Frank  Shay,  for  other  appellants: 

If  the  manager  of  the  Bitumen  Consoli- 
dated Mining  Company  had  not  been  a  di- 
rector of  the  company,  and  had  rendered  the 
services  'w'hich  Fairchild  had  rendered,  he 
would  have  been  entitled  to  compensation, 


Note. — As  to  right  of  directors  of  corpora- 
tion to  compensation,  see  the  earlier  cases  in 
this  series,  of  Ten  Eyck  v.  Pontlac,  O.  &  P.  A. 
R.  Co.  (Mich.)  3  L.  R.  A.  378;  Sears  v.  Kin^s 
County  Elev.  R.  Co.   (Mass.)   9  L.  R.  A.  117; 

62  L.  R.  A. 


Crnrallsh  v.  Central  Improv.  Co.  (W.  Va.)  23 
L.  R.  A.  120;  Eaton  v.  Robinson  (R.  I.)  29 
L.  R.  A.  100 ;  and  IIulTaker  v.  Germania  Safety 
Vault  &  T.  Co,  (Ky.)  46  L.  R.  A.  384. 
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whether  there  had  been  any  agreement  rela- 
tive thereto  or  not. 

Bee  V.  San  Francisco  d  H.  Bay  R.  Co,  46 
Cal.  248:  Piwley  v.  Western  I\  R.  Co.  33 
Cal.  183,  91  Am.  Dec.  623;  Main  v.  Casserly, 

67  Cal.  129,  7  Pa€.  426. 

Directors  who  render  ser^dces  to  a  cor- 
poration are  entitled  to  compensation  there- 
for, if  the  services  are  of  an  executive  char- 
acter or  such  as  are  usually  performed  by 
an  agent,  attorney,  etc.,  or  such  as  do  not 
fall  within  the  scope  of  the  ordinary  duties 
of  a  director. 

Rogers  v.  Hastings  de  D.  R.  Co.  22  Minn. 
25;  Sania  Clara  Min,  Asso.  v.  Meredithy  49 
Md.  389,  33  Am.  Rep.  264;  Shackelford  v. 
iVetv  Orleans,  J,  d  G.  N,  R,  Co,  37  Miss.  202; 
'Seall  V.  Hill,  16  Cal.  145,  76  Am.  Dec.  508; 
Bee  V.  San  Francisco  d  H.  Bay  R.  Co,  46  Cal. 
248. 

If  a  corporation  receives  the  benefit  of  an 
act  it  must  compensate  for  it. 

Piicley  V.  Western  P.  R,  Co,  33  Cal.  183, 
91  Am.  Dec.  023;  Fotilke  v.  San  Diego  d  O. 
S.  P,  R,  Co.  51  Cal.  365;  Gardner  v.  Butler, 
30  N.  J.  Eq.  702 ;  Beach,  Priv.  Corp.  §  208 ; 
Chandler  v.  Monmouth  Bank,  13  N.  J.  L. 
255;  Cheeney  v.  Lafayette,  B.  d  M.  R.  Co. 

68  111.  570,  18  Am.  Rep.  584;  Henry  v.  Rut- 
land d  B.  R.  Co.  27  Vt.  435;  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Drake,  29  Kan.  311,  44  Am.  Rep. 
646 ;  Severson  v.  Bi-Metallic  Extension  Min. 
d  Mill.  Co.  18  Mont.  13,  44  Pac.  79;  Felton 
V.  West  Iron  Mountain  Min.  Co.  16  Mont. 
81,  40  Pac.  70;  Stewart  v.  St,  Louis,  Ft.  S. 
d  W.  R.  Co.  41  Fed.  736. 

The  directors  having  determined  the  value 
of  Fairchild's  8er\'ice8  at  $750  per  month, 
their  action  was  final  and  not  subject  to  at- 
ttick  by  the  stockholders,  or  any  of  them, 
in  the  absence  of  fraud,  and  in  this  case  no 
fraud  was  charged  and  none  was  proved. 

3  Thomp.  Corp.  §§  3911,  3914;  1  Mora- 
wetz,  Priv.  Corp.  §§  492,  531;  Cal.  Civ. 
Code,  §  354 ;  Wrtght  v.  Oroville  Gold,  Silver 
d  Copper  Min.  Co.  40  Cal.  20;  Maynard  v. 
Fireman's  Fund  Ins.  Co.  34  Cal.  48,  91  Am. 
Dec.  672 ;  Donohue  v.  Mariposa  Land  d  Min. 
Co.  66  Cal.  317,  5  Pac.  495;  Zellerhach  v. 
Allenberg.  99  Cal.  57,  33  Pac.  786;  Cook, 
Stock  &  Stockholders,  §§  180-192;  Beatty 
v.  Northwestern  Transp.  Co.  11  Ont.  App. 
205;  Denver,  d  R.  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Ailing,  99  U. 
S.  403,  25  L.  ed.  438 ;  Klkins  v.  Camden  d  A. 
R.  Co.  36  N.  J.  Eq.  241;  Fountain  Ferry 
Tump.  Road  Co.  v.  Jexcell,  8  B.  Mon.  140; 
Park  V.  Grant  Locomotive  Works,  40  N.  J. 
Eq.  114,  3  Atl.  162. 

Acts  of  directors  may  be  ratified  by  share- 
holders, and  generally  by  the  same  number 
of  shareholders  competent  to  give  original 
authority,  where  such  authority  is  required. 

Vndcrhill  v.  Santa  Barbara  Land,  Bldg. 
d  Improv.  Co.  93  Cal.  300,  28  Pac.  1049;  2 
Morawetz.  Priv.  Corp.  §  626. 

Ratification  is  equivalent  to  previous  au- 
thority. It  operates  upon  the  act  ratified 
in  the  same  manner  as  though  original  au- 
thority had  been  given. 

McCracken  v.  San  Francisco,  16  Cal.  591 ; 
People  V.  Swift,  31  Cal.  26;  Zottman  v.  San 
Francisco,  20  Cal.  96,  81  Am.  Dec.  96;  Frink 
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V.  Roe,  70  Cal.  296,  11  Pac.  820;  Grihhle  ▼. 
Columbus  Brewing  Co.  100  Cal.  67,  34  Pac. 
527;  Wickersham  v.  Crittenden,  110  Cal. 
332,  43  Pac.  803. 

If  a  majority  of  a  quorum  adopt  a  resolu- 
tion, even  though  the  presence  of  an  inter- 
ested party  is  liecessary  to  constitute  such 
quorum,  the  act  is  valid. 

1  Beach,  Priv.  Corp.  §  276,  p.  461 ;  BueU 
V.  Buckingham,  16  Iowa,  284,  85  Am.  Dec. 
516;  Cal.  Civ.  Code,  S  308;  Foster  v.  MuU 
lanphy  Planing  Mill  Co.  92  Mo.  79,  4  S.  W. 
260. 

Messrs.  O.  H.  MoFarland  and  E.  "W. 
MoKinstry  also  for  appellants. 

Messrs.  Chmnlson,  Booth,  Sc  Bartnett 
for  respondents: 

The  resolutions  of  November  9,  1892,  were 
voidable  because  Fairchild,  the  interested  di- 
rector, was  necessary  to  a  quorum. 

Butts  V.  Wood,  37  N.  Y.  317;  United 
States  Ice  d  Refrigerating  Co.  v.  Reed,  2 
How.  Pr.  N.  S.  253;  Copcland  v.  Johnson 
Mfg.  Co.  47  Hun,  235;  Martin  v.  Santa  Crum 
Water-Storage  Co.  (Ariz.)  36  Pac.  36; 
Jones  V.  Morrison,  31  Minn.  140,  16  N.  VV. 
854;  3  Thomp.  Corp.  §  3929. 

A  director  who  acts  as  an  officer  of  a  cor- 
poration, and  whose  duties  are  provided  for 
by  a  by-law  or  resolution,  silent  upon  the 
subject  of  compensation,  is  not  entitled  to 
compensation  in  the  absence  of  an  express 
agreement. 

McCarthy  v.  Mount  Tecarte  Land  d  Water 
Co.  Ill  Cal.  328,  43  Pac.  956;  Wickersham 
V.  Crittenden,  93  Cal.  17,  28  Pac.  788;  2 
Cook,  Stock  ft  Stockholders,  3d  ed.  p.  923; 
Kilpatrick  v.  Penrose  Ferry  Bridge  Co.  49 
Pa.  121,  88  Am.  Dec.  497;  Mdrtindale  v. 
Wilson  Cass  Co.  134  Pa.  348,  19  Atl.  680; 
Metropolitan  Elev.  R,  Co.  v.  Kneeland,  120 
N.  Y.  134,  8  L.  R.  A.  253,  24  N.  E.  381 ; 
Mather  v.  Eureka  Mower  Co.  118  N.  Y.  629, 
23  N.  E.  993 ;  Smith  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co. 
102  N.  Y.  190,  6  N.  E.  397;  Ellis  v.  Ward, 
137  111.  509,  25  N.  E.  530;  MerHck  V.  Peru 
Coal  Co.  61  111.  472;  Holder  ▼.  Lafayette, 
B.  d  M.  R.  Co.  71  111.  106,  22  Am.  Rep.  89; 
Cheeney  v.  Lafayette,  B.  d  M.  R.  Co,  68  111. 
570,  18  Am.  Rep.  584;  Holland  v.  Lewiston 
Falls  Bank,  52  Me.  564 ;  McAvity  v.  Lincoln 
Pulp,  d  Paper  Co.  82  Me.  504,  20  Atl.  82; 
Eakins  v.  American  White  Bronze  Co.  75 
Mich.  568,  42  N.  W.  982:  Citizens'  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Elliott,  55  Iowa,  104,  39  Am.  Rep. 
167,  7  N.  W.  470;  Braneh  of  Bank  of  the 
State  V.  Collins,  7  Ala.  95 ;  Eaton  v.  Robin- 
son, 19  R.  I.  146,  29  L.  R.  A.  100,  31  Atl. 
1058,  32  Atl.  339;  Brown  v.  Republican 
Mountain  Silver  Mines,  17  Colo.  421, 
16  L.  R.  A.  426,  30  Pac.  66;  Bum^ 
V.  Commencement  Bay  Land  d  Improv. 
Co.  4  Wash.  558,  30  Pac.  668,  709; 
Maux  Ferry  Gravel  Road  Co.  v.  Brane- 
gan, 40  Ind.  361 ;  Doe  v.  Northwestern  Coal 
d  Transp.  Co.  78  Fed.  62;  Danville,  H.  d  W. 
B.  R.  Co.  V.  Ease  (Pa.)  39  Atl.  301 ;  Hat^ris 
V.  Lemming -Han-is  Agri.  Works  (Tenn.)  43 
S.  W.  869;  Rose  v.  Eclipse  Carbonating  Co. 
60  Mo.  App.  28 :  Besch  v.  Western  Carriage 
Mfg.  Co.  36  Mo.  App.  336;  Ward  v. 
Davidson,    89    Mo.    4^4,    1    8.    W.     846; 
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Crumlish  v.  Central  Improv,  Co,  38  W. 
Va.  390,  23  L.  R.  A.  120,  18  S.  E. 
456;  De  Young  v.  Brown,  66  III.  App. 
212;  Smith  v.  Putnam,  61  N.  H.  632;  Pew 
V,  First  A'at.  Bank,  130  Mass.  391; 
Sawyer  v.  Pawners*  Bank,  6  Allen,  207; 
New  York  d  N.  H,  R,  Co.  v.  Ketokum,  27 
Conn.  170. 

Fairchild  not  having  been  entitled  to  the 
back  salary,  the  resolution  awarding  it  to 
him  was  void  for  want  of  consideration.  A 
subsequent  vote  to  pay  is  not  binding. 

First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Drake,  29  Kan.  311, 
*44  Am.  Rep.  646;  Jones  v.  Aforrison,  81 
Minn.  140,  16  N.  W.  854;  Cook,  Stock  & 
Stockholders,  3d  ed.  §  657. 

As  such  their  resolution  was  a  violation  of 
their  duty  as  directors,  a  breach  of  trust, 
and  a  fraud  on  plaintiffs. 

Metropolitan  Elev.  R,  Co.  v.  Kneeland, 
120  N.  Y.  134,  8  L.  R.  A.  253,  24  N.  E.  381 : 
Ellis  v.  Ward,  137  111.  509,  25  N.  E.  530: 
Chicago  Porter  Home  Invest.  Co.  v.  Biddi- 
son,  46  111.  App.  423. 

The  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  board  of  di- 
rectors to  show  fairness  and  value  in  deal- 
ings between  them  and  the  corporation. 

Orarcs  v.  Mono  Lake  Hydraulic  Min.  Co. 
81  Cal.  303,  22  Pac.  665;  Wickersham  v. 
Crittenden,  93  Cal.  17,  28  Pac.  788;  Cham- 
berlain V.  Pacific  Wool  Chrotoing  Co.  54  Cal. 
106;  Wilbur  v.  Lynde,  49  Cal.  290,  19  Am. 
Rep.  645. 

Directors  cannot  in  any  case  justify  un- 
der a  resolution  for  the  recovery  for  services, 
but  must  rely,  if  at  all,  upon  a  quaattum  mer- 
uit. 

Wilbur  V.  Lynde,  49  Cal.  290,  19  Am.  Rep. 
045;  Graves  v.  Mono  Lake  HydroAilio  Min, 
Co.  81  Cal.  321,  22  Pac.  665.' 

A  vote  at  a  stockholder's  meeting  ratify- 
ing the  acts  of  a  board  of  directors  passed  by 
the  votes  of  the  interested  directors  is  un- 
availing. 

Farmers'  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  San  Diego 
Street  Car  Co.  45  Fed.  518;  Woodroof  v. 
Howes,  88  Cal.  184,  26  Pac.  111. 

A  void  act  is  one  that  cannot  be  ratified. 

Alta  Silver  Min,  Co.  v.  Alta  Placer  Mifi. 
Co.  78  Cal.  629,  21  Pac.  373;  Green's  Brice, 
Ultra  Vires,  2d  Am.  ed.  pp.  673,  684;  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Drake,  29  Kan.  311,  44  Am. 
Rep.  646;  Button  v.  West  Cork  R.  Co.  L.  R. 
23  Ch.  Div.  654;  4  Thomp.  Corp.  9  5314; 
Cumberland  Coal  d  I,  Co.  v.  Sherman,  30 
Barb.  553. 

It  was  not  necessary  to  prove  negligence 
in  the  case.  Tlie  acts  proved  constituted  a 
constructive  fraud. 

Metropolitan  Elev.  R,  Co.  v.  Kneeland, 
120  N.  Y.  134,  8  L.  R.  A.  253,  24  N.  E.  381. 

Mr.  O.  K«  MoMnrray,  also  for  respond- 
ents. 

MoFarland,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  following  parts  of  the  opinion  deliv- 
ered in  this  case  in  department  are  hereby 
adopted : 

It  is  averred  in  the  complaint  that  each 
of  the  plaintiffs  is  the  owner  of  at  least  five 
shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  corporation 
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defendant,  the  Bitumen  Consolidated  Min- 
ing Company,  the  capital  stock  being  $300,- 
000,  divided  into  shares  of  $100  each,  and 
that  this  action  is  brought  on  behalf  of 
themselves  and  other  stockholders.  It  is 
also  averred  that  during  the  times  when  the 
alleged  wrongs  were  committed  defendants 
Fairchild,  Perine,  Walrath,  and  Miles  were 
directors  of  the  corporation  defendant;  the 
whole  number  of  directors  being  six,  and  the 
other  two  being  plaintiff  Bassett  and  one 
Swift.  It  is  further  averred  that  said  de- 
fendants, being  a  majority  of  the  board  of 
directors,  improperly  expended  certain  mon- 
eys of  the  corporation,  and  the  purpose  of 
the  action  is  to  recover  from  them  the 
amount  of  money  alleged  to  have  been  thu* 
expended.  The  court  rendered  judgment 
against  Fairchild,  Perine,  and  Walrath  for 
$10,729.90,  which  sum  consists  of  $8,665.80 
found  to  have  been  improperly  expended^ 
and  legal  interest  thereon  for  several  years; 
and  against  defendant  Miles  for  $7,129.96 
for  money,  and  interest  thereon,  found  to 
have  been  improperly  expended  by  the  direct- 
ors by  acts  in  which  he  participated.  From 
the  judgment,  and  from  an  order  denying 
their  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the  defendants 
appeal.  The  court  found  the  appellants  lia- 
ble for  $1,888.05  paid  out  by  them  as  ex- 
penses incurred  in  defending  a  certain  ac- 
tion brought  in  the  superior  court  by  the 
San  Luis  Bituminous  Rock  Company  against 
the  defendant  corporation  herein  and  cer- 
tain others  of  the  individual  defendants 
herein.  The  groimd  of  this  finding  is  that, 
owing  to  the  nature  of  that  action,  the  de- 
fendants therein,  other  than  the  corporation, 
should  have  borne  the  expenses  of  the  litiga- 
tion, and,  a«  this  finding  is  not  discussed  in 
appellants'  brief,  it  may  be  dismissed  with- 
out further  notice. 

The  chief  item  of  appellants'  lial?ility  al- 
lowed by  the  court,  which  is  contested  by 
appellants,  is  $6,475  paid  defendant  Fair- 
child  for  services  as  general  manager  of  the 
corporation  defendant  before  his  compensa- 
tion therefor  had  been  fixed,  which  sum,  with 
interest  thereon,  makes  up  the  main  amount 
of  the  judgment.  The  record  shows  that, 
aft^r  the  case  had  been  submitted  to  the 
trial  court,  that  court  made  an  order  on 
August  29,  1896,  that  judgment  be  entered 
for  plaintiffs  for  $1,888.05  alone.  (In  a 
written  opinion  attached  to  one  of  appel- 
lants' briefs  the  learned  judge  of  the  lower 
court  gives  his  reasons,  which  we  think  are 
exceedingly  cogent,  for  not  allowing  judg- 
ment for  the  $6,475  paid  to  Fairchild.)  But 
afterwards  the  court  made  findings  and  or- 
dered judgment  for  the  $6,475  and  interest 
in  addition  to  the  said  $1,888.05,  and.  un- 
der an  amendment  to  the  complaint,  gave 
judgment  also  for  an  additional  $332.25, 
which  yn\\  be  referred  to  hereafter,  and  or- 
dered that  $2,000  be  allowed  plaintiffs  as  a 
counsel  fee,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  judgment 
by  a  receiver,  who  was  appointed  to  collect 
the  same. 

Thwe  is  no  averment,  or  proof,  or  finding 
of  any  fraud  committed  by  appellants,  but 
the  theor}'  of  the  complaint  seems  to  be  that 
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in  authorizinpr  the  payment  of  the  said  mon- 
ey to  Faircliild  the  appellants  acted  with 
gross  negligence.  The  appellants  admit  the 
]>ayment  of  this  money,  and  justify  it.  The 
findings  seem  to  follow  the  theory  of  the 
complaint ;  but  so  far  as  they  may  be  con- 
strued to  find  that  appellants  were  guilty  of 
such  negligence  as  would  render  them  liable 
on  the  ground  of  negligence  alone,  or  that 
they  wilfully  intended  to  injure  the  corpora- 
tion for  their  own  personal  gain,  they  are 
not  supported  by  cTidence.  However,  the 
findings  on  these  points  need  not  be  closely 
scrutinized;  for  the  order  denying  the  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  contains  this  language: 
""There  is  no  evidence  in  this  case  that  either 
of  the  defendants  Perine,  Walrath,  or  Miles 
acted  for  their  own  private  gains.  If  any 
finding  bears  that  construction  I  regret  it, 
and,  if  it  were  necessary  to  support  the 
judgment,  I  would  grant  a  new  trial.  Neith- 
er, under  my  \'iews  of  the  law,  is  the  finding 
as  to  negligence  material.  Perine,  Walrath, 
and  Miles  are  held  liable  upon  the  ground 
that  they  voted  money  of  the  corporation  to 
Fairchild  without  authority  of  law.  If  it 
be  assumed  that  the  corporation  was  in- 
debted to  Fairchild  for  past  services,  none 
of  the  defendants  are  liable  for  the  money 
paid  to  him.  .  .  .  Upon  the  main  ques- 
tion whether  Fairchild  had  any  legal  claim 
for  compensation  before  his  salary  was  fixed 
by  the  board,  I  see  no  reason  to  change  the 
views  expressed  by  me  in  deciding  the  case." 
It  is  apparent,  therefore,  that  the  judgment 
was  basied  on  the  principle  that  the  payment 
of  the  monev  to  Fairchild  was  unlawful  be- 
cause  it  was  paid  before  his  salary  as  gener- 
al manager  had  been  fixed,  and  that,  as  will 
be  seen  hereafter,  it  was  so  entirely  illegal 
and  ultra  inrca  that  it  could  not  be  ratified 
or  made  valid  by  any  subsequent  act  of  eith- 
er the  directors  or  the  stockholders. 

The  corporation  defendant  was  organized 
in  September,  1891.  Its  main  purpose  was 
to  control  the  mining  and  marketing  of  bitu- 
minous rock  to  be  taken  from  several  differ- 
ent mines  or  deposits  of  bitumen.  It  ap- 
pears that  these  several  mines  were  mainly 
owned  by  the  persons  who  formed  the  cor- 
poration defendant,  and  became  its  stock- 
holders and  directors.  The  corporation  took 
leases  from  the  owners  of  these  several 
mines,  by  the  terms  of  which  it  was  to  give 
them  a  royalty  of  $1  a  ton  for  every  ton  of 
bitumen  taken  from  the  mines.  It  seems 
quite  apparent  that  the  main  profit  which 
the  organizers  of  the  corporation  expected 
to  receive  was  to  come  through  the  royalty 
of  $1  per  ton  to  be  paid  for  the  rock  taken 
from  the  mines  which  they  owned;  and,  in 
this  connection,  we  think  that  the  court 
erred  in  sustaining  an  objection  to  the  ques- 
tion asked  Fairchild  on  the  witness  stand, 
whether  at  the  time  of  the  organization  of 
the  corporation  "it  was  designed,  intended, 
or  expected  by  the  directors  of  the  Bitumen 
Consolidated  that,  outside  of  the  rovalties, 
there  would  be  large  earnings  or  dividends.'* 
Immediately  after  the  organization  of  the 
corporation,  and  in  September,  1801,  Fair- 
child  was  duly  elected  vice  president  and 
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general  manager,  and  remained  isuch  durin^i^ 
the  time  mentioned  in  the  complaint.  He 
immediately  commenced  to  perform  his  du- 
ties as  general  manager,  which  duties  were 
numerous  and  onerous,  and  occupied  almost 
his  entire  time.  The  various  kinds  of  work 
which  he  did  as  manager  fully  appear  in 
the  evidence,  and  need  not  be  here  given  in 
detail.  It  is  suflicient  to  say  that  his  work 
included  direction  and  supervision  of  the 
mining  operations  in  the  various  leased 
mines;  the  supplies  required;  contracting 
for  hauling  rock  from  mines  tocars ;  purchas- 
ing sacks  for  the  rock ;  attending  to  shipping 
receipts  and  collecting  moneys;  securing 
transportation  facilities;  chartering  vessels 
for  shipping  rock  to  points  on  the  northern 
Pacific  Coast;  seeing  that  cars  which  came  to 
San  Francisco  were  properly  loaded  and  de- 
livered in  proper  shape  to  purchasers ;  look- 
ing after  oflice  management,  and  attending 
to  all  "business  of  the  corporation  which 
come  along  from  day  to  day."  Before  his  em- 
ployment he  had  visited  points  as  far  north 
as  Vancouver,  British  Columbia,  in  the  in- 
terest of  the  use  and  sale  of  bituminous  ro«k, 
and  had  become  acquainted  with  public  of- 
ficials and  others  having  control  of  street 
paving,  and  was  thus  enabled  to  procure  con- 
tracts with  them  for  sale  of  the  rock  of  the 
corporation.  There  is  no  doubt  that  his 
services  were  highly  valuable,  and  there  is  no 
doubt  that  they  were  of  such  a  character  as 
to  preclude  any  reasonable  supposition  that 
they  were  to  be  gratuitous.  But  there  was 
no  resolution  of  the  board  of  directors  and 
no  express  contract  determining  what  com- 
pensation he  should  have  for  his  services  as 
manager  prior  to  November  9,  1892,  and  for 
this  reason  it  fs  contended  by  respondents 
that  he  cannot  legally  have  any  compensa- 
tion prior  to  that  date.  Fairchild  expected  to 
receive  compensation  for  his  work  as  man- 
ager, the  amount  to  depend  somewhat  upon 
the  volume  of  business  that  would  be  devel- 
oped, and  the  testimony  of  Walrath,  presi- 
dent, and  Perine,  treasurer,  of  the  corpora- 
tion, shows  that  it  was  not  expected  by  them 
or  the  other  directors  that  he  was  to  work 
gratuitously.  Moreover,  his  work  as  man- 
ager was  done  with  the  knowledge  of  the 
directors,  but  there  was  no  formal  action 
taken  on  the  subject  until  November  9,  1892. 
Some  time  before  that  date  the  president 
paid  Fairchild,  on  account  of  his  services, 
out  of  the  money  of  the  corporation,  $3.600 : 
and  on  November  9,  1802,  the  board  of  di- 
rectors passed  a  resolution  which,  after  re- 
citing that  Fairchild  had  been  in  the  employ 
of  the  corporation  since  its  organization  "as 
managing  agent  and  manager,"  and  had  been 
paid  by  the  president  $3,600  for  his  service*. 
declared  that  "the  acts  of  said  president  in 
advancing  and  paying  said  J.  A.  Fairchild 
said  sum  of  $3,6()b  on  account  of  his  ser%-- 
vices  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  approved, 
ratified,  and  confirmed."  There  were  pres- 
ent at  this  meeting  four  directors,  who  con- 
stitut^etl  a  quorum.  Fairchild  was  one  of  the 
four,  but  he  did  not  vote  on  the  resolution. 
which  was  passed  by  the  votes  of  the  other 
three.     At  this  same  meeting  a   resolution 
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was  passed  reciting  that  Faircliild  had  been 
elected  general  manager  in  September,  1801, 
and  had  ever  since  been  acting  as  such  with- 
out having  his  salary  fixexi,  and  declaring 
that  his  salary  "be,  and  the  same  is  hereby, 
fixed  at  the  monthly  sum  of  $200  per  month 
from  November  1,  1891,  to  April  1,  1892, 
and  that  thereafter  he  should  receivea  salary 
of  $750  per  month,  which  should  remain  the 
same  until  changed  by  the  board  of  direct- 
ors.'* On  the  10th  day  of  January,  1893, 
there  was  a  general  meeting  of  the  stockhold- 
ers. At  this  meeting  there  were  present 
stockholders  representing  2,510  shares  of 
the  capital  stock  of  3,000  shares:  and  by  a 
resolution  adopted  by  a  majority  of  the 
shares,  exclusive  of  those  represented  by 
Fairchild,  it  was  resolved  "that  all  the  acts 
of  the  board  of  directors  and  officers  of  this 
company  for  the  past  year  be  approved  and 
nitilied." 

The  by-laws  provide  that  "the  compensa- 
tion and  terms  of  office  of  all  officers  of  the 
corporation  (other  than  directors)  shall  be 
fixed  and  determined  by  the  board  of  direct- 
ors." This  language  does  not  on  its  face 
mean  that  the  compensation  must  be  express- 
ly and  definitely  agreed  upon  and  settled  be- 
fore performance  of  the  services;  but  re- 
spondents contend  that  under  the  general 
law,  established  by  judicial  decisions,  there 
can  be  no  lawful  allowance  to  an  officer  of  a 
corporation  for  services,  no  matter  what 
their  character  and  value,  where  the  amount 
of  the  compensation  had  not  been  fixed  prior 
to  the  rendition  of  the  services.  Many  au- 
thorities on  this  subject  have  been  cited  on 
both  sides,  and  they  are  to  some  extent  con- 
flicting. Most  of  those  cited  by  respondents 
merely  declare  the  rule  that  a  "director"  as 
such,  without  some  previous  understanding, 
is  not  entitled  to  pay  for  services  which  are 
within  the  ordinary  duties  to  be  expected  of 
liim  as  director,  although  some  of  them  no 
doubt  apply  the  rule  to  other  officers  or 
agents,  wiio  are  also  directors,  but  as  to  the 
last  proposition  the  weight  of  authority  and 
reason  is  the  other  way. 

As  a  general  rule,  when  one  person  per- 
forms valuable  services  for  another,  wheth- 
er the  other  be  a  corporation  or  a  natural 
person,  the  law  raises  an  implied  promise  to 
pay  a  reasonable  compensation  for  the  serv- 
ices, unless  they  are  performed  under  cir- 
cumstances which  show  an  understanding 
that  they  were  to  be  gratuitous.  It  frequently 
happens  that  one  natural  person  performs 
valuable  services  for  another  natural  person 
for  Avhich  the  former  cannot  recover,  be- 
cause circumstances  show  that  they  were 
rendered  without  any  expectation  of  compen- 
sation. Now,  it  has  been  held  that  directors 
of  corporations  cannot,  without  previous  ex- 
press contract,  receive  compensation  for  such 
ordinary  services  as  are  usually  rendered  by 
directors  without  pay;  for  the  common  un- 
ci erstanding,  as  declared  by  judicial  deci- 
sions, is  that  such  services  are  presumed  to 
be  rendered  gratuitously.  But  that  pre- 
sumption does  not  apply  to  those  onerous 
Horvices  performed  by  officers  and  agents  of 
a  corporation,  though  they  be  also  directors, 
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for  which  compensation  is  usually  demanded 
and  allowed,  and  which  could  not  reasonably 
be  expected  to  be  performed  for  nothing. 
The  correct  rule  is  stated  bv  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court  in  Fitzgerald  d-  M. 
Constr,  Co,  v.  Fitzqerald,  137  U.  S.  98, 
34  L,  ed.  608,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  36.  In  that 
case,  Fitzgerald,  who  was  a  director  of  a 
corpopation  and  its  treasurer,  acted  as  su- 
perintendent and  general  manager,  and  as 
such  did  valuable  work,  "not  at  all  pertain- 
ing to  his  office  as  director,"  and  the  ques- 
tion was  whether  he  was  entitled  to  com- 
pensation for  such  work  done  before  any 
compensation  was  fixed.  The  opinion  of  the 
court  states  that  the  trial  court  "instructed 
the  jury  that  *if  Fitzgerald,  the  plaintiflf, 
Sicted  as  superintendent,  treasurer,  or  gen- 
eral manager  of  said  company,  and  trans- 
acted the  usual  business  that  devolves  uppn 
such  officer  of  such  a  concern  as  that,  with 
the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  defendant' 
(during  the  time  before  compensation  was 
fixed),  there  would  be  an  implied  agree- 
ment on  the^  part  of  the  defendant  to  pay 
what  the  services  were  reasonably  worth, 
and  afterwards  repeated  this  instruction 
more  in  detail,  confining  it  to  services  as 
manager,"  The  verdict  was  for  Fitzgerald, 
and  the  judgment  was  affirmed.  The  court 
said:  "The  general  rule  is  well  stated  by 
Mr.  Justice  Morton  (since  chief  justice  of 
Massachusetts)  in  Few  v.  First  Nat.  Bankj 
130  Mass.  391,  395.  *A  bank  or  other  cor- 
poration may  be  bound  by  an  implied  con- 
tract in  the  same  manner  as  an  individual 
may.  But,  in  any  case,  the  mere  fact  that 
valuable  services  are  rendered  for  the  benefit 
of  a  party  does  not  make  him  liable  upon  an 
implied  promise  to  pay  for  them.  It  often 
happens  that  persons  render  services  for  oth- 
ers which  all  parties  understand  to  be  gra- 
tuitious.  Thus,  directors  of  banks  and  of 
many  other  corporations  usually  receive  no 
compensation.  In  such  cases,  however  valu- 
able the  services  may  be,  the  law  does  not 
raise  an  implied  contract  to  pay  by  the 
party  who  receives  the  benefit  of  them.  To 
render  such  party  liable  as  a  debtor  under 
an  implied  promise,  it  must  be  shown,  not 
only  that  the  serxnces  were  valuable,  but 
also  that  they  were  rendered  under  such  cir- 
cumstances as  to  raise  the  fair  presumption 
that  the  parties  intended  and  understood 
that  they  were  to  be  paid  for;  or.  at  least, 
that  the  circumstances  were  such  that  a  rea- 
sonable man,  in  the  same  situation  with  the 
person  who  receives  and  is  benefited  by  them, 
would  and  ought  to  understand  that  com- 
pensation was  to  be  paid  for  them.'  Tested 
by  this  rule,  we  think  that  the  court  fairly 
left  it  to  the  jury  to  determine  whether  Fitz- 
gerald  rendered  services  of  such  a  character 
and  under  such  circumstances  that  he  was 
entitled  to  claim  compensation  therefor.  It 
could  not  properly  have  been  held  as  matter 
of  law  that  he  was  not  so  entitled." 

Rogers  v.  Hastings  rf  D.  R.  Co.  22  Minn. 
25,  is  a  case  directly  in  point.  It  is  stronger 
in  support  of  the  proposition  above  stated 
than  the  case  at  bar,  because  the  charter 
of  the  corporation  in  that  case  provided  that 
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the  board  of  directors  should  appoint  the 
officers,  "and  fix  their  compensation  for  the 
services  to  be  rendered."  Rogers  was  a  di- 
rector, and  was  appointed  secretary  of  the 
corporation,  and  also  acted  as  its  land  com- 
missioner and  attorney,  and  sued  for  the 
value  of  services  rendered  in  such  capaci- 
ties. There  had  been  no  compensation  nxed, 
nor  any  contract  made,  before  the  services 
were  rendered,  and  it  was  contended  there, 
as  here,  that  no  compensation  could  be  re- 
covered for  past  services.  But  it  was  held 
otherwise.  The  court  said,  among  other 
things,  as  follows:  "The  evidence  showed 
that  the  plaintiff,  while  acting  as  land  cdm- 
missioner,  was  a  member  of  the  board  of  di- 
rectors. If  his  services  as  land  commission- 
er had  been  performed  by  him  simply 
as  a  director,  it  might  be  that  he  could  not* 
recover  for  the  same,  since,  in  the  absence 
of  a  special  agreement  for  compensation,  he 
would,  according  to  many  authorities,  be 
presumed  to  have  acted  gratuitously.  But 
the  duties  and  labors  of  a  land  commissioner 
of  a  laud  grant  railroad  company  do  not 
necessarily  nor  presumptively  pertain  to  a 
director  as  such.  Indeed,  it  would  be  un- 
reasonable to  suppose  that  duties  so  onerous 
would  be  undertaken  by  one  acting  simply 
as  a  director  without  pay.  For  such  extra- 
ordinary services,  outside  of  and  beyond 
his  duties  as  director,  a  party  may  certainly 
recover,  notwithstanding  his  directorship'; 
for  the  reason  that,  even  if  he  performs  the 
duties  of  director  gratuitously,  these  serv- 
ices are  not  a  part  of  those  duties"  (citing 
cases).  In  Henry  v.  Rutland  d  B,  R,  Co. 
27  Vt.  435,  there  was  a  standing  resolution 
of  the  board  that  a  director  should  not  re- 
ceive more  than  $2  per  day  for  special 
services,  yet  a  director  was  allowed  to  re- 
cover for  services  which  were  outside  his 
duties  as  a  director  in  an  amount 
much  greater  than  could  have  been  allowed 
under  the  resolution  for  services  as  director. 
The  court  said:  "There  are  services  which 
may  be  rendered  for  the  benefit  of  a  corpora- 
tion, the  pei-formance  of  which  may  be  dele- 
gateid  by  the  directors  to  other  persons.  For 
that  purpose  the  directors  may  employ,  as 
their  agents,  those  who  are  not  members 
of  the  corporation,  or  they  may  employ  one 

of  their  own  number A  director 

is  not  incapacitated  to  discharge  those  du- 
ties, and  receive  the  same  compensation 
which  other  agents  would  be  entitled  to  re- 
cover. ...  In  rendering  those  services 
the  plaintiff  was  not  acting  in  his  official 
character  as  director,  but  as  the  agent  of 
the  corporation,  and  his  compensation  is  no 
more  limited  by  that  vote  than  it  would  be 
if  the  services  had  been  rendered  by  others 
who  were  not  directors."  In  Sawyer  v. 
Paicnera'  Bank,  6  Allen,  209,  the  court, 
speaking  of  the  circumstances  under  which 
the  presumption  arises  that  officers  of  a  cor- 
poration are  to  be  paid  for  their  services, 
says:  "Such  a  presumption  arises  in  ref- 
erence to  any  species  of  work,  labor,  or  em-' 
ployment  which  is  usually  and  commonly  the 
subject  of  hire  and  reward,  and  paid  for, 
whether  any  specific  bargain  is  or  is  not 
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made  concerning  it.'*    In  Beach,  Priv.  Ccrp. 
9  208,  the  author  says:     "When  the  charter 
of  a  corporation  provides  that  certain  of- 
ficers may  be  elected,  and  their  salary  fixed, 
by  a  board  of  directors,  and  a  president  is 
thus  elected,  but  without  a  salary  named, 
the  law  raises  an  assumpsit  on  the  part  of 
the  corporation  to  pay  a  reasonable  compen- 
sation for  his  services  rendered  after  elec- 
tion."   In  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  §  508,  the 
author  says:     "If  a  director  is  properly  em- 
ployed to  perform  services  which  do  not  per- 
tain to  his  office  as  director,  he  is  entitled 
to  such   compensation  as  has  been  agreed 
upon,    or   as    the    services   are    reasonably 
worth."    There  are  many  other  authorities 
to  the  same  effect  as, those  above  cited,  but 
they   arc    too   numerous   to   refer   to   here. 
See  Angell  &  A.  Priv.   Corp.   §  317;    Pew 
v.  First  X at.  Banky  130  Mass.  S91;  Chandler 
V.  M on  7)1  out h  Bank,  13  N.  J.  L.  255:  Shackel- 
ford V.  yew  Orleans,  J.  d  0.  X.  R.  Co.  37 
Miss.  209;  Santa  Clara  Min.  Asfto.  v.  .If  erf - 
dith,  49  Md.  389,  33  Am.  Rep.  204 :  Chccney 
V.  Lafayette,  B.  d    M.    R.    Co.  QS  111.  573, 
18     Am.     Rep.     584;     First     Sat.     Bank 
V.  Drake,  29  Kan.  311,  44  Am.   Rep.  646; 
Severson  v.   Bi-MetaUio  Extension    Min.    d 
Mill  Co.  18  Mont.  13,  44  Pac.  79;  Felton  v. 
West  Iron  Mountain  Min.  Co.  16  Mont-.  81, 
40  Pac.  70.     There  was  nothing  decided  in 
McCarthy  v.  Mount  Tecarte  Land  d  Water 
Co,  11  Cal.  328,  43  Pac.  966,  that  conflicts 
mth  the  views  hereinbefore  stated.     There 
the  plaintiff,  who  was  a  director  of  the  cor- 
poration defendant,  sought  to  recover  of  the 
latter  the  value  of  services  rendered  without 
any    previously    fixed  salary  or  compensa- 
tion;  and  a  judgment  in  his  favor  was  re- 
versed merely  because  the  trial  court  had 
erroneously  excluded  evidence  offered  by  the 
defendant  which  "tended  to  show  the  rela- 
tions of  the  parties,     .     .     .    and  to  throw 
light  on  the  question  whether  or  not  it  was 
intended  that  he  should  have  compensation.** 
The   court    referred  to  Bar  stow  v.  City  R. 
Co.  42  Cal.  465, — which,  was  also  an  action 
brought  by  a  director  to  recover  for  ser^'ices 
rendered  before  his  compensation  had  been 
fixed, — and  quoted  from  the  opinion  in  the 
latter  case  as  follows:     "The  situation  of 
the  parties  at  the  time — ^the  relation,  if  any, 
in  which  they  stood  of  a  business  character 
or  otherwise — are  important  to    be    known 
and  considered  in  order  to  arrive  at  a  correct 
solution  of  the  ultimate  question  involved." 
In  neither  the  McCarthy  Case  nor  the  Bar- 
stow  Ca^e  is  there  anything  in  the  nature 
of  a  decision  that  there  cannot  be  a  recovery 
by  an  officer  of  a  corporation  who  is  also  a 
director  unless  his  salary  had  been  previous- 
ly fixed,  but  the  contrary  in  both  cases  is 
assumed  and  necessarily   decided.      In    the 
McCarthy  Ca^e  it  is  assumed  that  plaintiff 
could   have  recovered  on  "an  implied  con- 
tract arising  out  of,  and  inferable  from,  the 
situation  and  relation  of  the  parties";  and 
it  is  further  said  that  "respondent,  being  a 
director  of  appellant,  was  not  entitled  to 
compensation  for  services  rendered  the  cor- 
poration unless  the  circumstances  were  such 
as  to   raise  an  implied  assumpsit  to  pay 
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what  they  were  reasonably  worth."  We 
conclude,  therefore,  upon  the  authorities 
above  noticed^  as  well  as  upon  reasonable 
and  just  principles,  that  Fairchild  was  not 
precluded  from  having  a  legal  claim  for  the 
value  of  his  services  merely  because  that 
value  had  not  been  fixed  beforehand. 

In  the  opinion  delivered  in  department  it 
was  held  that  the  allowance  of  Fairchild's 
claim  by  the  board  of  directors  on  November 
9th  was  valid,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
the  presence  of  Fairchild  was  necessary  to 
constitute  a  quorum,  and  that,  at  all  events, 
the  allowance  was  an  act  that  could  be  rati- 
fied by  the  stockholders,  and  that  it  was 
so  ratified  on  January  10,  1893,  as  above 
stated.  Since  then  it  has  been  held  in  Gur- 
tin  V.  Salmon  River  Hydraulic  Oold  Min.  d 
Ditch  Co.  130  Cal.  345,  62  Pac.  552,  that 
that  there  is  no  legal  quorum  of  directors 
present  when  action  is  attempted  to  be 
taken  on  a  matter  as  to  which  one  of  the 
directors  necessary  to  make  the  quorum  is 
interested.  Assuming  this  to  be  the  estab- 
lished law  on  the  subject,  and  that,  there- 
fore, the  resolutions  of  November  9th  were 
invalid,  and  assuming,  also,  that  the  invalid 
action  of  November  9th  could  not  be  ratified 
by  the  stockholders,  still,  under  the  above 
views,  Fairchild  was  entitled  to  receive  com- 
pensation upon  quantum  meruit  for  what- 
ever his  said  services  were  reasonably  worth, 
and  appellants  should  be  credited  in  this 
action  with  an  amount  of  money  equal  to 
the  value  of  said  services.  Buck  v.  Eureka, 
109  Cal.  522,  30  L.  R.  A.  409,  42  Pac  243. 
In  the  latter  case  it  was  declared  that  the 
plaintiff  should  be  allowed  to  amend  his 
complaint,  if  so  advised.  In  the  case  at  bar 
an  amendment  would  hardly  be  necessary, 
as  the  facts  supporting  a  quantum  meruit 
are  fully  stated;  but,  if  appellants  be  ad- 
vised to  amend  their  pleading  in  that  re- 
spect, they  should  be  allowed  to  do  so. 

It  is  contended  by  appellants  that,  after 
the  case  had  been  submitted,  the  court  made 
orders  allowing  an  amendment  setting  up 
a  claim  for  about  $300  for  an  entertain- 
ment to  the  board  of  supervisors  of  San 
Francisco  at  one  of  the  mines  (which  ap- 
pellants claim  to  have  been  legitimately  ex- 
pended in  furtherance  of  the  interests  of  the 
corporation),  and  an  amendment  setting  up 
a  claim  for  counsel  fees  of  $2,000  alleged 
to  be  reasonable,  and  also  an  order  that 
thef»e  amendments  "are  deemed  to  have  been 
by  defendants  denied;"  and  that  these  orders 
were  erroneously  made.  Tlie  record,  how- 
ever, does  not  clearly  show  that  these  things 
occurred  in  the  manner  asserted  by  appel- 
lants, and,  as  a  new  trial  is  to  be  ordered, 
it  is  not  necessarv  to  consider  them.  Of 
course,  appellants  should  be  allowed  to  con- 
test these  new  items  of  the  entertainment 
and  the  counsel  fees.  The  reasonableness 
of  the  counsel  fees  which  were  allowed  need 
not  be  passed  upon;  the  finding  as  to  that 
may  be  different  on  another  trial. 

The  judgment  and  order  appealed  from 
are  reversed,  and  the  cause  is  remanded  for 
a  new  trial,  with  directions  to  the  superior 
court  to  find  the  reasonable  value  of  Fair- 
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child's  services  as  manager  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  to  credit  the  amount  thereof  to 
appellants. 

We  concur:  Van  Dyke,  J^.;  Henshaw, 
J.;  Garoutte,  J. 

Harrison,  J.,  dissenting: 

The  plaintifl:*s  bring  this  action  as  stock- 
holders in  the  Bitumen  Consolidated  Min- 
ing Company,  a  corporation,  one  of  the  de- 
fendants, to  recover  from  the  other  defend- 
ants, for  the  benefit  of  the  said  corporation, 
certain  moneys  alleged  to  have  been  illegal- 
ly misapplied  and  withdrawn  by  them  from 
the  corporate  funds  of  said  corporation 
while  acting  as  its  directors.  Judgment 
was  rendered  against  the  defendants,  and 
they  have  appealed. 

The  defendant  corporation  was  organized, 
under  the  laws  of  this  state,  in  1891,  with 
a  board  of  six  directors,  and  a  capital  stock 
of  $300,000,  divided  into  3,000  shares.  The 
defendants  Fairchild,  Walrath,  and  Perine 
were  directors  of  the  corporation  from  its 
organization  until  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  this  action  (July  21,  1893);  The 
defendant  Miles  was  elected  a  director  No- 
vember 1,  1892,  and  thereafter  acted  as  such 
director.  The  other  two  directors  were  the 
plaintiffs  Bassett  and  Swift.  The  by-laws 
of  the  corporation  were  adopted  at  the  time 
of  its  organization,  in  1891,  and  provide  as 
follows : 

**nie  officers  shall  be  a  president,  vice 
president,  secretary,  and  treasurer,  which 
officers  shall  be  elected  by,  and  hold  oflfice 
during  the  pleasure  of,  the  board  of  direct- 
ors. The  vice  president  shall  be  the  man- 
ager of  the  corporation.  The  compensation 
and  tenure  of  office  of  all  officers  of  the  cor- 
poration (other  than  directors)  shall  be 
fixed  and  determined  by  the  board  of  direct- 
ors." 

"The  board  of  directors  shall  at  their  first 
regular  meeting  elect  one  of  their  number 
to  act  as  president;  and,  if  at  any  time 
the  president  shall  be  unable  to  act,  the  vice 
president  shall  take  his  place  and  perform 
his  duties;  and,  if  the.  vice  president  from 
any  cause  shall  be  unable  to  act.  they  shall 
appoint  some  other  member  of  the  board  to 
do  so,  in  whom  shall  be  vested  for  the  time 
being  all  the  duties  and  functions  of  his  of- 
fice.*^ 

"The  vice  president,  in  addition  to  the  du- 
ties imposed  upon  him  in  article  7  (that  is, 
when  acting  in  place  of  the  president) ,  shall 
be  the  manager  of  the  corporation,  and  shall 
perform  such  duties  as  may  be  prescribed 
from  time  to  time  by  the  board  of  di- 
rectors." 

At  the  organization  of  the  corporation, 
Walrath  wa.s  elected  president,  Fairchild 
vice  president  and  manager,  and  Perine 
treasurer,  of  the  corporation,  and  they  con- 
tinued to  hold  those  offices  until  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action. 

The  court  rendered  its  judgment  against 
the  appellants  upon  its  findinffs,  as  facts 
in  the  case,  that  they  had  mismanaged  and 
illegally  applied  the  funds  of  the  corpora- 
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tion  in  the  followinj^  particulars:  In  pay- 
ing to  the  defendant  Fairchild  the  sum  of 
$0,475  for  services  rendered  by  him  as  man- 
ager of  the  Hjorporation  prior  to  Novem- 
ber 9,  1892;  in  paying  $1,888.05  for  the  ex- 
penses of  certain  litigation  for  the  benefit 
of  the  defendants  Fairchild  and  Walrath, 
and  in  which  the  said  corporation  had  no 
interest;  in  paving  $332.25  for  the  enter- 
tainment of  certain  San  Francisco  super- 
visors at  a  clam  bake  in  San  Luis  Obispo 
county.  The  court  finds  that  during  all  the 
time  covered  by  these  transactions  the  cor- 
poration was  under  the  control  and  manage- 
ment of  the  four  defendant  directors,  and 
that  tlie  aforesaid  payments  were  made 
under  their  direction,  and  that  the  plaintiflts 
Bassett  and  Swift  protested  and  objected  to 
the  said  payments,  and  at  no  time  ratified 
or  sanctioned  the  same.  *  The  payment  of 
these  sums  of  money  out  of  the  corporate 
funds,  under  the  direction  of  the  defendants, 
is  not  controverted,  but  thev  contend  that 
they  had  authority  to  make  them. 

The  facts  connected  with  the  payment  of 
the  monev  to  Fairchild  are  as  follows:  As 
l)efore  stated,  Fairchild  was  elected  vice 
president  at  the  organization  of  the  corpo- 
ration, and  by  virtue  thereof  acted  as  its 
manager  under  the  provision  of  the  afore- 
said by-law,  and  rendered  various  services 
to  the  corporation.  It  was  provided  in  the 
by-laws  that  the  funds  of  the  corporation 
should  be  deposited  in  bank,  and  should  be 
paid  out  only  by  the  check  or  order  of  the 
president,  countersigned  by  the  secretary. 
October  11,  1892,  Walrath,\vith  the  consent 
of  the  defendant  Ferine,  withdrew  from  the 
funds  of  the  corporation  $3,600,  in  disregard 
of  this  provision  of  the  by-law,  and  without 
having  the  check  therefor  countersigned  by 
the  secretary,  and  paid  the  same  to  Fair- 
child  for  services  rendered  by  him  as  vice 
president  and  manager.  November  9,  1892, 
the  defendants  Walrath,  Fairchild,  Ferine, 
and  Miles  held  a  meeting  of  the  directors, — 
the  other  directors,  Bassett  and  Swift, 
plaintiffs  herein,  not  being  present, — and 
caused  the  following  resolution  to  be  entered 
upon  their  records:  "Whereas,  J.  A.  Fair- 
child  has  been  in  the  employ  of  the  Bitumen 
Consolidated  Mining  Company  since  its  or- 
ganization as  its  managing  agent  and  man- 
ager; and  whereas,  he  has  been  paid  by  au- 
thority of  the  president  thirty-six  hundred 
dollars  on  account  of  the  serWces  rendered 
for  the  company:  Therefore  be  it  resolved, 
that  the  acts  of  said  president  in  advanc- 
ing and  paying  the  said  J.  A.  Fairchild  said 
sum  of  thiitv-six  hundred  dollars  on  account 
of  his  services  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby, 
approved,  ratified,  and  confirmed."  At  the 
same  meeting  they  also  caused  the  following 
resolution  to  be  spread  upon  their  minutes: 
"Whereas.  J.  A.  Fairchild  was,  on  Septem- 
ber 1.  1891,  duly  elected  by  this  board  of 
directors  vice  president  and  general  man- 
ager of  this  company,  and  has  continued  to 
act  as  such  general  manager,  and  no  salary 
for  the  services  has  been  fixed:  Now,  be 
it  resolved,  that  the  salary  of  J.  A.  Fair- 
child,  as  general  manager  of  this  company, 
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be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  fixed  at  the 
monthly  salary  of  two  hundred  dollars  per 
month  from  November  1,  1891,  to  April  1. 
1892,  and  that  tliereafter,  to  wit,  from  the 
Ist  day  of  April,  1892,  he  shall  receive  as 
general  manager  of  this  company  a  salarj- 
of  seven  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  per 
month,  and  remain  the  same  until  changed 
by  the  board  of  directors." 

These  resolutions  were  adopted  by  the 
votes  of  Walrath,  Ferine,  and  Miles.  Fair- 
child,  although  present,  did  not  vote  upon 
the  adoption  of  either  of  them.  Under  this 
resolution  there  was  paid  to  Fairchild,  a> 
and  for  his  salary  for  services  rendered 
prior  to  November  9th,  the  sum  of  $2,875, 
aside  from  the  sum  of  $3,600  which  had  al- 
ready been  paid  to  him  by  Walrath.  At  a 
general  meeting  of  the  stockholders  held 
January  9,  1893,  at  which  there  were  pres- 
ent the  holders  of  2,510  shares  of  stock, 
a  resolution  was  adopted  "that  all  the  acts 
of  the  board  of  directors  of  this  company  for 
the  past  year  be  approved  and  ratified." 
1,510  votes  were  cast  in  favor  of  the  reso- 
lution, and  1,000  votes  against  it.  The 
plaintiff  Swift  voted  1,000  shares  against 
its  adoption,  and,  of  those  voting  in  its 
favor,  the  defendant  Fairchild  represented 
500  shares.  Ferine  represented  48S  shares, 
Walrath  500  shai-es,  and  Miles  10  shares. 

1.  That  the  action  of  Walrath,  in  with- 
drawing $3,600  and  paying  it  to  Fairchild 
without  any  authority  from  the  board  of  di- 
rectors, and  in  disregard  of  the  by-laws  of 
the  corporation,  was  a  violation  of  his  duty 
as  director,  as  was  also  the  act  of  Perine 
in  consenting  thereto,  and  of  Fairchild  in 
receiving  the  money,  is  not  open  to  question, 
and  has  not  been  contended  for  by  the  ap- 
pellants. No  validity  was  imparted  to  this 
act  by  the  resolution  adopted  at  the  meeting 
of  November  9th.  At  that  meeting  there 
were  present  only  four  directors,  and  Fair- 
child  was  one  of  this  number.  Although  he 
abstained  from  voting,  there  was  not  a  com- 
petent majority  of  the  board  at  that  meet- 
ing to  bind  the  corporation.  The  resolution 
then  adopted  ratifying  the  act  of  Walrath 
in  making  the  payment  was  not,  therefore, 
valid  as  a  corporate  act,  and  the  r'esolution 
purporting  to  fix  the  salary  of  Fairchild 
was  equally  invalid  for  the  purpose  of  cre- 
ating any  obligation  against  the  corpora- 
tion. Curtin  v.  Sahnon  River  Hydraulic 
Gold  Min.  it  Ditch  Co,  130  Cal.  345,*  62  Pac. 
552.  Neither  is  the  position  of  the  defend- 
ants fortified,  nor  did  they  receive  any  im- 
munity from  their  acts,  by  reason  of  the 
vote  of  the  stockholders  in  January,  1893, 
purporting  to  ratify  the  acts  of  the  direct- 
ors during  the  pre\*ious  year.  The  resolu- 
tion of  November  9th,  as  we  have  seen,  did 
not  constitute  an  act  of  the  "board"  of  di- 
rectors, and,  consequently,  could  not  l>e  af- 
fected by  this  resolution  of  the  stockholders. 
Moreover,  it  was  not  in  the  power  of  a  ma- 
jority of  the  stockholders  to  vote  to  them- 
selves or  to  one  of  their  number  the  funds 
of  the  corporation  against  the  protest  and 
objection  of  the  minority.  A  majority  of 
the  body  of  stockholders  has  no  power  to 
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vote  away  the  funds  of  the  corporation  for 
an  illegal  purpose^  or  to  make  a  gift  of  its 
funds,  against  the  will  of  the  minority.  Jf 
the  claim  of  Fairchild  for  his  services  was 
not  a  legal  cliarge  against  the  corporation, 
a  majority  of  the  stockholders  could  not  au- 
thorize its  payment,  and  their  ratification 
of  an  unauthorized  payment  by  the  direct- 
ors would  add  no  strength  to  the  act  of  the 
directors  in  making  such  payment.  The 
stockholders  had  no  authority  to  determine 
what  should  have  been  the  salary  of  the 
manager.  Both  by  the  statute  (Civil  Code, 
§  30.>j  and  by  the  by-law  above  quoted  this 
authority  was  conferred  upon  the  board  of 
dire<'tors.  and  could  not  be  exercised  by  the 
stockholders.  See  Gashwiler  v.  WilliSf  33 
Cal.  11,  91  Am.  Dec.  607. 

2.  It  is  contended,  however,  by  the  appel- 
lants that  the  services  rendered  by  Fair- 
child  constituted  a  valid  claim  against  the 
corporation,  which  could  have  been  enforced 
bj'  him,  and  that  they  were  therefore  jus- 
tified in  paying  this  claim.  This  proposi- 
tion is  rested  upon  their  contention  that  his 
services  as  manager  were  of  great  value  to 
the  corporation,  and  were  of  an  extraordi- 
nary character,  and  not  within  the  scope 
of  his  duties  as  a  director  or  ofllicer.  The 
by-laws  herein  provide  that  the  compensa- 
tion of  all  of  the  officers  of  the  corporation 
shall  be  fixed  and  determined  by  the  board 
of  directors,  and  the  court  finds  that  the 
board  of  directors  did  not,  prior  to  Novem- 
ber 9,  1892,  adopt  any  resolution  fixing  or 
determining  the  compensation  for  any  serv- 
ices that  might  be  rendered  by  Fairchild, 
and  that  there  was  no  contract  or  agree- 
ment between  them,  at  any  time  prior  to 
November  9th,  with  reference  to  his  salary, 
or  to  the  compensation  to  be  paid  for  his 
services,  and  *'that  he  acted  as  such  manager 
and  vice  president  wnthout  any  contract  re- 
specting such  salary." 

The  rule  is  well  settled  that  in  the 
absence  of  any  provision,  agreement,  or  reso- 
lution on  the  part  of  the  corporation  fixing 
a  salary  or  compensation  for  its  directors, 
who  are  also  officers,  they  are  not  entitled 
to  any  compensation  for  services  rendered 
by  them  as  such  officers  or  directors.  Smith 
V.  Putnam,  61  N.  H.  632;  Sairyrt'  v.  Pawn- 
ers* Bank,  6  Allen,  207 ;  Mnux  Ferry  Gravel 
Road  Co.  Y.  Branecfan,  40  Ind.  301;  Ellis 
V.  M'ardy  137  111.  500.  25  N.  E.  530;  A'i7- 
patrick  v.  Penrose  Ferry  Bridge  Co.  49  Pa. 
118,  88  Am.  Dec.  497;  Kelsey  v.  fiargent, 
40  Hun,  150:  Metropolitan  Kiev.  R.  Co.  v. 
Kneeland,  120  N.  Y.  134,  8  L.  R.  A.  253, 
24  X.  E.  381 ;  Pew  v.  First  Xat.  Bank,  130 
Mass.  391  ;  Pierce,  Railroads,  31  ;  Wieker- 
sham  V.  Crittenden,  93  Cal.  17,  28  Piic.  788. 
In  McCarthy  v.  Movnt  Teonrtc  Land  <£• 
Water  Co.  Ill  Cal.  337,  43  Pac.  956,  this 
court  said:  "As  the  respondent  was  a 
stockholder  and  director  of  the  corporation, 
he  was  not  entitled  to  compensation  for 
services  rendered  by  him  for  it,  no  matter 
under  what  name  or  official  position,  unless 
there  was  some  kind  of  a  contract  for  such 
compensation.*'  The  interest  of  the  direct- 
ors in  the  subject-matter  of  the  trust,  and 
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the  advantages  to  be  derived  from  their  in- 
dividual supervision  of  a  corporation,  are 
decmetl  to  be  a  sulficient  consideration  for 
assuming  the  position,  and  authorize  the 
presumption  that  they  undertook  to  perform 
its  duties  witliout  the  acceptance  of  compen- 
sation. Such  presumption  can  be  overcome 
only  by  an  agreement  or  resolution  on  the 
part  of  the  corporation  to  the  contrary-  be- 
fore the  services  are  rendered.  Tliis  is  but 
the  application  of  the  general  rule  as  to  tlie 
compensation     of     trustees.  A     trustee 

cannot  by  his  own  act,  while  executing  the 
duties  of  his  trust,  or  by  the  performance 
of  the  duties  assumed  by  him  therefor, 
create  an  obligation  against  his  beneficiary. 
By  accepting  the  trust  he  assumes  to  act 
for  the  benefit  of  his  beneficiary,  and  to 
perform  gratuitously  all  the  services  neces- 
sary therefor.  If  the  particular  duties  of 
his  office  are  not  defined,  whatever  services 
he  may  valuntarily  render  will  be  presumed 
to  have  been  within  his  contemplation  when 
he  entered  upon  the  tnist,  and  he  has  no 
right  of  recovery  for  any  services  required 
of  him  in  the  exercise  of  the  trust  which  may 
be  referable  thereto,  and  for  which  no  com- 
pensation has  been  fixed.  This  rule  has  been 
applied  where  one  of  a  board  of  directors 
was  appointed  treasurer,  and  performed  the 
duties  of  that  office  {Holder  v.  Lafayette 
B.  d  M.  R.  Co.  71  111.  106,  22  Am.  Rep. 
89)  ;  where  the  president  of  a  bank  was  ap- 
pointed superintendent  of  the  repairs  of  the 
bank  building  {Pew  v.  First  Nat.  Bankj  130 
Mass.  391 )  ;  where  the  vice  president  of  a 
corporation  was  also  appointed  its  general 
superintendent  {Besch  v.  Western  Car- 
ina ge  Mfg.  Co.  36  Mo.  App.  333)  ;  where  the 
president  of  a  corporation  was  appointed 
its  manager  {Rose  v.  Eclipse  Carhonating 
Co.  60  Mo.  App.  28). 

In  the  cases  cited  in  the  opinion  of  Mr. 
Justice  McFarland.  where  the  right  to  com- 
pensation for  services  was  upheld,  this  right 
was  base<i  upon  the  ground  that  the  services 
were  outside  of  the  functions  of  a  director, 
and  had  been  rendere<l  either  in  some  minis- 
terial or  executive  capacity, — such  as  sec- 
retary or  treats urer  of  the  corporation,  or 
as  superintendent  or  manager  of  its  works. — 
to  which  he  had  been  appointed  by  the  other 
members*  of  the  board,  or  had  been  rendered 
under  a  similar  appointment  or  authority 
in  matters  entirely  distinct  from  the  man- 
agement of  the  corporate  affairs,  as  in  the 
case  of  an  attorney  at  law  or  agent,  whose 
functions  were  such  as  could  be  delegated 
by  the  board  of  directors  to  a  person  not 
a  member  of  the  corporation.  In  the  FiTc- 
gerald  Case  the  court  bases  its  ruling  upon 
the  fact  that  "the  character  of  all  thc^e 
services  [rendered  by  him]  placed  them  out- 
side of  official  duties  proper."  A  portion 
of  the  claim  for  these  services,  as  stated  by 
the  court,  was  for  the  expense  and  troul)le 
in  procuring  money  for  the  company  while 
acting  as  its  treasurer.  In  its  instructions 
to  the  jury,  the  circuit  court  had  said  that 
'*if  Fitz;rorald  .  .  .  acted  as  superintendent, 
treasurer,  or  general  manager  of  said  com- 
pany,   and    transacted    the    usual    business 
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that  devolves  upon  such  officer,*'  etc.,  he 
would  be  entitled  to  recover.  In  comn^enting 
upon  this  instruction  the  supreme  court  con- 
cedes that  the  reference  therein  to  the 
"treasurer"  was  erroneous,  but  that  the 
error  was  unimportant,  sa^dng  in  its  opinion 
immediately  following  that  portion  w^hich 
is  quoted  by  Mr.  Justice  McFarland:  **The 
reference  to  the  treasurer,  as  made  in  one 
clause  of  the  charge,  even  though  inaccu- 
rate, was  not  of  sufficient  moment  to  require 
a  reversal  of  the  judgment."  In  none  of 
these  cases  does  it  appear  that  the  services 
for  which  the  director  was  held  entitled  to 
compensation  were  rendered  by  him  by  vir- 
tue of  his  office,  or  that  they  were  rendered 
in  exercise  of  the  official  duties  which  he  had 
assumed  by  virtue  of  his  position  as  direct- 
or. 

In  the  present  case  Fairchild  did  not  hold 
the  position  of  tnanager  by  reason  of  any 
special  appointment  to  that  office  by  the 
board  of  directors.  He  was  manager  only 
by  virtue  of  his  position  as  vice  president, 
and  whatever  service  he  performed  as  man- 
ager was  by  virtue  of  this  position.  The 
by-laws  declare:  "The  vice  president  shall 
be  the  manager  of  the  corporation,  and  shall 
perform  such  duties  aa  may  be  prescribed 
from  time  to  time  by  the  board  of  directors." 
His  election  as  vice  president  made  him  ipso 
facto  manager,  and  his  acceptance  of  the 
office  carried  with  it  an  obligation  on  his 
part  to  perform  all  the  duties  required  of 
the  manager.  It  does  not  appear  that  any 
duties  were  imposed  upon  him  or  prescribed 
for  him  by  the  board  of  directors,  after  he 
was  elected  a  director,  other  than  those 
which  existed  by  virtue  of  the  by-laws,  and 
the  court  finds  that  all  of  the  services  ren- 
dered by  him  prior  to  November  9,  1892, 
"were  rendered  within  the  functions  of  vice 
president  and  manager  of  said  corporation 
and  director  thereof."  These  findings  of 
fact  are  fully  sustained  by  the  evidence,  and 
upon  these  facts  the  court  has  no  alterna- 
tive than  to  hold  that  he  was  not  entitled 
to  any  compensation  or  salary  for  any  of 
the  services  rendered  by  him  as  vice  presi- 
dent or  as  manager  during  this  period,  and 
that  the  appellants  should  restore  to  the  cor- 
poration the  money  that  had  been  with- 
drawn for  the  payment  of  the  services. 

This  liability  does  not  depend  upon  any 
proof  or  finding  of  negligence  or  fraud  on 
the  part  of  the  defendants,  or  upon  the  ex- 
tent or  value  of  Fairchild's  services.  The 
defendants  may  have  acted  in  the  utmost 
good  faith  in  making  the  payment,  and  the 
corporation  may  have  derived  great  benefit 
from  his  services,  but,  as  the  law  forbids 
him  from  receiving  any  compensation  there- 
for, they  were  not  authorized  to  make  the 
payment,  and  the  legal  obligation  exists  up- 
on them  to  restore  the  money  so  with- 
drawn. 

The  rule  invoked  by  the  appellants  that 
the  law  implies  an  agreement  for  compen- 
sation when  one  receives  valuaklo  services 
from  anotlier  has  no  application  in  the  ca.se 
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of  services  rendered  to  a  corporation  by  one 
of  its  officers  or  directors.  The  mere  fact 
that  a  director  has  rendered  valuable  serv- 
ices to  the  corporation  does  not  create  an 
implied  promise  on  the  part  of  the  corpora- 
tion to  pay  him  therefor.  The  presump- 
tion in  such  case  that  the  services  were  ren- 
dered gratuitously  can  be  overcome  only  by 
showing  an  agreement  for  such  compensa- 
tion before  the  services  were  rendered,  or 
that  the  services  were  distinct  from  those 
which  pertain  to  the  office,  and  the  burden 
of  making  this  showing  is  upon  the  claim- 
ant. The  absence  of  an  agreement  that  he 
should  not  be  compensated  therefor  is  not 
enough.  It  must  be  affirmatively  shown 
that  an  agreement  for  compensation  was 
made  before  the  services  were  rendered. 

The  finding  of  the  court  that  "no  con- 
tract" respecting  his  salary  was  made  be- 
fore the  9th  of  November  includes  an  im* 
plied,  as  well  as  an  express,  contract,  and 
its  findings  that  the  services  rendered  were 
\^ithin  his  functions  as  rice  president  and 
manager  preclude  any  Implied  promise  to 
pay  therefor.  There  could  be  no  implied 
assumpsit  for  services  which  the  law  pre- 
sumes he  had  agreed  to  render  gratuitous- 
ly. There  were  no  duties  imposed  upon  him 
after  he  was  elected  director  of  the  corpo- 
ration other  than  existed  by  virtue  of  the 
by-laws.  Whatever  sen-ices' he  rendered  to 
the  corporation  were  performed  at  his  own 
suggestion,  and  without  any  direction  from 
the  board  of  directors,  and  it  must  be  held 
that  they  were  performed  gratuitously,  and 
without  any  expectation  of  compensation. 

The  appellants  have  not  presented  in  their 
brief  any  argument  against  the  correctness 
of  the  judgment  to  the  extent  that  it  de- 
clares them  liable  for  the  moneys  paid  for 
the  expenses  of  the  litigation  which  affected 
only  Fairchild  and  WaJrath,  and  the  find- 
ings of  the  court  in  that  respect  are  fully 
sustained  by  the  evidence.  The  payment  out 
of  the  corporate  funds  for  the  entertainment 
of  the  supervisors  at  a  clam  bake  was  un- 
authorized, even  if  it  could  be  shown  that 
the  corporation  had  derived  a  benefit  there- 
by. Whether  such  benefit  was  derived  must, 
however,  rest  very  materially  in  conjecture. 

The  objection  that  after  the  case  had  been 
tried  and  submitted  to  the  court  for  its  de- 
cision, and  it  had  given  directions  for  a  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  in  the  sum 
of  $1,888,05,  the  court  improperly  allowed 
certain  amendments  to  the  complaint,  and 
ordered  that  they  be  considered  as  denied, 
and  thereafter  proceeded  to  render  the  judg- 
ment herein  without  again  submitting  the 
cause,  cannot  be  considered.  There  is  no 
bill  of  exceptions  in  the  record,  and,  in  the 
absence  of  any  showing  of  the  circumstan- 
ces under  which  these  acts  and  directions 
of  the  court  were  made,  it  cannot  be  as- 
sumed that  any  error  was  committed  there- 
in. The  judgment  and  order  should  be  af- 
firmed. 

We  concur :     Beatty,  Ch.  J. ;  Temple,  J. 
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GEORGIA   SUPREME  COURT. 


Jane  WRIGHT  et  al.,  Plffs,  in  Err,, 

V. 

HOLLYWOOD      CEMETERY      CORPORA- 
TION et  al. 

(112  Ga.  884.) 

•1.  The  rlffht  of  aepultare  tn  a  slven 
cemetery-  lot  existed  as  to  a  decedent  whose 
deceased  parent  was,  while  In  life,  the  owner 
thereof,  and  who,  as  heir  at  law  of  that 
parent,  inherited  an  undivided  interest  in  the 
lot. 

2.  A  Mrrandiiiotlier,i^lt1i^v1iom  a  grand- 
child liavlutr  no  livlniir  parent  resided 
at  the  time  of  such  grandchild's  death,  had 
the  lei^ai  right  to  cause  the  body  to  be  burled 
in  a  Jot  wherein  there  was,  relatively  to  the 
decedent,  a  lawful  right  of  sepulture. 

3.  A  brother  of  the  decedent,  though  a 
minor,  had  the  right  to  participate  with  the 
grandmother  in  causing  such  burial  to  be 
made. 

4.  An  unlawful  and  nn^varranted  in- 
terference >vith  the  exercise  of  snch 
riKlH  of  b  a  rial  was  a  tort,  which  gave  to 
the  grandmother  and  brother  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion against  the  wrongdoer,  and  they  were 
entitled  to  maintain  the  same  without  Joining 
with  themselves  as  a  party  plaintiff  a  non- 
resident sister  of  the  decedent,  who  was  not 
present  when  the  attempt  to  bury  the  remains 
was  made. 

Sw  In  a  suit  for  an  nnlairfnl  and  nn- 
-warranted  Interference  with  the  exer- 
cise of  such  a  right  of  burial,  if  the  injury 
inflicted  upon  the  plaintiffs  was  wanton  and 
malicious,  or  the  result  of  gross  negligence, 
or  a  reckless  disregard  of  the  rights  of  others, 
equivalent  to  an  intentional  violation  of  them, 
exemplary  damages  may  be  awarded,  in  es- 
timating which  the  Injury  to  the  natural 
feelings  of  the  plaintiffs  may  be  taken  into 
consideration. 

6.  When  upon  the  hearlns  of  a  de- 
innrrer  to  a  petition,  the  court  passed 
an  order  in  effect  striking  a  portion  there- 
of, and  limiting  the  plaintiff's  right  of  recov- 
ery to  specified  items,  their  right  to  except 
to  such  order  was  not  lost  because  they  con- 
sented to  so  much  of  a  verdict  which  the  court 
directed  In  their  favor  as  related  to  the 
amount  they  were  entitled  to  recover  upon 
such  items. 

(March    1,    1901.) 

ERROR  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Fulton 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor 
of  defendants  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  alleged  wrongful  exclu- 
sion of  plaintiffs  from  the  use  of  a  cemetery 
lot.    Jtcveraed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs,  Bennett  J.  Conyers  and  Lav- 
ender R.  Ray  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

^Headnotes  by  Fish,  J. 

Note. — For  rights  and  duties  In  regard  to 
disposal  and  burial  of  corpse,  see  other  cases 
in  this  series  as  follows :  Larson  v.  Chase 
<Mlnn.)  14  L.  R.  A.  85,  and  note;  Hackett  v. 
Hackett  (ft.  I.)  19  L,  R.  A.  558;  Choppin  v. 
Dauphin  (La.)  33  L.  R.  A.  133;  Thompson  v. 
Deeds  (Iowa)  35  L.  R.  A.  56;  O'Donnell  v. 
62  L,  R.  A. 


Messi'S,  Arnold  Sc  Arnold,  for  defend- 
ants in  error: 

When  Annie  Carlton,  the  original  owner 
of  the  cemetery  lot,  died,  the  title  vested 
in  her  three  heirs  at  law,  Ludie,  James,  and 
Isabella,  as  tenants  in  common.  Neither 
could  exclude  the  others  from  any  portion 
of  it  without  their  consent. 

A  burial  lot  is  occupied  by  burial. 

Jacobus  V.  Congregation  of  Children  of 
Israel,  107  Ga.  518,  33  S.  E.  853. 

In  any  view  of  the  case  it  required  at 
least  the  consent  of  all  the  defendants  as 
tenants  in  conmion  for  any  particular  part 
of  this  burial  lot  to  be  appropriated  by  the 
burial  of  a  body  therein. 

No  tenant  in  common  can,  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  the  other  tenants,  occupy  any  part 
of  the  common  premises  without  consent. 

In  order  for  Ludie  Carlton  to  be  entitled 
to  burial  in  this  lot,  because  of  her  undi- 
vided interest,  her  estate  should  either  have 
had  the  consent  of  the  other  tenants  in  com- 
mon, or  there  should  have  been  a  partition 
of  the  burial  lot,  and  the  body  should  have 
been  interred  in  that  portion  of  the  lot  par- 
titioned off  to  the  estate  of  the^  deceased. 

As  the  declaration  stands,  it  seeks  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  invasion  of  the  rights 
of  a  person  not  before  the  court. 

Mr.  H.  H«  Dean  also  for  defendants  in 
error. 

Fish,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Jane  Wright,  and  James  Carlton,  a 
minor,  who  sued  by  his  next  friend,  Jane 
Wright,  brought  suit  against  the  Hollywood 
Cemetery  Corporation  and  C.M.Curran.  The 
petition  made  substantially  the  following 
case:  On  the  11th  of  February,  1893,  Annie 
Carlton  purchased  of  the  Hollywood  Ceme- 
tery Company  a  certain  described  lot  in 
Hollywood  Cemetery,  "for  a  burial  place  for 
herself,  her  children,  and  the  members  of 
her  family,  and  received  a  deed  of  convey- 
ance to  the  same."  She  died  in  December, 
1894,  and  her  body  was  buried  in  said  lot. 
In  December,  1897,  the  Hollywood  Cemetery 
Corporation  purchased  "the  land  and  lots 
in  said  cemetery  belonging  to  said  Holly- 
wood Cemetery  Co.  on  November  3,  1897, 
and  which  had  not  been  previously  sold  by" 
the  latter  company;  "and  at  once  assumed 
the  control  of  said  cemetery,  the  care  of  the 
same,  and  assumed  to  itself  the  privileges 
and  right  to  dig  the  graves  for  all  bodies 
to  be  buried  therein,  and  charge  for  the 
same."  The  defendant  Curran  is  a  stock- 
holder in  the  defendant  company,  the  owner 
of  lots  in  the  cemetery,  and  was,  at  the  time 
of  the  wrongful  acts  complained  of,  "acting 

Slack    (Cal.)    43   L.  R.   A.   388:   and   Keyes  y. 
Konkei  (Mich.)  44  L.  R.  A.  242. 

As  to  right  to  recover  damages  for  injury 
to  feelings  because  of  Interference  with  funeral, 
see  also  Gatzow  v.  Buenlng  (Wis.)  49  L.  R.  A. 
475. 
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agent  for  said  corporation."  Upon  l^he  death 
of  Annie  Carlton,  the  title  to  the  lot  in  the 
cemetery  which  she  had  purchased  vested 
in  her  children,  Ludie  Carlton,  James  Carl- 
ton, and  Isahella  Carlton  Doyle.  After  the 
death  of  their  mother,  Ludie  and  James 
Carlton  made  their  home  with  the  plaintiff 
Mrs.  Jane  Wright,  their  grandmother,  and 
the  mother  of  Annie  Oarlton.  Ludie  Carlton 
died  on  the  30th  of  March,  1898,  at  the  home 
of  Mts.  Jaiie  Wright,  in  the  city  of  Atlanta, 
Georgia.  "By  reason  of  the  near  relation- 
ship, and  the  fact  that  she  resided  with 
.  .  .  petitioner  Mrs.  Jane  Wright  dur- 
ing life,  and  was  under  her  care  and  pro- 
tection, .  .  .  petitioners  became  enti- 
tled to  the  possession  of  the  body  of  said 
Ludie  Carlton  for  the  purpose  of  interment, 
and  the  duty  and  responsibility  devolved 
upon  [them]  to  give  to  it  a  Christian 
burial."  On  the  31st  of  March,  1898,  peti- 
tioners notified  the  defendant  corporation  of 
the  death  of  said  Ludie  Carlton,  and  of  their 
purpose  to  bury  her  body  in  said  lot  by  the 
side  of  the  body  of  her  mother,  and  on  that 
day  contracted  with  the  defendant  corpora- 
tion "to  dig  and  prepare  the  grave  in  said 
lot,"  pajdng  in  advance  for  the  same.  "The 
Hollywood  Cemetery  Corporation  at  the 
time  well  kiiew  that  said  lot  had  been  pre- 
viously sold  to  said  Annie  Carlton,  that  her 
body  was  buried  in  the  same,  and  that  the 
title  to  said  lot  was  in  her  children,  and  that 
.  .  .  petitioners  had  the  right  to  bury 
the  body  of  .  .  .  Ludie_  Carlton  in  the 
said  lot."  On  April  1,  1898,  the  petitioners, 
with  the  corpse,  and  a  funeral  procession 
composed  of  friends  and  relatives,  proceed- 
ed from  their  home  to  said  cemetery,  a 
distance  of  about  6  miles.  On  arriving  at 
the  cemetery,  "defendants  wrongfully  re- 
fused to  allow  said  funeral  procession  to 
enter  said  cemetery,  and  rudely  and  heart- 
lessly notified  .  .  .  petitioners  that  the 
body  of  said  Ludie  Carlton  could  not  be 
buried  upon  said  lot,  although  the  grave 
had  been  prepared  to  receive  the  same." 
The  "petitioners,  being  greatly  grieved  and 
perplexed,  were  at  a  loss  to  know  what  to 
do  with  the  body  of  the  grandchild  and 
sister,  and  were  finally  forced  to  seek  out  a 
distant  burial  [place],  and  lay  said  body  in 
a  pauper's  grave,'  among  strangers."  "By 
reason  of  said  wrongful  acts,  .  .  .  pe- 
titioners were  greatly  pained  and  mortified, 
their  feelings  hurt,  and  they  were  humili- 
ated in  the  presence  of  their  friends  and 
others."  The  petition  alleged  that,  by  rea- 
son of  these  wrongful  acts  of  the  defendants, 
the  plaintiffs  had  been  injured  and  damaged 
in  the  sum  of  $2,000,  and,  in  addition  there- 
to, set  out,  as  actual  damages  claimed,  cer- 
tain amounts  as  the  cost  of  digging  the 
grave,  cost  of  conveying  the  body  to  the 
cemetery,  and  for  time  lost  in  finding  an- 
other grave.  There  was  also  a  prayer  that 
the  defendants  be  permanently  enjoined 
from  interfering  with  or  preventing  the 
burial  of  the  body  of  Ludie  Carlton  upon 
the  lot  in  question,  or  the  burial  of  any  of 
the  heirs  at  law  of  Annie  Carlton  therein, 
or  the  bodies  of  any  other  persons  who  might 
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rightfully  be  buried  therein.  By  an  amend- 
ment, it  was  alleged  that,  at  the  time  the 
lot  was  purchased  by  Annie  Carlton,  the 
cemetery  was  laid  off  in  avenues,  driveways, 
and  walks,  and  the  lot  fronted  upon  one  of 
said  ways,  and  that  the  petitioners  and  the 
funeral  party  had  the  legal  right  to  pass 
over  said  Ways,  for  the  purpose  of  reaching 
said  lot,  and  burying  the  body  of  Ludie 
Carlton  therein,  and  that  the  defendants 
wrongfully  took  possession  of  the  entrance 
to  the  cemetery,  its  avenues,  driveways,  and 
walks,  and  refused  to  allow  petitioners  an<i 
denied  to  them  the  right  to  pass 
over  the  same  for  the  purpose  aforesaid. 
It  was  further  alleged  that  on  the  Slst  of 
March,  1898,  the  petitioners,  being  in  pos- 
session of  the  lot,  gave  to  the  defendants  au- 
thority to  enter  therein  for  the  purpose 
of  preparing  the  grave,  and  the  defendants, 
haWng  entered  the  lot  for  this  purpose, 
wrongfully  held  the  same,  and  refused  to 
allow  petitioners  and  denied  them  the  right 
to  enter  the  lot  for  the  purpose  of  burying 
the  body  of  Ludie  Carlton  therein,  but,  with 
a  show  of  force  and  without  authority  of 
law,  held  the  same  against  petitioners  until 
they  were  turned  away  from  their  family 
burying  ground.  It  was  also  alleged  that 
there  never  had  been  any  administration  upon 
the  estate  of  Annie  Carlton,  and  that  Isa- 
bella Carlton  Doyle  was  at  the  time  of  said 
wrongful  acts  a  nonresident,  was  not  present 
with  the  funej-al  procession,  nor  then  a  resi- 
dent of  the  county. 

Each  of  the  defendants  demurred  to  the 
petition,  upon  the  grounds  ( 1 )  that  it  con- 
tained no  grounds  for  relief,  legal  or  equita- 
ble: ^2)  there  was  a  misjoinder  of  parties 
plaintiff;  (3)  the  plaintiffs  could  not  alone 
maintain  the  suit,  "there  being  a  nonjoind- 
er of  other  parties,  as  the  petition  discloses, 
equally  or  more  interested  than  petitioner:** 
(4)  "the  damages  sought  to  be  recovered 
are  not  recoverable,  becAuse  too  remote  and 
contingent,  and  because  damages  for  pain 
and  suffering,  mental  anguish,  and  such 
items  as  are  sued  for  in  said  petition  arc 
not  recoverable  in  this  action." 

Before  the  court  passed  upon  the  demur- 
rers, "the  plaintiffs  moved  to  make  Isabella 
Carlton  Doyle  a  party  plaintiff,  and.  to  that 
end,  presented  her  petition  in  the  following 
words:  *And  now  comes  Isabella  Carlton 
Doyle,  sister  and  next  of  kin  to  said  Ludie 
Carlton,  and  prays  to  be  made  a  party  plain- 
tiff in  said  suit.' "  This  motion  was  denied 
by  the  court. 

Upon  the  demurrers  the  court  rendere<l 
the  following  judgment:  "L^pon  demurrer, 
this  suit  as  amended  is  dismissed,  except 
so  far  as  the  plaintiffs  seek  to  recover  the 
costs  of  digging  the  grave,  the  cost  of  con- 
veying the  body  to  the  cemetery,  and  the  lost 
time  in  finding  another  grave."  To  thi^ 
judgment  the  plaintiffs  filed  exceptions 
pendente  lite.  "On  the  trial,  the  jury,  by 
direction  of  the  court,  rendered  a  verdict 
.  .  .  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  for  $11.50, 
besides  costs  and  witness  fees,  by  coni*eiit 
as  to  amount  and  costs.  The  defendants  con- 
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sented  to  direction  of  verdict,  without  any 
qualification  at  all." 

1.  Taking  the  allegations  of  the  petition 
to  be  true,  the  defendants  had  no  right  what- 
ever to  prevent  the  interment  of  the  remains 
of  Ludie  Carlton  in  the  lot  in  Holly- 
wood Cemetery  where  the  plaintiffs 
sought  to  bury  them.  In  Februarys 
1893,  Annie  Carlton,  the  mother  of  Ludie 
Carlton,  purchased  this  lot  from  the  Holly- 
wood Cemetery  Company,  the  then  owner  of 
the  cemetery  grounds,  "for  a  burial  place 
for  herself,  her  children,  and  the  members 
of  her  family,  and  received  a  deed  of  convey- 
ance to  the  same."  In  December,  1894,  she 
died,  and  her  body  was  buried  in  this  lot. 
Upon  her  death  the  title  to  the  same  de- 
scended to  her  children  as  her  heirs  at  law\ 
Jacobus  V.  Congregation  of  Children  of 
Israel,  107  Ga.  518,  33  S.  E.  853.  Ludie 
Carlton,  at  the  time  of  her  death,  as  one 
of  these  heirs  at  law,  owned  an  undivided 
interest  in  this  lot.  and  the  right  of 
sepulture  therein.  Therefore  whoever  had 
the  right  to  buiy  her  remains  bad  the  right 
to  inter  them  in  this  lot. 

2.  Who  had  the  right  to  bury  this  dead 
body?  Somebody  had  the  right,  and  upon 
somebody  devolved  the  duty  of  properly  dis- 
posing of  it.  In  reference  to  the  disposition 
of  the  remains  of  the  dead,  in  all  civilized 
countries  the  law  has  a  due  regard  for  the 
public  health,  common  decency,  and  the  feel- 
ings and  sensibilities  of  the  relatives  and 
friends  of  the  deceased.  At  common  law,  a 
corpse  cannot  be  cast  out,  so  as  to  expose 
it  to  violation,  or  to  offend  the  feelings  or 
endanger  the  health  of  the  living,  but  must 
be  properly  interred,  and  the  b(5y  must  be 
carried  to  the  place  of  interment  decently 
covered.  And  it  seems  that,  in  the  absence 
of  those  who  can  claim  the  right  by  rela- 
tionship, this  duty  devolves  upon  the  house- 
holder under  whose  roof  a  person  dies. 
Perley,  Mortuary  Law,  38;  Reg,  v.  Stewart, 
12  Ad.  &  El.  773.  Except  where  the  dece- 
dent leaves  a  husband  or  a  wife  surviving, 
the  right  to  properly  dispose  of  the  dead 
body  belonirs  to  the  next  of  kin.  8  Am.  & 
Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  836;  Perley,  Mor- 
tuary Law,  33;  Re  Brick  Preshy.  Church,  4 
Bradf.  503,  note;  People  ex  rel.  Coppers  v. 
Fit.  Patrick's  Cathedral  Trustees,  58  How. 
Pr.  55;  Re  Bonn,  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  189;  Wyn- 
koop,  V.  Wynkoop,  42  Pa.  293,  82  Am.  Dec. 
500.  The  next  of  kin  of  Ludie  Carlton  were 
her  sister,  Mrs.  Isabella  Carlton  Doyle,  and 
her  brother,  James  Carlton.  Mrs.  Doyle  was  a 
nonresident,  was  not  present  when  the  at- 
tempt was  made  to  bury  tjie  remains  of 
Ludie  Carlton  in  Hollywood  Cemetery,  nor 
was  she  then  in  Fulton  county,  where  the 
deceased  died,  and  where  this  cemetery  is 
located.  She  was  absent  from  the  scene  of 
action,  and  was  not  moving  in  the  matter. 
The  nearest  of  kin  upon  the  scene  was 
James  Carlton,  who  was  a  minor.  Ludie 
Carlton,  the  decedent,  and  James  Carlton, 
had  been  since  the  death  of  their  mother 
in  1894,  and  up  to  the  death  of  Ludie  in 
1898,  living  with  Mrs.  Wright,  their  grand- 
mother.   Mrs.    Wright    took    the   place    of 
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their  dead  mother,  and  they  were  under  her 
care  and  protection.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, we  think  both  the  right  and  the  duty 
of  giving  to  the  remains  of  Ludie  Carlton  a 
decent  Christian  burial  devolved  upon  Mrs. 
Wright.  In  People  ex  rel.  Coppers  v.  8t. 
Patrick's  Cathedral  Trustees,  58  How.  Pr. 
55,  there  was  a  proceeding  by  mandamus  in- 
stituted by  three  brothers,  who  were  the 
nearest  of  kin  to  one  Dennis  Coppers,  de- 
ceased, with  the  exception  of  two  children 
of  the  ages  of  nine  and  thirteen  years,  re- 
spectively, to  compel  the  interment  by  the 
respondents  of  the  body  of  the  deceased  in 
Calvary  Cemetery,  in  a  lot  purchased  by 
him,  and  in  which  he,  in  his  will,  directed 
that  his  body  should  be  buried.  It  was 
held  that  as  there  were  no  executors  qualified 
to  act,  and  no  children  of  Dennis  Coppers  of 
sufficiently  mature  years  to  determine  what 
should  be  done,  his  three  brothers,  as  the 
next  of  kin  of  full  age,  had  the  right  to  act 
in  the  premises,  and  to  compel  the  inter- 
ment of  the  remains  of  their  brother  in  the 
lot  in  question.  Westbrook,  J.,  in  delivering 
the  opinion  said:  "Is  the  law  so  inhuman 
as  to  declare  that  these  brothers,  who  are 
the  nearest  of  kin  to  the  deceased,  who  are 
of  the  age  of  discretion,  have  no  standing  in 
court  to  effect  their  pious  and  loving  intent? 
No  attempt  will  be  made  to  dispute  the 
proposition  of  the  learned  counsel  for  the 
defendants  that  the  relators  and  plaintiffs 
are  not  *the  next  of  kin,'  for,  as  the  deceased 
left  children,  they  could  not  be;  but  the  ad- 
mission of  that  proposition  does  not  admit 
the  conclusion  for  which  they  contend.  As 
the  next  of  kin  of  full  age,  the  plaintiffs  and 
relators,  in  view  of  the  helplessness  and  in- 
fancy of  the  children  of  the  dead  brother, 
owed  to  that  stricken  family  the  moral  duty 
at  least,  and,  perhaps,  the  legal  one,  of  su- 
perintending the  burial  of  the  remains.  If 
that  duty  was  not  one  which  the  law  would 
compel,  it  will  at  least  respect  when  it  is 
voluntarily  assumed,  and  it  will  not  close 
the  doors  of  its  courts  to  those  who  are  seek- 
ing to  have  that  done  which  humanity 
warmly  commends."  The  English  case  of 
Jenkins  v.  Tucker,  1  H.  Bl.  90,  decided  in 
1788,  recognized  the  right  of  a  father, 
whose  daughter  died  in  England  while  her 
husband  was  absent  in  Jamaica,  to  provide 
for  and  direct  the  burial  of  the  remains,  al- 
though he,  in  the  language  of  Lord  Lough- 
borough, "acted  in  the  discharge  of  a  duty 
which  the  defendant  [husband]  was  under  a 
strict  legal  necessity  of  himself  perform- 
ing, and  which  common  decency  required  at 
his  hands,"  and  the  court  held  that  the  hus- 
band was  liable  for  the  money  wiiich  the 
father  expended  on  this  account.  Mrs. 
Wright  was  the  next  of  kin  of  full  age,  w^ho 
was  present  and  fully  capable  of  asserting  a 
legal  right  in  the  matter.  Her  granddaugh- 
ter had  died,  not  only  under  her  roof,  but  as 
a  member  of  her  family.  We  therefore 
think  that  she  had  the  legal  right  to  move 
in  the  matter,  and  to  provide  for  the  proper 
interment  of  the  remains.  Certainly,  when, 
with  the  consent  and  co-operation  of  James 
Carlton,  the  young  brother  of  the  decedent, 
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and  the  nearest  of  kin  who  was  upon  the 
scene  of  action,  she  undertook  to  inter  the 
remains  of  Ludie  Carlton,  the  defendants 
could  not  have  had  even  the  semblance  of  an 
excuse  tor  questioning  her  right  to  do  so.  She 
had  the  legal  right  to  cause  the  body  of  her 
dead  grand(ihild  to  be  buried  in  the  lot  in 
Hollywood  Cemetery,  where  there  was,  rela- 
tively to  the  decedent,  a  lawful  right  of  sep- 
ulture. 

3.  James  Carlton,  the  brother  of  the  de- 
cedent, though  a  minor,  had  the  right  to 
participate  with  the  grandmother  in  caus- 
ing such  interment  to  be  made.  This  is  not 
a  case  where  relatives  of  a  deceased  person 
are  asserting  conflicting  claims  to  the  cus- 
tody and  disposition  of  the  remains  of  the 
dead,  and  where  the  court  must  determine 
precisely  to  whom  these  rights  legally  be- 
long. There  was  no  conflict  of  claims  in 
this  matter  between  James  Carlton  and  his 
grandmother.  They  were  acting  in  unanimi- 
ty of  sentiment  and  harmony  of  purpose. 
Though  a  minor,  he,  by  the  ties  of  blood  and 
natural  affection,  and  the  fact  that  he  was 
next  of  kin  to  the  deceased,  had  the  right  to 
participate  with  the  grandmother  in  bury- 
ing the  remains  of  his  sister,  and  to  cause 
the  interment  to  be  made  in  a  cemetery  lot 
in  which  the  decedent  owned,  at  the  time  of 
her  death,  an  undivided  interest.  When  he 
and  the  grandmother  attempted  to  bury  the 
corpse  in  this  lot,  no  one  had  the  right  to  in- 
terfere and  prevent  the  accomplishment 
of  this  commendable  purpose.  He,  as  well 
as  Mrs.  Wright,  the  grandmother,  had  the 
right  to  free  and  unobstructed  access  to  the 
cemetery  to  the  use  of  the  necessary  drive- 
ways and  approaches  to  the  lot,  and,  with- 
out let  or  hindrance,  to  bury  the  corpse 
therein.  Besides,  as  the  owner  of  an  undi- 
vided interest  in  this  cemetery  lot, he  had  the 
right  to  free  and  unobstructed  access  there- 
to for  any  lawful  purpose  whatever. 

4.  It  necessarily  follows  that  an  unlawful 
and  unwarranted  interference  with  the  exer- 
cise, by  Mrs.  Wright  and  James  Carlton,  of 
their  right  to  bury  the  body  of  Ludie  Carl- 
ton in  this  cemetery  lot,  was  a  tort  which 
gave  to  them  a  cause  of  action  against  the 
wrongdoer  or  wrongdoers.  They  were  enti- 
tled to  bring  this  action  without  joining 
with  them,  as  a  party  plaintiff,  the  nonresi- 
dent sister  of  the  decedent.  This  sister  had 
not  attempted  to  exercise  her  rights  in  the 
matter.  She  took  no  part  in  the  attempted 
burial  of  the  remains  of  Ludie  Carlton  in 
this  cemetery  lot,  and  therefore  the  defend- 
ants  did  nothing  to  prevent  her  exercising 
any  right  which  she  may  have  had  in  the 
premises.  The  wrong  and  the  injury  were 
to  those  who  were  attempting  to  exercise 
their  legal  rights,  who  were  moving  in  the 
matter,  and  who  were,  by  the  unlawful  con- 
duct of  the  defendants,  prevented  from  exer- 
cising these  rights. 

5.  The  court  sustained  the  demurrers, 
and  dismissed  the  suit,  "except  so  far  as  the 
plaintiffs  [sought]  to  recover  the  cost  of  dig- 
ging the  grave,  the  cost  of  conveying  the 
body  to  the  cemetery,  and  the  lost  time  in 
finding  another  grave."  The  court  was  e\'i- 
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dently   of   the   opinion   that   the   plaintiffs 
could  only  recover  the  actual  damages  sus- 
tained by  them.     The  Hollywood  Cemetery 
Corporation  had  agreed  with  the  plaintiffs 
''to  dig  and  prepare  the  grave  in  said  lot  for 
the  burial  of  the  body,"  and  the  plaintiffs 
had  paid,  in  advance,  for  this  service;  the 
corporation  thus  impliedly  recognizing  the 
right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  bury  the  body  upon 
this  lot.     Under  the  ruling  of  the  court,  the 
plaintiff's  could  only  recover  the  actual  dam- 
ages which  grew  out  of,  and  were  incident 
to  the  violation  of,  this  contract.     This  rul- 
ing of  the  court  was  clearly  erroneous.    As 
we  have  seen,  irrespective  of  this  contract, 
the  plaintiffs  had  a  good  cause  of  action 
against  the  defendants,  arising  out  of  their 
right  to  bury  the  body  of  Ludie  Carlton  in 
this  cemetery  and  in  this  lot,  and  the  tort 
committed  by  the  defendants,  in  preventing 
them  from  exercising  this  right,  and  in  refus- 
ing to  allow  them,  with  the  body  of  their 
loved  one  and  the  "funeral  procession  com- 
posed of  friends  and  relatives,"  to  enter  said 
cemetery  for  this  purpose.     The  main  injury 
in  this  case  was  the  mental  distress  occa- 
sioned to  the  plaintiffs  by  the  unwarranted 
and  outrageous  conduct  of  the  defendants. 
"In  every  tort  there  may  be   aggravating 
circumstances,  either  in  the  act  or  the  inten- 
tion, and  in  that  event  the  jury  may  give  ad- 
ditional damages,  either  to  deter  the  wrong- 
doer from  repeating  the  trespass,  or  as  com- 
pensation for  the  wounded  feelings  of  the 
plaintiff."    Civil  Code,  §  3906.     It  seems  to 
us  to  require  no  argument  to  demonstrate 
that  this  section  of  the  Civil  Code  is  appli- 
cable to  the  present  case,  and  that  under  its 
provisions  the  jury  could  have  awarded  ex- 
emplary  damages   to  the  plaintiffs.     After 
traveling  for  about  6  miles  with  the  dead 
body  of  their  near  and  beloved  relative  and 
a  funeral  procession  of  relatives  and  friends, 
and  reaching  the  gate  of  a  cemetery  in  which 
they  had  a  perfect  legal  right  to  inter  the 
remains,  and  in  which  the  defendant  corpor- 
ation had,  under  a  contract  with  them,  pre- 
pared the  necessary  grave,  and  received,  in 
advance,  pay  for  this  work,  they  were,  sud- 
denly and  unexpectedly,  halted,  denied  ac- 
cess to  the  grounds  for  the  purpose  of  the 
burial,  and  turned  away,  to  find,   as  best 
they    could,    another    place    of    interment. 
Surely,  this  was  a  tort  in  which  there  were 
aggravating  circumstances  in  the  act,  if  not 
in  the  intention,  and  one  which  must  have 
deeply  wounded  the  natural  feelings  of  the 
plaintiffs.     This   court   held   in  Jacobus  v. 
Congregation  of  Children  of  Israel,  107  Ga. 
518,  33  S.  E.  853,  that,  "in  a  suit  for  dam- 
ages   for    wrongfully    disinterring    a    dead 
body,  if  the  injury  has  been  wanton  and  ma- 
licious, or  is  the  result  of  gross  negligence 
or  a  reckless  disregard  of  the  rights  of  others, 
equivalent    t'^    an    intentional    violation    of 
them,  exemplary  damages  may  be  awarded, 
in  estimating  which  the  injury  to  the  natur- 
al feelings  of  the  plaintiff  may  be  taken  into 
consideration."     This  principle  is  clearly  ap- 
plicable to  the  case  in  hand.     The  two  cases 
are   analogous,   and   the   torts   involved   in 
them  arc  of  a  kindred  character.     In  each 
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case"  the  actual  damage  sustained  was  com- 
paratively slight,  the  principal  injury  being 
to    the    natural    feelings   of    the   plaintiffs, 
which   had  been  wounded  and  outraged  by  the 
unlawful  conduct  of  the  defendants.  In  each, 
the  injury,  if  not  wanton  and  malicious,  was 
occasioned  by   a  reckless   disregard  by  the 
wrongdoers  of  the  rights  of  others,  equiv- 
alent to  an  intentional  violation  of  them. 
Under  the  facts  of  this  case,  as  alleged  in 
the  petition,  the  judge  erred  in  ruling  that 
the  plaintiffs  could  only  recover  the  actual 
damages  sustained.     The  allegations  of  the 
petition  made  a  case  for  exemplary  damages. 
6.  it  is  contended  by  counsel  for  defend- 
ants in  error  thtft  even  if  the  court  erred 
in  striking,  upon  demurrer,  a  portion  of  the 
plaintiffs'    petition,    thereby    limiting    the 
right  of  recovery  to  the  actual  damages  al- 
leged and  specified  in  the  petition,  the  plain- 
tiffs have  no  right  to  a  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court,  because  they  consented  to 
a  verdict  thereafter  in  their  favor.     It  ap- 
pears from  the  record  that  after  this  ruling 
was  made,  ^'defendants*  counsel  admitted  in 
open  court  that  the  plaintiffs  had  incurred 
an  expense  of  $11.50  in  the  digging  of  the 
grave  and  in  conveying  the  body  of  Ludie 
Carlton  to  the  cemetery."    The  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions recites  that  "on  the  trial  the  jury, 
by  direction  of  the  court,  rendered  a  verdict 
.     .     .     in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  for  $11.50, 
besides  costs  and  witness  fees,  by  consent  as 
to  amount  and  costs,  and  defendant  consented 
to  direction  of  verdict  without  any  qualifi- 
cation at  all."     From  this  it  appears  that 
the  plaintiffs  simply  agreed  that  the  amount 
which  they  were  entitled  to  recover  for  the 
items  of  actual  damages  specified  in  the  pe- 
tition was  $11.50,  and  consented  that,  under 
the  ruling  of  the  court,  the  verdict  should 
be  for  this  amount  and  the  costs  of  the  suit. 
The   plaintiffs   did   not    thereby   lose   their 
right  to  except  to  the  order  of  the  court 
striking  that  portion  of  their  petition  which 
claimed  damages  for  the  mental  pain,  morti- 
fication, and  humiliation  which  they  suffered 
in  consequence  of  the  wrongful  acts  of  the 
defendants.     The  consent  of  the  plaintiffs  to 
the  amount  of  the  verdict,  fairly  construed, 
meant  no  more  than  this :     That,  as  the  case 
then  stood,  after  the  court  had  stricken  from 
the  petition  all  the  allegations  in  reference 
to  the  injury  to  the  natural  feelings  of  the 
plaintiffs  and  the  claim  for  damages  based 
thereon,   they   consented    that    the   amount 
which  they  were  entitled  to  recover  was  $11.- 
50  as  actual  damages  and  the  costs  of  the 
suit.     Notwithstanding   this   consent   as   to 
the  amount  for  which  the  verdict,  upon  the 
petition  as  it  then  stood,  should  be  rendered, 
the  plaintiffs  had  the  right  to  except  to  the 
judgment  of  the  court  upon  the  demurrers, 
•which  they  did  pendente  lite.     It  is  unnec- 
essary   to    determine    whether    or    not    the 
plaintiffs  had  the  right  to  move  for  a  new 
trial  in  a  case  in  which  they  had  consented 
to  the  verdict;   for  no  motion  was  made  to 
dismiss  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  but  it 
remained  pending  in  the  court  until  it  was 
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overruled  by  the  judge,  and  so  long  q.6  it 
was  pending  the  case  awaited  final  disposi- 
tion there.  After  it  was  overruled  the 
plaintiffs  had  a  right  to  except  to  this  final 
judgment  in  the  case,  and  bring  the  case 
here  for  review,  and  could  assign  error  in 
their  bill  of  exceptions  upon  the  ruling  of 
the  court  upon  the  demurrers,  which  they 
excepted  to  pendente  lite.  A  motion  for  a 
new  trial,  if  not  improper,  was  unnecessary ; 
the  plaintiffs  having  the  right,  after  the 
judgment  was  entered  upon  the  verdict,  to 
file  a  bill  of  exceptions  for  the  purpose  of 
bringing  to  the  supreme  court  for  review  the 
ruling  of  the  court  striking  the  main  por- 
tion of  their  petition;  for  this  ruling  swept 
from  the  case  the  plaintiffs*  main  claim  for 
damages,  and  converted  a  suit  in  which  they 
claim  $2,000  for  the  injury  to  their  natural 
feelings,  and  the  denial  to  them  of  a  legal 
right,  and  $55.50  for  actual  damages  sus- 
tained, into  a  mer^  suit  for  the  latter  sum 
as  actual  damages.  After  this  was  done,  the 
plaintiffs  were  obliged  to  await  the  final  dis- 
position of  the  case  in  the  court  below  before 
they  could  bring  here  for  review  the  ruling 
which  wrought  such  havoc  in  their  case ;  and 
when  final  judgment  was  rendered  they  were 
not  compelled  to  except  to  such  judgment, 
but  could  bring  the  case  here  upon  their  ex- 
ceptions to  the  ruling  which  so  greatly  re- 
stricted their  right  of  recovery  and  injured 
their  case.  Haakins  v.  Bank  of  State,  100 
Ga.  216,  27  S.  E.  985. 

The  act  of  December  20,  1898  (Acts  1898, 
p.  92),  makes  provision  for  just  such  a  case 
as  this.  It  provides  that  where  "the  judg- 
ment, decree,  or  verdict  has  necessarily  been 
controlled  by  one  or  more  rulings,  orders,  de- 
cisions, or  charges  of  the  court,  and  the  los- 
ing party  desires  to  except  to  such  judgment, 
decree,  or  verdict,  and  to  assign  error  on 
the  ruling,  order,  decision,  or  charge  of  the 
court,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  make  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  nor  file  a  brief  of  the 
evidence,  but  the  party  complaining  shall  be 
permitted  to  present  a  bill  of  exceptions  con- 
taining only  so  much  of  the  evidence  or  state- 
ment of  facts  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable 
the  supreme  court  to  clearly  understand  the 
ruling,  order,  decision,  or  charge  complained 
of."  Tlie  verdict  in  this  case  was  necessarily 
controlled  by  the  ruling  of  the  court,  strik- 
ing the  main  portion  of  the  plaintiffs'  peti- 
tion, and  restricting  their  right  of  recovery 
to  the  actual  damages  set  forth  and  itemized 
in  the  petition.  The  plaintiffs  could,  there- 
fore, without  any  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
have  brought  the  case  here  by  a  direct  bill 
of  exceptions,  complaining  of  this  ruling  of 
the  court.  They  are  here  now  with  a  bill 
of  exceptions  which  assigns  error  upon  this 
rulinjr.  It  cannot  hurt  their  case  in  this 
court  that  they  made  an  unnecessary  motion 
for  a  new  trial,  which  motion  was,  without 
objection  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  en- 
tertained and  passed  upon  by  the  trial 
judge.  Tliat  motion,  at  least,  served  to 
keep  the  case  pending  in  the  trial  court  until 


626 


Qeoroia  Supreme  Court. 


Mar.» 


the  motion  was  disposed  of,  and  until  then 
the  exceptions  pendente  lite  prevented  the 
time  limitation  from  running  against  the 
right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  except  to  the  rul- 
ing of  the  court  upon  the  demurrers,  and  in 
due  time  after  the  judgment  of  the  court 


upon  the  motion  was  rendered  the  bill  ol  ex- 
ceptions was  sued  out. 
Judgment  reversed. 

All  the  iTustices  concur  except  Simmons* 
Ch.  J.,  absent. 


ILLINOIS  SUPREME  COURT. 


Annie  E.  KILEY,  Appt,, 
u. 

CHICAGO    CITY    RAILWAY    COMPANY. 

(189  III.  384.) 

No    recovery    can    be    had    for    Injuries 

received  by  a  passenger  in  resisting  forcible 
ejection  from  a  street  car  for  refusal  to  pay 
fare  or  leave  the  car,  although  he  tenders 
a  transfer  from  anothe*  line  which  should 
be  valid  but  is  not,  because  of  the  mistake 
of  the  conductor  from  which  it  was  received, 
if  no  more  force  is  used  than  is  reasonably 
necessary  to  effect  the  expulsion. 

(February  20,   1901.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Court,  First  District,  af- 
firming a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  for 
Cook  County  for  nominal  damages  only  in  a 
suit  to  recover  for  alleged  wrongful  expul- 
sion from  defendant's  car.     Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mes8i-8.  Shope,  Mathis,  ic  Barrett, 
with  A/r.  Asa  Q.  Reynolds,  for  appellant : 

WTiere  the  entire  price  of  carriage  is  paid 
and  received  by  a  conductor  of  one  line,  and 
the  pa&senger  asks  for  a  correct  transfer 
ticket,  or  the  correct  evidence  of  a  right  to 
ride  upon  the  line  to  which  the  transfer  is  to 
be  made,  he  has  a  right  to  rely  upon  receiv- 
ing the  correct  ticket  or  evidence,  and  if  the 
conductor  to  whom  he  pays  the  money  makes 
a  mistake,  it  is  precisely  as  if  the  conductor 
should  take  up  the  ticket  of  a  passenger,  and 
give  in  lieu  thereof  a  conductor's  slip,  mark- 
ing the  wrong  destination  thereon,  and  then 
should  seek  to  eject  the  passenger  at  the 
point  designated  on  the  slip.  The  contract 
is  for  continuous  passage  from  initial  point 
to  destination,  and  if  notice  is  given  of  the 
destination  at  the  time  of  the  payment  of  the 
fare,  the  passenger  has  a  right  to  be  carried, 
and  cannot  be  defeated  of  such  right  by  any 
act,  omission,  or  negligence  of  the  carrier. 

ycic  York,  L.  R.  d  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Winter, 
143  U.  S.  60,  30  L.  ed.  71,  12  Sup.  Ot.  Rep. 
356. 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  common  carrier  of  pas- 
sengers to  exercise  due  care  in  the  selection 
of  its  servants,  and  it  will  be  held  liable  for 
their  acts  of  misfeasance  and  nonfeasance, 

Note. — F'or  duty  of  passenger  to  pay  fare 
wrongfully  demanded  In  order  to  avoid  expul- 
sion and  le»Ren  damages,  see  note  to  Sprenger 
V.  Tacoma  Traction  Co.  (Wash.)  43  L.  R.  A. 
706 :  Adams  v.  Union  R.  Co.  (R.  I.)  44  L.  R.  A. 
273:  and  Nashville  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Griffin 
(Tenn.)  49  L.  R.  A.  4.')!. 
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amounting  to  negligence  or  wilful  miscon- 
duct, when  such  acts  are  within  the  general 
scope  of  their  employment  and  authority. 

Chicago  d  E,  R.Co.  v.  Flexman,  103  I  IK 
546,  42  Am.  Rep.  33;  }^orth  Chicago  City  It, 
Co.  V.  Oastka,  128  111.  613,  4  L.  R.  A.  481,  21 
N.  E.  622 ;  Ch\<:aqo,  M.  d  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
West,  125  111.  321,  17  N.  E.  788. 

If,  by  the  mistake  of  the  conductor,  he 
gave  her  a  transfer  which  purported  on  it« 
face  to  be  a  transfer  of  the  appellee  company, 
and  she  received  the  same  in  good  faith,  rely- 
ing u]X)n  it  as  a  transfer  to  the  Wentworth 
avenue  line,  then  she  had  a  lawful  right  to 
enter  upon  and  continue  her  journey  to  des- 
tination upon  the  Wentworth  avenue  cars. 
If  the  mistake  occurred,  it  was  that  of  the 
conductor  who  received  her  fare  after  the 
continuous  trip  had  been  entered  upon,  and 
if  he  issued  to  her  a  check,  ticket,  or  slip 
which  was  not  in  accordance  with  the  rules 
of  the  company,  or  which  would  not.  by  the 
rules  of  the  company,  authorize  appellant  to 
ride  upon  the  Wentw^orth  avenue  cars,  it  was 
the  fault  of  the  railway  company,  and  she 
would  be  rightfully  upon  the  cars  of  the 
Wentworth  avenue  line. 

Applrhv  V.  St.  Paul  City  R.  Co.  54  Minn. 
169,  55  N.  W.  1117;  Percy  v.  Metropolitan 
Street  R.  Co.  58  Mo.  App.  75:  Consolidated 
Traction  Co.  v.  Tahorn,  58  N.  J.  L.  1,  32  Atl. 
685 :  Muckle  v.  Rochester  R.  Co.  79  Hun,  32, 
29  N.  Y.  Supp.  732 ;  Laird  v.  Pittsburg  Trac- 
tion Co.  166  Pa.  4,  31  Atl.  51;  Hutchinson, 
Carr.  §  580;;  Hufford  v.  Orand  R^ipids  d  /. 
R.  Co.  64  Mich.  631.  31  N.  W.  644;  Gulf,  C. 
tf  8.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Rather,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  72. 
21  S.  W.  951 ;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Bray,  125 
Ind.  232,  25  N.  E.  439 :  Head  v.  Georgia  /». 
R.  Co.  79  Ga.  358,  7  S.  E.  217. 

If  the  passenger  is  rightfully  upon  the 
train  or  car,  he  has  a  right  to  prot-ect  him- 
self again.st  an  attempt  to  remove  him. 

Enplish  V.  Delairare  rf  H.  Canal  Co.  66  N. 
Y.  454,  23  Am.  Rep.  69;  Sanford  v.  Eighth 
Ave.  R,  Co.  23  N.  Y.  343.  80  Am.  Dec.  286. 

Messi's.  William  J.  Hynea,  W.  J. 
Ferry,  and  M.  B.  Starring  for  appellee. 

Hand,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  is  an  action  by  appellant  in  the  supe- 
rior court  of  Cook  county  against  appellee 
to  recover  damages  for  a  forcible  expulsion 
of  appellant  from  a  street  car  in  the  city  of 
Chicago.  The  declaration  consists  of  three 
oo\int.s,  charging  in  various  forms  that  while 
the  plaintiff  was  lawfully  upon  the  car  of  tb* 
defendant  she  was  forcibly  ejected  and  ex- 
pelled therefrom  by  the  conductor.of  the  do 
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fendant  in  charge  of  said  car,  and  thereby 
greatly  injured.  The  defendant  pleaded  the 
general  issue ;  also  a  special  plea,  in  which  it 
was  alleged  the  plaintiff  took  passage  on  said 
car;  that  she  refused  to  pay  her  fare  or  leave 
the  car  upon  request;  that  she  resisted  the 
conductor's  efforts  to  remove  her,  whereby 
the  injury  to  her  occurred ;  and  that  no  more 
force  was  used  in  her  removal  than  was  nec- 
essary. To  the  special  plea  plaintiff  replied 
generally  that  the  defendant  committed  the 
said  several  trespasses  of  its  own  wrong. 
The  trial  resulted  in  a  verdict  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  for  $1,  upon  which  the  court  ren- 
dered judgment,  which  judgment  has  been 
affirmed  by  the  branch  appellate  court  for 
the  first  district,  and  this  appeal  has  been 
prosecuted  to  reverse  such  judgment  of  af- 
firmance. 

The  evidence  tends  to  establish  that  plain- 
tiff boarded  the  Thirty-First  street  car  of  the 
defendant  on  the  morning  of  the  27th  of 
June,  1890,  at  Michigan  avenue,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  going  from  her  home  to  the  Stock 
%  Exchange  building,  located  near  the  center 
of  the  business  part  of  the  city.  She  paid 
the  conductor  her  fare,  and  requested  of  him 
a  transfer  over  appellee's  Went  worth  avenue 
line.  She  received  from  him  a  transfer  slip 
or  ticket.  At  Wentworth  avenue  she  left 
the  Thirty-First  street  car,  and  boarded  a 
Wentworth  avenue  car  going  north.  To  the 
conductor  upon  said  car  she  tendered  the 
transfer,  but  he  refused  to  accept  it  on  the 
ground  that  it  did  not  entitle  plaintiff  to 
ride  upon  said  line,  the  conductor  upon  the 
Thirty-First  street  line  having  by  mistake 
given  the  plaintiff  a  wrong  transfer  slip. 
The  plaintiff  insisted  that  the  conductor 
must  accept  the  transfer  she  offered,  refused 
to  pay  her  fare,  and  declared  that  she  would 
ride  upon  that  transfer.  The  conductor  in- 
sisted that  she  pay  her  fare  or  get  off.  Up- 
on her  declining  to  do  so,  he  stopped  the  car, 
and  ejected  her.  Whatever  injury  occurred 
to  the  plaintiff  was  occasioned  at  the  time  of 
her  removal  from  the  car.  The  court  in- 
structed the  jury  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
plaintiff  to  either  pay  her 'fare  or  leave  the 
car  upon  the  request  of  the  conductor,  and 
that,  after  her  refusal  so  to  do,  if  she  sus- 
tained any  injury  in  resisting  ejection  from 
the  car,  she  could  not  recover  for  such  injury, 
unless  the  evidence  showed  the  conductor 
used  more  force  than  was  reasonably  neces- 
sary to  put  her  off  the  car. 

As  we  understand  appellant's  brief,  it  is 
substantially  admitted  that  the  jury  were 
correctly  instructed  as  to  the  law  if  the  rule 
SLA  announced  by  this  court  in  the  cases  of 
Chica<fo,  B.  d-  Q! R.  Co.  v.  OHffin.  68  111.  499; 
PuUmtm  Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Hcrdy  75  111.  125, 
20  Am.  Hep.  232,  and  Pennsylvania  R.  Co. 
V.  ConnelU  112  111.  295,  54  Am.  Rep.  238,  is 
to  be  adhered  to  and  applied  to  street  cars 
and  passengers  thereon.  In  the  Qriffin  Case 
the  plaintiff  purchaaetl  a  ticket  at  Mendota 
from  that  station  to  Earl,  but  the  ticket  agent 
inadvertently  gave  him  one  to  Meriden,  an 
intermediate  station.  Upon  his  refusal  to 
pay  his  fare  from  Meriden  to  Earl,  or  peace- 
ably leave 'the  car,  he  was  ejected.  It  was 
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there  said  (p.  504)  :  "The  law  will  not  per- 
mit a  passenger  to  interposse  resistance  to 
every  trivial  impoj^ition  to  which  he  may 
really  feel  or  imiigine  himself  exposed  by  the 
employees,  that  must  be  overcome  by  counter 
force  in  order  to  preserve  subordination.  It 
is  due  to  good  order  and  the  comfort  of  the 
other  passengers  that  he  should  submit  for 
the  time  being,  and  redress  his  grievances, 
whatever  they  may  be,  by  a  civil  action."  In 
the  Rted  Case  the  plaintiff  had  purchased  a 
ticket  for  a  particular  berth  in  a  sleeping 
car,  and  had  lost  it  after  entering  the  car. 
He  refused  to  pay  a  seeond  time,  and  was 
forcibly  expelled,  after  producing  proof  that 
he  had  purchas€»d  a  ticket  for  a  berth.  It 
was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  only  entitletl 
to  recover  the  price  paid  for  tlie  ticket  and 
reasonable  compensation  for  the  trouble  and 
inconvenience  he  suffered  by  being  deprived 
of  a  berth  in  the  sleeping  car.  In  the  Con- 
nell  Case  the  plaintiff,  not  having  a  proper 
ticket,  and  refusing  either  to  pay  his  fare  or 
peaceably  leave  the  train  upon  the  request 
of  the  conductor,  was  ejected.  The  court 
says  (p.  305,  p.  242.  Am.  Rep.)  :  "We  en- 
tertain no  doubt  that  appellee  was  entitled 
to  recover  the  amount  of  the  cost  of  a  ticket, 
from  the  place  he  wa«  ejected  from  the  cars 
to  New  York.  He  was  also  entitled  to  re- 
cover such  damages  as  he  sustained  on  ac- 
count of  the  delay  occasioned  by.  the  expul- 
sion, and  all  additional  expense  necessarily 
occasioned  thereby,  as  well  as  reasonable 
damages  for  the  indignity  in  being  expelled 
from  the  train;  but  we  perceive  no  ground 
upon  which  he  can  recover  for  personal  in- 
juries received,  unless  the  expulsion  was  ma- 
licious or  wanton.  When  the  conductor  de- 
manded that  appellee  should  pay  fare  or 
leave  the  train,  he  would  have  been  justified 
in  refusing  to  pay  fare  and  in  leaving  the 
train  on  the  command  of  the  conductor,  and, 
had  he  done  so,  he  would  have  received  no 
personal  injuries,  and  might  then  have 
brought  his  action,  and  recovered,  as  before 
stated;  but  when  he  refused  to  leave  the 
train,  and  thus  compelled  the  conductor  to 
resort  to  force,  he  cannot  recover  for  an  in- 
jury which  he  voluntarily  brought  upon 
himself.  The  conductor  was  ordered  by  his 
superior  not  to  receive  a  ticket  like  the  one 
presented.  This  order  he  was  bound  to  obey, 
and,  so  far  as  appears,  he  acted  in  good  faith, 
and  when  appellee  was  notified  by  the  con- 
ductor that  his  ticket  was  not  good,  and 
would  not  be  received,  it  was  his  duty  to 
leave  the  train  in  a  peaceable  manner,  and 
hold  the  company  responsible  for  the  conse- 
quences, rather  than  resist  or  undertake  to 
retain  his  place  on  the  train  by  force,  A 
train  crowded  with  passengers — often  women 
and  children — is  no  place  for  a  qiilirrel  or  a 
fight  between  a  conductor  and  a  passenger, 
and  it  would  be  unwise,  and  dangerous  to  the 
traveling  public,  to  adopt  any  rule  which 
might  encourage  a  resort  to  violence  on  a 
train  of  cars.  The  conductor  must  have  the 
supervision  and  control  of  his  train,  and  a 
demand  on  his  pait  for  fare  should  be  ol)eyed, 
or  the  pns>*enger  should  in  a  peaceable  man- 
ner leave  the  train,  and  seek  redress  in  the 
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courts,  where  he  will  find  a  complete  remedy 
for  every  indigftity  offered  and  for  all  dam- 
ages sustained."  The  doctrine  announced  in 
these  cases  is,  in  our  opinion,  sound;  and, 
while  eases  may  be  found  holding  to  the  con- 
trary, so  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  de- 
termine it  is  supported  by  the  weight  of  au- 
thority. PouUn  V.  Canadian  P.  R.  Co.  17  L. 
R.  A.  800.  3  C.  C.  A.  23,  6  U.  S.  App.  298, 
62  Fed.  197 ;  ^cw  York,  L.  E.  d  W.  R.  Co. 
V.  Bennett.  1  C.  C.  A.  544,  6  U.  S.  App.  95, 
60  Fed.  49(5;  Bradshatc  v.  South  Boston  R. 
Co.  135  Mass.  407.  46  Am.  Rep.  481 ;  Town- 
send  r.  yttc  York  O.  d  H.  R.  R.  Co.  56  N.  Y. 
295,  16  Am.  Rep.  419;  Downs  v.  New  York 
d  N,  H.  R.  Co.  36  Conn.  287,  4  Am.  Rep.  77 ; 
McClure  v.  Philadelphia.  W.  d  B.  R.  Co.  34 
Md.  532,  6  Am.  Rep.  345 ;  Pefrie  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania R.  Co.  42  X.  J.  L.  449 ;  Shelton  v.  Lake 
Shore  d  M.  8.  R.  Co.  29  Ohio  St.  214 ;  McKay 
V.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  34  W.  Va.  65,  9  L.  R.  A. 
132,  11  S.  E.  737;  Uufford  v.  Grand  Rapids 
d  7.  R.  Co.  53  Mich.  118,  18  N.  W.  580;  Van 
Dusan  v.  Crand  Trunk  R.  Co.  97  Mich.  430, 
66  N.  W.  848:  Yorton  v.  Milicaukee,  L.  8. 
d  W.  R.  Co.  54  Wis.  23i,  41  Am.  Rep.  23,  1 1 
N.  W.  482;  Woods  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R. 
Co.  48  Mo.  App.  125;  Percy  y.  Metropolitan 
Street  R.  Co.  58  Mo.  App.  75;  Atchison.  T. 
d  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Oants,  38  Kan.  618,  17  Pac. 
54:  Peahody  v.  Oreqon  R  d  Xav.  Co.  21  Or. 
121,  12  L.  R.  A.  823,  20  Pac.  1053. 

We  have  no  question  that  the  rule  an- 
nounced in  the  foregoing  cases  applies  with 
equal  force  to  street  railways  and  to  passen- 
gers theroon.  In  Bradshaw  v.  South  Boston 
R.  Co.  135  Mass.  407,  46  Am.  Rep.  481,  the 
plaintiff  was  a  passenger  upon  one  of  the 
several  street-car  lines  owned  by  defendant. 
Desiring  to  be  transferred  from  one  line  to 
another,  he  asked  foi*  and  received  a  trans- 
fer check,  to  which  he  was  entitled  by  the 
rules  of  the  company,  but  which,  by  mistake 
of  the  conductor,  was  for  use  upon  a  line 
other  than  the  one  over  which  he  w^ished  to 
go.  He  did  not  read  it,  but  upon  present- 
ing it  to  the  conductor  of  the  line  over  which 
it  should  have  read  the  conductor  refused  to 
receive  it,  and,  as  the  plaintiff  refused  to 
pay  fare,  ejected  him.  Tlie  action  was 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  such  ejection. 
In  deciding  the  case  the  court  says,  on  page 
410,  and  page  483.  Am.  Rep:  "It  is  a  rea- 
sonable practice  to  require  a  passenger  to 
pay  his  fare,  or  to  show  a  ticket,  check,  or 
pass:  and,  in  view  of  the  difficulties  above 
alluded  to,  it  would  l>e  unreasonable  to  hold 
that  a  passenger,  without  such  evidence  of 
his  right  to  be  carried,  miglit  forcibly  retain 
his  seat  in  a  car  upon  his  mere  statement 
that  he  is  entitled  to  a  passage.  If  the  com- 
pany has  agreed  to  furnish  him  with  a 
proper  ticTcet,  and  has  failed  to  do  so,  he  is 
not  at  libertv  to  assert  and  maintain  bv  force 
his  rights  under  that  contract,  but  he  is 
bound  to  yield,  for  the  time  being,  to  the 
rca«ionable  practice  and  requirements  of  the 
company,  and  enforce  his  rights  in  a  more 
appropriate  way."  When  the  conductor  de- 
manded that  plaintiff  pay  her  fare  or  leave 
the  oar,  she  would  have  been  jnstifie<l  in  re- 
fusinir  to  pay  and  in  leaving  the  car  on  the 
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command  of  the  conductor,  and  holding  ap- 
pellee responsible  for  the  consequences :  and, 
had  she  done  so,  instead  of  resisting  the  c^on- 
ductor,  she  would  not  have  received  the  in- 
juries complained  of.  We  find  no  reversible 
error  in  this  record. 

The  judgment  of  the  Appellate  Court  toill 
therefore  he  affirmed, 

Magrnder,  J.,  concurring: 

I  concur  in  the  conclusion  reached  by  this 
opinion,  because  the  opinion  follows  prece- 
dents established  by  this  court.  The  law  is 
a  science  of  precedents.  But  I  do  not  eon- 
cur  in  the  statement  of  the  opinion  that  *'the 
doctrine  amiounced  in  these  cases  is,  in  our 
opinion,  sound."  I  bow  to  the  law  as  an- 
nounced by  the  authorities,  but  am  not 
obliged  to  surrender  my  right  of  private 
judgment,  and,  in  my  opinion,  the  doctrine 
referred  to  is  unsound,  and  an  abhorrent 
subordination  of  the  rights  and  conven'enoe 
of  passengers  to  the  interests  of  railroad 
companies. 


Rose  MADDOX,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

James  MADDOX. 

(180  III.  152.) 

Fallnre  to  provide  a  nnltnble  dTrellinfc 
place,  and  consi^quent  exposure  to  cold,  nnd 
to  provide  sufliclont  clothing  and  food.  Is  not 
within  the  meaning  of  a  statute  allowing  a 
divorce  for  extreme  and  repeated  cruel tj. 

(February  20,  1001.) 

ERROR  to  the  Appellate  Court,  Third 
District,  to  review  a  judgment  allirm- 
ing  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  ;Mji- 
con  County  in  favor  of  defendant  in  a  suit 
for  a  divorce.     Affirmed. 

Tlie  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  "W,  C.  JoliBS,  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

The  principle  that  in  order  to  entitle  one 
to  a  divorce  in  Illinois  for  e.xtreme  and  re- 
peated cruelty  there  must  be  direct  acts  of 
physical  violence  proceeding  from  one  party 
and  inflicted  by  that  party  upon  the  phy.-^iosil 
person  of  the  other  is  not  establishetl  by  the 
decisions  of  the  supreme  court. 

Birkby  v.  Solomons,  15  111.  120;  Vignos  r. 
VignoSy  15  111.  186;  Barman  v.  Barman^  IH 
111.  85 ;  De  La  Bay  v.  De  La  Bay,  21  111.  254 ; 
Turbitt  r.  Turhiit.  21  111.  438:  Von  Oiahn 
V.  Von  Glnhn,  46  111.  137 :  Emhree  v.  Emhr^, 
53  111.  305;  Coursey  v.  Coumey.  60  111.  lAH; 
Farnham  v.  Farnham,  73  111.  407:   Hcndcr- 


Note. — As  to  what  constitutes  cniolty  suf- 
flcient  to  Justify  divorce,  see  the  other  case* 
in  this  series  as  follows:  Doollttle  v.  I>ooliit!e 
flowa)  6  L.  R.  A.  187,  and  note:  Youngs  ▼. 
Yoimgs  (111.)  6  L.  R.  A.  548:  Waldron  v.  Wal. 
dron  (Cal.)  9  L.  R.  A.  487:  Frltts  v.  FrJtta 
(111.)  14  L.  R.  A.  685:  Robinson  v.  Robinson 
(N.  H.)  15  L.  R.  A.  121 :  Barnes  v.  Barnes 
rrnl  )  10  L.  R.  A.  600;  Handle  v.  Hardfe  (Pa.) 
2.1  L.  R.  A.  607 :  and  McMaben  ▼.  McMahen 
(ra.>   41  L.  R.  A.  802. 
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son  V.  Hendersony  88  111.  248;  Ward  v.  Ward, 
103  III.  477;  Sharp  v.  Sharp,  110  111.  509,  6 
N.  E.  15;  FHtz  v.  FHtz,  138  111.  437,  14  L. 
R.  A.  H85,  28  X.  E.  1058;  Fizette  v.  Fizette, 
146  III.  335,  34  N.  E.  799;  Aurand  v.  iltt- 
rand,  157  HI.  323,  41  N.  E.  859. 

Messrs.  Redmon  As  Hogan,  for  defend- 
ant in  error: 

To  constitute  a  ground  for  divorce  under 
the  statute  of  Illinois  the  defendant  must 
have  been  guilty  of  extreme  and  repeated 
cruelty. 

Starr  &  C.  Anno.  Stat.  chap.  40,  §  1. 

The  extreme  and  repeated  cruelty  men- 
tioned in  the  statute  must  consist  of  acts 
of  physical  violence. 

Vignos  v.  Vignos,  15  111.  186;  Emhree  ▼. 
Embree,  53  111.  394;  Henderson  v.  Hender- 
son, 88  111.  248;  Fizette  v.  Fizette,  146  111. 
328,  34  N.  E.  799. 

Wilkin,  J.,  delivered  tlie  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  appellate 
court  for  the  third  district,  seeking  to  re- 
verf^e  a  judgment  of  that  court  affirming  a 
decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  Macon  county 
sustaining  a  demurrer  to  the  bill  of  com- 
plaint of  Rose  Maddoz.  The  prayer  of  her 
bill  was  for  a  divorce  on  the  ground  of  ex- 
treme and  repeated  cruelty.  It  is  alleged 
that  the  parties  were  married  in  November, 
1887;  that  they  lived  together  until  Janu- 
ary 7,  1897;  that  defendant  was  an  able- 
bodied,  vigorous  man,  able  to  earn  support 
for  himself  and  his  family;  that,  regardless 
of  his  marriage  vows,  he  was  guilty  of  ex- 
treme, repeated,  and  continuous  cruelty  to 
complainant,  in  that  he  failed  to  provide 
for  her  and  her  children  a  suitable  place  in 
which  to  live,  but  provided  one  wholly  unfit 
for  human  habitation,  •  notwithstanding 
other  places  were  accessible,  whereby  she 
and  her  children  were  exposed  to  severe  win- 
ter weather  and  suffered  from  extreme  cold, 
and  in  that  he  failed  to  provide  her  and  her 
children  with  sufficient  clothing  to  protect 
them  from  the  cold,  whereby  they  suffered 
exposure  of  their  persons,  and  also  in  that 
he  negligently  failed  to  provide  her  and  her 
children  with  sufficient  food  and  nourish- 
ment; that  on  the  7th  day  of  January,  1897, 
being  a  bitter  cold  day,  she  was  compelled 
to  and  did  abandon  the  uninhabitable  place 
in  which  she  had  been  compelled  to  live,  etc. 
In  other  words,  the  charge  throughout  is 
that  defendant  cruelly  and  heartlessly  neg- 
lected complainant,  failing  to  provide  her 
with  suitable  shelter,  clothing,  and  food. 

The  question  to  be  determined  here  is.  Do 
the  facts,  as  alleged,  under  the  decisions  of 
this  court,  constitute  "extreme  and  repeated 
cruelty,**  within  the  meaning  of  §  1  of  chap- 
ter 40  of  the  Revised  Statutes  [Starr 
&  C.  Anno.  Stat.],  entitled  Divorce.  The 
Heel  ion  provides  **that  in  every  case  in 
which  a  marriage  has  been,  or  here- 
aftor  may  be,  contracted  and  solemnized  be- 
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tween  any  two  persons,  and  it  shall  be  ad- 
judged, in  the  manner  hereinafter  provided, 
that  either  party  .  .  .  has  been  guilty 
of  extreme  and  repeated  cruelty,  ...  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  injured  party  to  ob- 
tain a  divorce  and  dissolution  of  such  mar- 
riage contract.*'  The  question  as  to  what 
constitutes  cruelty,  as  contemplated  by  our 
statute,  has  been  repeatedly  considered  and 
decided  by  this  court;  and  while  each  case 
must  necessarily  be  adjudged  by  itself,  in  view 
of  its  own  peculiar  facts  and  circumstances, 
yet  it  has  been  uniformly  held  that  cruelty, 
as  a  ground  for  the  granting  of  a  divorce, 
must  consist  of  acts  of  physical  violence.  As 
was  said  in  Barman  v.  Harman,  16  111.  85., 
on  page  90:  ''There  must  be  acts  or  threats 
which  may  raise  a  reasonable  apprehension 
of  bodily  hurt.  The  causes  must  be  grave 
and  weighty,  and  show  a  state  of  personal 
danger  incompatible  with  the  duties  of  mar- 
ried life.  It  is  not  mere  austerity  of  temper, 
petulance  of  manners,  rudeness  of  language, 
a  want  of  civil  attentions,  occasional  sallies 
of  passion,  denials  of  little  indulgences  and 
particular  accommodations,  and  which  do 
not  threaten  bodily  harm.  Tliese  are  not 
legal  cruelty."  See  the  case  of  Fizette  v. 
Fizette,  146  111.  328,  34  N.  E.  799,  where  the 
foregoing  language  is  quoted  with  approval, 
and  numerous  other  cases  to  the  same  ef- 
fect are  cited.  Tlie  facts  alleged  in  this  bill 
show  a  want  of  civil  attention  and  a  denial 
of  ordinary  comforts  and  accommodations, 
but  these,  under  the  foregoing  decisions,  are 
not  sufficient  to  constitute  cruelty,  such  as 
is  contemplated  by  the  statute  as  a  ground 
for  divorce.  However  strongly  the  allega- 
tions of  this  bill  and  the  arg\iments  of  coun- 
sel may  appeal  to  the  sympathy  of  the  court, 
it  is  too  clear  for  argument  that,  unless  we 
shall  overrule  the  uniform  line  of  decisions 
cited  above,  the  judgment  of  the  appellate 
court  must  be  afl^rmed.  The  right  to  a  di- 
vorce in  this  state  is  regulated  by  statute, 
and  can  only  be  decreed  by  the  courts  for 
some  one  of  the  causes  therein  enumerated. 
It  does  not  follow  that,  because  the  wife 
may  be  unable  to  bring  herself  within  the  re- 
quirements of  the  law  so  as  to  obtain  a  legal 
separation  from  a  husband,  she  must  there- 
fore suffer  from  his  neglect  and  continue  to 
reside  with  him ;  but  she  may,  if  not  herself 
in  fault,  live  separate  and  apart  from  him, 
compelling  him  to  provide  her  with  the  nec- 
essaries and  comforts  of  life,  according  to 
his  ability  to  do  so.  The  persuasive  argu- 
ment of  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error 
might  with  propriety  be  made  before  the 
legislature  in  support  of  enactments  to  meet 
a  case  like  one  here  presented,  though  we  ex- 
press no  opinion  on  that  subject;  but  it  is 
not  for  the  court  to  add  to  the  statute  by 
way  of  judicial  legislation.  We  think  the 
decree  of  the  circuit  court  and  the  judgment 
of  the  appellate  court  are  in  harmony  with 
the  long-est4ibliHhe<l  rule  in  this  state,  and 
they  will  be  affirmed. 
Judgment  affirmed. 
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Shepard  B.  BETSER,  Plff.  in  Err,, 

V. 

Klizabeth  BETSER. 

(186  111.  537.) 

A  ^'ife  may  nialntMin  an  action  affalnat 
a  third  pemon  for  the  alienation  of 
her  haaband'M  affection«»  under  Rev. 
Stat.  1898,  p.  790,  chap.  68,  |  1,  providing 
that  a  married  woman  may  in  all  cases  sue 
and  be  sued  without  Joining  her  husband 
with  her  to  the  same  extent  as  if  she  were 
unmarried. 

(October  19,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  Appellate  Court,  Third  Dis- 
trict, to  review  a  judgment  affirming  a 
judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  McLean 
County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  aliena- 
ti&n  from  her  of  the  affections  of  her  hua- 
band.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Tipton  Si  Tipton,  E.  0*Con- 
nell,  and  Fifer  i&  Barry,  for  plaintiff  in 
error; 

The  court  erred  in  holding  that  the  dec- 
laration waa  sufficient  to  recover  for  loss  of 
consortium,  and  that  appellee  had  a  right  to 
recover  for  such  \o^, 

Neville  v.  G'i/c,  174  Mass.  305,  54  N.  E. 
841;  Houghton  v.  Rice,  174  ^lass.  366,  47  L. 
R.  A.  310,  54  N.  E.  843;  Crocker  v.  Crocker, 
98  Fed.  702. 

Alienation  of  affection  alone  is  not  a  sub- 
stantive cause  of  action,  but  is  merely  ag:gra- 
vat  ion  of  damages  for  the  loss  of  consortium. 

A  husband  and  wife  may  contract  with 
each  other  when  the  contract  is  not  pre- 
cluded by  public  policy. 

Randall  v.  Randall,  37  Mich.  672;  Burk- 
holder's  Appeal,  105  Pa.  37* 

If  appellee  was  paid  for  the  loss  of  conT- 
eortium  she  cannot  recover  again. 

Separate  suits  against  wrongdoers  may  be 
commenced  and  proceed  to  judgment  in  each 
case,  and  one  case  is  not  a  bar  to  another  un- 
til satisfaction  is  received,  and  when  judg- 
ment is  satisfied  in  full,  such  satisfaction  is 
a  bar  to  all  other  suits. 

Christian  v.  Hoover,  6  Yerg.  605;  Love- 
joy  v.  Murray,  3  Wall.  1,  18  L.  ed.  129;  Ses- 
sions v.  Johnson,  95  U.  S.  347,  24  L.  ed.  596; 
Birdsell  v.  Shaliol,  112  U.  S.  487,  28  L.  ed. 
769,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  244. 

A  wife  cannot  maintain  on  action  agaimst 
a  third,  person. 

Crocker  v.  Crocker,  98  Fed.  702;  Van 
Amam  v.  Ayei's,  07  Barb.  544;  Duffies  v. 
Duffies,  70  Wis.  374,  8  L.  R.  A.  420, 
45  N.  W.  522;  Logan  v.  Logan,  77  Ind. 
558;   Doe  v.   Roe,  82   Me.   603,  8   L.  R.  A. 


833,  20  Atl.  83;  Morgan  v.  Martin,  92 
Me.  190,  42  Atl.  354 ;  Schouler,  Husb.  &  W. 
1i  66;  Addison,  Torts,  §  51 ;  3  Cooley's  BL 
Com.  p.  143;  Kroessin  v.  Keller,  60  Minn. 
372,  27  L.  R.  A.  684,  62  N.  W.  438. 

The  only  marital  right  of  the  plaintiff  not 
conceded  to  be  released  and  settled  in  the 
agreement  set  out  in  the  third  plea  and  in 
the  evidence  between  appellee  and  her  hus- 
band is  the  society  of  her  husband.  That 
right  was  by  the  terms  of  the  agreement  re- 
leased and  settled;  in  fact  all  her  marital 
and  property  rights  were  settled  and  ad- 
justed. 

A  wife's  obligation  to  render  family  serv- 
ices is  coextensive  with  the  husband's  duty 
to  support  her  in  the  family. 

Rhoadcs  v.  Davis,  51  Mich.  306,  16  X.  W. 
669;  14  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  555,  and 
cases  cited  in  notes  6-8. 

Under  the  facts  proved  she  is  not  living 
separate  and  apart  from  her  husband  with- 
out fault.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  hus- 
band would  not  live  with  her  if  she  would  re- 
turn to  him  except  the  written  agreement  in 
evidence,  wherein  it  is  stipulated  that  they 
cannot  live  together. 

She  does  not  make  a  case  that  would  en- 
title her  to  separate  maintenance  under  the 
statute. 

Jenkins  v.  Jenkins,  104  III.  134;  Tkomfts 
V.  Thomas,  152  111.  577,  38  N.  E.  794;  J?t«fs- 
ter  V.  Uunlei',  7  111.  App.  253. 

Apart  from  the  statute  a  wife  cannot  sue 
for  separate  maintenance  unless  some  other 
relief  is  asked. 

Trotter  v.  Trotter,  77  III.  510. 

Appellee  and  her  husband  are  living  sepa- 
rate and  apart,  under  the  agrement  in  evi- 
dence. This  being  true  she  cannot  recover 
in  this  action. 

Dummer  v.  Dummer  (N.  J.  Eq.)  41  Atl. 
149;  Bucluman  v.  Foster,  23  App.  Div.  542. 
48  N.  Y.  Supp.  732:  Whitnian  v.  Egbert, 
27  App.  Div.  374,  50  N.  Y.  Supp.  3. 

Appellant  offered  appellee  and  her  hus- 
band a  suitable  home  in  Bloom ington  to  live 
in,  rent  free,  and  her  husband  requested  her 
to  move  with  him  to  the  city  and  occupy  this 
house,  and  this  she  refused,  and  her  husband 
then  offered  to  go  with  her  to  her  mother's 
and  live  there,  and  this  she  refused. 

There  was  no  justifiable  excuse  for  her 
not  doing  so,  only  her  temper  and  determina- 
tion to  have  her  way.  There  was  certainly 
no  legal  excuse.  It  was  her  duty  to  go  with 
her  husband. 

Kevncdy  v.  Kennedy,  87  111.  2o0;  Babbitt 
V.  Babbitt,  69  111.  277". 

If  there  was  a  separation,  and  the  defend- 
ant was  not  guilty  of  any  tortious  and  mali- 


NoTE. — On  the  question  of  the  right  of  a 
married  woman  to  maintain  an  action  for  the 
alienation  of  her  husband's  affections  the 
earlier  authorities  in  this  series  in  favor  of 
the  right  are  as  follows :  Bennett  v.  Bennett 
(N.  Y.j  6  L.  R.  A.  553,  and  note;  Foot  v.  Card 
(Conn.)  6  L.  R.  A.  820;  Warren  v.  Warren 
(M'oh.)  14  L.  R.  A.  545;  Haynes  ▼.  Nowlln 
tlnd.)  14  L.  R.  A.  787  ;  Clow  v.  Chapman  (Mo.) 
26  L.  R.  A.  412:  llodgklnson  v.  Hodglclnson 
(N>b.)  27  L.  U.  A.  120;  Price  v.  Price  (Iowa) 
52  L.  R.  A. 


29  L.  U.  A.  150:  Brown  v.  Brown  (N.  O  39 
L.  R.  A.  242:  Gernerd  v.  Gernerd  (Pa.)  40  L. 
R.  A.  549;  Dietzman  v.  MuIIin  (Ky.)  50  L.  R. 
A.  808;  and  Wolf  v.  Frank  (Md.)  52  L.  R.  A. 
102. 

Contra,  Duffles  v.  Duffles  (Wis.)  8  I^  R.  A. 
420;  Doe  v.  Roe  (Me.)  8  L.  R.  A.  83.*):  and 
Houghton  V.  Rice  (Mass.)  47  L.  R.  A.  310. 

As  to  right  to  maintain  action  simply  In  na- 
ture of  crim.  con.,  see  Kroessin  ▼.  K%;ier 
(Minn.)  27  L.  R.  A.  685. 
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cioiis  act  to  brin^  it  about,  then  the  action 
cannot  be  maintained,  and  as  bearing  on  the 
question  it  was  pertinent  to  inquire  into  the 
state  of  the  husband's  mind  and  affection 
toward  the  plaintifl',  and  on  that  Rubject  his 
declarations  were  leg^itiraate  evidence  to  be 
considered  by  the  jurv. 

Porry  v.  Lovejoy,  49  Mich.  532,  14  N.  W. 
485;  Thompson  v.  Trevanion^  Skinner,  402; 
Aveson  v.  Lord  Kinna^ird,  6  East,  188;  Wal- 
ton V.  Green,  1  Car.  &  P.  621 ;  Houliston  v. 
Smyth,  2  Car.  &  P.  22 ;  Jones  v.  Thompson,  6 
Car.  &  P.  415;  Wilton  v.  Webster,  7  Car.  k 
P.  198;  Uoare  v.  Allen,  3  Esp.  276;  Trelatc- 
ney  v.  Coleman,  2  Starkie,  191,  1  Barn.  A 
Aid.  90;  Willis  y.  Bernard,  8  Bing.  376 ;  Parik 
V.  Hopkins,  2  Bail.  L.  408 ;  Bennett  v.  Smith, 
21  Barb.  439;  Edwards  v.  Crock,  4  Esp.  39; 
Preston  v.  Bowers,  13  Ohio  St.  1,  87  Am. 
Dec.  430 ;  Hnovfr  v.  Blair,  25  N.  J.  L.  94. 

ifessrs.  Welty  ic  Sterlins,  John  E. 
Pollock,  and  Mayne  Pollock,  for  defend- 
ant in  error: 

This  suit  can  be  maintained. 

Bassttt  V.  Basset t,  20  111.  App.  543;  Hul- 
ing  V.  lluliny,  32  111.  App.  519;  Westlake  v. 
Wvstlake,  34  Ohio  St.  621,  32  Am.  Rep. 
397:  Vlow  v.  Chapman,  125  Mo.  101,  26  L.  R. 
A.  412,  28  S.  W.  328;  Bennett  v.  Bennett, 
110  X.  Y.  584,  6  L.  R.  A.  653,  23  N.  E.  17; 
Warren  v.  Warren,  89  Mich.  123,  14  L.  R.  A. 
o45,  50  N.  W.  842 ;  Lockicood  v.  Lockwood, 
67  Minn.  470,  70  N.  W.  784;  Price  v.  PHee, 
91  Iowa,  693,  29  L.  R.  A.  150,  60  N.  W.  202; 
Haynes  v.  yo\rlin,  129  Ind.  581,  14  L.  R,  A. 
787,  29  N.  E.  389;  Foot  v.  Card,  58  Conn.  1, 
6  L.  R.  A.  829,  18  Atl.  1027 ;  Gemerd  v.  Ger- 
nerd,  185  Pa.  233,  40  L.  R.  A.  549,  39  Atl. 
884;  Yundt  v.  Hartrunft,  41  111.  9. 

\^ilkin,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Elizabeth  Betser  and  William  Louis  Bet- 
ter, called  Louis  Betser,  were  married 
in  McLean  county,  Illinois,  on  the  26 Ih 
day  of  November,  1889,  and  lived  t<^)- 
gether  in  that  county  from  that  time  until 
about  December  28,  1898,  when  they  sepa- 
rated. To  the  September  term,  1899,  of  the 
circuit  court  of  McIiCan  county,  the  wife 
brought  this  action  on  the  case  against  Shep- 
ard  B.  Betser  for  alienating  her  husband's 
aflFections,  by  reason  whereof  he  deserted  and 
abandoned  her.  Shepard  B.  and  I^uis  Bet- 
ter are  brothers.  The  general  issue  and  two 
special  pleas  were  filed  on  behalf  of  the  de- 
fendant, but,  demurrer  being  sustained  to 
the  special  pleas,  a  trial  by  jury  was  had  on 
the  plea  of  not  guilty,  alone.  The  verdict 
was  for  the  plaintiff,  assessing  her  damages 
at  $3,700,  on  which  judgment  was  regularly 
entered.  The  defendant  appealed  to  the  aj>- 
pellate  court  for  the  third  district,  where  he, 
by  his  counsel,  insisted  that  the  circuit  court 
erred  in  overruling  a  demurrer  to  the  dec- 
la  ratipn  and  in  sustaining  demurrer  to  the 
special  pleas;  also,  in  the  admission 
and  rejection  of  evidence,  and  the  giving  and 
refusing  of  instructions.  Each  of  these 
grounds  of  reversal  was  overruled,  and  a 
jud.ffnient  of  affirmance  entered,  to  reverse 
which  this  writ  of  error  has  been  sued  out. 
i52  L.  R.  A. 


The  grounds  of  reversal  in  this  court  are 
stated  by  counsel  to  be:  First,  in  holding 
the  declaration  stated  a  cause  of  action ;  and, 
second,  in  holding  that  the  plaintiff  could  re- 
cover damages  for  loss  of  consortium.  In 
fact,  the  only  question  here  raised  is  whether 
a  wife,  in  this  state,  has  a  right  of  action 
aganist  a  third  party  for  alienating  the  af- 
fections of  her  husband.  Incidentally  it  is 
claimed  that  the  plaintiff  is  barred  of  her 
right  of  action  in  this  case,  even  if  other- 
wise entitled  to  maintain  it,  by  a  contract 
between  her  husband  and  herself  entered  into 
after  the  separation.  That  contract  in  no 
sense  waived  any  right  of  action  against  the 
defendant  for  the  loss  here  sued  for,  and  we 
deem  it  unnecessary  to  add  anything  on  that 
branch  of  the  case  to  what  has  been  said  by 
the  appellate  court  in  its  opinion.  We  also 
concur  in  the  view  of  that  court,  as  expressed 
in  its  opinion,  on  the  principal  question  in 
the  case;  but  as  there  is  some  diversity  of 
opinion  on  the  subject,  and  the  case  being 
one  of  first  impression  in  this  court,  it  is 
thought  proper  to  give  it  further  considera- 
tion. 

The  authorities  uniformly  hold  that  a  hus- 
band haa  a  right  of  action  at  Common  law 
for  alienating  the  affections  of  his  wife  or 
enticing  her  away  from  him ;  but  the  weight 
of  authority,  at  least  in  a  number  of  cases 
decided,  holds  that  the  wife  cannot  maintain 
a  similar  action  for  the  loss  of  the  affections 
or  society  of  her  husband.  This  discrimina- 
tion against  the  wife  has  its  origin  in  the 
ancient  common-law  doctrine  that  the  hus- 
band and  wife  are  one.  that  one  being  the 
husband,  and  the  wife's  rights  merged  in 
him.  That  idea  has,  however,  been  exploded 
by  the  enlightenment  of  the  present  age,  and 
by  legislation.  One  of  the  difficulties  which 
some  of  the  courts  find  in  giving  the  wife  the 
right  to  sue  in  such  a  caae  is  that  she  could 
only  bring  the  action  by  joining  her  husband 
with  her  as  a  party  plaintiff.  It  will  be  un- 
necessary to  inquire  as  to  the  soundness  of 
that  decision:  it  being,  as  we  think,  now 
clearly  settled,  if  not  universally  held,  that 
where  a  statute  has  removed  the  disability 
of  the  wife  to  sue,  vesting  in  her  separate 
rights  in  property,  she  may,  on  the  same 
grounds  and  with  the  same  right  as  her  hus- 
band, recover  for  loss  of  the  affections  of  her 
husband,  against  one  who  has  wrongfully 
deprived  her  of  them.  In  an  extended  note 
to  Clow  v.  Chapman  (Mo.),  reported  in  46 
Am.  St.  Rep.  474,  it  is  said:  "It  has  there- 
fore been  held  by  state  courts,  other  thaif 
those  of  Maine  and  Wisconsin,  that  a  wife 
may,  without  joining  her  husband,  maintain 
an  action  to  recover  damages  for  the  aliena- 
tion of  his  affe(;tions,  and  the  consequent  loss 
of  his  society,  assistance,  and  support,  if,  un- 
der the  statutes  of  the  state  under  which 
she  prosecutes  her  action,  she  is  given  power 
to  sue  for  personal  wrongs  without  joining 
her  husbana," — citing  a  long  list  of  authori- 
ties. Section  1  of  chapter  68  of  our  statutes 
(Kev.  Stat  1898.  p.  790)  provides  that  a 
married  woman  may  in  all  cases  sue  and  be 
sued  without  joining  her  husband  with  her, 
to  the  same  extent  as  if  she  were  unmarried. 
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Few»  if  any,  state  legislatures  in  this  coun- 
try have  gone  further  to  secure  to  a  wife  all 
of  her  separate  rights  without  interference 
on  the  part  of  the  hushand  than  has  the  leg- 
islature of  this  state.  In  Bigelow,  Torts, 
153,  this  language  is  used:  "To  entice  or 
corrupt  the  mind  and  affections  of  one's  con- 
sort is  a  civil  wrong,  for  which  the  offender 
is  liable  to  the  injured  husband  or  wife.  Tlie 
gist  of  the  action  is  not  the  loss  of  assistance, 
but  the  loss  of  consortium  of  the  husband  or 
wife,  under  which  term  are  included  the  per- 
son's affections,  society,  and  aid."  In 
Schouler,  Hu*b.  &  W.  p.  171,  §  143,  and 
Cooley,  Torts,  p.  227,  the  doctrine  is  an- 
nounced that,  except  for  the  fact  of  cover- 
ture, there  is  no  reason  why  such  an  action 
could  not  be  maintained  by  the  wife.  Upon 
what  reasoning  it  could  be  held  that  a  loss 
of  the  affections  of  a  husband  is  less  real 
and  substantial  than  the  loss  of  the  affec- 
tions of  a  wife,  we  cannot  perceive.  We  en- 
tertain no  doubt  that  by  the  clear  weight  of 
both  reason  and  authority  a  wife  has,  under 
our  statute,  precisely  the  same  right  of  re- 
covery for  such  a  loss  as  the  husband.  Un- 
der this  view  of  the  law,  every  material  con- 
troverted fact  being  found  against  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  the  judgment  of  the  appellate 
court  must  be  affirmed. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


George  W.  WILSON,  Appt., 

V. 

CARLINVILLE  NATIONAL  BANK. 
(187    111.    222.) 

1.  Tbe  failure  to  collect  a  elieek  In 
conBcqiience  of  the  nefrllipence  of  a 
bank  to  which  It  was  sent  for  collection,  by 
a  bank  in  which  it  was  deposited  for  collec- 
tion, will  not  preclude  the  latter  banlc  from 
recovering  the  amount  thereof  from  the  de- 
positor to  whom  it  had  given  credit  for  the 
amount,  if  that  bank  exercised  due  care  in 
selecting  the  correspondent  to  which  it  sent 
the  check,  since  the  correspondent  bank  ig 
the  agent  of  the  depositor. 

2.  One  ^Tho  dei>oiiltB  for  collection  a 
check  on  a  distant  bank  with  knowl- 
edge that  it  Is  the  only  bank  In  the  place, 
and  that  the  check  will  be  collected  without 
expense  to  him  through  other  banks  in  ac- 
cordance with  banking  usages,  is  estopped 
from  charging  the  bank  In  which  he  de- 
posited It  with  negligence  In  sending  it  to  a 

•  correspondent  who  forwards  it  to  tlje  drawee 
for  collection  in  accordance  with  the  custom 
in  such  cases. 

(October  19,  1900.) 

Note. — That  liank  in  which  check  or  draft 
is  deposited  for  collection  is  liable  for  default 
of  correspondent  bank,  see  in  this  series  the 
cases  of  Streissf^uth  v.  National  German  Amer- 
ican Bank  (Minn.)  7  L.  R.  A.  363;  and  Corn 
Exch.  Bank  v.  Parmer's  Nat.  Bank  (N.  Y.)  7 
L.  U.  A.  559. 

Contra,  First  Nat.  Bank  v.   Sprague    (Neb.) 
15  L.  R.  A.  498 ;  Givan  v.  Bank  of  Alexandria 
<Tenn.)  47  L.  R.  A.  270;  and  Waterloo  Miiiing 
Co.  V.  Kuenster   (111.)   29  L.  R.  A.  794. 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Court,  Tliird  District,  af- 
firming a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for 
Macoupin  County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an 
action  brought  to  recover  back  money  drawn 
by  defendant  against  a  credit  representing  a 
check  deposited  for  collection.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Bell  Si  Burton,  for  appellant: 

It  is  negligence  for  a  collector  of  a  bank 
check  or  promissory  note  to  send  it  by  mail 
for  payment  to  the  party  who  is  to  pay  it. 

Drovers'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Anglo-American 
Pkg.  d  ProiHsion  Co.  117  111.  100,  57  Am.  Rep. 
855,  7  N.  E.  GOl;  Minneapolis  Sash  d  Door 
Co.  V.  Metropolitan  Bank,  76  Minn.  13C,  44 
L.  R.  A.  504,  78  N.  W.  980;  Anderson  v. 
Rodgersy  53  Kan.  542,  27  L.  R.  A.  248,  3G 
Pac'  1007:  1  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  §§  328,  32«a; 
Merchants'  Sat.  Bank  v.  Goodman ^  109  Pa. 
422,  58  Am.  Rep.  728,  2  Atl.  687;  German 
Nat.  Bank  v.  BtimSy  12  Colo.  539,  21  Pac. 
714;  2  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  §  1699. 

If  it  is  negligence  to  send  a  check  for  pay- 
ment by  mai^  to  the  bank  that  is  to  pay  it 
then  no  custom  among  bankers  can  avail  to 
absolve  the  party  thus  acting  from  the  con- 
sequences of  such  negligence.  A  custom  can- 
not be  asserted  in  opposition  to  the  law.  A 
custom  cannot  sanction  negligence. 

Drovers*  Nat,  Bank  v.  Anglo-AineHcan 
Pkg.  d  Provision  Co.  117  111.  100,  57  Am. 
Kep.  855,  7  N.  E.  601 ;  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Goodman,  109  Pa.  422,  58  Am.  Rep.  72S. 
2  Atl.  687;  Gregg  v.  Be<ine,  69  Vt.  22,  37 
Atl.  248;  1  Bouvier,  Law  Diet,  p.  359.  §  2; 
Allen  V.  Merchants  Bank,  22  Wend.  215,  34 
Am.  Dec.  280. 

An  alleged  custom  or  method  of  doing  busi- 
ness can  be  effective  only  as  to  those  who 
are  shown  to  have  knowledge  of  it,  or  who 
expressly  recognize  it  in  the  transaction  in 
hand. 

Baxter  v.  Sherman,  73  Minn.  434,  76  N- 
W.  211;  Dern  v.  Kellogg,  54  Neb.  560,  74  N. 
W.  844;  Thompson  v.  Minneapolis  de  8t.  L. 
R.  Co.  35  Minn.  428,  29  N.  W.  148. 

There  can  be  no  presumption  that  the  us- 
ages of  a  particular  trade  or  business  are 
known  to  persons  not  engaged  in  that  busi- 
ness. 

27  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  479. 

It  cannot  be  claimed  that  appellant  by 
placing  the  check  in  question  with  appellee 
for  collection  assented  by  implication  to  a 
custom  that  appellee  might  be  negligent, 

Dern  v.  Kellogg,  54  Neb.  560,  74  X.  W. 
844;  Anderson  v.  Rodqers,  53  Kan.  542,  27 
L.  R.  A.  248,  36  Pac.  i007. 

An  agent  to  collect  has  no  authority  to  re- 
ceive in  payment  anything  but  cash. 

Dank  of  Aniigo  v.  Union  Tittst  Co,  149 
111.  343,  23  L.  R.  A.  611,  36  N.  E.  1029. 

When  appellee  received  the  check  for  col- 
lection without  any  stipulation  or  under- 
standing, appellant  was  authorized  fo  as- 
sume that  appellee  was  able  to  collect,  and 
that  it  had  or  would  procure  a  suitable  a^nt 
through  whom  to  do  it  promptly. 

Drorers'  Nat.  Bank  v.  A uqlo- American 
Pkg.  d  Prorision  Co.  117  111.  *100,  57  Am. 
Rep.  855,  7  N.  E.  601. 
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A  custom  to  be  binding  must  be  uniform, 
long  established,  and  generally  acquiesced  in, 
and  so  well  know'n  as  to  induce  the  belief 
that  parties  contracted  with  reference  to  it, 
when  nothing  is  said  to  the  contrary. 

Turner  v.  Dawson,  50  111.  85, 

It  must  be  certain,  reasonable,  and  ancient. 
Usage  is  not  custom. 

ISlrong  v.  King,  35  111.  9,  85  Am.  Dec.  330; 
Packard  v.  Van  Schoicl;  58  111.  79. 

Messrs.  Rinaker  ic  Rinaker  for  appel- 
lee. 

Boss*,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Tlie  appellant,  having  procured  a  certifi- 
cate of  importance,  has  prosecuted  this  ap- 
peal from  the  judgment  of  the  appellate 
court  for  the  third  district  affirming  a  judg- 
ment in  the  sum  of  $300,  entered  against  him 
by  the  circuit  court  of  Macoupin  county,  in 
an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  by  the  appel- 
lee bank.  The  cause  was  heard  in  said  cir- 
cuit court  before  the  court  without  the  inter- 
vention of  a  jury.  It  is  urged  the  court  en- 
tertained and  applied  erroneoiR  views  of  the 
law  applicable  to  the  facts  of  the  case.  The 
facts  necessary  to  be  known,  in  order  that 
the  correctness  of  the  ruling  of  the  court  on 
the  propositions  of  law  may  be  determined, 
are,  in  substance,  as  follows:  The  appellee 
bank  conducted  a  banking  business  in  Oarlin. 
ville,  Illinois.  On  March  30,  1893,  appel- 
lant, a  farmer  and  stock  dealer,  who  resided 
some  7  miles  from  Carlinville,  while  in  Gil- 
lespie, a  village  about  19  miles  from  Carlin- 
ville, received  a  check  drawn  in  his  favor  by 
one  Clark,  in  the  simi  of  $300,  on  the  Citi- 
zens' Bank  of  Gillespie.  Appellant  then, 
and  for  some  two  years  before,  had  kept  an 
account  with  the  appellee  bank,  making  de- 
posits therein,  and  drawing  checks  against 
the  same.  He  had  frequently  deposited,  in 
the  'appellee  bank,  checks  payable  by  other 
banks  located  in  other  towns  and  cities,  and 
had  been  permitted  to  treat  the  amount  of 
such  checks  as  credits  of  cash  to  his  account, 
subject  to  be  drawn  against  by  him  as  though 
the  deposit  had  been  of  cash.  On  June  1, 
1803,  he  brought  the  aforesaid  check  on  the 
Gillespie  bank  to  Carlinville,  and  indorsed 
and  delivered  it  to  the  appellee  bank.  The 
amount  thereof,  without  any  deduction  or 
charge,  was  credited  to  him  as  though  it  had 
been  a  deposit  of  cash,  and  tlie  same  was 
paid  out  (together  with  other  funds  to  his 
credit)  on  checks  subsequently  drawn  by 
him.  On  June  1st — the  day  of  the  receipt  of 
the  check — the  appellee  bank  sent  it  by  mail 
for  collection  to  the  National  Bank  of  Com- 
merce, its  correspondent  in  St.  Louis.  June 
2d  the  National  Bank -of  Commerce  sent  the 
cbeck  by  mail  for  collection  to  the  Globe  Na- 
tional Bank  of  Chicago,  its  correspondent 
bank.  June  3d  the  Chicago  bank  sent  it  di- 
rectly to  the  Citizens'  Bank  of  Gillespie,  on 
which  it  was  drawn.  The  Citizens'  Bank  re- 
ceived the  check  June  5,  and  on  the  7  th  day 
of  Jane  returned  as  payment  its  draft  drawn 
on  the  National  Bank  of  the  Republic  in 
St.  liOuis  for  the  full  amount  thereof.  The 
draft  so  drawn  by  the  Gillespie  bank  was 
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presented  to  the  National  Bank  of  the  Re- 
public in  St.  Louis  for  payment  June,  9,  but 
payment  was  refused,  the  Citizens'  Bank 
having  failed  on  June  8.  The  appt'llee  bank 
brought  the  action  to  recover  the  said  sura  of 
$300  paid  by  it  on  checks  drawn  by  the  ap- 
pellant against  the  credit  obtained  by  the  de- 
posit of  the  said  check  in  his  favor  on  the 
Gillespie  bank,  and  which  it  had  not  been 
able  to  collect. 

The  trial  court,  in  propositions  of  law"  pre- 
sented in  behalf  of  the  appellee  bank,  held 
that  if  the  bank  did  not  purchase  the  check 
from  appellant,  but  received  it  from  him  for 
collection  by  means  of  correspondent  banks, 
in  accordance  with  the  general  custom  of 
banks,  and  that  it  used  due  care  and  dili- 
gence in  forwarding  the  che«k  for  collection, 
and  exercised  reasonable  care  and  prudence 
in  selecting  the  bank  to  which  it  forwarded 
the  same,  such  bank  so  selected  became  the 
agent  of  the  appellant,  and  that  the  appellee 
bank  was  not  liable  to  the  appellant  for  any 
neglect  or  default  of  the  correspondent  bank, 
or  the  Chicago  bank  to  whom  the  said  cor- 
respondent bank  sent  the  same  for  collec- 
tion. This  is  the  view  taken  by  the  courts 
of  last  resort  in  Connecticut,  Iowa,  Kansas, 
Maryland,  Massachusetts,  Mississippi,  Wis- 
consin, Nebraska,  North  Carolina,  Tennessee, 
Missouri,  Louisiana,  and  our  own  state.  3 
Am.  &  Eng.  Knc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  812.  The 
correspondent  or  collectinu  bank  is  regarded 
as  the  agent  of  the  receiving  bank,  and  not 
of  the  check  owner,  by  the  courts  of  final 
resort  in  Jkfichigan,  Minnesota,  Montana, 
New  Jersey,  New  York,  Ohio,  and  also  by  the 
courts  of  the  United  States.  3  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  810.  The  arguments 
and  reasons  upon  which  these  conflicting  ad- 
judications are  grounded  are  familiar  to  the 
profession,  and  discussion  of  the  question 
may  well  be  regarded  as  exhausted  by  what 
has  been  so  often  said  pro  et  con  in  judicial 
opinions  and  by  law  writers.  This  court,  as 
earlv  as  1801,  in  the  case  of  JEtna  Ins.  Co, 
V.  Alton  City  Bank,  25  lU.  243,  79  Am.  Dec. 
328.  adopted  the  rule  announced  in  the  prop- 
osition held  by  the  trial  court;  and  in  the 
later  decisions  of  Drovers^  Nat.  Bank  v. 
AnglO'America/n  Pkg.  d  Provision  Co.  117 
111."  100,  57  Am.  Rep.  855,  7  N.  E.  601,  and 
Waterloo  Milling  Co.  v.  Kuenster,  158  111. 
259,  29  L.  R.  A.^  794,  41  N.  E.  906,  reaffirm 
the  doctrine  of  the  earlier  case.  It  must  be 
assumed  the  parties  hereto  acted  in  view  of 
the  long-established  and  well-settled  rule  of 
law  in  this  state. 

Nor  do  we  think  the  court  erred  in  refiTs- 
ing  to  hold  proposition  No.  4,  asked  by  ap- 
pellant, as  follows:  "The  court  holds  that 
if  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  sending  the 
check  in  question  to  its  St.  Louis  correspond- 
ent, knew  that  such  St.  Louis  bank  would,  by 
it-self  or  by  its  agents  of  its  selection,  send 
such  check  for  payment  direct  to  the  drawee 
bank,  then,  under  the  law,  such  St.  Louis 
bank  would  not  be  a  suitable  agent  to  be  in- 
trusted with  the  collection  of  such  paper, 
and,  if  the  loss  here  complained  of  resulted 
from  such  method  of  collecting,  then  the  de- 
fendant  would  not    be    liable  here."    The 
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court  held  proposition  No.  10,  the  substance 
of  which  was  that  it  was  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  Globe  National  Bank  to  send  the 
check  by  mail  for  payment,  to  the  Gillespie 
bank,  on  which  it  was  drawn.  The  argu- 
ment of  counsel  is  that,  the  principle  an- 
nounced in  proposition  No.  10  being  correct, 
it  follows,  logically  and  irresistibly,  that  if 
the  appellee  bank  knew  the  National  Bank 
of  Commerce  of  St.  Louis  would,  by  itself 
or  through  its  correspondent  bank,  send  the 
check  to  the  Citizens'  Bank  at  Gillespie  for 
collection,  then  that  said  appellee  bank  could 
not  be  regarded  as  having  acted  with  reason- 
able diligence  and  care  in  selecting  the  Na- 
tional Bank  of  Commerce  to  make  the  col- 
lection, and  that  the  trial  court  should  have 
declared,  as  matter  of  law,  that  the  appellee 
bank  was  careless  and  negligent  in  the  selec- 
tion of  the  National  Bank  of  Commerce  as 
an  airent  in  the  matter  of  the  colle<»tion  of 
the  check.  The  evidence  sufficiently  tended 
to  show^  and  the  court  recited  in  proposition 
No.  .5  held  for  the  appellee,  "that  it  is  a 
well-known,  long-established,  and  general 
custom  of  collecting  banks  to  transmit  di- 
rectly to  their  correspondent  out  of  town 
banks  for  collection,  checks  drawn  upon  such 
out  of  town  banks"  and  in  their  hands  for  col- 
lection, in  cases  where  there  is  no  other  bank 
in  such  towns."  It  also  appeared  from  the 
testimony,  and  was  recited  by  the  court  in 
proposition  No.  1  in  the  same  behalf,  that 
the  Citizens*  Bank  of  Gillespie  was  the  only 
bank  in  Gillespie.  The  evidence  further  suf- 
ficiently established  that  appellant  knew 
there  was  but  one  bank  in  Gillespie,  namely, 
the  Citizens'  Bank,  upon  which  the  check  he 
held  was  drawn.  It  was  also  shown  by  the 
proofs  that  the  appellant  had.  on  prior  occa- 
sions, deposited  with  the  appellee  bank  other 
checks  upon  out  of  town  banks,  and  availed 
himself  of  the  facilities  offered  by  the  system 
adopted  and  in  vogue  only  among  banks  and 
bankers  for  the  collection  of  that  class  of 
paper.  He  may  not  have  known  the  details 
of  the  system  or  custom  in  force  among 
banks  for  the  collection  of  such  checks,  but 
he  knew  the  collection  was  to  be  made,  with- 
out expehse  to  him,  through  banks  co-operat- 
ing together,  in  compliance  with  certain  us- 
ages and  customs  existing  between  such  in- 
stitutions to  enable  such  collections  to  be  so 
made.  He  knew  there  was  but  one  bank  in 
Gillespie,  and  that  the  one  on  which  the 
check  was  drawn.  The  co-operation  of  that 
bank  was  essential  to  the  operation  of  the 
mode  of  collecting  the  check;  for  there  was 
no  other  bank  at  Gillespie  to  act  in  the  mat- 
ter. With  this  knowledge  the  appellant  ac- 
cepted the  benefll  of  the  facilities  for  the  col- 
lection of  his  check  whjch  the  banks  held 
out  to  their  customers.  The  usages  and  cus- 
toms thus  availed  of  by  appellant  contem- 
plate<l  the  sending  of  the  check  directly  to 
the  bank  upon  which  it  was  drawn,  there 
being  no  other  bank  at  that  point.  The  ap- 
pellant having  knowledge  there  was  but  one 
l>ank  at  Gillespie,  and  that  his  check  was  to 
be  collected,  without  cost  or  expense  to  him, 
throuirli  the  me<lium  of  business  usaf?es  and 
customs  in  force  only  between  banks  and 
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bankers,  could  not  be  permitted  to  accept  the 
facilities  thus  afforded  by  the  appellee  bank 
for  his  accommodation,  and  afterwards  in- 
sist that  compliance  by  the  appellee  back 
with  the  usages  and  customs,  the  benefit 
whereof  he  sought  to  avail  himself  of,  should 
constitute  actionable  negligence.  The  tri&I 
court  did  not  err  in  refusing  to  declare,  as 
matter  of  law,  the  appellee  bank  was  oegli- 
gent  in  committing  the  collection  of  thr 
check  to  the  National  Bank  of  Comment, 
though  it  knew,  or  had  sufficient  reason  to 
be  chargeable  with  knowledge  or  notice,  that 
said  National  Bank  of  Commerce  would,  di- 
rectly or  indirectly,  send  the  check  to  the 
bank  on  which  it  was  drawn  for  payment. 
The  other  questions  argued  by  counsel  arc 
questions  of  fact,  or  mixed  questions  of  la^ 
and  fact,  and  not  open  to  review  in  thin 
court. 

The  judgment  of  the  Appellate  Court  w  of- 
firmcd. 


Abbie  g.  SCHROEDKR,  Appt., 

v. 
City  of  JOLIET. 

(189  111.  4S.) 

The    benefit    reBiilttnv    from    the    tn- 
proventent   may   be   considered  in  s» 

sessing  the  damages  resulting  from  tbe  re- 
moval of  lateral  support  from  an  abutiisi 
lot  In  cutting  down  and  improving  a  stret^t. 
under  a  constitutional  provision  tliat  prtnte 
property  shail  not  be  talcen  or  damaged  for 
public  use  without  Just  compensatioD. 

(February  20,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  (V>urt,  Second  District,  n"- 
versing  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for 
Will  County  in  her  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  injiiri?* 
caused  by  the  removal  of  lateral  support 
from  her  property.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Afr.  J.  Tt.  0*Do]uiell«  for  appellant: 

A  right  to  lateral  support  is  an  absolute 
right,  and  any  injury  to  the  same  is  a  tak- 
ing, and  not  merely  a  damaging,  of  property 
under  the  Constitution. 

\fcCullouQh  V.  St.  Paul,  M.  d  M.  R.  Co. 
52  Minn.  12,  53  N.  W.  802,  7  Am.  R.  &  Corp 
Cas.  250,  and  note;  Steams  v.  Richmond,  ^^ 
Va.  992,  14  S.  E.  847 :  Richardson  v.  Vi^- 
moni  C.  R.  Co.  25  Vt.  465,  60  Am.  Dec.  283: 
Ruskirk  v.  Strickland,  47  Mich.  389.  11  N'. 
W.  210;   Dyer  v.  St.  Paul,  27  Minn.  457: 

Note, — As  to  deduction  of  benefits  in  tstl 
mating  damages  to  prdperty  raased  by  pabli'^ 
improvements  or  eminent  domain  proceediops. 
see.  In  this  scries,  the  following  canes:  Iipr>\T 
&  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Ross  (Kan.)  2  L.  R.  A.  217:  San 
Dlpgo  Land  &  Town  Co.  v.  Neaie  (C«I.»  3  I^ 
It.  A.  83 :  Newman  v.  Metropolitan  Eler.  R. 
Co.  (N.  T.)  7  L.  R.  A.  289;  State,  Mangle. 
ProKeoutor  v.  Hudson  County  Freeholders  <N 
J.  L.)  17  L.  R.  A.  785  :  Spencer  v.  Metropolitan 
Street  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  22  L.  R.  A.  668:  Hlclmaa 
V.  Kansas  (Mo.)  2.^  L.  R.  A.  658:  and  Bis  r  r. 
Charleston  (W.  Va.)  36  L.  R,  A.  S52. 


1001. 


BCUKOBDBR  v.   JOLIET. 


635 


O'Brien  v.  St.  Paul,  25  Minn.  331,  33  Am. 
Rep.  470;  Northern  Transp.  Co,  v.  Chicago, 
99  IT.  S.  G45,  25  L.  ed.  339 ;  Lewis,  Em.  Dom. 
§§  101,  151,  509;  ISchulz  v.  Byers  (N.  J.  L.) 
13  L.  R.  A.  569,  and  note;  Moellering  v.  Ev- 
ans, 121  Ind.  195,-6  L.  R.  A.  449,  22  N.  E. 
989;  12  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  pp.  933-937. 

Every  landowner  has  a  right  to  have  his 
soil  preserved  intact  against  its  own  weight, 
and  the  ordinary  etTects  of  the  elements. 

Wood,  Nuisances,  §  172. 

Before  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution 
of  1870,  it  was  the  settled  doctrine  in  Illi- 
nois that  any  physical  injury  to  private 
property  by  the  construction  of  a  public  im- 

Srovement  was  a  taking  to  the  extent  of  the 
amages  thereby  sustained. 

Rigney  v.  Chicago,  102  111.  64;  Nevins  v. 
Peoria,  41  111.  602,  89  Am.  Dec.  392. 

The  value  of  the  land  taken  must  be  paid 
in  money,  and  benefits  cannot  be  set  oflf 
against  the  same. 

Union  Drainage  Dint.  Comrs.  v.  Volke, 
103  111.  243,  45  N.  E.  415;  Chaplin  v.  Wheat- 
land Mighicay  Comrs.  129  111.  651,  22  X.  E. 
484:  Dei  trick  v.  Bishop  Twp,  Highicay 
Comrs.  6  111,  App,  70 ;  Carpenter  v.  Jennings, 
77  111.  250;  Hayes  v.  Ottawa,  0.  d  F.  R.  Val- 
ley R,  Co.  54  ill.  373 ;  Lake  Shore  d  M.  8. 
R.  Co.  V.  Baltimore  d  0.  R.  Co.  149  111.  272, 
37  N.  E.  91 :  Hyslop  v.  Finch,  99  111.  182. 

Any  permanent  change  in  title  or  encum- 
brance on  property,  or  exclusion  of  the  own- 
er from  its  enjoyment,  though  it  does  not  ob- 
solutely  'devest  him  of  title,  is  a  taking. 

Vandcrlip  v.  Grand  Rapids.  73  Mich.  522, 
3  L.  R.  A.  247,  41  N.  W.  677;  Pumpelly  v. 
Green  Bay  d  M.  Canal  Co.  13  Wall.  166,  20 
L.  ed.  557 :  McCullouqh  v.  St.  Paul,  M.  d  M. 
R.  Co.  52  Minn.  12,  53  N.  W.  802:  Foster  v. 
Stafford  ?sat.  Bank,  57  Vt.  128;  Wilmes  v. 
Minneapolis  d  N.  W.  R.  Co.  29  Minn.  242,  13 
N.  W.  39. 

JAr.'R.  J.  Barr,  for  appellee: 

In  improving  a  street  by  a  city  under  the 
power  conferred  by  its  charter,  if  private 
property  is  injured  thereby  the  real  question 
18,  Has  the  value  of  the  property  to  sell  or 
rent  been  diminished  by  the  improvement? 

Chicago  v.  Taylor,  125  U.  S.  161,  31  L.  ed. 
038.  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  820. 

The  difference  in  the  actual  value  of  the 
property  immediately  before  and  immediate- 
ly after  the  injury,  and  caused  by  it,  can  be 
considered. 

Philadelphia  Ball  Club  v.  Philadelphia, 
192  Pa.  632,  46  L.  R.  A.  724,  44  Atl.  265. 

The  owner  is  entitled  to  receive  just  com- 
peniaation,  which  is  to  be  measured  by  the 
difference  between  the  value  of  the  property 
before  and  after  the  improvement  by  which 
it  has  been  damaged. 

Jacksonville  v.  Loar,  65  111.  App.  218, 

Where  the  street  grade  is  lowered  in  front 
of  abutting  property,  and  such  prop'eity  is 
especially  damaged  thereby,  the  owner  may 
recover  from  the  city. 

The  measure  of  damages  in  such  case  is 
the  difference  between  the  market  value  of 
the  property  immediately  before  it  became 
known  that  the  grade  would  be  lowered,  and 
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ita  market  value  just  after  the  grade  was 
lowered. 

Louisx^ille  v.  Began,  20  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1532, 
49  S.  W.  532. 

The  measure  of  damages  for  removing  the 
lateral  support  of  land,  whereby  it  sinks 
and  falls  away,  is  not  the  coet  of  restoring 
it,  but  the  diminution  of  the  value  of  the  lot 
by  reason  of  the  act. 

Moellering  v.  Evans,  121  Ind.  195,  6  L.  R. 
A.  449,  22  N.  E.  989 ;  3  Sutherland,  Dama- 
ges, pp.  417,  418:  McGuire  v.  Grant,  25  N.  J. 
L.  356,  67  Am.  Dec.  49:  Schultz  v.  Bower, 
64  Minn.  123,  66  N.  W.  139;  Gilmore  v.  Dns- 
coll,  122  Ma.ss.  199,  23  Am.  Rep.  312;  Foley 
v.  Wyeth,  2  Allen,  131,  79  Am.  Dec.  771. 

Carivrisbt,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  case  was  tried  in  the  circuit  court  of 
Will  county  upon  the  amended  declaration 
of  appellant  and  a  plea  of  the  general  issue 
thereto  by  appellee,  and  resulted  in  a  verdict 
and  judgment  for  $500  in  favor  of  appellant. 
By  said  amended  declaration  the  plaintiff  al- 
lef2»ed  that  she  owned  lots  5  and  6,  in  block  14 
in  West  Joliet,  in  the  city  of  Joliet^  front- 
ing upon  Uickoiy,  Broadway,  and  Exchange 
streets;  that  the  city  improved  said  streets 
by  cutting  them  down  and  excavating  them, 
so  as  to  deprive  the  said  lots  of  their  lateral 
support:  that  said  lots  were  thereby  ren- 
dered insecure,  and  the  soil,  fences,  walls, 
and  other  improvements  were  caused  to  fall 
into  the  excavation  for  want  of  said  lateral 
support,  and  that  she  thereby  sustained  dam- 
ages which  she  sought  to  recover.  On  the 
trial,  plaintiff  proved  that  the  city  had  cut 
down  Exchange  street  opposite  her  property, 
and  that  some  of  the  earth  haul  fallen,  and 
more  would  fall;  and  she  introduced  the 
opinions  of  witnesses  as  to  how  much  of  the 
lots  would  eventually  fall  into  the  street, 
and  what  damage  and  injury  were  occasioned 
to  the  lots  thereby.  She  contended  that  the 
cutting  down  of  the  street  adjoining  her  prop- 
erty abutting  thereon,  and  thereby  removing 
the  laterlBrl  support,  was  an  actual  taking  of 
said  property,  and  that  she  was  entiled  to 
compensation  in  money  for  the  property  bo 
taken,  regardless  of  benefits  resulting  from 
the  improvement.  The  defendant  did  not 
deny  that  it  had  cut  down  the  street  and  re- 
moved the  lateral  support  from  the  adjoin- 
ing property,  nor  that  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  recover  damages  if  her  property  was  dam- 
aged and  lessened  in  value  by  the  improve- 
ment. The  only  question  raised  was  wheth- 
er the  measure  of  damages  was  the  difference 
in  market  value  of  the  lots  before  and  after 
the  improvement,  or  whether  the  defendant 
must  pay  damages  although  the  improvement 
might  have  increased  the  value  of  the  lots. 
The  court  held  the  rule  contended  for  by 
plaintiff  to  be  the  correct  one,  and  that  the 
defendant  must  pay  for  the  injury  to  the 
lots  in  consequence  of  its  act  by  removing 
the  lateral  support,  regardless  of  th*»  effect 
of  the  improvement  upon  the  lots.  The  de- 
fendant sought  to  prove  that  in  conse(]uenee 
of  the  improvement  the  market  value  of 
plaintiff's  property  was  from  $2,000  to  $5,000 
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more  after  the  cutting  down  and  improve- 
ment of  the  streets  than  before.  The  court 
sustained  objections  to  evidence  of  that  char- 
acter, and  followed  the  same  rule  in  giving 
and  refusing  insti  uctions.  The  defendant 
asked  the  court  to  give  instructions  that,  if 
the  property  waa  l^nefited  by  the  improve- 
ment, and  was  worth  more  afterwards  than 
before,  plaintiff  could  not  recover.  The  in- 
structions were  refused)  and  instructions 
were  given  upon  the  theory  that,  although 
there  was  no  damage  to  plaintiff's  property 
from  the  improvement,  and  it  was  benefited 
thereby,  yet  the  benefit  should  not  be  taken 
into  account.  The  defendant  removed  the 
cause  to  tlie  appellate  oourt  for  the  second 
district,  and  that  court  sustained  the  errors 
assigned,  and  reversed  the  judgment  for  such 
errors,  and  remanded  the  cause  to  the  cir- 
cuit court  for  another  trial.  Plaintiff,  who 
was  appellee  in  the  appellate  court,  there- 
upon moved  that  court  to  vacate  and  set 
aside  the  order  remanding  the  cause  to  the 
circuit  court,  to  make  the  judgment  one  of 
reversal  only,  and  to  grant  a  certificate  of 
importance  and  an  appeal  to  this  court.  Her 
motion  was  allowed,  and  the  remanding  or- 
der stricken  out,  leaving  the  judgment  of 
the  appellate  court  a  final  judgment  re- 
versing the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court, 
and  ending  the  case.  The  appellate  court 
then  granted  a  certificate  of  importance,  as 
requested,  and  allowed  an  appeal  to  this 
court.  There  was  no  finding  of  fa-cts  by  the 
appellate  court,  and  the  reversal  was  for  er- 
rors of  law  which  might  have  been  corrected 
upon  another  trial.  The  judgment,  as  first 
entered,  gave  plaintiff  the  right  of  another 
trial.  *  The  app)ellate  court,  by  its  opinion, 
fixed  the  rules  of  law  for  such  trial  as  de- 
fendant had  claimed  the  law  to  be  in  the 
trial  court.  Plaintiff  did  not  wish  to  try  her 
case  again  if  the  appellate  court  was  right, 
and  the  reversal  for  error  was  proper.  She 
declined  to  try  it  again  under  the  rules  fixed, 
and,  as  she  requested  that  the  case  should 
not  be  remanded,  the  only  question  here  is 
whether  the  appellate  court  w^as  right  in  sus- 
taining the  errors  assigned  and  reversing  the 
judfirment. 

The  Constitution  provides  (art.  2,  §  13) 
that  "private  property  shall  not  be  tfken  or 
damaged  for  public  use  without  just  compen- 
sation." The  rule  has  long  been  settled  that, 
if  property  is  actually  taken  and  applied  to 
a  public  use,  this  provision  of  the  Constitu- 
tion requires  that  it  shall  be  paid  for  in 
money,  regardless  of  benefits  to  other  land 
of  the  same  owner  of  which  he  is  not  de- 
prived. Carpenter  v.  Jennings,  77  111.  250; 
Chaplin  ▼.  Wheatland  Highway  Comrs,  129 
111.  651,  22  N.  E.  484.  Where  property  is 
not  actually  taken  by  the  public  for  its  use, 
but  the  question  is  whether  it  has  been  dam- 
aged for  public  use,  the  ordinary  rule  for  the 
determination  of  that  question  is  applied; 
and,  if  the  market  value  of  the  property  is 
not  decreased,  there  is  no  damage,  and  there 
can  be  no  recovery.  In  this  ca,<*e  it  is  al- 
leged that  there  is  a  damage  to  appellant's 
property  by  depriving  it  of  lateral  support. 
There  is,  incident  to  land  in  its  natural  con- 
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dition,  a  right  of  support  from  the  adjoining 
land,  and  every  o^vner  is  entitled  to  have  his 
soil  in  its  natural  state  sustained,  w^hen  nec- 
essary, by  the  lateral  support  of  the  adjacent 
soil.  Quincy  v.  Jones,  70  111.  231,  20  Am. 
Rep.  243.  This  right  of-  lateral  support  is 
one  which  an  owner  enjoys  in  connection 
with  his  property,  and,  if  he  sustains  dama- 
ges by  its  withdrawal  by  the  adjoining  own- 
er, he  is  entitled  to  be  compensated.  Where 
there  is  an  injury  to  a  right  of  that  charac- 
ter, there  may  be  a  recovery  for  the  deprecia- 
tion in  value  by  reason  of  being  deprived  of 
the  right.  Rigney  v.  Chicago,  102  111.  64. 
If  such  support  is  removed  by  a  city  in  mak- 
ing an  excavation,  the  city  is  liable  for  the 
damages  resulting  from  its  act,  if  there  be 
any.  The  measure  of  damages  is  the  dimi- 
nution in  value  of  the  property  by  reason  of 
the  act  of  the  city.  3  Sutherland,  Damages*, 
p.  417.  The  law  will  protect  an  owner  of 
property  from  aggression  on  the  part  of  the 
city,  but  if,  upon  a  consideration  of  the  ef- 
fects of  the  improvement  upon  the  property, 
there  is  no  damage,  neither  the  Constitution 
nor  the  law  authorizes  a  recoverv.  The 
claim  that  this  is  deducting  benefits  from 
damages,  as  contended  by  counsel,  was  re- 
futed in  Page  v.  Chicago,  M,  d  8t,  P.  R.  Co, 
70  111.  324,  as  follows  (page  328)  :  "A  par- 
tial effect  only  is  not  to  be  considererl,  but 
the  whole  effect ;  and  the  effect  not  upon  any 
selected  part  of  the  tract,  but  upon  the  whole 
tract.  This  is  not  deducting  benefits  or  ad- 
vantages from  damages,  but  it  is  ascertain- 
ing whether  there  be  damages  or  not.  It  is 
but  the  estimation  of  damages;,  and  seems  the 
only  fair  and  just  mode  of  estimating  them." 
It  seems  clear  that  no  part  of  plaintiff's  lots 
was  taken  for  public  use,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Constitution:  The  city  took  away  its 
own  adjoining  property,  and  some  of  the 
dirt  and  stones  of  plaintiff's  lots  have  fallen 
by  their  own  weight  for  want  of  lateral  sup- 
port, and  more  will  fall.  She  still  holds  the 
title  and  ixissession  of  her  lots  which  have 
not  been  interfered  with :  and  the  evidence 
which  she  produced  was  not  directed  to  the 
value  of  dirt  and  stones  which  had  fallen 
away  as  property  taken  by  the  defendant  for 
public  use,  but  to  the  injurious  consequences 
to  the  whole  of  the  lots.  In  estimatinsr  the 
alleged  injury  to  the  whole  property,  the  ef- 
fect of  the  improvement  upon  its  value  was 
excluded  by  the  court,  and  the  jury  were  in- 
structed to  take  no  account  of  the  resulting 
benefits.  There  might  be  an  injury  to  plain- 
tiff's property  by  reason  of  its  being  rendered 
less  available  for  use,  and  its  market  value 
might  be  lessened  or  destroyed  by  the  im- 
provement; buti  if  there  is  no  depreciation 
in  market  value,  and  no  damage  when  the 
entire  improvement  is  taken  into  account, 
she  is  not  entitled  to  recover. 

Some  cases  are  cited  where  it  has  been 
held  that  an  owner  is  entitled  to  componsai- 
tion  for  an  injury  to  his  property  by  exca- 
vating a  fatrret,  but  none  of  them  announce:? 
any  other  rule  as  a  measure  of  damages  than 
depreciation  in  value.  The  Constitution  of 
1848  made  no  special  provision  for  property 
which   was   merely   damaged,   but   provided 
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that  property  should  not  be  taken  or  applied 
to  public  use  without  just  compensation.  In 
iYerm*  v.  Peoria,  41  J 11.  502,  89  Am.  Dec. 
392,  it  wsis  held  that  said  Constitution  was 
de>itrned  to  prevent  such  injuries  as  the  turn- 
ing of  a  stream  of  mud  and  water  upon  pri- 
vate premises  in  the  improvement  of  a  pub- 
lic "Street,  but  the  court  said  that  it  did  not 
con^-ider  the  question  on  what  basis  the  dam- 
ages sliould  be  assessed.  There  are  numer- 
ous cases  following  that  one,  but  coimsel 
have  not  found  any  which  approves  a  differ- 
ent rule  of  damajges  than  to  take  account  of 
the  whole  efTect  upon  the  property  of  the  act 
of  the  city.  The  present  Constitution  makes 
a  di-^tinction  between  property  which  is  tak- 
en and  that  which  is  nyerely  damaged,  and, 
in  order  to  determine  whether  property  is 
damatr<*d  or  not,  all  the  consequences  of  the 
improvement  must  be  taken  into  account. 
The  rule  adopted  by  the  circuit  court  was 
wrong,  and  the  appellate  court  was  right  in 
rcvorsiii^  the  judgment. 

Thr  judgment  of  the  Appellate  Court  is  af- 
firmed. 


BORR(>\VERS'  &  INVESTORS'  BUILDTNG 
ASSOCIATION  of  Joliet  et  al,  Appta., 

r. 
Charles  A.  EKLUND  et  al 

(190  111.  2o7.) 

1.  A  note  by  tbe  terms  of  ivliieli  a 
greater  »iini  mast  be  paid  a«  princi- 
pal and  intereat  than  the  amount  of  the 
d«^bt  and  lejral  Interest  thereon,  in  conse- 
quence of  naming  the  principal  sum  at  ah 
amount  in  excess  of  the  debt,  is  usurious. 

2.  To  brinic  a  tranitactlon  by  a  bnild- 
Inff  and  loan  ai»i»ociation  ^Tithin  tbe 
■tntnte  exempting  It  from  the  usury  laws  It 
muHt  be  effected  In  the  mode  fixed  by  the 
sratute,  so  that  in  case  the  statute  prescribes 
that  loans  shall  be  made  by  offering  the 
money  to  the  highest  bidder  In  an  open 
meeting,  or  under  a  by-law  establishing  a 
nnlform  premium  rate,  a  loan  will  not  be 
exempt  from  the  usui-y  law  which  Is  effected 
by  private  contract  with  the  borrower  with- 
out such  by-law. 

(April  18,  IftOl.) 

4  PPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  decree  of 
A  the  Appellate  Court,  Second  District, 
reversing  in  part  a  decree  of  the  Circuit 
Court  for  Will  County  in  plaintiffs'  favor  in 
an  action  brought  to  recover  the  amount  due 
on  certain  building-association  contracts. 
Affirmed, 

Statement  by  Bosga,  Ch.  J.! 

The  appellant  association  is  a  corporation 

N'lTB. — «)n  the  question  of  usury  In  loans 
by  building  associations,  see,  in  this  series, 
Rcpve  V.  Ladles'  Blrtg.  Asso.  Perpetual  (Ark.) 
18  L.  R.  A.  120,  and  note;  Pioneer  Sav.  &  L. 
Co.  V.  Cannon  (Tenn.)  33  L.  R.  A.  113;  Post 
T.  Mechanics'  Bidg.  &  L.  Asao.  (Tenn.)  34  L. 
R.  A.  201  :  Smoot  v.  People's  Perpetual  I^oan 
4  lildg.  Asso.  (Va.)  41  L.  R.  A.  r^Sii :  and  Iowa 
Sav.  Jb  L.  Asso.  v.  Ileldt    (Iowa)    43  L.  R.  A. 
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duly  organized  under  the  general  statute  of 
the  state  entitled  "An  Act  to  Enable  Asso- 
ciations of  Persons  to  Become  a  Body  Cor- 
porate to  Raise  Funds  to  be  Loaned  only 
among  the  Mend>ers  of  Such  Association." 
Starr  &  C.  Anno.  Stat  1896,  chap.  32,  If 
108,  p.  1045. 

It  exhibited  in  the  circuit  court  of 
Will  county  a  bill  in  chancery  pray- 
ing for  the  foreclosure  of  a  certain  mort- 
gage on  a  city  lot  in  the  city  of  Joliet,  given 
on  the  19th  day  of  June,  1889,  by  the  ap- 
pellees to  secure  a  note  in  the  sum  of  $1,400, 
executed  by  the  appellee  Charles  A.  Eklund, 
and  payable  to  the  appellant  association. 
While  this  bill  was  pending,  and  before  an- 
swer had  been  made  thereto,  appellant 
William  C.  Barber  was  appointed  liquidator 
of  the'  association.  On  the  13th  day  of  De- 
cember, 1898,  under  leave  of  the  court  first 
given,  said  liquidator  filed  an  amended  and 
supplemental  bill  in  the  cause,  in  which  he 
alleged  that  on  the  19th  day  of  June,  1889, 
a])pellee  Charles  A.  Kklund  became  indebted 
to  said  association  in  the  sum  of  $1,400,  for 
which  he  executed  his  note,  payable  eight 
yeajs  after  date,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of 
one  half  of  1  per  cent  per  month ;  that  to  se- 
cure the  payment  of  said  sum  said  Eklund 
and  Emma  J.,  his  wife,  executed  a  mortgage 
upon  the  premises  in  question,  being  the 
note  and  mortgage  set  forth  in  the  original 
bill ;  and  further  averred  that  Eklund  after- 
wards became  indebted  to  said  association 
in  the  further  sum  of  400,  and  on  the  18th 
day  of  November,  1891,  executed  a  note  of 
that  date  payable  to  said  association,  for 
that  amount,  similar  in  its  terms  to  the  note 
above  mentioned;  that,  to  secure  said  note 
for  $400,  Eklund  and  wife  also  executed  at 
the  same  time  a  second  mortgage  to  the 
association  on  the  same  premises;  and  that 
default  had  been  made  in  the  payment  of  said 
sums  secured  by  each  of  said  notes  and  mort- 
gages; and  praying  for  a  decree  foreclosing 
each  of  said  mortgages.  Defendants,  by  way 
of  answer,  in  substance,  alleged  that  at  the 
date  of  the  transactions  in  question  they  could 
not  read  the  English  language;  that  they 
were  ignorant  of  the  true  import  of  the  notes 
and  mortgages  entered  into  by  them,  and 
were  induced  to  sign  the  same  through  the 
misrepresentations  of  the  secretary'  of  said 
association  who  led  them  to  believe  that  they 
were  executing  said  instruments  to  secure 
smaller  amounts  of  money  than  those  actu- 
ally named  therein:  and  that  by  reason  of 
such  fraud  both  said  notes  and  said  mort- 
gages were  wholly  void  and  of  no  efTect. 
They  also  alleged  that  said  loans  were  not 
made  in  accordance  with  the  law  requiring 
the  money  in  the  treasury  to  be  offered  for 
loan  in  open  meeting  and  sold  to  the  high- 
est bidder,  or  under  a  by-law  fixing  a  gener- 
al rate  of  premium;  that  they  were  paid 
only  $H50  for  the  $1,400  note,  and  only 
$250  for  the  $400  note;  and  that  therefore 
the  loans  were  usurious  and  not  enforceable 
against  appellees.  There  was  a  decree  in 
the  circuit  court  in  favor  of  the  appellant 
trsHociation,  finding  there  was  still  due  on 
the  two  notes  dey^cribed  in  said  mortgages 
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the  sum  of  $1,568.20,  and  directing  the  fore- 
closure of  said  mortgages  and  the  sale  of 
said  premises,  to  pay  said  amount,  together 
\%'ith  the  costs,  including  $80  solicitor's  fees, 
from  which  an  appeal  was  prayed  to  the  ap- 
pellate court  for  the  second  district.  The 
appellate  court  held  that  the  defense  of  us- 
ury should  have  been  sustained  by  the  chan- 
cellor, and  that  the  appellee  Cliarles  Kklund 
was  entitled  to  have  the  various  amounts 
paid  by  him  on  the  two  several  notes  credit- 
ed as  payments  on  the  principal  sums  there- 
of, respectively,  and  that  the  payments 
shown  by  the  evidence  to  have  been  made 
by  said  appellee  on  the  first  of  said  notes 
(that  fpr  $1,400)  had  fully  discharged  the 
same,  and  that  the  decree  of  foreclosure 
should  have  been  refused  as  to  the  mortgage 
lien  given  for  the  security  of  that  note";  that 
the  payments  made  by  said  appellee  upon 
the  second  of  said  notes  (that  for  $400)  had 
not  equaled  the  amount  of  the  note;  and  re- 
versed the  decree  and  remanded  the  cause, 
with  directions  to  the  circuit  court  to  enter 
a  decree  of  foreclosure  for  the  balance  so 
shown  to  be  unpaid  on  the  note  for  $400. 
The  association  and  the  liquidator  have  per- 
fected an  appeal  to  this  court. 

Mc88r8.  Benjamin  Olin,  Gamsej  Sc 
Knox,  and  Hill,  Haven,  Sc  HiU,  for  ap- 
pellants: 

There  is  no  proof,  in  the  first  place,  to 
show  any  irregularity  or  ominsion  of  details 
in  respect  to  bidding  the  premium  in  open 
meeting. 

The  borrower's  personal  presence  to  bid 
was  not  material.  If  another,  as  the  sec- ' 
retarj',  bid  for  him,  either  by  prior  request 
or  subsequent  ratification  by  taking  the  mon- 
ey bid  for,  it  would  be  sufficient.  The  ap- 
pellee Eklund  took  the  money  and  used  it. 

In  the  absence  of  proof  showing  irregu- 
larity, etc.,  the  presumption  prima  facie  is  , 
that  the  directory  followed  their  ordinary 
course  of  business,  the  law,  and  the  by-laws. 

Thornton  &  B.  Bldg.  &  Loan  Asso.  96,  98. 

Irregularity  in  effecting  loans  from  or 
through  building  and  loan  associations,  such 
as  omitting  to  bid  the  premium  in  open 
meeting,  affords  the  borrower  no  defense  in  a 
suit  against  him  to  recover  on  the  notes  and 
mortgages  given  by  him  in  the  transaction, 
he  having  received  the  money. 

Litrton  V.  Jacksonville  Loan  d  Bldg.  Asso, 
187  111.  141.  68  N.  E.  218,  87  111.  App.  395; 
Bates  V.  Equitable  Bldg.  d  L.  Asso.  65  111. 
App.  529;  Conservative  Bldg.  d  L.  Asso.  v. 
Cady,  55  111.  App.  469:  Kadish  v.  Garden 
City  Equitable  Loan  d  Bldg.  Asso.  151  111. 
531,  38  X.  E.  236;  National  Home  Bldg.  d 
L.  Asso.  V.  Home  Flav.  Bank^  181  111.  45,  54 
N.  E.  619:  Hilton  v.  Rosenheim  (Tenn.  Ch. 
App.)   52  S.  W.  658. 

Eklund  could  not  set  up  the  defense  of  ul- 
tra vires. 

National  Home  Bldg.  d  L.  Asso.  v.  Home 
fiar.  Bank,  181  HI.  44,' 54  X.  E.  619;  Kadish 
V.  (harden  City  Equitable  Loan  d  Bldg.  Asso. 
151  111.  531.  38  N.  E.  236. 

Irregularity,  etc.,  in  effecting  the  loans 
does  not  make  the  premium  taken  or  the 
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transaction  usurious,  unless  there  is  proof 
of  a  corrupt  purpose  to  evade  the  usury  laws, 
which  cannot  be  pretended  from  any  evidence 
in  this  record. 

Moody  V.  Hairkins^  25  Ark.  191 ;  Redtrine 
V.  Gate  City  Loan  d  Bldg.  Asso.  54  Ga.  474; 
2  Rice,  Ev.'  pp.  1301-1303. 

The  premium  is  not  interest  on  money  in 
any  proper  sense,  but  is  an  agreed  price  or 
lK)nus  for  preference,  and  is,  moreover,  a 
trust  fund,  set  apart  or  used  for  the  bene- 
fit of  all  the  members  in  common,  including^ 
the  party  paj'ing. 

MoLauqhlin  v.  Citizens*  Bldg.  Loan  d  f^ai\ 
Asso.  62^Ind.  264:  Boirker  v.  Mill  River 
Loan  Fund  Asso.  7  Allen,  100:  Delano  v. 
Wild,  6  Allen.  1,  83  Am.  Dec.  605;  Merrill 
V.  Mclntire,  13  Gray,  157;  Shannon  v.  Dunn, 
43  X.  H.  194. 

Eklund,  as  the  proofs  show,  was  not  ig- 
norant as  to  the  nature  of  the  loans ;  but  in 
any  event  it  was  his  duty  to  make  diligent 
inquiry.  A  paily,  however  ignorant,  is  not 
excused  from  using  due  care  and  caution  in 
entering  into  a  contract,  especially  one  in 
writing. 

Linington  v.  Strong,  111  111.  152:  Lindletf 
V.  Hofman,  22  Ind.  App.  237,  53  X.  E.  471*: 
Binford  v.  BrusOy  22  Ind.  App.  512,  54  X.  E. 
146. 

He  should  employ  all  means  of  informa- 
tion at  his  command,  or  he  will  be  estopped 
to  complain. 

Wingrt  v.  Quiney  Bldg.  d  Homestead 
Asso.  128  111.  67,  21  X.  E.  12. 

Ignorance  if  it  exist  cannot  be  set  up  to 
defeat  a  written  contract.  A  party  to  it  is 
bound  bv  it.  unless  he  can  show  bv  clear  and 
conxincing  evidence  that  fraud  was  practiced 
upon  him  to  induce  him  to  become  a  party 
to  it. 

Brady  v.  Cole,  164  111.  116.  45  X^  E.  4.38: 
2  Herman,  Estoppel,  p.  708,  |  575,  pp.  710. 
711,  S  576. 

Where  a  party  by  misrepresentation  is  in- 
duced to  enter  into  a  contract,  he  will  be 
bound  by  it  unless  he  repudiates  it  aa  soon 
as  he  discovers  the  fraud. 

Brady  v.  Cole,  164  111.  121,  45  X\  E.  438; 
Phelps  V.  American  Sar.  d  L,  Asso.  121 
Mich.  343,  80  X.  W.  120. 

If  Eklund  in  fact  had  been  advised  that, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  paily  advising  him,  his 
stock  would  mature  in  seventy-eight  months, 
and  thus  that  his  debt  would  then  be  paid — 
such  fact  would  present  no  defense.  The 
expression  of  an  opinion  is  not  fraud.  If 
such  supposed  opinion  or  representation  were 
intended  to  be  in  the  nature  of  a  contract,  it 
would  be  invalid  and  could  not  be  aet  up  as 
a  defense  in  foreclosure  proceedings. 

King  v.  International  Bldg.  Loan  d  In- 
vest. Union,  170  111.  135,  48  X.  E.  677;  Sulli- 
van V.  Spaniol,  78  111.  App.  125. 

Mr,  C.  W.  Brown,  for  appellees: 

In  every  deed  the  mind  of  the  party  exe- 
cuting must  accompany  the  signing,  and  if 
it  does  not — save  where  his  negligence  pre- 
vents— the  instrument  is  void  ab  initio. 

Leach  v.  SichoLs,  55  111.  273 :  Roekford,  R. 
L  d  St,  L,  R.  Co.  V.  Shunick,  65  111.  229; 
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Bmente  v.  Cornhauser,  17  111.  App.  269  ;2 
Parsons,  Cont.  p.  783,  note  d. 

The  authority  to  charge  premiums  upon 
loans  by  homestead  asociations  in  this  state 
is  found  in  Rev.  Stat.  (Starr  &  C.  Anno. 
Stat.)  chap.  32,  §  ^. 

There  was  no  bid  in  open  meeting  or  oth- 
erwise, for  either  .of  these  loans. 

The  3S)  per  cent  seems  to  have  been  fixed  by 
the  secretary  arbitrarily,  without  even  the 
semblance  of  authority  in  the  statute  or  by- 
laws. 

The  validity  of  the  reservation  of  premi- 
ums, or  the  question  whether  or  not  the  bor- 
rower may  be  held  to  his  agreement  to  pay 
it,  depends  upon  statutory  authority  con- 
ferred upoa  the  associatio;^.  The  amount  of 
premiums  to  be  reserved  upon  any  loan  must 
be  ascertained  exclusively  by  fair  and  open 
competition,  and  can  neither  be  arbitrarily 
decided  upon  by  the  directors,  nor  fixed  by 
the  by-laws  to  the  prejudice  of  the  borrowing 
member. 

Endlich,  Bldg.  Asso.  §  378;  Brown  v.  Arch- 
er, 62  Mo.  App.  289;  Bates  v.  People's  8av. 
d  Loan  Asso.  42  Ohio  St.  671 ;  Myers  v.  Al- 
pena Loan  d  Bldg.  Asso.  117  Mich.  389,  75 
N.  W.  944;  .^tiles's  Appeal^  95  Pa.  122; 
fitate  ex  rel,  Atty,  Gen.  v.  Greenville  Bldg.  d 
Sav.  Asso.  29  Ohio  St.  92. 

Boggs,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  transactions  between  the  appellees 
and  the  appellant  association  were  not  sales 
of  his  stock  to  the  company,  but  were  loans 
of  money  to  the  appellees.  People's  Loan  de 
Homestead  Asso.  v.  Keith,  153  111.  609,  28 
L.  R.  A.  85,  39  N.  E.  1072.  The  same  is  the 
view  taken  by  the  courts  of  last  resort  in  Con- 
necticut, Iowa,  Kentucky,  Maryland,  Nebras- 
ka, New  York,  North  Carolina,  Pennsylvania, 
South  Carolina,  Texas,  and  West  Virginia. 
4  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  1056. 
Jt  appeared  from  the  proof  that  by  the  first 
of  these  transactions  the  appellant  associa- 
tion obtained  the  note  of  the  appellee 
Charles  Kklund,  in  the  ordinary  form  of  a 
negotiable  note,  for  the  sum  of  $1,400,  pay- 
able eight  years  after  date,  and  bearing 
interest  from  date  at  the  rate  of  one  half 
of  1  per  cent  per  month,  payable  monthly, — 
that  18,  at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent  per  annum, 
and  payable  monthly, —  and  paid  to  the  ap- 
pellee for  said  note  the  sum  of  $850,  less 
the  costs  and  expenses  of  making  the  loan. 
By  the  other  transaction  the  appellant  as- 
sociation obtained  the  negotiable  note  of  the 
appellee  for  the  sum  of  $400,  due  also  eight 
years  after  its  date,  and  bearing  interest 
from  date  at  the  same  rate  as  the  other 
note,  viz.f  0  per  cent  per  annum,  payable 
monthly,  and  the  appellee  received  from  the 
appellant  association  $250  (less  the  costs 
and  expenses  of  making  the  loan)  for  the 
note  of  $400.  It  w^as  then  legal  to  contract 
in  writing  to  receive  interest  at  the  rate  of 
7  per  cent  per  annum.  At  this  rate  the  in- 
terest on  $850  for  eight  years  would  be  $476, 
making  at  total  of  principal  and  interest  of 
$1,326.  Under  this  contract  appellee  could 
only  discharge  the  liability  created  by  the 
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loan  of  $850  to  him  by  paying  6  per  cent 
interest  on  $1,400  for  eight  years,  which 
w^ould  amount  to  $672,  and  the  sum  of  $1,- 
400  in  addition,  which  would  comprise  a 
total  of  $2,072.  Thus  the  appellee  would 
be  required,  on  this  loan  of  $850,  to  pay 
$746  more  than  the  interest  laws  of  the 
state  permit  to  be  exacted  by  individuals  or 
associations  not  exempted  fom  the  operation 
of  the  usury  laws.  The  other  transaction 
is,  in  proportion,  equally  oppressive.  The 
interest  at  7  per  cent  (the  highest  legal 
rate)  on  $250  (the  amount  received  by  ap- 
pellee) for  eight  years  would  be  $140,  whicn, 
together  with  the  amount  loaned  and  to  be 
repaid,  would  make  a  total  of  $390  to  be 
paid  by  appellee.  The  contract  by  which 
he  received  the  $250  would  require  him  to 
pay  6  per  cent  interest  on  $400  for  eight 
years,  a  total  of  interest  of  $192,  and  also 
pay  the  principal  sum  named  in  the  note 
of  $400,  making  a  total  of  $592.  Thus,  in 
this  loan  of  $250  appellee  would  be  required 
to  pay  $202  in  excess  of  the  greatest  amount 
the  interest  laws  of  the  state  permit  to  be 
exacted  from  a  debtor  whose  creditor  has 
no  special  exemption  from  the  operation  of 
the  usury  laws.  Tlie  transactions  must 
therefore  be  considered  as  usurious,  unless 
it  shall  be  found  that  associations  of  the 
class  to  which  this  appellant  association  be- 
longs have  authority  of  law^  to  enter  into 
contracts  such  as  are  here  shown  to  have 
been  made,  to  receive  interest  at  rates  w^hich 
would  render  the  contract  for  the  payment 
of  interest  illegal  under  the  general  interest 
and  usury  laws  of  the  state. 

Section  11  of  the  act  under  which  this 
association  was  created  (Hurd's  Rev. 
Stat.  1890,  H  88,  p.  ♦454)  confers  on 
this  association  that  measure  of  exemption 
from  the  operation  of  the  interest  laws  of 
the  state  which  it  is  entitled  to  enjoy.  Sec- 
tion 11  is  as  follows:  "Corporations  or- 
ganized under  this  act  being  of  the  nature 
of  co-operative  associations,  therefore  no 
interest,  premiums,  fines,  nor  interest  on 
such  premiums  that  may  accrue  to  said  cor- 
poration, according  to  the  provisions  of  this 
act,  shall  be  deemed  usurious  and  the  same 
may  be  collected  as  other  debts  of  like 
amount  may  be  collected  by  the  laws  in  this 
state."  The  exemption  of  this  section  is 
restricted  to  interest,  premiums,  fines,  or 
interest  on  such  premiums  that  may  accrue 
"according  to  the  provisions  of  this  act.*' 
In  order  to  be  protected  from  the  conse- 
quences which  would  otherwise  attach  to  a 
transaction  usurious  under  the  general  laws 
of  the  state,  associations  organized  under 
this  act  must  observe  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  enacted  for  the  purpose  of  author- 
izing the  course  of  dealing  to  be  pursued 
with  their  borrowing  stockholders.  The 
statute  does  not  by  any  means  invest  these 
associations  with  unrestricted  authority  to 
enter  into  private  contracts  with  individual 
stockholders  for  interest  or  premiums,  with- 
out regard  to  the  general  laws  limiting  the 
rate  of  interest  which  may  be  lawfully  con- 
tracted for.  On  the  contrary,  there  are  but 
two  modes  by  which  such  associations  may 
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make  loans  of  this  privileged  character. 
These  modes  of  procedure  are  set  forth  in  § 
8  of  the  act  under  which  such  associations 
have  existence.  The  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion,  BO  far  as  here  material  to  be  consid- 
ered are  as  follows:  "The  board  of  direct- 
ors shall  hold  such  stated  meetings,  not  less 
frequently  than  once  a  montli,  as  may  be 
provided  by  the  by-laws,  at  which  the  money 
in  the  treasury,  if  $100,  or  more,  shall  be 
offered  for  loan  in  open  meeting;  and  the 
stockholders  who  shall  bid  the  highest  pre- 
mium, for  the  preference  or  priority  of  loan, 
shall  be  entitled  to  receive  a  loan  of  $100 
for  each  share  of  stock  held  by  said  stock- 
holders; the  said  premium  bid  may  be  de- 
ducted from  the  loan  in  one  amount,  or  may 
be  paid  in  such  proportionate  amounts  or  in- 
stalments, and  at  such  times  during  the 
existence  of  the  shares  of  stock  borrowed  up- 
on, as  may  be  designated  by  the  by-laws  of 
the  respective  associations,  provided,  that 
any  such  association  may,  by  its  by-laws, 
dispense  with  the  offering  of  its  money  for 
bids  in  open  meeting,  and  in  lieu  thereof 
loan  its  money  at  a  rate  of  interest  and  pre- 
mium fixed  by  its  by-laws,  and  either  with 
or  without  premium,  deciding  the  preference 
or  priority  of  loans  by  the  priority  of  the 
applications  for  loans  of  its  stockholders." 
These  modes  of  making  loails  and  contract- 
ing for  interest  by  way  of  premiums  were 
not  declared  by  the  legislature  for  the  mere 
purpose  of  directing  an  orderly  manner  of 
business  procedure  for  the  associations,  but 
for  the  purpose  of  operating  as  a  restraint 
upon  the  power  of  such  associations  to  enter 
into  oppressive  contacts  for  interest  or  gains 
for  the  use  of  their  money.  The  appellant 
association  did  not  adopt  a  by-law  dispens- 
ing with  the  statutory  requirement  that  it 
should  offer  its  money  for  bids  at  open 
siated  meetings  of  its  board  of  directors, 
as  it  had  authority  to  do  under  the  proviso 
to  the  section.  Nor  did  it  offer  its  money 
to  appellee  and  its  other  stockholders  at 
public  meetings  of  its  directors,  to  be  loaned 
at  the  highest  premiums  which  might  be  bid 
for  it;  but,  without  any  authority  of  law 
whatever,  or  any  by-law  fixing  a  stated  gen- 
eral rate  of  premium,  it  assumed  authority 
to  enter  into  private  contracts  with  ap- 
pellee, as  one  of  its  stockholders,  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  greatest  rate  of  premium  which 
it  could  induce  him  to  consent  to  pay:  The 
plan  marked  out  by  the  statute,  of  requir- 
ing the  association  to  offer  its  money  for 
sale  at  a  regular  stated  meeting  of  its  di- 
rectory, for  the  highest  rate  of  premium 
which  its  stockholders  were  willing  to  bid 
therefor,  or  the  other  alternative  plan  au- 
thorized by  the  provisions  of  said  §  8,  but 
not  adopted  by  this  association,  of  fixing  a 
rate  of  premium* by  a  general  by-law  appli- 
cable to  all,  and  uniform  in  its  operation 
as  to  all  stockholders,  present  the  only  two 
plans  to  be  followed  in  order  to  exempt  a 
loan  otherwise  usurious  from  the  operation 
of  the  general  interest  laws  of  the  state. 
Under  neither  of  these  plans  can  an  asso- 
ciation, by  private  contract,  demand  and 
fix  the  rate  of  premium  to  be  paid  by  each 
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individual  borrower,  in  view  of,  and  based 
upon,  the  necessities,  improvidence,  weak- 
ness, ignorance,  or  present  stress  of  adverse 
circumstances  of  the  borrower.  The  pre- 
mium is  a  bonus  paid  by  the  stockholder 
for  the  privilege  of  being  preferred  as  a  bor- 
rower over  other  stockholders.  If  contract- 
ed for  in  the  way  of  a  bid  at  a  public  meet- 
ing of  the  directory,  or  fixed  at  a  uniform 
rate  by  a  general  by-law  of  the  association, 
it  may  be  lawfully  collected,  though,  as  be- 
tween individuals,  it  would  be  but  the  pay- 
ment of  a  greater  sum  or  rate  for  the  use  of 
money  than  the  law  permits,  and  would 
taint  the  transaction,  between  individuals, 
with  usury.  The  privilege  to  contract  for 
premiums  accorded  to  these  associations  is 
not  an  unbridled  license  to  exact  any  rate 
of  premiums  the  present  situation  or  stress 
of  the  affairs  of  each  individual  borrower 
may  induce  him  to  consent  or  agree  to  pay. 
On  the  contrary,  if  they  would  avoid  the  im- 
putation of  usury,  and  the  forfeiture  of  all 
interest  consequent  thereupon,  they  must, 
whenever  they  have  as  much  as  $100  in  the 
treasury,  either  publicly  offer  the  same  at 
a  regular  meeting  of  the  board  of  directors, 
to  be  loaned  to  the  stockholder  who  will  pay 
the  greater  premium  therefor,  or  they  must 
fix  by  a  by-law  a  uniform  rate  of  premium 
at  which  their  stockholders  may  borrow 
their  money,  in  order  as  their  applications 
are  filed,  and  without  distinction  between 
stockholders.  Such  associations  have  power 
to  offer  their  money  (when  they  have  more 
than  $100  in  the  treasury)  to  be  loaned  to 
the  highest  bidder  at  stated  meetings  of 
their  directors,  or  to  loan  it  to  the  stock- 
holder first  applying  therefor  under  a  by- 
law fixing  a  uniform  rate  of  premium  to  be 
paid  by  all  borrowers,  and  obtain  more  than 
the  rate  which  may  otherwise  be  contracted 
for;  but  they  have  no  power  to  contract  to 
loan  on  private  terms  of  contract  without 
incurring  the  same  liabilities  the  law  would 
visit  on  other  offenders  against  the  interest 
laws  of  the  state.  The  appellate  court  did 
not  err  in  deciding  the  transactions  under 
review  were  usurious,  and  that  thft  associa- 
tioA  had  forfeited  the  right  to  collect  any  in- 
terest whatever,  but  that  only  the  sums 
loaned  should  be  required  to  be  repaid  by 
the  appellee.* 

Counsel  for  the  appellant  association  are 
in  error  in  asserting  this  court  announced 
a  different  doctrine  in  Lurton  v.  Jackson- 
ville Loan  d  Bldg.  Asso.  187  111.  141,  58  N. 
E.  218.  The  defense  of  usufj'  sought  to  l»e 
interposed  in  that  case  was  based  on  a  clau'^ 
in  the  mortgage  there  involved  which  pro- 
vided that,  in  default  in  the  pajTnent  of 
taxes  and  insurance  on  the  mortgaged  prem- 
ises, the  mortgagee  might  pay  the  same,  and 
any  money  so  paid  should  bear  interest  at 
the  rate  of  8  per  cent  per  annum;  being  1 
per  cent  in  excess  of  the  highest  legal  rate. 
The  trial  court  disallowed  interest  upon 
such  payments,  and  held  the  agreement  to 
pay  the  usurious  rate  per  cent  applied  only 
to  those  advances,  and  we  affirmed  this  ac- 
tion of  the  trial  court.  Tn  that  case  the 
money  was  not  offered  to  the  highest  bidder 
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at  a  stated  meeting.,  but  the  directors  arbi- 1 
trarily  fixed  the  premium,  and  the  defense 
based  upon  this  state  of  the  ease  was  not 
that  of  uaury,  but  tliat  the  note  and  mort- 
gage were  absolutely  void;  and  we  lield  the 
appellant  was  estopped  to  insist  the  note 
and  mortgage  was  illegal  and  void.  The 
rule  is,  usurj'  must  l^  specially  pleade<l 
(Rev.  Stat.  chap.  74,  §  7,  p.  615,  entitled 
Interest)  ;  and  if  a  party  to  a  bill  in  equity 
desires  to  rely  on  the  defense  of  usury,  he 
must  specifically  allege  the  facts  wherein  the 
usurv  charged  consists.  Goodwin  v.  Bishop, 
145  111.  421,  34  N.  E.  47.  The  defense  of 
usury  in  the  Lurton  Case  did  not  present 
the  question  arising  on  this  record.  If  the 
defense  in  this  case  had  been  that  the  notes 
and  mortgages  sought  to  be  foreclosed  here- 
in were  void,  as  was  the  defense  sought  to 
be  made  in  the  Lurton  Case,  the  ruling  here 
would  be,  as  it  was  in  the  Lurton  Case,  ad- 
verse to  that  defense. 

The  judgment  of  the  Appellate  Court  is 
affirmed. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied  June  6,  1901. 


Charles  H.  RE  QUA  et  oZ.,  Exrs.,  etc.,  of 
Annie  Elizabeth  Nichols,  Deceased  Appts., 

V, 

Alice  M.  GRAHAM,  Admx.,  etc.,  of  James 
E.Graham,  Deceased. 

(187  111.  67.) 

The  acceptance  by  a  man  of  an  annu- 
ity provided  for  lilm  by  his  Tvlfe*s 
'vi-lll  in  Hen  of  all  other  Interest  in  her  es- 
tate makes  him  a  purchaser  of  it,  so  that  it 
Is  not  within  the  provisions  of  a  statute 
plRclng  beyond  the  reach  of  creditors  trusts 
in  good  faith  created  by,  or  trust  funds  pro- 
ceeding from,  some  person  other  than  the 
debtor  himself. 

(October  19,  1900.) 

APPEA*L  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Appellate  Court,  First  District, 
affirming  a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court 
for  Conk  County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  a 
creditors'  bill  to  reach  a  fund  to  apply  upon 
a  judgment  which  had  been  recovered  by 
James  E.  Graham  against  John  F.  Nichols. 
Affirmed, 

Note. — For  authorities  In  this  series  as  to 
subjecting  Interest  of  beneficiary  in  trust 
created  by  will  to  claims  of  creditors,  see  Day 
V.  Slaughter  (Va.)  13  L.  B.  A.  212 ;  Roberts 
▼.  Stevens  (Me.)  17  L.  R.  A.  268:  Leigh  v. 
Harrison  (Miss.)  18  L.  R.  A.  49;  Bull  ▼.  Ken- 
tucky Nat.  Bank  (Ky.)  12  L.  R.  A.  37  :  Hay- 
craft  V.  Bland  (Ky.)  9  L.  R.  A.  599;  Wetmore 
T.  Wetmore  (N.  Y.)  33  L.  R.  A.  708;  Van 
Osdell  V.  Champion  (Wis.)  27  L.  R.  A.  773; 
Slattery  v.  Wason  (Mnss.)  7  L.  R.  A.  393; 
Seymour  v.  McAvoy  (C'al.)  41  L.  R.  A.  544. 

And  as  to  validity  of  trust  for  creator's 
own  beuefit.  as  against  creditors,  see  Schenck 
Y.  Karnes  (N.  Y.)  41  L.  R.  A.  MO.")  :  Scott  v. 
Keane  (Md.;  42  L.  R,  A.  350;  Brown  v.  Mc- 
CJill  (Md.)  39  L.  R.  A.  80« ;  Uhormley  v. 
Smith  (Pa.)  11  L.  R.  A.  5G5. 
52  L.  R.  A.  41 


Statement  by  Haad,  J.: 

This  is  a  creditors'  bill  filed  by  Alice  M. 
Graham,  administratrix  of  the  estate  of 
James  E.  Graliam,  deceased,  against  Charles 
H.  Re  Qua  and  Newton  A.  Partridge,  execu- 
tors of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Annie 
Elizabeth  Xichols,  deceased,  and  John  F. 
Nichols,  to  subject  an  annuity  given  to  John 
F.  Nichols  by  the  will  of  his  wife,  Annie 
Elizabeth  Nichols,  to  the  payment  of  a  judg- 
ment against  John  F.  Nichols.  The  will  of 
Annie  Elizabeth  Nichols,  among  other  de- 
vises and  bequests  bequeaths  to  her  hus- 
band, John  F.  Nichols,  ''the  annual  sum  of 
$1,800  during  his  natural  life,  to  be  paid 
quarterly,  in  equal  instalments  of  $450  each, 
and  deposited  to  his  credit  in  the  Merchants' 
Loan  &  Trust  Company,  or  some  other  Chi- 
cago Bank,  subject  to  his  order,  which  annu- 
ity shall  be  in  lieu  of  all  other  interest  in  my 
estate  to  which  he  w^ould  be  entitled."  By 
codicil  attached  to  said  will  it  was  further 
provided:  **I  have  already  advanced  to  my 
husband,  and  expended  for  his  use,  so  large 
an  amount,  and  the  probably  net  income  of 
my  estate  will  be  so  small,  that  I  do  not  deem 
it  just  to  burden  my  daughters,  Catharine 
Wheaton  Haven  Ainley  and  Alice  Haven  Re 
Qua,  with  so  large  an  annuity  fpr  his  bene- 
fit as  is  provided  by  said  will ;  and  I  direct 
that  the  yearly  or  annual  sum  of  $1,200  shall 
be  paid  to  him  in  the  same  manner  in  said 
will  provided  for,  which  provision  shall  be 
in  place  and  in  lieu  of  all  estate,  claim, 
right,  and  provision  to  which  he  is  or  may 
or  would  otherwise  be  entitled,  either  by  vir- 
tue of  the  law,  or  under  the  provisions  for 
his  benefit  contained  in  my  will."  The  will 
also  makes  a  division  of  the  real  and  person- 
al property  of  the  testatrix,  and  appoints 
Charles  H.  Re  Qua  and  Newton  A.  Partridge 
executors  thereof.  The  estate  consisted  of 
real  estate  valued  at  $37,500,  and  personal 
property  valued  at  $33,592.67.  It  appears 
from  the  master's  report  that  John  F.  Nich- 
ols is  seventy  years  of  age,  is  infirm  in 
health,  has  no  property  or  busineas,  and  is 
physically  incapable  of  following  any  occu- 
pation for  a  livelihood ;  that  said  annuity  is 
the  provision  given  by  said  testatrix  out  of 
her  separate  estate  for  the  support  and 
maintenance  of  said  Nichols  during  his  nat- 
ural life,  and  that  the  whole  of  said  annuity 
has  been  and  is  expended  by  him  for  his  sup- 
port and  maintenance,  and  is  onl^^  sufficient 
to  support  and  maintain  him  in  the  manner 
of  living  to  which  he  is  and  has  been  accus- 
tomed; and  that  said  Nichols  is  lacking  in 
business  capacity,  and  said  testatrix  had 
taken  her  affairs  out  of  his  hands  prior  to 
her  death.  The  superior  court  decreed  such 
annuity  should  be  applied  in  payment  of 
said  judgment,  which  decree  has  been  af- 
firmed by  the  appellate  court  for  the  first 
district,  and  this  appeal  is  prosecuted  to  re- 
verse such  judgment  of  affirmance. 

Messrs.  "Walker  Sc  Payne,  with  Messrs, 
Partridge  A  PartridKe,  for  appellants: 

The  evidence  was  insufficient  to  support 
the  decree  or  to  entitle  appellee  to  relief. 
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the  material  allegationB  of  the  bill  failing 
of  proof. 

Enne8ser  v.  Eudek,  169  III.  494,  48  N.  E. 
673 ;  Munaon  v.  Miller,  66  111.  382 ;  Weis  v. 
Ticrnan,  91  111.  29;  Mandcmlle  v.  Reynolds^ 
68  N.  Y.  533;  Young  v.  Thompson,  14  111. 
380;  3  Bl.  Com.  24;  Stephen,  PI.  130;  Fitch 
V.  Porter,  30  N.  C.  (8  Ired.  L.)  511;  Vail  v. 
Iglehart,  69  111.  335;  Russell  v.  Chicago 
Trust  d  Sav.  Bank,  139  111.  550,  17  L.  R,  A. 
345,  29  N.  E.  37;  Empire  Car-Roofing  Co, 
V.  Maccy,  115  111.  390,  3  N.  E.  417 ;  Dennison 
V.  Taylor,  142  111.  45,  31  N.  E.  148;  Denni- 
son V.  Blumenthal,  37  111.  App.  385;  Smith 
V.  Stevens,  133  111.  191,  24  N.  E.  611;  11 
Enc.  PI.  &  Pr.  829;  2  Wharton,  Ev.  §§  818- 
821,  823,  824,  892;  2  Jones,  Ev.  §  637;  1 
Greenl.  Ev,  §S  511,  538;  2  Freeman,  Judgni. 
§§  407,  417;  Stoeet  v.  Dean,  43  111.  App. 
654;  King  v.  Norman,  4  C.  B.  884; 
Beidler  v.  Douglas,  35  111.  App.  125; 
Dooley  v.  Stipp,  26  111.  89;  Claypool  v. 
Claypool,  65  111.  App.  453;  Mayer  v.  Bren- 
singer,  74  111.  App.  478;  Perrin  v.  Johnson, 
16  Ind.  72;  Lyon  v.  Rohhins,  46  111.  276; 
Casvcell  v.  Caswell,  120  111.  383,  11  N.  E. 
342. 

Appellee  can  lay  no  just  or  legal  claim  to 
this  money. 

111.  Stat.  chap.  22,  H  49;  Campbell  v. 
Foster,  35  N.  Y.  366;  Stcirart  v.  McMartin, 
5  Barb.  438;  Schenck  v.  Barnes,  156  N.  Y. 
316,  41  L.  R.  A.  395,  50  N.  E.  967;  Steib  v. 
Whitehead,  111  111.  252;  Bennett  v.  Ben- 
nett, 66  111.  App.  38;  Potter  v.  Coucfc,  141 
U.  S.  320,  35  L.  ed.  733,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1005;  Spindle  v.  Shreve,  111  U.  S.  548,  28  L. 
ed.  514,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep  522;  Seymour  v. 
McAvoy,  121  Cal.  438,  41  L.  R.  A.  547,  63 
Pac.  946;  Broadicap  Nat,  Bank  v.  Adams, 
133  Mass.  170,  43  Am.  Rep.  504;  Baker  v. 
Brown,  146  Mass.  369,  16  N.  E.  783;  Cum- 
mings  v.  Corey,  68  Mich.  600,  25  N.  W.  481 ; 
Roberts  V.  Stevens,  84  Me.  325,  17  L.  R.  A. 
266.  24  Atl.  873;  Wetmore  v.  Wetmore,  149 
N.  Y.  520,  33  L.  R.  A.  711,  44  N.  E.  169; 
King  v.  King,  168  111.  279,  48  N.  E.  582; 
Whitford  V.  Daggett,  84  111.  144 ;  Tomlinson 
V,  Matthews,  98  111.  182;  BaldiHn  v.  Shel- 
don, 48  Mich.  580,  12  N.  W.  872;  Cowdrey 
V.  Hitchcock,  103  111.  271;  Blak^  v.  Haw- 
kins, 98  U.  S.  315,  25  L.  ed.  139 ;  Roe  eoo  dem, 
Wilkinson  v.  Trwnmarr,  Willes,  684. 

Messrs,  B.  W.  Zillis  ft  Son,  for  appellee: 

This  annuity  is  given  Nichols  in  lieu  of 
his  interest  in  her  estate,  and  so  he  takes, 
not  as  a  beneficiary,  but  as  a  purchaser. 

Blatchford  v.  Newberry,  99  111.  11;  Car- 
per V.  Crotrl,  149  111.  479,  36  N.  E.  1040; 
Isenhart  v.  Brown,  1  Edw.  Ch.  413;  Degraw 
y.  Clason,  11  Paige,  140. 

Hand,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

It  is  contended  by  appellants  that  the  pro- 
vision made  for  John  F.  Nichols  by  the  will 
of  Mrs.  Nichols  is  such  that  it  is  expressly 
excepted  under  the  statute  regarding  cred- 
itors* bills  (Rev.  Stat.  chap.  22,  8  49),  which 
provides,  "except  when  such  trust  has,  in 
pood  faith,  been  created  by,  or  the  fund  so 
lield  in  trust  has  proceeded  from,  come  pcr- 
62  L.  R.  A. 


son  other  than  the  defendant  himself,"  and 
that  appellee  cannot  reach  the  annuity  in 
question  by  her  bill.  In  order  to  bring  a 
case  within  the  exception  of  the '.statute,  it 
is  necessary  that  the  trust  fund  proceed  from 
some  person  other  than  the  defendant  him- 
self. If  the  trust  fund  in  this  case  pro- 
ceeded from  John  F.  Nichols  himself,  it  does 
not  fall  within  the  exception  of  the  stat- 
ute, and  is  not  protected.  The  annuity  in 
question  was  a  mere  offer  by  Mrs.  Nichols 
to  her  husband  for  the  purchase  of  bis  inter- 
est in  her  estate.  He  was  at  liberty  to  ac- 
cept or  reject  the  same,  and,  having  accepted 
it,  he  took  it  as  a  purchaser;  and  it  is  sub- 
ject to  the  payment  of  his  debts,  the  same  as 
any  other  legacy.  In  the  case  of  Carper  v. 
Growl  149  111.  465.  36  N.  E.  1040  (on  p.  479, 
149  111.,  p.  1043,  36  N.  E.),  we  say:  "The 
provison  made  by  the  will  was  therefore  in 
lieu  of,  and  not  in  excess  of,  her  rights  in 
her  husband's  estate  as  widow ;  and  Rhe  took 
the  same,  not  as  a  beneficiary  under  the  will, 
but  as  a  purchaser."  And  in  Blatchford  v. 
Newberry,  99  111.  11  (on  p.  62),  it  is  said: 
"A  provision  by  will  in  lieu  of  dower  is  in 
fact  and  in  legal  effect  a  mere  offer  by  the 
testator  to  purchase  out  the  dower  interest 
for  the  benefit  of  his  estate."  In  Isenhart 
y.  Brown,  1  Edw.  Ch.  413,  which  is  referred 
to  and  indorsed  by  the  court  in  Carper  v. 
Crowl,  149  111.  479,  36  N.  E.  1043,  the  court, 
in  speaking  of  a  devise  in  lieu  of  dower 
said:  "It  is  the  price  put  by  the  testator 
himself  upon  the  right  and  which  she  is  at 
liberty  to  accept.  Her  relinquishment  of 
dower  forms  a  valuable  consideration  for 
the  testamentary  gifts.  In  this  point  of 
view,  she  becomes  a  purchaser  of  the  prop- 
erty left  to  her  by  the  will.  So,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  husband  offers  a  price  for 
his  wife's  legal  right  of  dower,  which  he 
proposes  to  extinguish;  and,  if  she  agrees 
to  the  terms,  she  relinquishes  it.  and  is  en- 
titled to  the  price.  It  is  therefore  a  mat- 
ter of  contract  or  convention  between  them, 
and  what  she  thus  becomes  entitled  to  receive 
is  not  by  way  of  bounty,  like  other  gen- 
eral bequests,  but  as  purchase  money  for 
what  she  relinquishes."  In  the  case  of 
Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Chambers,  96  Mo.  459, 
10  S.  W.  SB,  a  husband  who  released  his 
curtesy  in  his  wife's  estate,  accepting  in 
lieu  thereof  an  income  given  him  by  her  will, 
was  regarded  as  a  purchaser  of  such  income, 
and  not  a  mere  recipient  of  his  wife's  boun- 
ty; and  the  income  was  held  subject  to 
claims  of  his  creditors,  notwithstanding  the 
provisions  of  the  will  exempting  it  from 
such  claims.  The  court  says:  "He  there- 
fore occupies  the  attitude  of  a  purchaser  of 
that  income, — ^a«  much  so  as  does  a  wife  who 
receives  a  conveyance  of  land  in  considera- 
tion of  the  relinquishment  of  her  dower  in 
other  property  of  her  husband.  .  .  .  Re- 
garding, then,  the  defendant  in  the  light  of 
a  purchaser  of  the  income  bestowed  upon 
him  by  the  will  of  his  wife,  and  not  as  the 
mere  recipient  of  her  bounty,  it  must  be 
ruled  that  such  income  is  subject  to  the 
claims  of  his  creditors."  Under  these  au- 
thorities, it  is  clear  the  annuity  in  question 
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was  purchased  by  John  F.  Nichols,  and  did 
not  proceed  as  a  bounty  from  Mrs.  Nichols, 
and  that  the  same  is  not  within  either  the 
letter  or  the  spirit  of  the  exception  contained 
in  §  49  of  the  statute,  and  is  therefore  sub- 
ject to  the  claims  of  his  creditors,  and  can 
be  reached  by  a  creditors*  bill. 

The  ease  of  Steih  v.  Whitehead,  111  111. 
247,  is  relied  upon  by  appellants  as  support- 
ing their  position.  That  case  and  kindre<l 
cases,  as  said  in  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Cham- 
bers, 9()  Mo.  459,  10  S.  W.  38,  "rest  in  a  large 
part  upon  the  distinct  ground  that  a  creditor 
is  not  defrauded,  and  therefore  has  no  cause 
of  complaint,  because  the  owner  of  property, 
in  tlie  free  exercise  of  his  will  so  disposes  of 
it  that  the  object  of  his  bounty,  who  parts 
with  nothing  in  return,  has  a  sufficient  in- 
come provided  for  and  applied  to  his  life 
support."  In  this  case  John  F.  Nichols  did 
part  with  something  in  return  for  said  an- 
nuity. As  husband  of  Annie  Elizabeth 
Nichols,  he  had  one  year  after  the  probate 
of  her  will  in  which  to  determine  whether 
he  would  take  by  inheritance  under  the  law, 
or  take  under  her  will.  By  failing  to  de- 
cline to  take  under  the  will  he  relinquished 
his  rights  to  his  share  of  her  estate  given  him 
by  law,  and  with  such  interest  purchased 
the  annuity,  and  now  holds  the  same  by  vir- 
tue of  such  purchase,  and  not  as  an  object 
of  her  bounty.  Blaichford  v.  "Scwherry,  99 
111.  11;  Carper  v.  CroirZ,  149  111.  465,  36  N. 
E.  1040:  Isenhart  v.  Broicn,  1  Edw.  Ch.  413. 

The  provision  of  the  statute  above  quoted 
and  relied  upon  by  appellants  is  taken 
from  the  New  York  statute  {Singer  &  T. 
Stone  Co,  v.  Wheeler,  6  111.  App.  225 ;  Yovng 
V.  Clapp,  147  111.  170,  32  N.  E.  187.  35  N.  E. 
372)  upon  the  same  subject,  which  had  be- 
fore that  time  been  construed  by  the  New 
York  courts  ( Clute  v.  Bool,  8  Paige,  83 ;  De- 
graic  v.  Clason,  11  Paige,  136;  Hallett  v. 
Thompson,  5  Paige,  583).  Such  being  the 
case,  the  courts  of  this  state  will  presuma- 
bly be  governed  by  such  decisions.  "In 
adopting  the  statute  of  another  state,  it  is 
presumed  the  general  assembly  intends  that 
it  shall  receive  the  construction  given  it  by 
the  courts  of  the  state  from  which  it  is 
adopted,  unless  such  construction  is  incon- 
sistent with  the  "spirit  and  policy  of  our 
laws.  Campbell  v.  Quinlin,  4  111.  288;  Rigg 
V.  Wilton,  13  111.  15,  64  Am.  Dec.  419; 
Rtreeter  v.  People,  69  111.  595."  Gage  v. 
Smith,  79  111.  219.  And  no  such  inconsist- 
ency being  apparent  in  the  present  case,  but 
the  construction  adopted  by  the  New  York 
courts  being  in  harmony  with  the  general 
current  of  authority,  and  with  that  of  our 
own  court,  so  far  as  we  have  had  occasion  to 
pass  upon  the  question,  we  are  inclined  to 
follow  the  decisions  of  that  state.  In  the 
case  of  Degratc  v.  Clason,  11  Paige,  136,  the 
husband  gave  his  wife,  by  will,  an  anduity 
for  life  or  widowhood  in  lieu  of  dower.  A 
creditor  filed  a  bill  to  reach  such  annuity. 
The  court  sustained  the  bill,  and  the  judge 
said:  "I  can  see  no  ground  whatever  for 
considering  this  bequest  as  a  trust,  any  more 
than  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  pecuniary 
legacy    payable   immediately,    and   charged 
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upon  the  real  estate  as  well  as  upon  the  per- 
sonal estate  of  the  testator  generally."  This 
case,  in  principle,  is  precisely  like  the  case 
at  bar,  and  must  control  us  in  the  decision 
thereof.  The  annuity  in  this  case  is  to  be 
deposited  in  the  bank  quarterly  to  the  credit 
of  John  F.  Nichols,  and  is  subject  to  his  or- 
der. In  the  case  of  Clute  v.  Booh  8  Paige, 
83,  it  is  said,  on  page  86:  "If  the  life  inter- 
est of  the  defendant  in  the  fund  is  of  such  a 
nature  that  he  can  sell  and  dispose  of  it  or 
control  it  as  he  pleases,  without  ref*triction 
or  limitation,  then,  according  to  the  deci- 
sion of  this  court  in  the  case  of  Hallett  v. 
Thompson,  5  Paige,  583,  the  whole  annuity 
may  be  reached  at  once  and  applied  to  the 
payment  of  his  debts,  Avithout  reference  to 
his  present  or  future  wants."  The  annuity, 
as  we  have  seen,  was  purchased  by  and  be- 
longs to  John  F.  Nichols  and,  under  the  au- 
thority of  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Chambers, 
06  Mo.  459,  10  S.  W.  38,  can  be  reached  by 
his  creditors,  even  though  the  will  expressly 
exempted  it  from  their  claims. 

From  an  examination  of  the  abstract,  we 
agree  with  the  court  below  that  there  was 
ample  proof  of  the  recovery  and  revival  of 
the  judgment  which  is  the  basis  of  this  suit, 
and  that  it  remains  unpaid.  We  find  no  re- 
versible error  in  this  record. 

The  judgment  of  the  Appellate  Court  unit 
therefore  be  affirmed. 


Michael  BAUERLE,  Appt., 

V. 

Andrew  LONG  et  al.,  Exrs.,  etc.,  of  John  H. 
Schoenberger,  Deceased, 

(187  111.  475.) 

1.  No  poorer  to  bind  the  estate  by 
ivarranty  deed  Is  conferred  upon 
executors  by  a  will  authorizing  and  di- 
recting them  to  sell  and  dispose  of  certain 
real  estate  upon  such  terms  as  to  them 
shall  seem  most  advantageous,  at  either  pub- 
lic or  private  sale. 

2.  An  action  for  breach  of  a  contract 
to  convey  land  by  warrauty  deed  cannot 
be  maintained  against  executors  in  their 
representative  capacity,  where  no  authority 
to  execute  such  a  deed  1b  vested  in  them  by 
the  will. 

(October  19,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  CJourt,  First  District,  af- 
firming a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  for 
Cook  County  in  favor  of  defendants  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  to  recover  damages  for  breach 
of  contract  to  convey  real  estate.     Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  J.  Henry  Kraft,  for  appellant: 

There  may  be  a  recovery  against  the  execu- 
tors i^  their  official  capacity  in  the  case  at 
bar. 

8  Enc.  PI.  &  Pr.  678,  715;  Ho^card  v.  Poir- 

NotkT — As  to  effect  of  qiinlifying  words  "as 
executor"  and  "aa  administrator"  in  contracts, 
see  lUch  v.  Sowles  (Vt.)  15  L.  R.  A.  850,  and 
note;  Grafton  Nat.  Bank  v.  Wing  (Mass.)  43 
L.  R.  A.  831. 
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era,  6  Ohio,  92;  Mcyamara  v.  Dvcyer,  7 
Paijre,  230,  32  Am.  Dec.  (527 ;  Colbert  v.  Dati- 
icl,  32  Ala.  314;  Field  v.  Gibson,  56  How.  Pr. 
232;  Marshall  v.  Breslvr,  1  How.  Pr.  N.  S. 
217:  OuiicAt  v.  Oulick,  33  Barb.  92;  Price 
V.  ffrojrn,  10  Abb.  N.  C.  67,  60  How.  Pr.  511 ; 
Re  Well),  11  Hun,  124;  Diliard  v.  Fam«,  2 
Tenn.  Ch.  190;  Onvy  v.  Ferguson,  41  W.  Va. 
668,  23  S.  E.  710;  Bryan  v.  McGee,  2  Wash. 
C.  C.  337,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,060;  Hill,  Probate 
Guide,  84 ;  Croley  v.  Jlicka,  98  Wis.  566,  74 
N.  W.  348:  McNulta  v.  Lockridge,  137  111. 
270,  27  X.  E.  452. 

The  effect  of  a  judgment  in  this  state 
afrainst  an  administrator  is  only  to  estab- 
lish a  debt  a^^inst  the  estate  to  be  paid  in 
due  course  of  administration. 

Greene  v.  GHnisha/w,  1 1  111.  392. 

The  entering  of  a  general  appearance  by 
appellees  in  the  ca^e  at  bar  in  their  repre- 
sentative capacity  is  a  waiver  of  the  objec- 
tion that  they  are  not  amenable  to  suit  in 
their  oflicial  capacity  in  this  state. 

8  Enc.  PL  &  Pr.  717;  A>uwfc  Sat?.  Imi. 
V.  Jones,  35  N.  J.  Eq.  406. 

There  was  such' a  ratification  of  the  re- 
ceipt, contract,  and  sale  as  would  take  the 
case  at  bar  out  of  the  operation  of  the  stat- 
ute of  frauds. 

Tingley  v.  BcUingham  Bay  Boom  Co.  5 
Wash.  644,  32  Pac.  737,  33  Pac.  1055 ;  West- 
ern U.  Telcg.  Co.  v.  Chicago  d  P.  R.  Co.  86 
111.  240,  29  Am.  Ilep.  28;  1  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  2d  ed.  p.  1007,  and  cases  cited;  John- 
son V.  Dodge,  17  IW.  433. 

Messrs.  DoWy  "Walker,  ft  Marsli  for  ap- 
pellees. 

Pliillipi,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Plaintiff,  appellant  here,  by  his  amended 
declaration  in  case,  averred  that  appellees, 
afi  executors  of  the  last  will  of  John  H. 
Schoenberger,  deceased,  by  their  duly-author- 
ized agent,  one  O.  W.  Ballard,  a^eed  to  sell 
and  convey  to  him  certain  real  estate  situ- 
ated in  Cook  county  (describing  it)  ;  that 
under  said  last  will  said  executors  were  au- 
thorized, ordered,  and  directed  to  sell  and 
dispose  of  said  real  estate  upon  such  terms 
as  to  them  sl^ould  seem  most  advantageous, 
at  either  public  or  private  sale.  The  decla- 
ration then  sets  out  in  hcec  verba  a  receipt 
signed  by  said  Ballard,  as  follows: 

Cliicago,  August  14,  1890. 
Received  of  Michael  Bauerle  $5,000,  pay- 
ment on  a  certain  contract  dated  August  14, 
1890,  for  the  purchase  of  the  south  half  of 
the  southeast  quarter  of  section  17-39-13, 
bargained  to  him  according  to  the  terms  of 
said  contract,  a  copy  of  which  has  this  day 
been  sent  forward  for  signatures,  and  I  agree 
that  said  sale  shall  be  consummated  at  the 
price  therein  mentioned.       O.  W.  Ballard. 

The  declaration  also  sets  out  in  full  the 
articles  of  agreement  referred  to  in  the  re- 
ceipt, purporting  to  be  a  contract  of  even 
date  with  the  receipt,  between  "the  estate  of 
John  II.  Sohoonberger,  deceased,  party  of 
the  first  part,  and  Michael  Bauerle,"  provid- 
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ing  that  upon  the  payment  of  $240,000  by 
Bauerle  in  certain  instalments,  and  of  tiLxes 
and  assessments,  "the  said  party  of  the  first 
part  hereby  covenants  and  agrees  to  convey 
and  assure  to  the  said  party  of  the  second 
part,  in  fee  simple,  clear  of  all  encumbran- 
ces whatever,  by  a  good  and  sufficient  war- 
ranty deed,"  the  property  therein  described. 
The  declaration  further  avers  that  the  de- 
fendants "wrongfully  and  in  fraud  of  the 
rights  of  plaintiff  failed  and  refused"  to  sign 
these  articles,  but  avers  a  confirmation  and 
ratification  thereof,  and  of  the  authority  of 
their  agent,  Ballard,  to  make  the  sale,  by  the 
filing  of  their  'bill  in  equity  seeking  a  spe- 
cific performance  of  the  articles  of  agree- 
ment, a4S  signed  by  Bauerle  only;  avers  a 
hearing  on  said  bill,  and  a  dismissal 
thereof  for  want  of  equity  by  the  circuit 
court,  and  an  affirmance  of  that  decree  by 
this  court.  See  Pennsylvania  Co.  for  Ins. 
on  TAves  d  G.  A.  v.  Bauerle,  143  111.  459,  33 
N.  E.  166,  and  Bauerle  v.  Long,  165  111.  340, 
46  N.  E.  227,  from  the  opinions  in  which 
cases  the  additional  facts  will  appear.  Plain- 
tiff averred  also  that  he  actually  paid  the 
$5,000  called  for  by  said  receipt,  and  ha-s 
been  ready  and  willing  to  make  all  payments 
required  to  be  made ;  "that  it  then  and  there 
became  the  duty  of  said  defendants  to  fur- 
nish to  the  plaintiff  herein  a  sufficient  war- 
ranty deed  and  abstract  showing  good  title 
to  the  premises  described,  as  is  by  said  con- 
tract required,  and  to  perform  all  the  cove- 
nants on  their  part  to  be  performed."  The 
breach  charged  is  the  failure  of  defendants 
to  furnish  a  warranty  deed,  abstract,  etc., 
and  the  damacree  claimed  are  $100,000.  con- 
s^isting  of  the  $5,000  earnest  money  paid,  and 
the  balance  on  account  of  the  loss  in  not  ob- 
taining the  property,  which  property  plain- 
tiff avers  to  be  worth  $340,000.  To  this  dec- 
laration a  demurrer  was  sustained.  Plain- 
tiff abided  his  declaration,  and  brings  the 
record  to  this  court  on  appeal  from  a  judg- 
ment of  the  appellate  court  afiiirming  the 
judgment  of  the  circuit  court. 

The  executors  derived»no  power  under  the 
will  of  their  testator  to  bind  his  estate  by  a 
warranty  deed.  The  law  gave  th«n  no  such 
right  and  authority  as  executors.  Xo  action 
can  therefore  be  maintained  against  them  in 
their  representative  capacity  for  a  breach  of 
warranty,  or  for  a  failure  to  execute  a  war- 
ranty deed,  when  they  have  no  authority 
vested  in  them  to  make  the  same.  In  Vin- 
cent V,  Morrison,  Breese  (III.)  175,  the  ad- 
ministrators undertook  to  covenant,  in  a 
deed  of  land  sold  to  pay  debts  of  their  in- 
testate, that  the  land,  was  free  from  encum- 
brances, and  the  court  says  (p.  177)  :  **ln 
relation  to  covenants,  the  general  rule  is 
that  an  administrator  has  no  power  to 
charge  the  effects  of  the  intestate  by  any 
contract  originating  with  himself;  and  it 
seems  from  the  current  of  decisions  that  his 
contracts  in  the  course  of  his  administration, 
or  for  the  debts  of  his  intestate,  render  him 
liable  dc  bonis  pi'opriwf," — citing  Sumner  v. 
Williams.  8  Mass.  102.  5  Am.  Dec.  83.  In 
Mason  v.  Caldicell,  10  III.  190,  48  Am.  Dec. 
330,  the  court  says  (p.  207  and  page  333.  43 
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Am.  J)ec.) :  "If  an  adminiBtrator  or  guard- 
ian, in  his  representative  capacity,  makes  a 
contract  or  covenant  which  he  has  no  right  to 
make,  and  which  is  not  binding  upon  the  cs\ 
tate  or  ward,  he  is  bound  personally  to  make 
it  good/*  "The  rule  is  well  settled  that  an 
executory  contract  of  an  executor  or  admin- 
istrator, if  made  on  a  new  and  independent 
consideration  moving  between  the  promisee 
and  the  promisor,  is  his  personal  contract, 
and  does  not,  in  absence  of  authority  given 
by  statute  or  by  will  of  the  decedent,  bind 
the  estate."  11  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d 
ed.  p.  0»32,  citing  numerous  cases.  In  Aus- 
tin v.  Munro,  47  N.  Y.  360,  it  is  said:  "The 
rule  must  be  regarded  as  well  settled  that 
the  contracts  of  executors,  although  made  in 
the  interest  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate 
they  represent,  if  made  upon  a  new  and  in- 
dependent consideration,  as  for  services  ren- 
dered, goods  or  property  sold  and  delivered, 
or  other  consideration  moving  between  the 
promisee  and  the  executors  as  promisors,  are 
the  personal  contracts  of  the  executors,  and 
do  not  bind  the  estate,  notwithstanding  the 
services  rendered  or  goods  or  property  fur- 
nished, or  other  consideration  moving  from 
the  promisee,  are  such  that  the  executors 
could  properly  have  paid  for  the  same  from 
the  assets,  and  been  allowed  for  the  expen- 
diture in  the  settlement  of  their  accounts. 
The  principle  is  that  an  executor  may  dis- 
burse and  use  the  funds  of  the  estate  for  pur- 
poses authorized  by  law,  but  may  not  bind 
the  estate  by  an  executory  contract,  and  thus 
create  a  liability  not  founded  upon  a  con- 
tract or  obligation  of  the  te^'tator.  Fenin 
V.  Myrick,  41  N.  Y.  315;  Reynolds  v.  Rey- 
nolds, 3  Wend.  244 ;  Demott  v.  Field,  7  Cow. 
38 :  Myer  v.  Vole,  12  Johns.  340.  The  rule  is 
too  well  established  in  this  state  to  be  (jues- 
tione<l  or  disregarded,  and  any  departure 
from  it  would  be  mischievous."  The  rule  is 
well  understood  and  generally  accepted  that 
executors  are  not  chargeable,  as  such,  on 
their  executory  contracts.  Their  acts  are 
subject  to  the  control  of  the  court  appoint- 
ing them;  and  this*  notwithstanding  they 
act  under  powers  conferred  by  will.  Here 
the  will  gives  them  no  power  to  warrant 
their  testator's  title,  which  was  all,  as  ex- 
ecutors, they  could  convey,  and  a  purchaser 
would  only  take  whatever  title  the  testator 
had. 

Appeflant  insi.sts  that  the  reasons  assigned 
by  courts  authorizing  suits  -against  a  re- 
ceiver, as  such,  judgment  to  be  paid  in  course 
of  administration,  apply  with  equal  cogency 
to  cases  against  executors  and  administrators, 
and  our  attention  is  called  to  the  language 
eniploved  bv  this  court  in  McNulta  v.  Lock- 
ridfjc,  137  111.  270,  27  X.  E.  492.  Tliat  was  a 
nuit  for  damages  brought  against  McNulta, 
as  receiver  of  the  Wabash  Railway  Company. 
There,  through  the  legal  management  of  the 
property  intrusted  to  his  care,  but  through 
the  negligent  or  wrongful  acts  of  the  serv- 
ants employed  in  the  court's  operation  of  the 
road,  without  fault  on  the  part  of  the  re- 
ceiver, a  person  was  killed,  and  the  court 
held  a  suit  and  judgment  for  consequent 
damages  is  in  the  nature  of  a  proceeding  in 
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rem.  There  the  injury  resulted  from  the 
legal  management  of  the  property  by  the  re- 
ceiver, as  such,  and  not  from  his  illegal  or 
wrongful  acts.  While  in  one  sense  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  servant  is  his  own  under  the 
rule  of  I'vfipondeat  superior,  yet  in  another 
sense  the  fault  is  not  his  o\^ti,  and  the  wrong 
is  chargeable  to  the  thing  or  property  itself 
which  the  court  is  managing,  and  arises,  not 
from  the  receiver's  act,  but  from  the  act  of 
the  court  through  the  necessity  of  conditions 
requiring  judicial  interference.  The  injury 
resulted  in  the  doing  of  the  very  thing  which 
the  receiver  was  directed  to  do, — to  properly 
manage  and  operate  the  property  committed 
to  his  charge.  Here  the  contract  for  the  al- 
leged breach  of  which  a  reco\'ery  is  sought 
against  the  estate  was  without  the  authority 
of  the  executors  to  make, — a  fact  equally 
well  known  to  both  parties. 

The  Superior  Court  did  not  err  in  sus- 
taining a  demurrer  to  plaintiff's  declaration, 
and  the  judgment  of  the  Appellate  Court  for 
the  First  District  is  affirmed. 


David  B.  LY^IAN,  Trustee  of  Grant  Land 
Association  of  Chicago,  Appt., 

V. 

SUBURBAN    RAILROAD    COMPANY    et 

aU 

(190   111.   320.) 

1.  A  condition  forniinur  the  connldera- 
tlon  of  a  srrant  of  a  railroad  rliirlit  of 
"WATf  that  a  depot  shall  be  maintained  on 
the  land,  is  not  void  bfcause  contrary  to  pub- 
lic policy,  but  failure  to  comply  with  It  will 
forfeit  the  title  of  the  railroad  company. 

2.  KlMTht  yearn*  compliance  v«*ltli  a 
condition  constituting  the  consideration 
for  a  grant  of  a  right  of  way  for  a  railroad, 
that  a  depot  shall  be  maintained  on  the  land, 
is  not  BtiHiclent  to  vest  an  absolute  title  in 
the  company  free  from  the  condition,  where 
the  parties  contemplated  that  the  company 
should  enjoy  the  use  of  the  land  only  so  long 
as  it  should  be  used  for  the  specified  pur- 
poses, and  no  longer. 

U.  Conditions  conntltntlnfr  the  coniild- 
eratlon  for  a  arrant  of  a  right  of  way  to 
a  railroad  company,  that  a  depot  should  be 
maintained  on  the  land,  are  in  the  nature  of 
covenants  running  with  the  land. 

4.  A  prior  entry  upon  the  premises,  or  a  de- 
mand for  the  possession,  is  not  necessary 
upon  the  breach  of  a  condition  subsequent 
before  suit  to  recover  possession. 

5.  Equity  has  Jnrliidlctlon  of  a  salt 
to  terminate  the  rights  of  a  railroad  company 
In  land  granted  to  it  for  a  right  of  way  on 
condition  that  it  maintain  depots  on  the  prop- 
erty, where  the  original  grantee  is  insolvent 
BO  that  a  judgment  at  law  would  be  of  no 


Note. — For  public  policy  as  to  contracts  to 
locate  depot  at  certain  point,  see  the  earlier 
case  In  this  series  of  Florida  C.  &  P.  R.  Co.  y. 
State  ex  rtl.  Tavares  (Fla.)  20  L.  R.  A.  419. 

As  to  right  to  remove  depot  erected  under 
agreement  in  contract  for  r5pht  of  way.  see 
Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Scott  (C.  C.  App.  5th  C.) 
37  L.  R.  A.  91. 
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arall,  and  the  grantor  has  only  an  easement 
remaining  In  the  land  ao  that  he  cannot  main- 
tain ejoctmcut. 

(April  18,  1001.) 

APPEAL  by  complainant  from  a  decree  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Cook  County  in 
favor  of  defendants  in  a  suit  to  establish 
title  to  tlie  land  upon  which  its  tracks  were 
laid.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion.   • 

Mr.  S.  P.  Shope,  with  Messrs.  Jaokson, 
Busby  A  liyman,  for  appellant: 

The  grant  of  right  of  way,  made  by  the 
trustees  to  the  Chicago  &  Southwestern  Rail- 
road Company,  was  upon  a  clear  and  valid 
condition  subsequent. 

2  Elliott,  iiailroads,  p.  494;  Louisville^  N. 
A.dC.  R.  Co.  V.  Sumner,  106  Ind.  65,  55  Am. 
Rep.  719,  5  N.  E.  404 ;  Homer  v.  Chicago,  M. 
<C-  St.  P.  It.  Co.  38  Wis.  105;  Missouri  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  Tpyard,  84  Mo.  263,  54  Am.  Rep.  97; 
Tcj-as  d  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Robards,  60  Tex. 
545,  48  Am.  Rep.  268;  Indianapolis,  P.  d  C. 
R.  Co.  v.  Hood,  66  Ind.  580 ;  Bestor  v.  Wa- 
then,  00  111.  138;  Linder  v.  Carpenter,  62 
111.  309;  Marsh  v.  Fairhiiry,  P.  d  N.  W.  R, 
Co.  64  111.  414;  St.  Louis,  J.  d  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Mathers,  71  111.  592,  22  Am.  Rep.  122;  Sncll 
V.  Pells,  113  111.  145;  Mobile  d  0.  R.  Co.  v. 
People,  132  HI.  559.  24  N.  E.  642 ;  Waggoner 
V.  Wabash  R.  Co.  185  111.  154,  56  N.  E.  1050. 

Complainant,  being  the  successor  to  the 
grantors,  is  entitled  to  enforce  the  condition 
of  the  grant  which  has  become  operative  by 
the  abandonment  of  the  road. 

6  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  506;  2 
VVashb.  Real  Prop.  4th  ed.  12;  Boone  v. 
Clark,  129  111.  466,  6  L.  R.  A.  276,  21  X.  E. 
850;  Schulenberg  v.  Uarriman,  21  Wall.  44, 
22  L.  ed.  551. 

The  successors  and  assigns  of  the  Chicago 
&  Southwestern  Railroad  Company  acquired 
the  right  of  way  with  notice  of  all  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  the  original  grant,  and 
their  rights  are  therefore  subject  thereto. 

Hogrboom  v.  Hall,  24  Wend.  146;  Neur- 
Yorkd  a.  LaJce  R.  Co.  v.  Stanley,  34  N.  J. 
Eq.  58:  Lake  Erie  d  W.  R.  Co,  v.  Oriffin,  92 
Ind.  487:  Kettle  River  R.  Co.  v.  Eastern  R. 
Co.  41  Minn.  461,  6  L.  R.  A.  Ill,  43  N.  W. 
409. 

ITie  complainant  has  no  adequate  or  effi- 
cient remedy  at  law. 

Kirkiand  v.  Cor,  94  111.  400;  Boyer  v. 
Thornburg,  115  111.  540,  4  X.  E.  253;  High, 
Extr.  I^gal  Rem.  §  25;  People  v.  Dulaney,  90 
111.  503. 

Equity  has  ample  jurisdiction  to  adminis- 
ter the  relief  prayed  for. 

Frazier  v.  Miller,  10  111.  48;  Shays  v.  Nor- 
ton, 48  111.  100:  Vieksburg  d  M.  R.  Co.  v. 
Ragsdale,  54  Miss.  200;  Voris  v.  Renshaic, 
49  111.  42.>;  Carpinter  v.  Catlin,  44  Barb. 
75 :  Blanrhard  v.  Detroit,  L.  d  L.  M.  R.  Co. 
31  Mich.  43,  18  Am.  Kep.  142:  Cl^se  v.  Bur- 
lington, C.  R.  d  N.  R.  Co.  64  Iowa,  149,  19  N. 
W.  886. 

}f('Hsrs.  Clarence  Knight  and  Jesse  B. 
Barton  for  appellees. 
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Hand,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  is  a  bill  in  equity,  filed. by  the  appel- 
lant in  the  superior  court  of  Cook  county 
against  appellees,  praying  that  all  the  rights, 
privileges,  and  easements  heretofore  granteii 
by  the  trustees  of  the  Grant  Land  Associa- 
tion of  Chicago  to  the  Chicago  &  Southwest- 
ern Railway  Company,  and  now  claimed  by 
the  appellees,  in  section  21,  township  39  N., 
range  14  E.  of  the  third  P.  M.,  situated  in 
the  town  of  Cicero,  county  of  Cook,  state  of 
Illinois,  and  all  rights,  title,  and  interest 
pertaining  thereto,  be  decreed  to  be  termi- 
nated, and  that  the«ame  be  vested  in  the  ap- 
pellant, as  trustee  of  said  Grant  Land  Asso- 
ciation ;  and  that  the  appellant,  as  such  trus- 
tee, be  decreed  to  hold  said  right  of  way  and 
the  possession  thereof  free  and  clear  of  any 
and  all  claim  thereto  of  the  appellees,  or 
either  of  them ;  and  that  the  appellees,  or 
whiche^'er  of  them  shall  be  found  to  own  or 
control  or  to  have  any  interest  in  the  rail- 
road tracks  or  other  personal  property  now 
or  heretofore  placed  upon  the  right  of  war 
across  said  premises,  be  decreed,  within  a 
short  day,  to  be  fixed  by  the  court,  to  re- 
move the  same:  and  that  the  appellees,  and 
each  of  them,  be  forever  restrained  and  en- 
joined from  in  any  way  interfering  or  at- 
tempting to  interfere  with  the  appellant,  his 
successors,  grantees,  or  assigns,  in  the  exer- 
cise and  use  of  the  said  rights  and  easement*. 
The  bill  having  been  amended,  the  appellee:* 
severally  filed  general  demurrers  thereto, 
which  were  sustained,  and,  the  ap{>el1ant 
having  elected  to  stand  by  his  bill,  a  decree 
was  entered  dismissing  the  same,  and  for 
costs,  and  an  appeal  has  been  prosecuted  to 
this  court  to  reverse  such  decree. 

The  averments  of  the  bill  of  complaint 
show  that  the  trustees  of  the  Grant  I^iml 
Association  of  Chicago  granted  the  right  of 
way  across  said  section  21,  of  which  ther 
were  the  owners  in  fee,  as  trustees,  and  of 
which  association  the  appellant  is  now  the 
sole  survivincr  and  acting  trustee,  to  the  OjI- 
cago  &  Southwestern  Railway  Company,  it« 
successors  and  assigns,  for  the  consideratif>n 
and  upon  the  express  conditions  that  3.1  i ! 
railway  company  would  erect  upon  it-**  right 
of  way  on  said  section  21  a  passenjrer  sta- 
tion at  Robinson  avenue  on  or  before  Au- 
gust 1,  1891,  also  at  Central  avenye  on  or 
before  Mav  1,  1893;  and  that  it  and  it*  «u(^ 
cessors  and  assigns  would  construct,  operate. 
and  maintain  a  railroad  upon  said  rii;ht  of 
way;  and  that  the  agreement  granting  sail 
right  of  way,  among  other  thinjrs,  containe.l 
the  following  provisions:  "The  easement 
hereby  granted  is  made  upon  the  expres? 
agreement  and  understanding  by  the  party 
of  the  second  part,  its  successors  and  as- 
signs, that  it  will  construct,  operate,  and 
maintain  the  said  railroad  and  perform  all 
of  the  conditions  and  provisions  herein  cim- 
tained  on  its  part  to  be  performed  as  here- 
in provided,  and  that  any  failure  on  its  part 
so  to  do  shall  forfeit  all  of  its  rights  under 
this  contract."  It  is  conceded  by  appellet* 
that  no  passenger  station  has  l>cen  eret'tt?d 
at  Central  avenue  upon  said  section  21,    It 
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is,  however,  contended  that  it  does  not  ap- 
pear from  the  averments  of  the  bill  that  ap- 
pellees have  ceased  to  operate  or  maintain 
a  railroad  on  said  right  of  way,  and  that  the 
same  has  been  abandoned.  The  averments 
of  the  bill  in  that  regard  are  as  follows: 
*'That  on  or  about  December  19,  1898,  the 
Suburban  Railroad  Company  procured  a  cer- 
tain ordinance  to  be  passed  by  the  board  of 
trustees  of  the  town  of  Cicero;  .  .  . 
that  thereafter  said  Suburban  Railroad  Com- 
pany ceased  to  further  maintain  its  said 
tracks  on  Sixteenth  street  across  section  21, 
as  aforesaid,  or  to  run  ito  trains  or  cars,  or 
any  trains  er  cars,  on  said  tracks,  .  •  . 
and  ceased  in  any  manner  to  operate  said 
lines  or  tracks  on  Sixteenth  street  across 
section  21,  or  run  any  trains  or  cars  thereon 
from  about  that  date,  and  ever  since  haa 
failed  and  still  refuses  so  to  do;  .  .  . 
that  when  the  said  Suburban  Railroad  Com- 
pany discontinued  the  running  of  its  cars 
on  Sixteenth  street  through  said  section,  and 
the  operation  of  said  lines,  your  orator,  as 
trustee,  .  .  .  requested  and  demanded 
that  said  Suburban  Railroad  Company  re- 
sume the  running  of  its  cars  and  the  opera- 
tion of  said  lines  of  road  on  Sixteenth  street 
through  said  section,  .  .  .  but  that  said 
railroad  company  still  refuses  to  run  its  cars 
and  operate  said  line  or  railroad  as  afore- 
said^ .  .  .  that  said  Suburbfui  Railroad 
Company  and  the  Chicago  Terminal  Trans- 
fer Railroad  Company,  despite  said  defaults 
in  the  operation  of  said  railroad  lines  on  Six- 
teenth street,  still  allow  their  railroad 
tracks,  although  unused,  to  remain  in  and 
upon  said  street,  as  aforesaid,  .  .  .  and 
refuse  to  allow  any  other  company  to  oper- 
ate said  lines,  or  to  remove  the  said  tracks, 
and  construct  on  the  said  right  of  way  an- 
other line  or  lines  of  road,  and  operate  the 
same,  as  desired  by  your  jorator,  and  as  your 
orator  is  entitled  to  have  done  under  its  said 
contract."  The  appellees  the  Suburban  Rail- 
road Company,  as  lessee,  and  the  Chicago 
Ternjinal  Transfer  Railroad  Company,  as  the 
successor  of  the  Chicago  &  Southwestern 
Railway  Company,  as  owner,  are  alone  in 
possession  of  said  right  of  way,  and  as  to 
them  it  is  sufficiently  averred  that  they  have 
ceased  to  operate  a  railroad  over  said  right 
of  way,  and  that  the  said  right  of  way  is 
unused.  Under  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
whereby  said  right  of  way  was  granted  to 
the  Chicago  &  Southwestern  Railway  Com- 
pany, its  successors  and  assigns,  such  non- 
use  would  amount  to  an  abandonment  there- 
of. 

A  demurrer  having  been  interposed  to  said 
bill,  it  must  be  held  to  be  admitted  by  the 
ap])ellees  that  there  has  been  a  breach  of  the 
conditions  of  said  agreement  so  far  as  it 
provides  for  the  erection  of  a  passenger  sta- 
tion at  Central  avenue  and  for  the  opera- 
tion and  maintenance  of  a  railroad  upon  said 
right  of  way  across  section  21.  It  is.  how- 
ever, urged  by  the  api)elleps,  that,  if  a  breach 
of  such  conditions  be  conceded,  such  condi- 
tions are  contrary  to  public  policy,  nud  vo'vl. 
and  it  is  urged  said  right  of  way  cannot  bo 
forfeited  by  reason  of  the  failure  to  com- 
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ply  with  such  void  conditions.     The  agree- 
ment of  March  20,  1891,  granted  to  the  Chi- 
cs^ &  Southwestern  Railway  Company,  its 
successors  and  assigns,  an   interest  in   said 
right   of   way   upon   conditions   subsequent, 
which  interest  v^tis  liable  to  be  defeated  up- 
on the  nonperformance  of  such  condition^; 
and  no  question  of  public  policy  is  involved 
which  requires  us  to  hold  that  the  appellees 
can  retain  and  enjoy  the  valuable  interests 
and  rights  conferr&d  by  said  agreement,  with- 
out performing  such  conditions.     This  case 
is  readily  distinguished  from  that  class  of 
cases  which  holds  contracts  made  by  the  of- 
ficers and  agents  of  railroad  companies  for 
their  own  gain,  whereby  they  agree  to  secure 
the  location  of  stations,  depots,  etc.,  at  par- 
ticular places  [Beator  v.  Wathm,  60  111.  138; 
binder  v.  Carpenter,  62  111.  309),  or  where- 
by it. is  stipulated  for  the  location  of  sta- 
tions, depots,  etc.,  at  particular  places,  and 
prohibiting  the  location  or  erection  of  any 
others     within     certain    prescribed     limits 
(Marsh  v.  Fairhury,  P,  ds  N.  W,  R.  Co.  64 
111.  414,  16  Am.  Rep.  664;  SU  Louis,  J.  d  C, 
11.  Co,  V.  Mathers,  71  111.  592,  22  Am.  Rep. 
122)  to  be  void,  as  against  public  policy.     In 
Cleveland,  C*.  C,  d  I.  R,  Co.  v.  Cohum,  91 
Ind.  557,  it  was  held  a  conveyance  to  a  rail- 
road company  of  the  right  oi  way  for  its 
road,  the  consideration  of  which  is  shown  to 
be  the  construction  and  permanent  mainte- 
nance of  the  road  upon  the  line  so  granted, 
and  the  erection  and  maintenance  of  its  de- 
pot upon  adjoining  lands,  is  upon  oondition 
subsequent,  and,  if  such  depot  and  track  be 
afterwards  abandoned,  it  is  a  breach  of  the 
condition,  which  defeats  the  grant.     On  page  . 
562  it  is  said :     "In  determining  the  question 
whether  the  estate  granted  is  one  upon  a 
condition  subsequent,  the  court  will  seek  to 
enforce  the  intention  of  the  parties,  to  be 
gathered  from  the  instrument  and  the  exist- 
ing  facts.     4  Kent,   Com.   432;    2   Parsons, 
Contr.   479;    Chittv,   Contr.   74;    Homer  v. 
Chicago,  M.  d  8t.  P.  R.  Co.  38  Wis.  165.    Wc 
therefore  think  that  the  relinquishment  in 
controversy  created  in  the  railroad  company 
an  estate  upon  condition  subsequent,  liable  to 
be  defeated  upon  the  nonperformance  of  the 
condition."     In  Homer  v.  Chicago,  M.  d  St. 
P.  R.  Co.  38  Wis.  105,  a  deed  of  land  to  a 
railroad  c-ompany   (reciting  a  consideration 
of  $1 )   conveyed  one  parcel  "only  for  de])ot 
and  other  railroad  purposes."  and  another 
parcel  adjoining  the  former  "for  a  railway," 
and  recited  that  both  parcels  were  "granted 
solely    for    said    road   purposes."     In   eject- 
ment for  said  parcels  of  land  it  was  shown 
by  parol  evidence  that  no  money  was  paid 
for  the  land,  and  that  the  onlv  consideration 
for  the  conveyance  was  the  condition  that  the 
railway  depot  should  be  erected  on  the  land, 
the    effect    of    which    the    grantor    believed 
would  be  to  enhance  the  value  of  her  other 
lands  in  the  vicinity  for  building  purposes. 
On  pajre  170  the  court  says:     "The  consid- 
erations alK)ve  mentioned,  and  other  features 
of  the  ca<«o  not  specially  referred  to,  convince 
us  that  the  grantor  intended  to  convey  the 
^nvi]  upon  tlio  cmidition  that,  if  the  grantee 
fiiilcd  to  construct  the  railway  and  locate 
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and  erect  the  depot  thereon,  she  should  have 
power  to  destroy  the  estate  of  the  grantee  in 
the  land  hy  re-entry  or  its  equivalent,  and 
revest  the  title  thereto  in  herself.  We  think, 
also,  that  the  language  of  the  deed  admits  of 
a  construction  which -will  effectuate  that  in- 
tention, and  we  cannot  hesitate  so  to  con- 
strue it."  In  Gray  v.  Chicago^  M.  d  8t.  P. 
R.  Co.  189  111.  400,  59  N.  E.  950,  John  and 
(xeorge  Gray  conveyed  a  strip  of  land  to  the 
Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Railroad 
Company  for  right-of-way  purposes  for  the 
expres&ed  consideration  of  $1.  The  deed 
contained  the  following  conditions:  "This 
conveyance  is  made  upon  the  express  condi- 
tions that  said  railway  company  shall  main- 
tain a  passenger  depot  at  the  place  where  the 
passenger  depot  of  said  company  is  now  lo- 
cated and  erected  on  said  premises,  and  stop 
thereat  all  its  accommodation  trains  t^  take 
and  leave  passengers.  In  the  event  the  par- 
ty of  the  second  part,  its  successors  and  as- 
signs, shall  fail  to  perform  and  fulfil  all  the 
a^ve  requirements  and  conditions,  all  the 
lands  above  described  and  herein  conveyed  to 
the  party  of  the  second  part  shall  revert  to 
the  parties  of  the  first  part,  their  heirs,  ad- 
ministrators,- or  assigns."  Ejectment  was 
brought  to  recover  the  land,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  conditions  of  the  deed  had  been  vio- 
lated by  the  company  failing  to  stop  an  ac- 
commodation train  to  take  and  leave  passen- 
gers. The  trial  court  took  the  case  from  the 
jury.  This  court,  on  appeal,  reversed  and 
remanded  the  cause,  and  held  the  court  was 
not  authorized  to  say,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
that  the  conditions  contained  in  said  deed 
were  illegal  and  void,  as  against  public  poli- 
cy. The  supreme  court  of  Indiana,  in  the 
case  of  Louisville f  N.  A,  d  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Flum- 
ner,  106  Ind.  65,  55  Am.  Rep.  719,  5  N.  E. 
404,  in  an  exhaustive  review  of  the  authori- 
ties bearing  upon  conditions  of  the  charac- 
ter under  consideration  (oq  page  406,  5  N. 
E.) ,  says:  "Was  the  stipulation  in  the  deed 
'to  locate  and  maintain  a  depot'  on  the  line 
between  the  several  tracts  over  which  the 
right  of  way  was  granted  void  ?  Agreements 
of  the  character  under  consideration,  so  far 
as  they  have  become  the  subject  of  judicial 
interpretation,  are  of  three  classes.  There 
are  those  in  which  stipulations  are  contained 
providing  for  the  location  of  stations  or  de- 
pots at  particular  places,  and  prohibiting 
the  location  or  erection  of  any  others  within 
certain  prescribed  limits.  Concerning  all 
such  agreements  as  contain  restrictive  stipu- 
lations by  which  the  railway  company  under- 
takes to  prohibit  itself  from  thereafter  erect- 
ing other  station  houses  or  depots  at  other 
places  or  within  prescribed  limits,  they  are 
uniformly,  so  far  as  we  know,  held  to  be 
void,  as  against  public  policy.  Railroad  cor- 
porations are  regarded  as  public  agencies  ow- 
ing duties  to  the  public  generally.  They  are 
therefore  not  authorized  to  make  any  con- 
tract which  may  prevent  them  from  dis- 
charging their  duties  efficiently  to  the  pub- 
lic, and  for  that  reason  they  cannot  contract 
that  the  company  will  not  locate  a  station  or 
erect  a  depot  at  a  place  where  the  demands 
of  business  or  concentration  of  population 
52  L.  R.  A. 


may  at  some  time  in  the  future  require  it. 
Such  a  contract  is  void,  as  againt»t  public 
policy.  Williamson  v.  ChicogOy  R.  I.  d  F.  R. 
Co,  53  Iowa,  126,  26  Am.  Rep.  206,  4  N.  W. 
870;  fit.  Louis,  J.  d  C.  R.  Co,  v.  Mathers, 
104  111.  257 ;  Marsh  v.  Fairhury,  P,  d  N.  W. 
R.  Co,  04  111.  414,  16  Am.  Rep.  504;  St. 
Louis,  J.  d  C.  R.  Co.  V.  MahtTS,  71  111.  502, 
22  Am.  Rep,  122;  St.  Joseph  d  D.  C.  R.  Co. 
V.  Rf/an,  11  Kan.  602,  15  Am.  Rep.  3.57.  An- 
other class  of  case<;  are  those  in  which  some 
officer  or  other  person,  supposed  to  be  influ- 
ential with  a  railway  company,  undertakes, 
for  a  consideration  moving  to  them,  to  secure 
the  location  of  stations,  depots,  etc.,  at  a  par- 
ticular place.  A  conspicuous  case  in  this 
class  is  Fuller  v.  Dame,  18  Pick.  472.  All 
such  contracts  are  void,  as  against  public 
policy.  Bestor  v.  Wathen,  60  111.  138:  Lin- 
dcr  V.  Carpenter,  62  111.  309.  Still  another 
class  is  that  fo  which  the  case  under  consid- 
eration is  allied.  Such  are  the  cases  in 
which  an  agreement  has  been  made  between 
an  individual  and  a  railway  corporation  for 
the  location  of  a  station  or  depot  at  a  par- 
ticular place  in  consideration  of  a  donation 
of  money  or  property  to  the  corporation, 
without  any  restriction  or  prohibition 
againat  any  other  location.  No  case  has  fal- 
len under  our  notice  in  which  this  question 
was  directly  involved,  and  which  was  not 
controlled  by  other  considerations  which  con- 
demn such  in  agreement.  On  the  contrary, 
it  has  been  held  that  an  agreement  to  pay  a 
railway  company  a  stipulated  sum  in  consid- 
eration that  it  would  locate  its  route  at  a 
particular  place  is  valid,  and  may  be  en- 
forced. First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ecndrie,  49 
Iowa,  402,  31  Am.  Rep.  153;  Cumberland 
Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Baah,  9  Watts,  458,  36  Am. 
Deo.  132.  So  a  conditional  subscription  of 
stock  is  valid.  "Sew  .IVbany  d  S.  R.  Co.  v. 
McCormick,  10  Ind.  499,  71  Am.  Dec.  337: 
Jeicett  V.  Lawrencehurgh  d  U.  M.  R.  Co.  10 
Ind.  539.  A  voluntary  grant  to  a  railroad 
on  condition  that  it  would  locate  its  route 
and  establish  a  depot  at  a  certain  place  was 
sustained,  as  not  being  in  contravention  of 
public  policy.  McClure  v.  Missouri  River ^ 
Ft.  S.  d  0.  R.  Co.  9  Kan.  373." 

It  is  next  contended  that  by  constructing, 
operating,  and  maintaining  a  railroad  for  the 
period  of  eight  years  upon  said  right  of  way 
the  conditions  imposed  by  said  agreement 
have  been  satisfied.  It  is  evident  from  the 
agreement  that  the  parties  thereto  contem- 
plated that  the  railroad  company  should  en- 
joy the  use  of  said  right  of  way  so  long  as 
it  should  be  used  for  railroad  purposes,  and 
no  longer,  and  that  when  it  should  cease  to 
be  so  used  it  should  revert  to  the  grantor. 
In  Gray  v.  Chicago,  M.  d  8t.  P,  R.  Co.  189 
III.  400,  59  N.  E.  950,  where  the  same  con- 
tention was  made,  we  said :  "The  convey- 
ance in  this  case  was  upon  the  express  con- 
dition that  the  grantee  should  maintain  the 
passenger  depot,  and  stop  thereat  all  its  ac- 
commodation trains  to  take  and  leave  pas- 
sengers. It  could  not  have  been  in  the  con- 
templation of  either  of  the  parties  that  Gray 
and  his  heirs  should  not  have  the  benefit  of 
the  condition  while  the  grantee  should  hold 
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and  have  the  use  of  the  land,  or  that  the  con- 
dition would  be  discharged  by  a  perform- 
ance during  a  portion  of  such  period.  The 
undoubted  meaning  of  the  parties  was  that, 
60  long  as  the  grantee  should  have  the  land 
for  its  railroad,  and  run  accommodation 
trains,  the  traiius  should  be  stopped."  The 
successors  and  assigns  of  the  Chicago  & 
Southwestern  Railway  Company  acquired 
whatever  interest  they  have  in  said  right  of 
way  burdened  with  the  conditions  contained 
in  the  agreement  by  which  said  right  of 
way  was  granted  to  said  railway  company, 
said  conditions  were  in  the  nature  of  cove- 
nants running  with  the  land.  It  is  express- 
ly averred  that  such  interest  was  acquired 
with  notice  of  said  conditions,  and  that  they 
were  the  only  consideration  received  by  ap- 
pellant fot  said  right  of  way.  It  would  be 
contrary  to  equity  to  allow  appejlees  to  hold 
such  right  of  way  disencumbered  of  such 
conditions.  In  Kettle  River  R.  Co,  v.  East- 
ern R.  Co,  41  Minn.  4tJl,  6  L.  R.  A.  Ill,  43 
X.  W.  469,  it  is  said  (p.  473,  41  Minn.  p.  118, 
6  L.  R.  A.  and  p.  474,  43- N.  W.)  ;  "In  equi- 
ty, covenants  relating  to  land,  or  its  mode 
of  use  or  enjoyment,  are  frequently  enforced 
against  subsequent  grantees  with  notice 
though  there  is  no  privity  of  estate,  and  the 
covenants  do  not  strictly  run  with  the  land." 
In  People  ex  ret.  Walker  v.  Louisville  d  N. 
R,  Co.  120  111.  48,  10  N.  E.  657,  the  condi- 
tions and  stipulations  were  personal  in  their 
nature,  and  did  not  run  with  the  land. 

It  was  unnecessary  that .  the  appellant 
make  a  demand  upon  appellees  that  they 
comply  with  said  conditions,  prior  to  the  fil- 
ing of  his  bill.  A  prior  entry  upon  the  prem- 
ises or  a  demand  for  the  possession  is  not 
necessary  upon  the  breach  of  a  condition 
subsequent  before  suit.  The  grantor,  upon 
such  breach,  may  treat  the  estate  as  having 
reverted  to  him,  and  sue  for  a  recovery  there- 
of. Such  is  held  to  be  the  rule  of  law,  and 
we  see  no  reason  why  the  same  rule  should 
not  obtain  in  equitv.  Cotcell  r,  Colorado 
Springs  Co.  100  U.  S.  55,  25  L.  ed.  547. 

We  do  not  agree  with  the  contention  of 
appellees  that  the  town  of  Cicero,  by  ordi- 
nance, has  released  them  from  a  performance 
of  the  conditions  requiring  them  to  operate 
and  maintain  a  railroad  over  said  right  of 
way.  Said  conditions  arise  from  the  con- 
tractual relations  of  the  parties,  which  the 
town  of  Cicero  is  powerless  to  impair  by 
ordinance. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  equity  has  Jurisdic- 
tion to  grant  the  relief  prayed  for,  as  the 
appellant  has  no  adequate  remedy  at  law. 
A  judgment  at  law  for  damages  will  not  re- 
store appellant  to  the  possession  of  the  right 
of  way,  and  would  be  unavailing,  as  the  ap- 
pellee the  Chicago  &  Southwestern  Railway 
Company,  with  whom  the  contract  was  made, 
is  insolvent,  and  has  ceased  to  do  business. 
Ejectment  will  not  lie,  as  the  appellant,  at 
the  time  of  commeucing  this  suit,  was  not  the 
owner  of  the  legal  title  to  that  part  of  sec- 
tion 21  occupied  by  said  right  of  way,  and 
then  had  therein  only  an  easement,  as  said 
section,  subsequent  to  the  grant  of  the  said 
right  of  way,  had  been  subdivided  and 
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platted  by  appellant  as  the  Grant  Locomo- 
tive Works  addition  to  Chicago,  and  the  por- 
tion thereof  occupied  by  said  right  of  way 
dedicated  to  the  city  as  West  Sixteenth 
street,  subject  to  the  right  of  appellant  and 
his  assigns  to  lay  down,  maintain,  and  oper- 
ate railroad  tracks  upon  the  streets  and  al- 
leys of  said  sulxii\4sion,  including  West  Six- 
tchcnth  street.  Such  an  easement  is  incor- 
poreal in  its  nature.  Ejectment  lies  only  to 
recover  things  corporeal.  .  7  Enc.  PI.  &  Pr. 
276.  And  mandamus  is  not  a^"ailable  to  ap- 
pellant as  a  remedy,  as  he  seeks  to  recover 
the  easement  reserved  by  him  in  said  street 
for  railroad  purposes  disencumbered  of  said 
conditions,  and  not  to  compel  appellees  to 
operate  and  maintain  thereon  a  railroad. 
The  decree  of  the  Superior  Court  of  Cook 
County  tcill  therefore  he  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded  to  that  court,  with  directions 
to  overrule  the  demurrers,  and  proceed  to 
the  disposition  of  said  cause  in  accoi  dance 
with  the  views  herein  expressed. 

Petition  for  rehearing  overruled  June  6, 
1901. 


GLOBE  MUTUAL  LIFE  INSURANCE 
ASSOCIATION    OF    CHICAGO,  Appt,, 

V. 

Dora  WAGNER. 

c 

(188  111.  133.) 

A  utatemeiit  by  an  aiiplleant  for  Insvr* 
ance  that  none  of  his  brothers  are 
dead  will  not,  although  false,  avoid  the 
policy  unless  be  knew  ir  to  be  so,  under  a  pol- 
icy warranting  the  statements  to  be  true, 
and  that  they  shall  form  the  basis  of  any 
contract  entered  Into. 

(December  20,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Branch  Appellate  Court,  First 
District,  affirming  a  judgment  of  the  Su- 
perior (iourt  for  Cook  County  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  refover 
the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a  life  in- 
surance policy.    Affirmed, 

Statement  by  IXTilkin,  J.: 

Appellee,  Dora  Wagner,  recovered  a  judg- 
ment of  $250  in  a  suit  in  assumpsit  in  the 

Note. — For  earlier  cases  in  this  series  as  to 
the  warranty  of  answers  in  insurance  applica- 
tion, and  its  effect,  see  Sweeney  v.  Metropulitnu 
L.  Ins.  Co.  (U.  I.)  38  L.  K.  A.  297;  Mutual 
Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Roblson  (C.  C.  App.  8th  C.) 
22  L.  R.  A.  325  ;  Smith  v.  Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co. 
(Vt.)  1  L.  R.  A.  216;  Dwelling  House  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Brodie  (Ark.)  4  L.  R.  A.  4ri8 :  Equitable  Life 
AR.sur.  Soc.  V.  Hazlewood  (Tex.)  7  L.  R.  A. 
217 ;  note  to  Radenfeld  v.  Massachusetts  Mut. 
Accl.  Asso.  (Mass.)  13  L.  R.  A.  2G3  :  White  y. 
Providence  Sav.  Life  Assur.  Soc.  (Mass.)  27  L. 
K.  A.  308 ;  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Simpson 
(Tex.)  28  L.  R.  A.  765;  Clemans  v.  Supreme 
.\ssembly  Royal  Soc.  of  G.  F.  (N.  Y.)  16  L.  R. 
A.  33 :  Cobb  v.  Covenant  Mut.  Ben.  Asso. 
(Mass.)  10  L.  R.  A.  666:  Penn  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Mechanics'  Sav.  Bank  &  T.  Co.  (C.  C.  App. 
Gtb  C.)  38  L.  R.  A.  33,  70. 
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superior  court  of  Cook  county  against  ap- 
pellant, the  Globe  Mutual  Life  Insurance 
Association  of  Cliicago,  on  a  policy  of  in- 
surance issued  to  her  on  the  life  of  her  son 
Kicliard  Wagner.  Tlie  association  appealed 
•  to  the  appellate  court,  where  the  judgment 
of  the  superior  court  was  affirmed,  and  now 
prosecutes  this  further  appeal;  the  appel- 
late court  having  certified  that  the  cause  in- 
volves questions  of  law  of  such  importance 
as  that  it  should  be  parsed  upon  by  the  su- 
preme court. 

Messrs,   Hoyne,   O'Connor,    ft   Hoyne, 

for  appellant: 

Statements  in  an  application  of  insur- 
ance must  be  held  to  be  warranties  when 
thoy  enter  into  and  are  made  a  part  of  the 
contract,  and  must  be  held  to  be  represen- 
tations, in  contradistinction  to  warranties, 
when  they  form  no  part  of  the  contract,  but 
were  made  only  as  an  inducement  to  it. 

Fame  Ins.  Co.  v.  Thomas,  10  111.  App. 
545;  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Robertson, 
r>9  111.  123,  14  Am.  Rep.  8;  Continental  L, 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Rogers,  119  111.  474,  59  Am.  Rep. 
SIO,  10  N.  E.  242;  Northwestern  Benev.  d 
Mut.  Aid  Asso.  v.  Ball,  118  111.  173,  8  N. 
E.  704;  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Zeigler, 
01)  111.  App.  447 ;  Bloomington  Mut,  Life 
Ben.  Asso.  v.  Cummins,  53  111.  App.  530; 
Jeffries  v.  Economical  Mut,  L,  Ins.  Co,  22 
Wall.  47,  22  L.  ed.  833;  Connecticut  Mut.  L. 
Ins.  Co.  v.  Young',  77  111.  App.  444;-*^^wa 
L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  France,  91  U.  S.  510,  23  L. 
cd.  401;  Thomas  v.  Fame  Ins,  Co,  108  111. 
91;  Foot  V.  /Etna  L.  Ins.  Co,  61  N.  Y.  571. 

A  court  of  law  cannot  hear  evidence  to 
show  that  by  accident,  mistake,  or  fraud  a 
written  agreement  does  not  correctly  set 
forth  the  intention  of  the  parties.  A  court 
must  act  on  the  agreement  as  it  is.  The 
party  impeaching  the  agreement  must  seek 
relief  in  a  court  of  equity. 

Barrett  v.  Union  Mut.  F.  Ins,  Co.  7  Cush. 
175;  Itrdden  ▼.  Inman,  6  111.  App.  55;  Eirer 
V.  Washington  Ins,  Co,  16  Pick.  602,  28  Am. 
Dec.  258. 

If  an  insurance  policy  in  plain  and  un- 
ambiguous language  makes  the  observance 
of  an  apparently  immaterial  requirement 
the  condition  of  a  valid  contract,  neither 
courts  nor  juries  have  the  right  to  disre- 
gard it,  or  to  construct  by  implication  or 
otherwise  a  new  contract  in  the  place  of 
that  deliberately  made  by  the  parties. 

Du'ight  v.  Gcrmania  L.  Ins.  Co.  103  N. 
Y.  341,  57  Am.  Rep.  729.  8  N.  E.  654. 

The  insured  ought  to  have  had  the  knowl- 
edge to  answer  the  question  intelligently 
and  accurately,  and  his  answer  seems  to 
show  that  he  had  such  knowledge,  and 
therefore  precludes  the  right  of  appellee  to 
urge  his  want  of  knowledge  as  an  excuse 
for  his  answer. 

Hartford  Life  d  Annuity  Ins,  Co.  v. 
Gray,  91   111.  159. 

There   is   a  material   distinction   between 
a  warrant  and  a  representation.     A   repre- 
sentation may  be  equitably  and  subst ant i sil- 
ly   answered,     but    a     warranty     ma^t     bi)  j 
slrictlv  complied  with. 
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DeHahn  v.  Hartley,  1  T.  R.  343,  2  T.  R. 
186;  May,  Ins.  2d  ed.  H  150,  p.  179;  Ouard- 
tan  Mut,  L,  Ins,  Co,  v.  Hogan,  80  III.  45,  22 
Am.  Rep.   180. 

Where  a  party,  in  proving  his  loss  under 
a  policy,  discloses  the  fact  of  the  existence 
of  another  policy  obtained  in  violation  of 
the  conditions  of  the  former,  such  state- 
ment is  an  admission  that  dispenses  with 
any  other  proof  against  him  of  such  other 
insurance. 

Continental  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hulman,  92  111. 
156,  34  Am.  Rep.  122;  North  American  F. 
Ins.  Co,  v.  Zaenger,  63  111.  466. 

Mr,  Francis  T.  Colby,  for  appellee: 

If  a  party  produces  a  policy  in  his  own 
name,  and  makes  proofs  of  loss,  he  thereby 
makes  a  prima  facie  case  entitling  him  to 
recover. 

Bliss,  Life  Ins.  §  265;  Illinois  F.  Ins.  Co. 
y,  8tanton,  57  111.  354;  Mutual  Ben.  L,  Ins. 
Co,  V.  Robertson,  69  111.  123,  14  Am.  Rep.  8; 
Continental  L,  Ins.  Co,  v.  Rogers,  119  111. 
474,  59  Am.  Rep.  810,  10  N.  E.  242. 

The  declarations  of  the  application  are 
presumed  to  be  true;  the  burden  of  proving 
them  untrue  is  upon  the  company. 

Bliss,  Life  Ins.  |  ^Qb',Holahird  v.  Atlantic 
Mut,  L,  Ins.  Co.  2  Dill.  166,  notes,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  6,587. 

If  any  material  representation  by  the  as- 
sured was  false,  this  is  a  matter  for  the  de- 
fense to  8how\ 

Orange  Mill  Co,  v.  Western  Assur,  Co. 
118  111.  396,  9  N.  E.  274;  Herron  v.  Peoria 
Ins.  Co.  28  III.  238,  81  Am.  Dec.  272: 
Metropolitan  L.  Ins,  Co.  v.  Zeigler,  69  111. 
App.  447. 

It  requires  the  clearest  and  most  un- 
equivocal language  to  create  a  warranty; 
and  every  statement  or  engagement  of  the 
assured  will  be  construed  to  be  a  represent- 
ation, and  not  a  warranty,  if  it  be  at  ail 
doubtful  in  meaning,  or  the  contract  con- 
tains contradictory  provisions  relating  to 
the  subject,  or  be  otherwise  reasonably  sus- 
ceptible of  such  construction. 

1  Bacon,  Ben.  Soc.  §  203;  Alabama  GoM 
L,  Ins.  Co,  V.  Johnston,  80  Ala.  467,  2  So. 
125;  Moulor  v.  American  L.  Ins.  Co.  Ill  U. 
S.  335,  28  L.  ed.  447,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  4(J»». 
101  U.  S.  708,  25  L.  ed.  1077;  1  May,  Ins. 
§§  159,  102,  164,  170,  171. 

It  is  hereby  declared  and  warranted  that 
the  above  are  fair  and  true  answers  to  the 
foregoing  questions,  etc.  Held  representa- 
tions and  not  warranties. 

Northwestern  Benev.  d  Mut.  Aid.  Asso.  v. 
Cain,  21  111.  App.  476;  Moulor  v.  American 
L.  Ins.  Co.  Ill  U.  S.  335,  28  L.  etl.  447,  4 
Sup.  C'/t.  Rep.  466;  Continental  L.  Ins.  Co. 
v.  Thoena,  26  111.  App.  495. 

Statements  in  an  application,  though  de- 
clared to  be  warranties,  will  not  be  given 
effect  as  such  if  qualiiied  by  other  stipula- 
tions which  show  that  the  parties  did  not 
so  regard  them. 

3  Joyce,  Ins.  §1,957;  Wh^aton  v.  North 
British  d  M.  Ins.  Co.  76  Cal.  419,  18  Pac. 
758;  ConHnrntal  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Rogers.  119 
111.  474.  50  Am.  Rep.  SlO,  10  X.  E*  242. 

A    wan-iinty    will    be    ccnsirucd    si  riot  ly 
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again xt  those  for  whose  benefit  it  is  made 
when  it  imposes  burdens  upon  others,  and 
so,  if  possible,  to  avoid  a  forfeiture. 

May,  Ins.  §§  170,  175,  .178,  etc.  Oei- 
mania  F.  Ins.  Co,  v.  Frazier,  22  111.  App. 
327 ;  Schroedcr  v.  Trade  Ins.  Co.  109  111. 
157;  Ma/fara  F,  In^,  Co.  v.  Scammon,  100 
111.  044. 

Answers  in  an  application  made  in  good 
faith  without  an  intention  to  deceive  should 
be  held  to  be  representations  and  not  war- 
ranties, and  will  not  avoid  the  policy,  even 
if  they  are  not  true. 

Northwestern  Bencv.  d  Mut.  Aid  Asso. 
T.  Cain,  21  111.  App.  474;  Illinois  Masons* 
Ben.  8oc.  v.  Winthropy  85  111.  537 4  Cofitin- 
<:nial  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Rogers,  119  111.  474,  69 
Am.  Kep.  810,  10  N.  E.  242. 

When  there  is  no  moral  fraud,  a  repre- 
sentation, although  false,  does  not  avoid 
the  policy,  unless  such  representation  be 
material,  and  its  materiality  is  a  question 
for  the  jury. 

Manufacturers*  d  M.  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Zeitinyvr,  108  111.  286,  48  N.  E.  179;  1  May, 
Ins.  §  188D,  6,  etc.;  Mallory  v.  Travelers' 
Ins.  Co.  47  N.  Y.  52,  7  Am.  Rep.  410. 

For  a  clause  nearly  similar  to  the  one  of 
forfeiture  in  the  policy,  and  where  plaintiff 
recovered, — 

See  Teutonia  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Beck,  74  111. 
1C5.  See  also  Commercial  Mut.  Acci.  Co. 
V.  Bates,  74  111.  App.  385;  Metropolitan  L. 
Ins.  Co.  y.  McKenna,  73  111.  App.  283. 

'Wilkin,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  chief  ground  urged  by  appellant  for 
a  reversal  of  the  judgment  of  the  appellate 
court  is  the  falsity  of  the  answer  to  one  of 
the  questions  appearing  in  the  medical  ex- 
amination of  the  insured.  On  the  back  of 
the  application  made  by  appellee,  in  what 
purports  to  be  the  medical  examination  of 
the  insured,  this  question  and  answer  ap- 
pear: "(/.  How  many  brothers  dead?  A. 
None."  The  medical  examination  is  certi- 
fied to  by  the  medical  examiner,  as  follows: 

I  certify  that  I  have  this  7th  day  of 
October,  1895,  made  a  personal  examination 
of  the  above-named  person  (Richard  Wag- 
ner), and  that  the  above  answers  are  in  my 
own  handwriting,  and  that  the  signature  of 
the  applicant  or  person  examined  was  writ- 
ten in  my  presence. 

M.  J.  McKenna,  M.  D. 

Precoeding  the  medical  examiner's  cer- 
tificate, and  immediately  at  the  end  of  the 
scries  of  questions  and  answers  referred 
to  in  the  certificate,  of  which  the  quoted 
question  is  one,  appears  the  following 
language,  to  which  is  affixed  the  signature 
of  Richard  Wagner,  the  insured:  "I  here- 
by declare  and  warrant  that-  the  answers 
to  the  above  questions,  and  the  state- 
ments made  in  the  application  on  the 
otlier  side  hereof,  are  true,  and  were  written 
by  me  or  by  my  proper  agent,  and  that  said 
answers  and  statements,  together  with  this 
warranty,  shall  form  the  basis  of  any  con- 
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tract  of  insurance  that  may  be  entered  into 
between  me  and  the  Globe  Mutual  Insur- 
ance Association,  and  that  if  a  contract  of 
insurance  is  issued  it  shall  not  be  binding 
on  the  company  unless,  upon  its  date  and 
delivery,  I  shall  be  in  sound  health."  On 
the  front  side  of  the  sheet,  on  the  back  of 
which  is  the  medical  examination  and  state- 
ment signed  as  above,  by  the  insured,  is  the 
application  by  appellee  for  the  policy,  and 
over  her  signature  appears  the  following: 
"I  hereby  make  application  for  the  policy 
described  above,  and  as  an  inducement  to 
the  association  to  issue  a  policy,  and  as  a 
consideration  therefor,  make  the  agreement 
as  to  agency,  and  all  other  agreements  and 
warranties  contained  in  the  medical  exam- 
ination, as  fully  as  if  I  had  signed  the 
same."  It  appears  from  the  evidence  that 
a  brother  of  the  insured  died  in  London, 
England,  more  than  four  years  prior  to  the 
date  of  the  application  for  insurance  in  this 
case,  but  there  is  no  evidence  tending  to 
show  that  the  insured  ever  knew  of  his 
brother's  death.  Appellant  asserts,  however, 
that,  whether  he  knew  of  it  or  not,  the  state- 
ment that  none  of  his  brothers  was  dead  is 
a  warranty,  and,  being  untrue,  avoids  the 
policy.  Appellee  contends  that  the  state- 
ment, though  false,  is  not  a  warranty,  but 
a  mere  representation,  which,  unless  ma- 
terial, w^ould  not  avoid  the  policy. 

In  the  absence  of  explicit,  unequivocal 
stipulations  requiring  such  an  interpreta- 
tion, it  should  not  be  inferred  that  the  in- 
sured or  the  appellee  took  a  life  policy  wnth 
the  distinct  understanding  that  it  should 
be  void  if  any  statements  made  in  the  medi- 
cal examination  should  be  false,  whether 
the  insured  was  conscious  of  the  falsity 
thereof  or  not.  Moulor  v.  Amcj-ican  L. 
Ins.  Co.  Ill  U.  S.  335,  28  L.  ed.  447,  4  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  4GG.  Whether  or  not  the  deceased 
knew  of  the  death  of  his  brother  at  the  time 
of  the  application  for  insurance  was  a 
question  for  the  jury,  and  no  evidence  of 
such  knowledge  appears  in  the  record.  To 
hold  that,  as  a  precedent  to  any  binding  con- 
tract, he  should  guarantee  absolutelj'  that 
none  of  his  brothers  were  dead  would  be  un- 
reasonable, in  the  absence  of  a  more  explicit 
stipulation  than  here  appears.  It  not  in- 
frequently happens  that  a  man  loses  trace 
of  all  or  a  part  of  his  relations,  and  to  hold 
him  to  absolutely  guarantee  that  they  were 
living,  in  order  that  he  might  obUiin  insur- 
ance, would  sometimes  be  impossible,  and 
almost  absurd. 

What  is  said  in  Moulor  v.  American  L. 
Ins.  Co.  Ill  U.  S.  335,  28  L.  ed.  447,  4  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  400,  is  peculiarly  applicable  to  the 
case  at  bar.  In  that  case  the  insured  made 
a  false  statement  as  to  his  having  had  cer- 
tain diseases,  and  "warranted  that  the 
above  are  fair  and  true  answers."  The 
court  says:  **The  entire  argument  in  be- 
half of  the  company  proceeds  upon  a  too 
literal  interpretation  of  those  clauses  in  the 
policy  and  application  which  declare  the 
contract  null  and  void  if  the  answers  of  the 
insured  to  the  questions  propounded  to  him 
were   in   any    respect    untrue.     What    was 
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meant  by  *true*  and  'untrue'  answers!  In 
one  sense,  that  only  is  true  which  is  con- 
formable to  the  actual  state  of  things.  In 
tliat  sense  a  statement  is  untrue  which  does 
not  express  things  exactly  as  they  are,  but, 
in  another  and  broader  sense,  the  word 
'true'  is  often  used  as  a  synonym  of  honest ; 
sincere;  not  fraudulent.  Looking  at  all 
the  clauses  in  the  application,  in  connection 
with  the  policy,  it  is  reasonably  clear — cer- 
tainly the  contrai-y  cannot  be  confidently 
asserted — that  what  the  company  required 
of  the  applicant  as  a  condition  precedent  to 
any  binding  contract  was  that  he  would  ob- 
serve the  utmost  good  faith  towards  it,  and 
make  full,  direct,  and  honest  answers  to  all 
questions,  without  evasion  or  fraud,  and 
without  suppression,  misrepresentation,  or 
concealment  of  facts  with  which  the  com- 
pany ought  to  be  made  acquainted,  and  that 
by  so  doing,  and  only  by  so  doing,  would  he 
be  deemed  to  have  made  ''fair  and  true  an- 
swers.' "  In  that  case  the  untrue  statements 
were  held  to  be  representations,  and  not 
warranties,  and  we  think,  on  the  same  rea- 
soning, the  answer  here  in  question  should 
be  so  held,  and,  in  the  absence  of  proof  by 
the  company  of  fraud  or  intentional  mis- 
statement on  the  part  of  the  insured,  the 
policy  was  not  rendered  invalid  merely  be- 
cause the  answer  proved  to  be  false. 

We  are  satisfied  the  court  below  com- 
mitted no  reversible  error,  and  the  judg- 
ment of  that  court  will  be  affirmed. 


Ferdinand  HETMAXN,  Appi., 

V. 

Frank  T.  KIXNARK,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  Casi- 
mir  Wojcieehowski,  Deceased. 

(100  in.  156.) 

An  averaar^  boy  bct^reen  thirteen  and 
fourteen  yearn  of  aire  !■  tsullty  of 
neurit irence,  as  matter  of  law,  which  will 
prevent  recovery  for  his  death,  who,  knowing 
the  characteristics  of  a  clay  bole  partly  filled 
with  water,  and  going  to  it  to  see  if  the  ice 
Is  strong,  jumps  across  a  strip  of  water  along 
the  edge,  on  to  ice  rotten  and  partly  covered 
with  water,  slides  out  to  a  i>oint  where  he 
knows  the  water  is  over  bis  head,  and  is 
drowned  because  the  Ice  will  not  bear  bis 
weight. 

(April  18,  1001.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Court,  First  District,  af- 
iirming  a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  for 
Cook  County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  ac- 

NoTE. — As  to  liability  for  death  of  child 
drowned  in  pond,  see  other  cases  in  this  series 
as  follows:  Pekin  v.  McMahon  (111.)  27  L.  R. 
A.  206.  sustaining  liability :  and  Moran  v.  Tull- 
man  Palace  Car  Co.  (Mo.>  38  L.  R.  A.  7.'».5 : 
Dobbins  v.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  (Tex.)  38 
L.  R.  A.  573;  Omaha  v.  Bowman  (Neb.)  40  L. 
R.  A.  531 :  Stendai  v.  Boyd  (Minn.)  42  L.  R.  A. 
2S8;  Ritz  V.  Wheeling  (W.  Va.)  43  L.  R.  A. 
14«;  Cooper  v.  Overton  (Tenn.)  43  L.  R.  A. 
51H  :  and  Arnold  v.  St.  Louis  (Mo.)  48  L.  R.  A. 
201. — denying  the  liability. 
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tion  brought  to  recover  for  the  death  of 
plaintiff's  intestate  which  was  alleged  to 
have  been  caused  by  defendant's  negligence. 
Rcvei'scd, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Loeaoh  Brothers  A  Howell* 
for  appellant : 

The  plaintiff's  intestate,  being  familiar 
with  the  clay  hole  and  having  voluntarily 
run  into  danger,  cannot  recover  in  this  ac- 
tion. 

Pelcin  v.  McMahon,  154  111.  141,  27  L,  R.  ' 
A.  2(H\.  .30  N.  E.  484;  Wabash  R.  Co,  v. 
Jones,  103  111.  I(i7,  45  N.  E.  50:  Chicago  di 
A.  TV.  /?.  Co.  V.  Kane,  50  111.  App.  100:  Chi- 
cagoy  M.  *t  fit,  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Halscy,  133  111. 
248,  23  X.  E.  1028:  Abend  v.  Terre  Haute  d 
I.  R.  Co.  Ill  111.  202,  53  Am.  Rep.  (516; 
Clayton  v.  lirooks,  150  111.  97,  37  N.  E.  574; 
Hcimunn  v.  Kinnare,  73  111.  App.  184;  Gil- 
lespie  V.  McGoican,  100  Pa.  144.  4.5  Am.  Rep. 
305:  note  to  Lcpnick  v.  Qaddia  (Miss.)  20  L. 
R.  A.  680. 

Messrs.  J.  G.  Grossbers  and  Claudivs 
Peters,  for  appellee: 

Tlie  owner  of  land  on  which  is  situated 
anything  attractive  and  accessible  to  chil- 
dren, or  where  children  are  allowed  or  ac- 
customed to  play,  particularly  if  it  is  un- 
fenced,  must  use  ordinary  care  to  keep  it  in 
safe  condition,  and  if  a  child,  even  though  a 
technical  trespasser,  meets  with  an  injury 
on  such  premises,  the  owner  will  be  liable 
who  omits  such  care. 

/VAm  V.  McMahon,  154  111.  147,  27  L.  R. 
A.  206,  39  N.  E.  484:  ffiddall  v.  Janscn,  168 
III.  43,  39  L.  R.  A.  112,  48  N.  E.  191;  Hei- 
mann  v.  Kinnare,  73  111.  App.  184. 

The  youth  of  the  person  injured  is  taken 
into  account  at  all  ages  of  minority. 

Weick  .V.  Lander.  75  111.  99: 'Kerr  v. 
Forgue,  54  111.  482,  5  Am.  Hop.  146:  Hinck- 
Jry  V.  Horazdou'sky,  133  111.  3.59,  8  L.  R.  A. 
490,  24  X.  E.  421 ;  Chicago  Anderson  Pressed 
Brick  Co.  v.  Reinneiger,  140  111.  334.  29  N. 
E.  1106;  Chicaqo  d  X.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Hansen, 
69  111.  App.  17)  106  111.  623,  46  N.  E.  1071 : 
Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Rrardon,  56  111.  App. 
542,  157  111.  372,  41  N.  E.  871. 

Hand,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  is  an  action  on  the  case,  brought  in 
the  superior  court  of  Cook  county  by  the  ap- 
polloe.  as  administrator,  against  the  appel- 
lant, to  recover  damage*^  for  negligently 
causing  the  death  of  his  intestate.  The  dec- 
laration contains  three  counts.  The  first 
count  charges  that  the  defendant  waa  the 
owner  of  certain  premises  located  in  said 
county,  on  which  there  was  a  certain  danger- 
ous hole  of  great  depth,  to  wit,  of  24  feet, 
hidden  from  view,  and  which  was  filled  with 
water  and  covered  with  ice,  on  and  to  which 
the  public  had  free  access;  yet  the  defend- 
ant, well  knowing  the  matters  aforesaid, 
wrongfully  and  unlawfully  kept  said  hole  so 
insufficiently  guarded,  covered,  and  protectcnl 
that  by  reason  thereof  said  intestate,  who 
wivs  using  all  due  care  and  caution  for  his 
own  safety,  in  passing  over  said  premises, 
without  any  fault  or  negligence  on  his  part. 
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unavoidably  slipped  and  fell  into  said  hole, 
and  was  then  and  there  drowned.  The  sec- 
ond count  charges  that  the  defendant,  being 
the  owner  of  said  premises,  had  caused  a 
dangerous  hole  tQ  be  made  thereon,  and  per- 
mitted water  to  accumulate  and  remain 
therein,  so  that  it  became  and  was  a  nui- 
sance, and  was  dangerous  to  the  lives  of  chil- 
dren of  tender  years,  incapable  of  exercising 
ordinary  care  and  discretion,  who  might  be 
attracted  thereto,  and  that  it  became  and 
was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  cause  the 
same  to  be  drained  so  as  to  remove  the  wa- 
ter therefrom,  which  he  wholly  failed  and 
neglected  to  do;  that,  the  water  in  said  hole 
being  partially  frozen  over,  the  decedent,  a 
child  of  tender  3'ears  and  incapable  of  exer- 
cising ordinary  care  and  discretion,  was  at- 
tracted thereto,  and  without  any  fault  or 
negligence  on  his  part  fell  into  said  hole  and 
was  drowned.  The  third  count  charges  that 
the  defendant,  being  the  o>^iier  of  said  prem- 
ises, caused  a  dangerous  hole  or  pit  to  be 
made  thereon,  and  permitted  water  to  ac- 
cumulate and  remain  therein,  so  that  it  be- 
came and  was  a  nuisance,  and  was  dangerous 
to  the  lives  of  children  of  tender  years,  in- 
capable of  exercising  ordinary  care  and  dis- 
cretion, who  might  be  attracted  thereto;  that 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  cause 
said  hole  or  pit  to  be  safely  guarded  and  in- 
closed, so  as  to  render  it  reasonablv  inacces- 
sible  to  children  of  tender  years ;  that  the  de- 
fendant neglected  and  failed  to  cause  the 
said  hole  or  pit  to  be  so  safely  and  securely 
inclosed,  and  that  the  same  was  wholly  un- 
inclosed  and  unfenced,  and  open  and  accessi- 
ble to  children;  that,  the  water  in  said  hole 
or  pit  being  partially  frozen  over,  the  dece- 
dent, a  child  of  tender  years  and  incapable  of 
exercising  ordinary  care  and  discretion,  was 
attracted  thereto,  and  without  any  fault  or 
negligence  on  his  part,  or  the  part  of  his  par- 
ents, ifell  into  said  hole  or  pit,  and  was  then 
and  there  drowned.  The  defendant  pleaded 
the  general  issue.  A  trial  re>sulted  in  a  ver- 
dict in  favor  of  appellee  for  $600,  upon  which 
verdict,  after  overruling  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  the  court  rendered  judgment,  which 
judgment  has  been  affirmed  by  the  appellate 
court  for  the  first  district;  and,  a  certifi- 
cate of  importance  having  been  granted,  a 
further  appeal  has  been  prosecuted  to  this 
court. 

The  defendant  introduced  no  evidence,  but 
at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence  moved 
the  court  to  withdraw  the  evidence  from  the 
jury,  and  instruct  them  to  find  for  the  de- 
fendant, which  the  court  declined  to  do,  to 
which  action  of  the  court  in  that  behalf  the 
defendant  excepted.  The  evidence  for  the 
appellee  shows  that  on  December  25,  189JI. 
the  decedent,  a  boy  between  thirteen  and 
fourteen  years  of  age,  in  company  with  his 
brother,  who  was  between  fifteen  and  sixteen 
years  of  age,  went  to  a  clay  hole,  known  as 
"Heimann's"  located  upon  a  40-acre  tract  of 
land  situated  in  the  city  of  Chicago,  bounded 
by  Southport,  Ashland,  Wrightwood,  and  Di- 
versey  avenues,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertain- 
ing if  the  ice  thereon  was  strong,  said  hole 
being  about  150  feet  by  200  feet  in  dimen- 
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sions,  and  located  about  100  feet  from  South- 
port  avenue.  It  was  partially  filled  with 
water,  which  was  frozen  over.  As  the  boys 
drew  near  the  clay  hole,  the  decedent  started 
ahead  of  his  brother  on  the  run,  and,  with- 
out stopping,  dashed  down  the  incline  to  tlie 
ice,  about  35  feet  below,  jumped  over  an 
open  space  of  water  around  the  edge  of  the 
ice,  and  ran  or  slid  out  towards  the  middle 
of  the  hole  or  pond,  when  the  ice  gave  way, 
and,  the  water  being  over  his  head,  before 
help  could  reach  him  he  was  drowned.  The 
decedent  had  resided  in  the  vicinity  of  this 
clay  hole  for  a  number  of  years,  had  been  in 
the  habit  of  fishing  and  swimming  therein 
during  the  summer  time,  and  skating  there- 
on during  the  winter,  and  had  skated  thereon 
two  days  prior  to  the  accident.  The  brotlier 
of  the  decedent,  who  was  the  only  one  pres- 
ent at  the  time  of  the  accident,  testified: 
"The  time  my  brother  was  drowned  he  was 
between  thirteen  and  fourteen  years  old,  at- 
tended school,  and  had  never  worked.  My 
brother  swam  in  this  hole.  We  could  not 
touch  the  bottom  when  wb  were  swimming. 
He  used  to  go  to  swim  in  this  hole  with  me 
or  the  other  boys  two  or  three  times  a  week 
for  a  year  or  more.  From  the  top  of  the 
bank  it  waA  about  35  feet  down  to  the  water. 
There  was  a  hill  sloping  down.  My  brother 
was  about  25  feet  ahead  of  me.  He  was  run- 
ning fast.  I  did  not  see  him  go  down  the 
bank.  The  ice  was  broken  around  the  bank. 
He  had  to  jump  over  the  water  to  get  on  the 
ice.  My  brotlier  said  to  me  that  morning, 
'Come:  let's  go  and  see  if  the  ice  is  strong.' 
We  went  there  for  that  purpose.  We  were 
outside,  snowballing,  and  he  said,  'Let's  go 
and  see  if  the  ice  is  strong.'  There  was  a 
lot  of  water  on  the  ice, — about  1  inch  or  an 
inch;  soniewhere  around  an  inch  and  some- 
times 2.  inches.  The  water  extended  from 
the  shore  about  3  or  4  feet.  The  ice  was  not 
broken;  it  was  just  rotten.  There  was  wa- 
ter on  it,  and  the  water  ran  through  the  ice. 
It  was  broken  around  the  shore.  It  was  thin. 
Out  in  the  middle  it  was  2  inches  thick. 
When  he  got  to  the  ice,  he  slid  out  on  the 
ice,  and  tlien  he  went  down. 

If  the  decedent  had  been  an  adult,  it  is  ad- 
mitted no  recovery  could  have  been  had  un- 
der the  circumstances  of  this  case,  as  it  is 
conceded  that  the  general  rule  is  that  the 
owner  or  occupant  of  land,  as  against  tres- 
passers, is  not  required  to  keep  his  premises 
in  a  safe  condition,  and  that  if  a  person  goes 
upon  such  premises  to  gratify  his  curiosity, 
or  for  pleasure,  without  invitation,  express 
or  implied,  he  does  so  at  his  peril,  and.  if 
injured  while  so  doing,  he  can  only  recover 
for  the  gross  neligence  or  wanton  conduct 
of  the  occupant  or  owner.  It  is,  however, 
said  that  a  child  between  thirteen  and  four- 
teen years  of  age  does  not  possess  the  same 
discretion  and  judgment  as  an  aduH,  and 
that  w^hile  the  decedent  may  have  been  a 
technical  trespasser,  yet  if  the  owner  of  said 
clay  hole  left  the  same  exposed  and  un- 
guarded, and  the  decedent,  by  reason  of  his 
tender  years  and  inexperience,  was  attracted 
thereto*  for  the  purpose  of  skating  thereon, 
a  recovery  may  be  had  if  he  exercised  such 


654 


Illinois  Scfrbmb  Court. 


Apii., 


reasonable  care  as  one  of  his  age  and  capabil- 
ity might  be  expected  to  exercise  under  the 
cireuiii stances,  and  that  whether  he  exercised 
such  care  is  a  question  to  be  determined  by 
the  jury  under  the  particular  circumstances 
of  the  case,  and  not  a  question  of  law  for  the 
court.  If  the  e-vidence  be  conflicting  as  to 
the  danger  likely  to  be  incurred,  or  as  to  the 
act  or  acts  in  the  getting  in  the  way  or  reach 
of  the  danger  which  produces  the  injury,  or 
as  to  the  age  or  capability  of  the  child,  the 
question  of  whether  the  person  injured  or 
killed  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence 
should  be  submitted  to  the  jury;  or  if  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  when  th6  facts  arc 
undisputed,  together  with  all  the  natural  in- 
ferences to  be  drawn  therefrom,  are  such 
that  ordinarily  prudent  men  would  be  liable 
to  differ  in  their  views  as  to  the  negligence 
imputed,  then  the  question  of  negligence 
should  not  be  determined  by  the  court,  but 
should  be  left  to  the  jury,  under  proper  in- 
structions ;  but  if  the  court  can  say  that  but 
one  reasonable  inference  can  be  drawn  from 
such  facts,  then  the  question  becomes  one  of 
law.  In  this  case  there  is  no  conflict  of  evi- 
dence,  as  the  defendant  introduced  no  evi- 
dence. The  boy  was  between  thirteen  and 
fourteen  years  of  age.  He  was  in  school, 
and  must  be  presum^  to  have  been  of  ordi- 
nary intelligence  for  one  of  his  age.  He  had 
lived  for  some  time  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
clay  hole;  had  flshed  and  swam  therein  dur- 
ing the  summer,  and  skated  thereon  during 
the  winter.  On  the  morning  of  the  injury 
he  went  to  such  clay  hole  for  the  purpose  of 
testing  the  strengtli  of  the  ice.  His  remark 
to  his  brother,  "Come ;  let's  go  and  see  if  the 
ice  is  strong,*'  shows  he  was  well  aware  it 
would  be  dangerous  to  go  upon  the  ice  un- 
less it  was  suiliciently  strong  to  bear  his 
weight.  The  ice  was  covered  with  water 
and  broken  at  the  edge.  He  jumped  over 
the  water  onto  the  ice,  and  slid  out  to  a  point 
on  the  ice  where  he  knew  the  water  was  o\'^er 
his  head.  A  boy  between  thirteen  and  four- 
teen years  of  age  knows  as  well  as  a  man 
that  a  pond  like  this  one  is  not  a  safe  place 
upon  which  to  go  when  the  ice  is  broken  at 
the  edge  and  covere<l  with  water,  and  if,  with 
the  knowledge  of  such  danger,  he  carelessly 
and  recklessly  goes  upon  such  pond  and  loses 
his  life,  his  age  cannot  excuse  him.  Such 
conclusion  is  so  plain  and  clear  that  all  or- 
dinarily prudent  men  must  arrive  thereat 
from  a  dispassionate  consideration  of  the 
evidence  in  this  case. 

In  7  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  409, 
it  is  said  there  can  be  no  recovery  if  the  in- 
jury came  from  a  danger  fully  apprehended 
by  the  infant  and  of  which  he  had  assumed 
the  risks,  having  the  capacity  to  comprehend 
and  avoid  danger;  and  if  a  minor  has 
reached  years  of  discretion,  and  is  fully  capa- 
ble of  "comprehending  danger  and  using  suflB- 
cicnt  rare  to  avoid  it,  he  may  be  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence  as  a  matter  of  law. 
In  Chicago^  R,  7.  d  P.  R.  Co,  v.  FAninger^  114 
111.  79,  29  N.  E.  106,  which  was  an  action 
for  a  personal  injury  claimed  by  the  defend- 
ant to  have  been  inflicted  while  the  plaintiflf 
was  attempting  wrongfully  to  climb  upon  a 
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I  freight  train,  the  court,  on  page  83,  114  111., 
and  page  197,  29  N.  E.,  says:  **There  was 
no  evidence  as  to  the  age  or  capacity  or  dis- 
cretion of  the  plaintiff  introduced,  more  than 
that  witnesses  spoke  of  him  as  a  little  boy. 
He  was,  however,  present  in  court  at  the 
trial.  It  appeared  that  he  was  of  such  age 
and  ability  to  care  for  himself  as  to  be  in- 
trusted by  his  parents  to  attend  school  in  a 
large  city,  at  a  considerable  distance  from 
home,  and  to  go  and  return  by  himself.  He 
was,  at  the  time,  on  his  return  from  school. 
There  was  nothing  in  the  case  tending  to 
show  that  negligence  was  not  imputable  to 
the  plaintiff  by  reason  of  his  incapacity  to 
exercise  care,  and  such  a  question  should  not 
have  been  submitted,  by  instruction  to  the 
jury.  The  same  degree  of  care  might  not 
have  been  required  from  the  plaintiff  as  from 
a  person  of  mature  years,  but  the  idea  that 
no  negligence  at  all  could  be  imputable  to 
him  was  inadmissible."  In  Wahash  R,  Co. 
V.  Jones,  1G3  111.  167,  45  N.  E.  50,  a  boy 
eight  years  and  ten  months  old,  while  walk- 
ing upon  a  railroad  track,  was  run  over  and 
injured  by  a  passenger  train.  It  was 
averred  in  the  declaration  on  account  of  his 
tender  years  the  plaintiff  was  incapable  of 
caring  for  his  own  safety.  A  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff  was  re\'ersed.  It  was  held  the 
plaintiff  was  a  trespasser,  and  that  it  was 
error  to  admit  evidence  that  people  living 
along  the  defendant's  track  at  that  place 
had  l)een  in  the  habit  of  using  the  track  as 
a  footpath,  as  the  place  was  one  of  danger, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  was  there  at  his  own 
risk.  To  the  same  effect  is  the  case  of  ///i- 
noift  C.  R.  Co,  V.  O'Connor,  189  111.  659,  .^O 
N.  E.  1008,  in  which  case  the  boy  injured 
was  fourteen  years  of  age.  In  Ecliff  v.  Tra- 
hash,  fit.  L.  d  P,  R.  Co,  64  Mich.  196,  31  N. 
W.  180,  a  boy  twelve  years  old,  of  ordinary 
intelligence,  was  killed  while  riding  on  a 
freight  train,  in  front  of  an  engine  which 
was  pulling  the  train  tender  foremost,  by 
collision  with  another  engine.  There  being 
no  conflict  in  the  testimony,  the  trial  court 
held,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the  boy  was 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence,  and  di- 
rected a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  which 
judgment  was  affirmed  by  the  supreme  court. 
In  Manser  v.  Chwago,  R.  I.  d  P.  R,  Co,  68 
Iowa,  602,  27  N.  W.  776,  -which  was  an  ac- 
tion brought  to  recover  damages  for  the 
death  of  a  boy  eleren  years  of  age,  who  was 
killed  by  being  run  over  by  a  train  while 
playing  upon  the  railroad  tracks  of  the  de- 
fendant, the  court,  on  page  605,  68  Iowa,  and 
page  778,  27  N.  W.,  says:  "The  deceased, 
then,  was  a  trespasser, — at  least  in  the  sense 
that  he  was  upon  another's  premises  where 
he  had  no  right  to  be, — and,  being  a  trespass- 
er, he  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence, 
unless  he  was  a  person  of  such  tender  years 
that  he  should  be  presumed  to  have  such  lack 
of  discretion  as  to  relieve  his  act  of  the  char- 
acter of  negligence.  The  plaintiff  contends 
that  he  was  of  such  tender  years;  that  he 
should  have  been  so  presumed,  or  at  least 
that  the  jury  would  have  been  justified  in  so 
finding.  But  we  think  otherwise.  A  boy 
eleven  years  of  age  knows  as  well  as  an  adult 
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does  what  a  railroad  is  and  the  use  to  which 
it  is  put,  and  the  consequence  to  a  person 
who  sliould  be  struck  by  a  passing  train, 
and  knows  that  he  should  not  stop  to  phiy 
or  lounge  amid  a  network  of  tracks.     It  is 
true  that  a  boy  of  that  a^e  cannot  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  the  judgment  of  an  adult; 
but  it  does  not  require  much  judgment  to 
keep  from  walking  in  a  dangerous  place,  the 
dangers  of  which  are  fully  understood.     If 
the  question  was  as  to  whether  the  deceased 
was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  the 
mere  act  of  stepping  backward  upon  the  de- 
fendant's track  when  the  Fort  Dodge  train 
passed,  the  case  would  be  different.     The  de- 
ceased evidently  lost  his  presence  of  mind 
somewhat,  and  he  might  not  have  been  guilty 
of   negligence   in    what   he   did    then,    even 
though  he  did  not  govern  himself  with  the 
prudence  which  might  reasonably  have  been 
expected  of    an    adult.     But  his    negligence 
consisted  in  going,  in  the  outset,  and  in  re- 
nuiinlng,  where  he  incurred  the  danger  of 
losing  his  presence  of  mind.     We  certainly 
cannot  hold  that  a  boy  eleven  years  old  is 
exercising   reasonable   prudence   in   making 
such  a  place  as  that  to  which  the  deceased 
and   his    companion  went   a   playground  or 
lounging  place,  nor  that  a  jury  would  be  jus- 
tified in  so  finding."     In  N<igle  v.  Allegheny 
y alley  R,  Co.  88  Pa.  35,  32  Am.  Rep.  415, 
which    was    an   action   to    recover    for   the 
death  of  a  boy  fourteen  years  of  age,  the 
plaintiff  was  nonsuited,  and  the  court  held 
that  it  would  be  presumed  the  decedent  had 
suflicicnt  mental  capacity  to  recognize  and 
avoid  danger  unless  there  was  proof  to  the 
contrary.     In  Ttcist  v.  Winona  d  8t,  P.  R. 
Co,  39  Minn.  164,  39  N.  W.  402,  which  was 
an  action  to  recover  for  "a  personal  injury, 
to  a  boy  ten  and  one-half  years  old,  of  aver- 
age intelligence,  who  had  frequently  been  in 
the  vicinity  of  a  railroad  turntable,  a  recov- 
ery having  been  had,  the  cause  was  reversed 
and  remanded,  with  directions  to  enter  judg- 
ment for   the   defendant.    On  page    168,  39 
Minn.,  and  page  405,  39  N.  W.,  the  court 
says:     **Th€  law  very  properly  holds  that  a 
child  of  such  tender  years  as  to  be  incapable 
of  exercising  judgment  and  discretion  cannot 
be     charged    with    contributory   negligence. 
But  this   principle   cannot  be  applied,  as  a 
rule  of  law,  to  all  children,  without  regard 
to  their  age  or  mental  capacity.     Children 
may  be  liable  for  their  torts  or  punished  for 
their  crimes,  and  they  may  be  guilty  of  neg- 
ligence as  well  as  adults.     The  law  very  hu- 
manely does  not  require  the  same  degree  of 
care  on  the  part  of  a  child  as  of  a  person  of 
mature  years;  but  he  is  responsible  for  the 
exercise  of  such  care  and  vigilance  as  may 
reasonably  be  expected  of  one  of  his  ag«  and 
capacity,  and  the  want  of  that  degree  of  care 
is   negligence.    The  fact  that   he  may   not 
have  the  mature  judgment  of  an  adult  will 
not  excuse  a  child  from  exercising  the  degree 
of  judgment  and  discretion  which  he  possess- 
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The  appellee  relies  upon  the  cases  of  Pel-in 
V.  Mc}fahon,  154  111.  141,  27  L.  R.  A.  206,  .39 
N.  E.  484,  and  fUddall  v.  Jansen,  108  111.  43, 
89  L.  R.  A.  112,  48  N.  E.  191.  In  the  Mo- 
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Mahon  Case  the  boy  who  lost  his  life  was 
eight  years  old,  and  the  pool  of  water  in 
which  he  was  drowned  was  located  immedi- 
ately adjoining  one  of  the  public  streets  of 
the  city  of  Pekin,  and  the  city,  prior  to  the 
accident  had  been  notified  of  the  dangerous 
character  of  the  place  where  the  accident  oc- 
curred, but  had  neglected  to  remedy  the 
same.  In  the  Siddall  Case  the  child  that 
was  injured  was  but  five  years  old.  He  was 
taken  by  the  fathei*,  who  was  in  the  employ 
of  the  defendants,  to  their  place  of  business, 
where  he  was  at  work.  In  the  temporary 
absence  of  the  father,  the  child  waa  attracted 
to  an  elevator  shaft,  the  door  of  which  was 
unfastened,  and  was  severely  bruised  and 
mangled  by  the  descending  cage,  near  which 
it  was  not  infrequent  that  children  of  other 
employees  and  of  customers  were  seen;  and 
there  was  an  ordinance  in  force  in  the  city 
of  Chicago  relative  to  elevators  of  the  char- 
acter of  the  one  which  injured  the  plaintiff, 
requiring  catches  or  fastenings  upon  the 
doors  thereof,  so  that  they  might  be  opened 
only  from  the  inside,  which  had  not  been  com- 
plied with  by  the  defendants.  The  children 
in  these  cases,  by  reason  of  their  tender  years, 
were  not  conscious  trespassers,  and  the  dan- 
gers to  which  they  were  attracted  were  lo- 
cated, the  one  immediately  adjoining  a  pub- 
lic street  and  the  other  in  a  store  building, 
near  which  children  might  lawfully  go,  and 
in  the  first  case  the  city  had  been  notified  of 
the  danger  and  had  neglected  to  remove  the 
same;  while  in  the  case  at  bar  the  boy  who 
lost  his  life  was  between  thirteen  and  four- 
teen years  of  age  and  was  fully  conscious  of 
the  dangerous  character  of  the  place  where 
he  lost  his  life,  to  which  place  he  voluntarily 
went,  several  blocks  from  his  home,  and  at 
least  100  feet  across  private  property.  The 
cases  relied  upon  were  decided  correctly  upon 
the  facts  then  before  the  court,  but  they  do 
not  control  the  case  at  bar. 
*  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  motion  of 
the  defendant  to  withdraw  the  evidence  from 
the  jury,  and  to  instruct  them  to  find  for  the 
defendant,  should  have  been  allowed. 

The  judgm^^tSy  therefore,  of  the  Appellate 
and  Superior  Courts  will  he  reversed. 

Petition  for  rehearing  stricken  from  files. 


WEST    CHICAGO     STREET    RAILROAD 
eOMPANY,  Appt., 

V. 

Leah    LIDERMAX. 

(187  111.  463.) 

1.  Tlie  aubmlimton  by  defendant  of  ttu 
cime  to  tlic  Jury  upon  the  evidence 
and  general  Iniitrnetlona  as  to  the  law 

after  refusal  of  Its  request  to  return  a  ver- 
dlot  of  not  Kullty,  asked  at  the  close  of  plain- 
tifTg  testimony  and  again  at  the  conclusion 


Note. — On  the  question  of  voluntarily  Incur- 
ring dangpr  to  save  life  of  another  person,  as 
contributory  negligence,  see  Corbin  v.  Phlla- 
delphla  (Pa.)  49  L.  R.  A.  715,  and  note. 
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of  all  the  eyidence,  is  not  a  waiver  of  the 
rlKht  to  aMign  error  for  each  refusal. 
2.  ^revllireuoe  of  a  mother  In  letting  ^ o 
of  her  chli«|*a  hand,  in  consequence  of 
which  the  child  grets  upon  a  street  railway, 
where  she  Is  Injured  in  attempting  to  rescue 
the  child,  cannot  be  determined  as  a  matter 
of  law  so  as  to  preclude  her  from  recovering 
damages  on  the  ground  that  she  was  re- 
sponsible for  creating  the  dangerous  situation 
In  which  she  was  injured,  but  ia  a  question 
for  the  jury. 

(October  19,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Branch  Appellate  Court,  First 
District,  aflirniing  a  judgment  of  the  Supe- 
rior Court  for  Cook  County  in  favor  of  plain- 
tiff in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages 
for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have  been 
caused  by  defendant's  negligence  Affirmed. 
The  facta  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr,  W.  W.  Onrley,  with  Messrs,  John 

A.  Rose  and  Louis  Boisot,  for  appellant: 
In  an  action  on  the  case  for  injury  to  the 

person,  it  is  necessary  to  allege  and  prove 
ordinary  care  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 
Aurora  Branch  R.  Co.  v.  Grimes,  13  111. 
583 ;  Indianapolis  d  8t.  L,  R.  Co,  v.  Evans, 
88  111.  04;  Abend  v.  Terre  Haute  d  /.  R,  Co. 
]11  III.  202,  53  Am.  Rep.  616;  Calumet  Iron 
d  Steel  Co,  V.  Martin,  115  111.  368,  3  N.  E. 
456;  North  Chicago  Street  R.  Co,  v.  Louis, 
138  III.  9,  27  N.  E.  451;  Illinois  C.  R,  Co.  v. 
youir/rr,  148  111.  29,  35  N.  E.  358;  Chicago, 

B,  d  Q.  R.  Co.  V.  Levy,  160  111.  385,  43  N.  E. 
357:  Chicago  d  E.  I.  R,  Co.  v.  Chancellor, 
165  111.  438,  46  N.  E.  269. 

Whether,  in  an  action  on  the  case  for  in- 
jury to  the  person,  there  is  evidence  tending 
to  show  ordinary  care  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  is  a  question  for  the  court. 

Simmons  v.  Chicago  d  T.  R,  Co.  110  HI. 
340;  Lake  Shore  d  M,  S.  R.  Co.  v.  O'Conner, 
115  111.  254,  3  X.  E.  501;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co. 
V.  Xoirirki,  148  111.  29,  35  N.  E.  358;  Chi- 
cago d  E.  I.  R.  Co.  V.  Chancellor,  105  111. 
438,  46  X.  E.  269. 

Although  there  may  be  some  evidence 
tending  to  support  the  plaintiff's  case,  yet, 
if  the  entire  evidence,  with  all  reasonable  in- 
ferences that  may  be  drawn  therefrom,  is 
insufficient  to  support  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  the  court  should  direct  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant. 

Simmons  v.  Chicago  d  T.  R.  Co.  110  111. 
340:  Lake  Shore  d  M.  8.  R.  Co.  v.  OVonner, 
115  111.  254,  3  X.  E.  501 ;  Bartelott  v.  Inter- 
national Bank,  119  111.  259,  9  X.  E.  898; 
Rack  v.  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  173  111.  289,  44 
L.  R.  A.  127,  50  X.  E.  668;  Martin  v.  Cham- 
bers, 84  111.  579:   Phillips  v.  Dickerson,  85 

V}'.  \h  ^^  ^™-  ^P-  ^7'  Frazer  v.  Howe, 
106  III.  563. 

To  go  upon  a  street-car  track  in  front  of 
a  rapidly  approaching  car,  where  it  appears 
that  the  person  so  doing  must  be  struck  by 
the  car  unless  it  is  stopped  or  slackened  in 
speed,  constitutes  contributory  negligence 
as  a  matter  of  law. 

Jlack  V.  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  173  111.  289, 
44  L.  R.  A.  127,  50  X.  E.  668;  Kierzenkoirski 
V.  Philadelphia  Traction  Co.  184  Pa.  459,  39 
52  L.  R.  A. 
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Atl.  220;  Pletchcr  v.  Scranton  Traction  Co. 
185  Pa.  147,  39  Atl.  837;  Callary  v.  Easton 
Transit  Co.  185  Pa.  176,  39  Atl.  813;  Ham- 
tUon  V.  Third  Ave.  R.  Co.  6  Misc.  382,  20 
X.  Y.  Supp.  754;  Reynolds  v.  Third  Ave.  R. 
Co.  8  Misc.  313,  28  X.  Y.  Supp.  734;  Ogicr 
v.  Albany  R.  Co.  88  Hun,  486,  34  X.  Y.  Supp. 
867 ;  Bcllo  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  14 
Misc.  279,  35  X.  Y.  Supp.  831;  Ledman  v. 
Dry  Dock,  E.  B.  d  B.  R.  Co.  28  App.  Div. 
197,  50  X.  \.  Supp.  895:  Weiss  v.  Metropoli- 
tan Street  R,  Co.  33  App.  Div.  221,  53  X.  Y. 
Supp.  449;  Adams  v.  Nassau  Electric  R,  Co. 

41  App.  Div.  334,  58  X.  Y.  Supp.  543 ;  Wil- 
liamson v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  29 
Misc.  324,  60  X.  Y.  Supp.  477;  Brady  v. 
Consolidated  Traction  Co.  63   N'.  J.  L.   25 

42  Atl.  1054;  O'Rourke  v.  AVtr  Orleans  City 
d  L.  R.  Co.  51  La.  Ann.  755,  25  So.  323; 
Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Carey,  56  Ind.  396. 

Attempt  to  save  life  is  not  an  excuse  for 
voluntary  exposure  to  danger  when  the  per- 
son to  be  saved  was  exposed  to  danger 
through  the  negligence  of  the  one  injured. 

Atlanta  d  C.  Air-Line  R.  Co.  v.  Leach,  91 
Ga.  419,  17  S.  E.  619;  EvansvUle  d  C.  R.  Co. 
V.  Hiatt,  17  Ind.  102. 

In  the  absence  of  explanatory  circum- 
stances, it  is  negligence,  as  a  matter  of  law. 
to  allow  a  child  of  tender  years  to  go  unat- 
tended upon  a  city  street. 
£hicago  v.  Starr,  42  111.  174.  89  Am.  Dec. 
422;  Clinton  v.  Boston  Beer  Co.  164  Mass. 

wS^i,^"-  ^'  ^^'^'  Olassey  v.  Hestonville, 
M,d  P,  Pass.  R.  Co.  67  Pa.  172;  Callahan 
Y-^Bean,  9  Allen,  401 ;  Hart  field  v.  Roper,  21 
Wend.  615,  34  Am.  Dec.  273;  Loirery  v.  New 
York  Ice  Co.  26  Misc.  163,  55  X.  Y.  Supp. 
tOi.  '^'^ 

The  fact  that  the  child's  mother  is  busy 
talking  to  a  friend  is  not  .such  a  circum- 
stance as  will  excuse  her  from  negligence  in 
allowing  the  child  to  slip  away  from  her 
care  into  the  street. 

Grant  v.  Fitchburg,  160  Mass.  16,  35  X.  E. 

84. 

Mr.  Kelson  Monroe,  for  appellee: 
It  wa*i  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  as 
to  whether  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contrib- 
utory negligence. 

In  this  class  of  cases— "the  care  of  infants 
by  their  parents'*— there  are  two  classes  oV 
negligence.  In  the  one  class  there  is  the 
passive  negligence  in  carelessly  permitting 
the  child  unobserved  by  the  parent  to  stray 
away  from  the  parent  into  places  of  danger 
In  the  other  class  of  cases  there  ia  the  di- 
rect or  active  negligence  of  the  parent  in 
taking  the  infant  child  into  known  places 
of  danger. 

^fjontad  C.  Air-Line  R.  Co.  y.  Leach,  91 
Ga.  419,  17  S.  E.  619. 

In  the  case  of  passive  negligence  contrib- 
utory negligence  cannot  be  imputed  to  the 
parent  as  a  matter  of  law. 

Eckert  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  43  X.  Y.  503 
3  Am.  Rep.  721 ;  Slattery  v.  O'Connell,  l.>3 
Mass.  95,   10  L.  R.  A.   653,  26  X.  E.  430- 
Creed  v.  Kendall,  156  Mass.  291,  31  X\  E.  o'. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  if  the  act  of  appellee 
in  permitting  her  child  to  stray  from  her 
can  be  called  negligence,  it  was  passive  ncgli- 
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gence  only,  and  it  was  a  question  of  fact  for 
the  jury,  to  determine  whether  appellee  in 
the  tare  of  and  reKcue  of  her  child  exercised 
due  care  and  caution  under  all  the  circum- 
stances. Tlie  law  will  not  impute  negli- 
gence. 

Cicero  cC-  P.  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Meixner,  160 
111.  324,  31  L.  R.  A.  331,  43  X.  E.  823 ;  Chica- 
go V.  Majory  18  111.  300,  (>8  Am.  Dec.  553; 
Bliss  V.  South  Hadlctf,  145  Mass.  91,  13  N". 
E.  352 ;  1  Shearm.  &  Kedf .  Neg.  5th  ed.  §  72 ; 
Beach,  Contrib.  Neg.  3d  ed.  §  42;  Eckcrt  v. 
Long  Island  R.  Co.  43  N.  Y.  503,  3  Am.  Rep. 
721;  Slattcry  v.  O'Connell,  153  Mass.  95, 
10  L.  R.  A.  053,  20  N.  E.  430;  Creed  v.  Ken- 
dall. 150  Mti88.  2Jn,  31  N.  E.  6:  Spooner  v. 
UeUnrarc,  L.  rf  IV.  R.  Co.  115  X.  Y.  22,  21 

N.  E.  ono. 

Where  on  a  conceded  state  of  facts  a  dif- 
ferent conclu.sion  would  reasonably  be 
reached  by  diflferent  minds,  negligence  is  a 
question  of  fact. 

Cicero  d  P.  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Meixner,  160 
111.  324,  31  L.  R.  A.  331,  43  N.  E.  823; 
Eckcrt  V.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  43  N.  Y.  503, 
3  Am.  Rep.  721. 

Persons  under  imminency  of  peril  are  not 
required  to  exercise  the  presence  of  mind 
and  care  "of  prudent  and  careful  persons" 
with  impending  danger. 

Galena  d  C.  U.  R.  Co.  v.  Yarwood,  17  111. 
621,  65  Am.  Dec.  682;  Indianapolis  d  St.  L. 
R.  Co.  V.  Stout,  53  Ind.  143. 

It  is  not  contributory  negligence  in  a 
mother  to  attempt  to  rescue  her  infant  child 
from  an  approaching  train,  although  she 
may  have  negligently  allowed  it  to  go  upon 
the  track. 

Donahoe  v.  Wahash.  St.  L.  d  P.  R.  Co.  83 
Mo.  500,  53  Am.  Rep  594:  Spooner  v.  Dela- 
irare,  L.  d  W.  R.  Co.  115  N.  Y.  2^,  21  N.  E. 
600;  Philadelphia  d  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Long,  75  Pa. 
257;  McOarry  v.' Loomis,  63  X.  Y.  104,  20 
Am.  Rep.  510;  Cosgrove  v.  Ogden,  49  N.  Y. 
255,  10  Am.  Rep.  301 ;  Thl  v.  Forty-Second 
Street  d  O.  Street  Ferry  R.  Co.  47  N.  Y. 
317,  7  Am.  Rep.  450;  Slattery  v.  OTonnell, 
153  Mass.  95,  10  L.  R.  A.  053,  20  N.  E.  430; 
Creed  v.  Kendall  150  Mass.  291,  31  N.  E.  6; 
Chicago  v.  Major,  18  111.  300.  08  Am.  Dec. 
5.53:  Bliss  v.  South  Hadley,  145  Mass.  91, 
13  N.  E.  352;  Reilly  v.  Hannibal  d  St.  J.  R. 
Co.  94  Mo.  601,  7  S.  W.  407. 

The  defense  of  contributory  negligence 
will  not  avail  appellant,  if,  by  the  exercise 
of  reasonable  care  on  the  part  of  those  in 
charge  of  the  train,  the  accident  could  have 
been  avoided. 

Crand  Trunk  R.  Co.  v.  Ires,  144  U.  S.  429, 
30  L.  ed.  493.  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  079;  Davics 
V.  Mann,  10  Mces.  &  W.  540;  Inland  d  S. 
Cvasling  Co.  v.  Tolson,  139  U.  S.  551,  35  L. 
ed.  270,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  053;  Donohue  v. 
St.  Louis,  I.  M.  d  S.  R.  Co.  91  Mo.  357,  2 
S.  W.  424,  3  S.  \V.  848;  Vicksburg 
d  J.  R.  Co.  V.  Ration,  31  Miss.  150, 
00  Am.  Dec.  552;  Deans  v.  Wilmintf- 
ton  d  W.  R.  Co.  107  N.  C.  680,  12 
S.  E.  77 :  2  Thomp.  Neg.  1157 :  Cooley,  Torts, 
1st  ed.  075;  4  Atu.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  title 
Contributory  Ncyligence,  pp.  25-30,  and  au- 


thorities cited  in  notes;  Evansville  d  C.  R. 
Co.  v.  Hiatt,  17  Ind.  102. 

'Wilkin,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Appellee  recovered  a  judgment  against  ap- 
pellant in  the  superior  court  of  Cook  county 
in  an  action  on  "the  ease  for  personal  in- 
juries, which  has  been  affirmed  by  the  branch 
appellate  court  for  the  first  district.  The 
declaration  charged  both  negligence  and  wil- 
ful misconduct  by  the  employees  of  the  de- 
fendant, causing  the  injury  sued  for.  It 
was  not,  however,  claimed  upon  the  trial, 
nor  is  it  now^  that  the  act  was  wanton  or 
wilful.  The  first  additional  count  states 
the  cause  of  action  sued  for  as  follows: 
That  while  the  plaintiff,  with  due  care,  was 
going  upon  a  street  and  the  track  of  the  de- 
fendant to  rescue  her  infant  child  from  be- 
ing run  over  and  injured  by  an  approaching 
train  of  defendant's  cars,  defendant  negli- 
gently operated  said  train  so  that  the  grip 
car  ran  against  plaintiff,  throwing  her  to  the 
ground  and  injuring  her.  The  accident  oc- 
curred on  July  19,  1897.  Plaintiff  then 
lived  at  447  Halsted  street,  on  which  the  de- 
fendant operated  a  line  of  cable  cars.  On 
that  afternoon  she  went  to  a  grocery  store 
on  the  opposite  side  of  the  street,  a  short 
distance  north  of  her  residence,  taking  with 
her  a  child  about  three  years  of  age.  As 
she  came  out  of  the  store  she  stopped  on 
the  sidewalk  to  speak  to  a  friend  whom  she 
met  there.  She  at  first  held  the  child  by 
the  hand,  but  during  the  conversation  un- 
consciously let  go  of  it,  and  a  moment  later, 
as  she  testified,  saw  it  upon  the  street-car 
track,  and  a  car  approaching  at  the  usual 
rate  of  speed,  some  80  or  90  feet  away.  She 
instantly  ran  towards  the  child,  throwing 
up  her  hands,  and  crying  out  to  stop  the 
car.  Another  person  saw  the  danger  to  the 
child  and  callinl  to  the  gripman  in  charge 
of  the  car  to  stop.  The  evidence  is  conflict- 
ing as  to  whether  he  was  guilty  of  negligence 
in  failing  to  stop  the  car  before  the  colli- 
sion, and  also  whether  the  child  was  upon 
the  track,  or  in  actual  danger,  at  the  time 
plaintift*  ran  in  front  of  the  car.  It  is  ad- 
mitted, however,  that  these  and  all  other 
controverted  que.stions  of  fact,  except  due 
care  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  have  been 
settled  adversely  to  defendant  below.  On 
this  branch  of  the  case  it  is  earnestly  con- 
tended that  the  evidence  neither  proved  nor 
tended  to  prove  that  fact,  and  therefore  the 
trial  court  erred  in  refusing  instructions 
asked  by  the  defendant  to  take  the  case 
from  the  jury,  and  this  is  the  only  point  of 
controversy  in  this  court. 

Counsel  for  appellee,  reiving  upon  the  case 
of  Peirce  v.  Walters,  104*111.  500,  45  N.  E. 
1(>08,  and  later  cases  to  the  same  effect,  in- 
sists that  defendant,  by  submitting  its  case 
to  the  jury  on  the  evidence  and  instructions 
as  to  the  law,  waived  the  right  to  assign 
error  upon  the  refusal  of  its  peremptory  in- 
structions. The  position  is  without  force, 
and  wholly  unsupported  by  the  cases  cited. 
Here  an  instruction  to  return  a  verdict  of 
not   guilty  was  asked  and  refused  at  the 
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close  of  plaintiiTs  testimony,  and  again  at 
the  conclusion  of  all  the  evidence.  It  was 
not  until  after  the  refusal  of  the  latter  that 
the  defendant  company  proceeded  to  submit 
general  instructions  to  be  given  the  juiy. 
This  has  always  been  held  to  properly  raise 
the  question  of  law  whether  there  is  any 
evidence  in  the  record  fairly  tending  to 
prove  a  plaintiff's  case.  In  the  cases  cited 
the  only  request  to  instruct  the  jury  to  find 
for  the  defendant  was  found  in  a  series  of 
instructions  asked  when  the  case  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury. 

Counsel  for  appellee,  though  insisting  that 
plaintiff  below  was  shown  to  have  been  in 
the  exercise  of  due  care  for  her  personal 
safety  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  insists 
upon  the  rule  of  law  held  in  some  jurisdic- 
tions to  apply  in  such  actions  "that  the  con- 
tributory negligence  of  the  party  injured 
will  not  defeat  the  action  if  it  be  shown  that 
the  defendant  might,  by  the  exercise  of  rea- 
sonable care  and  prudence,  have  avoided  the 
consequences  of  the  injured  party's  negli- 
gence." Such  has  never  been  the  law  in  this 
state.  Here  the  rule  is;  "Where  a  party 
seeks  to  recover  damages  for  a  loss  which  has 
been  caused  by  negligence  or  misconduct,  he 
must  be  able  to  show  th&t  his  own  negligence 
or  misconduct  has  not  concurred  with  that 
of  the  other  party  in  producing  the  injury ; 
and  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  plaintiff 
to  show,  not  only  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  but  also  that  he  exercised 
proper  care  and  circumspection ;  or,  in  other 
words,  that  he  was  not  guilty  of  negligence," 
Aurora  Branch  R.  Co,  v.  Grimes,  13  111.  585 ; 
Indianapolis  d  8t.  L.  R,  Co,  v,  Evans,  88 
111.  63;  Abend  v,  Terre  Haute  d  I,  R,  Co, 
111  111.  202,  63  Am.  Rep.  616;  Calumet  Iron 
d  Steel  Co,  V.  Martin,  115  111.  358,  3  N.  E. 
456;  'Sorth  Chicago  Street  R,  Co,  v.  Louis, 
138  111.  9,  27  N.  E.  451 ;  Illinois  C,  R.  Co,  v. 
yotoicki,  148  111.  29,  35  N.  E.  358,  and  later 
cases. 

The  question,  then,  for  our  decision  upon 
this  record  must  be.  Did  the  evidence  pro- 
duced upon  the  trial,  with  all  its  reasonable 
intendments,  juj=itify  the  jury  in  concluding 
that  the  plaintiff  was,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances, in  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care 
for  her  own  safety  at  the  time  she  received 
the  injury  sued  for?  It  may — ^we  think 
must — ^be  conceded  that,  leaving  out  of  \iew 
the  peril  of  her  infant  child,  she  was  guilty 
of  such  contributory  negligence  as  would 
defeat  the  action.  Counsel  for  appellant  ad- 
mit that  the  general  rule  is  that  a  person 
has  a  right  to  risk  his  own  life  or  limb  in 
an  effort  to  save  the  life  of  another  person, 
and  cannot  be  charged  with  contributory 
negligence  in  so  doing.  In  Eckert  v.  Long 
Island  11,  Co,  43  N.  Y.  502,  3  Am.  Rep.  721, 
the  action  was  for  negligently  causing  the 
death  of  the  plaintifT*s  intestate,  who  was 
killed  while  attempting  to  rescue  a  child  on 
the  track  of  the  defendant  company  under 
circumstances  not  unlike  those  surrounding 
the  parties  in  this  case.  After  stating  that 
the  conduct  of  the  deceased  would  have  been 
grossly  negligent  but  for  the  effort  to  save  ' 
the  child,  it  is  said:  "But  the  evidence' 
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I  further  showed  that  there  was  a  small  child 
upon  the  track,  who,  if  not  rcscue<l,  must 
have  been  inevitably  crushed  by  the  rapidly 
approacliing  train.     This  the  deceased  saw, 
and  he  owed  a  duty  of  important  obligation 
to  this  child  to  rescue  it  from  its  extreme 
peril,  if  he  could   do  so  without  incurring 
great  danger  to  himself.     Negligence  implies 
some  act  of  commission  or  omission  wrong- 
ful in  itself.     Under  the  circumstances  in 
which  the  deceased  was  placed  it  was  not 
wrongful  in  him  to  make  every  effort  in  his 
power  to  rescue  the  child  compatible  with 
a  reasonable  regard  for  his  own  safety.     It 
was  his  duty  to  exercise  his  judgment"  as  to 
whether  he  could   probably   save  the  child 
without  serious  injury  to  himself.     If.  from 
the  appearances,  he  believed  that  he  could, 
it  was  not  negligence  to  make  an  attempt  so 
to  do,  aJthough  believing  that  possibly  he 
might  fail,  and  receive  an  injui-y  himself. 
He  had  no  time  for  deliberation.     He  must 
act  instantly,  if  at  all,  as  a  moment's  delay 
would  have  been   fatal  to  the   child.     Tbe 
law  has  so   high  a  regard   for  human  life 
that  it  will  not  impute  negligence  to  an  ef- 
fort to  presei-ve  it,  unless  m^e  under  such 
circumstances  as  to  constitute  rashness  in 
the   judgment   of   prudent  persons.     For   a 
person  engaged  in  his  ordinary  affairs,  or  in 
the  mere  protection  of  property,  knowingly 
and  voluntarily  to  place  himself  in  a  posi- 
tion where  he  is  liable  to  receive  a  serious  in- 
jury is  negligence  w^hich  will  preclude  a  re- 
covery for  an  injury  so  received;  but  when 
the  exposure  is  for  the  purpose  of  saving  life 
it  is  not  wrongful,  and  therefore  not  negli- 
gent, unless  such  as  to  be  regarded  either 
rash  or  reckless.     The  jury  were  warranted 
in  finding  the  deceased  free  from  nesrligence, 
under  the  rule  as  above  stated."    This  is  a 
clear  statement  of  the  law  and  the  reason 
upon  which  the  rule  rests,  and  is  abundantly 
sustained  by  the  authorities.     \Miether.  in 
this  case,  the  plaintiff  acted  with  reasonable 
prudence  or  with  recklessness  in  attempting 
to  save  her  child,  was  a  question  for  the  jury 
under   all   the  facts   and  circumstances   in 
evidence. 

There  is,  however,  an  exception  to  the  gen- 
eral rule  above  stated,  which  is  that,  if  the 
person  attempted  to  be  rescued  was  placed 
in  the  position  of  danger  through  the  fault 
of  the  person  injured,  the  danger  will  not 
excuse  the  attempt  to  save  him ;  and  coun- 
sel for  appellant  insist  that  this  case  falls 
within  that  exception.  Reliance  in  support 
of  this  position  is  especially  placed  upon  the 
case  of  Atlanta  d  C,  Air-Line  /?.  Co,  v. 
Leach,  91  Ga.  419,  17  S.  E.  619,  In  that  case, 
the  injured  party  had  wrongfully  taken  a 
child  upon  a  trestle-work  of  a  railroad,  and 
was  killed  while  attempting  to  save  it  from 
injury  by  an  approaching  train.  The  court 
there  said:  "In  making  these  efforts,  how- 
ever, he  was  neglecting  his  own  safety,  and 
thus  violating  his  duty  to  the  company.  He 
had  the  choice  of  two  fearful  alternatives, 
and  he  undertook,  as  was  creditable  t-o  him, 
to  perform  the  duty  he  owed  the  child:  but 
it  must  not  be  overlooked  that  he  himself 
was  responsible  for  the  situation  that  forced 
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this  awful  alternative  upon  him."  There,  it 
will  be  seen,  there  was  upon  the  part  of  the 
deceased  something  more  than  mere  passive 
negligence, — mere  omission  of  duty, — but  an 
affirmative  act  in  taking  the  child  into  a 
place  of  imminent  danger.     Here  the  most 
that  can  be  said  is  that  the  mother  was  neg- 
ligent in  failing  to  give  proper  attention  to 
the  child.     It  is   undoubtedly  the   duty  of 
parents  in  cities  to  use .  reasonable  care  to 
guard    their    children    against    the    known 
danger  to  them  when  allowed  to  go  unat- 
tended   upon    the    public    streets;    but    the 
standard  of  such  care  is  not  capable  of  being 
defined  by  the  law,  and  each  case  must  de- 
pend upon  its  own  facts  and  circumstances. 
That  it  is  not  negligent  per  se  to  permit  in- 
fants to  1)€  upon  the  streets  of  a  city  was 
held  by  this  court  in  Chicago  v.  Major,  18 
111.  349,  08  Am.  Dec.  553.    *In  Fox  v.  Oak- 
land Consolidated  Street  R.  Co.  118  Cal.  55, 
50  Pac.  25,  the  action  was  against -the  street- 
railway    company    for    negligently    running 
over  and  killing  a  child  four  and  one-half 
years  of  age.     The  child  had  been  permitted 
to  play  in  the  street  in  front  of  the  family 
residence  in  the  city  of  Oakland,  and  occa- 
sionally went  upon  the  street  on   which  it 
was  killed,  about  100  feet  awav  from  the 
dwelling,  though  it  had  been  cautioned  by 
its  mother  not  to  do  so.     It  had  been  absent 
from  home  some  fifteen  minutes  at  the  time 
of  the  accident.     The  evidence  was  to  the  ef- 
fect  that    he    was    an    ordinarily    obedient 
child:  that  his  parents  wer  laboring  people, 
and  had  only  one  other  child,  a  thirteen- 
year-old     daughter,     who     was     attending 
school.    To  the  contention  on  behalf  of  de- 
fendant below  that  the  evidence  established 
negligence  per  ae  the  court  says:     **If  the 
term  'negligence'  signified  an  absolute  quan- 
tity or  thing  to  be  measured  in  all  cases  in 
accordance    with    some    precise     standard, 
much  of  the  difficulty  which  besets  courts 
in  the  solution  of  this  class  of  cases  would 
be  at  once  dissipated.     But  unfortunately, 
it  does  not.     Negligence  is  not  absolute,  but 
is  a  thing  which  is  always   relative  to  the 
particular   circumstances    of    which     it    is 
sought  to  be  predicated.     For  this  reason  it 
is  very  rare  that  a  set  of  circumstances  is 
presented  which  enables  a  court  to  say,  as  a 
matter    of   law,    that    negligence    has    been 
shown.    As  a  very  general  rule,  it  is  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  for  the  jury, — an  inference  to  be 
deduced    from    the    circumstances;    and    it 
is  only  where  the   deduction  to  be  drawn 
is   inevitably   that   of   negligence   that    the 
court  is  authorized  to  withdraw  the  question 
from  the  jury.     The  fact  that  the  evidence 
may  be  without  conflict  is  not  controlling, 
nor    even    necessarily    material.     Conceded 
facts  may  as  readily  afford  a  difference  of 
opinion  as  to  the  inferences  and  conclusions 
to  be  drawn  therefrom  as  those  which  rest 
upon  conflicting  evidence,  and,  if  there  be 
room  for  such  difference,  the  question  must 
be  left  to  the  jury.     Beach,  Contrib.  Neg.  S 
103:  Hchicrhold  v.  North  Beach  d  M.  It.  Co. 
40  Cal.  447;    Van  Praag  v.   Gale,   107  Cal. 
438,  40-  Pac.  565.     Within  these  principles 
the  evidence  in  this  case  cannot  be  said  to 
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establish  negligence  per  se.  Parents  are 
chargeable  with  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
care  in  the  protection  of  their  minor  chil- 
dren; and  whether  the  conduct  of  the  moth- 
er, for  which  plaintiff  is  to  be  held  responsi- 
ble, in  permitting  the  deceased  child  to  be 
out  of  her  sight  for  a  period  of  from  fifteen 
to  twenty  minutes  without  satisfying  her- 
self of  its  whereabouts  was,  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances, a  want  of  ordinary  care,  was, 
we  think,  a  fairly  debatable  question." 
Schierhold  v.  North  Beach  d  i/.  R.  Co.  40 
Cal.  447:  Mecka  v.  Southern  P.  R.  Co.  5ft 
Cal.  513;  Birkett  v,.  Knickerbocker  Ice  Co. 
110  N.  Y.  504,  18  N.  E.  108;  Slattery  v. 
O'ConnHl,  153  Mass.  94,  10  L,  R.  A.  653,  2^ 
N.  E.  430,  and  Creed  v.  Kendall,  156  Mass. 
291,  31  N.  E.  6,  are  to  the  same  effect. 

It  is  said  that  in  the  Massachusetts  cases, 
supra,  facts  were  shown  such  as  pecuniary 
circumstances,  condition  of  health,  etc.,  of 
the  parents,  whereas  here  nothing  of  the 
kind  appears.  It  is  true  that  in  the  Major 
Case,  18  111.  340,  68  Am.  Dec.  553.  and  per- 
haps the  decisions  of  other  courts  on  the 
question  of  parental  care  in  keeping  their 
children  off  the  streets  of  cities,  allusion  is 
made  to  the  fact  that  the  parents  of  many 
children  in  large  cities  are  laboring  people, 
and  in  limited  circumstances,  unable  to  em- 
ploy nurses  and  servants  to  attend  their 
children.  Such  facts  do  not.  however,  deter- 
mine the  right  of  the  parent  to  suffer  chil- 
dren to  go  upon  the  street,  but  the  question 
decided  in  such  ciises  is  that  it  is  not  negli- 
gence per  se  for  them  to  do  so.  It  certainly 
cannot  be  said,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  it  is 
negligence  per  se  for  a  wealthy  or  healthy 
parent  to  permit  his  infant  child  to  be  upon 
a  public  street  where  he  knows  it  is  exposed 
to  danger,  but  that  it  is  not  such  negligence 
if  the  parent  be  ^ick  or  poor,  depending  upon 
his  daily  labor  for  the  support  of  himself 
and  family;  and  the  weight  of  authority, 
we  think,  is  clearly  against  any  such  dis- 
crimination. Fox  V.  Oakland  Consolidated 
Street  R.  Co.  118  Cal.  55.  50  Pac.  25,  and 
cases  there  cited.  If,  in  this  case,  the  plain- 
tiff had  simply  permittetl  her  child  to  be 
upon  this  street  unattended,  and  it  had  been 
injured  or  killed  through  the  negligence  of 
the  defendant  company,  and  she  had  brought 
an  action  for  that  ininrv,  it  is  clear  that 
under  the  authorities  the  question  whether 
she  was  guilty  of  such  contributory  negli- 
gence as  would  defeat  her  action  would  have 
been  a  question  for  the  jury.  Can  it  be  .said, 
as  a  matter  of  law,  that  she  exercised  a  less 
degree  of  care  in  this  case?  It  is  true  that 
nothing  was  shown  tending  to  prove  her  in- 
ability to  keep  constant  watch  over  her 
child,  or  to  employ  others  to  do  so:  but  did 
she  so  far  fail  io  exercise  reasonable  care  in 
restraining  it  from  being  exposed  to  danger 
that  a  court  can  say,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
that  she  was  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence? As  before  stated,  her  o>\ti  evidence 
shows  that  she  held  the  child  by  the  hand, 
and  that  it  slipped  away  from  her  only  for 
a  moment,  and  that  she  immediately  pur- 
sued it.  Can  the  court  say,  as  a  matter  of 
law,  that  she  was  bound  to  hold  the  child 
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in  her  arms,  or  hold  it  by  the  hand,  or  keep 
her  eyes  on  it  constantly  while  upon  the 
street?  "When  facts. are  unchallenged,  and 
are  such  that  reasonable  minds  could  draw 
no  other  inference  or  conclusion  from  them 
than  that  the  plaintiff  was  or  was  not  at 
fault,  then  it  is  the  province  of  the  court  to 
determine  the  question  of  contributory  neg- 
ligence as  one  of  law.  and  when  the  case  is 
all  against  the  plaintiff  there  may  properly 
be  a  nonsuit;  but,  in  the  language  of  Mr. 
Field,  *to  justify  a  nonsuit  on  the  ground  of 
contributory  negligence,  the  evidence  against 
the  plaintiff  should  be,  so  clear  as  to  leave 
no  room  for  doubt,  and  all  material  facts 
must  be  conceded  or  established  beyond  con- 
troversy.' "  Beach,  Contrib.  Neg.*  §§  447- 
449;  Chicago  d  E.  I.  It.  Co.  v.  (rConnor,  119 
J 11.  580,  9  X.  E.  2G3:  IJocJui  v.  Chicago,  P. 
^  *S^  L.  R.  Co.  152  111.  223,  38  N.  E.  549; 
Waba8h  R.  Co.  v.  Droicn,  152  111.  484,  39  N. 


E.  273;  Chicago  d  W.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Ptacck, 
171  111.  9,  49  N.  E.  191.  It  seems  to  us  clear 
beyond  controversy  that  all  reasonable  per- 
sons would  not  say  under  the  facts  showing 
the  conduct  of  this  mother  prior  to  the  time 
that  her  child  got  upon  the  street-car  track, 
that  she  was  guilty  of  negligence ;  that  very 
many  would  consider  her  reasonably  careful. 
The  question  was,  therefore,  one  of  fact,  and 
proper  to  be  submitted  to  a  jury.  She  had 
a  right  reasonably  to  presume  that  if  the 
child  for  the  time  escaped  from  her,  and  be- 
came exposed  to  danger,  others  would  not 
negligently  injure  it;  and,  seeing  it  sudden- 
ly so  exposed,  she  had  the  right,  and  it  was 
her  duty,  not  only  to  the  child,  but  to  the 
defendant  itself,  to  make  all  reasonable  ef- 
forts to  rescue  it  from  that  danger. 

On  the  whole  record  we  find  no  reversible 
error,  and  the  judgment  of  the  Appellate 
Court  u:ill  be  affirmed. 


TEXNESSEE  SUPREME  COURT. 


William  Hugh  BROWX,  Appt.,  * 

V. 

Sarah  Alberta  ODILL. 
(104   Tenn.    250.) 

1.  A  contraot  to  uiarry  after  tlie  death 
of  the  dlvorc*e«l  M'tfe  of  one  of  the 
Iiartieii  Is  reasonably  definite  and  certain 
with  respect  to  the  time  of  performance,  since 
It  Is  made  to  depend  upon  an  event  which. 
Id  the  course  of  nature,  must  inevitably  oc- 
cur, notwithstanding  the  fact  that  it  Is  pos- 
sible that  one  of  the  contracting  parties 
might  die  before  that  event  took  place. 

2.  A  contract  to  niarrr  Am  not  void  an 
In  rentralnt  of  ntarrlaive  l)ecause  it  pro- 
vides that  the  marriage  shall  take  place  after 
the  death  of  a  divorced  wife  of  one  of  the 
parties. 

3.  Public  policy  doe»  not  condemn  a 
4'ontrnct  to  uiarry  after  the  death  of  a 
divorced  wife  of  one  of  the  parties,  when 
there  is  no  legal  impediment  in  the  way  of 
an  immediate  marriage,  but  the  agreement 
for  delay  is  due  to  religious  scruples. 

•I.  A  breach  of  a  iti»n*H  promlNC  to 
marry  a  >%'oniuu  after  his  former  wife, 
from  whom  he  is  dlvmced.  la  dead,  is  made 
by  hie  marrying  another  woman  during  the 
life  of  the  divorced  wife,  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  there  is  a  possibility  that  upon 
her  death  h«»  may  be  able  and  ready  to  per- 
form his  promise. 


5.  StatemcntH  by  the  father  of  plain- 
tiff in  a  suit  for  breach  of  promise  of  mar- 
riage, made  on  cross-examination,  to  tho  ef- 
fect that  he  did  not  tell  another  person  that 
the  marriage  was  broken  off  by  mutual  con- 
sent, are  collateral  to  the  real  issue,  and  can- 
not be  contradicted,  but  are  conclusive  upon 
the  defendant,  who  called  for  them. 

6.  An  ajmlirnment  of  error  that  there 
Is  no'  credible  proof  to  sustain  a  ver- 
dict is  bad  in  form,  because  it  is  the  exclusive 
province  of  the  Jury  to  pass  upon  the  cred- 
ibility of  witnesses. 

7.  A  verdict  for  92,SOO  In  a  anlt  for 
breach  of  promlae  of  ntarrlase.  when 
both  parties  were  and  still  arc  of  excellent 
character  and  standing,  and  the  defendant 
represented  his  estate  to  be  worth  $lu.04K). 
though  he  now  contends  that  it  is  worth  much 
less,  while  the  plaintiff  has  no  estate  of  her 
own  and  her  father  Is  In  humble  circum- 
stances, will  not  be  set  aside  on  the  gnnind 
that  it  is  so  exr(«SHlve  as  to  indicate  prejudice, 
passion,  caprice,  or  corruption  on  the  part  of 
the  jury. 

(February  24,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  deferalant  from  a  judirment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Maurv  Countv  in 
favor  of  plaintiiT  in  an  action  broug^ht  to  re- 
cover damages  for  breach  of  promise  of  mar- 
riage.    Af/irmed. 

The  fads  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Note. — Validity  of  ai/rcement  to  marry  on  dvath  i 
or  divorce  of  present  husband  or  wife.  \ 

t 
The  validity  of  an  agreement  to  marry  upon  i 

the  removal,  by  the  death  of  the  present  bus-  ' 
band  or  wife  of  either  or  both  of  the  contract-  I 
ing  parties,  of  a  legal  impediment  to  the  pro-  i 
posed  marriage  seems  never  to  have  been  drawn  ! 
directly  in  question. 

From   the   stress   laid   In   the   principal    case  i 
upon  the  fact  that  there  was  In  reality  no  legal  i 
Impediment  to  the  marriage,  and  that  tlie  agree-  j 
ment  for  delay  wa&  due  to  religious  scruples,  it 
seems  fair  to  conclude  that  had  no  divorce  ex- 
isted between   defendant   and   his  former   wife 
52  L.  R.  A. 


the  contract  to  marry  upon  her  death  would 
have  been  held  void  as  affording  an  inducement 
to  crime. 

And  this  is  the  view  taken  by  the  New  Jersey 
supremo  court  in  Noice  v.  Brown.  38  N.  J.  L. 
1*28,  20  Am.  Uep.  388,  in  which  it  was  said  that 
an  agreement  by  a  married  man  to  marrj  upon 
the  dissolution  of  his  marriage  by  the  death 
of  his  wife  would  be  highly  Impolitic  and 
scandalous,  and  therefore  illegal. 

So.  in  Mill  ward  v.  Llttiewood,  6  Exch.  775. 
20  L.  J.  Kxch.  N.  S.  2.  l»oIlock.  C.  B..  said  that 
he  thought  It  Inconslsteat  with  that  affection 
which  ougiit  to  HUbsist  between  married  persons 
that  a  man  should  promise  to  marry  anotlier 
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Mr.  E.  H.  Hatolier,  for  appellant: 

A  contract  whereby  these  parties  should  be 
mutually  pledged  not  to  marry  until  the 
death  of  the  then  living  divorced  wife,  who 
was  in  good  health  and  seven  years  younger 
than  the  defendant,  would  have  been  in  such 
restraint  of  marriage  as  to  render  it  void. 
These  parties  were,  under  such  a  contract, 
perpetually  restrained  from  ever  marrying 
unless  "death  should  cancel  the  bond  of  their 
captivity."  The  contract  was  not  to  be  con- 
summated until  after  the  death  of  the  di- 
vorced wife;  her  expectation  was  seven  years 
greater  than  that  of  the  defendant.  Tlie 
prolmbilities  are  that  she  will  survive  him. 

8c<jtt  V.  Tyler,  2  White  &  T.  Lead.  Cas.  4th 
Am.  ed.  notes,  p.  429;  Waters  v.  Tazewell^  9 
Md.  302;  1  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  280;  King  v. 
Kinff,  9  Ohio  C.  D.  439. 

This  alleged  contract  of  marriage  was  a 
gambling  contract.  It  was,  in  effect,  a  wag- 
er that  both  these  parties  would  survive  Mrs. 
Laura  Hix>wn. 

Too  many  tragedies  are  constantly  occur- 
rincr  for  the  courts  to  ignore  the  baleful  in- 
fluence and  tendencies  of  such  contracts  or 
agreements  that  put  human  nature  under 
violent  temptations. 

Woodhousc  V.  Sheplep,  2  Atk.  535.    . 

It  is  upon  these  principles  that  a  contract 
of  insurance  upon  the  life  of  one  in  whom 
there  is  no  insurable  interest  is  held  void. 

GodmlJ  V.  Boldfrro,  9  East,  72.  2  Smith, 
Ix»ad.  .('as.  p.  325 ;  Ruse  v.  Mutual  Ben,  L. 
Ins,  Co.  23  N.  Y.  523 :  Clement  v.  New  Yorh 
L.  Ins.  Co.  101  Tenn.  22,  42  L.  R.  A.  247,  40 
S.  W.  o(U  ;  Noice  v.  Broirn,  38  N.  J.  L.  228, 
20  Am.  Kep.  388. 

If  plaintiff  and  defendant  survive  Mrs. 
Laura  IJrown  and  the  present  wife,  there  is 
nothing  to  prevent  a  consummation  of  the 
contract  strictly  according  to  its  terms.  If 
the  defendant  may  be  in  a  jwsition  to  execute 
the  contract  upon  the  happening  of  the  event, 
and  has  not  breached  the  contract  by  an 
avowal  of  his  purpose  not  to  execute  it  upon 
the  happening  of  the  event,  and  has  not 
placed  it  out  of  his  power  to  do  so,  then  the 
suit  is  premature. 

Jarman,  Wills,  5th  ed.  by  Bigelow,  4. 

Plaintiff  would  be  entitled  only  to  compen- 
satory, and  not  to  exemplary,  damages,  if 
they  found  that  no  other  injury  resulted  to 
the  plaintiff  by  a  breach  of  the  contract  than 
disapi)uinted  hopes,  the  pecuniary  prospects 
of  marriage  and  mortification  of  rejectetl 
love. 


Kaufman  v.  Fye,  99  Tenn.  166,  42  S.  W. 
25. 

Mr.  W.  B.  Greenlaw  also  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  William  S.  Flemins  and  Fi- 
eners  &  Padgett  for  appellee. 

Caldwell,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

William  Hugh  Brown  prosecutes  this  ap- 
peal in  error  from  a  judgment,  for  $2,800  ob- 
tained again«>t  him  by  Miss  Sarah  Alberta 
Odill  for  the  allegtMl  breach  of  a  contract  of 
marriage.  The  plaintiff  averred  in  her  dec- 
laration that  on  the  2d  day  of  January,  1894, 
she  and  the  defendant  entered  into  a  contract 
to  marry  each  other  on  the  18th  day  of  the 
same  month  and  year ;  that  before  the  latter 
day  arrived,  at  the  solicitation  of  the  defend- 
ant, who  had  a  divorced  wife  still  living,  and 
on  account  of  religious  scruples  on  his  part, 
they  postponed  the  marriage  until  that  di- 
vorced wife,  whom  he  represented  to  be  in 
very  bad  health,  and  not  long  to  live,  should 
die;  that  during  the  continuation  of  their 
agreement  to  marry  upon  the  death  of  his 
divorced  wife,  and  while  she  still  survived, 
the  defendant,  on  the  19th  of  December, 
1897.  married  another  woman,  and  avowed 
that  he  would  never  marry  the  plaintiff.  The 
defendant  assigned  three  grounds  of  demur- 
rer :  (1)  That  the  contract  averred  "is  void 
for  indefiniteness  and  uncertainty;"  (2)  that 
it  is  void  l>erause  "in  restraint  of  marriage;" 
and  (3)  that  it  is  void  because  "against  pub- 
lic policy."  The  circuit  judge  overruled  the 
demurrer  in  ioto,  and  his  action  in  so  doing 
is  assigned  as  error. 

This  court  deems  no  objection  raised  by 
the  demurrer  tenable  in  any  particular.  In 
the  first  place,  the  contract,  as  averred,  is 
entirely  definite  and  absolutely  certain  in 
every  element  atid  part  except  as  to  the  time 
of  consummation,  and  that  is  reasonably 
definite  and  certain,  since  it  is  made  to  de- 
pend upon  an  event  which,  in  the  course  of 
nature,  must  inevitably  occur.  It  is  true 
that  one  or  both  of  the  contracting  parties 
might  die  in  advance  of  that  event,  but  the 
same  would  be  true  if  the  marriage  had  been 
set  for  the  first  day  of  the  next  month  or  of 
the  next  year;  and  in  neither  case  would 
that  possibility  render  the  contract  "void  for 
indefiniteness  and  uncertainty." 

In  the  next  place,  the  contract  is  in  favor 
of  marriage,  rather  than  in  re-^traint  of  it. 
It  bound  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  mu- 
tually to  marry  each  other.  In  that  respect 
it  was  positive  and  absolute.     Of  course,  its 


woman  after  his  wife's  death,  and  that  notbinf? 
but  the  Judgment  of  the  highest  tribunal  would 
compel  him  to  think  that  by  the  law  of  the  land 
surh  a  promise  was  good.  The  question  In- 
volved In  this  case  being  the  validity  of  a  prom- 
ise to  marry,  made  by  a  married  man  to  a 
woman  ignorant  of  his  marriage,  the  other 
Judges  declared  it  unnecessary  to  express  any 
opinion  as  to  the  legality  of  a  married  man's 
undertaking  to  marry  after  his  wife's  death, 
though  Tarke,  B.,  quoted  the  following  passage 
from  Fitzherbert's  Abridgment  as  tending  to 
show  that  such  a  promise  was  good :  "A  woman 
enfeoffed  a  man  upon  condition  that  he  should 
take  her  to  wife,  and  he  had  a  wife  at  the  time 
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of  the  feoffment,  and  afterwards  the  woman, 
for  not  performing  the  condition,  entered  again 
into  the  land  upon  the  second  feoffee,  and  her 
entry  was  adjudged  lawful  and  the  condition 
good."  Anno.  40  Ed.  III.  Lib.  Ass.,  Fltz.  Nat. 
Brev.  p.  205,  II. 

In  Paddock  v.  Robinson.  03  III.  99,  14  Am. 
Rep.  112,  the  court,  in  holding  that  no  action 
could  be  maintained  for  a  breach  of  a  promise 
to  marry  made  at  a  time  when  both  parties  were 
married  and  known  so  to  be  by  each  other,  said 
that  to  hold  such  a  promise  to  be  valid  because 
It  could  be  performed  upon  the  dfath  or  dieorce 
of  lh*>  hnslmrd  of  one  nartv  and  the  wife  of 
the  other  would  be  to  Introduce  Into  social  life 
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terms  were  intended  to  restrain  her  from 
marriage  with  any  other  man,  and  him  from 
marriage  with  any  other  woman;  but  that 
is  not  restraint  of  marriage  in  the  legal 
sense;  otherwise  there  could  be  no  lawful 
marriage  contract  between  any  man  and 
woman,  because  it  would  res^train  each  of 
them  from  marrying  someone  else.  Nor  is 
it  material,  in  this  aspect  of  the  contract, 
that  it  did  not  designate  a  particular  or  spe- 
cifte  day  for  the  performance  ot  the  mar- 
riage ceremony. 

The  third  assignment  of  demurrer,  though 
not  specifying  any  reason  for  the  assertion 
therein  that  the  contract  is  "against  public 
policy,*'  was  no  doubt  intended  to  advance 
the  proposition  that  it  was  subject  to  that 
objection  because  its  ultimate  consummation 
was,  by  its  terms,  made  to  depend  upon,  and 
to  follow  the  death  of  the  defendant's  di- 
vorced wife,  and  in.  that  way  to  hold  out  an 
inducement  to  the  destruction  of  her  life. 
At  first  view,  there  is  seeming  force  in  the 
proposition ;  yet  the  court,  after  mature  con- 
sideration, does  not  regard  it  as  sound  in 
law.  There  was,  in  reaJity,  no  legal  impedi- 
ment in  the  way  of  the  marriage,  and  both 
parties  were  cognizant  of  that  fact.  Only 
''religious  scruples"  prevented  an  immediate 
or  early  consummation ;  and  it  can  hardly  be 
conceived  that  persons  actuated  by  so  high 
a  motive  could  be  tempted  to  end  the  post- 
ponement by  committing  murder.  The 
agreed  delay,  self-imposed,  and  self-termina- 
ble at  any  moment  as  it  was,  cannot  proper- 
ly be  said  to  imply  illegality  of  purpose,  or  to 
aflford  any  inducement  to  crime.  A  promise 
of  marriage  to  be  fulfilled  on  the  death  of  the 
defendant's  father  was  recognized  as  a  valid 
contract  by  Lord  Chief  Baron  Kelly  in  the 
case  of  Frost  v.  Knight,  U  R.  5  Exch.  322, 
and  later  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Cockburn  in 
the  same  ca.se,  reported  in  L.  R.  7  Exch.  IH. 
A  note  in  4  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p. 
889,  refers  to  a  case  of  same  style  as  reported 
in  41  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  78  [Frost  v.  Knight], 
and  holding  such  a  contract  to  be  good.  The 
very  much  earlier  case  of  Woodhouse  v. 
Shepley,  2  Atk.  535,  cited  for  the  present  de- 
fendant, is  not  in  point  here.  There  the 
woman,  Hannah  Woodhouse,  and  the  man, 
Ralph  Shepley,  had  become  engaged  to  mar- 
ry without  the  knowledge  and  over  the  op- 


position of  her  father,  and  executed  each  to 
the  Other  a  bond  in  the  penalty  of  £600,  and 
with  condition  that  each  should  marry  the 
other  within  thirteen  months  after  the  death 
of  her  father.  When  thirteen  months  aftei 
the  death  of  the  father  had  expired,  thd 
woman  filed  her  original  bill  to  be  relieved 
against  her  bond,  and  the  man  brought  his 
cross  bill  to  enforce  the  penalty.  In  dispon- 
ing of  the  case  Lord  Chancellor  Hardwicke 
said :  '^I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  on  the 
original  bill  the  plaintiff  ought  to  be  re- 
lieved; and  I  say  the  same  in  this  case  aa 
Lord  Cooper  did  in  Floyer  v.  Lavington,  1 
P.  Wms.  2(58,  that,  though  none  of  these  cir- 
cumstances singly  might  be  sufficient  to  over- 
turn this  bond,  yet  altogether  they  are  so; 
but  the  chief  of  them,  and  which  has  great 
weight  with  me,  is  the  encouragement  this 
might  give  to  disobedience,  and  the  fraud  on 
parents."  2  Atk.  540.  That  was  not  a  suit 
upon  the  marriage  contract  itself,  as  was  the 
case  of  Frost  v.  Knight^  «upra,  nor  was  the 
supposed  inducement  to  take  the  intervening 
life  even  suggested  by  Lord  Hardwicke  as 
one  of  the  several  circumstences,  upon  which, 
as  a  whole,  the  judgment  was  rested. 

After  his  demurrer  had  been  overruled, 
the  defendant  filed  pleas  in  which  he  averred 
that  the  second  agreement  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  himself  was  a  cancelation  of  their 
engagement,  and  not  simply  a  postponement 
of  the  time  for  their  marriage,  as  averred  in 
the  declaration.  The  fact  of  the  original 
marriage  contract  between  these  parties  was 
conceded  in  the  proof,  as  were  the  defend- 
ant's marriage  to  Dora  Bunch,  his  present 
wife,  and  the  continuing  life  of  his  divorced 
wife;  and  the  principal  controversy  before 
the  jury  was  whether  that  contract  had  been 
actually  canceled,  as  the  defendant  averred 
and  testified,  or  only  its  fulfilment  post- 
poned, as  the  plaintiff  averred  and  testified. 
There  was  no  proof  to  sustain  the  averment 
of  the  declaration  that  the  defendant  had 
formally  declared  his  purpose  never  to  mar- 
ry the  plaintiff,  nor  that  he  had  done  or  said 
an>i:hing  that  could  be  construed  as  a  breach 
of  the  alleged  contract  to  marry  her  upon  the 
death  of  his  divorced  wife,  unless  his  inter- 
marriage with  his  present  wife  should  be  con- 
sidered such  a  breach. 

In  a  request  for  special   instruction,  aa 


a  dangerous  and  Immoral  principle.  lie  con- 
tinned  as  follows :  "Only  in  the  most  corrupt 
condition  of  society  could  such  agreements  l>e 
tolerated  as  lawful.  They  are,  in  themselves, 
a  violation  of  marital  duty,  and  the  persons 
who  make  them  are  morally  unfaithful  to  the 
marriage  tie.  A  contract  so  deeply  at  war 
with  tb^  host  Interests  of  social  life,  and  which 
can  neither  be  proposed  on  the  one  side  nor 
IlHtened  to  on  the  other  without  a  consciousness 
of  moral  wrong — a  contract,  too.  Incapable  of 
performance  except  upon  a  contingency  so  re- 
mote as  not  to  be  expected,  and  which  It  is  a 
sin  to  anticipate  for  such  a  purpose, — such  a 
contract  should  certainly  not  be  recognized  as 
valid  In  a  court  of  justice.*' 

An  agreement  of  a  married  man  to  marry  In 
a  reasonable  time  after  a  divorce  shall  be  de- 
creed between  himself  and  his  wife  in  a  suit 
then  pending  is  void  as  against  public  policy. 
Nolce  V.  Brown,  3S  N.  J.  L.  228,  20  Am.  Rep. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


.S88,  Affirmed  on  opinion  of  court  below  In  39 
N.  J.  L.  133.  23  Am.  Rep.  213.  Beasley.  Ch. 
J.,  In  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  eald 
that  he  could  not  see  the  faintest  semblance  of 
legality  to  the  promise  pleaded,  and  added: 
"It  is  wholly  fallacious  to  suppose  that  a  con- 
tract Is  not  illegitimate  If  the  act  agreed  to  be 
done  would  not  be  Illegal  at  the  time  of  tts 
contemplated  performance.  Such  Is  not  the 
law.  A  contract  Is  totally  void,  if,  when  it  li 
made,  it  Is  opposed  to  morality  or  public  pol- 
icy. The  institution  of  marriage  is  the  first 
act  of  civilization,  and  the  protection  of  the 
married  state  against  all  molestation  or  dis- 
turbance is  a  part  of  the  policy  of  every  people 
possessed  of  morals  and  laws.  But  this  re- 
lationship, in  order  to  execute  the  purpose  for 
which  it  is  established,  requires  the  undivided 
devotion  of  each  of  the  parties  to  It  to  the 
other,  and  the  consequence  is  that  it  is  invaded 
and  impaired  by  anything  which  has  a  tend^ 
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well  as  in  his  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment, 
the  defendant  advanced  the  proposition  that 
the  contract,  if  found  to  be  that  he  had 
agreed  to  marry  the  plaintiff  after  the  death 
of  his  divorced  wife,  was  not  breached  by  his 
marriage  to  Nora  Bunch,  and  his  present 
conjugal  relations  with  her  during  the  life- 
time of  that  divorced  wife  and  while  she  still 
sunives ;  and  the  court's  refusal  to  give  that 
in.itruction  and  grant  that  motion  is  made 
the  ground  of  the  next  assignment  of  error. 
The  substance  of  the  contention  made  for  the 
defendant  on  this  assignment  is  that  the  time 
for  the  fulfilment  of  his  alleged  promise  to 
marry  the  plaintiff  has  not  yet  arrived,  be- 
cause his  divorced  wife  is  still  living,  and 
that  it  cannot  be  foreseen,  and  should  not 
be  adjudged  in  advance  of  her  death,  that 
he  will  not,  when  that  event  shall  occur,  have 
been  released,  by  death  or  otherwise,  from 
his  alliance  with  his  present  wife,  and  then 
be  ready  to  fulfil  both  the  letter  and  spirit 
of  the  alleged  contract  with  the  plaintiff  by 
intermarriage  with  her.  To  say  the  least  of 
it,  the  contention  possesses  the  merit,  not 
only  of  novelty,  but  of  apparent  plausibility 
as  well.  It  is  clear  and  incontrovertible  that 
the  time  for  the  performance  of  the  contract 
averred  has  not  yet  come,  and  it  is  possible 
that  the  defendant  will  be  ready  and  able 
to  perform  it  lawfully,  and  according  to  its 
terms,  when  that  time  does  come.  It  has 
been  held  that  a  testamentary  provision  for 
a  son,  to  be  born  to  either  of  two  designated 
girls  through  her  future  marriage  into  either 
of  two  designated  families,  is  not  defeated, 
nor  the  gift  over  perfected,  by  their  marriage 
into  other  families,  because  it  is  possible, 
nevertheless,  that  one  of  them  may  yet  mar- 
ry into  one  of  the  designated  families,  and 
have  a  son  as  the  fruit  of  that  marriage. 
Randal  v.  Paifne.  1  Bro.  Ch.  55,  cited  in  3  Jar- 
man.  Wills,  Randolph  &  T.  ed.  511,  612.  But 
the  possibility  of  the  defendant's  readiness 
and  ability  to  marry  the  plaintiff,  as  she 
avers  he  agreed  to  do,  upon  the  death  of  his 
divorced  wife,  is  not  a  sufficient  answer  in 
law  to  the  averment  that  he  breached  that 
contract  by  marrying  another  person.  His 
contract  to  marry  the  plaintiff,  as  she 
averred,  and  as  the  jury  found,  contemplated 
that  he  should  marrv  no  one  else  before  her, 
and  his  marriage  with  another,  though  in  ad- 


vance  of  the  time  he  was  to  marry  the  plain- 
tiff, was  in  law  a  plain  breach  of  that  con- 
tract. It  was,  in  legal  contemplation,  an  un- 
qualified renunciation  of  his  contract  with 
plaintiff,  and  absolutely  terminated  their  en- 
gagement. He  cannot  occupy  the  relation  of 
lawful  husband  to  his  present  wife  and  at 
the  same  time  defend  this  suit  upon  the 
ground  that  his' previous  promise  to  marry 
the  plaintiff  remains  unbreached.  A  prom- 
ise of  marriage,  whenever  to  be  consummat- 
ed, cannot  validly  subsist  after  one  of  the 
parties  has  intermarried  with  a  third  per- 
son. The  two  things  are  utterly  inconsistent 
and  antagonistic,  and  the  courts  will  indulge 
no  presumption  in  favor  of  a  divorce  or 
against  the  life  of  the  preferred  person  for 
the  purpose  of  discovering  a  possibility  that 
the  unfaithful  one  may  yet  be  ready  and  able 
to  marry  the  other  person  also  when  the  de- 
ferred time  shall  arrive. 

The  defendant,  in  the  same  request  for  spe- 
cial instruction,  properly  conceded  that  a 
positive  declaration  on  his  part  that  he 
would  never  marry  the  plaintiff,  if  made, 
would  have  breached  the  contract  averred  by 
her,  and  afforded  her  a  right  of  action  there- 
under, notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the 
time  for  fulfilment  has  not  come;  and  yet 
such  a  declaration  could  not  be  a  more  ef- 
fective and  conclusive  renunciation  of  his 
promise  than  was  his  intermarriage  with  an- 
other person.  Indeed,  the  possibility  of 
readiness  and  ability  to  perform  the  contract 
at  the  appointed  time  (if  that  possibility 
were  considered  of  any  legal  consequence,  as 
it  is  not )  is  much  greater  in  the  former  than 
in  the  latter  condition;  for  it  is  more  rea- 
sonable by  far  to  suppose  that  a  person  who 
has  simply  declared  a  purpose  not  to  keep 
his  promise  of  marriage  to  one  woman  will 
relent,  and  still  offer  to  keep  it,  than  it  is  to 
suppose  that,  after  marrying  another,  he 
will,  by  her  death  or  divorce,  be  released  from 
the  relation  with  her,  and  thereafter  fulfil 
his  promise  with  the  former  at  the  time  pre- 
viously designated.  In  the  English  case  of 
Frost  V.  Knight,  already  cited,  it  appeared 
that  the  parties  contracted  to  marry  each 
other  upon  the  death  of  the  man's  father, 
and  that,  before  that  event  occurred,  the  man 
declared  that  he  would  never  marry  the 
woman.     Thereupon  she  sued  him,  'while  his 


■ency  to  alienate  such  devotion.  But  this 
plaintiff  claims  the  right  to  take  to  herself  that 
affection  of  this  hushand,  which,  in  legal  theory 
at  least,  belongs  to  the  wife ;  but  such  a  trans- 
fer the  law  will  not  sanction.  Such  conduct  Is 
a  gross  violation  of  the  rights  of  the  wife.  Nor, 
In  a  legal  point  of  view,  does  It  at  all  strength- 
en the  argument  to  suggest  that  the  defendant, 
at  the  time  of  making  this  promise  was  living 
5<eparated  from  his  ^\te,  and  was  looking  for- 
ward to  a  divorce.  While  the  marriage  exists 
the  duties  Inherent  In  such  marriage  likewise 
<>xl8t.  and  they  cannot  be  thrown  off  at  the  will 
of  either  party.  By  voluntarily  withdrawing 
from  the  society  of  his  wife  a  man  cannot  free 
him8<'lf  from  his  matrimonial  obligations.  Nor 
ran  he  do  so  in  the  hope  of  a  divorce.  If  a  hus- 
band can  bind  himself  to  a  future  marriage 
conditioned  on  the  getting  of  a  divorce,  so  he 
can  incur  a  similar  obligation  to  be  put  in  ef- 
fect on  the  dissolution  of  his  marriage  by  the 
62  L.  R.  A. 


death  of  his  wlf^  Such  contracts  are  highly 
Impolitic  and  highly  scandalous,  and  are  there- 
fore illegal." 

So,  Iq  a  suit  for  the  breach  of  a  promise  to 
marry,  made  by  a  married  man  to  a  woman 
ignorant  of  his  marriage.  In  which  defendant 
claimed  that  upon  her  discovery  of  his  marriage 
the  original  contract  was  abandoned  and  a  new 
contract  entered  Into,  the  performance  of  which 
was  conditioned  upon  the  production  by  him 
of  papers  showing  a  divorce  from  bis  wire,  the 
court  said  that  if  such  were  the  case  the  con- 
tract would  be  void.  A  judgment  for  plaintiff 
was  affirmed,  however,  on  the  ground  that  the 
evidence  showed  that  the  original  contract  had 
never  been  abandoned,  performance  merely  hav- 
ing been  postponed  upon  her  discovery  of  the 
marriage  until  the  impediment  should  be  re- 
moved. Cammerer  v.  Muller,  38  N.  Y.  S.  R. 
588,  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  511.  W.  W.  N. 
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father  remained  in  life,  averring  that  dee- 1  When  the  engagement  between  thes^e  par- 
la  r<ition  as  a  breach  of  the  contract.  She  ob-  tio  wd>  iii>t  made,  and  the  time  for  the  cua- 
tained  a  judgment  in  the  lower  court,  but  it  ^iiMiniation  fixed  at  a  future  day  in  the  »ame 
WHS  arre-^ted  in  the  court  of  exchequer  by  the  month,  the  plaintiff^s  parents  were  called 
opinion  of  Lord  Chief  Baron  Kelly  upon  the  into  the  parlor,  and  the  matter  laid  before 
ground  that  the  defendant's  father  had  not  them  for  their  approval,  which  they  gave. 
died,  and  that  the  defendant  might  2»till  mar-  Neither  of  them  was  present,  however,  when 
ry  the  plaintiff  upon  the  death  of  his  father,  the  plan  wa&  changed,  and  the  second  a^ee- 
not withstanding  he  had  declared  that  he.  ment  entered  into;  the  mother  being  in  an- 
would  never  marry  her.  L.  R.  5  Exch.  322.  j  other  room  of  the  house,  and  the  father  hav- 
3'{6.  The  latter  holding  was  reversed  on  !  ing  jui»t  gone  to  ser\'ice  at  the  church  of 
writ  of  error,  and  the  original  judgment  re-  which  all  of  them  were  exemplary  members, 
stored  and  affirmed  by  the  opinion  of  Lord  After  the  plaintiff  had  testified  before  the 
Chief  Justice  Cockburn,  upon  the  ground !  jury,  her  father  was  examined  as  a  witness 
that  the  defendant's  declaration  was  aaabso-  ■  in  her  behalf.  In  his  testimony  in  chief  he 
lute  breach  of  his  contract,  and  gave  the  ;  stated  the  facts  just  recited  and  some  others. 


plaintiff  an  immediate  right  of  action  for 
damages.  L.  R.  7  Kxch.  111.  For  a  strong- 
er reason  would  the  marriage  of  the  defend- 
ant to  another  person  before  the  death  of  his 


the  most  material  of  the  latter  being  that  the 
defendant  told  him  about  three  weeks  after 
thechangeof  plan  that  the  marriage  had  been 
postponed     by    mutual    agreement    between 


father  have  been  a  renunciation  and  breach  !  himself  and  the  plaintiff.  On  cross-exami 
of  his  promise  to  the  plaintiff,  and  afforded '  nation  he  was  asked  if  he  did  not  know  that 
her  an  immediate  right  of  action  for  appro-  ]  the  engagement  was  broken  off  by  mutual 
priate  damages.  It  results,  therefore,  that '  consent,  and  he  replied  that  he  did  not,  but 
the  trial  judge  ruled  rightly  in  refusing  to ,  that  he  learned  from  his  "family,"  fi-om  the 
instruct  the  jury  that  the  marriage  of  the ,  defendant,  and  ^indirectly''  from  the  plain- 
defendant  to  his  present  wife  in  the  lifetime ;  tiff  that  the  marriage  had  been  postponed, 
of  his  divorced  wife  would  not  be  a  breach  .  He  was  further  asked  if  he  did  not,  a  few 
of  his  alleged  promise  to  marry  the  plaintiff  days  after  the  alleged  postponement,  visit 
when  his  divorced  wife  should  die,  and  in  re-  \  their  pastor,  and  then  tell  him  that  the  en- 
fu;)ing  to  arrest  the  judgment  upon  the  I  gagement  had  been  broken  off.  Upon  the 
ground  that  the  divorced  wife  is  still  living.  |  plaintiff's  insistence  that  the  que%>tion  wa^ 
The  charge  deli%'ered  correctly  announced  the  i  immaterial  and  incompetent,  and  that  the 
proposition  that  the  promise  of  the  defend- !  defendant  would  be  bound  by  the  answer, 
ant  to  marry  the  plaintiff  on  the  death  of  his  '  and  could  not  be  allowed  to  contradict  it, 
divorced  wife,  if  made  as  averred  by  the '  the  court  refused  to  permit  the  witness  to 
plaintiff,  was  effectually  broken  by  his  con-  ■  answer  in  the  pre^nce  of  the  jury.  He  did 
ceded  marriage  to  another  woman,  though  i  answer  in  the  absence  of  the  jury.  howe^Ter, 


that  divorced  wife  still  survived. 

The  asMgnments  against  the  courts  decli- 
nation to  grant  requests  for  special  instruc- 
tion relative  to  the  burden  of  proof  and  the 
measure  of  damages  are  sufficiently  answered 


that  he  did  not  tell  the  pastor  that  the  mar- 
riage "had  been  broken  off,"  but  did  tell  him 
"that  the  case  had  been  continued."  In  the 
further  progress  of  the  trial  the  defendant 
put  the  pastor  on  the  stand,  and  offeroil  his 


by   the  statement  that  the  general    charge  i  testimony  to  the  effect  that  the  plaintiff's 
deli%"ered   was  accurate  and   amply  full   on  ,  father  did  tell  him  com  plain  ingly,  at  the  time 
those  subjects.     When  the  two  parts  of  the    and  place  mentioned,  that  he   (the  pastor) 
charjre  bearing  upon  the  former  subject  are  ■  had  "broken  up  the  marriage;''  but  the  offer 
considered  together, — as  the  universal   rule  i  was  refused  on  the  objection  of  the  plaintiff. 


of  practice  requires  they  should  be, — it  is 
unmistakably  clear  that  the  jury  was  therein 
told  that  the  burden  wa«  upon  the  plain- 
tiff to  show  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evi- 
dence that  the  time  for  the  marriage  between 
her  and  the  defendant  was  postponed  by 
mutual  consent  until  after  the  death  of  his 
divorced  wife:  and  such  was  the  effect  of  the 
special  instruction  requested  on  that  subject. 
The  charge  as  to  the  measure  of  damages 
enumerated  only  the  proper  elements  of  com- 
pensatory damages  in  such  a  case. and  direct- 
ed that,  if  the  jury  should  find  for  the  plain- 


The  defendant  insists  that  the  question  put 
to  the  plaintiff's  father  was  competent,  as 
laying  proper  ground  for  impeachment,  and 
that  his  answer,  and  its  contradiction  bv  the 
pastor,  should  have  been  allowed  to  go  to  the 
jury;  and  the  court's  ruling  to  the  contrary 
is  assigned  as  error.  The  ruling  was  obvi- 
ously correct.  The  plaintiff's  father  had  te-i- 
tified  that  he  had  ne\*er  at  any  time  h^ard 
her  say  whether  the  marriage  had  been  brok- 
en off  or  only  postponed,  but  that  he  had 
learned  from  her  **indirectly,"  and  from  the 
other  members  of  his  "familv,"  that  it  had 


tiff,  it  should  "assess  her  damajres  at  such  j  been  postponed.  He  had  no  other  source  of 
an  amount  as  will  compensate  her  for  the  in-  information  on  the  subject,  and  knew  noth- 
juries  received.*'  This  part  of  the  charge  j  ing  about  it  at  the  time  of  the  interview  with 
was  self -restrictive,  and  it  plainly  limited  j  the  pastor,  except  what  he  had  so  learned  by 
the  consideration  of  the  jury  to  the  elements  '.  hearsay;  his  conversation  with  the  defend- 
of  compensatory  damages,  and  precluded  the  ant,  in  which  the  latter  was  said  to  have 
inclusion  of  exemplary  damages:  hence  it  i  stated  that  a  postponement  was  made,  not 
would  have  been  superfluous  to  have  charged  having  occurred  for  a  week  or  two  after  that 
additionally,  as  requested,  that  the  "plaintiff  interview.  It  is  manifest,  therefore,  that 
would  be  entitled  to  only  compensatory,  and  whntevcr  the  plaintiff's  father  may  have  said 
lot  exemplary,  damages."  •  to  the  pastor  at  the  time  and  on  the  subject 

52  L.  R.  A.  ' 


lUOO. 


Bkown  v.  Odill. 


663 


mentioned  in  the  question  could  at  most  have 
U?en  only  the  expression  of  his  opinion  or 
conclusion  from  what  he  had  heard  third  par- 
ties say;  that  such  an  opinion  or  conclusion, 
not  being  that  of  an  expert  upon  a  proper 
<«ubject  for  expert  testimony,  was  collateral 
to  the  real  issue,  and  inadmiesible  as  origi- 
nal evidence  for  either  party;  and,  that  ljein<y 
hO,  it  could  not  pro|)erly  be  made  the  basis  for 
impeaching  the  witness,  but  his  answer  in 
respect  thereto,  if  permitted,  would  have 
be^n  conclusive  upon  the  defendant,  who 
called  for  it.  Saunders  v.  City  d  Suburban 
H.  Co.  90  Tenn.  131,  41  S.  W.  1031,  and  cita- 
tions. For  the  same  and  kindred  reasons 
other  like  ruling  as  to  the  testimony  of  the 
same  and  other  witnesses,  including  the 
plaintiiT's  mother,  are  likewise  approved, 
and  the  assignments  against  them  held  not 
to  be  good. 

The  assignment  that  "there  is  no  credible 
proof  to  sustain  the  verdict"  is  bad  in  form, 
Weause  it  is  the  exclusive  province  of  the 
jury  to  pass  upon  the  credibility  of  witness- 
tfi\  and  it  is  not  sustainable  in  fact  with  the 
word  "credible**  disregarded,  because  there 
i"*  not  only  some  evidence  to  support  the  ver- 
dicu  as  required  by  the  rule,  but  there  is 
much  evidence  in  its  favor,  the  plaintiiT  hav- 
ing testified  positively  and  consistently  to 
the  postponement  of  the  marriage  as  averred 
in  the  declaration,  and  to  several  subsequent 
facts  indicating  a  continuance  of  the  engage- 
ment, and  other  witnesses  having  corrobor- 
ated her  testimony  in  regard  to  those  subse- 
quent facts. 

The  final  objection  is  that  the  verdict,  be- 
in**  for  $2,800,  is  excessive.  There  is  no 
circumstance  of  aggravation  in  the  case. 
Both  parties  were  of  excellent  character  and 
standing  when  they  became  engaged,  and 
they  are  still  so.  At  that  time  the  defend- 
ant told  the  plaintiff  that  his  estate  was 
worth  $10,000,  and  it  was  so  reported  in  the 
neifirhborhood ;  but  he  now  says  that  he  was 
mistaken  in  his  estimate,  and  that  in  fact  he 
was  then  and  is  now  worth  much  less  than 
that.  She  seems  to  have  no  estate  of  her 
own,  and  her  father  is  in  very  humble  cir- 
cumstances. Among  the  principal  elements 
of  damage  rightly  to  be  considered  by  the 
jury  in  making  up  the  amount  of  the  verdict, 
after  that  point  had  been  reached,  were  the 
the  disappointment  of  the  plaintiff's  reason- 
able expectations  of  social,  domestic,  and  ma- 
tfrial  advantage  to  be  derived  from  the 
proniised  marriage,  the  injury  to  hei  pros- 
pects in  life,  the  wounds  to  her  affections, 
her  mental  anguish  and  mortification,  result- 
injj  from  the  defendant's  wrongful  breach 
of  the  contract.  When  all  of  these  are  taken 
into  account,  this  court  cannot  say  that  the 
amount  of  the  verdict  is  too  great.  Certain- 
ly it  is  not  so  large  as  to  indicate  prejudice, 
papsion,  caprice,  or  corruption  on  the  part 
of  the  jury,  and,  not  being  of  that  magnitude, 
il  cannot  be  set  aside  for  excessiveness. 
Vniodall  v.  Thurman.  1  Head,  210;  Tennessee 
Conl  rf  li.  Co.  v.  Rodffij,  85  Tenn.  400,  5  S. 
W.  280;  Jenkins  v.  Uankins,  98  Tenn.  645,  ! 
41  S.  W.  1028. 

Let  the  judgment  be  affirmed, 
fJ2  L.  R.  A. 
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1.  UncondltlonnI  dental  of  llaliillty  on 

an  insurance  policy  Is  a  waiver  of  a  clause 
therein  gl\iug;  a  certain  time  for  payment. 

2.  A  iitateiiient  in  an  application  for 
Inaarance  written  by  the  agent  that  the 
fee-simple  title  Is  in  the  applicant,  when  he 
had  only  a  life  estate,  will  not  avoid  the  pol- 
icy if  the  agent  knew  the  true  state  of  the 
title  before  the  application  was  signed. 

8«  The  fact  that  the  cuiitodlan  ha*  ac- 
cemi  to  only  one  room  of  a  house  does 
not  render  the  house  vacant  so  as  to  avoid 
a  policy  of  insurance  on  it,  where  the  agent 
was  notified  that  the  owner's  family  was  to 
be  absent,  and  agreed  that  it  would  be  suf- 
ficient to  have  a  man  in  the  yard,  the  furni- 
ture being  left  in  the  building,  and  the  cus- 
todian occupying  an  adjoining  building  only 
'60  feet  away  and  part  of  the  time  sleeping 
In  the  room  to  which  he  had  access. 

(February  2,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of    the    Circuit    Court    for    Rutherford  • 
County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an   action 
brought  to  recover  the  amount  alleged  to  be 
due  upon  a  fire  insurance  policy.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  B.  II.  Ridley  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Riohardson  &  Riohardson,  for 
appellee: 

A  denial  of  liability  waives  proof  of  loss. 

Waiver  of  proof  of  loss  waives  also  the 
limit  of  time  within  which  the  loss  becomes 
payable  and  >vithin  which  suit  may  be 
brought. 

May,  Ins.  (1873)  %  409,  p.  574;  Riddle, 
Ins.  §  1141,  note  9;  Norwich  d  X.  Y,  Transp. 
Co.  v.  Western  Massachusetts  Ins.  Co.  34 
Conn.  5(>1 ;  Morris  v.  German- American  Ins. 
Co.  14  Ky.  L.  Rep.  859;  Insurance  Co.  of  \. 
A.  V.  For  wood  Cotton  Co.  12  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
846;  California  Ins.  Co.  v.  Gracey,  15  Colo. 
70,  24  Pac.  577 ;  German  Ins.  Co.  v.  Gibson, 

Note. — For  authorities  In  this  series  as  to 
the  elfecc  of  agent's' knowledge  of  falsity  of  ap- 
plication, see  Olemans  v.  Supreme  Assemblv 
Koyal  Soc.  of  O.  F.  (N.  Y.)  16  L.  K.  A.  iVA,  and 
note;  Hteele  v.  German  Ins.  Co.  (Mich.)  18 
L.  R.  A.  85 :  Reebe  v.  Ohio  Farmers'  Ins.  Co. 
(MIth.)  18  L.  K.  A.  481;  Yoch  v.  Home  Mut. 
Ins.  Co.  (Cal.)  34  L.  It.  A.  857;  Mutual  Ben. 
L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Robinson  (C.  C.  App.  8th  C.)  22 
L.  R.  A.  H25  ;  Dniley  v.  Preferred  Ma.sonic  Mut. 
Acci.  Asso.  (Mich.)  26  L.  B.  A.  171;  W.  B. 
(ioode  &  Co.  V.  Oeorgia  Home  Ins.  Co.  (Va.)  ao 
L.  R.  A.  842;  Michigan  Shingle  Co.  v.  State  In- 
vestment Ins.  Co.  (Mich.)  22  L.  R.  A.  310:  and 
note  to  Rqultable  Life  Assur.  Soc.  v.  Ilazle- 
wood  (Tex.)  7  L.  R.  A.  217. 

And  as  to  conditions  against  vacancy  or  non- 
occupancy,  see  Continental  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kyle 
(Ind.)  9  L.  R.  A.  81,  and  note,  as  well  as  note 
to  Halpiu  V.  Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A.  (N.  Y.)  8 
L.  R.  A.  79 :  also  Limburg  v.  German  F.  Ins. 
Co.  (Iowa)  23  L.  R.  A.  99;  Moody  v.  Amazou 
In.s.  Co.  (Ohio)  26  L.  R.  A.  314;  Agricultural 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Uarallton  (^fd.)  30  L.  R.  A.  633; 
Home  lus.  Co.  v.  Mendenhall  (III.)  30  L.  R.  A. 
374. 
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53  Ark.  494,  14  S.  W.  672;  Western  Borne 
Ins.  Co,  V.  Richardsony  40  Neb.  1,  68  N.  W. 
697. 

A  denial  of  liability,  even  after  expiration 
of  the  time  prescribed  for  furnishing  proofs 
of  loss,  A^ill  waive  the  time  limit  for  suing. 

Orient  Ins.  Co.  v.  C larky  22  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
106G,  59  S.  W.  863;  Standard  Loan  d  Acci. 
Ins.  Co,  T.  Thornton,  97  Tenn.  1,  40  S.  W. 
136. 

The  agent  had  a  correct  answer  to  the 
question  whether  any  encumbrance  existed, 
and  yet  wrote  an  incorrect  answer. 

Insured  did  not  know  the  meaning  of  the 
expression  "in  fee  simple"  as  explaining  ti- 
tle, and  would  not  therefore  have  probably 
used  such  an  expression;  and  if  the  agent 
wrote  that  down  "^hen  he  got  the  answer, 
he  and  his  company  w^ere  the  interpreters  of 
the  law  phrase. 

There  was  no  error  in  refusing  the  motion 
for  a  new  trial  upon  the  ground  that  the  in- 
sured had  made  a  false  answer  in  his  appli- 
cation. 

Biddle,  Ins.  S  737;  May,  Ins.  §  218: 
Planters'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Sorrels,  1  Baxt.  354,  25 
Am.  Rep.  780;  AmeHcan  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ma- 
hone,  21  Wall.  152.  22  L.  ed.  593;  Union 
Mitt.  L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Wilkinson^  13  Wall.  222, 
20  L.  ed.  617;  Continental  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Chamberlain,  132  U.  S.  304,  33  L.  ed.  341, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  87;  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Warttenherg,  24  CCA.  547,  48  U.  S.  App. 
344,  79  Fed.  245;  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Russell,  23  C  C  A.  43,  40  U.  S.  App.  530, 
77  Fed.  94;  Continental  Ins.  Co.  v.  Pearce, 
39  Kan.  396,  18  Pac.  291 ;  Planters*  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Myers,  55  Miss.  479,  30  Am.  Rep.  621; 
Kausal  v.  Minnesota  Farmers'  Mut.  F.  Ins. 
Asso.  31  Minn.  17,  47  Am.  Rep.  776,  16  N. 
W.  430:  Michigan  Pipe  Co.  v.  Michigan  F. 
rf  M.  Ins.  Co.  92  Mich.  482,  20  L.  R.  A.  279, 
52  N.  W.  1070;  Combs  v.  Hannibal  Sav.  d 
Ins.  Co.  43  Mo.  148,  97  Am.  Dec.  383;  Lam- 
herton  v.  Connecticut  F.  Ins.  Co.  39  Minn. 
129,  1  L.  R.  A.  222,  39  N.  W.  76;  Curry  v. 
Commonicealth  Ins.  Co.  10  Pick.  535,  20  Am. 
Dec.  547;  Harris  v.  Protection  Ins.  Co, 
Wright  (Ohio)  548;  Grant  v.  Howard  Ins. 
Co.  5  Hill,  10;  Light  v.  Greenwich  Ins.  Co. 
105  Tenn.  480,  58  S.  W.  851;  Freeman  v. 
Tower,  1  Gray,  426 ;  Girard  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Stephenson,  37  Pa,  293;  Le  Roy  v.  Park 
F.  Ins.  Co.  39  N.  Y.  56 ;  Northrup  v.  Missis- 
sippi Valley  Ins.  Co.  47  Mo.  435,  4  Am.  Rep. 
337 ;  Tenn.  Acts  1895,  chap.  160,  §  22,  Shan- 
noh's  Code,  §  3306. 

Where  an  agent  acting  within  the  scope 
of  l«is  authority  fills  out  an  application  for 
a  policy,  his  acts  and  representations  are 
those  of  the  company,  and  if  in  such  case  the 
agent,  by  reason  of  mistake,  neglect,  omis- 
sion, fraud,  or  otherwise,  insert  erroneous 
answers  in  such  application,  such  misrepre- 
Rontations  are  not  binding  on  the  assured 
unless  he  havS  knowledge  thereof,  or  there  has 
been  fraud  or  collusion  with  the  agent. 

Jovoe,  Ins.  §  472 :  Maier  v.  Fidelity  Mut. 
Life\As.so.  24  C  C  A.  239,  47  U.  S.  App. 
3*22.  78  Fed.  566. 

Even  a  stipulation  that  the  solicitor  of 
insurance  sliall  be  the  agent  of  the  applicant, 
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and  not  of  the  insurer,  will  not  avail  to 
lieve  the  latter  of  responsibility  for  the  er- 
ror, fraud,  or  mistake  of  its  agent. 

Clemans  v.  Supreme  Assembly  Royal  Soc. 
of  G.  F.  (N.  Y.)  16  L.  R.  A.  36,  and  note/ 
Combs  V.  Hannibal  Sav.  d  Ins.  Co.  43  Mo. 
148,  97  Am.  Dec.  3S3;  May,  Ins.  §  284,  note. 

Besides,  the  premises  were  not  and  never 
became  vacant,  unoccupied,  or  uninhabited, 
but  all  of  the  time  were  occupied,  either  by 
J.  M.  Pass,  tenant  and  associate  in  busines.s 
with  assured,  or  by  the  insured,  and  all  of 
the  furniture  and  household  goods,  except 
two  or  three  or  four  minor  articles,  re- 
mained in  the  dwelling. 

One  of  the  buildings,  about  36  or  37  feet 
from  the  dwelling  destroyed,  a  portion  of 
and  on  the  premises,  was  always  occupied  by 
the  family  of  J.  M.  Pass.  Hence  there  was 
no  forfeiture  of  insurance  in  this  respect. 

Biddle,  Ins.  §§  656  et  seq.;  13  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  pp.  266.  278;  Shearman  v.  Tfiiag- 
ara  F.  Ins,  Co.  46  N.  Y.  526,  7  Am.  Rep.  380; 
"Sorthern  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kiernan,  83  Ky.  468; 
Woodruff  V.  Imperial  F.  Ins.  Co.  83  N.  Y. 
133;  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wood,  47  Kan.  521, 
28  Pac.  167;  Rockford  Ins.  Co.  v.  Storig.  31 
111.  App.  486;  Traders*  Ins.  Co.  v.  ^Race 
(111.)  21  Ins.  L.  J.  363,  29  N.  E.  846;  Insitr- 
ance  Co.  v.  Anslcy,  15  Quebec  L.  R.  256; 
Short  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  90  N.  Y.  16,  43  Am. 
Rep.  138;  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Smith,  3 
Colo.  422;  Gibbs  v.  Continental  Ins.  Co.  13 
Hun,  611 ;  Eureka  F.  d  AT.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bald- 
win, 17  Ohio  C  C  143;  Phosnix  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Tucker,  92  111.  64,  34  Am.  Rep.  106;  Adair 
v.  Southern  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  107  Ga.  297,  45 
L.  R.  A.  204,  33  S.  E,  78 ;  German  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Everett,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  514,  46  S.  \V. 
95. 

MoAllster,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  is  an  action  on  a  policy  of  fire  insur- 
ance. Verdict  and  judgment  below  were  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  for  $1,908.75.  The  com- 
pany appealed,  and  has  assigned  errors.  It 
appears  from  the  record  that  this  policy 
was  issued  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  on 
the  28th  of  November,  1899,  and  insured  a 
country  dwelling  house  in  Rutherford  coun- 
ty, including  the  household  furniture.  On 
the  24th  of  March,  1900,  this  property  was 
destroyed  by  fire.  The  conditions  of  the  pol- 
icy material  to  the  present  investigation  are 
— First,  that  the  insured  is  the  sole  and  un- 
conditional owner  in  fee  of  said  property; 
second,  that  the  premises  shall  be  continual- 
ly occupied,  and,  if  they  shall  become  vacant, 
unoccupied,  or  uninhabited,  then  the  policy 
shall  be  null  and  void.  The  policy  also  pro- 
vides that  payment  shall  be  made  in  sixty 
days  after  receipt  of  proofs  of  loss.  It  ap- 
pears proofs  of  loss  were  duly  made  by  the 
assured,  which  were  received  by  the  com- 
pany on  the  30th  April,  1900,  and  the  pres- 
ent suit  was  commenced  on  June  13,  1900, 
less  than  sixty  days  after  receipt  by  the 
company  of  the  proofs  of  loss.  The  prema- 
turity of  the  suit  was  pleaded  in  abatement, 
but  the  pW  was  overruled.  The  company 
then  pleaded — First»  that  the  title  of  the 
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property  was  not  a  fee- simple  title  in  the  as- 
sured at  the  time  he  applied  for  the  insur- 
ance nor  at  any  subsequent  time;  second, 
that  the  premises  were  vacant,  unoccupied, 
and  uninhabited  at  the  time  of  the  fire,  with- 
out the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  com- 
pany. The  trial  resulted,  as  already  stated, 
in  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  first  assignment  of  error  is  that  the 
<x>urt  erred  in  overruling  defendant's  plea 
in  abatement  as  to  prematurity  of  the  suit. 
We  think  a  conclusive  answer  to  this  as- 
signment of  error  is  found  in  the  fact  that 
defendant  company,  on  receipt  of  proofs  of 
loss,  wrote  a  letter  to  the  insured,  in  which 
it  denied  any  liability  for  the  loss  upon  the 
ground  that  the  possession,  occupancy,  and 
use  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  fire 
was  not  as  stated  in  the  policy  or  applica- 
tion. This  was  an  unconditional  denial  of 
liability.  The  law  is  that  denial  of  liability 
is  a  waiver  of  the  time-limit  clause  in  the 
policy,  and  hence  plea  of  prematurity  of  suit 
cannot  be  successfully  interposed.  Says  Mr. 
Biddle  in  his  work  on  Insurance,  §  1145, 
vii\:  "There  is  usually  in  the  policy  an 
agreement  that  the  insurer  shall  not  pay 
tlie  loss  till  the  expiration  of  a  certain 
period  (as  sixty  days,  from  the  loss  or  re- 
ceipt of  proof.s  which  may  be  waived.  When 
the  insurer  declines  to  pay  at  all,  it  has 
been  held  that  the  insured  may  sue  from  the 
date  of  the  refusal,  as  this  waives  the  above 
clause." — citing  §  1141,  note  9.  In  German 
Tns.  Co.  v.  Qihson,  53  Ark.  494,  14  S.  W.  672, 
the  court  said,  in  speaking  of  this  clause: 
"It  would  be  unreasonable  to  say  that  it 
[the  company]  still  retained  the  right  to 
have  the  ninety  days  in  which  to  pay  a  loss 
that  it  never  intended  to  pay.  The  object 
of  the  agreement  that  the  company  should 
have  the  ninety  days  was  to  give  it  time  to 
pay  after  the  loss  was  adjusted.  Why  should 
it  have  the  time  when  it  did  not  intend  to 
pay?  The  denial  of  liability  was  inconsist- 
ent with  such  a  clause,*  and  was  a  waiver  of 
it."  See  also  Standard  Loan  d  Acci.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Thorntony  97  Tenn.  1,  40  S.  W.  136. 

The  next  assignment  of  error  is  that  there 
is  no  evidence  to  support  the  verdict.  This 
aswgnmcnt  is  based  upon  the  ground  that 
the  policy  had  become  void  and  the  insur- 
ance forfeited  for  two  reasons,  namely: 
First,  because  plaintiff  made  a  false  state- 
ment in  his  application  for  insurance,  which 
statement  became  a  part  of  the  policy  and 
was  warranted  to  be  true,  wherein  he 
claimed  to  be  the  owner  in  fee  simple  of  the 
premises,  when  as  a  matter  of  fact  he  was 
not  such  owner;  second,  because  the  proper- 
ty was  vacant,  unoccupied,  or  uninhabited 
at  the  time  the  same  was  destroyed  by  fire. 

Wo  sl'.all  first  consider  the  representation 
In  respect  of  the  title.  On  this  subject  we 
find  eviijcnce  in  the  record  tending  to  show 
that  the  answers  to  the  questions  propound- 
ed to  the  assured  in  the  application  were 
written  down  by  the  agent  of  the  defendant 
company.  In  answer  to  the  question,  "What 
tirl»^  has  applicant  to  these  premises?"  the 
IF. Mired  is  made  to  answer,  "Fee  simple." 
Tl.e  insured  testified  that  he  did  not  know 
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the  meaning  of  the  words  "fee-simple  title," 
and  made  no  such  statement  to  the  agent. 
He  further  testified  that  just  as  he  was 
about  to  sign  the  application  the  agent  asked 
applicant  if  the  title  to  the  property  was  in 
him.  He  replied,  "No,  sir;  I  had  the  deed 
made  to  me  and  my  wife  during  our  life- 
time, and  to  what  children  she  had  by  me.'' 
This  deed,  moreover,  was  registered,  and  the 
registration  books  were  easily  accessible.  So 
that  it  appears  from  plaintiff's  evidence, 
which  must  be  held  to  have  been  accepted 
by  the  jury,  that  the  company  was  fully  ad- 
vised through  its  authorized  agent,  before  the 
application  was  signed,  of  the  true  state  of 
the  title,  and  that  the  erroneous  statement 
in  the  application  that  plaintiff  was  the  own- 
er in  fee  simple  of  the  premises  was  the  mis- 
take of  the  agent,  which  cannot  be  visited 
upon  the  assured.  In  Planters*  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Sorrels,  I  Baxt.  352,  26  Am.  Rep.  780,  it  was 
held  by  this  court  that  when  the  agent 
makes  out  the  application  for  insurance,  and 
inserts  in  it  representations  that  are  untrue, 
though  the  facts  were  correctly  stated  to 
him  by  the  assured,  who  signs  the  applica- 
tion, this  will  not  prejudice  the  insured's 
rights  or  invalidate  the  policy,  and  parol 
testimony  may  be  heard  to  show  that  the 
answers  were  thus  written  by  the  agent; 
citing  Union  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wilkinson, 
13  Wall.  222,  20  L.  ed.  617.  "Where  the  ap- 
plicant  states  fully  and  truthfully  the  cir- 
cumstances relating  to  the  title  and  owner- 
ship of  the  property  insured,  and  the  agent, 
knowing  all  the  facts,  states  the  title  in- 
correctly and  issues  a  policy,  the  company 
cannot  take  advantage."  Joyce,  Ins.  §§  472- 
476,  and  citations. 

The  other  ground  insisted  upon  for  a  for- 
feiture of  the  insurance  is  that  the  premises 
at  the  time  of  the  fire  were  "vacant,  unoc- 
cupied, and  uninhabited,"  in  violation  of 
the  conditions  of  the  policy.  An  able  and 
elaborate  argument  has  been  submitted  in 
support  of  this  contention.  The  authorities 
uniformly  uphold  the  importance  and  valid- 
ity of  the  occupancy  clause  in  insurance  pol- 
icies. In  Ridge  v.  Scottish  Commercial  Ins. 
Co.  9  Lea,  507,  the  policy  provided  that  if 
the  within-mentioned  premises  shall  become 
vacant  or  unoccupied,  without  the  consent 
of  the  company  indorsed  on  the  policy,  the 
policy  shall  be  void.  It  appeared  that  the 
firft  occurred  while  the  premises  were  tem- 
porarily vacant,  and  it  was  held  this  fact 
avoided  the  policy,  and  the  insured  could 
not  recover.  What,  then,  are  the  facts  pre- 
sented in  this  record  for  the  application  of 
this  principle?  The  proof  shows  that  the  in- 
sured, when  he  applied  for  th«  insurance, 
told  the  agent  that  he  and  his  family  would 
not  be  in  that  house  all  the  time;  whereup- 
on the  agent  asked  him  if  there  would  be 
someone  in  the  yard,  and  he  (insured)  told 
him  there  would  be  a  man  in  the  house,  and 
the  agent  replied  that  would  be  all  right. 
We  think  it  obvious,  from  this  statement, 
that  the  agent  would  have  been  satisfied  to 
have  an  occupant  of  the  tenant's  room  In 
the  yard,  and  did  not  intend  to  demand  that 
someone  should  actually  reside  in  the  house. 
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However,  the  proof  is  that  plaintiff  and  his 
family  moved  out  of  the  house,  and  went  to 
Wilson  county,  where  he  cultivated  a  farm. 
He  left  a  tenant  or  cropper  in  charge  of  the 
farm  in  Rutherford   county,  but  would   re- 
turn  "sometimes  twice  a  week,   sometimes 
once  a  week,  and  sometimes  he  would  miss 
a   week."     All  of  the  furniture  and  house- 
hold goods,  excepting  two  or  three  articles, 
remained  in  the  building.     The  proof  is  that 
at  the  time  of  the  insurance  there  were  two 
small  rooms  in  the  yard  situated  about  36 
feet  from  the  dwelling  house.     Tliese  rooms 
were  occupie<l  by  a  tenant  and  his  family. 
About  tlie  20th  of  December,  before  the  fire 
occurred,  this  tenant  commenced  to  sleep  in 
one  of  the  rooms  of  the  dwelling  house.     On 
the  night  the  fire  occurred,  to  wit,  March 
24,  1900,  this  tenant,  his  wife,  and  a  visitor 
were  sitting  in  the  tenant's  house.     The  fire 
occurred   about   twenty- five   minutes   to    11 
o'clock,  and  when  first  discovered  it  was  on 
top  of  the  house  at  the  east  side.     The  proof 
shows  that  no  one  had  been  in  the  dwelling 
house  for  a  week.     The  tenant  had  access 
to  one  room  only,  and  no  keys  to  any  other 
part  of  the  house.     The  question  then  pre- 
sented upon  these  facts  is  w^hether  the  in- 
sured dwelling  house  was  unoccupied  in  such 
a  sense  as  to  avoid  the  policy.  We  think  not. 
In  the  first  place,  the  agent  who  took  the  ap- 
plication w^as  informed  that  insured  expected 
to  leave  the  premises.     This  agent  inquired 
if   there   would   be   someone   in   the   yard; 
thereby  intimating  that  this  would  be  suf- 
ficient.    But  the  insured  stated  there  would 
be  a  man  in  the  house.     To  this  arrange- 
ment the  agent  assented,  saying,  "All  right."' 
Now,  the  proof  shows  that  from  December 
20th  the  tenant  had  been  sleeping  in  one  of 
the  rooms  of  this  dwelling,  and  that  on  the 
night  of  the  fire  he  was  sitting  in  the  ten- 
ant's room,  only  30  feet  away.     The  object 
of  having   someone   on  the  premises   is    to 
keep  out  trespassers,  prevent  incendiarism, 
as  well  as  to  maintain  superWsion  over  the 
property.     The  proof  is  clear  that   no  one 
had  entered  these  premises,  nor  is  there  a 
suggestion  that  the  fire  was  of  incendiary 
origin.     It    could    have    arisen    from    spon- 
taneous combustion,  or  possibly  the  ignition 
of  matches  by  rats  or  mice.     But  it  is  in- 
sisted that  this  tenant,  having  no  keys  or 
access  to  the  other  rooms,  was  powerless  to 
reach  the  fire  when  discovered.     No  authori- 
ty has  been  furnished  where  this  exact  point 
has  been  decided.     In  Moody  v.  Amazon  Ins. 
Co.  52  Ohio  St.  12,  26  L.  K.  A.  313,  38  N.  E. 
1011,  it  w^as  said,  viz.:     "Nor  does  it  follow 
as  a  matter  of  law,  a  dwelling  house  is  to  be 
considered  as  unoccupied  merely  because  it 
has  ceased  to  be  used  as  a  family  residence, , 
when  the  household  goods  remain  ready  for 
use,  and  it  continues  to  be  occupied  by  one 
or  more  members  of  the  family,  who  have  ac- 
cess to  the  entire  building  for  the  purpose 
of  caring  for  it,  and  who  do  care  for  it,  and 
make  some  use  of  it  as  a  place  of.  abode." 
So,  in  Imperial  P.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kiernan^  83 
Ky.   470,  the  court  said,  viz.:     "When  the 
tenant  removed,  the  appellee,  failing  to  ob- 
tain another  tenant,  immediately  got  a  man 
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to  stav  in  one  room  of  the  house,  whi'^h  waa 
furnished  for  the  purpose,  and  who  ate  and 
slept  tliere,  having  access  to  tlie  entire  \m\\- 
ing  for  the  purpose  of  caring  for  and  waici- 
ing  it,  and  who  was  so  doing  when  ii  was 
destroyed.''  It  will  be  observed  that,  whil? 
the  exact  point  is  not  raised  or  decided.  b'>t!j 
cases  lay  stress  upon  the  fact  that  the  cu= 
todian  of  the  house  had  access  to  the  en- 
tire building.  We  can  well  see  how  this  ar- 
rangement might  promote  the  interest  of 
both  parties  in  the  protection  of  the  prem- 
ises. Yet,  as  a  practical  matter,  we  are  nf  t 
prepared  to  hold  that  a  man  who  has  left  an 
occupant  of  a  single  room  to  watch  his  hou«e 
must  leave  with  him  the  keys  to  his  entire' 
premises.  This  is  frequently  impracticable 
and  undesi rable,  and  such  a  rule  would  result 
in  much  injustice  to  policy  holders.  In  ihf 
present  case  all  that  was  contemplated  ht- 
tween  the  parties  was  that  someone  >hGuM 
sleep  in  this  dwellins^  house  and  maintain  a 
watch  over  the  premises.  , 

There  was  a  reasonable  compliance  on  the 
part  of  the  insure<l  with  this  imder-tanJing. 
and  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 


STATE  of  Tennessee,  for  Use  of  .1.  A.  XEW 
^L\N  and  Wife,  Apjtts,, 

V. 

W.  J.  KTMBROUGH  et  al. 
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1.  An  intent  to  e^ade  tlie  Inn-H  of  a 
■late  In  which  a  divorce  was  granted,  mak- 
ing remarriage  of  the  divorced  person  un- 
lawful, will  not  be  assumed  from  th<>  fact  of 
his  contracting  a  marriage  in  another  <'»ti* 
immediately  l)efore  returning  to  that  whfri» 
the  divorce  was  granted,  merely  frtim  rb^ 
presumption    that   everyone   knows  the  law 

2.  A  marriaire  valid  where  coat  meted 
In  another  btate  between  a  man  and  o^e 
for  .idultei'y  with  whom  he  was  divorced  Ifi 
a  state  to  which  be  returns  immediatelj  aft- 
er the  marriage  and  while  his  former  v\U 
Is  still  living,  will  not  l>e  recognized  by  :f^ 
courts  oi  the  latter  state  to  the  extent  <^i 
permitting  him  to  sue  for  her  property, 
where  the  statutes  prohibit  marriage  b^iwptTi 
a  divorced  person  and  his  parumonr.  a'.tbot:?^ 
In  contracting  the  marriage  there  was  n«» 
Intent  to  evade  the  laws  of  the  state  wh^rc 
the  divorce  was  granted. 

(April  28.  1000.) 

APPEAL  by  relators  from  a  decree  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery  Appeals  affirming  a 
decree  of  the  Chancery  Court  for  Jeffer'^Ti 
County  dismissing  a  suit  brought  to  compel 
defendant  Kimbrough  as  gtiardian  of  M-^- 
Newman  to  turn  over  to  relators  property 
belonging  to  her.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the 

Note. — As  to  effect  of  statutes  forblddlr.; 
remarriage  of  guilty  party  after  divorce.  ?**^ 
note  to  Re  Hernandez's  Snccesslon  (I^.>  24 
L.  R.  A.  831:  also  Crawford  v.  State  (Ml?«^' 
35  L.  R.  A.  224:  Ovitt  ▼.  Smith  (Vt.)  -V)  L.  R. 
A.  223;  and  Re  Stull  (Pa.)  39  L.  R.  A.  53t> 
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court  of  Chancery  Appeals  which  was  deliv- 
ered by  Bakton,  J.,  as  follows: 

Tlie  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  by  J.  A. 
Xew*nian  and  his  wife,  Liira  A.  Newman, 
against  the  defendant  William  J.  Kim- 
brough,  as  guardian  of  Lura  A.  Newman, 
and  against  the  other  defendants  as  the 
sureties  of  Kimbrough  on  his  guardian 
bond.  The  case  presented  in  the  bill  is  that 
the  complainant  J.  A.  Newman  married  his 
cocomplainant,  Lura  A.  Newman,  on  Octo- 
ber 17,  lvSl)8,  in  the  state  of  Texas;  that  the 
defendant  Kimbrough  was  appointed  guardi- 
an of  the  complainant  Lura  Newman,  who 
before  her  marriage  was  Lura  ^A.  Kim- 
brough, on  January  5,  1885,  and  that  he  had 
made  his  bond  as  such  guardian,  and  en- 
tered upon  the  discharge  of  his  duties;  that 
on  May  10,  1885,  there  came  into  the  hands 
of  the  defendant  William  J.  Kimbrough  the 
sum  of  $100  as  an  estate  belonging  to  the 
cocomplainant,  Lura  A.,  under  a  devise  to 
her  by  one  Elisha  N.  Kimbrough.  The  bill 
alleges  that  the  guardian  had  fraudulently 
neglected  and  refused  to  make  settlement, 
and  had  failed  and  refused  to  pay  over  to 
the  complainants  said  sum  of  money,  though 
often  requestetl  so  to  do.  and  that  complain- 
ants were  entitled  to  recover  the  sum  from 
him.  The  answer  relied  upon  the  following 
defense:  The  defendant  William  J.  Kim- 
brough says  that  he  denies  that  J.  A.  New- 
man and  Lura  A.  Newman  were  husband 
and  wife.  He  says  that  they  may  have  pre- 
tended to  go  through  some  form  of  marriage 
in  Texas,  but  that  in  fact  J.  A.  Newman 
was  legally  married  on  May  17,  1884,  to  one 
Mary  A.  Glenn,  and  had  continued  to  live 
with  her  as  her  lawful  husband  until  some 
lime  in  the  year  1897,  when  his  wife  filed  a 
bill  against  him  in  the  circuit  court  of  Jefl'er- 
son  county,  seeking  a  divorce  from  him  on 
account  of  adultery  committed  by  Newman 
with  the  complainant  Lura,  the  daughter 
of  defendant,  and  pretended  wife  of  com- 
plainant. The  answer  says  that  J.  A.  New- 
man and  Lura  have  been  guilty ,  as  was 
clearly  proved  in  the  divorce  case,  of  adul- 
tery, and  that  the  circuit  court  in  the  case 
mentioned  granted  a  divorce  to  Marj'  A. 
Newman,  the  wife  of  J.  A.  Newman,  on  this 
ground,  and  the  defendant  avers  that  he  does 
not  believe  that  the  complainants  were  mar- 
ried at  all,  but  that,  if  so,  their  marriage 
was  void,  the  laws  of  this  state  prohibiting 
«^uch  a  marriage,  Mary  A.  Newman  being 
still  alive.  And  the  defendant  in  his  an- 
swer says  that,  if  they  were  married  at  all, 
it  was  in  the  state  of  Texas,  for  the  purpose 
of  evading  the  laws  of  this  state.  He  admits 
his  appointment  as  guardian,  and  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  $100  willed  to  Lura  Kimbrough. 
He  denies  that  he  has  converted  the  money 
to  his  own  use.  Avers  that  he  had  expended 
more  than  this  amount  upon  the  complain- 
ant. He  denies  that  he  had  not  made 
a  settlement  with  the  county  court,  but 
avers  that  he  had  made  settlements  with  the 
county  court,  and  that  the  settlements  made 
by  him  show  a  balance  of  only  $37  belonging 
to  the  complainant  Lura,  and  denies  tlieir 
right  to  recover  any  amount  at  all,  but  says 
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that  he  had  offered  to  pay  them  the  amount 
shown  to  be  in  his  hands. 

There  is  but  little  dispute  as  to  the  facts. 
We  find  that  the  complainant  John  A.  New- 
man was  married  to  one  Mary  A.  Glenn  on 
Noveml)er  14,  1883,  in  Jefferson  county; 
that  she  subsequently  filed,  on  December  25), 
1897,  a  bill  against  the  complainant  J.  A. 
Newman,  seeking  a  divorce  from  him  on  the 
ground  of  adulteiy  committed  with  one  Lura 
Kimbrough.  After  due  process,  a  decree 
was  regularly  rendered  in  this  cause  granting 
a  divorce  to  Mary  A.  Newman.  And  in  thi^ 
decree  it  was  adjudicated  that  the  defendant 
had  been  guilty  of  adultery  with  other 
women  at  different  times  and  places,  and  es- 
pecially with  Lura  Kimbrough,  and  was  also 
guilty  of  maliciously  abusing  and  mistreat- 
ing complainant  at  divers  times,  and  the 
bonds  of  matrimony  were  dissolved  between 
the  parties.  As  stated,  this  decree  was  en- 
tered on  April  15,  1808.  It  further  appears 
from  the  proof  that  the  complainant  J.  A. 
Newman  left  this  state  on  March  3,  1898, 
and  returned  on  October  19,  1898.  He  went 
to  Texas.  He  left  his  children  by  his  first 
wife  with  his  father.  These  were  afterwards 
taken  away  from  his  father.  The  evidence 
by  the  father  is,  and  there  is  nothing  to  con- 
tradict this,  that  at  the  time  he  left  for 
Texas  it  was  understood  he  was  going  to 
make  Texas  his  permanent  home.  His  fath: 
er  also  states  that  the  son  John  A.  Newman 
returned  to  Tennessee  at  his  solicitation, 
and  with  reluctance.  It  appears  that  the 
complainant  J.  A.  Newman  married  the  co- 
complainant  Lura  A.  Newman  in  Texas  on 
October  17,  1898,  and,  as  stated,  returned  to 
Tennessee  October  19,  1898,  and  that  at  this 
time  his  former  wife  was  living,  and  was 
living  when  this  suit  was  brought.  On 
these  facts,  the  chancellor,  on  the  hearing, 
dismissed  the  complainants'  bill,  and  they 
have  appealed,  and  assigned  errors. 

The  defense,  of  course,  is  that  the  com- 
plainants are  not  entitled  to  recover  because 
the  alleged  marriage  in  Texas  was  illegal, 
the  complainant  Lura  A.  having  been  ad- 
judged in  the  divorce  proceeding  to  have  been 
guilty  of  adultery  with  John  A.  Newman, 
and  the  divorce  being  granted  on  that  ac- 
count as  well  as  on  other  grounds.  The  com- 
plainants' suit  is  based  on  the  right  of  the 
husband  to  recover  the  legacy  of  the  wife 
without  regard  to  the  termination  of  the 
wardship,  and  the  complainants  are  not  en- 
titled to  a  decree  if  the  marriage  was  illegal 
and  void,  or  if  it  be  true,  as  insisted  by  the 
defendants'  counsel,  that  the  courts  will  re- 
pel complainants  on  the  ground  of  public 
policy.  Tlie  provision  of  our  Code  in  regard 
to  marriages  of  this  kind  is  that,  when  a 
marriage  is  absolutely  annulled,  the  parties 
shall  severally  be  at  liberty  to  marry  again, 
but  a  defendant  who  has  been  guilty  of  adul- 
tei-y  shall  not  marry  the  person  with  whom 
the  crime  was  committed  during  the  life  of 
the  former  husband  or  wife.  So  the  case 
we  have  here  is  where  a  divorce  was  granted 
to  the  wife  of  the  complainant  John  A.  New- 
man in  1808,  in  a  suit  against  him  on  the 
ground,    among    other   things,    of   adultery 
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with  his  present  alleged  wife;  that  at 
about  the  time  of  the  divorce  proceedings 
he  left  for  Texas,  remained  there  until  Oc- 
tober, 1898;  and  that  within  two  days  of 
his  return  to  this  state,  and  obviously  on  the 
day  he  left  the  state  of  Texas  with  the  ex- 
pectation of  returning  to  this  state  to  live, 
he  married  the  cocomplainant,  Lura  A.,  his 
first  wife  being  then  alive,  and  now  seeks  to 
maintain  this  suit  by  virtue  of  this  marital 
relation.  Can  he  do  so?  Tlie  defendant  in- 
sists that  he  cannot.  The  marriage  is  abso- 
lutely void  under  the  laws  of  this  state.  If 
valid  in  Texas  it  is  apparent  that  it  was 
made  with  the  idew  of  evading  the  laws  of 
this  state,  and  that,  therefore,  the  courts  will 
not  recognize  the  relation,  and  that,  whether 
valid  or  not,  under  the  circumstances,  on 
the  grounds  of  public  policy,  the  courts  will 
repel  the  complainants.  The  complainants' 
counsel  denies  that  these  propositions  arc 
well  taken,  and  also  insists  that  in  no  event 
could  the  defendant  succeed  unless  the  de- 
cree granting  the  divorce  had  prohibited 
these  parties  from  marrying,  which  it  did 
not.    Such  are  the  legal  questions  presented. 

The  decisions  in  this  state  bearing  upon 
this  subject  may  be  summed  up  as  follows: 

In  Owen  v.  Bracket^  7  Lea,  448,  it  would 
appear  from  the  very  brief  opinion  of  Judge 
Turney  that  the  parties  were  married  and 
divorced  in  this  state,  and  that  there  was  a 
second  marriage  with  the  woman  Eliza  Han- 
ey,  with  whom  the  adultery  had  been  com- 
mitted, the  first  wife  being  still  alive.  Af- 
ter this  second  marriage  the  husband  and 
wife  sold  a  tract  of  land,  the  wife  not  join- 
ing in  the  deed.  Subsequently  she  and  the 
husband  claimed  homestead  in  the  tract. 
This  was  denied  to  her  by  the  supreme  court 
on  the  ground  that  she  was  not  legally  the 
wife  of  Owens,  the  complainant. 
,  In  State  v.  Bell,  reported  in  7  Baxt.  9,  32 
Am.  Rep.  549,  it  appeared  that  the  defend- 
ant J.  P.  Bell  had  been  indicted  in  the  crim- 
inal court  of  Davidson  county  for  living 
with  a  colored  woman  as  man  and  wife,  he 
being  a  white  man.  It  appeared  upon  the 
face  of  the  indictment  that  the  parties  were 
married  in  the  state  of  Mississippi,  where 
such  a  marriage  was  recognized  as  legal. 
For  this  reason  the  indictment  was  quashed 
in  the  court  below,  but  the  supreme  court 
held  erroneously  so,  and  it  was  held  that 
the  marriage  in  Mississippi,  though  legal 
there,  did  not  protect  the  parties  living  to- 
gether here  in  violation  of  our  statute.  It 
was  said  that  the  case  of  Morgan  v.  McGhee, 
5  Humph.  13,  only  decided  that  marriages 
solemnized  according  to  the  law  and  usages 
of  the  country'  where  made  were  good  in  Ten- 
nessee. It  was  said  that  it  was  the  manner 
and  form  of  the  marriage,  and  not  the  ca- 
pacity of  the  parties  to  contract  the  mar- 
riage, which  was  passed  upon  by  the  court 
delivering  that  opinion.  Judge  Turney 
further  said:  "The  reason  for  such  rules  is 
readily  seen.  Each  state  has  its  peculiar 
regulation,  some  more,  some  less,  strict  and 
formal.  The  general  rule  resulting  from  all. 
that  a  marriage  good  in  the  place  where 
made,  after  the  forms  and  usages  of  that 
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place,  shall  be  good  everywhere,  is  intended 
to  prevent  a  mischief  that  would  otherwise 
grow  out  of  a  difference  of  formal  and  local 
regulations.  For  instance,  in  some  of  the 
states  a  license  is  not  absolutely  necessary. 
Now,  if  in  one  of  such  states  a  marriage  is 
solemnized  without  license,  being  good  there 
it  is  good  in  Tennessee,  where  a  license  is 
necessary,  and  where  a  marraige  and  living 
together  without  license  would  subject  the 
parties  to  indictment  for  lewdness.  A  re- 
spect for  and  recognition  by  each  state — in 
fact  nation, — of  the  legal  ceremonial  of  mar- 
riage in  another,  is  all  that  is  meant  or  in- 
tended b^  the  rule.  All  standard  authors 
declare  the  rule  comes,  not  ex  comitate^  but 
rx  dcbito  jnstitice.  Were  it  otherwise,  each 
state  would  be  dependent  upon  the  concur- 
ring legislation  and  adjudication  of  every 
other  for  the  permanency  and  efficacy  of  it» 
own.  Each  state  is  sovereign,  a  government 
within,  of,  and  for  itself,  with  the  inherent 
and  reserved  right  to  declare  and  maintain 
its  own  political  economy  for  the  good  of  its 
citizens,  and  cannot  be  subjected  to  the 
recognition  of  the  fact  or  act  contravening 
its  public  policy  and  against  good  morals  as 
lawful,  because  it  was  made  or  existed 
in  a  state  having  no  prohibition  against  it, 
or  even  permitting  it." 

The  next  and  last  reported  case  that  we 
have  seen  or  been  referred  to  upon  this  sub- 
ject is  that  of  Pennegar  v.  State,  87  Tenn. 
244,  2  L.  R.  A.  703,  10  S.  W.  305.  In  that 
case  the  defendants  were  indicted  and  eon- 
\'icted  of  lewdness.  It  appeared  that  E.  N. 
Ilaney  was  divorced  from  her  husband,  John 
Haney.  by  decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  De- 
kalb county  upon  the  petition  of  the  hus- 
band, on  the  ground  of  adultery  with  the 
defendant  William  Pennegar;  that  £he  di- 
vorced wife  and  the  partner  of  her  guilt 
shortly  after  the  divorce  went  to  Jackson 
county,  state  of  Alabama,  where  they  were 
married  to  each  other,  and  on  the  next  day 
after  their  marriage  returned  to  Dekalh 
county,  in  this  state,  the  place  of  their 
former  and  present  residence,  where  they 
were  living  and  cohabiting  openly  and  pub- 
licly as  man  and  wife  when  the  indictment 
was  found.  The  supreme  court  in  an  opin- 
ion by  Judge  Folkes,  aftirmed  the  judgment 
of  the  circuit  court.  The  decision  appears 
to  have  been  based  largely  on  the  ground 
that  the  going  of  these  parties  to  Alabama, 
and  marrying  there,  was  plainly  an  inten- 
tion to  evade  the  laws  of  this  stite.  Judge 
Folkes  in  his  opinion  gives  a  very  thorough 
review  of  this  subject,  and  we  can  add  noth- 
ing to  what  he  has  said,  and  deem  it  unnec- 
essary to  quote  at  any  length  from  the  opin- 
ion already  published. 

In  this  case,  in  view  of  the  proof,  we  can- 
not say  that  the  parties  went  to  the  state 
of  Texas  for  the  purpose  of  mariying,  an  1 
thus  avoiding  the  laws  of  this  state;  the 
proof  being  that  Newman  had  for  some  time 
before  the  divorce  contemplated  going,  an  '. 
in  fact  left  the  state  before  the  divorce  wn^ 
crranted,  presumably  with  the  cocomplai- 
ant.  Lura.  The  testimony  of  his  fathr 
shows  that  it  had  long  been  the  intention  1  • 


1900. 


Statb,  Ube  op  Nkwman,  v.  Kimbroogh. 


671 


go  aod  to  make  Texas  his  permanent  home, 
and  that  he  returned  with  much  reluctance, 
and  only  on  account  of  the  solicitation  of  the 
father/  We  have  the  fact  that  he  married 
this  woman,  whom  he  could  not  have  mar- 
ried here,  on  the  day  he  started  back.    Are 
we  justified  from  that  fact  in  inferring  that 
this  was  done  in  view  of  our  law  against 
such    marriages    in    this    state?     Does    the 
maxim  that  everyone  is  presumed  to  know 
the  law,  coupled  with  the  other  maxim  that 
each  and  every  one  is  presumed  to  intend 
the  consequences  which  naturally  follow  from 
his  act,  force  this  inference  upon  us?     We 
take  it  that  the  rule  that  everyone  is  pre- 
sumed and  bound  to  know  the  law  means 
rather  that  each  and  ©very  one  is  bound  by 
the  law  as  if  he  knew  it,  and  we  think  it  can- 
not be  held  that  because  everyone  is  pre- 
sumed to  know  the  law,  in  the  sense  that 
when  within  its  jurisdiction  he  is  bound  by 
it,  the  courts  will  hold  from  this  that  he  is 
presumed,  when  acting  outside  of  the  limits 
of  the  state,  to  have  had  this  knowledge  in 
mind  in  such  a  way  that  an  evasion  of  it 
will  be  assumed  under  such  a  state  of  facts 
as  is  found  in  this  case.  So,  acting  upon  the 
facts  as  we  find  them  in  the  record,  we  can- 
not and  do  not  find  that  there  was  an  at- 
tempted evasion  of  the  laws  of  this  state  by 
the  complainants  when  they  were  married 
in  Texas,  and  immediately  removed  to  this 
state.     So  the  clear-cut  case  presented  for 
our  adjudication  is  whether,  in  a  case  where 
these  complainants  were  married  in  the  state 
of  Texas  on  the  day  they  started  for  Ten- 
nessee, a  divorce  having  been  granted  in  this 
state  some  six  months  before  on  the  ground 
of  adultery  by  the  complainant  John  A.  New- 
man with  his  present  cocomplainant,  Lura 
Newman,  these  parties  having  immediately 
after  maniage  removed  to  this   state,  the 
wife  being  still  alive,  the  courts  of  this  state 
will  recognize  this  marriage,  even  though 
they  do  not  find  as  a  matter  of  fact  that  the 
marriage  between   the  cocomplainants  was 
consummated  with  the  intention  of  evading 
the  laws  of  this  state.  On  the  same  grounds 
of  public  policy  that  were  declared  in  the 
case  of  State  v.  BelU  7  Baxt.  9,  32  Am.  Rep. 
549,  we  hold  that,  although  it  does  not  ap- 
pear that  there  was  an  intentional  evasion 
in  the  mere  fact  of  marriage,  the  courts  of 
this  state  will  not  recognize  such  a  marriage 
as  valid  where  the  parties  have  immediately 
thereafter  returned  to  this  state  to  live  the 
wife   who   obtained  the   divorce   being  still 
alive.    The  policy  of  the  law  of  this  state 


is  to  maintain  the  marriage  relation,  and  to 
remove  all  inducements  of  infidelity  on  the 
part  of  the  husband  or  the  wife  possibly  by 
shutting  off  all  hope  of  marriage  with  a  par- 
amour during  the  life  of  the  wife  who  has 
obtained  the  divorce.  It  is  also  a  part  of 
the  policy  of  this  state  to  maintain  intact 
the  family  relations  incurred  under  the  first 
legal  marriage,  and  thereby  promote  chas- 
tity, and  also  harmony  in  the  family.  And 
while  we  do  not  mean  to  be  understood  as 
holding  that,  if  the  parties  had  continued  to 
remain  and  live  in  Texas,  the  laws  of  this 
state  could  so  far  affect  the  relation  of  these 
parties  as  to  declare  the  marriage  there  in- 
valid, and  prevent  the  children  of  such  a 
marriage  bom  while  their  parents  were  liv- 
ing in  this  state  from  having  all  the  rights 
which  would  accrue  to  legitimates,  yet  we 
do  hold  that  the  policy  of  this  state  will  pre- 
vent such  parties  from  immediately  after 
such  marriage,  which  would  have  been  void 
in  this  state,  coming  into  this  state,  and 
themselves  asserting  and  maintaining  in 
the  courts  of  this  state  rights  accruing  un- 
der such  marriage  a«  if  it  had  been  consum- 
mated .in  this  state.  So  far  and  no  further 
do  we  intend  our  holding  in  this  case  to  go. 
The  result  of  our  conclusion  is  that  the 
chancellor  correctly  dismissed  the  bill,  and 
his  decree  is  affirmed,  with  costs.  All  con- 
cur. 

Mr.  C.  T.  Rankin  for  appellants. 

Messrs.  Eugene  Holtslnser  and  Wash- 
bum,  Piokle,  6c  Tnmer,  for  appellees: 

It  is  evident  that  the  marriage  was  an 
attempt  to  avoid  prosecution  for  lewdness 
in  Tennessee,  and  to  evade  the  operation  of 
the  statute  in  Tennessee  forbidding  their 
marriage  during  the  lifetime  of  said  J.  A. 
Newmans*  first  wife. 

Code,  S  2475,  Shannon's  Code,  4228. 

A  marriage  of  citizens  and  residents  of 
this  state,  solemnized  in  another  state  for 
the  purpose  of  evading  this  statute,  is  inval- 
id and  void  as  contrary  to  the  public  policy 
of  this  state,  and  if  the  parties  live  together 
as  husband  and  wife  in  this  state  they  arc 
guiltv  of  lewdness. 

Pennegar  v.  State,  87  Tenn.  244,  2  L.  H. 
A.  703,  10  S.  W.  305;  State  v.  Bell,  7 
Baxt.  9,  32  Am.  Rep.  549;  Oncn  v.  Bracket, 
7  Lea,  448;  14  Am.  &.  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  pp. 
504-507. 

The  ahove  opinion  teas  affirmed  orally  by 
the  Supreme  Court  on  November  3,  lliOO. 
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Henry  COBURN,  Appt., 

V. 

NEW   TELEPHONE    COMPANY. 

( Ind ) 

The  oecnpatlon  of  a  sldeTralk  Trtth 


a  treiicli  and  plpen  for  a  conduit  for  tele- 
phone wires  is  not  an  additional  burden  upon 
the  fee  which  entitles  the  abutting  owner  to 
compensation,  although  it  is  laid  so  close  to 
the  line  of  the  abutting  property  as  to  In- 
terfere with  intended  areas  under  the  walk. 
2.     All     alleflrntlon      tliat     a     telephone 


Note. —  For  sewpre  and  drains  or  water  and  ;  v.  Alnmaba  G.  T.  R.  Co.  (Ala.)   17  L.  R.  A.  on 


gas  pipes  as  additional  burden  on  highway,  see 
rasfs  in  note  to  Western  Railway  of  Alabama 
52  L.  R.  A. 


page  479. 

For  telegraph  or  telephone  wires  as  addition- 
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oonipanT-  nnla'vvfally  dngr  np  tlie  soil 
of  tlie  hlflrli^vfiy  is  not  sufficient  to  negative 
manicipal  authorization  so  as  to  make  it  a 
wrongdoer  in  a  suit  by  an  abutting  property  i 
owner   to  enjoin  such   acts,   but   the  fact  of  | 
absence  of  such  authority  must  be  expressly  : 
alleged. 

{Harrison,   Beatty,  and  Temple,  J  J.,  dissent.) 

(February  1,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a^  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Marion  ('ounty  in 
favor  of  defendant  in  a  Huit  to  enjoin  the 
construction  of  a  conduit  for  telephone  wires 
under  the  sidewalk  in  front  of  plaintitf's 
property.     Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

}fessr8.  John  Cobnm  and  Daniel 
Walt  Howe,  for  appellant: 

Appellant,  subject,  of  course,  to  the  rights 
of  the  public,  has  the  same  right  to  exca- 
vate under  the  sidewalk  that  he  has  to  ex- 
cavate in  the  soil  of  his  lots. 

McCarthy  v.  Syracuse,  46  N.  Y.  194;  2 
Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  §  G566. 

This  being  so,  the  burden  is  on  the  ap- 
pellee to  show  legal  authority  of  some  kind 
for  any  act  by  which  it  deprives  the  owner 
of  thi?.  property  right;  otherwise  such  depri- 
vation is  a  "taking"  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Constitution,  and  compensation  must 
be  first  assessed  and  tendered. 
•  Indianapolis  d  C.  Gravel  Road  Co.  v.  Belt 
R.  Co.  110  Ind.  5,  10  N.  E.  923;  Mills,  Em. 
Dom.  §  31. 

Upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  complaint 
neither  the  city  nor  the  legislature  could 
confer  upon  appellee  the  authority  to  do 
what  it  is  threatening  to  do. 

2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  §  698a;  Lewis, 
Em.  Dom.  S  131;  Elliott,  Roads  &  Streets, 
534,  535 ;  25  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  pp.  752- 
755. 

There  may  be  a  special  injury  other  than 
injuiy  to  the  right  of  access,  which  is  only 
one  of  the  property  rights  of  the  abutter, 
or  the  injury  may  be  to  the  riglit  of  access 
below  as  well  as  above  ground,  and  if  there 
is  such  special  injury  of  any  kind  it  would 
come  within  the  rules  allowing  compensa- 
tion, above  stated. 

2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  §§  6566,  712: 
Heard  airy  v.  Hartford.  50  Conn.  529,  47  Am. 
Rep.  677. 

If  the  city  haj*  conferred  upon  appellee 
authority  to  do  what  it  is  threatening  to  do, 
the  burden  is  upon  appellee  to  show  .it. 

Broome  v.  A>jr  York  rf  y.  ./.  Tclrph.  Co. 
42  N.  J.  Eq.  141,  7  Atl.  851 ;  Goodson  v. 
Rieh<irdson,  L.  R.  9  Ch.  221. 

Xfr.  Lewis  C.  Walker,  for  appellee: 

The  appellant  had  no  absolute  right  to 
excavate  beneath  the  sidewalks  for  any  pur- 
pose. The  authorities  could  alone  determine 
its  use,  and  if  not  wanted  for  a  public  use 
could  grant  private  rights  to  abutters  only 
as  a  license  and  revocable  at  the  pleasure  of 


the  authorities  if  needed  for  .public  pnr 
poses  that  are  a  legitimate  use  of  the  hi^'h- 
way. 

Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  3d  ed.  §  699.  old  §  553; 
Elliott,  Rcad.s  &  Streets,  p.  307;  Magft  v 
Overshinri',  150  Ind.  134,  40  L.  R.  A.  370 
49  X.  E.  951;  Julia  Bldtj.  A»so.  v.  /^.^ 
Telcpk.  Co.  13  Mo.  A  pp.  477,  Affirmed  in  b> 
Mo.  258,  57  Am.  Rep.  398. 

In  the  absence  of  legislative  Quilioril\ 
an  injunction  will  not  be  gi-anted  in  a  cas^ 
like  the  one  in  suit. 

Thompson,  Electricity,  §  28;  A  ftp.  Gni  v. 
United  Kingdom  Electric  Co.  30  lieav.  2S:. 
8  Jur.  N.  S.  583,  31  L.  J.  Ch.  X.  S.  32y.  i  • 
Week.  Rep.  167. 

Hadley,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  appellant  is  the  owner  of  a  lot  of 
land  in  the  city  of  Indianapolis  abutting*  oi 
Delaware  street  45  feet,  and  on  Xew  Yoik 
street  125  feet.  Both  of  these  streets  are 
public  streets  of  said  city,  each  90  feet  wiJp, 
and  25  feet  on  each  side  of  Xew  York  street 
has  been  set  apart  and  improved  as  side- 
walks. Appellant  also  owns,  subject  to  tbe 
public  easement  thereon  for  street  purpo^-. 
so  much  of  each  said  public  street  as  li?* 
opposite  and  adjacent  to  the  front  side  '"^f 
his  said  lot  to  the  middle  of  each  of  said 
streets.  At  present  his  lot  has  no  impnv'>"e- 
ments  thereon,  but  appellant  contemplate* 
and  intends  to  erect  a  large  business  block 
on  it,  with  cellars,  basement,  and  vaults  ex- 
tending under  the  sidewalk  in  front  and  il 
the  side  of  his  said  lot.  The  appellee,  i 
telephone  company  organized  and  doirs 
business  under  the  laws  of  this  state>  with- 
out leave  or  license  from  the  appellant,  ani 
without  baring  taken  any  steps  to  condemn 
or  appropriate  any  portion  of  the  grounl 
covered  bv  said  street  or  in  front  and  alone- 
side  of  appellant's  lot,  to  assess  appellant  ^ 
d'lmages  therefor,  and  without  notice  to  ap- 
pellant, did  on  the  12th  day  of  July,  l^f>^. 
by  its  officers,  agents,  and  employees,  wrtm;:- 
fully  dig  a  trench  about  3  feet  wide  and  '• 
feet  deep  in  the  sidewalk  about  3  feet  from 
the  south  line  of  said  New  York  strrei. 
along  the  entire  portion  thereof  extendin:: 
and  abutting  upon  the  appellant's  said  Ini 
and  said  company  is  engaj^ed  in  cementini: 
the  same  and  placing  pipes  therein:  and  a* 
soon  as  said  trench  shall  be  completed  -^lid 
company  threatens  to,  and  will  if  not  re- 
strained, put  in  wires  and  use  the  same  s* 
a  conduit  of  telephone  wires  permanenl'y. 
The  deposit  of  pipes,  cement,  and  wire^  '.n!' 
be  a  complete  obstruction  of  the  use  of  *ai  1 
grounds  under  said  street  by  the  appellant, 
will  permanently  destroy  his  rights  therein, 
will  deprive  him  of  the  use  of  the  same  for- 
ever, and  will  greatly  impair  the  value  <^f 
his  property,  inflicting  upon  him  irreparable 
loss  and  injury,  wiiich  cannot  be  accurately 
estimated  or  compensated  in  damages.  Ap 
pellant  discovered  the  foregoing  prooeedincs 


al  burden,  see  ttotr  to  People  v.  Eaton  fMlch.) 
24  L.  Ri  A.  721  ;  also  the  later  cases  In  tills 
series  of  Kels  ▼.  American  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co. 
i  N.  Y. )  25  L.  R.  A.  040  :  Cater  v.  Xorthwestern 
52  L.  R.  A. 


Toleph,  Kxcli.  Co.  (Minn.)  28  Ik  R.  A,  •'^l*^. 
Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  v.  Katon  (III.)  3t)  T> 
R.  A.  722  :  and  Magee  v.  Ovei-shlner  flnd.i  i^ 
h.  U.  A.  370. 
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and  acts  of  the  appellee  JvlIj  12,  1898,  and 
instituted  tlus  suit  on  the  next  day  there- 
after. The  foregoing  facts  are  shown  by  the 
complaint,  and  the  appellant  asked  for  a 
temporary  order  enjoinin<^  the  further  pro- 
secution of  the  said  work  by  the  appellee, 
and  that  on  the  final  hearing  he  might  have 
a  permanent  injunction.  The  appellee  de- 
murred to  thk  complaint  for  the  want  of  suf- 
ficient facts,  and  its  demurrer  was  sustained. 
This  ruling  is  assigned  as  error. 

The  principal  ground  upon  which  appel- 
lant seeks  a  reversal  is  that  the  city  had  no 
power  to  dig,  or  to  authorize  appellee  to 
dior.  the  trench  complained  of,  until  the  dam- 
ages resulting  to  appellant  had  first  been 
ai»*essed  and  tendered.  He  says:  "We  con- 
cede that  an  abutting  lotowner  has  no  legal 
riofht  to  complain  of  the  erection  of  telephone 
pjles  or  the  digging  of  telephone  trenches 
in  the  street,  so  long  afl  this  is  no  special 
injuiy  to  him;  in  other  words,  if  there  is 
nn  injury  to  him  beyond  the  interference 
with  his  abstract  right  of  property 
in  the  street  itself,  such  as  he  holds  in  com- 
mon with  all  other  abutting  lotowners,  he 
has  no  legal  grounds  of  complaint."  His 
ripht  of  recovery  then  must  rest  upon  some 
special  injury  to  his  absolute  property  right 
which  he  holds  in  the  street  as  an  abutter, 
and  which  he  has  the  right  to  defend  against 
the  city  or  its  licensee.  Under  many  de- 
cisions of  this  court,  the  fee  owner  of  an 
abutting  lot,  whose  grantor  dedicated  the 
public  easement  in  connection  with  the  plat- 
ting of  the  lot,  owns  also  the  fee  in  the  land 
to  the  center  of  the  street,  subject  to  the 
easement  of  the  public  to  make  use  of  the 
street  as  was  reasonably  contemplated  in  the 
dwlication,  grant,  or  condemnation.  Terre 
Hautf  &  I.  R.  Co.  V.  Scott,  74  Ind.  29,  and 
cases  cited:  Chicaf/o  d  C.  T.  R,  Co.  v.  Whit- 
ing, H.  d  K.  C.  Street  R.  Co.  139  Ind.  297, 
m.  20  L.  R.  A.  337,  38  N.  E.  604.  The  ap- 
pellant  must  therefore  show  that  the  alleged 
efciipation  of  the  sidewalk  with  trench  and 


cited),  80  long  as  his  use  does  not  impede 
or  interfere  with  the  superior  right  of  the 
public  to  use  the  ground  for  purposes  con- 
templated by  the  easement  grant.  Such  fee 
owner,  however,  must  know  that  the  estate 
he  holds  within  the  limits  of  the  street  is  ser- 
vient, and  his  property  right  therein  qual- 
ified, and  that  any  expenditure  of  labor  or 
money  in  improvements  will  neither  oust 
nor  impair  the  right  of  the  municipality  to 
take  possession,  for  a  proper  purpose,  at 
any  time  the  public  interests  require;  and, 
in  yielding  pgssession  under  such  circum- 
stances to  the  superior  right  of  the  public, 
he  parts  with  nothing  he  owns,  and  the  los- 
ing in  itself  is  no  special  injury,  nor  a  tak- 
ing of  property  without  compensation. 
Magee  v.  Overahiner,  150  Ind.  127,  40  L.  R. 
A.  370,  49  N.  E.  951 ;  Julia  Bldg.  Aaao.  v. 
Bell  Tele  ph.  Co.  13  Mo.  App.  477 ;  Davis  v. 
Clinton,  50  Iowa,  585;  Julia  Bldg.  Aaso.  v. 
Bell  Telcph.  Co.  88  Mo.  258,  57  Am.  Rep. 
398;  Dillon  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  §  699. 
Dillon,  in  the  section  quoted,  says:  "If  the 
fee  of  the  street  is  in  the  municipality  in 
tru.st  for  the  public  uses,  as  it  frequently 
is,  it  extends  to  the  whole  street,  including 
the  sidewalk;  and  the  adjoining  lotowner  has, 
it  seems  clear,  no  absolute  right,  as  against 
the  public  or  the  municipality  charged 
with  the  control  of  the  streets,  to  ap- 
propriate them  to  this  use.  And,  in  our 
judgment,  the  lotowner's  right  is  not  sub- 
stantially greater,  even  if  he  has  the  fee  in 
the  street.  In  either  case,  to  recognize  such 
a  right,  except  subject  to  municipal  regula- 
tion, would  be  inconsistent  with  the  public 
rights,  which  are  paramount  in  the  whole 
street  to  the  extent  of  all  legitimate  street 
uses  and  servitudes  required,  or  which  may 
be  required,  for  the  public  benefit  and  con- 
venience. The  lotowner's  rights  are  sub- 
ject to  the  paramount  rights  of  the  public; 
and  the  rights  of  the  public  are  not  limited 
to  a  mere  right  of  way,  but  extend,  as  we 
have    shown,    to    all    beneficial    legitimate 
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new  servitude  not  within  the  contemplated 
use*  of  the  street,  and  therefore  an  addi- 
tional burden  upon  his  fee,  for  which  he  is 
entitled  to  recompense.  The  fact  that  the 
entr\-  complained  of  is  upon  and  under  the 
sidewalk .  rather  than  under  the  roadway, 
makes  no  difference,  since  a  street  is  a  street 
horn  property  line  to  property  line, — not 
only  the  entire  surface,  but  also  so  much  of 
the  depth  as  is  or  can  be  fairly  nsed  for  the 
ordinary  purposes  of  a  street,  each  part 
equally  with  every  other.  State  v.  Berdetta, 
73  Ind.  185,  38  Am.  Rep.  117;  Elliott,  Roads 
&  Streets,  2d  ed.  §§  17,  20.  Neither  can  it 
W  «ai«l,  in  the  absence  of  a  grant  or  a  gen- 
eral nsaffe  equivalent  to  a  municipal  license, 
that  the  fee  owner  has  any  greater  or  differ- 
ent property  right  in  that  part  of  the  street 
»ij*ed  as  a  sidewalk  for  foot  travelers  than  in 
that  part  used  as  a  roadway  for  vehicles.  He 
niay,  we  think,  excavate  and  improve  under 
the  surface  from  his  lot  line  to  the  center 
line  of  the  street,  or  any  part  of  it,  and  use 
his  fee  property  as  he  pleases  (Elliott,  plain. 
RoivU  &  Streets,  2d  ed.  §  690,  and  cases  The  question  then  arises,  Is  the  construe 
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may  from  time  to  time  require.  The  use  of. 
the  streets  for  sewers,  tunneling,  public 
cisterns,  gas  pipes,  water  pipes,  and  other 
improvements  might  be  seriously  affected 
by  the  recognition  of  a  right  in  the  abutter 
to  make  at  pleasure  openings  in,  or  even 
under,  the  sidewalk  or  street,  except  subject 
to  reasonable  municipal  regulations."  In 
Julia  Bldg.  Aaso.  v.  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  88  Mo. 
at  page  273,  57  Am.  Rep.  407,  it  is  said: 
"1  think  it  may  be  safely  aflTirmed  that  all 
the  authorities  to  which  we  have  been  cited 
by  counsel  on  both  sides  of  this  case  agree 
that  when  the  public  acquires  a  street,  either 
by  condemnation,  grant,  or  dedication,  that 
it  may  be  applied  to  all  uses  consistent  with, 
and  not  subversive  of,  the  proper  uses  of  a 
street,  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  uses 
contemplated  in  the  dedication,  grant,  or 
condemnation,  and  that  it  is  only  when  the 
street  is  subjected  to  a  new  servitude,  in- 
consistent with  and  subversive  of  its  use  as 
a  street,  that  the  abutting  owner  can  com- 
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tion  of  a  subsurface  trench  in  a  sidewalk, 
3  feet  wide  and  5  feet  deep,  and  3  feet  from 
the  abutter's  lot  line,  for  the  purpose  of  per- 
manently maintaining  such  trench  as  a  con- 
duit for  telephone  cables  and  wires  to  be 
used  by  the  city  public  in  intercommunica- 
tion by  electricity,  such  a  use  of  the  street 
as  is  consistent  with  the  contemplated  pur- 
pose of  the  dedication?  In  principle,  the 
question  has  been  recently  answered  in  the 
affirmative  bv  this  court  in  Magee  v.  Over- 
shiner,  150  Ind.  127,  40  L.  R.  A.  370,  49  N. 
E.  951.  The  question  in  that  case  was 
whether  the  setting  of  telephone  poles  in 
the  curb  line  of  a  street  was  a  proper  pub- 
lic use  of  the  street,  or  a  new  and  additional 
servitude  upon  the  fee,  for  which  the  owner 
was  entitled  to  compensation;  and  the  na- 
ture and  extent  of  the  public  easement  in 
municipal  highways,  and  the  expansive  and 
growing  character  of  the  easement  in  keep- 
ing pace  with  scientific  discovery  and  the 
increase  of  population,  is  there  thoroughly 
reriewed,  and  many  of  the  later  cases  col- 
lected. The  general  doctrine  of  these  cases 
is  that  in  locating,  marking,  and  dedicating 
streets  in  plats  of  land  for  urban  residences, 
the  purpose  of  the  dedication,  in  the  absence 
of  controlling  language,  is  conclusively  pre- 
sumed to  be  ifor  the  accommodation  oif  pub- 
lic travel,  traffic,  and  communication.  Any- 
thing which  reasonably  facilitates  these 
ends  is  therefore  consistent  with  the  dedi- 
cation. In  sparsely-settled  towns  and  cities 
public  necessity  requires  but  little  of  the 
servient  owner,  beyond  the  right  of  unob- 
structed passage  over  the  street,  but,  as 
cities  become  populous  and  the  street  crowd- 
ed with  traveling  footmen  and  vehicles, 
public  necessity  increases  with  the  multi- 
tude; and,  whenever  the  nec&ssity  exists, 
any  use  of  the  street  by  reasonable  struct- 
ures and  deinces,  above  or  below  the  sur- 
face, which  will  enable  the  citizens  to  com- 
municate without  actual  travel  upon  the 
streets,  and  which  does  not  materially  ob- 
struct the  ingress  and  egress  and  light  and 
air  to  abutting  property,  is  within  the  con- 
templated purpose  of  the  dedication,  and  not 
a  new  burden  upon  the  fee.  A  reason  for 
this  doctrine  is  given  in  Julia  Bldg.  A880. 
V.  Bell  Teleph.  Co.,  88  Mo.,  at  page  268,  57 
Am.  Rep.  403,  in  these  words:  "These 
streets  are  required  by  the  public  to  promote 
trade  and  facilitate  communications  in  the 
daily  transactions  of  business  between  the 
citizens  of  one  part  of  the  city  and  those 
of  another,  as  well  as  to  accommodate  the 
public  at  large  in  these  respects.  If  a  citizen 
liWng  or  doing  business  on  one  end  of  Sixtli 
street  wishes  to  communicate  with  a  citizen 
living  and  doing  business  on  the  other  end, 
or  at  any  intermediate  point,  he  is  entitled 
to  use  the  street,  either  on  foot,  on  horse- 
back, or  in  a  carriage  or  other  vehicle,  in 
bearing  his  message.  The  defendants  in 
this  case  propose  to  use  the  street  by  making 
the  telephone  poles  and  wires  the  messenger 
to  boflr  ;*nnh  communications  instantaneous- 
ly and  with  more  despatch  than  in  any  of  the 
above  method^,  or  anv  other  known  method 
of  l)earing  oral  communications.  Not  only 
52  L.  R.  A. 


would  such  communications  be  borne  witli 
more  despatch,  but,  to  the  extent  of  the 
number  of  communications  daily  transmit- 
ted by  it,  the  street  would  be  relieved  of  that 
number  of  footmen,  horsemen,  or  carriages- 
Tf  a  thousand  messages  were  daily 
transmitted  by '  means  of  telephone  poles, 
wires,  and  other  appliances  used  in  telephon- 
ing, the  street  through  these  means  would 
serve  the  same  purpose,  which  would  other- 
wise require  its  use  either  by  a  thousand 
footmen,  horsemen,  or  carriages  to  effectu- 
ate the  same  purpose.  In  this  view  of  it, 
the  erection  of  telephone. poles  and  "wires  for 
transmission  of  oral  messages,  so  far  from 
imposing  a  new  and  additional  8er\'itude, 
would,  to  the  extent  of  eaeh  message  trans- 
mitted, relieve  the  street  of  a  8er^^tude  or 
use  by  a  footman,  horseman,  or  carriage." 
A  distinguished  author  says:  "When  land 
is  taken  or  dedicated  for  a  town  street,  it 
is  unquestionably  appropriated  for  all  the 
ordinary  purposes  of  a  town  street. — not 
merely  the  purposes  to  which  such  f>treets 
were  formerly  applied,  but  those  demanded 
by  new  improvements  and  new  wants." 
Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  p.  683.  If  the  setting 
of  poles,  and  the  stringing  thereon  of  a  body 
of  telephone  wires  overhead,  in  a  street, 
which  at  best  is  some  obstruction  to  travel 
and  to  the  manipulation  of  apparatus  for 
the  extinguishment  of  fires,  is  a  legitimate 
exercise  of  the  public  easement,  there  is  a 
stronger  reason  for  asserting  that  the  lay- 
ing of  cables  and  wires  under  the  surface 
for  a  like  purpose,  with  municipal  author- 
ity, is  a  proper  use  of  the  street,  and  for 
which,  if  skilfully  performed,  the  fee  owner 
has  no  ground  of  complaint. 

As  a  second  proposition,  appellant  urge;* 
that  in  the  absence  from  his  complaint  of 
any  averment  of  the  city's  authority  to  the 
defendant  to  construct  the  trench,  and  the 
presence  of  an  averment  that  the  act  was 
unlawfully  done,  the  complaint  was  suiTI- 
cient  to  put  the  defendant  to  its  answer  of 
authority.  The  complaint  alleges  that  the 
defendant  is  a  corporation  organized  and 
doing  business  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  Indiana :  that  New  York 
street  is  a  public  street  of  the  city  of  Indian- 
apolis: that  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of 
an  abutting  lot  and  the  owner  of  the  fee 
in  New  York  street  from  his  lot  line  to  the 
center  of  the  street,  subject  to  the  puhlic 
easement:  that  the  defendant,  without 
license  from  the  plaintiff,  and  without  hav- 
ing taken  any  proceeding  to  condemn  any 
portion  of  the  ground  covered  by  the  street^ 
or  to  assess  plaintiff's  damages,  did  on  July 
12,  1898,  by  its  officers  and  agents,  wrong- 
fully dig  a  trench,  etc.,  upon  the  sidewalk 
extending  along  and  abutting  on  plaintiff's 
lot,  and  is  now  engaged  in  cementing  the 
same  and  placing  pipes  therein,  and  threat- 
ens that  as  soon  as  the  trench  is  completed 
it  will  put  in  wires  and  use  the  same  per- 
manently as  a  conduit  for  telephone  wire**. 
These  averments  show  that  the  defendant 
is  a  quasi  public  corporation  doing  a  tele- 
phone business,  with  power  of  condemna- 
tion, and  is  engaged  in  constructing  a  con- 
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duit  for  the  permanent  maintenance  of  tele- 
phone wires  in  the  streets  of  Indianapolis 
and  upon  the  sidewalks  of  the  plaintifl. 
They  also  show  that  the  plaintiff  is  the 
servient  owner  of  the  sidewalk,  and  that 
the  city,  the  dominant  owner,  may  do,  or 
authorize  the  defendant  corporation  to  do, 
the  very  things  complained  of,  without  con- 
demnation or  consent  of  the  plaintiff.  All 
reasonable  presumptions  must  be  indulged 
in  favor  of  the  right  action  of  the  defend- 
ant, as  well  as  against  the  pleader.  As  was 
said  in  this  court  in  BrcLshear  v.  Madison^ 
142  Ind.  085,  33  L.  R.  A.  474,  36  N.  E.  252, 
42  N.  E.  349:  "Under  our  Code  the  burden 
rests  upon  the  pleader  to  state  in  plain  and 
concise  manner  the  facts  requiring  the  re- 
lief demanded,  and,  to  be  excused  from  this 
duty,  he  must  allege  that  such  facts  are 
beyond  his  reach,  and  not  within  his  knowl- 
edge. It  is  a  familiar  rule  that  pleadings 
are  to  be  construed  most  strongly  against 
the  pleader,  and  that,  if  alleged  conduct  is 
reasonably  susceptible  of  honest  and  lawful 
construction,  that  construction  shall  be 
given  it."  It  is  asserted  that  the  word  "un- 
lawfullj'"  dig,  etc.,  is  sufficient  to  negative 
municipal  authority.  This  question  is  ruled 
by  Palmer  v.  Logansport  d  R.  C.  Oravel 
Road  Co.  108  Ind.  137,  8  N.  E.  905.  In  the 
case  referred  to,  Palmer,  being  the  fee 
owner  of  a  part  of  a  public  highway,  sued 
to  enjoin  the  defendant,  a  gravel-road  com- 
pany, from  entering  upon  and  taking  pos- 
session of  the  highway,  and  from  erecting 
thereon  toll-gates,  etc.  It  is  alleged  in  the 
complaint  that  the  act  of  taking  possession 
of  the  highway  and  erecting  tollgates  there- 
on *'wns  without  authoritv  of  law  and  un- 
lawful."  This  court  savs  on  page  142,  108 
Ind..  and  pajre  908,  8  N.  E.:  "This,  it  will 
be  observed,  is  not  the  statement    of    any 


fact,  but  is  merely  the  pleader's  conclusion 
from  facts  which  are  not  stated  and  are  not 
apparent.  .  .  .  Where,  therefore,  as 
here,  it  appears  or  Is  shown  that  a  gravel- 
road  corporation  has  entered  upon  and  taken 
possession  of  a  public  highway,  it  will  be 
presumed,  in  the  absence  of  any  averment 
to  the  contrai-y,  that  such  possession  is  with 
the  consent  of  the  proper  county  board,  and 
is  therefore  authorized  by  law.  If  it  were 
the  fact  that  appellee's  entry  upon  and  pos- 
session of  the  .  .  .  [highway]  were  with- 
out the  Gonsentof  the  board  of  commissioners 
.  .  .  the  fact  should  have  been  averred  by 
the  appellant;  and  the  conclusion  would  have 
followed,  without  any  averment,  that  such 
entry  and  possession  were  unauthorized  by 
law  or  unlawful.  The  Civil  Code  requires 
— and  our  decisions  enforce  the  rule — that 
the  facts  must  be  pleaded,  and  not  legal  con- 
clusions." 

In  this  case,  if  the  defendant's  entry  upon 
the  sidewalk  was  by  authority  of  the  city, 
it  was  lawful,  irrespective  of  the  consent 
of  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff's  right  to  ob- 
ject, therefore,  was  qualified,  and  not  abso- 
lute; and,  to  exhibit  a  good  cause  for  in- 
junction, it  was  incumbent  upon  him  to 
show  that  the  qualifying  right  had  not  been 
exercised.  We  recognize  and  still  adhere  to 
the  rule  laid  down  in  Cleveland,  C.  C.  d  *Sf. 
L.  R.  Co.  v.  Berry,  152  Ind.  607,  46  L.  R. 
A.  33,  63  N.  E.  415,  that  a  general  allega- 
tion that  an  act  causing  the  injury  com- 
plained of  was  "negligently"  or  "unlawful- 
ly" done  is  sufficient  to  withstand  a  de- 
murrer. The  reason  and  limits  of  the  rule 
are  there  clearly  and  satisfactorily  stated. 
But  the  Berry  Case  belongs  to  a  class  clear- 
ly distinguishable  from  the  case  at  bar. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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S.  S.  SHAI'ARD  et  nl..  Doing  Business  as 
Shapard's  Grocery  Company,  Appts., 

V. 

W.  M.  HYXES  et  al. 
(45  C.  C.  A.  271,  104  Fed.  449.) 

1.  One  eunnot  be  ina<le  liable  an  a 
partner  for  tortious  acts  of  his  former  co- 
partner on  the  frroiind  of  estopi)eI  because  of 
failure  to  give  notice  of  the  dissolution  of 
tlie  partnership. 

S.  The  lien  of  a  niortaraare  on  cliattelii 
dnly  recorded  as  required  by  the  law  of 
the  state  where  they  are  located  follows  the 
property  when  it  Is  taken  into  another  state 
either  with  or  without  the  consent  of  the 
mortgagee,  and  is  not  destroyed  by  a  local 
statute  merely  prescribing  how  such  mort- 
gages shall  be  executed  and  recorded. 


:{.  'W'ronKTfnl  convemlon  'will  be  ef- 
fected by  seizing  mortgaged  property  in 
possession  of  an  agent  of  the  mortgagee  to 
recover  a  debt  of  the  mortgagor,  and  pro- 
ceeding to  sell  enough  to  make  the  debt  aft- 
er notice  of  the  mortgagee's  rights  whether 
sufficient  remains  to  satisfy  the  mortgage  or 
not. 

(October  17,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  United  States  Court  of  Appeals 
for  the  Central  District  of  Indian  Territory 
in  favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an  action  to  recover 
for  the  alleged  wrongful  seizure  and  con- 
version of  certain  property  under  a  writ  of 
attachment.     Reversed. 

Statement  by  Thayer,  Circuit  Judge: 
This  is   a   suit   for  the  wrongful   seizure 


Note. — As  to  criminal  and  penal  liability  for  '  C.)  1.3  L.  R.  A.  740.  and  note:  Fassett  v.  Wise 


act    of    partner,     see    Williams    v.     Hendricks 
(Ala.)  41  L.  R.  A.  650,  and  note. 

As  to  effect  of  removal  of  mortgaged  chat- 
tels from  state,  see  Ilornthall  v.  Hurwell  (N. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


rCal.)  30  L.  R.  A.  505;  and  Ord  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Massey  (Kan.)  17  L.  U.  A.  127.  and  note,  as  to 
extraterritorial  force  of  chattel-mortgage  rec- 
ord. 
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and  conversion  of  certain  chattels  under  a 
writ  of  attachment.  William  M.  Hynes,  his 
wife,  Philomana  Hynes,  and  Clara  Smith, 
as  executrix  of  Samuel  H.  Smith,  deceased, 
the  defendants  in  error,  were  the  plaintiffs 
in  the  lower  court,  while  the  plaintiffs  in 
error,  S.  S.  Shapard,  C.  G.  Moore,  aUhd  F. 
W.  Phelps  (the  latter  being  the  officer  by 
whom  the  attachment  writ  was  levied ) ,  were 
the  defendants.  The  writ  of  attachment 
under  which  the  chattels  were  seized  was 
issued  at  the  instance  of  the  Shapard  Gro- 
cery Company,  a  firm  said  to  have  been  com- 
posed at  the  time  of  S.  S.  Shapard  and  C.  G. 
Moore,  and  it  ran  against  J.  E.  Cottraux, 
from  w^hose  possession  the  property  in  con- 
troversy was  taken.  The  plaintiffs  below 
claimed  to  be  the  absolute  owners  of  the 
chattels,  under  a  bill  of  sale  absolute  on  its 
face,  that  was  executed  at  San  Antonio, 
Texas,  on  January  4,  1894,  by  Philomana 
Cottraux  and  Joe  Cottraux,  her  husband, 
who  appear  to  have  been,  respectively, 
the  mother  and  the  father  of  J.  E.  Cottraux, 
who  was  in  possession  of  the  chattels  at  the 
time  they  were  seized.  J.  E.  Cottraux 
claimed  to  have  the  chattels  in  his  posses- 
sion at  the  time  of  the  seizure  as  lessee  of 
the  plaintiffs.  The  property  consisted  of  a 
marble  soda  fountain,  marble-top  tables,  ice- 
cream freezers,  show  cases,  and  the  general 
outfit  of  a  confectionery  establishment.  It 
had  been  moved  from  Texas  into  the  Indian 
territory  about  eighteen  months  before  the 
seizure,  and  in  the  meantime  had  been  in 
■  use  by  J.  E.  Cottraux,  or  by  his  father,  Joe 
Cottraux,  at  "South  McAlester,  in  the  Indian 
territory,  where  the  seizure  took  place. 
When  the  attachment  writ  was  levied  the 
property  was  loaded  in  a  car  for  the  purpose 
of  transporting  it  to  some  point  in  Texas, 
and  it  was  taken  from  the  car,  and  a  portion 
of  it  was  subsequently  sold.  Shortly  after 
the  seizure,  and  prior  to  the  sale,  J.  E. 
Cottraux  served  a  written  notice  on  S.  S. 
Shapard,  one  of  the  attaching  creditors,  that 
the  property  belonged  to  the  plaintiffs,  and 
that  they  were  entitled  to  its  immediate 
possession.  This  notice,  however,  was  dis- 
regarded, and  a  part  of  the  property  was 
sold  to  satisfy  the  claim  of  the  attaching 
creditors.  After  the  sale  the  attaching 
creditors  offered  to  return  to  J.  E.  Cot- 
traux, as  agent  of  J.  P.  Cottraux 
(probably  meaning  his  father,  Joe  Cot- 
traux), such  of  the  property  as  remained 
unsold.  This  offer  was  declined.  The  trial 
resulted  in  a  •  verdict  and  judgment 
for  the  plaintiffs  below  in  the  sum 
of  $520,  This  judgment  was  affirmed  by  the 
court  of  appeals  in  the  Indian  territory,  and 
the  case  has  been  brought  hither  for  re- 
view. 

Argued  before  Caldwell^  Sanborn,  and 
Thayevy  Circuit  Judges. 

Mrssrs.  S.  A.  Wilkinson  and  Wallace 
Wilkinson,  for  appellants: 

The  continued  possession  of  the  Cottraux 
was  a  badge  of  fraud,  and  the  burden  was 
on  plaintiffs  to  remove  this  prejiumption. 

Wait,  Fraud.  Conv.  §  248;  CooA*  v.  Rock- 
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ford  (Cal.)  12  Pac.  508;  Valley  Distilling 
Co.  v.  Atkirnt,  50  Ark.  289,  7  S.  W.  137; 
Stix  v.  Chaytor,  55  Ark.  IIG,  17  S.  W.  707; 
Warner  v.  Norton,  20  How.  448,  15  L.  ed. 
950;  Jaggard,  Torts,  p.  713. 

If  defendant  is  in  doubt  as  to  plaintiff's 
title  he  may  wait  what  a  jury  would  con- 
sider a  reasonable  time  to  clear  up  the  doubt. 

Jaggard,  Torts,  p.  728:  Zachary  v.  Pace, 
9  Ark.  212,  47  Am.  Dec.  744. 

If  the  holder  of  the  property  has  recent- 
ly come  from  an  adjoining  state  there  may 
be  a  mortgage  upon  the  property  in  that 
state ;  and  a  purchaser  or  creditor  must  exer- 
cise his  diligence  by  inquiring  there  whether 
the  property  is  encumbered  or  not. 

Jones,  Chatt.  Mortg.  2d  ed.  §  260. 

The  wilful  tort  of  one  partner  is  not  im- 
putable to  the  Arm. 

Lindley,  Partn.  **  46,  213,  Textbook  Series 
•150;  17  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  1067; 
Taylor  v.  Jones,  42  N.  H.  25;  Durant  v. 
Rogers,  71  111.  121;  Rosenkrans  v.  Barker, 
115  111.  331,  3  N.  E.  93;  Jaggard,  Torts, 
p.  271;  Stokes  v.  Bumey,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
219,  22  S.  W.  126;  Story,  Partn.  |  160; 
Blanks  v.  Halfin  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  30  S.  W. 
941;  Thompson  v.  First  Xat.  Bank.  Ill  U. 
S.  529,  28  L.  ed.  507,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  689 ; 
17  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  822;  Herman, 
Estoppel,  p.  1228. 

Tlie  doctrine  of  holding  out  only  applies 
in  favor  of  persons  who  have  dealt  with  a 
firm  on  the  faith  that  a  person  whom  they 
seek  to  make  liable  is  a  member  if  it. 

Lindley,  Partn.  "47;  Bates,  Partn.  § 
102. 

Messrs.  Stuart,  Iiowis,  ft  Gordon*  for 
appellees : 

No  actual  sale  was  made  by  Moore  to 
Shapard.  A  contract  of  sale  was  entereti 
into  between  the  two,  but  the  payment  was 
to  be  made  in  instalments,  and  there  is  no 
testimony  to  show  that  the  title  was  to  pass 
to  Shapard  before  full  payment  of  the  total 
amount  of  the  purchase  price. 

Tiedeman,  Sales,  p.  317,  §  210. 

If  it  should  be  conceded  that  it  was  the 
intention  of  Moore  to  make  an  absolute  sale 
of  his  interest  in  the  business,  yet  he  allowed 
Shapard  to  use  the  old  firm  name  for  the 
purpose  of  winding  up  the  business.  Lender 
these  circumstances  Shapard  brought  suit 
on  the  account  against  Cottraux.  If  this 
were  a  firm  aceount  then,  when  Shapard 
filed  the  suit  in  the  name  of  the  Shapard 
Grocery  Company  and  alleged  that  this  com- 
pany was  composed  of  himself  and  C.  G. 
Moore,  he  did  no  more  than  he  had  been 
authorized  by  his  partner  to  do,  and  Moore 
is  now  estopped  from  denying  his  liability, 
especially  since  appellees,  by  reason  of  their 
belief  that  Moore  was  still  a  member  of  the 
firm  and  solvent,  allowed  a  portion  of  their 
property  to  be  carried  away,  relying  upon 
the  solvencv  of  C.  G.  Moore. 

See  2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  806 ;  1  Bates,  Partn. 
8§  90-100,  102;  Lindlev,  Partn.  2d  Am.  ed. 
pp.  40-4(J. 

The  removal  of  a  mortgagor  from  the 
town  or  county  in  which  he  resided  when  the 
mortgage  was  executed  and  where  it  was 
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duly  recorded,  and  the  taking  of  the  mort- 
gaged property  with  him,  do  not  invali- 
date the  record  of  the  mortgage,  or  necessi- 
tate the  recording  of  it  again  in  the  town  or 
county  to  which  he  haa  removed. 

Jones,    Chatt.    Mortg.    4th    ed.    §    200; 
2  Cobbey,  Chatt.  Mortg.  fi  576. 

Tliayer,  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

One  of  the  issues  that  was  raised  on  the 
trial  below  was  whether  the  defendant  C.  G. 
Moore  was  a  partner  of  S.  S.  Shapard  at 
the  time  the  latter  directed  the  lev'y  of  the 
writ  of  attachment.  The  trial  court  dis- 
poi^ed  of  this  issue  as  a  matter  of  law,  in- 
structing the  jury,  in  substance,  that  Moore 
v/as  a  partner  of  Shapard  at  the  date  of  the 
\e\y  and  sale,  and  that,  being  such,  he  was 
liable  for  the  wrongful  act  of  Shapard  in 
directing  the  levy,  if  it  was  in  fact  wrong- 
ful, although  he  was  not  present,  and  neith- 
er directed  the  le\'y  to  be  made,  nor  author- 
ized the  subsequent  sale  of  the  attached 
property.  To  this  instruction  an  exception 
was  taken,  which  presents  one  of  the  prin- 
cipal questions  to  be  considered. 

The  testimony  in  the  case  concerning  the 
existence  of  the  alleged  copartnership  was, 
in  substance,  as  follows:  Moore  lived  at 
Eufaula,  in  the  Tndian  territory,  a  consider- 
able distance  from  South  McAlester.  About 
two  years  prior  to  January  1,  1897,  he 
formed  a  copartnership  with  Shapard  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  grocery  busi- 
ness at  South  McAlester.  By  the  terms  of 
the  agreement,  Shapard  was  to  conduct  the 
business  in  the  name  of  the  Shapard  Gro- 
cery Company,  and  was  to  have  full  charge 
thereof,  but  Moore  was  to  furnish  the  cap- 
ital. Moore's  name  was  not  used  in  the 
business,  and,  as  he  testified,  he  was  not 
generally  known  as  being  a  member  of  the 
firm.  On  January  1,  1897,  Shapard  bought 
Moore's  interest  in  the  business,  agreeing 
to  pay  him  therefor  $1,800,  at  the  rate  of 
$125  per  month.  This  agreement,  it  seems, 
was  oral.  Four  monthly  payments  were 
made  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement,  but  no 
notice  of  a  dissolution  of  the  firm  was  pub- 
lished, and  it  was  understood  between  the 
partners  that  Shapard  should  run  the  busi- 
ness, as  before,  in  the  name  of  the  Shapard 
Grocery  Company.  Moore  had  no  knowl- 
edge of  the  le\'y  of  the  writ  of  attachment 
on  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs,  which  was 
made,  as  it  seems,  in  the  month  of  April, 
1897,  and  neither  derived  a  benefit  from  the 
levy,  nor  took  part  in  any  of  the  proceedings 
which  culminated  in  a  sale  of  the  at- 
tached property.  His  first  knowledge  that 
an  attachment  writ  had  been  issu^  and 
levied  was  acquired  from  Shapard  after  the 
present  action  was  instituted,  when  he  was 
advised  by  Shapard  that  the  suit  would  not 
trouble  him  in  any  way.  In  June,  1897, 
Shapard  sold  a  half  interest  in  the  business 
of  the  Shapard  Grocery  Company  to  one 
Ambrose,  doing  so  with  Moore's  consent. 
Ambrose,  it  seems,  paid  $500  on  account  of 
his  purchase,  but  failed  to  pay  the  residue 
of  the  purchase  price.  Later  in  the  season, 
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on  or  about  September  1,  1897,  Shapard 
having  failed  in  business,  and  being  unable 
to  complete  his  monthly  payments,  Moore 
was  compelled  to  take  possession  of  the  stock 
of  goo<ls  then  belonging  to  the  Shapard 
Grocery  Company,  and  he  did  so  with 
Shapard's  consent.  At  that  time  the  gro- 
cery company  was  involved  in  debt,  and 
Moore  was  compelled  to  pay,  or  at  least  did 
pay,  $2,000  to  satisfy  claims  against  the 
grocery  company.  Notwithstanding  the 
testimony  aforesaid,  which  seems  to  have 
an  obvious  tendencv  to  show  that  ^loore  was 
not  a  partner  of  Shapard  at  the  time  of  the 
alleged  wrongful  seizure  and  sale  of  the 
property  in  controversy,  and  that  he  was  in 
no  sense  responsible  for  the  wilful  trespass 
of  Shapard,  the  learned  judge  of  the  trial 
court  seems  to  have  entertained  the  view 
that  Moore  must  be  held  responsiblfe  for  the 
wrongful  acts  of  Shapard,  by  the  operation 
of  the  doctrine  of  estoppel.  In  the  instruc- 
tions given,  the  attention  of  th^  jury  was 
directed  to  evidence  which  showed  that  the 
parties  had  once  been  partners;  that  some 
people  knew  that  Moore  was  a  member  of 
the  firm;  that  the  firm  was  afterwards 
secretly  dissolved,  without  letting  the  p^iblic 
know  the  fact ;  that  the  business  was  there- 
after conducted  in  the  old  firm  name;  and 
in  view  of  these  facts  the  jury  were  told 
that  Moore  must  be  regarded  as  a  partner 
of  Shapard,  and  liable  for  all  of  his  tortious 
acts  in  conducting  the  firm  business.  Ob- 
viously, therefore,  the  trial  court  held  Moore 
responsible  for  the  conduct  of  Shapard,  by 
the  operation  of  the  principle  of  estoppel, 
without  any  reference  to  their  actual  rela- 
tions infer  8eae.  We  are  of  opinion  that 
this  view  was  erroneous,  because  the  object 
of  the  suit  was  not  to  charge  Moore  with  a 
contractual  liability  to  someone  with  whom 
the  firm  had  formerly  dealt,  but  to  make 
him  respond  for  a  wilful  tort  said  to  have 
been  committed  by  Shapard.  In  such  an 
action  it  was  necessary  for  the  plaintiffs  to 
show  that  the  relation  of  partners  actually 
existed  between  them,  and  that  the  wrongful 
act  was  either  done  with  the  knowledge  and 
approval  of  Moore,  or  that  it  was  done  for 
his  benefit  and  in  his  behalf,  and  that  he 
subsequently  ratified  it,  or  that  it  was  plain- 
ly committed  for  the  benefit  of  the  firm,  in 
the  usual  and  ordinary  prosecution  of  that 
part  of  the  firm's  business  which  Shapard 
was  accustomed  to  transact.  Addison,  Torts, 
0th  ed.  §  82 ;  Lindley,  Partn.  2d  Am.  e<l.  p. 
150:  Jaggard,  Torts,  pp.  271-  203:  Webb's 
Pollock,  Torts,  p.  114,  and  cases  cited.  In 
view  of  the  nature  of  the  action,  the  trial 
court  erred  in  forcing  Moore  into  the  posi- 
tion of  a  partner,  by  erecting  an  estoppel, 
and  then  holding  him  accountable  for  the 
acts  of  Shapard,  as  if  the  relation  of  partners 
actually  existed.  The  jury  should  have 
been  left  to  determine  from  the  evidence, 
under  appropriate  instructions,  if  Mooie 
and  Shapard  were  partners  in  fact ;  and  they 
should  also  have  been  instructed  as  to  the 
circumstances  which  would  render  the  form- 
er responsible  for    the  wilful  torts  of    the 
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latter,  provided  the  jury  found  that  a  part- 
nership actually  existed. 

.V  controversy  arose  at  the  trial  as  to 
whether  the  bill  of  sale  under  which  the  ' 
plaintifTs  derived  title,  which  was  executed 
at  San  Antonio,  Texas,  on  January  4,  1894, 
was  a  bill  of  sale,  as  it  purported  to  be,  or 
in  reality  a  mortgage  given  to  secure  a  loan 
for  the  sum  of  $800,  which  was  the  consid- 
eration expressed  in  the  bill  of  sale.  There 
was  some  evidence  to  the  latter  effect  con- 
tained in  an  affidavit  for  a  continuance 
which  the  trial  court  permitted  to  be  read. 
The  plaintili's  contended'  that  the  instrument 
was  what  it  purported  to  be,  to  wit,  an  ab- 
solute bill  of  sale.  In  view  of  this  contro- 
versy the  trial  court  instructed  the  jury,  in 
substance,  that  even  if  the  plaintiffs  did  own 
the  property  by  virtue  of  a  mortgage  recorded 
in  Texas  (and  the  bill  of  sale  in  question  was 
there  recorded),  the  plaintiffs  might  nev- 
ertheless recover,  if  the  defendants  had  ac- 
tual notice  of  the  record  of  the  mortgage 
when  they  levied  upon  and  sold  the  property. 
The  defendants  below  reserved  an  exception 
to  this  part  of  the  charge,  and  they  assign 
two  reasons  why  it  was  erroneous.  .  First, 
they  say,  in  substance,  that  the  attached 
chattels  "were  not  recently  brought  from  an- 
other state,"  but  had  been  in  the  Indian  ter- 
ritory for  about  eighteen  months  prior  to 
the  levy,  and  were  liable  to  be  attached  for 
the  debts  of  C'ottraux ;  second,  that  the  plain- 
tiffs, if  mortgagees,  could  not  follow  the 
property  into  another  state,  and  sue  a  credi- 
tor of  one  who  had  the  mortgaged  property 
in  his  possession  for  attaching  and  selling  it 
"without  ■  first  showing  that  there  was  not 
sufficient  property  left  to  satisfy  their  debt." 

There  has  been  much  discussion  concern- 
ing the  effect  of  the  removal  of  mortgaged 
goods  and  chattels  from  the  state  where  the 
mortgage  was  made  and  recorded,  to  another 
state.  The  general  consensus  of  judicial 
opinion  seems  to  be  that  When  personal  prop- 
erty, which  at  the  time  is  situated  in  a  given 
state,  is  there  mortgaged  by  the  owner,  and 
the  mortgaire  is  duly  executed  and  recorded 
in  the  mode  requircil  by  the  local  law^,  so  as 
to  create  a  valid  lien,  the  lien  remains  good 
and  effectual,  although  the  property  is  re- 
moved to  another  state,  either  with  or  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  mortgagee,  and  al- 
though the  mortgajje  is  not  re-recorded  in 
the  state  to  wliirh  the  removal  is  made.  The 
morturnire  lien  is  given  effect,  however,  in  the 
state  to  which  the  property  is  removed,  solely 
by  virtue  of  the  doctrine  of  comity.  Hence 
a"  state  may  by  appropriate  legislation  de- 
cline to  observe  the  rule  of  comity,  and  may 
require  all  mortgages  affecting  personal 
property  which  is  situatetl  therein  or  brought 
therein  to  be  there  recorded,  as  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  recognition  of  their  validity 
in  that  state.  But  the  st^atutes  of  a  state 
which  prescribe  how  mortgages  on  personal 
property  shall  be  executed  and  recorded  are 
gcTieraliy,  if  not  universally,  regarded  as 
speaking  with  lespect  to  mortgages  made 
within  the  state  upon  property  there  situ- 
ated, and  as  having  no  reference  to  person- 
alty brought  within  the  state  which  is  at  the 
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time  encumbered  with  a  valid  lien  created 
elsewhere.  These  propositions  are  fully  sus- 
tained by  the  following  authorities:  Hoai- 
Uiall  v.  Burwell,  109  X.  C.  10,  13  L.  R.  A. 
740,  13  S.  E.  721 ;  Umith  v.  McLean,  24  Iowa, 
322,  328,  329;  Handley  v.  Harris,  48  Kan. 
000,  17  L.  R.  A.  703,  20  Pac.  1145;  National 
Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Morris,  114  Mo.  255, 
10  L.  R.  A.  4ti3,  21  S.  \V.  511;  Kanaga  v. 
Taylor,  7  Ohio  St.  134,  70  Am.  Dec.  02  ;  Lang- 
worthy  V,  Little,  12  Cush.  109;  Whitney  v. 
Hey  wood,  6  Cush.  82;  Ames  Iron  Works  v. 
Wairen,  70  Ind.  512,  40  Am.  Rep.  258;  Feurt 
V.  Roicell,  02  Mo.  524,  620;  Cool  v.  Roche, 
20  Neb.  550,  550,  31  N.  W.  307;  Keenan  v. 
atimson,  32  Minn.  377,  20  X.  W.  364;  Offutt 
V.  Flagg,  10  X.  H.  40;  Lathe  v.  Hchoff,  00  X. 
H.  34 ;  Barrows  v.  Tai-ner,  50  Me.  127 ;  Hall 
y.  Pillow,  31  Ark.  32 ;  Mumford  v.  Canty,  50 
111.  370,  99  Am.  Dec.  525;  Bailed  v.  Winter, 
39  Conn.  179;  Jones,  Chatt.  Mortg.  4th  ed.  § 
200. 

So  far  as  our  research  has  extended,  Mich- 
igan is  the  only  state  which  declines  to  rec- 
ognize the  validity  of  a  mortgage  lien  upon 
personal  property  brought  within  its  borders 
that  was  created  elsewhere,  and  which  main- 
tains the  superiority  of  an  attachment  lien 
acquired  in  a  suit  commenced  in  that  state 
against  the  mortgagor,  who  has  the  property 
in  his  possession.  Corhctt  v.  Littlcfield,  84 
Mich.  30,  11  L.  R.  A.  95,  47  N.  W.  581 :  Boud- 
son  V.  Goodrich,  49  Mich.  66,  12  X.  W.  913. 
The  decision  in  Creen  v.  Van  Buskirky  7 
Wall.  139,  150,  19  L.  ed.  109,  is  not  in  con- 
flict with  the  doctrines  stated  above,  since 
the  mortgaged  property  that  was  involved  in 
that  case  was  located  in  Illinois  at  the  date 
of  the  mortgage,  which  was  executed  in  Xew 
York,  and  the  court  was  unable  to  give  to  the 
legal  fiction  that  the  domicil  of  the  owner 
draw^  to  it  all  of  his  personal  property  such 
foi-ce  and  effect  as  to  remove  the  property  in 
controversy  from  the  operation  of  tiie  laws 
of  the  state  of  Illinois,  and  subject  it  to  the 
operation  of  the  laws  of  New  York.  Sec- 
tions 4742  and  4743  of  Mansfield's  Digest  of 
the  Laws  of  Arkansas  (Ind.  Terr.  Anno. 
Stilt.  1899,  §§  3053,  3054),  relative  to  the  ex- 
ecution and  recording  of  mortgages,  which 
were  in  force  in  the  Indian  territory  until 
modified,  as  to  the  place  where  mortgages  of 
personal  property  shall  be  recorde<l,  by  tht» 
act  of  Congress  approved  February  3,  1807 
(20  Stat,  at  L.  510,  chap.  136),  have  refer- 
ence only  to  mortgages  made  in  that  terri- 
tory upon  property  there  located  {Bank  of 
United  States  v.  Lee,  13  Pet.  107,  120,  10  L, 
ed.  81 )  ;  and,  within  the  doctrine  above 
stated  they  cannot  he  given  effect  to  destroy 
the  lien  of  the  instrument  under  which  the 
plaintiffs  claim  title  to  the  property  in  con- 
troversy, that  was  executed  and  recorded  in 
Texas,  where  the  property  was  at  the  time 
located,  and  where  Iwth  the  mortsfagors  and 
the  mortgagees  at  that  time  resided.  Even 
if  that  instrument  was  intended  as  a  mort- 
gasre,  and  not  as  an  absolute  bill  of  sale,  the 
lien  thereby  created  followed  the  property 
into  the  Indian  territory,  and  was  riirhtlv 
given  effect  by  comity,  and  should  have  l>een 
given  effect  even  if  the  attaching  creditors 
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did  not  have  actual  notice  of  the  existence 
and  record  of  the  instrument  at  the  date  of 
the  levy,  since  no  effort  was  made  in  the  trial 
court  to  impeach  the  instrument  for  fraud, 
or  to  question  the  consideration  upon  which 
it  was  founded. 

As  respects  the  second  contention  stated 
above, — that  the  defendants  below,  if  the 
plaintiffs  were  merely  mortgagees,  were  not 
guilty  of  a  tortious  act,  or,  in  other  words, 
of  a  conversion,  in  levying  on  the  property  in 
controversy,  unless  after  the  levy  and  sale 
there  was  not  enough  of  the  mortgaged  prop- 
erty left  to  satisfy  the  mortgagees'  debt, — 
this  may  be  said:  Some  courts  have  held 
that  a  levy  made  upon  mortgaged  personal 
property  in  the  possession  of  the  mortgagor 
under  a  writ  of  attachment  or  execution 
against  him  does  not  amount  to  a  conversion, 
because  a  sale,  if  made,  under  the  writ,  only 
conveys  the  mortgagor's  right  of  possession 
and  his  equity  of  redemption,  and  does  not 
destroy  the  mortgagee's  interest.  Manning 
V.  Monaghan,  28  N.  Y.  585.  Other  courts, 
however,  maintain  the  contrary  view,  hold- 
ing that  a  seizure  of  mortgaged  personal 
property  against  the  protest  of  the  mortga- 
gee amounts  to  a  conversion.  McConeghy  v. 
McCaWy  31  Ala.  447;  Frishee  v.  Langworthy, 
11  Wis.  375:  Tannahill  v.  Tutile,  3  Mich. 
104,  61  Am.  Dec.  480.  And  this  is  said  by 
Mr.  Jones,  in  his  treatise  on  Chattel  Mort- 
gages, to  be  the  better  rule,  especially  where 
the  officer  assumes  to  sell  the  entire  interest 
when  he  has  notice  of  the  mortgage.  Jones, 
Chat.  Mortg.  §  561,  and  note  thereto. 

In  the  case  in  hand  the  evidence  shows 
that  the  mortgaged  property,  when  seized, 
was  not  in  the  custcniy  of  the  mortgagors, 
but  was  in  the  actual  possession  of  J.  E.  Cot- 
traux.  who  claimed  to  hold  it  as  a  lessee  of 
the  plaintiffs.  The  present  record  does  not 
show  with  certainty  that  the  writ  of  attach- 
ment under  which  the  property  was  soi'/€«d 
ran   against  either  of   the  mortgagors,   but 


•rather  indicates  that  it  ran  against  the  son 
of  the  mortgagors,  to  wit,  J.  K.  Cottraux. 
The  plaintiffs  also  at  the  time  of  the  levy 
would  seem  to  have  been  entitled  to  the  im- 
mediate possession  of  the  property  in  con- 
troversy, even  if  they  were  merely  mortga- 
gees. Moreover,  the  attaching  creditors 
were  notified  before  the  sale  that  the  plain- 
tiffs were  the  owners  of  the  property,  and 
they  disregarded  the  notice  altogether,  by 
assuming  to  sell  it,  or  so  much  thereof  as 
was  necessary  to  satisfy  their  claim,  as  the 
absolute  property  of  their  debtor,  and  there- 
after appropriated  the  proceeds  of  the  sale. 
After  the  sale  the  offer  that  they  appear  to 
have  made  to  restore  the  residue  of  the  prop- 
ertv  which  remained  unsold  was  an  offer  to 

»  

restore  it,  not  to  the  plaintiffs,  but  to  J.  E. 
Cottraux,  as  the  agent  of  one  of  the  mortga- 
gors. Under  these  circumstances,  we  are  of 
opinion  tliat  the  acts  of  the  attaching  credi- 
tors amounted  to  a  conversion  of  the  prop- 
erty, and  entitled  the  plaintiffs  to  recover 
the  fair  market  value  of  all  the  property 
that  was  described  in  the  bill  of  sale,  even  if 
the  jury  believed  that  instrument  to  be 
merely  a  mortgage.  The  result  is  that  we 
find  no  error  in  the  instruction  of  the  trial 
court  last  considered  of  which  the  defend- 
ants below  are  entitled  to  complain. 

Some  other  questions  are  discussed  in  the 
briefs,  which  have  been  considered,  but  they 
do  not  require  special  notice.    As  the  trial 
court  erred  in  that  part  of  its  charge  here- 
tofore considered,  which  declared,  as  a  mat- 
ter   of    law,  tliat  Moore  was    a    partner  of 
Shapard,  and  was  responsible  for  his  acts  if 
they    were    tortious,    the    judgment   of    the 
United  States  Court  of  Appeals  in  the  In- 
dian   Territory    and    the    judgment    of    the 
1  T'nilvd  Stales  Court  for  the  CrntraJ  District 
j  of    the    f*ulian  Territory  must  he    reversed, 
'  and  the  case  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 
It  is  so  ordered. 
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STATE  of  Kansas 
Horace  L.  WII^SOX,  Appt. 


( 


Kan. 
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*i,     Jt    in   no   dofenMC    to   a   proHecntlon 

under  chapler  6S  of  the  Laws  of  ISTO  (Gen. 
Stat.  is.)7.  chap.  100,  §§  302,  .303;  (Jen.  Stat. 
18I»1).  SS  2.'i02.  2303)  to  prove  that  the  per- 
fkin  "hargod  with  unlawfully  practising  medi- 
cine in  violation  of  its  provisions  has  been, 
since  ihe  pansage  of  such  act,  continuously 
engagt^d  in  the  practice  of  medicine  for  a  per- 
iod of  ten  years  or  more  in  another  state. 

•llpadnotes  by  Ellis,  J. 


Note. — For  constitutional  right  to  practise 
medicine,  see  cises  in  riotf  to  Louisville  Safety 
Vault  &  T.  Co.  V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  (Ky.) 
14  L.  IS.  A.  on  page  581 :  also  Stnte  ex  ret.  Bur- 
roughs V.  Webster  (Ind.)  41  L.  R.  A.  212. 
62  L.  R.  A. 


22.  In  Mucli  a  cane  It  devolve*  upon  tlie 
defen«lant  to  produce  eTldence  tending 
to  show  that  he  has  attended  two  full  courses 
of  Instruction  and  graduated  in  some  medical 
college  in  this  or  some  foreign  country,  or  a 
certificate  of  qualifications  from  some  state 
or  county  medical  society,  as  such  evidence  is 
not  accessible  to  the  state,  and  is  peculiarly 
within  defendant's  knowledge  and  under  his 
control. 

.1.  In  a  eriniinni  case  an  inntrnctlon 
which  Is  tantamount  to  a  direction  to  return 
a  verdict  of  guilty  against  the  defendant  Is 
erroneous. 

(Johnston,  «/.,  dissents.) 

(March   9,    1901.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  jiid.crment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Ellis  County  con- 
victing him  of  practising  medicine  contrary 
to  the  provisions  of  the  statute.     Reversed. 
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statement  by  Ellis,  J.: 

This  case  was  here  last  year  upon  ques- 
tions reserved  by  the  state  upon  an  order  of 
the  district  court  sustaining  a  motion  to 
quash  the  information.  At  that  time,  the 
information  being  held  to  be  sufficient,  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below  was  reversed, 
and  the  case  remanded. for  further  proceed- 
ings. State  V.  Wilsoiiy  61  Kan.  791,  CO  Pac. 
1054.  After  the  mandate  trom  this  court 
w;as  filed  in  the  court  below,  the  county  at- 
torney amended  the  information  by  adding 
two  additional  counts  thereto,  and  after- 
wards, and  in  the  month  of  September  fol- 
lowing, a  trial  was  had  to  a  jury,  which 
found  the  defendant  guilty  upon  three  counts 
of  the  information.  A  motion  for  a  new 
trial  was  overruled,  and  excepted  to  by  the 
defendant;  and  he  brings  the  case  here  for 
review,  assigning  numerous  alleged  errors, 
wliich,  SO'  far  as  they  are  regarded  as  impor- 
tant, are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  DaTld  Rathbone  for  appellant. 
Messrs.  A.  A.  Godard,  Attorney  General, 
James   T.  Nolan,  and  A«  D.   Gllkeson, 

for  appellee: 

Neither  practice  outside  of  the  state  of 
Kansas  for  any  period  since  1870,  nor  certifi- 
cate of  quali^cation  from  state  or  county 
medical  societies  outside  of  the  state,  will 
avail  the  defendant  as  a  defense. 

State  V.  Wilson,  61  Kan.  791,  60  Pac.  1054. 

Requiring  the  state  to  prove  that  he  did 
not  have  a  diploma,  or  had  not  graduated 
from  some  respectable  school  of  medicine, 
either  of  this  or  of  some  foreign  country, 
would  be  requiring  of  it  the  impctssible  or 
the  negative  of  the  proposition,  which  is  not 
required  in  cases  like  the  one  at  bar. 

People  V.  Safford,  5  Denio,  112;  State  v. 
Hirsch,  45  Mo.  429;  State  v.  Crowy  53  Kan. 
663,  37  Pac.  170. 

The  burden  of  proof  of  a  fact  that  is 
peculiarly  within  the  knowledge  of  the  ac- 
cused is  on  him,  as  he  has  better  means  of 
proving  the  contrary.  The  matter  is  pe- 
culiarly within  his  own  knowledge,  and  to 
require  the  state  to  prove  the  lack  of  a  li- 
cence is  to  require  proof  of  a  negative  alle- 
gation. 

Underbill.  Crim.  Ev.  S  24;  State  v.  Crow, 
53  Kan.  602,  37  Pac.  170. 

Ellis,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  defendant  was  prosecuted  in  the  court 
below  under  chapter  68  of  the  Laws  of  1870 
(Gen.  Stat.  1897,  chap.  100,  §§  392,  393; 
Gen.  Stat.  1899,  §§  2302,  2303 ),  entitled  "An 
Act  to  Protect  the  People  from  Empiricism, 
and  to  Elevate  the  Standing  of  the  Medical 
Profession."  Section  1  of  that  act  contains 
a  proviso  in  the  following  words:  "Provid- 
ed, that  in  all  cases,  where  any  person  has 
been  continuously  engaged  in  the  practice  of 
medicine  for  a  period  of  ten  years  or  more, 
he  shall  be  considered  to  have  complied  with 
the  provisions  of  this  act.'*  In  this  case  it 
was  the  contention  of  the  defendant  that  he 
had  been  practising  medicine  in  Nebraska 
for  more  than  ten  years  last  past,  but  he  did 
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not  pretend  that  in  this  stae  or  another  he 
had  ever  practised  medicine  previous  to  sev- 
enteen years  ago.     Upon  the  trial  he  offered 
to  read  in  evidence  the  depositions  of  two 
wirnesses    to   prove   that   he  had   practised 
medicine  in  Nebraska  for  ten  years  previous 
to   1894.     An  oijjection  on  the  part  of  the 
state  to  the  evidence  thus  offered  was  sus- 
tained by  the  court.     The  defendant  except- 
ed, and  the  ruling  of  the  court  in  that  behalf 
is   assigned   as   error.     "A    person   of    good 
moral  character,  who  had  practised  medicine 
continuously  for  ten  years  or  more  before 
the  taking  effect  of  the  a«t,  is  deemed  to  be 
qualified  and  to  have  complied  with  its  pro- 
visions;   but    continuous     practice    for    ten 
years  in  violation  of  law,  after  the  act  was 
passed,  confers  no  right  or  authoritj'  on  the 
practitioner."     State  v.  Wilson,  61  Kan.  791, 
60  Pac.  1054.     The  learned  counsel  for  the 
defendant  insists  that  the  above  quotation 
from  the  syllabus  of  this  case  when  here  be- 
fore, while  correct  as  an  abstract  statement 
of  the  law.  is  not  applicable  to  the  defend- 
ant, under  the  fact  sought  to  be  proved  in  his 
behalf,  as  above  set  forth,  because,  he  say*, 
his  client,  having  practised  without  the  state 
of  Kansas  during  a  period  of  ten  years,  can- 
not be  said  to  be  one  who  has  been  engaged 
"for  ten  j'ears  in  violation  of  law."     In  the 
absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  it  w^ill  be 
presumed  that  the  laws  of  Nebraska  are  the 
pame  as  our  own.     Besides,  it  is  known  of  all 
men    that    throughout   the  civilized    world 
schools,  colleges,  dispensaries,  hospitals,  and 
institutions     for     clinical     instruction     are 
maintained  at  public  and  private  expense  for 
the  education  of  those  men  and  women  to 
whom  are  committed  the  responsible  duty  of 
ministering  to  the  health  and  endeavoring 
to  prolonif  the  life  of  human  beings.     All  or 
nearly  all  of  the«e  institutions  issue  certifi- 
cates   or   diplomas    reciting    the  term    and 
course  of  study  which  has  been  pursued  by 
the    student    therein.     And    those    collesres 
whose  curriculum  includes  a  complete  eour«e 
of  those  studies  which  are  regarded  as  requi- 
site for  a  physician  and  surgeon  to  pursue  do 
uniformly  issue  to  one  who  has  completed 
such  course,  and  exhibited  proficiency  there- 
in, a  diploma  reciting  such  facts,  and   evi- 
dencing that  by  reason  thereof  the  graduate 
has  been  made  a  doctor  of  medicine.     Now  in 
the  case  at  bar  the  defendant  does  not  claim 
to  have  attended  any  of  these  schools  of  spe- 
cial learning,  nor  does  he  claim  that  he  had 
devoted  any  time  to  the  study  of  any  of  the 
branches  of  this  learned  profession,  nor  does 
he  avow  that  in  Kansas  or  elsewhere  he  ever 
submitted  to  an  examination  before  a  board 
of    competent    members   of   the    profession 
which  he  seeks  to  follow.     Coming  to  Kan- 
sas for  the  first  time,  he,  in  effect,  announces 
that  it   does   not   matter   that  he   has    not 
availed  himself  of  the  means  of  special  edu- 
cation which  were  afforded  him:  it  is  enouirh 
that  he  has  practised  medicine  in  Nebraska 
for  more  than  ten  years,  and  during  that 
time  hiis  successfully  evaded  the  laws  of  that' 
state  or  eluded  its  officers;  and  now  he  asks 
that  a  preference  be  given  him  over  men  in 
this  state  who  have  been  heretofore  subject 
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to  our  laws.  We  can  see  no  reason  for  hold- 
ing that  the  statute  under  which  this  prose- 
cution is  conducted  is  not  applicable  to  this 
defendant.  We  think,  by  the  terms  of  the 
statute,  the  defendant's  case  does  not  fall 
within  the  proviso  above  quoted;  and  cer- 
tainly the  purpose  of  the  statute  would  not 
be  carried  out,  and  the  evident  intent  of  the 
legislature  would  not  be  given  effect,  by  such 
a  decision.  It  follows  that  there  was  no  er- 
ror coinniitted  by  the  court  below  in  striking 
out  the  parts  of  the  depositions  above  re- 
ferred to. 

Complaint  is  made  that  the  court  below 
erroneously  placed  the  burden  of  proof  upon 
the  defendant.  The  statute  provides  that 
"it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person  .  .  . 
who  has  not  attended  two  full  courses  of  in- 
struction and  graduated  in  some  respectable 
school  of  medicine,  either  of  the  United 
States  or  of  some  foreign  country,  or  who 
cannot  produce  a  certificate  of  qualification 
from  some  state  or  county  medical  society, 
.  •  .  to  practise  medicine  in  any  of  its  de- 
partments for  reward  or  compensation." 
Gen.  Stat.  1899,  §  2302.  Upon  the  trial  the 
prosecution  offered  evidence  tending  to  prove 
that  agreeably  to  the  rules  adopted  by  the 
state  board  o<f  health,  pursuant  to  S  5,  chap. 
75,  Gen.  Stat.  1897,  the  qualified  practising 
physicians  and  surgeons  of  each  county  in 
the  state  were  required  to  register,  and  that 
the  defendant  was  not,  at  the  time  the  infor- 
mation in  this  case  was  filed  against  him, 
nor  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  registered  in  ac- 
cordance with  such  regulations,  although  he 
was  shown  to  have  had  actual  knowledge  of 
their  existence.  The  state  then  offered  testi- 
mony tending  to  prove  that  the  defendant, 
while  not  so  registered,  had  practised  medi- 
cine for  pay  in  said  Ellis  county,  and  rested. 
Thereupon  the  defendant  requested  the  court 
to  instruct  the  jury  to  bring  in  a  verdict  for 
the  defendant,  which  request  was  refused, 
and  thereafter  the  court  instructed  the  jury 
as  follows:  ''The  statutes  of  Kansas  re- 
quire that,  before  any  person  can  legally 
practise  medicine  for  compensation  in  this 
state,  he  must  have  attended  two  full  cour,s€s 
of  instructions  and  graduated  in  some  re- 
spectable school  of  medicine,  either  of  the 
United  States  or  of  some  foreign  country,  or 
be  able  to  produce  a  certificate  of  his  quali- 
fication from  some  state  or  county  medical 
society.  The  burden  of  introducing  some 
evidence  tending  to  prove  such  qualification 
is  on  the  defendant."  Exceptions  were  tak- 
en to  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  instruct  the 
jury  to  return  a  verdict  of  acquittal,  and  to 
the  foregoing  instruction  given  by  the  court 
to  the  jury. 

As  to  the  refusal  of  the  coutt  to  instruct 
the  juiy  to  return  a  verdict  of  not  guilty,  it 
may  be  assumed  that  such  an  instruction  is 
justifiable  where  there  is  an  entire  failure  of 
evidence  on  the  part  of  the  state  to  prove  the 
guilt  of  the  defendant.  Still' we  do  not  think 
the  court  erred  in  refusing  such  instruction. 
The  state  had  offered  evidence  tending  to 
pro\'e  that  the  defendant  was  engaged  in  fol- 
lowing for  a  livelihood  the  profession  of  a 
physician  and  surgeon.  Piesumably,  he 
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would  be  anxious  to  have  it  appear  to  the 
people  of  the  community  in  which  he  resided 
that  he  was' well  qualified  to  perform  the  du- 
ties and  fulfil  the  requirements  of  that  pro- 
fession. Without  such  belief  on  the  part  of 
the  people,  his  practice  would  be  greatly  re- 
stricted. He  and  they  were  bound  to  know 
that  the  laws  of  this  state  prescribed  certain 
conditions,  upon  compliance  with  which  he 
could  engage  in  that  business;  and  he,  at 
least,  is  shown  to  have  known  that  registra- 
tion as  a  physician  and  surgeon  was  required 
by  the  regulations  of  the  state  board  of 
health.  Under  these  circumstances,  the 
state  having  offered  the  evidence  above  cited, 
the  defendant  owed  it  to  himself  to  produce 
if  he  had  it,  evidence  tending  to  show  his 
qualification  to  practise.  We  think  that  the 
foregoing  evidence  offered  by  the  state, 
coupled  with  the  presumption  that  the  de- 
fendant would  speak  and  offer  evidence,  if 
any  he  had,  in  his  own  behalf,  when  his  in- 
terest so  strongly  required  him  to  do  so,  con- 
stituted a  case  sufficient  for  the  considera- 
tion of  the  jury,  and  evidence  sufficient  to 
sustain  a  verdict,  if  one  had  been  returned, 
against  tlie  defendant.  State  v.  McDuffie, 
107  N.  C.  885,  12  S.  E.  83. 

A  more  important  question  is  presented  by 
the  instruction  of  the  court,  which  substan- 
tially changes  the  burden  of  proof  in  this 
class  of  cases.  It  is  scarcely  necessary  to 
announce  that  ordinarily  the  burden  of  prov- 
ing the  guilt  of  the  defendant,  and  every  es- 
sential ingredient  thereof,  beyond  a  reasona- 
ble doubt,  is  upon  the  state,  and  the  accu.sed 
stands  on  the  presumption  of  his  innocence 
until  a  complete  case  is  made  against  him, 
and  if  the  testimony  is  insufiicient  on  any 
material  point  he  must  be  acquitted.  "These 
rules  are  merely  stated.  Neither  the  public 
nor  the  profession  is  interested  in  the  discus- 
sion of  questions  long  settled,  well  under- 
stood, and  generally  acquiesced  in."  The 
court  undoubtedly  regarded  this  case  as  ex- 
ceptional in  its  nature.  The  authorities  are 
not  free  from  conflict,  but  the  weight  there- 
of appears  to  preponderate  in  favor  of  the 
position  taken  by  the  trial  court  in  this  case. 
The  reason  for  the  rule  sought  to  be  laid 
down  by  those  courts  which  hold  that  the 
state  need  not  assume  the  burden  of  proving 
such  negatives  as  must  be  averred  under  the 
statute  above  quoted  is  found  in  its  neces- 
sity. We  have  not  been  able  to  find  a  defini- 
tion which  seems  altogether  satisfactory,  and 
may  not  be  able  to  give  one.  The  following 
rule  is  quoted  with  approval  by  many  courts 
in  criminal  as  well  as  civil  cases.  "Where 
the  means  of  proving  the  negative  are  not 
within  the  power  of  the  party  alleging  it, 
but  all  the  proof  on  the  subject  is  within  the 
control  of  the  opposite  party,  who,  if  the 
negative  is  not  true,  can  disprove  it  at  once, 
then  the  law  presumes  the  truth  of  the  nega- 
tive averment  from  the  fact  that  such  oppo- 
site party  withholds,  or  does  not  produce,  the 
proof  that  is  within  his  hands,  if  it  exist**, 
that  the  negative  is  not  true."  5  Am.  & 
Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  42,  note  1.  With- 
out giving  unqualified  assent  to  that  rule,  we 
remark  that  a  failure  of  justice  would  usual- 
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ly  result  if  the  state  were  required  to  prove 
in  a  case  like  the  present  that  the  defendant 
had  not  attended  two  full  courses  of  instruc- 
tion and  graduated  at  some  respectable  med- 
ical college  in  this  or  some  foreign  country, 
or  that  he  could  not  produce  a  certificate 
from  some  state  or  county  medical  society; 
tor,  wliere  a  person  had  determined  to  en- 
gage in  the  unlawful  practice  of  medicine, 
he  would  naturally  se^  a  location  among 
btrangors,  and  would  refrain  from  imparting 
facts  in  relation  to  his  past  history  which 
the  prosecution  would  be  unable  to  trace,  al- 
though he  might  be  an  empiric  and  ignora- 
mus as  well.  We  think  the  rule  ought  to  be 
that  where  the  state  denies  the  right  to  its 
citizens  generally  to  engage  in  a  particular 
trade  or  profession,  and  grants  such  right  to 
those  of  its  citizens  only  who  have  acquired 
a  certain  degree  of  pi*oficiency  therein,  and 
prescribes  certain  documentary  proof  as  re- 
quisite to  show  that  a  particular  citizen  has 
such  right,  but  does  iiot  require  such  proof 
to  become  a  matter  of  record  in  any  public 
olTice  in  the  county  where  such  person  en- 
gages in  such  trade  or  profession,  upon  the 
trial  of  a  case  wherein  it  is  alleged  by  the 
state,  in  substance,  that  a  person  against 
whom  the  information  is  filed  has  not  com- 
plied with  the  laws  of  the  state,  and  is  fol- 
lowing such  trade  or  profession  in  violation 
thereof,  is  unqualified  therefor,  and  has  not 
and  cannot  produce  such  evidence  as  he  is 
required  to  possess  of  his  qualifications  be- 
fore he  can  engage  therein, — because  of  the 
impracticability,  if  not  the  utter  impossibil- 
ity, of  the  stiite  being  able  to  prove  such  neg- 
ative averment,  and  because,  also,  that  the 
defendant  can  readily  produce  the  required 
evidence,  as  well  as  because  his  interests 
would  prompt  him  to  do  so, — in  order  that 
justice  may  be  done,  the  defendant  should 
be  required  to  produce  such  evidence.  Dr. 
liishop  lays  down  this  rule:  One  of  the 
leading  presumptions  in  our  law  is  that  what 
is  common  in  general  belongs  also  to  the  par- 
ticular. This  is  a  prima  facie  presumption, 
and  the  party  who  would  resist  its  force 
must  show  that  in  the  particular  instance 
the  fact  is  otherwise.  Commenting  upon 
this  rule,  the  learned  author  savs:  From 
this  it  follows  that  if  the  law  forbids  the 
mass  of  the  community  to  sell  intoxicating 
liquor,  but  grants  license  to  some  particular 
individuals  to  sell  it,  then,  if  some  one  per- 
son is  indicted  for  making  an  unlicensed 
sale,  tl»e  presumption  that  what  is  common 
in  general  belongs  likewise  to  the  particular 
stands  as  prima  facie  proof,  and  the  defend- 
ant, if  he  has  a  license,  must  show  it. 
This  conclusion  of  legal  reasoning  is  aided  by 
the  further  consideration  that  since  the  aver- 
ment is  a  mere  negative  one,  and.  if  it  is  not 
true,  the  defendant  has  in  his  own  possession 
the  evidence  to  show  the  truth,  the  orderly 
and  convenient  administration  of  justice  is 
promoted,  while  no  harm  is  done  to  the  indi- 
vidual, by  casting  the  burden  on  him.  Bish- 
op. Statutory  Crimes.  §  1051.  Cases  for  the 
sale  of  licjuor  and  drugs  and  medicines,  and 
the  operation  of  ferries,  and  the  like,  without 
license,  present  features  which  are  analogous 
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to  the  case  under  consideration,  and  in  ffias>t 
of  the  states  the  courts  have  held  that  it  is 
not  necessary  for  the  prosecution  to  prove 
that  the  defendant  had  no  license.  DilTerent 
reasons  are  assigned  for  the  establishment  of 
this  exceptional  rule.  In  several  states  i 
labored  effort  is  made  to  prove  that  the  rale 
is  not  exceptional  in  its  nature,  but  that  it 
accords  with  the  ordinary  procedure  in 
criminal  cases.  An  attempt  to  reconcile  the 
reasons  thus  given  would  be  fruitless,  in- 
deed, most  of  these  cases  extend  the  rule 
much  beyond  the  point  we  regard  as  justifia- 
ble. For  instance,  in  this  state  liquor  is  nm 
allowed  to  be  sold,  except  upon  a  druggi>f> 
pennit,  which  is  granted  in  the  county  where 
the  business  is  to  be  transacted;  and  the  faa 
of  issuing  the  permit  is  made  a  matter  of 
public  record  in  the  ofiice  of  the  probat? 
judge,  which  is  held  at  the  county  seat  where 
the  court  meets,  and  generally  in  the  same 
building  where  it  convenes.  Now,  the  rea?*^!! 
for  marking  an  exception  in  this  clas<  of 
cases,  being  that  to  require  the  state  to  pro\? 
t^iat  the  defendant  did  not  have  a  license  or 
certificate  or  permit  would  often  be,  in  pf- 
feet,  to  require  the  state  to  perform  an  im- 
possibility, can  have  no  application  to  a  ca-*^ 
where  competent  evidence  in  regard  to  th, 
fact  is  as  accessible  to  the  state  as  it  i?  to 
the  defendant.  And  in  the  absence  of  a 
statutory  regulation  relieving  the  state  fnim 
the  duty  of  proving  that  one  charged  with 
the  imlawful  sale  of  intoxicating  liquor  di'i 
not  have  a  permit  therefor,  because  the  rea- 
son for  the  rule  fails  in  such  a  case,  the  rule 
itself  ought  to  fail,  and  the  state,  havin^a^ 
cess  to  admissible  evidence,  ought  to  Ix*  Te~ 
quired  to  produce  it.  This  is  in  accord  wiib 
earlier  decisions  of  this  court.  S^taic  v. 
Srhirfrifcr,  27  Kan.  499 ;  State  ▼.  Xhc  32 
Kan.  201.  204,  4  Pac.  134,  136.  In'oth<^r 
words,  where  evidence  to  prove  the  nejrative 
averment  is  not  peculiarly  within  the  kno;»'l- 
edge  of  the  defendant,  but  is  also  within  th» 
knowledge  and  control  of,  or  upon  reasonable 
effort  and  by  the  exercise  of  proper  diligence 
may  be  secured  by,  the  state,  then  and  in 
such  case  the  prosecution  is  bound  to  produce 
such  evidence,  and,  failing  to  do  so.  the  tli»- 
fendant  ought  to  be  acquitted.  Applying 
this  distinction  to  the  case  at  bar.  it  vr\\]  be 
readily  seen  that  it  might  well  be  beyond  the 
power  of  the  stat«  to  prove  either  of  the  ne;!- 
atives  alleged  in  the  information  in  thisw-se. 
The  facts  and  the  p^ndence  in  relation  there- 
to are.  and  of  necessity  must  be,  peciiliarly 
within  the  knowledge  and  under  the  contr-*' 
of  the  defendant,  while,  as  above  reniarkt^l. 
his  desire  to  stand  well  with  his  patron?  snd 
with  the  community  generally  would  natur- 
ally prompt  him  to  submit  evidence  to  re- 
move the  cloud  cast  upon  his  professional 
reputation  by  such  an  inquiry:  and  therefore 
to  require  him  to  produce  such  evidpn«f 
would  result  in  no  injury,  but  in  a  positive 
benefit,  to  him.  For  these  reasons  there  «/*< 
no  error  in  the  t!harsre  of  the  trial  court  th** 
the  defendant  was  required  to  produce  snrae 
evidence  tending  to  show  his  qualifii-ation*. 
r.ishop.  Statutory  Crimes,  §|  1 0.51-1033,  spI 
cases  cited;  Wheat  v.  State,  0  Mo.  455;  Ffo- 
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}r.i  V.  Xir<\  o4  Hun,  298;  5  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Liw,  2d  ed.  p.  42,  note  1,  and  cases  cited ; 
rndciliill,  Crim.  ¥lv.  §  24,  and  cases  cited; 
Black,  Intoxicating  Liquors,  §  507,  and  cases 
oiled;  titatc  v.  Crow,  53  Kan.  663,  37  Pae. 
170. 

As  this  case  must  be  reversed,  for  reasona 
hereinafter  appearing,  and  a  new  trial  or- 
dered, it  may  not  be  improper  to  remark 
that  il  the  defendant  should  show  that  he 
had  attended  two  full  courses  of  instruction, 
and  graduated  in  some  medical  college  of 
this  or  some  foreign  country,  then,  in  the 
ab-^nee  of  some  evidence  raising  a  ques- 
tion about  it,  the  presumption  would  be  that 
such  college  was  respectable.  To  avoid  mis- 
understanding, however,  with  reference  to 
the  facts  of  this  particular  case,  we  think 
the  court  would  have  been  justified,  for  rea- 
'fOUii  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  documents 
themselves,  in  excluding  from  the  jury  the 
paper,  which  the  learned  counsel  for  the  de- 
fense calls  a  "diploma,"  issued  by  the  so- 
called  Independent  Medical  College  of  Chi- 
ea«.fo,  and  the  other  paper  purporting  to  have 
been  issued  by  a  Physio-Medical  Society  in 
Illinois  (which  latter  was  excluded),  because 
neither  of  these  papers  prove,  nor  tend  to 
prove,  that  the  defendant  had  attended  any 
course  of  instruction  in  either  institution,  or 
had  ,<rraduated  at  either,  and  because  neither 
of  them  can  be  regarded  as  a  diploma,  nor  as 
snch  a  certificate  as  is  contemplated  by  our 
statute. 

After  the  jury  had  been  out  of  court  for 
several  hours  in  considering  of  their  verdict, 
thoy  returned  and  requested  further  instruc- 
tinns.  and  thereupon  the  court,  in  res|)onse 
to  that  request,  gave  the  following:  "I  say 
to  vou  that  under  the  law  and  the  evidence, 
for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  the  defendant 
w'n^  not,  at  the  time  charged  in  the  infor- 
mation, lesrally  qualifiecl  to  practise  medicine 
for  compensation  in  this  state;  and,  if  he 
did  so  practise  medicine  at  the  tinien  and 
places  and  for  the  persons  alleged  in  the  in- 
fotmation.  it  is  your  duty  to  convict  him, 
and  to  ctmsume  no  time  speculating  on  the 
question  of  whether  hcMnight  have  been  qual- 
ified to  practise  medicine  under  the  statute, 
be''au<se  T  again  sav  to  vou  that,  so  far  as 
the  evidence  in  this  case  discloses,  he  was  not 
so  qualified,  and  it  is  your  duty  to  find  that 
any  practising  that  he  may  have  done  for 
<](k  persons  for  compensation,  an  alleged  in 
tho  information,  wa^*  done  illegally,  and  you 
should  convict  him  therefor  bv  vour  verdict." 
Thi«5  was  tantamount  to  an  instruction  to 
f^nd  the  defendant  guilty,  and,  if  not  in 
words,  certainly  in  effect,  nullified  the  origi- 
nal instructions  of  the  court  relating  to  rea- 
sonable doubt.  The  general  rule  that  all  the 
in.^truetionft  given  bv  the  court  to  the  iurv  in 
a  particular  case  are  to  be  considered  togeth- 
er can  have  no  application  here:  for  by  this 
in*«truction  the  court  directly  settled  for  the 
jury  the  only  question  al)out  which  any 
doubt  could  have  remained  in  their  minds, 
and  pointedly  directed  them  that  if  they  be- 
lieved the  evidence,  as  to  which  there  was  no 
controversy,  upon  the  question  as  to  whether 
the  defendant  had  practised  medicine  for 
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I  compensation,  they  must  find  the  defendant 
I  guilty,  and  that  speedily.     Thus  the  court 
;  disposed  of  every  presumption  in  the  defend- 
.  an*'s   favor,   and   indicectlv  withdrew   from 
their   consideration   certain   evidence   which 
I  had  been  previously  admitted.     We  do  not 
'  l)elieve  that  an  instruction  to  find  the  defend- 
ant guilty  is  justifiable  in  any  criminal  case. 
As  said  by  this  court  in  the  case  of  laftate  v. 
Smith,    13   Kan.   209:     "Ordinarily   a   jury 
might  well  draw  such  an  inference  from  such 
facts;  but  the  court  below  says,  in  effect,  that 
they  are  compelled  to  draw  such  an  infer- 
ence, and  this,  in  our  opinion,  is  an  unau- 
thorized assumption  by  the  court  of  a  duty 
that  belonged  exclusively  to  the  jury.     From 
the  proved  facts,  the  jury,  not  the  court, 
must  find   that  the  accused   converted   the 
money  to  his  own  use.     In  this  case  they 
might  well  have  found  him  guilty  from  the 
facts  proved,  if  they  had  been  left  at  liberty 
to  weigh  the  value  of  these  facts,  as  well  as 
any  others  necessary  to  prove  the  guilt  of  the 
accused." 

It  may  not  be  absolutely  certain  that  this 
instruction  did  mislead  the  jury,  but  we  can- 
not be  positive  that  it  did  not  do  so;  and, 
as  a  majority  of  this  court  regard  it  as  clear- 
ly erroneous,  a  reversal  of  the  judgment 
must  be  ordered,  and  the  case  remanded  for 
a  new  trial. 

Doftter,  Gh.-  J.,  and  Smitli,  dutning- 
ham,  Greene,  and  Pollock,  JJ.,  concur. 

Jolmston,  J.,  dissenting: 

T  concur  in  the  judgment  of  reversal,  and 
in  all  the  points  decided,  except  the  one 
which  places  the  onus  probandi  upon  tlie  de- 
fendant. This  decision  marks  a  radical  de- 
parture from  the  well-established  rule  of 
criminal  procedure  in  Kansas.  P^rom  Terri- 
tory/ V.  lUyburn,  McOahon,  134,  and  Home 
v.  State,  I  Kan.  47,  81  Am.  Dec.  499,  through 
eveiy  volume  of  our  Reports  up  to  the  pres- 
ent case,  the  burden  of  proof  has  been  held 
to  be  upon  the  prosecution.  The  accused 
has  been  presumed  to  be  innocent  of  the  of- 
fense charged,  and  it  has  been  uniformly 
ruled  that  he  could  stand  on  this  presump- 
tion and  withhold  all  proof  until  the  prose- 
cution had  made  out  a  complete  case  against 
him.  The  statute,  in  plain  language,  re- 
quires the  application  of  this  rule  where  it 
provides  that  "a  defendant  is  presumed  to 
l)e  innocent  until  the  contrary  is  proved.'' 
Crim.  Code,  §  228.  This  statutory  rule, 
which  has  been  enforced  for  a  third  of  a  cen- 
tury, is  now  set  aside  because  it  is  incon- 
venient  and  diflicult  for  the  state  to  prove  an 
offense  against  one  charged  with  empiricisui. 
Instead  of  a  presumption  of  innocence  in  fa- 
vor of  a  practitioner  of  medicine,  a  mere 
charge  against  him  raises  a  presumption  of 
guilt,  and  he  is  required  to  show  his  inno- 
(»ence  before  testimony  of  his  guilt  is  pro- 
duced. The  principal  element  of  the  offense 
is  that  the  defendant  practised  medicine 
without  authority  or  right.  Under  the  rule 
which  has  heretofore  obtained,  the  state  is 
re(]uircd  to  prove  by  some  testimony,  how- 
»v"v  s'i>«ht.  thnt  an  offense  has  been  commit- 
ted, and  that  it  was  committed  by  the  ac- 
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cused.  \Mien  that  is  done,  and  the  defend- 
ant claims  an  excuse  or  justification  for  his 
act,  it  devolves  on  him  to  meet  the  proof  of 
the  state  by  producing  evidence  of  the  facts 
on  which  he  relies  to  excuse  or  justify  his 
conduct;  but  until  a  prima  facie  case  of 
guilt  is  made  out  he  can  sit  still  and  rest  on 
the  statutory  and  legal  presumption  of  inno- 
cence. It  is  true  that  there  are  cases  which 
hold  that  as  to  substantive  matters  of  ex- 
emption or  immimity  the  burden  is  on  the  de- 
fendant, but  even  in  those  cases  he  is  not 
called  upon  to  prove  anything,  and  the  bur- 
den is  never  shifted  upon  him  until  all  the 
elements  of  the  offense  charged  have  been 
proved  by  the  state.  Where  the  presumption 
of  innocence  is  a  matter  of  statute,  it  can- 
not be  taken  away,  or  the  burden  of  proof 
shifted  to  the  defendant,  except  by  a  change 
of  the  statute  itself.  In  the  matter  of  the 
sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  the  burden  was 
held  to  be  upon  the  state  to  prove  the  nega- 
tive averment  that  the  party  had  no  authori- 
ty to  seJl,  and  to  change  the  rule  an  act  of 
the  legislature  was  deemed  to  be  necessary. 
Territory  v.  Reyhum,  McCahon,  134;  State 
v.  Knhuke,  2(J  Kan.  405 ;  State  v.  Schtreiter, 
27  Kan.  499;  State  v.  Nye,  32  Kan.  201,  204, 
4  Pac.  134,  136.  In  1885  the  legislature,  by 
express  provision,  relieved  the  state  from  the 
inconvenience  and  difficulty  of  proving  a 
number  of  negative  averments  in  prosecu- 
tions for  the  unlawful  sale  of  liquor,  and  as 
to  these  matters  placed  the  burden  upon  the 
defendant:  but  it  occurred  to  no  one  that  the 
court  could  have  set  aside  the  presumption  of 
innocence  provided  by  the  Criminal  Code,  or 
have  enacted  a  rule  shifting  the  burden  of 
proof  from  the  state  and  upon  the  accused. 
When  the  statute  against  empiricism  was  en- 
acted the  court  had  repeatedly  ruled  that 


every  material  averment  of  a  charge,  wheth- 
er affirmative  or  negative,  must  be  proved  by 
the  state,  and  that  the  defendant  could  not 
be  called  on  for  proof  until  the  prosecution 
had  by  its  evidence  established  his  guilt.  If 
the  legislature  had  intended  to  except  casen 
prosecuted  under  this  act  from  the  general 
rule,  it  would  have  made  an  exception  in  the 
act  itself,  as  was  done  in  prosecutions  for  the 
sale  of  intoxicating  liquors.  The  legislature 
as  well  as  the  courts  have  proceeded  upon  the 
theory  that  a  person  charged  with  selling  in- 
toxicating liquors  without  a  license  or  per- 
mit was  entitled  to  the  presumption  of  inno- 
cence, and  that  the  burden  of  showing  license 
or  authority  oould  only  be  placed  upon  him 
by  statutory  enactment.  And  is  such  person 
entitled  to  greater  consideration  and  protec- 
tion than  one  who  is  charged  with  unlawful- 
ly practising  mc^dicine?  In  my  view,  if  a 
change  of  tlie  law  as  to  the  burden  of  proof  is 
necessary,  it  should  be  accomplished  by  the 
legislature  instead  of  by  the  court:  that  un- 
der our  Criminal  Code  the  presumption  of 
innocence  attaches  to  the  defendant,  what- 
ever may  be  the  offense,  and  however  difficult 
and  inconvenient  it  may  be  for  the  state  to 
shoAv  his  guilt;  and  that  this  presumption 
can  only  be  taken  away,  and  the  onus  pro- 
handi  placed  on  the  defendant,  by  a  modifica- 
tion of  the  law  itself.  The  difficulty  of  mak- 
ing proof  in  cases  like  this  is  greatly  overes- 
timated, I  think,  as  it  is  a  general  rule  that 
only  slight  proof  is  required  to  sustain  nega- 
tive averments,  and  in  most  instances  a  pri- 
ma facie  cai»e  could  be  made  out  by  the  state 
from  statements  of  the  defendant  to  the  state 
board  of  health  and  other  officers,  as  well  a« 
from  his  conduct;  but,  if  the  difficulties  are 
as  great  as  anticipated,  the  remedy  is  with 
the  legislature. 


LOUISIAXA   SUPRE^fE   COURT. 


Cliristopher  ^IcDERMOTT,  Appt., 

V. 

AMERICAN  BREWING  COMPANY. 

(105  La.  124.) 

•Plaintiff  neeicii  to  hold  defendant  lia- 
ble In  damaflreii  for  a  -violent  annanlt 
and  battery  suffered  by  him  at  the  hands 
of  Its  (defendant's)  employee,  who  was  a 
driver  of  defendant's  wagon,  and  who  sold 
and  distributed  the  product  of  Its  factory 
to  Its  customers,  riaintlff's  employer  was 
one  of  defendnnt's  cash  customers,  to  whom 
the  driver  was  to  deliver  beer  for  cash.  The 
driver  delivered  beer  to  him.  and  did  not  re- 
quire the  cash.  The  day  after  the  sale  he 
called  for  the  price,  and,  as  It  was  not  paid, 
he  sought  to  talce  matters  in  his  own  hands, 
and  resorted  to  violence.  The  agreement  be- 
tween the  driver  of  the  wagon  and  the  de- 
fendant   was   that    cash    would    be    required 

•Headnote  by  Brraux,  J. 


and  brought  back  to  the  factory  for  the  beer 
in  his  charge  for  sale,  and.  If  he  failed  to  rtv 
turn  either  the  cash  or  the  beer,  he  would 
be  made  to  pay  his  employer  by  deducting 
the  price  from  his  salary.  By  the  effect  of 
the  agreement  under  which  the  driver  was 
employed,  in  colIe<rtIng  the  cash  at  a  different 
time  and  In  a  different  manner  than  he  was 
Instructed  to  do.  the  employer  was  not  made 
liable  for  the  violent  assault.  If  a  servant 
goes  outside  of  his  employment,  acting  with 
malice,  and  causing  damage*  the  master  Is 
not  liable. 

(March  6,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Civil  District  Court  for  the  Parish 
of  Orleans  in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  an  assault 
committed  by  defendant's  servant  for  whose 
act«  defendant  was  alleged  to  be  responsible. 
Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Note. — As  to  liability  of  master  for  assaults 
by  servant,  see  other  cases  In  this  series  as 
follows:  Davis  v.  Houghtelln  (Neb.)  14  L.  R. 
A.  737.  and  note;  St.  Louis  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
.lones  (Ark.)  39  L.  R.  A.  784;  Baltimore  &  O. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


R.  Co.  V.  Barger  (Md.)  26  L.  R.  A.  220 :  Good- 
loe  V.  Memphis  &  C.  R.  Co.  (Ala.)  29  L.  R.  A. 
729:  Krantz  v.  Rio  Grande  Western  R.  Co. 
rrtah)  30  L.  R.  A.  297  :  and  Haver  v.  Centra? 
R.  Co*  (N.  .T.  L.)  43  L.  R.  A.  84. 
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Mtjssi'8.  C  M.  Sholan  and  Allan 
Sholars  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Gnstave  Lemle,  for  appellee: 

Masters  are  only  answerable  for  damages 
occasioned  by  tbeir  servants  and  overseers  in 
the  exercise  of  the  functions  in  which  they 
are  employed. 

Rev.  Civ.  Code,  art.  2320;  Ware  y.  Bara- 
taria  d  L.  Catial  Co,  15  La.  169,  35  Am.  Deo. 
189;  Gerher  v.  Vioscrt,  8  Rob.  (La.)  150; 
Dyer  v.  Rieley,  28  La.  Ann.  6;  Williams  v. 
Pullman  Palace  Car  Ot>.  40  La.  Ann.  88,  3 
So.  031 ;  Lafilte  v.  'Sew  Orleans,  City  d  Lake 
/?.  Co.  43  La.  Ann.  37,  12  L.  R.  A.  337,  8  So. 
701. 

The  evidence  shows  conclusively  that  the 
tort  was  not  committed  by  the  servant  in  the 
exercise  of  the  functions  for  which  he  was 
employed. 

Where  the  employment  does  not  contem- 
plate the  use  of  force  by  the  servant  in  the 
performance  of  his  duties,  the  master  cannot 
be  held  liable  where  the  servant  commits  an 
ass*ault,  unless  it  be  shown  the  master  was 
at  fault  in  the  employment  of  the  servant. 

Williams  v.  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.  40  La. 
Ann,  92.  3  So.  631 ;  Ware  v.  Barataria  d  L. 
Canal  Co.  15  La.  109,  35  Am.  Dec  189.  See 
also  Rev.  Civ.  Code,  art.  2320;  Oerber  v.  Vi- 
OHcn,  8  Rob.  (La.)  150;  Dyer  v.  Rieley,  28 
La,  Ann.  0;  Graham  v.  l^t.  Charles  Street  R. 
Co.  47  T^i.  Ann.  1656,  18  So.  707;  Candiff  v, 
Louisville,  A',  0.  d  T.  R.  Co.  42  La.  Ann.  477, 
7  So.  001. 

In  everv  vocation  in  life  it  is  necessarv  for 
one  to  employ  help,  and  it  would  be  extreme- 
ly dan^eious  to  hold  the  master  liable  un- 
der the  circumstances  shown  in  this  case. 
Xo  master  would  be  safe,  and  the  little  that 
he  has  striven  hard  to  accumulate  would  be 
at  the  mercv  of  his  servant. 

Htrnu:hridqe  v.  Tun^er,  8  La.  537;  Duncan 
V.  Ha  irks,  18  La.  548;  Palfrey  v.  Kerr,  8 
Mart,  N.  S.  504;  Ware  v.  Barataria  d  L.  Ca- 
nal Co.  15  La.  160,  35  Am.  Dec.  189;  IfcCuh- 
bin  v.  Ha-stings,  27  La.  Ann.  715;  Dyer  v. 
Rieley,  28  La.  Ann.  6. 

Breaoz,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Plaintiff  sues  for  damages  arising  from  an 
assault  made  by  one  of  defendant's  employ- 
ees. Moroy.  He  claims  damages  in  the  sum 
of  $10,000.  He  avers,  in  substance,  that  this 
employee  was  defendant's  driver  and  col- 
lector: that  on  a  Monday  he  called  at  the 
store  where  plaintiff  is  employed  as  a  clerk 
and  salesman  to  collect  the  price  of  four 
kegs  of  beer  which  the  .defendant  brewing 
company  had  sold  to  his  employer  the  Sat- 
urday previous ;  that  this  employee  was  with 
another  employee  of  the  defendant  company 
when  he  called  to  collect  as  just  stated,  and 
that  he  (plaintiff)  said  to  this  employee  of 
the  defendant  that  his  (plaintiff's)  em- 
ployer, Cheevers,  was  not  in,  and  that  he 
had  no  authority  to  pay  the  bill,  whereupon 
this  employee  of  the  defendant  grossly  in- 
sulted plaintiff,  charging  him  with  false- 
hood, and  said  that  his  employer,  Cheevers, 
was  not  away,  and  began  to  search  in  the 
house  for  him ;  that,  not  finding  him,  he  de- 
K2  L.  R.  A. 


Glared  that  if  the  bill  was  not  paid  immedi- 
ately he  would  take  the  remaining  keg  of 
beer  back  into  defendant's  ( the  brewing  com- 
pany's) possession,  and  that  Moroy  became 
greatly  angered  when  plaintiff  placed  him- 
self in  front  of  the  beer  cooler,  and  objected 
to  his  removing  the  keg;  that  Moroy  then 
seized  him  by  the  throat,  and  violently  threw 
him  on  the  floor;  that,  owing  to  the  plain- 
tiff's inferiority  in  size  and  to  his  ill  health, 
Moroy  inllicted,  in  a  most  cowardly  man- 
ner, a  number  of  violent  blows  with  his 
hands  and  feet,  causing  severe  injuries  to  his 
person;  that,  while  beating  him,  Moroy  or- 
dered the  other  employee  of  the  defendant 
company,  Gauthreaux  by  name,  to  take  the 
keg,  and  place  it  in  the  wagon,  and  that  it 
was  returned  to  defendant  by  this  employee, 
as  he  was  directed.  Defendant  interposed 
an  exception  of  no  cause  of  action  to  plain- 
tiff's demand,  and,  in  the  event  of  the  court's 
overruling  the  exception,  the  defendant 
pleaded  a  general  denial,  and  especially 
averred  that  it  is  not  liable  for  the  acts  of 
its  employees  if  they  acted  as  charged  in 
plaintiff's  petition.  The  testimony  shows 
that  plaintiff  was  assaulted  as  charged,  and 
that  the  remaining  keig  of  beer  of  the  four 
delivered  by  the.  driver  to  the  employer  of 
the  plaintiff  wa«  taken  as  alleged,  and  placed 
in  defendant's  beer  wagron.  The  responsibil- 
ity vel  non  of  the  defendant  for  the  act  of 
its  servant  is  the  question  for  our  decision. 
The  alleged  offender  was  unquestionably  in 
defendant's  service.  He  drpve  its  wagon  and 
sold  its  beer,  for  which  he  received  a  salary 
of  $75  a  month.  The  defendant  had  cash 
customers  and  credit  customers.  Before  sell- 
ing beer  to  a  customer  on  credit,  he  was  re- 
quired to  obtain  the  consent  of  the  company. 
Tt  had  collectors  to  collect  amounts  due  for 
beer  sold  on  credit.  This  driver  was  in- 
structed to  collect  cash  from  the  customers 
to  whom  the  beer  was  sold  for  cash.  He  had 
to  account  for  this  cash  in  the  morning  after 
the  previous  day's  sale.  It  appears  that 
plaintiff's  employer  was  a  cash  customer  of 
the  defendant,  from  whom  cash  was  required. 
We  think  it  had  been  usual  with  the  driver 
to  sell  beer  to  plaintiff's  employer  on  one 
day,  and  return  and  collect  the  cash  early 
the  morning  of  the  next  day,  before  settling 
with  his  employer.  But,  whether  this  was 
usual  or  not,  there  can  be  no  question  but 
that  on  this  occasion  the  driver  delivered 
beer  for  an  amount  to  be  collected  on  the  fol- 
lowing business  day.  We  are  led  to  infer 
from  the  testimony  that,  if  delays  were 
granted  by  the  driver  to  the  cash  customers, 
and  a  loss  resulted,  it  was  his  loss.  There 
was  an  agreement  by  which  he  was  made  to 
bear  the  loss;  that  is,  it  was  deducted  from 
his  wages.  The  test  of  the  liability  is,  In 
whose  behalf  was  this  employee  acting,  and 
was  it  with  the  intention  of  serving  the  pur- 
poses of  the  employer?  The  act  of  this 
driver  was  not  in  the  furtherance  of  the 
company's  business  nor  in  the  protection  of 
its  interests.  The  defendant  had  not  sent 
him  to  collect  .nor  wa,s  it  interested  in  recov- 
ering losses  by  pursuing  the  violent  methods 
which  it  pleased  the  driver  to  pursue.     The 
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instructions  of  the  company  were  to  collect 
the  cash  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  to  hand 
it  ovor  to  the  proper  party  the  next  morning. 
In  order,  as  he  wrongfully  imagined,  to 
make  return  in  the  morning  as  instructed, 
he  resorted  to  violence.  He  thereby  sought 
to  protect  his  own  interest,  for  his  employer, 
whether  rightfully  or  wrongfully, — a  ques- 
tion with  which  we  are  not  at  this  time  con- 
cerned,— hiid  made  provision  to  protect  it-* 
self  in  case  of  the  driver's  failure  to  settle 
for  the  beer  sold.  The  driver,  by  his  own 
agreement  with  the  company,  and  by  his  own 
inexcusable  violence,  had  placed  himself  at 
least  one  remove  from  his  employer  and  from 
the  scope  or  even  course  of  his  employment. 
Thcaet  committed  was  not  the  actof  the  mas- 
ter, and  received  no  sanction  from  him  in  any 
way.  When  the  servant  returned  to  the 
plaintilT's  employer's  place  of  business, — t.  e. 
to  Cheever's  saloon, — it  was  for  the  purpose, 
as  we  interpret  the  testimony,  of  collecting, 
in  order  to  avoid  paying  the  amount  himself. 
He  had  disregarded  the  instructions  by  de- 
livering to  this  customer  the  kegs  of  beer  be- 
fore payment  of  cash.  It  was  not  to  sub- 
serve the  master's  interests,  but  his  own.  It 
is  true  that  this  court  recently  held  in  a  case 
against  a  railroad  company  for  damages  for 
wrongful  ejectment  of  a  trespasser  by  its 
brakeman  that  the  brakeman  had  authority, 
as  an  incident  to  his  position,  to  remove  a 
trespa,cser.  The  trespasser  was  riding  on  an 
iron  rod  touching  or  near  the  brakes  and  the 
running  gear,  of  .which,  to  some  extent,  at 
least,  he  impliedly  had  charge.  It  was  while 
in  charge  that  the  injury  was  inflicted,  and 
while  seeking  to  protect  the  employer's  prop- 
erty from  the  act  of  a  trespasser.  The  run- 
ning of  the  cars  would,  we  readily  assume, 
be  interfered  with  if  trespassers  were  allowed 
to  steal  rides  in  the  presence  of  and  without 
objection  from  those  in  charge.  He  was  not 
in  any  manner  acting  for  himself.  The  serv- 
ant ^^Tis  acting  in  the  general  scope  of  his 
employment.  Doracy  v.  Kansas  Citt/,  P.  & 
a.  R.  Go.  104  T^.  478,  ante,  92,  29  So. 
177.  On  the  contrary,  in  the  case  before  us 
for  decision,  the  driver  was  seeking  to  col- 
lect an  amount,  which,  in  accordance  with 
agreement,  he  would  have  been  charged  with 
if  he  had  failed  to  collect  it.  In  Lafitte  v. 
yew  Orleans  City  A  Lake  R.  Co.  43  La.  Ann. 
37,  12  L.  II.  A.  337,  8  So.  701,  the  court  said 
thot  a  conductor  in  changing  money  for  pas- 
sengers acts  at  his  own  risk  and  responsibil- 
ity; that  the  company  (as  in  the  case  here) 
loses  nothing  if  counterfeit  money  is  ac- 
cepted by  the  conductor,  as  he  is  charged 
with  it;  consequently,  the  false  charge 
brought  by  the  conductor  that  the  passenger 
had  sought  to  pass  counterfeit  money  on  him 
was  not  a  charge  for  which  the  company 
could  he  held  liable.  In  Williams  v.  Pull- 
man Pnla^'c  Car  Co.  40  Ta.  Ann.  92,  3  So. 
035.  the  court  held  that  the  employer  is  not 
liable  in  damages  for  the  outraire  to  which 
the  passenger  had  been  subjected  by  the  serv- 
ant, who  was  not  acting  within  the  scope  of 
his  employment :  "that  it  would  l)e  a  danj^er- 
oiis  groimd  for  holding  the  employer  respon- 
Fible."  DiflRculties  which  might  arise  be- 
52  L.  R.  A. 


tween  the  bank  teller  and  the  one  who  enters 
the  bank  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  &. 
check,  the  assault  and  batterv  committed  bv 
the  clerk  in  a  store,  or  the  servant  who  an- 
swered the  call  for  permission  to  see  the  mas- 
ter are  given  as  examples  of  acts  for  which 
the  master  could  not  be  held  liable.  Plain- 
tiff cites  tlie  case  of  Shea  v.  Rivms  (18S4) 
30  La.  Ann.  900,  in  support  of  the  position 
that  the  driver  here  was,  as  in  that,  acting- 
within  the  scojw  of  his  employment.  No 
question  but  that  in  all  matters  relating  to 
the  driving  of  defendant's  wagon  and  in  sell- 
ing beer  as  instructeil  he  was  acting  within 
the  scope  of  his  employment,  but  the  serv- 
ant here  was  not  acting  within  the  scope 
when  he  became  a  collector  resort inij  to  an 
outrage  on  the  plaintiff  to  compel  him  to  de- 
liver up  the  property  in  order  that  he  might 
lesv^en  his  own  pergonal  liability  to  the  de- 
fendant, his  employer. 

Tlie  doctrine  of  respondeat  supn-ior  ap- 
plies to  acts  of  an  agent  within  the  scope  of 
his  employment.  Was  the  act  here  within 
the  scope  of  the  servant's  employment?  Wr 
have  seen  that  he  did  not  follow  his  employ- 
er's instructions,  and  that,  after  having  dis- 
regarded them,  he  sought  his  own  interi?*its 
to  the  extent  of  committing  an  unlawful  act. 
He  did  not  commit  this  unlawful  act  under 
express  or  implied  authority.  Corpora  lions 
are  liable  for  the  torts  of  their  servants  to 
the  same  extent  as  private  individuals,  but 
no  further.  If  a  servant  goes  outside  of  hi* 
employment  without  regard  to  his  service, 
acting"  with  malice,  and  wantonly  causes 
damages  to  another,  the  master  is  not  liabln. 
It  is  not  contended  that  the  defendant  wa* 
sent  for  this  beer.  -A<*  we  interpret  the  tes- 
timony, it  made  no  difference  to  them 
whether  or  not  he  brought  it  back,  as  he  was 
bound  for  it  in  ca«se  he  did  not  return  it, 
or  he  was  bound  to  pay  the  price  for 
which  he  was  instructed  to  sell  it.  By  the 
effect  of  the  agreement  bet\*oen  defendant 
and  this  servant,  it  had  become  the  latter*» 
business.  The  unlawful  assault  was  not  in 
any  manner  necessary  for  the  Wrformance 
of  the  driver's  work.  A  servant  9ias  implied 
authority  to  do  what  is  necessaVry  to  pro- 
tect his  master's  property  or  to  fuliil  the  du- 
ties intrusted  to  him,  but  neither  w^  sought 
to  be  done  by  this  driver.  In  anothfi{r  juris- 
diction it  has  been  decided  that,  w*i^iere  a. 
person  employed  to  collect  payments  far  ma- 
chines sold  on  the  instalment  plan  is  in- 
structed, in  case  of  refusal  to  pay.  not  to 
touch  the  machines,  or  take  them  biick,  the 
employer  is  not  liable  for  an  assault  comn.it- 
ted  by  the  servant  or  a^ent  in  connection 
with  an  attempt,  not  authorized,  to  seize  the 
machine.  Feneran  v.  Singer  Mfg.  Go.  CS> 
App.  Div.  574,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  284.  Here 
there  is  analogy  to  the  decision  last  cited  i>» 
this:  the  kegs  of  beer  had  been  delivered  ii» 
accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  dc> 
fendant's  business,  but  the  cash  had  not  boon' 
collected  by  the  driver  on  delivery.  T1»p> 
subsequent  act  was  unauthorized,  and  tho 
master  was  no  longer  concerned,  as  the  drive 
was  bound  for  payment  under  the  terms  ofj 
his  agreement.     We  have  reviewed  all  the  do- 
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ci&ions  within  our  reach,  and  have  read  sev- 
eral coninieutators  upon  the  subject  of  the 
employer's  liability,  and  have  not  found  that 
the  employer  is  to  be  held  liable  for  acts 
of  the  employee  not  in  line  with  his  employ- 
ment. If  the  servant  steps  aside  from  the 
scope  of  his  own  employment,  actuated  by 
personal  malice,  or  from  motives  of  his  own, 
he  is,  and  the  master  is  not,  liable  for  the 
wrong  committed. 

For  the    rtaAons   assigned,  the  judgment 
appealed  from  is  affirmed. 

Rehearing  denied  March  18,  1901. 


F.  M.  BOYNTON 

V, 

EQiriTAHLE     LIFE     ASSURANCE    COM- 
PANY, Appt, 

(105  La.  202.) 

^1.  In  an  aeClou  to  recover tlie amount 
of  a  policy  of  InMnrauce,  the  defense  of 
STilcide,  to  avail  the  company,  must  show 
tliat  evcrj'  reasonable  hypothesis  of  accident- 
al doatn  Is  excluded  by  the  evidence.  The 
In  Killed  was  alone,  and  was  found  dead  from 
a  guiishot  wound,  which  may  have  been  acci- 
dcntaJly  inflicted. 

2.  On  t'wo  occasions  tbe  Insured  toolc 
oplatcM,  which  caused  him  to  be  111.  This 
was  some  time  prior  to  his  death.  It  does 
not  follow  that  they  were  taken  with  suicidal 
intent.  They  may  have  been  taken  to  re- 
lieve pain.  Those  who  attended  the  deceased 
In  these  illnesses  did  not  seem,  at  the  tim'e, 
to  have  suspected  that  the  drugs  were  taken 
with  suicidal  Intent. 

8.  The  Jnry  of  the  vldnaire  and  the 
dlNirlct  Jndffc,  who  heard  the  testimony, 
and  witnessed  the  handling  of  a  similar  gun 
to  the  one  the  Insured  was  handling  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  plea  of  suicide  was  not  sustained. 

4.  This  court  did  not  And  grronnd  suf- 
ficient to  set  aside  the  verdict  and  Judgment. 

(March  6,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  the  First  Judicial 
District,  Parish  of  Caddo,  in  favor  of  plain- 
tiff in  an  action  to  recover  the  amount  al- 
le^^l  to  be  due  on  a  life  insurance  policy. 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

^[c8sr8,  Wise  &  Herndon,  for  appel- 
lant: 

Plaintiff  cannot  recover  if  the  suicide  of 
the  assured  can  be  established. 

Ritter  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  169  U.  S.  139, 
42  L.  ed.  093,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  300. 

In  any  consideration  of  the  cause  of  the 
death,  weight  is  due  to  the  condition  of  the 
deceased  in  life  t.  e.,  his  domestic  relations, 

^Headnotes  by  BirEArx,  J. 


Note. — As  to  presumption  in  respect  to  sui- 
cide of  an  Insured  person,  see  Mutual  L.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Wiswell  (Kan.)  35  L.  R.  A.  258,  and 
note,  on  page  20.3  :  also  Johns  v.  Northwestern 
Mut.  Relief  Arso.  (Wis.)  41  L.  R.  A.  587; 
Standard  Life  &  Arcl.  Itim.  Co.  v.  Thornton 
(C.  C.  App.  Cth  C.)  49  L.  n.  A.  116 :  and  P.rown 
T.  Sun  L.  Ins.  Co.  (Tenn.j  51  L.  R.  A.  252. 
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his  means,  his  health,  and  the  state  of  his 
mind.  It  is  human  experience  that  the  uio- 
tive  prompting  self-destruction  is  to  be 
sought,  and  usually  found,  in  domestic  uu- 
happiness,  ill-health,  financial  troubles,  or 
insanity. 

Leman  v.  Manhattan  L.  Ins.  Co.  46  Li\. 
Ann.  1193,  24  L.  li.  A.  589,  15  So.  388. 

Mr,  Tltoinas  Fletcher  Bell,  for  appel- 
lee: 

When  the  dead  body  of  an  assured  is 
foimd  under  such  circumstances  and  with 
such  injuries  that  death  may  have  resulte.l 
from  negligence,  accident,  homicide,  or  sui- 
cide, the  presumption  is  against  suicide  as 
contrary  to  the  general  conduct  of  mankind 
and  a  gross  moral  turpitude.  , 

May,  Ins.  p.  459;  Mallory  v.  Travelers' 
Ins.  Co.  47  N.  Y.  52,  7  Am.  Rep.  410. 

The  burden  is  on  an  insurance  company 
when  it  pleads  the  special  defense  of  suicide, 
and  the  evidence  must  exclude  all  other  rea- 
sonable hypotheses.  Circtimstant'ial  evi- 
dence which  does  exclude  all  other  reasonable 
hypotheses  proves  nothing. 

Phillips  V.  Louisiana  Equitable  L.  Ins. 
Co.  20  La.  Ann.  404,  21  Am.  Rep.  549;  Le- 
man v.  Manhattan  L.  Ins.  Co.  46  La.  Ann. 
1189,  24  L.  R.  A.  589,  15  So.  388 ;  Home  Ben. 
Asso.  V.  Sargent y  142  U.  S.  691,  35  L.  ed. 
1160,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  332;  Edurards  v.  Trav- 
ellers' L.  Ins.  Co.  22  Blatchf.  225,  20  Fed. 
662 ;  Mallory  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  47  *N.  Y. 
52.  7  Am.  Rep.  410;  Bliss,  Life  Ins.  §§  366, 
307;  Keels  v.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  As- 
so. 29  Fed.  198. 

In  the  absence  of  the  provision  the  suicide 
of  the  insured  will  not  affect  the  validity  of 
the  policy. 

13  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  642. 

Breavz,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Plaintiff  claims  the  amount  of  a  policy  is- 
sued by  the  defendant  on  May  24,  1893,  for 
$5,000.  lie  was  the  beneficiary  named  in 
the  policy.  Defendant's  a.na\ver  admits  that 
the  company  issued  the  policy,  denies  that  > 
the  premium  had  been  paid,  and  sets  up  the 
plea  of  the  intentional  suicide  of  the  insured. 
Defendant  has  abandoned  the  plea  of  failure 
of  the  insured  to  pay  the  premium.  Between 
7  and  8  o'clock  on  the  morning  of  March  13, 
1894,  A.  Boynton,  after  having  taken  break- 
fast with  his  familv.  consisting  of  four  chil- 
dren, — a  boy  aged  sixteen,  a  girl  aged  eigh- 
teen, and  two  others  aged  eleven  and  five,  re- 
spectively,— and  to  whom  he  had  talked 
pleasa'ntly  during  the  meal,  left  the  break- 
fast table  at  which  his  children  were  still 
seated,  and  went  into  another  room  of  the 
house.  A  few  minutes  after,  a  report  of  a 
gun  >vaR  heard.  The  eldest  son  was  the  first 
to  enter  the  room,  and  was  closely  followed 
by  his  eldest  sister.  The  father  was  found 
sitting  in  a  straight,  high  backed,  armless 
chair,  leaning  back.  He  was  not  conscious. 
He  was  taken  from  the  chair  and  placed  up- 
on the  bed   in   the  room   in   which   he   was. 

His  daughter  removed  his  shoes  from  his 
feet.  The  son  is  not  certain,  but  thinks  he 
saw  the  gun,  when  he  came  into  the  room. 
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lying  across  his  father's  leg,  with  the  muz- 
zle turned  towards  the  right,  in  a  direction 
opposite  to  that  in  which  he  was  leaning. 
The  gun  was  a  simple  »ingle-l>arrel,  32-infh 
shot-gun.  The  thumb  catch  of  the  hammer 
was  broken.  The  son  had  some  time  prior 
tied  a  string  around  the  hammer,  by  which 
it  could  be  cocked.  The  father  and  the  son 
had  been  in  the  habit  of  shooting  rats  with 
it  around  the  house.  The  son  had  left  it 
loaded  the  previous  day,  but  it  was  not  his 
habit,  after  using  it,  to  leave  it  loaded.  The 
gun  was  a  "trick  gun,"  it  seems,  and  re- 
quired, as  we  understand  it,  some  knowledge 
of  its  peculiarities  to  shoot  it.  We  are  in- 
formed by  the  testimony  that  the  deceased 
had  not  met  >¥ith  any  severe  misfortune  in 
his  immediate  family,  except  the  death  of  his 
wife  about  three  years  before,  and  that  he 
was  a  kind  father.  He  was  forty-seven  years 
old,  and  was  in  good  health.  His  only  ail- 
ment at  the  time  was  that  he  had  neuralgic 
headaches.  The  defendant  introduced  testi- 
mony to  prove  that  twice  on  former  occasions 
the  insured  had  sought  voluntary  death.  The 
first  attempt,  it  Avas  contended,  was  of  a  date 
some  months  previous  to  his  death.  He 
bought  some  morphine  from  a  drug  store 
near  his  home,  and  said  to  the  owner  some- 
thing about  his  going  to  use  it  to  kill  him- 
self. On  cross-examination,  the  witness, 
who  is  a  merchant,  and  sells  medicines, 
changed  and  altered  this  part  of  his  testi- 
mony: saying  that  the  deceased  said  that 
this  would  about  answer  his  purpose,  or 
alKiut  do  the  work.  The  witness  added,  "I 
had  no  idea,  though,  that  he  meant  what  he 
said."  On  another  occasion  he  went  to  a 
boarding  house  in  Shreveport,  and  asked  for 
a  room  to  himself  for  the  night,  as  he  wished 
a  quiet  ni^'ht's  rest.  He  was  heard  groaning 
duiing  the  night,  and  a  physician  was  called 
in  by  the  proprietreaa  of  the  boarding  house. 
The  next  day  she  inquired  of  him  how  he 
waa.  He  replied  that  he  was  feeling  very 
well,  and  said:  "Why  did  you  send  for  a 
doctor?  1  wanted  to  die."  His  family 
troubles  were  more  than  he  could  bear,  so  he 
is  reported  to  have  said.  The  testimony 
leads  to  the  inference  that  his  family  troub- 
les grrew  out  of  the  conduct  of  his  two  broth- 
ers,  who  were,  a  few  months  before  his  death, 
charged  with  larceny,  and  were  forced  to 
leave  the  state  to  avoid  a  criminal  prosecu- 
tion. Upon  evidence  of  which  the  foregoing 
is  a  summary,  defendant  seeks  to  have  the 
judgment  reversed. 

The  impression  of  the  young  son  as  to 
whore  the  gun  was  when  he  entered  the 
room,  after  hearing  the  falal  shot,  we  take 
as  being  correct.  In  our  view,  it  does  not 
necessarily  follow  that  the  deceased  put  an 
end  to  his  own  life  intentionally.  The  son 
said  that  it  was  not  usual  to  let  the  gun  re- 
main loaded,  but  that  it  was  loaded  the  pre- 
vious day  after  he  had  used  it.  The  de- 
ceased  may  have  taken  it  up,  not  knowing 
that  it  was  loaded,  and  may  have  handled  it 
as  one  sometimes  handles  an  unloaded  gun. 
T))ere  is  nothing  suggesting  intentional  sui- 
cide by  one  in  taking  up  a  gun.  It  may  have 
been  tliat  he  intended  to  use  it  for  an  entire- 
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ly  proper  purpose.  The  freaks  of  a  gun 
when  not  carefully  handled  are  sometimes 
wonderful.  We  do  not  consider  that  the  gun 
which  deceased  had,  from  the  descmption  of 
it,  was  entirely  safe,  even  when  prudently 
handled.  The  string  spoken  of  as  tied 
around  the  broken  hammer  is  suggestive  of 
danger  when  the  gnn  was  thoughtlessly  tak- 
en up  for  any  purpose.  Tlie  theory  of  sui- 
cide is  not  the  only  one  to  be  inferred  from 
the  testimony.  Other  conclusions  may  be 
arrived  at  equally  as  agreeable  to  reason. 

Defendant  contends  that  the  suicidal  in- 
tent was  made  evident  at  least  twice  not 
long  prior  to  his  death,  as  we  have  noted  in 
the  statement  of  the  facta, — once  at  his  farm 
home,  and  the  next  time  in  Shreveport.  If 
we  weigh  his  conduct  indicating  a  desire  to 
live  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  acts  which  de- 
fendant alleges  were  indicative  of  his  desire 
to  end  his  life  on  the  other,  the  conclusion, 
we  think,  would  be  in  favor  of  his  desire  to 
live.  This  is  not,  it  may  be  said,  a  correct 
test,  for  the  reason  that  the  least  intent  to 
take  one's  own  life  is  of  more  moment  and 
more  serious  than  days  and  years  passed 
without  the  least  manifestation  of  suicidal 
intent.  It  is  true,  we  know,  that  the  desire 
to  destroy  one's  self  is  hardly  comparable 
with  the  desire  to  live  as  made  manifest  bv 

w 

wish  and  intention.  But  here  these  manifes- 
tations of  an  intent  to  commit  the  suicide  are 
not  established  with  any  great  degree  of  cer- 
tainty. At  the  time  so  little  was  thought  of 
them  that  no  one  seems  to  have  suspected 
anything  of  the  kind.  It  was  only  after 
death  that  they  were  recalled  from  the  ob- 
livion to  wiiich  they  had  been  relegated. 
These  incidents  were  not  testified  to  by  the 
witnesses  as  if  they  had  considered  that  he 
had  intended  to  put  an  end  to  his  life.  Turn- 
ing to  the  other. — the  natural  desire  to  live, 
— there  are  a  great  many  considerations 
which  may  be  taken  into  account  as  rebut- 
ting entirely  the  incidents  before  stated.  We 
are  informed  that  he  was  an  active  and  in- 
dustrious man,  kind  and  alTectionate  to  his 
children,  who,  in  return,  felt  the  regard  and 
affection  due  him.  He  was  not  annoyed  by 
debt,  or  anything  else  which  would  have  a 
tendency  to  embitter  one's  life.  Tliis  suit 
proA'es  that  he  had  at  least  one  brother,  in 
addition  to  his  children,  for  whom  he  must 
have  entertained  regard.  While,  as  a  self- 
respecting  man,  he  was  doubtless  greatly  an- 
noyed by  the  charges  brought  against  two 
of  his  brothers,  that  was  not  of  itself  enough 
to  drive  a  man  to  extreme  desperation. 
Some  time  had  elapsed  since  the  charges  had 
been  brought  against  these  two  brothers, 
during  which  he  did  not  refer  to  them  as 
cause  which  was  driving  him  to  the  commis- 
sion of  such  an  act  as  suicide.  We  are  of  the 
opinion  that  our  decree  is  amply  sustained 
1)V  the  decisions  in  Leman  v.  Manhattan  L. 
Ins.  Co.  4(1  La.  Ann.  1189.  24  L.  R.  A.  580, 
l.>  So.  388,  and  in  the  case  of  Denrchuud  v. 
Trisconi,  20  La.  Ann.  404.  The  evidence 
does  not  exclude  the  theory  that  the  death 
wa«*  accidental. 

For   these    reasons   the  judgment   is  af- 
firmed. 
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William  HALL  et  al,,  A.ppt8,, 

V, 

CHAMBERSBURG   WOOLEN   COMPANY. 

(187  Pa.  18.) 

A.  A  contmet  re«dinff  ^'Bovfflit  •  •  • 
Alt  tbe  colored  noils  for  the  year  1887/' 
— cannot,  after  the  death  of  one  of  the  par- 
ties, be  shown  by  testimony  of  the  other  to 
haye  been  understood  to  mean  all  the  nolU 
manufactured  by  a  certain  mill. 

S.  Books  of  oriffliiAl  entries  are  not 
admissible  In  evidence  to  proTe  deliv- 
eries of  goods  sold  under  a  contract  requir- 
ing their  deliyery  from  time  to  time  in  the 
future. 

(July  21,  1898.) 


APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Frank- 
lin County  in  favor  of  defendants  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  to  recover  the  contract  price 
of  certain  noils  alleged  to  have  been  pur- 
chafied  by  defendants  and  tendered  to  them 
by  plaintiffs.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  W.  U.  Brewer  and  O.  O.  Bow- 
ers, for  appellants: 

Under  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the 
case  at  bar  the  plaintiffs  were  ei;ititled  to 
have  their  books  containing  the  charges 
against  the  defendants  admitted  and  read  in 
evidence  to  the  jury,  which  would  have  made 
out  a  prima  facie  case  for  the  plaintiffs, 
calling  upon  the  defendants  to  answer. 


Note. — What  is  provable  by  books  of  account, 

I.  Scope  of  note. 
II.  Sale  and  delivery  of  goods, 
a.  Delivery  to   third  person. 

1.  Entries  against  party  sued. 

2.  Entries  against  person  receiving 

goods. 

3.  Delivery  to  agent. 
4.  Delivery  to  wife. 

t>.  Entries  to  charge  a  copartnership, 

c.  Entries  to  charge  two  or  more  per- 

sons jointly. 

d.  Delivery  in  payment  of  indebtedness, 

e.  Delivery  for  sale  on  commission, 
t.    Character  of  goods  delivered. 
9,  Miscellaneous   cases   of   proper  and 

improper  book  charges. 
III.  Work  done,  and  services  rendered,  and 
materials   furnished, 

a.  Particular  kinds  of  work  and  serv- 

ices provable. 

1.  Physical  labor. 

2.  Professional  services. 

3.  Fees  for  official  services. 

4.  Charges  for  carriage. 

5.  Charges  for  board,  etc, 

6.  Miscellaneous  cases, 

b.  Work  done  by  servant. 

c.  Work  done  for,  and  materials  fur- 

nished to,  third  person. 

1.  Entries  against  party  sued. 

2.  Entries  against  person  for  whom 

work  done. 

d.  Miscellaneous  cases. 
IT.  Money  paid  out  or  loaned, 

a.  NoHslatutory  rule. 

1.  Oenerally. 

2.  To  prove  payment  of  note. 

3.  To    remove    bar   of    statute    of 

limitations. 

4.  Disbursements  by  an  agent. 

5.  Advancements  to  child  by  par- 

ent. 

6.  Money  paid  to  third  person. 

b.  Course  of  business  or  custom. 

c.  Effect  of  amount  of  single  entry. 

d.  Statutory  rule. 
V.  Collateral   facts   generally. 

VL  Contracts  and  their  performance. 

a.  Oowtracts  generally. 

b.  Negotiable  instruments. 

c.  Agency. 

d.  Use  and  occupation  of  realty. 

e.  Performance   or  nonperformance   of 

contract. 

1.  General  rule. 

2.  Delivery  of  goods  under  terms 

at   contract. 
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VI.  e.— continued. 

3.  Work   done  under  special   con- 
tract. 
VII.  Ownership  of  property, 
VIII.  Contradiction  and  corroboration  of  wit- 
nesseJi. 

a.  Contradiction. 

b.  Corroboration, 

1.  Oenerally, 

2.  Of  impeached  witness. 
IX.  Pecuniary   condition. 

X.  Proof  of  negative. 

XI.  Amount    and    value    of    insured    goods 
burned. 

XII.  Miscellaneous  oases. 

I.  £rcop6  of  note. 

m 

The  question  whether  or  not  a  party  litigant 
might  use  his  books  of  account  as  evidence  in 
his  own  favor  was  treated  in  a  previous  note 
(see  note  to  Smith  v.  Smith  (N.  Y.)  ante,  546), 
and  It  was  there  shown  that  it  was  the  gen- 
eral practice,  in  the  United  States  at  least,  both 
independent  of  statute  and  by  express  statu- 
tory provisions,  to  so  permit  the  party  to  use 
his  books  upon  the  requisite  proof  made  and 
within  the  restrictions  imposed.  The  treat- 
ment of  the  question  in  that  note,  however, 
dealt  only  with  the  admissibility  vel  non  of 
the  books,  leaving  still  undiscussed  the  equally 
important  question.  What  facts  may  be  proved 
by  the  books?  Uusually,  of  course,  a  party  de- 
siring to  introduce  in  evidence  his  own  books 
does  80  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  sale 
and  delivery  of  goods  to,  or  the  performance 
of  work  and  labor  for  and  materials  furnished 
to,  the  party  charged  in  the  entries  as  the  debt- 
or. And  the  cases  used  and  cited  in  the  note 
referred  to  supra,  without  exception  it  may  l>e 
said,  support  the  rule  that  the  books  are  com- 
petent for  that  purpose  within  the  rules  and 
restrictions  shown  therein. 

And  It  has  l>een  held  that  the  books,  proper- 
ly authenticated,  are  the  l>est  evidence  of  goods 
Rold  or  work  done,  and  must  be  produced  or 
accounted  for.  Kelly  v.  Holdship,  1  Browne 
(Pa.)  36.  Contra,  Adams  v.  Columbian  S.  B. 
Co.  3  Whart.  75.  But  for  a  full  treatment  of 
the  rule  as  to  the  effect  of  the  statutes  making 
a  party  a  competent  witness  to  testify  for  him- 
Aelf.  see  note  referred  to, — Smith  v.  Smith  (N. 
Y.)  ante,  545. 

And  It  has  been  held,  also,  that  the  rule  as 
to  the  Items  or  charges  which  may  l>e  proved 
by  books  of  account  has  not  been  changed  by  a 
Ktatute  (as.  for  example,  the  Illinois  statute) 
prescribing  the  preliminary  proof  upon  which 
the  books  are  to  be  admitted.  Schwane  v. 
44 
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Laird  v.  Campbell,  100  Pa.  164;  Bear  v. 
Trexler,  3  W.  N.  C.  214. 

Messrs,  W.  Rusli  Gillan,  J.  D.  Lud- 
wig,  E.  J.  Bonbrake,  and  D.  Watson 
Rowe,  for  appellees: 

The  charges  were  for  goods  sold:  (1) 
Under  a  special  contract ;  (2)  manufactured 
by  a  third  party;  (3)  to  be  delivered  month- 
ly at  distant  periods;  (4)  charges  made 
when  the  goods  were  received  by  the  plain- 
tiffs; (5)  a  large  lump  charge  each  month 
of  a  whole  shipment  of  goods  to  the  plain- 
tiffs; (6)  the  goods  remaining  where  they 
were  when  so  received;  (7)  each  entry 
marked  "stored/'  showing  on  its  face  no  de- 
livery. 

Such  charges  are  not  evidence  of  goods 
sold  and  delivered  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the 
defendants. 

Lonergan    v.    Whitehead,  10  Watts,  249; 


IfickU  V.  Baldicin,  4  Watts  &  S.  290;  Corr 
V.  Sellers,  100  Pa.  169,  45  Am.  Rep.  370; 
Rheem  v.  Snodgrass,  2  Grant,  Cas.  379 ;  Esk- 
leman  v.  HamisK  76  Pa.  97 ;  Rhoads  t, 
Gaul,  4  Rawle,  404,  27  Am.  Dec.  277 ;  Stuck- 
slager  v.  Neel,  123  Pa.  63,  16  Atl.  94, 

The  property  had  not  passed  when  the 
charges  were  made. 

Laird  v.  Campbell,  100  Pa.  159. 

Dean,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  plaintiffs  were  merchants,  dealers  in 
wools,  noils,  and  material  used  for  the  man- 
ufacture of  woolen  goods,  in  Philadelphia. 
The  defendants  were  manufacturers  of  wool- 
ens in  Chamber sburg,  Pennsylvania.  Plain- 
tiffs had  been  furnishing  to  defendants  ma- 
terials for  the  manufacture  of  woolens  in 
the  year  of  1886,  and  in  November  of  that 


Roessler,  40  III.  App.  474 ;  Boyd  v.  Jennings, 
46  III.  App.  290. 

But,  as  the  courts  have  very  generally  said, 
the  rule  permitting  a  party  to  use  his  books  of 
account  as  evidence  in  his  own  favor  is  founded 
upon  the>  necessity  of  the  case.  Again,  this 
rule  necessarily  involves  the  element  that  the 
transaction  entered  be  one  that  is  proper  mat- 
ter to  be  charged  on  a  book  of  accounts ;  other- 
wise the  book  could  not  be  received,  for,  of 
course,  like  all  other  evidence,  books  of  ac- 
count must  be  competent  for  the  purpose  for 
which  they  are  offered.  And  if,  therefore,  the 
fact  which  the  entry  is  offered  to  prove  is  not 
one  which  can  properly  be  made  the  subject- 
matter  of  an  entry  on  books  of  account,  but 
is  one  which  is  susceptible  of  proof  by  other 
competent  evidence,  or  is  one  whose  proof  is 
evidenced  by  other  competent  and  accessible 
writings,  the  necessity  of  the  use  of  the  books 
as  evidence  is  removed,  and  they  are  according- 
ly not  to  be  received,  but  the  party  put  to 
proof  by  other  competent  evidence.  Accord- 
ingly, then,  the  scope  of  this  note  will  be,  not 
the  question  whether  the  books  are  admissible 
as  books  of  account  within  the  rules  shown  in 
the  previous  note  referred  to,  but  rather  wheth- 
er they  arc  competent  to  prove  the  facts  which 
they  are  offered  to  prove,  whether  that  fact 
be  the  sale  and  delivery  of  goods,  the  perform- 
ance of  labor,  payment  or  loaning  of  money, 
collateral  facts,  contracts,  etc.  And  these 
various  questions,  or  exceptions  as  they  may 
in  a  sense  be  termed,  for  they  do  not  in  any 
way  interfere  with  or  contradict  the  general 
doctrine,  will  be  treated  in  detail  in  the  subse- 
quent divisions. 

II.  Sale  and  delivery  of  goods. 

a.  Delivery  to  third  person. 

1.  Entries  against  party  sued. 

In  actions  to  recover  the  price  of  goods  sold, 
which  the  party's  books  of  account,  or  tne  evi- 
dence in  the  case,  show  were  delivered  to  some 
person  other  than  the  one  sued  and  against 
whom  the  charges  on  the  books  are  made,  and 
the  controversy  between  the  parties  Is,  not 
merely  as  to  the  amount  or  quantity,  but  wheth- 
er the  party  sued  is  in  fact  chargeable,  the  rule 
followed  in  many  courts  Is  that  the  books  of 
themselTcs  are  not  competent  evidence  of  the 
delivery  of  the  goods  so  as  to  charge  the  party 
sued ;  but  the  order,  direction,  or  request  to  so 
deliver  the  goods  to  such  third  person  must 
first  be  proved  by  other  competent  evidence. 
KInloch  V.  Brovvn,  1  Rich.  L.  223.  2  Speers, 
L.  284 ;  Soper  v.  Veazle,  32  Me,  122 ;  Kerr  v. 
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Love,  1  Wash.  (Va.)  172;  Tenbroke  v.  John- 
son, 1  N.  J.  L.  288;  Atwood  v.  Barney,  80 
Hun,  1,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  810;  Wheeler's  Estate, 
13  Phila.  373. 

And  Thomson  v.  Porter,  4  Strobh.  Eq.  58,  5S 
Am.  Dec.  653,  holds  that  where  the  goods  are 
taken  up  on  an  order,  or  where  they  are  en- 
tered in  a  pass  book,  and  in  either  case  deliv- 
ered to  a  third  person,  and  not  to  the  purchas- 
er, the  plaintiff  must  furnish  other  proof  of  the 
sale  and  delivery  of  the  goods  than  his  origin- 
al entries,  which  cannot  supply  the  production 
of  the  order,  or  the  pass  book,  which  would 
be  the  best  evidence  to  establish  the  contract. 

In  Silver  v.  Worcester,  72  Me.  322,  it  Is 
said  to  be  the  settled  law  that  in  cases  where 
the  goods  are  delivered  to  third  parties,  or  the 
services  are  rendered  at  the  call  or  for  the  ap- 
parent benefit  of  third  parties,  and  the  contro- 
versy between  the  litigants  is  not  merely  as  to 
amount  or  quantity  but  whether  the  defendant 
is  chargeable,  the  liability  of  the  defendant 
must  be  established  by  proof  outside  of  the 
plaintiff  and  his  books,  except  as  to  details 
which  the  third  party  could  not  be  expected  to 
remember. 

Other  courts,  as  in  New  Hampshire,  hold 
that  where  it  appears  by  the  book,  or  upon  the 
examination  of  the  party  offering  It,  that  the 
goods  were  delivered  to  a  third  person  who 
might  be  called  as  a  witness,  the  book  is  not 
competent  evidence  of  the  delivery  of  the  goods. 
Eastman  v.  Moulton«  8  N.  H.  156;  Mcllvaine 
V.  Wilklns,  12  N.  H.  474;  Webster  v.  Clark, 
30  N.  H.  245. 

And  Kaiser  v.  Alexander,  144  Mass.  71,  12 
N.  E.  209,  holds  that  books  of  original  oitry  of 
a  party,  although  supported  by  the  suppletory 
oath  of  the  clerk  who  made  the  entries,  are 
not  competent  to  prove  to  whom  credit  was 
given  where  that  fact  is  in  issue. 

And  in  Field  v.  Thompson,  119  Mass.  151, 
in  which  the  only  issue  was  upon  whose  order 
and  credit  the  goods  were  delivered,  it  was 
held  error  for  the  court,  after  excluding  plain- 
tiff's book  of  accounts  as  incompetent  to  prove 
that  the  goods  were  charged  to  the  defendant 
and  credit  given  alone  to  him,  to  admit  the 
entry  as  a  memorandum  made  by  the  plain- 
tiff at  the  time,  and  as  such  entitled  to  some 
weight  in  confirmation  of  the  recollection  and 
evidence  of  the  plaintiff  upon  the  question  at 
issue. 

So,  a  tailor's  shop  book  of  entries  is  not  com- 
petent evidence  to  prove  an  account  against  a 
guardian  for  clothes  made  for,  and  delivered 
by  his  verbal  directions  to,  his  ward.  Deas  v. 
Darby,  1  Nott  &  M'C.  436. 

And  in  Bartlett  v.  Morgan,  4  Wash.  723,  81 
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year  arranged  with  John  Huber,  the  presi- 
dent of  the  company,  to  furnish  colored 
noils  for  the  year  1887.  The  averment  of 
contract  is  founded  on  this  paper: 

Chambersburg,  November  6th,  1886. 
Bought  of  William  Hall  &  Co.  all  the  col- 
ored noils  for  the  year  1887,  at  40  cents,  to 
be  delivered  monthly. 

John  Huber,  Pres. 
Wm.  Hall  &  Go. 

The  plaintiffs  received  these  noils  from 
the  mill  monthly,  during  the  first  part  of 
the  year  1887.  Sometimes  they  were  stored 
in  their  warehouse  at  Philadelphia,  await- 
ing an  order  for  shipment,  and  sometimes 
shipped  to  defendants  immediately.  Up  to 
August  0,  1887,  all  that  were  shipped  were 
received  by  defendants,  and  paid  for.      On 


August  0,  plaintiffs  sent  a  bill  or  invoice  of 
a  shipment  at  that  date,  amounting  Uy 
$843.75.  On  receipt  of  this  bill,  defendants 
replied,  acknowledging  it,  with  this  request, 
^'Please  do  not  store  any  more  for  us  until 
ordered  to  do  so."  To  this,  plaintiffs,  on 
August  13,  replied:  "We  will  stop  storing 
the  noils  as  we  have  been  doing,  and  for- 
ward them  to  you  every  month  on  their  ar- 
rival. Shall  we  ship  the  lot  that  is  here 
up?"  To  this,  defendants,  on  August  18, 
replied:  "Will  you  please  send  us  statement 
of  our  account  for  all  unsettled  bills,  exclud- 
ing the  goods  stored  here  and  in  the  city, 
and  store  no  more  for  us  until  further  or- 
ders, as  we  have  as  many  colored  noils  stored 
here  as  we  can  use  until  Ist  of  January." 
To  this,  plaintiffs  replied,  inclosing  state- 
ment for  those  stored  in  Philadelphia  and 
at  Chambersburg,  and  requesting  payment. 


'Pac.  22,  an  action  for  goods  sold  to  defendant 
but  delivered  under  the  alleged  terms  of  the 
conti^ct  to  a  third  person,  it  was  held  error 
to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  introduce  in  evidence 
as  proof  of  the  contract  a  ledger  kept  by  him 
in  which  he  had  at  first  charged  the  goods  to 
the  third  person,  and  had  subsequently  writ- 
ten the  defendant's  name  above  that  of  the 
third  person. 

In  Wanamaker  v.  Price,  0  W.  N.  C.  112,  the 
plaintiff  put  in  his  book  of  original  entries  in 
which  were  a  series  of  charges  against  the  de- 
fendant for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  but  at- 
tached to  each  item  was  a  memorandum  indi- 
cating that  the  goods  had  been  ordered  by  a 
third  person ;  and  a  new  trial  was  granted  be- 
caase  certain  bills  for  the  same  goods,  made 
out  in  the  name  of  such  third  person  and  iden- 
tified by  plaintKTs  clerk  and  offered  by  defend- 
ant to  prove  that  he  was  not  liable,  were  im- 
properly rejected. 

But  in  Richmond  Union  Pass.  R.  Co.  v.  New 
Tork  A  S.  B.  R.  Co.  95  Va.  386,  28  S.  E.  673, 
it  was  held  that  where  a  defendant  denies  lia- 
bility for  a  claim  sued  upon,  but  asserts  that 
the  plaintiff  had  extended  credit,  not  to  the 
defendant,  but  to  a  third  person,  the  plaintiff's 
ledger  Is  competent  to  show  that  the  account 
Bued  upon  was  charged  to  the  defendant  upon 
its  books  of  original  entry  at  the  time  the 
goods  were  furnished. 

But  where  authority  from  the  defendant  so 
to  deliver  the  goods  to  a  third  person  is  other- 
wise shown,  plaintiffs'  books,  properly  authenti- 
cated, or  supported  by  their  suppletory  oath, 
are  admissible  to  prove  delivery  of  the  goods 
charged.  Woodward  v.  Remington,  81  Hun, 
1  «0,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  743 ;  Mitchell  v.  Belknap, 
28  Me.  475,  Overruling  dictum  In  Dunn  v. 
Whitney.  10  Me.  9,  to  the  effect  that  where 
the  goods  are  delivered  to  an  agent  or  servant 
the  delivery  must  be  proved  by  him. 

So,  in  Ward  v.  Wheeler,  18  Tex.  249,  many  of 
the  items  of  the  account  in  the  book  offered 
in  evidence  were  for  goods  delivered  to  third 
persons  upon  defendant's  order;  but  It  ap- 
peared that,  in  addition  to  the  book  entries 
and  the  oath  of  the  plaintllTs  principal  book- 
keeper and  clerk,  there  was  corroborative  testi- 
mony respecting  these  Items,  fully  establishing 
their  correctness. 

And  In  Taylor  v.  Dickey,  2  Brev.  181,  the 
plaintiff's  book  of  original  entries  was  produced 
and  admitted,  from  which  It  appeared  that  the 
goods  were  delivered  to  a  third  person,  who, 
being  produced  as  a  witness,  testified  that  the 
goods  which  were  charged  to  the  defendant 
were  received  by  the  witness  on  the  defendant's 
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account,  and  were  applied  to  the  defendant's 
use. 

In  Hurts  v.  Neufvllle,  2  McMuII.  L.  138,  the 
plaintiff  exhibited  an  account  against  the  de- 
fendant's testator  for  a  large  sum  of  goods  the 
most  of  which  were  delivered  to  a  third  per- 
son ;  and,  to  prove  an  authority  to  deliver  the 
goods  to  the  third  person,  it  was  shown  that 
after  they  were  so  delivered  the  testator  gave 
him  a  note  in  payment  for  less  than  one  half 
of  the  amount  of  the  account ;  and  a  new  trial 
was  granted  to  the  defendant. 

But  Townley  v.  Wooly,  1  N.  J.  L.  877,  holds 
that  the  person  to  whom  the  goods  were  deliv- 
ered is  not  a  competent  witness  to  prove  the 
authority  for  their  delivery  to  him,  or  that  the 
goods  were  delivered  on  account  of  the  person 
charged,  since  his  testimony  tends  to  discharge 
himself. 

In  Wisconsin  the  order  books  and  ledgers  of 
plaintiffs  In  an  action  to  recover  the  price  of 
goods  sold  to  the  defendant,  but  delivered  un- 
der the  terms  of  an  alleged  contract  to  a  third 
person,  are  admissible  In  evidence,  in  connec- 
tion with  testimony  of  the  plaintiff's  clerks 
who  made  the  entries  therein  and  testified  to 
their  correctness;  and  where  the  sale  and  de- 
livery of  the  goods  has  been  abundantly  estab- 
lished by  other  competent  evidence,  error,  if 
any,  in  the  charge  of  the  court  as  to  the  books 
being  account  books  under  the  Wisconsin  stat- 
ute, and  presumptive  evidence  of  the  charges 
contained  In  them,  is  immaterial.  Hopkins  v. 
Stefan.  77  Wis.  45,  45  N.  W.  676. 

An  entry  in  the  order  book  of  a  vendor  is 
admissible  to  show  that  he  acted  upon  the  or- 
der which  was  headed  with  the  defendant's 
name,  and  that  he  charged  the  goods  to  the 
defendant.  Wilcox  Silver  Plate  Co.  v.  Green, 
72  N.  y.  17. 

And  Gilbert  v.  Sage,  57  N.  T.  639,  holds 
that,  to  prove  the  sale  and  delivery  of  goods  for 
which  recovery  Is  sought,  the  plaintiff  and  his 
clerks  may  testify  as  to  the  entries  made  by 
<*ach  in  the  plaintilTs  day  book,  and  swear  that 
he  sold  the  goods  charged,  although  unable  to 
state  the  details,  save  from  the  entries,  where 
the  goods  were  sold  on  orders,  and  the  en- 
tries specified  their  amounts,  and  the  name  of 
the  person  in  whose  favor  the  order  was  drawn, 
but  not  the  items  of  the  purchase. 

And  charges  against  a  person  in  a  party's 
books  of  account  for  goods  delivered  to  an- 
other on  written  order  are  evidence  that  the 
goods  were  furnished  upon  the  former's  credit 
as  original  debtor,  but  are  not  conclusive  upon 
that  point.  Buckingham  v.  Murray,  7  Houst. 
(Del.)  176.  30  Atl.  779. 

And  books  of  account  properly  In  evidence 
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and  further  stating  the  contract  in  this 
language:  "In  reference  to  the  noils,  would 
say  that  in  January  last,  acting  under  in- 
structions of  your  late  president,  Mr.  John 
Huber,  we  contracted  for  you  with  the 
making  of  the  noils  for  what  they  made  for 
this  year,  and,  as  the  contract  has  several 
months  to  run  yet,  we  will  have  to  bill  the 
noils  to  you  until  contract  expires."  The 
plaintiffs  continued  to  store  the  noils  for 
defendants,  and  forwarded  to  them  bills  for 
the  same  monthly,  as  they  were  received, 
and  charged  them  to  defendants,  on  their 
books,  for  the  remainder  of  the  year.  Be- 
ginning with  the  bill  of  August  9,. defend- 
ants refused  to  receive  and  pay  for  them. 
Thereupon  plaintiffs  brought  suit.  At  the 
trial  in  the  court  below,  plaintiffs  offered 
their  books  of  original  entry  as  evidence  to 
show  the  amount  of  n<»ls  sold  and  delivered 


to  defendants  and  dates  of  such  delivery 
and  sales.  On  objection  by  defendants, — 
first,  that  the  books  were  not  evidence  to 
show  the  sale  and  delivery  of  goods  under  a 
special  contract,  and,  second,  were  not  evi- 
dence of  themselves  to  show  a  storage  of 
them  for  defendants, — they  were  rejected,  to 
which  plaintiffs  excepted.  The  defendants 
were  a  partnership,  composed  of  manV  mem- 
bers, several  of  whom  were  dead  at  the  time 
of  tiial. 

John  Huber,  the  president,  with  whom  the 
plaintiffs  alleged  much  of  the  conversation 
had  occurred  with  respect  to  the  contract, 
had  also  died.  As  a  result,  some  evidence 
offered  by  plaintiffs  was  excluded,  leaving 
their  case  to  rest  mainly  on  the  evidence 
of  the  alleged  contract  of  November  6,  1886, 
with  whatever  interpretation  might  infer- 
entially  have  been  argued  was  put  upon  it 


are  evidence  of  a  person's  liability  for  goods 
charged  in  the  account  sued  on  per  others 
whose  names  appear  in  the  account.  Chastaln 
V.  Brown,  31  Oa.  846.  The  reason  given  is 
that  such  an  entry  will  not  support  a  presump- 
tion that  such  **others"  got  the  goods;  but,  on 
the  contrary,  the  presumption  Is  that  the  party 
charged  got  the  goods  himself. 

Leisman  v.  Otto,  1  Bush,  225,  holds  that, 
admitting  that  an  entry  in  a  merchant's  day 
book  against  one  person  for  goods  sold  to  an- 
other Is  not  competent  evidence  of  the  truth 
of  the  charge,  it  is  admissible  as  the  very  best 
evidence  that  the  merchant  charged  the  goods 
as  sold  on  credit  of  the  person  charged,  and 
not  on  that  of  the  person  to  whom  they  were 
sold,  where  the  former  insist  that  their  promise 
was  only  a  collateral  undertaking  to  pay  a  sub- 
sisting debt. 

2.  Entri€9  against  person  receiving  goods. 

A  tradesman's  shop  book  Is  evidence  to 
charge  the  original  debtor  only ;  but  it  Is  not 
admissible  against  one  who  merely  assumed  to 
pay  the  debt  of  the  person  to  whom  the  goods 
were  delivered.  Poultney  v.  Ross,  1  Dall.  238, 
1  L.  ed.  117. 

Entries  in  the  shop  book,  not  shown  to,  or 
known  of  by,  the  defendant,  are  not  admissi- 
ble against  him,  where  the  person  making  the 
entries  and  testifying  thereto  has  a  distinct 
recollection  of  all  the  facts  Independent  of  the 
entries;  nor  are  they  competent  to  show  that 
the  credit  was  given  to  the  defendant.  Textile 
Pub.  Co.  V.  Smith,  81  Biisc.  271,  64  N.  Y.  Supp. 
123. 

And  in  an  action  to  recover  for  lumber  sold 
and  delivered  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendant, 
who  admits  the  delivery,  but  claims  that  the 
sale  was  on  the  credit  of  a  third  person,  plain- 
tiff's books  of  account  are  not  competent  evi- 
dence to  prove  a  promise  of  payment  by  the 
defendant.     Somers  v.  Wright,  114  Mass.  171. 

So,  in  an  action  to  recover  from  defendant 
a  debt  due  from  a  third  person,  on  the  ground 
that  the  defendant  had  assumed  the  debt,  a 
book  entry  of  the  debt,  and  of  the  assump- 
tion of  it  by  the  defendant,  cannot  be  given 
in  evidence,  although  accompanied  by  testi- 
mony of  the  party  who  made  the  entry  that 
that  was  the  usual  way  of  entering  the  accounts 
one  person  assumed  for  another,  charging  the 
amount  assumed ;  that  it  was  his  employer's 
custom  not  to  charge  without  the  authority  of 
the  person  assuming  the  debt ;  that  he  never 
put  a  charge  on  the  book  without  the  direction 
of  the  person  assuming ;  and  that  he  would  not 
bnve  made  the  entry  in  question  unless  directed 
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by  the  defendant  to  do  ao.  Petrlken  v.  Baldy,' 
7  Watts  &  S.  429.  It  was  not  pretended  that 
the  assumptioD  of  the  debt  by  the  defendant 
was  such  an  item  as  was  properly  chargeable 
in  a  book  account,  but  it  was  Insisted  that,  with 
the  aid  derivable  from  the  clerk  who  made  the 
entry,  it  was  proper  evidence.  If,  by  an  in- 
spection of  the  book,  the  bookkeeper  had  re- 
membered that  the  entry  was  made  on  the  au- 
thority of  the  defendant,  the  court  said  a  dif- 
ferent question  would  have  been  raised,  for 
the  book  was  only  important  as  a  means  of  re- 
freshing the  memory  of  the  witness,  but  he  had 
no  recollection  whatever  of  it;  and  the  only 
evidence  of  the  agreement  was  an  inference 
which  .be  derived  from  the  fact  that  it  was  In 
his  handwriting  and  his  belief  that  he  never  pat 
such  charges  in  the  book  without  the  direction 
of  the  person  who  had  assumed  to  pay. 

And  in  Evans  v.  Ownes,  3  Pennyp.  228, 
the  books  were  admitted  merely  on  plalntifTs 
oath  that  they  were  his  books  of  original  en- 
tries, without  any  preliminary  proof  as  to  who 
made  the  entries,  or  when  the  Items  were  en- 
tered, or  when  the  goods  were  delivered  with 
reference  to  the  dates  of  the  charges,  the  ac- 
count itself  standing  against  the  debtor  and 
not  the  defendant ;  and  it  was  held  that,  not- 
withstanding that  the  court  did  afterward  ex- 
amine the  plaintiff  as  to  the  manner  and  time 
of  making  the  entries  to  which  proper  answers 
were  given  constituting,  as  against  the  debtor 
in  an  action  against  him,  sufficient  prima  facie 
proof  to  warrant  admitting  the  books,  the  books 
were  not  admissible  as  against  defendant,  be- 
cause it  was  further  shown  that  the  account 
contained  items  on  which  no  claim  was  made 
against  defendant,  and  there  was  no  proof 
separating  the  items  for  which  defendant  was 
sought  to  be  charged  from  those  on  which  no 
claim  was  made. 

In  an  .action  in  which  the  defendant  Is 
charged  with  obtaining  goods  by  fraudulent 
representations  that  he  was  the  agent  of  cer- 
tain parties,  an  entry  made  in  the  plalntilTs 
books  by  a  clerk,  who  testified  that  he  heard 
the  bargain  between  the  parties,  is  not  admis- 
sible to  show  that  the  goods  were  sold  to  per- 
sons charged  therewith  in  the  entry,  and  not 
to  defendant  personally ;  but  it  may,  as  part  of 
the  res  gestm,  be  read  to  the  jury  as  evidence 
of  the  mere  fact  that  such  an  entry  was  mada 
Moore  v.  Meacham,  10  N.  Y.  207. 

But  it  has  been  held  that,  in  an  action  to  re- 
cover the  price  of  goods  alleged  to  have  been 
delivered  to  a  third  person  on  defendant's 
promise  to  pay  for  them,  the  fact  that  the 
goods  were  charged  on  the  vendor's  books  of 
account  to  the  person  to  whom  they  were  de- 
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by  the  parties  themselTes  in  their  subse- 
quent correspondence.  On  this  evidence,  on 
motion  of  defendants'  counsel,  the  court 
nonsuited  plaintiffs;  and  afterwards,  refus- 
ing to  take  off  the  nonsuit,  we  have  this 
appeal,  with  an  assignment  of  eight  errors, 
which  may  be  reduced  practically  to  two; 
(1)  Did  the  court  err  in  its  opinion  of  the 
contract?  (2)  Did  it  err  in  rejecting  as  evi- 
dence plaintiffs'  book  of  original  entries? 

As  to  the  contract,  the  court  says:  "How- 
ever ambiguous  it  may  be,  there  is  nothing 
in  the  evidence  which  relieves  it  to  any  ex- 
tent of  its  ambiguity, — ^nothing  to  carry  it 
to  the  jury.  As  we  read  it,  it  is  an  under- 
taking on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  a  com- 
pany engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  woolen 
fabrics,  to  purchase  from  the  plaintiffs,  who 
w^ere  dealers  in  materials,  all  the  colored 
noils  they  would  require  in  the  course  of 


their  business  as  manufacturers  during  the 
year  1887,  to  be  delivered  in  monthly  instal- 
ments, at  40  cents  per  pound.  It  has  not 
been  shown  that  the  defendants  failed  in 
any  respect  to  comply  with  their  agreement, 
or  that  they  failed  to  pay  for  any  noils  they 
received,  or  that  they  received  any  from  any 
other  source,  or  that  they  ever  received  from 
the  plaintiffs  any  of  the  noils  sued  for  in 
this  action."  Tlie  plaintiffs  contended  that 
the  contract  on  part  of  the  defendants  was 
to  take  in,  in  the  year  1887,  all  the  noils  con- 
stituting the  output  of  the  Asa  Peck  &  Co. 
mill,  of  Providence,  R.  I.,  not  to  ex^^eed, 
however,  the  output  of  the  year  1886,  and, 
if  that  output  fell  below  the  needs  of  defend- 
ants, then  plaintiffs  were  to  make  up  the 
quantity  by  purchases  from  other  sources. 
The  defendants  contended  they  were  to  take 
only  all  the  noils  they  might  need -for  the 


llvered,  while  proper  to  be  conBldered  by  the 
jury  upon  the  question  as  to  whom  the  credit 
was  given,  is  not  decisive  against  the  admissi- 
bility of  the  books  in  evidence ;  but  that  the 
fact  that  the  goods  were  so  charged  is  not  con- 
clusive that  the  party  charged  was  the  origin- 
al debtor.  Winslow  v.  Dalcota  Lumber  Co.  32 
Minn.  237,  20  N.  W.  145;  Greene  v.  Burton, 
59  Vt.  423,  10  Atl.  575 :  Mackey  v.  Smith,  21 
Or.  508,  28  Pac.  974  ;  Fiske  v.  Allen,  8  Jones 
&  S.  76 :  Dunlap  v.  Hooper,  66  Ga.  211 ;  Carey 
Lombard  Luml)er  Co.  v.  Hunt,  54  III.  App.  314. 

And  where  the  goods  are  charged  on  the  book 
of  entries  to  others  than  the  defendant,  the 
book  may  be  admitted  to  show  the  amount  and 
price  of  the  articles,  after  other  evidence  has 
been  given  tending  to  substantiate  the  charge 
against  the  defendant.  Kindig's  Estate,  9 
Yorlt,  18. 

And  pass  books  presented  to  a  merchant  by 
a  customer  who  wants  goods,  and  returned  to 
him  with  the  goods  with  the  charges  entered 
therefor,  are  admissible  in  evidence,  in  an  ac- 
tion against  a  third  person  to  recover  for  the 
goods  sold,  only  to  fix  the  amount  so  purchased, 
and  not  to  show  that  the  goods  were  sold  on 
his  credit.     Uovey  v.  Thompson,  37  111.  538. 

8.  Delivery  to  agent. 

On  an  issue  as  to  whether  goods  were  sold 
by  the  plaintifTs  to  the  defendants,  or  to  a 
Third  person  shown  to  be  an  agent  of  the  de- 
fendants, the  original  entries  on  the  plaintiffs' 
t>ook8  charging  the  goods  to  the  defendants  are 
admissible  in  evidence  for  the  plaintiffs. 
Downer  v.  Morrison,  2  Gratt.  (Va.)  250. 

And  the  fact  that  charges  in  a  book  of  orig- 
inal entries  were  against  the  agent  of  the  par- 
ty against  whom  recovery  Is  sought,  instead 
of  against  the  party  himself,  does  not  render 
the  book  inadmissible ;  that  is  a  fact  wholly 
for  the  Jury  In  determining  the  weight  to  be 
given  to  it.  Dicken  v.  Winters,  169  Pa.  126, 
82  Atl.  289. 

So,  in  Montague  v.  Dougan,  68  Mich.  98,  35 
N.  W.  840,  an  action  to  recover  goods  sold  to 
defendant  on  his  credit,  but  by  his  order  de- 
livered to  a  third  person  who,  he  claimed,  was 
the  real  debtor,  but  who  was  proved  to  be  the 
defendant's  agent,  plaintiff's  books  of  account 
were'  held  competent  to  show  to  whom  the  goods 
were  charged  and  the  credit  given. 

And  a  party's  books  are  admissible  In  evi- 
dence to  charge  an  after-discovered  principal, 
tbongh  the  entry  is  against  the  agent.  Smith 
T.  Jessup,  5  Harr.  (Del.)  121, 

The  legal  presumption  where  goods  are  sold 
to  an  agent  is  that  credit  is  given  to  the  princl- 
52  L.  R.  A. 


pal,  and  entries  on  the  books  of  the  vendor 
charging  the  goods  to  the  agent,  though  of  much 
weight  upon  the  question,  are  not  conclusive 
evidence  that  the  credit  was  given  exclusively 
to  him.     Foster  v.  Persch.  68  N.  Y.  400. 

And  In  Davis  v.  Dyer,  60  N.  H.  400,  the  fact 
that  the  plaintiff's  books  of  account  contain 
no  cliarges  against  the  defendants,  but  all  the 
charges  are  against  a  third  person,  was  held  to 
be  no  ground  for  the  rejection  of  the  books, 
where  it  was  proved  that  ail  the  dealings  stated 
in  the  account  were  had  by  the  plaintiff  with 
the  person  charged  as  agent  for  the  defendants, 
and  that  there  were  no  dealings  with  him  ex- 
cept in  his  capacity  as  such  agent. 

4.  Delivery  to  wife. 

In  an  action  against  a  husband  for  necessar- 
ies sold  to  his  wife  while  residing  with  him, 
a  merchant's  shop  books,  together  with  his  sup- 
pletory  oath,  are  admissible  to  show  the  sale 
and  delivery  of  the  goods.  Furlong  v.  Hysom, 
35  Me.  332. 

In  Breinig  v.  Meitzler,  23  Pa.  156,  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  from  defendant  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered  to  his  wife,  who,  at  the  time  was 
living  separately  from  him.  It  was  objected  that 
plaintliTs  book  of  original  entries  should.  In 
addition  to  the  usual  preliminary  proof,  have 
been  preceded  by  proof  of  the  defendant's  lia- 
bility for  his  wife's  contract;  but  it  was  held 
that  the  fact  that  the  purchases  were  made, 
not  by  the  husband  himself,  but  by  his  wife 
for  whose  contracts  he  was  liable,  was  no  rea- 
son for  rejecting  the  book ;  that  the  sale  to 
the  wife  was  one  fact  in  the  cause  of  which 
the  book  was  evidence,  and  that  defendant's 
obligation  to  supply  her  with  necessaries  or  pay 
for  them  if  supplied  by  the  plaintiff  was  an- 
other fact  to  be  established  by  other  proof; 
that,  as  two  things  cannot  be  done  at  the 
same  time,  one  must  necessarily  precede  the 
other,  and  it  was  proper  to  be^in  with  the  sale, 
although  it  was  said  that  if  a  different  order 
had  been  followed  there  could  not  have  been 
a  reversal  for  that  reason. 

In  Dexter  v.  Booth,  2  Allen,  550.  an  action 
against  an  executor  to  recover  the  price  of 
goods  purchased  by  the  testator's  wife  and  de- 
livered to  her,  plaintiff's  book  of  accounts  sup- 
ported by  his  suppletory  oath  were  held  admis- 
sible for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  charges 
and  the  circumstances  of  the  delivery  of  the 
goods  to  the  wife,  but  not  to  prove  that  credit 
was  given  to  the  testator. 

b.  Entrie9  to  charge  a  copartnership. 

The  fact  that  an  account  sued  on  is  charged 
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year  1887,  and  this  quantity  they  had  taken. 
This  was  far  less  than  the  output  of  the 
mill  named.  The  written  contract  of  No- 
vember 6,  1886,  is  palpably  ambiguous,  as 
the  court  decided.  No  verdict  could,  with 
even  proximate  certainty  of  the  truth,  be 
founded  upon  it  alone.  In  fact,  appellants' 
argument,  in  effect*  conceded  this;  for  it  is 
sought,  first,  to  supplement  the  contract  by 
the  testimony  of  John  Hall,  one  of  plain- 
tiffs, that  when  Mr.  Huber,  president  of 
defendant  company,  made  the  contract, 
it  was  the  understanding  and  agreement 
that  the  words  "all  the  colored  noils  for 
the  year  1887"  meant  all  the  noils  man- 
ufactured by  the  Peck  ft  Co.  mill.  This 
testimony,  on  objection  by  defendants,  was 
properly  excluded,  because  Huber,  the  part- 
ner with  whom  it  was  alleged  the  agree- 
ment was  matdd,  was  dead.    Nor  was  there 


any  other  competent  evidence  tending  to 
make  certain  the  uncertainty  of  the  written 
contract.  A  careful  reading  of  the  subse- 
quent written  correspondence  throws  no 
light  on  the  question.  It  only  shows  each 
party  sought  to  put  its  own  interpretation 
on  the  contract.  So  that  the  learned  judge 
of  the  court  below,  when  he  held  there  was 
nothing  in  the  evidence  which  relieved  the 
contract  from  its  ambiguity,  committed  no 
error.  There  was  not  enough  in  the  con- 
tract and  the  evidence  to  support  a  verdict. 
The  next  question  is,  Did  the  court  err  in 
rejecting  plaintiffs'  book  of  original  entries? 
It  appeared  from  the  books  that,  after  the 
refusal  of  the  defendants  to  receive  consign- 
ments of  noils,  plaintiffs  continued  for  the 
remainder  of  the  year  of  18^87  to  store  in 
warehouses  the  product  of  the  Peck  ft  Co. 
mill,  and  charge  them  in  their  books  as  for 


In  the  book  in  the  alternative  to  one  of  the 
defendants,  or  to  the  defendants  as  a  firm, 
does  not  affect  the  admissibility  of  the  boolc, 
where  the  preliminary  proof  required  by  the 
statute  has  been  made;  but  is  a  matter  which 
can  be  considered  only  as  afTectinc;  the  credibil- 
ity of  the  evidence.  Burnell  v.  Dunlap,  11 
Iowa,  436. 

And  the  boolcs  of  original  entry  of  a  plain- 
tiff suing  defendants  as  copartners  trading  un- 
der the  firm  name  under  which  they  had  traded 
with  plaintiff  prior  to  the  change  In  the  firm 
name  by  withdrawal  of  that  of  one  of  the  de- 
fendants who  claims  that  the  copartnership 
was  then  dissolved,  are  admissible  in  evidence, 
although  the  entries  are  charged  under  the  new 
firm  name,  where  it  appears  that  at  the  time 
of  the  change  in  name  the  partner  whose  name 
was  withdrawn  had  stated  that,  although  his 
name  would  be  withdrawn,  his  money  would 
remain  in  the  firm  as  usual,  and  that  he  or- 
dered plaintiff  to  change  the  name  of  the  firm, 
which  was  done.  Williamson  v.  Fox,  38  Pa. 
214. 

In  Johnston  v.  Warden,  8  Watts,  101,  an 
action  to  recover  from  defendants  as  copart- 
ners for  goods  sold  and  delivered  them,  it  was 
held  that  plaintiff's  book  of  original  entries, 
in  which  the  charge  for  the  goods  was  made 
against  the  defendants,  could  be  put  In  as  evi- 
dence of  the  debt,  but  not  as  proof  of  partner- 
ship, after  plaintiff  had  given  some  evidence 
that  the  partnership  existed. 

And  In  Sanborn  v.  Cunningham  (Cal.)  88 
Pac.  894,  the  defendants  contested  the  liabil- 
ity of  the  firm  on  the  ground  that  the  goods 
were  bought  by  a  member  thereof  on  his  in- 
dividual account;  but  the  plaintiffs  books  of 
account,  properly  authenticated,  were  held  ad- 
missible in  his  behalf  to  show  with  whom  he 
understood  he  had  made  the  transaction,  and 
to  whom  he  looked  for  payment. 

In  Bear  v.  Trexler,  3  W.  N.  C.  214,  the  books 
of  account  of  the  plaintiff's  assignor  in  insol- 
vency, the  entries  in  which  were  against  one 
of  the  defendants  alone,  were  held  to  have  been 
properly  admitted  in  connection  with  evidence 
by  plaintiff  to  prove  that  the  charges  were  In- 
tended to  be  made  against  defendants  as  a 
firm,  and  that  the  defendants  had  received 
the  goods  charged. 

But  in  Kidder  v.  Norris,  18  N.  H.  532,  an 
action  against  a  firm,  the  plaintiff's  books  of 
account,  containing  charges  against  the  several 
members  of  the  firm  individually,  were  held 
not  to  be  evidence  of  the  delivery  to  the  firm 
of  the  goods  so  charged. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


c.  Entrien  to  charge  ttno  or  more  per$on9  foint- 

Entries  in  a  party's  book  of  accounts,  charg- 
ing two  persons  jointly,  but  not  as  copartners, 
are  admissible  together  with  his  suppletory 
oath  without  previous  evidence  of  the  Joint 
contract.  Box  v.  Welch,  Qulncy  (Mate.)  227; 
McGee  v.  Cleveland  Organ  Co,  2  Cleve.  L.  Rep, 
1*20.  4  Ohio  Dec.  Reprint,  481. 

And  in  an  action  upon  an  open  account 
against  one  of  two  joint  contractors  the  plain- 
tiffs  book  of  account  may  l>e  given  in  evidence 
where  the  defendant  has  not  objected  to  a  non- 
joinder by  a  plea  in  abatement.  Bzum  v. 
Davis,  10  Rich.  L.  857. 

d.  Delivery  in  payment  of  indehtedne4». 

Ul>on  an  issue  as  to  whether,  at  the  time  of 
the  purchase  of  the  goods  for  which  recovery 
is  sought,  it  was  agreed  that  they  should  be 
paid  for  in  cash  or  by  applying  their  prices 
upon  an  account  owing  to  the  defendants  from 
a  firm  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  a  member,  it 
is  competent  for  the  defendants,  after  giving 
evidence  to  prove  that  the  goods  were  to  be 
applied  on  the  account  as  alleged,  to  Intro- 
duce their  ledger  containing  a  credit  to  the 
firm  in  question  for  an  amount  corresponding 
to  the  amount  claimed  by  plaintiff  for  the  pur- 
pose, not  of  corroborating  the  defendant  as  to 
what  the  terms  of  the  sale  were,  but  as  show- 
ing a  fulfilment  of  the  contract  on  their  part; 
and  the  book  does  not  become  incompetent  mere- 
ly because  it  may  in  part  show  the  terms  of  the 
agreement.  Grlesheimer  v.  Tanenbaum,  28  N. 
Y.  S.  R.  653,  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  582. 

So,  in  an  action  on  a  promissory  note  to 
which  the  defendant  has  pleaded  an  account 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff, 
which  he  claims  it  was  agreed  between  them 
should  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  note,  the 
defendant's  book  of  accounts,  accompanied  by 
the  common-law  evidence  of  correctness,  may  be 
given  in  evidence  to  the  jury  to  enable  them  to 
ascertain  how  much  had  been  paid  on  the  note 
according  to  the  agreement  of  the  parties. 
Burnham  v.  Adams,  5  Vt.  313. 

And  in  an  action  by  an  administrator  on  a 
note  executed  to  his  intestate  in  which  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  payment  in  lumber,  entries 
made  by  the  latter  in  a  book  In  the  usual  course 
of  business,  and  such  as  the  business  required 
to  be  made,  are  competent  evidence  for  him,  and 
he  has  the  right  to  testify  that  they  were  cor- 
rect. Freeman  v.  Deer  Bros.  14  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
813. 
And  Strong  v.  McConnell,  10  Yt.  231«  holds 
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goods  sold  and  delivered.  In  the  absence  of 
the  special  contract,  the  books  would  prima 
facia  have  been  the  evidence  of  the  sale  and 
delivery  of  the  goods,  for  the  account  is  the 
ordinary  formal  charge,  "Chambersburg 
Woolen  Co.  Bought  of  Wm.  Hall  &  Co."  The 
reasons  given  for  excluding  the  books  are 
very  concisely  and  clearly  expressed  by  the 
court,  thus:  "Tliis  evidence  is  rejected  be- 
cause the  books,  at  best^  are  but  secondary 
evidence,  and  are  only  admitted  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  primary  evidence  because  of 
necessity.  In  this  case  a  written  contract 
of  sale  is  in  evidence,  and  the  delivery  of 
the  subject-matter  of  the  contract  to  the 
defendants  cannot  be  proved  by  the  books, 
but  must  be  established  by  independent  evi- 
dence. Secondly,  the  contract  of  sale  is 
an  express  contract  for  the  sale  of  an  arti- 
cle not  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  con- 


tract, but  to  be  manufactured  and  made  in 
the  future.  No  property  therein  passed  to 
the  vendee  until  made  or  manufactured, 
and  either  actually  delivered  to  the  defend- 
ants, or  at  least  set  aside  to  them  and  ac- 
cepted by  them,  and  therefore,  except  upon 
proof  of  such  acceptance,  it  could  not  be 
the  subject  of  book  entry." 

This  ruling  is  sustained  by  all  the  author- 
ities. The  leading  case  in  our  state — Lon- 
er gan  V.  Whitehead,  10  Watts,  249 — has 
been  followed  ever  since  it  was  decided. 
There,  by  a  special  contract,  Whitehead  un- 
dertook to  deliver  to  Lonergan  bottles  at 
regular  list  prices,  at  rate  of  four  gross  per 
day,  te  the  value  of  $459.43.  It  was  ad- 
mitted that  all  had  been  delivered  except  10 
gross.  Whitehead  offered  in  evidence  his 
book  of  original  entries  to  prove  the  deliv- 
ery of  all  the  bottles  under  the  contract.  The 


that  an  action  of  book  account  will  lie  to  re- 
cover the  value  of  lumber  delivered  and  charged 
with  the  intention  at  the  time  of  delivery  that 
it  should  be  thereafter  credited  toward  the 
IMiyment  of  the  note  held  by  the  defendant 
against  the  plaintlflT. 

But  in  Cook  V.  Brister,  19  N.  J.  L.  73,  it 
was  held  that  an  entry  charging  a  party  with 
an  article  "to  pay  off  a  note*'  held  by  the  party 
charged  against  the  party  charging  is  not  com- 
petent evidence  that  the  article  was  delivered 
In  payment  of  the  note. 

And  in  Terill  v.  Beecher,  0  Conn.  344,  an 
action  of  book  debt,  plalntiff*8  account,  consist- 
ing of  sundry  articles  of  clothing  and  cash  fur- 
nished by  plaintiff  to  defendant,  was  rejected 
on  the  ground  that  the  articles  were  charged 
by  the  plaintiff  with  the  expectation  of  their 
being  paid  for  by  the  services  of  the  defendant, 
pursuant  to  the  agreement  l>etween  them,  and 
were  therefore  not  a  proper  subject  of  charge 
on  the  l>ook. 

e.  Delivery  for  sale  on  oommistion, 

A  book  of  original  entries  of  a  tradesman  Is 
not  admissible  to  show  the  delivery  of  goods 
to  be  sold  on  commission,  even  though  the  book 
be  offered,  not  to  charge  the  defendant,  but  as 
rebutting  evidence  to  explain  certain  payments 
proved  by   him.     Murphy   v.   Cress,   2   Whart. 

88. 

And  an  account  for  goods  delivered  to  be 
sold  on  commission  cannot  be  proved  under  the 
Tennessee  book-debt  statute.  French  v.  Bran- 
don. 1  Head,  48. 

Nor  can  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  to  re- 
cover the  price  of  property  sold  to  the  defend- 
ant without  condition,  which  defendant  claims 
he  bought  on  certain  conditions,  prove  his  ver- 
sion of  the  contract  by  an  entry  in  his  book 
of  accounts.  Collins  v.  Shaw  (Mich.)  83  N.  W. 
146. 

So,  also.  In  assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and  de- 
livered, defendant  cannot  prove  by  an  entry 
In  his  day  book,  made  at  the  time,  that  he  had 
received  the  goods  to  l>e  sold  on  commission, 
and  had  sold  some  of  them  on  plaintiff^s  ac- 
count wherewith  he  had  charged  himself. 
Baisch  V.  Hoff,  1  Testes,  198. 

Nor  can  the  defendant  corroborate  his  claim 
of  having  received  the  goods  for  sale  on  com- 
mission by  showing  that  the  entry  in  his  books 
at  the  heading  of  the  transaction  with  plaintiff 
stated  that  the  wood  was  so  received,  within 
the  provision  of  a  statute  (How.  [Mich.l  Stat. 
I  7526 ;  Laws  1885.  p.  106)  providing  that  the 
section  of  the  statute  making  charges  and  en- 
tries In  books  of  account  evidence  of  money 
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paid,  etc.,  should  not  apply  to  persons  selling 
on  commission,  except  as  to  the  amount  charged 
as  commissions,  unless  accompanied  by  a  vouch- 
er, etc.  Richards  v.  Burroughs,  62  Mich.  117, 
28  N.  W.  755. 

And  in  Meyers  v.  Brlce,  2  Pennyp.  382,  an 
action  to  recover  a  loss  on  sales  of  goods  of 
.defendant  upon  which  plaintiff  had  made  ad- 
vances, contested  on  the  ground  that  the  trans- 
action l>etween  the  parties  was  a  sale,  and  not 
a  consignment,  defendant's  books  of  account 
were  held  to  be  only  secondary  evidence,  be- 
cause defendant  himself  was  a  competent  wit- 
ness to  prove  by  his  own  testimony  what  the 
contract  was;  and  that,  as  he  did  so  testify, 
the  necessity  of  introducing  the  l>ook8  did  not 
exist,  and  that  they  were  properly  excluded. 

f.  Character  of  goods  delivered. 

The  day  book  and  ledger  of  a  plaintiff  suing 
on  a  promissory  note  to  which  the  defendant  has 
pleaded  Infancy  are  competent  evidence,  after 
the  testimony  by  the  plaintiff's  clerk  that  the 
note  was  given  for  the  balance  of  an  account 
standing  on  plaintiff's  books,  to  prove  the  sev- 
eral articles  of  which  the  account  was  com- 
posed ;  but  not  as  to  the  nature  and  character 
of  the  articles, — whether  necessary  or  not, — 
nor  as  to  their  value, —  whether  charged  at 
fair  prices  or  not. — these  latter  being  questions 
for  the  Jury  under  proper  instructions  by  the 
court.     Earle  v.  Reed,  10  Met.  387. 

But  in  Rindge  v.  Breck,  10  Cush.  43,  assump- 
sit on  a  promissory  note  to  which  defendant  has 
pleaded  a  discharge  In  Insolvency,  It  was  held 
that  the  plaintiff's  book  of  accounts,  supported 
by  his  suppletory  oath,  is  not  competent  evi- 
dence to  show  that  the  account  in  settlement 
of  which  the  note  was  given  was  for  necessa- 
ries. Earle  v.  Reed,  10  Met.  387,  is  here  dis- 
tinguished on  the  ground  that  in  the  latter 
case  a  competent  witness  had  testified  that  the 
note  was  given  for  an  account  standing  on  the 
plaintiff's  books,  which  were  kept  by  the  wit- 
ness, and  were  before  the  parties  when  the  note 
was  given ;  and  that  it  was  on  this  ground 
that  the  book  was  admitted ;  the  suppletory 
oath  of  the  party  not  being  admitted. 

And  in  Way  v.  Cross,  95  Iowa,  258,  63  N. 
W.  691«  on  an  issue  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
note  sued  on  was  given  for  goods  consisting 
of  necessary  family  supplies,  which  were  act- 
ually used  in  the  family  of  the  maker,  and 
hence  chargeable  as  a  family  expense  upon  the 
property  of  either  or  both  the  maker  and  his 
wife  as  provided  by  a  statute  In  that  state.  It 
was  held  that  plaintiff's  book  of  Itself  was  not 
evidence. 
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court  below  admitted  it.  This  court  re- 
versed the  judgment,  saying:  "The  evidence 
is  admitted  from  necessity;  for,  according 
to  the  usual  mode  of  doing  business,  the  sale 
and  delivery,  being  contemporaneous  acts, 
commonly  take  place  when  no  other  persons 
are  present,  and  are  consequently  suscepti- 
ble of  no  other  proof.  But  no  case  has  been 
cited  where  such  testimony  has  been  ad- 
mitted to  prove  a  delivery  of  an  article 
made  in  pursuance  of  a  previous  contract. 
Here  the  contract  was  in  writing  for  the  de- 
livery of  a  quantity  of  bottles  to  the  pur- 
chaser as  they  were  manufactured,  at  dif- 
ferent times  and  at  distant  periods,  and  the 
only  question  is  whether  the  vendor  per- 
formed the  contract.  The  reasons  on  which 
the  cases  cited  are  ruled  do  not  apply,  for 
there  is  no  necessity  to  resort  to  such  proofs, 
and  it  is  not  according  to  the  usual  course 
of  business.  The  delivery  is  a  matter  of 
notoriety,  done  through  the  agency  of  oth- 
ers, and  therefore  easily  proved  by  disinter- 
ested   witnesses.     The    carman    or    persons 


employed  take,  or  ought  to  take,  receipts; 
and,  when  this  precaution  is  neglected,  the 
agent  may  be  called  to  prove  the  delivery- 
It  has  never  been  supposed,  when  a  contract 
is  for  the  delivery  of  wheat  or  flour,  or  any 
other  article  of  this  description,  at  a  fu- 
ture time,  that  the  common-law  proof  of 
performance  can  be  supplied  by  such  testi- 
mony. It  would  be  e\ddence  of  the  most 
dangerous  kind."  This  was  followed  by 
Nickle  v.  Baldirin,  4  Watts  &  S.  290,  where 
there  was  a  special  contract  for  the  delivery 
of  saw  logs.  Defendant,  to  sustain  a  set- 
off, offerea  his  book  of  original'  entries,  to 
show  the  value  and  quantity  of  logs  deliv- 
ered under  the  special  contract.  This  court 
says,  expressly  approving  Lonergan  ▼. 
Whiteheady  10  Watts,  240:  "By  a  special 
agreement  of  this  kind,  the  transaction  is 
taken  out  of  the  usual  course  of  buying  and 
selling,  and  the  performance  of  the  contract 
by  one,  and  the  breach  of  it  by  the  other,  are 
susceptible  of  proof  by  the  usual  kinds  of 
evidence.     No   reason  of   necessity    or   con- 


rbarges  made  against  an  intestate  by  a  de- 
ceased clerk,  on  the  books  of  his  employer,  if 
contemporaneous  and  in  the  line  of  his  duty  as 
clerk,  are  not  evidence  of  more  than  the  truth 
of  the  entries  of  the  sale  and  delivery  of  goods 
at  the  times  and  prices  charged,  and  are  not  evi- 
dence that  they  formed  the  consideration  of  a 
note,  or  that  the  goods  were  necessaries  suit- 
able to  the  degree  and  condition  of  life  of  the 
family  of  the  intestate.  Davis  v.  Tarver,  65 
Ala.  9S. 

In  Debraham  v.  Walker,  3  W.  N.  C.  26,  In 
which  the  plaintiff  sought  to  hold  the  defend- 
ant, a  married  woman,  liable  on  the  ground 
that  the  goods  sold  were  necessaries,  a  rule  for 
judgment  for  want  of  a  sufficient  affidavit  of 
defense  was  discharged  as  against  an  affidavit 
denying  that  the  articles  were  necessaries,  the 
court  holding  that  other  proof  than  the  book 
itself  was  necessary  to  prove  that  the  goods 
were  necessaries. 

And  in  an  action  by  a  transferee  of  a  prom- 
issory note  against  the  makers  thereof  to  which 
the  defendants  have  interposed  as  a  set-off  an 
account  for  goods  sold  to  the  transferrer  be- 
fore the  transfer,  the  books  of  the  transferrer, 
who  was  made  a  party  plaintiff,  are  not  admis- 
sible, after  evidence  b^  the  defendant  In  sup- 
port of  his  set-off,  to  show  that  the  articles 
were  different  in  kind  and  price  from  those 
shown  by  the  evidence  of  the  defendant. 
Dailey  v.  Sonnerborn,  36  Tex.  60. 

g.  Miscellaneous  oases  of  proper  and  improper 

took  charges. 

Books  of  account  are  inadmissible  to  prove 
the  sale  and  delivery  of  355  pounds  of  beef  In 
one  item,  and  C60  pounds  of  beef  In  another 
item.  Leighton  v.  Mauson,  14  Me.  208.  The 
court  said  the  necessity  for  the  oath  of  a  party 
In  aid  of  his  books  seems  to  exist  only  when  he 
delivered  the  articles  himself.  If  they  are  of 
such  bulk  or  weight  that  the  person  making 
the  entries  cannot  reasonably  be  supposed  to 
have  delivered  them  without  assistance,  the 
presumption  would  arise  that  better  evidence 
of  delivery  might  have  been  produced  and  the 
reason  for  admitting  his  own  testimony  would 
cease. 

But  a  cask  of  spirits  containing  45  gallons 
Is  not  so  difficult  for  two  persons  to  deliver 
•that  its  delivery  cannot  be  proved  by  the  books 
of  account  and  suppletory  oath  of  such  persons. 
Mitchell  V.  Belknap,  23  Me.  475. 
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And  the  admission  in  evidence  of  a  party's 
books  of  account  accompanied  by  his  suppletory 
oath  to  prove  the  sale  and  delivery  of  "60  lime 
casks  at  23  cents  per  cask"  is  not  such  an  im- 
proper exercise  of  the  discretion  of  the  court 
in  determining  whether  the  articles  charged  are 
too  bulky  to  permit  the  delivery  to  be  so  proved 
as  will  require  the  setting  aside  of  a  verdict 
in  his  favor.     Clark  v.  Perry,  IT  Me.  175. 

,  Shillaber  v.  Bingham,  3  Dane,  Abr.  321,  was 
an  action  of  assumpsit  on  account  In  which 
the  plaintiff  was  sworn  to  support  his  charge 
as  appeared  by  the  entries  In  his  day  book. 
The  defendant  objected  to  this  kind  of  evi- 
dence to  support  so  large  a  charge  as  78  bushels 
of  salt  In  one  item  and  132  gallons  of  rum 
in  another,  and  contended  that  these  should  be 
proved  by  other  evidence:  but  the  court  over- 
ruled the  objection,  holding  that  these  were 
articles  of  merchandise  as  to  which  the  courts 
had  made  no  distinction  as  to  quantities. 

Field  V.  Sawyer,  Bray  ton  (Vt.)  39,  was  an 
action  on  book  for  "one  hogshead  of  gin  116 
gals,  will  reduce  2  to  0,  making  141  gals,  at  75 
cents  $175.75", — and  the  court  sustained  the 
action  and  rendered  Judgment  to  account. 

Goods  sold  under  an  agreement  that  the  ven- 
dor shall  receive  payment  In  other  specified 
goods  are  chargeable  on  book.  Hall  v.  Ives, 
11  Conn.  469. 

A  book  charge  which  accrued  antecedently 
to  a  settlement  between  the  parties  of  their 
accounts,  but  which  was  by  mistake  omitted 
from  the  settlement,  is  not  the  proper  subject 
of  a  subsequent  book  charge.  Remington  v. 
Noble.  19  Conn.  383 :  Rogers  v.  Moor,  2  Root, 
58;  Punderson  v.  Shaw.  Kirby,  150.  Contra, 
Austin  V.  Berry,  3  Vt.  58. 

Necessaries  furnished  to  a  minor,  and  board 
and  schooling  provided  and  paid  for  by  his 
guardian,  are  chargeable  on  book  account,  and 
provable  thereby.  Wills  v.  St.  John,  2  Root, 
188. 

But  Stanton  v.  Wlllson,  3  Day.  37.  3  Am. 
Dec.  255.  holds  that  necessaries  furnished  to  an 
Infant  without  a  request  from  the  person  lia- 
ble therefor  or  a  promise  to  pay  for  them  are 
not  chargeable  on  book. 

And  Finch  v.  Finch,  22  Conn.  411,  also  holds 
that  the  expense  of  supporting  and  educating 
minor  children,  provided  and  paid  for  by  their 
mother,  who  Is  divorced  from  their  father.  Is 
not  chargeable  on  book  by  the  mother  against 
the  father. 
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venience  exists  for  resorting  to  this  peculiar 
kind  of  evidence,  whether  it  be  to  establish 
the  quantity  of  the  article  furnished,  or  any 
other  ingredient  in  the  party's  case."  These 
cases  are  followed  by  many  others  in  an  un- 
broken line,  down  to  Stuckalager  v.  Neel, 
123  Pa.  53,  10  Atl.  94. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  facts  to  take  this 
case  out  from  the  operation  of  the  general 
rule.  It  was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiffs  to 
prove  the  special  contract  which  they  al- 
leged, and  on  which  they  relied,  and  that 
they  performed  it,  by  other  evidence  than 
their  own  declarations  on  their  books.  In 
fact,  such  proof  went  to  the  length  of  ex- 
plaining the  meaning  of  the  ambiguity  in 
the  contract  by  their  own  declarations,  to 
which  meaning  there  was  no  evidence  that 
defendants  assented. 

The  plaintiffs  argued  that,  even  in  this 
view  of  the  law,  there  was  enough  evidence 
to  go  to  the  jury,  outside  of  the  contract, 
tending  to  show    that    defendants    had    ac- 


cepted the  invoice  of  storage  of  August  9, 
1887,  amounting  to  $843.75.  Defendants' 
reply  of  August  13,  to  notice  of  having 
stored  these  goods,  taken  by  itself,  would 
bear  plaintiffs'  construction;  but  this  let- 
ter was  subject  to  explanation,  and  must  be 
taken  in  connection  with  all  the  evidence 
in  the  case;  and  that  it  was  not  the  inten- 
tion of  defendants  to  accept  and  pay  for  the 
storage  of  that  invoice  is  clearly  evinced  by 
their  letter  of  August  22,  in  which  they 
say:  "The  15  bags  which  appear  in  your 
statement  dated  August  9th  please  do  not 
ship.  We  do  not  n^d  it,  as  we  wrote  you 
on  18th,  as  we  had  enough  on  hand  to  run 
us  until  January  1st,  1888." 

So,  the  question  still  comes  back  to  the 
main  one.  What  was  defendants'  liability 
on  the  ambiguous  contract?  The  court  be- 
low answered,  "None,"  in  which  answer  we 
concur. 

The  assignments  of  error  are  overruled, 
and  the  judgment  is  affirmed. 


Again,  it  has  been  held  that  lottery  ticlcets 
are  a  proper  subject  of  charge  In  a  book  ac- 
c*ount,  and  their  saie  and  delivery  provable 
thereby,  where  the  lottery  office  was  licensed 
and  the  lottery  authorised  by  law.  Gregory  v. 
Bailey,  4  Harr.  (Del.)  256;  Bailey  v.  Mc- 
Dowell, 1  Harr.  (Del.)  346;  May  v.  Brownell, 
3  Vt.  463.  But  in  view  of  the  present  Federal 
statutes  prohibiting  lotteries,  or  the  sale  of 
tickets,  this  rule  would  hardly  be  followed  now. 

And  an  action  on  book  account  will  lie  for 
a  charge  of  postages  made  by  a  postmaster 
while  in  office.  Sargeant  v.  Pettibone,  1  Aik. 
(Vt.)   856. 

But  the  account  books  of  a  keeper  of  a  bil- 
liard table  are  not  competent  evidence  to  prove 
an  account  for  games  of  billiards.  Boyd  v. 
Ladson,  4  McCord,  L.  76,  17  Am.  Dec.  707. 

Darnel  v.  Sheldon,  3  N.  J.  L.  522,  was  an 
action  of  debt  in  which  it  appeared  that  there 
were  several  small  articles  of  provisions 
charged  which  were  noted  to  have  been  lent 
at  the  time  in  the  plaintiff's  account,  for  which 
reason  the  defendant  contended  that  the  goods 
Bo  lent  could  not  be  recovered  in  an  action  of 
debt ;  but  the  court  said  that  as  it  was  a  com- 
mon book  account,  kept  in  a  plain  way  and  by 
plain  people,  it  was  sufficient,  and  affirmed  the 
Judgment  for  plaintiff. 

In  Worman  v.  Boyer,  14  Serg.  &  R.  212.  it 
was  held  that  after  plaintiff  had  introduced  his 
book  of  original  entries  properly  authenticated 
and  a  letter  from  the  defendant  merely  ac- 
knowledging the  receipt  of  letters  from  plain- 
tiff without  stating  their  contents,  and  stat- 
ing his  inability  to  pay  a  balance  due  plain- 
tiff, and  asking  time,  he  could  not  then  put 
in  evidence  his  Journal  and  ledger  to  show 
what  the  balance  due  was. 

On  a  bill  against  an  agent  for  an  accounting 
the  agent's  books  are  not  admissible  to  prove 
the  sale  and  delivery  of  provisions  and  neces- 
aaries  to  his  principal.  Poag  v.  Poag,  1  Hill, 
£k|.  286. 

But  an  entry  In  a  book  of  accounts  offered  to 
show  the  date  of  the  delivery  of  the  goods 
charged,  made  at  the  time  of  the  transaction 
In  the  regular  course  of  business,  Is  competent 
evidence,  where  the  party  who  made  the  entry 
testifies  to  the  delivery  of  the  goods,  but  can- 
not from  recollection  fix  the  date,  which  is  a 
material  fact.  Costello  v.  Crowell,  133  Mass. 
352. 

And  a  person's  book  of  accounts,  with  his 
■nppletory  oath,  may  be  received  in  evidence 
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to  prove  that  he  is  a  creditor  of  a  deceased 
person  of  whose  estate  he  seeks  to  be  appointed 
administrator  on  the  ground  that  he  is  a 
creditor  thereof  as  provided  by  statute.  Arn- 
old V.  Sabin,  1  Cush.  525. 

The  account  l>ook8  of  a  commercial  house 
presumably  kept  honestly  and  In  the  usual  way 
afford  some  evidence  of  nonpayment  of  the 
claim,  where  no  credit  or  evidence  of  payment 
appears  on  the  books.  Union  School  Furni- 
ture Co.  V.  Mason,  3  S.  D.  147,  52  N.  W.  671. 

In  Ducoign  v,  Schreppel,  1  Yeates,  347,  It  was 
said  that  day  books  are  not  only  evidence  of 
the  delivery  of  goods,  but  of  theli/  price  also 
prima  facie. 

III.  Work    done,   and    9ervicca    rendered,    and 
materiaU  furnished. 

a.  Particular  kinds  of  work  and  services  prov- 
able. 

1.  Physical  labor. 

Original  entries  in  a  day  book  of  one  suing 
for  work  and  labor  done,  are  prima  facie  evi- 
dence, not  only  of  the  work  done,  but  of  the 
price  of  the  work.  Ducoign  v.  Schreppei,  1 
Yeates,  347. 

And  the  books  of  a  plumt>er,  who  agreed  to 
do  the  plumbing  for  certain  houses  as  cheap  or 
( heaper  than  anyone  else,  are  evidence  to  prove 
the  value  of  work  done  and  materials  furnished. 
Kline  V.  Foster,  1  Walker  (Pa.)  254. 

A  mechanic's  books  stand  on  the  same  footing 
as  a  merchant's  books  under  the  South  Caro- 
lina act,  and  are  admissible  to  prove  his  ac- 
count for  work  and  labor.  Lamb  v.  Hart,  S 
Bay,  362,  1  Brev.  105. 

I'hus,  an  account  book  of  a  carpenter  for 
work  and  labor  as  a  carpenter  is  entitled  to  go 
to  the  jury  under  a  fair  construction  of  the  act 
of  the  legislature  allowing  merchant's  books  to 
be  given  In  evidence  to  prove  book  accounts. 
Slade  V.  Teasdale,  2  Bay,  172.  The  objection 
in  this  case  was  that  the  act  referred  to  was  a 
deviation  from  the  rules  of  the  common  law, 
and  as  such  should  be  construed  strictly  and 
confined  to  merchants  only ;  but  the  court  ruled 
that  all  classes  of  men  who  were  obliged  to 
keep  books  In  the  way  of  their  trade  should  be 
put  upon  the  same  footing,  there  being  no  good 
reason  why  a  merchant  should  be  peculiarly 
privileged  and  tradesmen  excluded. 

So.  also,  a  miller's  books  of  account  may  be 
received  in  evidence  to  prove  an  account  for 
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jneal  sold  and  delivered.  Exum  v.  Davis,  10 
Ricli.  L.  357.  The  objection  was  that  the  mil- 
ler was  not  a  tradesman,  but  it  was  held  un- 
tenable. 

And  a  miller's  books,  who  swears  to  the  orig- 
inal entries  which  he  made,  are  admissible  to 
prove  the  quantity  of  lumber  furnished  from 
his  saw  mill  to  the  defendant.  Gordon  v.  Arn- 
old, 1  McCord,  L.  617.  See  also  Conway  ▼. 
Spicer,  5  Harr.  (Del.)  425,  holding  that  charges 
for  sawing  lumber  are  proper  subjects  of  a  book 
charge. 

So,  also,  a  shoemaker's  books,  unobjectionable' 
otherwise,  are  admissible  for  him  to  prove  an 
account  for  boots  and  shoes  said  to  be  delivered 
to  a  customer.  Drummond  v.  Hyams,  Harp,  L. 
268,  18  Am.  Dec.  649. 

The  books  of  a  bricklayer  are  admissible  to 
prove  a  performance  of  a  particular  Job  of 
work  in  the  course  of  his  trade  and  articles 
furnished.     Lynch  v.  Petrie,  1  Nott  &  M'C.  130. 

Story  y.  Perrin,  2  Sllil  Const.  220,  was  a 
summary  process  for  the  price  of  a  seine,  in 
which  it  was  proved  that  the  plaintiif  was  by 
occupation  a  seine  maker,  whose  books  were  of- 
fered in  evidence,  but  were  objected  to  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  not  such  a  tradesman-  or 
handicraftsman  as  the  law  contemplated  whose 
books  are  in  evidence ;  and  the  court  said  that, 
so  far  as  this  distinction  was  concerned,  they 
were  not  able  to  support  the  contention. 

In  Amee  y.  Wilson,  22  Me.  116,  the  court 
said  that  if  charges  of  a  sailmaker  were  for 
labor  performed  and  materials  furnished  In 
making  the  sails,  it  might  be  proper  to  permit 
his  books  accompanied  by  his  oath  to  be  Intro- 
duced to  prove  the  items. 

In  Bennett  v.  Shaw,  12  Ohio  C.  C.  674,  an 
action  to  recover  for  carpenter  work  done  by 
plaintiff,  It  was  urged  by  him  that  his  book 
containing  the  account  of  the  work  done  was 
primary  evidence  of  the  doing  of  the  work  and 
the  furnishing  of  materials,  but  with  this  claim 
the  court  disagreed.  The  court  said:  *'Any 
party  in  the  state  of  Ohio  has  a  right  to  testify 
and  to  corroborate  his  testimony  with  that  of 
any  other  witness.  If  he  brings  his  action  upon 
an  account,  primarily  his  own  testimony  Is  the 
highest  and  best  evidence  that  can  be  offered  of 
the  facts  set  forth  in  his  petition,  or  that  of 
the  witnesses  who  had  the  transactions — who 
performed  the  work,  or  who  delivered  the  ma- 
terial described  in  his  petition.  The  fact  that 
at  the  time  of  the  performance  of  the  work  and 
of  the  delivery  of  the  material  these  transac- 
tions were  recorded  in  a  book  is  merely  corrob- 
orative, and  is  secondary  evidence  of  the  trans- 
actions themselves;  but  if  those  transactions 
were  recorded  at  the  time,  and  it  Is  testified  to 
by  some  person  who  knows  of  it,  that  they  were 
recorded  at  the  time;  and  if  th^  person  who 
recorded  testifies  that  he  recorded  them,  and 
that  they  were  truthfully  recorded,  the  book 
may  be  received  in  evidence,  not  independent  of 
the  testimony  of  the  witnesses,  but  in  connec- 
tion with  their  testimony.  This,  we  think,  is 
the  certain  rule  upon  that  subject." 

The  books  of  a  tradesman  or  mechanic  are 
admissible  only  to  prove  the  performance  and 
dellveiT  of  work  done  within  the  mechanic's 
shop ;  and  where  the  work  is  done  outside  his 
■hop  or  on  the  premises  of  the  party  charged, 
such  as  building  or  repairing  a  house  or  any 
other  fixture,  there  can  be  no  necessity  for 
books,  for  the  work  itself  is  apparent  and  pal- 
pable. St.  Phillip's  Church  v.  White,  2  Mc- 
Mull.  L.  306. 

And  in  Lynch  ▼.  Cronan,  6  Gray,  531,  a  pe- 
tition to  enforce  a  mechanic's  Hen  for  labor 
performed  by  the  petitioner  upon  a  building, 
the  petitioner's  book  of  accounts  and  supple- 
tory  oath  were  held  not  to  be  competent  evi- 
dence of  the  labor  performed  by  him.  He  had 
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It  in  his  power  to  secure  other  evidence  of  the 
work  which  he  performed  by  the  testimony  of  the 
contractor  or  of  his  fellow  workmen. 

Time  consumed  in  teaming  and  hauling  for 
the  party  against  whom  the  charges  are  entered 
is  a  proper  subject  of  book  entry,  provided  the 
charges  are  made  at  or  about  the  time  the  work 
is  done.  Dickon  v.  Winters,  160  Pa.  126,  82 
Atl.  280. 

But  a  book  In  which  a  day  laborer  keeps 
his  accounts  against  his  employer  for  work  and 
labor  Is  not  the  sort  of  book  which  the  Georgia 
statute  contemplates.  It  is  not  a  book  kept 
by  a  shopkeeper,  storekeeper,  or  any  other  per- 
son dealing  with  customers  by  whom  the  dealer 
can  show  that  he  kept  correct  books,  but  la  a 
mere  memorandum  which  can  be  used  to  re- 
fresh recollection,  though  it  li  not  admissible 
in  evidence.     Schall  v.  Eisner,  68  Ga.  190. 

Neither  the  rate  of  wages  nor  the  time  of 
service  of  an  employee  can  be  properly  shown 
by  entries  in  the  books  of  his  deceased  employer, 
as  there  is  no  ground  of  necessity  upon  which 
sucli  entries  made  by  a  party  can  become  evi- 
dence which  it  is  competent  for  him  to  offer 
in  his  own  favor.  Silver  ▼.  Worcester,  72  Me. 
322. 

2.  ProfesBional  services^ 

Books  of  account  are  generally  held  to  be 
competent  evidence  to  prove  charges  for  pro- 
fessional services  rendered,  such  as  those  of  a 
lawyer  or  physician. 

Thus,  in  Black  v.  Reybold,  8  Harr.  (Del.) 
528,  the  court  said  that  the  legal  fees  of  an 
attorney,  and  his  compensation  for  counsel,  are 
properly  the  subjects  of  charge  In  a  book  ac- 
count. 

And  It  has  been  held  that  the  professional 
services  of  an  attorney  at  law  are  provable  by 
the  attorney's  books  and  his  suppletory  oath. 
Snell  V.  Parsons,  50  N.  H.  621 ;  Codman  v. 
Caldwell,  81  Me.  560. 

Charlton  v.  Lawry,  1  N.  C.  (Mart.)  pt. 
1,  p.  26,  was  assumpsit  on  an  account  for  fees 
of  plaintiff's  testator  as  attorney  In  which  the 
plaintiff  moved  to  prove  the  account  by  the  tes- 
tator's book  under  the  book-debt  act,  to  which 
the  court  objected  because  the  record  of  the 
business  done  would  be  better  evidence ;  but 
after  argument  to  the  effect  that  the  hardship 
of  the  case  and  the  reason  suggested  by  coun- 
sel that  the  record  would  not  always  be  the 
best  evidence  because  the  attorney  might  enter 
bis  appearance  without  t>eing  employed,  the 
court  allowed  the  books  to  be  given  in  evidence^ 
the  sum  being  under  30  shillings. 

But  on  a  contest  between  an  attorney  and 
his  client  over  a  demand  for  fees  and  dlsburae- 
raents  for  which  the  attorney  claims  a  lien  on 
the  Judgment  recovered  in  behalf  of  his  client 
the  attorney's  book  of  accounts  is  inadmissible 
to  support  his  demand  where  it  contains  no 
charges  upon  which  any  lien  could  arise.  Wells 
V.  Hatch,  43  X.  H.  246. 

Again,  a  physician's  books  of  account  have 
been  held  admissible  in  evidence  for  him  equal- 
ly with  those  of  a  trader  or  merchant.  Foster 
V.  Coleman,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  85. 

And  the  books  of  account  of  a  physician  suing 
the  personal  representative  of  a  deceased  pa- 
tient to  recover  for  professional  senrlces,  sup- 
ported by  the  suppletory  oath  of  his  wife.  Is 
admissible  under  the  Nebraska  statute.  Martin 
V.  Scott,  12  Neb.  42,  10  N.  W.  532. 

And  In  an  action  by  a  physician  to  recover 
for  professional  services  rendered  to  a  patient 
since  deceased,  he  may  introduce  his  booln  of 
account  to  prove  his  claim.  Bookout  t.  Shan- 
non, 59  Miss.  378. 

In  Duraud  v.  Grimes,  18  Ga.  603,  however, 
it  was  held  that  testimony  proving  the  actual 
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rendition  of  serylces  by  a  physician  was  better 
<eYidence  than  his  boolcs. 

In  McBride  v.  Watts,  1  McCord,  L.  384,  an 
■action  by  an  executrix  of  a  deceased  physician 
against  the  captain  of  a  ship  for  medicine  and 
attendance  on  the  ship's  mate,  the  physician's 
J)ook  of  original  entries  proved  in  the  usual 
way,  accompanied  by  the  testimony  of  a  witness 
who  stated  that  he  had  presented  the  bill  to 
the  captain  who  made  no  objection  to  It,  but 
who  could  not  state  positively  that  the  captain 
Aald  he  would  pay,  but  the  impression  on  his 
mind  was  that  the  captain  Intended  to  pay, 
was  held  good  evidence,  not  merely  as  to  the 
medicine  administered  and  services  rendered, 
hut  the  book  entry  was  corroborated  by  the  ac- 
companying testimony  which  established  a  tacit 
Admission  that  the  captain  had  employed  the 
physician. 

In  Pennsylvania  the  question  does  not  seem 
to  have  been  finally  settled  by  the  supreme 
'Court  of  that  state. 

Thus,  in  Hale  v.  Ard,  48  Pa.  22  the  book  entry 
was  for  the  professional  services  of  the  attorney 
At  law,  and  was  admitted  without  objection  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant;  but  the  court  said 
that  if  the  question  were  squarely  before  them 
they  should  hesitate  before  pronouncing  the 
«ntry  receivable.  "Unlike  physical  labor,"  said 
the  court,  "it  Is  Incapable  of  being  gauged  by 
the  time  it  occupies  or  by  comparing  it  with 
«ther  similar  services  with  which  the  Jury  is 
supposed  to  be  acquainted.  Nor  is  it  capable 
<of  such  certainty  in  description  as  is  essential 
to  an  ordinary  charge  for  work  done." 

And  in  Re  Fulton,  178  Pa.  78,  35  L.  R.  A. 
133,  35  Atl.  880,  the  court  declined  to  decide 
Jbow  far  books  of  original  entry  may  be  re- 
-ceived  as  evidence  of  services  of  a  professional 
character,  but  fitill  Intimated  that  upon  a  prop- 
er objection  they  would  hold  them  inadmissible 
for  thaf  purpose. 

But  some  of  the  other  courts  of  that  state 
have  held  that  professional  services  rendered 
"by  a  physician  are  a  proper  subject  of  book 
•entry.     German's  Estate.  16  Phlla.  318. 

But  have  held  that  the  professional  services 
Tendered  by  an  attorney  are  not  the  proper  sub- 
ject of  a  book  charge.  Atwood  v.  Caverley, 
1  W.  N.  C.  82 ;  Rogers  v.  Scullins,  2  W.  N.  C. 
535 ;  Meany  v.  Klelne,  8  W.  N.  C.  474. 

In  Forman's  Bstate,  7  Pa.  Dist.  R.  214,  it 
was  said  to  be  more  than  doubtful  whether 
services  of  a  professional  character,  such  as 
those  rendered  by  a  lawyer  or  surgeon,  can  ever 
t>c  proved  by  entries  in  a  book  account. 

In  Langolf  v.  Pfromer,  2  Phlla.  17,  an  action 
t>y  a  physician  for  professional  services  ren- 
dered and  medicines  sold,  it  was  held  that  the 
Jury  were  not  bound  to  accept  plaintiff's  book 
of  original  entries  as  it  stood,  as  to  the  value 
of  his  services  rendered,  without  any  abate- 
ment of  what  might  appear  to  them  unreason- 
able or  excessive. 

In  Har locker  v.  Gertner,  4  Clark  (Pa.)  191, 
an  action  for  medicines  sold  and  delivered,  the 
court  charged  the  Jury  that,  when  proved  by 
plaintiff's  oath,  his  book  of  original  entries  was 
«vldence  of  medicines  sold  and  delivered  and  of 
their  price ;  but  where  it  appears  that  he  had 
•commenced  the  practice  of  medicine  without  a 
previous  study  or  experience,  and  he  did  not 
disclose  the  nature  of  his  compounds  or  the 
Ingredients  of  which  they  were  composed  (the 
tK>ok  only  describing  them  as  "powders"  and 
^'boxes  of  salve"),  the  Jury  might  find  them  to 
t>e  of  no  value  whatever.  There  was  a  verdict 
for  defendant. 

In  Hirst  V.  Clarke,  1  Clark  (Pa.)  898.  It  was 
beld  that  the  intellectual  labor  of  authors  was 
not  such  labor  as  could  properly  be  the  subject 
of  8  charge  in  a  book  of  accounts :  and  that  a 
oopy  of  an  account  charging  defendant  wlt^ 
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various  items  of  literary  composition  was  not 
such  an  account  as  was  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Pennsylvania  statute  allowing  the  plain- 
tiff to  take  Judgment  upon  it  for  want  of  an  af- 
fidavit of  defense. 

Again,  an  entry  in  an  architect's  book  of 
original  entries,  making  a  charge  for  making 
plans  for  the  alteration  of  a  building,  cannot 
be  proved  by  a  copy,  under  the  Delaware  stat- 
ute.    Sloan  V.  Grlmshaw,  4  Houst.  (Del.)  826. 

And  It  has  been  held  that  charges  for  tuition 
are  the  proper  subject  of  book  charge.  Oliver 
V.  Phelps,  20  N.  J.  L.  180,  21  N.  J.  L.  597. 

So,  also,  of  charges  for  books  and  stationery 
furnished  to  a  pupil.    IMd. 

But  a  school  master's  books  of  account  were 
held  to  be  incompetent  to  prove  his  account,  in 
Pelser  v.  Cranston,  2  McCord,  L.  328. 

8.  Fees  for  offloial  services. 

The  books  of  account  of  a  sheriff  suing  for 
maintaining  in  Jail  a  debtor  held  on  a  capias 
ad  faHsfaciendum  at  the  suit  of  the  defendant 
are  not  competent  evidence  for  the  plaintiff. 
Walker  v.  M'Mahan,  3  Brev.  251. 

And  the  fees  of  a  notary  public  are  not  the 
proper  subject  of  a  book  entry.  Brown  v. 
Bennett,  6  Legal  Gaz.  157,  s.  c,  3  Luzerne 
Legal  Reg.  63. 

Under  the  act  of  March  28,  1835  (P.  L.  88; 
Pepper  ft  Lewis  Dig.  3618),  It  was  held  that  no 
affidavit  of  defense  was  required  when  the 
charges  were  made  for  the  services  of  a  notary, 
although  they  were  entered  in  a  book,  such  not 
being  "book  debts"  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act.     Harbison  v.  Hawkins,  81*  Pa.  142. 

In  this  case  it  was  said,  as  preliminary  to 
the  decision  in  the  case,  that  entries  made  by 
a  notary  for  charges  for  taking  depositions  and 
an  acknowledgment  would  not  render  the  book 
in  which  they  were  entered  admissible  as  a  book 
of  original  entries. 

In  Miller  v.  French,  1  Aik.  (Vt.)  99,  fees  for 
services  rendered  a  Justice  of  the  peace  were 
held  chargeable  on  book  and  recovered  in  an  ac- 
tion on  book  account.  "No  precise  rule  has 
been  or  can  be  adopted,"  said  the  court,  "as  to 
what  may  be  charged  on  book.  Perhaps  it 
would  have  been  more  correct,  and  certainly 
more  safe,  to  have  restricted  the  action  on  book 
to  such  demands  as  consist  of  services  rendered, 
or  personal  chattels  delivered  without  any  spe- 
cial contract  between  the  parties,  and  where, 
according  to  the  usual  course  of  deal,  no  other 
evidence  than  the  oath  of  the  parties  is  pre- 
sumed to  exist.  This,  however,  would  be  op- 
posed to  the  usage  that  has  obtained  in  the 
state,  if  not  to  the  course  of  Judicial  decisions." 

Smith  V.  Johnson,  5  N.'J.  L.  511,  was  an 
action  by  a  constable  to  recover  for  fees  due 
him  for  serving  warrants.  There  seems  to  have 
been  no  objection  to  the  plaintiff's  book,  the 
Judgment  being  reversed  on  other  grounds. 

4.  Charges  for  carriage. 

The  books  of  the  owner  of  a  ferry,  supported 
by  proof  In  the  usual  manner  by  those  who 
had  made  the  entries,  and  of  one  who  was  dead, 
bis  handwriting  being  proved,  are  admissible 
to  prove  an  account  for  ferriage.  Frazier  v. 
Drayton,  2  Nott  ft  M'C.  471. 

And  money  due  for  freight  on  certain  good! 
shipped  on  plaintiff's  vessel  by  the  defendant 
and  transported  to  the  destination  is  chargeable 
on  book,  although  the  price  of  freight  be  agreed 
on  beforehand.     Boardman  v.  Keller,  2  Vt.  65. 

But  services  rendered  by  the  plaintiff  for  the 

defendant  In  smuggling  goods  during  a  time  of 

war  are  not  chargeable  on  book.     Lock  wood  v. 

Knap,  1  Root,  153.     It  was  an  llllcft  transaction 

to  which  the  court  will  give  no  aid. 
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6.  Charges  for  hoard,  eie. 

Book!  of  orlgiDEl  entry  on  proper  foundation 
being  made  by  the  oath  of  the  party  who  kept 
them  are  competent  evidence  to  prove  charges 
therein  for  board,  washing,  nursing,  and  stock 
ranching,  and  their  value.  Jones  v.  Gammans, 
11  Nev.  249. 

So,  meals  furnished  from  day  to  day  by  a 
hotel  keeper  are  a  proper  subject  of  book 
charge ;  and  it  Is  no  valid  objection  to  the  book 
that  the  charges  are  In  part  and  to  a  con- 
siderable extent  charges  for  meals  furnished 
to  the  servants  of  the  party  charged.  Tre- 
maln  v.  Edwards,  7  Cush,  414. 

But  in  Gibbons's  Estate  (1860)  1  Campbell, 
10,  s.  c,  1  Legal  Gaz.  29,  It  was  held  that  items 
charging  board  and  cash  are  not  for  goods  sold 
In  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  and  the 
book  containing  them  was  not  such  a  book  of 
original  entry  as  to  be  admissible  In  evidence ; 
also  that  a  charge  for  '^refreshments"  furnished 
a  sailor,  when  tt  does  not  appear  what  the  re- 
freshments were,  and  It  is  probable  from  the 
nature  of  the  business  that  they  were  liquors, 
in  which  case  the  debt  expre^ly  forfeited  by 
statute,  was  not  allowable. 

6.  Miacellaneous  cases. 

The  hire  of  a  slave  was  held  a  proper  subject 
for  book  account  under  the  Tennessee  statute, 
In  Irwin  v.  Jordan,  7  Humph.  167. 

So,  also,  is  the  hire  of  a  horse  due  under  a 
crontract  made  between  the  parties.  Easly  v. 
Eakln,  Cooke   (Tenn.)   888. 

Again,  books  of  account,  supported  by  the 
necessary  preliminary  proof,  are  admissible  to 
prove  an  account  for  advertising.  Anthony  ▼. 
Stlnson,  4  Kan.  211. 

And  a  printer's  books  duly  proved  are  admis- 
sible to  prove  his  authority  for  inserting  ad- 
vertisements :  and  also  the  delivery  of  his  news- 
paper to  a  subscribed  when  he  has  no  better  evi- 
dence in  his  power.  Thomas  v.  Dyott,  1  Nott 
&  M'C.  186. 

But  they  are  not' sufficient  to  prove  the  Inser- 
tion of  the  advertisements.  The  file  of  the 
newspapers  must  be  produced  to  show  that. 
Richards  v.  Howard,  2  Nott  &  M'C.  474. 

But  the  books  of  account  of  a  scrivener  are 
not  admissible  under  the  South  Carolina  act. 
Watson  v.  Blgelow.  2  Brev.  127. 

And  plans  of  an  architect  for  the  alteration 
of  a  building  are  not  materials  properly  charge- 
able in  a  book  account.  Sloan  v.  Grimshaw,  4 
Houst.   (Del.)   326. 

But  in  an  action  by  plaintiff,  an  officer  of 
defendant  club,  to  recover  for  services  rendered 
as  collector  of  rents,  the  admission  of  the 
plalntllTs  book  showing  the  collections  made  by 
him  is  proper.  Flynn  v.  Columbus  Club,  21  R. 
I.  C34,  45  Atl.  551. 

And  In  an  action  to  recover  for  services  as 
bookkeeper,  salesman,  and  clerk  defendant's 
books  kept  by  plaintiff  while  so  employed  are 
admissible  to  show  the  character  and  amount 
of  bookkeeping  done  by  plaintiff  and  the  extent 
of  defendant's  business,  In  determining  the 
value  of  plaintiff's  services,  Crusoe  v.  Clark, 
127  Cal.  841,  69  Pac.  700. 

And  where  the  compensation  of  the  manager 
of  a  business  is  to  be  measured  by  one  half 
of  the  net  profits,  the  books  kept  during  his 
management  are  admissible  In  evidence  to  show 
the  true  measure  of  his  recovery  under  his  con- 
tract.    Voorhels   v.    Bovell,    20    111.    App.    538. 

In  Bushnell  v.  Simpson,  119  Cal.  658,  51 
Pac.  1080,  an  action  to  recover  balance  of  salary 
due  to  plaintiff  for  services  as  president  of  a 
corporation  which  had  assigned  Its  property  to 
defendant  who  had  assumed  to  pay  Its  debts, 
in  which,  after  proper  testimony  of  defendant's 
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election   as   president,   and  amount  of  salary 
to  be  paid  to  him,  plaintiff  testified  that  he  had 
performed  the  duties  during  the  time  alleged ; 
that  during  that  time  he  had  paid  out  money 
for  the  corporation  to  which  he  rendered  vouch- 
ers, and  had  purchased  goods  and  drawn  money 
at  various  times  from  It  for  his  personal  use,  and 
that  he  kept  a  book  In  which  these  various  Items- 
were  entered,  and  In  which  he  had  also  entered 
charges  for  his  services  as  rendered, — ^It  was 
held  that,  as  against  the  objection  that  "the 
books  of  the  company  are  the  proper  books  to 
be  offered  In  evidence  In  this  case,"  this  book 
kept  by  plaintiff   was  proper  to  be  exercised  In 
evidence  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  the  amount  to> 
be  deducted  from  the  salary  due  him,  although 
it  could  have  no  weight  In    determining    the 
amount  of  salary  which  he  was  to  receive ;  his- 
clalm  to  a  salary  being  based  upon  express  con- 
tract. 

Where  the  services  are  in  themselves  such 
as  are  usually  chargeable  on  book,  a  special 
agreement  as  to  the  mode  of  payment  will  not 
preclude  the  party  performing  them  from  the 
right  to  so  charge  them  and  sue  for  them  on 
book  account.  Newton  v.  Hlgglns,  2  Vt.  366; 
Fay  V.  Green,  2  Alk.  (Vt.)  386,  dictum. 

So.  work  done  under  a  special  agreement  fix- 
ing the  price  payable  at  a  future  date  Is  charge- 
able on  book  If  not  paid  as  agreed ;  and  the 
fact  that  the  price  Is  fixed  does  not  deprlve- 
of  the  right  to  so  charge.  Fry  v.  Slyfield,  3- 
Vt.  246. 

But  they  cannot  be  charged  on  book  until 
the  other  party  has  been  guilty  of  a  breach  on. 
his  part.     Harris  v.  Baker,  1  Root,  220. 

In  Dayton  v.  Dean,  23  Conn.  99,  book  debt 
to  recover  for  labor  performed,  it  appeared  that 
the  plaintiff  had  proposed  to  work  for  the  de- 
fendant for  three  months  at  a  stipulated  price 
per  day  payable  quarterly,  and  that  the.  defend- 
ant had  accepted  the  proposal,  but  added  that 
the  plaintiff  should  have  his  pay  every  night: 
and  It  was  held  that  full  performance  of  three 
months'  work  before  any  payment  could  be- 
clalmed  by  the  plaintiff  had  been  waived,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  could  charge  on  his  book  and 
recover  for  the  time  he  had  actually  worked. 

In  Summers  v.  M'Klm,  12  Serg.  &  R.  405.  an 
action  for  work  and  labor,  It  was  held  that 
defendant  could  not  put  In  evidence  a  book 
containing  an  account  kept  by  himself  of  the 
work  and  labor  done  by  plaintiff. 

In  an  action  to  recover  the  dally  wages  of 
the  plaintiff's  slave  employed  by  the  defendant, 
a  small  memorandum  book  kept  by  the  defend- 
ant's master  workman,  which  contains  an  ac- 
count of  the  days*  work  of  all  the  hands  hired 
by  the  defendant,  and,  amongst  the  rest,  of 
the  slave  in  question,  and  also  stating  the  lost 
time  of  each  slave  or  hand  hired  by  the  day,  is 
not,  although  supported  by  the  defendant's  sup- 
pletory  oath  and  shown  to  be  the  customary 
mode  of  keeping  such  an  account,  admissible  to 
prove  the  fact  that  the  slave  had  lost  several 
portions  of  days,  making  up  In  the  whole  the 
sum  which  defendant  claims  should  be  deducted 
from  the  amount  sued  for.  M'Kewn  v.  Barks- 
dale,  2  Nott  &  M'C.  17. 

On  an  Issue  as  to  the  time  of  a  professional 
visit  of  a  physician  to  which  a  witness  testifies, 
who  also  testifies  to  other  like  visits  upon  other 
persons  upon  the  same  day,  the  physician's  book 
of  accounts,  containing  his  dally  entries  pur- 
porting to  be  made  at  the  time,  showing  charges 
for  professional  services  against  the  person 
I  mentioned  by  the  witness  as  the  places  where 
the  physician  made  the  other  visits.  Is  not  ad- 
missible to  show  the  time  of  the  visit  in  ques- 
tion. Lclghton  V.  Sargent,  81  N.  H,  119,  64 
Am.  Dec.  323. 

To  render  an  account  book  admissible  In  erl- 
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•dence  in  favor  of  the  party  keeping  It,  it  is 
•  unnecessary  tliat  he  testify  that  he  has  not 
^en  paid  for  the  services  charged.  If  the  de- 
fendj^nts  rely  on  payment,  they  may  prove  it 
J)y  inquiring  of  the  plaintlif  or  otherwise. 
Witherell  v.  Swan,  82  Me.  247. 

In  McGarrey'B  Estate,  9  Pa.  Dist.  B.  172,  a 
•claim  against  a  decedent's  estate  for  funeral 
•expenses,  it  was  held  that  the  cost  of  articles 
purchased  or  hired  from  third  persons,  such  as 
flowers,  flower  pillows,  silk  dresses  to  order, 
carriages,  etc.,  are  not  the  subject  of  book 
•entries  by  the  undertaker. 

In  an  action  by  an  assignee  for  creditors 
against  an  attaching  creditor  for  9onverslon  of 
the  property  assigned,  books  of  account  of  the 
.assignor,  kept  by  the  plaintiif  as  clerk  for  such 
assignor,  who  is  also  a  creditor,  named  In  the 
■assignment,  are  admissible,  in  connection  with 
other  proper  evidence  establishing  the  amount 
and  value  of  his  services,  to  show  the  balance 
>due  to  him  on  his  debt.  DeForest  v.  Bacon,  2 
Conn.  633. 

In  a  Joint  action  to  recover  for  work  done 
■and  money  paid,  a  book  of  accounts  is  not  ad- 
missible to  prove  the  account  where  the  only 
preliminary  proof  is  that  the  book  was  the  book 
•of  account  of  original  entries  of  one  of  the  de- 
fendants individually.  Hansen  v.  Klrtley,  11 
Iowa,  565.  Without  further  proof,  It  was  said, 
the  court  should  not  have  allowed  a  book  of  ac- 
counts showing  dealings  between  defendant  and 
one  of  the  plaintiffs  to  be  used  in  an  action 
•brought  by  the  person  holding  and  owning  the 
book  Jointly  with  another.  If  the  book  was 
beld  for  the  two.  or  if  he  had  the  management 
-of  the  business  of  the  firm  (if  a  partnership 
existed),  or  if  it  was  in  fact  the  book  of  the 
two  which  he  was  accustomed  to  speak  of  as 
ihis  own,  then  it  was  admissible ;  but.  In  the 
;absence  of  proof  of  any  of  these  facts,  the  book 
should  not  be  allowed  to  go  to  the  Jury. 

b.  Work  done  hy  servant. 

The  use  of  one's  own  books  verified  by  his 
oath  is  not  secondary  evidence,  ner  is  it  neces- 
sary to  its  admission  to  first  show  loss  of  other 
evidence.  If  it  is  apparent  that  he  can  prob- 
ably furnish  better  evidence,  and  he  fails  to 
do  so,  or  fails  to  account  for  Its  absence,  that 
fact  is  a  consideration  which  goes  to  the  credit 
of  the  books  as  evidence,  and  not  to  their  com- 
petency. Accoi-dlngly,  the  time  book  of  the 
plaintiff  suing  for  labor  done  by  himself  and 
bis  apprentice,  containing  entries  of  labor  done 
by  both  of  them,  is  not  inadmissible  so  far  as 
It  may  prove  the  labor  of  the  apprentice  on  the 
ground  that  the  apprentice  should  be  produced 
as  a  witness  to  testify  to  his  own  labor  or  his 
absence  accounted  for.  Mathes  v.  Robinson, 
S  Met.  269,  41  Am.  Dec.  505.  It  seems,  too, 
from  the  statement  of  this  case,  that  the  plain* 
tiff  in  fact  offered  to  prove,  aliunde,  that  he  and 
his  apprentice  did  labor  for  the  defendant ; 
"but  the  opinion  makes  no  notice  of  this,  but 
grounds  the  ruling  squarely  on  the  books  not 
being  secondary  evidence. 

And  a  book  of  accounts  of  a  firm  suing  for 
work  and  labor,  and  containing  charges  for  la- 
bor done  by  the  firm's  servants,  Is  not  inadmis- 
sible merely  on  the  ground  that  the  testimony 
of  the  servants  would  be  the  best  evidence  of 
the  charges  made,  and  that  they  should  be  pro- 
duced or  their  absence  accounted  for  before  the 
book  is  admitted.  Barker  v.  Haskell,  9  Cush. 
218. 

Nor  Is  a  book  of  original  entries  of  a  painter 
and  glazier,  containing  charges  for  work  and 
labor  done  and  materials  sold  by  his  workmen, 
Inadmissible  because  the  persons  who  did  the 
wook  and  those  who  sold  the  goods  were  the 
better  evidence,  and  should  be  produced  or  their 
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absence  accounted  for.  Morris  t.  Briggs,  3 
Cush.   342. 

Mitchell  V.  Clarke,  1  N.  C.  (Mart.)  pt.  1,  p. 
25,  was  an  action  under  the  book-debt  act  of 
plaintiff  to  prove  work  and  labor  done,  not  by 
the  plaintiff  himself,  but  by  negroes  employed 
by  him,  and  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  sundry 
persons  for  the  use  of  the  defendant  and  paid 
for  by  the  plaintiff,  to  which  It  was  objected 
that  this  was  not  proper  because  the  work  was 
not  done  by  the  plaintiff  himself;  but  the 
court  overruled  the  objection,  and  allowed  the 
plaintiff  to  testify. 

In  Mathews  v.  Sanders,  15  Ark.  255,  an  ac- 
tion by  a  personal  representative  of  a  deceased 
person  to  recover  for  services  of  decedent  and 
his  employees,  the  court,  in  speaking  of  the 
Arkansas  statute  permitting  the  use  of  books  of 
account  of  the  decedent  in  such  case,  when 
shown  to  be  regularly  and  fairly  kept,  expressly 
disclaimed  any  intention  of  excluding  the  op- 
eration of  the  statute  to  the  kind  of  demands 
involved,  although  they  suggested  that  they 
were  susceptible  of  being  readily  established  or 
proved  by  original  evidence. 

But  in  Gage  v.  M'llwaln,  1  Strobh.  L.  135. 
the  proof  of  the  account  was  that  plaintiflTs 
testator  carried  on  his  business  as  blacksmith 
by  his  slave  who  had  charge  of  the  shop ;  that 
the  slave  entered  on  a  slate  In  the  shop  ail  the 
work  done ;  that  the  testator  transferred  all 
the  entries  from  his  slate  to  his  day  book,  which 
was  offered  in  evidence.  The  testator's  hand- 
writing was  proved.  It  was  also  proved  that  a 
notice  was  affixed  to  the  door  of  the  shop  that 
all  persons  having  work  done  there  on  credit 
should  be  allowed  to  do  so  on  condition  that  they 
consented  to  be  charged  according  to  memoran- 
da made  by  the  slave.  It  was  proved  also 
that  this  condition  was  generally  known,  and 
that  the  defendant  must  have  seen  the  notice 
as  he  passed  the  shop  in  going  back  and  forth 
between  his  home  and  the  village.  It  was  held 
that  the  book  could  not  be  evidence  of  both  the 
propositions  that  the  defendant  was  a  customer 
and  that  certain  work  had  been  done  for  him ; 
but  that,  conceding  that  the  book  was  admissi- 
ble at  all,  which  the  court  seems  very  much  to 
doubt.  It  was  evidence  only  against  a  customer 
at  the  shop  of  the  amount  of  work  done. 

So,  in  Wright  v.  Sharp,  1  Browne  (Pa.)  344, 
plaintiff  was  not  allowed  to  read  in  evidence  his 
book  of  original  entries  to  prove  work  done  by 
his  servant  for  the  defendant.  **It  is  from  ne- 
cessity that  a  book  of  original  entries  proved 
by  u  plaintiff's  oath  is  admitted  in  evidence  at 
all ;  and  where  the  work  has  been  done  by  a 
third  person  this  necessity  does  not  exist,  and 
therefore  the  evidence  is  inadmissible." 

c.  Work  done  for,  and  material  furnished  to, 

third  person. 

1.  Entries  against  party  sued. 

The  authority  for  charging  one  person  for 
work  done  for  another  must  be  proved  by  other 
evidence  than  a  book  of  original  entries  contain- 
ing such  charge.  Steel  v.  Yeatman,  5  Harr. 
(Del.)    267. 

In  Gorman  v.  Montgomery,  1  Allen,  416,  an 
action  to  recover  for  shoeing  horses,  the  de- 
fendant admitted  the  performance  of  the  work 
In  shoeing  horses  belonging  to  him,  but  con- 
tended that  exclusive  credit  therefor  was  given 
to  a  third  person,  who  was  shoeing  the  horses 
for  his  own  benefit.  One  of  the  plaintiffs  tes- 
tified that  the  defendant  tol.d  him  on  the  day 
when  the  account  commenced  that  the  work 
might  be  charged  to  him  and  he  would  pay 
for  It.  Plaintiffs  then  offered  their  book  of 
original  entries  with  the  oath  of  the  witness 
that  he  made  the  charges  therein  to  the  defend- 
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ant  according  to  such  order  and  direction ;  but 
it  was  held  that  the  book  offered  was  not  ad- 
missible. 

And  in  Tioga  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Stimson,  48  Mich. 
213,  12  N.  W.  173,  a  witness  for  the  plaintlflT 
was  allowed  to  use  its  private  account  books 
to  support  its  bill  of  particulars,  and  was  then 
permitted,  on  testifying,  to  use  the  bill  of 
particulars  as  -competent  and  trustworthy  for 
the  purpose  of  charging  the  defendant  with 
labor  and  articles  claimed  to  have  been  fur- 
nished by  It  in  carrying  out  a  contract  for  run- 
ning logs  for  which  recovery  was  sought ;  but 
it  was  held  that,  in  the  absence  of  testimony 
that  the  entries  as  against  the  defendant  were 
rightly  in  the  book,  they  were  purely  self -made 
testimony,  and  wholly  Ineffectual  to  sustain 
and  render  the  bill  of  particulars  competent. 

But  in  an  action  to  recover  for  work  done  by 
plaintiff  at  the  request  of  a  third  person,  who 
was  verbally  directed  by  the  defendant  to  have 
it  done  at  the  latter's  expense,  plaintlff^s  book, 
In  which  he  has  charged  the  defendant  with  the 
several  items  contained  in  his  bill  of  particulars. 
Is  admissible  where  such  third  person  has  been 
called  as  a  witness,  but  cannot  state  or  recol- 
lect the  dates  or  particular  items  of  work  for 
which  he  called  on  tfie  plaintiff.  Ball  v.  Gates, 
12  Met.  491. 

In  Murphey  v.  Gates,  81  Wis.  370,  51  N.  W. 
573,  it  was  held  that  an  entry  in  the  books  of 
an  attorney  suing  the  surety  upo-n  the  bond  of 
a  person  whom  the  plaintiff  had  represented  in 
a  previous  law-suit,  to  recover  for  his  services 
in  that  suit  which  he  claims  the  defendant  had 
promised  to  pay,  is  admissible  at  tending  to 
show  to  whom  credit  was  given. 

And  plaintifTs  book  of  original  entries,  with 
his  suppletory  oath,  was  held  competent,  In 
Waterhouse  v.  Fogg,  38  Me.  425,  to  prove  a 
charge  against  the,  defendant  for  procuring 
a  writ  on  a  demand  claiAied  by  him  but  in  the 
name  of  a  third  person. 

So,  too,  the  book  of  original  entries  of  plain- 
tiff in  a  scire  facias  upon  a  mechanic's  claim, 
charging  the  materials  to  the  defendant  by 
name,  and  designating  the  house  ki  particular, 
is  admissible  to  prove  that  the  materials  sued 
for  were  furnished  at  and  for  the  particular 
building  which  Is  the  subject  of  the  lien. 
M'Mulien  v.  Gilbert,  2  Whart.  277. 

And  on  scire  facias  on  a  mechanic's  lien 
plaintiff's  book  of  original  entries,  charging 
the  materials  furnished  to  the  contractor  for 
the  defendant  owner's  house,  containing  the 
same  items  as  the  bill  of  particulars  attached 
to  the  claim,  is  admissible  in  the  plaintiff's  be- 
half. Bodey  v.  Thackara,  143  Pa.  171,  22  Atl. 
754. 

And  in  a  suit  to  enforce  a  mechanic's  Hen  for 
work  done  and  materials  furnished,  the  fact 
that  plaintiff's  book  of  original  entries  shows 
only  a  charge  against  the  owner  personally  is 
no  reason  for  its  rejection ;  and  It  is  imma- 
terial whether  the  offer  of  the  book  is  accom- 
panied by  an  offer  of  other  evidence  in  sup- 
port of  the  lien,  for  if  it  Is  competent  to  show 
the  debt  alleged  to  be  secured  by  the  lien,  it 
should  go  in  for  that  purpo'se,  and  the  plaintiff 
may  then  show  by  other  evidence  the  other 
facts  which  will  entitle  him  to  recover.  Noar 
V.  Gill,  111  Pa.  488,  4  Atl.  552. 

And  the  books  of  a  plaintiff  suing  In  assump- 
sit for  lumber  furnished  for  a  certain  building 
at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  which  contain 
entries  of  lumber  furnished  for  the  building, 
some  of  them  charged  to  the  defendant  on  ac- 
count of  the  original  owners  of  the  land,  and 
others  charged  to  the  latter  for  lumber  "got 
by"  the  defendant,  accompanied  by  evidence 
that  the  defendant  had  ordered  the  lumber  in 
question,  are  admissible  ta  show  the  amount 
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and   price  of   the   lumber   furnished.    Lins  v. 
Naglee,  4  Whart.  92. 

And  a  book  of  a  materialman  sning  to  fore- 
close his  lien,  containing  charges  for  lumtier 
furnished  to  defendant,  should  not  be  excladed 
on  the  ground  that  the  entry  in  the  book,  itand- 
ing  simply  against  the  defendant,  affords  so 
indicatI6n  that  the  sale  was  on  the  ciedic  of 
the  building,  where  there  is  also  proof  that 
the  lumber  was  got  by  defendant  at  plaintiff's 
yard  on  the  credit  and  for  the  building  re- 
ferred to  in  the  claim  filed  in  the  Hen,  and  that 
the  lumber  was  so  used.  Church  v.  Davis,  ^ 
Watts,  304.  The  book  of  a  mechanic  or  mater- 
ialman is  not  the  sole  test  of  the  building  to  be- 
charged,  and  to  require  it  In  all  cases  woold 
impose  on  him  an  inconvenience  and  unnec- 
essary burden. 

So,  in  scire  facias  on  an  apportioned  me- 
chanic's lien,  plaintiff's  book  of  original  entries 
is  admissible,  although  the  book  charges  tbe 
materials  to  the  owner  of  the  building  mstesil 
of  to  the  contractor,  where  there  Is  also  eTi- 
dence  to  prove  that  the  contractor  used  tbem. 
and  that  in  a  settlement  between  him  and  the 
owner  the  money  was  set  apart  to  pay  plalntilTs 
bill.     Barbier  v.  Smith,  38  Pa.  206. 

But  in  McCartney  v.  Buck  (Del.)  11  Cent. 
Rep.  249,  12  Atl.  717,  It  was  held  that  :lie 
mere  statement  in  a  plalntifTs  book  of  accounts 
that  materials  delivered  by  htm  are  to  be  a&ed 
in  the  erection,  alteration,  or  repair  of  a  baild- 
ing  is  not  by  itself  alone  evidence  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  Hen;  a  book  of  accounts  beiof 
simply  evidence,  when  supplemented  by  the 
oath  of  the  party  to  whom  they  belong,  of  the 
sale  and  delivery  of  the  goods  charged  and  their 
price. 

And  in  Keith  v.  Kibbe,  10  Cuab.  35,  an  action 
for  lumber  sold  which  defendant  admits  vas 
delivered  and  used  in  a  dwelling  house  erect«^ 
for  him,  but  contends  that  the  sale  was  to  tlie 
contractor  who  built  the  house,  it  was  held 
that  plaintiirs  book  of  original  entries  was  not 
competent  evidence  of  the  fact  to  whom  the 
credit  was  originally  given. 

In  Temple  v.  Goldsmith,  118  Mich.  17%  Te 
N.  W.  324,  an  action  to  recover  the  price  of 
lumber  furnished  to  the  contractor  to  be  used 
on  defendant's  house,  which  plaintiff  claimed 
was  sold  on  defendant's  credit,  it  was  held  that 
error,  if  there  was  any,  In  permitting  plaintiff 
to  introduce  his  books  of  accoimt  showing  thar 
the  lumber  was  charged  to  the  defendant  was 
cured  by  an  Instruction  that  the  fact  that  the 
charge  was  made  to  defendant  was  Important 
only  in  case  they  should  find  It  was  so  chaiged 
by  the  authority  or  with  the  consent  of  the  de- 
fendant. 

In  assumpsit  for  work  and  labor  done  by 
the  plaintiff,  defendant's  books  of  accoimr  cred- 
iting the  plaintiff's  labor  to  the  account  of  a 
third  person  are  not  admissible  for  the  defend- 
ant without  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  con- 
sented to  such  credit.  Chase  v.  Smith,  5  Tt.  556. 

2.  Entries  against  person  for  whom  «orft  done. 

A  book  of  accounts  has  been  held  not  to  b^ 
evidence  of  work  done  and  materials  furnished 
as  against  one  who  is  not  named  therein  as  the 
debtor.     Brown  v.  George.  17  N.  H.  128. 

And  it  has  been  held  error  to  permit  plaintiff, 
in  a  suit  against  the  representative  of  a  deced- 
ent, to  testify  that  charges  in  his  books  of  ac- 
count, which  apparently  represent  services  ren- 
dered for  third  persons,  were  for  labor  done  br 
him  for  the  decedent  at  his  request,  and  that 
the  names  of  other  persons  and  some  of  The 
entries  were  written  to  designate  owners  of 
premises  where  the  work  was  done.  Silver  v. 
Worcester,     72     Me.     322.     The     court    said: 
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"TblB.  we  think,  went  beyond  the  proper  limi- 
tations of  proof  by  boolc  and  snppletory  oatb. 
In  eifect.  It  was  making  plaintiff  a  witness  gen- 
erally, merely  refreshing  his  own  memory  by 
the  entries.  Instead  of  verifying  the  books  by 
his  oath." 

But  in  Noar  v.  Gill,  111  Pa.  488,  4  Atl.  552, 
it  was  said  that  In  a  suit  to  enforce  a  mechanic's 
lien,  even  where  the  claim  is  by  one  who  sold 
the  materials  to  the  contractor,  and  the  charges 
are  against  the  contractor  only,  the  plalntiff^s 
book  of  original  entries  is  competent  evidence 
of  the  items  and  the  amount  of  the  debt,  and 
the  plaintiff  may  show  by  other  evidence  the 
other  facts  which  will  entitle  him  to  recover. 

In  Presbyterian  Church  v.  Allison,  10  Pa. 
413,  a  scire  facias  on  a  mechanic's  lien  for 
brick  furnished  in  the  erection  of  a  church,  the 
plain tllTB  book  of  original  entries  charged  the 
brick  to  the  contractor  individually,  without 
any  reference  to  any  building,  and  It  was  ol> 
Jected  that  the  book  was  no  evidence  as  against 
the  church;  but  the  court  held  that,  although 
the  book  was  prima  facie  evidence  that  the 
brick  was  furnished  on  the  credit  of  the  con- 
tractor, it  was  not  conclusive,  but  that  it  might 
be  shown  by  otber^ompetent  evidence  that  the 
brick  was  furnished  on  the  credit  of  the  build- 
ing. '*The  charge  in  the  books^"  said  the  court, 
"may  have  been  made  against  Bernheisell,  the 
contractor,  as  a  matter  of  convenience  and  brev- 
ity. If  the  testimony  satisfied  the  jury  that 
liie  contract  was  really  made  and  the  bricks 
furnished  on  the  credit  of  the  church,  they 
might  consider  the  entry  In  the  book  as  merely 
intended  to  keep  a  record  of  the  quantity." 

It  was  also  objected  in  this  case  that  the 
book  was  inadmissible  because  of  the  variance 
Itetween  the  entries  In  the  book  and  the  claim 
filed,  which  was  against  the  building;  but  the 
court  held  the  objection  to  be  without  founda- 
tion;  because,  in  so  far  as  it  proved  that  the 
materials  were  furnished  on  the  credit  of  the 
contractor,  it  was  favorable  to  the  defendant 
church ;  but  that  it  was  good  evidence  for  the 
plaintiff  in  connection  with  the  evidence  of 
the  carter  who  hauled  the  brick  to  establish  the 
quantity  delivered  at  the  church. 

And  in  Wood  v.  Flthian,  24  N.  J.  L.  838, 
an  action  by  a  vessel  owner  to  recover  for  arti- 
cles furnished  the  vessel,  it  was  held  to  be  no 
objection  to  the  plaintiff's  book  that  the  charges 
are  made  to  the  vessel  and  owner  without  nam- 
ing him,  because  it  was  otherwise  clearly 
proved  that  the  defendant  was  the  owner,  and 
that  the  articles  were  had  for  his  use. 

And  Plumb  v.  Curtis,  66  Conn.  154,  33  Atl. 
!)9S,  holds'  that  plaintiff,  suing  on  common 
r-ounts  supplemented  by  a  bill  of  particulars 
for  building  materials  sold  and  delivered,  may, 
coder  Conn.  Stat,  i  1041,  providing  that  "in 
all  actions  for  a  book  debt  the  entries  of  the 
parties  in  their  respective  books  shall  be  admis- 
sible in  evidence,"  put  in  his  shop  books  for  the 
purpose  of  proving,  not  only  that  the  goods 
therein  charged  to  the  defendant  were  sold 
and  delivered,  but  that  they  were  sold  to  the 
defendant. 

d.  Miscellaneofu  oaaet. 

In  an  action  against  copartners  for  work  and 
labor  done,  plaintiff's  books  of  original  entries 
are  admissible  In  his  behalf,  although  the 
charges  are  against  one  of  the  defendants  in- 
dividually, where  there  is  evidence  that  the 
latter  had  ordered  the  work  done  for  and  In 
behalf  of  the  copartnership.  Thomson  v.  Plane- 
gan,  6  Phila.  13. 

And  In  Birkey  v.  McMakln,  64  Pa.  848,  an 
action  by  a  surviving  partner  on  a  promissory 
note  on  which  the  copartners  had  been  ac- 
commodation Indorsers  for  defendant,  the  de- 
52  L.  R.  A. 


fendant  proved  that  plaintiff  had  stated  that 
he  had  known  nothing  of  the  note  until  after 
his  partner's  death,  amongst  whose  papers  it 
was  found  and  In  whose  handwriting  the  in- 
dorsement was  made ;  that  at  the  maturity  of 
the  note  some  four  years  previous  to  his  death 
the  deceased  partner  had  told  the  defendant  to 
credit  the  note  on  an  account  the  defendant  had 
for  dental  work,  some  of  the  entries  in  which 
were  charged  against  the  partners  individually, 
and  some  against  them  as  a  copartnership.  It 
was  held  that  defendant's  book  of  original  en- 
tries, containing  the  charges,  was  admissible 
in  support  of  defendant's  claim  of  set-off. 

But  in  Paine  v.  Bonan,  26  N.  Y.  Week.  Dig. 
154,  6  N.  Y.  8.  B.  420,  a  suit  to  charge  defend- 
ants for  certain  work  as  the  survivor  of  an  al- 
leged firm,  it  was  held  error  to  allow  the  plain- 
tiffs to  prove  that  they  charged  the  work  on 
their  books  to  the  firm,  because  the  charge  was 
made  without  the  defendant's  knowledge  or 
consent. 

Again,  in  an  action  against  defendants  sued 
Jointly  for  work  and  labor  done  by  plaintiff, 
plaintiff's  book  of  original  entries,  charging  de- 
fendants Jointly,  is  not  to  be  excluded  because 
there  has  been  no  precedent  proof  of  Joint  lia- 
bility ;  It  is  sufficient  if  testimony  to  show  the 
latter  fact  be  given  after  the  reception  of  the 
books.     Bowers  v.  Still,  49  Pa.  65. 

But  in  Moore  v.  Copley,  165  Pa.  294,  30  Atl. 
829,  it  was  held  that  a  book  account,  charging 
a  married  woman  living  with  her  husband  for 
medical  attendance,  afforded  no  proof  both  of 
the  services  rendered  and  of  the  express  un- 
dertaking on  her  i>art  to  subject  her  separate 
estate  to  liability,  but  that  there  must.  In  ad- 
dition to  the  entries  in  the  book,  be  evidence  of 
her  express  promise  to  pay. 

In  Coffin  V.  Cross,  3  Dane,  Abr.  322,  assump- 
sit for  medicine  and  attendance,  the  court  held 
that  the  plaintiff  might  swear  to  his  book 
charges  made  against  the  defendant  for  medi- 
cines furnished  to  a  person  living  in  the  family, 
but  that  his  book  and  oath  were  only  evidence 
that  the  attendance  was  rendered,  but  not  evi- 
dence that  the  defendant  was  to  pay. 

IV.  Money  paid  out  or  loaned. 

a.  Nonstatutory  rule. 

1.  Generally. 

In  the  absence  of  any  statute  expretsly  pro- 
viding otherwise,  it  is  usually  held  that  the  pay- 
ment or  loan  of  money  is  not  properly  the  sub- 
ject of  a  book  charge;  that  the  person  paying 
or  loaning  money  has  It  In  his  power  to  per- 
petuate evidence  of  that  fact  by  taking  a  re- 
ceipt or  note,  and  that  hence  there  can  be  no  ne- 
cessity of  his  resorting  to  his  books  to  prove 
the  fact  In  question.  Beeve  v.  Whltmore,  2 
Drew.  &  S.  446,  11  Jur.  N.  S.  722,  13  Week. 
Rep.  913 :  Mercler  v.  Copelan,  73  Ga.  636 ; 
Petit  V.  Teal,  57  Ga.  145;  Bracken  v.  Dillon, 
64  Ga.  243,  37  Am.  Bep.  70;  Case  v.  Potter, 
8  Johns.  211 :  Irvine  v.  Wortendyke,  2  B.  D. 
Smith.  374  :  Smith  v.  Bentz,  131  N.  Y.  169,  15 
L.  R.  A.  138,  30  N.  E.  54  :  Morgan  v.  Hubbard, 
66  N.  C.  394 ;  Hoe  v.  Selts,  1  W.  N.  C.  429 ; 
Linn's  Estate,  2  Pearson  (Pa.)  487;  Ducoign  v. 
Schreppel,  1  Yeates,  347,  dictum;  Juniata  Bank 
V.  Brown,  5  Serg.  &  R.  226;  Rogers  v.  Olds,  5 
Serg.  &  R.  404,  dictum;  Hodges  v.  Tarrant,  81 
S.  C.  608,  9  S.  E.  1038 :  Taylor  v.  Coleman,  20 
Tex.  772 :  Cole  v.  Dial.  8  Tex.  346 ;  Parris  v. 
Bellows,  52  Vt.  351 ;  Low  v.  Payne,  4  N.  Y. 
247;  Atwood  v.  Barney,  80  Hun,  1,  29  N.  Y. 
Supp.  810:  Miller  v.  French,  1  Alk.  (Vt.)  99; 
Doyer  v.   Sweet,  4   111.   120,  dictum. 

Thus,  a  defendant's  account  book,  stated  to 
be  the  only  book  kept  by  him  In  his  business. 
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and  containing  entries  of  Ills  dally  cash  trans- 
actions made  at  the  time  of  their  occurrence, 
Is  not  legal  evidence  of  payments  made  by 
him  on  account  of  a  debt  on  which  he  has  sued. 
Maine  t^  Harper,  4  Allen,  115. 

And  a  debtor's  books  of  account  are  not  evi- 
dence to  prove  payments  made  by  him  to  his 
creditor, — especially  where  It  does  not  appear 
that  the  creditor  ever  saw  the  books  or  had 
the  opportunity  of  seeing  them,  or  that  the 
debtor  had  ever  rendered  an  account  taken 
from  them.  Hess's  Appeal,  112  Pa.  168,  4  Atl. 
340,  sub  W)m.  Mertz's  Appeal,  7  Atl.  187. 

And  a  ledger  entry  is  inadmissible  to  prove 
the  payment  of  purchase  money  for  real  estate 
claimed  to  have  been  l>ought  by  the  party  keep- 
ing and  offering  the  ledger.  Ahl  v.  Ahl,  176 
Pa.  476,  85  Atl.  227. 

And  books  of  account  are  not  admissible  In 
evidence  to  prove  the  advance  of  money  under 
a  special  contract.  Lyman  v.  Bechtel,  65  Iowa, 
437,  7  N.  W.  673. 

And  on  a  lil>el  for  wages  as  engineer  of  a  tug 
boat,  a  book  kept  by  the  captain,  a  part  owner 
of  the  boat,  is  not  competent  to  prove  certain 
cash  payments  made  by  him  which  are  not  ad- 
mitted by  the  libellant,  there  being  no  other 
proof  of  such  payments.  Milligan  v.  The  B.  F. 
Biuce,  Newberry  Adm.  Bep.  530,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
9.602. 

In  McGarry's  Estate,  9  Pa.  Dist.  R.  172,  a 
claim  against  a  decedent's  estate  for  traveling 
expenses  Incurred  by  the  undertaker  was  held 
not  to  be  subject  of  book  entry. 

In  Saam  v.  Saam,  4  Watts,  432,  an  action 
of  trover  against  the  representatives  of  an  exec- 
utor de  son  tart,  a  book  of  original  entries  of 
the  decedent  was  held  inadmissible  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  that  he  had  paid  debts  of  the 
plalntlif  to  an  amount  equal  to  the  value  of  the 
goods  converted.  The  court  said,  that,  though 
the  books  might  have  been  competent  to  prove 
goods  sold  to  plaintiff  or  work  done  for  him 
if  that  had  been  alleged,  yet  they  could  not  be 
proof  of  payment  by  way  of  retainer,  because 
an  executor  de  son  tort  cannot  retain. 

An  offer  to  prove  "a  custom  among  keepers 
of  sailors'  boarding  houses  to  advance  money  to 
their  I>oarders,  and  the  same  became  usual  items 
of  book  account,"  was  rejected,  In  Gibbons's  Es- 
tate, 1  Camp.  10  (1869),  s.  c,  1  Legal  Gaz. 
29,  on  the  ground  that  the  custom  was  con- 
trary to  law. 

In  an  action  by  a  receiver  of  an  Insolvent 
corporation  to  recover  assessments  on  stock 
owned  by  the  defendants  as  stockholders  of  the 
corporation,  the  cash  book  of  the  corporation, 
purporting  to  be  an  account  of  money  received 
by  the  corporation  from  various  persons,  and 
amongst  others  from  several  of  the  defendants, 
but  unaccompanied  by  any  other  proof  than 
that  the  book  was  one  of  the  books  used  by  the 
corporation  and  that  the  entries  were  in  the 
handwriting  of  the  treasurer,  is  not  competent 
evidence  for  the  receiver.  Glenn  v.  Liggett,  47 
Fed.  472,  Reversed  on  other  grounds,  in  2  C.  C. 
A.  286.  4  U.  S.  App.  438,  51  Fed.  381. 

And  entries  not  shown  to  or  known  of  by  the 
plaintiff,  made  in  defendant's  account  books, 
showing  that  a  sum  sent  to  the  plaintiff,  which 
he  claimed  was  on  account  of  legal  services  to 
be  rendered,  was  a  loan  and  not  on  such  ac- 
count, are  properly  excluded  in  a  suit  for  legal 
services,  where  the  issue  is  whether  they  were 
rendered  to  the  defendant  individually  or  to 
hlH  client.     Stephens  v.  Cowen,  30  Misc.  835, 

61  X.  Y.  Supp.  925. 

And  in  an  action  to  recover  money  loaned, 
defended  on  the  ground  that  the  amount  was 
received  by  the  defendant  as  officer  of  a  cor- 
poration, the  corporate  books  are  not  admissi- 
ble against  the  plaintiff,  although  a  trustee  of 
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the  company,  when  not  anthenticated  la  any 
way,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  showing  that 
he  had  actual  or  constructive  knowledge  of 
their  contents.  Powell  v.  Conover,  75  Hun,  11. 
26  N.  Y.  Supp.  1028. 

And  a  declaration  of  an  agent  who  has  made 
loans  for  another  that  the  loans  in  his  name 
belonging  to  the  latter  have 'been  paid  and  the 
proceeds  invested  in  the  latter's  name  is  not 
admissible  in  an  action  by  such  person  against 
the  personal  representatives  of  the  agent,  al- 
though it  was  entered  in  a  book  containing  ac- 
counts. Doolittla  V.  Stone,  136  N.  Y.  613,  32 
N.  E.  639. 

In  Bradley  v/  Gardner,  87  111.  App.  404,  It 
was  held  that  a  book  kept  by  a  decedent,  show- 
ing the  amount  of  cash  payments,  is  inadmis- 
sible In  a  suit  against  her  administrator  to  re- 
coyer  for  services  rendered  the  decedent.  In  the 
absence  of  any  proof  that  the  book  in  which  the 
account  was  kept  was  a  book  of  original  en- 
tries, or  that  the  entries  were  made  in  the 
usual  course  of  business,  which  proof  Is  re- 
quired as  preliminary  to  the  introduction  of  a 
book  account.  What  the  court  would  have  held 
if  the  objection  had  been  based  on  the  Incom- 
petency of  the  book  to  prdve  cash  payments 
does  not  appear;  apparently  the  only  objec- 
tion raised  was  that  answered  by  the  holding 
in  the  case. 

In  Vermont  a  book  containing  only  entries 
of  cash  paid  out  is  not  a  book  of  account  with- 
in the  contemplation  of  the  Vermont  statute 
regulating  the  admission  of  books  of  account. 
Parrls  v.  Bellows,  62  Vt.  351. 

And  a  i>as8  book  containing  memoranda  of 
payments  made  by  its  keeper  on  notes  given 
by  him  made  at  the  time  of  the  paymenta.  has 
been  held  not  to  be  such  a  book  kept  in  the 
regular  course  of  business  as  to  be  admissible 
as  evidence  per  se  to  prove  the  payments  In- 
dependent of  the  debtor's  testimony  tending  to 
prove  the  correctness  of  the  entries.  But  It 
may  be  referred  to  by  the  debtor  as  a  witness 
for  the  purpose  of  refreshing  his  recollection: 
and  it  may  also  go  to  the  jury  as  confirmatory 
of  the  evidence  of  the  debtor  in  connection  with 
his  testimony.     Lapham  v.  Kelly,  85  Vt.   195. 

And  on  an  issue  as  to  whether  defendant 
had  agreed  to  pay  over  to  the  plaintiff  on  cer- 
tain conditions  certain  money  then  In  his  hands 
belonging  to  a  third  person,  the  defendant's 
books  of  account  are  not  admissible  to  corrob- 
orate his  denial  of  the  agreement  by  showing 
that  the  defendant  had  settled  with  and  paid 
over  the  money  to  the  owner  thereof.  Balrd 
V.  Fletcher,  50  Vt.  603. 

But  money  received  by  an  agent*  to  be  ac- 
counted for,  and  for  which  the  receiver  becomes 
debtor  upon  its  receipt,  is  proper  subject  of 
book  charge,  and  recoverable  In  an  action  of 
book  account  Vermont  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Cow  v. 
Cummings,  11  Vt  503. 

And  money  advanced  under  an  expectation 
that  It  will  be  paid  in  transportation  thereafter 
to  be  done,  and  to  be  adjusted  upon  the  receiv- 
er rendering  his  account,  is  a  proper  subject 
of  book  charge,  and  recoverable  in  an  action 
of  book  account  if  not  paid  as  contemplated. 
Hickok  V.  Ridley,  16  Vt.  42. 

An  action  of  book  account  is  the  proper  rem- 
edy for  cash  delivered  by  plaintiff  to  defendant 
to  purchase  articles  for  the  plaintiff  which  he 
never  purchased.  Whiting  v.  Corwln,  5  Vt. 
451. 

In  New  Jersey  this  question  has  been  much 
discussed,  and  some  contrariety  of  opinion  ap- 
pears to  exist.  On  the  one  hand,  there  are 
cases  holding  that  a  book  entry  Is  not  evidence 
of,  nor  voucher  for.  the  payment  of  money. 
Re  Marcy,  24  N.  J.  Bq.  452;  Hauser  ▼.  Levi- 
ness.  62  N.  J.  L.  518.  41  Atl.  724. 
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While  Craven  v.  Shalrd,  7  N.  J.  L.  345,  holds 
that  where  a  book  contains  various  charges, 
though  some  of  the  Items  are  for  money  lent, 
It  is  usual  to  8u/Ter  it  to  go  to  the  Jury. 

In  Wilson  V.  Wilson,  6  N.  J.  L.  95,  the  plaln- 
tifTs  declaration  contained  account  for  money 
lent  and  in  support  thereof  he  gave  in  evidence 
ills  book  of  account  containing  several  charges 
for  cash,  amounting  altogether  to  a  large  sum. 
It  appeared  that  the  book  contained  many 
•charges  against  the  defendant  for  cash  paid,  ad- 
vanced, or  lent,  which,  from  the  face  of  it,  ap- 
pealed to  be  regular  enough.  On  the  last 
leaves  of  the  book  detached  from  the  daily  en- 
tries and  accounts  by  8undry*intervenlng  blank 
leaves  and  dated  during  the  time  of  those  dally 
•entries  were  other  charges  against  the  defend- 
ant for  cash,  without  stating  for  what  account. 
Mr.  Justice  Ford  held  that  the  book  was  inad- 
missible as  evidence  to  prove  the  borrowing, 
lending,  or  payment  of  money.  Chief  Justice 
Klrkpatrick  concurred  with  Justice  Ford  in 
granting  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that  the 
book  was  not  legal  evidence,  but  held  that  the 
book  was  not  legal  evidence,  not  because  the 
•charges  were  for  cash,  but  because  the  entries 
in  question  were  no  part  of  the  plalntifTs  book 
of  accounts.  Mr.  Justice  Bosseil  disseilted, 
saying  that  a  single  or  two  or  three  charges  for 
cash,  standing  alone,  would  not  be  proof  suffl- 
•cient  to  charge  the  defendants ;  but  where  the 
parties  had  mutual  dealings  such  as  in  their 
nature  would  warrant  the  Idea  that  such 
charges  might  have  happened  in  the  course  of 
business  and  be  Just,  they  ought  to  be  left  to 
the  Jury. 

In  Jones  v.  Brick,  8  N.  J.  L.  269,  it  was  held 
that  a  mere  entry  in  a  book,  anexplained  and 
unsupported  by  any  other  evidence,  is  not  legal 
and  sufficient  evidence  to  sustain  a  charge  for 
cash  paid  to  a  third  person  not  one  of  the  par- 
ties to  the  suit,  nor  shown  to  be  in  any  wise 
•connected  with  them. 

And  in  Carman  v.  Dunham,  11  N.  J.  L.  189, 
it  was  held  that  a  book  of  account  exhibiting 
no  mutual  course  of  dealings  between  the  par- 
ties, nor  even  a  succession  of  charges  by  one 
Against  the  other,  but  containing  a  single  en- 
try or  charge  of  cash  lent,  is  not  com- 
petent evidence  to  sustain  a  demand  for  money 
lent  and  advanced. 

But  Inslee  v.  Prall,  25  N.  J.  L.  665,  holds 
that  books  of  account  regularly  kept  are  com- 
petent evidence  to  prove  the  payment  of  money 
where  there  have  been  mutual  dealings  be- 
tween the  parties,  and  the  money  has  been  paid 
on  account  of  claims  properly  provable  by  books 
of  account ;  but  they  are  not  competent  evi- 
dence to  prove  money  paid  on  a  note  or  bond, 
or  money  lent.  This  case  affirms  the  Judg- 
ment in  23  N.  J.  L.  457,  but  modifies  to  the 
«xtent  al>ove  indicated  the  holding  In  that  case, 
which  was  to  the  effect  that  a  book  of  accounts 
Ib  in  no  case  receivable  to  prove  the  payment 
or  advance  of  money,  irrespective  of  whether 
tbe  entry  was  a  single  entry,  or  whether  there 
had  been  mutual  dealings  between  the  parties. 

But  Oberg  v.  Breen.  50  N.  J.  L.  145,  12  Atl. 
203,  criticises  the  holding  in  Inslee  v.  Prall, 
that  books  of  account  are  competent  to  prove 
the  payment  of  money  where  there  have  been 
mutual  dealings  between  the  parties,  and  where 
the  money  was  paid  on  account  of  claims  prov- 
able by  books  of  account,  as  entirely  obiter,  and 
holds  that  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in 
23  N.  J.  L.  457,  was  correct. 

But  although  an  account  book  Is  not  legal 
proof  of  a  charge  due  for  a  cash  payment,  the 
day  book  of  an  intestate  was  held,  in  McLellan 
y.  Crofton,  6  Me.  307,  to  be  admissible  in  con- 
nection with  a  note  for  that  amount  executed 
by  the  person  charged,  found  among  the  intes- 
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tate's  papers,  together  with  the  payee's  re- 
ceipt of  payment  from  the  intestate,  all  the  par- 
ties being  dead,  and  the  practice  of  the  intes- 
tate of  paying  small  sums  for  the  party  charged 
being  shown. 

And  its  admission  In  evidence  Is  not  prejudi- 
cial error  where  the  party  charged  admits  hav- 
ing received  the  money.  Meyers  v.  Meyers 
(Iowa)  82  N.  W.  961. 

And  an  entry  by  an  administrator  In  his 
bookb,  of  money  paid  over  by  him  to  the  guar- 
dian of  the  heirs  at  law  of  his  intestate,  was 
held  competent  evidence  for  him  in  Brown  v. 
Brown,  2  Wash.  (Va.)  151,  as  against  the  guar- 
dian, where  the  administrator  is  dead  and  there 
is  proof  of  his  handwriting,  and  where  there  is 
also  every  evidence  and  circumstance  corrobo- 
rative of  the  entry. 

In  Taylor  v.  Coleman,  20  Tex.  772,  the  court 
gave  Judgment  for  the  item  because  the  pay- 
ment was  proved  by  the  clerk,  who  was  a  wit- 
ness. 

And  In  Kilboum  ▼.  Anderson,  77  Iowa,  501, 
42  N.  W.  431,  an  action  to  establish  a  claim 
on  book  account  against  a  decedent's  estate, 
the  court,  while  admitting  that  Items  for  cash 
and  notes  are  not  proper  subject  of  a  book  of 
entry,  held  that,  as  the  Judgment  recovered  did 
not  exceed  the  amount  of  the  items  properly 
proved  and  owing  by  the  estate,  it  was  to  be 
presumed  the  trial  court  rejected  the  Improper 
Items. 

In  Clark  v.  Savage,  20  Conn.  258,  an  action 
of  book  debt,  plaintiff's  account  consisted, 
among  other  items,  of  two  notes  given  for 
money  loaned,  and  at  the  time  of  the  loans, 
not  in  the  ordinary  form  of  promissory  notes, 
but  rather  in  the  form  of  memorandum  notes. 
To  the  introduction  of  the  notes  by  plaintiff 
the  defendant  objected,  not  on  the  ground  that 
money  loaned  may  not  properly  be  charged  on 
the  book,  for  as  to  that  the  rule  in  Connecticut 
seems  to  be  well  settled  that  money  may  as  well 
be  entered  on  the  book  as  any  other  article, 
but  that  by  taking  notes  for  the  loans  plain- 
tiff had  deprived  himself  of  the  right  to  charge 
and  recover  for  them  as  for  a  book  debt;  but 
it  was  held  that  this  did  not  preclude  him 
from  charging  them  on  book  debt  unless  there 
was  a  specific  agreement  that  the  notes  should 
be  taken  In  extinguishment  of  the  book  debt ; 
that  whether  such  an  agreement  existed  was  a 
question  of  fact  to  be  determined  from  the  evi- 
dence, and  that  the  form  of  the  notes,  indicat- 
ing that  the  loans  were  temporary  accommoda- 
tions not  to  remain  any  considerable  time  un- 
paid, and  the  fact  that  plaintiff's  account  in- 
cluding these  charges  had  been  presented  to 
the  defendant  and  retained  by  him  without  ob- 
jection, not  only  furnished  no  evidence  of  such 
agreement,  but  indicated  the  absence  .of  it. 

In  Ganahl  v.  Shore,  24  Ga.  17,  it  was  held 
that  the  payment  by  an  employer  of  the  wages 
due  his  employee  may  be  proved  by  entries  of 
cash  payments  in  his  book  of  account,  which 
was  proved  to  have  been  correctly  kept  by  per- 
sons having  dealings  with  him,  and  which  was 
at  times  accessible  to  the  employee,  who  had 
examined  it  and  made  no  objection  to  its  cor- 
rectness, under  Ga.  act  1843,  Cobb,  275,  allow- 
ing books  of  account  of  persons  in  the  practice 
of  any  craft  to  go  to  the  Jury  in  proof  of  open 
accounts. 

In  Fleming  v.  Yost,  137  Ind.  95,  36  N.  E. 
705.  an  action  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  as 
fraudulent,  an  account  book  of  the  grantee, 
containing  entries  of  various  amounts  of  money 
paid  by  him  to  the  grantor,  were  held  admissi- 
ble as  part  of  the  res  geetw,  not  to  prove  their 
own  truth,  but  to  Illuminate  and  bring  out  fully 
the  facts  in  regard  to  the  conveyance  and  the 
consideration  therefor,  where  the  grantee  had 
45 
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testified  to  the  fact  of  paying  the  money  In  the 
various  amounts  and  at  the  various  times  en- 
tered, and  that  in  each  Instance  he  made  the 
entry  at  the  time  of  the  payment.  The  court 
said  that  if  the  effect  of  the  admission  of  the 
entries  was  to  establish  their  truth  the  result 
was  incidental,  and  did  not  affect  their  admis- 
sibility, as  it  was  not  the  policy  of  the  law  to 
reject  Incidents  that  may  tend  to  enlighten  the 
conscience  of  the  court  where  fraud  and  collu- 
sion were  charged. 

On  a  proceeding  to  have  declared  forfeited 
a  charter  of  a  bank,  on  the  ground  that  it  has 
failed  to  pay  in  money  required  by  the  act  in- 
corporating the  bank  to  l>e  paid  in  within  a 
designated  time,  entries  in  the  books  of  the 
bank  are  admissible  to  show  that  the  money 
was  paid  in  within  the  time  limited.  People 
ex  rel.  Piatt  v.  Oakland  County  Bank,  1  Dougl. 
(Mich.)  282. 

And  a  charge  for  cash  paid  on  a  draft  which 
had  been  returned  protested  for  nonpayment 
and  for  protest  fees,  which  draft  had  been  pre- 
viously ci*edited  to  the  party's  account,  is  not 
within  the  rule  that  payment  of  cash  is  not 
properly  provable  by  book  charge.  Such  an  en- 
try is  nothing  more  than  an  ordinary  book  en- 
try to  balance  a  credit  for  the  draft.  The 
purpose  of  both  credit  and  charge  Is  to  keep  the 
account  straight,  and  not  to  evidence  an  abso- 
lute payment  by  draft  and  an  absolute  charge 
of  cash.  Blnswanger  v.  Fisher,  3  W.  N.  C. 
340,  Eeversing  2  W.  N.  C.  97. 

So,  on  the  settlement  of  the  accounts  of  an 
administrator  who  had  been  manager/  of  the 
decedent's  business  in  his  lifetime,  the  adminis- 
trator is  entitled  to  a  credit  entered  in  his 
favor  on  a  cash  book  shown  to  be  that  of  the 
business  managed  by  him,  and  to  have  been 
kept  by  him  as  such  manager,  and  in  the  usual 
manner  in  which  accounts  in  that  business  were 
kept.  Ege's  Appeal,  2  Watts,  283.  The  ac- 
countant in  this  case  gave  in  evidence  the  cash 
book  in  question  as  the  basis  for  his  claim  to 
the  credit;  and  as  there  was  not  even  at- 
tempted to  be  shown  error  in  any  of  the  items 
of  the  charge,  a  disallowance  of  the  account 
was  held  error. 

Books  of  account  of  the  plaintiff  In  an  action 
to  recover  moneys  paid  to  the  defendant  in  ex- 
cess of  the  amount  to  which  under  his  contract 
of  employment  the  latter  was  entitled  for  com- 
missions and  expenses  as  salesman,  containing 
a  series  of  charges  debit  and  credit  made  in 
the  usual  course  of  business  between  the  par- 
ties and  extending  over  a  long  period  of  time, 
the  debit  entries  representing,  not  loans,  but 
payments  on  the  account,  are,  if  otherwise  un- 
objectionable, competent  evidence  for  the  plain- 
tiff,— especially  where  the  debit  entries  in  most 
instances  were  almost  immediately  noted  In  the 
defendant's    pass    book.     Burke    v.    Wolfe,    6 

Jones  &  S.  263. 

An  entry  In  a  customer's  pass  book  is  or  may 
be  evidence  against  him,  although  the  entry  Is 
of  money  loaned,  and  not  of  goods  sold.  Ruch 
V.  Frlckc,  28  Pa.  241.  "A  pass  book  is  not, 
like  shop  books,  limited  as  evidence  to  entries 
of  goods  sold  and  work  done.  It  Is  the  book  of 
Ihe  buyer,  or  usually  debtor,  party  In  which 
he  allows  the  other  party  to  enter  their  mutual 
transactions,  and  thus  these  entries  become  In 
a  great  degree  the  written  admissions  of  both 
parties.  Whatever  Is  entered  there  by  one  par- 
ty Is  entered  with  the  other's  consent,  and 
therefore  is  presumed  to  be  right,  whatever  may 
be  the  subject-matter  of  the  entries,  for  the 
parties  may  make  their  pass  books  evidence  of 
every  sort  of  transaction."  But  compare  Lap- 
ham  V.  Kelly,  35  Vt.  195. 

In  MlflSin  v.  Bingham,  1  Dall.  274,  1  L.  ed. 
133,  an  action  to  recover  money  claimed  to 
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have  been  advanced  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  de- 
fendant, the  defendant,  offered  his  books  to 
prove  that  the  money  advanced  was  advanced 
upon  a  contract  different  from  that  which  the- 
plaintiffs  alleged;  and  the  court  argued  that,, 
as  the  books  were  not  offered  to  prove  a  charge 
against  the  plaintiffs,  but  only  to  determine  a 
collateral  question,  they  should  be  admitted ; 
but  the  defendant,  thinking  he  could  accomplish 
his  object  In  another  way,  did  not  call  for  the 
court's  decision,  but  waived  the  reading  of  the 
books. 

2.  To  prove  pautnent  of  note. 

Payments  on  a  debt  evidenced  by  a  bond  or 
note  of  the  debtor  are  not  the  proper  subject 
of  an  entry  made  by  the  debtor  himself  in  his 
own  book,  and  hence  are  Incompetent  for  the 
debtor  to  prove  payment  of  the  bond  or  note. 
Brannln  v.  Force,  12  B.  Mon.  506;  Harrold  v. 
Smith,  107  Ga.  849,  33  S.  E.  640;  Barnes  v. 
Greene,  2  W.  N.  C.  406;  Jones  v.  Henshall,  S 
Colo.  App.  448,  34  Pac.  254;  Jewett  v.  Win- 
ship,  42  Vt.  204. 

Especially  after  the  death  of  the  payee  and 
holder  of  the  note.  Wells  v*  Ayers,  84  Va.  341, 
5  S;  E.  21. 

In  Rodman  v.  Hoops,  1  Dall.  85,  1  L.  ed.  47, 
the  defendant  offered  in  evidence  an  entry  in 
the  testator's  books  of  money  paid  in  discharge 
of  a  promissory  note ;  and  the  court  allowed  It, 
not  as  evidence  that  the  note  was  paid,  but 
merely  that  such  an  entry  had  been  made  nine- 
teen years  previous  to  the  suit,  of  the  payment 
of  the  note  of  twenty-three  years'  standing,  and 
to  support  the  general  presumption  of  payment 
for  such  a  length  of  time,  but  said  that  the  case 
was  not  to  be  considered  as  a  precedent  be- 
cause the  allowance  of  the  book  was  founded  on 
the  particular  circumstances  of  that  case. 

But  in  Jones  v.  Hough,  98  Ga.  492.  25  8.  E. 
566,  a  suit  against  husband  and  wife,  insti- 
tuted by  an  executrix  to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
executed  by  defendants  to  secure  their  joint 
and  several  note,  the  books  of  account  kept  by 
the  dei'edent,  containing  an  account  against 
the  husband,  closed  by  an  entry,  "Received  pay- 
ment by  note," — were  admitted  in  favor  of  the 
wife  to  support  her  defense  that  the  note  was 
given  for  the  debt  of  the  husband  alone. 

And  in  Taylor  v.  Bernard,  71  Hun,  207,  24 
N.  Y.  Supp.  525.  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
gage, books  of  the  mortgagor,  showing  an  ac- 
count against  the  mortgagee,  were  held  admis- 
sible to  show  payment  of  the  mortgage,  because 
the  parties  were  close  friends  dealing  with 
each  other  as  long  as  they  lived.  Interest  on  the 
mortgage  was  credited  on  the  books  with  the 
items  of  goods  sold,  and  no  claim  was  made  for 
many  years  that  anything  was  due  on  the  mort- 
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And  in  Taliaferro  v.  Ives,  51  111.  247.  a  suit 
on  a  promissory  note,  entries  in  defendant's 
books  of  account  with  the  proper  preliminary 
proof  were  held  admissible  In  evidence  to  show 
how  he  had  paid  the  note,  and  so  account  for 
a  receipt  In  full  of  all  demands  to  date,  signed 
by  plaintiff  bearing  date  subsequent  to  the  note 
sued  on,  either  under  the  Illinois  statute  of 
1867,  or  the  rule  previously  established  by  the 
IlIinloB  supreme  court. 

The  compliance  by  a  bank  with  its  agree- 
ment to  appropriate  the  proceeds  of  a  sale  of 
collateral  security  to  the  payment  of  the  notes 
secured  may  be  shown  by  entries  In  the  bank 
books  proved  to  have  been  made  by  the  cashier 
at  the  time,  where  the  whole  account  was  suh- 
mltted  to  the  Inspection  of  the  maker  of  snch 
notes,  and  he  made  no  objection  except  as  to 
the  charge  of  interest,  which,  being  again  cal- 
culated, was  found  to  be  correct.  Snow  t. 
Ihomaston  Bank,  19  Me.  269. 
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In  Tucker  t.  Bradley,  38  Vt.  324,  on  an  Issue 
as  to  whether  a  note  secured  by  a  mortgage  on 
realty  had  been  paid  by  the  mortgagor.  It  was 
held  that  entries  on  the  books  of  the  mort- 
gagor, which  is  a  mercantile  firm,  made  in  the 
regular  course  of  their  business,  showing  pay- 
ments made  on  the  note,  were  admissible  to 
prove  those  payments. 

Money  paid  to  apply  on  notes  is  proper  sub- 
ject of  book  charge  where  it  appears  that  at 
the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  money  the  re- 
ceiver said  he  could  not  then  apply  it,  as  the 
notes  were  not  in  his  possession,  and  by  agree- 
ment it  was  then  charged  on  the  one  side  and 
credited  on  the  other  with  a*  view  to  a  future 
application,  the  parties  then  having  an  unset- 
tled and  subsisting  account  between  them. 
Chellia  v.  Woods,  11  Vt.  466. 

But  money  paid  on  a  note  and  not  applied 
cannot  be  charged  on  book.  The  general  rule 
has  been  long  settled  that  the  right  to  make  a 
charge  on  book  must  exist  at  the  time  of  deliv- 
ering the  article  on  performing  the  service;  it 
cannot  be  contingent  on  the  happening  of  sub- 
sequent events.  Slasson  v.  Davis,  1  Aik.  (Vt.) 
73 ;  Bradley  v.  Goodyear,  1  Day,  104 ;  Miller  v. 
French,  1  Aik.  (Vt.)  90;  Brown  v.  Talcott,  1 
Root,  85;  Prentice  v.  Phillips,  1  Root,  103; 
Ilurd  V.  Fleming,  1  Root,  132. 

8.  To  remove  bar  of  statute  of  limitatione. 

Books  of  account  of  a  merchant  are  not  evi- 
dence in  his  own  favor  with  respect  to  pay- 
monXs  credited  in  them  to  his  customer  so  as 
to  remove  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations. 
Oberg  V.  Breen,  50  N.  J.  L.  145,  12  Atl.  203; 
Libby  V.  Brown,  78  Me.  492,  7  Atl.  114 ;  Brad- 
ley V.  Jones,  1  ^  eek.  Rep.  388,  13  C.  B.  822. 

And  entries  in  a  regular  l>ook  of  a  bank  kept 
for  the  express  purpose  of  entering  payments 
made  on  notes,  made  by  the  cashier,  are  not 
competent  to  prove  a  partial  payment,  so  as 
to  remove  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations, 
even  although  it  appears  that  the  cashier  had 
left  the  state  and  gone  to  parts  unknown,  and 
there  is  evidence  proving  his  handwriting. 
State  Bank  v.  Barber,  12  Ark.  775 ;  State  Bank 
▼.  Fowler,  14  Ark.  159. 

In  Hancock  v.  Cook,  18  Pick.  80,  an  action 
on  an  account  which,  with  the  exception  of  the 
last  item  of  l>oth  debit  and  credit,  was  barred 
by  the  statute  of  limitations,  it  was  held  that 
the  original  credit  entry,  although  exceeding  In 
amount  the  last  debit  entry  to  the  account  veri- 
fied by  the  plaintilT's  oath,  was  not  competent 
evidence  to  prove  a  payment  on  the  whole  ac- 
count at  that  time  in  order  to  rebut  the  pre- 
sumption of  payment  arising  from  the  lapse  of 
time. 

But  In  Bradley  v.  Jones,  1  Week.  Rep.  888, 
22  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  193,  1  C.  L.  Rep.  494,  13  C. 
B.  822,  an  action  by  the  executor  of  the  payee 
against  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note,  in 
which  the  defendant  has  pleaded  the  statute 
of  limitations,  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  prove 
payment  of  Interest  within  six  years  before 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  produced  a  book 
containing  an  entry  to  the  effect  that  within  six 
years  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit  on 
the  day  before  the  entry  a  sum  of  money  had 
been  paid  for  interest  on  a  note,  and  the  plain- 
tiff swore  that  he  had  made  the  entry  himself 
by  the  direction  of  his  testatrix,  the  payee ;  and 
it  was  held  that  the  entry  was  admissible  for 
the  purpose  offered. 

4.  Dithuraements  hu  an  agent. 

In  Seagrove  v.  Redman,  4  Dall.  153.  1  L.  ed. 
779,  'the  plaintiff,  a  nonresident,  who  had  been 
the  defendants'  agent  in  fitting  out  a  priva- 
teer for  them  during  the  Revolution,  produced 
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and  authenticated  his  book  of  original  entries, 
.some  of  which  were  in  his  own  handwriting 
and  some  in  that  of  his  clerk,  to  prove  the 
disbursements  for  the  privateer;  and  the  court 
admitted  the  evidence  on  the  principle  that 
as  it  related  to  a  mercantile  transaction  which 
took  place  in  a  foreign  country  a  relaxation  of 
the  strict  rules  of  the  common  law  was  reason- 
able. Just,  and  necessary. 

And  Bowers  v.  Dunn,  2  Root,  59,  holds  that 
one  half  of  certain  expenditures  by  plaintiff  in 
making  repairs  on  a  vessel  owned  by  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  jointly,  and  for  their  joint 
benefit,  is  chargeable  on  book. 

So,  on  a  bill  for  an  accounting  against  an 
agent,  his  books,  if  the  entries  are  made  in  the 
usual  course  of  his  business,  are  admissible  for 
the  agent  as  evidence  of  the  remittances  and 
disbursements  contained  therein,— especially 
when  both  the  parties  are  dead,  and  there  is 
strong  corrotK>rative  evidence  of  the  correctness 
of  the  books.  Sinclair  v.  Price,  2  Hill,  Eq. 
160,  note. 

But  Williams  v.  Gregg.  2  Strobh.  Eq.  207,  and 
Rowland  v.  Martindale,  Bail.  Ekj.  226,  hold 
that  the  books  of  an  agent,  kept  by  himself  or 
those  acting  under  him,  are  not  in  general  evi- 
dence for  him  of  the  disbursements  of  the  money 
on  account  of  the  principal ;  that  he  should 
prove  his  disbursements  by  strictly  legal  evi- 
dence. 

In  Stocking  v.  Sage,  1  Conn.  75,  it  appeared 
that  the  master  of  a  vessel,  after  his  return 
from  a  voyage,  had  settled  the  accounts  of  the 
voyage  with  the  owners,  and  had  paid  over  to 
them  the  freight  money  on  their  promising  to 
Indemnify  him  against  liability  under  a  contract 
into  which  he  had  entered  during  the  voyage ; 
and  it  was  held  that  an  action  of  book  debt 
would  not  lie  for  services  and  expenses  to  which 
he  was  afterward  subjected  in  consequence  of 
such  contract,  such  services  and  expenses  not 
being  proper  charges  on  book. 

6.  Advancements   to  child  by  parent. 

Again,  advancements  made  by  a  parent  to  his 
child  are  the  proper  subject  of  a  book  charge 
by  the  parent,  and  provable  thereby.  Nelson 
V.  Nelson,  90  Mo.  460,  2  S.  W.  413 ;  Van  Hou- 
ten  V.  Post,  33  N.  J.  Eq.  344. 

And  it  is  so  held  although  the  entries  were 
made  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the 
children.     Ilengst's  Estate,  6  Watts,  86. 

But  where  a  father  enters  a  charge  against 
his  daughter  for  cash  paid  her,  and  such  entry 
Is  found  in  his  account  l)ook,  in  which  are  en- 
tered the  charges  against  the  persons  who  had 
dealings  with  him,  the  entry  against  the  daugh- 
ter indicates  a  debt  or  loan  rather  than  an  ad- 
vancement. Auchy*s  Estate,  7  Montg.  Co.  L. 
Rep.  21  (1891)  Swartz,  P.  J. 

In  New  York  an  entry  in  the  books  of  a 
testator  is  insufllcient  to  show  an  advancement, 
but  such  fact  must  be  proved  by  evidence 
aliunde.     Marsh  v.  Brown,  18  Hun,  319. 

And  charges  in  a  testator's  t>ooks  of  account 
for  cash  advanced  to  his  son  at  various  times, 
"to  be  taken  from  your  portion  of  my  estate 
as  bequeathed  to  you  in  my  will,"  are  not,  with- 
out corrot>orative  evidence  a/<un(f«,  suflicient 
evidence  of  advancements  to  charge  the  son 
therewith.     Benjamin  v.  Dlmmick,  4  Redf.  7. 

But  the  books  of  a  firm,  of  which  a  testator 
was  a  leading  member,  are  admissible  to  show 
advancements  made  to  his  children  where  a 
clause  of  the  will  directs  the  deduction  of  ad- 
vancements evidenced  by  entries  in  "my  books 
of  account."  I^wrence  v.  Lindsay,  68  N.  Y. 
108. 

In  Lawrence  v.  Lawrence,  4  Redf.  278.  a 
testator  had  directed  in  his  will  that  advance- 
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ments  made  to  his  children  and  evidenced  by 
entries  in  his  books  of  account  should  be  de- 
ducted from  the  child's  share.  But  It  appeared 
that  the  testator  kept  no  individual  books  of 
account,  but  that  the  firm,  composed  of  himself 
and  his  sons,  and  of  which  he  was  the  leading 
member,  kept  the  books  of  account,  upon  which 
there  appeared  entries  charging  the  testator's 
children  with  cash  advanced,  and  also  entries 
bearing  the  same  date  crediting  each  child  with 
the  same  amount  as  charged.  It  was  proved 
by  other  evidence  that  at  the  time  the  entries 
were  made  and  the  money  received  by  the  chil- 
dren the  sums  so  paid  were  intended  as  ad- 
vancements, and  the  surrogate  held  that  the 
books  were  those  referred  to  by  the  testator 
in  his  will,  and  that  the  entries  so  made  con- 
stituted the  entries  referred  to  as  evidencing 
those  advancements.  It  was  also  proved  that 
the  credit  entries  were  made  at  the  direction 
of  the  testator  in  order  that  nothing  might  ap- 
pear against  his  children  on  the  books  as  hav- 
ing received  anything  from  him :  and  it  was  ac- 
cordingly held  that  the  entries  as  they  then 
stood,  together  with  the  other  evidence,  intro- 
duced and  uncontradicted,  of  the  intention  of 
the  testator,  were  not  such  evidence  of  ad- 
vancement as  was  contemplated  by  the  will. 

Putnam  v.  Town,  34  Vt.  429,  was  a  claim 
for  services  rendered  to  the  defendant's  testa- 
tor by  the  testator's  daughter  after  she  became 
of  age  and  while  she  remained  a  member  of  her 
father's  family,  and  the  defendant  offered  in 
evidence  a  book  of  his  testator  in  the  latter's 
handwriting,  containing  charges  for  articles  to 
his  children  as  outfits,  and  \p.  which  was  the 
following  memorandum  relative  to  the  claimant 
daughter:  "Laura  lived  here  after  she  was 
eighteen  years  old  till  she  was  married.  She 
worked  for  herself  a  good  deal  and  I  got  her 
a  good  many  clothes  and  I  gave  her  a  great 
many  things,  so  she  got  well  paid  for  all  she 
worked  for  me  besides  what  I  have  charged  to 
her ;"  the  court  held  that  if  the  book  had  been 
offered  to  prove  that  the  articles  delivered  to 
the  claimant  had  been  received  by  her  and  were 
to  be  applied  in  extinguishment  of  her  account 
for  her  services  the  book  would  have  been  ad- 
missible, as  in  such  case  the  entry  of  the  arti- 
cles might  well  have  been  deemed  a  proper  book 
account ;  but  that  the  entry  quoted  was  a  mere 
private  entry,  made,  not  in  the  usual  course  of 
business,  but  long  after  the  transactions  to 
which  it  referred  had  happened,  merely  stating 
the  testator's  opinion  that  his  daughter  was 
not  entitled  to  compensation  for  her  services, 
and  was  therefore  inadmissible. 

6.  Money  paid  to  third  person. 

Money  paid  to  a  third  person  on  order,  or 
which  the  plalntifl!  claims  the  defendants  had 
promised  to  repay  to  the  plaintiff,  is  not  the 
proper  subject  of  book  entry,  and  hence  not 
provable  thereby.  Peek  v.  Jones,  Kirby,  280 ; 
Lyman  v.  Bechtel,  55  Iowa,  437,  7  N.  W.  673 ; 
Prince  v.  Smith,  4  Mass.  455 ;  Marsh  v.  Case, 
30  Wis.  531.  Contra,  in  Vermont.  Sargeant 
V.  Pettlbone,  1  Aik.  (Vt.)  365;  Weller  v.  Mc- 
carty, 16  Vt.  98;  Gleason  v.  Kinney,  65  Vt. 
560,  27  Atl.  208. 

In  Faunce  v.  Gray,  21  Pick.  243,  an  action 
by  plaintlir  to  recover  from  defendant  his 
share  .of  the  proceeds  of  property  owned  Joint- 
ly by  himself  and  defendant's  Intestate,  it  was 
not  admissible  for  the  defendant  to  prove  the 
payment  of  the  money  to  third  persons  on  the 
Joint  account  of  plaintiff  and  intestate,  be- 
cause there  was  no  evidence  that  the  persons  to 
whom  the  money  was  alleged  to  have  been  paid 
were  not  living,  and  there  was  no  account  for 
any  money  filed  in  set-off. 

In  Leverlnge  v.  Dayton,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  698, 
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Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,288,  an  action  of  assumpsit  to 
recover  for  moneys  paid  out  by  plaintiff  as 
surety  for  defendant  on  a  custom-house  boad, 
the  plaintiff  offered  his  ledger,  proved  by  a  wit- 
ness to  contain  original  entries,  in  which  was 
an  account  against  the  defendant  with  a  debit 
for  duties  in  a  large  sum.  Counsel  admitted 
that  this  was  not  good  evidence  at  common-law, 
but  insisted  that  it  was  admissible  according 
to  the  regular  practice  of  courta  of  New  Jer- 
sey. But  the  court  rejected  the  evidence  on 
a  case  stated  by  one  of  the  Judges  in  which 
evidence  of  this  kind  had  been  admitted  and 
the  Judgment  of  the  court  for  that  cause  re- 
versed by  the  supreme  court.  No  reason  is  as- 
signed for  the  inadmissibility  of  this  book  other 
than  as  stated. 

A  charge  for  money  had  and  received,  with- 
out saying  from  whom  or  for  whose  use,  was 
held  objectionable  as  being  too  vague.  In  Bran- 
nln  V.  Voorhees,  14  N.  J.  L.  590. 

In  Le  Franc  v.  Hewitt,  7  Cal.  186,  it  was 
held  that,  although,  as  a  general  rule,  the  ac- 
count book  of  a  tradesman  is  not  admissible  to 
establish  a  charge  for  money  loaned,  yet  where 
it  is  shown  in  fact  that  there  was  no  money 
loaned,  but  that  the  party  keeping  the  account 
had  procured  articles  for  the  person  against 
whom  the  charge  is  entered,  which  he  had  paid 
for  and  charged  as  so  much  money  loaned,  the 
book  is  admissible  in  his  favor. 

And  books  of  original  entry  kept  by  a  pur- 
chaser of  property,  the  consideration  for  the 
purchase  of  which  Is  alleged  to  be  moneys,  paid 
and  advanced  by  the  purchaser  to  and  for  the 
vendor,  are  admissible  to  show  the  moneys  so 
paid  out,  where  it  appears  that  the  vendor 
knew  of  these  payments  and  of  the  manner  of 
keeping  the  books;  that  he  had  free  access  to 
them  at  all  times,  and  assented  to  the  manner 
of  keeping  the  books  and  to  nearly  all  the  en- 
tries.    Himes  V.  Barnitz,  8  Watts,  39. 

In  Ward  v.  Wheeler,  18  Tex.  249,  many  <^  the 
items  in  the  account  contained  in  the  book 
offered  in  evidence  were  charges  for  cash  paid 
out  to  third  persons  on  the  defendant's  order, 
but  it  appeared  that,  in  addition  to  the  entry 
and  the  suppletory  oath  of  the  plaintiff's  prin- 
cipal clerk  and  bookkeeper,  there  was  corrobo- 
rative testimony  fully  proving  the  charges. 

b.  Course  of  business  or  custom. 

Where  one  Is  engaged  In  the  business  of 
loaning  money,  and  he  charges  in  his  books 
of  account  loans  and  advances  made  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  his  business,  of  which  no 
evidence  is  taken  by  him  other  than  sncb 
charges,  his  books  are  receivable  in  evidence 
against  the  personal  representative  of  a  deceased 
borrower  in  support  of  his  claim  against  the 
estate  for  the  amount  of  the  loan.  Orcutt  v. 
Hanson,  70  Iowa,  604.  31  N.  W.  950.  Compare 
Smith  V.  Rents,  131  N.  Y.  169,  15  L.  R.  A.  13S. 
30  N.  E.  54. 

In  Iowa  a  charge  for  "money  paid,"  or 
"money  lent,"  cannot  be  proved  by  a  party's 
books  of  account,  unless  It  is  shown  that  the 
person  offering  the  books  is  engaged  in  a  busi- 
ness to  Justify  such  charges,  as,  for  Instance* 
that  of  the  business  of  banking,  or  of  receiving 
money  on  deposit  and  paying  it  out  for  others. 
Velths  V.  Hagge,  8  Iowa,  163 :  Cummins  t. 
Hull,  35  Iowa,  253 ;  Young  v.  Jones,  8  Iowa, 
219 ;  Sloan  v.  Ault,  8  Iowa,  229.  "If  the  pay- 
ment or  loan  of  money,"  said  the  court  in 
Young  V.  Jones,  "constitutes  in  any  Just  sense 
the  ordinary  business  of  the  defendant,  and  the 
charges  of  money  paid  were  made  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  business,  he  may  Justly  claim 
the  right  to  prove  them  by  his  books :  but  not 
otherwise." 

In  Veiths  v.  Hagge,  8  Iowa.  163.  an  action 
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on  a  note  to  which  defendant  Interposed  as  a 
set-off  an  account  against  plaintiff  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered,  which  also  contained  Items 
for  cash  loaned,  testimony  by  defendant's  clerk 
that  plaintiff  was  a  customer  at  defendant's 
store,  and  was  in  the  habit  of  borrowing  from 
time  to  time  sums  of  money  which  defendant 
charged  to  him  in  his  account,  was  held  insuffl- 
clent  to  constitute  defendant's  books  of  ac- 
count proper  evidence  to  prove  the  items  of 
money  loaned,  although  it  might  show  a  course 
of  business  between  the  parties. 

Lyman  v.  Bechtel,  55  Iowa,  437,  7  N.  W. 
678,  recognizes  the  rule  adopted  by  Yelths  v. 
Hagge,  8  Iowa,  163,  9upra,  as  to  the  inadmis- 
sibility of  books  of  account  to  prove  payment 
of  money ;  but  holds  that  where  a  defendant, 
who  is  sued  for  a  balance  of  money  advanced 
with^  which  he  has  purchased  and  shipped  to 
the  plaintiff  live  stock,  is  in  default.  It  may 
be  assumed.  In  view  of  the  Iowa  statute  pro- 
viding that  where  a  defendant  sued  on  open 
account  has  been  personally  served  with  the 
original  notice,  and  the  petition  is  duly  veri- 
fied and  has  incorporated  in  or  attached  to  it 
a  bill  of  particulars,  makes  default,  the  account 
shall  be  taken  as  due  and  admitted,  that  the 
payments  by  plaintiff  for  the  stock  shipped  to 
them  and  sold  on  commission  comes  within  the 
ordinary  course  of  their  business. 

In  Beall  t.  Rust,  68  Oa.  774,  the  court  said 
that  while  cash  advances  cannot  be  proved  by 
a  merchant's  books  where  his  usual  and  ordi- 
nary business  is  the  sale  of  goods  and  merchan- 
dise, it  was  not  inclined  to  extend  the  rule 
to  the  l>ooks  of  factors  and  commission  mer- 
chants whose  ordinary  business  is  to  make  cash 
advances  to  customers. 

A  stock  broker's  ledger  Is  competent  in  re- 
buttal, in  an  action  by  the  stock  broker  to  re- 
cover for  money  paid  for  stock  alleged  to  have 
been  purchased  for  the  defendant  by  the  plain- 
tiff on  his  express  order,  in  explanation  of  a 
bill  sent  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  and 
to  supplement  the  plaintiff's  own  testimony 
that  such  bill  was'  not  general  as  claimed  by 
the  defendant,  but  only  a  partial  statement  of 
the  account  as  it  existed  l>etween  the  parties. 
Cahill  V.  Hlrschman,  6  Nev.  57. 

An  act  of  the  Ohio  legislature,  passed  Decem- 
ber 18,  1823,  provided  that  in  all  actions  where 
any  claim  or  defense  is  founded  on  t>ook  ac- 
counts of  not  more  than  eighteen  months'  stand- 
ing, in  which  Is  drawn  in  question  the  validity 
or  amount  of  any  such  book  accounts,  the  court 
may  examine  the  party  under  oath  or  af- 
iirmatlon  touching  the  validity  of  such  account, 
which  shall  be  admitted* as  evidence,  the  credi- 
bility thereof  being  left  to  the  jury.  And  in 
Cram  v.  Spear,  8  Ohio,  404,  the  plaintiff  pro- 
duced a  book  purporting  to  be  a  book  of  ac- 
counts, consisting  almost  entirely  of  charges 
for  cash  loaned,  and  he  then  offered  himself  as 
a  witness  to  prove  the  several  charges  of  cash 
contained  in  the  book ;  but  the  court  rejected 
his  proffered  testimony,  holding  that  the  stat- 
ute above  set  out  did  not  authorize  charges  to 
be  made  upon  books  or  things  which  were  prop- 
erly not  the  subject  of  book  charge,  and  that 
therefore  a  person  could  not  make  such  charges 
upon  his  book  with  a  view  to  sustaining  them 
by  bis  own  oath.  The  court  said,  however, 
that  if  the  party  were  engaged  in  the  business 
that  would  justify  such  charges  they  were  not 
prepared  to  say  that  he  might  not  be  examined 
as  a  witness. 

Again,  where  the  parties  have  been  in  the 
habit  of  treating  cash  items  both  on  the  debit 
and  credit  side  of  the  account  between  them  as 
the  proper  subject  of  a  book  charge,  the  proof 
of  the  loan  or  advancement  of  money  on  the 
one  side  or  the  payment  on  account  of  the 
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same  on  the  other,  may  be  made  by  the  pro- 
duction of  the  books  to  the  same  extent  as 
may  the  proof  of  the  delivery  of  any  other 
article.  Carglll  v.  Atwood,  18  R.  I.  303,  27 
Atl.  214. 

But  it  is  for  the  jury  to  determine  whether 
there  has  been  such  a  course  of  dealing  between 
the  parties  as  to  treating  cash  items  as  the 
proper  subject  of  l>ook  charge,  whether  or  not 
those  items  were  so  recorded.     Ihid. 

c.  Effect  of  (unouni  of  single  entry. 

In  some  of  the  states  the  competency  vel 
non  of  a  book  entry  to  prove  the  payment  or 
loan  of  money  Is  affected  by  the  amount  of 
money  charged  in  the  entry.  Thus,  in  some  of 
the  New  England  states  the  book  entry  is  in- 
competent when  the  amount  exceeds  40  shill- 
ings, or  $6.67.  Rich  v.  Eldridge.  42  N.  U.  153 ; 
Bassett  v.  Spofford,  11  N.  H.  167 ;  Turner  v. 
Twing,  9  Oush.  512 :  Davis  v.  Sanford.  9  Allen, 
216;  Henshaw  v.  Davis,  5  Cush.  146;  Burns 
v.  Fay,  14  I*ick.  8 ;  Cleave' s  Case,  8  Dane,  Abr. 
319;  Kelton  v.  Hill,  58  Me.  114;  Hooper  v. 
Taylor,  30  Me.  224 ;  Dunn  v.  Whitney,  10  Me. 
9. 

In  Alger  v.  Thompson,  1  Allen,  458,  an  action 
to  recover  contribution  from  a  defendant  as 
joint  indorser  with  the  plaintiff  of  a  promissory 
note  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  plaintiff  offered  in 
evidence  his  books  of  account  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  the  amount  of  commissions  re- 
ceived by  him,  to  one  half  of  which  defendant 
was  entitled,  and  also  an  extract  or  memo- 
randum said  to  have  been  made  by  counsel  from 
the  books,  both  of  which  were  excluded  by  the 
court.  PlaintliT's  counsel  argued  to  the  jury 
that  the  extract  would  show  the  accuracy  of 
the  plaintiff  and  the  inaccuracy  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  as  there  was  a  direct  contradiction 
between  the  two  it  would  tend  to  substantiate 
the  general  accuracy  of  the  plaintiff's  testi- 
mony. After  the  jury  had  been  out  sometime 
they  sent  an  oflScer  for  the  extract  and  it  was 
sent  to  them  by  the  judge  in  the  absence  and 
without  the  consent  or  knowledge  of  the  de- 
fendant's counsel,  the  plaintifTs  counsel  being 
present  and  furnishing  it.  On  appeal  the  court 
said  that  there  could  be  no  doubt  that  the  ad- 
mission of  such  evidence  in  the  course  of  the 
trial  would  have  been  good  ground  of  excep- 
tion;  and  held  that  it  was  equally  so  where, 
after  the  trial  is  over  and  the  Jury  are  deliber- 
ating on  their  verdict,  the  judge  directs  it  to  be 
laid  before  them. 

Bailey  v.  Harvey,  60  N.  H.  152,  was  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  a  balance  due  for  the  purchase 
of  land  in  which  the  defendant,  having  intro- 
duced evidence  tending  to  prove  the  payment 
of  debt,  offered  in  support  of  this  evidence 
his  book  of  accounts  with  his  suppletory  oath 
to  show  that  the  plaintiff  has  received  from 
him  various  sums  of  money  in  amounts  not 
exceeding  |6.67  at  any  one  time;  and  it  was 
held  that,  as  the  question  whether  the  plain- 
tiffs had  received  such  sums  of  money  was  one 
not  collaterally,  but  directly,  in  issue,  the  book 
was  admissible  in  proof  of  those  items. 

In  Yelths  v.  Hagge,  8  Iowa,  163,  it  was  held 
that  the  Iowa  statute  has  not  made  any  such 
distinction  as  that  small  sums  of  money  may 
be  proved  by  the  party's  books  of  account,  but 
large  sums  shall  not  be  so  proved.  The  court 
said :  "The  question  whether  the  charges  are 
made  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  as  well 
as  the  credibility  of  the  books  when  produced, 
is  for  the  jury  to  determine.  They  might 
more  readily  admit  the  sufficiency  of  the  book 
to  prove  charges  of  money  of  a  small,  than  of 
a  large,  amount.  So  they  might  more  readily 
conclude  that   the  loan  or   payment  of  small 
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sums  of  money  by  a  retail  trader  to  bis  cus- 
tomers, and.  cbarged  in  tbeir  accounts,  was 
more  nearly  in  the  ordinary  course  of  busi- 
ness that  the  lean  or  payment  of  large  sums ; 
and  if  they  should  Judge  that  small  money 
charges  were  legitimately  made,  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  business,  we  should  not  be  inclined 
to  hold  that  they  might  not  ao  determine,  and 
allow  them  accordingly." 

In  Petit  V.  Teal.  57  Ga.  143.  the  court  said : 
"There  would  seem  to  be  good  reason  for  ad- 
mitting books  lo  prove  very  small  sums  of  cash 
advanced  in  the  regular  course  of  business ; 
but  where  the  amount  is  of  such  importance 
that  a  receipt  or  some  written  evidence  might 
be  reasonably  called  for  by  the  party,  boolcs 
would  be  unsafe.  Of  course  in  particular  lines 
of  business,  such  as  banking,  usage  might  be 
found  to  extend  to  all  amounts  alike." 

In  Ohio  it  has  been  held  that  large  sums 
of  money,  as.  for  Instance,  |4.50,  are  not  the 
proper  subject-matter  of  a  book  charge.  Page 
V.  Zehring,  G  Ohio  L.  J.  299,  8  Ohio  Dec.  Re- 
print. 211 ;  Watts  v.  Shewell,  31  Ohio  St.  331 ; 
Kennedy  v.  Dodge,  19  Ohio  C.  C.  425,  This 
was  an  action  on  a  promissory  note,  and  the 
court  said  that  the  form  in  which  the  evidence 
of  the  indebtedness  should  be  preserved,  and 
the  proper  place  for  credits  to  appear,  was  up- 
on the  note  itself,  and  not  in  a  book  of  ac- 
counts of  the  maker  of  the  note. 

But  If.  In  the  course  of  business,  small  sums 
are  passing  between  the  parties,  these  may  with 
propriety  be  charged  on  book  and  proved  in 
the  same  manner  as  the  other  items  of  the  ac- 
count. Cram  v.  Spear.  8  Ohio,  494 ;  Hough  ▼. 
Henk,  8  Ohio  C.  C.  334. 

d.  Btatutory  rule. 

In  some  of  the  states  there  are  statutes 
which  expressly  provide  that  books  of  account 
containing  charges  for  money  paid,  laid  out, 
furnished,  or  lent  shall  be  received  and  ad- 
mitted as  evidence,  thus,  in  Michigan  (How. 
Stat.  §  7520). 

And  in  Lester  v.  Thompson,  91   Mich.   243, 

51  N.  W.  893,  it  was  held  that  the  rights  of 
the  party  charged  were  properly  guarded  by 
Instructing  the  Jury  that  such  books  are  mem- 
oranda from  which  the  party  offering  them 
may  refresh  his  recollection,  and  testify  in  re- 
gard to  the  transactions  themselves. 

And  the  books  of  a  corporation,  when  prop- 
erly kept  by  its  officers  or  agents,  are  competent 
testimony  to  prove  the  entries  of  payments 
made  therein  as  having  been  paid  to  an  em- 
ployee. Ganther  v.  James  Jenks  &  Co.  76  Mich. 
510,  43  N.  W.  600. 

In  Robinson  v.  Hoyt,  39  Mich.  405.  however. 
It  was  held  that  where  payments  alleged  to 
have  been  made  by  a  deceased  mortgage  debt- 
or are  denied  by  the  creditor,  they  are  not  suffi- 
ciently proved  by  entries  in  the  debtor's  hand- 
writing in  an  unusual  place  In  his  day  book 
from  which  the  leaves  immediately  preceding 
the  entries  have  been  torn,  and  in  which  the 
regular  entries  are  followed  by  a  number  of 
blank  pages. 

In  Wisconsin  the  statute  regulating  the  ad- 
missibility of  account  books  in  evidence  declares 
that  they  "shall  not  be  admitted  as  testimony 
of  any  Item  of  money  delivered  at  one  time  ex- 
ceeding $5 ;"  and  In  Winner  v.  Dauman,  28 
Wis.  563,  the  admission  of  an  account  book  of 
a  purchaser  of  goods  charging  his  vendor  with 
payments  exceeding  the  statutory  limit  was 
held  fatal  error,  inasmuch  as  the  statute  also 
makes  account  books,  when  received,  prima 
facie  evidence  of  the  proof  of  the  charge  there- 
in contained :  thus  enabling  him  to  make  proof 
of  a  charge  in  a  manner  prohibited  by  law. 

So.  too,  in  Minnesota,  cash  books  kept  In  the 
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ordinary  way  ^re  admissible  in  evidence  where 
the  proof  pre8cril)ed  by  the  statute  has  been 
made,  although  the  entries  are  not  in  terms 
charges  against  a  person  named  for  money  paid 
to  him.  Woolsey  v.  Bohm,  41  Minn.  235,  42 
N.  W.  1023.  "The  statute  upon  the  subject." 
said  the  court  In  this  case,  "relates  to  'books 
of  account  kept  for  that  purpose,*  and  contain- 
ing the  'original  entries  of  charges  for  moneys 
paid,'  etc..  but  It  does  not  prescribe  the  form  in 
which  they  shall  be  kept,  nor  the  degree  of 
deiiniteness  to  be  observed  In  making  entries. 
The  statute,  recognizing  the  universal  and  nec- 
essary custom  of  preserving  in  permanent  form 
a  memorial  of  business  transactions  which 
could  not  ordinarily  be  retained  In  the  mind, 
has 'been  so  framed  as  to  have  a  very  general 
application.  The  account  t>ook  of  an  illiterate 
laborer,  as  well  as  those  of  the  tradesman  or 
banker,  are  admissible  In  evidence,  if  within 
the  statutory  conditions,  the  purpose  of  which 
was  to  secure  authenticity  and  credibility  in 
respect  to  the  evidence,  rather  than  to  prescribe 
the  form  of  it.  Whatever  be  its  form  it  Is  only 
evidence  prima  facie  of  what  Is  shown  by  it. 
Suppletory  proof  may  often  be  required  to 
make  such  evidence  relevant  to  a  particular 
case.  The  fact  that  the  entries  of  payments 
In  these  t)ooks  were  not  in  the  form  of  charges 
against  .  .  •  [defendant],  showing  upon 
their  face  that  he  was  debited  with  such  sums, 
did  not  render  the  books  inadmissible." 

In  Wyoming  a  debtor's  books  of  account,  ac- 
companied by  the  requisite  proof  essential  to 
their  admission  as  such,  are  competent  evld«ice 
to  prove  payments  by  him  to  his  creditor.  Hay 
V.  Peterson,  6  Wyo.  419,  34  L.  R.  A.  581,  45 
Pac.  1073. 

But  a  book  containing  no  items  of  charges 
against  anyone,  but  merely  memoranda  of 
money  paid  out  for  various  purposes,  is  not 
a  l>ook  of  accounts  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Nebraska  statute.  Pollard  v.  Turner,  22  Neb. 
36G,  33  N.  W.  192  (an  action  of  replevin  for 
property  which  defendant  claimed  to  own,  and 
offered  the  book  as  above  to  prove  that  he  had 
paid  for  it). 

In  Delaware  cash  Items  are,  by  the  express 
provision  of  the  Delaware  statute  for  the  ad- 
mission in  evidence  of  books  of  original  entry, 
not  properly  chargeable  In  an  account.  Mc- 
Danlel  v.  Webster,  2  Houst.  (Del.)  305  :  Town- 
send  V.  Townsend,  5  Harr.  (Del.)  126;  Redden 
V.  Spruance,  4  Harr.  (Del.)  217. 

V.  Collateral    facts    generally. 

Books  of  account  are  not  admissible  as  evi- 
dence of  any  fact  that  may  arise  collaterally. 
Moody  V.  Roberts,  41  Miss.  74 :  Gage  v.  Ifll- 
waln,  1  Strobh.  L.  133 ;  Juniata  Bank  v.  Brown, 
5  Serg.  &  R.  226. 

They  are  not  evidence  except  of  charges  by 
the  creditor  against  the  debtor  when  they 
stand  to  each  other  in  relation  of  plaintiff  and 
defendant :  and  are  not  evidence  where  the 
dealing  between  debtor  and  creditor  is,  as  to 
parties  to  the  suit,  a  collateral  matter.  Thus, 
in  an  action  on  a  promise  by  defendant  to  pay 
the  plaintiff  for  articles  delivered  to  a  third 
person,  wherein  the  defendant  has  offered  evi- 
dence that  such  third  person  was  not  indebted 
to  the  plaintiff,  the  plalntiff*s  book  of  accounts 
is.  not  admissible  to  show  thereby  that  such 
third  person  was  indebted  to  him.  Woodea  v. 
Dennett,  12  N.  H.  510. 

So.  an  employer's  books  of  account,  contain- 
ing his  account  of  daily  business  transactions, 
are  not  competent  to  prove,  by  entries  made 
therein  by  himself,  that  an  employee  whom  he 
is  suing  to  recover  damages  for  an  alleged  dere- 
liction of  duty  was  absent  from  his  employ- 
ment at  the  time  of  the  injury  for  which  he 
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aeekt  recovery,  to  rebut  the  employee's  evi- 
dence showing  that  he  was  on  duty  at  that 
time,  and  doing  what  he  might  to  prevent  the 
Injury.     Woods  v.  Allen,  18  N.  H.  28. 

And  the  boolcs  of  the  mill  owner  sued  for 
flowing  land,  who  justifies  the  flowing  on  an  al- 
leged license  from  the  landowner,  and  who,  to 
prove  the  license,  shows  that  the  landowner 
had  been  seen  at  work  on  the  dam  which  caused 
the  flowage,  are  not  competent  to  prove,  by  an 
entry  crediting  the  landowner  with  work  on 
the  dam,  the  fact  that  the  work  was  done  and 
when  it  was  done.  Batcheldor  v.  Sanborn,  22 
^.  H.  325. 

The  books  of  a  defendant  who  has  been  sued 
to  recover  an  over  payment  by  way  of  an  ad- 
vance made  on  stock  shipped  by  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff  are  not  admissible  for  the  de- 
fendant to  show  that  the  stock  had  been 
shipped  to  the  plaintiff  on  account  of  a  third 
person,  and  not  on  defendant's  account.  Mul- 
hall  V.  Keenan,  18  Wail.  842,  21  L.  ed.  808. 

In  Palmer  v.  Goldsmith,  IS"  111.  App.  544, 
the  court,  in  rejecting  secondary  evidence  of 
the  contents  of  a  jeweler's  account  books  con- 
taining entries  of  transactions  between  him 
and  his  salesmen,  said  that  the  original  book  it- 
self would  have  been  inadmissible  against  de- 
fendant in  a  suit  to  recover  from  the  latter 
as  bailee  the  value  of  a  package  left  with  him 
to  be  delivered  to  such  salesmen,  as  the  account 
books  of  a  party  are  Inadmissible  to  prove  any 
matter  collateral  to  the  issue  of  debt  and  credit 
between  the  imrtles. 

In  Little  V.  Wyatt,  14  N.  H.  22,  an  action 
on  a  promissory  note  given  upon  a  settlement 
of  an  account  between  plaintiff  and  defendant, 
the  defendant  claimed  a  set-off  by  way  of  a 
charge  paid  on  a  certain  date,  which  he  con- 
tended should  have  been  credited  him  but  was 
omitted  through  mistake.  The  plaintiff  con- 
tended that  the  charge  In  question  bad  ^been 
once  credited  to  the  defendant  on  his  day  book 
as  of  the  date  claimed  by  the  defendant,  but 
proposed  to  prove  that  In  posting  from  the  day 
book  to  the  ledger  the  date  was  changed  by 
mistake :  but  It  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  could 
not  rebut  the  defendant's  set-off  by  showing 
by  his  l>ooks,  verified  by  his  oath,  that  the  ac- 
count was  erroneous. 

But  in  a  case  on  hearing  before  an  auditor 
where  the  party  is  a  witness  in  chief  for  him- 
self he  may  use  his  book  of  accounts  as  a 
memorandum  if  he  can  testify  to  the  facts  from 
recollection.  Putnam  v.  Goodall,  31  N.  H.  419. 
This  was  an  action  for  money  advanced,  labor 
performed,  and  materials  furnished  in  rebuild- 
ing a  factory.  In  which  It  appeared  that  the 
work  was  done  for,  and  materials  furnished  to, 
a  third  person,  and  the  question  was  whether 
the  credit  was  given  to  the  defendant  through 
such  third  person  as  his  agent,  or  to  such  third 
person  himself.  The  defendant,  to  support  his 
contention  that  the  th'rd  person  was  not  his 
agent,  but  that  he  had  merely  agreed  to  advance 
money  for  the  purpose  mentioned,  and  that  he 
tiad  paid  the  money  and  when,  was  allowed 
by  the  auditor  to  authenticate  his  cash  book 
In  tho  usual  way  and  read  therefrom  the  items 
ran  king  up  the  sums  said  to  have  been  advanced. 
And  the  court  said,  as  above  stated,  that,  had 
the  case  been  on  trial  before  a  Jury,  the  book 
certainly  would  not  have  been  competent  to 
prove  the  fact  of  agency,  and,  indeed,  held, 
that  even  on  the  hearing  before  the  auditor  it 
-was  not  comi>etent  for  that  purpose,  but  that. 
Inasmuch  as  it  was  not  the  book  that  was  to 
prove  the  agency,  but  the  party's  own  testi- 
mony, the  book  being  merely  a  memorandum  of 
the  items,  the  book  was  admissible. 
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VI.  Contracts  and  their  performanoe. 
a.  Contracts   generally. 

It  is  a  well-settled  rule  that  books  of  account 
are  not  competent  evidence  to  prove  or  contra- 
diet  a  special  contract.  This  results  from  the 
reiterated  doctrine  that  the  use  of  books  of  ac- 
count as  evidence  at  all  arises  in  the  necessity 
of  the  case,  and  that  where  the  fact  to  be 
proved  Is  or  should  be  evidenced  by  a  formal 
writing,  or  is  susceptible  of  proof  by  other  prop- 
er evidence,  the  books  are  not  to  be  resorted  to. 
Lyman  v.  Bechtel,  55  Iowa,  437,  7  N.  W.  673 ; 
Wilson  V.  Wilson,  6  N.  J.  L.  95,  dictum. 
Prlchard  v.  M'Owen,  1  Nott  ft  M'C.  131,  note ; 
Grieshelmer  v.  Tanenbaum,  124  N.  Y.  650,  26 
N.  E.  957;  Phillips  v.  Tappen,  2  Pa.  St.  323; 
Handley  v.  Barrett,  176  Pa.  246,  35  Atl.  133. 

And  the  fact  that  a  memorandum  of  a  con- 
tract of  sale  was  written  In  a  vendee's  ledger 
by  his  bookkeeper  at  bis  direction  and  in  the 
presence  of  both  parties  does  not  render  It  ad- 
missible as  a  book  of  account,  under  the  Wis- 
consin statute,  to  prove  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract. Hazer  v.  Strelch,  92  Wis.  505,  66  N.  W. 
720. 

Thus,  an  entry  In  the  books  of  a  party,  made 
by  his  clerk  who  is  not  now  to  be  found,  to- 
gether with  the  oath  of  the  party  as  to  the 
quantity  of  the  article  charged.  Is  not  admis- 
sible to  charge  the  owner  of  a  vessel  to  whom 
the  articles  were  delivered  for  sake  keeping. 
Kerr  v.  Love,  1  Wash.  (Va.)   172. 

So,  in  an  action  of  trover  for  the  conversion 
of  a  horse  by  driving  It  beyond  the  limits  of 
the  original  bailment,  an  entry  upon  the  plain- 
tiff's book,  made  at  the  time.  Is  not  original  evi- 
dence of  the  terms  of  the  bailment,  but  at  most 
Is  only  corroborative  as  a  mere  memorandum 
to  be  weighed  only  in  connection  with  the 
plaintiff's  testimony,  and  should  be  submitted 
to  the  Jury  with  this  restriction ;  and  It  is  er- 
ror for  the  court  to  refer  to  the  entry  as  "bear- 
ing upon  the  question  whether  there  was  a 
meeting  of  the  minds  of  the  parties"  in  modifi- 
cation of  the  contract.  Stillwell  v.  Farewell, 
64  Vt.  286,  24  Atl.  243. 

Calvert  v.  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  2  Esp. 
646,  was  a  special  action  on  the  case  on  an 
agreement  for  the  hire  of  horses.  The  plain- 
tiff's servant,  by  whom  the  contract  had  been 
made,  was  dead,  and  the  only  evidence  at  the 
commencement  of  the  contract  was  an  entry 
in  plaintiff's  book  stating  the  terOuB  of  the 
agreement.  This  entry  was  offered,  in  con- 
nection with  proof  of  the  servant's  hand- 
writing, to  prove  the  commencement  of  the 
contract ;  but  Lord  Kcnyon  held  that  the  en- 
try was  inadmissible  because  It  did  not  charge 
the  servant.  There  seems  to  have  been  no 
question  raised  as  to  whether  the  entry  was 
objectionable  as  proving  a  special   contract. 

Again,  an  entry  which  a  merchant  caused 
his  bookkeeper  to  make  on  his  books  is  inadmis- 
sible to  show  that  checks  deposited  by  a  cus- 
tomer were  received  to  be  collected  and  placed 
to  his  credit,  where  the  terms  on  which  the 
checks  were  received  are  a  material  Issue,  and 
no  showing  Is  made  of  the  customer's  consent 
to  such  entry  or  his  knowledge  of  its  existence. 
Jeffries  v.  Castleman,  68  Ala.  432. 

And  a  subscription  to  a  newspaper  Is  not 
properly  proved  by  an  entry  in  the  publisher's 
books  of  account :  but  if  the  subscription  be  es- 
tablished by  other  proof  the  annual  subscrip- 
tion price  may  form  a  proper  subject  for  book 
entry.     Ward  v.  Powell,  3  Ilarr.    (Del.)    379. 

A  charge  for  money  "due  on  contract  and 
exchange  of  horses  as  difference"  Is  not  proper 
matter  for  book  charge ;  and  the  fact  that  it 
is  mingled  with   correct   charges  on  the  book 
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does  not  cure  the  defect.     Danger  ▼.  Boyle,  16 
);i.  J.  L.  305. 

So  held  of  the  entry,  "I  traded  horses  with 
B,  and  sold  his  horse  for  $70.00,  and  shall 
have  to  boot — 110.00."  Butz  v.  Manwiller,  2 
Woodw.  Dec.  260. 

And  an  entry  is  inadmissible  to  show  that  a 
stock  transfer,  absolute  on  its  face,  was  only 
made  as  collateral,  there  being  no  evidence 
in  corroboration  of  such  entry.  DeSmith's 
Estate,  23  Phlla.  I^egal  Int.  356. 

In  Stuckslager  v.  Neel,  123  Pa.  58,  16  Atl. 
94,  on  an  Issue  as  to  whether  certain  property 
turned  over  to  the  defendant  garnishee  by  a 
nonresident  debtor's  resident  agent  in  charge 
of  his  business  was  held  by  him  by  way  of  a 
pledge  as  he  claimed,  or  was,  as  claimed  by 
the  plaintiff,  turned  over,  not  to  pay  his  claim 
against  the  debtor,  but  to  delay  and  defraud 
creditors  in  the  collection  of  their  debts,  an 
entry  In  the  debtor's  books  kept  by  the  agent, 
showing  a  sale  and  the  account  with  the  garn- 
ishee balanced,  was  held  no  evidence  In  favor  of 
the  plaintiff  to  show  the  garnishee's  purpose  in 
taking  property,  because  it  was  not  shown  that 
the  entry  was  made  in  his  business  or  with  his 
knowledge  or  consent  or  authority ;  nor  would 
it  afford  any  basis  Of  inference  as  to  the  purpose 
of  the  debtor  because  It  was  not  made  by  his 
direction  or  with  his  knowledge  or  consent. 

And  one  party  to  a  disputed  contract  can- 
not prove  his  version  of  it  by  showing,  as  an 
independent  item  of  evidence,  that  for  a  con- 
sideration he  entered  a  charge  against  himself 
in  his  own  book.  Fifth  Mut.  Bldg.  Soc.  v. 
Holt,  184  Pa.  D72,  89  Atl.  293.  This  was  an 
action  by  the  building  and  loan  association  to 
foreclose  a  mortgage,  in  which  defendant  inter- 
posed as  a  set-off  stock  of  the  association  which 
he  claimed  to  own  by  transfer  from  the  original 
owner,  but  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  still  be- 
longed to  the  original  owner ;  and  the  court  said 
that  if  the  offer  of  defendant's  books  as  above 
had  been  to  prove  that  such  an  entry  was  reg- 
ularly made  by  him  long  prior  to  any  dispute 
as  to  the  ownership  of  stock,  to  be  followed  by 
proof  that  the  plaintiff  had  contemporaneously 
charged  in  his  books  the  name  of  the  owner  to 
defendant,  and  that  the  latter  had  thereafter 
paid  the  monthly  dues,  and  this  to  be  followed 
by  defendant's  testimony  that  the  original  own- 
er of  the  stock  had  in  fact  received  in  the 
course  of  the  business  dealing  between  them  the 
very  consideration  entered  to  his  credit  on  the 
book,  the  book  would  have  been  admissible ;  for 
then  it  would  not  have  been  an  independent  act 
of  defendant  tending  to  establish  his  side  of 
the  case,  but  would  have  been  a  link  in  the 
chain  of  circumstances  and  entirely  consistent 
with  them,  warranting  the  inference  of  the  al- 
leged contract. 

A  mere  entry  made  by  a  party  In  his  book  of 
a  settlement  with  another  is  not,  as  against 
the  other,  legal  evidence  of  such  settlement. 
Prest  V.  Mercereau,  9  N.  J.  L.  334. 

In  Manheimer  v.  Stern,  45  N.  Y.  S.  R.  648, 
18  N.  Y.  Supp.  366,  an  action  to  recover  for 
commissions  upon  alleged  sales  of  merchandise 
effected  by  the  plaintiff  under  a  contract  of  em- 
ployment with  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  tes- 
tified that  at  the  time  of  each  sale  he  made  a 
record  of  the  name  of  each  purchaser  with 
the  amount  of  the  charges  in  a  book  kept  for 
that  purpose,  and  that  he  was  unable  without 
the  book  to  state  the  names  of  the  several  pur- 
chasers and  the  amounts  of  their  respective 
charges;  and  the  book  was  received  as  an  aux- 
iliary to  the  witness's  testimony,  and  for  the 
pnrpose  of  ascertaining  the  names  of  the  pur- 
chaser and  amounts  of  the  purchases,  but  not 
to  establish  the  fact  of  the  sales,  or  that  the 
plaintiff  effected  them. 
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In  Horton  v.  Wood,  50  N.  Y.  8.  R.  679, 
21  N.  Y.  Supp.  178,  an  action  to  recover  com- 
missions claimed  by  the  plaintiff  to  have  been 
earned  as  a  book  canvasser,  the  defendant  of- 
fered a  memorandum  of  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract made  by  a  clerk  since  deceased,  in  hl» 
books,  but  the  evidence  was  rejected  unless  It 
was  shown  that  the  memorandum  was  read  or 
shown  to  the  plaintiff.  And  the  court  on  ap- 
peal sustained  the  ruling,  stating  that  a  writ- 
ten statement  of  the  facts  in  a  disputed  cause 
cannot  be  proved  after  the  death  of  the  writer 
simply  because  entered  in  a  book. 

And  in  Newhall  v.  Appleton,  102  N.  Y.  133, 
6  N.  E.  120,  an  action  by  a  canvasser  to  recover 
a  stipulated  commission  of  $4  an  order,  the 
books  of  the  defendants  containing  accounts 
with  a  numl>er  of  persons  who  had  been  em- 
ployed as  canvassers,  showing  credit  for  good 
subscriptions  only,  are  inadmissible  to  prove 
that  the  plaintiff  was  to  receive  commission 
only  on  good  and  proved  subscriptions. 

The  purchase  price  of  land  was  held  In  Hln- 
man  v.  Stiles,  Kirby,  10,  not  to  he  chargeable 
on  book ;  but  inasmuch  as  it  appeared  that  the 
Jury  found  a  credit  in  defendant's  favor  equal- 
ing the  charge  for  the  purchase  price,  and  there 
were  other  proper  book-debt  articles  in  the  ac- 
count to  a  large  amount,  to  which  there  was 
no  objection,  and  the  balance  would  have  been 
the  same  with  or  without  the  other  charge  and 
credit,  a  motion  in  arrest  of  the  Judgment  for 
the  plaintiff  was  denied. 

And  in  Hynes  v.  Campbell,  6  T.  B.  Moo. 
292,  an  action  to  rescind  a  conveyance  and  te 
recover  the  purchase  price,  an  entry  in  the 
books  of  the  vendor,  charging  the  land  against 
the  vendees  at  a  much  larger  sum  than  that  re- 
cited in  the  deed,  was  held  to  be  inferior  evi- 
dence of  the  consideration,  and  not  to  control 
a  recital  in  the -deed. 

So,  too,  on  an  issue  as  to  the  bona  fldes  of 
a  sal^  the  books  of  the  vendees  are  inadmissible 
in  evidence  to  prove  its  validity.  Hale  v. 
Smith,  6  Me.  416. 

Nor  are  a  merchant's  books  of  account  proof 
of  the  legality  ol  the  transfer  of  an  individual 
account  to  the  account  of  a  succeeding  part- 
nership. Bracken  v.  Dillon,  64  Ga.  243,  ST 
Am.  Rep.  70. 

In  Silverman  v.  Simons.  14  Misc.  222,  35 
N.  Y.  Supp.  668,  an  action  against  a  sheriff' 
to  recover  damages  for  the  conversion  of  per- 
sonal property  transferred  to  the  plaintiff  by 
an  insolvent  firm,  consideration  for  which  la- 
alleged  to  have  been  a  loan  of  $1,000,  the  plain- 
tiff's bank  book,  indicating  a  deposit  of  over 
$1,000  and  the  payment  of  a  check  of  $500, 
was  held  Inadmissible  to  corroborate  bis  tes- 
timony that  he  received  $1,000  as  a  wedding 
present,  and  that  the  proceeds  of  the  check 
were  loaned  to  the  insolvent  firm,  in  the  absence 
of  proof  that  the  entries  in  the  bank  book  were 
the  same  to  which  he  had  previously  testified. 

b.  Ifegotiahle  inatrumenU, 

A  promissory  note  is  not  a  proper  subject  of 
book  charge.  Henshaw  v.  Davis,  5  Cush.  146; 
Wilson  V.   Wilson,  6  N.  J.  L.  95.  dictum. 

The  execution  of  a  note  in  settlement  of  an 
account  is  not  a  transaction  of  the  character 
which  can  be  evidenced  by  entries  In  a  book  of 
account,  under  Ky.  Civ.  Code,  (  6,  subsec.  7, 
providing  that  a  person  may  testify  for  himself 
as  to  the  correctness  of  original  entries  made 
by  himself  in  an  account  book  according  to  the 
ii'su.il  course  of  business.  Kstes  v.  Jackson 
(Ky.)   53  S.  W.  271. 

A  note,  although  not  properly  chargeable  on 
book,  was  held  to  have  been  properly  so  charged,, 
iii  Barlow  v.  Butler,  1  Yt.  146,  becanse  it  ap- 
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peared  that  at  the  time  of  the  charge  a  credit 
entf7  ^ad  been  made,  which  necessitated  the 
charge  In  order  to  make  the  boolc  show  the 
actual  state  of  the  transaction. 

But  notes  delivered  over  by  a  debtor  to  an 
officer  to  be  collected  and  the  proceeds  applied 
to  the  payment  of  executions  against  the  debtor 
In  the  officer's  hands,  which  are  so  collected, 
but  not  applied,  are  not  chargeable  on  book. 
Farrand  v.  Gage,  8  Vt.  326. 

An  order  for  money,  drawn  by  the  plaintiff 
on  a  third  person  for  value  received  in  favor 
of  the  defendant  and  delivered  to  him,  may  be 
charged  on  book,  and  the  plaintiff  be  allowed 
to  swear  to  It.     Stores  v.  Stores,  1  Root,  189. 

A  due  bill  given  by  defendant  to  a  third  per- 
son and  assigned  to  plaintiff,  and  delivered  up 
to  the  defendant  under  an  agreement  between 
them  that  it  should  be  so  delivered  up  and  the 
amount  charged  to  the  defendant  by  the  plain- 
tiff on  his  book,  is  properly  chargeable  on  book, 
and  recoverable  in  book  debt.  Hunt  v.  Pier- 
pont,  27  Conn.  305.  In  this  case  it  was  said 
that  money,  bills  of  exchange,  orders,  bank 
checks,  and  promissory  notes  are,  when  as- 
signed, chargeable  on  book  in  the  regular  course 
of  business. 

On  an  issue  Ks  to  whether  or  not  certain 
checks,  the  payment  of  which  has  been  stopped 
by  the  defendant,  and  which  the  plaintiflF  has 
received  from  the  payee,  had  been  received  by 
the  plaintiff  without  payment  of  any  value  or 
parting  with  any  consideration,  entries  In  the 
plaintiffs  books  of  account  showing  the  sales 
of  property  by  him  to  the  payee,  affixed  to 
which  were  marks  indicating  that  the  accounts 
had  been  paid,  It  being  further  shown  that  the 
books  in  question  constituted  a  part  of  such  pay- 
ment, is  not  competent  evidence  for  the  plain- 
tiff.    Purchase  v.  Mattlson,  2  Robt.  78. 

In  Bear  v.  Trexler,  8  W.  N.  C.  214,  assump- 
sit on  a  promissory  note  dated  on  Sunday,  It 
was  held  that  the  books  of  account  of  the  plain- 
tlfTs  assignor  In  insolvency,  who  was  the  payee 
of  the  note,  were  admissible  to  prove  that  the 
note  was  given  for  an  account  for  goods  sold. 
In  connection  with  evidence  that  the  defend- 
ants had  received  the  goods  and  given  their 
note  for  the  same.  , 

And  In  Rosenberger  ▼.  Bitting,  15  Pa.  278, 
an  action  on  a  promissory  note  by  the  Indorsee 
against  the  maker,  entries  In  the  plalntlfTs 
day  book  of  Items  of  account  against  the  In- 
dorser,  Including  an  entry  of  credit  for  the 
note  In  question,  and  entries  In  his  ledger  of 
the  items  In  the  day  book  posted  within*  two  or 
three  days  afterwards,  are  evidence  as  part  of 
the  rea  gesta  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to 
prove  consideration  for  the  transfer  of  the 
note. 

In  Harris  ▼.  Burley,  10  N.  H.  171,  a  suit 
on  an  account  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded 
a  note  in  set-off  which  plaintiff  claimed  was 
given  for  unlawful  interest,  plaintiff  offered  his 
books  containing  entries  in  his  own  handwriting 
of  sums  similar  to  some  of  those  upon  a  piece 
of  paper  previously  offered  to  show  the  con- 
sideration of  the  note,  but  did  not  prove  that 
t)ie  books  had  been  used  at  the  settlement  be- 
tween himself  and  the  defendant  when  the  note 
was  given ;  and  It  was  held  that  the  books  were 
Inadmissible. 

Plaintiff,  suing  on  a  promissory  note  against 
which  defendant  Interposes  as  a  set-off  a  note 
signed  by  plalntlfT,  may  Introduce  his  book  of 
original  entries  to  show  that  the  note  held  by 
defendant  was  Included  in  a  mutual  settlement 
of  accounts  proved  to  have  been  previously  had 
between  the  parties,  and  had  been  credited  to 
defendant  In  such  settlement.  Powers  v.  Ham- 
ilton, 6  Blackf.  293.  It  was  said  that  this  was 
not  permitting  a  party  to  Introduce  his  account 
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book  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  the  pro- 
priety of  er  parte  entries  in  his  own  favor 
therein  made :  but  to  prove  a  transaction  in 
which  both  parties  participated.  The  settle- 
ment was  as  much  the  act  of  defendant  as  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  by  It  the  former  sanctioned 
the  debits  and  credits  embraced  in  the  ac- 
counts ;  and  it  was  proper  for  the  Jury  to  say 
whether,  among  the  credits,  was  the  note,  the 
payment  of  which  defendant  was  attempting  to 
enforce  by  way  of  set-off. 

In  Johnson  v.  Patten,  4  G.  Greene,  63,  an 
action  by  an  assignee  after  maturity  of  a  prom- 
issory note  given  by  defendant  for  the  purchase 
of  land,  and  of  rails  cut  on  other  land  not 
owned  by  such  assignor,  but  which  were  never 
delivered,  defendant's  book  of  account,  contain- 
ing, amongst  other  accounts,  an  Item  for  the 
money  paid  by  him  for  the  rails,  was  held  ad- 
missible in  his  behalf.  It  was  objected  that 
the  transaction  In  relation  to  the  rails  was  not 
a  subject  of  book  account  because  they  were 
connected  with  and  became  a  part  of  the  con- 
tract of  the  sale  of  the  land ;  but  It  was  held 
that,  although  defendant  purchased  the  land  at 
the  same  time  that  he  purchased  the  rails.  It 
did  not  follow  that  the  rails  were  Inseparably 
connected  with  the  real-estate  transaction ; 
that,  as  they  were  upon  the  land  and  in  the 
possession  of  another  person,  they  became  a 
legitimate  Item  of  account  immediately  upon  the 
assignor's  failure  to  place  the  defendant  In  pos- 
session of  them. 

On  the  question  as  to  the  amount  for  which 
checks  subsequently  raised  were  originally 
drawn,  the  amount  of  which  is  impossible  of 
ascertainment  from  Inspection  because  of  the 
alterations,  it  is  competent  in  an  action  by  the 
depositor  against  the  bank  to  introduce  his  cash 
book,  In  which  there  are  no  alterations,  in  con- 
nection with  his  testimony  that  his  bookkeeper 
regularly  presented  statements  on  pads  of  dis- 
bursements to  be  met ;  that  the  plaintiflF  added 
the  items  and  stated  the  total  sum  on  the  pad, 
handed  It  to  the  bookkeeper  and  directed  him  to 
draw  a  check  for  the  whole  amount;  that  the 
bookkeeper  then  entered  the  statement  and  its 
amount  on  the  cash  book,  drew  a  check  for  the 
whole  amount  and  presented  it  to  the  plalntlflT 
for  his  signature  together  with  his  statement 
on  the  pad,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  aftet  com- 
paring the  amount  on  the  pad,  check,  and  cash- 
book  entries,  and  finding  them  the  same,  de- 
stroyed the  pad.  Clark  v.  National  Shoe  & 
Leather  Bank,  164  N.  Y,  498,  58  N.  E.  659. 

In  Dwight  V.  Brown,  9  Conn.  83,  a  proceeding 
by  creditors  to  enjoin  the  sale  of  a  debtor's 
property  under  attachment  on  a  debt  due  on 
notes  claimed  by  the  defendant  creditor  to  have 
been  given  to  him  In  payment  for  services  per- 
formed and  board  furnished  to  coemployees,  but 
which  plaintiflF  claimed  were  withdut  consider- 
ation, the  payee  having  been  paid  his  debt  by 
supplies  received  on  the  maker,  and  that  they 
were  given  in  furtherance  of  a  conspiracy  be- 
tween the  defendants  to  defraud  other  credit- 
ors, the  debtor's  original  account  book,  shown 
to  have  been  kept  by  himself  and  his  codefend- 
ants  alone,  with  regular  entries  therein  from 
week  to  week,  crediting  the  defendant  creditor 
with  services  performed,  and  charging  him  with 
supplies  received,  made  at  the  times  they  re- 
spectively purport  to  bear  date,  and  before  the 
existence  of  any  conspiracy  as  alleged,  with  set- 
tlements at  dlfTerent  times  and  the  balance  due 
carried  to  a  new  account  and  so  continued  un- 
til the  account  was  finally  balanced  by  the  note 
in  question,  were  held  admissible  in  defendant's 
behalf  to  prove  the  consideration  and  validity 
of  the  note,  although  none  of  the  settlements 
were  subscribed  by  either  of  the  parties.  One 
of  the  objections  raised  In  this  case  was,  that 
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the  books  were  not  the  best  evidence  In  that  the 
debtor  was  living;  but  this  was  held  untenable 
because  those  making  the  entries  were  incom- 
petent to  testify  as  witnesses.  Another  was 
that  the  entries  are  not  evidence  in  any  event, 
but  the  court  disposed  of  this  by  saying  they 
were  written  declarations  against  the  debtor's 
Interest  so  far  as  respects  the  credits;  the  third 
was,  that  the  books,  and  particularly  the  set- 
tlements, were  not  subscribed ;  but  a  signing 
was  held  unnecessary  because  the  entries  were 
all  In  the  handwriting  of  the  debtor  and  his 
clerks.  It  was  also  suggested  that  the  books 
were  not  brought  home  to  the  note,  but,  as  the 
iKKiks  charged  the  note  against  the  defendant 
creditor  to  meet  the  balance  found  to  be  his 
due.  the  objection  was  held  not  good.  And  to 
the  statement  that  they  were  res  inter  alios 
acta,  Jt  was  said  to  l>e  a  sufficient  answer  that 
that  point  had  been  decided  otherwise ;  that  if 
Judgments  were  recovered  on  the  note  and  an 
execution  levied  on  the  debtor's  land,  certainly 
the  account  c«)uld  not  l«  deemed  re«  intci'  alios 
4tcta  in  respect  to  a  subsequent  levying  creditor ; 
that  it  was  Impossible  to  make  a  solid  distinc- 
tion between  the  recognition  of  a  person  by  re- 
ceipt, bond,  covenant,  or  by  a  credit  on  his  book. 

c.  Agency. 

A  plaintiff  cannot  by  his  books  and  oath 
prove  the  agency  of  the  defendant  on  the  de- 
livery of  lottery  tickets  to  him  as  agent  and 
an  agreement  to  sell  and  account.  Dunn  v. 
Whitney,  10  Me.  9. 

And  authority  from  the  owner  to  sell  prop- 
erty cannot  be  shown  by  an  entry  descriptive  of 
the  property  in  question,  its  ownership  and 
price,  In  a  record  l>ook  kept  by  the  alleged 
agent  of  the  property  left  with  him  for  sale, 
as  such  a  book  is  not  an  account  book,  the  en- 
tries In  which  become  admissible  in  evidence 
when  proved,  under  the  provisions  of  111.  Rev. 
Stat.  chap.  51,  {  3.  Boyd  v.  Jennings,  46  111. 
App.  290. 

And  a  ship-broker's  book  of  accounts,  although 
fortified  by  the  oath  of  one  of  them  who  kept 
the  book,  is  Inadmissible  to  prove  a  charge  for 
a  commission  on  the  sale  of  a  vessel ;  the  entry 
relates  to  a  transaction  of  which,  from  the 
nature  of  the  case,  other  and  l>etter  evidence 
could  be  given.     Winsor  v.  Dlllaway,  4  Met.  221. 

Nor  are  commissions  due  a  broker  on  a  sale 
of  real  estate  properly  the  subject  of  book 
charge.  Greal  v.  Noll,  1  W.  N.  C.  26 ;  McStay 
V.  Dugan,  2  W.  N.  C.  226;  Fenn  v.  Early,  113 
Pa.  264,  0  Atl.  58. 

Nor  Is  a  l>ook  entry  proper  evidence  to  prove 
what  commissions  are  to  be  allowed  for  money 
received,  etc.     Watson  v.  Bigelow,  2  Brev.  127. 

But  an  attorney  may  prove  his  employment 
from  his  book  and  suppletory  oath.  Codman  y. 
Caldwell,  31  Me.  560. 

A.  U9e  and  occupation  of  realty. 

The  use  and  occupation  of  realty  cannot  be 
charged  In,  and  proved  by,  a  book  entry.  Hil- 
ton v.  Biirley,  2  N.  H.  193;  Prince  v.  Smith, 
4  Mass.  455 ;  Beach  v.  Mills,  5  Conn.  493 :  Mil- 
ler V.  French,  1  Alk.  (Vt.)  99.  dictum;  Hitch- 
cock V.  Smith,  Brayton  (Vt.)  39 ;  Case  v.  Berry, 
3  Vt.  332.  In  the  case  last  cited,  however, 
the  court  said  that  they  did  not  mean  to  say 
that  rent  or  the  use  of  land  could  under  no 
circumstances  be  charged  on  book ;  that  the 
course  of  dealings  between  the  parties  might 
show  that  It  was  intended  to  be  matter  of  ac- 
count between  them,  or  to  be  entered  and  ad- 
justed on  book,  as  where  there  are  mutual  deal- 
ings and  accounts,  and  on  the  one  side  charges 
are  made  of  articles  or  services  delivered  or 
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rendered,  but  Intended  to  apply  in  payment  of 
the  rent  charged  on  the  other. 

And  entries  upon  the  rent  t)ook  of  a  deceased 
landowner,  charging  two  persons  with  the  rent 
of  certain  premises  and  crediting  them  with 
the  payment  thereof,  are  not  evidence  in  favor 
of  the  landowner's  son  and  heir  at  !aw  to  «how 
the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  oetwcen  the 
son  and  one  of  the  parties  charged,  who  con- 
tinued to  occupy  the  premises  after  the  father*s 
death.     Austin  v.  Thomson,  45  N.   H.  113. 

But  In  Lockwood  v.  Lockwood,  22  Conn.  425. 
It  was  held  that  the  use  and  occupation  of  renl 
estate  may  l)e  char;^  on  tK>ok  when  the  defend- 
ant has  actually  occupied  during  a  portion  of 
the  time  for  which  the  plaintiff  claims  to  re- 
cover. 

Nor  is  wharfage  properly  a  subject  of  book 
charge.  I^nnlg  v.  Quaker  City  S.  B  Co.  3 
W.  N.  C.  434  ;  Wllmer  v.  Israel,  1  Browne  (Pa.> 
257.  In  this  case  the  court  sali  that  The  tble 
admitting  any  book  entries  should  be  confined 
to  actions  for  goods  sold  and  work  done ;  and 
that  they  could  see  no  distinction  l)etween  the 
plaintiff  giving  his  book  in  evidence  to  prove 
the  use  and  occupation  of  a  house  or  of  any- 
thing else. 

e.  Performance  or  nonpcrfonnance  of  contract. 

1.  General  rule. 

The  performance  or  nonperformance  of  a  spe- 
cific agreement  to  purchase  land  Is  not  a  fact 
within  the  reason  of  the  rule,  supposed  to 
arise  out  of  necessity,  which  permits — ^at  least 
when  the  party  is  not  competent  as  a  witness — 
matter  to  be  proved  by  l>ooks  of  account. 
Kerns  v.  McKean,  76  Cal.  87,  18  Pac.  122. 

And  an  entry  in  a  merchant's  l>ook  is  not 
evidence  of  a  demand  against  his  customer  for 
forfeiture  for  not  supplying  wheat  according  to 
special  contract  between  them.  M'Pherson  t. 
Neuffer,  11  Rich.  L.  267. 

But  In  Thompson  v.  Brannln,  04  Kj.  490. 
21  S.  W.  1057,  entries  in  the  books  of  ware- 
housemen with  reference  to  a  sale  made  by  them 
of  their  Individual  property  were  held  admis- 
sible to  show  their  compliance  with  the  con- 
ditions of  the  contract  of  sale  or  their  readi- 
ness to  do  so.  Independent  of  the  provisions  of 
Ky.  Civ.  Code,  g  606,  subsec.  7,  authorizing  a 
person  to  testify  for  himself  as  to  the  correct- 
ness of  original  entries. 

In  Lubert  v.  Chauvltean,  8  Cal.  458,  58  Am. 
Dec.  415,  an  action  against  defendants  as  fac- 
tors to  account  for  goods  sold  by  them,  and  to 
recover  the  net  proceeds  arising  from  the  sale, 
defendant's  books  of  account  were  held  admis- 
sible to  prove  the  account  of  the  sale  of  the 
goods. 

And  on  the  trial  of  a  proceeding  to  compel 
reconveyance  of  land  conveyed  by  plaintiff  by 
a  deed  absolute  on  its  face,  which  plaintiff 
claims  was  in  fact  a  mortgage,  but  which  de- 
fendant claims  was  conveyed  in  consideration 
of  his  agreement  to  give  credit  for  a  specified 
amount  on  a  debt  due  from  plaintiff  to  him,  de- 
fendant's account  books  have  been  held  ad- 
missible In  evidence  to  show  that  he  had  given 
the  credit  agreed  upon.  Ross  v.  Brusie,  70  Cal. 
465,  11  Pac.  760. 

In  Moore  v.  Knott,  14  Or.  35.  12  Pac.  59, 
an  action  to  recover  wages  which  the  defend- 
ants claim  that  the  plaintiff  had  agreed  should 
be  transferred  to  and  credited  to  the  account 
of  one  of  the  members  of  the  defendant  copart- 
nership  and  the  codefendant.  and  that  the  trans- 
fer and  credit  had  t>een  accordingly  made,  the 
books  of  account  of  the  partnership  are  compe- 
tent evidence,  after  proof  of  the  agreement  as 
alleged,  that  the  transfer  and  credit  had  been 
made  according  thereto. 
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And  in  ejectment  for  land  claimed  by  de- 
fendant to  have  been  conveyed  to  him  in  pay- 
ment of  a  debt  due  from  his  grantor,  after  evi- 
dence by  plaintiff  that  such  grantor  not  only 
did  not  owe  defendant  anything  at  the  time  of 
the  conveyance,  but  that  the  defendant  had  re- 
ceived from  him  large  sums  of  money  which 
had  not  been  credited  or  accounted  for,  defend- 
ant's books  of  account,  purporting  to  be  set- 
tled and  signed  by  himself  and  his  grantor  as 
to  their  accounts,  are  admissible  to  show  that 
the  sums  received  by  defendant  had  been  duly 
accrounted  for  by  having  been  credited  by  a 
setclement  between  the  parties.  Cook  v.  Swan, 
5  Conn.  140. 

.2.  Delivery  of  goods  under  terms  of  contract. 

A  book  of  original  entries  is  not  admissible 
to  prove  a  delivery  of  goods  under  a  previous 
contract  for  their  delivery  at  different  distinct 
periods.  Lonergan  v.  Whitehead,  10  Watts, 
240 ;  Alexander  v.  Hoffman,  5  Watts  &  S.  382. 
This  was  an  action  to  recover  for  wood  chopped 
by  plaintiff  and  his  employees  for  defendant 
binder  contract  in  writing,  designating  the  time 
at  which  the  work  was  to  be  finished,  and  speci- 
fying the  manner  of  Its  delivery. 

S«,  a  book  of  entries  of  a  lumberman  Is  not 
admissible  in  evidence  to  prove  the  number  of 
logs  delivered  at  the  mill  under  a  special  con- 
tract between  himself  and  the  mill  owner. 
Nickle  v.  Baldwin,  4  Watts  &  S.  200.  By  spe- 
<:ial  agreement  of  this  kind  the  transaction  Is 
take*  out  of  the  usual  course  of  buying  and 
selling,  and  the  performance  of  the  contract 
4>y  the  one,  or  the  breach  of  it  by  the  other. 
Is  susceptible  of  proof  by  the  usual  kinds  of 
«vldence.  No  reason  of  i  necessity  or  conven- 
ience exists  for  resorting  to  this  kind  of  evi- 
dence, whether  It  be  to  establish  the  quantity 
of  the  article  furnished,  or  any  other  ingredient 
in  the  party's  case. 

And  Baxter  v.  Lelth.  28  Ohio  St.  84,  holds 
that  charges  for  goods  delivered  on  special 
contract  are  not  properly  the  subject  of  book 
■account,  and  the  book  Is  therefore  inadmissible 
to  prove  the  alleged  contract  or  Its  execution. 

Whelpiey  v.  Hlgly,  Brayton  (Vt.)  30,  holds 
that  an  order  requesting  the  delivery  of  a  wag- 
on upon  a  special  contract  expreraed  in  the 
order  as  to  the  time  and  manner  of  payments 
precludes  an  action  on  book. 

McWilliams  v.  Cosby,  26  N.  C.  (4  Ired.  L.) 
110,  was  assumpsit  for  goods  delivered  and 
work  and  labor  done,  in  which  the  plaintiff 
offered  to  prove  his  account  by  his  own  oath 
under  the  book-debt  l.iw  which  was  objected  to 
because  the  contract  was  special ;  but  it  was 
held  that,  as  plaintiff  had  abandoned  his  spe- 
<;lal  count,  the  evidence  offered  was  admissible 
to  support  the  coromoi  counts  in  his  declara- 
tion for  goods  sold  and  work  and  labor  done. 

In  Read  v.  Barlow,  1  Aik.  (Vt.)  14.5,  an 
action  of  book  account  to  recover  for  law  books 
sold,  it  was  insisted  that  where  the  price  of  the 
article  must  necessarily  depend  upon  such  con- 
tract between  the  parties  no  recovery  can  be  had 
in  an  action  on  book ;  but  the  court  held  thai, 
although  this  objection  might  be  well  taken  In 
a  proper  case,  it  was  not  considered  as  properly 
applicable  to  a  charge  for  law  books. 

And  where,  as  in  the  principal  case,  a  con- 
tract of  sale  is  an  express  contract  for  the  sale 
of  an  article  not  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the 
contract,  but  to  be  manufactured  and  made  in 
the  future,  it  cannot  be  the  subject  of  book  en- 
try until  it  has  been  made  and  manufactured 
and  actually  delivered  to  the  vendee,  or  at  least 
set  aside  to  him.  and  accepted  by  him. 

8.  Worh  done  under  special  contract. 

Work  and  li^bor  done  under  and  pursuant  to 
52  L.  R.  A. 


the  terras  of  a  special  contract  are  not  properly 
chargeable  in,  and  provable  by,  a  book  entry. 
Earle  v.  Sawyer,  6  Cush.  142 ;  Daum  v.  Neu- 
melster,  2  Mo.  App.  597,  Appx. ;  Schnader  v. 
Schnader,  2(S  Pa.  384  ;  Alexander  v.  Hoffman, 
5  Watts  &  S.  382.  Contra  in  New  Hampshire. 
Cummings  v.  Nichols,  18  N.  H.  420,  38  Am. 
Dec.  501 ;  Swain  v.  Cheney,  41  N.  H.  232. 

Charges  for  services  done  or  property  deliv- 
ered under  the  supposed  existence  of  a  special 
contract  which  afterward  became  matter  of  ac- 
count by  operation  of  law  in  consequence  of  a 
rescission  of  the  contract  cannot  be  proved  by 
the  party's  l>ook ;  there  must  be  a  right  to 
charge  when  the  service  is  done  or  the  goods 
delivered.  Merrill  v.  Ithaca  &  O.  R.  Co.  16 
Wend.  586,  30  Am.  Dec.  130. 

In  McGarry's  Estate,  9  Pa.  Dlst.  R.  172,  it 
was  said  to  be  more  than  doubtful  whether  the 
cost  of  a  funeral,  based  on  a  special  contract 
or  claim,  is  provable  by  mere  book  entries, — 
especially  where  the  charges  are  in  excess  of 
the  rates  customary  among  others  engaged  in 
the  same  business.  "Such  entries,  it  would 
seem,"  said  the  court,  "can  only  be  of  matters 
having  a  general  ascertained  commercial  value, 
— as  the  price  of  goods  or  commodities,  or  the 
usual  wages  of  labor  or  charges  for  routine 
services ;  while  here,  the  charges  which  in 
many  instances  are  more  than  double  the  usual 
rates  as  shown  by  .  .  .  [competent]  tes- 
timony .  .  .  imply  a  precedent  agreement 
on  the  part  of  the  person  charged ;  and  the 
entry  itself  affords  no  evidence  of  such  agree- 
ment." 

So,  the  building  of  a  certain  number  of  rods 
of  fence  at  a  specified  pric^  per  rod  cannot 
be  proved  by  an  entry  in  a  book  of  accounts,  as 
it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  better  evidence 
of  the  work  and  Its  value  exists.  Towie  y. 
Blake,  38  Me.  95. 

But  in  Walker  v.  Curtis,  116  Mass.  98.  an 
action  for  excavating  for  a  dam  at  an  agreed 
price  for  each  yard  of  earth  excavated,  in 
which  the  issue  was  as  to  the  amount  excavated, 
it  was  held  proper  for  plaintiff  to  put  in  his 
books  of  account,  not  merely  as  independent 
evidence  of  the  whole  number  of  days  of  work 
done,  but  in  connection  with  his  foreman's  es- 
timate of  the  number  of  yards  one  man  would 
dig  In  a  day,  and  how  many  yards  should  be 
deducted  from  the  aggregate  on  account  of  some 
of  the  men  not  digging. 

In  Morgans  v.  Adel  (Cal.)  18  Pac.  247,  an 
action  for  work  and  labor  performed  under 
special  contract,  by  which  defendant  furnished 
materials  and  plaintiff  performed  the  labor  on 
a  division  of  the  profits,  shop  books  of  the  par- 
ties are  admissible  to  show  the  amount  of  work 
performed  by  plaintiff. 

And  in  Doody  v.  Pierce,  9  Allen,  141,  a  bill 
in  equity  to  redeem  a  mortgage  made  by  plain- 
tiff to  the  defendants  in  which  it  was  set  up 
that  the  plaintiff  was  to  work  for  the  defendant 
and  his  wages  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  the 
note  secured  to  the  mortgage,  plaintiff's  books 
of  account  proved  to  have  been  properly  kept 
were  held  admissible  to  prove  the  charges 
against  the  defendants  for  labor  performed  by 
plaintiff. 

But  an  agreement  by  the  defendant  to  see  the 

-plaintiff  paid  If  he  was  hired  by  another  Is  a 

collateral    agreement,    and    not    chargeable    on 

book.     Skinner  v.   Conant,  2  Vt.  453,  21  Am. 

Dec.  SJ34. 

Under  the  Tennessee  book-debt  statute  the 
office  of  the  oath  required  of  the  plaintiff  is 
simply  to  qualify  his  boolc  as  evidence,  and  the 
book  itself,  fortified  by  the  requisite  oath,  is 
evidence  only  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the 
statute,  to  wit,  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the 
articles,  or  a  performance  of  work  and  labor 
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under  certain  restrictions  as  to  amount  and 
time :  but  where  other  facts  aside  from  the  sale 
and  delivery  of  the  articles  or  the  performance 
of  the  work  and  labor  are  sought  to  be  estab- 
lished, such,  for  instance,  as  the  fact  that  the 
services  which  are  not  such  that  they  may  be' 
presumed  to  be  the  subject  of  compensation 
were  performed  under  a  promise  that  they 
would  be  well  paid  for,  they  must  be  proved  in- 
dependently of  the  plaintiff's  oath  or  his  book 
of  accounts.     Forsee  v.  Matlock,  7  Helsk.  421. 

In  assumpsit  on  a  quantum  meruit  for  work 
and  labor  done  the  plaintiff's  books  of  original 
entries  are  proper  evidence  of  the  work  done, 
although  It  may  appear  by  the  defendant's  evi- 
dence that  the  work  was  done  under  a  special 
contract,  where  nothing  of  this  appears  by  the 
evidence  in  chief  given  by  the  plaintiff. 
Schnader  v.  Schnader,  2C  Pa.  384. 

And  a  builder's  book  of  original  entries,  al- 
though not  admissible  to  prove  the  value  of  his 
services,  or  for  work  done  and  material  fur- 
nished where  such  work  was  done  under  a  spe- 
cial contract,  is  competent  evidence  to  go  to  the 
jury,  under  the  Delaware  statute,  to  prove  the 
work  done  and  materials  furnished  and  their 
value.  If  no  special  agreement  exists,  or,  or- 
iginally existing,  was  rescinded  or  abandoned. 
McDanlel  v.  \Yeb8ter,  2  Houst.   (Del.)  305. 

VII.  Ownership  of  property. 

The  books  of  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  against 
a  sheriff  for  levying  upon  and  selling  his  stock 
of  goods  while  in  his  store-room  as  belonging 
to  a  third  person,  are  evidence  In  his  favor,  not 
on  the  principle  On  which  shop  books  are  gen- 
erally admitted,  nor  to  accomplish  the  object 
for  which  they  are  held  to  be  full  prima  fade 
evidence  when  accompanied  with  the  supple- 
tory  oath  of  the  party,  but  as  part  of  the  res 
gesta  or  transactions  under  which  the  posses- 
sion of  the  store  and  ownership  of  the  goods  in 
question  were  to  be  developed  or  made  mani- 
fest. Welsh  V.  Cooper,  8  Pa.  217.  The  court 
reasoned  that  it  was  no  objection  whatever  to 
say  that  the  plaintiff  would  thus  make  evidence 
for  himself,  that  no  one  would  pretend  that 
it  was  not  competent  to  give  evidence  that  he 
was  constantly  In  the  store,  claimed  the  goods 
as  his  own,  sold  them  as  his  own,  received  the 
money  or  credited  them  as  his  own  and  entered 
theih  on  his  own  books,  and  that  the  books  con- 
duced in  some  degree  to  prove  these  facts, 
and  were  the  best  evidence  of  the  manner  in 
which  the  business  was  conducted. 

So.  in  liMtler  v.  Eyre,  14  Pa.  392,  a  similar 
action,  the  question  was  whether  there  had 
been  such  a  sale  &nd  delivery  of  the  property 
by  plaintiff  to  the  execution  debtor  as  to  de- 
vest the  title  out  of  plaintiff  and  to  vest  it  in 
the  debtor.  A  former  clerk  of  the  plaintiff  by 
deposition  testified  to  the  sale  and  the  terms 
thereof,  and  that  a  book  shown  to  him  was 
what  was  called  plaintiff's  ''order  book,"  in 
which  plaintiff  or  his  clerks  entered  goods  or- 
dered, and  that  certain  ticks  or  marks  opposite 
the  entries  were  meant  to  show  what  goods 
had  been  delivered  to  the  drayman,  and  that 
certain  other  ticks  were  meant  for  such  of  the 
goods  as  were  put  out  ready  to  be  marked,  and 
that  the  figures  In  the  entries  indicated  the 
price,  weight,  or  quantity  and  the  gross  amount ; 
he  also  testified  to  what  portion  of  the  goods 
so  sold  were  seized  by  the  sheriff.  The  book 
was  afterwards  produced,  and  the  entries  made 
by  the  clerk  as  to  the  goods  in  question  read 
over  defendant's  objection.  It  was  held  that, 
as  the  purpose  of  the  entries  was  not  to  prove 
a  8ale,  but  for  a  memorandum  to  identify  the 
goods  selected  under  an  agreement  to  sell  on  a 
condition  not  performed,  they  were  admissible. 
"They  were  embodied,"  said  the  court,  "In  the 
62  L.  R.  A. 


testimony  of  a  witness  who  made  them  and 
verified  them  as  memoranda  to  designate  the 
goods  selected,  and  who  testified  that  the  ticka 
and  marks  placed  opposite  to  the  items  were 
used  to  distinguish  the  casks  or  packages  de- 
livered to  the  drayman.  The  witness  did  not, 
as  is  usual  in  regard  to  book  entries,  authenci- 
cate  the  book  and  leave  it  to  speak  for  Itself; 
he  testified  to  the  particulars  of  the  transaction 
from  his  own  knowledge,  and,  thus  corrobor- 
ated, the  entries  were  clearly  admissible." 

And  on  an  issue  as  to  whether  property  wa» 
wrongfully  converted,  or  was  taken  by  the  de- 
fendants in  extinguishment  of  a  book  account 
due  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  the  de- 
fendant's account  book  is  not  only  competent^ 
but  material,  evidence  to  corrol>orate  the  de- 
fendant's oral  testimony  that  the  plaintiff  was: 
indebted  to  them  at  the  time  of  the  alleged 
agreement  for  the  purchase  of  a  coat.  Johnson 
V.  Morstad,  63  Minn.  397,  65  N.  W.  727. 

But  in  Watrous  v.  Cunningham,  71  Cal. 
30,  11  Pac.  811,  replevin  for  property  attached 
as  belonging'  to  another,  plaintiff's  account 
book  was  held  inadmissible  to  show  that  he  had 
bought  the  property,  because  there  was  suffi- 
cient preliminary  foundation  laid  for  Its  admis- 
sion either  as  a  book  of  original  entries  or  aa 
part  of  the  res  gestte. 

In  Rielly  v.  English,  9  Lea,  16,  an  action 
of  replevin  for  property  claimed  by  the  defend- 
ant to  belong  to  his  intestate's  estate,  the  in- 
testate's books  of  account,  purporting  to  con- 
tain the  account  in  his  handwriting  witfe  the 
plaintiff's  vendor,  were  held  to  be  incompe- 
tent on  behalf  of  the  defendant  to  prove  the 
state  of  accounts  between  the  Intestate  and  the 
vendor  on  the  question  of  the  intestate's  title 
to  the  property  in  controversy. 

And  plaintiff,  in  an  action  for  slander  tn 
charging  him  with  being  interested  in  the  lar- 
ceny of  certain  property  and  with  receiving 
the  same  knowing  it  to  have  been  stolen,  is  not 
entitled  to  prove  certain  entries  in  his  booka 
showing  that  he  had  put  down  therein  the  prop- 
erty as  having  been  purchased  by  him,  with  a 
view  to  show  his  good  faith  in  receiving  it. 
Barkly  ▼.  Copeland,  86  Cal.  483,  25  Pac  U 
405. 

In  Pell  V.  Ball,  Speer.  Eq.  48.  the  testator 
had  given  to  his  wife  all  property,  personal 
and  real,  that  he  had  received  or  should  re- 
ceive from  his  wife's  father's  estate,  or  from 
any  of  her  relations, — a  source,  owing  to  his 
marriage  with  her,  independent  of  his  own 
property.  He  had  kept  a  book  In  which,  under 
the  head  "Memoranda  of  bank  stocks  and  their 
value  and  when  purchased,"  were  money  en- 
tries of  stocks  all  purchased  after  the  date  of 
the  will.  These  stocks  when  sold  were  so 
marked,  and  notice  was  taken  of  the  manner 
in  which  they  were  reinvested.  On  every  page 
was  a  remark  subscribed  by  the  testator,  that 
"stocks  enumerated  in  this  page  belong  to  my 
wife,  though  they  stand  in  my  name."  The 
last  entry  of  this  description  was,  "The  stocks 
enumerated  in  this  page  l>elong  to  the  property 
of  my  wife,  though  standing  In  my  name." 
These  entries  were  made  from  time  to  time  as 
the  stocks  were  purchased,  sold  and  replaced. 
At  the  testator's  death  there  were  certain  stocks 
remaining  and  unsold.  The  chancellor  had  ad- 
mitted the  book  as  evidence  that  the  stocks 
remaining  undisposed  of  constituted  the  proper- 
ty to  which  the  testator  intended  to  refer  in 
his  will ;  but  It  was  held,  on  appeal,  that  the 
book  was  wholly  inadmissible,  because  \t  did  not 
ascertain  a  subject  for  the  operation  of  the 
will  suiting  what  the  will  described,  but 
constituted  extrinsic  evidence  showing  an  in- 
tention on  the  testator's  part  contrary  to  that 
expressed  in  his  written  will. 
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Again,  on  &n  Issue  as  to  the  title  of  land, 
the  defendant's  book  of  accounts,  containing 
41  settlement  between  himself  and  a  third  per- 
<8on. since  deceased  but  under  whom  neither  par- 
ty claims,  signed  by  both  of  them.  Is  not  com- 
petent evidence  as  against  the  plaintiff  to  prove 
that  while  such  third  person  exercised  various 
acts  of  ownership  over  the  premises  in  dispute 
he  acted  merely  as  the  defendant's  agent  and 
recognized  the  defendant  as  the  owner.  Fuller 
v.  Den  car  de^n.  Saxton,  20  N.  J.  L.  61. 

And  where  a  person  intervenes  In  an  attach- 
ment proceeding  against  land,  claiming  to  own 
the  same  by  reason  of  a  resulting  trust  in  his 
favor,  it  is  error  to  admit  books  of  account 
of  such  Intervener,  relating  to  transactions 
long  subsequent  to  the  time  when  the  trust 
was  claimed  to  have  been  created,  and  which 
in  no  manner  tended  to  support  the  intervener's 
contention  respecting  .the  title.  First  Nat. 
Bank  y.  Campbell,  2  Colo.  App.  271,  30  Pac. 
•557. 

But  in  Taylor  v.  Mitchell  (Minn.)  83  N.  W. 
4 IS,  a  proceeding  by  a  receiver  of  an  insolvent 
corporation  to  set  aside  a  mortgage  executed 
by  the  directors  of  the  corporation  as  such  to 
themselves  as  individuals,  on  the  ground  that 
the  corporation  was  insolvent  when  the  mort- 
gage was  executed,  and  that  the  defendants, 
as  such  directors,  executed  the  mortgage  with 
the  Intent  to  secure  a  preference  over  other 
corporate  creditors,  the  corporate  books,  re- 
ports, and  accounts,  including  the  bank  book, 
were  held  to  be  competent  evidence  for  the 
plaintiff  on  the  issue  of  the  insolvency  of  the 
corporation  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
mortgage. 

In  Beaver  v.  Taylor,  1  Wall.  639,  17  L.  ed. 
601,  an  action  of  ejectment,  in  making  proof 
of  the  payment  of  the  taxes  the  defendants  of- 
fered In  evidence,  under  their  plea  of  color  of 
title,  two  receipts  without  *date,  from  the  tax 
collector  to  one  of  the  defendants,  for  taxes 
of  a  certain  year.  They  also  proved  that  the 
collector  had  finally  settled  for  his  tax  collec- 
tion for  that  year,  and  they  gave  evidence  to 
prove  that  during  that  year  the  defendant  to 
whom  the  receipt  ran  had  been  the  agent  of 
a  firm  of  which  the  other  defendant  was  a  mem- 
ber, In  respect  to  the  land  in  dispute.  The 
plaintiffs  objected  to  the  receipt  as  evidence 
because  it  did  not  appear  when  the  taxes  were 
Iiaid,  nor  that  the  defendant  to  whom  the  re- 
ceipt ran  had  any  connection  with  the  color 
of  title  relied  upon  by  the  defendants.  To 
meet  the  objection  as  to  the  time  of  payment 
the  defendants  offered  in  evidence  a  letter  to 
the  firm  In  question  from  the  defendant  alleged 
to  have  been  their  agent  Inclosing  the  receipt 
in  question,  and  detailing  an  account  of  the 
writer's  debits  and  credits  in  respect  to  the 
taxes ;  and  also  offered  entries  in  the  firm's 
books  relating,  amongst  other  properties,  to 
the  property  in  question,  and  as  showing  the 
recognition  of  the  alleged  agency  in  the  trans- 
action. It  appeared  that  the  book  was  kept  in 
a  distant  city  where  the  contesting  defendant 
resided,  and  that  the  clerk  who  made  the  en- 
tries was  dead :  and  proof  of  the  death  and 
handwriting  was  offered.  It  was  held  that 
the  entries  in  the  firm's  books  after  the  re- 
•c-elpts  came  to  hand  showing  their  action  were 
admissible  as  part  of  the  res  gestig. 

Till.  Contr€Uliction  and  corroboration  of  ioit- 

nC98€8. 

a.  Contradiction, 

Books  of  account  to  which  witnesses  have  re- 
ferred In  aid  of  their  testimony,  and  especially 
when  they  state  that  their  only  knowledge  of 
the  fact  A  testified  to  Is  derived  from  those 
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books,  are  admissible  In  evidence  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  the  Improbability  of,  or  a  mis- 
take in,  their  testimony ;  and  It  Is  not  necessary 
to  make  the  formal  preliminary  proof  required 
by  statute  when  they  are  offered  for  that  pur- 
pose.    Davenport  v.  Cummings,  15  Iowa,  219. 

In  Rielly  v.  Kngllsh,  9  Lea.  16,  It  was  said 
that  a  book  of  accounts  might  be  admissible 
to  contradict  or  rectify  the  testimony  of  an 
adversary's  witness  as  to  the  state  of  accounts 
between  the  witness  and  the  party  offering 
the  book  if  identified  as  the  account  spoken  of 
by  the  witness,  and,  if  intended  to  contradict 
him,  it  ought  perhaps  to  be  first  submitted  to 
him. 

So,  where  the  fact  of  partnership  Is  testified 
to  by  a  clerk  of  one  of  the  alleged  partners,  the 
lattcr's  books  may  be  shown  to  the  Jury,  either 
to  fortify  or  to  discredit  the  testimony  of  the 
witness ;  but  for  no  other  purpose.  Moyes  y. 
Brumaux,  3  Yeates,  30. 

So,  too,  books  of  original  entries,  made  con- 
temporaneously with  the  transactions  recorded 
by  a  bookkeeper  who  knows  that  they  were  ac- 
curately and  truthfully  recorded  at  the  time, 
are  admissible  in  evidence  for  the  purpose  of 
contradicting  a  witness  as  to  the  price  at  which 
a  sale  was  made  by  his  employers.  Blumhardt 
V.  Uohr,  70  Md.  328,  17  Atl.  260. 

And  on  an  issue  as  to  whether  certain  goods 
had  been  sold  to  the  defendant  or  merely  left 
with  him  on  deposit,  after  testimony  by  the 
plaintiff  that  the  goods  had  been  sold  and  the 
defendant  had  directed  his  clerk  to  credit  them 
to  the  plaintiff  on  the  defendant's  books  the 
defendant's  books  are  competent  evidence  for 
the  defendant,  in  connection  with  his  clerk's 
testimony  denying  that  the  defendant  had  di- 
rected him  to  credit  the  goods  to  plaintiff  as 
stated,  to  show  that  the  books  contain  no  such 
credit  entry,  in  order  to  preclude  an  otherwise 
legitimate  argument  and  Inference  against  the 
defendant  arising  from  his  nonproduction  of 
the  books.     Cross  y.  Willard,  46  Vt.  73. 

And  on  an  issue  to  determine  the  validity 
of  a  Judgment  entered  upon  a  Judgment  note 
for  a  considerable  amount,  where  the  maker 
of  the  note  testifies  that  he  gave  it  for  a  debt 
of  a  firm  to  which  he  belonged,  It  Is  proper, 
for  the  purpose  of  contradicting  him  as  a  wit- 
ness, and  as  bearing  on  his  credibility,  and  the 
bona  fides  of  his  indebtedness,  to  admit  In  evi- 
dence the  firm  books  in  support  of  an  offer  to 
show  that  the  debt  due  by  the  firm  to  the  payee 
of  the  note  was  but  an  Insignificant  sum. 
Hartley  v.  Weldeman,  175  Pa.  309,  34  Atl.  625. 

And  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for 
personal  injuries  a  time  book  kept  by  the  fore- 
man of  &  gang  of  workmen  of  which  the  plain- 
tiff was  a  member,  showing  the  time  worked 
by  the  members  of  the  gang  during  a  period 
covering  the  time  when  the  plaintiff  was  in- 
jured, is  admissible  in  evidence  to  contradict 
the  foreman,  who  had  kept  it  and  who  had 
testified  to  the  time  plaintiff  had  lost  after 
the  accident.  Flealey  v.  Wellesley  &  B.  Street 
B.  Co.  176  Mass.  440,  57  N.  B.  703. 

And  in  a  suit  by  the  representatives  of  a 
deceased  attorney  to  recover  for  services  ren- 
dered, entries  in  the  latter's  books,  showing 
that  his  fee  in  a  suit  brought  by  defendant 
was  paid  by  defendant,  are  admissible  in  evi- 
dence to  contradict  the  testimony  of  defendant 
in  that  suit  that  he  had  paid  such  fee.  Mosh- 
ier  V.  Frost,  110  111.  206. 

In  Darlington  v.  Taylor,  3  Grant,  Cas.  195, 
a  suit  to  recover  rent  due  from  a  tenant  which 
plaintiff  claimed  defendant  had  promised  to 
pay  out  of  any  funds  he  might  have  in  his 
hands.  If  any,  belonging  to  the  tenant.  It  was 
held  that  an  account  book  of  defendant  show- 
ing the  state  of  accounts  between  himself  and 
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the  tenant,  although  «ome  of  the  entries  were 
not  original  and  some  not  provable  by  a  con- 
temporaneous charge,  was  rightly  admitted  for 
the  purpose  o£  contradicting  the  tenant  who 
had  testified  in  behalf  of  plaintiff  that  there 
was  money  in  the  defendant's  hands  due  to  him 
and  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  rent. 

And  in  Terry  y.  McNlel,  58  Barb.  241,  the 
defendant  had  previously,  as  a  witness  in  his 
own  behalf,  testified  to  an  examination  of  the 
contents  of  the  boolcs  of  the  plaintilTs  intes- 
tate, offered  in  evidence  by  the  plaintifF,  and 
the  entries  therein  relating,  not  only  to  the 
accounts  and  dealings  other  than  the  bond 
sued  on,  but  had  in  his  testimony  impeached  the 
entries  therein  as  to  an  omission  of  credits  to 
himself;  and  it  was  held  proper  to  impair 
this  testimony  in  all  possible  legal  ways,  and 
to  impeach  the  memory  of  the  defendant  aa  a 
witness  as  to  these  boolcs  and  the  entries  there- 
in by  their  production.  It  waa  also  held  that 
the  boolcs,  so  far  as  they  gave  credits  to  the 
defendant,  were  admissible  because  such  entries 
were  against  the  interest  of  the  plaintiff. 

In  Bowers  v.  Overfield,  10  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  273, 
after  defendant  had  offered  testimony  to  prove 
that  he  had  paid  the  account,  plaintiff  then  of- 
fered in  evidence  his  intestate's  account  book 
showing  another  account  against  defendants 
which  was  closed  out  as  having  been  paid,  to 
show  that  the  payment  was  on  that  account, 
and  not  on  the  one  in  suit ;  but  the  court  held 
the  credit  entry  to  be  a  mere  declaration  of 
the  deceased,  and  therefore  inadmissible. 

b.  Corroboration, 

1.  Oenerally, 

A  boolc  of  accounts,  although  not  competent 
as  one  of  original  entries,  may  properly  be  re- 
ceived when  offered  in  connection  with  and 
corroborative  of  parol  evidence.  Henry  v. 
Martin,  32  Phila.  Legal  Int.  100,  1  W.  N.  C. 
277 ;  Sailer  v.  l^omestlc  Sewing  Mach.  Co.  34 
Phila.  Legal  Int.  115:  Charles  v.  Bishoff  (Pa.) 
1  Atl.  572,  1  Cent.  Rep.  618.  This  was  an  ac- 
tion for  board  and  borrowed  money,  and  plain- 
tiff's book  of  account,  charging  for  the  l>oard 
and  borrowed  money  l>oth,  was  admitted  under 
the  rule  Just  stated  after  plaintiff  and  his  wife 
had  both  testified  to  the  items  constituting  the 
account. 

The  objection  that  books  of  account  intro- 
duced in  evidence  are  not  proved  in  accordance 
with  the  statute  governing  the  admission  of 
iMoks  of  account  Is  without  merit,  where  the 
books  were  not  introduced  for  the  purpose  of 
proving  any  items  of  the  account,  but  were 
simply  introduced  as  entries  made  contempo- 
raneous with  the  transactions  recorded,  and  to 
corroborate  the  testimony  of  the  agent  of  the 
party  who  kept  the  books  as  to  the  dates  of 
those  transactions.  Bean  v.  Lambert,  77  Fed. 
862. 

So,  a  cipher  entry  in  the  sales  record  book 
of  real-estate  brokers  Indicating  the  lowest 
selling  price  of  real  estate  placed  In  their 
hands  for  sale,  made  during  a  conversation 
with,  and  in  the  presence  and  sight  of,  the  own- 
er, is  admissible  in  evidence,  in  an  action  by 
them  to  recover  their  commission  on  the  sale, 
as  original  evidence  in  corroboration  of  their 
testimony  that  at  the  date  mentioned  the  own- 
er directed  them  to  sell  for  that  amount.  Mon- 
roe V.  Snow,  131  III.  126,  23  N.  E.  401. 

And  where  a  witness  at  the  time  of  purchas- 
ing a  bill  of  goods  entered  each  item  in  a  book, 
together  with  the  cost  thereof,  and  used  such 
book  as  a  memorandum,  and  testifies  that  he 
knows  the  entries  therein  to  be  correct,  and 
that  they  were  made  at  the  time  of  the  trans- 
action in  question,  the  book  may  properly  be 
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Introduced  in  evidence,  not  for  the  purpose  of 
proving  the  purchase  of  the  goods,  but  in  cor- 
roboration of  the  witness,  and  as  a  detailed 
statement  of  the  items  involved.  St.  Paul  F. 
&  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Gotthelf,  35  Neb.  351,  53  N.  W. 
137. 

In  Elsworth  Coal  Co.  v.  Quade,  28  Mo.  Api>. 
421,  an  action  to  recover  an  item  of  indebted- 
ness due  from  defendant,  which  plaintiff  claims 
,  had  not  been  considered  an  accounting  and  set- 
tlement between  himself  and  defendant  made 
from  plaintiff's  books,  and  which  plalntlfTa 
bookkeeper  testified  had  been  omitted  to  be  en- 
tered on  plaintiff's  books  through  his  own  mis- 
take and  inadvertence,  plaintifTs  books  may  be 
exhibited  for  the  purpose  of  corroborating  plain- 
tiff's witnesses,  who  had  testified  that  this  mis- 
take had  been  made,  and  that  it  had  been  made 
in  the  manner  described  by  them,  but  for  no- 
other  purpose. 

But  In  People  v.  McLaughlin,  150  K.  Y.  305, 
44  N.  E.  1017,  it  was  held  that  an  original  en- 
try, or  a  memorandum  made  bj  the  persoa 
testifying  at  the  time  of  a  transaction.  Is  ad- 
m'ssible  in  evidence  as  auxiliary  to  his  testi- 
mony only  so  far  as  it  states  the  facts  as  to 
which  the  memory  of  the  witness  has  failed. 

And  Re  Smith,  85  Hun,  359,  32  N.  Y.  Supp. 
943,  holds  that  a  witness  cannot  lie  corrolx>r- 
ated  by  entries  In  her  own  books, — especially 
where  they  do  not  appear  to  contain  the  re- 
ceipts and  expenditures  of  the  business  con- 
ducted by  her,  and  she  never  kept  any  books- 
until  Just  previous  to  the  transactions  in  ques- 
tion. 

And  in  Friendly  v.  Lee,  20  Or.  202,  25  Pac. . 
396,  it  was  held  that  a  cash  book  containing- 
an  entry  as  of  a  certain  date  in  the  party's 
handwriting,  of  cash  received  of  that  date, 
was  not  admissible  as  original  evidence  to  cor- 
rol>orate  the  party  who  has  testified  directly 
to  the  fact  and  date  of  the  receipt  of  the 
money.  The  court  said  the  admissibility  of  the 
entry  to  show  the  date  of  the  transaction  was 
not  to  be  determined  by  the  rule  under  which 
books  are  shoWn  to  be  correct,  but  whether  up- 
on the  facts  the  entry  made  at  the  time  of  the 
transaction  was  admissible  in  evidence  in  con- 
nection with  the  party's  testimony ;  and  where 
his  memory  is  not  at  fault  either  in  respect 
to  the  amount  or  the  date  when  he  received 
the  money,  and  he  does  not  seek  to  use  the 
entry  merely  to  refresh  his  memory  but  as  orig- 
inal evidence  of  the  entries  made  by  himself 
to  corroborate  bis  own  testimony,  the  book  is 
not  admissible. 

In  Townsend  Bank  v.  Whitney,  3  Allen,  454, 
an  action  by  a  bank  to  recover  money  paid  to 
the  defendant  by  mistake,  defendant's  cash 
book,  containing,  as  he  alleged,  correct  and 
daily  entries  of  moneys  received  and  paid  oat 
by  him,  was  held  not  to  be  competent  evidence 
to  corroborate  his  own  testimony  as  to  the 
amount  of  money  received  by  him. 

2.  Of  impeacltcd   witncst. 

After  the  testimony  of  a  witness  that  a  cer- 
tain business  was  done  exclusively  in  the  name 
of  a  certain  party,  and  that  the  books  of  the 
business  were  kept  In  his  name,  has  been  im- 
peached, the  books  of  the  business  are  admis- 
sible to  corroborate  his  testimony.  Welsh  y. 
Cooper,  8  Pa.  217. 

And  where  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  on 
being  examined  as  to  a  particular  transaction, 
has  stated  that  he  paid  a  certain  sum  of  money 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  witness  has  been  im- 
peached and  the  transaction  impeached  for 
fraud,  it  is  competent  for  the  plaintiff,  in  order 
to  corroborate  his  witness's  testimony,  to  prove 
by  his  book  that  he  had  entered  the  payment 
thereon  at  the  time  alleged.     Fain  t.  Bldwards^ 
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S3  K.  C.  (11  Ired.  L.)  305.  "Aa  a  general  rule," 
said  the  court,  "It  Is  admitted  that  a  man  can- 
not manufacture  evidence  for  himself ;  but  the 
evidence  offered  here  does  not  touch  upon  it. 
For  if  the  entry  was  made  at  the  time  it  was 
alleged  to  have  been,  it  was  against  the  Interest 
of  the  plaintiff,  as  it  was  an  acknowledgment 
either  of  a  subsisting  debt  due  to  Loudermilk 
or  of  a  discharge  from  it.  The  fact,  offered 
to  be  proved  by  the  plaintiff,  was  not  offered 
in  chief,  but  in  reply,  to  support  the  witness, 
whose  veracity  was  impeached  by  the  opposing 
party,  and  to  rebut  the  imputation  of  fraud 
and  want  of  a  consideration,  by  showing  that 
the  credit  was  entered  aa  he  had  stated.  The 
effect  of  the  evidence,  if  admitted,  was  another 
question,  for  another  tribunal.  If,  instead  of 
entering  the  credit  on  his  book,  the  plaintiff 
had  given  the  witness  a  rebelpt  for  it,  or  a 
note  promising  to  pay  it, — would  it  not  have 
been  competent  for  him  to  sustain  the  credit 
of  the  witness,  by  showing  the  one  or  the  other? 
We  think,  unquestionably  it  would.  If  so,  why 
is  not  the  entry  in  the  lMH>k  evidence?  We  can 
see  no  difference  in  principle  in  these  cases 
and  the  one  under  consideration,  except  that, 
in  the  present  case,  the  evidence  of  the  fact 
was  in  the  custody  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  oth- 
ers, in  that  of  the  witness.  In  deciding  this 
question  we  are  bound  to  presume  that  the 
plaintiff  was  prepared  to  prove  everything 
necessary  to  make  the  book  evidence." 

In  Mlsslsquol  Bank  v.  Evarts,  45  Vt.  293, 
an  action  on  a  promissory  note  given  by  the 
defendant  and  payable  to  the  plaintiff  bank, 
the  plaintiff's  agent,  who  had  made  the  loan, 
had  without  objection  testified  to  the  manner 
of  his  conducting  the  business  of  loaning  money 
and  receiving  payment  of  such  loans  for  the 
plaintiff  bank,  from  which  it  appeared  that  he 
was  accustomed  to  enter  on  a  cash  book  money 
paid  out  by  him  when  a  note  was  discounted, 
and  also  money  received  In  payment  of  the  note, 
and  that  there  was  an  entry  in  the  book  of  the 
money  paid  to  the  defendant  when  the  note 
was  discounted,  but  there  was  no  entry  of 
money  received  in  payment  of  the  note.  In 
addition  to  this,  he  testified  that  the  defendant 
did  not  pay  the  money  due  on  the  note  as  the 
latter  had  testified  to.  On  cross-examination 
the  manner  of  the  questions  and  the  answer  of 
the  witness  made  the  impression  that  his  denial 
of  the  alleged  payment  by  the  defendant  re- 
sulted mainly  from  the  fact  that  the  cash  book 
contained  no  entry  of  such  payment.  It  was 
held  that  such  cross-examination  rendered  it 
both  Important  and  legltltnate  for  the  plaintiff 
to  then  show  fully  the  manner  in  which  the 
agent  conducted  his  business  and  how  the  book 
was  kept,  and  to  introduce  the  lx>ok  itself,  not 
as  affirmative  evidence  of  the  nonpayment  of 
the  money,  but  to  corroborate  the  denial  by  the 
agent  of  the  payment  testified  to  by  the  defend- 
ant. 

IX.  Pecuniary  condition, 

A  physician's  books,  if  proved  to  be  correctly 
kept,  are  admissible  In  evidence  in  his  favor, 
in  an  action  on  an  attachment  bond,  to  rebut 
evidence  of  his  pecuniary  embarrassment  by 
proof  of  subsisting  accounts  due  to  him  as  a 
physician.     Lockhart  v.  Woods,  88  Ala.  631. 

And  when  the  question  how  much  ready 
money  a  party  who  is  shown  to  keep  a  bank 
account  has  on  hand  at  a  particular  time  be- 
comes important  in  a  judicial  inquiry,  the  ac- 
count itself  is  admissible  to  show  the  state  of 
his  tmnk  account  at  the  time  In  question.  Leh- 
mann  y.  Rothbarth,   111   111.   185. 

So,  the  bank  book  of  a  transferee  of  a  policy 
of  fire  insurance,  showing  deposits  in  the  bank 
at  about  the  time  of  an  alleged  purchase  by 
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her  of  the  stock  of  goods  covered  by  the  pol- 
icy, is  admissible  in  her  favor  In  an  action  on 
the  policy,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  she 
had  means  of  purchasing  the  goods,  and  her 
ownership  of  them.  Manchester  Fire  Assur. 
Co.  V.  Feibelman,  1  18  Ala.  308,  23  So.  759. 

And  where  a  plaintiff  in  a  replevin  for  goods 
claimed  by  her  under  a  mortgage,  which  Is  as- 
sailed by  the  defendants  as  having  been  given 
without  consideration,  has  on  cross-examina- 
tion been  interrogated  fully  as  to  the  consid- 
eration for  the  mortgage  and  the  source  from 
which  she  derived  the  money  which  she  ad- 
vanced thereon,  she  is  entitled,  on  redirect  ex- 
amination, to  Introduce  her  bank  book  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  the  receipt  by  her  of  the 
money  advanced  and  the  dates,  and  also  a  book 
containing  a  statement  of  the  amount  of  money 
advanced  by  her.  Wright  v.  Towie,  67' Mich. 
255,  34  N.  W.  678. 

X.  Proof  of  negaiive. 

Books  of  account  are  never  evidence  of  & 
negative  character  to  rebut  a  presumption  by 
showing  that  there  is  nothing  upon  them  in 
reference  to  the  claim  set  up  by  the  adverse 
party ;  they  are  evidence  only  in  regard  to 
matters  offered  of  debit  or  credit  which  posi- 
tively appear  upon  them.  Mattocks  v.  Lyman, 
18  Vt.  98,  46  Am.  Dec.  138. 

Mercantile  books  can  only  be  admitted  as  af- 
firmative evidence,  and  are  never  admissible 
to  establiah  a  negative  proposition.  Lawhorn 
V.  Carter,  11  Bush,  7.  In  this  case  the  hooka 
of  a  partnership  were  held  to  be  inadmissible 
to  show  that  they  contained  no  entry  showing 
that  the  defendant  had  delivered  tobacco  to 
the  firm  as  claimed  by  him  as  a  defense. 

Thus,  a  time  book  kept  in  tabular  form  by  a 
defendant  sued  for  a  balance  due  for  work 
and  labor,  puri>orting  to  indicate  by  marks 
and  days  on  which  plaintiff  worked  and 
by  blanks  the  days  when  plaintiff  was  absent 
and  did  not  work.  Is  inadmissible  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  work 
during  the  whole  time  charged  In  his  account 
annexed  to  the  writ.  Morse  v.  Potter,  4  Gray, 
292. 

And  the  books  of  account  of  a  defendant 
sued  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  him  by  the 
plaintiff,  purporting  to  contain  entries  of  all 
goods  delivered  to  the  defendant  of  the  char- 
acter In  suit,  is  not  admissible  to  prove  that  the 
goods  in  suit  were  not  delivered  as  claimed  and 
shown  by  plaintiff's  l>ook8.  Keim  v.  Rush,  5 
Watts  &  S.  377. 

An  account  book  of  a  purchaser  of  goods, 
fortified  by  his  suppletory  oath  as  required  by 
statute,  is  competent  evidence  that  he  bought 
goods  of  a  party  therein  credited,  as  so  pur- 
chased. The  credits,  however,  are  not  evidence 
that  no  other  goods  were  purchased.  Winner 
V.  Bauman,  28  Wis.  563.  Inasmuch  as  there 
was  no  controversy  in  this  case  as  to  the 
amount  of  the  goods  purchased,  the  court  said, 
the  credits  showing  purchases  for  an  amount 
as  large  as  the  vendor  claims  to  have  sold,  they 
did  not  decide  whether  or  not  it  would  be  er- 
ror to  admit  the  book  as  evidence  generally  of 
the  amount  of  goods  purchased. 

And  a  private  account  book  of  a  vessel  own- 
er, containing  only  an  account  of  moneys  ex- 
pended, kept  by  himself.  Is  not  admissible  in 
his  favor,  and  as  against  one  who  was  to  com- 
mand the  vessel  for  a  share  of  the  profits,  to 
show  that  the  vessel  had  made  no  profits.  Col- 
lin V.  Card,  2  Cal.  421. 

Nor  is  an  account  book  admissible  In  evi- 
dence to  show  that  payments  testified  to  by 
witnesses  were  not  made.  Schwarze  v.  Roes< 
sler,  40  111.  App.  474. 
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So,  a  book  In  which  It  was  the  duty  of  a 
clerk  to  enter  all  sums  of  money  collected  by 
him  for  his  employer  is  not  admissible  for  the 
latter,  in  an  action  to  recover  money  lost  at 
play  by  the  clerk  from  the  person  to  whom  it 
was  lost,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the 
clerk  had  not  entered  certain  collections  made 
by  him,  as  It  Is  wholly  irrelevant  to  the  issue. 
Corner  v.  Pendleton,  8  Md.  337. 

And  In  First  Nat.  Bank  v,  Clark,  134  N.  Y. 
3G8,  17  L.  R.  A.  580.  32  N.  E.  38,  an  action 
against  a  private  banker  to  recover  an  alleged 
deposit  consisting  of  the  avails  of  a  note  dis- 
counted, it  was  held  that  the  banker's  books 
were  admissible  in  evidence  In  his  favor  to 
show  that  they  did  not  contain  an  entry  of 
the  discount,  where  the  party  has  attempted 
to  raise  the  contrary  Inference  by  testimony 
that  4be  cashier  declined  to  permit  an  inspec- 
tion of  the  books. 

But  In  Ford  v.  Cunningham,  87  Cal.  209,  25 
Pac.  403,  an  action  against  a  copartnership 
for  goods  sold  and 'delivered,  defended  on  the 
ground  that  the  goods  were  bought  by  a  mem- 
ber of  the  firm  on  his  Individual  account,  the 
firm's  ledger  containing  the  account  of  plain- 
tiff with  the  defendant  firm  covering  the  time 
during  which  the  sale  of  the  goods  In  contro- 
versy took  place,  and  which  showed  such  goods 
as  having  been  bought  by  the  firm  from  plaintiff, 
was  received  In  evidence  for  defendant  where 
it  was  admitted  that  the  entries  were  original 
«ntrles,  the  objection  being  that  the  book  was 
Irrelevant,  Immaterial,  and  incompetent,  and 
one  of  ihe  firm  testified  that  the  ledger  shows 
the  true  state  of  account  between  plaintiff  and 
defendants,  and  that  the  Items  had  been  en- 
tered by  him  at  the  time  of  the  several  trans- 
actions recorded. 

The  books  of  a  bank,  If  admissible  in  evidence 
In  Its  favor  In  an  action  brought  by  it  to  re- 
cover an  overdraft  from  a  depositor,  are  not  In- 
<:ompetent  because  offered  to  show  that  no  de- 
posit was  made  as  claimed  by  the  depositor. 
Lawrence  v.  Stiles,  16  III.  App.  489.  The  court 
distinguished  Lawhorn  v.  Carter,  11  Bush,  7, 
on  the  ground  that  the  expression  that  "mer- 
cantile books  are  never  admissible  to  establish 
a  negative  proposition"  was  broader  than  was 
required  by  the  case  or  sustained  by  the  au- 
thority relied  on  (Morse  v.  Potter,  4  Gray, 
292),  and  said  that  In  those  cases  the  party 
in  each  attempted  to  avoid  a  charge  for  goods 
delivered  by  showing  that  his  delivery  book 
did  not  contain  an  entry  of  their  receipt. 

And  in  Mclean  County  Bank  v.  Mitchell,  88 
III.  52,  a  bank's  deposit  blotter  of  original  en- 
tries and  its  cash  book  were  treated  as  com- 
petent evidence  tending  to  show  that  an  al- 
leged deposit  claimed  by  the  depositor  was  not 
made,  and  that  Its  entry  on  the  individual  de- 
posit ledger  and  transfer  thence  to  his  pass 
book  were  by  mistake. 

And  in  6off  v.  Stoughton  State  Bank,  84 
Wis.  369,  54  N.  W.  732.  an  action  against  a 
bank  to  recover  the  purchase  price  of  a  draft 
to  which  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  party  but 
which  he  claimed  he  had  handed  in  with  his 
bank  book  requesting  that  the  latter  be  bal- 
anced, but  which  the  defendant  claimed  the 
plaintiff  had  handed  In  without  the  book  and 
for  which  the  plaintiff  was  paid  cash.  It  was 
held  that  the  plaintiff's  bank  book,  which 
showed  no  entry  of  the  transaction,  was  ad- 
missible to  show  that  he  had  an  open  account 
at  the  bank,  and  to  contradict  the  bank's  evi- 
dence as  to  when  the  book  had  been  balanced. 

In  Ladd  v.  Sears,  9  Or.  244,  an  action  by  a 
bank  against  a  depositor  to  recover  an  over- 
draft, the  Issue  was  whether  the  defendant 
had  paid  Into  the  bank  a  certain  sum  of  money 
which  he  afterwards  drew  out  by  check ;  the 
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bank's  cash  book  and  depositor's  balance  book 
were  allowed  to  go  In  evidence  as  showing  the 
state  of  defendant's  account  with  the  bank  as 
against  the  objection  that  the  books  were  doc 
books  of  original  entry.  On  appeal,  however, 
the  ruling  of  the  court  was  assailed  on  the 
ground  that  the  books  were  not  competent  to 
prove  that  the  defendant  did  not  deposit  the 
money  In  question  because  they  contained  no 
entry  whatever  In  relation  thereto,  bat  the 
court  held  that,  as  against  the  objection  raised 
at  the  trial,  the  books  were  properly  admitted, 
although  they  say  that  had  the  specific  objec- 
tion raised  on  appeal  been  made  on  the  trial 
the  court  might  have  reached  a  different  con- 
clusion. 

But  a  book  of  account  of  a  vendor  nnder  a 
contract  to  sell  land,  providing  for  forfeiture 
of  payments  made  In  case  of  default  of  any  in- 
stalment when  due,  which  shows  credit  items 
for  partial  payments  made  by  the  vendee    on 
account  of  the  contract,  is  not  admissible    in 
favor  of  the  vendor's  grantee  suing  to  recover 
possession  of  the  land,  to  show  that  ttie  ven- 
dee under  the  contract  had  paid  no  more  tlian 
was  shown  by  the  items  In  the  book,  where  It 
appears  that  the  vendor  was  within  the  Juris- 
diction of  the  court  and  acutally  present  at  the 
trial,  and  was  a  competent  witness ;  and  this 
Is  especially  true  where  It  further  appears  that 
the   vendor's   clerk,    who   kept   the   books   and 
made  the  entries,  although  a  witness  on   the 
trial,  was  not  questioned  In  respect  to  the  en- 
tries, that  he  did  not  testify  that  they  were 
made  at  the  date  of  the  transactions  they  pur- 
port to  record,  or  that  the  entries  he  made  were 
correct  of  his  knowledge  when  he  made  them, 
and  it  Is  not  shown  that  the  book  was  a  book 
of  original  entries.     Kerns  v.  McKean,  76  Cal. 
87,  18  Pac.  122.     "The  offer  of  the  book,'*  said 
the  court,  "was  an  attempt  to  establish  a  nega- 
tive, favorable  to  the  cause  of  the  plaintiff,  by 
affirmative  declarations  of  a  third  person,  when 
It  appeared  such  third  person  was  within  the 
Jurisdiction  and  actually  present  at  the  trial. 
It  was  an  attempt  to  establish  that  some  money 
was  not  paid  by  what  was  claimed  to  be  evi- 
dence that  other  money  waa  paid.     But  the  evi- 
dence offered  to  prove  the  fact,  from  which  the 
inference  of  the  other  fact  was  to  be  drawn, — 
whether  the  mere  offer  would  or  would  not  es- 
top the   plaintiff, — was   not   such   as   ^s  ad- 
missible against  the  defendant."     This   ruling 
was  subsequently  affirmed  and  followed  on  an- 
other appeal  of  the  same  case  In  77  Cal.  555,  19 
Pac.  817. 

In  an  action  agal«st  a  depositary  of  money 
without  hire  to  recover  a  balance  alleged  to  be 
due,  in  which  the  sole  issue  Is  whether  or  not 
the  money  was  deposited  as  alleged,  it  Is  not 
competent  for  the  depositary  to  Introduce  his 
cash  book,  which  contains  no  entry  whatever 
as  to  the  deposit  In  question,  and  prove  tliat 
It  contains  fal»e  entries  by  one  of  his  clerks, 
for  the  purpose  of  exonerating  himself  by  show- 
ing that  the  entries  were  made  by  his  clerks 
to  conceal  a  theft  of  his  money  by  them. 
Dougherty  v.  Vanderpool,  35  Miss.  165. 

And  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received 
an  entry  in  a  book  not  a  book  of  entries  kept 
in  a  shop,  but  such  as  Is  usually  carried  In  a 
vest  or  side  pocket  and  used  for  making  mem- 
oranda In  regard  to  any  matter  which  for  any 
reason  the  defendant  desired  to  note,  offered. 
not  as  containing  an  entry  relating  to  the  cash 
in  question,  but  as  showing  from  the  absence 
of  an  entry  that  the  money  had  not  been  paid 
to  the  defendant  as  the  plaintiff  said  it  was. 
Is  Inadmissible.  Riley  v.  Boehm,  167  Mass. 
183,  45  N.  E.  84. 

In  Boor  v.  Moschell,  28  N.  T.  8.  R.  504.  8 
N.  Y.  Supp.  583,  an  action  against  the  defend- 
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4Uit  as  aarrlyor  of  a  copartnership  to  recoter 
en  a  note  executed  by  the  deceased  partner  In 
the  name  of  the  ftrm,  the  defendant  Introduced 
the  Arm's  books  showing  entries  purporting  to 
represent  moneys  advanced  on  various  dates, 
including  the  date  of  the  note,  by  the  plaintiff 
to  the  firm.  An  expert's  summary  of  the  con- 
dition of  the  accounts,  complied  from  the  books, 
.showing  also  the  moneys  drawn  by  the  plain- 
tiff from  the  lirm,  was  also  introduced,  and  the 
^'xpert  allowed  to  state  that  he  could  find  no 
mention  or  entry  of  the  money  sought  to  be 
recovered,  advanced  "as  a  note."  The  firm  bill 
book  was  also  introduced  for  the  purpose  of 
ahowing  that  the  note  did  not  appear  there- 
on, on  the  theory  that,  had  the  note  been 
in  existence.  It  would  have  been  entered.  But 
the  court  held  on  appeal  that  the  defendant 
•could  not  charge  the  plaintiff  with  entries  made 
without  knowledge  or  assent  of  the  plaintiff, 
nor  could  they  escape  liability  by  a  failure  to 
make  the  proper  entry  or  memorandum ;  that 
isuch  evidence  is  hearsay  in  character,  and 
should  have  been  rejected  by  the  court. 

And  In  Shaffer  v.  McCrac)£ln,  90  Iowa,  578, 
.^S  N.  W.  910,  on  an  issue  as  to  whether  or  not 
a  Judgment  has  been  paid  by  the  plaintiff's 
attorneys  of  record,  the  attorneys'  account  book 
was  held  Incompetent  to  prove  nonpayment  of 
the  Judgment,  unless  it  was  first  proved  that 
the  book  offered  is  the  only  account  book  of  the 
Attorneys.  It  was  further  ruled  that  the  book 
was  incompetent  because  items  of  money  re- 
<-elved  or  paid  are  not  the  proper  subject  of  & 
book  charge. 

But  in  an  action  against  a  lessee  of  timber 
land  on  a  covenant  to  pay  the  lessor  a  certain 
.sum  per  cord  for  bark,  not  less  than  a  desig- 
nated quantity  to  be  taken  by  defendant  from 
the  land  during  the  term  of  the  lease,  a  book 
Icept  by  an  employee  of  defendant,  since  de- 
ceased, is  admissible  in  defendant's  l>ehalf  to 
prove  that  he  had  received  a  less  quantity  of 
T>ark  than  plaintiff  claimed  he  had  received, 
where  it  Is  first  shown  that  all  the  bark  taken 
l>y  defendant  was  carried  to  his  tannery ;  that 
the  clerk  keeping  the  book  offered  was  employed 
as  such  by  defendant  with  directions  to  re- 
ceive the  bark  and  enter  the  same  in  the  book 
as  it  came,  and  that  it  was  his  duty  and  con- 
stant Dractice  so  to  do ;  that  the  book  in  ques- 
tion (insisted  of  the  original  entries  so  made 
by  the  clerk,  and  that  the  plaintiff  bad  kept 
no  account  whatever,  nor  had  any  other  mode 
of  ascertaining  the  quantity  of  tuirk  taken  been 
adopted,  and  it  is  conceded  that  the  entries 
are  in  the  handwriting  of  the  deceased  cierk 
and  that  he  was  defendant's  clerk  at  their 
tannery  during  all  the  period  in  controversy. 
Livingston  v.  Tyler,  14  Conn.  493.  The  objec- 
tion in  this  case  was  that  the  want  of  entries 
therein  was  no  evidence,  so  far  as  the  book 
went,  to  prove  that  more  loads  of  bark  had 
not  been  received,  and  that  the  entries  of  a  de- 
•ceased  clerk  were  admissible  only  to  prove 
charges  actually  made  by  him,  and  that,  if  the 
t>ook  was  received  at  all,  the  court  should  in- 
struct the  jury  that  it  was  no  evidence  to  them 
that  no  more  bark  was  received  than  appeared 
thereon.  But  the  court  overruled  the  objec- 
tion, and  instructed  the  Jury  that  they  might 
take  the  lK>ok  into  consideration  as  evidence 
tjiat  no  more  bark  had  been  received  than  was 
-entered. 

And  where  the  defendant,  in  an  action  by  a 
anrriving  partner  to  recover  a  debt  which  he 
claims  he  had  paid  to  the  deceased  partner, 
is  allowed  to  prove  the  purchase  of  a  draft  by 
auch  deceased  partner  about  the  time  of  the 
alleged  payment.  In  the  city  where  defendant 
resided,  payable  to  tlie  firm,  the  book  from 
which  such  deceased  partner  reported  his  col- 
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lections  to  the  firm  on  his  return  home,  and 
which  did  not  show  the  receipt  of  any  such 
payment  from  defendant,  should  be  received  in 
evidence  on  rebuttal.  Doolittle  v.  Gavagan,  74 
Mich.  11,  41  N.  W.  846. 

In  Barber  v.  Bennett,  59  Vt.  476,  56  Am. 
Rep.  565,  4  Atl.  231,  however,  where  the  plain- 
tiff, for  the  purpose  of  establishing  his  own 
claims,  had  been  allowed  to  Introduce  the  l>ooks 
of  a  certain  company  with  which  the  defend- 
ant had  had  dealings,  showing  that  the  mat- 
ters between  the  company  alAd  the  defendant 
had  been  settled,  it  was  held  error  to  allow 
the  defendant  to  testify  that  he  kept  a  correct 
account  of  his  dealings  with  the  company,  and 
to  introduce  his  book  as  evidence  to  show  that 
no  such  settlement  as  claimed  had  been  made. 

XI.  Amount  and  value  of  insured  goods  Jfurned. 

In  an  action  against  an  insurance  company 
for  the  value  of  a  stock  of  goods  destroyed  by 
fire,  the  day  books,  ledgers,  and  other  books  of 
account  of  the  Insured,  kept  in  the  usual  course 
of  business  and  showing  the  amount  and  value 
of  the  goods,  are,  when  properly  verified  under 
ihe  statute,  competent  evidence  for  the  plain- 
tiff to  show  the  amount  and  value  of  property 
burned.  Levlne  v.  Lancashire  Ins.  Co.  66 
Minn.  138,  68  N.  W.  855.  In  this  case  it  was 
objected  that  the  books  of  account  of  the  In- 
sured, offered  for  the  purpose  ef  showing  the 
amount  and  value  of  the  goods  destroyed,  were 
not  admissible  under  the  Minnesota  statute,  the 
contention  being  that  the  statute  was  applica- 
ble only  where  the  books  are  offered  to  prove 
moneys  paid,  goods  delivered,  or  services  per- 
formed to  or  for  the  party  charged  therewith ; 
and  that,  as  the  books  In  question  were  not  of 
that  character  or  offered  for  that  purpose,  they 
should  have  been  proved  according  to  the  cotn- 
mon-law  rule.  The  court  did  not  decide  the 
question  squarely,  but  suggested  that  they  saw 
no  reason  why  the  same  authentication  should 
not  be  sufllclent  In  all  cases  where  books  of 
account  kept  In  the  regular  course  of  business 
are  competent  evidence. 

In  Coleman  v.  Retail  Lumbermen's  Asso.  77 
Minn.  31,  79  N.  W.  580,  a  similar  action,  the 
same  objection  as  in  Levlne  v.  Lancashire  Ins. 
Co.  was  raised  to  the  plaintiff's  books  of  ac- 
count offered  to  show  the  amount  and  value 
of  the  property,  but  the  court  held  that  the 
btatute  applied ;  that  the  application  of  the 
statute  is  not  expressly  or  by  fair  implication 
limited  to  cases  where  the  charges  so  made 
and  the  accounts  so  kept  are  between  both  par- 
ties, or  between  all  parties  to  the  action. 

In  iEtna  Ins.  Co,  v.  Weide,  9  Wall.  677,  19 
L.  ed.  810,  an  action  upon  policies  of  Insur- 
ance, the  books  and  ledger  of  the  plaintiffs  were 
admitted  In  evidence  to  show  the  amount  and 
value  of  goods  lost  by  the  burning  of  the  store 
upon  the  testimony  of  the  parties  who  made 
the  entries  that  they  were  correct,  the  court 
holding  that  the  books  ^ere  not  evidence  per 
ae,  but  with  the  testimony  accompanying  them 
they  were ;  and  referring  to  cases  decided  in  the 
supreme  court  and  the  court  of  appeals  In  New 
York  in  support  of  the  ruling.  The  entries 
were  made  by  parties  personally  cognizant  of 
the  facts.  This  knowledge  of  the  party  mak- 
ing the  entries  is  essential  to  Its  admissibility. 

So,  in  Jones  v.  Mechanics'  F.  Ins.  Co.  86  N« 
J.  L.  29,  18  Am.  Rep.  405,  an  action  on  a  fire 
insurance  policy,  the  question  was  as  to  the 
amount  of  goods  burned,  and  the  defendant  ob- 
jected that  the  plaintiff's  ledger  and  cash  book 
were  admitted  in  evidence.  But  the  court  held 
that  they  were  proper  evidence  because  they 
were  the  original  and  only  entries  of  the  sales 
made  by  the  insured,  subsequent  to  the  last  in- 
ventory taken  of  the  stock,  which  were  made 
40 
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In  the  course  of  his  buslnesi,  and  were  the  orig- 
inals from  which  the  sales  account  was  taken, 
the  correctness  of  which  was  in  issue,  and  be- 
cause the  books  In  question  had  been  called  for 
and  examined  by  the  company's  agents  as  part 
of  the  plaintiff's  preliminary  proofs,  and  were 
verified  by  the  plaintiff's  oath. 

And  in  Republic  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Weide,  14 
Wall.  875,  20  L.  ed.  894,  an  action  on  policies 
of  insurance,  it  was  held  that  footings  of  the 
amount  of  stock  owned  by  the  plaintiff,  which 
he  had  correctly  entered  upon  an  old  ledger 
and  transferred  to  a  new  one,  are  admissible 
from  th^  new  ledger,  the  old  ledger  having 
been  burned. 

XII.  MUcellaneoM   caset. 

Items  which  are  not  in  their  nature  liqui- 
dated sums  or  prices  or  value  to  be  ascertained 
In  the  market,  but  which  are  in  fact  damages 
to  be  rendered  certain  only  by  convention  or 
judicial  decision,  are  not  the  proper  subject  of 
book  charge.  Swing  v.  Sparks,  7  N.  J.  L.  59 ; 
Fry  V.  Slyfleld,  3  Vt.  246,  dictum;  Walt  v. 
Krewson,  59  N.  J.  L.  71,  35  Atl.  742 ;  Miller  v. 
French,  1  Aik.  (Vt.)  99,  dictum. 

But  in  Hale  v.  Philbrlck,  47  Iowa,  217,  an 
action  by  a  purchaser  of  an  Interest  in  a  co- 
partnership to  recover  damages  for  false  rep- 
resentations by  the  vendor  as  to  the  amount  of 
capital  contributed  by  him,  the  ledger  of  the 
copartnership,  containing  items  crediting  each 
of  the  copartners  for  money  put  by  them  re- 
spectively into  the  copartnership,  was  held  ad- 
missible in  evidence  to  show  the  interest  of  de- 
fendant, and  to  aid  in  fixing  the  damages,  if 
any,  plaintiff  has  sustained. 

Interest  on  an  account  due  for  goods  sold 
!■  chargeable  on  book  after  a  certain  time, 
where  it  appears  that  at  the  time  the  debt  was 
contracted  it  was  the  merchant's  custom  to 
so  charge  Interest  against  his  customers,  and 
the  debtor  received  the  goods  with  knowledge 
of  this  custom ;  such  amounting  to  an  Implied 
contract  to  so  pay  Interest.  Phenix  v.  Prindle, 
Klrby,  209. 

But  Interest  on  a  debt  after  maturity  is  not 
chargeable  on  book  In  Connecticut  upon  the 
ground  that  It  was  the  general  custom  of  mer- 
chants in  New  York,  and  had  been  their  prac- 
tice, to  charge  and  receive  it.  Broom  v.  Hen- 
man,  1  Root,  248;  Temple  v.  Belding,  1  Root, 
314. 

An  execution  Is  not  the  subject  of  book 
charge.     Pinkham  v.  Denton,  62  N.  H.  687. 

An  error  In  crediting  twice  the  same  item 
on  a  settlement  of  accounts  between  plaintiff 
and  defendant  is  properly  chargeable  on  book 
if  the  articles  were  proper  articles  to  be  charged 
on  the  book  or  there  credited, — especially 
where  the  plaintiff  does  not  offer  himself  as  a 
witness  at  all,  but  it  appears  that  all  the  facts 
were  proved  by  other  competent  testimony. 
Whiting  V.  Corwin,  5  Vt.  451. 

Betterments  made  tb  land  at  the  request  of 
the  owner  while  the  other  party  is  in  posses- 
sion under  a  contract  for  Its  purchase,  which 
subsequently  falls  for  default  in  the  payment 
of  the  purchase  price,  are  proper  subjects  of 
book  charge.     Minor  v.  Erving,  Eirby,  158. 

Books  of  a  bank  containing  the  entire  record 
of  all  notes  taken  by  the  bank  for  discount, 
which  shows  that  the  note  In  suit  was  a  con- 
solidation of  other  notes  running  back  for  sev- 
eral years,  are  admissible  to  meet  testimony 
of  one  of  the  makers  as  to  when  the  note  in 
suit  was  given,  which  is  also  Inconsistent  with 
the  showing  of  the  books  as  to  the  various 
Items  which  entered  into  the  note.  La  Belle 
Sav.  Bank  v.  Taylor,  69  Mo.  App.  90. 

And  books  of  a  bank  upon  proper  authentica- 
tion made  or  waived  are  admissible  to  show 
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th4t  a  deposit  was  made  on  a  day  prior  to  tliat 
shown  in  the  depositor's  pass  book,  where  the* 
date  of  these  deposits  is  a  material  fact  in  a 
controversy  between  the  depositor  and  anotlier 
bank,  and  one  in  which  the  former  bank  had- 
no  Interest.  Lawrence  v.  Stiles,  16  HI.  App. 
489. 

But  the  treasurer's  books  of  a  corporation 
were  not  rendered  admissible  to  prove  payments 
made,  by  111.  act  of  February,  1853,  providing 
for  the  admission  In  evidence  of  certified  copies 
of  "all  papers,  books,  or  proceedings,  or  parta- 
thereof  appertaining  to  the  transactions  of  anjr 
.  .  .  corporation,"  since  the  object  was  to 
place  certified  copies  on  the  same  footing  witb 
The  originals,  and  not  to  make  such  books  an<^ 
records  evidence  where  they  were  not  so  before- 
the  enactment  of  the  law.  Pittsfield  ft  F.  PL 
Road  Co.  V.  Harrison,  16  III.  81. 

In  Severance  v.  Lombardo,  17  Cai.  57,  an 
action  against  several  defendants  as  owners  of 
a  mining  claim  for  lumber  sold  and  delivered- 
to  them  by  plaintiff,  his  books  of  account  In 
which  the  name  of  one  of  the  defendants,  who 
is  shown  to  have  had  no  connection  with  the 
purchase  of  the  lumber,  is  entered  as  a  partner 
with  the  other  defendants  to  whom  the  Inm- 
ber  was  sold,  were  held  inadmissible  to  prove- 
the  fact  of  partnership. 

And  In  an  action  to  recover  the  price  real- 
ized by  defendants  upon  the  sale  of  live  stock: 
consigned  to  them  by  the  plaintiff,  the  defend- 
ant cannot,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that 
the  plaintiff  is  a  member  of  a  firm  which  tJie 
defendants  allege  were  the  owners  and  con- 
signors of  the  live  stock,  put  in  evidence  hla> 
ledger,  upon  a  page  of  which  appears  an  en- 
try by  the  defendant  with  a  person  alleged  by 
the  defendant  to  be  a  member  of  the  firm  In> 
question.  Brackett  ▼.  Cunningham,  44  Minn. 
498,  47  N.  W.  157. 

The  books  of  an  association  Incorporated  for 
the  purpose  of  reclaiming  marsh  lands*  and^ 
authorised  by  the  act  of  incorporation  to  aa- 
sess  against  each  member,  his  heirs  and  saccea- 
sors,  the  expenses  incurred  in  carrying  into* 
effect  the  objects  of  the  incorporation,  are  ad- 
missible to  show  the  expenses  so  incurred,  and 
the  proportion  thereof  for  which  a  purchaaer 
of  land  of  one  of  the  original  incorporators  l» 
liable.     Comfort  v.  Leiand,  3  Whart.  81. 

And  a  cipher  entry  in  the  sales  record  book 
of  real -estate  brokers  indicating  the  lowest  sell- 
ing price  of  certain  real  estate  placed  In  their 
hands  for  sale,  at  the  page  referred  to  In  m 
postal  card  mailed  to  the  owner  of  the  prop- 
erty by  a  clerk  under  general  instructions  t» 
write  to  correspondents,  Is  admissible  In  evi- 
dence, in  connection  with  the  testimony  of  one- 
of  the  brokers  as  to  the  meaning  of  a  private 
mark,  to  explain  the  apparent  contradiction 
between  the  selling  price  as  shown  on  the  card 
and  as  claimed  by  the  brokers,  the  clerk  who 
wrote  the  card  being  Ignorant  of  the  meaning  of 
the  cipher.  Monroe  v.  Snow,  131  111.  126,  23^ 
N.  E.  401. 

An  entry  In  a  physician's  account  book  charg- 
ing for  his  services  rendered  at  the  birth  or 
a  child,  accompanied  by  his  testimony  that  be 
had  rendered  such  services,  that  he  could  tell 
the  precise  day  from  recollection,  but  had  made 
the   charge   the  next  morning    in    accordance 
with  his  custom, — that  he  had  no  doubt  of  the 
correctness  of  the  date  upon  the  book, — la  ad- 
missible in  connection  with  his  testimony  upon 
an  issue  as  to  the  age  of  the  child.     Heath  v. 
West,   26  N.   H.   191.     The  statement  of  thla 
case  shows  that    the    physician    testified,    aa 
stated,  that  he  could  tell  the  precise  date  from 
recollection,  while  the  headnote  states  that  he- 
had  no  memory  of  the  date. 

In  an  action  for  a  book  debt.  In  which  de- 
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fendant  pleaded  payment  In  respect  to  goods 
sold  during  a  certain  year,  which  plaintiff  ad- 
mitted by  his  reply,  but  denied  liability  for 
goods  charged  in  another  year,  defendant's 
)edger,  on  which  there  were  credits  to  the  plain- 
tiff for  goods  furnished  In  the  former  year, 
but  none  for  those  furnished  In  the  latter,  Is 
admissible  in  behalf  of  defendant  under  the 
Connecticut  statute.  Plumb  y.  Curtla,  66  Conn. 
154,  83  Atl.  998. 

In  Webster  v.  San  Pedro  Lumber  Co.  101  Cal. 
326,  35  Pac.  871,  an  action  to  recover  money 
held  by  defendant  In  trust  for  plaintiff,  It  was 
held  that  defendant's  account  books  were  re- 
ceivable In  evidence  in  his  favor,  where  there 
was  sufficient  preliminary  proof  of  the  correct- 
ness, etc.,  of  the  books  to  warrant  the  court  In 
admitting  them,  no  objection  being  made  to 
them  on  the  ground  of  incompetency. 

King  V.  Coulter,  2  Grant,  Cas.  77,  was  a  suit 
on  a  note  given  by  defendant's  testator  to 
plalntllTs  testator,  begun  more  than  sixteen 
years  after  the  maturity  of  the  note,  in  which 
it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  bad  had,  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  note  and  thereafter, 
an  account  with  the  defendant,  the  amount  of 
which,  when  closed,  exceeded  the  amount  of  the 
note;  the  defendant  offered  his  book  of  origi- 
nal entries  00  the  ground  that  the  Jury  would 
have  the  right  to  presume,  after  the  lapse  of 
sixteen  years,  that  it  was  the  understanding 
and  the  agreement  of  the  parties  that  the  ac- 
count should  be  a  payment  of  the  note.  The 
court  rejected  the  book*  and  the  defendant  then 
entered  a  plea  of  set-off,  to  wMch  the  planitlff 
replied  the  statute  of  limitations.  Ihe  court 
admitted  the  book,  and  charged  the  Jury  that 
the  statute  of  limitations  was  a  bar  to  the  set- 
off claimed;  but  the  court  held  th*8  to  be 
error ;  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  court  to  re- 
ceive the  book,  and  to  submit  It  to  the  Jury 
with  such  instructions  as  would  have  enabled 
them  to  estimate  It  at  what  it  was  really  worth. 
Entries  in  the  bill  book  of  an  acceptor  of  an 
altered  bill  of  exchange  are  admissible  to  fix 
the  original  dates  of  the  t>lll  only  in  connection 
with  testimony  tending  to  show  that  they  were 
actually  made  from  the  original  or  from  a  cor- 
rect memorandum  of  it.  Ortmann  v.  Merch- 
ant's Bank,  41  Mich.  482,  2  N.  W.  677. 

But  a  book  of  a  brewing  company,  contain- 
ing receipted  entries  for  beer  sold  and  money 
advanced  for  saloon  licenses,  Is  not  material 
to  the  issue  involved  in  a  suit  by  the  company 
to  recover  the  price  of  a  set  of  saloon  fixtures, 
where  It  was  not  shown  that  the  book  was  the 
only  one  kept  that  showed  transactions  between 
the  parties,  if  thep  had  any,  other  than  such  as 
were  shown  by  it.  Nussbaum  «r.  United  f^tates 
Brewing  Co.  63  111.  App.  3'i 

A  party  charged  with  having  obtained  the 
signature  of  a  person  to  a  note  by  false  pre- 
tenses is  not  at  liberty  to  produce  his  own 
books  of  account  between  him  and  the  prose- 
cutor, unless  accompanied  by  p^oof  aliunde  of 
the  real  situation  of  the  accounts.  People  ▼. 
Genung,  11  Wend.  21. 

In  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note  against 
the  personal  representative  of  one  of  the  mak- 
ers, where  the  only  issue  is  the  genuiuouess  of 
52  L.  R.  A. 


the  decedent's  signature,  plaintiff's  books  *of  ac- 
count, showing' an  indebtedness  on  the  part  of 
the  makers  of  the  note  to  ihe  plaintiffs,  the 
amount  of  which  was  identical  with  that  of  the 
note,  and  further  showing  that  tho  account'  waa 
closed  by  bills  receivable  being  the  note  in  ques- 
tion, are  inadmissible  in  evidence,  since  merely 
to  show  that  the  makers  of  the  note  owed  a 
debt  to  the  plaintiffs  does  not  tend  to  show  That 
the  decedent  executed  the  note.  Darragh  v. 
Stevenson,  183  Pa.  397,  39  Atl.  37. 

Re  Wells,  4  N.  Y.  S.  R.  878,  wa«  an  appeal 
from  a  decree  allowing  a  claim  of  an  executor 
against  the  estate  of  his  testator,  In  which  it 
appeared  that  the  executor,  who  was  the  tes- 
tator's son,  had  lived  on  his  father's  premises 
for  many  years,  where  be  had  conducted  a 
butcher  business,  but  upon  what  basis  as  be- 
tween himself  and  his  father  it  did  not  appear. 
There  was  no  arrangement  as  to  rent,  nor  was 
any  account  kept  of  either  meat  or  money  re- 
ceived by  the  testator  until  alx>ut  twelve  years 
prior  to  his  death,  and  then  only  of  money  re- 
ceived which  the  executor  testified  he  kept  in 
a  book  of  which  he  produced  a  transcript,  stat- 
ing that  he  had  forgotten  the  book  Itself.  It 
was  held  that  the  account  was  not  proof. 

McQualde  v.  Stewart,  48  Pa.  198,  was  an  ac- 
tion on  a  mechanic's  lien  filed  against  a  build- 
ing erected  by  the  plaintiff,  who  was  lessee  of 
the  building  for  a  term  of  years,  and  who  also 
had  an  unsecured  claim  on  book  account  against 
the  owner  of  the  building.     It  appeared  that 
there  was  no  appropriation  of  the  rent  by  the 
defendant;  and  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff's 
book    of    original    entries    containing    the    ac- 
count was  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing that  the  balance  or  rent  claimed  to  be  due 
under  the  lease  by  the  defendant  was  satisfied 
by   an  appropriation  thereof   to   the  open  ac- 
count   not    secured.     In    applying    the    rent, 
therefore,  to  the  extinguishment  of  the  lien,  on 
this  principle  alone,  where  the  plaintiffs  had  an- 
other claim  entitled  to  its  application,  on  equi- 
table principles,  was  of  course  error,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  appropriation  by  the  debtor  and  cred- 
itor.    They  therefore  should  have  been  allowed 
to  put  in   evidence  their  book  account;   if  it 
was  unpaid  and  unsecured,  and  no  appropriation 
by  the  parties  of  the  rent,  eiuity  would  apply 
it  to  the  book  account  in  preference  to  the  old 
debt  secured  by  the  Hen.     This  Is  the    well- 
settled  rule.     Watt  v.  Hoch,  25  Pa.  411 :  Pierce 
V.   Sweet,   33   Pa.   151;   Johnson's   Appeal,   87 
Pa.  268.     Treating  the  rent  in  arrears  as  a  ijay- 
mcnt   in  equity  under  the  circumstances,   the 
plaintiff's  were  entitled  to  have  It  in  accord- 
ance with  these  principles  so  applied  to  tiielr 
account,  and  the  books  were  evidence  on  the 
*s&iie  to  the  saiLe  extent  as  they  would  have 
L»een  if  the  suit  had  been  to  recover  the  amount 
of  the  account  contained  In  them ;  the  plaintiffs 
in  error  having  sustained  both  these  exceptions. 
Where  books  are  put  into  the  bands  of  a  con- 
stable for  collection,  the  books  themselves  are 
not.  evidence  that  the  accounts  are  due,  so  as 
to  authorize  the  master  to  report  against  the 
executors  of  the  constable.     Johnston  v.  Don- 
aldson, 4  N.  C.  (Tern  Rep.)  317.        C.  R.  M. 
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Henry  C,  YEISER,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  Wallace 
h\  Browne,  Deceased,  et  al.,  Appts., 

V. 

U'NITED     STATES     BOARD     &    PAPER 

COMPANY. 

(107  Fed.  Rep.  340.) 

A  corporation  may  Becare  the  cancela- 
tion of  stock  which  was  paid  for  out  of 
the  secret  profits  made  by  the  subscribers 
in  the  sale  to  the  corporation  of  property  on 
which  they  had  secured  an  option  and  to  pur- 
chase which  they  had  organized  the  corpora- 
tion, the  managrment  of  which  at  the  con- 
summation of  the  transaction  was  completely 
under  their  control. 

(February  12,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  an  order  of 
the  Circuit  Cburt  of  the  United  States 
for  the  Southern  District  of  Ohio  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  a  suit  to  obtain  the  cancelation  of 
certain  stock  certificates.    Affirmed, 

Statement  by  ScTcrcns,  Circuit  Judge: 
The  bill  in  this  cause  was  filed  in  the  cir- 
cuit court  by  the  United  States  Board  So  Pa- 
per Company,  the  appellee  here,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  a  decree  annulling  certain 
certificates  of  stock  in  the  corporation  com- 
plainant alleged  to  have  been  unlawfully  ob- 
tained by  Browne,  Stuart,  Bell,  Province  M. 
Po^ic,  and  Thomas  L.  Pogue,  the  defendants 
named  in  the  bill,  two  of  whom — Browne,  by 
representation  of  Yeiser,  his  administrator, 
and  Stuart — are  the  present  appellants.  The 
bill  also  prayed  for  such  other  and  further 
relief  as  the  nature  of  the  case  might  re- 
quire. During  the  pendency  of  the  suit, 
Browne  has  deceased,  and,  upon  the  sugges- 
tion of  his  death,  the  suit  was  revived  as  to 
that  defendant  by  substituting  Yeiser,  the 
administrator  of  his  estate.  All  the  defend- 
ants, except  Bell,  against  whom  the  bill  was 
taken  as  confessed,  appeared  and  answered, 
denying  the  material  allegations  thereof  on 
which  the  claim  to  relief  was  founded.  A 
replication  was  filed  and  proofs  were  taken. 
Upon  final  hearing,  the  court  granted  the 
specific  relief  prayed  for  in  the  bill.  Two  of 
the  defendants  only — ^Yeiser,  as  administra- 
tor, and  Stuart — have  appealed,  the  other 
defendants  having  declined  to  join. 

Details  of  the  material  facts  are  stated  in 
the  opinion  which  follows. 

Argued  before  Lurton,  Day,  and  Severens, 
Circuit  Judges. 

Messrs.  C.  B.  BCattliews  and  ProTlnoc 
M.  Posne,  for  appellants: 

Directors  of,  or  persons  promoting,  a  cor- 
poration may  sell  to  the  corporation  their 


own  property  if  they  openly  assume  the  poai- 
tion  of  vendors,  without  stating  when,  how, 
from  whom,  or  at  what  price,  they  bought 
or  otherwise  acquired  the  property,  and  can- 
not be  held  liable  for  their  profits,  provided 
at  the  time  they  bought  the  property  they 
did  not  occupy  to  the  company  or  to  those 
w^ho  were  to  become  interested  in  it  suoh 
fiduciary  relations  as  would  justify  the  com- 
pany in  saying  that  the  purchase  was  made 
on  its  own  behalf. 

Foss  V.  Harlot  tie,  2  Hare,  461;   Oover*s 
Case,  L.  R.  20  Eq.'IH,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  Div.  182 ; 
Xcw  Sombrero  Phosphate  Go,  v.  Erlanger,  L. 
R.  6  Ch.  Div.  73,  L.  R.  3  App.  Cas.  1«18; 
lie  Ambrose  Lake  Tin  de  Copper  Min,  Co.  L. 
R.  14  Ch.  Div.  390;  Re  Cape  Breton  Co.  L. 
R.  26  Ch.  Div.  221,  L.  R.  29  Ch.  Div,  795 ; 
Ladywell  Min.  Co.  v.  Brookes,  L.  R.  34  Ch. 
Div.  398,  L.  R.  35  Ch.  Div.  400;  McElhenny^s 
Appeal,  01   Pa.    188;    Densmore  OH  Co.%\, 
Dcnsmore,  04  Pa.  43;  Higgins  v.  Lansingh, 
154   111.   301,   40   N.   £.   362;    Plaquemines 
Tropical  Fruit  Co.  v.  Buck,  52  N.  J.  Eq.  219, 
27  Atl.  1094;  Steicart  v.  St.  Louis,  Ft.  S.  rf 
W.  R.  Co.  41  Fed.  736;  St.  Louis,  Ft.  8.  cC 
W.  R.  Co.  V.  Tiernan,  37  Kan.  606,  15  Pac. 
544 ;  Parker  v.  Niokerson,   137  Mass.  487 ; 
Milwaukee  Cold  Storage  Co.  v.  Dexter,  99 
Wis.  214,  40  L.  R.  A.  837,  74  N.  W.  976; 
Richardson  v.  Qraham,  45  W.  Va.  134,  30  S. 
E.  92. 

It  does  not  make  any  difference  that  at  the 
time  they  made  the  purchase  they  intended 
to  organize  a  company  to  take  the  property 
off  their  hands. 

Foss  V.  Harbottlr,  2  Hare,  461;  Governs 
Case,  L.  R.  20  Eq.  114,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  Div.  182 : 
Ladyicell  Min.  Co.  v.  Brookes,  L.  R.  35  Ch. 
Div.  400;  Re  Hess  Mfg.  Co.  21  Ont.  App. 
Rep.  60;  Higgins  v.  Lansingh,  154  111.  301, 
40  N.  E.  302:  Plaquemines  Tropical  Fruit 
Co.  V.  Buck,  52  N.  J.  Eq.  219,  27  Atl.  1094; 
J'lrlanger  v.  AVtr  Sombrero  Phosphate  Co.  L. 
R.  3  App.  Cas.  1218. 

Nor  does  it  make  any  difference  that  the 
vendors  are  not  the  absolute  owners  of  the 
property,  but  only  hold  an  interest  therein 
by  a  defeasible  title  or  merely  by  an  option. 
Governs  Case,  L.  R.  20  Eq.  114,  L.  R.  >  Ch. 
Div.  182;  Burbank  v.  Dennis,  101  Cal.  90,  35 
Pac.  444 ;  Plaquemines  Tropical  Fruit  Co.  v. 
Buck,  52  N.  J.  Eq.  219,  27  Atl.  1094 ;  McEU 
henny's  Appeal,  61  Pa.  188 ;  Milujaukee  Cold 
Storage  Co.  v.  Dexter,  99  Wis.  214,  40  L.  R. 
A.  837,  74  N.  W.  976;  Richardson  v.  Oro- 
Jtam,  45  W.  Va.  134,  30  S.  E.  92. 

An  option  to  purchase  property,  when  giv- 
en upon  a  valuable  consideration,  confers  a 
right  capable  of  being  sold  and  conveyed. 

Telford  v.  Frost,  76  Wis.  172,  44  J^.  W. 
835;  Hanna  v.  Ingram,  93  Ala.  482,  9  So. 
621 ;  PerkiM  v.  Hadsell,  50  111.  216;  Vapier 


Note. — As  to  duties  and  liabilities  of  pro- 
moters to  corporation  and  its  members,  see 
note  to  the  case  of  Yale  Gas  Stove  Co.  v.  Wil- 
cox (Conn.)  25  L.  R.  A.  90;  also  Seymour  v. 
Spring  Forest  Cemetery  Asso.  (N.  Y.)  26  L.  R. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


A.  859:  Hooper  v.  Central  Trust  Co.  (Md.»  29 
L.  R.  A.  262;  Milwaukee  Cold  Storage  Co.  v. 
Dexter  (Wis.)  40  L.  R.  A.  837 :  and  Hay  ward 
v.  Leeson  (Mass.)  49  L.  R.  A.  725. 
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V.  Darlington,  70  Pa.  64;  Bank  of  Louisville 
V.  Baumeistcr,  87  Ky.  6,  7  S.  W.  170;  Rich- 
aitUon  V.  Oraham,  45  W.  Va.  134,  30  S.  E. 

Xor  does  it  make  any  difference  that  the 
vendors  do  not  intend  to  complete  their  op- 
tional purchase  unless  they  succeed  in  organ- 
izing a  company  to  which  they  sell  the  prop- 
erty :  nor  that  the  purchase  money  or  a  part 
thereof  it  to  be  obtained  by  them  from  the 
company  thus  formed,  provided  they  make 
no  misrepresentations,  and  take  no  action 
which  would  make  their  original  purchase 
innre  to  the  company  as  one  made  on  its  be- 
hali. 

Gorers  Case,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  Div.  182;  Ifew 
(Sombrero  Phosphate  Co,  v.  ErUxngcTy  L.  R.  5 
Ch.  Div.  73;  Plaquemines  Tropical  Fruit  Co. 
V.  Buck,  52  N.  J.  Eq.  219.  27  Atl.  1094;  Rich, 
nrdson  v.  Graham,  45  .W.  Va.  134,  30  S.  E. 
02. 

If  a  company  is  entitled  to  any  relief  in 
rasps  where  a  promoter,  director,  or  other 
fiduciary  of  a  corporation  sells  his  own  prop- 
erty to  the  corporation  which  he  did  not  pur- 
chase while  he  was  such  fiduciary,  unless  by 
his  subsequent  acts  he  has  justified  the  com- 
pany in  saying  that  his  purchase  was  one 
for  the  company,  re«cission  is  the  only  reme- 
dy; and  no  recovery  can  be  had  of  the  differ- 
9Qce  betw*een  the  purchase  price  and  the  sell- 
frt^  price,  or  of  the  difference  between  the 
value  of  the  property  and  the  selling  price. 

Re  Cape  Breton  Co.  L.  R.  26  Ch.  Div.  221, 
L.  K.  29  Ch.  Div.  795:  Ladywell  Min.  Co. 
y.  Brookes,  L.  R.  35  Ch.  Div.  400;  Cfreat 
Lurrmbourg  R.  Co.  v.  Magnay,  25  Beav.  586; 
lie  Ambrose  Lake  Tin  d  Copper  Min.  Co.  L. 
R.  14  Ch.  Div.  390;  Ely  v.  Hanford,  65  111. 
2f;7:  Higgins  v.  Lansingh,  154  111.  301,  40 
X.  E.  302;  Re  Hess  Mfg.  Go.  21  Ont.  App. 
Kfp.  66. 

The  cases  relied  upon  by  the  complainants 

below  are  either  cnses  where  the  defendants 

were  promoters  simply,  and  not  vendors  as 

well,  as  in  liagixall  v.  Carlton,  L.  R.  6  Ch. 

Div.  371:  Emma  Silver  Min.  Co.  v.  Grant, 

L.  R.  11  Ch.  Div.  918;  Whaley  Bridge  Calico 

Printing  Co.  y.  Green,  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  Div.  109 ; 

I'm  ma  fiilver  Min.  Co.  y.  Leuns.  L.  R.  4  C. 

P.  Div.  396;  Woodbury  Heights  Land  Co.  v. 

Icudenslager,  55  N.  J.  Eq.  87,  35  Atl.  436 ; 

Chandler  y.  Bacon,  30  Fed.   538;   or  cases 

where  rescission  was  the  relief  asked,  as  in 

Cortes  Co.  v.  Thaainhauser,  45  Fed.  730;  Hcb- 

gen  v.  Kocffler,  97  Wis.  313,  72  N.  W.  745 ;  or 

case«  between  individual  subscribers  and  the 

promot-ers    for    damages,    as    in   Franey    v. 

Warner.  96  Wis.  223,  71  N.  W.  81 :  Brewster 

V.  Hatch,  122  N.  Y.  349.  25  N.  E.  505 ;  Bosher 

X.  Richmond  d  H,  Ijand  Co.  89  Va.  455,  16 

P.  E.  360;  or  cases  where  the  vendors  were 

mncraled  and  the  transaction  was  made  to 

fake  the  appearance  of  a  purchase  from  a 

thinl  party,  as  in — 

Tifrrell  v.  Bank  of  Landon,  10  H.  L.  Cas. 
26 :  Beck  v.  Kantorowicz,  3  Kay  &  J.  230 ; 
fiimons  v.  Vulcan  Oil  d  Min.  Co.  61  Pa.  202, 
TOO  Am.  Dec.  628;  Plaquemines  Tropical 
Frvit  Co.  V.  Buck.  52  N.  J.  Eq.  219.  27  Atl. 
1004  :  f^outh  Joplin  Land  Co.  v.  Case,  104 
Mo.  572.  16  S.  W.  390;  Ex-Mission  Land  d 
r,2  la.  R.  A. 


Water  Co.  v.  Flash,  97  Cal.  610,  32  Pae.  600; 
Burbank  v.  Detinis,  101  Cal.  90,  35  Pac.  444; 
Pittsburg  Min.  Co.  v.  Spooner,  74  Wis.  307, 
42  N.'W.  259;  Htbg&n  v.  Koef/ler',  97  Wis. 
313,  72  N.  W.  745;  Yale  Gas  Stove  Co.  v. 
Wilcow,  64  Conn.  101,  25  L.  R.  A.  90,  29  Atl. 
303;  Getty  v.  Devlin,  64  N.  Y.  404. 

If.  in  cases  where  a  fiduciary  vendor  sells 
to  his  corporation  his  own  property  which 
he  had  acquired  or  had  the  right  to  acquire 
under  circumstances  which  did  not  make  his 
purchase  inure  to  the  company,  instead  of 
rescission  a  recovery  of  profits  can  be  had, 
these  profits  are  not  the  difference  between 
the  price  paid  by  the  vendor  and  that  at 
which  he  sold  to  the  company,  but  only  the 
difference  between  the  value  of  the  property 
at  the  time  he  sold  it  to  the  company  and  the 
price  which  the  company  paid. 

Re  Cape  Breton  Co.  L.  R.  29  Ch.  Div.  795, 
s.  c.  sub  nom.  Bentinok  v.  Fenn,  L.  R.  12 
App.  Cas.  653;  Parker  v.  Nickerson,  137 
Mass.  487. 

In  cases  where  there  can  be  a  recovery  of 
secret  profits  made  by  a  promoter  who  is  not 
a  vendor,  such  promoter  must  be  allowed  his 
expenses  in  ascertaining  those  profits. 

Bagnall  v.  Carlton,  L.  R.  6  Oh.  Div.  371 ; 
Emma  Silver  Min.  Co.  v.  Grant,  L.  R.  11  Ch. 
Div.  918;  Lydney  d  W.  Iron  Ore  Co.  v.  Bird, 
L.  R.  33  Ch.  Div.  86. 

Messrs.  C.  M.  Thompson  and  Frank  M. 
Ooman  for  appellee. 

SeTorens,  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

From  the  record  it  appears  that  in  the  lat- 
ter part  of  June,  1896,  the  defendants 
Browne,  Stuart,  and  Bell  conceived  the  pro- 
ject of  taking  an  option  to  purchase  the  pa- 
per-mill  plant  of  the  Leonard  Paper-Box 
Board  Company,  hereinafter  called  tho 
"Leonard  Company,"  located  at  Carthage,. 
Indiana,  and  organizing  a  company,  obtain- 
ing stock  subscriptions,  and  with  the  pro- 
ceeds of  such  subscriptions  buying  the  mill 
for  the  company  at  an  advanced  price,  which 
would  enable  them  to  make  a  considerable 
profit.  With  this  scheme  in  view,  and  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  it  out,  Browne  and 
Stuart,  on  July  17,  1896,  after  some  prelimi- 
naiy  negotiations,  secured  from  the  president 
and  secretary  of  the  Leonard  Company  an 
option  to  purchase  their  plant  within  ninety 
days  for  the  sum  of  $75,000.  There  was  no 
vote  of  the  stockholders  or  board  of  direct- 
ors of  that  company  authorizing  the  grant- 
ing of  the  option.  On  the  23d  day  of  July, 
1806,  Browne.  Stuart,  Bell,  Province  M. 
Pogue,  and  Thomas  L.  Pogue  incorporated 
the  company,  with  the  title  of  the  United 
States  Board  &  Paper  Company,  and  with  a 
capital  of  $100,000.  under  the  laws  of  Indi- 
ana, by  filing  articles  of  association  thereof 
in  the  proper  office,  and  the  said  incorpora- 
tors adopted  by-laws  for  the  company.  On 
the  3d  day  of  August,  following,  these  five 
persons  subscribed,  but  did  not  pay,  for  $25,- 
000  of  stock,  and,  they  being  thus  far  the 
only  subscribers  for  stock,  elected  each  other 
directors.  They  constituted  the  whole  board. 
Bell  was  authorized  bv  the  board  to  solicit 
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additional  subscriptions  to  the  capital  stock. 
Browne  and  Stuart  submitted  a  proposition 
to  sell  to  the  company  the  mill  property  at 
Carthage  for  $100,000,  the  deed  to  be  made 
by  the  Leonard  Company.     This  proposition 
was  accepted  by  the  unanimous  vote  of  the 
board.    A  prospectus  was  prepared  by  the 
directors,  which,  together  with  the  minute 
book  of  the  proceedings  of  August  3,  1896, 
was  used  by  Bell  in  soliciting  subscriptions 
as  evidence  of  the  condition  and  prospects  of 
the  company.     It  was  stated  among  the  great 
advantages  of  the  company  that  the  business 
would  not  have  to  be  delayed  for  the  build- 
ing of  a  mill,  for  the  complete  strawboard 
mill  of  the  Leonard  Company  could  be  trans- 
ferred by  Browne  and  Stuart  to  the  company, 
just  organized,  for  $100,000,  and  the  opera- 
tion of  the  mill  would  go  on  without  inter- 
ruption ;  and  this,  it  was  said,  was  a  "feature 
worth   alone  $50,000  to  the  stockholders." 
Equipped  with  the  prospectus  and  minute 
book.  Bell  secured  in  a  few  months  cash  sub- 
scriptions for  stock  to  the  amount  of  $45,- 
000.    On.  the  16th  day  of  December,  1896,  al- 
thou<;h  the  option  of  July  17,  1896,  had  been 
renewed  and  was  still  open,  Browne  and 
Stuart  made  a  fresh  proposition  to  the  Leon- 
ard Company  to  buy  the  mill  property  for 
$40,000  in  cash,  and  $35,000  in  the  bonds  of 
the  new  company,  secured  by  mortgage  <m 
the  property,  upon  the  condition  that  the  lat- 
ter company  should,  before  the  1st  of  Janu- 
ary following,  accept  a  proposition  submit- 
ted to  it  by  Browne  and  Stuart  for  the  sale 
to  it  of  the  same  property.    This  proposition 
was  accepted  by  the  Leonard  Company  at  a 
meeting  of  its  stockholders.    On  the  I9th 
day  of  the  same  month,  all  of  the  subscribers 
to  the  additional  $45,000  of  stock,  which  had 
been  sold  after  the  meeting  of  the  directors 
in  'August,  paid  in  the  sums  which  they  had 
subscribed,  each  one  at  that  time  supposing 
that  the  purchase  price  of  the  mill  which 
their  company  was  buying  was  $100,000,  ex- 
cept two.    One  of  these  persons  was  Henry 
C.  Yeiser,  an  intimate  personal  friend  of 
Browne  and  Stuart,  who  had  at  their  request 
subscribed  for  $3,500  of  the  stock,  to  pay  for 
which  they  advanced  the  money.    They  re- 
quested him  also  to  become  a  director,  telling 
him  of  the  profit  they  were  intending  to 
make  out  of  the  sale  of  the  mill  to  the  com- 
pany, and  asked  him  not  to  disclose  that 
feature  of  the  transaction  to  the  other  direct- 
ors or  stockholders.    All  this  he  agreed  to. 
The  other  of  the  new  stockholders  who  was 
aware  of  the  actual  price  at  which  the  mill 
was  sold  was  E.  N.  Hill,  who  was  also  a 
stockholder  in  the  Leonard  Company.     He 
was  induced  by  Browne  to  subscribe  for  $3,- 
000  of  the  stock  in  the  new  company,  upon 
the  agreement  that  he  should  have  $1,000  of 
the  $25,000  of  stock  which  had  been  original- 
ly subscribed,  and  should  be  given  employ- 
ment by  the  new  company.     This  arrange- 
ment with  Hill  was  not  known  to  the  other 
subscribers.     On  the  same  19th  day  of  De- 
cember, Stuart  and  the  two  Messrs.  Pogue 
withdrew  from  the  directory,  and  Yeiser.  J. 
H.  Duncan,  and  H.  JM.  Wrigley,  the  latter 
two  being  new  subscribers,  were  chosen  in 
52  L.  R.  A. 


their  places.  Neither  Duncan  nor  Wrigley 
had  any  knowledge  of  the  actual  price  at 
which  the  mill  was  purchased  from  the  Leon- 
ard Company,  but  supposed  it  was  $100,000. 
On  the  same  day  the  following  resolution, 
which  had  been  previously  prepared,  was 
passed  by  the  new  board  of  directors: 

''That  whereas,  the  company  is  desirous  of 
purchasing  the  paper-making  plant  located 
at   Carthage,   Indiana,    from  Browne    and 
Stuart,  who  have  purchased  the  same  from 
the   Leonard   Paper-Box    Board   Co.;     and 
whereas,  the  directors  have  made  careful  ex- 
amination as  to  the  investment  and  the  condi- 
tions of  the  deed  provided  for  by  Browne  and 
Stuart  from  the  Leonard  Paper-Box  Board 
Company  to  the  United  States  Board   and 
Paper  Company;  and  whereas,  it  is  for  the 
best  interests  of  the  company  to  further  its 
business  in  purchasing  the  same;  therefore 
be  it  resolved,  that  pursuant  to  the  authori- 
ty vested  in  us  by  ime  articles  of  incorpora- 
tion and  by-laws  of  the  stockholders,  that  we 
purchase  said  plant,  with  its  goodwill   and 
appurtenances,  for  $100,000,  and  in  payment 
therefor,  pay  $65,000  cash,  and  in  payment 
of  the  balance  that  bonds  of  the  company, 
to  the  value  of  $35,000,  being  seventy  bonds, 
of  $500  each,  the  bonds  numbered  from  one 
to  thirty-five,  inclusive,  being  payable  in  one 
year  from  the  date  of  the  execution  of  the 
trust  mortgage  hereinafter  referred  to,  and 
bonds  Nos.  36  to  70,  inclusive,  being  payable 
in  two  years  after  the  date  of  the  execution 
of  the  trust  mortgage,  with  interest  coupons 
attached,  payable  semiannually,  at  the  rate 
of  7  per  cent  per  annum,  be  issued  and  duly 
signed  by  the  president  and  secretary,  who 
are  hereby  authorized,  empowered,  and  di- 
rected to  sign  the  same ;  and  be  it  further  re- 
solved,  in  connection   therewith,    that   the 
president  and   secretary  execute  the   trust' 
mortgage  deed  of  the  company  to  Louis  Leon- 
ard, trustee,  of  Piqua,  Ohio,  to  secure  said 
issue  of  bonds,  and  that  the  said  mortgage 
deed  be  given  on  all  real  estate  of  the  com- 
pany situated  at  Carthage,  Indiana.^' 

On  the  22d  of  December.  1896,  a  deed  with 
full  covenants  of  warranty  from  the  Leon- 
ard Company  was  executed  and  delivered. 
T^is  deed  recited  a  consideration  of  "one  dol- 
lar and  other  valuable  considerations."  The 
officers  of  the  Leonard  Company  were  re- 
quested to  allow  the  deed  to  recite  a  consid- 
eration of  $100,000.  But  as  they  objected 
to  this,  and  those  managing  the  business  for 
the  new  company  were  not  satisfied  to  have 
the  consideration  stated  at  $75,000,  it  Wd5 
finally  concluded  to  put  it  as  it  appears  in 
the  deed.  On  the  same  day  the  following 
transaction  took  place:  Browne  and  Stu- 
art, to  pay  for  the  original  stock  subscrip- 
tion of  themselves  and  their  associates,  gave 
to  the  United  States  Board  &  Paper  Com- 
pany their  check  on  the  Equitable  National 
Bank  for  $25,000,  without  having  the  money 
there  to  pay  for  it.  Browne,  as  president  of 
the  United  States  Board  &  Paper  Company, 
gave  that  company's  check  on  the  same  bsz^ 
to  Browne  and  Stuart  for  $65,000.  To  the 
extent  of  $25,000,  the  $65,000  satisfied  the 
check  given  by  Browne  and  Stuart  for  their 


190t. 


Tbiseb  y.  United  States  Board  &  Paper  Co. 


727 


Aha  res,  and  the  remaining  $40,000  went 
through  Browne  and  Stuart  to  pay  the  cash 
part  of  the  purchase  price  agreed  to  be  paid 
by  Browne  and  Stuart  to  the  Liconard  Com- 
pany for  the  mill.  A  mortgage  to  secure  the 
bonds  was  given  as  contemplated.  The  re- 
sult of  all  this  was  that  Browne  and  Stuart 
received  from  their  own  company  the  $25,000 
wherewith  they  paid  for  their  stock  sub- 
scription, and  it  is  the  validity  of  this  stock 
that  is  the  matter  in  controversy.  Certifl- 
<!ates  therefor  were  eventually  issued,  $8,300 
each  to  Browne  and  Stuart,  $8,200  to  Bell, 
and  $100  each  to  the  Messrs.  Pogue,  the  two 
latter  having  been  concerned  as  attorneys 
only  for  the  others  in  the  preparation  of  the 
papers  used  in  conducting  the  business,  and 
standing  for  directors  in  the  organization  of 
the  company,  presumably  for  the  parties 
principally  interested.  But  it  is  not  ques- 
tioned that  all  these  parties  were  aware  of 
the  facts  above  referred  to,  as  they  trans- 
pired. The  business  of  the  new  company 
went  on,  and  the  stockholders,  other  than  as 
above  stated,  remained  in  ignorance  of  the 
fact  that  the  purchase  price  of  the  mill  to 
the  I^eonard  Company  was  only  $75,000.  But 
it  was  finally  discovered,  and  at  a  meeting 
of  the  stockholders,  held  shortly  afterwards, 
a  resolution  was  passed  directing  the  bring- 
ing of  the  present  suit.  Judge  Thompson, 
at  the  circuit,  held,  in  a  well-considered  opin- 
ion, that  the  company  was  entitled  to  the  re- 
lief prayed,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  he 
reached  the  right  conclusion. 

It  is  a  well -settled  principle  of  equity  that 
those  who  participate  in  bringing  about  the 
organization  of  an  incorporated  company, 
and  in  getting  it  in  condition  for  transacting 
the  business  for  which  it  is  organized,  as- 
sume the  obligations  of  a  trust  towards  the 
company  and  those  who  shall  be  invited  to 
«ome  into  the  enterprise  as  stockholders  and 
share  in  its  fortunes.  The  latter  have  the 
right  to  rely  on  the  good  faith  and  fair  deal- 
ing of  those  who  have  promoted  the  company, 
and  to  assume  that  they  have  not  perverted 
the  organization  by  secret  means  to  the  ac- 
complishment of  selfish  purposes,  and  the  de- 
stniction  of  that  equality  of  right  which,  in 
the  absence  of  some  known  modification,  all 
the  shareholders  are  entitUd  to  enjoy.  In- 
deed, some  of  the  decided  cases  hold  a  wider 
doctrine,  and  declare  that,  whether  the  pro- 
moter becomes  a  stockholder  himself  or  not, 
he  owes  a  like  duty  to  those  who  became 
such,  and  cannot,  by  covert  manipulation  of 
the  company  while  it  is  under  his  control, 
and  without  the  faculty  of  acting  for  itself, 
take  a  personal  profit  from  his  dealings  with 
it.  The  recognition  of  a  fiduciary  relation 
in  such  circumstances  is  merely  for  the  ap- 
plication of  a  familiar  principle  of  equity, 
which  fastens  a  trust  upon  one  who  has  such 
power  over  another  and  his  affairs  as  to  give 
the  former  an  opportunity  to  make  personal 
gains  in  his  dealings  with  them. 

The  reasons  for  the  enforcement  of  that 
principle  in  such  cases  as  this  are  obvious. 
Without  it  there  is  nothing  to  hinder  the 
concoction  of  schemes  which  the  reports  of 
decisions  show  are  becoming  quite  too  fre- 
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quent  in  recent  years,  during  which  corpora- 
tions have  so  greatly  multiplied,  whereby 
one  may  take  an  option  or  conditional  con- 
tract for  the  purchase  of  property,  and  then 
turn  it  over,  at  a  profit  to  himself,  to  a  cor- 
poration to  be  organized,  and  be  under  his 
own  control  for  a  sufficient  time  to  enable 
him  to  realize  the  fruits  of  his  enterprise. 
Unless  the  promoter  of  the  company  is  re- 
strained by  the  obligations  of  a  duty  which 
prevents  him  from  bringing  the  consequences 
which  are  liable  to  resiSt  to  others  who  may 
be  led  into  danger,  he  may  practise  such 
schemes  with  impunity.  Of  course,  these  ob. 
servations  do  not  apply  to  a  case  where  the 
corporation,  having  knowledge  of  the  facts 
and  freedom  of  action,  consents  to  a  contract 
proposed  by  another,  even  though  he  may  be 
a  stockholder  or  a  director.  The  corporation 
could  not  in  such  case  complain,  nor  could  & 
stockholder,  if  there  had  been  no  actually 
fraudulent  pui;pose  towards  him.  In  the 
present  case,  while  there  is  some  conflict  of 
testimony  in  the  minor  details,  there  is  real- 
ly no  room  for  dispute  in  regard  to  the  con- 
trolling facts. 

It  js  clear  that  the  purpose  to  organize  a 
corporation  to  take  the  mill  property,  if  it 
should  be  purchased,  was  formed  in  the  be- 
ginning. The  option  to  purchase  the  prop- 
erty was  not  taken  with  a  view  to  the  use  of 
it  by  the  parties  to  Whom  the  option  was  giv- 
en. The  option  was  renewed  and  kept  alive 
while  the  corporation  was  being  organized, 
and  as  soon  as  form  was  given  to  the  latter, 
so  that  it  was  supposed  to  be  competent  to 
act,  and  its  board  of  directors  had  formally 
accepted  the  proposition  of  Browne  and  Stu- 
art to  sell  the  mill  to  the  company,  and  all 
things  had  been  shaped  to  a  definite  assur- 
ance that  the  sale  to  the  company  would  go 
through,  and  there  were  sufficient  means  se- 
cured to  pay  for  it,  the  bargain  with  the 
Leonard  Company  was  closed,  and  the  title 
to  the  property  was  conveyed  directly  from 
the  Leonard  Company  to  the  company  which 
Browne  and  Stuart  and  their  associates  had 
brought  into  existence. 

When,  on  August  3,  1896,  Browne  and 
Stuart  made  their  proposition  to  sell  the  ipill 
to  their  company,  and  they  and  their  co-oper- 
ating associates,  acting  as  the  board  of  di- 
rectors, accepted  it  for  the  company,  the  com. 
pany  was  completely  in  fetters.  While  it 
was  made  to  be  a  purchaser,  it  was  domi- 
nated by  the  seller.  It  had  no  organ  for  see- 
ing, hearing,  or  even  knowing  what  was  go- 
ing on.  Its  whole  constituency  was  engaged 
in  bringing  about  the  sale  for  the  sellers. 
We  have,  on  several  occasions,  held  that 
where  one  who  assumes  to  act  as  the  agent 
of  another  in  a  given  transaction  is  really 
acting  as  the  agent  of  a  third  person,  or  in 
behalf  of  some  scheme  of  his  own,  his  appar- 
ent principal,  having  no  knowledge  of  such 
alien  purpose,  is  not  bound  by  such  pretend- 
ed agent's  acts,  nor  by  any  notice  or  knowl- 
edge of  facts  which  such  agent  had  at  the 
time  the  transaction  was  going  forward. 
Thomson- fl  oust  on  Electric  Co.  v.  Capitol 
Elrotric  Co,  12  C.  C.  A.  643,  22  tJ.  S.  App. 
669,  65  Fed.  341;  Wilson  v.  Pauly,  18  C.  C. 
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A.  475,  37  U.  S.  App.  642,  72  Fed.  129,  134; 
LouisiiUe  Trust  Co.  w  Louisville ^  N.  A.  d 
C.  R.  Co.  22  C.  C.  A.  378,  43  U.  S.  App.  550, 
75  Fed.  433,  469.  And  see  American  Surety 
Co.  V.  Pauly,  170  U.  S.  133,  42  L.  ed.  977,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  552;  Innerarity  v.  Merchants* 
"Nat.  Bank,  139  Mass.  332,  52  Am.  Rep.  710, 
1  N.  E.  282.  This  rule  is  supported  by  still 
stronger  reasons  where  the  principal  is  in 
such  condition  that  it  can  by  no  possibility 
either  learn  the  facts  or  have  any  judgment 
to  form  its  own  course  with  regard  to  them. 

The  farcical  nature  of  this  transaction 
must  have  been  apparent  to  the  actors,  for 
it  was  subsequently  arranged  that  it  should 
be  confirmed  after  the  cash  subscriptions  to 
the  stock  had  been  obtained  and  paid  in. 
Then,  three  of  the  directors  stepped  out,  and 
three  new  ones  were  brought  in,  but  the  effi- 
ciency of  the  board  for  consummating  the 
scheme  was  not  thereby  affected.  Browne 
and  Bell  remained,  and  Yeiser  was  a  nominee 
of  Browne  and  Stuart,  under  a  pledge  of  co- 
operation. Duncan  and  Wrigley,  the  other 
new  members,  although  they  had  no  knowl- 
edge of  the  purpose  of  the  others,  and  there- 
fore no  motive  to  wrong  the  corporation, 
were,  from  the  very  fact  of  their  want  of 
knowledge,  of  no  service  in  defending  the 
interests  of  the  company.  It  seems  pr<3>able 
that  Stuart's  resignation,  at  least,  was  made 
for  the  purpose  of  giving  a  fairer  show  to  the 
directorate,  and  inspiring  confidence  in  the 
good  faith  of  the  transaction.  In  truth, 
however,  the  corporation  was  still  as  com- 
pletely in  the  hands  of  the  parties  who  were 
seeking  to  sell  the  mill  to  it  for  $100,000  as 
before.  They  had  a  majority  of  the  board, 
and  could  pass  the  measure  whether  opposi- 
tion was  made  or  not.  The  other  two  mem- 
bers were  new  men.  Thev  knew  of  no 
ground  for  raising  a  question,  and  naturally 
they  would  have  confidence  in  the  men  who 
had  been  promoting  the  enterprise. 

And  thus,  again,  when  the  transaction  wa« 
finally  consummated,  the  company  not  only 
had  no  notice  of  the  fact,  but  was  helpleps 
to  protect  itself  if  it  had  had  such  notice, 
and  all  of  the  stockholders  who  were  not  in 
the  scheme  were  still  equally  ignorant  of 
the  fact  thus  purposely  concealed.  It  is  evi- 
dent that  the  actors  planned  that  the  stock- 
holders should  remain  ignorant.  They  not 
only  refrained  from  communicating  any  in* 
formation  on  the  subject  themselves,  but 
they  framed  their  prospectus  in  a  way  to 
mislead.  They  secured  a  promise  of  secrecy 
from  Yeiser.  They  silenced  Hill  with  a  pre- 
mium. They  gave  their  check  for  the  $25,- 
000,  which  they  never  paid,  and  inserted  a 
blinding  consideration  in  the  deed  from  the 
I^eonard  Company.  The  stockholders  had 
visited  and  examined  the  mill  property  at 
Carthage,  and  were  satisfied  with  it  and  the 
price  to  be  paid.  How  it  should  have  hap- 
pened that  no  one  of  them  should  have 
learned  of  the  price  at  which  it  was  to  be 
bought  on  the  occasions  of  these  visits,  is 
left  a  matter  for  inference. 

The  cases  in  which  the  principle  of  equity 
which  we  have  endeavored  to  state  has  been 
declared  and  illustrated  are  quite  numerous, 
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both  in  England  and  in  this  country.  We 
shall  refer  to  a  few  of  them  only.  The  lead- 
ing English  case  is  that  of  New  Sombrero- 
Phosphate  Co.  V.  Erlanger,  L.  R.  5  Ch.  Div. 
73,  in  the  court  of  appeal ;  the  same  case  in 
the  House  of  Lords,  L.  R.  3  App.  Cas.  1218, 
the  names  of  the  parties  being  reversed.  The 
facts  were  that  the  Baron  Erlanger  and  hia 
associates,  who  were  under  his  control,  pur- 
chased, for  the  purpose  of  speculation,  a  lea^e 
of  the  island  of  Sombrero,  on  which  were 
phosphate  mines,  for  the  sum  of  £55.000 
Having  procured  the  lease  to  be  assigned  to 
one  Evans,  an  agent  of  Erlanger,  they  pro- 
ceeded to  organize  a  company  for  mining^ 
purposes,  to  which  they  intended  to  sell  the 
lease  at  a  large  profit.  They  established  a 
board  pf  directors,  consisting  of  five  mem* 
bers,  of  whom  two  were  out  of  the  country. 
Of  the  other  three,  one  was  Evans,  w*ho  hefd 
the  lease;  another  was  MacDonald,  who  was 
a  near  friend  of  Erlanger,  and  to  wh(»n  Er- 
langer transferred  some  stock  to  qualify 
him;  and  the  other  was  Dakin,  who  >vas  a 
large  stockholder,  but  who  knew  nothing  of 
the  purpose  of  selling  at  a  profit.  At  a 
meeting  of  the  board  of  directors,  consisting 
of  those  last  named,  a  proposition  from  Er- 
langer to  sell  the  lease  to  the  company  for 
£110,000  was  accepted.  A  prospectus  was 
issued,  which  stated,  among  other  thing, 
that  the  lease  of  the  island  had  been  secured 
for  £110,000,  and  reciting  numerous  facts  to 
show  the  value  of  the  bargain.  A  large 
number  of  subscribers  were  induced  to  take 
and  pay  for  shares  in  ignorance  of  the  profit 
which  w^as  being  made  by  Erlanger  and  his 
associates  in  selling  the  lease  to  the  com- 
pany. The  truth  eventually  leaked  out,  the 
board  of  directors  was  reconstituted,  and  the 
new  board  was  authorized  to  bring  suit  to 
recover  the  amount  of  profit  which  the  pro- 
moters had  made  on  the  sale  to  the  company 
of  the  lease,  and  this  was  done.  There  were 
other  facts  on  which  incidental  questions 
arose,  but  the  foregoing  constitute  the  main 
case.  On  the  hearing,  the  bill  was  dismissed 
by  the  vice  chancellor,  but  on  appeal  the  de- 
cree was  revei'sed  by  the  unanimous  judg- 
ment of  the  court  of  appeal,  and  a  decree  or- 
dered that  the  contract  of  purchase  be  re- 
scinded, and  thai  other  incidental  relief  be 
granted.  The  defendants  thereupon  ap- 
pealed to  the  House  of  Lords,  where  the  oai^e 
was  twice  argued,  the  last  time  before  seven 
of  the  law  lords,— -an  unusual  number. — and 
the  judgment  of  the  court  of  appeals  was 
confirmed,  and  the  appeal  dismissed.  The 
lord  chancellor  (Lord  Cairns)  did  not  con- 
cur, because  he  thought  there  had  been  laches 
in  bringing  the  suit,  but  all  concurred  in 
holding  that  the  company  was  entitled  to 
the  relief  if  the  suit  has  been  seasonably 
brought.  The  case  was  in  all  its  essentia! 
particulars  like  that  at  bar,  and  all  the  prin- 
cipal grounds  and  reasons  for  decision  which 
have  been  raised  and  argued  here  were  elab- 
orately discussed.  The  same  fact,  upon 
which  so  much  reliance  has  been  placed  by 
the  appellants  here,  existed  in  that  case, 
namely,  that  the  promoters  had  already  ac- 
quired the  right  to  the  benefits  of  their  pur- 
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cluise  from  the  former  owners,  and  were  in 
a  position  to  sell  their  purchase  to  anyone 
who  would  buy.  Indeed,  the  defendants  in 
that  case  had  a  firmer  advantage,  for  they 
had  actually  acquired  the  property  before 
they  formed  the  company,  while  here  the  de- 
fendantis  had  not  made  any  purchase,  but 
only  made  secure  the  way  by  which  the  prop- 
erty could  be  sold  to  the  company  which  they 
proposed  to  organize,  and  this  difference  was 
a  fact  much  relied  upon  by  Vice  Chancellor 
Malins  in  the  court  of  first  instance.  We 
cannot  give  space  to  recite  the  reasoning  of 
the  elaborate  judgments  given  in  the  case, 
but  the  final  decision  firmly  established  in 
England  the  doctrines  which  we  think  it 
right  to  apply  to  the  present  case.  Another 
case  to  which  we  intended  more  especially  to 
refer  is  that  of  Gluck^tein  v.  Barnes  [1900] 
A.  C.  240,  which  was  also  a  case  in  the  Houne 
of  Lords.  In  that  case  a  syndicate  was 
formed  to  buy  certain  property  and  resell  it 
to  a  company,  to  be  formed  for  the  purpose, 
of  which  the  directors  should  be  the  trustees 
of  the  syndicate.  These  trustees  bought  up 
some  charges  on  the  property,  on  which  they 
realized  £20,000  for  the  syndicate.  The 
price  of  their  purchase  of  the  property  itself 
was  £140,000,  and  they  sold  it  to  the  com- 
pany, at  a  time  when  they  were  directors,  for 
£180,000.  The  prospectus  showed  this,  but 
did  not  show  the  profit  of  the  £20,000  made 
in  buying  up  the  charges  on  the  property. 
This  latter  fact  was  concealed  from  the  per- 
sons who  became  stodcholders,  but,  being 
eventually  discovered,  suit  was  brought  by 
the  official  receiver  of  the  company  to  recov- 
er the  £20,000.  The  suit  was  sustained  by 
the  House  of  Lords,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  promoters  had  been,  from  the  time  of 
their  original  purchase  of  the  property,  act- 
ing in  a  fiduciary  relation  to  the  company  to 
which  tiiey  proposed  to  convey  it,  and  that 
the  profit  belonged  to  the  company;  and  it 
was  further  held  that,  as  the  circumstances 
had  rendered  it  impracticable  to  rescind,  the 
company  might  recover  the  money  gained  by 
the  promoters.  Much  emphatic  language 
was  used  by  the  law  lords  in  giving  judg- 
ment in  that  case.  It  is  sufficient  to  say 
that  the  doctrine  of  the  Erlanqer  Gaae  was 
repeated,  and  the  various  devices  employed 
in  such  schemes  were  condemned  with  much 
energy.  Other  English  cases  in  which  the 
subject  has  been  discussed,  upon  facts  more 
or  less  similar  to  those  of  the  case  we  have 
in  hand,  are  Hichevs  v.  Congreve,  4  Russ.  Ch. 
662;  Beck  v.  Kantorotcicz,  3  Kay  A  J.  230; 
Oover'8  Case,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  Div.  182 ;  Twycross 
V,  Grant  J  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  Div.  469 ;  Bagnall  v. 
Carlton,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  Div.  371;  Whaley 
Bridge  Calico  Printing  Co.  v.  Oreen,  L.  R. 
6  Q.  B.  Div,  109;  Emma  Silver  Min,  Co,  v. 
Leivis,  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  Div.  396;  Re  Cape  Bre- 
ton Co.  29  Ch.  Div.  795;  and  Ladyioell  Min. 
Co.  V.  Brookes,  L.  R.  35  Ch.  Div.  400.  They 
do  not  differ  in  the  essential  principles  upon 
which  they  were  decided,  though  in  some  of 
them  the  vital  fact  that  the  property  bought 
for  the  purpose  was  imposed  by  the  promot- 
ers upon  their  company,  coerced  by  them- 
52  L.  R.  A. 


selves  to  take  it  at  a  price  yielding  them  a 
profit,  did  not  exist,  and,  of  course,  the  ab- 
sence of  this  circumstance  led  to  the  exonera* 
tion  of  the  promoters. 

In  this  country  the  courts  have  accepted 
the  essential  principle  laid  down  in  the  Eng- 
lish cases,  and  hold,  with  scarcely  any  varia- 
tion to  the  doctrine,  that  the  promoter  of  a 
company  stands  in  the  relation  of  a  trustee 
to  it  and  those  who  become  subscribers  to  its 
stock,  so  long  as  he  retains  the  power  of  con- 
trol over  it.  There  is  some  difference  of 
opinion,  as  there  is  in  the  English  cases,  in 
regard  to  the  time  when  he  becomes  such 
promoter,  within  the  meaning  and  operation 
of  the  rule.  Some  courts  are  of  opinion  that 
he  is  chargeable  with  the  duties  of  a  trust 
when  he  enters  upon  the  execution  of  the 
scheme  which  is  intended  to  result  in  the 
transfer  of  the  property  to  a  company  to  be 
organized  and  controlled  by  him.  All,  how- 
ever, agree  that  he  comes  within  the  rule 
when  he  begins  to  organize  the  company,  and 
that  from  that  time  he  is  bound  to  deal  open- 
ly and  fairly,  and  in  such  a  way  as  that  those 
having  independent  charge  of  the  company, 
as  well  as  those  who  are  induced  to  become 
subscribers  to  its  stock,  may  be  fully  advised 
of  the  relation  he  bears  to  the  property  which 
he  proposes  to  sell,  in  like  manner  as  one 
who  assumeJs  to  act  as  the  agent  of  another 
in  the  purchase  of  property.  We  refer  to  a 
few  of  the  well-considered  cases  in  this  coun- 
try which  support  what  we  regard  as  the 
doctrine  fettled  upon  sound  reasons:  Brew- 
ster V.  Hatch.  122  N.  Y.  349,  25  N.  E.  505; 
Houth  fJoplin  Land  Co.  v.  Case,  104  Mo.  672, 
16  S.  W.  390:  Hebgcn  v.  Koeffler,  97  Wis. 
313,  72  N.  W.  745;  Densmore  Oil  Co.  v. 
Dcnsmore,  64  Pa.  43;  Haytrard  v.  Leeson, 
170  Mass.  310,  49  L.  R.  A.  725,  57  N-  E.  656; 
Burlank  v.  Dennis,  101  Cal.  90,  35  Pac.  444; 
Yale  Oas  Stove  Co.  v.  Wilcox,  64  Conn.  101, 
25  L.  R.  A,  90,  29  Atl.  303.  The  particular 
subject  does  not  seem  to  have  been  before  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  for  con- 
sideration, but  there  have  been  at  least  two 
decisions  at  the  circuit,  and  they  are  in  har- 
mony with  the  views  we  have  expressed. 
Chandler  v.  Bacon,  30  Fed.  538,  per  Colt,  Ch. 
J.;  Cortes  Co.  v.  Thannhauser,  45  Fed.  730, 
per  Wallace,  Ch.  J. 

The  company,  as  well  as  the  stockholders, 
are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  independent 
)  judgment  of  the  trustee  in  regard  to  the  val- 
ine of  the  property  to  be  purchased,  and  the 
price  to  be  paid,  as  well  as  its  fitness  for  the 
intended  use.  It  is  said  that  the  property 
was  worth  what  the  company  paid  for  it, 
and  is  adapted  to  the  company's  requirc- 
mentK.  It  happens  so.  But  this  in  no  man- 
ner affects  the  operation  of  the  rule.  The 
benefit  of  the  purchase  by  Browne  and  Stu- 
art inured  to  the  company.  In  the  present 
instance  the  conveyance  was  with  covenants 
of  warranty  by  the  Leonard  Company,  and 
the  price  which  that  company  received  would 
seriously  affect  the  measure  of  the  liability 
of  the  vendors  by  reason  of  those  covenants. 

With  regard  to  the  kind  of  relief  which 
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should  be  awarded,  it  muBt  be  adapted  to  the 
situation  at  the  time  when  it  was  applied 
for;  that  is,  when  the  suit  was  commenced. 

There  could  not  be  a  rescission  without 
gross  injustice  to  the  parties  wronged.  The 
.business  has  gone  on  with  the  use  of  the 
mill.  It  could  not  be  restored  without  seri- 
ous prejudice  to  the  interests  of  the  com- 
pany. We  do  not  think  the  defendants  have 
any  equity  to  have  it  restored.  It  was  the 
company's  money  which  paid  for  it.  It  is 
quite  clear  that  the  defendants  did  not  intend 
to  make  the  purchase  for  their  own  use.  The 
substance  of  the  whole  matter  is  that 
through  their  breach  of  trust  they  were  en- 
abled to  get  $25,000  of  the  company's  stock 
without  paying  for  it.  It  seems  to  us  that 
a  decree  annulling  their  title  to  it  is  an  ap- 
propriate* remedy. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  affirmed. 


City  of  TOLEDO  et  al,  Appt8^ 

V, 

WESTERN    UNION    TELEGRAPH   COM- 
PANY. 

(107  Fed.  10.) 

!•  A  teleirr«plft  eompAnT'  sl-ven  the 
rifflit  by  the  ACt  of  Conirresa  of  180« 
to  occupy  poat  ro«d«  with  Its  poles  and 
wires  did  not  acquire  such  right  /ree  from 
the  power  of  a  municipal  corporation  to 
regulate  the  use  of  its  streets,  but  must  sub- 
mit to  local  regulations  for  obtaining  permis- 
sion to  string  wires  In  public  streets. 

a.  The  InNtAllAtion  of  m,  diatrlct  tele- 
graph ■yatein  In  a  particular  city  is  not 
within  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress 
of  1866,  authorizing  telegraph  companies  to 
use  post  roads. 

(March  5,  1001.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  an  order  of 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  Western  Division  of  the  Northern 
District  of  Ohio  granting  an  injunction  re- 
straining them  from  interfering  with  the 
construction  and  maintenance  of  a  local  dis- 
trict telegraph  and  messenger  system  in  the 
streets  of  Toledo.    Reversed, 

Statement  by  Waaty,  District  Judge: 
The  Western  Union  Telegraph  Company, 
complainant,  a  corporation  under  the  laws 
of  the  state  of  New  York,  authorized  to  do 
a  general  telegraphic  business  throughout 
the  United  States,  on  June  17,  1867,  ac- 
cepted the  terms  of  the  act  of  Congress  of 
July  24,  1866   (U.  S.  Rev.  Stat,  jf  6263- 

NoTE. — On  the  question  of  state  regulation 
of  telegraph  companies  operating  lines  over 
post  roads  under  the  act  of  Congress,  see  Postal 
Teleg.  Cable  Co.  v.  Baltimore  (Md.)  24  L.  R. 
A.  161  (Affirmed  In  156  U.  8.  210.  80  L.  ed. 
890,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  356),  and  note,  and  also 
a  few  cases  In  a  note  to  Klndel  v.  Beck  &  P. 
Lithographing  Co.  (Colo.)  24  L.  R.  A.  311. 
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5268),  the  first  section  of  which  provides: 
"That  any  telegraph   company    now   organ- 
ized or  which  may  hereafter  be  organized, 
under  the  laws  of  any  state  in  this  Union, 
shall  have  the  right  to  construct,  maintain, 
and  operate  lines  of  telegraph,  through  and 
over  any  portion  of  the  public  domain  of  the 
United  States,  over  and  alon^  any  of  the 
military  or  post  roads  of  the  United  States 
which*  have  been  or   may  hereafter  be    de- 
clared such  by  act  of  Congress,  and  over,  un- 
der,  or   across    the   navigable    streams    or 
waters  of  the  United  States:  provided,  that 
such    lines   of   telegraph  shall   be   so   con- 
structed and  maintained  as  not  to  obstruct 
the  navigation  of  such  streams  and  waters, 
or  interfere  with  the  ordinary  travel  on  such 
military  or  post  roads.    And  any  of  said 
companies  shall  have  the  right  to  take  and 
use  from  such  public   lands   the   necessary 
stone,  timber,  and  other  materials  for  its 
posts,  piers,  stations,  and  other  needful  uses 
in  the  construction,  maintenance,  and  opera- 
tion of  said  lines  of  telegraph,  and  may  pre- 
empt and  use  such  portion  of  the  unoccupied 
public  lands  subject  to  pre-emption  through 
which  its  lines  of  telegraph  may  be  located 
as  may  be  necessary  for  its  stations,  not  ex- 
ceeding forty  acres   for   each   station;  but 
such  stations  shall   not    be   within    fifteen 
miles  of  each  other."    Subsequently,  by  an 
act  approved  June  8,  1872  (U.  S.  Rev.  Stat. 
S  3964),  all  letter-carrier  routes  established 
in  any  city  or  town  for  the  collection  and 
delivering  of  mail  matter  by  carriers  were 
declared  by  Congress  to  be  post  roads.  Soon 
after  its  acceptance  of  the  terms  of  the  act 
of  Congress  of   1866,  the  complainant  con- 
structed its  lines  of  telegraph  in  the  city  of 
Toledo,  and  has  since,  with  full  acquiescence 
of  the  city,  occupied  its  streets  and  all^s 
with  its  poles  and  wires.    It  has  conformed 
to  the  regulations  of  the  city  from  time  to 
time    by    putting    its    wires     underground 
where  required,  and  removing  its  poles  from 
one  district  to  another.    For  several  years 
the  Western  Union  Telegraph  Company  had 
its  messages  delivered  and  gathered  by  a 
local  company,  with  which  it  failed  to  make 
a  contract  to  continue  such  service,  and  at 
some  time  before  the  commencement  of  this 
suit  several  persons  had  agreed  to  form  an- 
other such  company,  to  be  known  as  the 
''National    District    Tel^raph    Company," 
with     which,    when    formed,    the    Western 
Union  Telegraph  Company    had   agreed   to 
make  a  contract  for  the  gathering  and  de- 
livering of  its  messages  in  the  city  of  Toledo. 
This  company  was  never  formed,  and  never 
acauired  any  rights  in  the  streets  of  Toledo, 
although    the    persons     who    contemplated 
forming  it  had  call  boxes  made  and  placed 
in  some  of  the  offices  and  buildings,  and  ad- 
vertised for  business  under  the  representa- 
tion that  this  company  was  connected  with 
the    Western    Union    Telegraph    Company. 
Without  obtaining  a  franchise,  the  persons 
contemplating  forming  the  National  District 
Telegraph    Company    applied    to   the    com- 
plainant to  be  a^llowed  to  install  its  system 
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•on  the  poles  and  in  the  conduits  of  the  ccmi- 
plainant,  which,  on  advice  of  counsel,  was 
refused.  The  project  of  forming  the  Nation- 
si  District  Telegraph  Company  was  then 
4ibandoned,  and  the  complainant  purchased 
the  boxes  which  bore  the  name  and  adver- 
tisement of  the  National  District  Tel^raph 
Clompany,  and  purposed  completing  the  sys- 
tem by  stringing  wires  on  its  poles  and  in 
its  conduits,  and  carrying  on  the  business 
•of  a  district  telegraph  company  for  its  own 
service  and  for  the  ^[eneral  {mblic.  For 
this  purpose,  without  disclosing  it,  the  com- 
plainant applied  to  the  superintendent  of 
lire-alarm  telep^aph  and  city  civil  engineer 
'Of  defendant  city  for  permits  to  set  poles  as 
required  by  the  ordinance  with  which  it  had 
always      complied.    These     permits    were 

f  [ranted  under  the  belief  that  the  work  was 
or  the  regular  and  accustomed  business  of 
the  complainant;  but  when  it  was  found 
that  complainant  was  connecting  wires  with 
the  call  boxes  which  had  been  put  in,  and  in- 
-stalling  a  complete  district  telegraph  sys- 
tem, the  defendant,  under  the  impression 
that  complainant  was  clandestinely  doing 
this  for  the  National  District  Telegraph  Com- 
pany, revoked  the  permits,  and  the  com- 
plainant was  notiflcKi  that,  if  it  desired  to 
^o  any  more  new  work,  a  separate  permit 
should  be  applied  for,  stating  exactly  what 
was  required.  The  common  council  of  the 
Hdty  then  passed  a  resolution  stating  that 
^rties  styling  themselves  the  National  Dis- 
trict Telegraph  Company  had,  without 
Tight  or  authority,  erected  poles  and  fix- 
tures, and  had  strung  wires  in  and  over  the 
Greets,  alleys,  and  public  places  in  the  city, 
which  were  a  hindrance  to  the  fire  depart- 
ment, and  a  menace  to  the  safety  of  the  lives 
and  propertv  of  citizens,  and  directing  the 
•chief  of  police,  city  civil  engineer,  and  su- 
perintendent of  fire-alarm  telegraph  to  re- 
"move  all  such  wires,  fixtures,  and  poles 
•erected  or  constructed  by  the  National  Dis- 
trict Telegraph  Company,  or  by  any  other 
individual,  company,  or  corporation,  with- 
out having  first  complied  with  the  laws,  or- 
dinances, and  regulations  governing  this 
class  of  work  in  the  city  of  Toledo.  There- 
upon this  bill  was  filed  against  the  city  and 
its  oflicers,  stating  in  the  most  general  terms 
that  the  defendant  city  threatened  to  cut  the 
wires,  destroy  the  lines,  and  remove  the 
poles  of  the  complainant,  and  interrupt  the 
working  of  its  line»>  ruin  its  business,  and 
incapacitate  it  from  discharging  its  duties 
to  the  general  public  and  its  agency  to  the 
Federal  government.  An  order  to  show 
-cause  why  a  preliminary  injimction  should 
not  be  granted  was  made,  and  a  preliminary 
restraining  order  was  issued.  On  the  hear- 
ing, the  defendant  disclaiming  every  inten- 
tion of  interfering  with  the  lines  and  prop- 
erty of  the  complainant  used  in  its  usual 
and  ordinary  business,  and  avowing  that  its 
purpose  was  only  to  arrest  the  installation 
of  the  plant  of  the  National  District  Tele- 
graph Company,  the  preliminary  injunction 
was  denied,  and  the  temporary  restraining 
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order  vacated.  Western  U.  Teleg,  Co.  v.  To- 
ledOf  103  Fed.  746.  The  complainant  then 
filed  a  petition  setting  out  frankly  its  pur- 
pose of  installing  a  district  telegraph  sys- 
tem in  the  city  of  Toledo  in  connexion  with 
its  business  as  now  conducted,  and  stating 
for  that  purpose  it  had  purchased  the  boxes 
with  the  National  District  Telegraph  Com- 
pany's name  and  advertisement  imprinted 
upon  them,  and  intended  to  connect  the 
boxes  already  placed  and  others  to  be  placed 
in  complainant's  office  by  the  wires  and  con- 
struction which  the  defendant  threatened  to 
destroy;  that  the  defendant  had,  since  an 
order  for  a  preliminary  injunction  had  been 
denied,  and  the  temporary  restraining  order 
set  aside,  cut  the  wires  belonging  to  the 
complainant,  and  it  again  asked  for  a  pre- 
liminary injunction  asainst  the  defendant. 
After  a  hearing,  an  order  was  made  reciting 
that  the  complainant  proposed  to  establish 
and  operate  a  local  district  telegraph  sys- 
tem in  the  city  of  Toledo,  through  its  own 
wires  and  apparatus,  and  restraining  the  de- 
fendant, until  the  further  order  of  the  court, 
from  obstructing  the  complainant  in  install- 
ing the  system  on  its  poles  and  through  its 
conduits,  and  from  interfering  with  the  com- 
plainant in  carrying  on  and  conducting  a 
district  telegraph  system  within  the  city  of 
Toledo.  From  that  order  the  defendant  has 
appealed  to  this  court. 

Argued  before  Lurton  and  Severens,  Cir- 
cuit Judges,  and  Wanty,  District  Judge. 

Messrs,  Moses  R.  Brftiley  and  Cbarlea 
X.  Friedmany  for  appellants: 

The  appellee  claims  to  be  entitled  to  the 
equitable  relief  prayed  for  by  virtue  of  an 
act  of  Congress  approved  July  24,  1866. 

The  powers  therein  conferred  were  prop- 
erly granted  to  telegraph  companies  by 
Congress,  for  two  purposes  or  objects,  and 
no  further:  (1)  In  the  regulation  of  inter- 
state commerce;  (2)  for  governmental  uses. 

Pensacola  Teleg,  Co.  v.  Western  U,  Teleg. 
Co.  96  U.  S.  1,  24  li.  ed.  708 ;  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Kentucky,  9  Wall.  353,  19  L.  ed. 
701. 

The  act  of  1866  never  contemplated,  and 
does  not  embrace,  either  the  telephone  or  the 
contrivances  involved  in  this  suit,  which 
were  unknown  in  1866. 

Richmond  v.  Southern  Bell  Teleph.  d 
Teleg.  Co.  174  U.  S.  761,  43  L.  ed.  1162,  19 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  778. 

The  act  of  July  24,  1866,  is  simply  a  per- 
missive statute,  and  nothing  in  it  implies 
that  the  permission  to  extend  its  lines 
along  roads  not  built  or  owned  by  the 
United  States  carries  with  it  any  exemption 
from  the  ordinary  burdens  which  may  be 
cast  upon  those  who  would  appropriate  to 
their  exclusive  use  any  portion  of  the  pub- 
lic highways. 

St.  Louis  V.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  148  U. 
S.  92,  37  L.  ed.  380,  13  Sup.  Ct,  Rep.  485; 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Atty.  Gen.  126  U. 
S.  530,  31  L.  ed.  790,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  961; 
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Michigan  Telcph,  Co,  v.  Charlotte,  93  Fed. 
11;  Western  U.  Telcg.  Co.  v.  Ann  Arhor  R. 
Co.  33  C.  C.  A.  113,  61  U.  S.  App.  741,  90 
Fed.  379;  Pensacola  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  96  U.  S.  1,  24  L.  ed.  708; 
Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  v.  Southern  R.  Co. 
89  Fed.  190. 

The  right  to  use  the  street  by  the  com- 
pany for  telegraph  purposes  is  a  franchise, 
and  as  such  can  only  emanate  directly  or  in- 
directly from  the  sovereign  power  of  the 
state. 

State  ex  reh  Attn.  Oen.  v.  Cincinnati 
Cos  Light  d  Coke  Co.  18  Ohio  St.  292; 
Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  v.  Cleveland  C.  C. 
d  St.  L.  R.  Co.  94  Fed.  234 ;  State  ex  rel. 
Mattheics  v.  Central  V,  Teleph.  Co.  11  Ohio 
C.  C.  56,  14  Ohio  G.  C.  273;  Elliott,  Roads 
A  Streets,  6;  Sherman  v.  Buick,  32  Cal.  241, 
91  Am.  Dec.  677. 

The  act  of  July  24,  1866,  does  not  inter- 
fere in  any  way  with  the  control  of  each 
state  and  municipality  over  service  and  mes- 
sages such  as  are  attempted  to  be  intro- 
duced in  the  city  of  "toledo,  and  are  in- 
volved in  this  suit. 

Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  v.  Charleston, 
163  U.  S.  692,  38  L.  ed.  871,  4  Inters.  Ck)m. 
Kep.  637,  14  Sup.  a.  Rep.  1094. 

Using  a  road  as  a  post  route,  or  declar- 
ing it  to  be  such,  gives  the  United  States  no 
proprietary  interest  in  it. 

Dickey  v.  Maysville  W.  P.  d  L.  Tump. 
Road  Co,  7  Dana,  113;  Pennsylvania  v. 
Wheeling  d  B.  Bridge  Co.  18  How.  421,  16 
L.  ed.  435. 

The  absence  of  any  provision  for  com- 
pensation excludes  the  construction  that  the 
act  involves  the  exercise  of  the  right  of 
eminent  domain,  for  in  the  absence  of  such 
a  provision  the  act  would  be  void. 

Cooley.  Const,  Lira.  6th  ed.  691  et  seq.; 
XJ,  S.  Const.  5th  Amend.;  Gardner  v.  Nev:- 
burgh,  2  Johns.  Ch.  161,  7  Am.  Dec.  626; 
Haverhill  Bridge  Proprs.  v.  Essex  County 
Comrs.  103  Mass.  120,  4  Am.  Rep.  518. 

Messrs.  H.  D.  Estabrook  and  John.  W. 
WarrinstoB  for  appellee. 

Waaty,  District  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

We  assume  for  the  purposes  of  this  appeal 
that  the  complainant  was  rightfully  occupy- 
ing the  streets,  alleys,  and  conduits  in  the 
city  of  Toledo  for  the  conduct  of  its  ordin- 
ary and  usual  business.  We  also  assume 
that  the  defendant  had  no  intention  of  in- 
terfering with  the  complainant  in  such  use, 
and  that  the  resolution  of  the  common 
council  was  directed  against  tlie  installa- 
tion of  the  district  telegraph  plant  which 
was  being  put  in,  "whether,"  in  the  words 
of  the  resolution,  "it  belonged  to  the  Na- 
tional District  Telegraph  Company  or  any 
other  indi^idual,  company,  or  corporation, 
without  having  first  complied  with  the  laws, 
ordinances,  and  regulations  governing  this 
class  of  work  in  the  city  of  Toledo."  The 
broad  claim  is  made  by  the  complainant  that 
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by  accepting  the  terms  of  the  act  of  Con- 
gress of  1866  it  became  an  8*jency  of  the  Fed- 
eral government  and  as  such  has  the  right  to 
occupy  with  its  wires  and  poles  the  post 
roads  of  the  United  States,  which   include 
the  streets  and  alleys  of  the  city  of  Toledo, 
subject  only  to  the  limitation  of  not  interfer- 
ing ^ith  ordinary  travel ;  that,  as  it  was  not 
necessar}''  originally  to  obtain  the  consent  of 
the  municipality  to  occupy  its  streets,  it  i» 
under  no  obligation  to  obtain  permits  to' put 
in  new  construction  and  do  the  work  under 
the  direction  of  the  city  civil  engineer  anil 
superintendent  of  fire-alarm  telegraph.    We 
think,  however,  in  the  use  of  these  streets 
and   alleys,   although   it   had    accepted   the 
terms  of  the  statute  of  1860,  the  complain- 
ant was  subject  to  the  control  of  the  munici- 
pality, and  could  not,  in  defiance  of  its  rea- 
sonable regulations,  erect  poles  and  stretch 
wires  without  let  or  hindrance.     It  is  neces- 
sary for  its  fire  protection,  and  a  proper 
knowledge  of  the  obstructions  in  its  streets, 
and  the  use  to  which  its  public  places  are 
being  subjected,  for  the  city  to  know,  before 
any  construction  is  put  in,  w^hat  is  contem- 
plated, and  to  have  the  work  done  under  the 
supervision  of  its  officers ;  and  the  complain- 
ant is  no  more  exempt  from  such  restrictions- 
than  any  other  corporation  rightfully  occa- 
pying  the   streets  and   alleys   of   the   city. 
The  complainant  recognized  its  obligation  to 
obtain  permits  in  all  of  its  conduit  work 
and  in   its  outside  construction  until   the 
municipal  authorities  attempted  to  prevent 
the  installation  of  a  district  telegraph  plant,, 
and  it  then  for  the  first  time  claimed  that 
it  was  an  agency  of  the  Federal  government^ 
and  was  subject  to  no  such  restrictions.  We 
think  in  taking  that  position  .it  was  mistak- 
en, as  there  was  no  intention  on  the  part  of  the 
Federal  government  in  permitting  the  com- 
plainant to  use  its  post  roads  to  dispossess 
the  state  and  municipalities  of  the  control 
of  them,  but  the  permission  was  given  like 
any  other  franchise  granted  to  a  corpora- 
tion, to  be  exercised  in  subordination  to  both 
public  and  private  rights. 

The  claim  that  the  acceptance  of  the  terms, 
of  the  act  of  Congress  of  1866  made  the  com- 
plainant an  agency  of  the  Fedsral  govern* 
ment,  and  exempt  from  state  and  municipal 
control,  has  been  made  by  the  complainant 
whenever  state  or  municipal  authorities  have 
tried  to  subject  it  to  the  same  burdens  borne 
by  other  corporations  doing  business  within 
the  state  or  municipality,  but  without  avail. 
When  the  state  of  Massachusetts  passed  an 
act  taxing  the  Western  Unio^i  Telegraph 
Company  on  account  of  the  property  owned 
and  used  by  it  within  that  state,  it  set  up  ita 
acceptance  of  the  terms  of  the  act  of  1866 
making  it  an  agency  of  the  Federal  govern- 
ment, and  claimed  that  it  was  therefore  ex- 
empt from  such  taxation ;  that  to  tax  it  was 
equivalent  to  taxing  a  government  bank,  or 
any  other  government  agency,  and  therefore 
beyond  the  power  of  the  state.  But  it  was 
held  that  the  act  of  1866  was  only  a  permis- 
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-sive  statute,  and  nothing  in  it  implied  an 
exemption  from  the  ordinary  burdens  of  tax- 
ation. Western  U,  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Atty.  Gen.y 
125  U.  S.  530,  31  L.  ed.  790,  8  Sup.  Ct.  961. 
When  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  in  the  state  of 
Missouri,  imposed  an  annual  charge  for  each 
pole  erected  in  its  streets  by  the  complain- 
ant, the  same  claim  was  again  made.  In  an- 
nouncing the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  C'nited  States,  Justice  Brewer  used 
the  following  language,  which  is  not  inappro- 
j>riate  here,  in  view  of  the  claim  made  in  this 
case:  "It  is  a  misconception,  however,  to 
suppose  that  the  francnise  or  privilege 
granted  by  the  act  of  1866  carries  with  it 
the  unrestricted  right  to  appropriate  the 
public  property  of  a  state.  It  is,  like  any 
other  franchise,  to  be  exercised  in  subordina- 
tion to  public  as  to  private  rights.  While  a 
.grant  from  one  government  may  supersede 
and  abridge  francliises  and  rights  held  at  the 
will  of  its  grantor,  it  cannot  abridge  any 
property  rights  of  a  public  character  created 
by  the  authority  of  another  sovereignty.  No 
one  would  suppose  that  a  franchise  from  the 
Federal  government  to  a  corporation,  state 
•or  national,  to  construct  interstate  roads  or 
lines  of  travel,  transportation,  or  communi- 
-cation,  would  authorize  it  to  enter  upon  the 
private  property  of  an  individual,  and  ap- 
propriate it  without  compensation.  No 
matter  how  broad  and  comprehensive  might 
be  the  terms  in  which  the  franchise  was 
granted,  it  would  be  confessedly  subordinate 
to  the  right  of  the  individual  not  to  be  de- 
prived of  his  property  without  just  compen- 
sation. And  the  principle  is  the  same  when, 
under  the  grant  of  a  franchise-  from  the  na- 
tional government,  a  corporation  assumes  to 
«nter  upon  property  of  a  public  nature  be- 
longing to  a  state.  It  would  not  be  claimed, 
for  instance,  that  under  a  franchise  from 
Congress  to  construct  and  operate  an  inter- 
state railroad  the  grantee  thereof  could  en- 
ter upon  the  state-house  grounds  of  the 
state,  and  construct  its  depot  there,  without 
paying  the  value  of  the  property  thus  appro- 
priated. Although  the  state-house  grounds 
be  property  devoted  to  public  uses,  it  is 
property  devoted  to  the  public  uses  of  the 
state,  and  property  whose  ownership  and 
control  are  in  the  state ;  and  it  is  not  within 
the  competency  of  the  national  government 
to  dispossess  the  state  of  such  control  and 
use,  or  appropriate  the  same  to  ita  own  bene- 
fit, or  the  benefit  of  any  of  its  corporations 
or  grantees,  without  suitable  compensation 
to  the  state.  This  rule  extends  to  streets 
and  highways  ;i^they  are  the  public  property 
of  the  state.  While  for  purposes  of  travel 
and  common  use  they  are  open  to  the  citi- 
zens of  every  state  alike,  and  no  state  can, 
l>y  its  legislation,  deprive  the  citizens  of  an- 
other state  of  such  common  use,  yet  when  an 
appropriation  of  any  part  of  this  public 
property  to  an  exclusive  use  is  sought, 
whether  by  a  citizen  or  corporation  of  the 
same  or  another  state,  or  a  corporation  of 
the  national  government,  it  is  within  the 
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competency  of  the  state,  representing  the 
sovereignty  of  that  local  public,  to  exact  for 
its  benefit  compensation  for  this  exclusive 
appropriation.  It  matters  not  for  what  that 
exclusive  appropriation  is  taken,  whether 
for  steam  railroads  or  street  railroads,  tele- 
graphs or  telephones,  the  state  may,  if  it 
chooses,  exact  from  the  party  or  corporation 
given  such  exclusive  use  pecuniary  compen- 
sation to  the  general  public  for  being  deprived 
of  the  common  use  of  the  portion  thus  ap- 
propriated." St,  Louis  V.  Western  U.  Teleg. 
Co.  148  U.  S.  100-102,  37  L.  ed.  384,  13  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  488,  489. 

We  think  the  complainant  should  haVe 
made  the  usual  applications  for  permits  to 
string  its  wires,  stating  exactly  what  was 
required,  in  accordance  with  the  regulations 
of  the  city,  with  which  it  had  been  accus- 
tomed to  comply,  and  it  had  no  right  to  con- 
struct its  work  in  defiance  of  those  require- 
ments. 

We  are  also  of  the  opinion  that  the  West- 
ern Union  Telegraph  Company  had  no  right, 
under  the  privileges  granted  to  it  by  the  act 
of  1866,  to  install  a  district  telegraph  sys- 
tem in  the  city  of  Toledo,  as  that  act  only 
extended  its  privileges  to  the  business  of  tel- 
egraph companies.  A  district  telegraph 
business,  as  disclosed  by  this  record,  consists 
in  securing  the  attendance  of  messenger 
boys  to  carry  telegraph  messages,  run  mis- 
cellaneous errands,  carry  packages,  distrib- 
ute posters,  invoices,  invitations,  etc.  The 
business  also  includes  night  watchman  sig- 
nals, fire  and  burglar  alarms,  and  police 
calls.  If  the  act  of  1866  is  construed  to  em- 
brace a  company  formed  for  such  service  be- 
cause it  uses  wires  and  appliances  in  use  by 
a  telegraph  company,  then  it  would  not  have 
been  necessary  for  the  proposed  National 
District  Telegraph  Company  to  ask  per- 
mission of  complainant  to  install  its 
proposed  plant  on  its  poles  and  in 
its  conduits,  because,  by  accepting  the 
terms  of  the  act  of  Congress,  it  would 
itself  have  been  entitled  to  all  the  privileges 
that  the  complainant  derives  from  that  act. 
It  was  conceded  on  the  argument  that  such 
a  corporation  would  not  be  entitled  to  the 
privileges  conferred  by  the  act,  but  complain- 
ant insists  that  the  installation  of  the  call 
boxes  is  necessary  for  gathering  messages  to 
be  transmitted  in  order  to  meet  modern  com- 
petition, and  that  they  are  a  necessary  inci- 
dent to  its  business,  and  therefore  come  with- 
in the  privileges  granted  to  it.  It  is  claimed 
that  the  test  is.  Are  the  boxes  and  wires  put 
in  for  telegraphing?  If  they  are,  no  matter 
in  what  business  they  are  used,  they  come 
within  the  privileges  granted.  If  this  con- 
tention is  correct,  the  complainant  may, 
with  the  consent  of  the  owner,  run  its  wire 
into  every  store,  shop,  office,  manufactory, 
and  residence  in  the  city.  Instead  of  the 
limited  number  of  wires  used  for  the  busi- 
ness of  interstate  commerce,  the  number 
would  be  limitless.  Instead  of  the  complain* 
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ant  being  limited  to  transmitting  messages 
by  telegraph,  it  could  become  engaged  in 
every  known  business.  We  do  not  assent  to 
this  view.  We  think  the  business  of  a  dis- 
trict telegraph  company  does  not  come  with- 
in the  privileges  granted  by  the  act,  and  it 
cannot,  as  an  incident  in  procuring  messages 
to  be  sent,  be  privileged  more  than  a  tele- 


phone service,  for  the  same  purpose,  to 
which  it  has  been  held  by  the  Supreme  Court 
the  act  has  no  application.  Richmond  v. 
Southern  Bell  Teleiph.  d  Teleg.  Co.  174  U.  S. 
761,  43  L.  ed.  1162,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  778. 

It  follows  that  the  order  ^  a  preliminary 
injunction  was  improvidently  made,  and 
mu8t  be  reversed. 


UNITED   STATES   CIRCUIT  COURT  OF  APPEALS,  FOURTH  aRCUTT. 


JOSEPH  BANCROFT  A  SONS  COMPANY, 

Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

Victor  G.  BLOEDE. 

(45  C.  C.  A.  354,  106  Fed.  396.) 

1.  TeatlmonT'  «•  to  the  rela.tion«  "l^e- 
t'weeii  a.  cotton  manafactarinff  com- 
pany and  a  mannfactnrer  of  dyes  and 

the  necessity  of  the  employment  of  the  dyes 
In  the  business  of  the  corporation  is  admissi- 
ble upon  the  question  whether  or  not  stock 
of  the  corporation  issued  in  payment  for  an 
Interest  in  the  dyeing  establishment  was  is- 
sued for  property  necessary  to  the  corpo- 
rate business. 
S.  GHharter  po'vrer  to  pnrcltaae  proper- 
ty necesaary  for  its  bnsiness  uritlt 
stock  will  include  the  purchase  by  a  cotton 
manufacturing  company  of  shares  in  a  cor- 
poration organised  to  manufacture  dyes  ac- 
cording to  secret  formulas  which  under  con- 
tracts with  their  originator  were  used  ex- 
clusively by  the  corporation,  and  upon  the 
use  of  ^hich  the  success  of  its  product  large- 
ly depended. 

,  (February  7,  1001.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Maryland  to 
review  a  judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an 
action  brought  to  recover  a  share  of  the  divi- 
dends declared  by  the  defendant  corporation. 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Argued  before  €hff  and  Simontonf  Circuit 
Judges,  and  Pwmellf  District  Judge. 

Messrs.  John.  N.  Steele,  Herbert  H. 
IXTarde,  BeBJamin  Nields,  and  WiUimm 
8.  Hilles  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs.  Ctoorse  R.  WUlls  and  Robert 
BisKSy  for  defendant  in  error: 

There  is  no  authority  for  holding  the 
transaction  set  out  in  this  case  ultra  vires. 

Whether  the  purchase  of  shares  of  another 
corporation  is  an  ultra  vires  act  depends  on 
the  purpose  for  which  it  was  made,  and 

NoTB. — As  to  power  of  corporation  to  deal 
in  stock  of  other  company,  see  note  with  the 
case  of  Buckeye  Marble  &  Freestone  Co.  v.  Har- 
vey (Tenn.)  18  L.  R.  A.  252;  also  Cowling  v. 
Zenith  Iron  Co.  (Minn.)  33  L.  R.  A.  508;  and 
Trust  Co.  of  Georgia  v.  State  (6a.)  48  L.  R.  A. 
620. 

As  to  power  to  take  property  by  will,  and  to 
hold  property,  see  note  with  the  case  of  Mc- 
Graw's  Estate  (N.  T.)  2  L.  R.  A.  387. 
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whether,  under  the  circumstances,  it  was  ft. 
reasonable  or  necessary  means  of  carrying 
out  the  object  of  its  incorporation. 

Taylor,  Priv.  Corp.  5  130;  HUl  v.  Nishet, 
100  Ind.  349. 

All  of  the  cases  cited  in  support  of  the- 
rule  that  a  corporation,  unless  expressly  em- 
powered  so  to  do  by  the  governing  statute^ 
cannot  subscribe  for  stock  in  another  corpo- 
ration, fall  readily  into  one  of  the  four  fol- 
lowing classes: 

1.  Because  the  holding  of  stock  in  another 
corporation  was  prohibited  by  the  terms  of 
the  charter,  or  by  the  laws  of  the  state  cre- 
ating the  corporation. 

Central  R.  Co,  v.  Collins,  40  Ga.  582 ;  Ea- 
zlehurst  v.  Savannah,  O.  d  N.  A.  R.  Co.  43" 
Ga.  13 ;  Clarke  v.  Central  R.  d  Bkg.  Co.  15 
L.  R.  A.  683,  50  Fed.  338 ;  Franklin  Bank  v. 
Commercial  Bank,  36  Ohio  St.  354,  38  Am. 
Rep.  594 ;  Merz  Capsule  Co.  v.  United  Staffs 
Capsule  Co.  67  Fed.  417;  California  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Kennedy,  167  U.  S.  367,  42  L.  ed. 
200,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  831 ;  Be  La  Vergne  Re- 
friqerating  Mach.  Co.  v.  German  8av.  Inst. 
175  U.  S.  40,  44  L.  ed.  65,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
20. 

2.  Because  the  corporation  was  of  a  quasi 
public  character,  and  charged  with  the  per- 
formance of  some  duty  in  which  the  public  is 
interested,  and  was  seeking  to  evade  its  dn- 

Whitwam  v.  Watkin.  78  L.  T.  N.  S.  190; 
Valley  Railway  Co.  v.  Lake  Erie  Iron  Co.  46 
Ohio  St.  49,  1  L.  R.  A.  412,  18  N.  E.  48C; 
People  ex  rel.  Peahody  v.  Chicago  Oas  Trust 
Co.  130  111.  268,  8  L.  R.  A.  497,  22  N.  E.  798; 
Central  R.  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  31  N. 
J.  Eq.  475;  People  ex  rel.  Moloney  v.  Pull- 
man's  Palace  Car  Co.  176  111.  159,  51  N.  E. 
664 ;  York  d  M.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Winans,  17  How. 
30,  15  L.  ed.  27 ;  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago, 
R.I.  d  P.  R.  Co.  163  U.  S.  664,  41  L.  ed.  266, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1173. 

3.  Because  the  bu^ness  reur^s^nted  by  the 
stock  purchased  is  outside  of  the  scope  of  the 
charter  of  the  purchasing  company,  or  not 
essential  to  the  purposes  of  its  organization. 

Commercial  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Montgomery 
County  Bd.  of  Revenue,  99  Ala.  1,  14  So. 
490;  Knowles  v.  Sanderoook,  407  Cal.  629, 
40  Pac.  1047;  Berry  v.  Yates,  24  Barb.  202; 
Mechanics'  d  Workingmen*s  Mut.  8av.  Bank 
d  Bldg.  Asso.  v.  Meriden  Agency  Co.  24  Conn. 
163:  Hodges  v.  New  England  Screw  Co.  1  R. 
I.  312,  53  Am.  Dec.  624;  Talmage  T.  PeU,  7 
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N.  Y.  346 ;  Franklin  Co,  v.  Leunston  Inst,  for 
Savifiya,  68  Me.  43,  28  Am.  Rep.  9 ;  Peshtigo 
V.  Great  Western  Teleg,  Co,  50  111.  App.  624 ; 
Denny  Hotel  Co,  v.  8chram,  6  Wash.  134,  32 
Pac.  1002;  Pauly  v.  Coronado  Beach  Co.  66 
Fed.  429;  Netcland  Hotel  Co,  v.  Loioe  Furni- 
ture Co,  73  Mo.  App.  135. 

4.  Because  the  purchase  of  stock  had  for  its 
object  the  accomplishment  of  a  purpose  con- 
trary to  sound  public  policy  as  declared  by 
statute  or  established  by  judicial  decision. 

Buckeye  Marble  d  Freestone  Co.  v.  Har- 
f>ey,  92  Tenn.  116,  18  L.  IL  A.  252,  20  S.  W. 
427 ;  E'osum  v.  Buckeye  Brevovng  Co.  51  Fed. 
156;  Merz  Capsule  Co,  y.  United  States  Cap- 
sule Co,  67  Fed.  417;  Martin  v.  Ohio  Stove 
Co,  78  111.  App.  105 ;  De  La  Vergne  Refriger- 
ating Mach,  Co.  V.  German  Sav.  Inst,  176  U. 
S.  40,  44  L.  ed.  66,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  20. 

The  above  analysis  of  the  cases  is  recog- 
nized by  text  books  and  courts. 

1  Cook,  CJorp.  §  317;  Central  Transp,  Co. 
V.  Pullman's  Palace  Car  Co.  139  U.  S.  60,  35 
L.  ed.  65,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  478';  Colorado 
Springs  Co.  v.  American  Pub.  Co.  38  C.  C.  A. 
433,  97  Fed.  843 ;  Murphy  v.  ArkanscLS  d  L, 
Lcmd  S  Improv.  Co,  97  Fed.  727. 

This  case  comes  directly  within  the  reason- 
ing of  the  following  cases : 

Layf^9  ▼.  A,  French  Spring  Co,  149  Pa. 
308.  24  Atl.  215;  White  v.  G.  W,  Marquardt 
<£  Son  (Iowa)  70  N.  W.  193;  Holmes  v. 
Holmes,  127  N.  Y.  252,  27  N.  E.  831 ;  Booth 
V.  Robinson f  55  Md.  419;  Davis  v.  United 
States  Electric  Power  d  L,  Co,  77  Md.  35,  25 
Atl.  982. 

If  the  contract  entered  into  with  the  cor- 
poration is  not  immoral,  contrary  to  public 
policy,  nor  forbidden  by  the  Constitution  or 
statute  law,  and  has  been  executed  in  good 
faith  by  the  other  party  to  it,  the  corpora- 
tion will  be  estopped  to  set  up  as  a  defense 
that  it  had  no  power  to  enter  into  it. 

7  Thomp.  Corp.  §  8322 ;  Taylor  v.  South  d 
North  Ala.  R,  Co,  4  Woods  C.  C.  675,  13  Fed. 
152;  Whitney  Arms  Co.  v.  Barlow,  63  N.  Y. 
68,  20  Am.  iflep.  504;  Ohio  d  M.  R,  Co.  v. 
McCarthy,  96  IJ.  S.  267,  24  L.  ed.  696 ;  Jack- 
so7ivifle  M.  P.  R.  d  A*  at?.  Co.  v.  Hooper,  160 
IT.  S.  524,  40  L:  ed.  523, 16,  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  379; 
Murphy  v.  Arkansas  d  L.  Land  d  Improv, 
Co.  97  Fed.  727;  Colorado  Springs  Co.  v. 
American  Pub,  Co.  38  C.  C.  A.  433,  97  Fed.' 
848. 

Simontony  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

This  case  comes  up  on  writ  of  error  to  the 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  dis- 
trict of  Maryland.  The  plaintiff  in  error, 
the  Joseph  Bancroft  &  Sons  Company,  de- 
fendant below,  is  a  corporation  under  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  Delaware.  The  Consti- 
tution of  that  state  in  existence  in  the  year 
1883  (art.  2,  §  17),  gave  power  to  the  legis- 
lature to  enact  a  general  incorporation  act 
to  provide  incorporation  for  religious,  char- 
itable, literary,  and  manufacturing  purpos- 
es, for  the  preservation  of  animal  and  vegeta- 
ble food,  building  and  loan  associations,  and 
for  draining  of  lands,  with  a  provision  that 
no  attempt  shall  be  made  in  such  act  or  oth- 
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erwise  to  limit  or  qualify  the  power  of  revo- 
cation reserved  to  the  legislature  in  the  same 
section.     Pursuing  the  authority  thus  con- 
ferred, the  legislature  of  Delaware,  on  14th 
March,  1S83,  passed  an  act  entitled  ''An  Act 
Concerning  Private  (corporations."  Section  10 
of  that  act  provided  for  the  formation  of  pri- 
vate   corporations    for    various    purposes, 
among  others  for  carrying  on  any  manufac- 
turing   business.      Section     29     provided: 
"Nothing  but  money  shall  be  considered  as 
payment  of  any  part  of  the  capital  stock  of 
any  company  organized  under  this  act,  ex- 
cept as  hereinafter  provided,  for  the  purchase 
of  property."    And  §  30  provided  that  the 
directors  of  any  company  incorporated  under 
this  act  may  purchase  mines,  manufactories^ 
or  other  property  necessary  for  their  busi- 
ness, and  issue  stock  to  the  amount  of  the 
value  thereof  in  payment  therefor,  and  the 
stock  so  issued  shall  be  declared  and  taken  to 
be  full-paid  stock,  and  not  liable  to  any  fur- 
ther call,  nor  shall  the  holder  thereof  be  lia^ 
ble  for  any  further  payments,  under  any  of 
the  provisions  of  this  act.    On  the  21st  Sep- 
tember, 1889,  William  P.  Bancroft  and  Sam- 
uel Bancroft,  Jr.,  who  had  up  to  that  time 
done  business  under  the  firm  name  of  Joseph 
Bancroft  &  Sons,  applied  for  a  certificate  of 
incorporation,  under  this  act,  as  the  Joseph 
Bancroft  &  Sons  Company,  naming  them- 
selves, with  John  Bancroft,  Henry  B.  Thomp- 
son, John  Hutton,  and  W.  T.  Porter,  as  cor- 
porators.   The  object  of  the  incorporation, 
as   set   forth   in   the  certificate,   was   this: 
"The  object  of  the  incorporation  shall  be  the 
manufacturing,  bleaching,  dyeing,  and  finish- 
ing of  cotton  or  other  fabrics,  and  every  oth- 
er business  incident  thereto  or  that  may  be; 
combined  therewith."    The  total  amount  of 
stock  was  $1,000,000;  the  amount  paid  in  be- 
fore commencing  business,  at  least  $500,000. 
This  company  had  close  relations  with  Vic- 
tor G.  Bloeda    Bloede  was  and  is  a  chemist. 
From  1875  until  1895  he  held  the  position  of 
consulting  chemist  in  the  business,  first  of 
the  firm,  and  then  of  the  corporation,  and 
was  and  is  also  a  manufacturer  of  dyes,  pulp 
colors,  finishing  oils,  and  chemicals,  after  se- 
cret formulas  of  his  own  discovery,  for  use 
in   secret   processes   of  his   own   invention. 
These  dyes,  colors,  oils,  and  chemicals  were 
used  largely  by  the  firm  and  by  the  corpora^ 
tion.     In  1893,  Victor  G.  Bloede,  greatly,  if 
not  wholly,  at  the  instance  and  persuasion 
of  the  Bancroft  people,  formed  a  corpora- 
tion, under  the  laws  of  Maryland,  known  as 
the  "Victor  G.  Bloede  Company,"  with  an 
authorized    capital   of  $150,000,    of   which 
$100,000  was  issued  in  stock.    Bloede  turned 
into  this  corporation,  in  payment  for  994 
shares  of  its  capital  stock,  his  entire  plant, 
fixtures,  stock,  processes,  and  formulas,  and 
the  entire  business  theretofore  conducted  by 
him,  including  the  dyes,  pulp  colors,  finish- 
ing oils,  and  processes  which  had  been  and 
were  being  used  by  the  Bancroft  Company. 
On  the  5th  May,  1893,  a  meeting  of  the  stock- 
holders of  the  Joseph  Bancroft  &  Sons  Com- 
pany authorized  its  board  of  directors  to  is- 
sue 475  shares  of  the  capital  stodc  of  the 
company,  par  value  $47,500,  in  exchange  for 
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a  like  number  of  shares  for  the  same  amount 
of  a  corporation  to  be  organized  under  the 
laws  of  Maryland,  to  be  called  the  "Victor 
G.  Bloede  Company."  On  13th  July,  1893, 
the  board  of  directors  adopted  a  resolution, 
which,  after  reciting  and  referring  to  the  au- 
thority conferred  by  the  stockholders  in 
their  meeting,  and  to  the  fact  that  the  Victor 
O.  Bloede  Company  was  in  fact  incorpo- 
rated, provided:  "Be  it  resolved,  first,  that 
the  president  and  treasurer  of  the  Joseph 
Bancroft  &  Sons  Company  be,  and  they  are 
hereby,  authorized  to  issue  and  certify  474 
shares  of  this  company  to  Victor  G.  Bloede, 
to  be  exchanged  with  him  for  certificates  of 
the  same  number  of  shares  of  the  said  Vic- 
tor G.  Bloede  Company,  and  report  the  same 
to  this  board  after  said  exchange  is  exe- 
cuted; it  being  mutually  agreed  and  under- 
stood between  Victor  G.  Bloede  and  this  com- 
pany that  these  474  shares  will  not  partici- 
pate in,  or  be  entitled  to,  any  interest  in  the 
next  dividend  to  be  declared  out  of  the  earn- 
ings of  this  company,  being  No.  14,  of  4  per 
cent,  but  to  participate  in,  and  be  entitled 
to,  all  dividends,  subsequent  to  No.  14,  of  4 
per  cent,  aforesaid." 

In  pursuance  of  this  resolution,  the  Ban- 
croft Company  on  13th  July,  1893,  issued 
to  Mr.  Bloede  certificate  No.  32,  for  474 
shares  of  its  capital  stock, — ^an  original  is- 
sue,— and  Bloede  transferred  to  the  Ban- 
croft Company  474  shares,  which  had  been 
issued  to,  and  were  held  by,  him  in  the  Blo- 
ede Company.  This  arrangement  having 
been  perfected,  and  dividends  of  the  Ban- 
croft Company  having  been  paid  to  each 
stockholder,  including  Bloede,  the  stockhold- 
ers of  the  first-named  company  became  dis- 
l^atisfied.  In  a  letter  of  1st  July,  1894,  is 
seen  the  first  evidence  of  dissivtisf action.  In 
that  the  writer,  H.  B.  Thompson,  one  of  the 
ofiicials  and  stockholders  of  the  Bancroft 
Company,  writes  Mr.  Bloede.  In  that  he 
calls  his  attention  to  certain  figures,  showing 
the  great  inequality  of  the  advantages  de- 
rived from  the  arrangement  between  him  and 
the  Bancroft  Company,  and  asks  if  these  are 
in  keeping  with  the  spirit  of  the  arrangement 
as  he  understood  it.  No  suggestions  are 
made  against  the  legality  of  the  arrange- 
ment, and  no  definite  plan  is  suggested  for 
removing  the  inequality.  He  simply  com- 
mends the  statement  to  the  careful  consid- 
eration of  Mr.  Bloede.  Meanwhile  Mr.  Blo- 
ede regularly  received  his  dividends  on  the 
stock  transferred  to  him,  and  continued  to  do 
so  until  January,  1895.  After  that  date  he 
was  refused  all  further  dividends.  Some  lit- 
igation followed,  and  finally  Victor  G.  Blo- 
ede brought  his  action  against  the  Joseph 
Bancroft  &  Sons  Company  in  the  Baltimore 
city  court,  among  other  things,  for  the  share 
in  the  dividends  declared  by  the  Bancroft 
Company  accruing  to  him  by  reason  of  his 
ownership  in  the  474  shares.  This  cause 
was  removed  into  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  district  of  Maryland. 
When  it  came  into  this  court  every  other 
claim  was  eliminated  except  that  of  the  divi- 
dends on  this  stock.  The  issues  ^sere  made, 
and  they  were  tried  before  the  court  without 
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the  intervention  of  a  jury.  The  Bancroft 
Company  set  up  as  its  defense  to  the  action 
that  the  issue  of  its  paid-up  stodc  to  the 
plaintiff,  Bloede,  was  ultra  vires  and  void. 
This  was  the  sole  question  in  the  case.  The 
circuit  court  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
A  writ  of  error  was  issued,  and  the  case  is 
here  on  the  assignments  of  error. 

Two  questions  arise  under  these  aaaign- 
ments  of  error :  First.  Was  the  issue  of  ita 
paid-up  stock  by  the  Bancroft  Company  in 
purchase  of  or  exchange  for  stock  held  by 
Victor  G.  Bloede  in  the  Bloede  Company  fil- 
tra  vires?  Second.  Was  the  circuit  court  in 
error  in  admitting  testimony  tending  to 
show  the  relations  between  the  Bancroft 
Company  and  Bloede,  and  the  importance 
and  necessity  to  the  Bancroft  Company  of 
the  dyes,  colors,  and  various  specialties  used 
'in  the  production  of  cotton  fabrics,  and 
transferred  by  Bloede  to  the  Bloede  Com- 
pany? 

Was  the  issue  of  its  paid-up  stock  by  the 
Bancroft  Company  in  purchase  of  or  ex- 
change for  the  stock  held  by  Bloede  in  the 
Bloede  Company  ultra  vires?  There  can  be 
no  doubt  that  a  corporation,  instituted  for 
a  specific  purpose,  such  as  banking,  cannot 
deal  in  stocks, — ^purchase  them  for  invest- 
ment or  speculation.  California  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Kennedy,  167  U.  S.  362,  42  L.  ed.  198,  IT 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  831:  8cho field  v.  Goodrich 
Bros.  Bkg.  Co.  39  C.  C.  A.  76,  98  Fed.  271. 
And,  unless  there  is  express  power  given  in 
its  charter  to  do  so,  a  corporation  cannot 
purchase  the  stock  of  other  corporations  for 
the  purpose  of  controlling  their  management. 
De  La  Vcrgne  Refrigerating  Mach.  Co.  ▼. 
German  8av.  hist.  175  U.  S.  55,  44  L.  ed.  70, 
20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  20.  But  the  purcha.«ie  of 
stock  by  a  corporation  in  other  corporations, 
such  purchase  being  incidental  to  its  busi- 
ness, is  not  unlawful.  First  Nat.  Bank  ▼. 
NatiofMl  Exch.  Bank,  92  U.  S.  122,  23  L.  ed. 
670.  Indeed,  the  rule  may  be  exprea^^ed 
more  generally.  A  corporation  can  exercise 
no  power  or  authority  which  is  not  granted 
to  it  by  the  charter  under  which  it  exists,  or 
by  sonie  other  act  of  the  legislature  to  which 
it  owes  its  charter.  Oregon  R.  d  Nav.  Co. 
v.  Oregonian  R.  Co.  130  U.  S.  1,  32  L.  ed. 
837,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  409.  To  determine, 
therefore,  the  powers  of  this  Delaware  corpo- 
ration, we  must  look  to  its  charter,  and,  as 
it  was  incorporated  under  a  general  law,  we 
must  take  notice  of  the  documents  recorded 
or  filed  upon  its  application  for  a  charter, 
upon  which,  as  authorized  and  controlled  by 
the  general  law,  depei\d  the  existence  of  the 
corporation,  the  extent  of  its  corporate  pow- 
ers, its  capacity  to  act  as  a  corporation. 
AfcComiick  v.  Market  Nat.  Bank,  165  U.  S. 
538,  41  L.  ed.  817,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  433. 

The  Joseph  Bancroft  &  Sons  Company  was 
incorporated  in  1889,  under  the  provisions 
of  the  general  act  of  1883.  Its  business,  as 
set  out  in  its  application,  was  "the  manufac- 
turing, bleachin^Bf,  dyeing,  and  finishing  of 
cotton  and  other  fabrics,  and  any  other  busi- 
ness incident  thereto  or  that  may  be  com- 
bined therewith."  Under  its  charter,  the  di- 
rectors could  purchase    mines,    manufacto- 
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ries,  or  other  property  necessary  for  their 
business,  and  issue  paid-up  stock  therefor. 
The  directors,  under  express  instructions  of 
the  stockholders,  purchased  shares  of  stock 
in  the  Bloede  Company.  Was  this  property 
necessary  for  their  business, — the  manufac- 
turing, bleaching,  dyeins;,  and  finishing  cot- 
ton or  other  fabrics,  and  any  other  business 
incident  thereto  or  that  may  be  combined 
therewith  ? 

That  shares  of  stock  are  property  goes 
without  saying.  They  are  bought,  sold, 
taxed,  bequeathed,  and  distributed  as  any 
other  property  may  be.  Was  this  property 
necessary  for  the  business  of  the  Joseph  Ban- 
croft &  Sons  Company?  This  is  a  question 
depending  upon  circumstances  to  be  devel- 
oped in  testimony.  The  court  below  very 
properly  permitted  the  introduction  of  such 
testimony.  It  appears  that  Victor  6.  Blo- 
ede was  for  many  years,  covering  the  years 
from  1875  to  1895,  the  consulting  chemist  of 
this  company;  that  he  was  a  man  of  science 
and  invention;  that  he  was  a  manufacturer 
of  dyes,  pulp  colors,  finishing  oils,  and  chem- 
icals ;  that  the  formulas  of  these  were  secret, 
his  own  discovery,  to  be  used  in  secret  pro- 
cesses of  his  own  invention.  Very  many  of 
them  were  not  on  the  market,  and  were  in 
use  by  the  Bancroft  Company  alone.  This 
was  secured  to  the  Bancroft  Company  by  an 
agreement  that  during  their  joint  relations 
with  Bloede  the  colors  and  materials  should 
.  not  be  sold  to  anyone  outside  of  themselves 
for  any  purpose,  in  the  judgment  of  the  com- 
pany, in  conflict  with  its  interests,  llie 
lines  of  goods  turned  out  by  the  Bancroft 
Company,  in  which  these  discoveries  and 
manufactures  of  Bloede  were  used,  were  de- 
pendent upon  their  use  and  the  processes  for 
their  application.  This  being  the  case,  it 
was  for  the  interests  of  the  Bancroft  Com- 
pany greatly,  if  not  essentially  to  its  inter- 
ests, to  secur^  permanent  control  of  these 
valuable  aids  in  their  business.  The  indi- 
vidual Bloede  was  mortal.  When  his  life 
ended,  these  discoveries,  secret  formulas,  and 
secret  processes  of  his  would  pass  to  his  legal 
representatives, — ^perhaps  would  be  disclosed 
to  the  world  at  large  or  get  into  the  hands 
of  competitors.  To  secure  the  services  of 
Bloede  during  his  life,  and  to  perpetuate  the 
agreements  made  with  him,  the  controlling 
oflicials  in  the  Bancroft  Company  thought 
that  an  incorporation  would  prove  effective. 
They  felt  that  it  was  essential  for  their  com- 
pany that  the  relationship  between  Bloede 
and  it  should  be  cemented;  that  it  was  im- 
portant that  the  business  conducted  by  Blo- 
ede should  be  put  into  a  condition  of  per- 
manency; that  such  permanency  could  be  se- 
cured, and  Bloede's  attachment  cemented,  by 
getting  him  a  holding  of  some  of  their  stock. 
To  this  end  they  induced  him  to  form  the 
Victor  G.  Bloede  corporation,  into  which  he 
should  turn  the  whole  of  his  plant,  his  dis- 
ooveries,  his  secrets,  and  his  business,  and 
this  was  done.  It  may  well  be  believed  that 
at  that  time  this  was  considered  the  best 
mode' of  promoting  the  business  of  the  com- 
pany, and  to  be  a  course  necessary  to  its  bus- 
iness.    Carrying  out  this,  the  Bancroft  Com- 


pany purchased  from  Bloede  474  shares  in 
this  corporation,  so  formed  at  their  instance, 
for  paid-up  shares  of  their  own  stodc.  The 
purchase  removed  all  risks  of  the  life  of  Blo- 
ede; gave  an  influential  voice  in  the  produc- 
tion, control,  and  management  of  materials 
of  great  value  to  and  directly  in  the  line  of 
their  business.  It*  gave  them  an  interest  in 
a  business  incident  with  their  own,  and 
which  could  easily  and  naturally  combine 
with  their  own.  It  would  appear  that  this 
purchase  was  directly  under  the  intention 
and  within  the  pow«r  of  its  charter. 

There  is  another  point  of  view  from  which 
this  case  can  be  considered,  and  which  im- 
pressed the  circuit  court  in  reaching  its  con- 
clusion. In  1897  the  state  of  Delaware 
adopted  another  Constitution.  Article  9  of 
this  instrument  provided  for  the  formation 
of  corporations  under  general  laws,  and  for- 
bade special  legislation,  either  in  the  crea- 
tion of  corporations,  or  in  the  amendment, 
renewal,  or  revival  of  their  charters.  Sec- 
tion 3  of  this  article  is  in  these  words :  "No 
corporation  shall  issue  stodc,  except  for 
money  paid,  labor  done  or  personal  property 
or  real  estate  or  leases  thereof  actually  ac- 
quired by  such  corporation,  and  neither  Isr 
bor  nor  property  snail  be  received  in  pay- 
ment of  stock  at  a  greater  price  than  the  ac- 
tual value  at  the  time  the  said  labor  was 
done  or  property  delivered  or  title  acquired." 

The  legislature  of  Delaware,  under  the  au- 
thority of  this  Constitution,  passed  an  act 
providing  a  general  corporation  law,  ap- 
proved 10th  March,  1899.  The  second  sec- 
tion of  that  act  made  provisicm  for  the  pow- 
ers to  be  enjoyed  by  every  corporation  cre- 
ated under  its  provisions.  The  third  section 
declares  that  every  corporation  (not  confin- 
ing itself  to  corporations  created  under  that 
act)  shall  possess  and  exercise  all  the  pow- 
ers and  privileges  contained  in  this  act,  and 
the  powers  expressly  given  in  its  charter,  so 
far  as  the  same  are  necessary  or  convenient 

to  obtain  the  objects  of  its  charter,  and  shall 
be  governed  by  the  provisions,  and  be  subject 
to  the  restrictions  and  liabilities,  in  this  act 
contained,  so  far  as  the  same  are  appropri- 
ate to,  and  not  inconsistent  with,  its  charter. 
This  is  clearly  a  general  provision,  applicable 
to  all  charters  before  as  well  as  under  this 
act.  Section  133  gives  the  right  to  any  cor- 
poration created  under  this  act  to  hold  stock 
in  other  corporations.  Section  139  repeals 
all  inconsistent  laws,  preserving,  however, 
all  existing  rights,  privileges,  and  immuni- 
ties. No  constitutional  or  statutory  provi- 
sion of  the  state  of  Delaware  had  ever  for- 
bidden a  corporation  from  holding  stock  in 
another  corporation.  This  act,  at  the  least, 
shows  such  holding  not  to  be  against  the  pub- 
lic policy  of  the  state.  So  when,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  its  business,  to  promote  its  inter- 
ests, and  to  secure  permanency  in  the  supply 
to  it  of  important  and  valuable  material 
used  in  manufacture,  the  Bancroft  Company 
purchased  from  Bloede  his  stock  in  the  Blo- 
ede Company,  the  mere  fact  that  the  prop- 
erty purchased  was  stock  in  another  corpo- 
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ration  did  not^  in  itself,  make  such  purchase 
unlawful  and  against  public  policy.  The 
circuit  court  went  further  than  this.  It 
held  that,  even  were  the  original  exchange  or 
purchase  of  stock  not  authorized  by  the 
charter  of  the  Bancroft  Company,  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act  of  1899  legalized  the  transac- 
tion and  gave  it  validity.'  For  this  position, 
Gross  V.  Umted  States  Mortg,  Go,  108  U.  S. 
477,  27  L.  ed.  795,  2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  940,  and 
Ke  Buffalo,  If.  Y.  d  E,  R,  Co.  74  N.  Y.  S.  R. 


345,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  1048,  are  cit«d.  The 
last  cited  case  seems  almost  on  fours  «it«> 
the  case  at  bar.  It  is,  however,  unnecessary 
to  pass  upon  this  point. 

For  the  reasons  heretofore  given,  the  con- 
clusion reached  by  the  circuit  court  is  ap- 
proved, and  its  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Petition  for  writ  of  certiorari  to  remove 
the  case  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  denied. 
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Elizabeth  M.  KIRTLEY,  Admx.,  etc.,  of  John 
M.  Kirtley,  Deceased,  et  al.,  Appts., 

V. 

John  R.  HOLMES,  Receiver  of  Commercial 
Bank  of  Cincinnati. 

(107  Fed.  1.) 

1.  A  contract  lialiility  la  aaavmcd  hy 
•tockltoldcrs  under  a  state  Constitution 
and  laws  passed  pursuant  thereto,  Impos- 
ing upon  them  a  personal  liability  for  debts 
of  the  corporation  In  addition  to  the  stock 
subscription. 

2.  Tbe  contractual  liability  of  a 
■tockboldcr  donildlcd  in  a  foreign 
Jurisdiction,  for  debts  of  the  corporation 
beyond  the  amount  of  stock  subscription, 
may  be  enforced  by  courts  of  that  Jurisdic- 
tion where  the  proofs  show  an  assessment  in 
the  state  of  the  creation  of  the  corporation 
upon  domestic  stockholders  to  the  full  amount 
of  the  stockholders'  liability,  and  the  testi- 
mony discloses  the  insolvency  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  indebtedness  in  excess  of  the  stock- 
holders' liability,  and  an  assessment  is  sought 
of  exactly  the  same  character  as  was  en- 
forced in  the  action  brought  in  the  domlcil 
of  the  corporation. 

8.  A  receiver  appointed  In  a  unit  to 
enforce  tbe  atatutory  liability  of 
•tockboldern  in  a  corporation  for  the 
benefit  of  all  creditors  may,  without  specific 
legislative  authority,  be  empowered  to  main- 
tain suits  in  his  own  name  against  foreign 
stockholders. 

4.  Creditors  may,  under  Ky.  Stat.  $i 
2087,  2089,  follow  the  lands  of  a  decedent 
into  the  hands  of  heirs  or  transferees  who 
are  not  bona  fide  purchasers  for  value. 

6.  A  bill  may  be  maintained  In  a  Fed- 
eral court  to  subject  land  of  a  decedent 
which  has  passed  into  the  hands  of  a  volun- 
tary transferee  to  the  payment  of  the  de- 
cedent's statutory  liability  as  a  corporate 
stockholder,  where  there  are  no  other  lia- 
bilities or  claims  against  the  estate,  and  the 
estate  possesses  no  other  property,  so  that 
there  would  be  no  Interference  with  the  local 
probate  law. 

(February  12.  1901.) 

Note. — For  authorities  in  this  series  as  to 
enforcement  of  stockholder's  liability  outside 
of  the  state  of  incorporation,  see  note  to  Gush- 
ing V.  Perot  (Pa.)  34  L.  R.  A.  737 ;  Howarth 
V.  Angle  (N.  T.)  47  L.  R.  A.  725,  and  foot- 
note thereto;  Howarth  v.  Lombard  (Mass.)  49 
L.  R.  A.  301,  and  footnote;  and  Finney  v.  Guy 
(Wis.)  49  L.  R.  A.  486. 
52  L.  B.  A. 


APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  District  of  Kentucky  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  enforce  the 
liability  of  .Tohn  M.  Kirtley,  deceased,  a» 
stockholder  in  an  insolvent  bank.  Modified 
and  affirmed. 

Statement  by  Day,  Circuit  Judge: 
This  case  originated  in  the  attempt  of 
John  R.  Holmes,  a  receiver  appointed  for  the 
purpose  of  collecting  the  stockholders'  liabili. 
ty  of  the  Commercial  Bank  of  Cincinnati,  an 
insolvent  corporation,  to  enforce  the  liability 
alleged  to  have  been  incurred  by  one  John  M. 
Kirtley  as  a  stockholder  in  said  bank.  It  ap- 
pears that  on  the  27th  day  of  March,  189o» 
the  C/Ommercial  Bank  made  an  aasignment 
for  the  benefit  of  its  creditors  under  the  laws 
of  the  state  of  Ohio,  On  the  day  following, 
one  Albert  Berger  filed  his  petition  in  the 
court  of  common  pleas  of  Hamilton  county, 
in  said  state,  in  behalf  of  himself  and  other 
creditors  of  said  bank,  against  the  stockhold- 
ers, for  the  purpose  of  lecovering  the  addi- 
tional stockholders'  liability  under  the  Ohio 
Constitution  and  statutes.  On  reference  to 
a  master,  an  accounting  was  taken  of  the 
amount  of  stock  held  by  stockholders,  the 
amount  of  claims  of  creditors,  and  the 
amount  due  each.  On  the  24th  of  April, 
1896,  a  report  was  filed  by  the  referee  setting 
forth  the  names  of  the  stockholders,  the 
number  of  shares  held  by  each,  the  names  of 
creditors,  and  the  amount  of  claims  held  by 
each.  John  M.  Kirtley,  it  was  alleged,  was 
the  owner  of  120  shares  of  said  stock,  of  the 
par  value  of  $6,000.  He  was  an  original 
party  to  the  suit,  served  with  process,  but 
having  died  in  February,  1896,  at  his  domi- 
cil  in  Covington,  Kenton  county,  Kentudry, 
a  conditional  order  of  revivor  was  issued  in  the 
case  on  the  10th  day  of  April,  1896,  finding 
that  Elizabeth  M.  Kirtley  and  Jerry  H.  Kirt- 
ley had  been  appointed,  respectively,  admin- 
istratrix and  administrator  of  said  estate: 
and  it  was  ordered  that  the  action  be  revived 
as  against  said  representatives  by  publica- 
tion, and  afterwards,  the  publication  having 
been  made,  the  court  undertook  to  order  the 
cause  revived  in  the  name  of  said  represen- 
tatives. Afterwards,  on  the  6th  day  of  Jiily, 
1806,  a  judgment  was  entered  on  the  report 
of  the  referee,  finding  the  insolvency  of  the 
corporation;    also   the   claims  of   creditors. 
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amounting  at  the  time  of  the  failure  to  $840,- 
388.3^y  from  which  was  to  be  deducted  the 
proceeds  of  certain  collateral  security,  leav- 
ing $632 J 74.45  due  the  general  creditors  of 
the  bank.  The  court  found  the  assets  of  the 
bank,  other  than  those  pledged  as  collateral 
security,  to  be  sufficient  to  pay  not  to  exceed 
50  per  cent  of  the  indebtedness,  and  that  not 
less  than  $381,104.03  would  remain  unpaid 
after  the  application  of  all  the  assets  of  the 
bank  to  the  payment  of  its  liabilities.  The 
court  thereupon  found  that  it  would  be  neces- 
sary to  levy  an  assessment  upon  the  stock- 
holders of  said  corporation  to  pay  said  in- 
d(4)tedness.  Further,  that  there  were  6,560 
shares,  of  the  par  value  of  $50  each,  out- 
standing at  the  time  of  the  failure  of  the 
bank,  representing  $328,000;  that,  of  these 
shares,  605  were  held  by  persons  not  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  1,095  shares 
by  persons  insolvent,  leaving  4,800  shares 
held  by  persons  who  were  solvent  and  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  amounting  to 
$240,000.  And  the  court  found  that  the  as- 
sessment to  be  levied  upon  each  stockholder 
should  be  equal  to  the  par  value  of  the  shares 
of  stock  held  by  each,  and  that  the  proceeds 
arising  from  such  aAseesment  would  be  in- 
sufficient to  pay  the  balance  due  upon  the  un- 
conte^sted  claims  against  said  bank,  and 
much  less  than  enough  to  pay  the  claims  al- 
lowed by  the  court.  An  assessment  was 
made,  and  judgment  rendered  accordingly. 
Among  other  stockholders,  the  court  under- 
took to  adjudge  that  Elizabeth  M.  Kirtlcy 
and  Jerry  H.  Kirtley,  as  administratrix  and 
administrator,  respectively,  of  the  estate  of 
John  M.  Kirtley,  deceased,  should  be  as- 
sessed in  the  sum  of  $6,457 ;  and  the  parties 
held  liable  were  ordered  to  pay  their  several 
assessments  within  thirty  days  to  the  re- 
ceiver, and  this  further  order  was  made: 
•*Upon  motion  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  cross 
petitioners  herein,  the  court  doth  hereby  ap- 
point John  R.  Holmes  receiver  herein,  and 
doe?  authorize  and  direct  said  John  K. 
Holmes,  as  such  receiver,  to  collect  and  re- 
ceive from  the  defendants  the  amounts  as- 
sefised  against  them,  and  to  take  all  steps 
that  may  be  necessary  for  that  purpose,  in- 
cluding the  employment  of  counsel,  the  com- 
mencement of  actions  in  this  or  any  other 
court,  whenever  it  may  be  necessary  to  make 
collections,  as  well  from  the  defendants  here- 
in as  from  those  who  are  not  within  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  court,  or  from  those  whose 
property  has  been  attached  herein.  Said 
John  K.  Holmes,  receiver,  before  entering  up- 
on his  duties  aa  such  receiver,  shall  give 
bond,  conditioned  according  to  law,  in  the 
pum  of  $100,000,  and  otherwise  qualify  him- 
self by  taking  the  oath  of  office."  And  said 
receiver  was  ordered  to  pay  tjie  costs  of  the 
action,  the  fee  of  the  master,  and  to  bring 
the  remainder  of  the  moneys  coming  into  his 
hands  into  court  for  final  distribution. 

John  R.  Holmes,  the  said  receiver,  there- 
upon gave  bond  and  proceeded  to  execute  the 
duties  of  his  office,  and,  among  other  things, 
instituted  the  present  action  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of 
Kentucky.  In  the  bill  allegations  were  made 
62  L.  R,  A. 


of  the  facts  above  stated  as  to  the  assessment 
by  the  order  of  the  court  of  common  pleas  of 
Hamilton  county,  Ohio,  with  a  statement  of 
the  proceedings  leading  up  to  the  same.  The 
bill  also  contained  allegations  as  to  the 
amount  of  outstanding  indebtedness,  and  the 
consequent  necessity  of  assessing  each  and 
every  stockholder  for  the  full  amount  of  his 
stock.  It  also  alleged  the  ownership  of  said 
120  shares  by  John  M.  Kirtley  during  his 
lifetime,  his  death  and  appointment  of  his 
said  representatives,  proof  of  the  claim,  and 
refusal  of  the  administratrix  to  allow  and 
pay  the  same.  It  also  alleged  that  said 
Kirtley  wus  the  owner  of  certain  real  estate 
in  the  county  of  Kenton,  city  of  CJovington, 
and  state  of  Kentucky ;  that  the  personal  es- 
tate of  said  Kirtley  was  insufficient  to  pay 
his  debts ;  that  the  real  estate  of  said  Kirt- 
ley had  been  transferred  by  his  children, 
who  were  defendants  in  the  bill,  to  their 
mother,  Elizabeth  M.  Kirtley;  and  that  said 
transfer  was  not  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion, and  was  fraudulent  ba  against  the  cred- 
itors of  said  John  M.  Kirtley.  Also  con- 
tained other  allegations,  not  necessary  to  re- 
cite in  this  conn^ion,  and  sought  to  subject 
said  real  estate  to  the  payment  of  the  claim 
of  said  receiver.  Issues  were  joined  by  an- 
swers filed  by  the  administratrix  and  the 
heirs  of  said  John  M.  Kirtley,  deceased.  Up- 
on the  trial  certain  stipulations  were  filed  in 
the  court,  to  wit:  "It  is  stipulated  between 
the  counsel  in  this  case:  That  an  action 
was  commenced  in  the  court  of  common  pleas 
of  Hamilton  county,  state  of  Ohio,  by  Albert 
Berger,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  other  credit- 
ors of  the  Commercial  Bank  of  Cincinnati, 
Ohio,  a^inst  the  said  bank  and  all  of  the 
stockholders  thereof  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  said  court,  to  assess  the  additional  statu- 
tory liability  upon  said  stockholders  under 
the  Constitution  and  statutes  of  the  state  of 
Ohio.  That  John  M.  Kirtley,  a  resident  of 
the  state  of  Kentucky,  was  originally  made 
a  party  defendant  to  the  said  suit  and  served 
with  process,  and  filed  his  answer  therein. 
That  said  John  M.  Kirtley  died  on  the  23d 
day  of  Fet>ruary,  1896,  domiciled  in  the  state 
of  Kentucky,  and  between  that  date  and  the 
16th  day  of  June,  1896,  an  entry  was  made 
in  said  cause  suggesting  the  death  of  said 
John  M.  Kirtley,  and  substitutiifg  the  de- 
fendant Elizabeth  M.  Kirtley,  administra- 
trix  of  his  estate,  who  had  been  appointed  ad- 
ministratrix by  the  proper  court  in  Kenton 
county,  state  of  Kentucky.  That  the  said 
Elizabeth  M.  Kirtley,  administratrix,  was 
never  served  with  summons  or  other  process 
in  said  case;  but  an  advertisement  was  pub- 
lished in  a  newspaper  within  said  Hamilton 
county,  state  of  Ohio,  under  and  in  accord- 
ance with  the  statutes  of  said  state,  serving 
her,  or  purporting  to  serve  her,  by  what  is 
known  as  'constructive  process.*  and  that  was 
the  only  means  adopted  to  make  her  a  party 
defendant  to  the  suit.  And  said  Elizabeth 
M.  Kirtley,  adminstratrix,  never  appeared  in 
said  cause,  and  was  never  a  stockholder  in 
said  Commercial  Bank  in  any  capacity  oth- 
erwise than  as  the  title  to  the  stock  alleged 
to  have  been  held  by  John  M.  Kirtley  may 
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have  passed  to  her  by  law  as  his  adminis- 
tratrix, and  thereafter,  to  wit,  on  the  6th 
day  of  July,  1896,  the  decree  in  said  cause,  a 
copy  of  which  is  attached  to  her  answer 
herein,  was  entered  on  the  journals  of  said 
court,  and  that  is  the  same  decree  that  is 
mentioned  in  the  bill  of  complaint  in  said 
cause.  It  is  hereby  stipulated  and  agreed 
between  counsel  for  the  respective  parties  to 
this  cause  to  be  a  fact  that  there  are  no  lia- 
bilities or  claims  against  the  estate  of  John 
M.  Kirtley,  deceased,  other  than  that  set 
forth  in  the  bill  herein,  and  that  there  is  no 
real  or  pei'sonal  property  now  belonging  to 
the  estate  of  said  decedent^  other  than  that 
described  in  said  bill." 

Upon  trial  the  court  found  in  favor  of  the 
receiver,  ordering  the  real  estate  in  question 
to  be  sold,  to  reverse  which  decree  this  ap- 
peal is  prosecuted. 

Argued  before  Lurton,  Day,  and  Severena, 
Circuit  Judges. 

Messrs,  C.  B.  Mattbewfl  and  R.  C.  8im- 
moiM,  for  appellants : 

We  have  a  case  of  a  new  and  special  lia- 
bility created  by  statute,  coupled  with  a  spe- 
cial method  of  enforMng  it.  In  such  cases 
the  statutory  manner  of  enforcement  is  ex- 
clusive, and  such  liability  cannot  be  en- 
forced in  any  other  manner. 

State  ax  rcl.  Atty.  Gen,  v.  Mohainj  58  Ohio 
St.  313,  60  N.  E.  907 ;  Follo/rd  v.  BaAley,  20 
Wall.  520,  22  L.  ed.  376 ;  Fourth  Nat.  Bank 
v.  Francklyn,  120  U.  S.  747,  30  L.  ed.  825,  7 
Sup.  Ct.  Hep.  757;  Steicart  v.  Baltimore  ^ 
O.  R,  Co,  168  U.  S.  448,  42  L.  ed.  538,  18  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  105. 

If  a  stockholc^er  resident,  even  in  the  state 
of  Ohio,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a 
court  in  which  such  a  case  is  pending,  should 
be  inadvertently  omitted  from  the  proceed- 
ings, and  a  final  judgment  finding  the  liabili- 
ty of  the  stockholders  should  be  entered,  no 
subsequent  suit  coMd  be  brought  to  assess 
him  bv  the  receiver  or  anv  creditor. 

If,  therefore,  Mr.  Kirtley  himself  was  not 
a  party  to  the  suit  at  the  time  judgment  was 
rendered,  and  if  his  representatives  were  in 
the  same  category,  and  if  these  latter  had 
never  been  parties  to  the  suit  so  that  a  judg- 
ment could  not  bind  them  personally,  and 
there  was  no  attachment  in  the  ease, —  then 
they  are  in  a  similar  situation  to  the  Ohio 
stockholders  who  have  been  inadvertently 
omitted. 

Wright  v.  MoCormack,  17  Ohio  St.  86; 
Z/msted  v.  Buskirk,  17  Ohio  St.  118;  Broton 
^.•Hitchcock,  36  Ohio  St.  667;  Wheeler  v. 
Faurot,  37  Ohio  St.  26;  Bullock  v.  Kilgour, 
39  Ohio  St.  543;  Bonexoitz  v.  Van  Wert 
County  Bank,  41  Ohio  St.  78;  Mason  y.  At- 
ewander,  44  Ohio  St.  318,  7  N.  E.  435;  Hoa-- 
pold  V.  Stohart,  46  Ohio  St.  397,  21  N.  E. 
637;  Zieverink  v.  Kemper,  50  Ohio  St.  208, 
34  N.  E.  250;  Baltimore  d  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Smith, 
64  Ohio  St.  562^,  44  N.  E.  240;  Herrick  v. 
Wnrdtrell,  58  Ohio  St  294,  50  N.  E.  903. 

The  liability  created  is  one  running  direct- 
ly from  the  stockholders  to  the  creditors, 
with  which  the  corporation  has  nothing  to 
do. 
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This  liability  can  be  enforced  only  in  the 
statutory  method  by  a  suit  in  which  the  cor- 
poration itself  and  all  of  its  stockholders  are 
parties,  and  in  which  all  of  the  creditors  are 
represented  by  the  plaintiff. 

Xo  other  than  this  action,  and  no  second 
action,  can  be  maintained  upon  this  statute, 
even  in  the  state  of  Ohio,  after  the  institu- 
tion of  the  suit  contemplated  by  the  statute. 

Bullock  V.  Kilgour,  39  Ohio  St  543 ;  Balti- 
more d  0.  R.  Co,  V.  Smith,  64  Ohio  St  562, 
44  N.  E.  240;  Herrick  v.  WardweU,  58  Ohio 
St.  294,  50  N.  £.  903. 

There  is  no  warrant  of  law  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  receiver  in  such  a  case  except 
to  collect  the  judgment  rendered  against  the 
stockholders  in  the  original  suit 

Zieverink  v.  Kemper,  60  Ohio  St  208,  34 
N.  E.  250. 

As  shown  by  stipulation,  the  administra- 
trix never  held  any  stodc,  and  the  findinf^  of 
the  court  under  the  circumstances  therefore, 
and  entering  judgment  against  her,  was  & 
void  act,  for  two  reasons:  (1)  Beoiuse  no 
judgment  or  finding  can  be  rendered  or  made 
without  jurisdiction  of  the  person. 

Cross  V.  Armstrong,  44  Ohio  St.  613,  10  N. 
E.  160;  Brown,  Jurisdiction  of  Courts,  S  55; 
Dunham  v.  Dunham,  57  111.  App.  476;  Free- 
man V.  Alderson,  119  U.  S.  185,  30  L.  ed. 
372,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  165:  Pennoyer  v.  Neff, 
95  U.  S.  714,  24  L.  ed.  565;  Wilson  v.  8t. 
Louis  d  S,  F.  R.  Co.  108  Mo.  588,  18  S.  W. 
286;  DeWolf  v.  Mallett,  3  Dana,  214;  11 
Enc.  PI.  &  Pr.  p.  1108;  Rand  v.  Hanson,  154 
Mass.  87, 12  li.  R.  A.  574,  28  N.  E.  62. 

Secondly,  if  a  nonresident  is  made  a  party 
to  a  suit,  and  dies  before  judgment  azid  his 
administrator  is  substituted,  a  revivor  can- 
not be  had  against  that  administrator  where 
he  is  an  administrator  of  a  foreign  jurisdic- 
tion, and  can  only  be,  and  is  only,  served  con- 
structively. 

Lampton  v.  Nichols,  2  Cin.  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
55;  McQarvey  v.  Damall,  134  111.  367,  10  L. 
R,  A.  861,  26  N,  E.  1005 ;  Oreer  v.  F€rgu9on, 
66  Ark.  324,  19  S.  W.  966:  Vaughan  v. 
Northup,  16  Pet  3,  10  L.  ed.  640. 

A  foreign  administrator  takes  his  powers 
from  the  court  appointing  him  and  the  ju- 
risdiction within  which  he  is  appointed,  and 
the  limits  of  that  jurisdiction  bound  the  lim- 
its of  his  authority  and  his  capacity  to  sue 
or  be  sued. 

Dicey,  Confl.  L.  368,  369,  469:  Union  Mut, 
L.  Ins!  Co.  V.  Leu-is,  07  U.  S.  682,  24  L.  ed. 
1114;  Stacy  v.  Thrasher,  6  How.  44,  12  L. 
ed.  337 ;  McLean  v.  Meek,  18  How.  16,  16  L. 
ed.  277;  Johnson  v.  Powers,  139  U.  S.  150, 
35  L.  ed.  112,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep,  525:  Law- 
rence V.  Nelson,  143  U.  S.  215,  36  L.  ed.  130, 
12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  440;  Hayes  v.  Pratt,  147  U. 
S.  557,  37  L.  ed.  279.  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  503; 
Lyon  V.  Park,  111  N.  Y.  360,  18  N.  E.  86.'5; 
Greer  v.  Ferguson,  56  Ark.  324,  19  S.  W. 
966. 

The  suit  below  was  not  in  any  sense  a  suit 
under  the  statute,  or  authorized  by  it.  It 
was  in  the  nature  of  an  independent  action, 
not  grounded  upon  any  authority  derived 
from  the  original  case,  nor  any  finding  in  the 
original  case,  because  the  judgment  granting 
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the  authority  and  tSioee  findings  in  no  sense 
bound  the  defendants;  but  whether  grounded 
on  the  statute  or  not,  it  is  in  the  nature  of 
an  independent  axtd  original  proceeding. 

Fourth  Nat.  Bank  v.  Franoklyn,  120  U.  S. 
758,  30  L.  ed.  829,  7  Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  767. 

Where  the  statutes  of  the  state  which  cre- 
ates a  corporation,  making  the  stockholders 
liable  for  the  corporate  debts,  provide  a  spe- 
cial remedy,  the  liability  of  a  stockholder  can 
be  enforced  in  no  other  manner  in  a  court  of 
the  United  States. 

Fourth  Nat.  Bank  v.  Francklyn,  120  U.  S. 
747,  30  L.  ed.  826,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  757 ;  Steto- 
art  V.  BaUimoie  d  O.  R.  Co.  168  U.  S.  445, 
42  L.  ed.  537,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  105 ;  Fergu- 
son V.  Shertnan,  116  Cal.  169,  37  L.  R.  A. 
622,  47  Pac.  1023;  Leucke  v.  Trcdwayy  45 
Mo.  A  pp.  507;  Russell  v.  Pacific  R.  Co.  113 
Gal.  258,  34  L.  R.  A.  747,  45  Pac.  323 ;  Mwy 
▼.  Black,  77  Wis.  101,  46  N.  W.  949;  Chris- 
iensen  v.  fJno,  106  N.  Y.  97,  60  Am.  Rep.  429, 
12  N.  £.  648;  Tuttle  v.  National  Bank  of  the 
Republic,  101  111.  498,  34  L.  R.  A.  750,  44  N. 
E.  984 ;  Barrick  v.  Oifford,  47  Ohio  St.  181, 

24  N.  E.  259;  Terrf/  v.  Little,  101  U.  S.  216, 

25  L.  ed.  864;  Aldrich  v.  Anchor  Coal  Co.  24 
Or.  32,  32  Pac.  756;  Nimick  v.  Mingo  Iron 
Works  Co.  25  W.  Va.  184. 

An  ordinary  receiver  is  not  empowered, 
and  cannot  be  empowered,  to  prosecute  suits 
in  a  foreign  jurisdiction. 

Booth  V.  Clark,  17  How.  838, 15  L.  ed.  170; 
Thomas  v.  Van  Meter,  164  111.  304,  46  N.  E. 
405;  Peals  v.  Phipps,  14  How.  372,  14  L.  ed. 
459;  Filkins  V.  Nunnemacher,  81   Wis.  91, 

51  N.  W.  79;  McClure  v.  Camphell,  71  Wis. 
350,  37  N.  W.  343 ;  Failey  v.  Talhee,  55  Fed. 
892;  Rogers  v.  RHey,  80  Fed.  759;  Phenia 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Schultz,  25  0.  0.  A.  453,  42  U.  S. 
App.  483,  80  Fed.  337 ;  McViokar  v.  Jones, 
70  Fed.  764 ;  Kittel  v.  Angusta,  T.  d  Q.  R. 
Co.  78  Fed.  855;  Parker  v.  Stoughton  Mill 
Co.  91  Wis.  174,  64  N.  W.  751. 

This  suit  could  not  be  maintained  in  the 
state  of  Kentucky,  because  the  power  under 
which  the  receiver  plaintiff  was  acting  was 
derived  from  a  special  statute  of  the  state 
of  Ohio  prescribing  a  remedy  which  could  not 
be  adopted  by  a  Federal  court. 

National  Tube  Works  Co.  v.  Ballou,  146  U. 
S.  517,  36  L.  ed.  1070,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  165; 
Johnson  v.  Powers,  139  U.  S.  166,  36  L.  ed. 
112,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  525:  Nourse  v.  Ram- 
self,  2  Bibb,  547 ;  Dicev,  Confl.  L.  358,  359, 
409 ;  Barrick  v.  Gifford,  47  Ohio  St  180,  24 
N.  E.  259. 

Messrs.  B.  D.  Peek  and  8.  D.  Rouse,  for 
appellee: 

The  additional  liability  of  corporate  stock- 
holders may  be  enforced  in  states  other  than 
that  of  the-  corporation. 

Whitman  v.  National  Bank,  176  U.  8.  569, 
44  L.  ed.  587,  «0  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  477;  Hancdok 
Nai.  Bank  v.  Famum,  176  IT.  S.  640,  44  L. 
ed.  610,  20  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  506;  Richmond  v. 
Irons,  121  U.  S.  27,  30  L.  ed.  864,  7  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  788;  Flash  v.  Conn,  109  U.  8.  371,  27 
Lr.  ed.  966,  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  263. 

The  additional  liability  of  stockholders 
was  not  created  in  Ohio  by  statute,  but  by 
the  Constitution  of  the  state. 
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The  liability  existing  apart  from\he  stat- 
ute would  seem  to  be  a  proper  subject  for 
recognition  and  enforcement  by  the  courts  of 
other  jurisdictions.      ^ 

DemUck  v.  Central  R.  Co.  103  U.  S.  18,  26 
L.  ed.  441 ;  Steu^art  v.  Baltimore  d  0.  R.  Co. 
168  U.  S.  445,  42  L.  ed.  537,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
105. 

A  mode  of  proceeding  on  behalf  of  all  cred* 
itors  against  all  stock&>lder8  where  the  total 
liabilities  may  be  ascertained  and  all  stock- 
holders assessed  and  treated  alike  is,  in  its 
nature,  much  more  equitable  and  liable  to 
produce  better  results  than  that  whidi  has 
been  upheld. 

Richmond  v.  Irons,  121  U.  S.  48,  30  L.  ed. 
871,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  788;  Pollard  v.  Bailey, 
20  Wall.  520,  22  L.  ed.  376. 

Where  equitable  rights  are  enlarged  by 
state  statutes  the  courto  of  the  United  States 
will  administer  the  necessary  equitable  reme- 
dies. 

Borden  v.  Land  d  River  Improv.  Co.  167 
U.  S.  327,  39  L.  ed.  719, 15  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  660. 

The  ri^ht  to  enforce  the  liability  in  other 
jurisdictions  has  been  sustained  in  the  fol- 
lowing cases  under  varying  circumstances: 

Aultman's  Appeal,  98  Pa.  505 ;  Ouemey  v. 
Moore,  131  Mo.  660,  32  S.  W.  1132;  Latimer 
V.  Citigens'  State  Bank,  102  Iowa,  162,  71  N. 
W.  225;  Rhodes  v.  United  States  Nat.  Bank, 
13  C.  C.  A.  612,  24  U.  S.  Ajw.  607,  66  Fed. 
512:  McVickar  v.  Jones,  70  Fed.  754;  Han- 
cock Nat.  Bank  v.  Ellis,  166  Mass.  414,  44 
N.  E.  349:  Aldrich  v.  Anchor  Coal  Co.  24  Or. 
32,  32  Pac.  756. 

In  this  case  all  the  proceedings  provided 
for  by  the  statute  in  Onio  have  been  taken, 
the  rights  of  the  creditors  as  against  the  cor- 
poration have  been  established  by  the  decree 
in  the  Berger  Case,  and  the  appellants,  as 
stockholders  in  that  corporation,  are,  to  that 
extent,  bound  by  that  decree. 

Hancock  Nat.  Bank  v.  FarriAim,  176  U.  S. 
043,  44  L.  ed.  621,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  606. 

The  object  of  the  statutes  of  Ohio  is  to  fix 
the  liability  of  all  the  stockholders  in  such 
cases,  and  to  compel  all  of  them  to  contrib- 
ute alike  to  the  payment  of  liabilities. 

When  an  action  is  brought  against  stock- 
holders all  who  are  within  the  reach  of  the 
process  of  the  court  should  be  brought  in  and 
fudgment  taken  against  them,  and  all  the 
others  should  be  named  as  parties  defendant, 
and  the  corporation  should  also  be  made  a 
defendant  4 

After  judgment  has  been  rendered  in  such 
case  the  question  immediately  arises.  How 
shall  it  be  collected?  and  it  is  the  law  in 
Ohio,  both  as  matter  of  statute  (Rev.  Stat.  § 
5587),  and  in  accordance  with  the  general 
practice  in  courts  of  equity,  that  a  receiver 
should  be  appointed  for  that  purpoise. 

Zieverink  v.  Kemper,  50  Ohio  St.  208,  34 
N.  E.  250. 

It  is  equally  the  practice  of  the  courts  of 
equity  to  appoint  a  receiver  to  collect  funds, 
so  far  as  it  can  be  done,  from  those  who  are 
not  within  the  jurisdiction  as  from  those 
who  are  within  it,  wherever  it  is  necessary  to 
collect  from  a  stated  number  of  persons  who 
are  liable  jx>  contribute  to  a  common  fund. 
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Uoyt  V.  Thompson,  6  N.  Y.  320;  Taylor  v. 
Columbian  Ins.  Co,  14  Allen,  353 ;  High,  Re- 
ceivers, §§  44-48. 

A  receiver  may  sue  in  another  state. 

Merchants*  Nat.  Bank  v.  McLeod,  38  Ohio 
St.  186 ;  Hale  v.  Hardon,  37  C.  C.  A.  240,  96 
Fed.  747 ;  Davis  v.  Gray,  16  Wall.  203,  21  L. 
ed.  447 ;  liclfe  v.  Rundle,  103  U.  S.  222,  suh 
nom.  Life  Asso.  of  America  v.  Rundle,  26  L. 
ed.  337 ;  Parsons  v.  Cha/rtcr  Oak  L.  Ins.  Co. 
31  Fed.  307;  Hanson  y.  Davison,  73  Minn. 
454,  76  N.  W.  256;  Allen  v.  Walsh,  25  Minn. 
643. 

Day,  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  principal  question  in  the  case  is  as  to 
the  right  to  enforce  the  so-called  **stockhold- 
ers'  liability'*  arising  under  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  the  state  of  Ohio  in  a  court  of 
the  United  States  in  a  state  other  than  the 
one  in  which  the  liability  arose.  The  stock- 
holders' liability  in  the  state  of  Ohio  is  cre- 
ated printarily  by  the  Constitution  of  the 
state.  Article  13,  §  3,  of  the  Constitution  of 
Ohio  provides:  "Dues  from  corporations 
shall  be  secured,  hy  sueh  individual  liabil- 
ity of  the  stockholders,  and  other  means,  as 
may  be  prescribed  by  law;  but,  in  all  cases, 
each  stockholder  shall  be  liable  over  and 
above  the  stock  by  him  or  her  owned,  and 
any  amount  unpaid  thereon,  to  a  further 
sum,  at  least  equal  in  amount  to  such  stock." 

For  the  purpose  of  giving  effect  to  this 
constitutional  provision  the  legislature  of 
Ohio  has  passed  certain  statutes.  Ohio  Rev. 
Stat.  §  3258,  provides:  "The  stockholders 
of  a  corporation  which  may  be  hereafter 
formed,  and  such  stockholders  a«  are  now 
liable  under  former  statutes,  shall  be  deemed 
and  held  liable,  in  addition  to  their  stock,  in 
an  amount  equal  to  the  stock  by  them  sub- 
scribed, or  otherwise  acquired,  to  the  credi- 
tors of  the  corporation,  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debts  and  liabilities  of  the  cor- 
poration." 

Section  3259  provides :  "The  term  'stock- 
holders' as  used  in  the  preceding  section 
shall  apply,  not  only  to  sudi  persons  as  ap- 
pear by  the  books  of  the  corporation  to  be 
such,  but  to  any  equitable  owner  of  stock, 
although  the  stock  appears  on  the  books  in 
the  name  of  another." 

As  to  the  manner  of  enforcing  such  liabil- 
ity, it  is  provided  in  S  3260  [Bates's  Anno. 
Stat  (Ohio)]:  "A  stockholder  or  creditor 
may  enforce  such  liability  by  action  jointly 
against  all  the  holders  or  owners  of  stock, 
-which  action  shall  be  for  the  benefit  of  all 
the  creditors  of  the  corporation,  and  against 
all  persons  liable  as  stockholders;  and  in 
such  action  there  shall  be  found  and  deter- 
mined the  amount  payable  by  each  person  li- 
able as  stockholder  on  all  the  indebtedness  of 
the  corporation,  in  which  adjudication  no 
costs  shall  be  taxed  to  nor  collected  of  any 
stockholder  to  an  amount  which  together 
with  the  amount  to  be  paid  on  said  indebted- 
ness, will  exceed  the  amount  of  the  stock  on 
which  he  is  liable,  provided,  that  in  any 
such  action  the  plaintiff  may  Ale  in  the  court 
a  sworn  statement  that  a  stockholder  or 
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stockholders  or  the  legal  representatives  of  a 
deceased  stockholder  have  not  been  sum- 
moned, giving  their  residence  if  known,  and 
that  it  19  impracticable  to  secure  service  of 
summons  upon  such  stockholders  or  such 
legal  representatives  of  a  stockholder,  and 
remitting  from  the  claims  of  the  plaintiff  or 
of  other  creditors  consenting,  so  much  as 
may  be  found  payable  by  sudi  stockholders 
not  served  with  summons,  except  those  who 
may  be  insolvent  or  nonresident  of  the  state, 
and  judgment  shall  be  rendered  against  the 
stockholders  who  have  been  served  with  sum- 
mons, for  the  pro  rata  amount  for  which 
they  would  be  liable  if  all  solvent  stockhold- 
ers resident  of  the  state  were  served  with 
summons;  and  when  a  creditor  has  prose- 
cuted against  a  corporation  an  action  of  [at] 
law  begun  before  any  action  to  enforce  the 
stockholders'  liability,  and  has  recovered 
final  judgment  only  after  such  an  action  to 
enforce  the  stockholders'  liability  has  been 
prosecuted  to  a  final  decree  in  the  court  in 
which  the  action  was  commenced,  such  judg- 
ment creditor  may  bring  a  like  action 
against  the  stockholders  of  the  corporation 
to  enforce  such  judgment  at  any  time  within 
four  years  after  the  recovery  of  his  said 
judgment,  but  the  stockholders -shall  not  be 
liable  for  any  amount  in  excess  of  that  pro- 
vided in  section  thirty-two  hundred  and  fifty- 
eight." 

l^efore  the  passage  of  §  3260  the  supreme 
court  of  Ohio,  passing  upon  the  Constitution 
and  a  statute  enacted  in  practically  the 
terms  of  the  Constitution,  without  providing 
the  method  of  enforcing  the  liability  more 
specifically,  held  that  the  stockholders'  lia- 
bility created  by  the  Constitution  and  laws 
of  Ohio  is  not  a  primary  resource  or  fund  for 
the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  corporation, 
but  IS  collateral  and  conditional  to  the  prin- 
cipal obligation  which  rests  on  the  corpora- 
tion, and  is  to  be  resorted  to  by  the  credi- 
tors only  in  case  of  the  insolvency  of  the  cor- 
poration, or  where  payment  cannot  be  en- 
forced against  it  by  ordinary  process;  that 
an  action  to  enforce  such  liability  must  be 
brought  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  creditor* 
against  all  the  stockholders;  that  no  credi- 
tor can  acquire  priority  by  undertaking  to 
institute  a  separate  suit  for  his  own  benefit: 
that  the  provision  iniired  to  the  benefit  of 
all  the  creditors,  and  the  remedy  must  be 
sought  for  the  common  benefit  of  all.  Wright 
V.  \fcCormack.  17  Ohio  St  87 :  Umsted  v. 
Buskirk,  17  Ohio  St.  114.  The  right  of  ac- 
tion arising  under  the  Constitution  of  the 
state  of  Ohio  and  the  statutes  passed  in  pur- 
suance thereof,  while  it  may  be  regarded  in 
some  sense  as  a  statutory  action,  does  not 
wholl}'  arise  therefrom,  but  rather  from  the 
constitutional  provision  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors  of  corporations,  declaring  thnt 
stockholders  shall  be  liable,  at  least,  in  an 
amount  equal  to  the  stock  held  by  them. 
This  right  created  by  the  Constitution  oould 
be  enforced  .in  the  absence  of  a  statute.  It 
is  a  right  arising  from  the  contract  which 
every  stockholder  makes,  upon  becoming 
such,  with  the  creditors  of  the  corporation. 
Under  such  a  Constitution,  and  laws  passed 
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in  pursuance  thereof,  creditors  have  a  right 
to  look  not  only  to  the  liability  of  the  cor- 
poration, but  to  the  personal  liability  of  the 
ft nrk holders,  which  is  incurred,  no  less  than 
the  corporate  obligation,  whenever  any  debt 
is  created.  It  is  in  fact  a  liability  upon 
<-ontract.  This  was  distinctly  ruled  in 
Broicn  v.  Hitchcock,  36  Ohio  St.  667.  The 
>iipreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has 
Ukcn  the  same  view  of  the  nature  of  the  lia- 
bility under  such  Constitutions  and  statut««. 
^\  hitman  v.  National  Bwnk,  176  U.  S.  559, 
44  U  ed.  587,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  477,— -a  case 
arising  under  the  Constitution  of  Kansas, 
providing  that  "dues  from  corporations  shall 
be  secured  by  individual  liability  of  the 
btookholders  to  an  additional  amount  equal 
to  the  stock  owned  by  each  stockholder,  and 
such  other  means  as  shall  be  provided  by 
law.-  ^  ^ 

Under  the  statutes  passed  in  Kansas  a 
right  of  action  is  given  in  favor  of  any  credi- 
tor a  Grains  t  a  stockholder,  and  not  by  one 
common  action  by  all  creditors  against  all 
stockholders,  as  is  the  case  in  Ohio.  Nev- 
erthple^  the  nature  of  the  liability  is  the 
same  as  under  the  Ohio  Constitution  and 
laws,  and  is  no  less  contractual  in  its  nature. 
Such  is  also  the  holding  of  the  Supreme 
Court  in  Flash  v.  Conn,  109  U.  S.  371,  27  L. 
ed.  966,  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  263 ;  of  the  court  of 
appeals  in  New  York  in  the  case  of  Hoirarth 
v.  Angle,  102  N.  Y.  179,  47  L.  R.  A.  725,  56 
N.  E.  489,  and  of  the  supreme  court  of  Mas- 
sachusetts in  the  late  case  of  Hotcarth  v. 
Lombard,  175  Mass.  570,  49  L.  R.  A,  301,  50 
y.  E.  888.  In  Haicthorne  v.  Calef,  2  Wall. 
10.  17  L.  ed.  776,  it  was  decided  that  t\\e  ob- 
ligation was  contractual  in  the  sense  that  it 
is  of  constitutional  right,  and  no  subsequent 
statute  can  impair  the  obligation  of  the  eon- 
tract.  Numerous  well -considered  cases  to 
the  same  effect  are  collected  in  the  opinion 
of  Justice  Knowlton  in  Howarth  v.  Lombard, 
175  Mass.  570,  49  L.  R.  A.  301,  56  N.  E.  888. 
When  the  obligation  is  created  by  an  Ohio 
corporation,  a  creditor  has  the  right  to  rely 
upon  the  obligation  imposed  by  the  Consti- 
tution and  laws  of  the  state  upon  stockhold- 
ers to  answer  to  him  in  the  event  of  a  fail- 
ure of  the  corporation,  by  reason  of  its  in- 
solvency, to  meet  its  obligations,  to  an 
amount  equal  to  the  capital  stock  of  the  cor- 
poration outstanding.  A  stockholder,  in 
like  manner,  must  be  held  to  have  taken  his 
stock  in  view  of  the  obligation  attaching 
thereto  to  answer  to  the  creditors  in  an 
amount  equal  to  his  stock.  Such  being  the 
nature  of  the  liability,  it  is  well  settled  that 
such  obligation  will  be  enforced,  wherever 
practicable,  in  a  Federal  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction.  Dennick  v.  Central  R.  Co,  103 
v.  S.  11,  26  L.  ed.  439;  Huntington  v.  At- 
frill,  146  U.  S.  657,  36  L.  ed.  1123,  13  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  224;  Whitman  v.  National  Bank, 
170  U.  S.  559,  44  L.  ed.  587,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
477.  The  objection  usually  made  to  the  en- 
forcement of  such  obligations  beyond  the 
limits  of  the  state  creating  them  is  either 
that  the  statutes  are  penal  in  their  nature. or 
that  an  attempt  to  enforce  them  upon  prin- 
ciples of  comity  in  other  states  would  be  to 
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hold  a  citizen  of  the  foreign  jurisdiction  to  a 
greater  obligation  and  impose  upon  him 
greater  burdens  than  those  which  rest  upon 
citizens  of  the  state  creating  the  liability. 
We  have  already  underteken  to  show  that 
the  obligation  is  contractual,  and  not  penal, 
in  its  nature.  Is  the  remedy  afforded  in  the 
courts  of  Ohio  of  such  a  peculiarly  local  ma- 
ture that  it  would  be  inequitable  to  under- 
take to  enforce  it  in  another  jurisdiction? 
Will  such  enforcement  work  a  hardship  and 
inflict  an  additional  burden  upon  foreign 
stockholders?  It  may  be  admitted  that,  if 
such  will  be  the  effect  of  undertaking  to  en- 
force the  liability,  a  court  of  another  juris- 
diction will  withhold  relief.  Fowrth  Nat, 
Bank  v.  Francklyn,  120  U.  S.  747,  30  L.  ed. 
825,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  757.  In  that  case  Mr. 
Justice  Gray,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  said:  "Inall  the  diversity  of  opinion 
in  the  courts  of  the  different  states  upon  the 
question  how  far  a  liability  imposed  upon 
stockholders  in  a  corporation  by  the  law  of 
the  state  which  creates  it  can  be  pursued  in 
a  court  held  beyond  the  limits  of  that  sjtatc, 
no  case  has  been  found  in  which  such  a  lia- 
bility has  been  enforced  by  any  court  with- 
out a  compliance  with  the  conditions  appli- 
cable to  it  under  the  legislative  acts  and  ju- 
dicial decisions  of  the  state  which  creates  the 
corporation  and  imposes  the  liability.  To 
hold  that  it  could  be  enforced  without  such 
compliance  would  be  to  subject  stockholders 
residing  out  of  the  state  to  a  greater  burden 
than  domestic  stockholders." 

In  this  case  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that 
no  attempt  is  being  made  to  enforce  the  lia- 
bility in  the  stete  of  Kentucky  in  a  different 
or  other  manner  than  is  being  done  in  the 
original  decree  against  stockholders  resident 
of  the  state  of  Ohio.  No  attempt  is  being 
made  to  enforce  the  liability  on  a  different 
principle  of  assessment  than  was  adopted  in 
the  original  case.  In  9  3260  of  the  Revised 
Stetutes  of  Ohio  an  action  is  provided  which 
is  to  be  brought  within  the  state  for  the  ben- 
efit of  all  creditors  and  against  all  stock* 
holders,  and  in  that  action  it  is  expressly 
provided  that  the  amount  shall  be  found  and 
determined  payable  by  each  person  liable  as 
a  stockholder  on  account  of  all  the  indebted- 
ness of  the  corporation.  It  is  true  that  this 
section  conteins  a  provision  that  an  assess- 
ment may  be  made  upon  the  basis  of  the  lia- 
bility of  all  solvent  stockholders  resident  of 
the  state  in  the  same  manner  as  though  all 
such  stockholders  had  been  served  with  sum- 
mons. Of  course,  the  Ohio  courte  have  the 
power  to  enforce  the  as.sessment  only  upon 
such  stockholders  as  are  brought  within 
their  jurisdiction.  It  would  be  futile  to  un- 
dertake to  collect  an  assessment  upon  those 
beyond  the  jurisdiction.  They  therefore  en- 
force the  contractual  obligation  of  the  stock- 
holders to  the  extent  which  is  practicable, 
having  in  view  the  liability  of  those  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  The  Ohio  stat- 
ute has  not,  however,  undertaken  to  absolve 
other  stockholders  from  their  contractual 
obligation.  That  still  exisU.  It  is  a  right 
of  the  creditor.  In  consideration  of  the  lia- 
bility of  the  stockholder,  foreign  as  well  as 
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domestic,  credit  was  extended  to  the  corpora, 
lion.  Upon  every  principle  of  equity  and 
justice  this  liability  should  be  enforced/if  it 
can  be  without  violating  the  principles  of 
law,  or  unjustly  discriminating  against  citi- 
zens of  another  jurisdiction. 

In  the  present  case  we  are  not  required  to 
deUirmine  how  far  the  findings  of  the  Ohio 
court  as  to  the  insolvency  of  the  corporation, 
the  extent  of  its  indebtedness,  and  the 
amount  of  the  assessment  are  binding  upon 
foreign  stockholders.  This  subject  has  been 
a  good  deal  discussed  in  some  of  the  cases, 
but  in  the  present  case  the  decree  rests  not 
only  upon  the  findings  of  the  Ohio  court  as 
to  the  matters  stated,  but  it  is  alleged  and 
proved  that  the  corporation  was  insolvent ; 
that  an  assessment  was  required  upon  each 
and  all  of  the  stockholders  in  an  amount 
equal  to  the  stodc  held  by  them,  and  the  de- 
cree was  rendered  upon  proof  independent  of 
the  proceedings  in  the  Ohio  court.  The  case 
actually  under  consideration  comes  to  this: 
Can  the  contractual  liability  of  a  stockholder 
in  an  Ohio  corporation,  domiciled  in  a  foreign 
jurisdiction,  be  enforced,  where  the  proofs 
show  an  assessment  in  the  state  of  the  crea- 
tion of  the  corporation  upon  domestic  stock- 
holders to  the  full  amount  of  the  stockhold- 
ers' liability,  and  the  testimony  discloses  the 
insolvency  of  the  corporation  and  indebted- 
ness in  excess  of  the  stockholders'  liability, 
and  an  assessment  is  sought  of  exactly  the 
same  character  as  was  enforced  in  the  origi- 
nal case?  We  think,  in  the  light  of  princi- 
ple and  authority,  this  question  must  be  an- 
swered in  the  al&rraative.  We  find  the  obli- 
gation to  be  one  arising  upon  contract,  and 
its  enforcement  upon  prinoipleis  of  comity, 
at  least,  in  cases  like  the  one  under  consid- 
eration, to  work  no  injustice  upon  citizens 
of  a  foreign  jurisdiction. 

2.  A  further  question  made  in  the  case  is : 
Can  the  receiver  bring  the  action?  We 
think  the  order  is  bro<i&  enough,  assuming 
that  the  court  had  power  to  make  it,  to  jus- 
tify the  prosecution  of  suits  in  another  ju- 
risdiction. This  seems  to  have  been  one  of 
the  purposes  for  which  the  receiver  was  ap- 
pointed, and  it  would  be  a  very  narrow  con- 
struction to  hold  that  he  was  appointed  only 
to  collect  the  judgments  rendered  in  the  Ohio 
court.  As  the  Ohio  statute  stood  at  the  time 
the  present  cause  of  action  accrued,  and  un- 
til tne  act  of  1900  amending  $  3260  and  pass- 
ing certain  supplementary  sections,  xk>  spe- 
cific authority  is  found  in  the  Ohio  statute 
for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  for  the  ex- 
press purpose  of  bringing  an  action  of  this 
character.  Nevertheless  we  think  such  au- 
thority existed.  In  the  case  of  Zieverink  v. 
Kemper,  60  Ohio  St.  208,  34  N.  K.  250,  it 
was  held  that  a  receiver  may,  by  authority 
of  the  court  appointing  him,  prosecute  ac- 
tions in  his  own  name,  as  such  r^eiver,  to 
enforce  payment  of  judgments  rendered  for 
such  statutory  liability.  In  speaking  of  the 
right  to  appoint  a  receiver  in  such  cases, 
Judge  Burket,  delivering  the  opinion,  says: 
'^e  think  there  is  abundant  authority  in 
the  statutes  for  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver in  an  action  to  collect  the  statutory 
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liability  of  stockholders,  and  that  such  is  the 
usual  and  better  practice.  But  the  judg- 
ment against  the  several  stockholders  must 
be  rendered  in  the  original  action  brought  by 
a  creditor  or  stodcholder  as  provided  in  i 
3260,  Rev.  Stat.  Such  an  action  is  equit- 
able in  its  nature,  and  the  statutory  liability 
of  the  stockholders  is  a  trust  fund  inuring  to 
the  equal  benefit  of  all  the  creditors  of  the 
corporation;  and>this  fund  is  made  up  from 
different  amounts  of  money,  to  be  collected 
from  many  different  stockholders,  and  to  be 
distributed  among  many  creditors,  and  no 
one  creditor  is  more  interested  in  the  collec- 
tion than  another.  As  no  preference  can  be 
obtained  by  diligence,  no  one  would  be  spe- 
cially interested  in  prosecuting  suits  for  the 
equal  benefit  of  himself  and  others;  and  in 
such  cases  it  is  the  usages  of  equity  to  ap- 
point a  receiver  to  collect  and  distribute  the 
fund,  under  the  order  of  the  court,  for  the 
equal  benefit  of  all  the  creditors.  The  fact 
that  the  right  of  action  is  given  by  statute 
makes  it  none  the  less  an  equitable  action, 
and  being  an  equitable  action  in  its  nature, 
requiring  the  service  of  a  receiver,  it  is  one 
of  those  in  which  receivers  have  heretofore 
been  appointed  by  the  usages  of  equity,  a» 
provided  in  S  6587  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 
This  case  also  comes  within  the  letter  as  well 
as  spirit  of  the  3d  subdivision  of  said  8  5587,. 
which  provides  that  a  receiver  may  be  ap- 
pointed 'after  judgment  to  carry  the  judg- 
ment into  effect.' " 

It  is  true  that  in  the  case  just  quoted  it  is 
said  that  the  judgment  against  the  stock- 
holders must  be  rendered  in  the  original  ac- 
tion. Nevertheless,  the  right  being  of  an 
equitable  nature,  and  prosecuted  for  the  ben- 
efit of  all  the  creditors,  it  is  recognized  that 
a  receiver  may  be  appointed  if  the  case  be 
one  where  receivers  are  appointed  by  the  us- 
ages of  equity,  as  is  specifically  provided  by 
§  5587  of  the  Ohio  Revised  Statutes.  The 
action  being  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  credi- 
tors, and  having  been  instituted  upon  that 
theory  in  the  Ohio  court,  which  is  to  ascer- 
tain the  amount  to  be  assessed  against  stock- 
holders, and  the  creditors  entitlS  to  the  ben- 
efit thereof,  we  think  it  is  in  harmony  with 
the  usages  of  equity  to  appoint  a  receiver 
who  shall,  under  the  direction  of  the  court, 
bring  an  action  in  order  to  bring  into  the 
fund  sums  arising  from  the  liabili^  of 
stockholders  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court.  The  cause  of  action  exists  in  favor  of 
all  creditors.  It  may  be  impracticable  U> 
unite  all  in  the  bringing  of  the  action.  A 
court  of  equity,  in  the  exercise  of  its  power 
to  appoint  a  receiver,  may  well  appoint  one 
for  the  purpose  of  reaching  such  outstand- 
ing liabilities.  The  right  of  such  a  receiver 
appointed  in  another  jurisdiction  to  main- 
tain an  action  has  been  recognized  in  many 
well-considered  cases. 

A  receiver's  right  to  sue  is  recognized  upon 
principles  of  comity,  where  no  injustice 
would  be  done  to  the  citizens  of  the  local 
jurisdiction,  or  his  recognition  conflict  with 
public  policy.  Howarth  y.  Angle,  162  K.  Y. 
179,  47  L.  R.  A.  725,  66  N.  E.  489;  Howarth 
V.  Lomhard,  175  Mass.  670,  49  L.  R.  A.  801^ 
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5C  N.  E.  888 ;  Howarth  v.  Elltcanger,  86  Fed. 
54 ;  and  Hale  v.  Hardon,  37  C.  C.  A.  240,  05 
Fed.  747. 

3.  As  to  the  objection  to  the  manner  of 
action  in  this  case,  which  undertakes  by  a 
bill  in  equity  to  subject  the  lands  of  which 
Kirtley  w^as  seised  at  the  time  of  his  death 
to  the  payment  of  this  daim,  we  think  the 
bill  can  be  maintained  under  |$  2087,  2089, 
Ky.  Stat.,  cited  in  the  opinion  of  Judge  Barr 
in  passing  upon  the  demurrer  in  the  court 
below.  These  sections  seem  ample  to  per- 
mit a  creditor  to  follow  the  lands  of  a  de- 
cedent in  the  hands  of  the  heirs,  or  when 
conveyed  to  others  than  bona -fide  purchasers 
for  value.  The  circuit  court  found  (and  we 
think  the  testimony  fully  warranted  the  con- 
clusion) that  the  conveyance  to  Mrs.  Kirt- 
ley was  not  upon  a  valuable  con^deration, 
and  worked  a  constructive  fraud  upon  the 
creditors  of  the  decedent.  Furthermore,  we 
think  a  bill  of  this  character  may  be  main- 
tained in  the  courts  of  the  United  States  to 
subject  this  interest  of  the  decedent  to  the 
payment  of  debts,  in  view  of  the  stipulation 
in  the  record  that  there  are  no  liabilities  or 
claims  against  the  estate  of  John  M.  Kirt- 
ley, deceased,  other  than  that  set  forth  in  the 
bill  herein,  and  that  there  is  no  real  or  per- 
sonal property  now  belonging  to  the  estate  of 
said  decedent  other  than  that  described  in 
said  bill.  In  such  a  case,  we  think  there  is 
no  interference  with  the  administration  of 
the  probate  law  of  Kentucky  in  obtaining 
this  asset  and  subjecting  it  to  the  only  out- 
standing liabilitv.  Kennedy  v.  Creatoell, 
101  U.  S.  641,  25  L.  ed.  1076. 

The  record  discloses,  however,  that  the 
court  ordered  the  premises  to  be  sold  free  of 
any  dower  interest  of  Elizabeth  M.  Kirtley. 
Assuming  that  the  land  still  belongs  to  the 
estate  of  John  M.  Kirtley  for  the  purpose  of 
subjecting  it  to  his  debts,  we  are  not  aware 
of  any  principle  which  will  permit  Mrs.  Kirt- 
ley to  be  deprived  of  such  rights  of  dower  or 
homestead  as  are  given  to  her  by  the  laws 
of  Kentud^.  The  decree  in  that  respect 
seems  to  be  erroneous. 

So  far  as  it  undertakes  to  subject  the 
premises  to  sale  free  from  dower,  the  decree 
of  thie  court  below  vi>ill  he  modified.  In  other 
respects  it  will  he  affirmed,  and  the  cause 
remanded  to  the  court  below  for  further  pro- 
ceedings in  accordance  herewith. 


Aaron  SIMON,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V, 

GOODTEAB  METALLIC  RUBBER  SHOE 

COMPANY. 

(44  C.  C.  A.  612,  105  Fed.  578.) 

1«     The  meanlBir  of  m  •tatement  by  one 
Meeklnar  «  contract  for  a  larire  amount 


of  robber  -vvaste.  that  a  rival  buyer  wonld 
be  entirely  out  of  business  and  that  the  price 
would  be  lower,  Is  for  the  Jury  where  the 
rival  was  a  combination  of  several  manu- 
facturers operating  their  plants  under  leases, 
and  the  one  making  the  representation  knew 
that  the  comblhatlon  intended  to  disfiolve. 
leaving  the  elements  to  continue  business  in- 
dependently, the  effect  of  which  would  in- 
crease  comi>etItion  for  the  waste,  and  en- 
hance the  price. 

2.  OiKc  TvliO,  after  fnll  knoirledire  of 
tlie  frand  and  deceit  by  which  he  has 
been  induced  to  make  a  contract  of  sale, 
goes  forward  and  executes  it,  notwithstand- 
ing the  fraud,  .cannot  recover  for  the  losses 
caused  by  the'  deceit,  even  to  the  extent 
of  the  damage  sustained  by  partial  perform- 
ance before  full  knowledge  of  the  deceit. 

8.  RepresentatlouB  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  procnrinir  a  contract,  with  the 
intent  that  they  shall  be  acted  on,  with- 
out knowledge  whether  they  are  true  or  not, 
are  within  the  rule  that  a  contract  procured 
by  false  representations  may  be  disaffirmed. 

4.  Fnll  kuofvledire  of  a  frand  by  frlilcb 
a  contract  'was  procured^  which  requires 
the  defrauded  party  to  elect  whether  he  will 
perform  or  rescind  the  contract,  does  not 
include  knowledge  of  ali  the  evidence  tending 
to  prove  the  fraud;  knowledge  of  the  ma- 
terial facts  which  go  to  make  up  the  fraud 
is  sufficient. 

(December  4,  1960.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Michi- 
gan to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of  defend- 
ant in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damagea 
for  fraud  in  the  procurement  of  a  contract. 
Affirmed, 

Statement  by  Idtrton,  Circuit  Judge: 
This  was  an  action  for  fraud  and  deceit 
in  the  procurement  of  a  contract  for  the  sale 
of  250  tons  of  rubber  waste,  and  for  the  re- 
covery of  the  damages  sustained  by  tiie  plain- 
tiff, Aaron  Simon,  in  the  execution  of  the 
contract.  Upon  the  conclusion  of  the  plain- 
tiff's evidence,  the  court  directed  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant.  This  instruction,  as  w& 
learn  from  the  charge  itself,  waa  based  upon 
two  grounds:  First,  that  the  representa- 
tions which  induced  the  contract  were  either 
promissory  in  character  or  true  in  fact;  sec- 
ond, that  the  contract  was  still  largely  exec- 
utory when  tJie  plaintiff  acquired  fnll  knowl- 
edge of  the  alleged  false  and  deceitful  repre- 
sentations made  to  induce  the  sale,  and  with 
such  knowledge  proceeded  to  execute  it  ac- 
cording to  its  terms,  and  thereby  waived  the 
fraud  and  deceit  for  which  he  now  sues. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  plaintiff  had 
for  many  years  been  engaged  in  the  business 
of  buying  old  rubber  boots  and  shoes,  and 
selling  same  to  manufacturers  engaged  in  the 
business  of  reclaiming  the  rubber.  For  sev- 
eral years  prior  to  1805  the  principal  con- 
sumer of  such  rubber  waste  had  been  a  com- 


NOTB.— For  authorities  on  expression  of  opin- 
ion as  fraud,  see  note  to  Hedin  v.  Minneapolis 
Medical  &  Surgical  Inst.  (Minn.)  85  L.  R.  A. 
417,  as  well  as  the  note  in  37  L.  R.  A.  508, 
on  page  604.  See  also  the  later  case  of  Stack- 
pole  V.  Hancock  (Fla.)  45  L.  B.  A.  814,  and 
footaote. 
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The  question  of  the  right  to  rely  upon  rep- 
resentations made  to  effect  contract  as  a  basis 
for  a  charge  of  fraud  is  discussed  in  a  note 
in  this  series  to  the  case  of  Fargo  Gaslight  A 
Coke  Co.  V.  Fargo  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (N.  J),y 
87  L.  R.  A«  503. 
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pany  known  as  the  Rubber  Reclaiming  Com- 
pany of  New  York.  This  company  had  a 
New  Jersey  charter,  under  which  five  subor- 
dinate corporations  were  sheltered,  the  fac- 
tories of  each  being  leased  to  and  operated  by 
the  dominating  corporation.  In  1894  the 
United  States  Rubber  CJompany,  another 
combination  of  rubber  manufacturing  corpo- 
rations, engaged  also  in  the  business  of  re- 
claiming rubber  waste,  and  became  a  large 
competitor  for  such  waste  in  the  market. 
Beside  these  two  great  customers,  there  were 
several  small  factories  engaged  in  buying 
and  reclaiming,  but  their  competition  was  of 
little  or  no  importance,  as  their  capacity  was 
small.  In  this  condition  of  things,  one  Wil- 
liam J.  Rodenbach.  the  buyer  for  all  of  the 
factories  controlled  by  the  United  States 
Rubber  Company,  approached  the  plaintiff 
and  urged  him  to  take  a  contract  to  sell  for 
the  use  of  the  Goodyear  Metallic  Rubber 
Company,  one  of  the  allied  corporations  oper- 
ating under  the  United  States  Rubber  Com- 
pany, several  hundred  tons  of  old  rubber 
shoes  and  boots,  deliverable  in  monthly  in- 
stalments. The  plaintiff's  evidence  tended 
to  show  that  Simon  was  reluctant  to  make 
so  large  a  contract,  inasmuch  aa  he  carried 
no  stock,  and  would  be  obliged  to  send  out 
agents  and  buy  from  collectors  in  order  to 
comply  with  its  terms.  Tliis  reluctance  was 
'  made  known  to  Rodenbach.  To  overcome 
this  and  induce  plaintiff  to  contract  as  de- 
sired, the  plaintiff  testified  as  follows :  "He 
told  me  he  wants  to  give  us  a  chanoe  to  make 
a  few  dollars  this  time,  and  there  would  be 
a  good  chance  to  make  a  dollar  this  time,  be- 
cause rubbers  are  going  to  be  cheaper.  He 
says:  *The  spring  is  coming  pretty  near, 
aud  the  Rubber  Reclaiming  0[>mpaay  is  en- 
tirely out  of  business.'  It  means  our  best 
customer  is  gone.  And  he  wants  me  to  enter 
into  a  large  contract  for  four  or  five  hundred 
tons  for  future  delivery  at  a  fixed  price.  He 
told  me  that  the  Rubber  Reclaiming  Com- 
pany ^vas  entirely  out  of  business,  and  that 
the  Goodyear  Metallic  Rubber  Shoe  Com- 
pany, or  the  company  Mr.  Rodenbach  repre- 
sented at  the  time,  would  be  the  only  con- 
sumers of  rubber.  He  told  me  at  the  office 
that,  if  we  would  buy  any  more  lots  of  rub- 
bers, he  has  got  to  buy  them  at  a  less  price 
than  he  paid  us,  and  then,  if  he  bought  in 
the  city,  he  would  not  pay  as  much  as  he 
paid  us.  I  asked  him  about  the  competition 
in  Cleveland  and  Buffalo,  and  he  said  he 
would  avoid  the  competition  of  Cleveland 
and  Buffalo.  He  said:  'I  did  not  come  to 
rob  you  of  your  money.*  He  said  the  mar- 
ket would  be  a  good  deal  lower,  because  no- 
body would  be  in  the  market  for  rubbers; 
there  would  not  be  any  competition  at  all 
any  more ;  they  would  be  ihe  only  consumers. 

"Q.  How  many  times,  in  the  course  of  the 
hour  or  hour  and  a  half  he  was  there  in  your 
ofiice,  did  he  tell  you  that  the  Rubber  Re- 
claiming Company  was  entirely  out  of  busi- 
ness? 

A.  He  told  me  that  three  times,  anyway, 
in  different  ways.  He  wanted  to  make  a 
contract  for  either  four  or  five  hundred  tons. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


Q.  Did  he  say  the  Rubber  Reclaiming 
Company  was  then  out  of  the  business? 

A.  He  said  they  were  entirely  out  of  the 
business.  Those  were  the  words  he  ui^. 
And  we  would  be  the  onlv  consumers  of  the 
article,  he  said,  exoept  there  might  be  a  few 
small  orders,  but  we  would  be  the  main  eon- 
siuners. 

Q.  What  others  did  he  say? 

A.  He  didn't  mention  anything.  I  a.r>ked 
him  how  many  more  there  would  be  left  after 
the  Rubber  Reclaiming  Company  had  gone 
out  of  business,  and  he  said  they  would  prac- 
tically be  the  only  consumers  of  the  article.** 

•       . 

Plaintiff  also  testified  that  he  relied  upon 
the  truth  of  the  statement  made  by  Roden- 
bach, and  contracted  to  sell  and  deliver  250 
tons  of  rubber  waste  at  4|  cents  per  pound, 
deliverable  *'in  about  equal  monthly  instal- 
ments" by  September  1,  1895.  This  contract 
is  dated  April  18,  1895.  There  wa«  no  di- 
rect evidence  as  to  what  Rodenbach  actually 
knew  of  the  plans  and  purposes  of  the  Rub- 
ber Rcclaiuiing  Company  in  respect  of  a  con- 
tinuance in  business.  But  there  was  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  that  the  Goodyear 
Metallic  Rubber  Company,  the  defendant  in 
error,  was  one  of  the  constituent  companies 
comprising  the  dominating  corporation 
called  the  United  States  Rubber  Company, 
and  that  its  affairs  were  entirely  controlled 
and  dictated  by  it  through  the  ownership  of 
its  capital  stock.  Tliere  was  also  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  while  an  actual  dissolu- 
tion of  the  bonds  uniting  the  corporate  mem- 
bers of  the  Rubber  Reclaiming  Company  did 
not  occur  until  May  G,  1895,  such  dissolution 
had  been  determined  upon  in  March,  1893, 
and  that  the  officers  of  the  United  State* 
Rubber  Company  were  informed  by  the  presi- 
dent of  the  Rubber  Reclaiming  Company 
that  Buoh  dissolution  would  occur,  and  that 
several  of  its  constituent  corporations  would 
thereafter  continue  in  business  each  for  it- 
self. There  was  also  evidence  tending  to 
show  that  within  a  few  days  after  the  con- 
tract with  Simon  the  market  for  rubber 
\^tLste  became  active  and  the  price  higher, 
and  that  the  agents  for  the  separate  compa- 
nies of  tlie  Rubber  Reclaiming  Company  ap- 
peared in  the  market  as  competitive  buyers 
in  May  following.  The  plaintiff  conceded 
that  he  learned  of  this  activity  in  the  mar- 
ket before  he  made  his  first  delivery,  May  2, 
1895,  and  tliat  before  he  made  any  other*  de- 
livery he  knew  that  some  of  the  corporate 
members  of  the  Rubber  Reclaiming  Company 
were  separately  engaged  in  buying  and  re- 
claiming old  rubber.  Finding  that  this  un- 
expected competition  had  advanced  the  price 
of  such  waste,  and  that  as  a  consequence  he 
could  not  buy  to  fill  his  contract  accept  at  a 
loss,  he  made  vain  efforts,  by  correspondence 
and  personal  intercession,  to  obtain  some  con- 
cession in  quantity  or  some  advance  in  price. 
Failing  in  this,  he  notified  defendant  that  he 
would  carry  out  his  contract,  and  hold  it  re- 
sponsible, in  an  action  for  fraud  and  deceit, 
for  the  loss  he  might  sustain.  He  according- 
ly continued  to  buy  and  make  deliveries,  ob- 
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Gaining  a  concession  in  respect  to  deliveries 
until  December  1,  1895,  and  received  for 
■each  such  monthly  delivery  payment  at  the 
contract  price.  The  evidence  t^ded  to  show 
that  in  buying  to  fill  his  contract  he  paid  an 
average  of  41  cents  per  pound,  and  received 
4g  cents  per  pound,  thereby  sustaining  a 
loss  of  the  difference,  aggregating  about  $4,- 
000. 

iVrgued  before  Lurton  and  Severena,  Cir- 
•cuit  Judges,  and  Evana^  District  Judge. 

Mr.  Alfred  Iiuekiiic  for  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror. 

Messrs.  Bowen,  Dousl^s,  ft  Whitins, 
for  defendant  in  error: 

Plaintiff  claims  that  the  representations 
viere:  (a)  That  the  defendant  would  protect 
him  against  Cleveland  and  Buffalo  competi- 
tion; (b)  that  the  defendant  wanted  to  give 
him  a  chance  to  make  a  few  dollars,  and  this 
<cou1d  be  done  because  rubbers  were  going  to 
be  cheaper;  and  further, the  Rubber  Reclaim- 
ing Company  was  entirely  out  of  business, 
and  that  the  defendant  company  would  be 
the  only  consumers  of  rubber. 

The  first  of  these  so-called  representations 

18  an  attempt  to  vary  the  terms  of  the  writ- 
ten contract  by  parol  evidence,  and  is  there- 
fore inadmissible  and  not  entitled  to  consid- 
eration under  the  well-known  rules  covering 
such  questions. 

Reid  V.  Diamond  Plate-Olass  Co.  29  C.  C. 
A.  110,  64  U.  S.  App.  619,  85  Fed.  193. 

Nor  does  it  a«  a  representation  form  the 
basis  of  a  recovery,  for  at  best  it  was  a  mere 
promise  of  something  to  be  done  in  the  fu- 
ture, and  so  controverting  the  general  rule 
that  false  representations  must  relate  to 
«ome  material  past  or  existing  fact. 

14  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  47,  and 
notes;  Daire  y.  Mori'iSj  149  Mass.  188,  4  L. 
R.  A.  158,  21  N.  E.  313;  Sawyer  v.  PHckett, 

19  Wall.  146,  22  L.  ed.  105;  Union  P.  R.  Co. 
V.  Barnes,  12  C.  C.  A.  48,  27  U.  S.  App.  421, 
f»4  Fed.  80;  Fireman's  Fund  Ins.  Co.  v.  Nor- 
wood, 16  C.  C.  A.  136,  32  U.  S.  App.  490,  69 
Fed.  71. 

The  alleged  representations  that  there 
would  be  a  good  chance  to  make  a  dollar  this 
spring  because  rubbers  were  going  to  be 
cheaper,  and  that  the  Rubber  R^laiming 
Company  was  entirely  out  of  business  and 
the  defendant  would  be  the  only  consumers 
of  rubber,  being  matters  of  opinion,  are  not 
representations  upon  which  this  action 
would  lie. 

Rodenbach  could  not  foresee  what  other  or 
gieater  demands  there  might  be  for  old  rub- 
ber, nor  could  he  foretell  that  other  consum- 
ers might  not  enter  the  field. 

14  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  34 ; 
Mudsill  Min.  Co.  v.  Watrous,  9  C.  C.  A.  415, 
22  IT.  S.  App.  12,  61  Fed.  163. 

The  burden  of  proof  is  on  Mr.  Simon. 

Southern  Development  Co.  v.  Silva,  125 
U.  S.  247,  31  L.  ed.  078,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  881. 

And  he  must  prove  the  fraud,  for  it  is 
never  presumed,  and  the  facts  sustaining  it 
must  be  clearly  made  out. 

Farrar  v.  Churchill,  135  U.  S.  609,  34  L. 
«d.  246,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  771;  Clark  v.  Reed- 
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er,  158  U.  S.  523,  39  L.  ed.  1077,  15  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  849. 

And  a  finding  of  fraud  is  not  warranted  if 
the  evidence  raises  only  a  mere  suspicion  of 
fraud. 

14  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  ^02. 

The  knowledge  of  an  individual  stockhold- 
er, unless  he  be  an  officer,  cannot  be  attribut- 
ed to  the  company  in  which  he  owns  stock. 

Davis  Imi)roved  W.  I.  Wagon  Wheel  Co. 
v.  Davis  W.  I.  Wagon  Co.  2,2,  Blatchf.  221,  20 
Fed.  690;  Uousatonic  Bank  v.  Martin,  1 
Met.  294;  Fairfield  8av.  Bank  v.  Chase,  72 
Me.  226,  39  Am.  Rep.  319;  Burt  v.  Bataviu 
Paper  Mfg.  Co.  86  111.  66. 

KodentKich's  representations  were  not 
material  in  the  sense  that  they  induced  the 
plaintiff  to  enter  into  the  contract. 

Lilicuthal  v.  Suffolk  Brewing  Co.  154 
Mass.  185,  12  L.  R.  A.  821,  28  N.  E.  151 ; 
Slaughter  v.  Oerson,  13  Wall.  379,  20  L.  cd. 
G27;  Ming  v.  Woolfolk,  116  U.  S.  599,  29  L. 
ed.  740,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  489. 

The  fulfilment  by  Simon  &  Company  of 
the  contract  after  discovery  of  the  alleged 
fraud  deprives  them  of  the  right  of  recovery. 

Aingmwn  ds  Co.  v.  Stoddard,  29  C.  C.  A. 
413,  57  U.  S.  App.  379,  85  Fed.  740. 

The  request  for,  and  the  extension  of,  time 
of  delivery  constitute  a  bar  to  this  action, 
for,  altliough  it  is  sometimes  said  that  af- 
firmance of  a  contract  with  a  knowledge  of 
fraud  doeb  not  bar  an  action,  the  party  de- 
frauded must,  in  order  to  avail  himsdf  of 
this  rule,  stand  towards  the  other  party  at 
arm's  length.  He  must  comply  with  the 
terms  of  the  contract  on  his  part,  must  not 
ask  favors  of  the  other  party,  nor  offer  to 
perform  the  contract  on  conditions  which  he 
has  no  right  to  exact.  Nor  may  he  make 
any  new  agreement  or  engagement  respecting 
it,  for  if  he  does  any  of  these  things  he 
waives  the  fraud. 

Blydenhurgh  v.  Welsh,  Baldw.  338,'  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  1,583;  Eduyards  v.  Roberts,  7 
Smedes  &  M.  544 ;  Negley  v.  Lindsay,  67  Pa. 
217,5  Am.  Rep.  427;  Doherty  v.  Bell,  55 
Ind.  205:  Schmidt  v.  Mesmer,  116  Cal.  267, 
48  Pac.  54;  Western  Electric  Co.  v.  Hart,  103 
Mich.  477,  61  N.  W.  867 ;  People  v.  Stephens, 
71  N.  Y.  527;  W.  W.  Kimhall  Co.  v.  Raw,  7 
Kan.  App.  17,  51  Pac.  789;  Lee  v.  McClel- 
land, 120  Cal.  147,  52  Pac.  300. 

Ifurton,  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

The  question  as  to  what  Rodenbach  meant 
Simon  to  understand  when  he  said  "the  Rub- 
ber Reclaiming  Company  is  entirely  out  of 
business"  was  not  so  clear  as  to  justify  the 
court  in  taking  it  from  the  jury.  That 
statement  was  not  promissory  in  character. 
It  was  a  definite  statement  of  an  existing 
fact.  It  was  a  true  statement,  substantially, 
for  that  particular  corporation  had  resolved 
to  surrender  its  charter  and  cancel  its  leases 
upon  the  factories  of  the  five  subordinate 
corporations.  The  dissolution  of  the  Rubber 
Reclaiming  Company  meant  the  sundering 
of  the  bonds  which  prevented  the  independ- 
ent conduct  of  the  same  business  by  the  five 
corporations  whose  factories  had  theretofore 
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been  operated  by  it.  Now,  did  Rodenbach 
mean  that  Simon  should  understand  that 
these  five  factories  theretofore  operated  by 
it  would  cease  to  be  operated,  and  would  be 
out  of  the  market  as  customers  for  rubber 
wasted  If  he  did,  it  was  an  untrue  and  de- 
ceptive representation.  Those  factories  con- 
tinued in  the  business  of  reclaiming  old  rub- 
ber, aiid,  at  tlie  time  Eodenbach  made  his 
representation,  it  was  intended  and  expected 
that  they  shpuld  so  continue  in  business, 
each  for  itselif.  When  the  officials  of  the 
Rubber  Reclaiming  Company  advised  the  of- 
ficials of  the  United  States  Rubber  Company 
of  the  purpose  of  the  Rubber  Reclaiming 
Company  to  dissolve,  they  also  informed 
them  of  the  purpose  of  at  least  some  of  the 
corporations  whose  factories  they  had  there- 
tofore operated  to  continue  in  business  each 
for  iteelf,  and  the  United  States  Rubber 
Company  was  sounded  with  a  view  to  a  new 
combination  which  should  include  these  fac- 
tories. The  Goodyear  Rubber  Company  was 
but  one  of  the  controlled  instrumentalities 
through  which  the  United  States  Rubber 
Company  was  engaged  in  the  business  of  re- 
claiming old  rubber  waste^  and  Rodenbach 
was  the  purchasing  agent  of  such  material 
for  the  Goodyear  Rub&r  Company.  Within 
a  very  few  days  after  knowledge  of  the  pur- 
poses of  the  Rubber  Reclaiming  Company 
reached  the  United  States  Rubber  Company, 
Rodenbach  in  found  in  Detroit,  endeavoring 
to  obtein  a  largo  contract  for  old  rubber. 
Simon  wa«  reluctant  to  engage  himself  so 
deeply.  The  amount  he  could  collect  and  the 
price  he  would  have  to  pay  would  be  affected 
by  the  competition  for  such  material.  Na- 
thaniel C.  Mitehell,  the  president  of  the 
Rubber  Reclaiming  Company,  and  of  (me  of 
the  corporations  whose  factory  was  operated 
by  the  Rubber  Reclaiming  Company,  in  his 
evidence,  in  speaking  of  the  effect  upon  the 
price  of  rubber  waste  by  the  formation  of 
such  a  combination  of  manufacturing  compa- 
nies, said:  "The  actual  effect  on  the  rub- 
ber-waste market  of  the  formation  of  the 
Rubber  Reclaiming  Company  was  a  depres- 
sion in  the  market  price  of  old  rubber  boots 
and  shoes,  owing  to  the  combination  of  five 
buyers.  The  effect  of  the  dissolution  and  the 
entering  into  the  maxket  of  separate  buyers 
had  precisely  the  opposite  effect  upon  the 
price  of  old  rubber  b<k>ts  and  shoes. 

In  view  of  the  manifest  consequences  upon 
the  market  if  the  several  factories  operated 
by  the  Rubber  Reclaiming  Company  should 
become  independent  buyers  of  such  material, 
what  did  Rodenbach  mean  Simon  to  under- 
stand when  he  told  him  that  the  Rubber  Re- 
claiming Company  was  entirely  out  of  busi- 
ness? In  the  same  connection  he  said  "the 
market  would  be  a  good  deal  lower,  because 
nobody  would  be  in  the  market  for  rubber; 
there  would  not  be  any  competition  at  all 
any  more;  they  would  be  the  only  consum- 
ers." Manifestly,  it  was  a  question  for  the 
jury  as  to  whetiier  he  did  not  intend  that 
Simon  should  understand  that  the  factories 
operated  theretofore  by  the  Rubber  Reclaim- 
ing Company  had  gone  out  of  the  business, 
and  would  xk>  longer  engage  in  the  business 
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of  reclaiming  such  rubber  waste,  and  that 
the  combination  of  which  his  particular  cor- 
poration was  a  member  would,  as  a  conse- 
quence, be  practically  the  only  customer  for 
such  rubber.  If  he  meant  Simon  to  under- 
stand that  the  several  factories  of  the  Rub- 
ber Reclaiming  Company  were  entirely  ouv 
of  business  he  represented  a  fact  vrhich  was- 
not  true,  and  which  was  calculated  to  induce 
the  very  contract  which  Sjmon  was  reluctant 
to  make.  The  instruction  upon  this  part  of 
the  case  was  therefore  error. 

But  this  was  not  the  turning  point  of  the 
case.  If  it  be  assumed  that  the  representa- 
tion made  by  Rodenbach  was  intended  to  be 
understood  as  a  representetion  that  the  fac- 
tories theretofore  operated  by  the  Rubber 
Reclaiming  Company  had  stopped  the  busi- 
iness  of  reclaiming  rubber  waste,  and  were 
no  longer  customers  for  such  material,  either 
collectively  or  individually,  Simon  learned 
that  this  was  an  untrue  representation,  iik 
May,  1805,  at  which  time  he  had  made  only 
one  small  delivery  and  no  purchases  for  fu- 
ture deliveiy.  The  effect  of  the  separate 
operation  of  the  factories  theretofore  con- 
trolled by  the  Rubber  Reclaiming  Company 
upon  the  market  had  manifest«[  itself  by 
a  sharp  advance  in  the  price  which  he  had 
to  pay  to  collectors.  Plaintiff  at  once  com- 
plained, by  letter  and  otherwise,  and  sought 
to  be  relieved  in  whole  or  in  part  from  nis 
contract.  Ills  oomplaint  did  not  at  first 
rest  upon  any  other  gronnd  than  that  of 
hardship.  Later  he  complained  that  they 
had  promised  to  prevent  ccHnpetition  in  the 
markete  of  Cleveland  and  Buffalo.  Stall 
later  in  the  course  of  his  correspondence  he 
charged  deceit  in  the  representations  touch- 
ing the  principal  matter.  The  defendant 
steadily  refused  any  ooncessioa  and  demand- 
ed the  due  execution  of  the  contract,  and 
during  all  of  this  time  Simon  oontinued  to 
buy  at  a  loss,  and  to  make  monthly  ship- 
mente  in  accordance  with  the  contract*  In 
a  letter  of  June  10,  1805,  addressed  to  the 
defendant,  plaintiff,  among  other  things, 
said :  "^  ou  knew  what  was  coming,  and,  in 
order  to  secure  a  big  lot,  you  promised  us  to 
protect  us, — ^you  wanted  us  to  make  a  little 
money  on  the  deal.  Our  attorn^  advised 
us  to  have  the  affidavit  made  out  at  onoe,  but 
we  don't  desire  to  have  any  lawsuit  with  you, 
but  will  ask  you  kindly  to  extend  the  time  as 
you  say,  and  help  us  out  a  little,  and  divide 
the  loss  with  us.'^ 

To  this,  defendant,  after  a  general  denial 
of  liability  for  an  advancing  market,  caused 
by  competition  which  it  could  not  control, 
demanded  performance  of  the  contract  as  to 
price  and  quantity,  but  granted  an  extension 
of  the  time  of  delivery  until  December  1, 
1805. 

In  the  next  letter  the  plaintiff  more  spe- 
cifically charged  operative  deceit,  saying: 
"Had  Mr.  Rodenbach  purchased  the  stock 
without  those  conditions  and  promises,  we 
never  would  have  mentioned  anything,  and 
would  saddle  the  loss  cheerfully;  but  he  told 
us  the  Rubber  Reclaiming  C<nnpai\^  is  en- 
tirely out,  which  leads  us  to  believe  that  rub- 
ber will  decline,  and  that  you  would  be  about 
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Hie  only  prominent  people  for  this  article, 
:and  for  these  reasons,  and  for  others  stated 
in  our  former  letter,  we  hold  him,  the  big 
lot  rubber;  but  you  have  known  that  the 
firms  connected  with  the  Rubber  Reclaiming 
Company  would  start  in  separate,  which 
would  naturally  boom  the  article  at  once, 
4Uld,  under  the  circumstances,  you  ought  to 
let  ufi  out  entirely.  If  you  can*t  do  any  bet- 
ter for  us,  we  will,  of  course,  deliver  tiie  bal- 
ance rubber  to  December  1st,  but  we  will  re- 
member you  for  some  time  to  come.  We  will 
ship  out  two  oars  rubber  to-day,  azul  will  also 
offer  you  2  cars  more  for  this  month  for  5^ 
•cent,  del'd.  Please  wire  acceptance  and 
•oblige." 

This  acceptance  of  an  extension  of  time  of 

•delivery  was  followed  by  another  request  for 

relief  from  balance  of  contract^  and  a  threat 

to*  hold  defendant  liable  for  damages  upon 

•completion  of  the  contract.    Thii^was  in  a 

letter  under  date  of  July  1^  1895,  in  which 

plaintill,  among  other  things,  said:     "Mr. 

Rodenbach  dragged  me  into  it  against  my 

judgment,  and  by    misrepresenting  all  the 

facts  to  me,  telling  me  that  the  Rubber  Re- 

>claimiBg  Company  is  entirely  out,  etc.    We 

therefore  &»k  you  kindly  that  you  let  us  out 

•on  the  balance,  and  we  will  saddle  the  loss 

which  we  have  sustained  to  the  present  date, 

•or  we  will  not  wai^e  one  oent>  and  will  make 

ourselves  hold  for  the  entire  difference  as 

soon  as  the  contract  is  finished." 

Many  letters  were  subsequently  written 
'by  plaintiff,  begging  some  concession,  or  for 
an  opportunity  to  recoup  losses  by  further 
'  <M>n tracts  at  prices   by   which  some  profit 
might  be  made,  to  all  oi  which  the  defendant 
-turned  a  deaf  ear.    The  last  deliveries  were 
made  ia  January  and  February,  1896.  Plain- 
tiff's last  letter,  February  19,  1896,  closed 
with  the  announcement  of  his  purpose  to  sue, 
in  these  words:     "At  any  rate,  we  will  not* 
'drop  our  loss,  when  you  show  us  the  cold 
shoulder  right  along,  and  no  effort  on  your 
-part  to  do  right  and  in  accordance  with  your 
promises.     We  will  bring  all  those  points  to 
:an  issue,  and  test  the  matter  for  all  it  is 
worth.     We  will  not,  however,  despair  trad- 
ing with  you,  but  will  try  and  sell  you  right 
.along,  and  make  this  a  friendly  suit,  and  will 
not  allow  it  to  interfere  in  any  way  in  our 
.future  dealing  with  you." 

The  case  for  the  plaintiff,  in  its  most  fav- 
•orable  showing,  may  be  thus  stated:  "The 
defendant  has  deceived  and  beguiled  me  into 
.a  contract  which  I  would  not  have  made 
but  for  reliance  upon  the  wilfully  false  state- 
ments of  its  agent,  made  to  induce  its  exeou- 
iion.  I  discovered  its  deceit  after  beginning 
its  execution.  I  could  have  stopped  then, 
'for  tlie  engagement  was  not  obligatory,  and 
'by  far  the  greater  part  of  my  contract  was 
etill  executory.  If  I  had  stopped  purchases 
and  deliveriee  when  I  a^uired  full  knowl- 
edge of  the  falseness  of  its  representations, 
my  loss  would  have  been  limited  to  the  dif- 
-ference  between  the  price  I  had  paid  for  the 
trubber  waste  I  had  tlieretofore  delivered  and 
iJie  price  I  received  under  the  contract,  and 
"this  loss  I  might  have  recovered  in  an  action 
for  deceit.  But  when  I  discovered  the  deceit 
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I  sought  to  be  relieved  in  whole  or  in  part 
from  its  further  execution,  and  appealed  to 
the  defendant  to  make  concessions.  The  de- 
fendant denied  the  deceit  and  demanded  full 
performance,  granting  me  only  an  extension 
of  time  for  performance.  In  this  situation, 
with  full  knowledge  of  the  deceit,  I  accepted 
this  concession  in  respect  of  time  of  perform- 
ance, but  notified  it  that  I  would  hold  it  lia- 
ble for  the  loss  I  should  incur  in  buying  to 
fill  my  contract  when  it  should  be  fully  per- 
formed, and  went  ahead  and  executed  the 
contract  according  to  its  terms.  Defendant 
has  paid  me  the  price  it  agreed  to  pay,  but  I 
now  demand  tlie  damages  I  have  incurred  in 
carrying  out  the  contract  according  to  its 
terms." 

There  can  be  but  one  answer  to  the  case 
thus  stated.  The  contract  was  not  obliga- 
tory by  reason  of  the  deceit  by  which  it  was 
procured.  If  it  had  been  fully  executed  be- 
fore full  knowledge  of  the  deceit  which  made 
it  nonobligatory,  the  plaintiff's  remedy 
would  have  been  in  an  action  for  the  deceit. 
In  such  an  action  the  measure  of  damages 
would  not  be  the  value  of  the  contract  if  the 
representations  which  induced  it  had  been 
true,  but  the  loss  which  was  incurred  by  rea- 
son of  its  execution.  What  the  plaintiff 
might  have  gained  would  not  have  been  re- 
coverable, but  only  the  loss  which  he  sus- 
tained by  its  actual  execution.  Smith  v. 
Bollea,  132  U.  S.  126,  129,  33  L.  ed.  279,  281, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  39;  Sigafus  v.  Porter,  179 
U.  S.  116,  45  L.  ed.  113,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  34. 
In  Smith  V.  BolleSy  cited  above,  the  chief  jus- 
tice said,  touching  the  measure  of  damages 
for  deceit,  that  "the  measure  of  damages  was 
not  the  difference  between  the  contract  price 
and  the  reasonable  market  value  if  the  prop- 
erty had  be^i  a«  represented  to  be,  even  if  the 
stodc  had  been  worth  the  price  paid  for  it; 
nor,  if  the  stock  were  worthless,  could  the 

Slain  tiff  have  recovered  the  value  it  would 
ave  had  if  the  property  had  been  equal  to 
the  representations.  What  the  plaintiff 
might  have  gained  is  not  the  <juestion,  but 
what  he  had  lost  b^  being  deceived  into  the 
purchase.  The  suit  was  not  brought  for 
breach  of  contract.  The  gist  of  the  action 
was  that  tiie  plaintiff  was  fraudulently  in- 
duced by  the  defendant  to  purchase  stodc  up- 
on the  faith  of  certain  false  and  fraudulent 
representations,  and  so  as  to  the  other  per- 
sons on  whose  claims  the  plaintiff  sought  to 
recover.  If  the  jury  believed  from  the  evi- 
dence that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  the 
fraudulent  and  false  representations  alleged, 
and  that  the  purchase  of  stock  had  been 
made  in  reliance  thereon,  then  the  defendant 
was  liable  to  respond  in  such  damages  as 
naturally  and  proximately  resulted  from  the 
fraud.  He  was  bound  to  make  good  the  loss 
sustained,  such  as  the  moneys  the  plaintiff 
had  paid  out  and  interest,  and  any  other  out- 
lay legitimately  attributable  to  defendant's 
fraudulent  conduct,  but  this  liability  did  not 
include  the  expected  fruits  of  an  unrealized 
speculation.  The  reasonable  market  value, 
if  the  property  had  been  as  represented,  af- 
forded, therefore,  no  proper  element  of  recov- 
ery." 
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This  bedng  the  rule  of  damages  in  an  ac- 
tion by  one  who  has  been  fraudulently  in- 
duced to  make  either  a  contract  of  sale  or 
purchase,  it  must  follow  that  if  one,  after 
full  knowledge  of  the  fraud  and  deceit  by 
which  he  has  been  induced  to  make  a  sale  of 
property,  goes  forward  and  executes  it  not- 
withstanding such  fraud,  the  damage  which 
he  thereby  sustains  is  voluntarily  incurred. 
The  maxim  Volenti  iion  fit  injuria  has  appli- 
cation to  all  loss  resulting  from  the  volun* 
tary  execution  of  a  nonobligatoory  contract 
with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts  which  ren- 
der it  voidable.     Fraud  without  damage  is 
not  actionable.     If  the  fraud  be  discovered 
while  the  contract  is  wholly  executory,  the 
party  defrauded  ha«  the  option  of  going  on 
with  it  or  not^  as  he  diooses.     If  he  executes 
it,  the  loss  happens  from  such  voluntary  exe- 
cution,  and   he   cannot  recover  for  a  loi^s 
which  he  deliberately  elected  to  incur.  King- 
man d  Co.  V.  Stoddard,  29  C.  C.  A.  413,  57 
U.  S.  App.  379,  85  Fed.  740;  People  v.  Ste- 
phens, 71  N.  y.  527 ;  Sehcay  v.  Fogg,  5  Mees. 
&  W.  83;  Fiizpatrick  v.  Flannagan,  106  U, 
S.  648,  660,  27  L.  ed.  211,  215,  1  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
369.     In  the  case  of  Kingman  d  Co.  v.  Stod- 
dard^ cited  above,  a  full  discussion  of  this 
question   and   an   elaborate  review    of   the 
cases  supposed  to  hold  a  different  view  will 
be  found.     The  opinion  is  that  of  the  circuit 
court  of  appeals  for  the  seventh  circuit,  and 
was  delivered  by  Jenkins,  Circuit  Judge.    It 
is  80  full,  clear,  and  satisfactory  that  we 
need  not  add  to  its  reasoning.    The  fa<!t  that 
the   defendant   insisted   upon    performance, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  intended  to  perform, 
and  then  sue  to  recover  the  loss  growing  out 
of  performance,  cannot  alter  the  principle. 
The  plaintiff  was  under  no  legal  compulsion 
to  go  on.     What  he  subsequently  did  was  in 
execution   of   the  contract.    The  deliberate 
execution  of  it  was  an  adoption  of  it  with 
knowledge  of  the  deceit,  and  in  contradiction 
of  his  purpose  to  sue  for  deceit  practised  in 
its  procurement.     He  cannot  save  his  right 
to  sue  for  the  fraud  by  notice  that  he  will  do 
so  if  he  perform,  and  exact  performance  with 
full  knowledge  of  the  facts  which  rendered 
performance  nonobligatory.     Neither  can  the 
action  be  saved,  after  such  voluntary  per- 
formance, to  tlie  extent  of  the  damage  sus- 
tained  by   partial   performance  before  full 
knowledge  of  the  deceit.     His  duty  was  "to 
stop  short  or  go  on  with  it,"  to  use  the  ex- 
pression of  Judge  Bronson  in  Saratoga  d  8. 
R.  Co.  V.  Row,  24  Wend.  74,  35  Am.  Dec.  598. 
The  execution  of  the  contract,  so  far  as  it 
wap  executory  after  full  knowledge  of  the 
fraud,  is  equivalent  to  an  adoption  of  the 
contract  with  knowledge  of  all   the  facts. 
"A  subsequent  promise,  with  full  knowledge 
of  the  facts,  is  certainly  equivalent  to  an 
original  promise  made  under  similar  circum- 
stances ;  and  no  one,  acting  with  full  knowl- 
edge, can  justly  say  that  he  has  been  de- 
ceived  by   false   representations."    Fitzpat- 
rick  V.  Flannagan,  106  U.  S.  660,  27  L.  ed. 
215,  1  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  369.     In  Selway  v.  Fogg, 
5  Mees.  &  W.  83,  85,  Baron  Parke  said:     *I 
also  think  that  upon  discovering  the  fraud 
( unless  he  meant  to  proceed  according  to  the 
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terms  of  the  contract) ,  the  plaintiff  should 
immediately  have  declared  off,  and  sougiit 
compensation  for  the  bygone  time  in  an  ac- 
tion for  deceit.  Not  doing  this  but  continuing 
the  work  as  he  has  done,  he  is  bound  by  the 
express  terms  of  the  contract;  and,  if  he  fail 
to  recover  on  that,  he  cannot  recover  at  all." 

But  it  is  said  that  plaintiff  did  not  have 
full  knowledge  of  the  deceit,  in  that  he  did 
not  know  before  full  performance  that  Rod- 
enbach  or  his  principal  knew  the  falsity  of 
his  representations,  and  that  this  fact  waa 
not  discovered  until  it  came  out  in  the  evi- 
dence in  this  case.     But  plaintiff  did  dis- 
cover as  early  afi  May,  1895,  that  the  facto- 
ries which  had  been  operated  before  April  18,. 
1896,   by  the  Rubber  Reclaiming  Company 
were  in  full  operation,  each  for  itself,  and 
that  each  was  in  the  market,  actively  com- 
peting  for  old  rubber  waste.     The  action- 
able mis]representation,upon  plaintiff's  theory 
of  the  case,  was  that  these  factories  were  out 
of  business,  and  therefore  would  not  be  com- 
petitors in  the  market  for  the  material  he 
undertook  to  collect  and  sell  to  plaintiff.    It 
was  not  of  the  essence  of  his  case  that>Roden- 
bach  knew  his  representaticms  to  be  false.  If 
he    made    the    representation,    which   it  i& 
claimed  he  did  make,  with  the  purpose  of 
procuring  the  conti-act  in  qiiestion.  and  with 
the  intent  that  the  plaintiff  should  act  upon 
it,  without  knowledge  as  to  whether  it  wa8> 
true  or  not,  it  would  be  a  false  representar 
tion  within  the  rule.     Cooper  v.  Schlesinger,. 
Ill  U.  S.  148,  155,  28  L.  ed.  382.  4  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  300;  Lehigh  Zinc  d  Iron  Co.  v.  Barn- 
ford,  150  U.  S.  666,  37  L.  ed.  1215,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  219.     Fraud  is  not  waived  unless^ 
there  be  conduct  inconsistent  with  a  purpose 
to  disaffirm  the  contract  after  full  knowledge 
of  the  facts  which  constitute  the  fraud,  and 
raise  an  election  whether  the  defrauded  par- 
ty will  go  on  with  the  contract,  or  disaffirm 
what  has  been  done.     Mudsill  Min.  Co,  v. 
Wairous,  9  C.  C.  A.  415,  22  U.  S.  App.  12, 
61  Fed.  103;  Alger  v.  Keith,  44  C.  C.  A.  371, 
105  Fed.  105;  Moxon  v.  Payne,  L.  R.  8  Ch. 
881.     But  full  knowledge  of  a  fraud  does  not 
mean  that  the  party  defrauded  shall  have 
knowledge  of  all  of  the  evidence  tending  to 
prove  the  fraud.     If  he  have  knowledge  of 
tlie  material  facts  which  go  to  make  up  the 
case  of  deceit  as  practised  upon  him,  it  i» 
sufficient  to  make  him  elect  whether  he  will 
go  on  with  the  contract,  or  stop  short  and 
sue   for   the   loss   he  has   already   suffered. 
Bach  V.  Tuch,  126  N.  Y.  53,  26  N.  E.  1019. 

When  the  plaintiff  learned,  as  he  did  in 
May,  1895,  that  the  several  factories  which 
had  been  operated  by  the  Rubber  Reclaiming 
Company  had  not  gone  out  of  business  of  re- 
claiming old  rubber,  but  were  actively  prose- 
cuting that  business,  and  in  the  market,  each 
for  itself,  competing  for  waste  rubber,  he 
knew  the  material  facta  which  went  to  make 
his  case  for  deceit.  By  thereafter  deliber- 
ately proceeding  with  the  execution  of  the 
contract,  he  waived  the  deceit  and  affirmed 
the  contract. 

Upon  this  ground  the  direction  to  the  jury 
to  find  for  tiie  defendant  was  correct, 
the  judgment  is  accordingly  affirmed^ 


_■._> 
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*1.  Tlae  carrylnir  of  arm*  In  a  qvtety 
peaceable,  and  ordinary  manner,  bat 

concealed  on  or  about  the  person,  is  not 
either  a  breach  of  the  peace  or  malum  in  ae. 
Neither  does  it,  of  itself,  tend  to  a  breach 
of  the  peace,  but  it  becomes  a  misdemeanor 
only  because  It  is  prohibited  by  statute.  The 
statute  does  not  declare  it  to  l>e  a  breach  of 
tlie  peace,  nor  does  the  statute  authorize  an 
arrest  without  warrant  for  its  infraction. 

8.  An  officer  cannot,  nnder  tbe  la'w* 
of  Florida,  lavi'fnlly  arreat  a  peraon 
without  a  warrant  for  the  bare  crime  of  car- 
rying concealed  weapons,  whether  he  knows 
it  of  his  own  Icnowiedge,  or  is  informed  of 
it  by  others,  and  whether  it  occurs  in  or  out 
of  his  presence,  unless  it  is  done  In  such  man- 
ner or  under  such  circumstances  as,  in  the 
presence  of  the  officer,  to  create,  threaten, 
or  amount  to  a  breach  of  the  peace ;  and  even 
in  the  latter  case  the  arrest  would  l>e  au- 
thorized, not  from  the  bare  fact  of  carrying 
concealed  weapons,  but  l>ecause  of  the 
threatened  or  actual  breach  of  the  peace  ac- 
companying it. 

8.  An  nnla'wfnl  arreat,  made  'witliont 
-warrant,  Is  a  tre«pa««|  and,  like  other 
trespasses,  it  may  not,  in  the  particular  case, 
constitute  aji  aggravated  provocation.  The 
fact  that  an  officer  or  citizen  attempting  the 
arrest,  and  being  slain  in  so  doing,  has  ex- 
ceeded his  authority,  does  not  reduce  the 
killing  to  manslaughter,  if  the  slayer  had  no 
valid  reason  to  believe  himself  in  Immediate 
danger  of  great  bodily  harm,  and  the  homi- 
cide was  in  fact  perpetrated,  not  in  passion 
or  sudden  heat,  upon  the  provocation  of  the 
arrest,  but  with  cool,  deliberate  malice  and 
premeditation.  An  attempt  to  arrest  a  per- 
son in  violation  of  law  may  afford  such  prov- 
ocation to  the  person  arrested  as  to  reduce 
the  killing  from  murder  to  manslaughter. 
If  the  attempt  to  arrest  l>e  unlawful,  the  par- 
ty sought  to  be  arrested  may  use  such  rea- 
sonable force,  proportioned  to  the  injury  at- 
tempted upon  him,  as  is  necessary  to  effect 
his  eacape,  but  no  more ;  and  he  cannot  do 
this  by  using  or  offering  to  use  a  deadly 
weapon,  if  he  has  no  reason  to  apprehend  a 
greater  injury  tlian  a  mere  unlawful  arrest. 

4.  In  trial*  for  Iiomlclde  committed 
In  reslatlnir  nnla-wfal  arrest*  the  ac- 
cused has  the  right  to  have  the  question 
passed  upon  by  the  Jury,  under  proper  in- 
structions of  the  law  of  the  case  from  the 
court,  as  to  whether  his  action  In  dealing 
the  fatal  blow  was  prompted  solely  by  sud- 
den passion,  provoked  by  the  unlawfulness 
of  his  arrest,  or  whether  it  resulted  from 
malice,  or  a  premeditated  design  to  effect 
the  death  of  the  deceased.     If  it  was  the  re- 

*Headnotes  by  Taylor,  Ch.  J. 


NoTB. — For  cases  in  this  series  as  to  kill- 
ing officer  making  arrest,  see  note  to  State  v. 
Hunter  (N.  C.)  8  L.  R.  A.  535;  and  State  v. 
Taylor  (Vt.)  42  L.  K.  A.  673,  in  a  note  to  which, 
as  to  what  information  an  accused  person  is 
entitled  to  at  the  time  of  his  arrest,  will  also 
be  found  a  few  authorities. 
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suit  solely  of  such  sudden  passion,  then  hia 
offense  is  manslaughter,  but  If  from  pre- 
meditated design,  then  it  Is  murder. 

(March  5,  1901.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Duval 
County  to  review  a  judgment  convicting 
defendant  of  murder.     Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.  T.   A.   MaeDonell    and  B.   B. 
MaeDonell  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr,  William  B.  Iiamar,  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, for  the  State. 

Taylor,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Frank  Roberson,  the  plaintiff  in  error,  waA 
indicted  for  the  crime  of  murder  in  the  first 
degree  in  the  circuit  court  of  Duval  county 
on  the  15 til  day  of  August,  1899,  and  on  the 
same  day  was  formally  arraigned,  and  plead- 
ed not  guilty.  He  was  tried  upon  such  in- 
dictment, found  guilty  of  murder  in  the  first 
degree,  and  sentenced  to  death.  From  thit» 
judgment  he  took  writ  of  error  from  this 
court,  and  the  judgment  was  here  reversed 
on  April  24,  1900,  and  a  new  trial  awarded. 
See  kohcrson  v.  State,  42"  Fla.  — ,  28  So. 
424.  The  cause  was  again  tried  in  June, 
1900,  and  again  resulted  in  a  conviction  of 
murder  in  the  first  degree,  for  which  the  de- 
fendant was  again  sentenced  to  death,  and  to 
review  such  judguient  again  comes  to  this 
court  on  writ  of  error. 

At  the  trial  now  under  review  the  court 
gave  to  the  jury  the  following  charge,  num- 
bered 8 :  "Sheriffs,  deputy  sheriffs,  and  con- 
stables are  authorized  to  arrest  public  of- 
fenders without  warrant  for  a  felony  com- 
mitted in  the  presence  of  the  officer  making 
the  arrest,  or  if  they  have  reasonable  ground 
for  believing  that  such  felony  has  been  com- 
mitted; and  by  our  statutes  sheriffs,  etc., 
are  invested  with  authority  to  apprehend 
without  warrant  any  person  who  is  in  the 
disturbance  of  the  peace,  and  to  carry  him 
before  proper  magistrates  for  further  pro- 
ceedings according  to  law;  and,  in  addition, 
any  such  officers  may  arrest  without  warrant 
for  any  misdemeanor  tending  to  a  breach  of 
the  peace  when  committed  in  the  presence 
of  the  officer  making  the  arrest.  Carrying 
concealed  weapons  is  such  a  misdemeanor 
tending  to  a  breach  of  the  peace,  if  you  find 
from  the  evidence  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt 
that  such  offense  waf  committed  in  the  pres- 
ence of  the  officer."  This  charge  was  duly 
excepted  to,  and  is  assigned  as  error,  partic- 
ularly the  latter  portion  thereof,  reading  as 
follows:  "Carrying  concealed  weapons  is 
such  a  misdemeanor  tending  to  a  breach  of 
the  peace,  if  you  find  from  the  evidence  be- 
yond a  reasonable  doubt  that  such  offense 
was  committed  in  the  presence  of  the  ofti- 
cer."  The  pith  of  this  instruction  is  that 
sheriffs,  deputy  sheriffs,  and  constables  may 
lawfully  arrest  without  warrant  for  any 
misdemeanor  that  tends  to  a  breach  of  the 
peace,  when  committed  in  the  presence  of  the 
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ofilcer  making  the  arrest;  and  that  carrying 
concealed  weapons  is  such  a  misdemeanor 
tending  to  a  breach  of  the  peace,  as,  when 
committed  in  the  presence  of  the  officer,  will 
authorize  an  arrest  by  such  officer  without 
warrant. 

In  yiew  of  the  evidence  disclosed  to  us  in 
the  record)  the  last  above-quoted  portion 
of  this  instruction  in  reference  to  the  power 
of  officers  to  arrest  without  warrant  for  the 
misdemeanor  of  carrying  concealed  weapons 
is  erroneous.  The  evidence  pertinent  to  the 
charge  under  discission  is,  m  substance,  as 
follows :  Mary  Weston,  for  the  state,  swore 
that  she  was  at  Pablo  on  the  afternoon  of 
June  26th  of  last  year;  that  while  on  her 
way  to  a  store  she  met  the  defendant  and 
his  brother  walking  arm  in  arm,  and  that 
as  they  passed  her  one  of  them  shoved  her 
otf  the  sidewalk.  Upon  her  remonstrating 
with  them,  one  of  them  dretw  a  pistol  from 
his  pockety  and  said,  "I  will  let  daylight 
through  you."  The  defendant  and  his 
brother  then  went  on.  She  (the  witness) 
then  saw  Capt.  Dennis,  and  told  him  that 
two  boys  had  pistols,  and  went  with  him 
and  Mr.  Sadler  (the  deceased)  to  point  them 
out.  She  pointed  them  out  to  Mr.  Sadler 
and«  Dennis  Jenkins.  The  two  last  named 
acted  as  deputy  sheriffs.  She  saw  Dennis 
and  Sadler  go  up  behind  the  boys;  Dennis 
going  on  one  side  of  them  and  Sadler  on  the 
other.  She  saw  the  defendant  pull  away 
from  Sadler,  and  shoot  him,  and  then  he 
ran,  and  fired  several  other  shots.  "When 
the  defendant  fired  at  Mr.  Sadler,  he  fell 
back.  I  don't  think  Mr.  Sadler  shot.  I  did 
not  see  his  gun."  Cross-examined,  she  tes- 
tified th&t  the  boys  did  not  stop  aft^r  shov- 
ing her  off  the  sidewalk,  but  went  on 
through  the  pavilion;  that  she  saw  Dennis 
Jenkins  stanaing  by  the  store,  and  went  to 
hiTq  about  what  the  boys  had  done.  He  was 
only  a  short  distance  away.  Dennis  and 
Mr.  Sadler  were  standing  together.  Dennis 
asked  Mr.  Sadler  to  go  with  him.  "I  told 
him  these  two  boys  had  pistols,  and  that 
they  drew  them  on  me.  He  did  not  know 
until  after  the  boys  had  walked  on  and  I 
told  him  that  the  boys  had  drawn  their 
pistols  on  me.  I  am  satisfied  that  neither 
Jenkins  nor  Mr.  Sadler  knew  that  the  boys 
had  pistols  until  after  I  had  complained  to 
them.  The  boys  went  on  through  the  pavil- 
ion. Thev  had  not  gotten  to  the  pavilion 
when  Jenkins  and  Sadler  started  after  them. 
I  followed  behind  to  point  them  out.  The 
boys  went  through  the  pavilion,  and  Den- 
nis and  Sadler  followed  them  through  into 
the  opening  u^der  the  Ihed.  I  still  followed 
them  to  point  out  the  boys.  Jenkins  and 
Sadler  did  not  know  who  the  boys  were 
until  I  told  them.  Mr.  Sadler  and  Jenkins 
were  in  the  opening  when  the  firing  com- 
menced." 

Jerry  Delaney,  for  the  state,  testified  as 
follows,  in  substance:  "I  reside  at  Pablo, 
and  saw  the  shooting  of  Deputy  Sheriff 
Sadler  by  the  prisoner,  Frank  Roberson.  on 
the  26th  of  June  last.  I  saw  Mr.  Sadler 
and  Dennis  Jenkins,  the  deputy  sheriffs, 
coming  towards  me.  Right  in  front  of  them 
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walked  two  colored  boys,  close  together,  who 
I  know  as  the  defendant,  Frank  Roberson, 
and   his   brother,    Mose   Roberson.     Sadler 
and    Jenkins    walked  faster  than  the  two 
boys,  and  soon  came  up  with  them.     Com- 
ing up  with  the  boys,  Sadler  went  on  the 
right  and  Jenkins  on  the  left.    Sadler  took 
the  prisoner  by  the  right  arm.    The  prisoner 
pulled  away,   and  drew  his    gun,   jumped 
back,  and  fired  at  Sadler  twice  when  he  was 
about  8  feet  from  him.    The  prisoner  then 
ran  across  the  railroad  track,  turned,  and 
fired  again;   then  ran,  and    turned  again, 
and  fired  another  shot.    The  railroad  rima 
east  and  west.    He  and  the  prisoner  were  on 
the  south  side  of  the  track  when  the  riioot- 
ing  occurred  first,  then  he  ran  across  to  the 
north  side  of  the  trade  in  a  northwest  direc- 
tion.   As  soon  as  the  prisoner  shot  Mr.  Sad- 
ler,  I  and  Lowe  called  out  to  Sadler   to 
shoot.    We  also  called  out  to  Dennis  Jenk- 
ins to  shoot.    When  the  prisoner  fired  the 
first  shot,  he  was  about  2  feet  from  Sadler. 
After  the  second  shot  was  fired  bv  the  pris- 
oner, Mr.  Sadler  fell  to  the  ground.    He  was 
shot  in  the  breast.    I  saw  Sadler's  oornee 
next  day,  and  attended  his  fimeral.     Saaler 
drew  no  pistol  until  after  I  called  out  to 
him  to  shoot.    The  prisoner  shot  Sadler  al- 
most instantaneously  after  Sadler  put  his 
hand  on  him.    Sadler  fell  about  5  or  6  feet 
from   where   he    was    shot.    When    Sadler 
came  up  to  Frank  Roberson,  he  took  hold 
of  his  arm  firmly.    When  the  shooting  oc- 
curred, I  was  between  15  and  18  feet  from 
them.    Sadler  and  Jenkins  had  on  badge  of 
deputy  sheriff.    That  of  Mr.  Sadler  waa  a 
large  metal  badge  with  'Deputy  Sheriff  Du- 
val County'  on  it.    It  was  pinned  to  his  ooat, 
and  could  be  easily  seen.    Ihe  shooting  oc- 
curred in  Duval  oounly,  Florida.    The  de- 
fendant was  captured  that  night,  about  12 
miles  from  Pablo,  as  he  was  coming  across  a 
trestle  at   Pottsburg    creek."    Cross-exam- 
ined:    "When  Sadler  and  Jenkins  came  up 
with  them,  they  sepcu-atcd  the  two  Roberson 
boys,  Sadler  and  Jenkins  going  on  each  side 
of  Frank  Roberson.    Sadler  caught  him  by 
the  arm,  and  Jenkins  laid  his  hand  on  his 
other  arm.    Frank  Roberson  swung  himself 
loose,  and  shot  Sadler, — about  5  or  6  feet 
from  him  when  he  fired  the  first  tWo  shots. 
Jenkins  and  Sadler  made  no  demonstration 
as  if  to  draw  pistols  until  after  Frank  Rob- 
erson had  shot  and  I  called  to  them  to  shooC 
Sadler  fired  his  pistol  as  he  was  falling. 
Jenkins  fired  as  the  prisoner  was  running, 
just  as  he  got  across  the  railroad  track. 
The  prisoner  was  running  as  Sadler  fired. 
Sadler  did  not  fire  until  after  the  second  shot 
was  fired  by  the  prisoner." 

Dr.  Hoyle  Haddock  testified  that  he  made 
a  post  mortem  examination  on  the  body 
of  the  deceased,  Charles  M.  Sadler;  that  his 
death  was  caused  by  a  38-caliber  revolver 
bullet. 

N.  B.  Broward  testified  that  he  was  sheriff 
of  Duval  county  at  the  time  of  the  shooting, 
and  that  Sadler  and  Dennis  Jenkins  were 
both  deputies  of  his  at  that  time. 

Isaian  Srriall,  for  the  state,  testified  that 
he  was  down  at  Pablo,  on  the  excursion,  on 
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June  26th  of  last  year,  and  saw  the  shoot- 
ing of  Dennis  Jenkins  and  Mr.  Sadler  on 
that  day  by  the  two  Roberson  boys.  **I  was 
also  a  deputy  sheriff  at  the  time.  At  the 
time  Mr.  Sadler  wa«  shot,  I  had  been  called 
about  arresting  a  man  for  carrying  concealed 
weapons,  about  the  same  time  Sir.  Sadler 
and  Dennis  Jenkins  were  called  to  arrest 
Frank  Roberson,  the  defendant.  I  saw  Mr. 
Sadler  and  Jenkins  go  up  to  the  prisoner; 
Mr.  Sadler  on  one  side  and  Dennis  Jenkins 
on  the  other.  Mr.  Sadler  talked  to  the  pris- 
oner, and  told  him,  'I  have  to  arrest  you  for 
carrying  concealed  weapons.'  Mr.  Sadler's 
remark  was,  *My  boy,  I  have  to  arrest  you 
for  carrying  concealed  weapons,'  and  he  took 
hold  of  him.  Frank  Roberson  whirled 
around  as  soon  as  Mr.  Sadler  put  his  hands 
on  him,  and  shot  Mr.  Sadler.  Dennis  Jen- 
kins then  drew  his  pistol,  and  fired  &t  Frank 
Roberson  as  he  was  running  away.  As  soon 
as  Dennis  Jenkins  fired  a.t  Frank  Roberson, 
Mose  Roberson  shot  Dennis  Jenkins  in  the 
back.  Mose  then  ran,  and  went  behind  a 
sign  board,  and  fired  thre«  more  shots.  Aft- 
er Frank  Roberson  fired  the  first  shot,  he  ran 
'  across  the  railroad,  and  fired  three  more 
shots  at  Mr.  Sadler.  I  saw  Mr.  Sadler  fall 
as  he  fired  at  Frank  Roberson  as  the  latter 
was  running  away."  Cross- examined:  "I 
heard  Mr.  Sadler  say  to  Frank  Roberson,  *I 
arrest  you  for  carrying  concealed  weapons,' 
and  he  then  took  hold  of  him." 

Tom  Brown,  for  the  state,  testified  that  he 
was  present,  and  saw  the  shooting  of  Sadler 
by  the  defendant.  "At  the  time  the  shooting 
took  place,  1  was  standing  only  a  few  feet 
from  them.  When  Mr.  Sf^ler  made  the  ar- 
rest of  Frank  Roberson,  the  latter  jerked 
away,  and  fired  two  shots.  Then  he  ran 
away,  and  turned  around,  and  fired  two 
more  shots.  I  went  to  Mr.  Sadler,  who  was 
then  lying  on  the  ground,  and  assisted  to  do 
what  1  could  for  him," 

The  state  here  rested  its  case,  and  the  de- 
fendant offered  no  testimony. 

From  this  testimony  we  gather  the  follow- 
ing brief  summary  ot  the  circumstances  at^ 
tending  the  arrest  of  the  defendant  that  re- 
sulted in  this  unfortunate  homicide:  The 
defendant  and  hifl  brother,  out  of  the  pree- 
enoe  and  view  of  the  two  ofiioers,  committed 
a  breach  of  the  peace  by  shoving  a  woman 
from  the  sidewalk,  at  the  same  time  intimi- 
dating her  by  a  threatening  display  of  a  pis- 
tol. After  this  actual  breach  of  the  peace 
<x>me8  to  an  end,  the  two  brothers  pass  on, 
and  the  woman  seeks  the  two  ofiicers  (depu- 
ty sheriffs),  and  informs  them  of  the  behav- 
ior of  the  two  brothers,  and  also  informs 
them  that  said  two  brothers  are  carrying 
pistols  concealed  on  their  persons.  Neither 
of  the  two  ofiicers  knew  that  the  two  broth- 
«rs  were  carrying  concealed  weapons  except 
from  what  the  woman  told  them.  Upon  re- 
ceiving this  information  from  the  woman, 
the  t\>'o  ofiicers  at  once,  without  procuring 
a  warrant  for  their  arrest,  start  out  to  find 
the  brothers ;  the  woman  accompanying  them 
to  point  them  out.  Upon  discovering  the 
two  brothers  walking  close  together,  the  two 
ofiicers  step  up  behind  them,  one  officer  on 


the  right  and  the  other  on  the  left  of  the  de- 
fendant brother;  the  deceased  officer  saying, 
"Boys,  I  have  to  arrest  you  for  carrying  con- 
cealed weapons,"  and  at  the  same  time  tak- 
ing hold  of  the  arm  of  the  defendant,  while 
the  other  officer  laid  his  hand  on  the  other 
arm  of  the  defendant.  The  defendant  in- 
stantly swung  himself  loose  from  the  grasp 
of  the  ofiicers,  whipped  out  his  pistol,  and 
fired  two  shots  in  rapid  succeseion  at  the 
officer  Sadler;  then  ran  away,  turning  as  he 
ran,  and  firing  two  or  three  shots  more  at 
Sadler,  who  had  been  mortally  wounded  by 
one  of  the  two  first  shots.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances, was  the  arrest  of  the  defendant 
by  the  two  officers,  without  a  warrant,  au- 
thorized by  law?  We  think  that  it  was  not 
a  lawful  arrest.  The  antecedent  infraction 
of  the  peace  by  the  defendant  had  ended,  and 
had  occurred  out  of  the  presence  and  view  of 
the  officers,  and  at  the  time  of  the  arrest  the 
defendant  was  conducting  himself  in  a  quiet, 
peaceable,  and  orderly  manner.  It  is  true, 
as  subsequent  events  quickly  proved,  that  he 
was  at  the  time  secretly  armed  with  a  pis- 
tol, but  he  was  at  the  time  making  no 
threatening  display  of  it ;  and  it  would  seem 
to  be  uttering  a  solecism  to  say  that  a  man 
behaving  himself  in  a  quiet,  peaceable,  and 
orderly  manner,  but  having  a  pistol  quietly 
concealed  on  his  person,  tended  towards  a 
distmrber  of  the  peace  from  the  bare  fact  of 
being  secretly  armed  with  such  pistol. 
Breaches  of  the  peace  generally  manifest 
themselves  by  some  outMrard,  visible,  audi- 
ble, or  violent  demonstration;  not  from 
quiet,  orderly,  and  peaceable  acts  secretly 
done,  though  such  acts  may  be  mala  prohibt' 
ta.  The  carrying  of  arms  in  a  quiet,  peace- 
able, and  orderly  manner,  but  concealed  on 
or  about  the  person,  is  not  either  a  breach 
of  the  peace  or  maiuni  in  ae.  Neither  does 
it,  of  itself,  tend  to  a  breach  of  the  peace,  but 
it  becomes  a  misdemeanor  only  because  it  is 
prohibited  by  statute.  The  statute  does  not 
declare  it  to  be  a  breach  of  the  peace,  nor 
does  the  statute  authorize  an  arrest  without 
warrant  for  its  infraction. 

Section  4723  of  the  Code  of  the  state  of 
Georgia  (ed.  1882)  provides  that  "an  arrest 
may  be  made  for  a  crime,  by  an  officer,  either 
under  a  warrant  or  without  a  warrant,  if  ' 
the  offense  is  committed  in  his  presence,  or 
the  offender  is  endeavoring  to  escape,  or  for 
other  cause  there  is  likely  to  be  a  failure  of 
justice  for  want  of  an  officer  to  issue  a  war- 
rant." The  supreme  court  of  Georgia,  in  the 
case  of  Pickett  v.  State,  99  Ga.  12,  25  S.  E. 
608,  construing  the  effect  of  this  statute  in 
authorizing  an  officer  to  arrest  without  war- 
rant for  the  crime  of  carrying  concealed 
weapons,  says :  "While,  under  §  4723  of  the 
Code,  an  officer  may,  without  a  warrant, 
make  an  arrest  for  an  offense  committed  in 
his  presence,  he  has  no  authority,  upon  bare 
suspicion,  or  upon  mere  information  derived 
from  otiiers,  to  arrest  a  citizen,  and  search 
his  person,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  or 
not  he  is  carrying  a  concealed  weapon  in 
violation  of  law.  The  Constitution  of  this 
state  expressly  declares  in  the  bill  of  rights 
that  'the  right  of  the  people  to  be  secure  in 
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their  persons,  houses,  papers,  and  effects 
against  uYireasonable  searches  and  seizures 
shall  nut  be  violated.'  ...  If  any 
search  is  unreasonable  and  obnoxious  to  our 
fundamental  law,  it  is  one  of  the  kind  with 
which  we  are  now  dealing.  Even  if  the  per- 
son arrested  did  in  fact  have  a  pistol  con- 
cealed about  his  person,  the  fact  not  being 
discoverable  without  a  search,  the  offense  of 
thus  carrying  it  was  not,  in  legal  contempla- 
tion, committed  in  the  presence  of  the  officer, 
and  the  latter  violated  a  sacred  constitution- 
al right  of  the  citizen  in  assuming  to  exer- 
cise a  pretended  authority  to  search  his  per- 
son in  order  to  expose  his  suspected  crimi- 
nality.*' Our  citizens  are  safe-guarded  in 
the  same  way  against  unreasonable  seizures 
and  searches  in  their  person,  houses,  etc.,  by 
the  22d  section  of  the  declaration  of  rights 
in  our  Constitution  of  1885;  and,  whether 
we  agree  or  not  with  the  Georgia  court  that, 
even  in  the  presence  of  a  statute  expressly 
authorizing  officers  to  arrest,  without  war- 
rant, for  any  crime  committed  in -their  pres- 
ence, such  officer  is  not  authorized  on  bare 
suspicion,  or  on  mere  information  derived 
from  others,  to  arrest  ^vithout  a  warrant  for 
the  crime  of  carrying  concealed  weapons 
wlien  actually  committed  in  the  presence  of 
such  officer,  yet  in  a  state  like  ours,  where 
we  have  no  such  statute  authorizing  officers 
to  arrest  without  warrant  for  any  and  all 
crimes  generally  when  committed  in  the 
presence  of  such  officer,  and  where  the  com- 
mon law  prevails,  in  the  absence  of  statute 
confticting  with  or  abrogating  it,  we  think  it 
clear  that  an  officer  cannot  lawfully  arrest  a 
person  here  without  a  warrant  for  the  bare 
crime  of  carrying  concealed  weapons,  wheth- 
er he  knows  it  of  his  awn  knowledge  or  is 
informed  of  it  by  others,  and  whether  it  oc- 
curs in  or  out  of  his  presence,  unless  it  is 
done  in  such  manner  or  under  such  circum- 
stances SL&,  in  the  presence  of  the  officer,  to 
create,  threaten,  or  amount  to  a  breach  of  the 
peace;  and  e\'en  in  the  latter  case  the  arrest 
would  be  authorized,  not  from  the  bare  faet 
of  carrying  concealed  weapons,  but  because 
of  the  threatened  or  actual  breach  of  the 

Seace  accompanying  it.     Quinn  v.  Heisel,  40 
lioh.  576;  Hatton  v.  Treehy  [1897]  2  Q.  B. 
'452;  State  v.  Holcomh,  86  Mo.  371;  Com.  v. 
Wright,  158  Mass.  149,  19  L.  R.  A.  206,  33 
N.  E.  82. 

In  the  well-considered  case  of  Briggs  v. 
Com.  82  Va.  554,  the  court,  discussing  the 
law  of  homicide  of  an  officer  in  resisting  an 
unlawful  arrest,  says:  "The  deceased  was 
without  authority  to  make  the  arrest,  and 
the  plaintiff  in  error  was  not  bound  to  sub- 
mit to  an  unauthorized  arrest.  The  law  up- 
on this  subject  is  stated  by  Mr.  Bishop  as 
follows:  'If  one,  even  an  officer,  undertakes 
to  arrest  another  unlawfully,  the  latter  may 
resist  him.  He  has  no  protection  from  his 
office,  or  from  the  fact  that  the  other  is  an 
offender.  But  the  doctrine  .  .  .  that 
nothing  short  of  an  endeavor  to  destroy  life 
will  justify  the  taking  of  life  prevails  in 
thi««  case.  -Consequently,  if  the  one  to  be  ar- 
rested kills  the  officer  or  private  individual 
in  resisting,  he  commits  thereby  the  lower 
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degree  of  felonious  homicide  called  man- 
slaughter.' .  .  .  This  doctrine,  howe^^er, 
must  be  qualified  by  the  consideration  of  the 
existence  of  malice,  .  .  .  and  by  the 
principle  which  compels  every  man  to  avoid, 
as  far  as  possible,  the  extreme  necessity  to 
take  life.  If,  upon  being  assaulted,  the  pas- 
sion of  the  assaulted  person  become  greatly 
excited,  and  under  that  impulse  he  kill  his 
assailant,  though  it  be  with  a  deadly  weap- 
on, the  offense  is  manslaughter  only.  Yet, 
should  his  resistance  with  a  deadly  weapon 
be  made  in  a  very  cruel  manner,  not  at  all 
justified  by  the  nature  of  the  assault,  the  in- 
ference would  be  that  malice,  not  passion^ 
impelled  the  blow  making  his  crime  mur- 
der. ...  So  one  who,  excited  in  resist- 
ing the  outrage  of  an  ille^  arrest,  kills  the 
aggressor  with  a  deadly  weapon,  commita 
only  manslaughter,  unless  acting  from  ex- 
press malice.  The  true  view  of  the  law  in 
reason  is  that,  when  the  mere  fact  of  an  ille* 
gal  arrest,  attempted  or  consummated,  ap- 
pears, if  the  one  suffering  it  kills  the  officer 
or  other  arresting  person,  whether  with  a 
deadly  weapon  or  by  other  means,  he  may 
rely  on  the  presumption  that  his  mind  wa» 
beclouded  by  passion;  but,  if  actual  malice 
is  affirmatively  proved,  the  homicide  will  be 
murder."  The  same  case  asserts  that  the 
question  arises  in  such  cases  whetner  the 
killing  is  by  reason  of  the  sudden  passion^ 
caused  by  the  illegality  of  the  arrest,  or  by 
reason  of  uuilice.  If  the  first,  th«i  it  is 
manslaughter  only;  if  the  second,  then  it  is 
murder.  The  same  case  also  sanctions  the 
inference  of  the  existence  of  malice  in  such 
cases  from  the  facts  and  circumstances  in 
proof  tending  to  show  its  existence, — such  a» 
whether  the  arrest  was  made  in  an  exasper- 
ating or  violent  manner ;  and  whether  the 
defendant,  at  the  time  of  the  shooting,  was 
loose  and  free  from  the  officer,  or  actuallv 
in  his  clutches;  and  whether  the  defendant 
fled  inxmediately,  and  continued  to  shoot  aft- 
er fleeing.  And  we  might  add  that  in  the 
proofs  in  the  present  case  there  are  other 
facts  proper  to  be  considered  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  the  existence  of  malice  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  at  the  time  he  did  this  shoot- 
ing,— such,  for  instance,  as  his  unprovoked 
prior  assault  upon  the  woman,  and  wanton 
threat  to  shoot  her, — as  tending  to  evince  a 
depraved  mind,  regardless  of  human  life ;  the 
fact  that  he  did  not  stop  to  inquire  or  ascer- 
tain whether  the  deceased  had  a  warrant  for 
his  arrest  or  not,  and;  consequently,  that  he 
did  not  know  when  he  shot  whether  his  ar- 
rest was  lawful  or  unlawful.  All  of  these 
are  proper  circumstances  to  be  considered  by 
the  jury  upon  the  quesUon  of  the  existence 
of  malice  or  premeditated*  design.  To  the 
same  effect  is  the  case  of  Brooks  v.  Com,  61 
Pa.  352,  100  Am.  Dec.  645.  In  Oalvin  v. 
State,  6  CJoldw.  283,  the  supreme  court  of 
Tennessee  says :  "An  unlawful  arrest,  made 
bona  fide,  under  color  of  legal  authority,  is 
but  a  trespass,  and,  like  other  trespasses, 
it  may  not,  in  the  particular  case,  constitute 
an  aggravated  provocation.  The  fact  that 
an  officer  or  citizen  attempting  the  arrest, 
and  being  slain  in  so  doing,  has  exceeded  his 
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authority,  does  not  necessarily  reduce  the 
killing  to  manslaujvhter  if  the  slayer  had  no 
valid  reason  to  believe  himself  in  immediate 
danger  of  death  or  great  bodily  harm,  and 
the  homicide'  was  in  fact  perpetrated,  not  in 
passion  or  sudden  heat,  upon  the  provocation 
of  the  arrest,  but  with  cool,  deliberate  mal- 
ice and  premeditation.  .  .  .  An  attempt 
to  arrest  a  person  in  violation  of  law  may 
afford  such  provocation  to  the  person  ar- 
rested as  to  reduce  the  killing  from  murder 
to  manslaughter.  The  killing  is  still  un- 
lawful, and  a  felony.  If  the  attempt  to  ar- 
rest be  unlawful;  the  party  sought  to  be  ar- 
rested may  use  such  reasonable  force,  pro- 
portioned to  the  injury  attempted  upon  him, 
as  is  necessary  to  eitect  his  escape,  but  no 
more;  and  he  cannot  do  this  by  using,  or  of- 
fering to  use,  a  deadly  weapon,  if  he  has  no 
reason  to  apprehend  a  greater  injury  than 
a  mere  unlawful  arrest."  To  the  same  ef- 
fect is  the  case  of  Jones  v.  State,  26  Tex. 
App.  1,  9  S.  W.  53.  In  the  case  of  Miller  v. 
State,  31  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  609,  21  S.  W.  925, 
it  is  said:  A  person  is  not  required  to  sub- 
mit to  illegal  arrest,  but  niay  demand  the 
warrant  or  proper  authority,  and,  in  its  ab- 
sence, repel  force  by  force,  provided  the 
force  does  not  exceed  prevention  and  de- 
fense. The  right  to  repel  force  by  force  con- 
tinues until  the  person  attempting  the  ille- 
gal arrest  presses  forward  with  such  vio- 
lence that  the  person  defending  is  obliged  to 
choose  between  three  tilings, — to  retreat,  to 
surrender,  or  the  death  of  his  adversary.  If 
the  force  used  is  disproportionate  to  the  in- 
jury about  to  be  inflicted,  self-defense  is 
eliminated,  and,  if  it  is  attributable  to  any 
other  cause  than  resistance  to  the  illegal  ar- 
rest, such  arrest  cannot  be  a  mitigating  cir- 
cumstance. An  illegal  arrest  is  deemed  in 
law  a  great  provocation,  and,  if  conceded,  to 
constitute  adequate  cause;  yet,  to  reduce  a 
killing  in  resisting  such  arrest  to  man- 
slauglitcr,  sudden  passion  must  have  existed 
in  the  mind  of  the  slayer  at  the  time  of  the 
homicide,  otherwise  the  killing  is  murder. 
In  such  case  adequate  cause  and  sudden  pas- 
sion must  concur.     The  existence  of  an  un- 


known provocation  to  the  accused — as  that 
the  warrant  for  his  arrest  is  illegal — at  the 
time  he  kills  an  officer  while  resisting  arrest 
is  not  sufficient  to  reduce  the  homicide  be^ 
low  murder.  Reg,  v.  Chapman,  12  Cox,  C-- 
C.  4. 

In  view  of  the  law  as  above  stated  touch' 
ing  the  rights  of  the  citizen  in  cases  of  uu' 
lawful  arrests,  and  the  fact  that  the  arrest 
in  this  case  has  been  found  under  the  facts 
in  proof  to  have  been  unlawful,  the  defend- 
ant had  the  right  to  have  the  question 
passed  upon  by  the  jury,  under  proper  in- 
structions of  the  law  of  the  case  from  the 
court,  as  to  whether  his  action  in  shooting 
the  deceased  was  prompted  solely  by  a  trans- 
port of  sudden  passion  provoked  by  the  un- 
lawfulness of  his  arrest,  or  whether  it  re- 
sulted from  malice  or  a  premeditated  design 
to  effect  the  death  of  the  deceased.  If  it 
wus  the  result  solely  of  such  sudden  passion, 
then  his  oilense  was  manslaughter,  but,  if 
from  premeditated  design,  then  it  was  mur- 
der. The  latter  part  of  the  questioned 
charge  of  the  court  erroneously  converted 
the  facts  of  the  arrest,  as  an  assertion  of 
law,  into  a  lawful  arrest,  when  it  was  other- 
wise, thus  eliminating  from  the  considera- 
tion of  the  jury  the  questions  involving  the 
defendant's  right  in  a  case  oi  unlawful  ar- 
rest. Such  charge  was  therefore  vitally  er- 
roneous, and  necessitates  a  reversal  of  the 
juds^ent  of  conviction. 

Various  other  errors  are  assigned  upon  re- 
fusals to  give  divers  instructions  requested 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant.  Of  these  sev- 
eral are  abandoned  here  by  nonargirment. 
Of  those  argued  it  becomes  necessary  for  us, 
after  what  has  already  been  said,  merely  to 
add  that  we  have  examined  such  refused  in- 
structions, and  find  that  they  were  properly 
refused. 

The  assignment  of  error  predicated  on  the 
court's  denial  of  the  defendant's  motion  in 
arrest  of  judgment  has  been  abandoned  here. 

For  the  error  found,  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below  ia  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  or- 
dered. 


GEORGIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


.    R.  J.  CAMP  ct  al. 

V, 

DIXON,  MITCHELL,  &  COMPANY. 

(112  Ga.  872.) 

'1.  The  Gjitttnir  and  removal  of  tim- 
ber from  forest  land*  1«  a  deMtmctt-re 
trenpaMM,  and  one  Jlable  in  its  nature  to 
cause  irreparable  damage  to  tbe  owners  of 
tbe  timber.  Consequently  an  injunction  will 
issue  to  restrain  sucb  a  trespass,  wbere  it 
It  a  continuing  one  wblch  would  result  in 
denuding  tbe  land  of  its  timber,  and  wbere 

^Headnotes  by  Cobb,  J. 


Note. — For    injunction    against    trespass    to 
cut  timber,  see  Carney  v.  Hadley   (Fla.)   22  L. 
B.  A.  233,  and  note. 
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tbe  owners  thereof  have  made  large  Invest- 
ments in  sawmills  and  equipment  prepara- 
tory to  converting  the  timber  into  lumber  to 
sell  in  the  markets,  notwithstanding  the  al- 
leged trespasser  may  be  entirely  solvent.  In 
such  a  oase  the  remedy  at  law  by  an  action 
for  damages  is  not  adequate  and  complete, 
as  the  damage  resulting  to  the  owners  of  the 
timber  In  the  depreciation  of  the  value  of 
their  plant  and  equipment,  and  in  the  loss 
of  expected  profits,  cannot  be  accurately  and 
completely  measured  in  money. 
2.  Even  If  error  -wb-m  comiultted  In  tbe 
admlMMton  of  tbe  evidence  of  which 
complaint  is  made  In  the  cross  bill  of  excep- 
tions, it  was  not  of  such  a  character  as  to 
prejudice  the  rights  of  the  defendants. 

(March  1,  1901.) 
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CROSS-WRITS  of  error  to  the  Superior 
Court  for  Echols  County  to  review  a 
judgment  refusing  an  injunction  against 
cutting  and  removing  timber  from  certain 
lands ;  defendants  excepting  to  the  admission 
of  certain  evidence.  Reversed  on  plaintiffs* 
writ. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  J.  L.  Sweat  and  Speneer  R. 
Atkinson  for  plaintiiTs  in  error. 

Messrs,  Charlton  ft  Charlton,  S.  T. 
Klngsbery  ft  Son,  and  Toonier  ft  Rey- 
nolds for  defendant  in  error. 

Cobb,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

R.  J*.  &.  B.  F.  Camp  filed  an  application  for 
an  injunction  ta  restrain  the  defendants, 
Dbcon,  Mitchell,  &  Co.,  from  cutting  and  re- 
moving the  timber  from  eight  described  lots 
of  land;  it  being  alleged  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  the  lawful  owners  of  the  timber.  The 
judge  passed  an  order  refusing  to  grant  an 
injunction,  and  to  this  judgment  the  plain- 
tiffs excepted. 

1.  The  plaintiffs  in  error  claim  that  the  re- 
fusal io  grant  the  injunction  was  erroneous 
for  several  reasons;  but,  under  the  view  we 
have  taken  of  the  case,  it  is  necessary  to  Pre- 
fer to  only  one  of  them. 

One  of  the  grounds  upon  which  the  plain- 
tiffs predicated  their  right  to  an  injunction 
was  that  the  acts  of  trespass  committed  by 
the  defendants  were  irreparable  in  damages. 
There  was  evidence  from  which  the  judge 
could  have  found  that  the  defendants  were 
entirely  solvent,  and  the  case  will  be  dealt 
with  as  if  he  had  so  found.  WiUi  reference 
to  the  character  of  the  acts  committed  by 
the  defendants,  as  well  as  the  character  of 
the  damages  thereby  sustained,  the  plain- 
tiffs alleged  in  their  petition:  The  defend- 
ants, having  a  steam  sawmill  in  Echols 
county,  have,  without  warrant  or  authority 
of  law,  and  to  the  gi'eat  injury  and  damage 
of  plaintiffs,  entered  upon  certain  of  the  lots 
described  in  the  petition,  and  engaged  in  cut- 
ting and  removing  the  timber  therefrom  for 
sawTnill  purposes,  and  are  threatening  to  en- 
ter upon  others  of  said  lots,  to  cut  and  re- 
move the  timber  therefrom  for  the  same  pur- 
poses, and  also  to  construct,  maintain,  and 
operate  tram  roads  thereon.  By  reason  of 
the  wrongful  acts  mentioned,  plaintiffs  have 
been  and  will  be  damaged  in  the  sum  of  $1,- 
000  per  lot,  or  other  large  sum.  The  tim- 
ber on  the  lots  of  land  mentioned  above 
forms  part  of  a  body  of  timber  purchased  by 
the  plaintiffs  for  the  sole  purpose  and  witn 
the  view  of  cutting  and  sawing  the  same  into 
lumber  for  their  own  benefit  and  proAt,  and 
for  the  defendants  to  be  permitted  to  cut 
and  remove  the  same  would  result,  not  only 
in  great  injury  and  damage  to  plaintiffs  as 
aforesaid,  but  largely  in  incalculable  injury 
and  damage  and  irreparable  loss  to  the  plain- 
tiffs in  carrying  out  the  plans  and  purposes 
of  their  sawmill  business.  The  prayer  of  the 
petition  was  that  defendants  be  restrained 
from  cutting  and  removing  the  timber,  or  in- 
terfering therewith  in  any  way  or  manner, 
and  from  building  and  operating  tram  roads 
52  L.  R.  A. 


upon  and  through  the  land,  and  that  plain- 
tiffs have  judgment  for  damages.  By  an 
amendment  it  was  alleged  that  the  plaintiffs, 
in  addition  to  the  sums  claimed  in  the  origi- 
nal petition,  would  be  further  damaged  in 
the  loss  of  prolits  they  would  make  from  the 
sawing  and  com'erting  the  timber  into  lum- 
ber, and  irreparably  damaged  in  being  de- 
prived of  timber  with  which  to  carry  on 
their  mill  business.  They  further  allied 
that  the  timber  on  the  lots  described  in  the 
petition,  as  well  as  on  others,  aggregating 
37,730  acres,  was  purchased  with  the  view 
and  expectation  of  cutting  the  sftme  at  their 
mills  in  Hamilton  county,  Florida,  and  upon 
the  faith  thereof  they  have  invested  $200,000 
in  sawmills,  planingmills,  railroads,  and 
other  equipments,  located  on  the  Suwanee 
river  below  said  timber,  in  the  state  and 
county  above  mentioned,  expecting  to  use  the 
river  and  such  tram  roads  as  they  might  con- 
struct to  remove  the  timber  from  the  lots  to 
their  mills,  there  to  be  sawed  and  converted 
into  lumber.  It  is  further  allied  that  the 
purpose  of  the  defendants  was  not  only  to 
cut  and  remm^e  the  timber  from  the  lots  de- 
scribed in  the  petition,  but  from  all  other 
lots  purchased  from  R.  J.  Nelson,  and  that, 
unless  the  defendants  are  enjoined  as  prayed, 
the  damages  to  plaintiffs'  business  and'  in- 
vestments will  be  irreparable.  The  defend- 
ants filed  a  demurrer  to  the  petition  on  the 
ground  that  the  trespass  alleged  is  suscep- 
tible of  perfect  pecuniary  compensation,  and 
plaintiffs  have  an  adequate  remedy  at  law. 
Subject  to  the  demurrer,  they  filed  an  an- 
swer denying  the  title  of  the  plaintiffs  and 
setting  up  title  in  themselves;  denying  that 
the  damages  would  be  irreparable,  and  set- 
ting up  by  way  of  cross  action  that  the  plain- 
tiffs  have  damaged  them  in  a  named  sum  by 
procuring  a  restraining  order  stopping  their 
mills.  The  defendants  admit  in  their  answer 
"that  it  is  their  purpose  to  cut  and  remove 
the  timber  from  the  lots  described  in  the 
ori<;inal  petition,  and  also  from  some  of  the 
other  lots  purchased  by  plaintiffs  from  the 
said  R.  J.  Nelson."  At  the  hearing  plain- 
tiffs introduced  in  evidence  an  afildavit  of 
S.  (t.  Culpepper,  a  portion  of  which  is  in  the 
following  language:  "That  he  has  had  ex- 
tensive experience  in  connection  with  the 
sawmill  and  lumber  business.  That  he  i? 
now  connected  with  the  large  sawmill  and 
lumber  business  of  the  plaintiffs  of  the 
above-stated  case,  and  has  beea  for  some 
years  past.  That  he  is  familiar  with  all  the 
facts  stated,  not  only  in  the  original  petition, 
but  in  the  amendment  proposed  thereto 
sworn  to  by  B.  F.  Camp  before  deponent  on 
November  15,  1900,  and  that  the  same  are 
true.  Tliat,  ifor  plaintiffs  to  be  deprived  of 
the  use  of  the  timber  purchased  by  them, 
they  would  not  only  lose  the  profits  to  be 
made  therefrom,  but  have  to  shut  down  their 
mill.  The  investments  made  therein  and  in 
connection  therewith  would  be  a  total  loss, 
unless  plaintiffs  could  find  a  purchaser  for 
secondhand  mill,  machinery,  and  appliances, 
and  even  then  they  could  not  reasonably 
hope  to  obtain  half  price  therefor.  Or,  if 
they   could  procure   timber  elsewhere,  and 
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were   able  to  move,  the   cost  and   expense  [ 
thereof  would  be  nearly  equal  to. the  original 
investment." 

Bo  the  facts  alleged  in  the  petition  and 
amendment,  as  well  as  those  stated  in  the 
foregoing  affidavit,  make  a  case  for  the 
granting  of  an  injunction?  The  facts  as  to 
the  nature  of  the  acts  of  trespass  and  the 
character  of  the  damages  were  practicaHy 
undisputed.  The  defendants  did  deny  in 
general  terms  that  the  damages  would  be  ir- 
reparable, but  they  ofTered  nothing  to  con- 
trovert the  statements  as  to  this  matter  con* 
tained  in  the  petition  and  the  affidavit.  It 
is  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  ascertain 
from  the  record  whether  the  plaintiffs  or 
the  defendants  are  in  possession  of  the  tim- 
ber in  controversy.  Both  claim  the  right  of 
possession.  Both  claim  to  have  title  to  the 
timber  in  controversy,  and  both  attach  ab- 
stracts of  their  title.  The  chain  of  the  de- 
fendants' title  appears  however,  from  the 
abstract,  to  be  incomplete;  and  the  judge 
would  not  have  been  justified  in  refusing  to 
enjoin  them  on  the  theory  that  they,  and  not 
the  plaintiffs,  were  the  real  owners  of  the 
property  in  controversy.  He  must  therefore 
have  refused  the  injunction  because  he  was 
of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  did  not  show  a 
"perfect  title''  to  the  timber,  within  the 
meaning  of  §  4927  of  the  Civil  Code,  and 
that  their  allegations  and  evidence  did  not 
show  such  acts  of  irreparable  damage  as  to 
warrant  the  court  in  granting  the  injunc- 
tion. Under  the  view  we  have  taken  of  the 
case,  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  plaintiffs 
had  a  "perfect  title,"  within  the  meaning  of 
the  section  of  the  Code  just  referred  to. 
They  showed  a  "good  title;"  that  is,  one 
which  prima  facie  would  have  authorized  a 
recovery  in  ejectment.  And,  while  there 
wap  abundant  evidence  to  show  that  the  de- 
fendants were  solvent,  the  acts  of  trespass 
alleged  and  proved  were  shown  to  be  irrep- 
arable in  damages. 

For  a  long  time  the  English  chancery  court 
declined  to  grant  an  injunction  to  restrain 
a  trespass,  and  the  exercise  of  this  power  in 
such  a  case  is  of  comparatively  modern  ori- 
gin; the  earliest  case  referred  to  by  the  law 
writers  being  that  of  Flamniang,  decided  by 
Lord-Thurlow.  See  Moore  v.  Ferrell,  1  Ga. 
10;  Bispham,  Eq.  0th  ed.  §  435.  Since  that 
time  the  practice  has  been  quite  common 
both  in  England  and  in  this  country,  but  the 

f wanting  of  the  writ  has  in  such  cases  been 
imited  to  cases  where  the  damages  result- 
ing from  the  acts  of  trespass  would  be  irre- 
Tne<1ial)le  or  irreparable,  either  on  account  of 
the  nature  of  the  acta  or  the  circumstances 
of  the  parties.  The  general  rule  on  the  sub- 
ject has  been  embodied  in  our  Code  in  the 
following  language:  "Equity  will  not  in- 
terfere to  restrain  a  trespass,  unless  the  in- 
Jury  -is  irreparable  in  damages,  or  the  tres- 
passer is  insolvent,  or  there  exist  other  cir- 
cumstances which,  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  render  the  interpasition  of  this  writ 
necessary  and  proper,  among  which  shall 
be  the  avoidance  of  circuitv  and  multiplicity 
of  actions."  Civil  Code,'§  4916.  The  ex- 
pression *"an  injury  irreparable  in  damages," 
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appearing  in  our  Code,  as  well  as  in  many  of 
the  books,  has  been  variously  defined.  "An 
injury  is  irreparable  either  from  its  nature, 
as  when  the  party  injured  cannot  be  ade- 
quately compensated  therefor  in  damages, 
or  when  the  damages  which  may  result  there- 
from cannot  be  measured  by  any  certain  pe- 
cuniary standard."  16  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  2d  ed.  p.  361.  In  QoAiae  v.  Perkins,  56 
N.  C.  (3  Jones  Eq.)  179,  69  Am.  Dec.  728, 
it  was  said  that  an  irreparable  injury  is  one 
"of  a  peculiar  nature,  so  that  compensation 
in  money  cannot  atone  for  it."  This  defini- 
tion is  fairly  deducible  from  the  earlier  cases, 
but  it  is  entirely  too  narrow  to  meet  the  de- 
cisions of  more  modern  times.  The  tendency 
of  the  courts  at  the  beginning  was  to  grant 
injunctions  very  sparingly  in  cases  of  tres- 
pass, but  the  lapse  of  a  few  years  has  done 
much  tx>  break  down  the  barriers  of  this  con- 
servatism, and  pave  the  way  for  the  exercise 
of  greater  liberality  in  this  direction.  In 
the  light  of  modern  decisions,  an  irreparable 
injury  may  be  said  to  be  one  which,  either 
from  its  nature,  or  from  the  circumstances 
surrounding  the  person  injured,  or  the  finan- 
cial condition  of  the  person  committing  the 
injury,  cannot  be  readily,  adequately,  and 
completely  compensated  for  with  money. 
"Where  the  injury  complained  of  is  such  as 
to  destroy  plaintiff's  property,  or  render  it 
entirely  worthless  for  his  purposes,  it  may 
properly  be  regarded  as  irreparable."  1 
Beach,  Inj.  §  35.  In  Kerr,  Inj.  *14,  it  is 
said:  "By  the  term  'irreparable  injury*  it 
is  not  meant  that  there  must  be  no  physical 
possibility  of  repairing  the  injury;  all  that 
is  meant  is  that  the  injury  wouldbe  a  griev- 
ous one,  or  at  least  a  material  one,  and  not 
adequately  reparable  by  damages;  and  by 
the  term  'the  inadequacy  of  the  remedy  by 
damages'  is  meant  that  the  remedy  by  dam- 
ages [obtainable  at  law]  is  not  such  a  com- 
pemsation  as  will  in  effect,  though  not  in 
specie,  place  the  parties  in  the  position  in 
which  they  formerly  stood.  If  the  act  com- 
plained of  threatens  to  destroy  the  subject- 
matter  in  question,  the  case  may  come  within 
the  principle,  even  though  the  damages  may 
be  capable  of  being  accurately  "taeasured." 
We  quote  the  following  admirable  summary 
of  the  law  from  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  S  1357:  "If 
a  trespass  to  property  is  a  single  act,  and  is 
temporary  in  its  nature  and  effects,  so  that 
the  legal  remedy  of  an  action  at  law  for  dam- 
a^^es  is  adequate,  equity  w^ill  not  interfere. 
The  principle  determining  the  jurisdiction 
embraces  two  classes  of  cases,  and  may  be 
correctly  formulated  as  follows:  (1)  If  the 
trespass,  although  a  single  act,  is  or  would 
be  destructive,  if  the  injury  is  or  would  be 
irreparable, — that  is,  if  the  injury  done  or 
threatened  is  of  such  a  nature  that  when  ac- 
complished* the  property  cannot  be  restored 
to  its  original  condition,  or  cannot  be  re- 
placed, by  means  of  compensation  in  money, 
— then  the  wrong  will  be  prevented  or  stopped 
by- injunction.  (2)  If  the  trespass  is  continu- 
ous in  its  nature, — if  repeated  acts  of  wrong 
are  done  or  threatened,  although  each  of 
these  acts,  taken  by  itself,  may  not  be  de- 
structive,  and   the  "legal   remedy  may  not 
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therefore  be  adequate  for  each  single  act  if  it 
stood  alone, — then,  also,  the  entire  wrong 
will  be  prevented  or  stopped  hj  injunction, 
on  the  ground  of  avoiding  a  repetition  of 
similar  actions.  In  both  ca.ses  the  ultimate 
criterion  .is  the  inadequacy  of  the  legal  rem- 
edy. All  the  casds,  English  and  American, 
have  professed  to  adopt  the  inadequacy  of 
legal  remedies  as  the  test  and  limit  of  the 
injunctive  jurisdiction;  but  in  applying  this 
criterion  the  modern  decisions,  with  some  ex- 
ceptions among  the  American  authorities, 
have  certainly  held  the  injury  to  be  irrepa- 
rable and  the  legal  remedy  inadequate  in 
many  instances  and  under  many  circumstan- 
ces where  Chancellor  Kent  would  probably 
have  refused  to  interfere.  It  is  certain  that 
many  trespasses  are  now  enjoined,  which,  if 
committed,  would  fall  far  short  of  destroy- 
ing the  property,  or  of  rendering  its  restora- 
tion to  its  original  condition  impossible." 
The  author  then  says  that  injunctions  are 
now  liberally  granted  to  prevent  a  threat- 
ened injury  as  well  as  to  stop  a  wrong  al- 
ready being  committed.  In  Loiondes  v.  Bet- 
tie,  33  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  451,  it  was  held  that 
where  the  defendant  is  in  possession,  and  the 
plaintiff,  claiming  possession,  seeks  to  re- 
strain an  act  of  trespass,  the  general  rule  is 
that  the  injunction  will  not  be  granted.  Where 
the  plaintiff  is  in  possession,  and  the  defend- 
ant is  an  utter  stranger,  not  claiming  under 
color  of  right,  the  tendency  of  the  court  is 
not  to  "rrant  the  injunction,  but  to  leave  the 
plaintiff  to  his  action  at  law.  But  where 
the  plaintiff  is  in  possession,  and  seeks  to  re- 
strain one  who  claims  by  an  adverse  title, 
the  tendency  of  the  court  is  to  grant  the  in- 
junction. See  also,  in  this  connection,  Bisp- 
ham,  Kq.  pp.  560,  561.  As  before  remarked, 
it  is  difficult  to  ascertain  from  the  present 
record  which  of  the  parties  is  in  possession. 
They  both,  however,  claim  under  an  adverse 
title;  and  therefore  the  present  controversy, 
as  to  this  point,  comes  more  nearly  within 
the  last  of  three  cases  referred  to  in  the  de- 
cision just  cited.  Both  of  the  parties  mak- 
ing a  bona  fide  claim  to  the  property  in  dis- 
pute, they  are  in  much  the  same  position  ^s 
the  parties  in  Johnson  v.  HaU,  83  Ga.  281, 
9  S.  E.  783,  where  it  was  said  that  an  injunc- 
tion could  properly  have  been  granted  at  the 
instance  of  either  party  to  restrain  the  other 
from  cutting  timber. 

Coming  down  to  the  facts  of  the  present 
case,  what  has  been  the  practice  of  the  courts 
in  applications  for  injunctions  to  restrain 
the  destruction  of  timber?  "Where  grow- 
ing timber  constitutes  the  principwtl  value  of 
land,  the  cutting  of  it  by  a  trespasser  consti- 
tutes irreparable  injury,  in  the  equitable 
sense,  and  may  properly  be  restrained  by  in- 
junction.'* 2  Beach,  Modern  Eq.  Jur.  §720. 
"Where,  however,  the  trespass  consists  in  the 
cutting  of  timber  upon  complainant's  lands, 
going  to  the  destruction  of  that  which  is  es- 
sential to  the  value  of  the  estate  itself  in  the 
character  in  which  it  has  been  enjoyed,  a 
fitting  case  is  presented  for  relief  bv  injunc- 
tion." 1  High,  Inj.  3d  ed.  §§  671,  724.  "The 
jurisdiction  in  trespass  is  often  and  benefi- 
cially exercised  to  restrain  the  cutting  of 
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timber  and  destruction  of  growing  trees.  For- 
merly the  fact  that  the  title  to  the  premises 
was  in  dispute  at  the  time  of  the  application 
was  considered  a  sufficient  reason  for  refus- 
ing relief  by  injunction  against  the  cutting 
and  removal  of  timber.     But,  owing  partly 
to   the   serious   nature  of   the   wrong,    and 
partly  to  a  relaxation  of  the  rule,  courts  in 
later  times  usually  grant  temporary  injunc- 
tions in  this  class  of  cases  pending  an  adjud- 
ication of  the  legal  right  between  the  par- 
ties.    Especially  will  relief  be  granted  where 
the  trespass  of  cutting  timber  amounts  to  ft 
destruction  of  the  essential  value  of  the  es- 
tate in  the  character  in  which  it  has  been 
enjoyed."     1  Spelling,  Extraordinary  Relief, 
§  346.     In  Crock  ford  v.  Alexander^  15  Ves. 
Jr.  139,—- a  case  decided  in  1808, — ^Lord  El- 
don  granted  an  injunction  to  restrain   the 
cutting  of  timber.     In  King  v.   Stttart,   84 
Fed.  546,  it  was  held:     "Injunction  against 
cutting  trees   is   not  limited  to   shade    and 
ornamental  trees,  but  extends  to  the  cutting 
and  carrying  away  of  trees  from  forest  lands, 
when  the  trespass  is  a  continuing  one,  which 
would  result  in. denuding  the  land  of  valu- 
able   timber."     In  reply  to    the    suggestion 
that  the  plaintiffs  had  an  adequate  remedy 
at  law.  Judge  Paul  said:     "The  contention 
of  the  defendants  is  that  the  plaintiff  has  a 
full,  adequate,  and  complete  remedy  at  law 
for  any  damage  he  may  suffer  by  reason  of 
the  trespasses  of  which  he  complains ;  that 
this  remedy  is  an  action  at  law  for  damages, 
to  be  measured  by  the  value  of  the  timber  re- 
moved.    That  this  was  the  doctrine  at  com- 
mon law  is  admitted,  but  that  its  strictness 
has  been  greatly  modified  by  the  decisions  of 
courts  of  equity  in  England  and  in  this  coun- 
try is  too  well  established  to  admit  of  dis- 
cussion."    In  discussing  what  is  meant  by 
an   "adequate   remedy,"   the  learned    judge 
quotes  the  following  from  a  note  to  §  1357, 
Pom.  Eq.   Jur.!     "The  legal   remedy  is  not 
adequate  simply  because  a  recovery  of  pe- 
cuniary damages  is  possible.    It  is  only  ade- 
quate when  the  injured  party  can  by  one  ac- 
tion at  law   recover  damages  which    consti- 
tute a  complete  and  certain  relief  for  the 
whole  wrong, — a   remedy  virtually   as  effi- 
cient as  that  given  by  a  court  of  equity.  Thia 
conclusion  is  sustained  bv  the  consensus  of 
modern  decisions  of   the   highest  authority, 
although  it  cannot  be  claimed  that  the  cases 
are  unanimous  in  its  acceptance."     In  Bus- 
kirk  V.  King,  18  C.  C.  A.  418,  25  U.  S.  App. 
607,  72  Fed.  22,  Circuit  Judge  Goff  held  that 
an  injunction  would  be  granted  to  restrain 
the  cutting  and  removal  of  large  quantities 
of  timber  during  such  time  as  was  necessarr 
to  try  the  question  of  title;  such  an  act  of 
trespass  being  one   which  is    "irremediable 
and  destroys  the  substance  of  the  property." 
And  numerous  authorities  are  cited  to  sus- 
tain the  decision.     A  similar  conclusion  wa? 
reached    by     District    Judge     Wellborn    in 
United  Utates  v.  Oughrd,  79  Fed,  21.    In 
Northei-n  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Cunningham,  103  Fed. 
708,  Judge  Han  ford  grantpd  an  injunction  to 
restrain  the  defendant  from   pasturing  hi' 
sheep  upon  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff,  which 
were  valuable  only    for   grazing    purposes; 
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4uch  an  act  of  trespass  being  classed  with 
mining  lands,  digging  the  sou,  and  cutting 
^own  trees.  In  the  case  of  Erhardt  v.  Boaro, 
113  U.  S.  539,  28  L.  ed.  1117,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
566,  Mr.  Justice  Field  used  tlie  following 
language:  "It  is  now  a  common  practice, 
in  cases  where  irremediable  mischief  is  being 
done  or  threatened,  going  to  the  destruction 
of  the  substance  of  the  estate,  such  as  the  ex- 
tracting of  ores  from  a  mine,  or  the  cutting 
<lown  of  timber,  or  the  removal  of  coal,  to 
issue  an  injunction,  though  the  title  to  the 
premises  be  in  litigation."  In  Brown  v.  So- 
lary,  37  Fla.  102,  19  So.  161,  the  supreme 
<sourt  of  Florida  held  that  the  mining  and 
taking  of  phosphate  rock  from  the  soil  of 
land  chiefly  valuable  on  account  of  the  phos- 
phate amounts  to  a  destruction  of  the  estate 
in  the  character  in  which  it  has  been  enjoyed, 
and  the  injury  resulting  therefrom  is  of  an 
irreparable  nature.  In  Butman  v.  JameSy 
34  Minn.  547,  27  N.  W.  66,  it  was  held: 
*'When  growing  timber  constitutes  the  prin- 
cipal value  of  land,  the  cutting  thereof  is  ir- 
Teparable  injury,  in  the  equitable  sense,  and 
may  properly  be  restrained  by  injunction." 
In  West  Point  Iron  Co,  v.  Reymert,  45  N.  Y. 
703,  the  court  of  appeals  held:  "Mines, 
•quarries,  and  timber  are  protected  by  injunc- 
tion, upon  the  ground  that  injuries  to  and 
•depredations  upon  them  are,  or  may  cause, 
irreparable  damage,  and  with  a  view  to  pre- 
vent multiplicity  of  suits;  nor  is  it  neces- 
sary that  the  plaintiff's  rights  should  be  first 
established  in  an  action  at  law."  In  Shreve 
T.  Black,  4  X.  J.  Eq.  177,  it  was  ruled:  "Cut- 
ting off  the  timber  from  a  tract  of  woodland, 
valuable  chiefly  for  the  wood  upon  it,  is  an 
irreparable  injury."  In  De  La  Croix  v.  Vil- 
iere,  11  La.  Ann.  39,  it  was  held  that  "the 
destruction  of  forest  and  other  trees  is  an  ir- 
reparable injury,  from  which  parties  may  be 
restrained  by  injunction." 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing,  the  following 
-authorities  sustain  the  conclusion  we  have 
reached:  Davis  v.  Reed,  14  Md.  152 ;  Court- 
hope  V.  Mappleadeny  10  Ves.  Jr.  290;  Itasca 
T.  Schroeder,  182  111.  192,  55  N.  E.  50; 
Thatcher  v.  Humhley  67  Ind.  444;  Pohlman 
V.  Lohmeyer  (Neb.)  83  N.  W.  201;  Living- 
ston V.  Livingston,  6  Johns.  Ch.  497,  10  Am. 
Dec.  353 ;  Smith  v.  Rocky  59  Vt.  232,  9  Atl. 
B51 ;  State  ex  rel.  Hake  v.  Fourth  Judicial 
Dist.  Judge,  52  La.  Ann.  103.  26  So.  769; 
Musrh  V.  Burkh^rty  83  Iowa,  301,  12  L.  R. 
A.  484,  48  N.  W.  1025 ;  Fulton  v.  Earman, 
44  Md.  251. 

It  is  to  be  conceded  that  the  cases  are  not 
-entirely  uniform, — even  those  of  later  years. 
Among  those  holding  the  contrary  view  are 
Cameif  v.  Uadley,  32  Fla.  344,  22  L.  R.  A. 
'234, 14  So.  4 ;  Heaney  v.  Butte  d  M.  Commer- 
cial Co.  10  Mont.  590,  27  Pac.  379;  Gause 
T.  Pe^'liinsy  50  N.  C.  (3  Jones  Eq.)  177,  69 
Am.  Dec.  728;  Sharpe  v.  LoanCy  124  N.  C.  1, 
32  S.  E.  318;  Leininger's  Appealy  106  Pa, 
398 ;  Lazzell  v.  GarloWy  44  W.  Va*  466,  30  S. 
E.  171;  Cowles  v.  Shaw,  2  Iowa,  496;  Pov> 
ell  V.  RawUngSy  38  Md.  239;  Thomas  v. 
Jamesy  32  Ala.  723.  Where  large  numbers 
of  growing  trees  are  felled  and  carried  away, 
the  owners  of  these  trees  have  no  way  of  as- 
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certain  ing  the  quantity  of  lumber  made  from 
the  trees,  and  no  accurate  way  of  measuring 
their  value.  This  could  not  be  done  unless 
all  timber  ti-ees  are  worth  the  same.  This 
can  hardly  be  so.  But  the  value  of  a  tree 
for  timber  would,  it  would  seem,  depend 
upon  the  quantity  of  lumber  that  could  be 
cut  from  it  The  present  case,  however,  pre- 
sents a  stronger  case  for  injunction  than  the 
ordinary  one  of  cutting  timber.  The  plain- 
tifTs  allege  that  they  are  the  owners  of  large 
bodies  of  timber;  that  they  have  erected 
savA-mills,  planingmills,  and  equipment,  and 
made  large  investments  in  the  business,  ag- 
gregating hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars. 
They  allege  that  if  the  timber  is  removed 
they  will  be  irreparably  damaged  because 
they  will  lose  the  large  investments  they 
have  made,  their  machinery  and  equipment 
will  be  practically  worthless,  and  they  will 
moreover  lose  the  profits  which  would  accrue 
to  them  from  the  selling  of  the  lumber. 
They  contend  that  under  these  facts,  even 
conceding  the  defendants'  solvency,  no  ade- 
quate compensation  could  be  had  in  money. 
On  the  question  of  loss  of  profits  the  case  of 
Wadsux>rth  v.  Qoree,  96  Ala.  227,  10  So.  848, 
is  cited,  where  it  was  held,  in  effect,  that,  as 
future  profits  would  be  classed  as  remote  and 
speculative  at  law,  equity  would  restrain  an 
act  which  would  result  in  the  loss  of  such 
profits.  That  case  was  very  similar  to  the 
present  case,  and  in  that  the  lower  court  was 
reversed  for  refusing  to  grant  an  injunction. 
In  this  state  future  profits,  which  are  ascer- 
tainable with  a  reasonable  degree  of  cer- 
tainty, can  be  considered  by  the  jury  in  es- 
timating the  damage  resulting  from  an  act 
of  trespass;  but  in  no  case  of  trespass  could 
profits  be  recovered  as  such,  and  in  cases 
where  they  are  too  remote  and  speculative 
they  could  not  even  be  considered  in  estimat- 
ing the  damage.  See  Bass  v.  West,  110  Ga. 
698.  36  S.  E.  244.  ITie  rule  laid  down  in  the 
Alabama  case  would  be  applicable  here. 
But,  aside  from  this,  the  plaintiffs  make  a 
case  where  a  complete  and  adequate  remedy 
is  not  available  at  law.  Who  can  say  with 
any  de^ee  of  certainty  what  the  damages 
would  be  to  the  plaintiffs  in  their  business 
if  the  defendants  continue  their  trespasses 
until  they  denude  the  land  of  the  timber? 
And  this  they  allege,  with  the- utmost  assur- 
ance, in  their  answer,  they  purpose  doing. 
Equity  will  restrain  threateneKi  acts  of  tres- 
pass as  well  as  those  being  committed;  and 
when  a  defendant  comes  into  court  and  de- 
clares, in  effect,  that  if  let  alone  he  will  con- 
tinue to  go  upon  the  land  and  cut  off  the 
timber,  he  should,  in  a  proper  case,  be  pre- 
vented by  the  strong  arm  of  the  law  from 
carrying  this  threat  into  execution.  By  the 
express  terms  of  our  statute,  equity  will  en- 
join a  continuing  trespass  in  order  to  avoid 
a  multiplicity  of  suits.  In  addition  to  this, 
the  damage  resulting, to  the  plaintiffs  from 
the  construction  and  operation  by  the.  de- 
fendants of  tram  roads,  which  it  is  alleged, 
and  not  denied,  they  intend  to  do,  cannot  be 
readily  and  completely  estimated  in  money. 
Viewing  the  case  as  a  whole,  we  are  satisfiod 
a  proper  case  was  made  for  an  injunction  to 
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issue  until  the  question  of  title  could  be  set- 
tled. 

The  views  above  expressed  will  be  found 
not  to  be  in  conflict  with  prior  decisions  of 
this  court.  On  the  contrary,  they  are  rather 
in  harmony  therewith.  In  Moore  v.  Ferrelly 
1  Ga.  7,  it  was  ruled  that  "trespass  will  be 
enjoined  in  all  cases  where  from  the  nature 
of  the  trespass,  or  the  circumstances  of  the 
parties,  the  remedy  at  law  cannot  be  full  and 
adequate.'*  In  that  case  this  court  reversed 
the  lower  court  for  dissolvine  an  injunction 
issued  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  dig- 
ging gold  from  a  mine.  In  the  opinion,  de- 
struction of  timber  is  cited  as  an  instance 
where  the  exercise  of  this  power  of  the  court 
would  be  justifiable.  In  Water-Lot  Co.  v. 
Bucks,  5  Ga.  315,  320,  Judge  Lumpkin  recog- 
nizes that  injunctions  will  be  granted  to  re- 
strain the  cutting  of  timber,  the  mining  of 
ore,  and  the  like.  In  Hatcher  v.  Hampton, 
7  Ga.  49,  it  was  held  that  "the  mere  allega- 
tion that  the  defendant  is  felling  the  timber 
of  the  complainant  is  not  enough, 'without 
further  averment  as  to  some  peculiar  value 
of  the  timber  for  some  particular  purpose." 
That  this  ruling  is  not  in  conflict  with  the 
present  decision  is  shown  conclusively  by  the 
following  language  of  Judge  Lumpkin  in  the 
opinion:  "If  the  bill  alleged,  for  instance, 
that  a  sawmill  had  been  erected  on  the  land 
or  in  the  vicinity,  which  rendered  this  pine 
timber  peculiarly  valuable  for  lumber,  I  will 
not  say  that  this  will  not  justify  the  inter- 
position of  a  court  of  equity.  But  no  such 
case  is  made.  It  is  a  mere  trespass,  and,  for 
anything  that  appears,  abundantly  capable 
of  compensation  in  damages,  or  by  ordinary 
suit  at  common  law."  In  the  Pike  County 
Inferior  Justices  v.  Oriffin  d  W,  P.  PI.  Road 
Co.  11  Ga.  246,  an  injunction  was  sought  to 


restrain  the  defendants  from  removing  a  toll- 
gate  on  a  line  of  road,  which  the  plaintiffs 
had  constructed  under  legislative  permis- 
sion. The  injunction  was  granted,  and  one 
of  the  main  grounds  of  affirmance  by  this 
court  was  that  the  injury  complained  of 
would  be  irreparable  in  damages,  on  the  the- 
ory that  loss  of  profits,  the  income  of  the 
road,  and  the  value  of  the  same  would  be 
difficult,  if  not  impossible,  of  proof,  and  the 
remedy  at  law  would  be  "uncertain  and  in- 
complete." In  (Mffin  V.  Sketoe,  30  Ga.  300, 
it  was  held  that  injunction  was  the  proper 
remedy  to  stay  waste  in  cutting  down  and 
selling  from  the  lot  the  valuable  timber  there- 
of. See  also  PotDcll  v.  Cheshire,  70  Ga.  357, 
48  Am.  Rep.  572;  Mayo  v.  McPhaul,  71  Ga, 
758.  There  is  nothing  in  the  case  of  Oc- 
mulgee  Lumber  Co.  v.  Mitchell,  112  Ga.  528, 
37  S.  E.  749,  which  conflicts  with  the  ruling 
now  made.  In  that  case  each  act  of  trespass 
was  distinctly  alleged,  and  the  amount  of 
damages  for  each  act  was  distinctly  stated. 
It  clearly  appeared  from  the  allegations,  not 
only  that  the  injury  was  not  irreparable  in 
damages,  but  it  was  shown  in  each  instance 
exactly  how  much  would  repair  the  injury. 

2.  The  defendants  filed  a  cross  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions, in  which  they  complained  of  the 
admission  by  the  court  of  a  certain  affidavit. 
Lender  the  view  we  have  taken  of  the  case,, 
if  any  error  was  committed  in  admitting  this 
evidence  it  was  not  prejudicial  to  the  defend- 
ants, as  there  was  nothing  contained  in  this 
allidavit  bearing  upon  what  we  have  treated 
as  the  controlling  question  in  the  case. 

Judgment  on  the  main  hill  of  exceptions 
reversed;  on  cross  hill,  affirmed. 

All  the  Justices  concur,  except  8imiiioiis» 
Ch.  J.,  absent  for  providential  cause. 
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1.  A  state  may  tax  tbe  mortflraiffee*«  In- 
terest In  land  located  within  its  borders, 
although  the  mortgagee  is  a  nonresident, — 
especially  where  the  mortgagee  Is  vested  with 
a  legal  estate  in  the  land. 

2.  The  interest  of  nonresident  mort- 
arafirees  was  included  in  act  1896.  chap.  120, 
S  146a,  Imposing  a  tax  on  the  annual  inter- 

Note. — As  to  power  to  tax  mortgages  owned 
by  nonresident,  see  Detroit  v.  Rentz  (Mich.) 
16  L.  R.  A.  59.  and  cases  In  note  on  page  60 ; 
also  Holland  v.  Silver  Bow  County  Comrs. 
(Mont.)  27  L.  R.  A.  797:  and  cases  in  note  to 
Boyd  V.  Selma  (Ala.)   16  L.  R.  A.  729. 

As  to  ta.\fltIon  of  Judgment  owned  by  nonresi- 
dent, see,  in  this  series,  the  cases  of  Kingman 
County  Comrs.  v.  Leonard  (Kan.)  34  L.  R.  A. 
810:  and  Hamilton  v.  Wilson  (Kan.)  48  L.  R. 
A.  2.38. 
62  L,  R.  A. 


est  covenanted  to  be  paid  by  mortgagors  to 
mortgagees  or  their  assigns. 

(January  23,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  juderment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Harford  County  in 
favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  broujrht  to 
enforce  payment  of  a  tax  on  a  mortgage  in- 
terest.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Isidor  Rayner,  8,  A«  Wil- 
liams, and  F.  R.  IXTilliains,  for  appeHant: 

If  the  situs  of  the  mortgage  is  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  Maryland  for  purposes  of  tax* 
ation,  then  the  state  has  power  to  tax  all  per- 
sonf*  and  all  property,  real  and  personal, 
within  its  jurisdiction. 

M'Culloch  V.  Maryland,  4  Wheat.  31(>-329, 
4  L.  ed.  579-582. 

In  ^Maryland  the  mortgagee  at  law  become? 
vested  with  the  Icpfal  estate  in  the  land,  and 
the  riirht  of  possession  follows  as  a  conse- 
quence, subject  only  to  the  occupancy  of  the 
mortgagor  as  agreed  upon  in  the  mortgage. 
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flamieson  v.  Bruce,  6  Gill  &  J.  72,  26  Am. 
Dec.  667;  Evaiis  v.  Merriken,  8  Gill  &  J.  39; 
Ahem  v.  White,  39  Md.  409;  Brittona  Ap- 
peal, 45  Pa.  172. 

Since  the  mortgagee  at  law  has  an  estate 
in  the  land,  he  therefore  has  property  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  Maryland  and  subject 
to  the  taxing  power  of  the  legislature. 

Bank  Tax  Case,  2  Wall.  200,  sub  nom.  yeic 
York  ex  rel.  Bank  of  the  Commontcealth  v. 
New  York  City  d  County  Tax  d  A.  Comrs, 
17  L.  ed.  793;  Malthy  v.  Reading  d  C,  R,  Co. 
62  Pa.  140. 

The  rule  of  law  that  the  situs  of  a  debt 
follows  the  domicil  of  the  nonresident  holder 
and  cannot  be  taxed  elsewhere  is  founded  on 
a  fiction  of  law,  is  not  of  universal  applica- 
tion, and  "yields  whenever  it  is  necessary  for 
the  purpose  of  justice  that  the  actual  situs 
of  the  thing  should  be  examined,  and  when- 
ever the  legislative  intent  is  manifested  that 
this  legal  iiction  should  not  operate." 

Green  v.  Vow  Buakirk,  7  Wall.  139,  19  L. 
ed.  109;  Hervey  v.  Rhode  laland  Locomotive 
Works,  93  U.  S.  664,  23  L.  ed.  1003 ;  8t. 
Louis  V.  Wiggins  Ferry  Cov  11  Wall.  428,  20 
L.  ed.  194;  Baltimore  v.  Baltimore  City  Pass. 
R.  Co.  67  Md.  31 ;  American  Coal  Co.  v.  Alle- 
gany County  Comrs.  59  Md.  185;  Tax  Cases, 
12  Gill  &  J.  117;  People  ex  rel.  Jefferson  v. 
Smith,  88  N.  Y.  582;  Ohio  d  M.  R.  Co.  v. 
Wheeler,  1  Black,  286,  17  L.  ed.  130;  Md. 
Act  1876,  chap.  260,  S  17;  Md.  Act  1896, 
chap.  120. 

ITie  property  and  securities  of  a  nonresi- 
dent ward  in  the  hands  of  a  nonresident 
guardian  appointed  by  one  of  the  orphans' 
courts  of  this  state  are  taxed  in  conformity 
with  the  expressed  legislative  assent. 

Baldwin  v.  Washington  County  Comrs.  85 
Md.  145,  36  Atl.  764. 

The  security  for  the  mortgage  debt  is  local 
and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  Maryland,  and 
depends  for  its  existence,  maintenance,  and 
enforcement  upon  the  laws  and  tribunals  of 
Maryland.  The  debt  evidenced  by  the  mort- 
gage is  not  valuable,  independent  of  the  debt- 
or's property. 

Malt  by  v,' Reading  d  C.  R.  Co.  52  Pa.  146. 

The  rules  of  law  in  reference  to  the  situs 
of  personal  property  for  the  purposes  of  suc- 
cession or  administration  do  not  as  a  general 
rule  control  the  legislative  power  of  taxa- 
tion. 

Bonaparte  v.  fitate,  63  Md.  465 ;  Baldinn 
T.  Washington  County  Comrs.  85  Md.  158, 
36  Atl.  704;  Kinehart  v.  Howard,  90  Md.  1, 
44  Atl.  1040. 

The  true  principle  by  which  to  reconcile 
the  innumerable  decisions  and  dicta  as  to  the 
situs  for  purposes  of  taxation  of  a  mortgage 
debt  or  of  the  interest  thereon  is  that  the 
mortgage  or  interest  may  be  rewarded  as  situ- 
ated  for  taxation  at  the  domicil  of  the  owner 
or  creditor,  but  no  court  has  held  that  the 
mortgage  or  coupon  or  interest  or  bond  can 
or  must  be  taxed  only  at  the  mortgagee's  or 
creditor's  domicil. 

Appeal  Tax  Court  v.  Patterson.  ."50  Md. 
373;  Appeal  Tax  Court  v.  Gill  50  Md.  306; 
Bristol  V.  Washinqton  County.  177  U.  S.  133. 
44  1j.  ed.  701,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  585;  Kirtla}ui 
52  L.  R.  A. 


V.  Hotchkiss,  100  U.  S.  491.  25  L.  ed.  558; 
People  ex  reL  Jefferson  v.  Smith,  SS.  N.  Y^ 
576. 

Mr.  George  Ii.  Van  Bibber,  for  appel- 
lee: 

The  assessment  and  taxation  of  choses  in- 
action must  be  to  the  owner  where  he  has  his- 
domicil,  even  though  the  debtor  resides  out 
of  the  state  of  the  owner's  domicil,  and 
though  they  are  secured  by  mortgage  on 
lands  out  of  his  state.  The  situs  of  a  debt,, 
a  chose  in  action,  is  that  of  its  owner;  it  is- 
not  property  in  the  state  of  the  debtor,  but 
is  property  only  where  the  owner  resides. 

Cooley,  Taxn.  2d  ed.  372;  Burroughs,, 
Taxn.  §  41 ;  State  Tax  on  Foreign-held 
Bonds,  15  Wall.  300,  sub  nom.  Cleveland,  P. 
d  A.  R.  Co.  V.  Pennsylvania,  21  L.  ed.  179; 
Kirtland  v.  Hotchkiss,  100  U.  S.  491,  25  L. 
ed.  558 ;  Tappan  v.  Merchants*  Nat.  Bank, 
19  Wall.  499,  22  L.  ed.  189;  Augusta  v. 
Dunba/r,  60  Ga.  387 ;  Kirtland  v.  Hotchkiss, 
42  Ckinn.  426;  Grant  v.  Jones,  39  Ohio  St. 
606;  Hayne  v.  Deliesseline,  3  McCord,  L^ 
374;  Hunter  v.  Board  of  Supers.  33  lowa,. 
376,  11  Am.  Rep.  132;  Davenport  v.  Missis- 
sippi d  M.  R.  Co.  12  Iowa,  539;  Johnson  v. 
Oregon  City,  3  Or.  13 ;  Appeal  Tax  Court  v.  * 
Patterson,  50  Md.  366. 

A  mortgage  is  liable  to  be  taxed  as  an 
item  of  his  property  at  the  domicil  of  the 
creditor. 

Tax  Cases,  12  Gill  &  J.  118;  Lairobe  t. 
Baltimore,  19  Md.  13;  Baltimore  v.  Stirling^ 
29  Md.  49. 

Where  the  legal  title  of  such  choses  in  ac- 
tion as  bonds  is  held  jointly  by  three  per- 
sons, two  of  whom  are  residents  of  Maryland 
and  one  a  resident  of  New  York,  only  two 
thirds  of  them  should  be  assessed  in  this 
state. 

Appeal  Tax  Court  v.  Gill,  50  Md.  396. 

The  domicil  of  a  testator,  whei^  living* 
determines  the  situs  of  his  personivlty  of  an 
intangible  nature  not  permanently  located 
elpewhcre  for  the  purpose  of  taxation. 

Bonaparte  v.  State,  63  Md.  472. 

Fowler,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Mrs.  Hinchman  and  her  husband  executed 
a  mortgage  for  the  sum  of  $11,500,  dated  the- 
0th  of  March,  1899,  and  therein  covenanted 
to  pay  to  the  mortgagee,  the  National  State 
Bank  of  Camden,  New  Jersey,  a  nonresident 
corporation,  or  its  assigns,  interest  upon  the 
mortgage  debt  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum 
per  annum.  The  mortgagors  are  also  nonreei* 
dents,  but  the  lands  mortgaged  are  located 
in  Harford  county,  in  this  state.  The  mort- 
gagee was  duly  assessed  upon  the  assessment 
books  of  Harford  county  for  the  year  189^ 
upon  the  gross  amount  of  the  mortgage  in- 
terest, and  a  tax  of  8  per  centum  was  duly 
levied  upon  such  assessment  for  state  and 
county  taxes  for  said  year,  and  placed  in  the 
hands  of  Edward  M.  Allen,  who  is  authorized 
by  law  to  collect  and  receive  all  state  and 
county  taxes  duly  levied  and  legally  collecti- 
ble. The  mortgagee  has  refused  to  pay  the 
ta.x  so  IcA'ied,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  $55.- 
20,  and  this  suit  was  brought  to  recover  it. 
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The  mortgagee,  the  defendant  below,  pleaded 
the  general  issue,  and  that  it  is  a  corporation 
formed  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
for  the  purpose  of  transacting  a  general 
banking  business  at  Camden,  in  the  state  of 
Kew  Jersey,  and  that  its  domicil  is  in  said 
city.  The  case  was  tried  before  the  court 
without  a  jury,  and  the  learned  judge  below 
granted  the  defendant's  prayer  asking  him 
'*to  rule  as  matter  of  law  that,  it  being  ad- 
mitted by  the  pleadings  that  the  defendant  is 
a  nonresident  of  the  state  of  Maryland,  it  is 
therefore  not  liable  in  this  action  for  taxes 
upon  the  income  of  the  mortgage  held  by  it 
upon  real  estate  in  Harford  county,  Mary- 
land, and  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover.*' The  clerk  was  directed  by  the  court 
to  enter  judgment  for  the  defendant,  but  no 
judgment  appears  by  the  record  to  have  been 
actually  entered.  However,  an  agreement 
by  counsel  has  been  filed,  intended  to  perfect 
the  record  so  as  to  present  the  case  as  fully 
as  though  the  facts  therein  agreed  to  and  the 
ruling  of  the  court  were  embodied  in  a  for- 
mal bill  of  exceptions,  duly  signed.  We  will 
therefore  proceed  to  dispose  of  the  questions 
^  sought  to  be  presented  by  this  appeal  with- 
out regard  to  the  defects  in  the  record. 

The  questions  to  be  considered  are :  First, 
-whether  §  146a  of  the  act  of  1896,  chap.  120 
(Toe's  Supp.  art  81,  §  146a,  p.  551),  so  far 
as  it  taxes  the  interest  covenanted  to  be  paid 
in  mortgages  on  lands  in  Maryland  held  or 
owned  by  nonresident  mortgagees,  citizens 
of  other  states,  is  a  valid  and  constitutional 
exercise  of  the  taxing  powei-  of  the  legisla- 
ture:  and,  second,  if  the  legislature  has  such 
X)ower,  did  it  intend  to  exercise  it  by  the 
passage  of  the  act  above  mentioned?  No 
question  is  made  as  to  the  amount  of  the 
tax  levied  in  this  case,  but  the  question  is 
whethci"  any  such  tax  can  be  levied. 

The  provisions  of  §  146a  are  as  follows: 
"AH  mortgaiifees  or  assignees  holding  mort- 
gages of  record  in  this  state  shall  annually 
pay  a  tax  of  eight  per  centum  upon  the  gross 
amount  of  interest  covenanted  to  be  paid 
each  year  to  said  mortgagee  or  his  assigns  by 
the  mortgagor,  to  be  collected  by  the  propeV 
authorities,  as  other  taxes  for  county  and 
state  purposes  in  the  several  counties.  .  .  . 
and  the  tax  hereby  levied  shall  in  each  year 
be  due  and  payable  in  the  county  .  .  . 
where  the  greater  portion  of  the  property 
covered  by  the  mortgage  is  located."  In  the 
first  place,  this  court  has  already  held  that 
the  act  in  question  is  valid  in  respect  to 
mortgagees  residing  in  this  state,  the  land 
mortgaged  being  also  located  here.  In  the 
case  of  Faust  v.  Ttcenty -Third  Oerman 
American  Bldg.  Asso.  84  Md.  186,  35  Atl. 
S90,  we  held  that  the  power  of  the  legislature 
to  tax  mortgages  and  mortgage  debts  has 
been  frequently  exercised,  and  it  has  been 
recognized  by  the  decisions  of  this  court. 
**If  any  doubts."  continues  the  court  "have 
heretofore  existed,  thev  are  set  at  rest  bv  S 
61,  of  art.  3,  of  the  Constitution,  as  amended 
by  the  act  of  1890.  chap.  426.  The  amend- 
ment is  in  these  words:  'But  the  general 
assembly  may  by  law  provide  for  the  taxa- 
tion of  mortgages  upon  property  in  this 
62  L.  K.  A. 


'  state,  and  the  debts  secured  thereby  in  the 
county  or  city  where  such  property  is  situ- 
ated.' ■'  The  method  of  carrying  out  this 
constitutional  provision  was  also  approved 
in  the  same  case.  *'The  tax  levied,"  said 
Bryan,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
eourt,  "cannot  be  considered  as  excessive  or 
unjust.  Eight  per  cent  on  the  interest,  even 
if  it  should  be  6  per  centum,  would  be  forty- 
eight  cents  on  the  ^100  of  principal.  .  .  . 
The  adjustment  .^hows  on  its  face  a  studious 
effort  to  discharge  a  public  duty  in  a  spirit 
of  justice  and  moderation.  The  assessment 
and  \eyj  were  made  in  the  legitimate  exer- 
cise of  the  powers  of  the  legislature  in  rela- 
tion to  subjects  confided  to  its  discretion,  and 
it  is  our  dutv  to  declare  them  valid."  It  is 
I  true  that  the  tax  is  levied  upon  the  interest, 
and  not  directly  upon  the  mortgage  debt;  but 
this  method,  which  we  approved  in  FausVi 
Case,  84  Md.  186,  35  Atl.  890,  is  only  another 
method  of  taxing  the  latter,  and  the  rate  of 
taxation  is  determined  by  a  percentage  of  the 
interest. 

1.  Having,  therefore,  determined  that  the 
act  in  question  is  valid  so  far  as  it  applies  to 
resident  mortgagees  holding  mortgages  on 
land  in  Maryland,  is  it  valid  as  to  nonresi- 
dents owning  mortgages  of  the  same   char- 
acter?    Upon   general    principles    it    would 
seem  that  there  ought  to  be  no  difficulty  in 
answering  this  question  in  the  affirmative. 
It  is  one  of  the  axioms  of  the  law  of  taxation 
that  the  state  has  the  right  to  tax  all  per- 
sons and  all  property  of  every  kind  within 
it?  jurisdiction.     WCnUoch  v.  Maryland.  4 
Wheat.  316,  4  L.  ed.  579.     But  it  is  contend- 
ed that  the  interest  of  the  mortgagee  is  in 
the  nature  of  a  chose  in  action,  and  that,  ac- 
cording to  the  well-settled  rule  here  and  else- 
where, such  property  must  be  assessed  and 
taxed  to  the  owner  where  he  has  his  domicil. 
The  case  of  Appeal  Tax  Court  v.  Patte^sofi, 
50  Md.  366,  is  cited  to  sustain  this  proposi- 
tion. .  It  is  there  said  that  property  of  a  non- 
resident cannot  be  taxed  unless  it  has  an  a^ 
tual  situs  within  this  state,  so  as  to  be  under 
the  protection  of  its  laws.     But  what  was 
actually  decided  in  that  case  was  that  a  resi- 
dent of  ^laryland  o\%iiing  storks,  bonils.  or 
other  certificates  of  public  debt  issued  by 
other  sovereign  states,  or  by  municipalities 
created  by  them,  which  are  exempted  by  the 
states  issuing  them,  may  be  taxed  by  this 
state.     Conceding  for  the  present  that  the  in- 
terest of  the  mortgagee  is  in  the  nature  of  a 
chose  in  action,  the  general  rule  that  its  situ? 
for  taxation  is  the  residence  of  the  owner  is 
a  mere  fiction  of  law,  and  "yields  whenever 
it  is  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  justi<*e 
that  the  actual  situs  of  the  thing  should  be 
examined,"  and  whenever  the  legislative  in- 
tent  is  manifested  that    this   legal    fiction 
should  not  operate.     Green  v.  Van  Buskirk, 
7  Wall.  139,  19  L.  ed.  109;  Bnstol  v.  Wfuth- 
infjton  County,  177  U.  S.  141,  44  L.  ed.  701. 
20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  585;  IIerv*>y  v.  Rhode  Is- 
land Locomotive  M'orls.  93  U.  S.  664.  23  L. 
ed.  1003;  St.  Louis  v.  Wiagins  Ferry  Co.  11 
Wall.   428,   20   L.   ed.    192.     In    Paiternon's 
Case,  50  Md.  306,  it  is  said:     "The  general 
rule,  mobilia  scquuntur  personam,  relied  on 
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l)y  the  appellant,  is  far  from  being  of  univer- 
sal application,  a!hd  has  been  qualified  by  nu- 
merous exceptions  in  cases  of  taxation."  The 
-act  we  Eire  considering  expressly  provides 
that  the  interest  of  the  mortgagee  shall  be 
taxed,  not  where  he  resides,  but  in  the  coun- 
ty or  city  where  the  mortgaged  land  is  lo- 
<»ited,  so  that  the  case  of  Latrohe  v.  Balti- 
more,  19  Md.  13,  and  that  of  Baltimore  v. 
Stirling,  29  Md.  49,  cited  to  ^ustain  a  propo- 
sition that  a  mortge^^e  debt  is  taxable  at  the 
residence  of  the  creditor,  are  not  applicable 
here.  And  so  there  are  many  instance's  that 
•can  be  cited  where  the  express  provisions  of 
tax  laws  take  the  place  of  this  fiction.  Thus, 
in  this  and  many  other  states  shares  of  the 
capital  stock  of  corporations  which  are 
choses  in  action,  and  which  are  owned  by 
nonresidents,  are  taxed,  by  express  provi- 
sions of  the  statutes,  where  the  corporation 
is  located,  and  not  where  the  owner  resides. 
In  the  case  of  Savings  d  Loan  i^oc.  v.  Mult- 
nomah County,  169  U.  S.  421,  42  L.  ed.  803, 
18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  392,  this  very  question  ap- 
pears to  have  been  disposed  of.  Gray,  J.,  in 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said: 
"By  the  law  of  Oregon,  indeed,  as  of  some 
•other  states  of  the  Union,  a  mortgage  of  real 
property  does  not  convey  the  legal  title  to 
the  mortgagee,  but  creates  only  a  lien  or  en- 
cumbrance as  security  for  the  mortgage  debt; 
and  the  right  of  possession  as  well  as  the 
legal  title  remains  in  the  mortgagor  both  be- 
fore and  after  condition  broken,  until  fore- 
closure. .  .  .  Notwithstanding  this,  it 
lias  been  held  both  by  the  supreme  court  of 
the  state  [Oregon]  and  by  the  circuit  court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of 
'Oregon  that  the  state  has  the  power  to  tax 
mortgages  [of  land  there],  though  owned  and 
held  by  citizens  and  residents  of  other 
states."  The  conclusion  reached  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case 
just  cited  is  that,  "although  the  right  which 
the  mortgage  transfers  in  the  land  covered 
thereby  ii  not  the  legal  title,  but  only  an 
equitable  interest,  and  by  way  of  security 
for  the  debt,  it  appears  to  us  to  be  clear  up- 
on principle,  and  in  accordance  with  the 
weight  of  authority,  that  this  interest,  like 
any  other  interest,  legal  or  equitable,  may  be 
taxed  to  its  owner  [whether  resident  or  non- 
resident], in  the  state  where  the  land  is  situ- 
ated, without  contravening  any  provision  of 
the  Ojnstitution  of  the  United  States."  In 
meeting  the  objection  here  relied  on,  it  is 
said  in  Mumford  v.  Seioall,  11  Or.  67,  50  Am. 
Rep.  402.  4  Pac.  58o,— one  of  the  cases  cited 
by  Justice  Gray  in  Savings  d  Loan  8oc.  v. 
Multnomah  County,  169  U.  S.  421,  42  L.  ed. 
«03,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  392:  "Concede  that 
the  debt  accompanies  the  respondent's  per- 
son, and  is  without  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
state.  But  the  security  she  holds  is  Oregon 
security.  It  cannot  \ye  enforced  in  any  other 
jurisdiction.  It  is  local  in  Oretron  as  abso- 
lutely as  the  land  which  it  binds.  .  .  . 
Since  the  power  of  the  state  over  the  mort- 
^i^age  IB  as  exclusive  and  complete  as  over  the. 
land  mortgaged,  the  mortgage  is  subject  to 
taxation  by  the  state,  unless  there  is  consti- 
tutional limitation  to  the  contrary."    It  is 
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suggested  by  the  defendant  that  the  decision 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
based  upon  the  Oregon  statute  has  no  anal- 
ogy to  the  question  before  us:  First,  be- 
cause that  statute  in  express  terms  "forbids 
any  taxation  of  the  promissory  note  or  other 
.  .  .  evidence  of  the  debt  secured  by  the 
mortgage,  and  with  equal  distinctness  pro- 
vides for  the  taxation,  as  real  estate,  of  the 
mortgage  interest  in  the  land;"  second,  be- 
cause that  statute  authorizes  the  amount  of 
the  mortgage  debt  to  be  deducted  from  any 
assessment  upon  the  mortgagor.  Nor  does 
our  statute,  the  validity  of  which  is  hero 
challenged,  tax  the  evidences  of  debt  secured 
by  the  mortgage,  for  in  this  case  there  are 
none.  The  thing  taxed  is  the  interest, 
which,  as  we  have  said,  is  as  much  a  part  of 
the  mortgage  as  the  mortgage  debt  itself. 
Nor  do  we  think  that  the  fact  that  our  stat- 
ute does  not  in  express  terms  tax  the  mort- 
gage interest  in  the  real  estate,  as  land,  af- 
fect its  validity;  for  personal  property  as 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  "has 
declared  again  and  again,  may  be  taxed 
.  .  .  at  the  place  where  the  property  is 
situated,  even  if  the  owner  is  neither  a  citi- 
zen nor  a  resident."  Savings  d  Loan  Soc.  v. 
Multnomah  County,  109  U.  S.  421,  42  L.  ed. 
803,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  392.  The  situs  of  the 
mortgage  interest  for  the  purpose  of  taxation 
is  fixed  by  our  act  in  Harford  county,  where 
the  land  is  located.  Again,  the  fact  that  our 
statute  makes  no  provision  for  deducting  the 
mortgage  debt  from  any  assessment  upon  the 
mortgagor  is  rather  an  objection  to  its  jus- 
tice and  fairness  than  to  its  validity.  Stat- 
utes taxing  the  land  of  the  mortgagor  and 
the  mortgage  debt  to  the  mortgagee  have 
been  frequently  declared  valid  in  Maryland 
and  other  states.  Appeal  Ta^  Court  v. 
Rice,  50  Md.  319;  Baltimore  v.  Canton  Co. 
63  Md.  237 ;  Tax  Cases,  12  Gill  &  J.  117 ;  Al- 
len V.  Ha/rford  County  Comrs.  74  Md.  294,  22 
Atl.  398;  Augusta  Bank  v.  Augusta,  36  Me. 
259;  Alabama  Cold  Life  Ins.  Co,  v.  Lott,  64 
Ala.  499;  Goldgart  v.  People  ew  ret,  Ooar, 
106  111.  25.  The  case  of  Bristol  v.  Washing- 
ton County,  177  U.  S.  139,  44  L.  ed.  703,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  585.  also  fully  sustains  and  af- 
firms Savings  d  Loan  Soc,  v.  Multnomah 
County,  109  U.  S.  421,  42  L.  ed.  803,  18  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  392.  The  attempt  to  distinguish 
Bristol  V.  JVashington  County  from  the  case 
at  bar  is  not  successful,  for  in  our  opinion 
the  provisions  of  our  act  fix  the  situs  of  the 
mortgage  interest  here  taxed  as  clearly  and 
fully  as  did  the  act  of  the  parties  there  by 
pjacing  the  mortgage  notes  in  the  hands  of 
an  agent  for  collection  and  reloaning.  In 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court.  Puller, 
Ch.  J.,  said  that  the  withdrawal  of  the  notes 
from  the  hands  of  the  agent  and  the  revoca- 
tion of  his  power  of  attorney  did  not  change 
the  situs  of  the  mortgage  interest  for  taxa- 
tion. "Persons  are  not  permitted,"  he  said, 
"to  avail  themselves  for  their  own  benefit  of 
the  laws  of  a  state  in  the  conduct  of  busi- 
ness within  its  limits,  and  then  to  escape 
their  due  contribution  to  the  public  needs 
through  action  of  this  sort,  whether  taken 
for  convenience  or  by  design." 
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2.  We  have  thus  far  assumed  that  the  in- 
terest of  a  mortfifagee  is  a  chose  in  action,  or 
something  less  than  an  interest  in  land.  In 
this  state,  however,  it  has  long  been  held 
that  a  mortgagee  takes  something  more  than 
a  mere  lien.  Thus,  in  Cahoon  v.  Miers,  67 
Md.  676,  11  Atl.  279,  Judge  Miller,  referring 
to  the  opinion  of  our  predecessors  in  the 
case  of  Evans  v.  Merriken,  8  Gill  &  J.  39, 
said  "that  a  mortgage  does  something  more 
than  merely  create  a  lien  for  the  debt;  that 
upon  its  execution  the  legal  estate  becomes 
immediately  vested  in  the  mortgagee,  and 
the  right  of  possession  follows  as  a  conse- 
quence; .  .  .  that  this  legal  estate  is 
defeasible  at  law  upon  the  payment  of  the 
mortgage  debt  at  the  time  stipulated,  but  if 
this  is  not  done  then  it  becomes  indefeasible 
at  law,  and  defeasible  only  in  eauity.  .  .  . 
But  at  law  the  title  all  the  wnile  is  in  the 
mortgagee.  .  .  .  "Thatdecision,"  contin- 
ues Judge  Miller,  "has  been  acquiesced  in 
and  recognized  as  the  law  of  the  state  for 
more  than  half  a  century,  and  we  see  no  good 
reason  for  overruling  it  now."  In  comment- 
ing upon  Cahoon  v.  ^ficrs  in  Duval  v.  Beck- 
er, 81  Md.  647,  32  Atl.  310,  McSherry,  Ch. 
J.,  said:  "As  between  the  mortgagor  and 
mortgagee,  therefore,  the  doctrine  that  the 
mortgagor  is  regarded  as  the  real  owner  does 
not,  and.  in  view  of  the  quality  of  the  estate 
conveyed  by  the  mortgage,  cannot,  obtain  to 
the  extent  of  permitting  the  mortgagor  by 
his  own  act  to  exempt  from  the  lien  and  oper- 
ation of  the  mortgage  any  part  of  the  mort- 
gaged property."  It  will  thus  be  seen  that 
the  interest  of  the  mortgagee  is  treated  by 
courts  of  law  as  real  estate  only  so  far  as  it 
may  be  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the 
mortgagee,  and  to  give  him  the  full  benefit 
of  his  security.  Flu t chins  v.  King,  1  Wall. 
58,  17  L.  ed.  544.  But,  as  was  remarked  by 
Justice  Gray  in  Savings  d  Loan  8oc.  Case, 
1«9  V.  S.  421.  42  L.  ed.'803,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
392,  "if  the  law  treats  the  mortgagee's  inter- 
est in  the  land  as  real  estate  lor  his  protec- 
tion, it  is  not  easy  to  see  why  the  law  should 
forbid  it  to  be  treated  as  real  estate  for  the 
purpose  of  taxation."  As  we  have  already 
seen,  our  decisions,  for  his  protection,  do  so 
treat  it,  and  our  act  gives  it  a  fixed  status 
in  Harford  county,  where  it  was  taxed.  But 
in  this  state  the  mortgagee  at  law  becomes 
vested  with  the  legal  estate,  and  therefore  he 
mav  maintain  an  action  of  ejectihent.  Ahcrn 
v.  White,  39  Md.  422,  423.  If  this  be  so, 
then  at  law  the  mortgagee  has  a  title  to  an 
interest  in  the  land,  and  therefore  has  prop- 
erty in  this  state  subject  to  taxation.  The 
tax  imposed  by  the  act  of  1896  we  are  con- 
sidering does  not  impose  the  tax  on  the  non- 
repident,  but  the  monev  due  on  the  mortgage 
is  taxed.  Tax  Cases.  12  Gill  &  J.  117  ;  Allen 
V.  Harford  County  Comrs.  74  Md.  294,  22 
Atl.  398:  Bank  Taw  Case.  2  Wall.  200,  suh 
worn.  \£W  York  ex  rel.  Bank  of  the  Common- 
ircalth  V.  Xew  York  City  d  County  Tax  d  A. 
Comrs.  17  L.  ed.  793.  Therefore,  whether  the 
interest  of  mortgagee  be  held  to  be  merely 
a  chose  in  action  or  lien,  or  an  interest  and' 
estate  in  the  mortgaged  land,  it  would  seem 
to  be  clear  that  it  is  taxable  in  the  state 
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where  the  land  is  located.  A  difTerent  view 
was  expressed  in  the  ca8«  of  State  Tax  om 
Foreign-held  Bonds,  15  Wall.  300,  suh  nom, 
Cleveland,  P.  d  A.'  R.  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania^ 
21  L.  ed.  179 ;  but  Justice  Gray  says  of  that 
case  in  the  Savings  d  Loan  Soc.  Case,  169  U. 
S.  421,  42  L.  ed.  803,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  3t>2: 
"The  remarks  in  the  opinion  .  .  .  went 
beyond  what  was  required  for  the  decision  of 
the  case,  and  cannot  be  reconciled  with  oth- 
er decisions"  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States. 

3.  The  only  remaining  question  to  be  eon- 
sidered  is.  Assuming  that  the  legislature  has 
the  power,  did  it  intend  by  the  act  of  1896, 
chap.  120,  §  146a,  to  levy  a  tax  upon  the 
property  of  nonresident  mortgagees?  Cer- 
tainly nothing  can  be  found  in  the  language 
of  the  act  which  would  indicate  that  anv  ex- 
ception  or  exemption  was  intended.  The 
language  is  comprehensive  and  general,  and 
includes  nonresident  as  well  as  resident 
mortgagees.  In  the  construction  of  revenue 
laws  it  is  well  settled  that  every  presump- 
tion is  to  be  made  in  favor  of  the  state,  and, 
if  a  freedom  from  taxation  or  an  exemption 
is  claimed,  the  burden  is  upon  the  taxpayer 
to  show  clearly  that  either  the  one  or  the 
other  exii^ts.  Inasmuch  as  we  have  held  that 
it  is  within  the  power  of  the  legislature  to 
tax  the  interest  of  nonresident  mortgagees, 
we  think  it  follows,  both  from  the  general 
and  comprehensive  terms  of  the  statute,  as 
well  as  from  the  result  that  would  follow  if 
we  should  hold  otherwise,  that  all  mortga^ 
gees  are  included:  for  it  is  apparent  that, 
if  we  hold  that  only  resident  mortgagees  and 
their  resident  assigns  can  be  taxed  under  our 
present  law,  the  law  itself  would  be  rendered 
nugatory,  by  the  assignment  of  all  mortga- 
ges to  nonresidents. 

Judgment  reversed,  with  costs,  and  new 
trial  ordered. 


CUMBERLAND        *       PENNSYLVANIA 
R.\ILROAD    COMPANY,   Appt., 
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STATE  of  Maryland. 

( Md ) 

A  Rtate  tax  on  that  portion  of  tbe  irroas 
receipts  of  a  railroail  only  partly  witb- 
In  its  borders,  which  corresponds  to  the  pro- 
portion of  the  mileage  within  the  state.  Is 
not  void  as  an  interference  with  interstate 
commerce. 

(Fpbruary  20,  1901.) 

Note. — For  tax  on  gross  receipts  of  Inter- 
state  railroad,  see  other  cases  in  this  series  as 
follows :  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Raymond 
<r>ak.)  1  L.  R.  A.  732:  Delaware  &  H.  Canal 
Co.  V.  Com.  (Pa.)  1  L.  R.  A.  232.  and  note; 
and  Vermont  &  C.  R.  Co.  T.  Vermont  C.  R.  Co. 
(Vt.)  10  L.  R.  A.  .')02. 

As  to  situs  of  railroad  rolling  stock  for  par- 
pose  of  taxation,  see  Atlantic  St  P.  R.  Co.  t. 
Lesueur  (Ariz.)  1  L.  R.  A.  244:  Bain  v.  Rich- 
mond &  D.  R.  Co.  (N.  C.)  8  L.  R.  A.  299.  and 
note:  Clfveland.  C.  C.  &  St.  L,  R.  Co.  v.  Bac)ni8 
(Ind.)  IS  1^.  R.  A.  729:  and  Union  Refrigerator 
Transit  Co.  ▼.  Lynch  (Utah)  48  L.  R,  A.  790. 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Ck)urt  for  Allegany  County 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  taxes.    Affirmed, 

The  prayers  mentioned  in  the  opinion  were 
as  follows: 

Plaintiff's,  prayer:  "The  plaintiff  prays 
the  court  to  rule  as  matter  of  law  that  under 
the  pleadings  and  agreed  statement  of  facts 
herein  the  plaintiff  is  etttitled  to  recover 
the  amount  of  the  state  taxes  levied  against 
the  defendant  by  the  acts  of  assembly  of 

1890  and  1896  for  each  of  the  years  from 

1891  to  1898,  both  inclusive,  according  to 
the  computation  of  the  same  made  by  the 
comptroller  upon  the  defendant's  returns  of 

•  the  gross  receipts  for  each  of  the  years  pre- 
ceding the  31st  day  of  January  in  each  of 
said  years,  as  set  out  in  said  agreed  state- 
ment, together  with  interest  upon  the  taxes 
for  each  of  said  years  from  the  1st  day  of 
August  after  the  same  were  each  so  respec- 
tively levied,  and  also  the  penalty  of  5  per 
cent  (without  interest)  upon  the  whole 
amount  of  said  taxes  levied  by  said  acts  of 
assembly  for  default  in  payment." 

Defendants :  "  ( 1 )  The  defendant  prays 
the  court  to  rule  that  the  tax  calculated  and 
assessed  by  the  state  tax  commissioner  in 
each  count  of  the  declaration  mentioned  is  a 
tax  on  the  gross  receipts  of  the  defendant, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  can  recover  only  such 
portion  of  said  tax  as  the  amount  of  gross 
receipts  of  the  defendant  derived  from  busi- 
ness done  within  the  state  of  Maryland,  and 
exclusive  of  its  gross  receipts  derived  from 
the  business  of  interstate  commerce,  bears  to 
the  amount  of  its  gross  receipts  taxed  as 
aforesaid.  (2)  The  defendant  prays  the 
court  to  rule  that  the  tax  calculated  and  as- 
sessed bv  the  state  tax  commissioner  in  each 
count  of  the  declaration  mentioned  is  a  tax 
on  the  gross  receipts  of  the  defendant,  and 
that  in  proportion  to  the  extent  that  said 
gross  receipts  are  derived  from  the  business 
of  interstate  commerce  said  tax  is  invalid, 
and  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  such  portion 
thereof.  ( 3 )  The  defendant  prays  the  court 
to  rule  that  the  plaintiff  can  recover  on  each 
count  of  the  declaration  no  greater  sum  as 
a  tax  than  the  tax  levied  by  the  act  of  the  as- 
sembly on  the  gross  receipts  of  the  defendant, 
exclusive  of  the  g^oss  receipts  which  were  in 
fact  directly  paid  to  it  for  the  business  of 
interstate  commerce  carried  on  by  it  during 
the  year  in  said  count  mentioned.  (4)  The 
defendant  prays  the  court  to  rule  that  the 
plaintiff  cannot  recover  in  this  suit  the  pen- 
alties claimed  in  the  several  counts  of  the 
declaration.  (5)  The  defendant  prays  the 
court  to  rule  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  recov- 
er any  interest  on  account  of  the  defendant's 
failure  to  pay  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the 
taxes  sued  for.  (6)  The  defendant,  by  its 
attorneys,  prays  the  court  to  say,  as  the  law 
in  this  case,  that  under  the  pleadings  and 
all  tlie  evidence  as  contained  in  the  agreed 
statement  of  facts  in  this  cause  filed  the 
plaintiff  is  only  entitled  to  recover  under  the 
acts  of  1890  and  1806  of  the  state  of  Mary- 
land, in  the  declaration  of  the  plaintiff  men- 
tioned, the  taxes  properly  calculated  accord- 
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ing  to  the  provisions  of  said  acts  upon  the 
severf^l  amounts  received  by  the  said  defend- 
ant from  the  business  done  by  the  said  de- 
fendant entirely  within  the  state  of  Mary- 
land for  each  of  the  years  in  the  said  plain- 
tiff's  declaration  mentioned;  and  that  the 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  any  sum 
as  taxes  upon  the  several  amounts  received 
by  the  said  defendant  for  the  transportation 
and  carriage  of  passengers  and  freight  in 
transit  from  points  without  the  state  of 
Maryland  to  points  within  the  state  of  Mary- 
land and  from  points  within  the  said  state 
of  Maryland  to  points  without  the  same,  and 
particularly  for  the  transportation  of  coal 
shipped  and  delivered  by  the  owners  thereof 
to  the  defendant  in  the  state  of  Maryland, 
destined  for  continuous  transportation,  and 
so  transported,  to  maricet  at  points  beyond 
the  limits  of  the  state  of  Maryland;  that  is 
to  say,  to  points  in  certain  other  states  of 
the  United  States  of  America,  and  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  and  the  dominion  of  Can- 
ada and  other  foreign  countries." 

Messrs,  Robert  H.  Gordon,  IXTiUiam 
F.  Frick,  Hush  Ii.  Bond,  JFr^  and  John 
W.  Iiord  for  appellant. 

Messrs,  laidor  Rayner,  Attorney  Gener- 
al, Oeorge  R.  Oaither,  and  Benjamin 
A.  Riohn&ond,  for  appellee: 

The  tax  levied  was  a  franchise  tax,  meas- 
ured in  amount  by  the  income  or  business  of 
the  company. 

State  v.  Philadelphia,  W,  d  B,  R.  Co.  45 
Md.  379,  24  Am.  Rep.  511;  United  States 
Electric  Power  d  Light  Co,  v.  State,  79  Md. 
71,  28  Atl.  768;  Coite  y.  Society  for  Savings, 
32  Conn.  173,  Affirmed  in  6  Wall.  625,  18  L. 
ed.  911;  Com,  v.  Provident  Inst,  for  Savings, 
12  Allen,  312,  Affirmed  in  6  Wall.  630,  18  L. 
ed.  913;  State  Tax  on  Railtcay  Cross  Re- 
ceipts,  15  Wall.  284,  sub  nom,  Philadelphia 

6  R.  R,  Co.  V.  Pennsylvania,  21  L.  ed.  164; 
Delaware  Railroad  Tax,  18  Wall.  206,  sub 
nom.  Minot  v.  Philadelphia,  W.  d  B.  R.  Co, 
21  L.  ed.  888;  Erie  R.  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania, 
21  Wall.  492,  22  L.  ed.  595;  Fargo  v.  Michi- 
gan, 121  U.  S.  230,  sub  nom.  Fargo  v.  Ste- 
vens, 30  L.  ed.  888,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  51, 

7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  857;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C,  d  St, 
L.  R,  Co.  v.  Backus,  154*  U.  S.  433,  38  L.  ed. 
1038,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1114. 

Under  the  statute  the  annual  amount  of 
said  tax  is  determined  by  a  calculation  to  be 
based  upon  such  proportion  of  the  whole  re- 
ceipts of  the  company  for  the  preceding  year 
as  the  mileage  of  its  railroad  in  the  s&te  of 
Maryland  bears  to  its  whole  mileage,  and 
such  method  of  arriving  at.  such  franchise 
tax  is  proper,  legal,  and  reasonable  under 
both  the  law  of  Maryland  and  the  decisions 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of.  the  United  States. 

Maine  v.  Grand  Trunk  R,  Co.  142  U.  S. 
217,  35  L.  ed.  994,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  807, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  121,  163;  Home  Ins,  Co,  v. 
tfcw  York,  134  U.  S.  594,  33  L.  ed.  1025,  10 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  593;  Horn  Silver  Min,  Co.  v. 
New  York,  143  U.  S.  305,  38  L.  ed.  104,  4 
Inters.  Com.  Rep.  57,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  403; 
Pullman* s  Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania, 
141  U.  S.  18,  35  L.  ed.  613,  3  Inters.  Com. 
*  Rep.  595,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  876;  Western  U. 
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Tr.leg.  Co.  v.  Atty,  Gen,  125  U.  S.  530,  31  L. 
ed.  790,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  961 ;  Pittshurgh,  C. 
C,  rf  8t.  L.  K.  Co.  V.  Backus,  154  U.  S.'  433, 
38  L.  ed.  1039,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1114;  Char- 
lotte, C.  d  A.  R.  Co.  V.  Qibhesy  142  U.  S.  386, 
35  L.  ed.  1051,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  255;  Colum- 
bus 8.  R.  Co.  V.  Wright,  151  U.  S.  473,  38  L. 
ed.  240,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  396. 

Such  a  franchise  tax,  so  regulated  accord- 
ing to  such  proportionate  part  of  such  gross 
receipts,  is  not  a  tax  laid  upon  interstate 
commerce,  nor  a  tax  upon  appellant's  gross 
receipts  as  such,  but  a  mere  franchise  tax, 
regulated  in  amount  by  the  receipts,  and  as 
such  is  not  an  interference  with  the  exclu- 
sive right  of  Congress  to  regulate  commerce 
amon^  the  states,  etc.,  and  is  therefore  not 
obnoxious  to  §  8,  art.  1,  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  State«i. 

State  Taa  on  Railioay  Qrosa  Receipts,  15 
Wall.  284,  sub  nom.  Philadelphia  d  R.  R.  Co. 
V.  Pennsylvania,  21  L.  ed.  164;  State  Freight 
Tax  Case,  15  Wall.  232,  sub  nom.  Philadel- 
phia d  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Pennsylvania,  21  L.  ed. 
146;  Maine  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  142  U. 
S.  217,  35  L.  ed.  994,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  807, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  121,  163;  J^orn  Silver  Min. 
Co.  V.  New  York,  143  U.  S.  305,  36  L.  ed. 
164,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  57,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
403;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  d  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Backus,  154  U.  S.  433,  38  L.  ed.  1039,  14 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1114;  New  York,  L.  E.  d  W. 
R.  Co.  V.  Pennsylvania,  158  U.  S.  436,  39  L. 
ed.  1044,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep,  896;  Adams  Exp. 
Co.  V.  Indiana,  165  U.  S.  255,  41  L.  ed.  707, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  991 ;  American  Refrigerator 
Transit  Co.  v.  ffall,  174  U.  S.  75,  43  L.  ed. 
901,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  599. 

Pearce,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  ren- 
dered by  the  circuit  court  for  Allegany 
county  in  favor  of  the  8tat>e  of  Maryland  for 
the  sum  of  $76,992.73.  The  state  sued  to 
recover  from  the  Cumberland  &  Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad  Company  certain  taxes 
claimed  to  be  due  for  the  eight  years  from 
January  31,  1890,  to  January  31,  1898. 
These  taxes  for  each  of  the  six  years  up  to 
January  31,  1896,  were  duly  assessed  under 
the  provisions  of  §  1  of  chapter  559  of  the 
Acts  of  1890,  and  those  for  the  two  ensu- 
ing years,  under  the  provisions  of  §  146  of 
chapter  120  of  the  Acts  of  1896,  which  re- 
pealed and  re-enacted  the  act  of  1890.  A 
plea  of  nil  debet  was  filed  by  the  defendant, 
upon  which  issue  was  joined,  and  the  case 
was  submitted  to  the  court  without  the  in- 
tervention of  a  jury,  upon  an  agreed  state- 
ment of  facts;  the  plaintiff  offering  one 
prayer,  which  was  granted,  and  the  defend- 
ant offering  six  prayers,  all  of  which  were 
rejected;  to  which  rulings  the  defendant  ex- 
cepted. These  prayers  will  be  fully  set  out 
by  the  reporter. 

The  act  of  1890  declared:  "A  state  tax 
of  one  per  centum  shall  be  and  is  hereby  lev- 
ied annually  upon  the  gross  receipts  of  all 
railroad  companies  worked  by  steam,  incor- 
porated by  or  under  the  authority  of  this 
state,  and  doing  business  therein.  •  •  • 
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If  any  such  railroad  company  has  part  of  its. 
road  in  this  state,  and  a  part  thereof  in  an- 
otlier  state  or  states,  such  company  shall  re- 
turn a  statement  of  its  gross  receipts  over  its- 
whole  line  of  road,  toge&er  with  a  statement 
of  the  whole  length  of  its  line  in  this  state^ 
and  such  company  shall  pay  to  the  state  at 
the  said  rates  hereinbefore  prescribed,  upon- 
such  proportion  of  its  gross  earnings  as  the 
lenorth  of  ita  line  in  this  state  bears  to  the 
whole  length  of  its  line."    The  act  of  1896 
increased  the  tax  upon  gross  receipts  of  rail- 
road companies  worked  by  steam  power,  es- 
tablishing a  scale  of  rates  graded  acoording 
to  the  earnings  per  mile,  and  specifically  de- 
claring the  tax  to  be  a  franchise  tax,  but 
leaving    unchanged    the    apportionment  ac- 
cording to  the  mileage  within  the  state.  The 
agreed  statement  of  facts  sets  out  what  part 
of  the  defendant's  gross  receipts  upon  which, 
the  taxes  had  been  assessed  by  the  state  tax 
commissioner  were  derived  from  the  business- 
of  interstate  commerce,  and  what  part  from 
business   exclusively  within  the  state;  also 
what  amount  of  taxes  for  the  period  men- 
tioned was  claimed  by  the  state  upon  the  en- 
tire gross  receipts  of  defendant,  and  what 
amount  for  the  same  period  was  admitted 
to  be  due  by  the  defendant  upon  the  entire 
gross  receipts  upon  business  done  exclusively 
within  the  state;  and  sets  out  the  tender  of 
this  last  amount  by  the  defendant  at  the 
proper  times,  and  its  refusal  by  the  plaintiff. 
It  also  shows  that  the  defendant's  road  is 
operated  in  Maryland  under  a  charter  from 
the  state  of  Maryland  and  in  West  Virginia 
under  a  charter  from  the  state  of  Virginia; 
that  the  termini  of  its  road  are  at  the  city 
of  Cumberland  in  Maryland,  at  the  Pennsyl- 
vania state  line,  and  at  Piedmont  in  West 
Virginia;  that  the  whole  length  of  its  rcHui 
is  32.65  miles,  of  which  32.44  are  in  Mary- 
land, and  .21  in  West  Virginia,  and  that  it 
is  chiefly  a  coal  road,  forming  a  oonnecting 
link  between  the  Baltimore  &  Ohio  system  at 
Piedmont   and    the    Pennsylvania    Railroad 
system  at  the  Htate  line  of  Pennsylvania: 
and  that  everything  necessary  to  be  done  by 
defendant  in  order  to  avail  itself  of  the  de- 
fense made  has  been  dulf^  done. 

The  single  question  thus  presented  for  de- 
termination is  whether  the  tax  suwl  for  is  in 
part  invalid,  as  being  a  regulation  of  com- 
merce among  the  sc^'eral  states,  and  there- 
fore in  contravention  of  article  1,  §  8,  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States.  This 
question,  alawys  important  in  principle,  and 
serious  in  result,  as  involving  a  possible  re- 
striction upon  the  sovereign  power  of  taxa- 
tion, essential  to  the  states  for  the  mainte- 
nance of  their  existence, — an  existence  which 
has  been  declared  "indestructible"  by  the 
states  themselves, — has  in  recent  years  as- 
sumed a  larger  importance  and  graver  as- 
pect by  reason  of  the  enormous  increase  of 
expenditures  by  the  Federal  government,  in- 
volving correspondingly  heavy  Federal  taxa- 
tion upon  the  citizens  of  the  several  states; 
since,  if  the  states  are  detnied  the  power,  in 
return  for  franchises  granted  by  them  to  cor- 
I  poratioris  of  their  creation,  to  require  of 
them  their  just  contribution  to  the  cost  of 
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government,  the  deficiency  must  be  supplied 
by  constantly  increasing  exactions  from 
their  already  heavily  burdened  citizens.  The 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  1872, 
recognized  and  declared  the  wrong  of  unduly 
narrowing  the  limits  of  state  taxation  by 
its  decision  in  Oshome  v.  Mobile,  16  Wall. 
479,  21  L.  ed.  470,  in  which  it  sustained  an 
ordinance  of  the  city  of  Mobile  requiring  a 
license  for  any  railroad  or  express  company 
to  transact  in  Mobile  a  business  extending 
beyond  the  limits  of  the  state  of  Alabama; 
Chief  Justice  Chase  saying:  **It  is  as  im- 
portant to  leave  the  rightful  powers  of  the 
state  in  respect  to  taxation  unimpaired  as 
to  maintain  the  power  of  the  Federal  gov- 
ernment in  their  integrity;"  and  this  lan- 
guage was  concurred  in  by  Justices  Fields, 
Davis,  Miller,  Bradley,  and  Strong,  who  par- 
ticipated in  many  of  the  subsequent  deci- 
sions of  that  court  involving  the  considera- 
tion of  that  clause  of  the  Constitution. 

Standing,  then,  upon  the  just  and  im- 
pregnable principle  announced  in  the  lan- 
guage which  we  have  reproduced,  we  will 
consider  the  question  in  the  light  of  all  the 
authority  which  can  be  derived  from  the  de- 
cisions of  the  Supreme  Court  upon  statutes 
of  similar  form  and  design  to  that  before 
us.  Unless  the  decision  in  the  case  of  State 
Turn  on  Railway  Oross  Receipts,  15  Wall. 
284,  8uh  nom,  Philadelphia  d  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Pennsylvania,  21  L.  ed.  164,  is  to  be  disre- 
garded, it  must  be  accepted  as  requiring  the 
affirmance  of  the  judgment  here  assailed; 
and  that  appellant's  counsel,  conceding  this, 
have  directed  all  their  energy  to  the  effort 
to  show  that  that  decision,  if  not  literally 
overruled,  has  been  so  criticised  and  discred- 
ited by  later  decisions  as  to  be  shorn  of  all 
authority,  and  to  warrant,  if  not  to  require, 
the  state  courts  to  refuse  longer  to  follow 
it.  The  circumstances  under  which  that  de- 
cision was  pronounced  are  so  noteworthy  as 
to  justify  extended  reference  to  them  here. 
At  the  December  term,  1872,  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  two  cases  were 
argued,  in  each  of  which  the  Reading  Rail- 
road Company  was  the  appellant  and  the 
state  of  Pennsylvania  was  the  appellee.  In 
each  of  these  cases,  the  supreme  court  of 
Pennsylvania  had  affirmed  the  validity  of  a 
statute  of  the  state,  which  the  plaintiff  in 
error  alleged  to  be  in  contravention  of  that 
clause  of  article  1,  §  8,  of  the  Constitution 
of  the, United  States,  which  is  here  drawn 
in  question.  In  the  first  of  these  cays  the 
statute  under  consideration  was  the  act  of 
1864,  which  required  every  transportation 
company  doing  business  in  the  state  to  make 
quarterly  returns  of  the  number  of  tons  of 
freight  carried  over  its  road,  and  imposed  a 
tax  of  from  two  to  five  cents  upon  every 
ton  of  freight  so  carried,  according  to  a  cer- 
tain classification  of  freight.  In  the  lat- 
ter case  the  statute  in  question  was  the  act 
of  1866,  which  required  all  transportation 
companies  incorporated  under  the  laws  of 
the  state  to  make  semiannual  returns  of 
their  gross  receipts,  and  imposed  a  tax  of 
three-fourths  of  1  per  cent  upon  such 
gross  receipts.  In  the  former  case  the  stat- 
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ute  was  held  repugnant  to  the  clause  of  the 
Constitution  mentioned.  In  the  latter  it 
was  held  not  to  be  so  repugnant.  The  for- 
mer id  officially  reported  under  the  title  of 
*'Case  of  the  State  Freight  Taas,"  and  the 
latter  under  the  title  of  **8tate  Tax  on  Rail- 
way  Oross  Receipts/'  thus  emphasizing  the 
discrimination  drawn  by  the  court  in  laying 
down  the  principles  decided  in  the  respec- 
tive cases,  and  embodying  these  principles,, 
so  to  speak,  in  the  titles  under  which  they 
were  directed  to  be  reported.  They  were  ar- 
gued in  immediate  succession,  before  the 
same  judges,  and  by  the  same  counsel.  The 
former  case  was  the  first  decided,  the  de- 
cision in  the  latter  following  without  haste^ 
but  within  a  short  time  thereafter.  All  the 
conditions,  therefore,  were  favorable  to  care- 
ful consideration,  and  to  calm  and  impartial 
judgment,  and  these  decisions  must,  of  ne- 
cessity, commend  themselves  as  the  delib- 
erate and  fixed  conclusions  of  a  great  tribu- 
nal, upon  great  principles,  involving  great 
interests,  binding  upon  all  inferior  tribunals, 
and  entitled  to  every  presumption  of  sound- 
ness and  stability  when  assailed  in  that  tri« 
bunal  itself  by  those  whose  interest  it  is  to 
overthrow  or  weaken  them,  or  when  ques- 
tioned by  judges,  however  eminent,  whose 
individual  views  are  not  in  accord  with  the 
established  doctrine.  In  the  Case  of  th& 
State  Freight  Tax  the  court  said :  The  ques- 
tion "calls  upon  us  to  trace  the  line,  alwaya 
difficult  to  be  traced,  between  the  limits  of 
state  sovereignty  in  imposing  taxation  and 
the  power  and  duty  of  the  Federal  govern- 
ment to  protect  and  r^ulate  interstate  com- 
merce;'* and,  after  declaring  that  the  consti- 
tutionality of  a  state  tax  is  to  be  determined,, 
not  by  the  form  or  agency  through  which  it 
is  to  be  collected,  but  by  the  subject  upon 
which  the  burden  is  laid,  asked:  Upon 
what  ...  is  the  tax  im{>osed  .  .  .. 
to  be  considered  as  laid?  Where  does  the 
substantial  burden  rest?  Very  plainly,  it 
was  not  intended  to  be,  nor  is  it  in  fact,  a 
tax  upon  the  franchise  of  the  carrying  com- 
panies, or  upon  their  property,  or  upon  their 
business  measured  by  the  number  of  tona 
of  freight  carried.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  ex- 
pressly laid  upon  the  freight  carried,  and 
the  tax  is  not  proportioned  to  the  businesa 
done  in  transportation.  The  transportation 
of  freight  ...  is  a  constituent  of  com- 
merce itself,  and  a  tax  upon  freight  trans- 
ported from  state  to  state  is  a  regulation  of 
interstate  transportation,  and  therefore  a 
regulation  of  commerce  between  the  states; 
and  the  conclusion  is  inevitable  that  it  is 
in  conflict  with  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States.  But,  while  holding  this,  we 
fully  recognize  the  power  of  each  state  to 
tax,  at  its  discretion,  its  own  internal 
commerce,  and  the  franchises,  property,  or 
business  of  its  own  corporations.  Having 
thus  plainly  and  conclusively  traced  the  line 
between  the  power  of  the  state  to  impose  and 
of  the  Federal  government  to  prohibit  taxa- 
tion, and  having  asserted  the  power  and  duty 
of  the  Federal  government  in  the  case  be- 
fore it,  the  court  turned  to  the  consideration 
of   the  Case  of   the   State  Tax  on   Railway 
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Gross  Receipts,  and  proceeded  to  inquire 
whether  such  a  tax  is  a  tax  upon  commerce, 
so  far  as  that  commerce  consists  in  moving 
goods  or  passengers  across  state  lines,  using 
in  the  course  of  the  opinion  delivered  this 
lucid  and  convincing  reasoning.  ''No  doubt 
•every  tax  upon  personal  property,  or  upon 
•occupations,  business,  or  franchises,  affects 
more  or  less  the  subjects  and  the  operations 
■of  commerce.  Yet  it  is  not  everything  that 
affects  commerce  that  amounts  to  a  regula- 
tion of  it,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Consti- 
tution. We  think  it  may  safely  be  asserted 
that  the  states  have  authority  to  tax  the  es- 
tate, real  and  personal,  of  all  their  corpora- 
tions, including  carrying  companies,  pre- 
cisely as  they  may  tax  similar  propertj^  when 
belonging  to  natural  persons,  and  to  the 
same  extents  We  think,  also,  that  such  tax- 
ation may  be  laid  upon  a  valuation,  or  may 
be  an  excise,  and  that  in  exacting  an  excise 
tax  from  their  corporations  the  states  are 
not  obliged  to  impose  a  fixed  sum  upon  the 
franchises,  or  upon  the  value  of  them,  but 
they  may  demand  a  graduated  contribution, 
proportioned  either  to  the  value  of  the  privi- 
leges granted,  or  to  the  extent  of  their  exer- 
cise or  to  the  results  of  such  exercise.-  No 
mode  of  effecting  this,  and  no  forms  of  ex- 
pression which  have  not  a  meaning  beyond 
this,  can  be  regarded  as  violating  the  Consti- 
tution. A  power  to  tax  to  this  extent  may 
l)e  essential  to  the  healthy  existence  of  the 
«tate  governments,  and  the  Federal  Consti- 
tution ought  not  to  be  so  construed  as  to 
impair,  much  less  destroy,  anything  that  is 
Tiecessary  to  their  efficient  existence."  It 
was  accordingly  held  that  the  act  imposing 
the  tax  was  not  in  conflict  with  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States,  and  the  decision 
was  placed  upon  two  distinct  grounds: 
First,  that  such  a  tax  is  laid  upon  a  fund, 
which,  though 'in  part  derived  from  freight 
earned,  has  lost  its  distinctive  character,  and 
has  become  the  property  of  the  company,  and 
has  been  incorporated  with  the  general  mass 
of  its  property!  The  court  said  upon  this 
point:  'There  seems  to  be  no  stronger  rea- 
son for  denying  the  power  of  a  state  to  tax 
the  fruits  of  such  transportation  after  they 
have  become  intermingled  with  the  general 
property  of  the  carrier  than  there  is  for  de- 
nying her  power  to  tax  goods  which  have 
been  imported  after  their  original  packages 
have  been  broken,  and  after  they  have  been 
mixed  with  the  mass  of  personal  property  in 
the  country.  We  think  it  may  safely  be  laid 
down  that  the  gross  receipts  of  railroad  or 
canal  companies,  after  they  have  reached  the 
treasury  of  the  carriers,  though  they  may 
have  been  derived  in  part  from  transportation 
of  freight  between  states,  have  become  sub- 
ject to  legitimate  taxation.  It  is  not  denied 
'  that  net  earnings  of  such  corporations  are 
taxable  by  state  authority  without  any  in- 
quiry after  their  sources.  .  .  .  And  net 
earnings  are  a  part  of  the  gross  receipts."  The 
analogy  here  used,  we  think,  has  its  founda- 
tion in  the  true  philosophy  of  constitutional 
law,  and  the  reasoning  of  the  court  will  en- 
dure the  most  searching  analysis.  The  sec- 
ond ground  upon  which  the  decision  was 
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placed  is  upon  the  right  of  the  states — ^whidi 
the  court  declared  to  be  unquestioned — to 
tax  the  frandiises  of  companies  created  by 
them;  saying:  ''Nor  is  it  deniable  that 
gross  receipts  may  be  a  measure  of  proxi- 
mate value,  or,  if  not,  at  least  of  the  extent 
of  enjoyment.  If  the  tax  be  in  fact  laid 
upon  the  companies,  adopting  such  a  meas- 
ure imposes  no  greater  burden  upon  any 
freight  or  business  from  which  the  receipt 
come  than  would  an  equal  tax  laid  upon  a 
direct  valuation  of  the  franchise.  In  both 
cases  the  necessity  of  higher  charges  to  meet 
the  exaction  is  the  same."  To  this  decision, 
and  to  the  wise  and  sound  construction  and 
logical  reasoning  by  which  it  is  supported. 
Justices  Miller,  Fields,  and  Hunt  in  vain  op- 
posed their  adverse  views,  which,  though 
often  repeated  elsewhere,  have  never,  in  our 
judgment,  been  more  forcibly  expressed  than 
in  the  dissenting  opinion  of  Justice  Miller  in 
that  case. 

Since  the  decision  in  State  v.  PhUadelphiHt 
ir.  <jf  B,  R.  Co.  45  Md.  379,  24  Am.  Rep.  511, 
it  cannot  be  questioned  that  the  tax  in  the 
present  case  is  a  franchise  tax,  measured  in 
amount  by  the  extent  of  the  business  of  the 
corporation;  the  act  of  1872  (chap.  234), 
which  was  considered  in  that  case,  being 
identical  in  substance,  and  very  nearly  so 
in  language,  with  the  act  of  1890  (chap. 
5.59)  and  the  act  of  1896  (chap.  120,  §  146), 
now  under  consideration.  The  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  has  said  in  Xew 
York,  L.  E,  d  W.  R.  Co,  v.  Pennsylvania,  158 
U.  S.  435,  436,  39  L.  ed.  1044,  15  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  896,  where  the  interstate  commerce 
clause  of  the  Constitution  was  invoked  with- 
out success:  "A  construction  or  meaning 
attributed  to  the  terms  of  a  state  statute  by 
the  courts  of  such  state  will,  of  course,  he 
adopted  by  this  court  when  called  upon  to 
decide  questions  arising  under  such  legisla- 
tion;" and  that  court  must,  therefore,  if 
called  on  to  review  this  decision,  assume 
that  this  tax  is  a  franchise  tax,  and  upon 
that  assumption  determine  its  constitutional- 
ity, in  full  view  of  its  own  numerous  deci- 
sions upon  that  point,  which  may  be  sum- 
marized in  the  language  of  Justice  Clifford 
in  Society  for  Savings  v.  Coite,  6  Wall.  594, 
18  L.  ed.  897,  in  which  he  says:  "Nothing 
can  be  more  certain  in  legal  decisions  than 
that  the  privileges  and  franchises  of  a  pri- 
vate corporation  .  .  .  may  be  taxed  by 
a  state  for  the  support  of  the  state  govern- 
ment.'f  Unless,  therefore,  the  decision  in 
State  Tax  on  Railway  Gross  Receipts  can  be 
shown  to  have  been  overruled,  or  shall  be 
hereafter  overruled  on  a  review  of  this  case, 
the  judgment  before  us  mmst  stand. 

The  Gross  Railicay  Receipts  Tax  Case  was 
approved  in  Oshome  v.  Mobile,  16  Wall.  479. 
21  L.  ed.  470,  sustaining  a  license  tax  upon 
an  express  business  carried  on  in- Mobile,  and 
including  transportation  beyond  the  limits 
of  the  state ;  Chief  Justice  Chase  saying :  '*It 
comes  directly  within  the  rules  laid  down  in 
the  case  relating  to  the  tax  upon  the  gross 
receipts  of  railroads,  .  .  .  but  it  was 
no  more*a  tax  upon  interstate  commerce  than 
a  general  tax  on  drayage  would  be  because 
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the  licensed  draTxnan  might  sometimes  be 
employed  in  hauling  goods  to  vessels  to  be 
transported  beyond  the  limits  of  the  state." 
It  was  again  approred  in  the  case  of  Dela- 
icare  Railroad  Too:,  18  Wall.  232,  sub  nom, 
Minot  V.  Philadelphia,  W.  d  B.  22.  Co.  21  L. 
ed.  896,  where  Justice  Field,  dealing  with 
ji  similar  statute  imposing  a  tax  upon  the 
net  earnings  of  the  railroad,  said:  ^'The 
tax  imposed  by  the  act  in  question  affects 
commerce  among  the  states  ^  .  .  just  in 
the  same  way,  and  in  no  other,  that  taxation 
of  any  kind  necessarily  increases  the  ex- 
penses attendant  upon  the  use  or  possession 
of  the  thing  taxed  ;^*  and  "a  tax  upon  a  cor- 
poration may  be  proportioned  to  the  inc<Mnc 
received,  as  well  as  to  the  value  of  the  fran- 
chise granted,  or  the  property  possessed." 
The  exercise  of  the  authority  which  every 
fitate  possesses  to  tax  its  corporations  and 
all  their  property,  real  and  personal,  and 
their  franchises,  and  to  graduate  the  tax 
upon  the  corporations  according  to  their 
business  and  income,  or  the  value  of  their 
property,  when  this  is  not  done  by  discrim- 
inating against  rights  held  in  other  states, 
''and  the  tax  ie  not  on  imports,  exports,  or 
tonnage,  or  transportation  to  other  states, 
cannot  be  regarded  as  conflicting  with  any 
constitutional  power  of  Ccrgress."  The 
Chroaa  Receipts  Case  has  also  been  approved 
in  numerous  subsequent  decisions  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States,  to  which 
reference  here  is  unnecessary. 

We  shall  not  attempt  to  review  all  the 
<:ase8  cited  by  the  appellant  in  support  of  his 
contention,  but  will  refer  briefly  to  a  class 
^f  those  cases  which  we  think  can  be  broadly 
•discriminated,  before  we  take  up  the  cases 
which  it  is  contended  have  overruled  the 
Orosa  Receipts  Case.  In  Western  V,  Teleg. 
Co,  V.  rejos,  105  U.  8.  460,  26  L.  ed  1067, 
the  precise' question  was  whether  the  power 
of  the  state  to  tax  the  occupation  of  the  tel- 
egraph company  could  be  exei'cised  by  plac- 
ing a  speciflc  tax  on  each  message  sent  out 
of  the  state,  or  sent  by  public  oflicers  on  the 
business  of  the  United  States.  An  act  of 
Congress  to  facilitate  the  erection  of  tele- 
graph lines  had  authorized  the  use  of  public 
domain,  and  the  military  and  post  roads,  and 
the  crossing  of  the  navigable  streams  and 
waters  of  the  United  States  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  in  return  for  these  privileges  those 
■who  avail  themselves  of  it  are  bound  to  give 
the  United  States  precedence  in  the  use  of 
their  lines  for  public  business,  at  ratet  to  be 
fixed  by  the  Postmaster  General,  thus  consti- 
tuting companies  of  that  class,  as  to  govern- 
ment business,  government  agencies;  and 
this  company  had  accepted  the  privileges 
and  obligations  of  that  act.  It  was  held 
that  the  tax  laid  could  not  be  enforced, 
CSiief  Justice  Waite  saying,  as  to  the  first 
point,  that  the  tax  was  laid  on  the  message 
itself,  the  same  tax  on  every  message  sent, 
and  because  it  is  sent  without  regard  to  the 
distance  carried  or  the  price  charged,  and 
the  tax  is  in  no  respect  proportioned  to  the 
business  done.  That  case  was,  on  that  point, 
thus  brought  clearly  within  the  principle 
and  the  letter  of  the  ruling  in  the  State 
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Freight  Tax  CoAe,  15  Wall.  232,  sub  nom. 
Philadelphia  d  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Pennsylvaniay  21 
L.  ed.  146.  As  to  the  government  messages, 
the  tax  was  also  held  invalid,  because  a  tax 
by  the  state  on  the  means  employed  by  the 
United  States  to  execute  its  constitutional 
powers  is  void,  upon  the  familiar  principle 
decided  in  M'CuUoch  v.  Maryland,  4  Wheat, 
316,  4  L.  ed.  579.  In  Leloup  v.  Port  of  Mo- 
bile, 127  U.  S.  640,  32  L.  ed.  311,  2  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  134,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1380,  the 
only  tax  involved  waa  a  license  tax  upon  the 
Western  Union  Telegraph  Company,  similar 
to  the  license  tax  in  Osborne  v.  Mobile,  16 
Wall.  479,  21  L.  ed.  470,  the  telegraph  com- 
pany having  also  accepted  the  privileges  and 
obligations  of  Uie  act  of  Congress  mentioned 
in  Western  U.  Teleq.  Co.  v.  Texas,  105  U.  S. 
460,  26  L.  ed.  1067,  and  it  was  held  that 
such  a  license  tax  was  invalid;  thus  over- 
ruling, as  to  ordinary  interstate  messages, 
Osborne  v.  Mobile.  This  overruling  of  that 
case  must  be  accepted;  bat,  when  the  court 
proceeded  to  declare  that  no  state  can  lay 
a  tax  on  the  receipts  derived  from  the  sub- 
jects of  transportation  of  commerce, — that 
question  being  in  no  wise  involved,~its  ut- 
terance formed  no  part  of  its  binding  or  au- 
thoritative judgment.  In  Western  U.  Teleg. 
Co,  V.  Alabama  State  Bd.  of  Assessment,  132 
U.  S.  472,  sub  nom.  Western  U,  Teleg.  Co. 
V.  Scay,  33  L.  ed.  409,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
726,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  161,  the  statute  of 
Alabama  imposed  a  tax  on  the  gross  amounts 
of  the  receipts  by  any  and  all  telegraph  com- 
panies derived  ifrom  business  done  in  that 
state.  The  company  returned  only  its  gross 
receipts  from  business  wholly  within  the 
state,  but  subseijuently,  on  demand,  a  fur- 
ther return  of  its  interstate  business  was 
made,  and  the  tax  was  imposed  upon  the  ag- 
gregate of  both  returns.  It  was  held  that 
the  statute,  thus  construed,  was  a  r^ula- 
tion  of  commerce,  and  the  tax  was  unconsti- 
tutional. It  must  be  noted,  however,  that 
in  that  case  the  statute  made  no  provision 
for  apportionment  of  all  receipts  according 
to  the  mileage  within  and  without  the  state, 
whereas  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Atty. 
Gen.  125  U.  S.  530,  31  L.  ed.  790,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  961,  a  similar  statute  which  did  make 
such  apportionment  was  held  valid.  In  all 
these  cases  we  think  the  distinction  from 
the  present  case  is  too  obvious  to  require 
further  notice. 

But  the  appellant  contends  that  State  Tax 
on  Railway  Gross  Receipts,  in  15  Wall.  284, 
sub  nom.  Philadelphia  d  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Penn- 
sylvania, 21  L.  ed.  164,  has  been  overruled  in 
Fargo  v.  Michigan,  121  U.  S.  230,  sub  nom. 
Fargo  v,  Stevens,  30  L.  ed.  888,  1  Inters. 
Com,  Rep.  51,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  857,  and  in 
Philadelphia  &  8.  Mail  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania, 122  U.  S.  326,  30  L.  ed.  1200,  1  Inters.  ' 
Com.  Rep.  308,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1118,  and  we 
will  now  consider  that  contention.  In  the 
first  of  these  cases  a  statute  of  Michigan  im- 
posed a  tax  upon  the  gross  receipts  of  all 
corporations  "running  cars  over  any  rail- 
roads in  the  state."  The  defendant  was  a 
transportation  company  under  the  laws  of 
the  state  of  Xew  York,  and,  the  case  showed. 
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carried  no  freights  between  points  within  the 
state.  Justice  Miller,  in  delivering  the  opin- 
ion, said:  *'The  cases  of  the  State  Freight 
Tax  and  State  Tax  on  Railway  Oross  Re- 
ceipts .  .  .  present  the  points  in  the 
case  now  before  us  perhaps  as  clearly  as 
any  which  have  been  before  this  court;"  and, 
referring  expressly  to  the  (Iross  Receipts 
Case,  after  stating  without  any  expression 
of  dissent  what  had  there  been  decided,  fur- 
ther said:  "The  distinction  between  that 
case  .  .  .  and  the  one  we  now  have  be- 
fore us  is  very  obvious,  and  is  twofold: 
First.  The  corporation  which  was  the  sub- 
ject of  that  taxation  was  a  Pennsylvania 
corporation,  having  the  situii  of  its  business 
within  the  state  which  created  it  and  en- 
dowed it  with  its  franchises.  .  .  •  Sec- 
ond. This  tax  was  levied  upon  money  in  the 
treasury  of  the  corporation;  upon  property 
within  the  limits  of  the  state,  .  .  .  [and 
which]  had  become,  like  any  other  property 
or  money,  liable  to  taxation  by  the  state. 
The  case  before  us  has  neither  of  these  quali- 
ties. The  corporation  upon  which  this  tax 
is  levied, is  not  a  corporation  of  the  state  of 
Michigan.  .  .  .  The  money  which  it  re- 
ceived for  freight  carried  within  the  state 
probably  never  was  within  the  state,  being 
paid  to  the  company  either  at  the  beginning 
or  the  end  of  its  route,  and  certainly  at  the 
time  the  tax  was  levied  it  was  neither  money 
nor  property  of  the  corporation  within  the 
state  of  Michigan."  We  are  now  consider- 
ing, not  the  legal  merits  of  that  decision,  but 
whether  it  was  designed  to  overrule  the  Gross 
Receipts  decision.  It  must  be  remembered 
that  Justice  Miller  had  dissented  from  that 
judgment,  and  that  he  was  noted  for 
strength  of  conviction  and  will;  and  it  is 
not  possible  to  conceive  that  he  would  have 
then  forborne  expressly  to  overrule  it,  if 
such  had  been  the  purpose  of  the  court  for 
which  he  spoke.  In  Philadelphia  &  S,  Mail 
8.  8,  Co,  V.  Pennsylvania,  122  U.  S.  326,  30 
L.  ed.  1200,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  308,  7  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  1118,  it  must  be  conceded  that  the 
Cross  Receipts  Case  was  questioned.  The 
statute  in  that  case  imposed  a  tax  upon  the 
gross  receipts  of  the  company  in  express 
words  "for  tolls  and  transportation,"  and 
this  at  once,  and  eflfectually,  as  we  think,  dis- 
criminated the  cases,  since  in  the  Gross  Re- 
ceipts Case  the  tax  was  laid  upon  all  the  re- 
ceipts, without  any  reference  whatever  to  in- 
terstate commerce,  or  the  subject  of  that 
commerce,  while  in  the  Steamship  Case  the 
tax  is  limited  to  the  specific  receipts  derived 
from  tolls  and  transportation.  That  the 
court  felt  that  this  distinction  was  inherent 
in  the  cases  was  made  clear  by  Justice  Brad- 
ley in  the  opening  paragraph  of  the  opinion, 
when  he  says :  "The  tax  was  levied  directly 
upon  the  receipts  derived  by  the  company 
from  its  fares  and  freights  for  the  transpor- 
tation of  persons  and  goods  between  different 
states.  .  .  .  The  tax  in  the  present  case 
is  laid  upon  the  cross  receipts  for  transpor- 
tation as  such.  They  are  taxed,  not  only  be- 
cause they  are  money,  .  .  .  but  because 
they  were  received  for  transportation."  He 
does  add:  "A  review  of  the  question  con- 
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vinces  us  that  the  first  ground  on  which  the 
decision  in  Sta^e  Tax  on  Railway  Gross  Re- 
ceipts was  placed  is  not  tenable,"  and,  if  the 
decision  stood  upon  that  ground  alone,  its 
authority  might  be  fairly  regarded  as  denied. 
But  when  the  judge  proceeded  to  consider 
the  second  ground  upon  which  that  decision 
was  placed,  namely,  that  the  tax  was  upon 
the  franchise  granted  to  the  corporation  by 
the  state,  he  does  not  even  intimate  that  this 
was  unsound.     On  the  contrary,  he  says  that 
could  not  be  affirmed  in  the  case  before  the 
court,  because,  by  the  terms  of  the  act,  it 
was  equally  laid  upon  corporations  of  other 
states  doing  business   in   Fennsylvania.     In 
this  connection  it  may  not  be  amiss  to  ob- 
serve that,  only  a  short  time  before,  the  same 
justice  who  delivered  the  opinion  which  we 
are  now  considering  in  a  dissenting  opinion 
in  the  case  of  Wahash,  8t.  L.  d  P.  R,  Co. 
V.  Illinois,  lis  U.  S.  593,  30  L.  ed.  256,  1  In- 
ters. Com.  Rep.  31,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  4,  treated 
the  Gross  Receipts  Case  as  still  binding  upon 
the  court,  and  said :     "We  have  omitted  to 
cite  a   number  of   cases   corroborating    the 
views  we  have  expressed.     The  case  of  State 
Tax  on  Railway  Gross  Receipts,  15  Wall.  284, 
suh  nom.  Philadelphia  d  R,  R,  Co.  v.  Penn- 
sylvania, 21  L.  ed.  164,  is  weighted  with  ar- 
guments and  considerations  in  this  direction. 
We  would  also  refer  to     .    .     .     Osborne  r. 
Mobile,  16  Wall.  479,  21  L.  ed.  470,"— that 
being  the  same  case  which  was  by  the  same 
justice  overruled  in  delivering  the  opinion 
of  the  court  a  few  years  later  in  Leloup  v. 
Port  of  Mobile,  127  U.  S.  640,  32  L.  ed.  311, 
2    Inters.    Com.  Rep.  134,  8   Sup.    Ct.  Rep. 
1380.     This  leads  us  to  recall  the  language 
of  Justice  Miller  in  Fargo  v.  Michigan,  121 
U.  S.  230,  sub  nom.  Fargo  v.  Stevens,  30  L. 
ed.  888,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  51,  7  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  857,  where  he  says:     *'\^^ith  reference 
to  the  utterances  of  this  court,  until  within 
a  very  short  time  past,  as   to   what   consti- 
tutes   commerce  among  the   several    states, 
and  also  as  to  what  «iactments  by  the  state 
legislature  are  in  violation  of  the  constitu- 
tional provision  on  that  subject,  it  may  be 
admitted  that  the  court  has  not  always  em- 
ployed the  same  language,  and  that  all  of  the 
judges  of  the  court  who  have  written  opin- 
ions for  it  may  not  have  meant  precisely  the 
same  thing."     In  view  of  this  candid  decla- 
ration of  file  supreme  court,  we  feel  that  the 
only  tribunal  which,  with  justice  to  the  par- 
ties concerned,  can  determine  the  degree  of 
authority  to   be  attributed  to  the   Railway 
Gross    Receipts    Case,  often  approved,  and 
never,  as  we  think,  overruled,  is  the  high 
tribunal  from  which  it  emanated. 

It  is  only  by  confining  inquiry  to  the  pre- 
cise facts  in  each  case  before  the  Supreme 
Court  that  we  can,  with  fairness  to  that 
court,  and  with  due  regard  for  the  reputa- 
tion of  this  court,  reach  any  proper  conclu- 
sion as  to  just  what  was  intended  to  be  de- 
cided in  each  case;  and  in  the  review  of  the 
cases  which  we  have  here  attempted  we  have 
endeavored  to  state  fairly  and  fully  what 
we  understand  to  be  t^e  controlling  facts, 
and  to  make  no  forced  or  biased  deductions 
therefrom.    It  is  not  to  be  denied  that  in 
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these  and  other  decisions  of  the  Supreme 
Court  since  the  Gross  Receipts  Case,  15  Wall. 
284,  21  L.  ed.  104,  there  is  manifested  a  ten- 
dency to  enlarge  the  authority  of  the  Fed- 
eral 'government,  ^and  to  curtail  the  taxing 
power  of  the  state,  when  applied  to  C[ue8- 
tions  however  remotely  affecting  the  subjects 
of  interstate  commerce;  but,  whatever  may 
be  thought  of  the  decision  in  Philadelphia  d 
8,  Mail  8.  8,  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania,  122  U.  S. 
326,  30  L.  ed.  1200,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  308, 
7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1118,  or  of  the  other  cases  re- 
lied on  by  the  appellant  as  dethroning  the 
autliority  of  the  Cross  Receipts  Case,  we  re- 
gard the  case  of  Maine  v.  Grand  Trunk  R, 
Co,  142  U.  S.  217,  35  L.  ed.  994,  3  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  807,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  121,  163,  as 
necessarily  reasserting  its  authority,  and 
conclusively  establishing  the  validity  of  the 
tax  now  in  question.  In  that  case  the  stat- 
utes of  Maine  required  every  corporation  op- 
erating a  railroad  in  .the  state  to  pay  "an 
annual  excise  tax  for  the  privilege  of  exer- 
cising^ its  franchise  in  the  state,"  and  pro- 
vided that  the  annual  gross  transportation 
receipts  should  be  divided  by  the  number  of 
miles  operated,  to  ascertain  the  average 
gross  receipts  per  mile;  and  that,  when  a 
railroad  lay  partly  within  and  partly  with- 
out the  state,  as  that  railroad  did,  the  gross 
receipts  over  the  whole  line,  within  and 
without  the  state,  should  be  divided  by  the 
total  number  of  miles  operated,  to  obtain 
the  average  gross  receipts  per  mile;  and  the 
gross  receipts  within  the  state  should  be  de- 
termined by  multiplying  the  general  average 
per  mile  by  the  numt^r  of  miles  operated 
within  the  state.  The  attorney  general  of 
Maine,  in  his  reported  argument,  admirable 
alike  for  its  clearness  and  condensation,  de- 
clined to  make  any  general  review  of  the 
cases  bearing  upon  the  general  question,  and 
referred  only  to  those  closely  in  point,  sus- 
taining his  contention,  viz.  The  Gross  Re- 
ceipts Case,  15  Wall.  284,  21  L.  ed.  164,  and 
The  Delaware  Railroad  Tax,  18  Wall.  206, 
8uh  nom,  Minot  v.  Philadelphia,  W.  d  B.  R, 
Co,  21  L.  ed.  888,  and  also  the  two  cases 
there  and  here  relied  on  as  overthrowing  the 
case  in  15  Wall.,  21  L.  ed.,  though  it  is  sin- 
gular that  they  do  not  seem  to  be  relied  on 
as  in  any  way  assailing  the  case  in  18  Wall., 
21  L.  ed.,  and  he  apparently  succeeded  in 
demonstrating  to  the  satisfaction  of  a  major- 
ity of  the  court  that  15  Wall.,  21  L.  ed.,  had 
not  been  overruled  by  121  U.  S.,  30  L.  ed., 
1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.,  or  122 
U.  S.,  30  L.  ed.,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.,  7  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.,  and  that  its  authority  was  still  ac- 
knowledged by  the  court.  That  opinion  was 
delivered  in  1891  by  Justice  Field,  and  fully 
sustained  the  contention  of  the  state.  The 
court  said:  "The  tax  for  the  collection  of 
-which  this  action  is  brought  is  an  excise  tax 
upon  the  defendant  corporation  for  the 
privilege  of  exercising  its  franchises  within 
the  state  of  Maine.  It  is  so  declared  in  the 
statute  which  imposes  it.  And  that  a  tax 
of  this  character  is  within  the  power  of  a 
state  to  levy  there  can  be  no  question.  The 
designation  •  •  •  is  used  more  fre- 
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quently  in  this  country  in  the  •  •  • 
sense  [of  an  impost  for  a  license  to  exercise 
particular  franchises]  than  in  any  other 
[sense].  The  privilege  of  exercising  the 
franchises  of  a  corporation  within  a  state  is 
generally  one  of  value,  and  often  of  great 
value,  and  the  subject  of  earnest  contention. 
It  is  natural,  therefore,  that  the  corporation 
should  be  made  to  bear  some  proportion  of 
the  burdens  of  government.  As  the  gp'ant- 
ing  of  the  privilege  rests  entirely  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  state,  whether  the  corporation 
be  of  domestic  or  foreign  origin,  it  may  be 
conferred  upon  such  conditions,  pecuniary  or 
otherwise,  as  the  state,  in  its  judgment,  mav 
deem  most  conducive  to  its  interests  or  pol- 
icy. It  may  require  the  payment  into  its 
treasury,  each  year,  of  a  specific  sum,  or  may 
apportion  the  amount  exacted  according  to 
the  value  of  the  business  permitted,  as  dis- 
closed by  its  gains  or  receipts  of  the  present 
or  past  years.  The  character  of  the  tax  or 
its  validity  is  not  determined  by  the  mode 
adopted  in  fixing  its  amount  for  any  specific 
period  or  the  times  of  its  payment.  The 
whole  field  of  inquiry  into  the  extent  of  rev- 
enue from  sources  at  the  command  of  the 
corporation  is  open  to  the  consideration  of 
the  state  in  determining  what  may  be  justly 
exacted  for  the  privilege.  The  rule  of  ap- 
portioning the  charge  to  the  receipts  of  the 
business  would  seem  to  be  eminently  reason- 
able, and  likely  to  produce  the  most  satis- 
factory results,  both  to  the  state  and  the 
corporation  taxed.  ...  A  resort  to 
those  receipts  was  simply  to  ascertain  the 
value  of  the  business  done  by  the  corpora- 
tion, and  thus  obtain  a  guide  to  a  reason- 
able conclusion  as  to  the  amount  of  the  ex- 
cise tax  which  should  be  levied;  and  we  are 
unable  to  perceive  in  that  resort  any  inter- 
ference with  transportation,  domestic  or 
foreign,  over  the  road  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany, or  any  regulation  of  commerce  which 
consists  in  such  transportation.  .  .  . 
The  case  of  Philadelphia  d  8.  Mail  8.  8,  Co. 
V.  Pennsylvania,  122  U.  g.  326,  30  L.  ed. 
200,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  308,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1118,  in  no  way  conflicts  with  this  decision, 
nor  do  the  vi«ws  we  hold  in  this  case  in  any 
way  qualify  or  impair  it  [that  decision]."  If 
this  is  not  a  confirmation  of  the  authority  of 
15  and  18  Wall.,  we  are  at  a  loss  to  under- 
stand the  force  of  plain  language,  and  we 
regard  the  Elaine  case  as  a  clear  indication 
on  the  part  of  the  court  that  tlie  extreme 
limit  of  expansion  of  Federal  authority  in 
that  direction  had  been  reached  in  the  Philor 
delphia  8teamship  Case,  and  as  a  further  in- 
dication that  they  meant  to  say  in  the  Gross 
Receipts  Case  what  they  said  in  the  Maine 
case,  regardless  of  any  apparent  intimations 
to  the  contrary  in  the  intervening  period. 
They  could  not  logically  sustain  the  Maine 
statute  while  upholding  the  Steamship  Case 
without  recognizing  the  distinction  between 
that  case  and  those  in  15  and  18  Wall., 
which  we  have  already  drawn  in  the  dis- 
cussion of  those  cases.  But  if  we  should  be- 
lieve, with  Justice  Bradley  in  his  dissenting 
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opinion  in  the  Maine  case,  that  it  overrules 
the  Steamship  Case^  then  there  is  an  end  of 
all  argument,  and  we  rest  securely  upon  the 
Qrosa  Receipts  Case.  The  Elaine  case  is  the 
latest  upon  the  point,  and  its  principles  have 
been  approved  hj  the  Supreme  Court  in  nu- 
merous decisions;  notably  in  New  York,  L. 
E*  d  TV.  H.  Co,  v.  Pennsylvania,  158  U.  S, 
440,  39  L.  ed.  1046,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  900,  and 
its  exact  doctrine  reannounced  in  Horn  8il- 
vei'  Min.  Co,  v.  New  York,  143  U.  S.  305,  36 
L.  ed.  164,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  67,  12  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  403,  and  Adams  Exp,  Co,  v.  Ohio 
State  Auditor,  165  U.  S.  220,  41  L.  ed.  683, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  305.  If,  in  the  Maine  case, 
the  court,  in  response  to  the  argument  of  the 
state,  based  confessedly  upon  the  continued 
authority  of  the  Gross  Receipts  Case  and  the 
Delaware  Railroad  Tax  Case,  as  announcing 
the  same  doctrine,  had  chosen  plainly  to 
overrule  those  cases,  or  without  saying  in 
plain  words  how  much  authority  they  should 
continue  to  have,  and  had  struck  down  the 
Maine  statute,  in  one  case  it  would  have 
been,  and  in  the  other  it  possibly  might  have 
been,  our  duty  to  follow  its  action  in  that 
case,  though  some  of  our  own  decisions 
might  still  be  formally  in  the  way.  But,  un- 
derstanding the  Maine  case  as  we  do,  and 
being  profoundly  impressed  with  the  abso- 
lute soundness  of  the  principles  announced 
in  the  Gross  Receipts  Case,  and  approved  in 
the  Maine  case,  we  are  bound  in  duty  to  the 
state  to  uphold  the  tax  in  question,  leaving 
it  to  the  Supreme  Court  to  say,  if  invoked, 
whether  we  have  misinterpreted  their  mean- 
ing. 

The  legality  and  propriety  of  the  mileage 
method  of  measuring  the  value  of  a  fran- 
chise tax,  otherwise  valid,  has  been  so  re- 
peatedly declared,  and  so  emphatically  stat- 
ed in  the  Maine  case,  that  we  shall  not  refer 
to  any  other  authority. 

Under  sections  6,  7,  chap.  559,  Laws  1890, 
which  regulated  proceedings  for  recovery  of 
all  these  taxes,  they  are  due  and  payable 
July  1st  in  each  year,  and,  if  not  paid  with- 
in thirty  days  thereafter,  the  corporation  is 
to  forfeit  and  to  pay  to  the  state  an  addition- 
al amount  of  5  per  cent  as  penalty  or  dama- 
ges, to  be  added  to  such  taxes  so  due  and  un- 
paid; and,  if  judgment  is  rendered  for  the 
state  in  any  suit  to  recover  such  taxes,  judg- 
ment is  to  be  entered  without  slay  for  the 
amount  of  taxes  so  due,  and  the  5  per  cent 
additional  as  damages,  with  interest  and 
costs.  This  it  was.  clearly  within  the  power 
of  the  legislature  to  provide.  We  think  the 
interest  was  coiTectly  charged  from  the  1st 
of  August  only,  as  suit  was  only  authorized 
after  that  tinre,  and  no  interest  is  allowable 
on  the  5  per  cent  penalty  or  damages. 

It  follows,  from  what  we  have  said,  that 
the  plaintiff's  prayer  was  properly  gp'anted, 
and  the  defendant's  six  prayers  were  prop- 
erly rejected,  and  the  judgment  will  there- 
fore be  alTirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed,  with  costs  above  and 
below. 
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The  rl8:bt  of  way  and  traclcs  of  m  rmtl- 
road  company  are  not  landed  prop- 
erty within  the  meaning  of  a  provision  In  a 
statute  annexing  territory  to  a  city,  that  the 
rate  of  tjixation  on  landed  property  in  the 
annexed  district  should  not  be  Increased  un- 
til streets  wore  laid  through  it,  and  there 
should  be  a  certain  number  of  buildings  on 
evei:y  block. 

(June  14,  1»01.) 

APPEAL  by  contestant  from  an  order  of 
the  Baltimore  City  Court  dismissing  an 
appeal  from  a  ruling  of  the  Appeal  Tax 
Court  of  Baltimore  fixing  the  rate  of  taxa- 
tion upon  contestant's  right  of  way  and. 
tracks  through  a  tract  of  land  which  had 
been  added  to  the  city  of  Baltimore.  Re- 
versed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  George  Dobbin  Pennlman  and 
Fielder  C.  Slinglnif ,  for  appellant : 

In  Appeal  Tax  Court  v.  Western  Maryland 
R.  Co.  50  Md.  274,  it  seems  to  have  been  as- 
sumed by  the  court  that  if  the  railroad  com- 
pany owned  its  right  of  way  it  should  be 
taxed  as  real  estate. 

It  would  be  absurd  to  say  that  the  ease- 
ment of  a  railroad  company  on  the  bed  of  a 
public  street  must  **be  assessed  and  taxed  as 
real  estate"  {Appeal  Tax  Court  v.  Western 
Maryland  R.  Co,  50  Md.  302) ,  while  the  land 
whidi  it  either  owns  in  fee  or  holds  exclusi\-e- 
ly  is  pot  to  be  assessed  or  taxed  as  real  es- 
tate, or  allowed  the  benefit  of  any  exemptions 
enjoyed  by  contiguous  real  estate. 

If*  the  land  and  tracks,  etc.,  constituting 
our  right  of  way  is  "real  estate"  it  must  be 
considered  "landed  property"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  clause  exempting  '* landed 
property"  from  the  Baltimore  city  rate  un- 
til either  streets  are  opened  or  houses  built, 

Messrs,  William  Pinkney  "Wl&yte  and 
Charles  W.  Field  for  appellee. 

Pearce,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  pro  forma  order 
or  judgment  of  the  Baltimore  city  court  dis- 
missing an  appeal  filed  under  §  170  of  the 

Note. — As  to  the  liability  of  a  railroad  right 
of  way  to  assessment  for  local  Improvemt^nts, 
see  in  this  series  the  note  to  Chicago,  M.  &  St. 
P.  R.  Co.  T.  Milwaukee  (Wis.)  28  L.  R,  A. 
240 ;  also  Cincinnati,  L.  &  N.  R.  Co.  t.  Clncla- 
nati  (Ohio)  49  L.  R.  A.  566,  and  footnote;  Chi- 
cago, R.  I.  A  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Ottumwa  (Iowa)  31 
L.  R.  A.  763,  and  footnote. 

Railway  property  as  realty,  see  note  to  Oska- 
loosa  Water  Co.  v.  Oskaloosa  Bd.  of  Equalixa- 
tion  (Iowa)  15  L.  R.  A.  296. 

And  as  to  liability  of  a  street  railway  for 
paving  assessments,  see  Shreveport  r.  PrM- 
cott  (La.)  46  L.  R.  A.  193,  and  note;  Union 
Trust  Co.  V.  Richmond  City  R,  Co.  (Ind.)  48 
L.  R.  A.  41 :  and  also  Lake  Street  E^ev.  E.  Ca. 
V.  Chicago  (III.)  47  L.  R.  A.  624. 
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new  charter  of  Baltimore,  by  the  United  Rail- 
ways and  Electric  Company  of  Baltimore, 
from  a  ruling  made  by  the  appeal  tax  court 
of  Baltimore,  fixing  the  rate  of  taxation  for 
the  year  of  1900,  upon  the  assessed  valuation 
of  that  part  of  the  appellant's  right  of  way 
and  tracks  situated  in  that  part  of  the  city 
of  l^altiniore  commonly  known  as  the  annex 
or  belt. 

"^rhe  case  was  tried  upon  an  agreed 
statement  of  facts,  and  the  sole  question  is 
whether  the  tax  should  be  at  the  full  city 
rate  of  $1.07  in  the  $100  or  at  60  cents  in 
the  $100,  the  latter  being  the  Baltimore 
county  rate  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the 
annexation  act;  and  this  depends  upon  the 
construction  of  §  19  of  that  act  (chap.  98  of 
1.888),  now  §  4  of  the  new  charter.  That 
provides  that  until  the  year  1900  the  rate  of 
taxation  for  city  purposes  upon  all  landed 
property  in  the  territory  annexed  by  the  act 
of  188S  and  upon  which  taxes  would  be  paid 
to  Baltimore  county  if  such  territory  had 
not  been  annexed  to  Baltimore  city,  should 
at  no  time  exceed  the  tax  rate  of  Baltimore 
county  for  the  year  1887,  and  that  until  the 
year  1900  the  assessment  of  such  property 
should  not  be  increased;  provided,  that  even 
after  tlie  year  1900  said  rate  of  taxation 
should  not  be  increased  for  city  purposes  on 
any  landed  property  in  said  territory  until 
avenues,  streets,  or  alleys  should  have  been 
opened  and  constructed  through  the  same, 
nor  until  there  should  be  on  every  block  of 
ground  so  to  be  formed  at  least  six  dwellings 
or  storehouses  ready  for  occupation. 

The  statement  of  facts  may  thus  be  ab- 
breviated : 

1.  That  the  petitioner  is  a  corporation  un- 
der the  laws  of  Maryland  operating  an  elec- 
tric railway,  of  which  46  miles  of  double 
track,  assessed  at  $17,000  per  mile,  are  oper- 
ated in  said  city. 

2.  That  31  of  these  46  miles  run  through 
property  through  which  avenues,  streets,  and 
alleys  have  been  constructed,  and  upon 
which  there  are,  ready  for  occupation,  upon 
each  block  so  formed,  through  which  the  rail- 
way tracks  extended,  six  dwellings  or  store- 
houses, and  that  said  31  miles  are  therefore 
property  taxable  at  $1.07  per  $100,  that  be- 
in^  the  city  rate  for  the  year  1900. 

3.  That  15  of  these  46  miles  run  through 
property  through  which  no  avenues,  streets, 
or  alleys  have  been  constructed,  nor  are 
there  ready  for  occupation  upon  each  block 
tlirough  which  said  tracks  extend  six  dwell- 
ings or  storehouses;  and  that  the  property 
immediately  contiguous  to  said  15  miles  was 
taxed  for  the  year  1900  by  the  appeal  tax 
court  at  the  Baltimore  county  rate  of  60 
cents  in  the  $100,  at  which  said  rate  also 
said  15  miles  had  been  taxed  by  Baltimore 
city  prior  and  up  to  the  year  1900. 

4.  ITiat  the  railway  company  paid  to  the 
city  of  Baltimore  for  the  year  1900  taxes 
upon  said  15  miles  of  track,  assessed  at  $17,- 
000  per  mile,  at  the  full  city  rate  of  $1.67  in 
the  $100,  aggregating  $4,253.50,  whereas  the 
rate  thereon  should  have  been  only  60  cents 
in  the  $100,  aggregating  only  $1,530,  and 
that  it  has  thus  paid  $2,728.50  in  excess  of 
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the  true  legal  amount  due,  which  excess 
should  be  repaid  to  it  by  the  comptroller  of 
the  city  with  interest  from  the  aate  of  its 
payment  to  the  city. 

It  is  stated  in  the  appellant^s  brief  that 
part  of  its  right  of  way  is  over  turnpikes,  on 
which  the  right  to  lay  its  tracks  was  pur^ 
chased  from  the  turnpike  companies,  part 
over  the  beds  of  public  roads  or  streets  un- 
der some  sufficient  authority,  and  part  is 
held  under  fee-simple  conveyances.  Nono 
of  ihe^e  things,  however,  appear  in  the 
agreed  statement  of  facts,  but  we  do  not  re- 
gard them  as  material  to  the  proper  dispo- 
sition of  the  case. 

The  appellant  maintains  that  the  term 
"landed  property,"  as  used  in  the  annexa- 
tion act,  and  in  the  new  charter,  is  identi- 
cal in  meaning  with  the  term  "real  estate," 
and  that  its  right  of  way,  however  acquired 
and  held,  is  landed  property  or  real  estate; 
and  that  si^nce  the  proviso  of  the  annexation 
act  and  of  the  new  charter,  expressly  declares 
that  the  Baltimore  county  rate  of  taxation 
for  1887  shall  not  be  increased  for  city  pur- 
poses on  any  landed  property  within  tie  an- 
nexed territory,  until  the  conditions  hereto- 
fore set  forth  as  to  avenues,  streets,  or  al- 
leys, and  buildings  or  storehouses  have  been 
complied  with,  that  it  therefore  necessarily 
follows,  ex  vi  ierminiy  that  the  Baltimore 
county  rate  of  taxation  for  the  year  1887  is 
the  proper  standard  of  taxation  for  these  15 
miles  of  right  of  way,  which  by  said  agreed 
statement  of  facts  are  not  brought  within 
the  conditions  prescribed  for  the  city  rate. 

In  support  of  this  position  the  appellant ' 
relies  upon  the  case  of  the  Appeal  Taw  Court 
V.  Western  Maryland  R,  Co.  50  Md.  302,  in 
which  it  was  held  that  where  a  railway  has 
an  easement  in  the  way  occupied  by  its  road, 
such  easement,  whether  under  or  over  the 
public  street,  is  an  element  of  value  to  the 
road,  and,  as  such,  should  be  included  in  the 
valuation  of  the  road  itself,  and  in  which 
the  court  said :  "The  rule  would  seem  to  be 
clearly  otherwise,  and  that  an  easement  en- 
joyed in  the  bed  of  a  public  street  may  be  as- 
sessed and  taxed  as  real  estate."  Conceding, 
for  the  purpose  of  argument,  without  decid- 
ing (because  unnecessary  in  this  case),  that 
the  appellant's  right  of  way  is  real  proper- 
ty, and  should  be  so  assessed  and  taxed,  the 
conclusion  sought  to  be  drawn  by  the  appel- 
lant does  not  necessarily  follow;  though  if 
it  be  also  conceded  that  the  right  of  way  and 
tracks  in  question  are  embraced  within  the 
terms  of  the  proviso,  it  would  be  very  diffi- 
cult, if  not  impossible,  to  deny  the  conclu- 
sion. But  the  vital  question  to  be  deter- 
mined is  whether  the  right  of  way  and  tracks 
are  so  embraced,  and  the  vice  of  the  appel- 
lant's argument  lies  in  the  assumption  of 
this  fact. 

This  argument  encounters  at  the  outset 
the  difficulties  interposed  by  the  strict  and 
rigid  construction  of  tax  exemptions  de- 
clared by  all  legal  writers  and  courts,  and 
so  familiar  as  to  make  any  extended  refer- 
ence to  them  inappropriate. 

But  here  there  is  a  clear  exemption  of 
"landed  property"  under  certain  circumstan- 
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ce«,  and  it  is  of  this  class  of  cases  that 
Judge  Cooley  says  in  his  work  on  Taxation, 
p.  205 :  "It  is  also  a  very  just  rule  that 
when  an  exemption  is  found  to  exist  it  shall 
not  be  enlarged  by  construction;''  and  again, 
on  page  204:  "Taxation  is  an  act  of  sover- 
eignty, to  be  performed,  so  far  as  it  conven- 
iently can  be,  with  justice  and  equality  to 
all.  Exemptions,  no  matter  how  meritori- 
ous, are  of  grace  and  must  be  strictly  con- 
strued." In  Appeal  Taa  Court  v.  Rice^  50 
Md.  312,  the  court  said  the  party  asserting 
the  exemption  must  show  that  the  power  to 
tax  in  the  particular  case  has  been  clearly 
relinquished,  and  that  "if  this  has  not  been 
done,  .  .  ,  the  question  whether  or  not 
the  exemption  has  been  granted  must  be  re- 
solved in  favor  of  the  state." 

In  Appeal  Tax  Court  v.  8t,  Mary*8  Semi- 
nary, 50  Md.  345,  346,  the  assessment  act  of 
1876  exempted  from  taxation  benevolent 
institutions,  so  far  as  used  for  the  benefit  of 
the  indigent;  also  the  grounds  actually  cov- 
ered by  the  buildings  so  used,  and  the  equip- 
ments of  such  institutions.  The  question 
was  whether  stocks  and  other  investments 
held  by  the  corporation,  the  income  of  which 
was  used  for  the  indigent  students,  were  em- 
braced in  the  exemption,  and  it  was  held 
they  were  not.  The  word  "institution"  was 
said  to  be  appropriately  descriptive  of  the 
buildings  or  establishment  where  the  busi- 
ness of  the  corporation  was  carried  on,  but 
wholly  inappropriate  as  the  designation  of 
the  corporation  itself ;  and  so,  also,  the  term 
"equipment"  was  held  appropriate  to  cover 
tangible  property  and  in  conducting  the 
business  of  the  institution,  but  altogether  in- 
appropriate as  a  description  of  investments 
although  the  income  w^as  used  in  the  work  of 
the  institution. 

This  case  is  cited  to  show  that  under  the 
fundamental  rule  governing  the  construction 
of  exemptions,  the  particular  exemption 
claimed  cannot  be  sustained  unless  it  is 
shown  to  be  within  the  spirit  as  well  as  the 
letter  of  the  law.  Let  us  see,  then,  assum- 
ing that  appellant's  right  of  way  and  tracks 
are  landed  property,  and  within  the  letter  of 
the  exemption,  whether  they  are  also  within 
its  spirit.  We  have  seen  that  §  4  of  the 
new  charter  provides  for  an  absolute  exemp- 
tion, above  60  cents  in  the  $100,  of  all  landed 
property  and  personal  property  within  the 
annex  until  the  year  1900,  but  it  will  be  seen 
upon  examination  that  it  also  provides  that 
from  and  after  the  year  1900,  all  property, 
real  and  personal,  within  the  annex,  should 
be  liable  to  assessment  and  taxation  in  the 
same  manner  and  form  as  similar  property 
elsewhere  in  the  city. 

The  absolute  exemption  provnded  has  run 
its  course  with  the  year  1900,  and  except  as 
to  the  particular  property  brought  within 
the  conditions  of  the  proviso,  the  absolute 
subjection  to  the  regular  city  rate  of  taxa- 
tion has  been  brought  into  operation.  Un- 
less, therefore,  there  is  something  in  the  pro- 
viso which  takes  this  particular  property  of 
52  L.  R.  A. 


the  railway  out  of  the  general  Ismgua^ 
which  precedes  the  proviso,  and  requires  iXs 
inclusion  with  that  to  be  affected  by  the 
proviso,  the  rate  of  taxation  for  1901  mu^^t 
be  the  regular  city  rate,  for  that  year,  and 
we  do  not  think  there  is  anything  in  tl)e 
proviso  which  can  be  properly  held  to  have 
the  effect  claimed  by  the  appellant. 

We  think  the  obvious  purpose  of  the  pro- 
viso was  to  extend  the  exemption,  after  1900, 
to  suburban  property,  either  used  for  agri- 
cultural purposes  or  suffered  to  lie  idle 
awaiting  the  appreciation  of  value  which 
ordinarily  keeps  pace  with  the  progress  of 
building  and  city  improvements,  until  a  cer- 
tain standard  of  development  marked  out  in 
the  proviso  should  be  attained,  and  that 
only  such  property  as  is  itself  capable  of 
such  use  and  development  was  designed  to  be 
embraced  within  the  continuance  of  the 
exemption.  In  other  words,  that  it  is  only 
landed  property  through  which  avenue*, 
streets,  or  alleys  may  be  constructed,  out  of 
which  blocks  can  be  formed,  and  upon  which 
houses  or  stores  can  be  erected,  that  wjls  in 
contemplation  for  continued  exemption,  and 
that  the  language  of  the  proviso  is  altogeth- 
er inappropriate  as  a  description  of  the  right 
of  way  and  tracks  of  a  railway,  although  it 
be  landed  property. 

Avenues,  streets,  or  alleys  may,  it  is  true, 
cross  a  railway,  but  they  cannot  be  properly 
said  to  be  opei^ed  through  them,  in  the  sen^ 
in  which  they  are  opened  through  property 
not  devoted  to  public  use.  When  so  run 
across  a  railway  the  public  has  the  right  of 
user  for  public  travel,  and  such  streets  will 
serve  to  define  the  lines  of  blocks  so  formed, 
but  no  part  of  the  railway's  right  of  way 
will  ever  enter  into  the  dimensions  of  such 
blocks,  and  no  house  or  store  can  ever  be 
erected  up<m  any  part  of  such  right  of  way. 
If  the  property  of  the  railway  cannot  be 
taxed  aoove  60  cents  in  the  $100  until  an 
impossible  situation  shall  arise,  it  can  never 
be  taxed  beyond  that  rate,  and  an  exemp 
tion  which  is  confessedly  declared  to  be  tem- 
porary will  be  made  perpetual,  and  that  by 
construction. 

It  is  evident  that  the  appellant  anticipated 
this  view  of  the  question  and  felt  its  forces 
since  there  is  inserted  in  the  agreed  state- 
ment of  facts  the  fact  that  the  property  im- 
mediately contiguous  to  these  15  miles  is 
taxed  at  the  60  cent  rate,  and  it  is  argued 
that  the  railway's  privilege  of  exemption 
must  be  measured  by  that  of  adjoining  or 
abutting  property  owners;  and  upon  this 
theory  they  would  read  the  proviso  as  if  it 
said,  "until  avenues,  streets,  or  alleys  shall 
have  been  opened  or  constructed  through, 
the  same,  or  through  the  adjoining  or 
abutting  property,  nor  until  there  shsUl  be 
on  every  block  so  to  be  formed  from  said 
property,  or  from  adjoining  or  abutting 
property,  at  least  six  dwellings  or  store- 
houses ready  for  occupation."  However 
ingenious  and  plausible  this  may  appear 
without  reflection,  it  will  not  bear  exami- 
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oation,  and  we  cannot  adopt  the  contention. 
To  do  so  would  be  to  show  ourselves  astute 
to  extend,  by  construction,  an  exemption  be- 
yond the  terms  in  which  it  is  given. 

The  legislature  has  made  this  right  to  ex- 
emption depend  upon  the  condition  of  the 
flame  property  for  which  it  is  claimed,  and 
not  upon  the  condition  of  contiguous  prop- 
erty. If 'the  latter  had  been  intended  we  are 
l>ound  to  hold  the  intention  would  have  been 
declared  in  clear  and  plain  language,  and 
not  left  to  forced  or  strained  construction. 
Moreover,  the  reasons  which  obviously  in- 
duced the  exemption  as  to  contiguous  prop- 
erty forbid  its  extension  to  railway  property. 

The  value  of  the  contiguous  property  de- 
pends in  large  measure  upon  the  construc- 
tion of  streets  affording  access  to  it  and  the 
number  of  the  houses  on  the  block  in  which 
it  fs  located;  but  these  are  comparatively 
snuUl  considerations  to  the  railway  whose 
revenue  depends  only  remotely  upon  the 
condition  of  any  particular  blodcs  along  its 
line,  but  largely  upon  the  condition,  in  this 
respect,  of  its  termini,  and  of  the  principal 
centres  of  population  along  its  line. 

It  is,  of  course,  true,  that  as  population 
becomes  more  dense  along  its  entire  line,  a 
suburban  railway  will  carry  more  passengers 
and  receive  a  larger  revenue,  just  as  a  city 
street-car  line  proper,  though  confined  to  the 
city  limits,  will  carry  more  passengers  and 
earn  more  money  as  population  increases 
beyond  its  line.  But  such  considerations  are 
not  those  upon  which  this  case  must  be  de- 
cided, and,  for  the  reasons  we  have  stated, 
we  think  the  appellant  is  not  entitled  to  the 
general  exemption  claimed.  But  by  the  ex- 
press terms  of  the  charter  it  is  only  from  and 
after  the  year  1900  that  property  within  the 
annexed  territory  is  liable  to  the  city  rate  of 
taxation,  and  the  taxes  which  are  here 
sought  to  be  recovered  from  the  city  were  as- 
sessed for  the  year  1900  at  the  city  rate,  and 
were  paid  for  that  year. 

The  basis  of  taxation  was  therefore  illegal 
— ^and  the  difference  between  the  city  rate 
for  the  year  1900  and  the  county  rate  for 
1887  was  wrongfully  exacted,  and,  having 
been  paid  under  protest,  should  be  refunded 
by  the  citj'.  The  order  and  judgment  of  the 
city  court  will  therefore  be  reversed  and 
the  cause  be  remanded  to  the  end  that  an 
order  may  be  passed  directing  and  requiring 
the  comptroller  of  the  city  of  Baltimore  to 
repay  the  petitioner  the  sum  of  $2,728.50, 
with  interest  thereon  from  the  date  of  its 
paynient  by  the  petitioner,  that  being  the 
difference  between  the  amount  paid  and  that 
which  Should  have  been  paid. 

Order  reversed  and  cause  remanded  that 
an  order  may  he  passed  in  conformity  toith 
this  opinion. 

Ck)sts  above  and  below  to  be  paid  by  the 
appellee, 
f  2  L.  R.  A. 
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1.  Police  olllcers  u&ay  be  invested  vritli 
po^ver  to  malce  aeiavrea  of  property  for 
the  purpose  of  preventing  crime,  without  vio- 
lating the  constltutionai  provision  against 
seizing  property  without  due  process  of  law. 

2.  The  •tatvtory  duty  imposed  upon 
police  oflicers  to  prevent  criuie  will 
authorise  them  to  seize  instruments  Intended 
and  designed  to  be  used  in  violation  of  the 
gambling  laws,  and  incapable  of  being  put 
to  any  legitimate  use. 

3.  Replevin  iviU  not  lie  to  recover  a 
•Ipt  macliine  seized  by  police  ofiScers  under 
statutory  authority  for  the  prevention  of 
crime,  which  was  designed  to  be  used  in  vio- 
lation of  the  gambling  laws,  and  Incapable 
of  being  put  to  any  legitimate  use. 

(March  8,   1901.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  of  Baltimore 
City  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  possession  of  a  slot  ma- 
chine.    Reversed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Alonso  L.  Miles,  for  appellants: 

The  law  will  not  give  its  protection  to 
those  articles  of  property  which  are  malum 
in  se,  and  which  can  only  be  used  in  viola- 
tion of  the  public  peace  and  morals.  Such 
property^  because  of  its  spurious  or  hurt- 
ful character,  on  strict  grounds  of  public 
policy,  is  subject  to  summary  seizure  under 
general  police  regulations. 

2  Schouler,  Pers.  Prop.  §  24;  Spalding  v. 
Preston,  21  Vt.  9,  50  Am.  Dec.  68;  State 
V.  O'Neil,  58  Vt.  140,  56  Am.  Rep.  556,  2 
Atl.  586. 

By  Acta  1898,  chap.  123,  S  744,  it  is  made 
the  duty  of  the  board  of  police  commission- 
ers to  preserve  the  public  peace,  prevent 
crime,  prevent  and  remove  nuisances  in  all 
the  streets  and  highways  and  all  other 
places,  and  see  that  all  laws  relating  to  gam- 
bling, etc.,  are  enforced. 

By  Code  Pub.  Gen.  Laws,  art.  27,  §  132, 
police  officers  are  ''required  to  visit  all 
places  where  they  shall  suspect  gaming 
tables  are  kept." 

Under  these  statutory  provisions  it  is 
not  only  the  right,  but  the  duty,  of  police 
officers,  in  the  exercise  of  that  preventive 
justice  which  is  essential  to  the  maintenance 
of  the  public  peace  and  morals  of  the  com- 
munity, to  seize  all  such  instrumentalities 
of  crime  as  may  come  within  their  view, 

Note. — For  early  cases  In  this  series  as  to 
seizure  of  gambling  devices  and  Implements,  see 
Wooten  V.  State  (Fla.)  1  L.  R.  A.  819;  State 
V.  Robblns  (Ind.)  8  L.  R.  A.  438. 

As  to  seizure  and  destruction  of  fish  nets, 
see  note  to  People  v.  Truckee  Lumber  Co.  (Cal.) 
39  L.  U.  A.  5S1,  500. 
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one  of  the  most  notorioua  of  which  is  the 
slot  machine. 

There  can  be  no  property  rights  in  such 
an  oifensive  and  offending  thing  that  the 
courts  will  respect,  an4  therefore  the  tak- 
ing and  detention  of  such  spurious  prop- 
erty under  the'  general  police  powers  can- 
not be  considered  in  violation  of  that  pro- 
vision of  the  Constitution  which  declares 
that  "no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property  without  due  process  of 
law." 

Deems  v.  Baltimore,  80  Md.  164,  26  L.  R. 
A.  541,  30  Atl.  648;  Eichenlaub  v,  8t.  Jo- 
seph, 113  Mo.  395,  18  L.  R.  A.  590,  21  S.  W. 
8 ;  Mugler  v.  Kansas,  123  U.  S.  623,  31  L. 
ed.'205,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  273;  Barhier  v. 
Connolly,  ll3  U.  S.  31,  28  L.  ed.  924,  6  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  357. 

It  is  upon  the  same  principle  that  a  per- 
son may,  under  certain  circumstances,  be 
arrested  without  a  warrant,  and  thus  de- 
prived of  his  liberty  without  due  process 
of  law. 

Roddy  V.  Finnegan,  43  Md.  604;  Balti- 
more d  0,  K.  Co.  V.  Cain,  81  Md.  87,  28  L. 
R.  A.  688,  31  Atl.  801. 

Messrs.  Gans  Sc  BEaman  and  W.  Cal- 
vin Chesnnt,  for  appellee: 

The  proposition  that  this  machine  was 
outlawed  has  frequently  been  advanced  in 
cases  concerning  intoxicating  liquors  in 
states  having  prohibitory  laws  concerning 
the  same,  and  the  contention  has  been  al- 
most invariably  overruled  by  the  courts. 

Com.  V.  Coffee,  9  Gray,  139;  Brown  v. 
Perkins,  12  Gray,  89;  Fuller  v.  Bean,  30 
N.  H.  181;  Com.  v.  Rourke,  10  Cush.  397; 
Monty  V.  Arneson,  25  Iowa,  383;  State  v. 
May,  20  Iowa,  308. 

.  The  present  case  is  much  stronger  than 
any  of  those  just  cited,  as  in  all  of  the  lat- 
ter there  had  been  an  actual  violation  of  the 
law,  while  in  the  present  case  the  plea  sets 
up  only  an  intended  violation  of  law.  The 
statement  that  burglars'  and  gamblers' 
tools  are  not  subjects  of  larceny  is  contrary 
to  the  elementary  ideas  of  the  law  of  lar- 
ceny, and  is  directly  contradicted  by  Bales 
V.  Btate,  3  W.  Va.  685. 

The  police  board  acted  entirely  without 
authority,  and  in  utter  disregard  of  due 
process  of  law,  in  seizing  and  holding  the 
slot  machine  of  the  plaintiff. 

Loicry  v.  Rainwater,  70  Mo.  152,  35  Am. 
Rep.  420;  Greene  v.  James,  2  Curt.  C.  C. 
187,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,766. 

As  to  the  necessity  of  provisions  for  giv- 
ing notice  to  the  owner  upon  seizure  or 
condemnation  of  his  property  under  stat- 
utes therefor,  see — 

Scharf  v.  Tasker,  73  Md.  378,  21  Atl.  56 ; 
Ulman  v.  Baltimore,  72  Md.  587,  597,  609, 
11  L.  R.  A.  224,  228,  229,  20  Atl.  141,  21 
Atl.  709,  711;  21  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  pp. 
964,  975,  976;  Fisher  v.  McGirr,  1  Gray,  1, 
61  Am.  Dec.  381 ;  Hibhard  v.  People,  4  Mich. 
125:  Sullivan  v.  Oneida,  61  111.  242. 

If  the  seizure  in  this  case  by  the  police 
board  was  unauthorized,  and  not  with  due 
process  of  law,  the  writ  of  replevin  was  the 
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£  roper  remedy  for  the  plaintiff  to  recover 
is  property. 

Cobbcy,  Replevin,  §  313.  See  Cooley  t, 
Davis,  34  Iowa,  128;  Sullivan  v.  Stephen- 
son, 62  111.  290. 


>f  J.,  deliveced  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  action  of  repleiin  to  recover  i 
musical  slot  machine.  The  third  pleA  U 
that  the  article  is  "a  gambling  de\ice  or  in- 
strument intended  and  designed  to  be  n^ 
by  the  plaintiff  and  others  in  violation  of 
the  gambling  laws  of  the  state,  which  ctn 
be  put  to  no  legitimate  use,  and  was  de- 
tained by  the  defendants  in  the  discharge  of 
their  official  duty  to  prevent  such  violation, 
and  to  be  used,  if  necessary,  as  evidence 
against  the  plaintiff;"  and  the  replication 
is  that  at  the  time  the  machine  was  t^en 
"'there  was  no  charge  pending  against  the 
plaintiff  for  any  violation  of  the  gambling 
laws  of  this  or  any  other  state;  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  arrested,  nor  has  he  since 
been  arrested,  nor  any  warrant  issued  for 
his  arrest,  on  any  suoh  charge,  nor  has  any 
such  charge  been  preferred  against  him;  and 
that  the  said  machine  was  not  taken  and 
retained  by  the  defendants  for  use  as  evi- 
dence against  any  other  person."  To  thi» 
replication  the  defendant  demurred,  which 
being  overruled  this  appeal  was  taken. 

The  effect  of  the  demurrer  is  to  admit: 

(1)  That  the  musical  slot  machine  is  a 
gambling  device,  "intended  and  designed  to 
be  used  by  the  plaintiff  and  others  in  viola- 
tion of  the  gambling  laws   of   the  stater' 

(2)  that  it  can  be  put  to  no  legitimate  use: 

(3)  that  it  is  detained  by  the  appellants  in 
the  discharge  of  their  official  duty  to  pre- 
vent such  violation  of  the  gambling  laws  of 
the  state;  and  (4)   that  such  machine  w&s 
taken  at  a  time  when  there  was  no  charge 
pending  against  the  appellee  for  a  violation 
of  the  gambling  laws  of  this  or  any  other 
state,  nor  any  warrant  issued   for  his  ar- 
rest, nor  any  charge  preferred  against  him. 
The  contentions   of   the   respective   parties 
turn  upon  the  question  whether  a  machine 
of  that  character,  seized   summarily   by  a 
police  officer,  can  be  recovered  in  an  action 
of  replevin.    The  appellant    contends   that 
inasmuch  as  it  is  admitted  by  the  demurrer 
that  it  is  an  instrument  incapable  of  beintr 
put  to  any  legitimate  use,  and  was  designed 
to  be  used  by  the  appellee  and  others  for 
violating  the  gambling  laws  of  the  state- 
it  is  an  instrumentum  malum  in  se,  hurtful 
in  character  to  the  public  peace  and  morals, 
and  as  such  is  subject  to  summary  seizure 
and  detention  under  the  police  power  of  the 
state;  and  therefore  the  action  will  not  lie. 
It  is  fully  sustained  by  the  decisions  in  this 
court  that  the  state  has  power  to  pass  such 
laws  as  are  necessary  to  protect  the  health, 
morals,  or  peace  of  society;  and  where  the- 
summary  seizure,  or  even  the  destruction, 
of  the  offending  thing  is  necessary  for  the 
public    safety,  may   authorize   that    to   he 
done;  and  such  laws  are  not  incompatible 
with  those  constitutional  limitations  which 
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declare  that  no  person  shall 'be  deprived  of 
his  property  "without  due  process  of  law." 
Deems  v.  Baltimore,  80  Md.  173,  26  L.  R. 
A.  641,  30  Atl.  648 ;  Mugler  v.  Kansas,  123 
U.  S.  623,  31  L.  ed.  205,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  273, 
If,  therefore,  this  principle  must  be  as- 
sumed without  further  question,  it  is  clear 
that  if  the  police  commissioners  have  been 
invested  by  the  state  with  power  to  make 
seizures  of  property  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
venting crime,  such  authority  can  be  am- 
ply sustained  under  the  police  power  of  the 
state,  and  its  proper  exercise  would  not  be 
obnoxious  to  tlie  constitutional  provision 
against  seizing  property  without  due  pro- 
cess of  law.  The  question  here  confronting 
us,  therefore,  is  not  a  constitutional  ques- 
tion, but  one  which  depends  upon  the  author- 
ity which  the  state  has  conferred  upon  the 
police  commissioners.  By  the  744th  section 
of  the  charter  of  Baltimore  city  Acts  1898 
(chap.  123),  the  duties  of  the  beard  of  police 
commissioners  are  defined.  It  is  made 
their  duty  "at  all  times  of  the  day  and 
night"  to  "preserve  the  public  peace,  pre- 
vent crime  and  arrest  offenders,  protect  the 
rights  of  persons  and  property,  guard  the 
public  health,  .  .  .  prevent  and  remove 
nuisances,  .  .  .  see  that  all  laws  re- 
garding pawnbrokers,  gambling,  intemper- 
ance, etc.,  are  enforced,"  etc.  An  examina- 
tion of  the  entire  section  will  show  that 
these  and  many  other  duties  are  imposed 
on  them  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the 
perpetration  of  acts  which  are  prejudicial 
to  the  peace,  order,  comfort,  and  health  of 
the  public.  Prevention  of  acts  prejudicial 
to  the  general  welfare  is  in  fact  their  chief 
obligation.  They  must  preserve  order,  pro- 
tect the  rights  of  persons  and  property,  and 
prevent  nuisances  and  crimes,  etc.  By 
what  means  they  are  to  prevent  crimes  is 
not  defined ;  but  it  is  clear  that  in  exercis- 
ing such  a  power  they  must  act  in  accord- 
ance with  well-established  rules  of  persons 
and  property,  so  that  the  rights  of  the  citi- 
zens shall  not  be  invaded  under  the  pre- 
tense of  protecting  them.  Subject  to  these 
limitations,  they  are  charged  with  the  duty 
of  acting  intelligently,  astutely,  and  in- 
dustriously in  preventing  every  infraction 
of  the  law  that  would  result  in  destroying 
or  injuriously  affecting  the  peace  of  society, 
or  in  the  commission  of  crime.  In  the  ca^e 
at  bar  the  property  seized  under  the  con- 
cessions of  the  demurrer  is  an  instrument 
"intended  and  designed  to  be  used  by  the 
plaintifT  and  others  in  violation  of  the 
gambling  laws,"  and  one  of  such  a  charac- 
ter that  "it  can  be  put  to  no  legitimate  use." 
It  does  not,  therefore,  belong  to  the  class 
of  articles  that  may  or  may  not  be  used  for 
legal  purposes.  If  it  did,  the  presumption 
could  not  be  made  that  the  owner  intended 
it  for  illegal  purposes;  and,  however  the 
law  may  be  otherwise,  it  is  clear  upon  prin* 
ciple  and  authority  that  no  seizure  can  be 
made  as  a  preventive  measure  without  it 
had  first  been  properly  established  that  the 
article  was  procured  and  held  for  an  illegal 
purpose.  But  if  the  article  be  of  such  a 
nature  as  to  be  incapable  of  being  used  for 
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legal  purposes,  the  presumption,  as  matter 
of  fact,  would  be  that,  being  an  unlawful 
article,  it  was  intended  for  such  uses  only 
as  it  was  capable  of  being  put  to;  and  ia 
that  event  the  appellee,  to  rescue  himself 
from  the  charge  of  having  in  his  possession, 
an  evil  chattel,  would  be  forced  to  show  that 
he  did  not  intend  to  use  it  at  all,  but  was 
keeping  it  for  some  innocent  purpose, — as  a 
curiosity,  for  instance.  In  Com.  v.  Coffee, 
9  Gray,  140,  where  a  person  was  indicted 
for  the  larceny  of  brandy  in  Massachusetts^ 
where  liquor  could  not  ^  be  legally  sold,  it 
was  contended  that,  having  been  bought  to> 
sell  again,  it  was  no^the  subject  of  larceny.. 
The  court  held  that,  notwithstanding  it 
could  not  be  legally  sold,  it  was  a  property 
because  it  did  not  appear  "that  it  was  pro- 
cured and  held  for  an  illegal  purpose.  In 
that  case  the  owner  did  not  forfeit  his-- 
right  to  the  property  because  he  held  pos- 
session of  the  liquor,  but  because  the  illegal 
purpose  of  the  possession  had  not  been  de- 
termined in  the  method  the  law  pointed  out. 
In  the  case  at  bar  there  can  be  no  such  dif- 
ficulty, because  by  the  demurrer  it  is  ad- 
mitted the  machine  was  held  for  an  illegal 
purpose,  and  could  not  have  been  used  for 
any  other.  Monty  v.  Ameson,  25  Iowa,  383. 
So,  in  State  v.  May,  20  Iowa,  308,  a  persoa 
was  indicted  for  stealing  liquor.  The  de- 
fense was  that  the  sale  of  liquors  was  pro- 
hibited, but  the  court  decided  it  was  prop- 
erty that  could  be  the  subject  of  larceny, 
because  "it  may  at  any  time  be  withdrawn 
as  an  article  of  trade,  and  be  kept  exclusive- 
ly for  private  use."  There  are,  however,, 
"certain  instances"  in  which  "the  law  re- 
fuses its  full  protection  to  property  because- 
of  its  hurtful  ch(iracter,  and  on  strict 
grounds  of  public  policy."  Thus,  a  burg- 
lar's or  gambler's  tools  or  counterfeit  money 
may  be  seized  and  confiscated  under  appro- 
priate acts.  Schouler,  Pers.  Prop.  §  24.  It 
is  difficult  to  perceive  any  sufficient  reason 
for  the  denial  of  this  principle.  Why 
should  a  person  be  left  in  the  possession  of 
counterfeit  money?  To  what  use  could  it 
be  applied,  except  an  illegal  use?  If,  on- 
its  seizure,  the  owner  could  show  that  it. 
was  not  his  bona  fide  intention  to  make  any 
use  of  it  at  all,  but  was  only  keeping  it  as 
a  memento,  or  as  a  curious  object,  perha])fr 
another  case  would  be  presented;  but,  untit 
that  is  made  clearly  apparent,  it  would  have 
to  be  presumed  that  he  intended  to  use  it 
for  the  illegal  purpose  for  which  it  was 
created,  and  for  which  it  was  enly 
adapted.  So,  in  the  case  at  bar,  no  legal 
use  can  be  made  of  the  machine,  and 
it  would  seem  to  follow,  in  the  absence  of 
proof  to  the  contrary,  that  the  appellee  in- 
tended to  put  it  to  the  illegal  uses  for 
which  it  was  constructed,  and  for  which 
alone  it  was  capable  of  being  used;  and 
this  would  be  so  even  if  it  were  not  admit- 
ted, as  it  is  here,  that  its  intended  use  was 
in  violating  the  gambling  laws  of  the  state. 
What  more  eflfectual  means  for  preventing 
crime  than  to  deprive  the  thief  or  the  bur- 
glar of  the  instriunents  of  his  evil  trade? 
If  at  midnight  9  policeman  finds  a  person 
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on  tlie  streets,  laden  with  burglar's  tools 
Mdden  on  his  person,  is  he  to  permit  him 
to  go  his  way  with  his  illegal  burden?  Is 
not  the  seizure  of  these  instruments  of 
•crime  a  proper  and  reasonable  thing  for 
him  to  do?  Would  it  not  be  conducive  to 
the  prevention  of  crime  for  the  police  officer, 
•charged  with  the  enforcement  of  the  law 
and  the  prevention  of  crime,  to  do  that? 
Must  the  owner  be  allowed  to  retain  them 
until  it  can  be  shown  that  he  has  already 
made  an  illegal  use  of  them  or  intends  so  to 
use  them?  So,  also,  as  to  a  slot  machine, 
conceded  in  this  case  to  be  incapable  of  be- 
ing used  for  legal  purposes,  it  is  a  most  ef- 
fective manner  of  preventing  its  use  to  seize 
it  as  "outlawed"  property.  The  duty  to 
prevent  crime  carries  with  it  in  such  a  case 
the  power  to  summarily  seize  the  offending 
-article.  It  would  be  anomalous  to  hold 
that  the  legislature,  in  imposing  on  the 
policeman  an  obligation  to  prevent  crime, 
intended  to  deny  him  one  of  the  most  ef- 
fective means  of  performing  such  obligation. 
The  power  of  the  legislature  to  confer  this 
authority  under  the  police  power  cannot  be 
questioned.  If  it  can  properly  confer  upon 
u  milk  inspector  power  to  destroy  milk 
summarily,  as  in  Deem'a  CcLse,  80  Md.  173, 
^6  L.  R.  A.  541,  30  Atl.  648,  it  may  for  the 
same  reason  authorize  the  summary  seizure 
and  destruction  of  the  tools  and  implements 
of  crime.  We  have  been  cited  to  no  case 
where  these  principles  h&ve  been  denied. 
Those  relied  upon  by  the  appellee,  some  of 
which  have  already  been  adverted  to,  are 
not  in  conflict  with  them.  Those  are  cases 
where  the  articles  seized  may  be  put  to 
legal  as  well  as  illegal  uses,  and,  until  it 
has  been  shown  before  the  proper  tribunal 
that  it  was  designed  to  be  put  or  has  been 
put  to  an  illegal  use  it  cannot  be  seized  as 
a  preventive  measure.  But  that  is  not  the 
case  at  bar,  because  we  here  have  it  ad- 
mitted, not  only  that  the  slot  machine  can^ 
not  be  used  for  a  legal  purpose,  but  that 
the  appellee  intended  to  use  it  for  illegal 
purposes.    The  subject  has  been  learnedly 


and  exhaustively  discussed  by  Judge   Had- 
field  in  the  case  of  Spalding  v.  Preston^  21 
Vt.  10,  50  Am.  Dec.  68,  in  which  the  court 
sustained  the  view  we  have  presented.  That 
was  an  action  of  trover  for  certain  counter- 
feit coin  taken  from  a  person  who  was  after- 
wards indicted.    The  coin  was  claimed  by 
a  tliird  person  without,  however,  account- 
ing "for  the  unfortunate   guise"   in   which 
it  was  presented.     Redfield,    J.,    delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  said :  If  trover,  un- 
der these  circumstances,  can  be  maintained, 
then  trespass  would  also  lie  for  the  taking 
of  the  property.     Further,  that  the  right  of 
the  sheriff  to  seize  rests  upon  grounds  of 
preventive    justice,    aside    of    any    statute 
whatever  upon  the  subject;    and  that  the 
right  to  detain   the   base   metal   mi^ht   be 
rested  on  two  grounds :      ( 1 )   For  evidence, 
and   (2)   because  courts  of  justice  will  not 
sustain   actions  in  regard   to   contracts   or 
property  which  have  for  their   object  the 
violation  of  law.     Such   property   is    "out- 
lawed."   And  again,  in  State  v.  O'Neill  58 
Vt.  163,  56  Am.  Rep.  556,  2  Atl.  586,  where 
the  court  said  "that  articles  or  instrumen- 
talities once  impressed  with  the  character- 
istics of    adaptation  and    intended  use    for 
purposes  prohibited  by  law,  and  contrary  to 
public  peace,  health,  or  morals,  are  subject 
to    summary    seizure    under    statutory,  or 
even  general,  police  regulations."    In  BtUcs 
V.  State,  3  W.    Va.    687,   the    court,    while 
holding  that  poker  chips  might  be  the  sub- 
ject of  larceny,  said :     That  "they  could  not 
have  been  recovered  by  action  is  clear  on  the 
general  principle  that  no  court  would  lend 
its  aid  to  the  guilty  keeper  or  owner  to  re- 
cover his  illegal  articles."    This  case  is  not 
cited  as  being  approved   in   fill   respects  by 
this  court,  but    merely    as    sustaining    the 
position  that  in  a  case  like  the  present  one 
the  action  of  replevin  will  not  lie.  Eichen- 
lauh  V.  St,  Joseph,  113  Mo  395,  18  L.  R.  A. 
590,  21  S.    W.    8.     For  these    reasons    the 
judgment  must  be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
for  new  trial. 
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1.     An     exemption     from     taxation     of 

"houses  of  religious  worship"  will  not  In- 
clude that  portion  of  a  lot  of  land  procured 
for  the  erection  of  a  permanent  church  build- 
ing upon  which  work  has  not  been  com- 
menced, although  a  temporary  structure  has 

Note. — As  to  exemption  from  taxation  of  un- 
used  property  belonging  to  charitable  or  reli- 
gious association,  see  some  cases  In  note  to 
Itook  Agents  of  M.  E.  Church.  South  v.  Hlnton 
(Tenn.)  19  L.  R.  A.,  on  page  296 ;  also  Mon- 
tana Catholic  Mission  v.  Lewis  &  C.  County 
(Mont.)  22  L.  R.  A.  684. 
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been  erected  for  religious  worship  on  another 
portion  of  the  lot. 
2.  The  remedjr  of  a  taxpayer  In  case  too 
large  a  portion  of  his  land  Is  taxed  Is  by  ap- 
plication for  abatement,  and  not  payment 
of  the  whole  amount,  and  suit  to  recover  the 
illegal  portion  of  the  assessment. 

{Barker,   J,,   dissents.) 

(April  3,  1901.) 

EEPORT  by  the  Superior  Court  for  Nor- 
folk County  for  tlie  opinion  of  the  Su- 
preme Judicial  Court  of  a  proceeding  to  re- 
cover back  taxes  assessed  upon  certain  real 
estate  belonging  to  plaintiff  and  which  were 
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paid  ^nder  protest  after  a  decision  in  defend- 
ant's favor.    Judgment  for  defendant. 

Th.2  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Wl&ipple,  Sears,  ft  Ogden,  for 
plaintiff : 

The  word  "church"  is  not  to  be  taken  in 
its  literal  meaning,  but  means,  not  only  the 
'"church,"  but  the  land  on  which  it  stands 
«nd  such  surrounding  land  as  is  reasonably 
necessary  for  it  under  all  the  circumstances. 

Proprietors  of  South  Cong,  Meetinghouse 
▼.  Lowell,  1  Met.  638 ;  Trinity  Church  v.  Boa- 
ton,  118  Mass.  164;  Neio  EngUmd  Hospital 
for  Wotne^i  d  Children  v.  Boston,  113  Mass. 
518 ;  Boston  Hoc,  of  Redemptorist  Fathers  v. 
Boston,  129  Mass.  178. 

If  the  entire  lot  of  land  was  reasonably 
necessary  for  the  church  buildings  erected  by 
the  plaintiff,  then  the  entire  tax  was  illegal- 
ly assessed,  and  no  abatement  proceedings 
were  necessary. 

Mr,  Charles  A.  WilllainB  for  defendant. 

Knowlton,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  land  owned  by  the  plaintiff  at  the  cor- 
ner of  Beacon  street  and  Dean  road,  in 
Brookline,  is  in  general  dimensions  equiva- 
lent to  a  lot  a  little  more  than  200  feet 
square.  It  is  now  used,  and  is  intended  to 
be  used,  in  connection  with  houses  of  reli- 
gious worship  erected  upon  it.     On  May  1, 

1897,  when  the  first  tax  in  controversy  was 
assessed,  the  plaintiff  had  not  made  the  fi- 
nancial arrangements  necessary  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  work  of  building  its  stone 
church;  and  on  May  1,  1898,  when  the  next 
tax  was  assessed,  although  sufficient  money 
had  been  subscribed  for  that  purpose,  it  had 
iK>t  got  its  drawings  and  specifications  ready 
to  be  submitted  to  the  builders  for  their  es- 
timates, as  a  preliminary  to  the  making  of  a 
building  contract.     Not  until  September  10, 

1898,  was  work  upon  the  stone  church  actu- 
ally begun.  When  the  taxes  in  controversy 
were  assessed,  the  plaintiff,  therefore,  was 
the  owner  of  this  lot  of  land,  intended  to  be 
used  as  a  site  for  a  stone  church.  Upon  one 
side  of  it,  leaving  unoccupied  the  part  in- 
tended for  the  stone  church,  was  a  small 
wooden  church,  which  on  the  completion  of 
the  stone  church  was  designed  for  removal 
to  the  southwesterly  corner  of  the  lot,  there 
to  be  used  as  a  Sunday-school  room.  The 
question  is  whether  the  whole  lot  was  ex- 
empt from  taxation  by  reason  of  the  erection 
of  the  small  wooden  church  near  one  side  of 
it,  and  the  intention  of  the  plaintiff  to  erect 
a  stone  church  to  occupy  a  larger  place  on 
the  other  part  of  it.  The  exemption  is 
claimed  under  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  11,  §  5,  cl.  7, 
which  includes  among  the  kinds  of  property 
exempt  from  taxation  "houses  of  religious 
worship,"  This  description  has  been  held  to 
include,  as  incident  to  such  a  house,  the  land 
around  it  reasonably  necessary  "for  conven- 
ient ingress  and  egress,  light,  air,  or  proper 
and  decent  ornamentation."  Third  Cong. 
Soc.  V.  Springfield,  147  ^^lass.  39(5-308,  18  N". 
E.  68;  Trinity  Church  v.  Boston,  118  Mass. 
164.  In  the  case  last  cited  this  clause  of  the 
statute  was  given  a  liberal  construction  in 
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favor  of  the  religious  society  in  a  decision 
which  held  that  land  was  exempt  which  had 
been  procured  for  the  erection  of  a  house  of 
religious  worship,  and  used  for  that  purpose 
by  the  preparation  of  the  foundation  and  the 
driving  of  piles,  and  the  continuance  of  the 
work  with  all  reasonable  diligence  from  the 
time  of  beginning  it.  The  decision  was  put 
upon  tlie  ground  that  the  erection  of  a  house 
of  religious  worship  had  been  bc^un  and  was 
being  prosecuted  without  unreasonable  de- 
lay, and  that  therefore  there  was  upon  the 
land  a  house  of  religious  worship,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute.  In  that  case  the 
land  was  all  reasonably  necessary  for  the 
church  which  had  been  begun.  This  decision 
represents  the  extreme  limit  to  which  ex- 
emption has  been  extended  under  this  clause, 
and  it  is  no  authority  for  an  exemption  of 
land  procured  for  this  purpose,  on  which 
there  is  no  house  of  religious  worship,  either 
finished  or  begun.  In  these  suits  the  burden 
is  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  whole  lot 
was  exempt  from  taxation.  If  any  part  of 
it  was  taxable,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover 
in  these  actions.  Its  remedy,  if  too  large  a 
portion  of  the  land  was  taxed,  or  if  for  any 
reason  the  tax  was  too  much,  was  by  an  ap- 
plication for  an  abatement.  Boston  Water 
Power  Co,  v.  Boston,  9  Met.  199;  Hicks  v. 
Wcstport,  130  Mass.  478 ;  Richardson  v.  Bos- 
ton, 148  ^lass.  608,  20  N.  E.  166 ;  Schwarz  v. 
Boston,  151  Mass.  226,  24  N.  £.  41;  Oood 
Shepherd  Cliapel  v.  Boston,  120  Mass.  212; 
Kclley  V.  Barton,  174  Mass.  396,  54  N.  E. 
800. 

The  agreed  facts  and  the  report  fail  to 
show  that  there  was  any  error  on  the  part 
of  the  assessors  in  assessing  a  tax  on  20,000 
square  feet  of  the  land,  after  first  exempting 
the  small  wooden  church  and  20,995  square 
feet  of  the  land,  as  belonging  with  it,  in  the 
condition  in  which  the  lot  then  was.  The 
portion  of  the  lot  which  was  intended  for  use 
in  the  erection  of  the  stone  church  could  not 
be  exempted,  for  there  was  no  house  of  re- 
ligious worship,  nor  any  part  of  such  a 
house,  upon  it.  The  evidence  which  was  of- 
fered and  rejected  had  no  tendency  to  show 
that  the  whole  lot  was  needed  for  the  small 
wooden  church,  or  that  it  was  used  as  a  rea- 
sonably necessary  or  proper  incident  to  the 
maintenance  and  use  of  that  church.  We 
are  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the  su- 
perior court  was  correct. 

Judgment  on  the  findings. 


,  J.,  dissenting: 
The  plaintiff  is  a  religious  society  incorpo- 
rated on  February  8,  1895.  Its  first  act  was 
to  select  the  land  now  its  churchyard  as  the 
place  where  it  would  establish  the  public 
worship  of  God.  Before  acquiring  title  it 
procured  the  plans  for  its  present  stone 
church,  now  thereon.  On  June  28,  1895,  the 
land  was  conveyed  to  it  by  a  deed  in  which 
was  this  clause:  "Said  parish  by  the  ac- 
ceptance hereof  agrees  to  begin  forthwith 
and  proceed  with  the  construction  of  a  church 
edifice  for  the  use  of  the  said  parish  on  the 
above-described  premises."  The  land  so 
purchased  was  about  200  feet  square,  front- 
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ing  on  Beacon  street  at  its  intersection  with 
Dean  street.  An  exterior  fence  surrounds 
the  land;  which  is  one  lot»  with  no  division 
fence.  Having  no  other  place  of  worship, 
the  parish  at  once  put  the  whole  lot  to  the 
sacred  use  for  which  it  had  been  purchased, 
by  erecting  upon  it  a  wooden  church  build- 
ing, completed  in  September,  1895,  and  since 
continuousl^r  used  for  religious  worship. 
Since  that  time  the  whole  lot  has  been,  as  a 
churchyard,  in  the  sole  occupation  of  the 
parish,  and  used  by  it  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
promoting  the  public  worship  of  God,  both 
in  the  use  of  its  temporary  edifice,  and  for 
the  purpose  of  erecting  upon  it  the  perma- 
nent stone  church.  While  worshiping  in  its 
temporary  church  the  parish  has  made  unre- 
mitted efforts  to  raise  money  to  build  the 
permanent  one,  but  notwithstanding  these 
efforts  the  work  of  constructing  the  stone 
church  was  not  begun  until  September  10, 
1808.  In  the  meantime  the  assessors  of 
Brookline,  deeming  that  the  parish  had  de- 
voted an  undue  quantity  of  land  to  the  wor- 
ship of  God,  had  assessed  20,000  square  feet 
of  the  churchyard  for  taxes  of  the  years  1897 
and  1898.  Whether  the  taxes  so  assessed 
were  legal  or  illegal  is  the  question  in  these 
cases.  Since  the  churchyard  was  bought  by 
the  plaintiff,  it  has  never  been  leased  or  oc- 
cupied by  any  other  parties.  The  parish 
never  has  had  any  intention  of  using  any 
part  of  it  for  seeular  purposes,  and  has  al- 
ways regarded  the  whole  lot  as  necessary  for 
convenient  ingress  and  egress,  light,  air,  and 
appropriate  and  decent  ornament,  and  as 
necessary  to  prevent  a  too  near  proximity  of 
other  buildings  and  uses  which  might  be  dele- 
terious. At  the  trial  in  the  court  below  the 
plaintiff  offered  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  in  fact  the  whole  lot  was  so  necessary, 
and  this  evidence  was  rejected.  No  tax  was 
assessed  upon  the  churchyard  or  the  church 
for  the  year  1896.  In  the  assessments  of 
1897  and  1898  the  assessors  drew  no  line  of 
division  between  the  land  which  they  as. 
sessed  and  the  land  exempted  by  them,  but 
assessed  a  tax  upon  20,000  square  feet  of  the 
land,  and  exempted  from  assessment  and  tax- 
ation the  wooden  -"hurch  building  and  the 
remainder  of  the  land;  thus  allowing  for 
God's  acre  but  20,955  feet,  and  that  in  a 
suburban  town.  Since  the  year  1898  no  tax 
has  been  assessed  upon  either  the  church- 
yard or  the  church  buildings. 

The  necessary  legal  inference  from  these 
facts  is  that  the  whole  lot,  from  the  date  of 
its  purchase  by  the  parish  to  the  present 
time,  has  been  appropriated  actually  and  in 
good  faith  by  the  parish  for  the  sole  purpose 
of  public  worship,  and  that  the  whole  lot  has 
been  in  constant  use  by  the  parish  itself,  and 
only  for  that  purpose,  and  for  purposes  con- 
nected with  it.  Such  land  has  never  before 
been  subjected  to  taxation  in  the  territory 
now  comprised  within  the  limits  of  this 
commonwealth,  except  in  the  single  instance 
in  which  in  the  year  1873  the  then  newly- 
purchased  site  of  Trinity  Church  was  taxed 
by  the  assessors  of  Boston.  That  tax  was 
held  illegal  by  this  court,  not  because  there 
was  a  house  of  religious  worship  upon  the 
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land  taxed,  but  because  the  land  had  beo 
appropriated  by  its  owner,  a  religious  soeur 
ty,  to  be  used  tor  purposes  of  religious  wor- 
ship, which  appropriation,  this  court  held, 
secured   the   statutory    exemption.    Trinity 
Church  V.  Boston,  118  Mass.  164,  165.    For 
a  period  of  two  hundred  and  sixteen  yetrs 
the  doctrine  that  the  churchyard  and  the 
church  were  public  works  was  of  itself  sai5- 
cient  to  secure  for  them  an  unbroken  exemp- 
tion  from   taxation.     Until  April   1,   183<i, 
there  was  no  statutory  exemption  of  land  or 
building.     Yet  neither  were  taxed,  and  for 
the  same  reason  which,  without  any  stAUi- 
tory  declaration,  to  this  day  has  exempted 
courthouses,    jails,    houses    of    oorrectioB, 
schoolhouses,   town   houses,  and  city  halls, 
with  their  grounds,  and  also  highways,  ca- 
nals, and  land  and  structures  within  the  loca- 
tion of  railroads.    The  only  statutory  prori- 
siona  relating,  though  remotely,  to  Uie  sub- 
ject, were  those  which  from  the  year  1799  ex- 
empted from  taxation,  except  for  parochial 
purposes,  pews  in  houses  of  public  worahip, 
although  the  pews  were  the  private  property 
of  individuals,  which  they  coujd  lease,  mort- 
gage, sell,  and  convey,  or  devise  by  will,  at 
their  pleasure,  and  which  could  be  taken  hy 
legal  process  for  the  debts  of  the  indiridual 
owner.     See  Stat.  1799,  chap.  49,  9  2,  and  the 
subsequent  acts  for  raising  state  taxes.    The 
Revised  Statutes  for  the  first  time  made  & 
statutory  provision  exempting  houses  of  rdi- 
gious   worship    from    taxation.     Rev.   Sut. 
chap.   7,   §   5,   cl.   5.     Since   that  pro\i!tioii 
went  into  effect  the  courts  have  treated  the 
exemption  as  statutory.     It  was  first  con- 
strued by  this  court   in   October.    1840.  in 
Proprietors  of  fiouth  Cong.  Meetinghouie  t. 
Lowell,  1  Met.  538,  in  which,  in  the  case  of 
a  church  and  vestry,  the  ground  floors  of 
which  were  made  into  six  stores  or  shops, 
and  let  for  trade,  it  was  held  "that  the  ex- 
emption in  the  statute  extended  to  that  part 
of  the  property  only  which  was  used  as  a 
place  of  worship,  and  for  purposes  connected 
with  it,"  and  that  it  "did  not  extend  to  sepa- 
rate tenements  used  for  purposes  exclusively 
secular."    In  that  case  tnere  was  no  conten- 
tion that  any  part  of  the  land  was  taxable. 
This  decision,  in  effect,  was  that  not  only 
property  actually  used  as  a  place  of  woT?bip. 
but   property  used   for  purposes   connected 
with  it:  is  exempted,  by  force  of  the  exemp- 
tion given  by  the  statute  to  '^houses  of  reli- 
gious worship."    That  this  construction  was 
consonant  to  the  view  of  the  legislature  is 
shown  by  the  enactment  on  March  18,  lS4l. 
of   Stat.   1841,   chap.    127,  which  declared: 
''Whenever  any  building,  now  exempt  by  law 
from  taxation,  is  appropriated  in  part  only 
to  the  purposes  of  the  religious  worship,  and 
in  part  to  other  purposes,  the  owners  of  such 
building  shall  be  taxed  according  to  the  «eT- 
enth  chapter  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  for  the 
value  of  all  parts  of  such  building  not  so  ap- 
propriated to  the  purpose  of  public  worship/* 
The  general  revision  of  the  laws  which  took 
effect  on  May  31,  1860,  continued  the  statu- 
tory exemption  in  these  words:     "Houses  of 
religious    worship,     .     .     .    and   the   pe*9rs 
and  furniture  (except  for  parochial  porpos- 
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es) ;  but  portions  of  such  houses  appropri- 
ated for  purposes  other  than  religious  wor- 
ship shall  be  taxed  at  tlie  value  thereof  to 
the  owners  of  the  houses."  Gen.  Stat.  chap. 
11,  §  5,  cl.  7.  In  the  year  1805  the  clause  in 
•question  was  amended  bv  a  provision  that 
''only  such  houses  of  religious  worship  are 
exempted  from  taxation  as  are  owned  by  a 
religious  society,  or  held  in  trust  for  the  use 
of  religious  organizations.*'  Stat.  1865, 
chap.  206. 

This  was  the  state  of  the  statutes  when 
the  case  of  Trinity  Church  v.  Boston,  came 
here  for  decision.  The  plaintiff  was  a  reli- 
gious society,  duly  incorporated.  It  had  the 
lot  on  Summer  street,  on  which  had  stood  its 
-church,  which  was  destroyed  by  the  great  fire 
of  187'<:2.  It  had  abandoned  that  lot  as  a  site 
for  a  house  of  religious  worship.  Before  the 
:fire  it  had  purchased  the  site  of  its  present 
church,  intending  to  build  upon  it  a  new 
house  of  worship.  The  work  of  building  the 
new  house  was  begun,  by  driving  a  part  of 
the  piles  for  the  foundation,  before  the  as- 
sessment was  laid,  but  no  further  progress 
had  been  made  in  the  erection  of  the  build- 
ing: that  being  as  far  as  the  work  could  be 
reasonably  advanced  during  the  winter  after 
the  fire.  Upon  these  facts  the  new  site  was 
held  by  this  court  to  be  exempted  by  force  of 
the  statute,  the  purpose  of  which,  the  deci- 
sion holds,  was  to  relieve  religious  societies 
**from  the  burden  of  taxation  upon  property 
devoted  to  public  uses."  The  court  says: 
**It  is  not  essential  that  the  property  thus 
exempt  should  be  actually  used,  or  should 
be  in  a  condition  to  be  actually  used,  for 
purposes  of  religious  worship.  Such  a  con- 
struction would  exclude  from  the  benefits  of 
the  statute  all  unfinished  houses  of  wor- 
ship, and  all  which  by  accident  or  want  of 
repair  had  become  temporarily  unfit  for  use, 
or  the  use  of  which  had  for  any  reason  been 
temporarily  suspended.  The  occupation  for 
religious  purposes,  which  the  statute  con- 
ten^plates,  does  not  require  the  actual  com- 
pletion of  the  structure.  And  such  occupa- 
tion continues,  notwithstanding  temporary 
interruptions  in  its  use."  In  that  case,  as 
in  the  present  cases,  it  was  not  necessary  to 
say  whether  land  only  may,  under  some* cir- 
cumstances, be  exempt,  although  no  build- 
ing has  been  actually  begun  upon  it.  In 
that  case  a  church  had  been  begun,  and  in 
the  present  cases  a  church  had  been  finished 
and  was  in  use  when  the  land  was  assessed 
for  taxes.  The  court  in  that  case  held  "that 
real  estate  held  by  a  religious  society,  not 
more  than  suiRcient  in  extent  to  meet  its 
reasonable  requirements  in  this  respect,  and 
devoted  by  such  society  in  good  faith  to  the 
erection  of  a  church  edifice,  upon  which  the 
work  of  erection  already  commenced  is  pros- 
ecuted without  unreasonable  delay,  and  be- 
insr  all  the  real  estate  which  is  so  held,  is  en- 
titled to  the  -exemption  given  by  the  stat- 
ute." In  the  year  1879  this  doctrine  was  re- 
aflinned  by  the  court  in  the  case  of  Old 
South  Soo,  V.  lioston,  127  Mass.  378,  379.  It 
was  there  said  that  the  reason  of  the  exemp- 
tion of  unfinished  churches  and  of  those  tem- 
porarily unused  is  "that,  although  the  prop- 
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erty  is  not  actually  in  present  use  for  pur- 
poses of  religious  worvship,  yet  it  is  held  in 
good  faith  for  such  uses,  and  none  other." 
In  the  year  1880  the  court  again  stated  the 
doctrine  thus:  "Real  estate  held  by  a  reli- 
gious society,  not  more  than  sufficient  in  ex- 
tent to  meet  its  reasonable  requirements  in 
this  respect  [that  is,  for  purposes  of  reli- 
gious worship],  and  devoted  by  such  society 
in  good  faith  to  the  erection  of  a  church  edi- 
fice, is  entitled  to  the  exemption  given  by  the 
statute.  But  it  is  ^he  appropriation  of  the 
property  to  the  sacred  uses  contemplated 
which  secures  this  privilege."  Boston  8oc, 
of  Redcmptorist  Fathers  v.  Boston^  129  Mass! 
178,  180.  With  all  these  decisions  constru- 
ing the  statute  to  exempt  land  devoted  by  a 
religious  society  in  good  faith  to  the  erection 
of  a  church  edifice  before  it,  the  legislature 
must  be  taken  to  have  reaffirmed  the  statute 
as  so  construed,  by  re-enacting  it  in  the  gen- 
eral revision  of  the  laws  made  by  the  legis- 
lature of  1881.  See  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  11,  §  5, 
cl.  7.  Since  that  affirmation  there  has  been 
nothing  to  change  the  test  of  the  statutory 
exemption.  The  case  of  Third  Cong.  Soc.  v. 
Si^ngficld,  147  Mass.  306,  18  N.  E.  68,  was 
not  one  concerning  a  house  of  worship,  but  a 
parsonage.  The  statement  in  the  opinion 
that  "the  legislature  intended  to  limit  the 
exemption  to  the  houses  of  religious  wor- 
ship alone,  or  to  the  portions  of  an  edifice 
appropriated  therefor,  and  their  pews  and 
furniture,"  must  be  read  with  the  earlier 
statement  of  the  same  decision  that  "un- 
doubtedly within  this  exemption  would  be 
included,"  not  merely  the  building  itself,  but 
a  reasonably  sufficient  territory  around  it 
for  convenient  ingress  and  egress,  light,  air, 
or  appropriate  and  decent  ornament."  The 
decision  was  not  intended  to,  and  did  not, 
overrule  the  construction  given  to  the  stat- 
ute in  Trinity  Church  v.  Boston,  affirmed  in 
Old  ^outh  Soc.  v.  Boston,  and  in  Boston  Soc. 
of  Redcmptorist  Fathers  v.  Boston,  and  since 
uniformly  applied  until  now.  Taken  liter- 
ally, the  language  first  quoted  would  make 
all  churchyards  taxable, — a  position  for 
which  no  one  contends.  The  later  statement 
in  Harvard  Collegf'  v.  Cambridge  Assessors, 
1V5  Mass.  145.  18  L.  R.  A.  547,  55  N.  E.  844 
(at  p.  140,  175  Mass..  p.  550,  48  L.  R.  A.,  and 
p.  846.  55  N.  E.),  "that  the  exemption  was 
limited  to  houses  of  religious  won^hip  only," 
must  l)e  read  with  a  like  qualification.  In 
both  these  decisions  the  court  used  the 
phrase  "houses  of  religious  worship"  in  the 
sense  which  it  had  decided  in  Trinity  Church 
V.  Boston  that  they  bore.  This  meaning  ex- 
empts land  owned  by  a  religious  society,  and 
in  good  faith  appropriated  by  it  to  religious 
worship  and  purposes  connected  with  it,  one 
of  which  connected  purposes  is  the  ultimate 
and  speedy  construction  of  a  permanent 
building  to  replace  a  temporary  church  actu- 
ally in  use ;  and  the  actual  beginning  of  the 
construction  of  a  house  for  religious  worship 
upon  the  land  shows  conclusively  the  dedi- 
cation of  the  land  to  public  worship.  There 
ran  be  no  distinction  between  the  beginning 
of  such  a  house,  and  the  completion  and  use 
in  wors^iip  of  a  temporary  house,  which  does 
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not  work  in  favor  of,  rather  than  against,  the 
right  to  exemption  in  the  present  eases.  Up- 
on the  facts  before  us,  all  the  land  owned 
by  the  plaintiff  on  May  1,  1897,  and  on  May 
1,  1898,  was  but  one  lot.  It  was  bought 
for  a  churchyard  only,  and  since  its  pur- 
chase has  been  held  and  used  only  to  enable 
the  parish  to  build  and  to  use  upon  it  in 
public  worship  its  temporary  wooden  and 
its  permanent  stone  church.  The  immediate 
erection  upon  the  lot,  and  the  continued  use 
for  public  worship,  of  a  temporary  wooden 
church,  with  the  prosecution  with  all  rea- 
sonable promptness  of  the  work  of  building 
a  permanent  church,  are  certainly  no  less 
conclusive  of  the  appropriation  of  the  land 
to  the  purpose  of  religious  worship  than  the 
circumstances  which  were  held  to  be  con- 
clusive in  Trinity  Church  v.  Boston.  In  this 
case,  as  in  that,  the  undisputed  facts  make  it 
certain  that  when  the  tax  was  laid  the  whole 
land  was  land  appropriated  to  the  "sacred 
uses,"  which  appropriation,  in  the  language 
of  that  decision,  "securer  the  exemption." 
As  the  whole  of  each  tax  was  invalid,  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judgment  in  each 
case,  and  such  judgment  should  be  entered  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  report. 


Charles  A.  WELCH  et  at. 

V, 

James  H.  WALSH. 

(177  Mass.  555.) 

Neiilier  tlie  landlord's  fa^Iare  to  collect 
the  rent  for  fourteen  months,  nor  his  neg- 
lect to  notify  the  guarantor  of  its  nonpay- 
ment, will  exouerate  the  latter,  who  has  guar- 
anteed the  punctual  payment  of  the  rent, 
and  promised  in  default  thereof  to  pay  the 
same  on  demand. 

(February  26,  1901.) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  defendant  to  rulings  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Suffolk  County 
made  during  the  trial  of  an  action  brought 
to  enforce  a  guaranty  of  rent,  directing  a 
verdict   in   plaintiffs'   favor.     Overruled. 

John  Judge  leased  for  ten  years  from  Jan- 
uary 2,  1893,  certain  property  belonging  to 
plaintiffs.  Defendant  in  connection  with 
Buch  lease  signed  the  following  contract: 

In  consideration  of  the  execution  of  the 
within  lease,  and  of  one  dollar  to  me  paid, 
the  receipt  whereof  is  hereby  acknowledged, 
do  hereby  guarantee  to  the  said  lessors,  their 
heirs  and  assigns,  the  true  and  punctual  pay- 
ment of  the  rent,  taxes  and  interest,  reserved 
at  the  times  and  in  the  manner  mentioned, 
and,  in  default  thereof,  promise  to  pay  the 
same  on  demand. 

James  H.  Walsh.     [Seal] 

The  rent  was  paid  to  December,  1895. 
On  February  1,  1898,  plaintiffs  made  formal 

Note. — As  to  necessity  of  notice  of  default  to 
bind  guarantor,   see  Hey  man  v.  Dooley    (Md.) 
20  L.  R.  A.  257,  and  note, 
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demand  on  defendant  for  the  payment  of  ar- 
rears. Defendant  claimed  want  of  notice  of 
nonpa^onent,  and  that  up  to  April,  1897, 
Judge  was  regularly  paying  his  delH^,  and 
that  had  the  guarantor  had  notice  he  might 
have  reimbursed  himself  for  payments  doe 
prior  to  that  time.  Subsequently  Judge  wa& 
discharged  in  insolvency  proceedings. 

Further  fact-s  appear  in  the  opinion. 

3fc8sr8.  Brandeisv  Dunbar,  ft  Nutter 
and  WiUiam  H.  Dunbar,  for  defendant: 

A  creditor  is  bound  so  to  conduct  himself 
in  dealing  with  one  primarily  liable  for  a 
debt  as  not  unnecessarily  or  unreasonably  to 
injure  one  secondarily  liable. 

3  Kent,  Com.  12th  ed.  123,  note  I;  Guili 
V.  Butler,  127  Mass.  380;  Watts  v.  Shuttle- 
worth,  5  Hurlst.  &  N.  235;  Pooley  v.  Hamr 
dine,  7  El.  &  Bl.  431. 

If  a  principal  debtor  has  given  his  creditor 
security  for  a  demand  upon  which  there  also 
exists  a  secondary  liability,  whether  of  ai 
indorser,  of  a  guarantor,  or  of  a  strict  sure- 
ty, the  person  so  secondarily  liable  is  entitled 
to  require  of  the  creditor  that  the  latter  shall 
not  by  his  negligence  lose  or  waste  the  securi- 
ty. 

Guild  v.  Butler,  127  Ma.ss.  386;  Capel  t. 
Butler,  2  Sim.  <fe  Stu.  457;  Mutual  Loan 
Fund  Asso.  v.  Sudloic,  5  C.  B.  N.  S.  449; 
Diinoan  v.  Xoi'th  <£  South  Wales  Bank,  L  R. 
6  A  pp.  Cas.  1 ;  Mingus  v.  Daugherty,  87 
Iowa,  56,  54  N.  W.  60. 

The  rule  does  not  rest  upon  any  agree- 
ment, express  or  implied,  for  one  who  "sras 
originally  a  principal  debtor,  and  subsequent- 
ly brcomes  to  the  knowledge  of  the  creditor 
only  secondarily  liable  as  between  himself 
and  another  debtor,  is  entitled  to  the  same 
rights  as  if  he  had  originally  contracted  aa 
a  suretv. 

Guild  V.  Butler,  127  Mass.  386:  Rouse  "v, 
Bradford  BJcg.  Co.  [1894]  A.  C.  586. 

Any  act  or  omission  by  the  person  secured, 
injurious  to  the  guarantor  or  inconsistent 
with  his  rights,  discharges  the  latter. 

Watts  V.  ShuttlcicortK  5  Hurlst  t  *N. 
205;  Owen  v.  Floman,  3  Macru  &  G.  378;  J 
Kent,  Com.  12th  ed.  Discharge^  not«  1. 

Failure  by  the  creditor  to  give  reasonable 
notice  to  a  guarantor  of  the  principal  debt- 
or's default,  if  injurious  to  the  guarantor,  is 
a  breach  of  this  duty,  and  constitutes  a  de- 
fense. • 

6  Bacon,  Abr.  p.  819,  7a,  2. 

The  contract  of  a  guarantor  is  not  to  per- 
form the  act  which  is  the"  subject  of  the 
guaranty,  but  to  make  good  any  loss  result- 
ing from  its  nonperformance  by  the  princi- 
pal. 

Allen  V.  Jlerrick,  15  Gray,  274:  Douolau 
V.  Reynolds,  7  Pet.  113.  8  L.  ed.  626:  La'Ross 
V.  Logansport  Sat.  Bmik,  102  Ind.  332.  1  K. 
E.  805;  Lewis  v.  Bretvstcr,  2  McLean.  21, 
Ted.  Cas.  No.  8.318:  Foote  v.  Brown,  2  Mc- 
Lean, 3(i0,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,900. 

Equity  requires  that  he  by  whose  nejrli- 
gence  a  loss  has  been  caused  shall  bear  that 
loss. 

Oxford  Bank  v.  Haynes,  8  Pick.  42.^.  1ft 
Am.  Dec.  334;  Talbot  \.  Gay,  18  Pick.  534; 
Clark  V.  Remington,  11  Met.  361;  irAi^o*  ?. 
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MearSy  11  Met.  563,  45  Am.  Dec,  233;  Dole 
V.  Young,  24  Pick.  250;  Bickford  v.  Gibbft,  8 
Cush.  154;  Paige  v.  Parker,  8  Gray,  211; 
Cabot  Bank  v.  Bodman,  11  Gray,  134;  Pro- 
tection Ins.  Co.  V.  Davis f  5  Allen,  54. 

A  creditor  who  by  his  wilful  omission  to 
give  notice  of  a  default  has  injured  the  guar- 
antor cannot  be  permitted  to  recover  against 
the  latter. 

Cahuzac  v.  Stumini,  29  Ala.  288 ;  Ringgold 
V.  Netckirk,  3  Ark.  96 ;  Mayberry  v.  Bainton, 
2  Harr.  (Del.)  24;  Smith  v.  Bainbridge,  6 
Blackf.  12;  Virden  v.  Ellsworth,  15  Ind. 
144:  M'ithers  v.  B^rry,  25  Kan.  373;  Howe 
v.  Nickels,  22  Me.  175;  Globe  Bank  v.  Small, 
25  Me.  306;  Gamage  v.  Hutchins,  23  Me. 
565 :  Simons  v.  S^ecJc,  36  N.  H.  73 ;  Grice  v. 
iJicfes,  14  N.  C.  (3  Dev.  L.)  62;  Cox  v. 
Brotm,  61  N.  C.  (6  Jones,  L.)  100;  Myer  v. 
Reedy,  115  N.  C.  538,  20  S.  E.  521 ;  SiUlivan 
v.  Field,  118  N.  C.  358,  24  S.  E.  735;  Gibbs 
V.  Cannon,  9  Serg.  &  R.  198,  11  Am.  Dec.  699. 

The  mere  fact  that  when  these  successive 
payments  became  due  the  debtor  was  solvent, 
and  when  the  guarantor  was  called  upon  for 
payment  the  debtor  was  insolvent,  constitut- 
ed a  prima  facie  case  of  injury  to  the  full 
amount  of  the  sura  due. 

Whitofi  V.  Mears,  11  Met.  563.  45  Am.  Dec. 
233;  Howe  v.  Nickels,  22  Me.  175;  Wildes  v. 
Savage,  1  Story,  22,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,653; 
Talbot  V.  Gay,  18  Pick.  634. 

That  the  delay  was  unreasonable,  if  any 
duty  of  giving  notice  existed,  will  hardly  be 
denied. 

Oxford  Bank  v.  Haynes,  8  Pick.  423,  19 
Am.  Dec.  334:  Whiton  v.  Mears,  11  Met.  563, 
45  Am.  Dec.  233. 

In  any  event  the  question  whether  the  de- 
lay was  unreasonable  should  have  been  left 
to  the  jury. 

Douglass  Axe  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Gardner,  10 
Cnsh.  88 ;  Raskins  v.  Hamilton  Mut.  Ins.  Co. 
5  Gray,  432 ;  Hamden  v.  Milwaukee  Mechan- 
ics' Ins.  Co.  104  Mass.  382,  41  N.  E.  658. 

Messrs.  Shepard,  Stebbins,  Sc  Storer, 
for  plaintiffs: 

No  demand  on  the  lessee,  even,  was  neces- 
sary, that  not  being  a  condition. 

Brookbank  v.  Taylor,  Cro.  Jac.  685. 

Where  there  is  an  absolute  promise  to  pay 
without  condition,  no  notice  of  default  is 
necessary,  if  the  amount  is  fixed  and  the  time 
of  payment  definite,  nor  does  passive  inac- 
tion by  the  creditor  relieve  the  guarantor. 

Breed  v.  Hillhouse,  7  Conn.  523 ;  Read  v. 
Cutts,  7  Me.  186,  22  Am.  Dec.  184;  Goring  v. 
Edmonds,  6  Bing.  94;  Vinal  v.  Richardson, 
13  Allen,  521 ;  Hammond  v.  Gilmore,  14 
Conn.  479 ;  Barker  v.  Scudder,  56  Mo.  272. 

Mere  passive  failure  to  act  is  never  suffi- 
cient to  discharge  a  guarantor. 

Pickens  v.  Finney,  12  Smedes  &  M.  468: 
Philhrooks  v,  McEwen.  29  Ind.  347 ;  Black  v. 
Ottoman  Bank,  15  Moore  P.  C.  C.  472; 
Strong  v.  Foster,  17  C.  B.  201. 

It  does  not  appear  but  that  the  guarantor 
knew  that  the  leasee  was  not  paying  his 
rent,  and  if  so  he  has  not  been  injured. 

Notice  could  not  be  required  until  all  the 
instalments  of  rent  were  due. 

Clark  V.  Remington,  11  Met.  361. 

62  L.  R.  A. 


Lorins,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  evidence  which  was  excluded  would 
have  warranted  a  finding  that  the  plaintiffs 
conducted  themselves  in  the  matter  of  col- 
lecting the  rent  now  sued  for  without  that 
care  which  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence 
would  have  devoted  to  it,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant has  suffered  from  not  knowing  that 
the  rent  was  not  paid  by  the  tenant  for  twen- 
ty-three months  before  the  plaintiffs  made  a 
demand  upon  him  for  it;  but  it  would  not 
have  warranted  a  finding  of  fraud,  or  facts 
tantamount  to  fraud.  The  defendant  con- 
tends that  those  facts  would  have  made  out 
a  defense  to  the  action,  and  relies  upon  a 
statement  in  the  opinion  of  Wells,  J.,  in 
Vinal  V.  Richardson,  13  Allen,  521,  532.  He 
also  relies  upon  Oxford  Bank  v.  Haynes,  8> 
Pick.  423,  19  Am.  Dec.  334,  and  the  numer- 
ous ca«es  in  this  commonwealth  which  have 
recognized  or  followed  that  case;  and  also 
upon  Douglass  v.  Reynolds,  7  Pet.  113,  8  L. 
ed.  626;  Reynolds  v.  Douglass,  12  Pet.  497, 
9  L.  ed.  1171;  and  the  opinion  of  Matthews,. 
J.,  in  Davis  v.  WelU,  104  U.  S.  159,  161,  26 
L.  ed.  686,  687.  It  is  true  that  there  is  a 
statement  in  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Wells 
in  Vinal  v.  Richardson  which  supports  the 
defendant's  contention.  In  that  case  he 
said:  "Formal  notice  is  not  necessary  in 
order  to  charge  the  guarantor  with  liability. 
AH  the  cases  agree  that  in  this  respect  there 
is  a  distinction  between  an  indorser  and  a 
guarantor.  Negligence  of  the  holder  of  the 
guaranty  in  permitting  the  claim  to  slumber 
when  the  guarantor  might  reasonably  sup- 
pose it  had  been  paid  when  due,  or  in  the 
usual  course  of  business,  is  the  real  ground 
on  which  the  guarantor  is  exonerated.  It 
is  delay  without  notice,  and  not  the  bring- 
ing of  a  suit  without  notice,  that  is  fatal  to 
the  holder  of  the  guaranty."  But  that 
proposition,  which  was  obiter  in  Vinal  v. 
Richardson,  is  not  consistent  with  Water- 
town  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Simmons,  131  Mass.  85, 
41  Am.  Rep.  196,  not  cited  at  the  argument 
in  the  case  at  bar,  unless  a  distinction  is  to 
be  drawn  between  a  guarantor  of  rent  to  be 
paid  each  month  and  sureties  on  a  bond  con- 
ditioned for  the  monthly  payment  of  sums  to 
be  collected  by  the  principal  of  the  bond. 
Water  town  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Simmons  was  a 
case  where  suit  was  brought  against  the 
sureties  on  a  bond,  with  the  condition  which 
I  have  just  stated,  and  the  defense  set  up 
was  that  the  plaintiff  had  failed  to  notify 
the  sureties  that  for  thirteen  months  before 
a  demand  was  made  upon  them  the  principal 
had  failed  to  make  payment  in  full  of  the 
sums  collected  by  him.  It  was  held  that  this 
was  not  a  defense,  and  on  the  ground  that 
"the  creditor  owes  no  duty  of  active  diligence 
to  take  care  of  the  interest  of  the  surety.  It 
is  the  business  of  the  surety  to  see  that  his 
principal  performs  the  duty  which  he  has 
guaranteed,  and  not  that  of  the  creditor." 
The  defendant's  difficulty  in  this  case  is  to 
make  out  that  a  lessor  owes  any  duty  to  one 
who  has  guaranteed  the  payment  of  rent. 
It  was  settled  in  Vinal  v.  Richardson,  after 
deliberate  consideration,  that  notice  to  the 
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4^arantor  that  the  tenant  has  not  paid  the 
rent  is  not  a  condition  on  which  the  guaran- 
tor's liability  depends.  The  defendant  now 
•contends  that,  though  the  guarantor  becomes 
liable  upon  the  default  in  payment  of  the 
rent  without  notice  of  it,  yet,  if  the  lessor 
subsequently  fails  to  give  notice  of  that  de- 
fault to  the  guarantor,  and  the  guarantor 
suffers  damage  therefrom,  the  guarantor  is 
discharged.  Where  no  duty  is  owed  there 
cannot  be  negligence,  as  was  lately  decided 
■by  this  court  in  Shepard  d  M.  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Eldridge,  171  Mass.  516,  41  L.  R.  A.  617,  51 
N.  E.  9.  See  also  Patent  Safety  Oun  Cotton 
Co.  V.  Wilson,  49  L.  J..Q.  B.  N.  S.  713.  The 
defendant  ha«  undertaken  to  make  out  that 
there  is  a  duty  on  the  creditor  to  give  notice 
to  the  guarantor.  He  has  undertaken  to  es- 
tablish this,  in  the  first  place,  on  general 
principles,  which  are  common  to  all  cases, 
where  persons  are  secondarily  liable.  His 
proposition  is  that  in  every  such  case  a  cred- 
itor is  bound  so  to  conduct  himself  in  dealing 
with  one  primarily  liable  as  not  unnecessari- 
ly or  unreasonably  to  injure  one  secondarily 
liable.  But  no  such  duty  is  owed  to  those 
secondarily  liable.  The  duty  owed  them  is 
a  much  narrower  one.  It  is  to  do  no  act 
which  affects  the  rights  to  which  the  surety 
is  subrogated  on  meeting  his  guaranty  either 
in  property  held  by  the  creditor  as  security 
for  the  debt  guaranteed,  or  to  bring  suit 
against  the  principal  debtor.  If  the  creditor 
abstains  from  doing  such  an  act,  he  has  per- 
formed his  whole  duty  to  the  surety.  There 
is  no  duty  upon  a  creditor  to  take  active 
measures  to  collect  the  debt  from  the  princi- 
pal debtor,  or  to  notify  the  person  secondari- 
ly liable  that  the  principal  debtor  is  in  de- 
fault. No  authority  beyond  National  Bank 
T.  Sawyer y  177  Mass.  490,  59  N.  E.  76,  and 
Watertown  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Simmons,  131 
Mass.  85,  41  Am.  Rep.  196,  need  be  cited  to 
that  point.  * 

There  was  nothing  in  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract of  guaranty  in  the  case  at  bar  which 
cast  upon  the  lessor  the  duty  of  giving  to 
the  guarantor  notice  that  the  rent  had  not 
l)een  paid.  The  terms  of  the  guaranty  in 
this  case  were  that  the  defendant  does  "here- 
l>y  guarantee  to  the  said  lessors,  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  the  true  and  punctual  payment 
of  the  rent,  taxes,  and  interest  reserved  at 
the  times  and  in  the  manner  mentioned,  and, 
in  default  thereof,  promise  to  pay  the  same 
on  demand."  That  is  an  absolute,  uncondi- 
tional guaranty  that  the  rent  shall  be  paid, 
■coupled  with  a  promise  to  pay  the  same  on 
demand  being  made  upon  the  guarantor,  in 
case  there  is  a  default  in  the  payment  of 
rent  by  the  lessee.  If,  therefore,  there  was 
any  duty  upon  the  lessor  to  give  notice  to 
the  guarantor  that  the  rent  was  in  default, 
it  must  be  found  in  the  nature  of  the  con- 
tract of  a  guarantor;  and,  after  the  decision 
in  Watertown  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Simmons,  in  the 
nature  of  the  contract  of  a  guarantor,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  the  contract  of  a  surety  on 
a  bond,  such  as  was  before  the  court  in  that 
case.  The  difference  between  the  contract  of 
a  guarantor  and  the  contract  usually  entered 
into  bv  a  surety  is  that  in  case  of  a  guaran- 
f.2  L.  R.  A. 


tor  the  promise  of  the  person  secondarily 
liable  is  a  collateral  promise  to  pay  in  case 
default  is  made  by  one  who  is  primarily  lia- 
ble* for  the  thing  guaranteed,  while  a  surety 
contracts  directly  as  a  principal  to  pay  the 
sum  of  money  for  which  he  is  secondarily 
liable.     See  Bigelow,  J.,  in  Allen  v.  Herrick, 
15  Gray,  274,  285.     So  far  as  this  difference 
is  concerned,  the  contract  of  the  surety  upon 
a  bond  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  sums 
collected  by  a  third  person  partakes  of  the 
nature  of  the  contract  of  a  guarantor,  and 
not  of  the  contract  of  a  surety.    Moreover, 
in  one  of  the  earliest  cases  in  England  in 
which  it  was  held  that  notice  to  a  guarantor 
was  not  a  condition  precedent  to  his  liabili- 
ty, the  decision  was  put  upon  the  ground 
that  no  such  duty  was  owed  by  the  creditor 
to  the  guarantor.     It  is  the  case  of  Brook- 
hank  v.  Taylor,  in  the  exchequer  chamber, 
and  reported  in  Cro.  Jac.  685.     That  was  a 
writ  of  error  brought  in  an  action  to  collect 
rent  from  a  guarantor.     The  error  assigned 
was:     ''Because  it  is  not  alleged  that  nptice 
was  given  that  the  other  had  not  paid.     Bed 
nan  allocatur;  for  he,  at  his  peril,  ought  to 
take  cognizance  of  the  nonpayment,  and  pay 
the  rent;  othervise,  the  promise  is  broken. 
To  the  same  effect,  see  Baron  Parke  in  Wal- 
ton V.  Mascall,  13  Mees.  &  W.  452,  458;  and 
Lord  El  don  in  Wright  v.  Simpson,  6  Ves.  Jr. 
714, 734,  who  says:  "But  the  surety  is  aguar- 
antee.  and  it  is  his  business  to  see  whether 
the  principal  pays,  and  not  that  of  the  cred- 
itor."    Ko    di«4tinction,    therefore,    can     be 
made  between   tl)e  contract  of  a  guarantor 
and  the  contract  of  a  surety  on  a  bond,  so  far 
as  this  question  is  concerned:  and  what  waa 
said  in  Waterioicn  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Simmons, 
131  Mass.  85,  4  Am.  Rep.  196,  is  applicable 
to  this  case:     *'The  surety  is  bound  to  in- 
quire for  himself,  and  cannot  complain  that 
the  creditor  does  not  notify  him  of  the  state 
of  the  accounts  between  him  and  his  agent. 
for  whom  the  surety  is   liable."     See  also 
French  v.  Bates.  149  Mass.  73,  81,  4  L.  R.  A. 
208,  21  N.  E.  237.     There  are  doubtless  ex- 
pressions in  the  early  cases  in  Massachusetts 
which   countenance  the  proposition  that   a 
guarantor  is  in  all  cases  entitled  to  notice 
of  the   principal   debtor's   default.     It   was 
decided   in    this     commonwealth    in    Oxford 
Bank  v.  Haynes  that  the  guarantor  of  a  note, 
even  when  the  only  person  liable  on  it  is  the 
principal  debtor,  is  entitled  to  such  a  notice: 
and,  if  he  is  damnified  by  not  receiving  it 
within  a  reasonable  time,  he  is  discharged. 
That  case  has  been  followed  or  recognized  in 
many  subsequent  cases.     Talhot  y.  Gay,  18 
Pick.  534;   Sigourney  v.  Wetherelh  6  Met 
553;  Whiton  v.  Mears,  11  Met.  564,  45  Am. 
Dec.  233:   Bickford  v.  Oihhs,  8  Cush.   154: 
Parkman  v.  Brewster,  15  Gray,  271 ;  Protpc- 
tion  Ins.  Co.  v.  Davis,  5  Allen,  58.     This  rule 
has  been  recognized  for  more  than  seventy 
years,  and  it  is  now  too  late  to  question  it 
When  it  was  f  rst  adopted  it  was  assumed 
in  England  as  well  as  in  this  commonwealth 
that  the  guarantor  of  a  note  had  the  same 
right  to  notice  that  an  indorser.  had,  the  only 
difference  between  the  two  being  that  in  the 
case  of  a  guarantor  notice  could  be  given  at 
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any  time  before  damage  was  sustained,  and 
that  damage  from  lack  of  notice  had  to  be 
proved.     See  Philips  v.   Astlingt  2   Taunt. 
20«;  Van  Wari   v.   Woolley,  3    Barn.   S»  C. 
439;    and   the   later   case   of   Hitchcock   v. 
Humfrey^  5  Mann.  &  G.  550.     The  law  seems 
to  be  otherwise  settled  in  England  to-day. 
See  Walton  v.  Maacall,  13  Mees.  &  W,  72. 
But  see  Lindley,  L.  J.,  in  Carter  v.  White, 
L.  R.  25  Ch.  Div.  666,  citing  with  approval 
Byles,  Bills,  12th  ed.  295,  who  lays  down  the 
Massachusetts  rule.    The  weight  of  authori- 
ty is  against  the  Massachusetts  rule.    The 
cases  are  collected  in  Ames,  Cases  on  Sure- 
tyship, 240,  note  1.     It  has  never  been  decid- 
ed that  the  rule  applied  in  Oxford  Bank  v. 
Haynes,  8  Pick.  423,  19  Am.  Dec.  ?M,  is  one 
of  general  application.     In  Dole  v.  Youngf  24 
Pick.  250;  Clark  v.  Remington^  11  Met.  361, 
and  Paige  v.  Parker,  8  Grajr,  211,  it  was  as- 
sumed that  the  rule  applied  in  case  of  a 
general  guaranty  for  the  payment  of  goods 
to  be  subsequently  purchased;  and  in  Cabot 
Bank  v.  Bodman,  11  Gray,  134,  it  seems  to 
have  been  assumed  to  be  a  rule  of  general  ap- 
plication.    But' in  none  of  these  cases  does 
the  opinion  ride  higher  than  a  mere  obiter 
dictum,  except  in  the  case  of  Clark  v.  Rem- 
ington.    Clark  V.  Remington  was  the  case  of 
a  guaranty  of  goods  to  be  subsequently  pur- 
chased, and  where  no  notice  of  any  kind  was 
given  to  the  guarantor.    The  guaranty  in 
question  in  that  case  was  an  offer,  and  it  is 
settled  that  in  such  a  case  notice  of  the  sub- 
sequent purchase  must  be  given.     See  Bishop 
V.  Eaton,  161  Mass.  496,  37  N.  E.  665,  and 
cases  there  cited.     Clark  v.  Remington  may 
well  stand  on  the  ground  that  in  that  caae 
no  notice  of  the  acceptance  of  the  offer  by 
the  subsequent  purchase  was  given,  and  it 
may  be  doubted  whether,  in  a  case  where  no- 
tice of  the  subsequent  purchase  has  been  giv- 
en, so  that  the  guarantor  is  fully  informed 
of  the  details  of  the  debt  which  he  has  guar- 
anteed, notice  of  the  principal  debtor's  de- 
fault must  also  be  given.     It  is  not  necessary 
to  consider  now  whether  notice  must  be  giv- 
en to  the  guarantor  in  cases  like  Lennox  v. 
Murphy,  171  Mass.  370,  50  N.  E.  644,  in  or- 
der to  throw  upon  him  the  duty  of  seeing 
that  the  sums  guaranteed  by  him  are  paid. 
It  may  well  be  that  in  case  of  such  a  contin- 
gent guaranty  it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  guar- 
antor to  see  that  the  suras  guaranteed  are 
paid  until  the  contingent  guaranty  has  been 
made  certain  by  notice  stating  what  sums 
are  due,  and  when  they  are  due,  although 
such  notice  is  not  a  condition  precedent  on 
which  his  liability  depends.     See,  in  this  con- 
nection, Hoar,  J.,  in  Whiting  v.  8tacy,  15 
Gray,  270.     However  that  may  be,  there  is 
no  case  in  this  commonwealth  in  which  the 
rule  of  Oxford  Bank  v.  Hai/nea  has  been  en- 
forced  in   case  the  thing  guaranteed   is  a 
debt,  definite  in  amount  and  in  time  of  pay- 
ment; but,  on  the  contrary,  Chief  Justice 
Shaw  said,  with  reference  to  that  case,  in 
delivering  the  opinion  of  this  court  in  Salis- 
bury V.  Hale,  12  Pick.  410,  424,  which  in- 
volved the  question  of  a  guaranty  of  rent: 
"Without  deciding  whether  the  doctrines  of 
that  case  can  be  extended  beyond  promissory 


notes  and  other  mercantile  contracts,  we  are 
of  opinion  that,  upon  the  principles  of  that 
case,  notice,  in  the  present,  was  not  neces- 
sary," because  there  had  been  no  change  of 
circumstances.  And  we  are  of  opinion  that, 
when  the  obligation  of  the  guarantor  is  to 
pay  a  definite  sum  at  a  definite  time,  it  is 
his  duty  to  see  that  the  sum  guaranteed  is 
paid,  and  that  there  is  no  duty  on  the  credi- 
tor to  give  notice  to  the  guarantor  of  a  de- 
fault in  payment  by  the  principal  debtor; 
and  that,  if  the  guarantor,  in  violation  of 
his  duty,  has  slumbered  because  he  sup- 
posed that,  in  the  absence  of  a  demand  by  the 
creditor  the  act  guaranteed  had  been  per- 
formed by  the  principal  debtor  and  has  suf- 
fered damage  from  so  doing,  he  has  nothing 
of  which  he  can  complain  but  his  own  negli- 
gence, and  is  liable  to  pay  the  sum  which  he 
guaranteed  should  be  paid. 
Exceptions  overrul&i. 


George  W.  CASTON  et  al, 

V. 

Etta  E.  QUIMBY  et  al.,  Appts. 


( 


Mass. 


) 


A  comu&iBslon  for  procvrlns  one  nrlll- 
ins  to  lend  a  certain  •nm  on  nior.t- 
saare  is  not  earned  by  the  production  of  a 
person  willing  to  loan  that  amount,  but  who 
Insists  that  the  contract  shall  provide  for 
payment  of  principal  and  interest  in  gold, 
because  of  which  the  offer  is  not  accepted. 

(March  1,  1001.) 

APPE1A.L  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Suffolk  County 
in  favor  of  plaintifTs  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  a  commission  for  the  procurement  of 
a  loan  of  money.     Reversed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  J.  Merrill  Browne  for  appellants. 

Mr.  Rioliard  G.  Kildnff,  for  appellees : 

An  application  for  a  loan  of  money  im- 
ports two  things :  First,  that  the  applicant 
will  take  the  loan  on  terms  satisfactory  to 
the  lender,  and  secondly,  that  he  will  pay 
him  back. 

Payment  back  of  a  loan,  unless  payment  in 
certain  things  or  commodities  is  specifically 
agreed  for,  means  payment  in  money,  that  is, 
the  "coin  of  the  realm,"  or  that  which  the 
law  of  the  land  makes  its  equivalent.  A 
debt  payable  in  money  is  payable  in  what- 
ever is  lawful  money  at  the  time  appointed 
for  its  payment. 

Howe  v.  yickerson,  14  Allen,  402. 

And  a  statement  of  the  kind  of  money  in 
which  it  is  intended  to  be  paid  will  not  make 
it  less  a  debt  for  the  payment  of  money,  and 
for  the  exact  sum  of  money  named  in  the  ob- 
ligation. 

Note. — As  to  what  constitutes  performance 
by  a  real-ostate  broker  of  his  contract  to  find 
a  purchaser  or  effect  an  exchange  of  his  prlncl- 
pars  property,  see  Lunney  v.  Healey  (Neb.)  44 
L.  R.  A.  598,  and  note;  also  Roche  v.  Smith 
(Mass.)  51  L.  R.  A.  510. 
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When  the  defendants  in  the  case  at  bar, 
after  the  plaintilTs  had  obtained  the  loan  for 
them,  refused  to  take  it  on  the  ground  that 
the  mortgage  contained  the  "gold  clause,"  so 
called,  it  was  a  frivolous  excuse,  and  will  not 
relieve  them  from  paying  the  brokers'  com- 
mission. 

Payment  made  in  gold  is  legally  a  pay- 
ment of  the  amount  in  cash,  and  must  be  es- 
timated as  such. 

XeUon  V.  Weeks.  Ill  Mass.  225. 

A  note  payable  in  gold  is  a  note  for  its 
face  value  merely,  and  is  subject  to  be  paid 
in  anything  that  is  lawful  tender. 

Houe  V.  Xickeison,  14  Allen,  403. 

The  laws  authorizing  the  issue  of  United 
Stat<^  treasury  notes,  and  making  them  a  le- 
gal tender  in  payment  of  debts,  have  not 
made  the  gold  coins  of  *the  denomination  of 
one  or  more  dollars  a  legal  tender  for  any 
more  than  the  dollars  they  represent.  Be- 
cause a  treasury  note,  which  bears,  in  popu- 
lar estimation,  a  less  value  than  a  gold  coin 
of  the  same  denomination,  will  pay  a  debt, 
the  gold  coin  will  not  overpay  it. 

Bush  v.  Baldrey,  11  Allen.  369. 

Neither  will  a  bill  in  equity  lie  to  compel 
a  deibtor  owing  a  debt  payable  in  gold  to  pass 
over  so  much  gold  to  his  creditor.  It  is  a 
debt  payable  in  cash,  and  as  such  can  be  paid 
in  coin,  or  in  what  the  law  makes  the  equiva- 
lent of  coin. 

Hotre  V.  A  ickerson,  14  Allen,  400. 

liorine,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  plaintiffs  in  this  case  have  not  earned 
a  commission.  They  w^ere  employed  by  the 
defendants  to  find  some  one  who  would  lend 
them  $2,000  on  a  mort^^rage  of  land.  That 
means  $2,000  to  be  repaid  in  whatever  is  by 
the  laws  of  the  United  States  legal  tender. 
The  plaintiffs  did  not  succeed  in  finding  such 
a  person.  The  person  produced  by  them  was 
not  willing  to  lend  on  the  terms  stated  by  the 
defendants,  but  insisted  on  inserting  a  clause 
"that  the  principal  and  interest  named  in 
said  mortgage  should  be  paid  in  gold."  That 
means  that  it  can  be  paid  only  in  gold. 
Branson  v.  Rodes,  7  Wall.  229,  19  L.  ed.  141 ; 
Independent  Ins.  Co.  v.  Thomas.  104  Mass. 
1P2.  The  customer  produced  by  the  brokers 
not  being  ready  to  do  what  the  principal 
stipulated  for,  and  not  being  accepted  by  the 
principal,  no  commission  is  due.  Fitzpat- 
rick  V.  Oilson,  176  Mass.  477,  57  N.  E.  1000. 
The  plaintiffs  may  be  right  in  saying  that  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  country  is  now  on  a 
gold  basis,  and  is  likely  to  remain  so  for  the 
three  years  the  mortgage  has  to  run,  the  de- 
fendants were  unreasonable  in  the  stand 
they  took.  If  they  were  unreasonable,  the 
plaintiffs'  customer  would  seem  to  have  been 
^H^ually  so.  But  whether  either  or  both  were 
imreasonable  is  not  material.  Tlie  defend- 
ants had  the  right  to  insist  that  the  plain- 
titfs  did  not  bring  themselves  within  their 
offer.  If  they  did  not,  they  have  not  earned 
a  commisjsion,  whether  the  defendants  were 
or  were  not  reasonable. 

Judgment  for  plaintiffs  reversed.    Judg- 
ment to  be  entered  for  defendants. 
62  L.  R.  A. 


John  XI VEX,  AppU 

V. 

Elisha  S.  BOLASD  et  al, 
(177   Mass.   11.) 

Examiniiie:  ph^'siciaiiB  -vrho  stirs  A 
ccrtllle«.tc  required  by  atatate  in  or- 
der to  commit  a  person  to  a  hospital  for 
dlpsomaniHcs  and  inebriates  are  not  liable- 
to  one  confined  therein  without  canse,  where- 
they  act  in  good  faith  and  without  malice, 
since  the  privilege  attaching  to  wltnesse* 
and  to  cases  of  privileged  communications 
attaches  to  them. 

(October  18,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Suffolk  County 
in  favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  negligently  gi-antmg 
a  certificate  upon  which  plaintiff  was  com- 
mitted to  an  inebriate  asylum.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messi's.  Whipple,  Sears,  ft  Ogden  and 
Jerome  C.  Smith,  for  appellant: 

The  question  of  proximate  cause  is  a  prac- 
tical one.  The  law  regards  practical  distinc- 
tions rather  than  those  which  are  merely  the- 
oretical. 

Metallic  Compression  Casting  Co.  v.  Fitch- 
burg  R.  Co.  109  Mass.  277,  12  Am.  Rep.  (>89. 

The  mere  circumstance  that  there  have  in- 
tervened between  the  wTongful  cause  and  the 
injurious  consequence  acta  produced  by  the 
volition  of  animals  or  human  beings  does  not 
necessarily  make  the  result  so  remote  that 
no  action  can  be  maintained. 

McDonald  v.  SnelUng,  14  Allen,  2»0,  92 
Am.  Dec.  768. 

The  test  is  to  be  found  in  the  probable  in- 
jurious consequences  which  were  to  be  antici- 
pated, not  in  the  number  of  subsequent 
events  and  agencies  which  might  arise. 

Lave  V.  Atlantic  Works.  Ill  Mass.  136; 
I'astcnc  v.  Adams,  49  Cal.  87. 

Having  assumed  to  make  a  physical  exami- 
nation of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendants  owed 
him  the  duty  to  exercise  ordinary  care,  and  if 
they  failed  to  use  such  care  are  liable  for  the 
damages  resulting  from  their  negligence. 
The  fact  that  they  were  not  employeii  by  the 
plaintiff  or  paid  by  him  does  not  affect  their 
duty  to  him  and  his  right  to  recover. 

Harriott  v.  Plimpton.  16C  Mass.  585,  44  N. 

E.  902. 

Under  the  statute  the  judge  is  not  required 
to  see  the  alleged  inebriate  nor  to  hear  any 

Note.— The  rules  as  to  the  exemption  of  wit- 
nesses from  liablllt3'  to  action  for  glriciir  de- 
famatory testimony  are  considered  in  a  note 
to  Cooper  v.  Phipps  (Or.)  22  L.  R.  A.  836. 
Tlio  court  regards  the  rnle  In  such  cases  as  ap- 
plicable to  the  present  case. 

For  other  illustrations  of  exemptions  where 
statements  are  made  in  the  line  of  duty,  see- 
also  Ilemmens  v.  Nelson  (X.  Y.)  20  L.  R.  A. 
440;  and  Caldwell  v.  Story  (Ky.)  45  L.  R.  A. 
735. 

As  to  deirree  of  care  and  skill  which  a  physi- 
cian or  surgeon  must  exercise,  see  Whltesel!  v. 
Hill  (Iowa)  37  L.  R.  A.  830,  and  note:  and  Ed- 
wards V,  Lamb  (N.  II.)  50  L.  R.  A.  ICO. 
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oral  testimony.  The  only  two  essential  re- 
quisites are  the  certificate  of  the  physicians 
and  the  order  of  commitment.  No  other  evi- 
dence of  tlie  fitness  of  the  alleged  patient  for 
treatment  is  required  than  the  certificate  of 
phj'fticians.  They  are  presumably  experts, 
and  are  by  statute  practically  made  sole  ar- 
biters of  the  fate  of  the  allied  dipsomaniac. 

Aycrs  v.  Russell^  50  Hun,  282,  3  N.  Y. 
Supp.  383;  14  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  77; 
I'pnncll  V.  CummingSy  75  Me.  163. 

The  rule  that  statements  of  witnesses  made 
in  the  course  of  a  judicial  proceeding  are  ab- 
solutely privileged  if  they  are  applicable  and 
pertinent  to  the  subject  of  inquiry  is  peculiar 
to  libel  and  slander,  and  has  no  wider  appli- 
cation. 

Wright  v.  Lothrop,  149  Mass.  385,  21  N. 
E.  063. 

Nor  are  the  defendants  relieved  fropi  lia- 
bility on  the  ground  that  they  acted  as  judi- 
cial officers. 

Uoosao  Tun7iel  Dock  d  Elevator  Co.  v. 
O'Brien,  137  Mass.  424,  50  Am.  Rep.  323. 

Messrs,  Jolm  K.  Berry  and  Engene  C. 
Upton,  for  appellees: 

The  declaration  shows  no  cause  of  action. 

Force  v.  Frohasco,  43  N.  J.  L.  539. 

The  declaration  does  not  allege  that  the 
certificate  was  knowingly  and  wilfully  false 
or  made  maliciously  and  without  probable 
cause. 

Penncll  v.  Cummings,  75  Me.  163;  Oifford 
V.  Wiggins,  50  Minn.  401,  18  L.  R.  A.  356, 
52  N.  W.  904;  Kellt/  v.  Bemis,  4  Gray,  83, 
64  Am.  Dec.  50;  Parmalee  v.  Baldwin,  1 
Conn.  313;  Porter  v.  Eaight,  45  Cal.  639. 

The  defendants  were  summoned  as  witness- 
es in  behalf  of  the  commonwealth ;  if  they  be 
considered  merely  as  ordinary  witnesses  or 
even  complainants  they  are  not  liable  to  the 
plaintifT. 

Morrow  v.  WheeJer  <fc  Wilson  Mfg.  Co.  165 
Ma«?s.  350,  43  N.  E.  105. 

Physicians  acting,  as  did  the  defendants,  in 
a  judicial  capacity  or  as  experts  summoned 
in  behalf  of  the  commonwealth  to  give  testi- 
mony for  the  assistance  of  the  judge  of  pro- 
bate, should,  if  they  act  honestly  and  with- 
out fraud  or  malice,  be  protected  from  ac- 
tions brought  by  or  in  behalf  of  the  subject 
•whom  they  have  so  examined. 

Raymond  v.  Fish,  51  Conn.  80,  50  Am. 
Rep.  3:  Porter  v.  Uaight,  45  Cal.  631;  Mar- 
tin V.  Mott.  12  Wheat.  31,  6  L.  ed.  641 ;  Ken- 
dall V.  f^tokes,  3  How.  98,  11  L.  ed.  512;  Doto 
ner  v.  Lent,  6  Cal.  94,  Go  Am.  Dec.  489 ; 
Weaver  v.  Devendorf,  3  Denio,  117. 

Morton,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
•court: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the 
superior  court  sustaining  a  demurrer  to  the 
plaintiff's  declaration  and  ordering  judg- 
ment for  the  defendants.  The  gist  of  the 
declaration  is  that  the  defendants  took  upon 
themselves  the  duty  of  determining,  under 
certain  statutes  referred  to,  whether  the 
plaintiff  was  a  proper  subject  of  treatment 
as  a  dipsomaniac  or  inebriate,  and  that  de- 
fondants,  without  due  examination,  negli- 
gently made  a  certificate  that  he  was  a  digso- 
52  L.  R.  A. 


maniac  or  inebriate;  that  said  certificate 
was  false;  and  that,  in  consequence  of  de- 
fendants' negligence  in  examining  the  plain^ 
titf  and  making  the  certificate,  plaintitf  wa» 
committed  to  the  hospital  for  dipsomaniacs- 
and  inebriates  at  Foxboro,  and  confined  there 
a  long  time,  to  his  great  damage,  etc.  Therer 
is  no  allegation  of  malice  or  of  wilful  negli- 
gence or  falsification,  and,  on  recurring  to 
the  statutes  referred  to  in  the  declaration 
as  those  under  which  the  examination  and 
commitment  were  made,  it  is  difficult  to  see 
how  the  commitment  can  be  said  to  have  tak- 
en place  in  consequence  of  the  defendant's 
negligence  in  examining  the  plaintiff  and  in 
making  the  certificate.  The  statute  estab- 
lishing the  hospital  for  dipsomaniacs  and  in- 
ebriates provides  that  "all  laws  relative  to 
commitment  of  an  insane  person  to  a  lunatic 
hospital  shall  be  applicable  to  and  shall  gov- 
ern the  commitment  of  any  person  under 
this  act,"  except  that  it  shall  be  alleged  that 
they  are  dipsomaniacs  or  inebriates  as  the 
case-may  be,  instead  of  insane.  Stat.  1889, 
chap.  414,  §  7.  The  statute  in  regard  to  the 
commitment  of  insane  persons  provides  that, 
"except  when  otherwise  specially  provided, 
no  person  shall  be  committed  to  a  lunatic 
hospital,  .  .  .  public  or  private,  with- 
out an  order  or  certificate  therefor  signed  by 
one  of  the  judges  named;"  that  "such  order 
or  certificate  shall  state  that  the  judge  finds 
that  the  person  committed  is  insane,  and  is 
a  fit  person  for  treatment  in  an  insane  asy- 
lum. And  said  judge  shall  see  and  examine 
the  person  alleged  to  be  insane,  or  state  in 
his  final  order  the  reason  why  it  was  not 
deemed  necessary  or  advisable  to  do  so."  It 
is  further  provided  that  "no  person  shall  be 
so  committed  unless  in  addition  to  the  oral 
testimony  there  has  been  filed  with  the  judge 
a  certificate  signed  by  two  physicians,  each 
of  whom  is  a  graduate  of  some  legally  organ- 
ized medical  college  and  has  practised  three 
years  in  the  state,  and  neither  of  whom  is 
connected  with  any  hospital  or  other  estab- 
lishment for  treatment  of  the  insane.  Each 
must  have  personally  examined  the  person  al- 
leged to  be  insane  within  five  days  of  sign- 
ing the  certificate;  and  each  shall  certify 
that  in  his  opinion  said  person  is  insane  and 
a  proper  subject  for  treatment  in  an  insane 
hospital,  and  shall  specify  the  facts  on  which 
his  opinion  is  founded."  Pub.  Stat.  chap. 
87,  §§  12,  13.  There  are  other  provisions 
not  now  material,  relating  to  the  issuing  of 
a  warrant  by  the  judge  for  the  arrest  of  an 
alleged  lunatic,  and  his  care  and  custody 
pending  an  examination  and  hearing,  and  to 
other  matters.  But  it  is  manifest  from  the 
provisions  to  which  we  have  referred  that, 
although  the  certificate  of  the  examining  phy- 
sicians is  intended  to  have  great  weight,  and 
no  doubt  in  practice  does  have  great  weight, 
a  commitment  cannot  take  place  without  an 
order  from  the  judge  and  a  finding  by  him 
that  the  person  committed  is  insane,  and 
without  the  judge  seeing  and  examining  the 
person  alleged  to  be  insane,  or  stating  the 
reason  for  not  doing  ao.  In  this  case  there 
is  no  averment  in  the  declaration  that  there 
was  no  oral  testimony,  or  that,  if  there  was. 
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the  judge  did  not  base  his  finding  upon  it, 
but  upon  the  certificate  furnished  by  the  de- 
fendants. It  is  difficult  to  see,  therefore, 
how,  assuming  that  there  was  negligence  in 
the  examination,  and  that  the  certificate  was 
false,  it  can  be  said  that  that  was  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  commitment.  See  Force  v. 
Probaaco,  43  N.  J.  L.  539.  But,  further,  the 
examining  physicians  are  called  upon  to  per- 
form an  important  duty.  In  discharging  it 
they  are  not  engaged  in  the  ordinary  prac- 
tice of  their  profession.  If  they  do  not  occu- 
py a  quasi  official  or  judicial  position,  they 
at  least  occupy  the  position  of  persons  whose 
testimony  is  expressly  required  by  statute  in 
aid  of  judicial  proceedings  having  for  their 
object  to  ascertain  whether  the  condition  in 
regard  to  dipsomania  or  inebriety  of  the  per- 
son to  whom  they  relate  is  such  that  he 
should  be  restrained.  It  is  important  that 
the  judges  who  are  charged  with  the  duty  of 
investigating  cases  of  dipsomania  or  inebrie- 
ty and  insanity  should  have  the  assistance, 
in  forming  their  conclusions,  of  persons 
whose  profession  is  such  as  to  give  to  their 
opinions  peculiar  value  in  such  matters.  The 
statute  recognizes  this  by  requiring  the  cer- 
tificate. And  we  think  that  the  privilege 
which  attaches  to  parties  and  witnesses  in 
other  judicial  proceedings,  to  parties  insti- 
tuting criminal  proceedings,  and  to  cases  of 
privileged  communications  should  attach  to 
examining  physicians  in  cases  like  the  pres- 
ent, and  that,  so  long  as  they  act  in  good 
faith  and  without  malice,  they  should  be  ex- 
empt from  liability.  See  Hoar  v.  Wood,  3 
Met.  193;  Barker  v.  Stetson,  7  Gray.  53,  66 
Am.  Dec.  457;  Rice  v.  Coolidge,  121  Mass. 
393,  23  Am.  Rep.  279;  Tasker  v.  Stanley, 
1.53  Mass.  148,  10  L.  R.  A.  408,  26  N.  E.  417 ; 
Giiford  V.  Wiggins,  50  Minn.  401,  18  L.  R. 
A.  350,  52  N.  W.  904.  It  is  more  important 
that  the  administration  of  the  law  in  the 
manner  provided  should  not  be  obstructed 
by  the  fears  of  physicians  that  they  ma^* 
render  themselves  liable  to  suit  than  it  is 
that  the  p^son  certified  by  them  to  be  in- 
sane, or  a  dipsomaniac,  or  inebriate  should 
have  a  right  of  action  in  case  it  turns  out 
that  the  certificate  ought  not  to  have  been 
given.  The  statute  provides  a  penalty  for  a 
physician  who  conspires  with  any  person 
•unlawfully  or  improperly  to  commit  to  any 
lunatic  hospital  or  asylum  a  person  who  is 
not  insane;  but  goes  no  further.  In  Penr 
nell  V.  Cummin^s,  75  Me.  163,  and  Williams 
V.  Le  Bar,  141  Pa.  149,  21  Atl.  525,  relied 
on  by  the  plaintiiT,  the  question  here  pre- 
sented was  not  passed  upon  by  the  court. 
In  Ayers  v.  Russell,  50  Hun,  282,  3  N.  Y. 
Supp.  338,  there  was  a  dissenting  opinion, 
which  seems  to  us  to  lay  down  the  better 
doctrine.  Moreover,  the  judgment  was  not 
that  of  a  court  of  last  resort.  In  Hall  v. 
Semple,  3  Fost.  &  F.  337,  the  statute  under 
which  the  defendant  proceeded  seems  to 
have  been  quite  different  fiom  ours. 

In  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  court, 
the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

So  ordered. 
ft2L.K.  A. 


William  S.  WHITING 

V. 

Herman  F.  BURKIURDT  et  al. 


( Mass. 


) 


1.  A  claufte  in  An  insurance  poliey 
makins  it  void  In  case  of  tl&e  aaatarm- 
ment  of  tli.e  policy  does  not  apply  to  an 
assignment  of  his  Intei-ast  by  a  mortsasM 
who  Is  entitled  to  receive  the  proceeds  to  tbe 
extent  of  his  Interest. 

2.  A  clause  in  an  insurance  policT 
providing  that  a  niortHr*see's  rlslits 
shall  not  he  affected  by  tbe  acts  of  any 
other  person  includes  a  conveyance  of  the 
mortgagor's  Interest  in  the  insured  property 
contrary  to  the  terms  of  the  policy. 

(April  15,  1901.) 

RESERVATION  by  the  Superior  Court 
for  Suffolk  CJounty  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  a  bill  in  equity 
to  recover  the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a 
policy  of  tire  insurance.     Decree  for  plaintiff. 

Albert  L.  Jewell  conveyed  to  Herman  F. 
Burkhardt  and  George  W.  Guptill  certain 
real  eatate  at  Nantaaket  Beach,  and  t4x>k 
back  a  mortgage  to  secure  a  portion  of  the 
purchase  price. 

A  policy  of  insurance  was  procured  from 
the  North  British  and  Mercantile  Insurance 
Company  covering  the  property,  with  loss 
if  any,  payable  to  Jewell,  mortgagee,  as  hi^ 
interest  might  appear.  Before  the  fire, 
Jewell  assigned  his  mortgage  to  plaintiff,  in- 
dorsing the  mortgage  note  and  delivering  to 
plaintiff  the  insurance  policies  with  an  as- 
signment indorsed  thereon. 

Before  the  fire,  Guptill,  without  the 
knowledge  of  Burkhardt,  conveyed  his  inter- 
est to  Harvey  H.  Pratt,  prior  to  which  the 
Burkhardt  Brewing  Company,  of  which  de- 
fendant Burkhardt  was  a  member,  brought 
suit  against  Guptill,  and  attached  his  inter- 
est in  the  property,  which  was  sold  under 
execution  to  another  member  of  the  Burk- 
hardt Brewing  Company.  It  appeared  that 
Burkhardt  took  title  to  the  property  with 
Guptill  in  order  to  secure  the  Burkhardt 
Brewing  Company,  of  which  he  was  a  mem- 
ber, for  a  portion  of  the  purchase  price  which 
was  advanced  by  it,  and  for  any  other  sums 
which  were  due,  or  might  become  due,  from 
Guptill  to  the  brewing  company,  and  with 
a  verbal  understanding  that  he  would  release 
his  interest  to  Guptill  when  such  amount 
should  be  paid  to  the  brewing  company. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  W.  O.  Oofcswell,  for  plaintiff: 

There  is  no  limitation  upon  the  right  of 
the  mortgagee  to  assign  his  rights  in  the  pol- 
icy. The  only  limitation  is,  if  this  policy 
be  assigned  without  the  assent,  in  writing  or 
in  print,  of  the  company,  it  shall  become  void. 

Note. — For  authorities  in  this  series  as  to 
the  effect  of  a  transfer  by  tbe  mortgagor  con- 
trary to  the  terms  of  the  policy,  on  the  mort- 
gagee's rights  under  a  clause  providing  that 
they  shall  not  be  affected  by  acts  or  negligence 
of  mortgagor  or  owner,  see  Pheniz  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Omaha  Loan  ft  T.  Co.  (Neb.)  25  L.  R.  A.  679. 
and  note;  Oakland  Mome  Ins.  Co.  t.  Bank  of 
Commerce  (Neb.)  36  L.  fi.  A.  678. 


1901. 


Whiting  y.  Burkhardt. 


r89 


This  limitation  does  not  prevent  the  as- 
signment or  transfer  of  the  policy.  The  ef- 
fect of  the  condition  is  to  defeat  the  pol- 
icy, not  to  defeat  the  transfer. 

Hctcins  V.  Bakei',  161  Mass.  320,  37  N.  E. 
441. 

An  assignment  of  the  policy  can  only  be 
made  by  the  insured.  An  assignment  of  the 
right  to  receive  a  loss  under  a  policy  is  not 
an  assignment  of  the  policy. 

Fogg  V.  Middlesex  Mut.  F,  Ins:  Co.  10 
Cush.  337;  Phillips  v.  Merrimack  Mut,  F, 
Ins.  Co.  10  Cush.  350. 

In  the  absence  of  any  limitation  upon  his 
right  of  assignment  the  general  rules  of  the 
common  law  prevail. 

Merrill  v.  Colonial  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  160 
Mass.  10,  47  N.  £.  439. 

"Mortgagee"  is  used  to  describe  the  na- 
ture of  his  insurable  interest  in  the  property. 

Williams  v.  Roger  Williams  Ins,  Co.  107 
Mass.  377,  9  Am.  Rep.  41. 

"As  his  interest  may  appear*'  has  refer- 
ence only  to  the  amount  which  may  be  due  at 
the  date  of  the  policy  and  at  the  time  of  Iosh, 
if  any. 

Palmer  8av.  Bank  v.  Insurance  Co.  of  N. 
A.  160  Mass.  189,  32  L.  R,  A.  615,  44  N.  E. 
211. 

The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  from 
the.  company  by  reason  of  the  assignment  of 
the  mortgage  and  of  the  mortgagee's  inter- 
esst  in  the  policy. 

The  difliculty  in  the  way  of  recovery  by  an 
assignee  of  a  policy  upon  property  w^hen  the 
assignment  has  not  been  assented  to  has  been 
the  technical  rule  of  the  common  law,  that 
an  action  upon  a  policy  must  be  brought  in 
the  name  of  a  party  to  the  contract. 

Assuming  a  sale  of  the  property  and  an 
assisnment  of  the  policy  not  assented  to  by 
the  insurer,  the  assignee  was  bound  to  pro- 
ceed in  the  name  of  the  insured,  and  was 
met  with  the  answer,  "You  no  longer  have 
■  any  interest  in  the  property." 

The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  from 
the  company  by  reason  of  Jewell's  continued 
liability  as  indorser  upon  the  mortgage  note 
and  assignment  to  him  of  his  interest  in  the 
policy. 

Jewell's  interest  was  such  that  he  could 
have  held  the  mortgage  and  note,  and  as- 
signed his  interest  under  the  policy  to  the 
plaintiff. 

Mei-rill  v.  Colonial  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  169 
Ma«s.  10,  47  N.  E.  439;  Phillips  v.  Merri- 
mack Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  10  Cush.  350. 

Mr.  F.  C.  Gllpatrlc,  for  defendant  Burk- 
hardt: 

Burkhardt  held  the  legal  title  of  an  un- 
divided half  of  the  real  estate,  and  it  does 
not  appear  that  any  inquiry  was  at  any  time 
made  of  him  as  to  his  real  interest,  and  there 
is  nothing  in  the  policy  re(juiring  any  dis- 
closure of  his  real  interest.  He  was  there- 
fore the  owner  within  the  meaning  of  the 
policy. 

Walsh  V.  Fire  Asso.  of  Philadelphiaf  127 
Mass.  383;  Wainer  v.  Milford  Mut.  F.  Ins. 
Co.  153  Mass.  335,  11  L.  R.  A.  598,  26  N.  E. 
877. 

If  for  any  reason  the  mortgagee  is  not  en- 
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titled  to  collect  the  loss,  or  waives  his  right 
to  collect  it,  the  loss  is  payable  to  the  in- 
sured according  to  the  contract. 

Palmer  tiav.  BatUe  v.  Insurance  Co.  of  N. 
A,  166  Mass.  189,  32  L.  R.  A.  615,  44  N.  E. 
211. 

In  the  absence  of  any  limitation  in  the  con- 
tract or  in  the  by-laws  of  the  company,  when 
the  same  are  applicable,  the  contract  is  as- 
signable under  the  rules  applicable  to  con- 
tracts generally. 

Merrill  v.  Colonial  Mut,  F,  Ins.  Co,  169 
Mass.  10,  47  N.  E.  439. 

The  limitation  in  the  policy  is  that  it  shall 
be  void  if,  without  assent,  in  writing  or  in 
print,  of  the  company,  the  said  property 
be  sold  or  this  policy  assigned. 

The  policy  has  not  been  assigned  upon  the 
faots  within  the  meaning  of  this  limitation. 
An  assignment  by  a  mortgagee  of  the  inter- 
est he  may  have  in  the  policy  is  not  an  as- 
sigmnent  of  the  policy,  nor  within  the  con- 
trol of  the  insured. 

Uardy  v.  Lancashire  Ins.  Co.  166  Mass. 
210,  33  L.  R.  A.  241,  44  N.  E.  209. 

The  property  has  not  been  sold  within  the 
meaning  of  the  limitation  in  the  policy. 

Powers  V.  Guardian  Fire  d  L.  Ins.  Co.  136 
Mass.  108,  49  Am.  Rep.  20;  Tate  v.  Citizens' 
Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  13  Gray,  79;  Work  v.  Mer- 
chants' d  F.  Mut,  F.  Ins.  Co,  11  Cush.  271; 
Oakman  v.  Dorchester  Mut.  F,  Ins.  Co.  98 
Mass.  57. 

Conceding  that  this  defendant  and  Gup- 
till  would  be  the  proper  plaintiffs  in  a  suit 
upon  the  policy  against  the  defendant  com- 
pany, the  nonjoinder  of  Gup  till  could  be 
waived. 

Neiman  v.  Beacon  Trust  Co.  170  Mass. 
452,  49  N.  E.  748. 

Messrs,  Robert  F.  Herrlok  and  Albert 
M«  liyon,  for  North  British  &  Mercantile 
Ins.  Co.: 

The  real  party  in  interest  was  George  VV. 
Guptill. 

The  complete  transfer  of  the  chief  interest 
and  the  introduction  of  a  new  party  as  rep- 
rejienting  Uiat  interest,  following  an  attacii- 
ment  by  three  different  parties,  and  the  sale 
under  the  same,  together  with  a  transfer  of 
the  e(|uity  of  redemption  to  still  another 
party,  was  such  a  transfer  and  such  a  change 
in  the  condition  of  the  parties  to  the  con- 
tract as  was  not  originally  intended,  and  was 
such  a  change  as  to  avoid  the  policy. 

Wood  V.  Rutland  d  A,  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  31 
Vt.  552. 

The  entire  transfer  of  the  chief  interest 
avoided  the  policy  as  a  whole;  it  was  such 
an  alteration  as  to  change  the  nature  of  the 
risk,  and  was  an  "increase  of  risk''  within 
the  terms  of  the  policy. 

Baldwin  v.  Hartford  F,  Ins.  Co.  60  N.  H. 
422,  49  Am.  Rep.  324. 

Tlie  defendant  Jewell  could  have  recov- 
ered from  the  defendant  insurance  company 
the  amount  of  the  loss  regardless  of  any  acts 
upon  the  part  of  Guptill  and  Burkhardt,  pro- 
vided Uiat  he  himself  had  not  violated  any 
of  its  conditions.  But  on  October  13,  1898, 
he  sold  his  mortgage  to  the  plaintiff  as  trus- 
tee, and  assigned  the  policy. 
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By  the  express  terms  of  the  policy  this 
was  an  act  which  avoided  it,  unless  brought 
to  the  knowledge  of  the  company  and  their 
assent  obtained,  which  was  not  done. 

Brown  v.  Cotton  d  Woolen  Mfrs.  Mut.  Ins. 
Co.  150  Mass.  587,  31  N.  E.  691. 

The  plaintiff  is  in  no  better  position  tlian 
Jewell.  He  is  an  entirely  new  party  to  the 
contract,  introduced  without  the  knowledge 
of  the  defendant  insurance  company.  Upon 
an  assignment  of  the  policy  it  became  abso- 
lutely void  in  the  hands  of  the  new  owner 
untif  the  contract  had  been  renewed  with  the 
new  party  by  the  insurance  company. 

Lett  V.  Guardian  F,  Ins.  Co.  125  N.  Y.  82, 
25  N.  E.  1088. 

Mr.  John  H.  Appleton  for  defendant 
Jewell. 

LorlnS)  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  assignment  by  Jewell  of  all  his  right 
and  interest  in  the  policy  was  not  a  viola- 
tion of  the  provision  that  the  "policy  shall 
be  void  .  .  .  if,  .  .  .  without  the 
assent  in  writing  or  in  print  of  the  company, 
.  .  .  this  policy  [shall  be]  assigiied." 
The  object  of  that  provision  (coupled  with 
the  provision  declaring  the  policy  void  if  the 
property  insured  is  sold)  is  to  prevent  the 
company  becoming  the  insurer  of  the  prop- 
erty of  a  person  who  is  not  acceptable  to  it. 
An  insurance  company  has  the  right  to  re- 
fuse to  insure  a  person  whose  character  is 
such  that  the  moral  risk  ( to  use  a  term  em- 
ployed in  the  insurance  business)  is  greater 
than  it  is  where  the  same  property  is  owned 
by  an  honest  man,  and  is  one  they  do  not 
care  to  assume.  The  transfer  prohibited  by 
this  provision  is  a  transfer  of  the  contract 
of  insurance, — that  is  to  say,  a  transfer  by 
Guptill  and  Burkhardt,  the  persons  insured; 
not  a  transfer  by  Jewell,  who  was  the  per- 
son designated  as  the  person  entitled  to  re- 
ceive the  proceeds  of  the  insurance,  if  any, 
due  under  the  contract  between  the  company 
on  the  one  hand  and  Guptill  and  Burkhardt 
on  the  other.  The  distinction  is  plainly  and 
fully  pointed  out  in  Fogg  v.  Middlesex  Mut. 
F.  Ins.  Co.  10  Gush.  337,  346;  Phillips  v. 
Merrimack  Mut,  F.  Ins.  Co.  10  Gush.  350, 


353;  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  J.Zten,  138  Mass. 
24,  28,'  29,  52  Am.  Rep.  245;  Merrill  v.  Co- 
lonial Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  169  Mass.  10,  13.  14, 
47  N.  E.  439.  What  Jewell  did  by  assign- 
ing his  "right  and  interest  in  this  policy''' 
w;is  not  to  transfer  the  policy,  but  to  assign 
to  another  his  right  to  receive  the  proceeds, 
if  any,  under  it;  the  policy  remaining  after 
this  a«siffnment,  as  it  was  before,  the  policy 
of  Guptill  and  Burkhardt,  We  see  no  rea- 
son why  Jewell  should  not  make  the  assign- 
ment made  by  him.  The  policy  was  made 
payable  to  him  as  "mortgagee,  as  bis  inter* 
est  may  appear."  He  assigned  his  right  to 
receive  the  proceeds,  if  any,  to  the  assignee 
of  the  mortgage  in  question,  and  the  plain- 
tiff's right  to  receive  the  proceeds  of  the 
insurance  was  subject  to  this  clause  in  the 
hands  of  the  plaintiff,  and  could  not  be  held 
by  him  for  any  debt  other  than  the  debt  se- 
cured by  that  mortgage.  The  conveyance  by 
Guptill  of  his  interest  in  the  building  in- 
sured did  not  affect  the  right  of  the  plaintiff 
to  recover  in  case  of  loss.  It  is  provided  in 
the  policy  that,  "if  this  policy  shall  be  made 
payable  to  a  mortgagee  of  the  insured  real 
esUrte,  no  act  or  default  of  any  person  other 
than  such  mortgagee  or  his  agents,  or  those 
claiming  under  him,  shall  affect  such  mort- 
gagee's right  to  recover  in  case  of  loss  on 
such  real  estate."  This  mortgage  was  orig- 
inally made  payable  to  "Jewell,  mortgagee." 
and  after  the  assignment  by  Jewell  of  bis 
interest  to  the  plaintiff,  wbo  had  in  fact  be- 
come the  assignee  of  the  mortgage  in  ques- 
tion, it  continued  to  be  "payable  to  a  mort- 
gagee," and,  as  we  have  said,  it  could  not 
have  been  held  by  the  plaintiff  for  any  debt 
other  than  the  mortgage  debt  in  question. 

The  objection  that  there  is  a  plain,  ade- 
quate, and  complete  remedy  at  law  was  not 
set  up  in  the  answers,  or  any  of  them,  and, 
being  raised  for  the  first  time  in  this  court, 
is  not  taken  in  time.  Jones  v.  Keen,  115 
Mass.  170;  Crocker  v.  Dillon,  133  Mass.  91;. 
Parker  v.  Nickerson,  137  Mass.  487. 

A  decree  must  he  entered  directing  the  de- 
fendant insurance  covnpa/ny  to  pay  to  the 
plaintiff  the  amount  of  the  policy,  with  in- 
terest from  September  4,  1899. 

So  ordered. 
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ROCHESTER  &  CHARLOTTE  TURNPIKE 
ROAD  COMPANY,  Respt., 

V. 

Robert  S.  PAVIOUR,  Appt. 

(164  N.  Y.  281.) 

One  Trho  taken  ckeckii  draTrn  hy  »■  per- 


son as  treaiinrer  of  a  corporation  In 

payment  of  bis  individual  debt  is  liable  to 
the  corporation  for  the  amount  of  the  checks 
after  they  have  been  paid,  if  the  fun.ls  of 
the  corporation  have  been  In  this  way  mis- 
appropriated by  the  treasurer  to  pay  his  in- 
dividual obligation. 

(October  2,  1900.) 


Note. — Liability  of  hank  or  other  depositary, 
or  of  drawee,  for  takitig  deposit  of  agent,  ft- 
ductary,  or  other  representative  to  pay  his 
oton  debt, 

I.  Scope,  of  note. 

II.  Check  or  draft  drawn  by  agent,  fiduciary, 
etc. 
a.  IV here  same  is  on  its  face  drawn  in 
fiduciary  or  representative  capacity. 
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11.-— continued. 

b.  Where  same  does  not  show  Offency  or 
representative  character. 
III.  Depositary  applying  trust,  etc.,  funds  to 

its  own  claim  against  agent,  etc. 

I.  Scope  of  note. 

The  province  of  this  note  will  be  to  give  those 
decisions  (with  such  suggestions  or  stacemeBts 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  Fourth  Department,  affirming  a  judg- 
ment of  a  Trial  Term  for  Monroe  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
hold  defendant  liable  for  moneys  paid  to  him 
by  the  treasurer  of  the  plaintiff  corporation 
with  its  check  in  satisfaction  of  his  own  in- 
debtedness.   Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Vann,  J. ! 

In  189G  the  plaintiff,  a  domestic  turnpike 
corporation,  operated  a  turnpike  which  ex- 
tended from  the  city  of  Rochester  to  the  vil- 
lage of  Charlotte,  and  one  Marsenus  H. 
Briggs  w^as,  and  for  several  years  had  been, 
its  treasurer.  In  June,  1898,  the  defendant, 
who  resided  at  Rochester,  received  a  letter 
from  Mrs.  0.  S.  Warren,  of  Silver  City,  New 
Mexico,  inclosing  four  fire  insurance  policies, 


and  requesting  him  to  collect  the  premiums 
upon  the  same.  Said  policies  were  issued  by 
various  companies,  through  Mrs.  Warren  as 
their  agent,  to  Walter  B.  Duffy,  a  prominent 
business  man  of  Rochester,  upon  buildings 
situated  in  Pyramid,  New  Mexico.  For  sev- 
eral years  Mrs.  Warren  had  forwarded  simi- 
lar policies  on  this  property  to  the  defend- 
ant, who  had  collected  the  premiums  for  her, 
and  remitted  the  same,  after  deducting  the 
amount  agreed  upon  for  his  compensation. 
It  was  his  habit  to  deliver  the  policies  to  Mr. 
Briggs,  who  paid  him  the  premiums  thereon, 
sometimes  in  cash  and  sometimes  by  the 
check  of  Mr.  Duffy  or  of  George  C.  Buell,  an- 
other prominent  business  man  of  Rochester, 
but  never  with  the  check  of  the  plaintiff. 
The  defendant  did  not  know  who  was  liable 
for  the  premiums  except  as  he  learned  it 
from  the  policies,  and  it  did  not  expressly 


as  may  be  deemed  pertinent  to  them)  which 
bear  upon  the  liability  of  a  party,  who,  with 
knowledge  or  having  reason  to  know  that  funds 
which  are  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  private 
or  individual  debt  of  an  agent,  trustee,  fl- 
daciary,  or  other  representative  are  the  funds 
of  the  principal  or  cestui  que  trust,  receives 
such  funds  from  the  agent,  trustee,  etc.,  and 
applies  the  same  to  his,  her,  their,  or  its  own 
use  and  benefit  upon  or  in  payment  of  the  debt 
of  such  agent,  trustee,  etc.,  either:  (1) 
Where  such  funds  are  so  received  and  applied 
by  means  of  a  check  or  draft  which  is  on  its 
face  drawn  by  such  agent,  etc.,  in  fiduciary  or 
representative  capacity:  or  (2)  where  they  are 
80  received  and  applied  by  means  of  a  check 
or  draft  which  does  not  show  agency  or  repre- 
sentative character;  or  (3)  where  such  funds, 
being  In  the  possession  of  a  bank,  banker,  or 
other  depositary,  are  applied  by  the  latter  up- 
on or  in  payment  of  a  debt  due  from  the  agent, 
trustee,  fiduciary,  or  other  representative  to 
•such  bank,  banker,  or  other  depositary,  without 
the  knowledge,  consent,  or  authority  of  the 
principal,  centui  que  trust,  or  other  true  owner 
of  such  funds. 

II.  Check  or  draft  drawn  hy  agent,  fiduciary, 

etc, 

a.  "Where  same  It  on  its  face  drawn  in  fiduciary 
or  representative  capacity. 

Plaint  I  ITs  executed  a  conveyance  of  his  real 
and  personal  estate  to  three  trustees.  The 
trustees  afterwards  opened  a  banking  account 
with  a  firm  of  bankers,  and  the  account  was 
headed  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff's  estate 
and  in  the  surnames  of  the  three  trustees. 
Thereafter  the  banking  llrm  was  dissolved,  and 
in  the  following  month  a  new  banlcing  firm  was 
'Commenced  by  the  senior  member  of  the  old 
drni  and  the  defendants.  New  books  were 
opened,  but  the  books  of  the  former  firm  re- 
mained in  possession  of  the  new  firm,  and  the 
acr'ounts  of  many  of  the  customers  were  contin- 
ued with  them.  One  of  the  accounts  so  contin- 
ued was  plaintiff's;  and  two  of  the  trustees  hav- 
ing died  it  was  headed  "Henry  Pannell's  Estate 
per  Joseph  Davy,  Trustee."  For  four  years  the 
Arm  of  banlcers  consisted  of  the  defendants.  At 
the  end  of  that  time  one  of  the  defendanfs,  who 
carried  on  a  separate  trade  in  copartnership  with 
his  son  and  the  trustee,  became  bankrupt.  Plain- 
tlfTs  account  headed  in  the  manner  stated  was 
continued  in  several  successive  pass  books  un- 
-til  the  year  previous  to  such  banlcruptcy,  when 
It  was  closed  under  the  following  circum- 
stances.: The  trustee  being  Indebted  to  the 
^2  L.  R.  A. 


banking  house  In  a  certain  sum  on  his  private 
account,  and  in  a  still  larger  sum  on  the  Joint 
account  of  himself  and  the  defendant  and  son, 
and  having  an  amount  standing  to  his  credit  on 
the  trust  account  less  than  the  two  amounts 
mentioned,  called  at  the  bank  and  drew  two 
checlcs  on  the  trust  account,  one  for  the  amount 
of  his  private  account,  and  the  other  for  the 
balance  of  the  trust  account,  and  directed  those 
checks  to  be  placed  respectively  to  the  credit  of 
the  two  other  accounts  mentioned.  This  was 
accordingly  done,  and  so  appeared  in  the  books 
of  the  bank,  and  the  trust  account  was  never 
afterwards  continued.  Upon  a  bill  filed  by  the 
plaintiff  and  another  (the  latter  suing  on  be- 
half of  himself  and  of  other  creditors  of  plain- 
tiff, parties  to  the  trust  deed)  against  the  mem- 
bers of  the  banking  firm  and  the  trustee,  pray- 
ing that  the  defendants  or  some  of  them  might 
be  compelled  to  refund  the  amount  so  disposed 
of  by  the  two  checks,  the  action  was  sustained, 
and  the  defendants  were  ordered  to  pay  that 
amount  Into  court.  Pannell  v.  Hurley,  2 
Colly.  Ch.  Cas.  241. 

Plaintiff  being  the  owner  of  an  estate  called 
the  "Rotherwas  Estate"  employed  one  of  the 
defendants  as  his  solicitor  and  also  as  his  re- 
ceiver and  agent  in  respect  to  this  estate.  The 
receiver  and  agent  had  an  account  with  the 
other  defendants,  who  were  bankers.  The  first- 
named  defendant  thereafter  opened  an  account 
with  the  defendant  bankers  in  the  name  of  the 
"Rotherwas  Estate  Account"  by  paying  in  to 
the  bankers  to  the  credit  of  that  account  £700. 
The  agent  of  the  first-named  defendant,  who 
opened  the  account  by  his  direction,  stated  to 
the  manager  that  the  account  was  to  be  opened 
under  the  title  of  the  "Rotherwas  Estate  Ac- 
count," and  that  the  checks  which  the  first- 
named  defendant  would  draw  upon  it  would 
be  so  Indorsed,  because  the  money  which  would 
be  paid  Into  the  account  belonged  to  the  plaiur 
tiff,  and  the  first-named  defendant  wished  it  to 
be  kept  separate  from  the  other  account  which 
he  had  with  the  bank.  The  £700  which  was 
paid  in  to  the  credit  of  the  account  consisted 
of  rents  arising  from  the  Rotherwas  estate  and 
belonged  to  the  plaintiff.  Previous  to  this  the 
first-named  defendant,  in  an  interview  between 
himself  and  a  partner  in  the  bank,  asked  to  be 
permitted  to  overdraw  his  account  £1,500,  and 
stated  It  to  be  his  Intention  to  introduce  to  the 
bank  the  Rotherwas  account  when  he  should 
become  plaintiff's  receiver,  whereupon  the  part- 
ner asked  what  was  the  rental  of  the  estates ; 
and  being  informed  that  it  was  £G00  a  year 
said  he  was  satisfied,  and  the  first-named  de- 
fendant was  permitted  to  overdraw.  A  little 
more  than  a  year  thereafter  he  drew  a  check 
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appear  what  relation  Mr.  Briggs  sustained 
to  the  owner  of  the  property  insured.  Upon 
the  receipt  of  said  letter  in  June,  1896,  the 
defendant,  accordingto  his  custom,  delivered 
the  policies  to  Mr.  Kriggs,  and  in  July  two 
other  policies  upon  the  same  property  were 
received  from  ^frs.  Warren,  which  he  also 
delivered  to  Mr.  Briggs,  who  was  a  man  of 
repute  and  a  member  of  a  prominent  law 
finn  in  Rochester.  The  premiums  were  not 
paid  at  the  time  either  set  of  policies  was 
delivered;  but,  after  payment  had  been  de- 
manded several  times  by  the  defendant, 
Briggs  gave  him  a  check  on  account,  dated 
June  17,  1696,  drawn  upon  the  Central  Bank 
of  Rochester,  payable  to  the  order  of  the  de- 
fendant, for  $150.  signed,  "Rochester  ft  Char- 
lotte Turnpike  Road  Co.  M.  H.  Briggs, 
Treas.''  On  the  24th  of  July  following, 
Briggs  gave  the  defendant  a  check,  similar 


in  all  respects,  except  that  it  was  for  the 
sum  of  $300,  and  subsequently  he  paid  the 
balance  of  the  premiums  from  hi?  own 
funds.  The  defendant  deposited  these  checks 
in  the  Traders'  Bank  of  Rocbester,  where  he 
did  his  banking  business,  procured  drafts 
for  the  amount  going  to  Mrs,  Warren,  and 
sent  them  to  her.  Th«  checks  were  paid 
upon  presentation  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
business  from  moneys  belonging  to  the  plain- 
tiff  on  deposit  in  the  Central  Bank.  Thi* 
action  was  brought  to  recover  the  amount 
paid  by  means  of  these  checks  as  money  of 
the  plaintiff  received  by  the  defendant  to  its 
use.  The  plaintiff  had  no  Interest  in  the 
policies,  and  no  business  relations  with  the 
defendant,  and  was  indebted  neither  to  him 
nor  to  Briggs,  who  used  the  checks  without 
authority,  and  thus  embezzled  the  money 
drawn  thereby.     At  the  close  of  the  evidence 


for  £829  11  .«.  9  d.  on  the  Rotherwas  account, 
and  paid  It  into  the  bank  to  the  credit  of  his 
own   private   account. 

Upon  the  discovery  of  this  transaction  the 
present  bill  was  filed  stating  to  the  at)ove  effect, 
and  that  the  first-named  defendant  was  in- 
solvent, and  praying  that  the  transfer  or  pay- 
ing of  the  £829  11  8.  9  d.  might  be  declared 
fraudulent  and  void,  and  that  the  defendants, 
the  bankers,  might  be  ordered  to  make  good 
that  amount.  The  vice  chancellor  decreed  the 
repayment  with  Interest  after  the  rate  which 
the  bankers  allowed  on  the  account,  from  which 
decision  the  bankers  appealed.  Ixird  Justice 
Knight  Bruce,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  said :  "We  are  both  of  opinion  that 
If  this  case  is  to  rest  and  be  decided  upon  the 
present  evidence  the  decision  of  the  vice  chan- 
cellor has  done  Justice  between  the  parties." 
lie  then  stated  that  if  the  defendants  desired 
to  add  to  the  evidence  their  application  to  do 
so  should  be  granted  and  the  cause  stand  over : 
but  In  the  following  term  they  declined  to  do 
so,  and  submitted  to  the  dismissal  of  their 
appeal.  Bodenham  v.  Hoskyns,  2  De  6.  M.  & 
G.  903,  21  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  864,  16  Jur.  721. 

Plaintiffs  were  the  owners  of  buildings  In 
the  city  of  New  York,  which  they  used  for  rent- 
al purposes,  and  had  an  agent  for  the  collection 
afid  deposit  of  the  rents.  The  agent  had  au- 
thority from  the  plalntlflTs  to  collect  and  de- 
posit the  sums  received  for  rents  in  a  certain 
bank  to  the  credit  of  an  account  kept  in  the 
name  of  "Wm.  Boswell,  Agent  Glass  Buildings," 
and  to  draw  therefrom  sums  due  for  repairs, 
insurance,  taxes,  interest,  on  encumbrances,  his 
own  commissions  and  for  the  usual  expenses 
of  such  buildings,  and  then  to  divide,  by  checks 
on  the  account,  the  remainder  among  the  plaln- 
tifTs  according  to  their  respective  interests.  The 
checks  drawn  against  this  account  were  signed 
"Wm.  Boswell.  Agt.  Glass  Buildings."  The 
agent  borrowed  of  the  defendant  $300  upon  se- 
curities deposited  as  collateral,  and  thereafter 
he  paid  the  loan  by  a  check  on  the  bank  In 
which  the  deposits  aforesaid  were,  signed 
**Wm.  Boswell,  Agt.  Glass  Buildings."  In  an 
action  by  the  owners  of  the  buildings  to  recover 
the  amount  of  the  check  the  plalntifTs  had  a 
judgment,  which  was  affirmed  finally  by  the 
court  of  appeals ;  the  latter  court  holding  that 
the  form  of  the  check  was  sufficient  to  put  the 
defendant  upon  Inquiry  as  to  the  authority  of 
Boswell  to  use  the  money  In  payment  of  his 
debt.  Gerard  v.  McCormlck.  130  N.  Y.  261, 
14  L.  R.  A.  234,  29  N.  E.  115. 

The  temporary  administrator  of  an  estate 
had  received  money  belonging  to  the  estate, 
which  he  deposited  In  the  bank,  and  thereafter, 
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out  of  the  money,  in  his  name  as  trustee,  optsned 
a  speculative  account  with  a  firm  of  brokers. 
On  the  day  that  he  opened  the  account  he  de- 
posited with  the  firm  a  check  for  $5,000  drawn 
by  him  as  ti*u8tee  utx>n  the  bank  to  the  ord^r 
of  the  firm.  Thereafter  the  firm,  who  were  de- 
fendants in  the  action,  bought;  for  the  acc^'cct 
of  the  temporary  administrator  certain  stw*, 
and  thereafter  sold  the  same,  on  which  transac- 
tion there  was  a  profit.  About  the  same  tlis^ 
there  was  purchased  for  his  account  shares  of 
another  stock.  After  the  purchase  of  the  lat- 
ter stock  one  of  the  firm  asked  the  temporary 
administrator  for  some  explanation  In  respect 
to  the  account,  and  he  made  the  excuse  that 
the  money  was  his  own.  but  he  wanted  to  make 
some  trades,  and  wanted  to  enter  It  as  traste^. 
so  that  It  would  not  be  touched  by  any  little 
Indebtedness  that  he  owed  around.  On  that  day 
a  check  was  drawn  for  the  amount  to  the  credit 
of  the  temporary  administrator  as  trustee  b? 
the  defendants,  the  broker  firm,  upon  another 
bank,  w^hlch  was  indorsed  by  the  former  as 
trustee,  and  according  to  his  own  testimony  he 
did  not  get  the  money  upon  the  check,  but  the 
proceeds  were  placed  with  the  defendants  the 
broker  firm,  to  his  individual  credit.  The  spen.- 
lation  in  the  latit  stock  proved  disastrons,  and 
the  money  was  lost.  The  will  of  the  decedent 
to  whose  estate  the  money  belonged  having  b^n 
proved,  and  the  plalntifT  having  been  appointed 
and  qualified  as  executrix,  this  action  was 
brought  against  the  defendants,  the  meml^rs  ot 
the  firm  of  stock  brokers,  but  nearly  six  years 
after  the  probate  of  the  will  and  the  trantat- 
tions  referred  to.  It  was  held  that  the  addi- 
tion of  the  word  "trustee"  to  the  check  was 
notice  of  the  trust  sufficient  to  put  the  defend- 
ants upon  Inquiry,  and  that  the  Inquiry  of  the 
temporary  administrator  alone  was  not  a  nf- 
Ilclent  one.  Marshall  v.  DeTordova*  26  A[*p. 
Dlv.  615,  50  N.  Y.  Supp.  204.  It  Is  proper  to 
state  that  this  was  not  the  only  ground  upoc 
which  the  appellate  division  sustained  a  recov- 
ery by  the  plaintiff,  but  they  found  and  held 
further  that  the  very  Inquiry  that  he  did  make 
after  the  last  purchase  of  stock  showed  that 
he  knew  the  money  was  trust  money  and  de- 
sired to  change  the  account  for  that  reason,  acd 
went  through  the  form  which  has  been  de- 
scribed of  changing  the  account,  which,  the 
court  held,  showed,  not  only  that  the  defend- 
ants received  the  money  under  circumstances 
putting  them  upon  inquiry  as  to  the  money 
being  a  trust  fund,  but  that  they  knew  the  fact 
at  the  time. 

In  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  by 
the  defendants  /or  the  use  of  the  plaintiffs,  who 
were  partners.  It  appeared  that  the  bank  ha<9 
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the  court  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiiT, 
but  ordered  the  defendant's  exceptions  to  be 
heard  in  the  first  instance  by  the  appellate 
division,  which,  after  hearing  the  parties, 
overruled  the  exceptions,  and  directed  judg- 
ment upon  the  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiii.  From  said  order,  as  well  as  from  the 
judgment  entered  accordingly,  the  defendant 
brings  this  appeal. 

Mr.  Walter  8.  Hvbbell,  for  appellant: 

The  defendant  had  no  actual  notice  of  the 
fraud  of  Briggs,  nor  was  the  form  of  the 
check  sufficient  to  put  him  upon  inquiry. 

Dike  V.  Drexel,  11  App.  Div.  77,  42  N.  Y. 
Supp.  979,  Affirmed  in  155  N.  Y.  637,  49  N. 
E.  1096. 

Mr.  l*aviour  w^s  not  the  creditor  of 
Briggs,  and  therefore  did  not  have  any  rea- 


son to  assume  that  Mr.  Briggs  was  paying 
his  own  debt  with  the  check  of  another. 

CJucvcr  v.  Pitlabtirgh,  S.  d  L.  E,  R.  Co, 
150  N.  Y.  59,  34  L.  R.  A.  69,  44  N.  B.  701 ; 
Gcshen  ^aU  Bank  v.  State,  141  X.  Y.  379,  36 
N.  E.  316. 

Plaintiffs  negligence  enabled  Briggs  to 
perpetrate  the  fraud,  and  it  should  therefore 
not  be  allowed  to  recover  from  the  defend- 
ant. 

AVir  York  d  N.  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Schuyler,  34 
X.  Y.  30. 

.If r.  James  Breok  Perkins,  for  reepond- 
entr 

The  trial  court  properly  held  that  Paviour 
could  not  receive  the  money  of  the  plaintiff 
and  apply  it  to  the  payment  of  Briggs's  in- 

Getard  v.  McCormick,  130  X.  Y.  201,  14 


paid  out  the  funds  of  the  firm  upon  the  Indi- 
vidual check  of  one  of  the  partners,  who  had 
an  account  open  in  the  bank  in  his  own  name, 
but  had  no  funds.  The  firm  also  had  an  ac- 
count and  funds  to  their  credit  in  the  defend- 
ant's bank.  The  court  admitted  evidence  to 
prove  that  the  money  was  thus  drawn  by  the 
individual  partner  for  his  own  use,  and  not 
for  partnership  purposes,  holding  that  the  bank 
could  only  justify  itself  In  paying  out  the  Joint 
funds  on  the  individual  check  by  showing  that 
the  funds  thus  drawn  were  applied  to  the  use 
of  the  firm.  The  counsel  for  the  defendants 
asked  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  if  they 
should  believe  that  the  Individual  partner  had 
no  funds  in  the  bank  when  he  drew  the  check, 
and  that  he  informed  the  bank  officer  that  he 
drew  the  check  and  might  thereafter  draw 
others,  on  account  of  the  partnership,  in  his 
own  name,  and  directed  him  to  pay-  the  same 
out  of  the  funds  standing  in  the  bank  to  the 
credit  of  the  company,  as  in  such  case  he  should 
draw  them  on  the  partnership  account,  then  the 
plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  recover,  unless 
they  can  satisfy  the  jury  that  the  individual 
partner  did  draw  the  said  check  on  his  own 
account,  and  that  the  defendants  or  their  of- 
ficers knew  or  had  sufllcient  cause  to  know 
that  he  so  drew  it.  The  court  refused  the  re- 
quest because  the  check  on  Its  face  purported 
to  be  for  a  private  concern,  and  the  bank  Is 
prima  facie  to  be  presumed  to  have  had  notice 
that  it  was  for  his  private  use,  which  presump- 
tion Is  not  rebutted  by  the  fact  that  he  told 
the  officer  that  he  might  thereafter  draw  checks 
In  his  own  name  which  would  be  on  joint  con- 
cern. Coote  V.  Bank  of  United  States,  3 
Cranch,  C.  C.  50,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,203. 

C,  who  was  sole  survivor  of  three  trustei^s 
named  in  a  will,  having  made  default  to  the 
trust  estate,  was  removed,  and  the  plaintiffs 
were  appointed  to  discharge  the  trusts  created 
by  the  will.  Previous  to  his  removal  C.  had 
collected  two  mortgages  belonging  to  the  es- 
tate, one  for  $2,000.  and  the  other  for  $2,024.- 
30,  through  a  third  party,  and  had  received 
In  each  case  respectively  the  third  party's 
check,  drawn  on  his  bank.  The  one  check  read  : 
"Laurel,  Md.,  February  13,  1892.  Citizens' 
National  Bank.  Pay  to  the  order  of  James 
Scott,  cashier.  $2,000.00.  two  thousand  dollars, 
for  deposit  to  credit  of  Henry  W.  Clagett,  being 
the  balance  of  purchase  money  due  him  as 
trustee  from  John  II.  Coale.  C.  H.  Stanley." 
The  other  reading:  "State  of  Maryland,  Citi- 
zens* National  Bank  of  Laurel,  Laurel.  Mary- 
land. Sept.  17,  1892.  I'ay  to  the  order  of 
Jam^s  Scott,  cashier.  $2,024.30,  two  thousand 
and  twenty-four  30-100  dollars,  to  deposit  to 
the  credit  of  Henry  W.  Clagett,  trustee.  C.  II. 
62  L.  R.  A. 


Stanley."  Both  these  checks  were  deposited 
In  the  defendant  bank,  where  C.  kept  an  Indi- 
vidual or  personal  account,  and  the  proceeds 
of  each  were  carried  to  his  credit  In  that  ac- 
count. In  his  capacity  as  trustee  he  had  no 
account  with  the  bank.  His  individual  ac- 
count, including  the  proceeds  of  the  two  checks 
just  transcribed,  was  drawn  on  from  time  to 
time  by  him.  and  after  his  removal  as  trustee 
it  was  discovered  that  these  funds  had  been 
dissipated  and  spent.  C.  still  was  at  the  time 
of  this  action  insolvent.  Plaintiffs — the  new 
trustees — made  demand  upon  the  defendant 
bank  for  a  restitution  of  the  amount  of  the  two 
checks.  In  the  circuit  court  there  was  a  de- 
cree that  the  bank  was  not  liable,  and  the  bill 
was  dismissed,  from  which  decree  this  appeal 
was  taken.  The  court  of  appeals  decided  that. 
In  placing  the  proceeds  of  the  first  check  to 
the  Individual  credit  of  the  trustee,  the  bank 
did  just  precisely  the  thing  it  was  directed  on 
the  face  of  the  check  to  do,  and  that  it  violated 
no  duty  to  anyone,  unless  the  addition  of  the 
words,  "being  the  balance  of  purchase  money 
due  him  as  trustee  from  John  R.  Coale,"  con- 
trolled the  explicit  direction  in  the  body  of  the 
check  to  deposit  the  fund  to  the  credit  of  the 
trustee  Individually,  and  gave  the  bank  notice 
that,  instead  of  doing  what  the  check  required 
should  be  done.  It  must  do  something  it  was 
not  instructed  to  do  at  all,  vie.,  place  the  funds 
to  the  credit  of  C.  as  trustee.  It  was  not  a 
notification  to  the  defendant  birnk  that  the 
funds  were  Impressed  with  a  trust  that  would 
be  Invaded  by  their  being  carried  to  the  trus- 
tee's individual  credit.  On  the  contrary,  the 
specific  Instruction  on  the  face  of  the  check 
was  to  credit  the  trustee  Individually  with  \he 
proceeds,  whatever  the  origin  or  ultimate  use 
of  those  proceeds  might  be.  That  precisely  for 
the  reasons  that  the  bank  is  not  responsible  for 
the  misappropriation  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
first  check.  It  is  liable  to  the  new  trustees  for 
the  misapplication  by  their  predecessor  of  the 
funds  collected  by  It  on  the  second  check,  which 
In  terms  directed  that  the  $2,024.30  be  de- 
posited to  the  credit  of  C.  as  trustee.  This  was 
an  explicit  notification  to  the  bank  that  C.  was 
not  the  actual  owner  of  the  money.  It  was  an 
equally  explicit  notification  to  the  bank  not  to 
place  the  funds  to  the  credit  of  the  trustee's 
personal  account.  On  the  entire  case  the  court 
held  that  the  defendant  bank  was  accountable 
to  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  the  amount  of 
the  second  check  with  interest,  and  that  It 
was  not  liable  for  the  proceeds  of  the  other 
check.  Duckett  v.  National  Mechanics'  Bank, 
86  Md.  400,  39  L.  R.  A.  84,  38  Atl.  983. 

The  cashier  of  a  bank  kept  an  account  with 
the  defendants,  who  were  brokers,  and  bought 
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L.  IL  A.  234,  29  N.  E.  115 ;  Wilson  v.  Metro- 
politan Llev.  R.  Co.  120  N.  Y.  145,  24  N.  E. 
384;  First  A'af.  Bank  v.  Natiotial  Broadway 
Bank,  156  X.  Y.  459,  42  L.  R.  A.  139,  51  N. 
E.  398. 

A  man  who  receives  from  an  officer  of  a 
corporation  the  money  of  the  corporation  in 
payment  of  the  oflicer's  indebtedness  does  so 
at  his  peril. 

Vann,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

By  delivering  the  policies  to  Briggs  with- 
out collecting  the  premiums  at  the  time,  the 
defendant  apparently  gave  credit  for  the 
same,  and  thus  made  the  debt  his  own.  At 
all  events,  he  subsequently  treated  it  as  a 
debt  owing  by  Briggs  to  himself,  the  same  as 
he  had  similar  61aims  under  like  circumstan- 
ces in  previous  years.     Briggs  had  no  author- 


ity, either  actual  or  apparent,  to  give  the 
chocks  of  the  plaintiff  in  payment  of  his  own 
debt  or  that  of  a  third  person.  If  the  de- 
fendant knew  or  believed,  or  had  good  reason 
to  believe,  that,  in  giving  the  checks,  Brigg^* 
was  appropriating  the  money  of  the  plaintifl* 
to  the  payment  of  his  own  debt,  or  one  that 
he  treated  as  his  own,  he  had  no  right  to  ac- 
cept them  without  inquiry.  While  he  ^was 
not  bound  to  be  on  the  watch  for  facts  which 
would  put  a  very  cautious  man  on  his  guard, 
he  was  bound  to  act  in  good  faith.  Second 
Xat.  Bank  v.  Weston,  161  N.  Y.  520,  526.  nr» 
N.  E.  1080;  Checver  v.  Pittsburgh,  8.  d  L.  K. 
R.  Co.  150  N.  Y.  59.  66,  34  L.  R.  A.  69,  44  X. 
E.  701.  Even  if  his  actual  good  faith  is  not 
questioned,  if  the  facts  known  to  him  should 
have  led  him  to  inquire,  and  by  inquiry  he 
would  have  discovered  the  real  situation,  in 
a  commercial  sense  he  acted  in  bad  faith,  and 


and  sold  stocks  for  him,  and  from  time  to  time 
the  defendants  received  checks  of  his  bank  up- 
on another  bank,  its  correspondent,  drawn  by 
him  la  his  official  capacity,  and  collected  them 
from  the  bank  upon  which  they  were  drawn, 
■and  applied  the  avails  to  the  cashier's  individ- 
ual account.  In  an  action  brought  by  the  re- 
ceiver of  the  bank  of  the  cashier  to  recover 
of  the  defendants  the  amount  of  the  checks  re- 
ceived by  them,  it  was  held  that  the  defendants 
knew  that  he  was  not  acting  within  the  scope 
of  any  ordinary  agency  when  he  made  the 
checks  officially  for  use  in  his  private  transac- 
tions The  authority  of  a  cashier  to  represent 
the  bank  does  not  extend  to  a  contract  lnvolv> 
ing  the  payment  of  money  not  loaned  by  the 
bank  in  the  ordinary  way.  A  purchaser  of  com- 
mercial paper  made  by  an  agent  cannot  acquire 
aay  title  to  it  as  against  the  principal,  unless 
he  can  show  that  it  was  made  by  the  agent  upon 
•due  authorization ;  and  when  he  knows  that  the 
agent  has  made  it  in  the  name  of  the  principal 
for  his  own  use,  he  must  be  prepared  to  show 
that  the  special  authority  in  that  behalf  was 
delegated  by  the  principal,  and  cannot  rely  upon 
the  implied  or  ostensible  authority  of  the  agent 
to  make  such  paper  in  the  ordinary  business  of 
the  principal.  Anderson  v.  Kissam,  35  Fed. 
699. 

From  a  Judgment  In  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
the  case  was  by  writ  of  error  taken  to  the  Su- 
preme Court;  which  for  another  reason  reversed 
the  case  and  remanded  it  for  a  new  trial.  Mr. 
Justice  Brewer,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  at  the  commencement  saying:  "We 
shall  not  stop  to  inquire  as  to  the  propriety  of 
the  rulings,  so  far  as  they  went  to  charge  the 
defendants  with  liability  for  the  moneys  ob- 
tained from  the  Albion  bank ;  :Nr,  on  the  other 
ground  we  think  a  new  trial  must  be  ordered, 
and  it  is  impossible  to  foresee  what  the  develop- 
ments may  be  on  that  trial."  Kissam  v.  Ander- 
son, 145  U.  S.  435,  36  L.  ed.  765,  12  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  960. 

Where  money  is  credited  In  a  bank  to  the  ac- 
count of  a  person  as  trustee,  the  bank  has  no 
authority  to  pay  out  the  money  belonging  to 
that  fund  on  checks  signed  by  the  same  person 
by  his  individual  name  only.  Ihl  v.  Bank  of 
St.  Joseph,  26  Mo.  App.  120. 

A  tax  collector  had  collected  for  the  state, 
taxes  amounting  to  the  sum  of  $40,000,  and 
deposited  the  same  in  a  bank  to  the  credit  of 
the  treasurer  of  the  state,  and  the  money  so  de- 
posited was  the  money  of  the  state.  The  state 
treasurer  thereafter  used  of  the  sum  so  depos- 
ited $20,000  in  the  purchase  of  a  draft  drawn 
by  the  bank  in  which  it  was  deposited  by  its 
cashier  on  a  banking  association  in  New  York. 
^2  L.  R.  A. 


The  draft  was  made  payable  to  the  order  of  T 
H.  Vincent,  state  treasurer:  the  words   **ataT*» 
treasurer"  being  written  on  the  face  of  the  draft 
immediately  after  the  name  of  Vincent.     After- 
wards, on  the  same  day,  Vincent  delivered  th- 
draft   to  the  defendant,   and  indorsed   it    pay- 
able to  the  order  of  the  defendant,  and  signed 
his    indorsement,    "I.    H.    Vincent,    Treasurer/* 
The  draft  was  delivered   to.  and  recelvcni    by. 
the  defendant  in  payment  of  money  that   had 
been  theretofore,  or  which  might  be  thereafter, 
paid  out  by  the  defendant  for  or  on  account 
of  said  Vincent  in  purchase  or  sale  of  cotton 
for  future  delivery.     In  an  action  brought  by 
the  state  against  the  defendant,  the  trial   ri- 
sulted  in  a  verdict  and  Judgment  for  the  plain- 
tiff of  $20,000.     In  affirming  the  Judgment  th<? 
supreme  court  said :     The  illegality   Is  found, 
not  in  the  receipt  of  the  money  by  Vincent,   He 
was  entitled  to  it.     Not  In  the  purchase  of  ex- 
change.    He  had  authority  to  purchase  it.      It 
consisted  alone  in  the  application  of  the  fynds 
of  the  state,  having  the  ear-mark  of  its  owner- 
ship, to  Vincent's  individual  uses.     In  this,  both 
Vincent  and  Wolflfe  (the  defendant)  participat- 
ed,  actively  and  knowingly.     The   money   was 
trust  money  in  Vincent's  hands,  bore  on  itsfac« 
the  impress  that  it  was  trust  money ;  Vincent 
held  It  as  trustee,  and  by  aiding  him  In  its  mis- 
application  WoIfTe   constituted  himself   trustee 
in  iHrf7f4m..  cotrustee  with  Vincent,  and  liable  to 
account   for   its    misappropriation.     Wolffe     v. 
State,  79  Ala.  201,  58  Am.  Rep.  590. 

In  an  action  by  the  assignee  of  the  corpora- 
tion hereinafter  mentioned  it  appeared  that  ib<» 
business  manager  of  a  branch  of  the  corpora- 
tion had  quite  general  powers  in  conducting 
that  branch  of  its  business.  He  was  author- 
ized as  such  manager  to  indorse  for  deposit, 
collection,  or  discount,  notes,  drafts,  or  checks. 
to  deposit  in  the  bank  moneys  which  came  to 
his  hands,  and  to  draw  checks  against  rh«f 
funds  so  deposited.  The  defendants,  having 
an  office  in  the  same  place  with  the  manager, 
were  stockbrokers  engaged  In  the  business  of 
buying  and  selling  stocks  on  the  New  York 
Stock  Exchange,  of  which  they  were  members, 
and  in  buying  and  selling  grain  in  Chicago  on 
the  Chicago  Board  of  Trade,  of  which  they  were 
also  members.  The  manager  of  the  corporation 
became  a  customer  of  the  defendants,  and  they 
bought  and  sold  wheat  in  the  Chicago  market  on 
his  account.  When  a  transaction  for  him  was 
opened  by  a  purchase  it  was  followed  by  a  sale, 
and  when  opened  by  a  sale  a  purchase  followed 
to  supply  the  requirement  of  the  sale,  and  to 
ascertain  a  balance,  if  any,  arising  from  the 
deal.  The  balances  resulting  from  the  transac- 
tions were   against  the   manager.     They   were 
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the  law  will  withhold  from  him  the  protec- 
tion that  it  would  otherwise  extend. 

The  checks  themselves  gave  notice  of  a 
suspicious  fact,  and  invited  inquiry  in  rela- 
tion thereto.  They  showed  upon  their  face 
that  Briggs  was  apparently  using  the  money 
of  the  plaintiff  for  his  own  purposes,  since 
they  were  not  his  checks,  but  the  checks  of 
a  corporation  issued  by  him  as  its  treasurer. 
In  the  ab&ence  of  express  authority,  or  of 
that  which  may  be  implied  from  past  con- 
duct known  to  the  corporation,  he  could  not 
lawfully  use  the  checks,  which  stood  as  its 
money,  for  such  a  purpose,  as  the  defendant 
is  presumed  to  have  known.  There  was  no 
express  authority  and  nothing  to  indicate 
that  Briggs  was  impliedly  authorized  to  thus 
use  the  money  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  pre- 
sumption was  the  other  way.  The  plaintiff, 
as   its  name  indicated,  was  not  a  trading 


corporation,  but  a  local  plank  road  company, 
with  no  authority  to  own  buildings  situated 
out  of  the  state.  It  would  be  extraordinary 
for  a  concern  which  merely  operated  a  short 
plank  road  in  this  state  to  have  any  interest 
in  buildings  in  New  Mexico,  or  to  be  indebt- 
ed for  premiums  upon  policies  issued  there- 
on, and  the  admitted  facts  compel  us  to  as- 
sume that  the  defendant  so  regarded  it. 
Moreover,  the  policies  themselves,  as  the  de- 
fendant knew.,  were  not  issued  in  the  name 
of  the  plaintiff  as  the  owner  of  the  buildings, 
and  there  was  no  connection,  apparent  or 
otherwise,  between  it  and  the  policies. 
Without  inquiry  he  accepted  checks  drawn 
by  Briggs  as  treasurer  of  the  plaintiff  in  pay- 
ment of  a  debt  which  he  had  no  reason  to  be- 
lieve was  for  it  to  pay,  and  which  he  had 
strong  reason  to  believe  had  become  the  debt 
of  Briggs  himself.     He  called  for  no  explana- 


covered  by  three  checks  drawn  on  the  bank 
from  the  funds  with  which  the  corporation  had 
credit  in  the  place  where  the  manager  and  the 
defendants  were  in  business.  The  company's 
t)lank  checks  were.  used.  They  were  headed, 
"American  Preservers  Company,"  and  signed 
"American  Preservers  Company,  Chas.  P. 
Tomes,  Manager."  They  were  payable  to  the 
order  of  defendants'  firm.  The  checks  were  in- 
"dorsed  and  the  amounts  of  them  drawn  by  the 
defendants*  firm  and  charged  by  the  bank  to  the 
account  of  the  corporation.  Held,  that  those 
transactions  with  the  defendants  were  through- 
out the  individual  affairs  of  the  agent  solely 
on  his  account,  and  outside  of  the  business  of 
the  company.  He  therefore  had  no  authority 
to  draw  and  deliver  those  checks  to  the  defend- 
ants :  that  while  it  was  true  that  the  company 
would  be  estopped  as  against  the  bank,  as 
against  the  defendants  it  was  otherwise.  They 
were  chargeable  with  notice  of  the  general  na- 
ture of  his  agency,  real  or  apparent,  and  the 
direction  of  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  was  sus- 
tained by  the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court. 
Huie  V.  Allen,  87  Hun,  516,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  577. 
Plaintiffs'  agent  at  their  branch  house  drew 
drafts  on  them  at  the  place  of  their  principal 
house,  and  deposited  the  money  In  a  bank  in  the 
city  of  the  branch  house  to  be  used  In  the 
transactions  of  the  plaintiffs'  own  business,  and 
to  be  drawn  out  by  the  agent  upon  checks  drawn 
by  him  in  their  name.  He  never  had  any  busi- 
ness transactions  with  the  defendant  for  the 
plaintiffs  in  a  legitimate  way,  but  drew  the 
checks,  which  are  the  foundation  of  the  action, 
to  the  order  of  the  defendant  to  the  full  amount 
of  the  recovery.  These  checks  were  firm  checks, 
drawn  in  tiic  firm  name  by  the  agent,  and  were 
paid  at  the  bank  where  the  agent  kept  his  ac- 
counts out  of  plaintiffs'  funds,  and  the  amount 
charared  against  them.  Their  checks  were  eith- 
er cashed  to  defendant  himself  or  to  his  in- 
dorsee, as  his  name  was  on  them  as  Indorser. 
The  way  the  checks  came  to  be  issued,  the 
agent  and  others  were  playing  a  game  of  cards 
vailed  poker  in  a  gambling  room,  and  the  agent 
would  put  up  his  check  or  chips,  and  then, 
whenever  the  game  was  over,  he  would  take  out 
those  checks  and  Issue  a  check  to  whomsoever 
was  winner,  and  he  gave  the  defendant  checks 
for  the  amount  he  was  winner.  This  was  a 
check  for  $147.75.  The  $200  check  issued  to 
defendant  was  issued  to  him  and  delivered  to 
liim  as  stakeholder  in  another  game  of  cards 
called  faro.  After  the  game  was  over  another 
party  was  winner :  defendant  transferred  the 
check  to  that  other  party  against  the  protest 
of  plaintiffs'  agent.  The  other  checks  sued  on. 
aud  on  which  recovery  was  had,  were  given  to 
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appellant  in  a  similar  way  for  gambling  debts. 
It  was  held,  afllrming  a  Judgment  of  the  superior 
court,  that  the  action  could  be  maintained,  and 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover  of 
the  defendant  the  amount  of  the  checks.  Mc- 
Allister V.  Oberne,  42  111.  App.  287. 

The  president  of  a  national  bank  was  the 
principal  person  engaged  In  its  organization, 
and  for  twelve  years  before  its  failure  owned 
a  majority  of  the  stock,  all  of  which  he  con- 
trolled. From  the  time  of  Its  organization  he 
was  president  and  principal  executive  officer  of 
the  bank,  and  for  the  last  fourteen  years  of 
its  existence  Its  management  was  entirely  un- 
der his  control.  The  board  of  directors  per- 
formed their  duties  largely  In  a  perfunctory 
manner,  and  their  knowledge  of  the  affairs  of 
the  bank  was  derived  almost  exclusively  from 
the  statements  made  to  them  by  the  president. 
He  dictated  the  persons  to  whom  loans  should 
be  made,  and  had  the  entire  discretion  as  to 
the  acceptance  of  all  bills  receivable  which  be- 
came part  of  the  assets  of  the  bank.  The 
method  by  which  the  affairs  of  the  bank  were- 
conducted,  the  duties  which  the  clerks  per- 
formed, the  manner  of  selling  exchange,  and 
the  other  executive  methods  of  the  bank  were 
devised  by  him,  and  carried  on  under  his  di- 
rections, without  Interference  from  the  direct- 
ors. The  board  of  directors  reposed  implicit 
confidence  in  him,  and  accepted  his  statements 
as  true  in  regard  to  all  the  affairs  of  the  bank, 
and  made  no  examination  of  the  bills  receiv- 
able to  ascertain  whether  they  were  spurious  or 
not.  The  bank  finally  went  into  the  hands  of 
a  receiver.  During  the  year  ^previous  to  the 
failure  of  the  bank  the  president  began  to  have 
dealings  with  firms  of  commission  merchants 
on  the  board  of  trade  in  Chicago,  continuing 
down  to  about  nine  months  before  the  failure 
of  the  bank.  There  were  originally  two  firms 
of  commission  merchants,  which  afterward 
made  a  sort  of  consolidation  by  becoming  incor- 
porated. The  defendants  and  the  firm  were 
protected  from  losses  by  margins  put  up  from 
time  to  time  with  them  by  the  president  for 
that  purpose.  The  general  course  of  the  specu- 
lation was  unfavorable  to  the  president.  Dur- 
ing the  period  of  said  deals  the  president  re- 
mitted to  the  firm,  on  account  of  the  margins 
aforesaid,  from  time  to  time,  drafts  similar  to 
the  drafts  sued  on  in  these  cases,  including  the 
drafts  sued  upon,  vie.,  the  drafts  signed  by  the 
national  bank,  by  the  president,  as  such,  drawn 
upon  its  correspondent  in  Chicago,  and  payable 
to  the  firm.  These  drafts  having  been  received 
by  the  firm  or  corporation,  as  the  case  might 
!  be,  and  credited  to  the  president  on  their  books, 
respectively,  were  indorsed  on  the  back  by  the 
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tion  from  bim,  made  no  inquiry  at  the  of- 
fice of  the  plaintifiT,  or  of  anyone  represent- 
ing it,  which  would  naturally  have  disclosed 
the  fraud,  but  accepted  the  checks  without 
question,  drew  the  money,  and  thereby  ran 
the  risk  of  being  called  upon  to  restore  it. 
The  facts  known  to  the  defendant  should 
have  aroused  his  suspicion,  and  led  him,  as 
an  honest  man,  to  make  some  investigation, 
before  he  accepted  the  money  of  a  corpora- 
tion, which  owed  him  nothing,  in  payment  of 
a  claim  that  he  held  against  someone  else. 
If  he  had  such  confidence  in  Briggs  that  he 
was  willing  to  trust  him  without  inquiry, 
under  suspicious  circumstances  of  a  substan- 
tial character,  he  must  stand  the  loss ;  for  he 
failed  to  discharge  a  duty  required  by  com- 
mercial integrity.  He  could  not  confide  in 
Briggs  at  the  expense  of  the  plaintiff,  after 
notice  of  his  irregular  and  doubtful  conduct. 


Apiong  the  heaviest  losses  in  business  are 
those  which  result  from  a  blind  trust  in  men 
on  account  of  their  standing  in  the  commu- 
nity, without  making  the  investigation  re- 
quired by  common  prudence.  There  was  a. 
shadow  on  the  checks,  and  the  defendant 
could  not,  in  good  faith,  accept  them  until  it 
disappeared.  By  accepting  them  he  did  an 
act  which  he  haq  reason  to  believe  would  af- 
fect the  rights  of  a  third  party,  and  he  coald 
not,  in  justice  to  that  party,  ignore  the  sus- 
picion which  the  facts  should  have  aroused. 
One  who  suspects,  or  ought  to  suspect,  is- 
bound  to  inquire,  and  the  law  presumes  that 
he  knows  whatever  proper  inquiry  would  dis- 
close. While  the  courts  are  careful  ta 
guard  the  interests  of  commerce  by  protect- 
ing the  negotiation  of  commercial  paper, 
they  are  also  careful  to  guard  against  fraud 
by  defeating  titles  taken  in  bad  faith,  or  with 


Arm  and  the  corporation,  respectively,  and  de- 
posited to  the  credit  of  their  account  in  their 
bank  of  deposit  in  Chicago,  by  which  bank  they 
were  passed  to  the  bank  on  which  they  were 
drawn,  the  correspondent  of  the  national  bank 
of  which  the  plaintiff  had  been  appointed  re- 
ceiver. None  of  said  drafts  were  used  or  in- 
tended to  be  used  to  pay  off  any  debt  or  obliga- 
tion of  the  banlc  in  whose  name  they  were 
drawn,  but  all  were  used  to  supply  the  margins 
in  the  private  transactions  of  the  president  with 
the  firm  and  corporation  as  aforesaid.  And  all 
the  transactions  mentioned  were  kept  secret 
from  the  bank  by  the  president.  Both  the  firm 
and  cofporation  of  commission  merchants 
mentioned  knew  that  the  man  with  whom  they 
were  dealing  and  who  was  thus  losing  money 
with  them  was  president  of  the  bank,  and  had 
access  to  its  funds,  but  made  no  inquiry  as  to 
whether  he  had  means,  independently  of  his 
holdings  in  the  banlc,  and  made  no  inquiry  of 
him,  the  officers  of  the  bank,  or  anyone  else 
likely  to  know,  whether  he  was  using  his  own 
means  in  the  speculative  transactions  aforesaid, 
and  no  inquiry  looking  in  that  direction.  The 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States  held  that  the 
avails  of  the  draft  sued  upon  were,  through 
the  means  already  described,  taken  purposely 
by  the  president  of  the  bank,  without  authority 
of  law,  but  as  an  act  of  theft  and  embezzlement 
from  the  funds  of  the  bank,  and  that  the  de- 
fendants, in  receiving  the  avails  of  the  drafts, 
were  in  fact  receiving  the  moneys  stolen  by 
him  from  the  bank :  and  further,  that  reason- 
able and  prudent  men.  having  no  selfish  inter- 
ests to  subserve,  would  have  been  led,  by  the 
facts  in  possession  of  the  firm  and  of  the  de- 
fendant, to  suspect  that  the  president  might  be 
unlawfully  using  the  funds  of  the  bank  to  sup- 
ply the  margins  transmitted  to  the  firm  and 
corporation,  respectively,  and  directed  a  Judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount 
of  the  drafts  sued  upon  and  Interest.  On  error 
the  circuit  court  of  appeals  affirmed  the  Judg- 
ment mainly  upon  the  authority  of  Anderson  v. 
KIs8am,35  Fed.  690,  which  it  pronounced  sound 
in  principle  and  in  accord  with  the  weight  of 
authority.  It  assumed  to  distinguish  the  case 
of  Goshen  Nat.  Bank  v.  State.  141  N.  Y.  379, 
36  N.  E.  316,  which  was  relied  upon  chiefly 
by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  for  this  reason. — thut 
the  drafts  in  that  case  were  drawn  by  the  cash- 
ier, and  were  used  to  pay  his  Individual  debt ; 
but.  as  the  opinion  was  careful  to  state.  It 
was  proved  on  the  trial  that  the  cashier  had 
the  custody  and  possession  of  the  blank  drafts 
for  the  claimant  (the  bank),  and  that  he  had 
the  right  to  sign  drafts  drawn  by  the  claimant 
on  Its  corresponding  banks  for  himself,  upon  the 
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same  terms  that  he  had  to  draw  a  draft  for  a 
stranger,  which  means,  as  the  court  assumed, 
upon  payment  to  the  bank  of  the  amount  of  the 
draft.     The     court    further    said :     No     other 
basis  for  a  distinction  Is  suggested  in  Gosben. 
Nat.    Bank   v.    State,    and    that   difference.    It 
Is  to  be  observed.  Is  not  in  the  character  or  ex* 
tent  of  the  agent's  authority,  but  in  the  natnre 
of  the  subject  on  which  it  is  exercised.     It   is 
true,    as    there    said,    that    bank    or    cashier's- 
drafts  are  used  so  enormously  at  the  present 
!  time  In  the  payment  or  settlement  of  debts,  or 
'  in     other  commercial    transactions,    that    they 
have  almost  acquired    the    characteristics    of 
money.     An  officer  of  a  bank,  however,  has  no> 
right  to  appropriate  the  money  of  the  bank  to 
his  Individual  uses,  and,  though  a  creditor,  when 
offered  money  by  his  debtor,  ordinarily  may  ac- 
cept it  without  inquiry,  yet  if,  at  the  time  he 
receives  it,  he  is  told  or  knows  that  it  belongs 
to  another,  for  whom  his  debtor  is  an  agent  or 
trustee, 'on  the  plainest  principles  he  acquires 
no  title  as  against  the  true  owner.     The  drafts 
bore  proof  on  their  face  that  they  were  drawn 
upon  the  funds  of  the  bank :  and  that  they  were 
not  drawn  in  the  course  of  the  bank's  business, 
but  in  discharge  of  individual  liabilities  of  the 
president  of  the  bank  to  themselves,  they,  of 
course,  understood.     They  therefore  knew  that, 
unless  there  had  been  conferred  upon  the  presi- 
dent an  unusual  and  special  authority,  like  that 
given  the  cashier  in  Goshen  Nat.  Bank  v.  State^ 
to  sign  and  issue  drafts  of  the  bank  in  his  pri- 
vate transactions,  the  paper  sent  them  was  un- 
authorized, and  that  for  the  proceeds  thereof 
they  would  be  liable  to  the  t>ank  or  Its  repre- 
sentatives.    Lamson  v.  Beard,  43  L.  R.  A.  822, 
36  C.  C.  A.  56,  94  Fed.  30. 

Of  course  the  Judge  who  delivered  the  opinion 
in  this  case  did  not  have  before  him  the  reconl 
In  Goshen  Nat.  Bank  v.  State.  If  he  had.  be 
would  have  seen  that  there  was  no  evidence  of 
any  "unusual  and  special  authority"  conferred 
upon  the  cashier  in  that  case,  and  that  the 
president  of  the  bank  in  the  present  case  had 
more  authority,  general  and  special  and  ex- 
tremely unusual,  conferred  upon  him  by  the  ac- 
tion of  l)oth  stockholders  and  directors  of  his 
hank,  as  appears  from  the  statement  of  facts, 
than  the  cashier  of  the  Goshen  National  Bank 
ever  had,  or  even  assumed  to  have,  except  In 
the  Instance  In  which  he  issued  the  obligation  of 
the  bank,  appearing  so  to  be  upon  its  face,  ex- 
actly the  same  as  the  drafts  in  the  present  case, 
to  pay  his  ow*n  Individual  antecedent  debt. 

(This  ca&e  is  now  In  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States.  It  was  argued  l>efore  a  full 
bench  In  that  court  in  Noveml)er,  1900,  and  In 
May  following  the  court  ordered  a  reargument.) 
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knowledge,  actual  or  imputed,  which 
amounts  to  bad  faith,  when  regarded  from  a 
commercial  standpoint.  2  Randolph,  Com. 
Paper,  2d  ed.  §  999;  1  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  4th 
«d.  9  775 ;  1  Edwards,  Bills  &  Notes,  3d  ed. 
{$  517,  520;  1  Parsons.  Notes  &  Bills,  259; 
Story,  Prom.  Notes,  6th  ed.  §  197;  Chitty, 
Bills,  8th  ed.  281. 

As  the  rules  of  law  governing  the  case  are 
now  well  settled,  we  shall  refer  to  but  few 
authorities,  and  those  of  recent  date  in  this 
court.  In  Wilson  v.  Metropolitan  Elev,  R. 
Co.  120  N.  Y.  145,  24  N.  E.  384,  it  was  stat- 
ed, as  a  general  rule,  "that  one  who  receives 
from  an  officer  of  a  corporation  the  notes  or 
securities  of  such  corporation,  in  payment 
of,  or  as  security  for,  a  personal  debt  of  such 
officer,  does  so  at  his  own  peril.  Prima  facie 
the  act  is  unlawful,  and,  unless  actually  au- 
thorized, the  purchaser  will  be  deemed  to 


have  taken  them  with  notice  of  the  rights  of 
the  corporation."  It  was  also  held  in  that 
case  that  the  purchaser  of  a  promissory  note, 
purporting  to  have  been  issued  by  a  corpora- 
tion, who  made  the  purchase  under  circum- 
stances which  devolved  upon  him  the  duty  of 
inquiry*  as  to  its  validity,  assumes  the  risk, 
by  failing  to  inquire,  of  proving  that  the 
facts  he  could  have  discovered,  h^  he  made 
inquiry,  would  have  protected  him.  In  Oe- 
rard  v.  McConnick,  130  N.  Y.  261,  14  L.  R. 
A.  234,  29  N.  E.  115,  an  agent,  who  had 
charge  of  certain  premises  known  as  the 
"Glass  Buildings,"  deposited  the  rents  col- 
lected by  him  to  the  credit  of  a  bank  account 
k^pt  in  his  name  as  "Agent,  Glass  Build- 
ings." Without  authority  he  gave  a  check 
on  this  account,  signed  by  him  as  "Agent, 
Glass  Buildings,"  in  payment  of  his  own 
debt.     The  check  was  paid,  and,  upon  the 


The  cashier  of  a  national  bank  was  also  coun- 
ty treasurer  of  his  county.  Being  indebted  to 
the  state  for  the  amount  of  the  taxes  raised 
In  his  county  for  state  purposes,  the  state  comp- 
troller made  a  demand  upon  him  for  the  amount. 
The  cashier  took  a  blank  draft  addressed  to  the 
bank's  correspondent  bank  In  New  York  city, 
filled  it  up  for  the  amount,  and,  making  it  pay- 
able to  the  order  of  the  comptroller  of  the  state, 
Kigned  his  name  to  the  draft  as  cashier.  The 
bank  had  funds  In  the  New  York  bank  upon 
which  the  draft  was  drawn.  The  cashier  then, 
in  response  to  the  demand,  forwarded  the  draft 
by  mail  to  the  comptroller  as  payment  for  the 
taxes.  The  comptroller  received  the  draft,  in- 
dorsed it  as  payable  to  the  order  of 
the  state  treasurer,  who  then  indorsed  it  and 
procured  it  to  be  forwarded  to  the  bank  upon 
which  it  was  drawn  in  New  York,  and  that  bank 
paid  the  same  upon  presentation.  When  the 
cashier  drew  and  signed  the  draft  he  paid  no 
money  to  the  bank  therefor,  and  made  no  entry 
upon  its  books  showing  the  drawing  of  the  draft 
or  his  use  of  it,  and  he  had  not  then,  and  never 
had  thereafter,  any  money  to  his  credit  on  de- 
posit with  the  bank.  He  was  largely  insol- 
vent apd  a  debtor  to  the  bank  at  the  time  in- 
dependently of  this  transaction,  apd  thereafter 
absconded  and  remained  a  defaulter.  The  court 
of  claims  found  that  the  comptroller  received 
the  draft  in  good  faith,  and  without  knowledge 
that  it  was  titsued  by  the  cashier  wrongfully 
or  withoat  authority  of  the  bank.  It  was  also 
proved  on  the  trial  that  the  cashier  had  the 
custody  and  possession  of  the  blank  drafts  for 
the  bank,  and  that  he  had  the  right  to  sign 
drafts  drawn  by  the  bank  on  its  corresponding 
banks,  and  that  he  had  the  right  to  draw  a 
draft  on  the  corresponding  bank  of  the  bank 
for  himself  upon  the  same  terms  that  he  had 
to  draw  a  draft  for  a  stranger.  The  court 
of  claims  rejected  the  claim  of  the  bank  for  the 
money,  and  on  appeal  the  court  of  appeals  af- 
firmed Its  action,  and  in  doing  so,  among  other 
things,  said :  "The  state,  through  its  officer, 
receives  it  (the  draft)  and  presents  It  to  the 
bank  upon  which  it  is  drawn,  and  that  bank 
pays  it,  and  the  state  having  received  the  money 
thereby  discharges  the  obligation  of  Murray 
[the  cashier],  and  the  taxes  due  from  Orange 
county  arc  thereby  paid.  The  transaction  \4 
closed,  and  it  cannot  be  that  the  drawer  of  the 
draft  that  has  thus  been  paid  can  open  up  the 
whole  matter,  and  claim  to  recover  back  the 
money  which  the  state  received  In  payment  of 
the  taxes  due  It.  If  the  cashier.  Instead  of 
sending  this  draft,  had  taken  the  money  directly 
from  the  bank  and  paid  the  same  to  the  state 
In  satisfaction  for  the  amount  due  for  the  tax- 
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es,  I  think  no  one  would  contend  that  the  bank 
could  recover  It  back  from  the  state  on  the 
ground  that  the  act  of  the  cashier  in  taking 
the  money  was  a  fraud  upon  it,  or  even  a  fel- 
ony, and  that  the  state  had  parted  with  no 
value  at  the  time  of  the  receipt  of  the  money. 
I  do  not  see  that  In  this  respect  the  case  Is  al- 
tered by  tne  Interposition  of  the  draft  Instead 
of  the  payment  of  the  money  in  the  first  in- 
stance. The  state  receives  In  good  faith  (as  we 
must  assume  on  this  point)  the  written  direc- 
tion of  the  claimant  to  a  third  party  to  pay  the 
money  to  the  state  upon  demand,  and  the  state 
makes  the  demand  accordingly,  and  tl^  money 
Is  paid  and  the  debt  extinguished.  The  inter- 
position of  the  draft  makes  no  difference  in 
principle  after  it  has  been  paiU.  It  is  then  the 
same  as  If  the  money  had  been  originally  paid 
Instead  of  an  order  given  for  Its  payment.  The 
order  having  been  complied  with  and  the  orig- 
inal debt  thereby  satisfied,  the  transaction  Is 
closed,  and  may  not  be  reopened  on  this  ground. 
This  general  principle  may  be  gathered  from 
the  cases  here  cited.  Justh  v.  National  Bank 
of  the  Commonwealth,  56  N.  Y.  478 :  Stephens 
V.  Brooklyn  Bd.  of  Edu.  79  N.  Y.  183,  187,  35 
Am.  Rep.  511 :  Southwlck  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
84  N.  Y.  420,  43G.  437."  Goshen  Nat.  Bank  v. 
State,  141  N.  Y.  370,  30  N.  E.  316. 

The  suggbstlon  comes,  whether  the  legal  eye- 
sight of  the  learned  Judge  who  wrote  the  fore- 
going was  not  somewhat  impaired  when  he  said  : 
"I  do  not  see  that  in  this  respect  the  case  is 
altered  by  the  interposition  of  the  draft  Instead 
of  the  payment  of  the  money  to  the  first  In- 
stance.*' 

Money  carries  no  "ear-marks"  of  the  manner 
in  which  it  was  obtained  by  one  who  pays  It. 
Under  ordinary  circumstances  a  person  who 
takes  money  from  his  debtor  In  discharge  of  a 
debt  is  not  bound  to  inquire  into  the  manner 
in  which  the  person  so  paying  the  debt  ac- 
quired the  money  with  which  he  pays  It.  How- 
ever that  money  may  have  been  acquired  by 
the  person  making  the  payment,  the  person  tak- 
ing that  payment  Is  entitled  to  retain 
it  In  discharge  of  the  debt  which  Is 
due  to  him.  Even  if  a  person  receiving  money 
knows  that  such  money  has  been  received  by 
the  person  paying  it  to  him  on  account  of  other 
persons,,  that  of  itself  Is  not  sufficient  to  pre- 
vent the  payment  being  a  good  payment  and 
properly  discharging  the  debt  due  to  tne  person 
who  receives  the  money.  Per  Lord  Ilerschell, 
Lord  (Chancellor,  in  Thomson  v.  Clydesdale 
Bank  [1S03]  3  A.  C.  282.  60  L.  T.  N.  S.  156. 

A  check  or  draft  of  a  bank  upon  another 
bank,  Its  correspondent,  drawn  by  the  cashier 
of  ihe  former  In   his  official   capacity,  to  the 
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trial  of  an  action  brought  five  years  after- 
wards to  recover  the  amount  thereof,  there 
was  n<\  evidence  of  bad  faith  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  who  took  the  check,  except 
that  afforded  by  the  check  itself  and  the  na- 
ture of  the  debt.  The  court  held  that  the 
form  of  the  check  was  sufficient  to  indicate 
to  the  defendant  the  existence  of  an  agency, 
and  to  put  him  on  inquiry  as  to  the  agent's 
authority  to  so  use  the  money.  In  deciding 
the  case,  the  court  said:  "We  think  that 
the  form  of  the  signature  to  the  check  was 
sufficient  to  .put  the  payee  on  inquiry  as  to 
the  right  of  the  agent  to  pay  his  personal 
debt  out  of  the  fund.  The  buildings  and  the 
bank  were  both  well  known,  were  in  the  same 
city,  and  very  near  to  the  place  where  tlTe 
check  was  received  by  the  defendant,  and. 
had  an  inquiry  been  made  at  the  bank  or  at 
the  buildings,  it  would  have  been  ascertained 


that  the  account  was  held  by  William  Boa- 
well,  not  as  owner,  but  as  agent  for  Uew 
plaintiflfs.     In  case  a  person  having  jvotirt 
that  money  or  property  is  held  by  another  m 
a  fiduciary  capacity  receives  it  without  in- 
quiry from  the  a^nt,  in  satisfaction  ol  h^* 
personal  debt,  the  sum  or  property  so  re- 
ceived may  be  recovered  by  the  true  o^Tier. 
unless  the  agent  was  authorized  to  so  dispoje 
of  it."     In  Chcever  v.  Pittsburgh,  8.  d  L- 1. 
R.  Co,  150  N.  Y.  59,  67,  34  L,  R.  A.  (59,  <3,44 
X.   E.   701,   the  paper   was   regular  on  it' 
face,  and  this  fact  protected  the  plaintiff : 
but  the  court,  referring  to  "a  case  where  an 
officer  of  a  corporation  makes  the  corporate 
obligation  payable  to  himself,  and  then  at- 
tempts to  deal  with  it  for  his  own  benefit, 
said:     "When    paper  of   that  character  i^ 
presented  by  the  officer  or  agent  of  the  cor- 
poration, it  bears  upon  its  face  sufficient  no- 


order  of  a  person  to  whom  he  Is  Individually 
Indebted  for  the  ]>ayment  of  such  Indebtednesn, 
is  in  legal  effect  made  payable  to  the  ca8hier*s 
own  order,  and  the  person  who  thus  takes  it 
does  so  under  an  obligation  to  ascertain  at  his 
peril  that  the  cashier  has  authority,  outside  of 
his  ordinary  official  authority,  to  make  the 
check  or  draft.  Anderson  v.  Kissam,  35  Fed. 
699.  Approved  in  Lamson  v.  Beard,  45  L.  R.  A. 
822.  36  C.  C.  A.  56,  04  Fed.  30. 

Two  of  the  members  of  a  banking  firm  had 
been  members  of  a  previous  firm,  to  which  the 
former  were  successors.  The  old  firm  was  in- 
debted to  the  defendants,  who  were  a  large 
banking  house.  One  of  the  persons,  who  had 
been  a  member  of  the  old  firm  and  was  the 
senior  partner  and  general  managing  and  finan- 
cial agent  of  the  new  firm  by  the  consent  of  all 
the  members  thereof,  drew  the  check  of  the 
new  firm,  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  defend- 
ants in  payment  of  the  debt  mentioned  of  the 
old  firm.  The  new  firm  afterwards  failed  and 
went  into  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  who  brought 
an  action  against  the  defendants  to  recover 
the  amount  of  the  check,  upon  the  trial  of 
which  the  complaint  was  dismissed  with  costs. 
On*  appeal  the  court  claimed  to  be  governed 
by,  and  to  follow,  the  case  of  the  Goshen  Nat. 
Bank  v.  State.  141  N.  Y.  379,  36  N.  E.  316, 
and  affirmed  the  Judgment.  Dike  v.  Drexel,  11 
App.  Dlv.  77,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  979,  Affirmed  in 
155  N.  y.  637,  49  N.  E.  1096. 

b.  Where  »amc  does  not  show  agency  or  repre- 
sentative character. 

The  defendant  bank  had  a  branch  bank  at 
Brownsville.  The  plaintiffs  shipped  to  Browns- 
ville ^11,000,  consigning  it  to  their  agent  to  be 
by  him  deposited  in  the  aforesaid  branch  of 
the  defendant  bank  to  the  credit  of  the  plain- 
tiffs. The  money  was  duly  received  by  the 
agent,  and  deposited  by  him  as  the  plaintiff's 
money  and  with  the  express  understanding 
that  it  was  to  be  held  subject  to  their  order 
and  instructions.  The  agent  never  represented 
or  pretended  that  it  was  his  money.  The  offi- 
cers of  the  bank  advised  him  to  deposit  it  in 
his  own  name  for  the  sake  of  convenience  in 
drawing  it  out.  He  afterwards  checked  it  out 
on  his  private  account.  In  an  action  by  the 
owners  of  the  money  against  the  bank,  a  ver- 
dict and  Judgment  were  rendered  against  the 
defendants,  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  overruled, 
and  on  appeal  to  the  supreme  court  the  Judg- 
ment of  the  court  below  was  affirmed.  Com- 
mercial &  A.  Bank  v.  Jones,  18  Tex.  811. 

The  president  of  a  malting  and  elevator  com- 
pany was  personally  indebted  to  a  partnership 
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$200.  On  being  presented  with  the  bill  by  oo? 
of  tta»  partners  he  gave  the  company's  chefi 
signed  by  himself  as  president,  payable  to  iw 
order  of  the  partner  who  presented  the  blU- 
The  latter  thereafter  Indorsed  the  same  to  the 
plaintiff,  who  wfls  his  attorney  in  a  difficulty 
between  the  partners,  and  who  had  examinw 
the  accounts  and  condition  of  the  firm,  wjq 
knew  that  the  presld^t  of  the  company  per- 
sonally, and  not  the  coffpany,  was  the  debtor 
of  the  firm.  As  matter  \of  fact  the  co^V^^ 
was  not  indebted  to  the  flW"-  Payment  or  t^ 
check  was  stopped,  and,  upo^  an  action  agjinn 
the  company  upon  the  chec*  t^®  plaintiff  i^ 
covered  In  the  circuit  court.  V^*<="'  "'^^'LS" 
peal  to  the  appellate  court.V  ^*"  **!?  r 
George  A.  Weiss  Malting  ft  Elevator  to.  t. 
Stern.  37  111.  App.  585.  -         ,,     _,. 

W.,  who  could  neither  read  no\ ^";f'  ^!: 
money  at  various  times  to  his  brotTv^  );  I  *v-. 
deposited  for  him  in  a  bank.     V.  dei^"^^^« 
money  in  defendant  bank,  and  recelv^t*  FL^ 
book.     The  account  on  the  inside  of  rK  ^^. 
was   opened    thus:     *"The    People's    Ban  '  rjr" 
Keesport,  Pa.,  in  account  with  W.  by  V.\  ^ 
More  than  once  V.  exhibited  the  book    xwtuA 
and  said  It  was  all  right.     V.  retained  the^ 
and  at  various  times  drew  checks  upon  thc«e 
posit,  and  lose  the  money  In  gambllosr.     Su* 
of  the  checks  were  signed  W.  by  V.     In  maki. 
the  deposit  V.  said  he  was  to  have  entire  char^ 
of  It.     In  an  action  by  W.  agalnat   the   banl. 
to  recover  the  amount  deposited,  the  supreme 
court   held,   affirming  a  Judgment   in    favor   of 
the  plaintiff,  that  as  the  bank  knew  that   the 
money  belonged  to  W.  the  fact  that  it  was  de- 
posited by  V.  In  W.'s  name,  and  so  entered  oo 
the  books  of  the  bank  and  in  the  pass  book 
warranted  no  Implication  of  authority  In  v.  to 
check   It  out.     Three  Judges  dissented   on   the 
ground    that,   under  the   agreement    by    which 
the  deposit  was  accepted  by  the  bank,  V.  was 
to  have  entire  charge  of  the  account,  to  make 
deposits  and  withdraw  them.     Kery  v.  People's 
Bank,   158  Pa.  305.  27  Atl.  963. 

A  trustee  had  a  private  account  at  a  branch 
of  the  defendant   bank.     Certain   solicitors  of 
the  trustee  received  a  sum  of  money  in  his  be- 
half as  sole  trustee  of  the  will   creating  the 
.trust,  and.  In  accordance  with  a  direction  glren 
thorn  by  him,  paid  the  sum  into  a  branch  of 
another  bank  with  instructions  to  that  bank  to 
credit  the  trustee's  trust  account  at  the  branch 
bank  of  the '  defendant  before  mentioned  with 
the  amount.     The  defendant  placed   It   to  the 
credit  of  the  only  account  they  had  with  the 
trustee,    which    was    his    private   account,    and 
advised  htm  on  one  of  their  printed  forms  that 
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tice  of  the  incapacity  of  the  officer  or  agent 
to  issue  it," — citing  the  Wilson  Case,  120  N. 
Y.  145,  24  N.  E.  384,  and  the  Gerard  Case, 
130  N.  Y.  201,  14  L.  R.  A.  234,  29  N.  E.  115, 
and  also  Hamovcr  Not.  Bank  v.  American 
Dock  d  T.  Co.  148  X.  Y.  612,  43  N.  E.  72; 
Bank  of  Xeic  York  Xat.  Bkg.  Asso.  v.  Ameri- 
can Dock  d  T.  Co.  143  N.  Y.  659,  38  N.  E. 
713.  In  the  case  at  bar  the  appearances 
were  not  deceptive,  but  suggested  the  true 
state  of  affairs,  which  worked  a  fraud  on  the 
plaintiff.  See  also  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  ya- 
tional  Broadway  Bank,  156  N.  Y.  459,  42  L. 
R.  A.  139,  61  N.  E,  398;  Smith  v.  Weston, 
159  N.  Y.  194,  199,  54  N.  E.  38;  Angle  v. 
Xorthtoestem  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  92  V.  S.  330, 
342,  23  L.  ed.  556,  560.  The  case  of  Dike  v. 
Drewl,  11  App.  Div.  77,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  979, 
AfRrnned  without  opinion  in  155  X.  Y.  637, 
49  N.  E.  1006,  which  is  relied  upon  by  the 


defendant,  does  not  conflict  with  the  views 
herein  expressed.  According  to  the  facts 
found  in  that  case,  a  new  firm  had  succeed- 
ed an  old  firm,  composed  in  part  of  the  same 
members,  and  with  a  similar,  but  not  iden- 
tical, firm  name.  The  business  of  the  new 
firm  '*was  apparently  the  same  as  and  a  con- 
tinuation of  that"  of  the  old,  "and  such  ap- 
pearance was  a  natural  result  of  the  conduct 
and  acquiescence  of  the  other  members  of 
the  new  firm,  from  the  formation  and  dur- 
ing the  entire  continuance  thereof."  "  *In  fact 
the  business  and  assets  of  .  .  .  [the  old 
firm]  were  so  mingled  with  those  of  .  .  . 
[the  new  firm]  as  to  establish  a  practical 
identity  between  the  two  firms.' "  The  new 
firm  gave  certified  checks  to  be  applied  upon 
an  indebtedness  of  the  old,  which  the  former 
had  not  assumed.  Said  checks  were  received 
"in  absolute  good  faith,"  and  collateral  se- 


rbey  had  done  so.  The  trustee  never  gave  any 
instructions  as  to  removing  this  money  from 
his  private  account  and  placing  it  to  the  credit 
of  a  separate  trust  account ;  and  at  this  time 
his  private  account  was  overdrawn  In  a  sum 
greater  than  the  amount  thus  deposited.  The 
trustee  continued  to  draw  upon  his  accoant  In 
the  usual  way«  until  It  again  became  largely 
overdrawn.  The  trustee  was  afterwards  ad- 
Jadicated  a  bankrupt.  In  an  action  by  the 
cestui  que  trust  against  the  bankers  to  recover 
the  amount  of  the  deposit  It  was  held  that  the 
hankers  were  not  liable  to  make  good  to  the 
plaintiffs  the  trust  money  that  had  been  lost 
under  the  above  circumstances.  Coleman  v. 
Hucks  k  O.  Union  Bank  [1897]  2  Ch.  243,  66 
L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  564,  76  L.  T.  N.  S.  684,  45 
Week.  Rep.  616. 

Testator  had  been  engaged  In  business  with 
hia  son-in-law.  Appellants  acted  as  their  bank- 
era,  but  the  account  was  kept  in  the  name  of 
the  testator  alone.  At  his  death  It  was  doubt- 
ful whether  he  was  or  was  not  insolvent.  By 
his  will  he  gave  and  bequeathed  to  his  wife  all 
his  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  his  prem- 
ises, in  which  he  carried  on  business  with  his 
son-in-law,  and  also  of  other  property  to  be 
divided  among  his  children  and  grandchildren 
at  the  death  of  his  wife,  or  sooner  if  she  think 
fit.  and  appointed  her  executrix  of  his  will. 
The  wife  and  executrix  continued  the  business 
with  the  son-in-law.  Testator  had  deposited  in 
his  lifetime  with  the  appellant  bankers  life 
pollrics  to  The  amount  of  $4,000  to  secure  them 
The  balance  in  the  bank  account  of  the  Arm. 
The  wife  as  executrix  receipted  for  the  sum 
of  £360  3641.  Sd.  as  the  amount  due  on  the  poU- 
cloft.  and  the  appellants  received  the  money,  re- 
rnlned  the  amount  due  them  from  the  old  Arm 
and  which  left  due  the  wife  £S53  17«.  5d.  The 
wife,  as  executrix,  signed  a  cheque  to  the  bank- 
ers for  that  amount  payable  to  the  new  firm 
con  si  sting  of  herself  and  the  son-in-law.  One 
of  the  children  filed  a  cross  petition  against 
the  appellant  bankers  and  also  the  wife,  clalm- 
iDff  all  that  was  received  on  the  policies  of  in- 
surance above  the  amount  which  the  old  firm 
was  indebted  to  the  appellant.  The  Lord  Chan- 
rfllor  of  Ireland  made  an  order  in  accordance 
with  the  prayer  of  the  petition  that  the  amount 
of  the  cheque — £853  17«.  6d.  be  paid  by  the 
appf'llants.  Upon  an  appeal  to  the  House  of 
I>orUi3  It  was  held  that  the  foregoing  circum- 
stances were  not,  In  themselves,  aiifflclent  to 
show  that  a  breach  of  trust  had  been  com- 
mitted, and  that  the  bankers  knew  of  the  in- 
ipntlon  to  commit  it,  so  as  to  render  them  lia- 
ble to  replace  the  money  for  the  reason  that 
the  bankers  in  this  case  were  not  privy  to  any 
52  Jm  P,  a. 


Intention  of  misapplication  of  these  funds,  an^ 
that  in  order  to  hold  them  liable  It  would  have> 
to  be  assumed  that  they  must  have  known  that 
she  Intended,  by  making  this  check  payable 
In  the  way  In  which  It  was  made  payable,  ta 
use  the  estate  of  her  husband  in  her  partner- 
ship business,  which  would  not  be  assumed. 
That  without  such  knowledge  they  were  not  at 
liberty  to  say  that  they  would  refuse  to  honor^ 
the  cheque,  but  were  bound  to  honor  It  either 
by  payment  In  money  or  by  carrying  It  to  the 
account  of  those  who  were  the  holders  of  it. 
Gray  v.  Johnston,  L.  R.  8  H.  L.  1,  16  Week^ 
Rep.  842. 

III.  Depositary  applying  trust,  etc.,  funds   to 
its  own  claim  against  agent,  etc. 

When  against  a  bank  account,  designated  as 
one  kept  by  the  depositor,  in  a  fiduciary  char- 
acter, the  bank  seeks  to  assert  Its  lien  as  a 
banker  for  a  personal  obligation  of  the  deposit- 
or, known  to  have  been  contracted  for  his 
private  benefit.  It  must  be  held  as  having  no- 
tice that  the  fund  represented  by  the  account 
Is  not  the  Individual  property  of  the  depositor, 
if  it  is  shown  to  consist,  In  whole  or  in  par(, 
of  funds  held  by  him  in  a  trust  relation.  Cen- 
tral Nat.  Bank  v.  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co. 
104  U.  S.  54,  26  L.  ed.  693. 

A  bank  cannot,  without  incurring  liability 
to  the  true  owner,  knowingly  appropriate  to  the 
satisfaction  of  a  debt  due  to  it  by  another  trust 
funds  deposited  with  it  by  him  after  the  crea- 
tion of  such  debt.  American  Trust  &  Bkg.  Co. 
V.  Boone,  102  Ga.  202,  40  L.  R.  A.  250,  29  S. 
E.  1S2. 

The  husband  of  the  plaintiff  was  Insolvent, 
and  a  corporation  which  was  the  debtor  of  the 
defendant  bank  was  also  insolvent  at  the  date 
of  the  delivery  of  the  check  mentioned.  Plain- 
tiff's husband,  without  plaintiff's  knowledge  or- 
consent,  loaned  the  corporation  a  check  drawn 
by  a  certain  firm  on  a  bank  other  than  the  de- 
fendant for  $5,000.  payable  to  the  plaintiff  or- 
bearer.  The  corporation  being  indebted  to  de- 
fendant bank  In  a  sum  larger  than  the  check, 
passed  it  without  indorsement  to  the  latter, 
and  it  was  collected  by  it  from  the  bank  on 
which  it  was  drawn,  and  the  collection  placed 
to  the  credit  of  the  corporation  with  the  de- 
fendant. In  afllrmlng  a  Judgment  In  favor  of 
the  plaintiff  the  pupreme  court  of  Alabama  de- 
cided that,  merely  entering  a  credit  on  an  ac- 
count past  due.  without  surrendering  anything- 
vnlnnble.  would  not.  under  any  circumstances^ 
ronstitute  the  parties  doing  so  bona  tide  pur- 
chasers, so  08  to  defeat  an  action  by  the  true^ 
owner.     Loeb  v.  I*eters,   63  Ala.  240,   35   Am^ 
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curities  were  surrendered  in  consequence 
thereof.  Under  these  peculiar  circumstan- 
ces, it  was  decided  that  the  receiver  of  the 
new  firm,  which  had  become  insolvent^  could 
not  recover  the  money  back.  Owing  to  the 
intimate  connection,  if  not  substantial  iden- 
tity, of  the  two  firms,  the  supreme  court  held 
that  there  was  nothing  suspicious  or  unsual 
in  paying  a  debt  of  the  old  firm  with  a  check 
of  the 'new  concern,  nor  any  notice  that  in  so 
doing  the  funds  of  the  new  partnership  were 
being  improperly  used.  It  was  natural  to 
assume,  under  the  circumstances,  that  the 
new  firm  had  bought  out  the  old,  and,  being 
indebted  to  it  for  the  purchase  price,  had 
paid  a  part  of  the  debt  in  this  way  through 
the  direction  of  a  member  common  to  both, 
'*to  whom,"  as  the  trial  judge  found,  **the 
other  three  partners  confided  the  unrestnct- 
ed,  absolute,  and  entire  control  and  manage- 
ment of  the  business,  allowing  him  to  con- 
duct it  as  though  it  were  his  own,  and  in  its 
behalf  to  incur  liabilities  and  dispose  of  as- 


sets absolutely  according  to  his  own  judg- 
ment.*' Thus  it  is  obvious  that  the  manag- 
ing copartner  had  implied  authority  from  his 
associates  to  use  the  checks  as  he  did,  and 
that  the  question  of  notice  was  not  neces- 
sarily involved  in  the  decision.  In  the  case 
now  before  us  the  question  of  notice  is  su- 
preme. The  checks,  when  read  in  the  light 
of  the  facts  known  to  the  defendant,  were  no- 
tice to  him  that  he  was  apparently  accepting 
money  from  one  to  whom  it  did  not  belong, 
and  this  cast  upon  him  the  duty  of  inquiring 
intx)  the  matter  so  as  to  see  whether  the 
facts  were  in  accord  with  the  appearances; 
for,  if  they  were,  he  knew  that  he  could  not 
honestly  take  the  checks. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  af- 
firmed f  with  costs. 

Parker,  Ch.  J.,  and  O'Brien^  Bartlett, 
Landon,  .Cnllen,  and  Werner,  JJ.,  con- 
cur. 


Rep.  17;  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Church,  81  N.  Y. 
218,  37  Am.  Rep.  494  ;  Potts  v.  Mayer.  74  N. 
y.  594. 

That  the  fact  that  the  husband  was  insol- 
vent and  the  corporation  also :  that  the  latter 
owed  the  defendant  more  than  double  the 
amount  of  the  check :  that  the  check  was  pay- 
able to  the  plaintiff  and  came  to  the  defendant, 
unindorsed  by  ber :  were  suspicious  circum- 
stances, quite  enough  so,  to  have  aroused  the 
diligence  of  the  defendant  to  ascertain  the 
rights  of  the  plaintiff  In  the  check.  And  it 
was  not  warranted  in  reposing  unquestioned 
confidence  in  the  capacity  of  the  husband  of 
the  plaintiff  to  use  the  check  as  his  own.  That 
having  such  information  as  would  put  a  pru- 
dent person  on  inquiry,  and  having  failed  to 
pursue  it,  which,  if  pursued,  would  have  led 
to  a  knowledge  of  plaintiff's  superior  rights, 
lack  of  good  faith  is  to  be  imputed  to  the  de- 
fendant, and  it  cannot,  therefore,  avail  itself. 
In  this  transaction,  of  the  plea  of  a  bona  fide 
purchaser  for  value.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Nel- 
son, 105  Ala.  ISO,  16  So.  707. 

A  person  who  was  indebted  to  another  In 
the  sum  of  $100  mortgaged  property  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  afterwards,  by  his  direction,  sold 
a  portion  of  it,  with  the  intention  of  applying 
it  on  the  mortgage  debt,  and  received  checks  on 
a  bank  for  the  property,  payable  to  his  order. 
On  presenting  the  checks  for  payment,  an  offi- 
cer of  the  bank  claimed  payment  of  the  $100 
owing  by  him  to  the  person  first  mentioned. 
The  mortgagor  who  presented  the  checks  in- 
formed the  bank  of  the  facts,  stating  that  the 
money  was  not  his,  but  afterward  tacitly 
agreeing  thereto,  the  bank  paid  him  the  bal- 
ance on  the  checks.  It  was  held  that  plain- 
tiff could  recover  the  $100  from  the  bank  in 
an  action  for  money  had  and  received  to  his 
use.  State  Nat.  Bank  v.  Payne,  56  III.  App. 
147. 

A  corporation  which  was  engaged  in  busi- 
ness as  a  live-stock  commission  agent  and  fac- 
tor, did  all  of  its  business  with  the  appel- 
laut,  and  at  the  close  of  the  business  on  the 
1st  of  August  was  Indebted  to  the  appellant, 
upon  overdrafts  and  its  checks  paid  by  the 
appellant,  in  the  sum  of  about  $0,000  and  upon 
Its  two  promissory  notes,  in  the  further  sum  of 
more  than  $8,000.  On  that  day  the  appellees 
brought  by  railroad  to  the  place  of  business  of 
the  corporation  aforesaid,  and  gave  them  for 
sale  upon  commission,  a  large  shipment  of  cat- 
tle. The  corporation  made  sale  of  the  cattle 
62  L.  R.  A. 


I  on  the  same  day,  and,  near  the  close  of  busi- 
i  ness   of    that   day.   deposited   the   proceeds    of 
such  sale,  with  some  other  moneys,  in  the  ap- 
pellant bank,  the  entire  amount  of  the  deposit 
being  $17,666.30.     On  receipt  of  such  deposit 
by  the  appellant,  it  assumed  to  apply  the  same 
as  the  moneys  of  the  corporation  in  payment 
and   satisfaction   of   all    such    Indebtedness    of 
the  corporation  to  the  bank.  Including  the  two 
notes  of  the  company  not  matured,  and  on  the 
following   morning,    upon   the   presentation   of 
ihe  check  of  the  company  upon  the  t>ank  to  be 
paid  to  the  appellees  as  the  net  amount  belong- 
ing to  them  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  their 
cattle,  the  bank  refused  to  pay  the  same,  and 
claimed  to  hold  all  of  said  money  under  said 
application  by  it  of  the  same  In  satisfaction 
of  said  indebtedness  of  the  corporation  to  the 
bank.     Whereupon  this  suit  was  begun  by  the 
appellees,  and  upon  trial  thereof  the  court  made 
a  decree   In  their  favor,  which  was  appealed 
from.     The  decree  was  affirmed  by  the  circuit 
court   of  appeals,   the  court   holding   that   the 
right  of  the  appellees  to  recover  of  the  appel< 
lant  the  moneys  claimed  by  appellees  depended 
upon   the  litigated  questions  of  fact,   whether 
the  appellees  were  In  equity  the  owners  of  the 
money  claimed  by  them  at  the  time  the  same 
was  deposited  by  the  corporation  in  said  bank, 
and  whether  the  officers  of  said  bank,  when  it 
received  such  deposit,  knew,  or  had  reason  to 
believe,  that  the  deposit  consisted  of  or  con- 
tained moneys  not  belonging  to  said  corpora- 
tion, but  to  the  appellees,  or  to  others  for  whom 
the  coropauy  was  but  the  agent  or  factor :  that 
the  court  below  had  found  these  facts  In  favor 
of  the  appellees,  and  that  from  a  careful  con- 
sideration of  the  evidence  the  circuit  court  of 
appeals  was  satlefled   with  the  correctness  of 
such  finding.     Union  Stock  Yards  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Moore.  25  C.  C.  A.  150,  40  U.  S.  App.  153,  79 
Fed.  705. 

A  bond  had  been  Issued  to  a  decedent,  in 
whose  lifetime  this  action  was  commenced,  by 
a  c4ty,  payable  In  three  years  at  the  defendant's 
banking  house,  and  was  there  lodged.  At  the 
time  of  its  issue,  or  Just  before  that,  decedent 
commenced  doing  business  at  the  bank,  and  the 
evidence  tended  to  show  that  the  cashier  of  the 
bank  obtained  the  bond  of  the  city  for  the 
decedent  and  acted  for  him  thereafter  In  other 
transactions,  and  made  several  loans  to  parties 
for  him,  and  received  payments  upon  certain 
of  his  demands.  Al>out  a  year  thereafter  the 
cashier  ceased   being  an   officer  of   the   bank. 
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After  the  bond  was  past  due  and  still  owned  by 
decedent,  the  dty  arranged  with  the  ex-cash- 
ier to  pay  it  and  talce  it  up.  Decedent  had  no 
knowledge  of  the  transaction.  The  ex-cashier 
sent  an  order  to  the  bank  for  the  bond,  and  it 
was  handed  out  accordingly.  There  was  then 
due  of  principal  and  interest  the  sum  of  $1,015 
and  the  city  gave  him  in  payment  a  check  for 
^1,000  and  $15  In  money  and  he  surrendered 
the  bond.  On  the  same  day,  he  deposited  the 
$15  and  the  check  for  $1,000  with  the  defend-, 
ant  bank,  and  requested  that  it  might  be 
credited  to  his  account,  and  it  was  done.  The 
check  was  immediately  collected.  He  afterwards 
checked  out  $229.29,  and  shortly  thereafter 
died.  The  evidence  tended  to  show  that  he 
was  indebted  to  the  bank  in  a  sum  greater  than 
the  amount  left  of  the  sum  paid  on  the  bond, 
and  was  insolvent.  The  bank,  assuming  tbe 
right  to  apply  what  remained  in  its  possession 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  bond  on  his  debt,  pro- 
ceeded to  effect  that  result  by  entries  in  its 
books.  In  deciding  that  where  an  agent  or 
trustee  has  deposited  money  belonging  to  hl& 
principal  or  beneficiary  in  a  bank  to  which  he 
is  himself  indebted,  and  the  bank,  without  his 
authority  and  in  ignorance  of  the  true  owner- 
ship of  the  fund,  has  applied  it  to  the  debt, 
the  owner  is  not  debarred  from  recovering  it 
from  the  bank  if  it  can  be  identified,  the  court 
«aid :  **If  decedent  owned  the  proceeds  of  the 
bond  on  the  24th  of  March  when  Raynale  (the 
•ex-cashier)  made  the  deposit,  the  mere  fact, 
If  it  is  a  fact,  that  the  bank  officers  were  ignor- 
ant of  such  ownership,  or  the  mere  fact  of 
their  former  transfer  on  the  bank  books  of  such 
proceeds  to  satisfy  the  debt  due  the  bank  from 
Baynale,  if  there  was  such  a  debt,  or  both 
facts  together,  could  not  extinguish  Burtnett's 
<  decedent's)  right,  or  bar  recovery  as  to.  the 
fund  left  in  the  bank  if  capable  of  being  traced. 
Had  it  been  satisfactorily  shown  that  Raynale 
actually  participated  in  and  assented  to  the  ap- 
propriation attempted  by  the  bank,  the  latter 
being  ignorant  and  without  any  reasonable  no- 
tice of  decedent's  rights,  there  might  be  room 
(or  other  considerations.  But  we  are  not 
aware  of  any  principle  which  will  enable  a  de- 
positary who  has  received  from  a  trustee  or 
agent  a  fund  belonging  in  fact  to  the  princi- 
pal or  beneficiary,  to  appropriate  it  by  his  sole 
act  to  his  own  debt  held  against  the  trustee 
or  agent,  and  thereupon  to  insist  that  his  want 
of  knowledge  of  the  true  ownership  is  sufllcient 
to  guard  such  inequitable  appropriation,  and 
bar  the  real  owner  from  pursuing  the  fund." 
Burtnett  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  38  Mich.  630. 

Plaintiff  sued  the  defendant,  a  national  bank, 
for  the  proceeds  of  three  cars  of  calves,  the 
property  of  the  plaint IfF,  shipped  to  commission 
merchants  in  Chicago,  in  the  name  of  M.  C. 
Hancock,  and  by  them  remitted  to  the  defend- 
ant bank.  Hancock  had  an  open  account  with 
the  bank,  upon  which  there  was  due  it  $857.82. 
The  amount  aforesaid  was  applied  to  this  ac- 
•cottnt,  and  Hancock  was  allowed  to  check  out 
the  balance.  In  the  trial  court  the  plaintiff 
requested  a  charge  to  the  effect  that  he  was 
•entitled  to  Judgment  against  the  bank  for  the 
^857,82  applied  to  Hancock's  indebtedness, 
irrespective  of  the  question  of  notice  on  the 
part  of  the  bank  that  the  money  so  applied  be- 
longed to  the  plaintiff.  On  appeal  the  supreme 
court  held  that  such  a  charge  should  have  -been 
yiven,  because  there  was  neither  allegation  nor 
evidence  that  the  bank  lost  Its  debt  upon  Han- 
cock by  reason  of  this  transaction,  before  it 
was  advised  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  this 
credit ;  that  as  to  whether  or  not  it  should  be 
protected  in  the  amount  It  allowed  Hancock  to 
check  out  after  Its  receipt  would  depend  upon 
the  question  of  notice.  If  it  had  notice  of  the 
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real  ownership  of  these  funds,  and  that  Han- 
cock was  not  authorized  to  use  them,  at  the 
time  it  honored  his  checks,  it  should  be  re- 
quired to  pay  plaintiff,  notwithstanding  such 
payments.  If,  however,  it  did  not  have  notice 
of  these  facts,  the  money  having  been  remitted 
to  it  in  the  name  of  Hancock,  the  plaintiff 
should  bear  the  loss.  Davis  v.  Panhandle  Nat. 
Bank   (Tex.  Civ.  App.)   29  S.  W.  926. 

A  bank  cannot  use  a  deposit  to  pay  the  in- 
dividual debt  of  the  depositor,  wben  it  has 
knowledge  that  the  deposit  Is  held  by  the  de- 
positor in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  and  does  not 
belong  to  him  individually.  Johnson  v.  Payne 
&  W.  Bank,  56  Mo.  App.  257;  Clark  v.  F^rst 
Nat.  Bank,  57  Mo.  App.  277. 

Knowledge  acquired  by  the  president  of  a 
bank  in  the  course  of  its  business,  that  money 
deposited  with  it  by  a  depositor  in  his  individ- 
ual account  belonged  to  an  estate  of  which 
he  was  the  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  creditors, 
effects  the  bank  with  notice.  Such  moneys 
cannot  be  appropriated  by  a  bank  to  the  pay- 
ment of  notes  held  by  it,  made  or  indorsed  by 
the  depositor,  where  the  president  has  such 
knowledge,  though  no  actual  notice  of  the  trust 
has  been  given  to  it.  Moneys  so  appropriated 
may  be  recovered  back  by  the  assignee.  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Pelsert,  2  Pennyp.  277. 

A  county  treasurer  used  to  pay  the  county 
moneys  into  the  B.  bank,  and  kept  his  private 
account  at  the  N.  &  P.  bank,  and  carried  over 
the  police  rates  to  this  account  by  checks  drawn 
on  the  B.  bank.  He  afterwards  opened  a  sepa- 
rate account  with  the  N.  &  P.  bank  headed 
**Pollce  Account."  Some  of  the  items  to  his 
credit  in  this  account  could  be  traced  as  hav- 
ing come  from  county  funds,  but  most  of  them 
could  not.  The  checks  which  he  drew  upon  It 
were  all  headed  "Police  Account,"  and  ap- 
peared to  have  t)een  drawn  only  for  county 
purposes.  For  the  purposes  of  Interest  the  N. 
&  P.  bank  treated  the  accounts  as  one  ac- 
count, and  the  interest  on  the  balance  in  his 
favor  was  carried  to  the  credit  of  his  private 
account.  At  the  time  when  tbe  police  account 
was  opened,  the  manager  of  the  bank  knew 
that  he  was  county  treasurer,  and  understood 
that  he  had  been  in  the  habit  of  paying  county 
moneys  into  the  bank.  The  county  treasurer 
afterward  absconded,  his  private  account  being 
overdrawn,  and  the  police  account  being  in 
credit.  It  was  held  (affirming  the  decision  of 
the  chief  Judge  in  bankruptcy,  who  had  re- 
versed the  decision  of  the  county  court  Judge) 
that  the  bank  was  not  entitled  to  set  off  the 
one  account  against  the  other,  but  that  the 
county  magistrates  were  entitled  to  recover  the 
balance  standing  to  the  credit  of  the  county 
treasurer  on  the  police  account.  Ba  parte  King- 
ston, L.  B.  6  Ch.  632,  40  L.  J.  Bankr.  N.  S.  91, 
25  L.  T.  N.  S.  250,  19  Week.  Rep.  910. 

Trustees  opened  a  trust  account  with  the  de- 
fendants, who  were  bankers,  and  the  sum  of 
£770  2s.  3d.  was  carried  over  in  the  bankers* 
books  to  the  credit  of  the  plaintiffs  as  execu- 
tors of  their  testator.  The  trusts  were  to  a 
married  woman  for  life  with  remainder  to  her 
husband  for  life  with  remainder  to  their  chil- 
dren. The  husband  carried  on  business  as  a 
grocer  in  partnership  with  another,  and  there- 
after the  defendant  bankers  being  the  holders 
of  an  acceptance  of  that  firm  for  £750  which 
the  firm  were  unable  to  meet,  the  husband 
beneficiary,  as  before  mentioned,  to  the  extent 
of  a  life  estate,  at  the  termination  of  the  life 
estate  of  his  wife,  at  the  suggestion  of  the  de- 
fendants, but  without  any  authority  from  the 
plaintiffs,  drew  a  check  for  £750  against  the 
trust  account;  the  bankers  thereupon  debited 
the  account  with  £750,  and  thereby  the  bill  be- 
I  came  paid.    The   husband   beneficiary   becama 
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bankrupt,  and  plaintiffs  then  first  discovered 
the  misapplication  of  the  £750,  and  therenpon 
filed  a  bill  in  this  case  against  the  bankers 
alone  claiming  payment  of  the  whole  £770  2«. 
3d.  and  Interest.  It  was  held  that  the  plain- 
tiff might  recover.  Bridgman  y.  GIU,  24  Beav. 
302. 

An  auctioneer  received  moneys  from  a  sale 
of  live  stock  and  paid  them  Into  his  private  ac- 
count at  the  defendants'  bank.  His  account 
was  overdrawn  to  an  amount  not  exceeding 
£2,500,  but,  under  an  arrangement  which  was 
then  subsisting,  he  was  permitted  to  overdraw 
up  to  £2,500,  and  he  had  no  suspicion  at  the 
time  when  he  paid  in  such  moneys  of  any  in- 
tention on  the  part  of  the  bank  to  close  his  ac- 
count. The  bank  shortly  afterwards  closed 
the  account  and  applied  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  in  reduction  of  the  overdraft.  The  bank 
had  notice  that  the  moneys  so  paid  in  were 
substantially  the  produce  t>f  the  sale  of  stock. 
An  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  on  the 
behalf  of  all  the  vendors  at  the  sale,  against 
the  bank,  to  recover  their  respective  purchase 
moneys,  less  the  auctioneer's  commission.  It 
was  held  that  the  auctioneer  paid  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  to  his  private  account  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  business,  and  was  not  guilty 
of  a  breach  of  trust  in  so  doing,  and  that  there- 
fore the  plaintiff  had  no  remedy  against  the 
bank.     Marten  v.  Rocke,  53  L.  T.  N.  S.  946. 

An  impecunious  man  of  drunken  habits,  a 
sort  of  real-estate  broker,  who  had  no  regular 
office,  but  used  a  desk  in  the  drug  store  of  the 
defendants  for  such  a  business  as  he  occasion- 
ally transacted.  In  the  presence  of  one  of  the 
defendants  received  from  plaintiff  by  mall  a 
certified  check  to  pay  some  taxes,  accompanied 
by  a  letter  of  instructions.  At  that  time  he 
owed  the  defendants  for  money,  borrowed  in 
part,  and  partly  for  money  of  theirs  which  he 
had  converted  to  his  own  use  without  their 
permission.  He  handed  to  such  defendant  the 
check,  and  afterwards,  at  the  latter's  request, 
indorsed  it,  and  then  received  from  him  $25 ; 
afterwards  that  defendant  lent  him  $10  or  $15 
more  and  paid  a  note  of  his  for  $40,  which  the 
defendants  had  Indorsed ;  the  defendants  after- 
wards paid  to  him  $306  and  retained  the  re- 
mainder of  the  sum  represented  by  the  check, 
$295,  alleging  that  it  was  due  to  them  from 
him.  From  a  verdict  and  Judgment  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  from  the  overruling  of  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial,  the  defendants  appealed,  and 
the  court  of  appeals  affirmed  the  Judgment. 
Buckner  v.  Jones,  1  Mo.  App.  538. 

The  president  of  a  national  bank  was  also 
a  trustee  and  financial  agent  for  the  purpose 
of  the  negotiation  of  the  bonds  of  a  village. 
He  negotiated  the  bonds,  obtained  the  money 
for  them,  and  placed  the  same  In  bis  bank.  He 
afterwards  absconded,  and  the  bank  passed  In- 
to the  hands  of  a  receiver.  Thereafter,  and 
while  in  Canada,  he  executed  the  following  or- 
der :  To  the  receiver  of  the  First  National 
Bank,  Monclcello,  Ind.  "There  is  In  the  First 
National  Bank  of  Montlcello,  Ind.,  a  deposit 
to  my  credit  as  'J.  C.  Wilson,  trustee,*  $9,013. 
Should  there  be  any  legal  demands  against  me 
as  president  of  said  bank,  which  have  been 
omitted  from  the  books  of  the  bank,  I  direct 
the  application  of  this  sum,  so  far  as  is  neces- 
sary, to  their  payment,  next  to  the  payment  of 
any  balance  due  the  bank  from  me  as  appears 
by  Its  books  at  the  time  It  passed  Into  the 
hands  of  a  receiver.  .  .  .  Jos.  C.  Wilson." 
The  town  whose  bonds  had  been  sold  claimed 
to  be  the  owner  of  this  amount,  and  entitled 
as  such  to  a  dividend  as  a  creditor  of  the  bank, 
and  upon  the  receiver  declining  to  recognize 
Its  claim  brought  this  action  to  compel  him  to 
do  so.  It  was  held  that  the  deposit  to  the 
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credit  of  J.  C.  Wilson,  trustee,  was  notice  to 
the  bank  that  such  money  was  impressed  with 
a  trust,  and  that  the  bank  coald  not,  as  against 
the  town,  apply  the  same  upon  a  debt  of  the 
trustee  to  the  bank.  Bundy  v.  Montlcello,  84 
Ind.  119. 

Trustees  had  deposited  with  a  banking  com* 
pany  money  which  was  standing  on  the  books 
of  the  latter  to  the  credit  of  the  trustees  of  the 
testator.     The  private  account  of  one  of   tbe 
trustees  was  overdrawn  to  the  extent  of  more 
than  £8,000,  and  a  sum  of  over  £11,000  wa« 
standing  to  the  credit  of  the  trustees'  account, 
when  a  branch  of  the  bank  by  the  dlreclioit 
and  authority  of  that  trustee  and  aa  the  bank 
claimed  of  the  other  trustee,  but  without   the 
knowledge  or  assent  of  the  cestui  que  trust, 
transferred  from  the  trustees'  account  to  the 
private  account  of  the  trustee  whose  account 
was  overdrawn  the  sum  of  £3.000,  which  ^vaa 
applied  by  the  bank  In  reduction  of  the  balance 
due  from  that  trustee.     The  manager  of  that 
branch  of  the  bank  Informed  the  managers   of 
the   bank   that    he   believed   that   the   parties 
beneficially  Interested  In  the  moneys  standing 
to  the  trustees'  account  were  the  sisters  of  the 
trustee  to  whose  account  the  £3,000  had  been 
applied,  and  that  he  was  not  beneficially  Inter- 
ested therein.     Thereafter,  as  the  bank  alleged 
by  the  same  direction  and  authority  as  before* 
the  bank  transferred  from  the  trustees  to  the 
private  account  of  the  other  trustee  the  sum  of 
£1,000,  and   after  the  death  of  the  first-men- 
tioned trustee  the  bank  transferred  to  the  same 
account  the  balance  of  the  trustees'  account, 
which  was  thereupon  closed.     In  an  action  by 
the  beneficiary  of  the  trust  against  the  banking 
company  it  was  held  that  the  ceatuU  que  trust 
wer9  entitled  to  recover  from  the  bank  the  sam 
so  allowed  to  be  transferred,  and  that  it  waa 
Immaterial  whether  or  not  the  bank  knew  what 
were  the  circumstances  of  the  trust,  and  ^lao 
whether  or  not  the  bank  profited  by  the  trans- 
fer from  the  one  account  to  the  other  so  long 
as  they  were  aware  that  the  money  dealt  with 
was  trust  money.     Foxton  v.  Manchester  &  L. 
Dlst.  Bkg.  Co.  44  L.  T.  N.  S.  406. 

The  petitioner  had,  previous  io  the  transac- 
tions mentioned.  Intrusted  a  real-estate  and 
loan  agent,  who  was  also  at  all  the  times  men- 
tioned one  of  the  directors  and  president  and 
managing  officer  of  a  bank,  and  was  during  all 
such  times  largely  Indebted  to  the  bank,  with 
large  sums  to  be  Invested  in  loans  on  real  es- 
tate. Fie  collected  on  account  of  petitioner's 
loans  the  amount  claimed  by  the  petitioner  here- 
in at  various  times,  and  when  and  ns  collected 
deposited  them  in  the  bank  of  which  he  was 
president,  etc.,  to  the  credit  of  his  Individual 
account.  The  bank  afterwards  made  an  as- 
signment, at  which  time  the  overdraft  of  the 
president  was  over  $30,000.  The  bunk  had  no 
notice  that  any  of  the  moneys  deposited  by  the 
president  with  It  -^ere  the  moneys  of  the  peti- 
tioner, except  that  .<t  bad  notice  th.it  he  con> 
ducted  the  loan  business,  collected  mon«*y  for 
others,  deposited  only  in  said  bank,  and  kept 
no  separate  account.  Upon  a  petition  to  be 
paid  by  the  assignee  the  amount  of  his  cialn^ 
In  preference  to  all  creditors,  or,  if  not,  then,, 
as  a  general  creditor  of  said  bank,  it  was 
held  that  the  petitioner  had  no  claim  against 
the  property  or  assets  of  the  bank  In  the  hands 
of  the  assignee.  Re  Planklnton  Bank,  87  Wis. 
378,  58  N.  W.  784. 

The  appellants,  trustees  under  a  wfll,  raised 
this  action  again.st  the  respondents^  a  bank, 
claiming  under  the  following  circumstances: 
Being  desirous  of  selling  50  shares  of  the  capi- 
tal stock  of  a  bank,  the  property  of  their  es- 
tate, they  instructed  a  stock  broker  in  Edin- 
burgh to  sell  them  and  deposit  the  proceeds  In 


1000. 


RocHBSTER  «&  Charlotte  Turnpike  Road  Co.  v.  Paviour. 


808 


certain  colonial  banks  in  the  name  of  the  ap- 
pellants. He  sold  the  shares  and  received  from 
the  buying  broker  a  check  to  his  own  order  upon 
a  bank  other  than  the  respondents.  This 
check  he  put  in  to  his  credit  with  the  respond' 
ents,  a  portion  being  put  to  the  credit  of  his 
Edinburgh  account  and  a  portion  to  his  Lon- 
don. At  the  same  time  he  represented  to  the 
appellants'  agent  that  he  had  not  received  the 
price.  Thereafter  he  absconded,  and  was  dis- 
covered to  be  Insolvent,  and  had  made  no  in- 
vestment for  the  appellants,  and  that  his  ac- 
count with  the  respondent  bank  had  l)een  large- 
ly overdrawn.  The  House  of  Lords,  in  affirm- 
ing the  decision  of  the  court  of  sessions,  held 
that  the  respondent  bank  was  entitled  to  retain 
the  money  in  discharge  pro  tanto  of  the  debt 
due  to  it  from  the  broker.  Thomson  v.  Clydes- 
dale Bank  [1893]  S  A.  C.  282,  69  L.  T.  N.  S. 
15tf.  P.  H.  V. 


PEOPLE  of  the  State  of  New  York,  Appt., 

BUFFALO     FISH     COMPANY,     Limited, 

Respt, 

(164  N.  Y.  93.) 

!•  Hfivinff  in  possesulon  durlns  tbe 
close  sefiaon  ll»h  parcbfiaed  In  Cau- 
*dfi  is  not  fi  Tiolatlon  of  the  llaheriea, 
fffime,  find  forest  law,  §{  110,  112,  for- 
bidding any  person  to  catch,  kill,  or  be  pos- 
sessed of  certain  fish  during  the  close  sea- 
son therein  prescribed,  since  the  purpose  of 
such  statute  Is  only  to  protect  flsh  in 
waters  of  the  state,  and  the  possession  in- 
tended to  be  prohibited  is  therefore  only  of 
fish  caught  or  killed  In  such  waters. 

2.  The  prohibition  of  haviniv  in  pos- 
nession,  thereby  forbidding  the  sale  of,  cer- 
tain fish  during  the  close  season,  contained 
in  the  fisheries,  game,  and  forest  law,  §f 
110,  112,  renders  the  act  void  as  a  regula- 
tion of  foreign  commerce,  as  applied  to 
fish  purchased  in  Canada  and  imported  under 
the  United  States  revenue  laws  on  payment 
of  the  prescribed  duties,  for  sale  in  the  state 
as  an  article  of  food  and  commerce.  {Per 
Parker,  Ch.  J.,  Landon  and  O'Brien,  J  J.) 

(Haight,  Martin,  and  Gray,  J  J.,  ditaent.) 

(October  2,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  complainant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  Fourth  Department,  affirming  an  or- 
der of  a  Special  Term  for  Erie  County  over- 
ruling a  demurrer  to  the  an.swer  in  an  action 
to  recover  the  statutory  penalties  for  having 
possession  of  fish  during  the  close  season. 
Affinned, 

Statement  by  0*Brle]i,  J. : 

The  People  brought  this  action  to  recover 
from  the  defendant,  a  domestic  business  cor- 
poration, certain  penalties  provided  for  in 
the  provisions  of  the  fisheries,  game,  and  for- 
est law  of  1892,  as  amended,  for  having  in 

Note. — For  game  laws  as  affecting  Inter- 
state commerce,  see  State  v.  Geer  (Conn.)  13 
L.  R.  A.  804,  and  note  (Afllrmed  in  161  U.  S. 
519,  40  L.  ed.  793.  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  600 »  ;  also 
State  V.  Swett  (Me.)  29  L.  R.  A.  715;  People 
Y  O'Neil  (Mich.)  8a  L.  R.  A.  696;  and  State 
v.  Schuman  (Or.)  47  L.  R.  A.  l.'>3. 
62  L.  R.  A. 


its  possession  during  the  close  season  certain 
fish,  described  as  pike,  pickerel,  bass,  and 
rauskallonge.  A  first  cause  of  action  charges 
a  certain  violation  of  the  provisions  of  §  110 
of  the  act,  which  concern  pike  and  pickerel; 
a  second  cause  Of  action  charges  a  further 
violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  same  sec- 
tion which  concern  bass;  and  a  third  cause 
of  action  similarly  charges  a  violation  of  the 
provisions  of  §  112  of  the  same  act,  which 
concern  muskallonge.  The  defendant's  an- 
swer admitted  having  the  fish  in  its  posses- 
sion, as  charged,  and  set  up,  by  way  of  new 
matter  in  defense,  that  the  fish  in  question 
were  fresh- water  fish,  and  were  caught  and 
killed  within  the  provinces  of  Ontario  and 
Manitoba,  in  the  dominion  of  Canada,  at  a 
time  when  it  was  lawful  to  catch  and  kill 
the  same  there;  that  they  were  there  pur- 
chased by  the  defendant,  and  were  imported 
through  the  customs  department  of  the 
United  States,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
United  States  tariflf  laws,  and  the  fixed  duty 
thereon  paid;  that  the  acts  of  the  legislature 
of  the  state  of  New  York  conflicted  with 
the  acts  of  Congress  in  regulating  the  deal- 
ing in  fish  as  an  article  of  commerce,  and  in- 
fringed upon  the  interstate  commerce  provi- 
sions of  the  Federal  Constitution,  and  are 
unconstitutional  and  void ;  and,  further,  that 
they  are  violative  of  the  provisions  of  the 
state  Constitution,  in  depriving  the  defend- 
ant of  its  property  without  due  process  of 
law.  To  the  new  matter  alleged  in  the  an- 
swer the  plaintiff  demurred  upon  the  ground 
that  it  "is  not  sufficient  in  law,  upon  its 
face,  to  constitute  a  defense."  The  plain- 
tiff's demurrer  w^as  overruled  at  the  special 
term,  and  upon  appeal  to  the  appellate  divi- 
sion, in  the  fourth  department,  the  order 
overruling  the  demurrer  was  affirmed.  The 
appellate  division  has  now  certified  three 
questions  to  this  court:  First.  "Are  the 
provisions  of  §  110  of  the  fisheries,  game, 
and  forest  law,  as  amended  by  chapter  109  of 
the  Laws  of  1898,  prohibiting  the  possession, 
of  pike  and  pickerel  during  the  close  season 
for  such  fish  in  New  York  state,  in  conflict 
with  any  provisions  of  the  state  and  Federal 
Constitution  when  applied  to  pike  and  pick- 
erel imported  from  Canada,  under  the  cus- 
toms laws  and  regulations  of  the  United 
States,  which  have  been  duly  complied  with, 
or  do  the  facts  alleged  in  the  defendant's  an- 
swer constitute  a  defense  to  the  first  cause  of 
action  set  forth  in  the  complaint?"  The  sec- 
ond question  certified  is  similar  to  the  first 
one,  except  in  its  reference  to  the  possession 
of  bass  during  the  close  season,  and  the  third 
question  is  similar  to  the  others,  except  that 
it  relates  to  the  possession  of  muskallonge 
during  the  close  season,  within  the  provi- 
sions of  §  112  of  the  fisheries,  game,  and  for- 
est law,  as  amended  by  chapter  531  of  the 
Laws  of  1896. 

Messrs,  EIob  R.  Bro^m  and  John  N. 
Carlisle,  for  appellant: 

The  legislature  has  power  to  prohibit  the 
possession  of  fish  or  game  during  the  close 
season,  as  a  police  regulation  for  the  better 
protection  of  fish  and  game. 
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Phelps  V.  Racey,  60  N.  Y.  10,  19  Am.  Rep. 
140;  Belloics  v.  Elmendorf,  7  Lans.  462; 
People  V.  Oerher,  92  Hun,  554,  36  N,  Y.  Supp. 
720;  People  v.  Fishbough,  58  Hun,  404,  12 
N.  Y.  Supp.  24 ;  A'eic  York  Asso.  for  Protec- 
tion of  Game  v.  Durham,  19' Jones  &  S.  306; 
Laioton  v.  Steele,  119  N.  Y.  226,  7  L.  R.  A. 
134,  23  N.  E.  878:  People  v.  Dowtaier,  75 
Hun,  472,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  481. 

Phelps  V.  Raoey  is  as  well  supported  by 
the  authorities  of  other  states  of  the  Union 
as  any  judgment  that  was  ever  rendered  by 
the  court  of  appeals. 

Organ  v.  State,  56  Ark.  267,  19  S.  W.  840; 
State  V.  Qeor,  61  Conn.  144,  13  L.  R.  A.  804, 
3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  732,  22  Atl.  1012;  Ex 
parte  Maier,  103  Cal.  476,  37  Pac.  402;  Mag- 
ner  v.  People^  97  111.  320;  American  Exp. 
Co,  V.  People,  133  111.  649,  9  L.  R.  A.  138. 
24  N.  E.  758;  People  v.  Bridges,  142  111.  30, 
16  L.  R.  A.  684,  31  X.  E.  115;  State  v.  Craig, 
80  Me.  85.  13  Atl.  129;  Stevens  v.  State,  89 
Md.  669,  43  Atl.  929;  Com,  v.  Gilbert,  160 
Maes.  157,  22  L.  R.  A.  439,  35  N.  E.  454; 
State  V.  Randolph,  1  Mo.  App.  15;  State  v. 
Judy,  7  Mo.  App.  524;  People  v.  O'Neil,  110 
Mich.  324,  33  L.  R  A.  696,  68  N.  W.  227 ; 
Oshorn  V.  Charlevoix  Circuit  Judge,  -114 
Mich.  055,  72  N.  W.  982:  State  v.  Rodman, 
68  Minn.  393,  59  N.  W.  1098:  State,  Weller, 
Prosecutor,  v.  Snover,  42  N.  J.  L.  341 ;  Roth 
V.  State,  51  Ohio,  209.  37  N.  E.  259;  State  v. 
Schuman,  36  Or.  16,  47  L.  R.  A.  153,  58  Pac. 
601. 

Phelps  V.  Racey  is  approved  by  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court  in  Gcer  v.  Connecti- 
cut, 161  U.  S.  519,  528,  40  L.  ed.  793,  796,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  600,  and  in  Lawton  v.  Steele, 
152  U.  S.  133,  38  L.  ed.  385,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
499. 

The  doctrine  oit  Phelps  v.  Racey  prevails  in 
Great  Britain  and  her  colonies. 

Pri<:e  v.  Bradley,  L.  R.  16  Q.  B.  Div.  148; 
Whitehead  v.  Smithers,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  Div. 
653. 

.  Limitations  of  property  rights  in  fish  and 
game  have  exceeded  the  limitations  of  such 
rights  in  all  other  chattels,  because  fish  and 
game  have  always  been  held  to  belong  to  the 
state  in  trust  for  the  people  of  the  state. 

Organ  v.  State,  56  Ark.  270,  19  S.  W.  840; 
McCready  v.  Virginia,  94  U.  S.  391,  24  L.  ed. 
248;  State  v.  Beal,  75  Me.  289;  Gentile  v. 
State,  29  Ind.  409;  People  v.  Bridges,  142 
111.  30,  10  L.  R.  A.  684,  31  N.  E.  115;  State 
V.  Roberts,  59  N.  H.  256,  47  Am.  Rep.  199; 
State  w  Tower,  -84  Me.  444,  24  Atl.  898; 
Com.  V.  Manchester,  152  Mass.  230,  9  L.  R.  A. 
236.  25  N.  E.  113,  Affirmed  in  139  U.  S.  240, 
35  L.  ed.  159, 11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  559;  Chambers 
Bros,  V.  Church,  14  R.  I.  398,  51  Am.  Rep. 
410 ;  Allen  v.  Wyckoff,  48  N.  J.  L.  90,  57  Am. 
Rep.  548,  2  Atl.  659. 

ifr,  William  Ii.  Maroy,  for  respondent : 

The  statutes  in  question  violate  and  in- 
fringe upon  the  commerce  clause  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States. 

Hannibal  d  St,  J,  R,  Co,  v.  Husen,  95  U.  S. 
465,  24  L.  ed.  627:  Scott  v.  Donald,  165  U. 
S.  58,  41  L.  ed.  632,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  205; 
Walling  v.  Michigan,  116  U.  S.  446,  29  L.  cd. 
691,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  454;  Boicman  v.  Chicago 
«2  L«  R.  A« 


d  N.  W,  R,  Co,  125  U.  S.  465,  31  L.  ed.  700. 
1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  823,  8  Sup,  Ct.  Rep.  689, 
1062;  Leisy  v.  Hardin,  135  U.  S.  100,  34  L. 
ed.  128,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  36,  10  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  681;  Minnesota  v.  Barber,  136  U.  S. 
313,  34  L.  ed.  455,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  185, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  862;  Brimmer  v.  Rcbman, 

138  U.  S.  78,  34  L.  ed.  862,  3  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  485,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  213;  Henderson 
V.  New  York,  92  U.  S.  272,  sub  nom,  Hender- 
son V.  Wickha^n,  23  L.  ed.  549 ;  SchoUenhcr- 
ger  v.  Pennsylvania,  171  U.  S.  1,  43  L.  ed. 
49,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  757;  People  v.  Hawkins, 
157  N.  Y.  1,  42  L.  R.  A.  490,  51  N.  E.  257. 

The  statutes  in  question  work  a  destruc- 
tion of  property,  and  defendant  is  deprived 
of  its  property  without  due  process  of  law. 

Colon  V.  Lisk,  153  X.  Y.  188.  47  N.  E.  302: 
Forster  v.  Scott,  136  X.  Y.  677,  18  L.  R.  A. 
543.  32  N.  E.  976;  Davidson  v.  New  Orleans, 
96  U.  S.  97,  24  L.  ed.  616;  People  v.  Oillson, 
109  N.  Y.  389;  People  v,  Haickins,  157  K. 
Y.  1,  42  L.  R.  A.  490.  51  N.  E.  257 ;  Manner 
v.  People,  97   111.  320;   Com.  v.  Wilkinson, 

139  Pa.  304,  21  Atl.  14;  Com.  v.  Hail,  128 
Mass.  410,  35  Am.  Rep.  387;  Bennett  v. 
American  Exp,  Co.  83  Me.  236,  13  L.  R,  A. 
33,  22  Atl.  159:  Alleti  v.  Young,  76  Me.  80; 
State  V.  Beal,  75  Me.  289 ;  State  v.  Saunders, 
19  Kan.  127,  27  Am.  Rep.  98;  Davis  v.  Jfc- 
Nair  (Canada)  21  Cent.  L.  J.  480. 

O^Brieiif  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  statute  of  this  state  for  the  protection 
of  fish  and  c^ame  forbids  any  person,  under 
pain  of  indictment  and  civil  penalties,  to 
either  "catch,  kill,  or  be  possessed*'  of  cer- 
tain fish  named,  during  what  is  called  the 
"close  season,"  therein  prescribed.  The  de- 
fendant had  in  its  possession  during  that 
season  three  different  kinds  of  fish  described 
in  the  statute,  and  this  action  was  brought 
to  recover  the  penalties  denounced  against 
offenders  for  violation  of  the  law.  The  de- 
fendant in  its  answer  alleged  that  its  busi- 
ness is  dealing  in  fresh  fish  on  an  extensive 
scale,  and  for  that  purpose  maintains  stores 
in  various  cities  of  the  state:  that  it  pur- 
chased the  fish  in  question  from  dealers  in 
Ontario  and  Manitoba,  in  Canada.*  imported 
it  into  this  state  for  sale  at  Buffalo  under 
the  revenue  laws  of  the  United  States,  pay- 
ing the  duties  thereon;  that  in  so  doing  it 
was  lawfully  engaged  in  trade  and  commerce. 
The  plaintiff  demurred  to  this  answer,  thus 
admitting  the  facts,  and  insists  that  in  law 
they  do  not  constitute  a  defense.  The  courts 
below  held  that  the  demurrer  was  bad,  and 
that  the  facts  constituted  a  good  defense. 

The  appeal  presents  two  questions:  First, 
with  respect  to  the  true  meaning  and  scope 
of  the  statute:  and,  secondly,  if  it  means 
what  the  plaintiff  insists  it  does,  with  re- 
spect to  its  validity.  I  think  that  the  stat- 
ute is  valid,  when  reasonably  and  fairly  con- 
strued with  reference  to  its  purpose  and  ob- 
ject. It  is  a  penal  statute,  and  therefore 
not  to  be  enlarged  by  construction,  or  an> 
plied  to  cases  not  within  the  intention.  We 
all  agree  that  the  purpose  was  to  protect 
fish  within  the  waters  of  this  state.    There 
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is  absolutely  no  room  for  disagreement  on 
that  point.  The  legislature  had  no  interest 
or  purpose  to  protect  fish  in  a  foreign  coun- 
try or  in  some  other  state^  and  had  no  power 
in  that  regard.  Statutes  should  be  con- 
strued, if  possible,  so  as  to  avoid  absurdity 
and  manifest  injustice.  People  y.  Jaekne, 
103  N.  Y.  182,  8  N.  E,  374.  They  should  re- 
ceive such  construction  as  to  render  them 
practicable,  just,  and  reasonably  convenient. 
Rosenpiaentcr  v.  Roessle,  54  N.  Y.  262. 
They  should  be  construed  to  avoid,  if  pos- 
sible, constitutional  restrictions,  and  under- 
stood in  a  sense  within  such  limitations, 
rather  than  in  conflict  with  them.  Sage  v. 
Brooklyn,  89  N.  Y.  189.  Their  validity 
must  be  determined  solely  with  reference  to 
constitutional  restrictions,  and  not  by  nat- 
ural equity  or  justice.  Bertholf  v.  O'Reilly^ 
74  N.  Y.  509,  30  Am.  Rep.  323.  The  statute 
in  question  does  not  in  terms,  or  by  any  rea- 
sonable implication,  forbid  a  person  to 
**catch,  kiU,  or  be  possessed"  of  fish  in  a  for- 
eign country.  We  all  agree  that  our  stat- 
ute does  not  forbid  a  person  to  "catch  or 
kill"  fish  of  any  kind  in  Manitoba,  but  it  is 
said  that,  when  one  brings  the  fish  so  caught 
or  killed  into  this  state,  the  penalties  of  our 
statute  attach  to  him  at  once.  With  all  re- 
spect, I  am  constrained  to  say  that  this  is 
not  a  reasonable  or  tolerable  interpretation 
of  a  penal  statute.  What  it  means,  and  all 
it'  means,  is  to  forbid  any  person  to  catch, 
kill,  or  be  possessed  of  the  fish  described, 
from  the  waters  of  this  state.  The  word 
"possessed"  obviously  refers  to  those  fish  the 
catching  or  killing  of  which  is  forbidden; 
that  is  to  say,  fish  in  the  waters  of  this 
state,  and  not  those  procured  in  a  foreign 
country.  It  is  simply  a  perversion  of  the 
statute  to  hold  that  the  mere  possession  by 
any  person  within  this  state  of  the  fish  de- 
scribed in  the  statute  during  the  close  sea- 
son is  a  violation  of  it,  without  regard  to 
the  place  where  it  was  procured,  or  to  the 
manner  obtained.  Com,  v.  Eall,  128  Mass. 
410,  35  Am.  Rep.  3»7 ;  People  v.  O'A-ea,  71 
Mich.  325,  39  N.  W.  1.  It  has  long  been  the 
practice  with  keepers  of  summer  hotels  in 
this  state  to  purchase  at  the  proper  season 
of  the  year  in  Canada,  and  in  other  states, 
game  in  large  quantities,  and  preserve  it  in 
cold  storage  for  use  in  the  close  season^  but. 
if  this  statute  is  to  receive  the  narrow  and 
literal  reading  contended  for,  they  are  all 
subject  to  indictment  and  civil  penalties, 
since  they  are  certainly  poasessen  of  this 
game  during  the  forbidden  period.  There  is 
scarcely  a  county  of  this  state  in  which  pri- 
vate fish  ponds  are  not  to  be  found,  con- 
structed and  maintained  by  private  persons 
on  their  own  land,  in  which  fish  of  the  spe- 
cies described  in  the  statute  are  kept  and 
propagated.  The  fish  in  such  ponds  are  pri- 
vate property.  They  have  been  reduced  to 
poyfsee.sion,  and  are  within  the  dominion  of 
the  owner.  Is  it  a  violation  of  the  statute 
for  a  person  to  catch  or  kill  fish  from  his 
own  private  pond?  If  it  is,  and  the  owner 
refrains  from  it  durin?  the  close  season,  he 
will  still  violate  the  'aw.  since  he  is  pos- 
sessed of  the  fish  all  the  time,  and  the  only 
52  L.  R.  A. 


way  he  can  escape  from  the  pains  and  pen- 
alties of  the  statute  is  to  open  the  pond  and 
let  the  fish  out.  In  the  case  at  bar  the  stat' 
ute  is  pushed,  by  a  literal  reading,  to  a  point 
quite  as  unreasonable.  In  my  opinion,  the 
law  has  no  reference  or  application  to  a  case 
where  the  fish  have  been  imported  from  a^ 
foreign  country.  The  conceded  ifacts  of  thiff 
case  take  it  out  of  the  reason  and  policy  of 
the  law. 

But  it  is  argued  that,  unless  the  statute  is 
construed  to  inhibit  the  possession  during 
the  close  season  of  fish  imported  from  a  for- 
eign country,  it  cannot  be  enforced,  but  will 
be  evaded  by  false  swearing.  This  means 
that  if  the  summer-hotel  keeper,  the  owner 
of  the  private  pond,  and  the  foreign  im- 
porter, under  the  circumstances  stated,  are 
allowed  to  escapo,  then  someone  else  may 
falsely  pretend  that  his  possession  of  fish 
during  the  close  season  was  obtained  in  a 
similar  manner,  when  in  fact  he  is  really 
guilty  of  violating  the  law  by  procuring  them 
from  the  waters  of  the  state.  This  argu- 
ment seems  to  be  based  upon  the  notion  that 
unless  the  innocent  are  convicted  the  guilty 
may  escape.  It  assumes  that  in  the  inter- 
pretation of  a  penal  statute  such  a  remote 
danger  must  be  anticipated  and  guarded 
against.  I  think  it  puts  rather  too  much 
faith  in  the  potency  of  perjury  as-  a  defense 
to  an  honest  claim,  and  too  little  in  the  ca- 
pacity of  courts  and  juries  to  distinguish 
truth  from  falsehood.  When  it  was  pro- 
posed to  change  the  criminal  law  and  permit 
an  accused  person  to  testify  in  his  own  be- 
half, the  proposition  was  for  a  long  time  re- 
sisted by  similar  arguments.  It  was  said 
that  the  temptation  to  swear  falsely  under 
such  circumstances  was  so  great  that  crime 
could  never  be  punished  if  the  accused  was 
permitted  to  testify  in  his  own  behalf, 
whereas  experience  has  shown  that  a  person 
on  trial  for  a  penal  offense  very  rarely,  if 
ever,  helps  his  case  by  falsehood.  Indeed, 
it  may  be  safely  asserted  that  the  new  law, 
instead  of  thwarting  justice,  as  anticipated, 
has  been  a  very  great  aid  in  the  enforcement 
of  the  criminal  law.  There  is  not  the  slight- 
est reason  for  giving  a  strained  and  unnat- 
ural construction  to  the  statute  in  question 
in  order  to  meet  such  an  imaginary  danger. 
The  possession  of  the  fish  or  game  at  the 
forbidden  season,  within  this  state,  is  prima 
facie  evidence  that  the  possessor  has  violated 
the  law,  and  the  burden  is  then  cast  upon 
him  of  proving  facts  to  show  that  the  posses- 
sion was  lawful.  If  he  has  no  better  defense 
than  one  based  on  falsehood,  it  will  be  en- 
tireK-  safe  to  trust  to  the  power  of  cross- 
examination  and  the  intelligence  of  the  court 
and  jury  to  detect  and  expose  it,  as  in  of- 
fenses of  much  greater  magnitude.  The  con- 
tention of  the  People  in  this  case  is  virtually 
to  the  effect  that  possession  in  all  cases,  in- 
stead of  being  prima  facie  proof,  is  conclu- 
sive, and  no  facts  can  be  shown  to  explain 
or  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute.  The 
aecuppd  would  not  even  be  permitted  to  show 
that  he  acquired  the  possession  witliin  the 
state  at  a  time  when  it  was  perfectly  lawful 
to  do  so. 
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But  if  this  is  what  the  statute  means,  and 
it  is  to  be  held  that  the  conceded  facts  of 
this  case  are  within  its  penal  provisions,  then 
I  think  it  is  clearly  invalid,  as  in  conflict 
with  the  commerce  clause  of  the  Federal  Con- 
stitution. In  this  view  of  the  case,  the  ques- 
tion, and  the  only  question,  is  whether  a 
state  statute  can  be  lawfully  enacted  to  pro- 
hibit a  citizen  of  this  state  from  buying  fish 
in  Canada,  importing  it  into  this  state  under 
the  revenue  regulations  of  the  United  States, 
and  exposing  it  for  sale  here.  There  is  no 
question  at  all  about  the  competency  of  the 
states,  in  the  exercise  of  the  police  power, 
to  enact  game  laws.  The  questioo  is 
whether  such  laws  can  be  so  framed  as  to 
prohibit  or  restrict  by  penal  provisions  the 
importation  of  an  article  of  food  in  univer- 
sal use.  That  fish  is  such  an  article  of  food, 
and  the  subject  of  foreign  and  interstate 
commerce,  I  assume  no  one  will  deny.  That 
the  purchase  of  fish  for  food  in  a  foreign 
country,  and  its  importation  here  for  sale, 
as  such  is  a  branch  of  foreign  commerce,  is 
too  clear  for  discussion.  That  the  statute 
in  question  forbids  the  possession,  and  conse- 
quently the  sale  here,  of  an  important  ar- 
ticle of  food,  is  equally  clear.  Upon  the  con- 
struction contended  for,  the  penai  provisions 
of  the  statute  absolutely  inhibit  the  posses- 
sion of  the  property  at  a  season  of  the  year 
when  it  is  most  in  demand  as  an  article  of 
food.  That  the  statute  operates  as  a  restric- 
tion upon  the  defendant's  business  as  an  im- 
porter and  dealer  in  fish,  no  one  can  doubt. 
That  a  statute  so  operating  is  in  confiict 
with  the  exclusive  power  of  Congress  to  reg- 
ulate foreign  commerce  is  not  questioned, 
and  yet  the  contention  is  made  with  great 
earnestness  that  this  statute  is  perfectly 
valid.  The  reasoning  upon  which  this  con- 
clusion is  based,  if  I  understand  it,  is  that 
the  state  has  power  to  pass  game  laws,  which 
no  one  denies ;  that  the  object  of  this  statute 
was  to  protect  game  in  this  state,  and  not  to 
interfere  in  any  way  with  foreign  commerce, 
and,  since  the  purpose  that  the  legislature 
had  in  view  was  lawful  and  laudable,  the 
statute  is  good,  although  in  fact  it  does  pro- 
hibit or  restrict  the  importation  of  fresh  fish 
as  an  article  of  food.  If  the  legislature  did 
not  intend  to  restrict  foreign  commerce,  as 
is  asserted,  then  it  is  obvious  that  the  stat- 
ute should  be  read  and  interpreted  according 
to  that  intention,  in  which  event  it  would 
have  no  application  to  the  facts  of  this  case; 
but,  strangely  enough,  it  is  given  a  meaning 
which  imputes  to  the  lawmakers  just  the 
contrary,  since  it  is  said  that  the  possession 
of  imported  fish  is  in  terms  inhibited.  The 
good  intentions  of  the  legislature  will  not 
save  a  state  statute  from  condemnation  when 
it  in  fact  conflicts  with  the  supreme  law  of 
the  land.  If  it  restricts  the  freedom  of  com- 
merce, as  this  certainly  does,  then  it  is  void, 
no  matter  what  name  may  have  been  given 
to  it,  or  what  good  purpose  it  was  intended 
to  promote.  An  act  to  protect  game  or  to 
promote  health  may  be  so  framed  and  ap- 
plied as  to  restrict  or  regulate  traffic  in  some 
article  of  commerce,  and  when  it  does  it  is 
juf,t  as  obnoxious  as  if  passed  for  that  pur- 
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pose  under  a  title  expressing  that  very  in- 
tent. It  will  not  do  to  hold  that  the  Con- 
stitution can  never  be  violated  except  when 
the  legislature  intends  to.  It  is  frequently 
violated  with  the  very  best  intentions.  Peo- 
ple V.  Hawkim,  157  N.  Y.  1,  42  L.  R.  A.  490, 
51  N.  E.  257.  I  pass  over  the  suggestion 
that  the  statute  may  be  considered  as  a 
health  law,  and  applied  as  such,  since  the 
sport  of  fishing  and  hunting  promotes  health. 
The  number  of  people  that  can  indulge  in  the 
sport  are  so  few,  comparatively,  and  the 
number  who  are  obliged  to  buy  fish  in  the 
market  for  food  so  large,  relatively,  that  a 
defense  of  the  law  as  an  agent  or  handmaid 
of  the  public  health  cannot  be  taken  quite 
seriously.  Reasoning  of  that  kind  enables 
us  to  deceive  ourselves  with  names  and 
words,  but  fails  to  prove  that  a  law  which 
prohibits  the  sale  of  a  healthy  article  of  food 
imported  from  a  foreign  country  is  a  valid 
exercise  of  power.  It  might  as  well  be  ar- 
grued  that  a  statute  prohibiting  the  sale  or 
possession  of  intoxicating  liquors  imported 
from  abroad  or  from  another  state  is  not 
what  it  professes  to  be,  but  a  health  law  in 
disguise,  since  it  operates  to  restrain  a  few 
people  from  ruining  their  health  by  exces- 
sive drinking.  The  question  in  this  case  is 
not  solved  or  advanced  one  step  by  argu- 
ments to  show  that  the  statute  is  a  health- 
ful exercise  by  the  state  of  the  police  power 
with  respect  to  internal  objects.  We  miist 
always  come  back  to  the  inquiry  as  to  its 
effect  upon  trade  in  an  article  of  food,  when 
applied  to  the  conceded  facts  of  this  case. 

The  law  on  the  question  has  so  often  been 
stated  by  the  highest  court  of  the  land,  in 
accordance  with  the  rules  already  stated, 
that  much  further  discussion  would  be  out  of 
place.  I  will  recall  only  a  few  of  the  more 
recent  cases.  In  Bowman  v.  Chicago  d  y. 
W.  R,  Co.  125  U.  S.  465,  31  L.  ed.  700,  1  In- 
ters. Com.  Rep.  823,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  689. 
1062,  it  was  held  that  a  state  has  no  power 
to  enact  laws  for  the  purpose  of  protecting 
its  people  against  the  evils  of  intemperance, 
which  in  fact  operate  to  regulate  commerce 
and  forbid  the  importation  into  the  state  of 
intoxicating  liquors  without  a  certificate 
first  obtained  from  the  state  authorities 
that  the  person  to  whom  the  goods  are  eon- 
signed  is  authorized  to  sell  liquor  un^er  the 
state  law,  although  the  act  was  passed  with- 
out any  purpose  of  affecting  interstate  com- 
merce, but  as  a  police  r^ulation  to  protect 
the  health  and  morals  of  the  people.  The 
same  doctrine  was  repeated  in  a  more  re- 
cent case,  ^cott  v.  Donald,  165  U.  S.  58,  41 
L.  ed.  632,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  266.  It  was 
again  held  in  Leiay  v.  EoArdin,  135  U.  8.  100, 
34  L.  ed.  128,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  36,  10  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  681,  that  liquors  are  lawful  subjects 
of  commerce,  and  a  state  is  without  power  to 
restrict  or  prohibit  their  importation  from  a 
sister  state,  nor,  when  imported,  pr<^ibit 
their  sale.  In  Minnesota  v.  Bather,  136  U. 
S.  313,  34  1j.  ed.  455,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
185,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  862,  it  was  held  that  a 
state  statute,  conceded  to  have  been  passed 
in  good  faith  for  the  protection  of  the  public 
'  health,  which    forbids  the   sale   within  the 
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slate  of  certain  meat  products,  unless  the 
animals  were  first  inspected  therein  before 
they  were  killed,  is  unconstitutional  and 
void.  The  same  doctrine  was  subsequently 
reaffirmed.  Brimmer  v.  Rehm^inf  138  U.  S. 
78,  34  L.  ed.  862,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  485,  11 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  213.  In  Scholletiberger  ▼. 
Pennsylvania,  171  U.  S.  1,  43  L.  ed.  49,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  757,  it  was  held  that  a  statute 
of  the  state  which  forbids  any  person  from 
selling,  exposing  for  sale,  or  having  in  pos- 
session oleomargarine  was  invalid,  in  so  far 
as  it  operated  to  prohibit  the  introduction 
of  the  article  into  the  state  from  another 
state.  It  was  admitted  that  all  these  stat- 
utes were  based  upon  the  undoubted  police 
power  of  the  state  to  protect  health  and  mor- 
als, but  the  good  intentions  with  which  they 
were  enacted  did  not  save  them  from  con- 
demnation, since  they  operated  as  a  regula- 
tion of  or  restriction  upon  interstate  com- 
merce, and  so  far  as  they  had  that  operation 
they  were  void.  If  there  is  any  difference  in 
principle,  or  any  sound  or  reasonable  dis- 
tinction pertinent  to  the  question  now  before 
us,  between  a  statute  intended  to  protect  fish 
and  to  foster  and  promote  sport  or  the  pas- 
time of  hunting  and  fishing,  and  those  to 
protect  health  by  providing  for  an  inspec- 
tion of  animals  to  be  used  as  meat,  to  pro- 
mote temperance  and  morality  by  forbidding 
the  sale  of  liquors,  or  to  suppress  fraud  by 
restricting  the  sale  of  imitation  butter  as 
food,  I  have  not  been  able  to  perceive  it,  and 
I  may  add  that  no  one  has  yet  attempted  to 
state  it.  If  there  is  any  distinction  at  all, 
it  would  be  against,  and  not  in  support  of,  a 
statute  intended  only  to  promote  sport  and 
pleasure.  That  is  all  laudable  enough,  but 
not  so  important  to  the  body  politic  as  laws 
to  protect  health  or  suppress  crime  and  pro- 
mote morality,  all  of  which  have  been  held 
to  be  void  when  so  framed  as  to  regulate  or 
restrict  interstate  or  foreign  commerce.  If 
the  statute  in  question  has  the  meaning  and 
effect  claimed  for  it,  then  its  operation  can- 
not be  better  illustrated  than  by  the  admit- 
ted facts  of  this  case.  It  seems  that  had  the 
defendant,  at  the  time  it  imported  fish,  also 
imported  meat,  liquors,  or  oleomargarine,  all 
the  latter  articles  would  be  protected  from 
state  laws  restricting  their  sale  or  possession 
by  the  commerce  clause  of  the  Constitution, 
while  the  fish  would  be  subject  to  the  penal 
restrictions  of  the  game  laws.  I  cannot  be- 
lieve that  this  is  a  reasonable  or  tenable 
view  of  the  law  applicable  to  this  case. 
.  It  will  not  be  profitable  to  review  or  dis- 
cuss the  game  laws  of  other  states  or  coun- 
tries, or  the  decisions  of  local  courts  inter- 
preting the  same.  It  may  be  admitted  that 
these  states  have  game  laws  as  drastic  as 
our  own,  but  that  has  no  bearing  on  the  ques- 
tion now  before  us.  The  learned  counsel  for 
the  plaintiff  has  not  found  any  authority  in 
any  staCe  court  to  sustain  the  proposition 
that  game  laws,  however  framed,  can  be  so 
applied  as  to  prohibit  the  importation  of  an 
article  of  food  in  general  use  from  a  foreign 
country  or  another  state  into  this  state,  and 
exposing  it  for  sale  here.  It  must  always 
foe  borne  in  mind  that  this  is  the  only  ques- 
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tion  that  we  are  now  concerned  with.  The 
statutes  and  decisions  in  other  states  furnish 
no  light  on  this  question.  Indeed,  the 
strongest  case  that  the  learned  counsel  for 
the  People  has  been  able  to  find  in  favor  of 
his  contention  is  one  decided  by  this  court. 
Phelp8  V.  Raoey,  60  N.  Y.  10,  19  Am.  Rep. 
140.  But  it  is  admitted  that  the  principle 
upon  which  that  case  was  decided  was  sub- 
sequently overruled  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States,  and  that  upon  the  ques- 
tion now  under  consideration  it  is  no  longer 
law.  Peirce  v.  Neto  Hampshire,  5  How.  504, 
12  L.  ed,  256;  Leisy  v.  Hardin,  135  U.  S. 
100,  118,  34  L.  ed.  128,  135,  3  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  36,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  681;  Bouoman  v. 
Chicago  d  N,  W,  R.  Go,  125  U.  S.  507,  31  L. 
ed.  700,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  823,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  689,  1062.  That  case  rests  entirely 
upon  the  proposition  that  a  state  law  regu- 
lating foreign  or  interstate  commerce  isvsklid 
unless  Congress  has  made  some  regulation  on 
the  subject, — a  principle  which  has  been  com- 
pletely overthrown  by  the  court  of  last  re- 
sort, as  will  'be  seen  from  an  examination  of 
the  cases  cited. 

Passing  from  the  collection  of  state  stat- 
utes for  the  protection  of  fish  and  game,  and 
the  decisions  of  state  courts  as  to  their  scope 
and  effect,  which  occupy  such  a  prominent 
place  in  the  brief  of  the  learned  counsel  for 
the  People,  it  would  perhaps  be  unjust  to  his 
argument  to  ignore  two  cases  in  the  Federal 
court  which  he  claims  support  his  contention 
in  some  way.  If  they  do,  they  are  entitled 
to  great  weight  and  consideration,  since  the 
decisions  of  that  court  upon  this  question 
are  the  supreme  law  of  the  land.  If  they  do 
not,  it  may  be  safely  asserted  that  the 
learned  counsel  has  found  no  controlling  au- 
thority to  support  the  proposition  that  a 
state  may  enact  a  statute  which  makes  it  a 
penal  offense  for  the  defendant  to  buy  fish  in 
the  markets  of  Manitoba  or  Ontario,  in  Can- 
ada, im]x>rt  it  into  this  state,  and  have  it  in 
his  possession  at  Buffalo.  If  the  court  of 
last  resort  has  ever  said  anything  tending  to 
support  this  proposition,  even  by  construc- 
tion or  fair  implication,  it  is  doubtless  au- 
thority binding  upon  this  court.  But  it  is 
verv  clear,  I  think,  that  it  has  not.  Lo/wton 
V.  Steele,  152  U.  S.  133,  38  L.  ed.  386,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  490.  That  case  decided  three 
propositions,  none  of  which  have  any  rela- 
tion to  this  case:  (1)  That  the  state  had 
the  ]x>wer  to  regulate  the  manner  of  taking 
fish  from  waters  within  its  jurisdiction;  (2) 
that  it  had  power  to  forbid  fishing  in  such 
waters  with  nets;  (3)  that,  the  nets  de- 
stroyed in  that  case  being  of  comparatively 
small  value,  the  state  had  power  to  declare 
them  a  nuisance  and  summarily  abate  them. 
Geer  v.  Connecticut,  161  U.  S.  519,  40  L.  ed. 
793,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  600.  That  case  de- 
cides the  following  points:  (1)  That  a 
state  statute  which  forbids  the  killing  of 
game  for  the  purpose  of  conveying  the  same 
beyond  the  limits  of  the  state,  or  having  it 
in  possession  with  that  intent,  is  valid;  (2) 
that  wild  game  within  the  state  belongs  to 
the  whole  people  in  common,  and  that  legis- 
lation to  prevent  its  extinction  by  conveying 
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it  out  of  the  state  was  not  in  conflict  with 
the  Constitution;  (3)  that  the  individual 
who  caught  or  killed  it  within  the  state  ac- 
quired, not  an  absolute,  but  a  qualified,  prop- 
erty in  it,  since  the  use  or  enjoyment  was 
limited  to  the  boundaries  of  the  state;  (4) 
that,  since  the  use  or  enjoyment  was  limited 
to  the  people  of  the  state,  it  was  not  the  sub- 
ject of  foreign  or  interstate  commerce, 
though  it  was  the  subject  of  internal  com- 
merce; (5)  not  being  the  subject  of  foreign 
or  interstate  commerce,  but  merely  of  inter- 
nal commerce,  the  statute  was  not  in  conflict 
with  the  commerce  clauee  of  the  Federal 
Constitution.  Every  proposition  embraced 
in  these  two  cases  may  be  and  is  freely  ad- 
mitted, but  not  one  of  them  has  any  bearing 
on  this  case.  In  the  first  case  it  was  held 
that  the  state  had  power  to  forbid  fishing 
with  nets,  and,  in  order  to  make  the  prohi- 
bition effectual,  to  de<^lare  the  nets  a  nui- 
sance and  destroy  them  summarily,  without 
liability  for  compensation.  In  the  second 
case  it  was  held  that,  inasmuch  as  the  state 
owned  all  the  game  within  its  limits,  it 
might  legislate  to  keep  it  there,  and  could 
forbid  anyone  from  conveying  it  out  of  the 
state,  and  enforce  such  prohibition.  But  I 
am  unable  to  see  how  all  this,  or  anything  in 
those  cases,  helps  the  plaintiff's  position  in 
this  case.  Here  the  defendant  bought  fish 
in  Canada  as  a  commercial  article,  where  it 
was  lawfully  exposed  for  sale,  imported  it 
into  this  state  under  revenue  laws,  and  had 
what  was  clearly  his  own  property  in  his 
possession;  and,  because  he  is  possessed  of 
his  own  property  so  acquired,  the  statute  in 
question  subjects  him  to  indictment  and  civil 
penalties.  It  would  be  diflicult,  in  this  view, 
to  imagine  a  plainer  or  more  direct  inter- 
ference with  foreign  commerce  than  this  case 
presents. 

The  main  proposition,  after  all,  in  support 
of  the  plaintiff's  contention,  is  based  more 
upon  policy  and  expediency  than  upon  law. 
When  fairly  stated,  it  is  this :  A  statute  to 
protect  fish  and  game  within  the  state  does 
not  protect  unless  it  inhibits  the  importation 
of  fish  and  game  from  a  foreign  country  or 
another  state.  When  this  proposition  is 
carefully  examined,  it  will  be  found  to  be  not 
only  without  any  foundation  in  fact  or  in  ex- 
perience, but,  when  applied  to  cases  like  the 
one  in  hand,  the  manifest  tendency  is  to  de- 
feat the  very  object  of  the  law,  which,  of 
course,  must  be  assumed  to  be  protection. 
The  individual  who  is  permitted  to  hunt  and 
fish  in  Canada  or  in  another  state,  and  bring 
with  him  here  the  fruits  of  his  labor,  will  do 
very  much  less  of  hunting  and  fishing  at 
home.  If  his  warfare  upon  game  or  fish  is 
carried  on  in  a  foreign  country  or  in  another 
state,  it  would  seem  to  be  unwise  to  prevent 
him  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  fish  and 
game  at  home.  The  game  law  that  cuts  off 
the  supply  from  abroad  diminishes,  rather 
than  increases  and  protects,  the  supply  at 
home.  I>egislation  that  would  prohibit  the 
defendant  from  dra\ving  a  supply  of  fresh 
fish  from  Canada  during  the  close  season 
simply  furnishes  a  strong  temptation  to  pro- 
cure it  from  the  waters  of  this  state,  even  in 
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violation  of  law.  It  is  said  that  there  is  » 
passion  inherent  in  man  to  kill  or  capture 
game,  in  spite  of  penal  laws  forbidding  it. 
If  that  be  so,  it  would  seem  to  be  wisdom  to 
allow  the  passion  to  expend  itself  by  permit^ 
ting  those  who  enjoy  it  to  capture  and  be- 
come possessed  of  fish  or  game  in  Canada,  or 
in  other  states  where  the  law  permits  it^ 
rather  than  furnish  a  temptation  to  violate 
the  law  at  home  during  the  close  season. 
To  forbid  the  taking  of  fish  in  a  foreign  coun- 
try dr  in  another  state,  where  it  is  lawful^ 
by  our  own  citizens,  during  the  season,  or  the 
possession  within  the  state  of  what  is  so- 
taken,  tends  to  exterminate  rather  than  pro- 
tect fish  here.  The  legislator  who  would 
protect  the  forests  of  this  state  by  prohib- 
iting the  importation  of  lumber  or  timber 
from  Canada  or  from  other  states  would  be- 
rated as  a  visionary  theorist,  but  in  a  cer- 
tain degree  that  is  the  principle  upon  which 
the  argument  for  the  People  in  this  case  pro- 
ceeds for  the  protection  of  fish  and  game. 
What  is  true  with  respect  to  the  forests  is 
equally  true  of  every  other  natural  product 
of  the  soil  or  of  the  waters  of  the  state,  so 
that  it  is  plain  that  the  plaintiff's  theory 
of  this  case,  when  put  into  complete  opera- 
tion all  around  the  boundaries  of  the  state^ 
would,  instead  of  protecting  fish  and  game, 
go  far  to  exterminate  both. 

But  all  these  considerations  are  subordi- 
nate and  collateral  to  the  main  question,, 
and,  when  they  are  all  weighed  and  exam- 
ined, we  are  brought  back  again  to  the  real 
situation  which  the  case  presents.  Admit- 
ting, for  the  purposes  of  the  argument,  that 
the  statute  in  question  means  just  what  the 
plaintiff's  counsel  claims  for  it,  the  import- 
ant fact  still  remains  that  Congress  has  per- 
mitted the  defendant  to  import  fresh  fish 
upon  payment  of  certain  duties.  It  has 
paid  the  duties  and  complied  with  the  Fed- 
eral regulations,  but  when  the  article  i« 
brought  here  the  state  steps  in  and  forbids 
the  defendant  to  have  it  in  his  possession,, 
and,  of  course,  foi-bids  the  sale.  This  cre- 
ates a  direct  conflict  between  the  regulations 
of  Congress  and  those  of  the  state,  and  con- 
sequently the  latter  must  yield  to  the  former. 
The  state  had  no  power  to  extend  its  police- 
legislation  to  such  a  transaction,  and.  of 
course,  had  no  power  to  forbid  what  Con- 
gress had  expressly  permitted. 

The  case,  in  my  opinion,  was  correctly  de- 
cided by  the  courts  below,  and  the  judgment 
should  be  affirmed,  Viith.  costs. 

Parker,  Ch.  J.,  and  Iiandon,  J.,  concur. 
Werner,  J.,  concurs  on  first  ground  stated 
in  opinion. 

Gray,  J.,  dissenting: 

The  questions  certified  for  our  decision  are 
questions  of  law,  which  were  raiiied  below 
by  the  demurrer  to  the  defenses  interposed 
in  the  action.  They  are  these:  Are  the 
facts  that  these  fish  were  lawfully  taken  in 
the  dominion  of  Canada,  and  that  they  were 
purchased  there  by  the  defendant,  and  by  it 
imported  into  the  state  of  New  York,  upon 
payment  of  the  duties  fixed  pursuant  to  the 
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United  States  tariff  laws,  a  ffood  answer  to 
the  claim  of  the  People  that  the  fisheries  law 
has  been  violated  by  having  such  fish  in  pos- 
session? And  is  the  state  statute  for  inhib- 
iting the  possession  during  the  close  season 
of  this  state  in  conflict  with  the  Federal  Con- 
stitution or  with  the  Constitution  of  this 
state? 

It  is  not,  nor  oan  it  be,  seriously  con- 
tended, as  I  think,  that  the  law  is  in  conflict 
with  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  state.  The  case  of  Phelps  v.  Ra- 
ceyy  60  N.  Y.  10,  19  Am.  Rep.  140,  should  be 
conclusive  upon  that  point,  whatever  may  be 
said  of  it  upon  the  Federal  question  raised. 
The  Federal  question  is  whether  the  statute, 
in  the  particular  feature  in  question,  violates 
or  infringes  upon  the  provisions  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,  which  au- 
thorize Congress  to  regulate  commerce  with 
foreign  nations  and  between  the  states.  The 
defendant's  contention  upon  that  ground  has 
been  sustained  below.  The  theory  of  Mr. 
Justice  Lambert's  opinion  at  the  trial  term, 
which  was  adopted  by  the  justices  of  the  ap- 
pellate division,  is,  as  I  apprehend  it,  that, 
in  making  unlawful  the  possession  of  prop- 
erty which  has  been  imported  under  the  sanc- 
tion of  the  Federal  tariff  laws,  the  enact- 
ment of  those  provisions  of  the  fisheries  stat- 
ute by  the  legislature  conflicted  with  the 
power  vested  in  Congress  under  the  com- 
merce clause  of  the  Federal  Constitution  re^ 
ferred  to.  It  was  also  observed  by  the 
learned  justice,  in  his  opinion,  that  "the  ob- 
ject of  the  statute  is  to  protect 'the  game 
fishes  in  the  waters  of  the  state,  and  that 
object  is  not  promoted  by  depriving  citizens 
of  their  property  in  fish  which  have  been 
caught  and  killed  outside  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  state,  and  which  have  become  com- 
ponent parts  of  commerce;  and  the  law  can- 
not, therefore,  be  sustained  as  an  exercise  of 
the  police  power,  except  as  it  deals  with 
thofle  fish  which  may  have  been  taken  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  state."  Prior  to  this 
decision  of  the  learned  court  below,  Phelps 
Y.Racey  was  regarded  as  settling  thequestion 
of  the  legislative  power  to  do  just  what  has 
been  done  in  the  law  now  attacked.  That 
was  an  action  which  was  brought  under  the 
game  law  of  1871  to  recover  penalties  against 
the  defendant  for  having  in  possession,  con- 
trary to  the  statute,  certain  game  birds  dur- 
ing the  close  season.  The  defense  was  that 
the  defendant  became  possessed  of  them  dur- 
ing the  open  season,  or  they  were  received 
from  the  states  of  Minnesota  or  Illinois, 
where  the  killing  at  the  time  was  lawful. 
Thus  the  situation  was  the  same  as  in  the 
present  case,  so  far  as  it  presented  the  legal 
questions.  It  was  there  held  that  the  fact 
alleeed,  that  the  game  "was  either  killed 
within  the  lawful  period,  or  brought  from 
another  state  where  the  killing  was  lawful," 
constituted  no  defense,  inasmuch  as  the  pen- 
alty was  denounced  against  the  selling  or 
pojiprflpion,  irrespective  of  the  time  or  place 
of  killing.  The  objection  of  a  want  of  power 
in  the  legislature  to  pass  the  act  was  held  to 
be  untenable,  and  it  was  said  that  the  meas- 
ures best  adapted  for  the  protection  and  the 
52  L.  R.  A. 


preservation  of  game  "are  for  the  legislature 
to  determine,  and  the  courts  cannot  review 
its  discretion.  If  the  regulations  operate  in 
any  respect  unjustly  or  oppressively,  the 
proper  remedy  must  be  applied  by  that  body." 
And  the  provisions  of  the  act,  though  seem- 
ingly stringent  and  severe,  were  not  "foreign 
to  the  objects  sought  to  be  attained,  or  out- 
side of  the  wide  discretion  vested  in  the  leg- 
islature." In  speaking  of  the  argument 
that  the  law  violated  the  commerce  clause 
of  the  Federal  Constitution,  Chief  Judge 
Church  deemed  it  unnecessary  to  consider 
"how  far  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  Con- 
gress under  the  provision  would  interfere 
with  the  authority  of  the  state  to  pass  game 
laws,  and  r^ulate  and  prohibit  the  sale  and 
possession  of  game,  either  as  a  sanitary 
measure,  or  for  its  protection  as  an  article 
of  food.  It  will  suffice  for  this  case  that  the 
statute  does  not  conflict  with  any  law  which 
Congress  has  passed  on  the  subject."  The 
authority  of  this  case  upon  the  constitu- 
tional right  to  enact  such  laws  has  been 
widely  recognized  in  the  state  courts,  where 
similar  statutory  provisions  were  assailed, 
and,  among  other  cases,  might  be  cited  those 
of  Mazier  v.  People,  97  111.  320;  Com,  v. 
Savage,  155  Mass.  278,  29  N.  £.  468 ;  State 
V.  Rodman,  58  Minn.  393,  59  N.  W.  1098,  and 
Roth  V.  State,  7  Ohio  C.  C.  62.  In  England 
the  case  of  Whitehead  ▼.  Smithers,  L.  R.  2  C. 
P.  Div.  553,  may  be  referred  to  as  in  point, 
where  Chief  Justice  Coleridge  observed  of 
the  act  for  the  protection  of  wild  fowl, 
passed  in  1876,  tiiat  "the  object  is  to  prevent 
British  wild  fowl  from  being  improperly 
killed  and  sold  under  pretense  of  their  being 
imported  from  abroad.'*  And  see  Price  v. 
Bradley,  L.  R.  16  Q.  B.  Div.  148,  upon  the 
fresh  water  fisheries  act. 

In  the  court  below,  Phelps  v.  Racey  was 
deemed  to  be  no  longer  controlling,  for  the 
reason  that  its  principles  have  been  "over- 
ruled by  subsequent  judicial  authority.*' 
The  reference  is  to  that  part  of  the  opinion 
which  suggests  the  proposition  that,  in  the 
absence  of  the  enactment  of  a  law  by  Con- 
gress, the  states  may  regulate  commerce 
among  themselves.  This  doctrine,  though 
supported  by  authority  at  the  time  {Peirce 
V.  New  Hampshire,  5  How.  504,  12  L.  ed. 
2.56),  would  seem  to  have  been  overruled  by- 
later  cases  (Lcisy  v.  Hardin,  135  U.  S.  100, 
34  L.  ed.  128,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  36,  10- 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  681,  and  SchoUenherger  v. 
PennsylvafUa,  171  U.  S.  1,  43  L.  ed.  49,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  757),  which  hold  that  laws, 
inhibiting  the  receipt  of  an  imported  com- 
modity or  its  disposition  amount  essentially- 
to  a  regulation  of  commerce  with  foreign  na- 
tions or  among  the  states.  I  consider,  how- 
ever, that  the  fisheries  law  presents  no  con- 
flict with  the  commerce  clause  of  the  Fed- 
eral Constitution,  and  that  it  is  purely  a. 
governmental  regulation,  within  the  legiti- 
mate exercise  of  the  police  power  of  the  state, 
relating  to  a  matter  essentially  of  internal 
policy,  as  affected  by  a  common  public  in- 
terest. It  was  quite  unnecessary  to  the  de- 
cision of  Phelps  V.  Racey  that  Chief  Judge 
Church  should  have  expressed  himself  as  h^ 
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did  upon  the  question  of  the  bearing  of  the 
statute  upon  the  commerce  clause  of  the  Fed- 
eral Constitution,  and  it  did  not  prevent  the 
decision  from  being  controlling  upon  the 
main  question.  There  is  no  question  of  in- 
terstate or  foreign  commerce,  in  my  opinion, 
but  merely  one  of  whether,  in  the  interest 
of  the  protection  and  preservation  of  game 
fishes,  the  legislature  may  not  competently 
enact  a  statute  so  stringent  in  its  provisions 
as  to  insure  the  accomplishment  of  the  end 
in  view,  however  it  might  result  in  an  ap- 
parent restriction  of  the  liberty  of  the  citi- 
zen. Compared  with  the  legislation  which 
was  sustained  in  the  grain  elevator  cases 
{People  V.  Budd,  117  N.  Y.  1,  5  L.  R.  A.  559, 
22  N.  E.  G70,  682,  Affirmed  in  143  U.  S.  517, 
36  L.  ed.  247,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  45,  12  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  408),  where  the  right  of  the  legisla- 
ture to  fix  the  maximum  charge  which  a 
person  might  make,  in  his  own  business,  for 
elevating  grain,  and  to  limit  the  charge  for 
fihoveling  to  the  actual  cost,  was  upheld 
upon  the  theory  that  the  business  was  one 
which,  by  reason  of  its  magnitude  and  char- 
acter, was  affected  by  a  public  interest,  this 
statute  is  mild  indeed.  The  exercise  of  the 
police  power,  which  is  necessarily  vested  in 
the  state  government  for  the  proper  regula- 
tion of  matters  which  concern  the  well-be- 
ing and  prosperity  of  the  community,  within 
constitutional  limits,  rests  in  the  \vise  dis- 
cretion of  the  legislature.  When  its  opera- 
tion is  in  the  direction  of  so  regulating  the 
use  of  private  property,  or  of  so  restraining 
personal  action,  as  to  secure,  or  to  tend  to, 
the  comfort  and  welfare  of  the  community, 
no  constitutional  guaranty  is  violated.  Peo- 
ple v.  Eicer,  141  N.  Y.  129,  25  L.  R.  A.  794, 
30  N.  E.  4.  It  is  implied  in  the  social  com- 
pact that  in  matters  of  public  concern  the 
interest  of.  the  individual  shall  always  yield 
to  that  of  the  public.  The  legislature  is  not 
the  final  judge  as  to  what  is  a  proper  exer- 
cise of  the  police  power,  and  its  acts  in  that 
direction  are  subject  to  review  in  the  courts ; 
but,  where  a  public  and  beneficial  purpose  is 
evident,  the  courts  will  not  substitute  their 
judgment  for  that  of  the  legislative  body. 
The  remedy  must  be  found  in  an  appeal  ttf 
the  legislative  wisdom.  In  Geer  v.  Conneo- 
ticut,  161  U.  S.  519,  40  L.  ed.  793,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  600, — a  case  arising  under  the  Con- 
necticut statute  in  relation  to  game  birds, 
— ^it  was  said  that  "the  right  to  preserve 
game  flows  from  the  undoubted  existence  in 
the  state  of  a  police  power  to  that  end,  which 
may  be  none  the  less  efficiently  called  into 
play  because  by  doing  so  interstate  com- 
merce may  be  remotely  and  indirectly  af- 
fected. [Citing  cases.]  Indeed,  the  source 
of  the  police  power  as  to  game  birds  .  .  . 
flows  from  the  duty  of  the  state  to  preserve 
for  its  people  a  valuable  food  supply," — cit- 
ing Phelps  V.  Racey  and  other  cases.  In 
Lawton  v.  Steele,  152  U.  S.  133,  38  L.  ed. 
385,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  449,  Affirming  our  de- 
cision in  119  N.  Y.  226,  7  L.  R.  A.  134,  23  X. 
PJ.  878,  the  police  power  of  the  state  was  dis- 
cuAsed,  and  it  was  said  that  "the  preserva- 
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tion  of  game  and  fish,  however,  has  always 
been  treated  as  within  the  proper  domain  of 
the  police  power,"  and  that  "the  state  may 
interfere  whenever  the  public  interests  .de- 
mand it,  and  in  this  particular  a  large  dis- 
cretion is  necessarily  vested  in  the  l^sl&- 
ture  to  determine,  not  only  what  the  public 
interests  require,  but  what  measures  are  nec- 
essary for  the  protection- of  such  interests," 
—citing  cases.  "It  must  appear,"  the  opin- 
ion holds,  "first,  that  the  interests  of  the 
public  generally,  as  distinguished  from  those 
of  a  particular  class,  require  such  interfer- 
ence ;  and,  second,  that  the  means  are  reason- 
ably necessary  for  the  accomplishment  of  the 
purpose,  and  not  unduly  oppressive  upon  in- 
dividuals." 

The  object  of  this  statute  was  to  protect 
and  preserve  certain  game  fishes  during  tiie 
breeding  season. — an  object,  manifestly,  in 
which  the  people  of  the  state  may  be  pre- 
sumed to  be  more  or  less  keenly  interested, 
and  which  is  recognized,  as  Judge  Church 
observed,  in  all  civilized  countries.  The  pur- 
pose is  to  protect  certain  fishes  within  our 
jurisdiction,  with  no  reference  to  those  of 
other  states  or  countries.  If  they  may  be 
broui;ht  into  the  state  within  the  close  sea^ 
son  here,  as  articles  of  conunerce  protected 
by  I'nrted  States  laws,  and  therefore  placed 
beyond  the  reach  of  state  laws  declaring  and 
regulating  an  internal  policy,  the  result 
would  be  to  facilitate  evasions  of  the  law, 
and  to  make  detection  difficult,  if  not  im- 
possible. The  general  tendencies  of  human 
nature,  it  might  not  inappropriately  be  ob- 
served, are  such  as  to  make  necessary  so 
strict  a  law  as  to  render  obedience  to  the 
mandate  certain.  The  statute  aims  at  pre- 
venting game  fishes  from  being  unlawfully 
taken  and  exterminated,  and  any  regulation 
which  tends  to  secure  that  aim  should  be  re- 
garded as  a  legitimate  and  fair  exercise  of 
the  police  power.  Not  an  arbitrary,  but  a 
wise  and  politic,  purpose  is  evident  in  this 
statutory  regulation,  touching  as  it  does  the 
interests  of  the  •people  in  a  form  of  food  sup- 
ply, as  in  a  form  of  sport*  I  cannot  under- 
stand its  being  likened  to  such  l^islation  as 
was  condemned  in  People  v.  Hawkins,  157  X. 
Y.  1,  42  L.  K  A.  490,  51  N.  E,  257.  There 
the  act  required  all  goods  made  by  contract 
labor  to  be  labeled,  "Convict  Made,"  when 
possessed  and  offered  for  sale;  and  it  was 
held  to  be  repugnant  to  the  conmierce  clause 
of  the  Federal  Constitution,  because  "a  regu- 
lation of  commerce  by  means  of  which  the 
value  of  merchandise  made  in  another  state 
was  to  be  depressed,  or  its  sale  prohibited." 
It  was  a  restriction  upon  the  freedom  of  com- 
merce to  permit  the  same  articles  to  be  put 
upon  the  market  freely,  if  made  in  factories, 
when,  if  made  in  a  prison  in  another  state,  a 
citizen,  having  lawfully  purchased  them, 
could  not  expose  them  for  sale  without 
branding  or  Ial>eling  them  as  convict  made. 
Nor  can  I  perceive  that  the  doctrine  of  the 
Oleomargarine  Cases  is  applicable.  Schol- 
lenhcrgei'  v.  Pcnnstflvania,  171  U.  S.  1,  43  L. 
ed.  40i  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  757.    There  is  a 
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<;lear  distinction  between  legislation  which 
discriminates  with  reference  to  a  manufac- 
tured food  product,  not  impure  nor  unhealth- 
ful,  and  legislation  which  seeks  to  preserve 
the  game  fishes  within  the  waters  of  the  state 
•either  as  a  natural  article  of  food  supply  or 
AS  a  form  of  public  sport.  In  the  one  case 
there  is  an* interference  with  commerce,  as 
commerce.  In  the  other  case  commerce  is 
not  aimed  at,  but  the  preservation  from  ex- 
termination of  the  people's  property  in  game 
fishes.  In  the  one  case  there  is  interference 
with  commercial  dealing  in  a  manufactured 
product,  which  not  unreasonably  may  be  said 
to  lack  justification  in  those  ordinarily  rec- 
ognized principles  upon  which  the  police  pow- 
■er  of  the  state  is  properly  exerciswi,  while  in 
the  other  case  the  preservation  from  exter-- 
mi nation  of  the  game  fishes  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  state  reasonably  commends  it- 
self as  legislation  in  the  interest  of  preserv- 
ing to  the  people  a  valuable,  natural,  and 
common  food  supply,  which  is  deemed  in  dan- 
ger of  being  destroyed,  and  which  it  is  there- 
fore the  duty  of  the  state  to  prevent  by  the 
exercise  of  its  undoubted  police  power.  The 
Svhollciiberger  Case  dealt  with  the  prohibi- 
tion by  legislation  of  oleomargarine  as  a  law 
'''which  prevents  the  introduction  of  a  per- 
fectly healthful  commodity,  merely  for  the 
purpose  of  in  that  way  more  easily  prevent- 
ing an  adulterated  and  possibly  injurious  ar- 
ticle from  being  introduced.  We  do  not 
think  this  is  a  fair  exercise  of  legislative  dis- 
cretion, when  applied  to  the  article  in  ques- 
tion." Per  Peckham,*  J.,  at  page  15,  171  U. 
8.,  page  54,  43  L.  ed.,  and  page  762,  18  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  I  think,  if  importations  may  be  ex- 
eluded  which  might  affect  the  public  health, 
that  they  may  be  excluded  if  tending  to  en- 
danger the  enforcement  of  a  law  intended  to 
protect  and  to  preser\'e  the  people's  property 
riglits  in  game  and  fishes.  There  is  no  dan- 
ger that  legislative  encroachments  upon  indi- 
vidual rights  will  be  encouraged  by  such  a 
decision.  The  presumption  which  obtains  in 
favor  of  the  constitutionality  of  legislative 
acts  is  not  met  here  by  any  reasonable  objec- 
tion. The  only  and  the  evident  object  of  the 
statute  is  to  protect  the  game  fishes  men- 
tioned, during  a  seasen  allowed  for  breeding 
and  development,  and  must  surely  be  within 
the  admitted  range  of  the  duties  of  state  gov- 
ernment. 

It  should  be  observed,  in  connection  with 
the  views  expressed,  that  by  §  190  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  our  jurisdiction  to  review 
is  confined  to  the  questions  certified.  In  this 
case  they  demand  of  the  court  whether  the 
statute  they  refer  to  is  in  conflict  with  any 
provisions  of  the  state  or  the  Federal  Consti- 
tution. Other  questions  are  not  here,  which 
might  be  suggested  as  affecting  the  construc- 
tion of  the  statute  in  its  effect  upon  some  ex- 
ercise of  private  rights  in  one  way  or  anoth- 
er. I  think  that  the  judgment  should  be  re- 
versed, and  that  the  questions  certified 
should  be  answered  in  the  negative. 

Halslit  and  Martin,  JJ.,  concur. 
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•      17. 

Lomax  LITTLEJOHN  et  al,  Respta. 
(164  N.  T.  187.) 

1.  The  aliipiiient  of  ffoods  under  *  eon- 
traet  Jor  sale  which  does  not  specify  any 
time  for  delivery  must  be  made  within  a  rea- 
sonable time. 

2.  A  letter  from  a  Tendor  to  ita  affent 
at  the  shipping  port  prior  to  the  shipment 
of  goods,  characterizing  the  delay  thereof  as 
altogether  unreasonable,  is  admissible  In  an 
action  by  such  vendor  for  damages  for  re- 
fusal to  accept  and  pay  for  the  goods.  In 
which  the  defense  Is  unreasonable  delay  In 
shipment. 

8.  Unreasonable  delay  la  the  alilpnient 
of  ffoods  !■  not  disproved  or  excused  by 
Inability  to  procure  the  same  at  an  earlier 
date  where  this  results,  not  from  the  condi- 
tions and  clrcumftances  of  the  shipping  facil- 
ities themselves,  but  from  the  personal  dis- 
advantage peculiar  to  the  vendor  arising 
from  the  Inlluence  of  rival  houses,  and  the 
consequent  prejudice  and  discrimination 
against  Itself  or  its  agent  on  the  part  of 
charterers. 

4.  A  vendee's  anderstandins  as  to 
^vhat  will  cfonstitute  reasonable  time 
for  delivery,  when  contained  In  an  answer 
to  a  request  to  change  the  method  of  ship- 
ment, which  Involves  the  question  of  time, 
win  be  binding  on  the  vendor  If  no  response 
Is  made  thereto. 

5.  Evidence  of  statements  as  to  when. 
jjToods  -will  probably  be  shipped,  made 
by  the  vendor's  broker  at  the  time  of  making 
the  contract,  which  specifies  no  time  for  de- 
livery. Is  admissible  to  show  the  Intention 
of  the  parties  as  to  what  should  constitute 
reasonable  time  for  the  delivery  thereof  un- 
der the  contract. 

(October  2,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  First  Department,  affirming  a  judg- 
ment of  the  Trial  Term  for  New  York  Coun- 
ty dismissing  the  complaint  in  a  suit  to  re- 
cover damages  for  refusal  to  accept  and  pay 
for  coffee  according  to  contract.    Affirmed, 

Statement  by  Iiandon,  J. : 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  defendants'  refusal  to  accept  and 
pay  for  a  certain  lot  of  coffee  bought  and 
sold  by  the  following  contract: 

Standard  Contract. 

New  York,  Feby.  8,  1893. 
Expected  mark:  "E.  S.  &  W."  "M.'' 
Sold  for  account  of  M.  Eppens,  Smith  and 
Wiemann  Co.  to  Mess.  Little  John  &  Parsons. 
The  sound  and  made  sound  portion  of  about 
(1,000)  one  thousand  piculs  picked  Cor- 
inchie  coffee  (marks,  numbers,  and  name  of 

Note. — As  to  effect  of  Intervening  Imposslbll- 
Ity  to  perform  as  a  relief  from  the  obligation 
of  a  contract,  see  Stewart  v.  Stone  (N.  Y.)  14 
L.  R.  A.  215.  and  note;  Remy  v.  Olds  (Cal.)  21 
L.  R.  A.  64.") ;  and  Pengra  v.  Wheeler  (Or.)  21 
L.  B.  A.  726. 
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vessel  or  vessels  to  be  given  as  soon  as 
known  and  before  the  arrival  of  the  coffee) 

to  arrive  and  to  be  shipped ,  per  sailing 

vessel  called  the ,  from  Pa  dang  bound 

for  New  York,  at  (27%)  twenty-seven  and 
half  cents  gold  per  pound,  basis  of  four 
months  notes,  bill  to  date,  when  the  coffee  is 
all  in  store.  Cash  as  delivered,  less  discount 
at  the  rate  of  seven  per  cent  per  tvnnum  for 
unexpired  time.     Xo  arrival,  no  sale. 

Teackle  W.  Lewis,  Broker. 

Accepted : 

Eppens,  Smith,  and  Wiemann  Co. 

John  F,  Pupke,  President. 

The  contract  was  silent  as  to  the  time  of 
delivery,  and  defendants  pleaded  affirmative- 
ly that  it  had  been  unreasonably  delayed; 
also  that  subsequent  to  the  making  of  the 
contract  the  parties  had  expressly  agreed 
upon  a  specific  time,  prior  to  which  ship- 
ment must  be  made.  There  was  no  con- 
troversy as  to  the  quality  of  the  coffee,  nor 
as  to  the  amount  of  damages,  the  latter 
having  been  agreed  upon  as  amounting  to 
$5,000.  The  shipment  was  actually  made 
from  Padang  November  16,  1893,  and  the 
coffee  arrived  March  12,  1894.  This  was  the 
usual  length  of  the  voyage  by  sailing  vessel. 

Other  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

At  Ihe  close  of  the  evidence  plaintiff's  mo- 
tion to  direct  a  verdict  was  denied,  and  the 
case  was  submitted  to  the  jury,  who  ren- 
dered a  verdict  for  defendants. 

^     Mr,   George   A.    Strons,   with   Messrs. 
Martin  ft  Smitli,  for  appellant: 

Assuming  that  plaintiff  was  in  default  for 
not  shipping  the  coffee  within  the  proper 
time,  this  default  was  waived  by  the  de- 
fendants. 

Plaintiff  notified  defendants  in  August  of 
the  name  of  the  vessel.  This  was  plainly  an 
act  done  under  the  contract,  and  necessarily 
assuming  its  continuance.  Plaintiff  was 
bound  to  do  the  act,  because  as  to  it  the 
contract  was  still  in  force,  and  would  remain 
in  force,  unless  defendants  abrogated  it.  To 
this  notice  no  answer  is  made.  No  answer 
was  necessary  if  the  contract  were  to  con- 
tinue, but  an  answer  was  necessary  if  the 
defendants  meant  to  exercise  their  option 
and  repudiate  the  contract. 

Any  party  to  any  contract,  who  has  the 
right  to  repudiate  it,  at  his  option,  because 
of  some  default  by  the  other  party,  must  in- 
form the  latter  if  he  means  to  exercise  that 
option. 

It  was  error  to  admit  in  evidence  the  opin- 
ion expressed  by  plaintiff's  president  upon 
the  question  of  shipment  within  a  reasonable 
time. 

Barley  v.  Buifalo  Car  Mfg.  O©.  142  N.  Y. 
31,  36  N.  E.  813;  McCarraqher  v.  Rogers, 
120  N.  Y.  526,  24  N.  E.  812 ;  ^Hart  v.  Hudson 
River  Bridge  Co.  84  N.  Y.  56 ;  Van  Zandt  v. 
Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co,  55  N.  Y.  109,  14  Am. 
Rep.  215, 

There  can  be  no  ratification  without  full 
knowledge  of  all  material  facts. 

Baldwin  v.  Bunows.  47  N.  Y.  199;  Rou;- 
«n  V.  Byait,  45  N.  Y,  138. 
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Mr.  Frederic  G.  Dow^,  for  respondents:. 

AdmiKsions  are  not  subject  to  the  strict 
rules  of  evidence,  but  may  be  in  a  fonn^ 
which  would  be  incompetent  on  the  witness- 
stand. 

Lane  V.  Boston  d  A.  R.  Co.  112  Mass.  455; 
?JcCottcr  V.  Hooker,  8  N.  Y.  497;  Ware  v. 
Dos  Passos,  162  N.  Y.  281,  5(}  N.  E.  742; 
Phillipps,  Ev.  2d  ed.  p.  209;  Doe  ex  dem. 
Digby  v.  kilcel,  3  Campb.  115;  The  Acta<^on,. 
1  Spinks  Eccl.  &  Adm.  Rep.  176. 

The  contract  being  silent  as  to  time,  ship- 
ment within  a  reasonable  time  wa«  intended; 
and  it  was  for  the  jury,  upon  a  view  of  all 
the  circumstances  surrounding  the  contract 
and  naturally  within  the  contejnplatian  of 
the  parties,  to  determine  what  was  a  rea- 
sonable time  in  fact. 

Pope  \.  Tcrre  Haute  Car  d  Mfg.  Co.  107 
N.  Y.  61,  13  N.  E.  592;  New  Haven  d-  N.  Co^ 
V.  Quintard,  6  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  128;  Farmers' 
Loan  d  T.  Co.  v.  Hunt,  16  Barb.  514;  Jones 
V.  Fowler.  37  How.  Pr.  104:  White  v.  Tal- 
mage,  3  Jones  &  S.  223;  Xcicton  v.  Wales, 
3  Robt.  453. 

Tlie  ordinary  meaning  of  such  a  contract 
could  not  be  modified  bv  anv  extraordinan- 
circumstances,  or  circumstances  of  peculiar 
prejudice  against  plaintiff  on  the  part  of 
Padang  shippers,  of  which  circumstances  de- 
fendants were  ignorant,  and  which  did  not 
affect  the  trade  generally. 

Adams  v.  Royal  Mail  Steam-Packet  Co,  5- 
C.  B.  N.  S.  491. 

Nothing  having  been  said  at  the  time  of 
making  this  contract  from  which  defendant*^ 
could  have  inferred  that  plaintiff  was  con- 
tracting in  any  other  than  the  usual  way, 
defendants  had  tile  right  to  assume  that 
plaintiff  not  only  had  the  coffee  to  sell,  but 
had  facilities  for  shipment  within  the  cus- 
tomary period. 

New  Haven  d  N.  Co.  v.  Quint ard,  6  Abb. 
Pr.  N.  S.  128. 

If  any  special  circumstances  existed  mak- 
ing it  more  difficult  for  plaintiff  than  for 
merchants  generally  to  comply  "svith  a  con- 
tract for  shipment  in  a  retisonable  time,  then 
plaintiff  should  have  guarded  against  tho^e 
difl[iculties  by  some  apt  provision  inserted  in 
the  contract. 

Adams  v.  Royal  Mail  Steam-Packet  Co.  «">• 
C.  B,  N.  S.  491  •  Beehe  v.  Johnson,  19  Wend. 
500,  32  Am.  Dec.  518;  Arthur  v.  Wright,  57 
Hun,  22,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  368. 

Iiandoii,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion* of  the- 
court: 

The  parties  knew  when  they  made  their 
contract  that,  owing  to  the  few  sailing  ves- 
sels leaving  Padang,  in  Sumatra,  for  New 
York,  a  delay  of  some  weeks  or  months 
might  occur  in  making  the  shipment  of  cof- 
fee. As  they  fixed  no  time  for  the  shipment 
in  the  contract  itself,  the  law  required  the 
shipment  to  be  made  within  a  reasonable 
time,  and  the  burden  was  upon  the  plaintiff 
to  show  compliance  in  this  particular.  Pope 
V.  Terre  Haute  Car  d  Mfg.  Co.  107  N.  Y.  61, 
13  N.  E.  592.  What  constitutes  a  reasona- 
ble time  usually  depends  upon  the  circum- 
stances of  the  particular  case;  such,  at  leasts 


1900. 


Eppbns,  Smith,  &  Wikmann  Co.  t.  Littlejohn. 


813 


^8  the  parties  may  be  supposed  to  have  con- 
templated in  a  general  way  in  making  the 
-contract.     Steicart  v.  Marvel,  101  N.  Y.  357, 
4  N.  E.  743. 

The  contract  was  made  in  New  York,  Feb- 
ruary  8,    1893.    The   plaintiff   shipped  the 
•coffee  from  Padang  for  New  York,  Novem- 
ber 18,  1893,  a  delay  of  nine  months  and  ten 
days.    A  sailing  vessel  left  Padang  for  New 
York  laden  with  coffee  and  rattan  March  30, 
•one  May  4,  one  September  10,  and  another 
November  7.    The  plaintiff,  by  its  agents  at 
Padang,  requested  each  of  these  vessels  to 
take  tl^is  coffee,  and  the  request  was  refused. 
The  evidence  given  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff tends  to  show  that  this  refusal  was  made 
through  the  influence  of  the  plaintiff's  rivals 
in  the  coffee  trade  at  that  port,  and  the  hostil- 
ity of  the  charterers  of  vessels  to  one  Matzen, 
the  agent  of  the  vendors  of  the  coffee  to  the 
plaintiff,  who  acted  for  the  plaintiff  in  try- 
ing to  procure  the  shipment.     The  plaintiff 
now  insists  that  there  is  no  evidence  that 
the  delay  in  shipment  was  caused  by  preju- 
dice or  discrimination  against  itself  or  its 
vendors  at  Padang.    A  close  examination  of 
•the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses — 
and  there  were  no  other  upon  this  point — 
shows  that  it  consists  of  their  assuming,  in 
-explanation  and  excuse  for  the  delay,  that 
fluch  prejudice  and  discrimination  existed, 
instead  of  their  stating  the  particular  facts 
"tending  to  show  its  existence.  But  the  plain- 
tiff cannot  be  heard  to  complain  that  this 
testimony  was  taken  at  the  value  at  which 
it  offered  it ;  the  excuse  could  be  accepted  as 
i;rue,  although  insujfficient. 

In  making  the  contract  it  was  undoubted- 
ly expected  by  the  defendants,  and  impliedly 
agreed  by  the  plaintiff,  that  the  latter  was 
in  a  situation  to  secure  a  shipment  by  the 
^rst  sailing  vessel  leaving  Padang  for  New 
York,  able  to  store  and  carry  the  coffee  prop- 
erly. A  sailing  vessel  usually  carries  from 
15,000  to  20,000  piculs,  and  the  plaintiff's 
shipment  was  of  only  1,000  piculs.  Matzen 
resided  at  Padang,  and  was  a  witness  in  be- 
lialf  of  the  plaintiff.  He  testified  that  the 
shipment  was  delayed  "an  uncommonly  long 
lime."  Tlie  plaintiff's  president  as  early  as 
-July  10,  wrote  to  the  plaintiff's  agent  Pear- 
son at  Padang,  and  characterized  the  delay 
«s  "altogether  unreasonable."  This  letter 
was  objected  to  by  the  plaintiff,  but  it  was 
-clearly  the  plaintiff's  act  in  the  matter  of 
"the  shipment  itself.  There  was  much  testi- 
mony tending  to  show  the  experience  of  the 
trade  as  to  the  time  in  which  shipments 
irom  Padang  had  been  made. 

Thus,  the  jury  could  find  that  although 
the  plaintiff  made  every  reasonable  effort  to 
«hip  the  coffee  promptly,  and  did  ship  it  at 
the  first  opportunity  it  could  command,  nev- 
•ertheless  the  delay  in  the  shipment  was  pro- 
longed, not  because  of  the  conditions  and  cir- 
cumstances of  the  shipping  facilities  them- 
selves, but  because  of  the  plaintiff's  personal 
inability  to  avail  itself  of  them.  The  delay 
was  therefore  unreasonable  as  to  the  defend- 
ants, because  uncommonly  long,  and  made 
80  by  conditions  peculiar  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  not  to  the  transportation  facilities. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


This  personal  disadvantage  was  not  within 
the  contemplation  of  the  contract,  and  is  not 
available  to  the  plaintiff  either  to  disprove 
unreasonable  delay  or  to  excuse  it.  Adams 
V.  Royal  Mail  Steam-Packet  Co.  5  C.  B.  N.  S. 
492;  Ellis  v.  Thompson,  3  Mees.  &  W.  445; 
Beehe  v.  Johnson,  19  Wend.  500,  32  Am.  Dec. 
518;  Arthur  v.  WHght,  67  Hun,  22,  10  N.  Y. 
Supp.  368 ;  New  Haven  d  N.  Co.  v.  Quintard, 
C  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  128;  Phillips  v.  Taylor,  17 
Jones  &  S.  318. 

The  plaintiff  objects  that  the  case  was  not 
tried  upon  the  above  theory.  The  trial  court 
charged,  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff :  "If 
the  jury  find  upon  the  evidence  that  plain- 
tiff made  the  shipment  of  this  coffee  upon 
the  first  vessel  that  would  give  the  space  for 
it,  then  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  verdict." 
"If  the  jury  find  upon  the  evidence  that 
plaintiff  made  all  reasonable  efforts  to  ship 
this  coffee  promptly,  taking  into  considera- 
tion all  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  this 
case,  then  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  verdict." 
At  the  request  of  the  defendants,  the  trial 
court  further  charged:  "If  the  jury  find 
that  the  failure  of  the  plaintiff  to  obtain 
freight  room  for  the  shipment  of  coffee  was 
due  to  a  discrimination  of  charterers  against 
them  or  their  consignors  in  Padang,  that 
fact  is  not  an  excuse  for  the  failure  of  plain- 
tiff to  ship  the  coffee  within  a  reasonable 
time."  This  portion  of  the  charge  modified 
the  preceding  portions  quoted  above,  and 
brought  the  ease  within  the  rules  stated. 
The  judgment  for  the  defendants  should 
therefore  be  affirmed,  unless  some  exception 
upon  other  grounds  presents  reversible  error. 

The  plaintiff  urges  that  the  defendants 
waived  the  delay  in  shipment  by  not  object- 
ing to  it  on  or  soon  after  August  16,  when 
the  plaintiff  notified  the  defendants,  pursu- 
ant to  the  terms  of  the  contract,  of  the  name 
of  the  vessel  upon  which  it  intended  to  make 
the  shipment.  The  plaintiff  did  not  then 
notify  the  defendants  when  the  vessel  would 
sail.  One  of  the  defendants  testified  that 
upon  receiving  the  notice  he  supposed  the 
vessel  had  sailed.  On  December  27,  the 
plaintiff  notified  the  defendants  of  the 
marks  of  the  coffees,  and  on  December  30  the 
defendants  repudiated  the  contract  because 
of  the  delay.  This  was  nearly  two  and  one 
half  months  before  the  vessel  arrived.  It 
does  not  appear  that  the  defendants  delayed 
giving  the  plaintiff  notice  after  finally  de- 
ciding to  repudiate  the  contract.  A  ques- 
tion of  fact  was  thus  presented,  to  be  an- 
swered bv  inference  from  the  circumstances. 
The  jury  could,  within  the  evidence,  answer 
it  as  they  did,  in  favor  of  the  defendants. 

It  was  one  of  the  defenses  that  in  March, 
1893,  Lewis,  the  broker  who  had  made  the 
original  contract  for  the  plaintiff  with  the 
defendants,  made  for  the  plaintiff  a  further 
agreement  with  them  whereby  the  time  for 
the  shipment  of  the  coffee  from  Padang  was 
extended  and  limited  to  June  30.  The  plain- 
tiff urges  that  under  the  evidence  in  support 
of  this  defense  and  the  instructions  of  the 
court,  to  all  of  which  the  plaintiff  excepted, 
the  jury  might  have  found  for  the  defend- 
ants upon  niis  ground,  and  not  upon  the 
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other.  We  proceed  to  its  examination.  It 
will  be  observed  that  the  first  ground  we 
have  discussed  rest»  upon  the  evidence  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  seems  to  require  a  verdict 
for  the  defendants,  and  thus  to  eliminate  re- 
versibility for  errors,  if  any,  upon  the 
ground  now  under  consideration.  That  Lew- 
is did  assume  to  make  in  behalf  of  the  plain- 
tiff such  further  agreement  with  the  defend- 
ants is  settled  by  the  verdict  upon  conflict- 
ing evidence.  The  only  open  questions  are 
Did  he  have  the  plaintiff's  authority  to  do 
so?  or  Did  the  plaintiff  ratify  the  agreement 
after  it  was  made?  or,  Apart  from  the  agree- 
ment, did  plaintiff  acquiesce  in  the  defend- 
ants' construction  of  what  would  be  rea- 
sonable time?  The  plaintiff  sent  Lewis  to 
the  defendants  to  ask  their  permission  to 
ship  the  coffee  via  Singapore  by  steamship 
instead  of  by  sailing  vessel  direct  from  Pa- 
dang.  This  :would  obviate  or  lessen  the  de- 
lay in  shipment,  but  the  defendants  refused 
the  request,  because  steam  transportation 
might  injure  the  quality  of  the  coffee.  Lew- 
is had  no  other  or  further  express  authority 
from  plaintiff.  Whether  he  had  ostensible 
authority  we  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  de- 
cide. The  evidence  is  that  the  defendants, 
upon  making  this  extension  or  limit  of  time, 
mailed  a  letter  addressed  to  the  plaintiff, 
stating  their  refusal  to  accept  steam  trans- 
portation via  Singapore,  and  adding,  **We 
grant  an  extension  of  time  of  shipment  to 
June  30,  1893."  This  letter  bears  date 
March  20.  The  plaintiff's  president  denies 
the  receipt  of  the  letter,  but  the  plaintiff 
had  other  agents  who  might  have  received 
it.  On  March  21,  however,  the  plaintiff,  by 
its  president,  wrote  to  its  vendors  in  Padang 
that  the  shipment  must  be  by  sail,  as  to 
other  way  would  be  satisfactory  to  the  ven- 
dees in  New  York.  The  question  of  the 
plaintiff's  receipt  of  the  letter  was  for  the 
jury.  Austin  v.  Holland^  69  N.  Y.  571,  25 
Am.  Rep.  246;  Oregon  8,  8.  Co.  v.  Otis,  100 
N.  Y.  446,  53  Am.  Rep.  221,  3  N.  E.  485. 
The  plaintiff  made  no  response  to  the  letter. 
The  letter  informed  the  plaintiff  of  the  re- 
sult of  the  mission  upon  which  plaintiff  had 
sent  Lewis  to  the  defendants,  and,  if  that 
result  was  not  satisfactory,  the  plaintiff 
should  have  promptly  repudiated  it. 

But,  apart  from  the  question  of  agency, 
the  plaintiff,  through  Lewis,  asked  the  de- 
fendants a  question  affecting  the  method  of 
shipment,  and  involving  the  question  of  its 
time.  The  defendants  answered  the  direct 
question,  and  then  stated  their  disposition 
of  the  involved  question  of  time.  Tlie  an- 
swer was  their  understanding  of  the  limit 
of  reasonable  time  required  by  the  contract. 
If  it  was  not  also  the  plaintiff's,  it  was  its 
duty  to  say  so. 

If  the  letter  had  proposed  an  alteration  of 
the  contract,  the  rule  might  be  different; 
but  it  assumed  to  give  it  a  fixed  meaning, 
consistent  w^ith  its  terms,  a  meaning  ap- 
parently favorable  to  the  plaintiff,  a  mean- 
ing to  which  the  plaintiff,  without  any  re- 
sponse, could  hold  the  defendants,  and  there- 
fore to  which,  in  the  absence  of  a  response, 
it  should  itself  be  held. 
62  L.  R.  A. 


The  defendants  gave  evidence  to  the  effect 
that  Le>Ais,  when  he  made  the  contract  with 
them  in  February,  stated  that  he  had  na 
doubt  the  shipment  would  be  made  in  Feb- 
ruary— March.  The  trial  court  charged  the- 
jury  that,  if  they  found  that  Lewis  made 
that  statement,  the  jury  might  consider  it 
in  determining  what  was  a  reasonable  time 
within  which  the  shipment  was  to  be  made. 
This  was  not  error.  There  is  no  question 
about  the  authority  of  Lewis  to  make  the 
statement.  Mayer  v.  Dean,  115  N.  Y.  556, 
5  L.  R.  A.  540,  22  N.  E.  261.  One  test  of 
reasonable  time  is  the  time  within  the  con- 
templation of  the  parties  in  making  the  con* 
tract.  If  they  then  talked  it  over,  and  un- 
derstood it  alike,  while  that  fact  would  not 
fix  the  exact  limit,  it  would  show  about 
what  they  understood  it  would  be.  If  Lew- 
is had  then  said  it  would  probably  be  twelve- 
months before  the  shipment  could  be  made» 
the  plaintiff  would  have  sought  to  show  it. 
In  either  case,  the  evidence  would  not  vary 
the  contract,  but  would  show  its  meaning 
as  the  parties  understood  it.  Ellis  v.  Thomp' 
son,  3  Mees.  &  W.  445;  Wharton,  Ck)ntr.  J 
882. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with 
costs. 

Parker,  Ch.  J.,  and  O'Brien,  Bartlett^ 
Haight,  Vaan,  and  Cnllen,  JJ.,  concur. 


PEOPLE  of  the  State  of  New  York  ex  reL 
William  J.  RODGERS,  Respt., 

V. 

Bird  S.  COLER,  Appt. 
(166  N.  Y.  1.) 

1.  Tlie  arrantlngr  by  the  appellate  dl-^ 
vision  of  a  %'vrrlt  of  maitdamua  to  com- 
pel a  municipal  officer  to  perform  a  minis- 
terial duty  is  not  reviewable  by  the  court  of 
appeals,  although  relator  was  not  entitled 
to  the  writ  absolutely  and  as  matter  of  legal 
right. 

2.  One  contractlngr  to  perform  -vrorlc 
npon  a  public  Improvement  does  nut, 
by  Incorporating  into  the  contract  the  pro- 
visions of  a  statute  as  to  the  rate  of  wagea 
to  be^paid,  make  them  binding  upon  himself 
if  the  statute  is  invalid. 

3.  The  lesrlslature  cannot  fix  by  atat* 
nte  the  compensation  which  a  city  must 
pay  for  labor  or  other  services  that  It  may 
be  obliged  to  employ,  when  such  regulations 
increase  the  cost  of  the  work  beyond  what 
it  would  be  obliged  to  pay  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  business,  and  the  Constitution  lim- 
its municipal  expenditures  of  money  to  city 
purposes. 

4.  A  statnt«>  depriving  a  city  and  oae 
oontrnctlnijr  -with  It  to  perform  work  on 
a  public  improvement,  of  the  power  to  con- 

NoTE. — As  to  the  power  of  the  legislature  to 
Impofte  burdens  upon  municipalities  and  to  con- 
trol their  local  administration  and  property, 
see  note  to  State  ex  rcl.  Bulkeley  v.  Williams 
(Conn.)  48  L.  R.  A.  465. 

As  to  constitutionality  of  eight-honr  law  at 
affecting  municipal  corporations,  see,  in  this 
series,  the  case  of  Re  Dalton  (Kan.)  47  L.  R. 
A.  380. 
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tract  for  the  necessary  labor  at  the  best 
rates  obtainable,  violates  the  principles  of 
ciTll  liberty  and  the  constitutional  provisions 
protecting  private  property. 

6.  The  ntfite  ha«  no  rlgrltt  to  interfere 
and  control  by  compulsory  legislation  the 
action  of  municipal  corporations  with  re- 
spect to  property  and  contract  rights  of  ex- 
clusively local  concerns. 

8.  The  leirlnlnture  cannot  conflscnte 
nil  property  rlarhts  of  one  who  has  un- 
dertalien  to  make  a  public  improvement,  u?i- 
der  his  contract,  because  of  his  breach  of  his 
undertaking  to  obey  the  provisions  of  a 
statute  as  to  the  rate  of  wages  to  be  paid. 

(Parker,  Ch.  J„  and  Haiglit,  J.,  dissent.) 

(February  26,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  an  order  of 
the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  First  Department,  reversing  an  order 
of  a  Special  Term  for  New  York  County  de- 
nying an  application  for  a  writ  of  manda- 
mus to  compel  defendant  to  deliver  a  war- 
rant for  money  earned  by  relator  under  a 
contract  for  street  improvement.    Affirmed, 

Statement  by  O'Brieii,  J. : 

Application  by  the  People,  on  the  relation 
of  William  J.  Rodgers,  for  mandamus  to 
Bird  S.  Coler,  as  comptroller  of  the  city  of 
New  York.  From  an  order  of  the  appellate 
division  (5(5  A  pp.  Div.  98,  67  N.  Y.  Supp. 
701 )  reversing  an  order  of  the  special  term 
denying  the  relator's  motion  for  a  peremp- 
tory writ  of  mandamus  commanding  the 
comptroller  to  deliver  to  him  a  warrant  on 
the  chamberlain  of  the  city  of  New  York  for 
the  payment  of  $2,803,  the  amount  earned  by 
the  relator  under  a  contract  with  the  city  for 
regulating  and  grading  135th  street  from 
Amsterdam  avenue  to  the  Boulevard,  and 
granting  relator's  motion  for  the  writ,  de- 
fendant appeals. 

The  papers  upon  which  the  relator  made 
the  application  show  that  on  the  5th  day  of 
February,  1900,  he  made  and  entered  into  a 
contract  with  the  city  for  regulating  and 
grading  that  part  of  the  street  above  de- 
scribed. The  contract  provided  that,  in  or- 
der to  prevent  disputes  and  litigation,  the 
'chief  engineer  of  highways  should  in  all  cases 
determine  the  amount  and  quantity  of  the 
several  kinds  of  work  which  were  to  be  paid 
for  under  the  contract,  and  all  questions  in 
relation  to  his  work,  and  the  construction 
thereof;  and  that  his  estimate  and  decision 
should  be  final  and  conclusive  upon  the  con- 
tractor, and  a  condition  precedent  to  his 
right  to  receive  any  money  under  the  con- 
tract. It  is  alleged  that  the  relator  proceed- 
ed to  perform  and  carry  out  this  contract, 
.and  prior  to  the  application  had  performed 
the  same  according  to  his  promise,  and  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  commissioner ;  that  subse- 
quently the  chief  engineer  in  charge  of  the 
work  and  the  commissioner  of  highways 
made  their  certificate  in  writing  that  there 
was  earned  under  the  contract,  in  accordance 
with  the  terms  thereof,  by  the  relator,  and 
then  payable  to  him,  the  sum  of  $2,863.  This 
certificate  was  filed  in  the  office  of  the  comp- 
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troller,  who  thereupon  drew  his  warrant  on 
the  chamlierlain  for  that  sum,  but  refused  to 
deliver  the  same  to  the  relator,  or  to  make 
the  payment  under  the  contract.  The  refus- 
al of  the  comptroller  is  based  entirely  upon 
the  fact  alleged  that  the  relator,  in  the  per- 
formance of  the  contract,  violated  certain 
provisions  of  the  labor  law  (chap.  415,  Laws 
18V7,  as  amended  by  chaps.  192,  567,  Laws 
1899).  The  following  are,  in  substance,  the 
provisions  of  this  statute  so  far  as  they  havd 
any  relation  to  the  present  case: 

( 1 )  The  wa^es  to  be  paid  for  a  legal  day's 
work,  as  hereinbefore  defined,  to  all  classes 
of  such  laborers,  workmen,  or  mechanics  up- 
on all  such  public  work,  or  upon  any  mate- 
rial to  be  used  upon  or  in  connection  there- 
with, shall  not  be  less  than  the  prevailing 
rate  for  a  day's  work  in  the  same  trade  or 
occupation  in  the  locality  within  the  state 
where  such  public  work  on,  about,  or  in  con- 
nection with  which  such  labor  is  performed, 
in  it»  final  or  completed  form,  is  to  be  situ- 
ated, erected,  or  used.  Each  said  contract 
hereafter  nia4e  shall  contain  a  stipulation 
that  each  such  laborer,  workman,  or  mechan- 
ic employed  by  such  contractor,  subcontract^ 
or,  or  other  person  on,  about,  or  upon  such 
public  work  shall  receive  such  wages  herein 
provided  for. 

(2)  Each  contract  for  public  work  here- 
after made  shall  contain  a  provision  that  the 
same  shall  be  void  and  of  no  efifect  unless  the 
person  or  corporation  making  or  performing 
the  same  shall  comply  with  the  provisions  of 
this  act,  and  no  such  person  or  corporation 
shall  be  entitled  to  receive  any  sum,  nor  shall 
any  ofiicer,  agent,  or  employee  of  t£e  state 
or  of  a  municipal  corporation  pay  the  same, 
or  autliorize  its  payment,  from  the  funds  un- 
der his  charge  or  control,  to  any  such  person 
or  corporation  for  work  done  upon  any  con- 
tract which,  in  its  form  or  manner  or  per- 
formance, violates  the  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion. 

(3)  Any  oflicer,  agent,  or  employee  of  this 
state,  or  of  a  municipal  corporation  therein, 
having  a  duty  to  act  in  the  premises,  who 
violates,  evades,  or  knowingly  permits  the 
violation  or  evasion  of,  any  of  the  provisions 
of  this  act,  shall  be  guilty  of  malfeasance  in 
ofliee,  and  shall  be  suspended  or  removed  by 
the  authority  having  the  power  to  appoint  or 
remove  such  officer,  agent,  or  employee,  other- 
wise by  the  governor.  Any  citizen  of  this 
state  may  maintain  proceedings  for  the  sus- 
pension or  removal  of  such  officer,  agent,  or 
employee,  or  may  maintain  an  action  for  the 
purpose  of  securing  the  cancelation  or  avoid- 
ance of  any  contract  which,  by  its  terms  or 
manner  of  performance,  violates  this  act,  or 
for  the  purpose  of  preventing  any  officer, 
agent,  or  employee  of  such  municipal  corpo- 
ration from  paying  or  authorizing  the  pay- 
ment of  any  public  money  for  work  aone 
thereupon. 

The  contract  was  framed  in  compliance 
with  these  provisions  of  the  law,  and  con- 
tains the  following  stipulation:  "The 
wages  to  be  paid  for  a  legal  day's  work,  as 
herein)>efore  defined,  to  all  classes  of  such 
laborers,   workmen,  or  mechanics  upon  all 
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sucli  public  work,  or  upon  any  material  to 
be  used  upon  or  in  connection  therewith, 
shall  not  be  less  than  the  prevailing  rate  for 
■a  day's  work  in  the  same  trade  or  occupation 
in  the  locality  within  the  state  where  such 
public  work  on,  about,  or  in  connection  with 
which  labor  is  performed,  in  its  final  or  com- 
pleted form,  is  to  be  situated,  erected,  or 
used.  It  is  further  agreed  that  each  siAsh 
laborer,  workman,  or  mechanic  employed  by 
«uch  contractor,  subcontractor,  or  other  per- 
«on  in,  about,  or  upon  such  public  work  shall 
receive  the  wages  hereinafter  set  forth.  It 
is  further  agreed  that  this  contract  shall  be 
void  and  of  no  effect  unless  the  person  or 
corporation  making  or  performing  the  same 
shall  comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  labor 
law.  .  .  .  The  contract  is  to  be  void  and 
of  no  effect  unless  the  rate  of  wages  specified 
in  S  3  of  said  labor  law  is  paid;  and  where 
laborers  are  employed  preference  is  to  be 
^ven  to  citizens  of  the  state  of  New  York,  as 
provided  in  §  13  thereof."  The  contractor 
paid  to  the  persons  employed  by  him  in  exe- 
■cution  of  the  contract  wages  fixed  as  to 
amount  by  mutual  agreement,  and  it  is  ocm- 
ceded  that  he  paid  all  that  was  demanded  of 
him,  or  that  he  agreed  to  pay.  But,  since 
it  was  conceded  that  the  contractor  did  not 
in  all  cases  pay  the  prevailing  rate,  the  court 
•at  special  term  held  that  the  contract  and  the 
law  were  violated,  and  that  the  relator  was 
not  entitled  to  the  writ.  The  appellate  divi- 
sion, by  a  divided  court,  reversed  the  order, 
and  granted  the  relator's  application,  and 
from  this  order  the  corporation  has  appealed 
to  this  court. 

Messrs,  Theodore  Connoly  and  Ter- 
•enoe   Farley,   with   Mr,   John   WhaleB, 

for  appellant: 

By  the  express  provisions  of  §  3  of  chap. 
£67»  Laws  1899,  the  defendant  is  prohibited 
from  complying  with  the  relator's  demand. 

The  whole  statute  shows,  not  an  adjust- 
ment of  contract  rights,  but  a  definition  of 
an  offense  against  the  law,  and  a  specific 
penalty  for  its  violation. 

The  Mary  Celeste,  2  Low.  Dec.  354,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  9,202. 

When  a  party  has  a  remedy  by  action  he 
cannot  have  a  mandamus,  and  one  who  has 
entered  into  valid  contracts  with  a  munici- 
pal corporation  may,  after  having  performed 
the  same  on  his  part,  maintain  an  action 
against  the  corporation  to  recover  the 
amount  due  to  him. 

People  ex  rel.  Green  v.  Wood,  35  Barb.  653, 

13  Abb.  Pr.  374,  22  How.  Pr.  286;  People  ex 
rel,  Steinson  v.  New  York  Bd,  of  Edu,  60 
Hun,  480,  15  N.  Y.  Supp.  308,  Affirmed  in  148 
N.  Y.  766,  43  N.  E.  989 ;  People  ex  rel.  Golden 
V.  Roosevelt,  24  App.  Div.  17,  48  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1043;  Merrill,  Mandamus,  §  17;  Spelling, 
Extraordinary  Relief,  §  1375;  High,  Extr. 
Legal  Hem.  §  339 ;  Wood,  Mandamus,  p.  68 ; 

14  Am.  &  £ng.  £nc.  Law,  p.  176;  note  to 
Ray  V.  WiUon  (Fla.)  14  L.  R.  A.  773. 

The  provision  of  the  labor  law  requiring 
contractors  or  municipal  corporations  to  pay 
their  laborers,  workmen,  and  mechanics  the 
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prevailing  rate  of  wages  is  not  unconstitu- 
tional. 

A  municipal  corporation  is,  so  far  as  its 
purely  municipal  relations  are  concerned, 
simply  an  agency  of  the  state  for  conducting 
the  affairs  of  government,  and  as  such  it  is 
subject  to  the  control  of  the  legislature. 

Willuums  V.  Eggleston,  170  U.  S.  304,  42 
L.  ed.  1047,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  617;  Re  Nev^ 
York  Protestant  Episcopal  Public  School,  46 
N.  Y.  181 ;  People  v.  Phyfe,  136  N.  Y.  554,  19 
L.  R.  A.  141,  32  N.  E.  978 ;  Terrett  v.  Taylor, 
9  Cranch,  43,  3  L.  ed.  650;  Payne  v.  Tread- 
well,  10  Cal.  221;  Jones  v.  Lake  View,  151 
III.  663,  38  N.  E.  688;  Frederick  v.  Groshon, 
30  Md.  436,  96  Am.  Dec.  591 ;  Groff  v.  Fred- 
erick City,  44  Md.  67;  State  Bank  v.  Madi- 
son, 3  Ind.  43;  Luehrman  v.  Shelby  County 
Taxing  Dist,  2  Lea,  425;  Berlin  v.  Gorhan*, 
34  N.  II.  266;  Jersey  City  v.  Jersey  City  d 
B.  R,  Co.  20  N.  J.  Eo.  360;  Paterson  v.  Socie- 
ty for  Establishing  Useful  Manufactures,  24 
N.  J.  L.  385 ;  State  ex  rel.  Cleveland  v.  Jersey 
City  Bd.  of  Finance  d  Taxation,  38  N.  J.  L. 
259 ;  Re  Dalton,  61  Kan.  257,  47  L.  R.  A.  380, 
59  Pac.  336. 

If  the  legislature  has  the*  power  to  pass  a 
laW  regulating  the  compensation  of  laborer-} 
employed  by  the  state,  it  has  the  same  right 
to  insist  that  a  municipality  or  its  contract- 
or pay  the  prevailing  rate  of  wages  to  its  la- 
borers. 

Such  a  law  has  been  passed  and  its  consti- 
tutionality upheld. 

Clark  V.  State,  142  N.  Y.  101,  36  N.  E. 
817:  Uibbard  v.  Suffolk  County,  163  Mass. 
34,  39  N.  E.  286 ;  Frisbie  ▼.  United  States, 
157  U.  S.  100,  39  L.  ed.  657, 15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
586. 

The  legislation  in  question  can  also  be  sus- 
tained on  the  ground  that  the  business  of 
making  and  repairing  public  highways  is  af- 
fected with  a  public  interest,  and  as  such  is 
subject  to  the  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
police  power  of  the  state. 

Munn  V.  IllinoU,  94  U.  S.  113,  24  L.  ed. 
77 ;  Georgia  R.  &  Bkg,  Co,  v.  Smith,  128  V. 
S.  174,  32  L.  ed.  377,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  47 ;  All- 
nutt  V.  Inglis,  12  East,  527. 

That  the  business  of  contracting  for  the 
construction  of  public  works  of  a  municipali- 
ty is  impressed  with  a  public  interest  is  pat-* 
ent  upon  a  consideration  of  the  cases  which 
hold  Uiat  the  contractor  stands  in  the  shoes 
of  the  city,  and  is  responsible  to  the  public 
for  accidents  happening  during  the  progress 
of  the  work. 

McMahon  ▼.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co.  75  N.  Y. 
231;  Ijowery  v.  Brooklyn  City  d  y.  R.  Co, 
76  N.  Y.  28 ;  Little  v.  Banks.  85  N.  Y.  258 ; 
Bryant  v.  Randolph,  133  N.  Y.  71,  30  N.  E 
657. 

Neither  is  the  labor  law  unconstitutional 
because  of  the  eight-hour  provision. 

People  V.  Phyfe,  136  N.  Y.  554,  19  L.  R.  A. 
141,  32  N.  E.  978;  State  v,  McNally,  48  La, 
Ann.  1450,  30  L.  R.  A.  633,  21  So.  27;  State 
V.  Holden,  14  Utah,  71,  sub  nom,  Holden  v. . 
Hardy,  37  L.  R.  A.  103,  46  Pac.  756;  Af- 
firmed in  100  U.  S.  366,  42  L.  ed.  780,  13  Sup, 
Ct.  Rep.  383 ;  State  v.  Holden,  14  Utah,  96. 
37  L.  R.  A.  108,  46  Pac.  1105;  Short  ▼.  Bui- 
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Vxon-Bcek  &  C.  Min,  Co.  20  Utah,  20,  45  L. 
B.  A.  603,  57  Pac.  720;  Re  Daitan,  61  Kan. 
257,  47  L.  R,  A.  380,  59  Pac.  336. 

That  the  law  m&y  seem  unreasonable,  op- 
pressive, or  absurd,  or  that  there  mtty  be  ob- 
jections to  its  policj,  are  not  questions  lor 
judicial  inquiry.  . 

Coolejr,  Const  Lim.  6th  ed.  202. 

Due  process  of  law  undoubtedly  means  in 
the  due  course  of  legal  proceedings  according 
to  the  rules  and  forms  which  have  been  es- 
tablished for  the  protectioi\  of  private 
rights. 

Weaiervelt'y.  Gregg,  12  N.  Y.  209,  62  Am. 
Dec.  160;  Davidson  y.  Hew  Orleans,  96  U.  S. 
102,  24  L.  ed.  618. 

Legislation  is  not  open  to  the  charge  of  de- 
priving one  of  his  rights  without  due  pro* 
cess  of  law  if  it  be  general  in  its  operation 
upon  the  subjects  to  which  it  relates. 

Dent  V.  West  Virginia,  129  U.  S.  124,  32 
L.  ed.  626,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  231 ;  Missouri  P. 
H.  Co,  V.  Bumes,  115  U.  S.  512,  29  L.  ed. 
463,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  110;  i^  BrosnahQA%,  4 
McCrary,  1,  18  Fed.  67. 

Courts  have  uf^eld  statutes  regulating 
and  many  times  prohibiting  the  use  of  pri- 
vate property  in  the  exercise  of  the  police 
power. 

Com,  V.  Hamilton  Ufg,  Co,  120  Mass.  383 ; 
Ah  Lim  V.  Territory,  1  Waah.  164,  9  L.  R.  A. 
305,  24  Pac.  588;  Htate  v.  Ah  Chew,  16  Nev. 
50,  40  Am.  Rep.  488 ;  Ex  parte  Delaney,  43 
Cal.  478;  Reynolds  v.  United  States,  98  U. 
S.  145,  25  L.  ed.  244 ;  Powell  v.  Pennsylva- 
nia, 127  U.  S.  678,  32  L.  ed.  253,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  992,  1257;  State  ▼.  Addington,  77  Mo. 
110;  Com,  V.  Waite,  11  Allen,  264,  87  Am. 
Dec.  711;  Woods  v.  Slate,  36  Ark.  36,  38 
Am.  Rep.  22;  Mugler  v.  Kansas,  123  U.  8. 
€23,31  L.  ed.  205,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  273; 
Bartemeyer  v.  lotca,  13  Wall.  129,  21  L.  ed. 
92^;  Boston  Beer  Co,  v.  Massachusetts,  97 
U.  S.  25. 

The  law  is  uniform,  and  acts  alike  on  all 
who  are  now  engaged,  or  may  engage,  in  con- 
tracting work  for  the  state  or  its  political 
subdivisions,  and  is  not  class  legislatiop. 

3  Am.  &  Eng.  £nc.  Law,  p.  697;  Budd  v. 
New  York,  143  U.  8.  517,  36  L.  ed.  247,  4 
Inters.  Com.  Rep.  46,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  468; 
State  v.  Peel  Splint  Coal  Co,  36  W.  Va.  832, 
17  L.  R.  A.  385, 16  8.  E.,  1000. 

Whether  the  act  in  question  be  constitu- 
tional or  not,  the  relator  is  bound  by  the 
terms  of  his  contract,  and,  having  received 
its  benefits,  is  estopped  from  claiming  that 
it  is  illegal. 

New  York  v.  Sonnehom,  113  N.  Y.  423,  21 
N.  E.  121 ;  Buffalo  v.  Baloom,  134  N.  Y.  632, 
32  N.  E.  7 ;  Bath  QasHght  Co,  v.  Claffy,  151 
N.  Y.  24,  36  L.  R.  A.  664,  45  N.  £.  390 ;  Peo- 
ple ew  rel,  Warren  ▼.  Beck,  10  Misc.  79,  30 
N.  Y.  Supp.  473 ;  Bertholf  v.  O'Reiily,  74  N. 
Y.  617,  30  Am.  Rep.  823. 

Messrs,  If  Laflln  Kelloss  and  Alfred 
G.  Pette,  for  respondent: 

The  statute  is  unconstitutional  in  that  por- 
tion where  it  undertakes  to  regulate  the 
hours  of  labor.  It  will  not  be  denied  that 
the  l^islature  has  the  power  to  fix  the  num- 
ber of  hours  constitutmg  a  day's  work  in 
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certain  cases  in  pursuance  of  its  power  to 
regulate  the  public  health. 

tiolden  V.  Hardy,  169  U.  S.  366,  42  L.  ed. 
780,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  383. 

But  in  the  statute  under  consideration  tlie 
effect  is  to  restrict  all  labor,  except  farm  and 
domestic  service,  and  labor  in  state  institu- 
tions, to  eight  hours  a  day. 

It  takes  away  the  right  from  all  classes  of 
labor  to  work  as  they  please,  except  those 
engaged  in  farm  and  domestic  liiervice,  thus 
creatine  an  inequality,  without  reason,  be-, 
tween  different  classes  of  laborers. 

The  provision  requiring  the  payment  of 
the  "prevailing  rate  has  obviously  no  rela- 
tion whatsoever  to  the  public  health,  safety, 
or  morals,  but  is  an  unwarranted  intermed- 
dling by  the  legislature  in  contracts  between 
employer  and  employee. 

The  statute  is  class  legislation  of  the  most 
flagrant  character. 

It  is  an  arbitrary  restraint  upon  the  per- 
sonal  liberty  of  both  employer  and  employee. 

It  stifles  competition  among  workmen  on 
public  works. 

State  v.  Fire  Creek  Coal  d  C,  Co,  33  W. 
Va.  188,  6  L.  R.  A.  359, 10  S.  E.  288. 

The  statute  tends  directly  to  enhance 
wages  by  legalizing  conspiracy  against  the 
law  of  supply  and  demand. 

People  V.  Hawkins,  167  N.  Y.  10,  42  L.  R. 
A.  490,  61  N.  £.  257;  People  v.  Fisher,  14 
Wend.  10,  28  Am.  Dec  601 ;  Curran  v.  Oalen, 
152  N.  Y.  33,  37  L.  R.  A.  802,  46  N.  E.  297. 

That  legislation  of  the  character  of  the 
act  in  the  case  at  bar  is  directly  in  the  teeth 
of  constitutional  provisions,  and  vick>us  and 
void,  has  been  repeatedly  decided  by  the 
courts  of  this  state  and  of  almost  every  other 
state  in  the  Union. 

Butchers'  Union  S,  H,  d  L,  8,  L,  Co,  v. 
Crescent  City  L,  S,  L,  d  S,  H,  Co,  III  U.  S. 
746,  28  L.  ed.  585,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  652;  Re 
Jacobs,  98  X.  Y.  98,  60  Am.  Rep.  636;  Peo- 
ple V.  Marx,  99  N.  Y.  378,  52  Am.  Rep.  34; 
People  V.  Qillson,  109  N.  Y.  389,  17  N.  E. 
343 ;  Colon  v.  Lisk,  163  N.  Y.  188,  47  N.  E. 
302 ;  People  v.  Hawkins,  157  N.  Y.  1,  42  L. 
R.  A.  490,  51  N.  E.  257 ;  People  ex  rel.  Ty- 
roler  v.  Warden  of  City  Prison,  157  N.  Y. 
116,  43  L.  R.  A.  264,  51  N.  E.  1006;  Qod- 
Charles  v.  Wigeman,  113  Pa.  431,  6  Atl.  354; 
State  V.  Goodwill,  33  W.  Va.  179,  6  L.  R.  A. 
621, 10  8.  E.  285;  State  v.  Fire  Creek  Coal  d 
C.  Co.  33  W.  Va.  188,  6  L.  R.  A.  359,  10  S.  E. 
288 :  Ramsey  v.  People,  142  111.  380,  17  L.  R. 
A.  853,  32  N.  E.  364;  Frorer  v.  People  use  of 
School  Fund,  141  III.  171,  16  L.  R.  A.  492,  31 
N.  E.  395;  Braceville  Coal  Co,  v.  People,  147 
111.  66,  22  L.  R.  A.  340,  35  N.  £.  62;  Gilles- 
pie V.  People,  decided  Dec.  1900,  MSS.  opin- 
ion; State  V.  Loomis,  115  Mo.  307,  21  L.  R. 
A.  789,  22  8.  W.  350;  Com.  v.  Perry,  155 
Mass.  117,  14  L.  R.  A.  325,  28  N.  £.  112(5; 
Johnson  v.  Goodyear  Min.  Co.  127  Cal.  4, 
47  L.  R..A.  338,  59  Pac.  304;  State  v.  Haun, 
61  Kan.  146,  47  L.  R.  A.  369,  59  Pac.  340; 
Re  Morgan,  26  Colo.  415,  47  L.  R.  A.  52,  58 
Pac.  1071;  Denver  v.  Bach,  20  Colo.  530,  46 
L.  R.  A.  848,  58  Pac.  1089;  State  ex  rel. 
Bromley  v.  Norton,  5  Ohio  N.  P.  183. 

The  fact  that  the  legislature  has  chosen  for 
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the  execution  of  its  unlawful  purpose  the 
medium  of  the  state  and  municipal  corpora- 
tions over  which  it  has  undoubted  control 
cannot  prevent  the  court  from  setting  aside 
the  statute  as  an  insidious  attempt  to  en- 
croach upon  constitutional  rights  and  liber- 
ties. 

Marbury  v.  Madison,  1  Cranch,  137,  2  L. 
ed.  60;  Forsier  v.  Scott,  136  N.  Y.  577,  18 
L.  R.  A.  543,  32  N.  E.  976. 

An  agreement  to  waive  a  legal  privilege 
which  the  law  gives  as  a  matter  of  state  poli- 
cy cannot  be  binding  upon  a  party  unless  the 
law  itself  provides  for  a  waiver. 

Coolev,  Const.  *Lim.  p.  335;  Phelpa  v. 
Phelps/72  111.  545,  22  Am.  Rep.  149;  Recht 
v.  Kelly,  82  111.  147,  25  Am.  Rep.  301; 
Branch  v.  Tomlinaon,  77  N.  C.  388;  Kneet- 
tie  v.  Newcomh,  22  N.  Y.  249.  78  Am.  Dec. 
186;  Uopt  V.  Utah,  110  U.  S.  574,  28  L.  ed. 
262,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  202. 

The  fact  that  the  contract  contains  an  ille- 
gal provi&ion  does  not  make  the  whole  con- 
tract void. 

15  Am.  &  £ng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  990; 
Curtis  V.  Lcavitt,  15  N.  Y.  90;  Leavitt  v.  Pal- 
mer, 3  N.  Y.  19,  51  Am.  Dec.  333;  Erie  R.  Co, 
v.  Union  Locomotive  &  Exp,  Co.  35  N.  J.  L. 
240;  Corcoran  v.  Lehigh  d  F,  Coal  Co,  138 
111.  390,  28  N.  E.  759;  Pigofs  Case,  11  Coke, 
266;  Chcsm<m  v.  Nainhy,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1456. 

The  relator,  having  received  the  certificate 
required  by  the  contract,  was  entitled  to  a 
peremptory  mandamus  directing  the  deliv- 
ery of  a  warrant  by  the  comptroller  and  tlie 
payment  of  his  claim. 

Re  Freel,  148  N.  Y.  166,  42  N.  E.  586;  Peo- 
ple ex  ret.  Ready  v.  Syracuse,  144  N.  Y.  63, 
38  N.  E.  1006;  People  ex  rel.  Beck  v.  Coler, 
34  App.  Div.  167,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  639;  Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  Beck  v.  Buffalo,  18  Misc.  533,  42 
N.  Y.  Supp.  545;  Sheehan  v.  Long  Island 
City,  11  Misc.  487,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  428;  Peo- 
ple ex  rel,  Cranford  v.  Coler,  26  Misc.  609, 
67  N.  Y.  Supp.  461. 

O'Brien,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

There  is  no  dispute  with  respect  to  the 
facts  upon  which  this  controversy  depends. 
They  are  all  admitted  upon  the  record,  and 
the  appeal  involves  only  questions  of  law. 
On  the  5th  day  of  February,  1900,  the  relator 
entered  into  a  written  contract  with  the 
proper  administrative  officer  of  the  city  of 
New  York,  whereby  he  undertook  to  regulate 
and  grade  a  street.  The  law  required  that 
the  work  should  be  done  by  contract.  It  was 
a  local  improvement,  the  expense  of  which 
was  ultimately  to  be  charged  to  and  paid  by 
the  local  property  owners.  The  city  was  the 
authority  or  agency  to  inaugurate  the  work, 
but,  since  it  was  for  the  benefit,  in  whole  or 
in  part,  of  private  property,  the  owners  or 
their  property  became  liable  ultimately  for 
the  cost.  That  the  relator  actually  per- 
formed the  work  embraced  in  the  contract  is 
not  denied  or  disputed.  The  certificate  of 
the  officer  in  charge  of  the  street  was,  by  the 
terms  of  the  contract,  to  be  the  evidence  of 
performance;  and  that  certificate  was  given 
and  filed  with  the  defendant,  as  comptroller, 
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showing  that  the  contract  price  stipulated  t» 
be  paid  had  been  earned;  and  the  only 
ground  upon  which  the  defendant  has  based 
his  refusal  to  pay  is  that  the  relator  has  not 
kept  a  certain  stipulation  in  the  contract, 
which  has  no  relation  whatever  to  the  actual 
performance  of  the  work,  but  to  matters  en- 
tirely extraneous.  In  other  words,  the 
comptroller  asserts  that,  while  the  relator 
has  actually  performed  the  work  and  earned 
the  compensation  under  the  contract,  he  has 
forfeited  the  right  to  demand  payment,  since 
he  has  not  observed  the  terms  of  the  labor 
law.  He  contends  that  it  is  not  enough  that 
the  relator  has  performed  the  work  accord- 
ing to  the  specifications  of  the  contract,  un- 
less he  performed  it  by  the  very. means  and 
agencies  therein  stipulated;  that  the  means 
and  agencies  prescribed  by  the  contract  were 
not  mere  matters  of  form,  but  matters  of 
substance.  The  duty  enjoined  upon  the 
comptroller,  the  performance  of  which  h» 
commanded  by  the  writ,  was  ministerial; 
and  if  the  relator  was  not  entitled  to  the 
writ  absolutely,  and  as  matter  of  le^al  right,, 
the  court  below  had  power  to  grant  it,  in  the 
exercise  of  discretion,  and,  having  granted  it, 
the  action  of  the  coui't  in  that  respect  is  not 
reviewable  here.  People  ex  rel.  Steinson  v. 
New  York  Dd.  of  Edu.  158  N.  Y.  125,  52  N. 
E.  722 ;  People  ex  rel.  Jacobus  v.  Van  Wyek, 
157  N.  Y.  495,  62  N.  E.  669.  The  court  be- 
low had  power  to  grant  the  writ,  and,  hav- 
ing the  power,  it  is  of  no  consequence,  even 
if  it  be  true,  as  alleged,  that  the  reasons  giv- 
en for  its  action  are  untenable. 

It  must  be  admitted  that  the  attitude  of 
the  city  authorities  in  this  respect  presents 
a  curious  and  anomalous  situation,  which  in- 
volves some  startling  results.  If  they  are 
right  in  the  position  taken,  it  must  follow 
that  the  city  must  accept  and  receive  the 
benefit  of  the  improvements  made  by  eon- 
tractors  to  the  extent  of  thousands  or  mil- 
lions of  dollars,  and,  though  conceding  that 
the  work  is  honestly  done  precisely  accord- 
ing to  the  specifications  of  the  contract,  yet 
it  njay  refuse  to  pay  if  it  is  able  to  show  that 
the  contractor  has  not,  in  the  execution  of 
tiie  contract,  paid  to  all  the  workmen  em- 
ployed by  him  what  is  called  "the  prevailing 
rate  of  wages."  The  city  may  accept  the 
work,  and  the  citizens  may  enjoy  the  benefit 
of  it,  and  treat  the  contract  price  as  some- 
thing forfeited, by  the  contractors  for  their 
benefit.  It  is  obvious  that  the  reasoning 
and  argument  that  leads  to  such  a  result 
must  be  at  some  point  inherently  faulty.  It 
is  not  pofisible  that  such  injustice  can  be 
sanctioned  by  the  courts  of  any  state  where 
the  principles  of  the  common  law  are  recog- 
nized. The  fact  that  certain  provisions  of 
the  labor  law  were  actually  incorporated  in- 
to the  contract  signed  by  the  contractor  can- 
not change  or  add  anything  to  the  strength 
of  the  position  assumed  by  the  city.  The  re- 
lator is  not  estopped  by  tiic  agreement  when 
there  is  no  element  of  estoppel  in  the  ease, 
and  the  question  is  with  respect  to  the  va- 
lidity of  the  statute,  and  not  the  construc- 
tion or  effect  of  the  contract  in  that  regard. 
If  the  law  is  valid,  it  governs  the  contract 
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and  the  rights  of  the  parties,  whether  actu- 
ally incorporated  into  the  writing  or  not, 
since  all  contracts  are  assumed  to  be  mitde 
with  a  view  to  existing  laws  on  the  subject. 
If  it  is  not  valid,  the  contractor  has  not  made 
it  so  by  stipulating  in  writing  to  obey  it,  and 
pre**cribing  the  penalty  for  his  own  disobe- 
dience, which  is  the  forfeiture  of  all  rights 
under  the  agreement.  It  is  not  in  the  power 
of  the  legislature  to  protect  an  invalid  law 
from  judicial  scrutiny  by  providing  that  it 
must  receive  the  assent  of  the  parties  to 
every  contract  to  which  it  relates.  The  ar- 
gument that  tlie  relator  is  bound  by  liis  vol- 
untary assent  to  the  terms  of  the  contract 
would  apply  with  equal  force  to  the  city,  and 
estop  it  from  raising  the  question  how  before 
us,  since  by  the  certificate  of  its  own  officers 
that  the  amount  claimed  is  justly  due  to  the 
relator  according  to  the  tents  of  the  con- 
tract, the  question  of  performance  is  deemed 
to  be  settled.  The  parties  stiptilated  that 
this  certilicate  should  be  final  and  conclusive, 
and  it  is  not  impeached  for  fraud  or  invalidi- 
ty. Courts  in  such  eases  are  not  bound  by 
mere  forms,  but  must  look  at  the  substance 
of  things,  and,  so  viewing  this  transaction, 
it  would  be  idle  to  attempt  to  deceive  our- 
selves with  the  idea  that  the  question  in- 
volved in  this  appeal  arises  out  of  the  stipu- 
lations of  the  parties  to  the  contract,  or  is 
governed  by  them,  rather  than  the  provi- 
sions of  a  statute.  The  contract  is  in  the 
form  that  we  find  it,  not  because  the  parties 
BO  elected  to  contract,  but  for  the  reason  that 
the  statute  would  not  permit  them  to  con- 
tract in  any  other  way. 

Nor  is  it  entirely  true  that  the  statute  is 
a  mere  direction  by  the  sovereign  authority 
to  one  of  its  own  agencies  to  contract  in  cer- 
tain cases  in  a  particular  way.  It  is  all 
tliat.  no  doubt,  and  very  much  more,  since  it 
affects  pei'sonal  and  municipal  rights  in 
many  directions  that  are  of  vastly  more  im- 
portance than  the  mere  form  of  a  contract  to 
perform  municipal  work.  It  is  true  enough 
that  a  city  is  an  agency  of  the  state  to  dis- 
charge some  of  the  functions  of  government, 
but  these  terms  do  not  adequately  describe 
its  true  relations  to  the  state  or  the  people. 
A  municipal  officer  directing  a  local  improve- 
ment is  not  the  agent  of  the  state.  He  is  the 
agent  of  the  city,  and  the  city  alone  is  re- 
sponsible for  his  negligence  or  misconduct. 
If  the  authorities  in  charge  of  the  streets  of 
a  city  are  agents  of  the  state,  the  city  ought 
not  to  be  held  liable  for  their  acts  or  omis- 
sions. The  city  of  New  York  exists  under 
charters  and  laws  as  old  as  the  state  itself, 
and,  while  the  legislature  is  clothed-with  ex- 
tensive powers  with  respect  to  the  adminis- 
tration of  local  government,  there  are  some 
things  beyond  its  power.  The  legislature 
cannot  autliorize  or  compel  a  city  to  give  any 
of  its  money  or  property,  or  to  loan  its  credit 
for  any  private  purpose,  nor  to  expend  any 
of  its  money,  directly  or  indirectly,  for  any 
other  than  city  purposes.  If  the  legislature 
should,  by  statute,  require  a  city  to  enter  in- 
to contracts  which  directly  or  indirectly  se- 
cure benefits  to  private  individuals,  or  par- 
ticular classes  of  citizens,  and  not  for  purely 
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city  purposes,  the  statute  would  be  void,  as 
in  conflict  with  the  spirit,  if  not  the  letter, 
of  the  Constitution.  All  expenditures  of 
money  must  be  for  city  purposes,  and  that 
alone,  except  so  far  as  it  is  authorized  to  de* 
vote  funds  to  the  relief  of  the  poor,  or  to 
charity,  which  may  be  said  to  be  a  city  pur- 
pose in  the  largest  sense.  A  statute  which 
tends  to  divert  the  money  or  property  of  the 
city  or  that  of  the  local  property  owners 
from  strictly  city  purposes,  and  devotes  it, 
directly  or  indirectly,  to  private  interests,  or 
to  the  interests  of  some  class  of  persons  as 
distinguished  from  the  whole  body,  whether 
the  transaction  is  made  to  assume  the  form 
of  payments  of  wages  or  something  else,  is  in 
conflict  with  the  spirit  and  policy  of  these 
provisions  of  the  Constitution.  iPeople  ex  rel. 
Dunkirk,  W,  d  P.  R.  Co,  v.  Batchellor,  53  N, 
Y.  128,  13  Am.  Rep.  480;  People  ex  rel.  Bol- 
ton V.  Alhertson,  55  N.  Y.  50.  The  legisla- 
ture does  not  possess  unrestricted  power  to 
bind  a  city  hand  and  foot  with  respect  to  all 
its  local  business  affairs.  It  cannot  fix  by 
statute  the  price  which  it  must  pay  for  mate- 
rials or  property  that  it  may  need,  or  the 
compensation  that  it  must  pay  for  labor  or 
other  services  that  it  may  be  obliged  to  em- 
ploy ;  at  least  when  such  regulations  increase 
the  cost  beyond  that  which  it  would  be 
obliged  to  pay  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
business.  If  it  could  do  all  these  things,  it 
could  virtually  dispose  of  all  the  revenues  of 
the  city  for  such  purposes  as  it  thought  best, 
and  local  self-government  would  be  nothing 
but  a  sham  and  a  delusion.  The  constitu- 
tional restrictions  upon  cities  with  respect  to 
the  expenditure  of  money  are  of  no  avail  if 
the  legislature  can,  by  mandatory  laws,  com- 
pel the  oflicers  or  the  governing  body  to 
frame  contracts  in  the  interest  or  for  the 
benefit  of  individuals  or  classes. 

The  city  is  a  corporation  possessing  all  the 
powers  of  corporations  generally,  and  cannot 
be  deprived  of  its  property  without  its  con- 
sent or  due  process  of  law  any  more  than  a 
private  corporation  can;  and,  since  its  reve- 
nues must  be  used  for  municipal  purposes, 
it  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  legislature  can 
make  contracts  for  it  which  involve  the  ex- 
penditure of  these  revenues  without  its  con- 
sent. Counsel  upon  both  sides  of  this  con- 
troversy assert,  and  it  seems  to  be  undisput- 
ed, that  there  are  now  p^ding  against  the 
city,  in  consequence  of  alleged  violations  of 
the  statute  in  question,  claims  aggregating 
over  $0,000,000,  representing  the  dijOference 
in  the  amount  actually  paid  by  the  city  to 
its  employees,  and  accepted  by  them  under 
contracts  voluntarily  made,  and  what  is  as- 
siuned  to  be  the  prevailing  rate  of  wages  un- 
der the  statute.  If  it  be  assumed  that  the 
statute  requires  the  city  to  pay  this  vast  sura 
in  addition  to  what  it  paid  under  its  contract 
with  these  employees,  and  which  the  latter 
freely  accepted,  it  would  be  very  difficult,  if 
not  impossible,  to  show  that  such  payment 
is  for  a  city  purpose,  and  thus  the  municipal- 
ity is  compelled  by  the  statute  to  violate  the 
Constitution.  'J'his  situation  would  seem  to 
prove  that  either  the  statute  or  the  Consti- 
tution must  be  disregarded.    To  the  extent 
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of  the  sum  which  the  city  pays  under  this 
statute  in  ex^cess  of  that  which  it  actually 
paid  for  the  work  under  contracts  fairly 
made  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  the 
provision  of  the  Constitution  limiting  expen- 
ditures of  money  to  city  purposes  is  violated. 
These  limitations  upon  the  payment  of  mon- 
ey by  cities  apply  as  well  to  the  power  of 
the  legislature.  What  the  city  is  by  the  Con- 
stitution forbidden  to  do,  it  is  not  competent 
for  the  legislature  to  authorize  or  command, 
either  directly  or  indirectly;  and  the  vice  of 
the  statute  in  question  is  to  be  found  in  the 
fact  that  ^t  provides,  or  may  provide,  for  a 
gratuity  to  someone,  or  perhaps  more  prop- 
erly to  some  class  of  citizens. 

The  city  exists  under  its  ancient  charters 
as  modified  or  enlarged  bv  modern  enact- 
ments for  the  purpose  of  local  self-govern- 
ment. While  the  rights  and  powers  so  con- 
ferred upon  the  city  are  subject  to  change 
or  modification  by  the  supreme  power  of  the 
state,  they  cannot  be  wholly  destroyed.  It 
is  not  true  that  the  internal  affairs  of  cities 
in  this  state  are  absolutely  subject  to  the 
will  of  Uie  legislature.  The  Constitution 
recognizes  their  existence  as  political  and 
corporate  bodies,  and  has  imposed  various 
restrictions  upon  the  powers  of  the  legisla- 
ture to  interfere  in  matters  of  local  govern- 
ment. It  is  without  power  to  appoint  city 
officers,  though  it  may  provide  for  their  elec- 
tion by  the  local  electors,  or  their  appoint- 
ment by  some  local  authority.  It -cannot 
dispose  of  the  property  of  the  municipality, 
nor  disburse  its  revenues,  however  acquired, 
for  any  purpose  not  pertaining  to  local  ad- 
ministration or  local  governnrent.  The  re- 
cent amendment  to  the  Constitution,  which 
confers  upon  the  mayor  in  the  larger  cities 
and  the  mayor  and  governing  body  in  the 
others  the  right  to  interpose  what  may  be 
called  a  qualified  veto  upon  acts  of  the  state 
legislature  relating  to  their  local  affairs, 
plainly  implies  that  cities  poFsess  a  certain 
kind  of  political  autonomy,  which,  however 
limited,  the  legislature  may  not  invade  or 
destroy  at  pleasure.  1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  §§ 
71-74.  It  may  regulate,  but  cannot  destroy, 
powers  recognized  by  the  Constitution  as  in- 
herent in  the  cities  of  the  state.  Hie  plain 
purpose  and  effect  of  the  law  in  question  was 
to  deprive  the  city  and  its  contractors  of  the 
exercise  of  all  judgment  and  diseretion  in  the 
matter  of  waf  es  to  be  paid  to  workmen  em- 
l)loyed  upon  all  public  works.  Both  the  city 
and  the  contractor  are  deprived  by  the  stat- 
ute of  all  power  to  deal  with  that  question, 
and,  consequently,  of  all  power  to  protect 
most  vital  interests  in  that  regard  by  con- 
tract or  otherwise.  The  right  which  is  con- 
ceded to  every  private  individual  and  every 
private  corporation  in  the  state  to  make 
their  own  contracts  and  their  own  bargains 
is  denied  to  cities  and  to  contractors  for  city 
work ;  and,  moreover,  if  the  latter  attempt  to 
assjcrt  such  right,  the  money  earned  on  the 
contract  is  declared  to  be  forfeited  to  the  city 
without  the  intervention  of  any  legal  process 
or  judicial  decree.  The  exercise  of  such  a 
power  is  inconsistent  with  the  principles  of 
civil  liberty,  the  preservation  and  enforce- 
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ment  of  which  was  the  main  purpose  in  viev 
when  the  Constitution  was  enacted.  If  the 
legislature  has  power  to  deprive  cities  and 
their  contractors  of  the  right  to  agree  wiUi 
their  workmen  upon  rates  of  oompensatioo, 
why  has  it  not  the  same  power  with  respect 
to  all  private  persons  and  all  private  corpora- 
tions T  That  question  can  be  answered  in 
the  language  which  this  court  used  when  a 
case  with  features  somewhat  similar  was  un- 
der consideration:  "Such  legislation  may 
invade  one  class  of  rights  to-day  and  another 
to-morrow,  and,  if  it  can  be  sanctioned  under 
the  Constitution,  while  far  removed  in  time 
we  will  not  be  far  away  in  practical  states- 
manship from  those  ages  when  goyemmen- 
tal  prefects  supervised  the  building  of 
houses,  the  rearing  of  cattle,  the  sowing  of 
seed,  and  the  reaping  of  grain,  and  govem- 
mental  ordinances  r^ulated  the  movements 
and  labor  of  artisans,  the  rate  of  wages,  the 
price  of  food,  tlie  diet  and  clothing  of  the 
people,  and  a  large  range  of  other  affairs 
long  since  in  all  civilized  lands  regarded  as 
outside  of  governmental  functions."  Re  Ja^ 
cohs,  98  N.  Y.  98,  60  Am.  Rep.  636.  It  was 
once  a  political  maxim  that  the  government 
governs  best  which  governs  the  least.  It  is 
possible  that  we  have  now  outgrown  it,  but 
it  was  an  idea  that  was  always  present  to 
the  minds  of  the  men  who  framed  Ute  Con- 
stitution, and  it  is  proper  for  courts  to  bear 
it  in  mind  when  expounding  that  instrument 
The  power  to  deprive  master  and  servant  of 
the  right  to  agree  upon  the  rate  of  wages 
which  the  latter  was  to  receive  is  one  of  the 
things  which  can  be  regarded  as  impliedly 
prohibited  by  the  fundamental  law  upon 
consideration  of  its  whole  scope  and  purpose 
as  well  as  the  restrictions  and  guaranties  ex- 
pressed. If  the  city  is  not  permitted  to  en- 
ter into  fair  contracts  with  its  employees  for 
their  services  on  such  terms  as  private  in- 
dividuals or  private  corporations  m4y,  it  Is 
disabled  from  performing  the  duties  en- 
joined upon  it  by  law,  or  from  obeying  the 
restrictions  of  the  Constitution.  Even  the 
ordinary  employees  in  the  civil  service  of  the 
city  are  protected  by  the  Constitution  from 
the  exercise  of  absolute  power  by  the  legisla- 
ture. Appointments  and  promotions  in  such 
service  must  be  made  with  reference  to 
merit  and  fitness,  to  be  ascertained,  when 
practicable,  by  competitive  examinations. 
The  legislature  has  no  power  to  enact  per- 
missive or  mandatory  laws  in  conflict  with 
that  principle.  These  illustrations,  and  oth- 
ers which  might  be  given,  prove  that  the 
proposition  that  cities  and  their  internal  af- 
fairs are  subjected  to  the  absolute  will  of 
the  legislature,  and  that  it  has  the  power  to 
command  the  municipality  to  do  this  or 
that,  as  it  may  think  oest,  is  very  far  from 
correct.  There  are  many  express  limita- 
tions upon  its  power,  and  others  are  to  be 
implied  from  the  very  nature  of  the  right 
of  local  self-government  conferred  by  the 
fundamental  law.  The  legislature  cannot 
appoint  an  officer  to  make  the  contracts  of  a 
city,  and  what  it  cannot  do  through  its  own 
appointee  it  cannot  do  by  direct  action.  In 
this  case  the  legislature  made  the  contract 
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foi  the  eity,  at  least  so  far  as  it  relates 
to  the  employment  of  workmen  and  their 
wages.  The  prevailing  rate  of  wages  must 
be,  from  its  very  nature,  a  question  of  fact, 
governed  by  conditions  and  circumstances 
over  which  the  contractor  has  Ho  control. 
The  legislature  cannot  compel  him  to  decide 
that  question  at  his  peril  by  depriving  him 
of  the  right  to  set  it  at  rest  by  agreement 
with  his  employees. 

But  the  statute  also  invades  private  rights 
in  various  other  directions.  The  local  prop- 
erty owners,  who  are  the  parties  that  in  the 
end  must  bear  the  expense  of  the  improve- 
ment, are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  best 
judgment  and  discretion  of  the  city  officers 
in  making  the  contract  for  the  work.  To 
the  extent  that  such  judgment  and  discre- 
tion is  taken  away  by  arbitrary  enactments 
not  in  their  interest,  but  in  favor  of  oppos- 
ing interests,  their  constitutional  rights  of 
liberty  and  property  are  invaded.  When 
the  expense  of  the  improvement  is  enlarged 
beyond  actual  and  reasonable  cost  under 
ordinary  business  conditions, — ^as  it  may  be 
under  the  statute  in  question, — their  prop- 
erty is  taken  without  due  process  of  law. 
•  The  contractor  is  a  private  individual,  en- 
gaged in  private  business.  When  he  enters 
into  a  fair  and  honest  contract  for  some 
municipal  improvement,  that  contract  is 
property,  entitled  to  the  same  protection  as 
any  other  property.  It  is  not  competent  for 
the  legislature  to  deprive  him  of  the  benefit 
of  this  contract  by  imposing  burdensome 
conditions  with  respect  to  the  means  of  per- 
formance, or  to  regulate  the  rate  of  wages 
which  he  shall  pay  to  his  workmen,  or  to 
withhold  the  contract  price  when  such  con- 
ditions are  not  complied  with  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  city,  when  he  is  not  left  free 
to  select  his  own  workmen  upon  such  terms 
as  he  and  they  can  fairly  agree  upon,  he  is 
deprived  of  that  lil>erty  of  action  and  right 
to  accumulate  property  embraced  within  the 
guaranties  c^  the  Constitution,  since  his 
right  to  the  free  use  of  all  his  faculties  in 
the  pursuit  of  an  honest  vocation  is  so  far 
abridged.  A  statute  which  enables  a  city 
that  has  entered  into  a  contract  with  him 
for  the  performance  of  some  public  work  to 
receive  and  accept  the  fruits  of  his  labor, 
and  at  the'  same  time  refuse  to  pay  for  it 
upon  the  ground  that  he  omitted  to  pay  the 
prevailing  rate  of  wages  to  his  workmen, 
though  he  paid  all  they  asked,  and  all  he 
agreed  to  pay,  would  seem  to  be  an  arbitrary 
interference  with  his  liberty  and  property, 
and  not  within  the  legitimate  sphere  of  leg- 
islation. It  is  not  claimed  that  the  statute 
has  any  relation  to  the  public  health,  the 
public;  morals,  the  public  safety,  or  any  of 
the  other  objects  within  the  scope  of  the 
police  power;  and  it  is  a  somewhat  remark- 
able fact  that  the  learned  counsel  who  has 
argued  in  support  of  this  appeal  and  of  this 
statute  has  not  attempted  .to  state  the  pur- 
pose for  which  it  was  enacted,  but  leaves 
that  point  wholly  to  conjecture. 

Tt  is  impossible  to  see  how  such  legisla- 
tion could  promote  the  true  interests  of  the 
city  or  that  of  the  local  taxpayer,  and  not 
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difficult  to  see  how,  in  its  actual  operation, 
it  would  tend  to  increase  the  cost  of  every 
local  improvement.  Indeed,  it  is  conceded 
on  all  sides  that  such  has  been  the  effect  of 
the  law  upon  the  expense  of  public  improve- 
ments in  the  city  of  New  York.  The  very 
ground  upon  which  the  city  refused  to  pay 
was  th^t  the  icontr actor  did  not  pay  enough 
for  the  labor  performed.  If  the  claims  re- 
ferred to,  aggregating  over  $6,000,000,  must 
be  paid,  then  it  is  plain  that  this  law  will 
cost  the  city  that  sum  without  any  addition- 
al or  corresponding  benefit.  The  funds  nec- 
essary to  pay  these  claims  would  involve  the 
expenditure  of  money  for  other  'than  city 
purposes.  It  was  supposed,  no  doubt,  that 
the  law  would  benefit  wage  earners,  but  it 
is  not  clear  how  it  can  if  we  consider  that 
class  of  citizens  as  a  body.  A  law  that  re- 
stricts freedom  of  contract  on  the  part  of 
both  the  master  and  servant  cannot,  in  the 
end,  operate  to  the  benefit  of  either.  /The 
law  forbids  the  contractor  from  paying  a 
rate  of  wages  other  than  what  is  called  "the 
prevailing  rate,"  although  the  laborer  is  will- 
ing to  accept  it.  It  calls  for  the  payment, 
practically,  on  all  occasions;  of  the  highest 
market  price,  and  hence  must  compel'  the 
contractor  to  employ  only  such  workmen  as 
are  competent  to  earn  the  very  highest  rate 
of  compensation.  It  makes  no  allowance  for 
the  various  degrees  of  efficiency  and  capacity 
that  must  always  exist  in  so  large  a  part  of 
the  community.  A  person  less  competent 
than  his  neighbor,  from  whatever  cause,  can- 
not be  employed,  because  a  uniform  rate 
must  be  paid,  without  taking  into  account 
the  varying  conditions  of  life  and  the  de- 
grees of  capacity.  Such  a  law  may,  indeed, 
benefit  for  a  time  the  favored  few  who  pos- 
sess the  largest  capacity  to  earn  the  largest 
wages,  and  in  this  view  it  may  be  said  that 
it  provides  only  for  the  survival  of  the  fit- 
test. But  the  effect  of  the  law  must  be  that 
all  those  who  are  too  young  or  too  old,  or 
for  any  other  reason  less  competent  than 
their  neighbors,  must  be  deprived  of  all  op- 
portunity to  secure  employment  on  all  public 
works  in  their  respective  callings,  and  so  the 
tendency  of  such  legislation  is  to  check  in- 
dividual exertion  and  to  suppress  industrial 
freedom.  The  contractor  is  not  only  de- 
prived of  t^e  right  to  make  such  contracts 
with  his  workmen  as  would  be  mutually  ac- 
ceptable and  beneficial,  but  he  is  required, 
in  selecting  his  employees,  to  give  preference 
to  citizens  of  this  state.  Citizens  of  other 
states  and  resident  aliens  are  thus  subjected 
to  harsh  discrimination.  The  citizens  of 
each  state  are  entitled  to  all  privileges  and 
inununities  of  citizens  in  the  several  states 
under  the  Federal  Constitution,  and  persons 
still  unnaturalized  are  protected  by  the 
broad  principles  of  international  law.  It  is 
not  necessary  to  Inquire  how  far,  if  at  all,  the 
rights  of  citizens  of  other  states  seeking  em- 
ployment here,  or  those  of  aliens  who  have 
come  here  to  improve  their  condition  and  to 
earn  an  honest  living,  are  ignored  or  re- 
stricted by  this  statute.  These  questions 
have  not  been  raised  or  argued,  and  we  will 
only  remark  that  it  reverses  the  settled  poll* 
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cy  of  this  state  from  the  earliest  times.  The 
policy  of  New  York  has  always  been  to  wel- 
come, not  only  the  citizens  of  cfur  sister 
states^  but  emigrants  from  abroad,  to  equal 
participation  in  all  the  opportunities  and  ad- 
vantages of  its  business  and  industrial  life. 
If  the  policy  indicated  in  the  statute  now  un- 
der consideration  had  been  formulated  and 
carried  into  operation  half  a  century  earlier, 
it  may  be  that  the  growth  and  progress  of 
the  state  would  not  be  the  subject  of  so 
much  pride,  or  as  gratifying  to  all  the  peo- 
ple, as  it  is  now.  These  conclusions  result 
from  principles  that  have  been  often  stated 
by  this  court  when  paternal  legislation  of 
the  same  character  was  under  consideration. 
Re  Jacobs,  98  N.  Y.  98,  50  Am.  Rep.  636; 
People  V.  MarsD,  99  N.  Y.  378,  52  Am.  Rep. 
34,  2  N.  E.  29 ;  Peoqyle  v.  Qillamx,  109  N.  Y. 
389,  17  N.  E.  343;  Colon  v.  Lisk,  153  N.  Y. 
18S.  47  N.  E.  302;  People  v.  HawkinB,  157 
N.  Y.  1,  42  L.  R.  A.  490,  51  N.  E.  257 ;  People 
ex  rel.  Tyrolerv,  Warden  of  City  Prison,  157 
V  N.  Y.  lio,  43  L.  R.  A.  264,  51  N.  E.  1006. 
Numerous  other  cases  might  be  cited  from 
other  jurisdictions  that  tend  to  support  the 
views  expressed.  They  are  referred  to  and 
quoted  in  the  briefs  of  counsel,  and  it  is  un- 
necessary to  comment  upon  them  generally. 
These  cases,  however,  deal  with  a  great  va- 
riety of  statutes  in  line  with  the  one  in- 
volved in  the  case  at  bar.  They  constitute 
a  valuable  contribution  to  the  law  with  le- 
spect  to  the  scope  and  limits  of  legislative 
power.  In  all  of  them  statutes  differing  in 
no  es^sential  principle  from  that  now  under 
consideration  were  held  void  as  in  conflict 
witli  constitutional  restrictions,  express  or 
implied.  The  prominent  feature  in  the  dis- 
cussions is  that  the  legislation  is  condemned 
as  an  infringement  upon  the  right  of  employ- 
er and  employees  to  enter  into  contracts  in 
their  own  way,  and  in  some  of  them  it  was 
said  that  such  legislation  was  an  insulting 
attempt  to  put  the  laborer  under  legislative 
tutelage,  which  was  not  only  degrading  to 
his  manhood,  but  subversive  of  his  righU  as 
a  citizen.  The  statutes  considered  all  pro- 
fess to  be  for  the  purpose  of  securing  to  the 
wa.ire  earner  his  rights,  but  it  was  shown 
that  they  were  really  subversive  of  them. 
The  following  are  a  few  of  the  laws  thus  con- 
sidered and  condemned,  and  it  will  be  seen 
that  they  were  all  in  line  with  the  enactment 
in  question:  An  act  forbidding  employers 
from  withholding  wages  from  employees  en- 
gaofpd  in  weaving  for  imperfections  in  the 
work.  Com.  v.  Perry.  155  Mass.  117,  14  L. 
R.  A.  325,  28  N.  E.  li26.  An  act  to  secure 
operators  in  coal  mines  and  certain  manu- 
factories the  payment  of  their  wages  at  regu- 
lar intervals,  and  in  lawful  money.  Ood- 
charles  v.  Wigeman,  113  Pa.  431,  6  Atl.  354; 
State  V.  Goodwilly  33  W.  Va.  179,  6  L.  R.  A. 
621,  10  S.  E.  285;  State  v.  Fire  Creek  Coal 
A  C.  Co.  33  W.  Va.  188,  6  L.  R,  A.  359,  10  S. 
E.  288.  An  act  relating  to  the  payment  of 
■wages  to  miners  employed  upon  the  basis  of 
the  quantity  of  coal  mined.  Ramsey  v.  Peo- 
ple, 142  IIL  380,  17  L.  R.  A.  853,  32  N.  E. 
364.  An  act  to  provide  for  payment  of 
"v^-asres  in  money,  and  prohibit  the  system  of 
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truck  stores,  and  to  prevent  deductions  from 
wages  except  for  money  advanced.  FTorer 
V.  People  use  of  School  Fund,  141  HI.  171, 16 
L.  R.  A.  492,  31  K.  E.  395.  An  act  to  pr> 
vide  for  weekly  payment  of  wages  by  corpo- 
rations. Braceville  Coal  Co.  v.  People,  147 
111.  66,  22  L.  R.  A.  340,  35  N.  E.  62.  Ab  act 
declaring  it  unlawful  for  persons  enga^  in 
mining  to  pay  wages  otherwise  than  in  mon- 
ey. State  V.  Loomis,  115  Mo.  307,  21  L  L 
A.  789,  22  S.  W.  350.  A  city  ordinan^:  ex- 
acting that  laborers  should  receive  not  le»> 
than  $1.50  per  day,  and  that  the  day  shoal i 
not  exceed  eight  hours.  State  ex  rel.  Bra«- 
ley  V.  Norton,  5  Ohio  N.  P.  183.  The  cise 
last  cited  is  not  distinguishable  from  the  ooe 
at  bar.  Indeed,  it  involves  the  very  ques- 
tion ;  and,  while  it  is  not  a  decision  of  the 
highest  court  of  the  state,  it  is  based  upon 
the  authority  and  the  doctrines  of  the  oihc 
cases  cited,  and  upon  reasoning  that  s^ms 
to  be  unanswerable.  The  case  at  bar  diffrf"3 
from  these  cases,  cited  from  the  higher; 
courts  of  other  states,  only  in  the  circux- 
stance  that  here  the  legislature  has  ir.ade 
use  of  municipal  corporations  to  aeiNirapIi«3 
the  purposes  which  were  there  condemne^i 
But  it  must  be  obvious  that  what  the  le-iiv 
lature  cannot  do  directly  it  cannot  do  indi- 
rectly. It  cannot  make  use  of  its  power* 
over  municipal  corporations  to  subver 
rights  of  liberty  and  property  guaranteed  bj 
the  Constitution. 

The  compulsory  authority  of  the  legisla- 
ture o^'er  municipal  corporations  in  re<:.irl 
to  matters   of  general   concern  and  duti^ 
which  the  people  of  the  several  localities  owe 
to  the  state  at  large  is  not  questioned,    tec- 
islative  control  in  matters  political  and  p'^- 
emmental  is  complete.     But  while  such  eor- 
poration'd  are  made  use  of  in  state  govem- 
ments,  and  in  that  character  subject  to  state 
control,   they  have  other   objects  and  pur- 
poses peculiarly  local,  in  which  the  state  at 
large,  except  in  conferring  the  power  a:^d 
regulating  its  exercise,  is  legally  no  m.^re 
concerned  than  it  is  in  the  individual  snj 
private  concerns  of  its  several  citizens:  a*l 
it  is  from  the  standpoint,  not  of  state  inter- 
est, but  of  local  interest,  that  the  nece»-5ity 
of  incorporating  cities  and  villages  most  dis- 
tinctly appears.     With  respect  to  pro|*crTy 
and  contract  rights  of  exclusively  local  con- 
cern, the  state  has  no  right  to  interfere  and 
control  by  compulsory  legislation  the  acti-'c 
of   municiiml    corporations.     The  people  of 
,the  state  at  large,  through  their  repre^i^s- 
tatives,  have  no  more  authority  to  dictate 
to  a  city  the  form  in  which  its  contra ct<  shall 
be  framed,  or  the  ^vages  that  it  shall  pay  t«- 
laborers,  than  they  have  to  dictate  to  an  in- 
dividual what  he  shall  eat,  drink,  or  wear. 
A  municipal  corporation,  in  matters  affect- 
ing its   property   and   its   private   contract 
rights,  enjoys  practically  the  same  immunitj 
from  legislative  interference  for  the  benen: 
of  private  corporations  or  individuals  as  is 
accorded  ^o  business  corporations  and  pri- 
vate citizens.     People  ex  rel.  Park  Comri.  v. 
Drtroit,  28  Mich.  228,  15  Am.  Rep.  2iV2 ;  Ctf«- 
zevs*  Sav.  d  L.  Asso.  v.  Topekos  20  Wall.  d^. 
22  L.  cd.  455;  People  ex  rel.  Dunkirk,  Tf.  i 
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/».  R,  Co,  V.  Batchcllor,  53  N.  Y.  128,  13  Am. 
Rep.  480;  ^ye^i:mc1^  v.  Douglas,  64  N.  Y.  91, 
21  Am.  Rep.  580;  Normal  School  Dial.  Bd, 
of  Edu.  V.  Blodgett,  155  111.  441,  31  L.  R.  A. 
70,  40  N.  E.  1025.  ITie  case  of  Clark  v. 
JState,  142  N.  Y.  101,  36  N.  E.  817,  cited  by 
the  learned  corporation  counsel,  is  not  'in 
<K)nflict  with  the  vie\v8  herein  expressed.  All 
that  this  case  decided  was  that  the  state  had 
power  to  declare  by  statute  the  compensation 
to  be  paid  to  its  own  employees  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  agreement  providing  for  a  dif- 
ferent rate.  But  the  right  to  make  contracts 
for  the  c6mpensation  to  be  paid,  whether 
greater  or  less  than  the  statutory  rate,  is 
expressly  recognized  and  conceded  through- 
out the  opinion;  and  it  is  obvious  that  un- 
der the  Constitution  that  right  could  not  be 
abrogated,  since  the  power  to  employ  labor  is 
conferred  by  that  instrument  upon  the  super- 
intendent of  public  works.  The  power  to 
employ  implies  the  power  to  agree  upon  the 
compensation,  and,  while  the  stotute  was  ap- 
plied to  cases  where  no  such  agreement  was 
made,  it  could  not  deprive  the  superintend- 
ent of  the  power  conferred  upon  him  by  the 
Constitution.  People  ex  rel.  Killeen  v.  An- 
gle, 109  N.  Y.  664,  17  N.  E.  413.  The  stet- 
ute  which  was  under  consideratif^n  in  that 
case  did  not  attempt  to  interfere  with  the 
right  to  make  contracts. 

In  the  brief  time  that  we  have  been  able 
to  devote  to  an  examination  of  this  case,  it 
would  not  be  practicable  to  consider  all  the 
special  features  of  the  law,  and  to  determine 
the  parts  that  are  good  and  thoee  that  are 
objectionable.  It  will  be  suiRcient  for  all 
purposes  of  this  case  to  say  that,  in  so  far 
as  the  statute  is  invoked  to  shield  the  city 
from  the  obligation  to  pay  the  relator  the 
money  due  to  him,  it  is  not  a  valid  defense, 
for  the  reason  that  some  of  its  most  material 
provisions  are  in  conflict  with  the  Constitu- 
tion :  ^  1 )  Because  in  its  actual  operation 
it  permits  and  requires  the  expenditure  of 
the  money  of  the  city,  or  that  of  the  local 
property  owner,  for  other  tJian  city  purpos- 
es. (2)  Because  it  invades  rights  of  liberty 
and  property,  in  that  it  denies  to  the  city 
and  the  contractor  the  right  to  agree  with 
their  employees  upon  the  measure  of  their 
compensation,  and  compels  them  in  all  cases 
to  pay  an  arbitrary  and  uniform  rate,  which 
is  expressed  in  vague  language,  difficult  to 
cLefiue  or  ascertain,  and  subject  to  constant 
cliange  from  artificial  causes.  (3)  Because 
it  virtually  confiscates  all  property  rights  of 
the  contractor  under  his  contract  for  breach 
of  his  engagement  to  obey  the  statute,  and 
it  attempts  to  make  acts  and  omissions  penal 
which  in  themselves  are  innocent  and  harm- 
less. It,  in  effect,  imposes  a  penalty  upon 
the  exercise  by  the  city  or  by  the  contractor 
of  the  right  to  agree  with  their  employees 
upon  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  employ- 
ment. We  have  already  seen  that  it  is  no 
answer  to  the  relator's  claim  to  be  paid  what 
is  justly  due  to  him  to  say  that  he  has  con- 
sented in  the  contract  that  it  should  be  for- 
feited to  the  city  in  the  event  of  a  violation 
of  the  labor  law.  The  question  does  not 
originate  in  any  agreement  voluntarily 
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made,  but  arises  out  of  the  statute,  and  the 
validity  or  invalidity  of  that  enactment  is 
the  fundamental  question.  Neither  the  city 
nor  the  contractor  had  anv  interest  in  these 
stipulations.  Tliey  are  in  the  contract  only 
by  force  of  the  mandate  of  the  statute,  and, 
unless  the  legislature  had  power  to  frame  the 
contract  in^^it  respect,  their  presence  is  of 
no  consequence.  The  city  could  not  main- 
tain any  action  for  damages  for  violation  of 
these  stipulations  by  the  contractor  for  the 
plain  reason  that  it  was  impossible  for  it  to 
sustain  any  damages  under  the  circumstan- 
ces. Those  provisions  are  a  part  of  the  con- 
tract in  form  only,  since  they  lack  the  one 
most  essential  element  of  every  contract, 
namely,  the  consent  of  the  parties.  The  ob- 
ligations and  legal  effect  of  a  promise  or  en- 
gagement imported  into  a  contract  by  force 
of  a  statute,  as  in  this  case,  whereby  the  con- 
tracting parties  agiee  to  obey  or  execute  some 
law,  depend  entirely  upon  the  validity  of  the 
law.  Every  person  is  bound  to  obey  the  law, 
irrespective  of  any  express  agreement  on  his 
part  to  that  effect;  but  he  does  not  incur 
any  liability  or  penalty  for  breach  of  an 
agreement  to  obey  a  void  law.  Such  a  prom- 
ise or  agreement  cannot  survive  the  statute 
upon  which  it  is  founded,  but  must  fall  with 
it,  since  it  can  have  no  independent  exist- 
ence arising  from  the  consent  of  the  parties 
or  the  meeting  of  minds.  No  one  would 
claim  that  the  terms  of  the  contract  preclud- 
ed the  relator  from  the  recovery  of  what 
is  due  t(f  him  for  the  work  but  for  the  law 
which  is  behind  it.  Tlie  effect  of  this  stat- 
ute was  to  make  the  city  a  trustee  or  in- 
strument for  the  enforcement  of  the  law  in 
the  interests  of  the  persons  for  whose  bene-  . 
fit  it  was  enacted,  and  thus  the  powers  and 
functions  of  the  municipality  are  employed 
for  purposes  foreign,  to  those  for  which  they 
were  created  and  exist  under  the  Constitu- 
tion. 

The  order  of  the  Appellate  Division  should 
he  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Martin,  J.,  concurs. 

Iiandon,  J.,  concurring: 

I  concur  in  the  opinion  of  Judge  O'Brien. 
I  think  it  proper  to  state  some  considera- 
tions which  I  suppose  to  be  pertinent : 

1.  The  city  has  a  governmental  capacity, 
and  the  business  capacity  incidental  to  it. 
Its  governmental  capacity  does  not  extend 
to  the  wages  private  persons  shall  pay  their 
servants,  and  hence  it  cannot,  in  its  buainess 
capacity,  fix  such  wages. 

2.  The  relator,  in  taking  care  of  his  part 
of  the  contract,  is  exclusively  engaged  in 
minding  his  private  business.  The  city  can- 
not interfere  with  him  except  upon  his  fail- 
ure to  render  proper  performance  of  the 
work,  or  of  some  connected  requirement  af- 
fecting the  public  convenience  or  safety. 
Hence  he  is  an  independent  contractor,  and 
thus  free  to  hire  his  owji  workmen  as  any 
other  person  may. 

3.  In  its  business  contracts  with  a  person 
the  state  or  city  is  on  one  side  of  the  con- 
tract and  the  person  on  the  other.    Each 


824 


New  Tore  Coirt  op  Appeals. 


Feb.. 


should  render  to  the  other  the  promised 
equivalent.  Here  thfe  contractor  has  .ren- 
dered to  the  city  all  the  equivalent  that  it 
has  capacity  to  receive.  It  cannot  ask  for 
more  in  behalf  of  itself,  but  it  assumes  a 
grievance  in  behalf  of  others,  of  whom  it  is 
neither  guardian  nor  trustee.  They  are  free 
men.  It  will  be  timely  to  hear  them  when 
they  ask  a  hearing.  The  city  thus  asks  for 
more  than  the  equivalent  promised  to  it. 
The  vice  of  its  position  is  that  it  seeks  to 
thrust  into  a  business  contracti  in  addition 
to  its  subject-matter,  control  over  the  con- 
tractor's independent  relations  with  other 
people.  It  does  not  hire  his  servants,  and 
therefore  cannot  fix  their  wages. 

4.  The  state,  like  an  individual,  may  con- 
tract for  the  kind  and  quality  of  materials 
to  be  furnished  in  a  given  construction;  oth- 
erwise, it  may  not  get  what  it  wants.  It  is, 
I  submit,  false  analogy  to  assume  that  it  has 
the  like  right  to  dictate  to  the  contractor  the 
wages  he  shall  pay  his  workmen.  They  are 
not  parties  to  tlie  contract.  It  is  not  made 
for  their  benefit.  The  state  cannot  directly 
give  them  gratuities,  and  therefore  cannot 
indirectly  do  so  through  the  contractor; 
much  less  by  extortion  masked  under  the 
power  to  contract.  Conceding  that  the  state 
has  a  benevolent  sentiment  of  concern  in  the 
matter  of  workmen's  wages,  that  sentiment 
has  no  relation  to  the  subject-matter  the  con- 
tractor has  agreed  to  deliver;  and,  because  it 
has  none,  the  contrary  claim  of  the^state  has 
no  just  basis.  The  contract  calls  for  a  cer- 
tain kind  of  work  by  Rodgers,  the  relator. 
If  he  furnished  it,  it  is  of  no  more  business 
concern  to  the  state  than  to  the  individual 
■whether  he  has  meantime  furnished  his  work- 
men with  tooth  brushes  or  paid  them  extra 
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6.  An  officer  is  a  part  of  the  personal  force 
by  which  the  state  acts,  thinks,  determines, 
administers,  and  makes  its  Constitution  and 
laws  operative  and  effective.  He  is  an  arm 
of  the  state,  and  always  on  its  side.  The 
contractor,  laborer,  or  employee  deals  at 
arm's  length  with  the  state,  and  is  always 
on  his  own  side,  not  necessarily  opposed  to 
the  state^  but  with  respect  to  his  service. ow- 
ing it  no  oath-bound  duty,  but  simply  the 
contractual  duty  to  perform  as  he  has  agreed 
to  do.  The  state  can  fix  the  salaries  it  will 
pay  its  officers,  but  no  more  than  the  individ- 
ual can  fix  the  wages  it  will  pay  employees. 
It  can  fix.  the  wages  it  will  offer, — and  its 
policy  is  to  fix  them  high  enough  to  secure 
acceptance  by  the  workmen, — but  without 
such  acceptance  the  wages  cannot  be  fixed. 
They  must  remain  a  matter  of  contract. 
The  power  to  ^x  the  rate,  as  distinguished 
from  offering  it,  includes  a  low  rate  as  well 
as  a  high  one,  and  thus  becomes  despotic  in 
substance,  however  dormant  in  exercise. 

6.  When  an  independent  contractor  with 
the  state  or  city  has  performed  his  work  on 
time,  'complete  in  every  detail  according  to 
the  contract,  free  from  every  lien  and  encum- 
brance, then,  if  the  state  or  city  can  escape 
paying  him  because  he  has  not  voted  a  cer- 
tain ticket,  made  contribution*  to  a  certain 
political  party,  or  paid  his  workmen  any 
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more  than  they  agreed  to  work  for,  the  state 
can  compel  him  to  choose  between  losing  his 
earnings  or  his  natural  liberty  to  make  such 
honest  contracts  with  his  fellowmen  for 
their  services  as  they  are  willing  to  make 
with  him.  To  deny  an  independent  con- 
tractor such  liberty  and  protect  others  in  it» 
is  to  deny  him  the  equal  protection  of  the 
}aws. 

7.  To  enact  that  no  less  than  the  prevail- 
ing rate  of  wages  shall  be  paid  by  such  con- 
tractor is  an  indirect  method  of  excluding^ 
from  his  employment  those  who  can  earn 
something,  but  not  so  much;  since  he  will 
not  hire  those  who  cannot  do  the  work  of  an 
able-bodied  man. 

S.  It  is  admitted  that  the  contractor  paid 
less  than  the  prevailing  rate  of  wages.     Xo 
doubt   that    is    true   if    the    highest    rate 
among  the  best  workmen  is  the  test.     But 
what  is  the  prevailing  rate  of  wages?     Is  it 
the    rate   that    the   best   workmen,    or    the 
largest   mass   of   workmen,  or   the   average 
workmen    can    command?     Does    it    depend 
upon   ability?     If  so,  of  which   grade?     Or 
upon  numbers?     If  so,  is  it  the  majority  of 
all  on  of  a  class?  And,  if  on  a  class,  of  which 
class,   and^vhy?     What  rights  have  thoeie 
who  dd  not*ome  within  the  dominant  class? 
Does   it  depend  upon   supply  and   demand? 
Upon  fair  competition?     How  can  w^  tell? 
Must  we  not  conclude  that  a  statute  which 
simply  says  **the  prevailing  rate  of  wages" 
is  too  indefinite  in  its  meaning  to  be  made 
the  test  or  condition  of  a  penalty  or  forfeit- 
ure?    When  a  penal  statute  leaves  doubtful 
the  kind  of  act  it  denounces,  the  accused  is 
entitled  to    the    benefit  of    the    doubt,  and, 
though  he  may  not  insist  upon  the  doubt,  the 
state,  out  of  self-respect,  should  refrain  from 
infiicting  the  penalty. 

Bartlett  and  Vann,  JJ.,'  concur  with 
O'Brien  and  Landon,  JJ. 

Parker,  Ch.  J.,  dissenting: 

The  reasoning  by  which  the  decision  about 
to  be  made  is  sought  to  \^  supported  fails  to 
persuade  me  that  it  is  other  than  a  judicial 
encroachment  upon  legislative  prerogative; 
for  it  is  that,  and  nothing  less,  if  the  stat- 
ute does  not  offend  against  either  the  Federal 
or  the  state  Constitution.  If  the  statute, 
which  seems  to  be  regarded  by  some  as  vi- 
cious in  its  tendency,  attempted  to  regulate 
the  question  of  wages  as  between  citizens  of 
the  state,  so  as  to  affect  even  in  the  slight- 
est degree  the  basis  on  which  one  citizen 
should  contract  with  another,  then  not  on*y 
would  much  of  the  discussion  which  thi* 
statute  has  invoked  be  relevant,  but  the  de- 
cision about  to  be  made  would  be  unques- 
tionably sound.  The  legislature,  however, 
intended  nothing  of  the  kind,  and  the  stat- 
ute not  only  omits  to  express  any  such  pur- 
pose, but  it  is  60  carefully  guarded  as  to 
leave  no  room  for  doubt  *hat  the  legislature, 
appreciating  the  limits  of  its  authority,  in- 
tended to  and  did  simply  provide  with  cer- 
tainty that  those  who  work  directly  for  the 
state,  or  upon  public  works  w'ithin  the  state, 
shall   received   that  which   may   be   termed 
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"going  wages"*  in  the  locality  in  which  any 
particular  public  work  is  being  carried  on, 
as  will  at  once  appear  from  a  reading  of 
the  statute,  so  much  of  which  as  is  germane 
to  the  question  under  discussion  being  set 
out  in  the  statement  of  facts.  In  other 
words,  the  legislature,  which  is  vested  with 
the  power,  to  direct  the  conduct  of  the  busi- 
ness operations  of  the  state,  by  this  statute 
has  not  only  declared  it  to  be  the  policy  of 
the  state  as  a  proprietor  to  pay  the  prevail- 
ing rate  of  wages,  but  has  enjoined  upon  its 
several  agents  and  agencies  the  duty  of  exe- 
cuting this  policy.  An  attack  upon  this 
statute,  therefore,  assails  the  right  of  the 
state  as  a  proprietor  to  pay  such  wages  as  it 
chooses  to  those  who  either  work  for  it  di- 
rectly, or  upon  any  work  of  construction  in 
which  it  may  be  engaged.  No  one  has  pre- 
sumed to  challenge  the  right  of  an  individ- 
ual either  to  pay  the  prevailing  rate  of 
wages  in  his  locality,  or,  if  he  concludes  to 
have  his  work  done  by  contract,  to  refuse  to 
award  it  to  a  contractor  who  will  not  agree 
to  pay  the  going  wages  to  all  employees  that 
may  be  engaged  upon  the  work.  But  the 
state  seems  to  be  regarded  in  some. quarters 
as  having  less  power  as  a  proprietor  than  an 
individual,  so  that  what  an  individual  may 
contract  to  do  in  the  performance  of  his  own 
work  the  state  itself  may  not  do  when  it  as- 
sumes'the  role  of  proprietor,  and  attempts 
the  construction  of  important  public  ,work. 

Now,  having  called  attention  to  the  fact 
that  the  statute,  by  its  terms,  i»  expressly 
limited  to  laborers  employed  upon  the  work 
of  which  the  state,  in  its  entirety  or  through 
some  subdivision  thereof,  is  the  proprietor, 
we  come  to  the  question  whether  there  is 
any  provision  of  either  the  Federal  or  state 
Constitution  that  so  far  restricts  the  power 
of  the  state  in  constructing  its  buildings  or 
other  public  woi*ks  that  it  has  less  liberty  of 
action  than  one  of  its  citizens.  That  it  has, 
to  say  the  least,  as  much  power  as  a  pro- 
prietor as  has  any  of  the  individuals  of 
which  its  citizenship  is  comprised,  would 
peem  to  be  a  self-evident  proposition.  But, 
as  evidence  is  not  wanting  that  it  is  not  so 
regarded  by  others,  the  subject  must  have 
some  consideration.  In  1889  the  legislature 
provided  by  statute  that  from  and  after  the 
passage  of  the  act  the  wages  of  day  laborers 
emploved  by  the  state,  or  any  officer  thereof, 
should  not  be  less  than  $2  per  day.  Chap. 
380,  I^aws  1880.  It  is  difficult  to  imagine 
from  what  source  the  idea  could  have  been 
born  that  this  statute  was  unconstitutional, 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  it  was  known  of  all 
men  that  the  legislature  had  always  fixed  the 
compensation  of  its  executive,  legislative, 
and  judicial  officers,  and  had  provided  from 
the  beginning  what  compensation,  if  any, 
should  be  paid  to  all  of  the  county  and  city 
officers  throughout  the  state.  Indeed,  the 
compensation  for  every  kind  and  character 
of  service  whatsoever  had  always  been  fixed 
either  by  the  legislature  directly  or  through 
agencies  created  by  it;  the  original  source 
of  power  in  all  cases  being  the  legislature. 
Xei'ertheless,  there  were  those  who  conceived 
the  absurd  idea  that  there  was  some  distinc- 
52  L.  R.  A. 


tion  between  the  compensation  for  day  la- 
borers and  the  compensation  for  all  others 
engaged  in  the  service  of  the  state,  and  so 
the  demand  of  one  Clark,  who  was  employed 
upon  the  canals,  for  the  compensation  fixed,, 
by  the  legislature,  was  challenged,  and  fi- 
nally came  to  this  court,  where  the  question 
was  put  at  .rest  by  a  unanimous  decision, 
which  held  that  "there  is  no  express  or  im- 
plied restriction  to  be  found  in  the  Consti- 
tution upon  the  power  of  the  legislature  to 
fix  and  declare  the  rate  of  compensation  to 
be  paid  for  labor  or  services  performed  upon 
the  public  worl^  of  the  state.  That  legisla- 
tion is  doubtless  open  to  criticism  from  the 
standpoint  of  sound  policy  and  expediency, 
but  the  courts  have  nothing  to  do  wilh  these 
questions,  so  long  as  it  is  not  in  conflict  with^ 
the  Constitution;  and  we  think  that  a  gen-^ 
eral  law  regulating  the  compensation  of  la- 
borers employed  by  the  sta^e,  or  by  officers 
under  its  authority,  which  disturbs  no  vested 
right  or  contract,  was  within  the  power  of 
the  legislature  to  enact,  whatever  may  be 
said  as  to  its  wisdom  or  policy."  Clark  v. 
SiatCy  142  N.  Y.  101,  36  N.  E.  Sir.  Now, 
certainly  it  need  not  be  argued  that,  if  the 
Constitution  contains  no  restriction  "npon 
the  power  of  the  legislature  to  fix  and  de- 
clare the  rate  of  compensation  to  be  paid  for 
labor  or  services  performed  on  the  public 
works  of  the  state,"  there  is  nothing  in  the 
Constitution  to  restrict  the  power  of  the  leg- 
islature ii^  declaring  that  "the  rate  of  com- 
pensation to  be  paid  for  labor  or  service  per- 
formed on  the  public  works  of  the  state*^ 
"shall  [in  the  language  of  the  statute]  not 
be  less  than  the  prevailing  rate  for  a  day's 
work  in  the  same  trade  or  occupation  in  the 
locality  within  the  state  where  such  public 
work  on,  about,  or  in  connection  with  which 
labor  is  performed,  in  its  final  or  completed 
form,  ia  to  be  situated,  erected,  or  used." 
So,  if  authority  be  needed,  we  have  the  au- 
thority of  this  court  that  the  legislature  has 
the  power  to  provide  that  the  policy  of  the 
state  shall  be  to  pay  the  going  rate  of  wages 
in  the  locality  in  which  a  public  work  is  to 
be  done,  and  to  command  its  agents  to  obey 
its  directions  in  that  regard.  For  illustra- 
tion: Were  it  now  engaged  in  the  erection 
of  a  new  capitol,  the  public  officer  or  officers 
having  in  charge  the  construction  by  ap- 
pointment of  the  legislature  would,  under 
1;he  authority  of  the  Clark  Case,  be  obliged 
to  pay  the  prevailing  rate  of  wages  in  Al- 
bany; and  if,  in  the  course  of  construction, 
it  should  be  determined  to  do  some  part  of 
the  work  by  contract, — as  was  the  case  dur- 
ing the  last  year  of  work  upon  the  capitol,— 
those  having  in  charge  the  construction 
would  be  obliged  to  provide  in  the  contract 
that  the  contractor  should  pay  the  prevail- 
ing rate  of  wages  in  Albany.  Of  course,  a 
contractor  would  not  be  obliged  to  accept  a 
contract  under  such  terms,  but  certainly 
would  do  so  if  he  wished  the  work,  for  the 
state  as  proprietor  would  have  the  right  to 
impose  any  terms  it  might  choose  as  a  condi- 
tion of  awarding  the  contract,  just  as  an  in- 
dividual might  do.  Terms  might  thus  be 
imposed  which  would  be  wise  or  very  foolish 
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for  both  the  state  and  the  contractor,  in  the 
estimation  of  the  latter;  but  it  is  the  pro- 
prietor's right  to  be  unwise  if  he  so  wills,  in 
which  respect  the  state  is  perhaps,  both  in 
theory  and  practice,  on  an  equality  with  its 
citizens.  The  provision  in  the  contract  re- 
quiring, in  effect,  that  he  should  pay  the  go- 
ing wages,  would,  of  course,  interfere  with 
his  liberty  to  hire  men  for  lower  wages.  So 
a  provision  that  he  must  use  a  certain  brand 
of  cement,  which  is  no  better  and  costs  more 
than  other  brands,  would  interfere  with  his 
liberty  to  buy  first-class  cement  at  a  lower 
price  than  the  brand  named.  A  provision 
that  some  or  all  of  the  figure  work  cut  out 
of  stone  should  be  dolne  by  workmen  from 
Italy  would,  perhaps,  interfere  with  the  em- 
ployment at  less  expense  of  me"!!  of  equal  or 
greater  skill  at  home,  who  could  do  equally 
good  or  better  work,  and  to  that  extent  his 
libei'ty  to  so  contract  as  to  make  a  gre;iter 
profit  for  himself,  without  injury  to  the  pro- 
prietor, would  be  interfered  with;  but  it  is 
interfered  with  only  because  he  assents  to 
the  proprietor's  wishes,  and  contracts  that  it 
shall  b^  so,  and  hence  his  liberty  is  not  in- 
terf(*red  with  at  all  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Constitution,  for  he  has  solemnly  cove- 
nanted in  his  agreement  that  he  shall  not 
be  at  liberty  to  do  anything  in  the  course  of 
the  performance  of  the  contract  that  shall 
be  contrary  to  the  wishes  of  the  proprietor 
as  expressed  in  the  written  contract. 

I  have  yet  to  hear  an  argument  from  any 
quarter  offered  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
that  the  state  as  a  proprietor  could  not,  in 
the  erection,  for  instance,  of  a  new  capitol, 
fix  the  wages  to  be  paid  by  its  contractors, 
provide  that  its  sculptors  should  come  from 
Italy,  its  decorators  from  Paris,  its  stone 
from  specific  quarries  in  Massachusetts,  and 
its  cement  from  England,  when  perhaps  bet- 
ter results  cohld  be  obtained  should  only  res- 
idents of  this  state  be  employed,  and  the  ma- 
terial purchased  within  its  own  borders. 
But  it  is  said  that  this  statute  goes  further, 
and  applies,  not  only  to  the  work  undertaken 
by  the  state  at  large,  but  also  to  the  public 
works  carried  on  in  the  several  municipali- 
ties of  the  state;  the  particular  case  before 
the  court  growing  out  of  a  contract  made  be- 
tween the  city  of  New  York  and  the  relator, 
by  which  the  latter  agreed  to  regulate  and 
grade  West  135th  street  in  that  city  from 
Amsterdam  avenue  to  the  Boulevard.  The 
authority  of  the  state,  however,  is  supreme 
in  every  part  of  it>  and  in  all  of  the  public 
undertakm^B  tlie  state  is  the  proprietor. 
For  convenience  of  local  administration,  the 
state  has  been  divided  into  municipalities, 
in  each  of  which  there  may  be  found  local 
ofiiccrs  exercising  a  certain  measure  of  au- 
thority, but  in  that  which  they  do  they  are 
but  the  agents  of  the  state,  without  power  to 
do  a  single  act  beyond  the  boundary  set  by 
the  state  acting  through  its  legislature. 
Charters  are  given  to  cities,  by  means  of 
which  are  created  what  are  known  as  "mu- 
nicipal corporations;"  but  the  creation  is 
solely  for  the  purpose  of  doing  the  work  of 
the  state  in  the  particular  locality  affected, 
and  in  the  creation  of  these  agencies  the  leg- 
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islature  designates  the  number  of  ofiicers,  de- 
tcrmiiics  what  they  shall  be  called,  prea»eribes 
what   particular   portion   of   the    municipal 
work  each  shall  do,  fixes  their  compensation, 
and  provides  a  method  by  which   shall  be 
chosen  a  proper  amount  of  assistance,  cleri- 
cal and  otherwise,  to  perform  the  work,  and 
from  time  to  time  enlarges  or  restricts  the 
>  fields  of  labor  of  the  several  ofiicers.     It  al&o, 
from  time  to  time,  by  special  enactment,  au- 
thorizes   undertakings   of   large   public    im- 
portance, not  contemplated,  perhaps,  at  the 
time  of  the  granting  of  the  charter  or  at  thf 
time  of  a  general  revision  of  it.     If  the  lesr- 
islature  becomes  dissatisfied  with   the   gen- 
eral working  of  a  charter,  it  may  chancre  it, 
or  create  a  new  one,  for  it  is  possessed  of  su- 
preme authority  to  provide  the  method  by 
which   the  municipal   affairs   shall    be    con- 
ducted, and  to  deteraiine  what  gpreat  public 
works,  if  any,  shall  be  undertaken.     If  it 
shall  determine  that  the  city  is  in  need  of  a 
large  supply  of  pure  and  wholesome  water, 
the   legislature,   and   tlie  legislature  alone, 
may  provide  the  machinery  by  which  that 
result  may  be  accomplished.     In  the  doing  of 
it  the  legislature  may  de\'olve  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  details  of  the  work  upon  the 
local  municipal  ofiicers  already  in  existence, 
or   it  may  select  another   agency,   without 
even  consulting  the  wishes  of  either  the  tax- 
payers or  the  voters  of  a  city;  as  was  tiiecase 
in  the  building  of  the  new  aqueduct,  which 
was  authorized  by  chapter  490,  Laws  1883. 
The  act   was   entitled  "An  Act   to   Provide 
New  Beservoirs,  Dams,  and  a  New  Aqueduct, 
with   the    Appurtenances   Thereto,   for   the 
Purpobe  of  Supplying  the  City  of  New  York 
with    an     Increa.sed    Supply   of     Pure   and 
Wholesome    Water."     It  contained  full    au- 
thority for  the  execution  of  this  vast  under- 
taking, which  was  expected  to  and  did  cost 
the  city  of  New  York  very  many  millions 
of  dollars,  under  the  direction  of  six  commis- 
sioners, named  in  the  act,  upon  whom  was  de- 
volved both  the  power  and  the  duty  of  ^ee- 
tuating  the  purpose  of  the  legislature  as  ex- 
pressed  in   the   statute.     The   Constitution 
has,   of   course,   imposed   some   restrictions 
upon   the  legislative   power, — such,   for   in- 
stance, as  that  the  legislature  shall  not  au- 
thorize the  construction  of  a  street-surface 
railroad  without  the  consent  of  the  local  au- 
thorities and  50  per   cent  of  the  abutting 
property  owners,  or,  in  lieu  thereof,  the  con- 
sent of  the  appellate  division  of  the  supreme 
court.    But,  prior  to  the  incorporation  of 
such  a  provision  into  the  Constitution,  the 
legislature  had  the  power,  and  until  1S50  ex- 
ercised it,  of  authorizing  the  construction  of 
street-surface  railroads  without  the  consent 
of  either  the  local  authorities  or  the  prop- 
erty owners,  as  will  appear  from  an  examina- 
tion of  the  statutes  referred  to  in  IngerwU 
V.  Nassau  Electric  R,  Co.  157  N.  Y.,  at  page 
466.  43  L.  R.  A.  230,  52  N.  E.  645.     Similar 
instances  almost  without  number  might  be 
multiplied,  all  of  which  would  serve  as  il- 
lustrations  merely    that    the   state,    acting 
through  its  legislature,  has  absolute  power 
and  control  over  all  the  public  works  within 
the  state,  undertaken  and  carried  on  with 
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public  funds,  whether  the  work  be  paid  for 
by  a  municipality  or  by  the  state  at  large; 
and  that  those  who  Jet  the  contracts,  super- 
intend the  construction,  audit  the  bills,  and 
pay  them,  are  in  such  work  but  the  agents 
of  the  state,  whether  the  agency  be  created 
by  the  provisions  of  a  charter  or  by  special 
enactment.  If  authority  be  needed  in  sup- 
port of  this  proposition,  it  may  be  found  in 
yixUieims  v.  Eggleston,  170  U/S.  304,  42  L. 
«d.  1047,  iS  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  617.  At  page  310, 
170  U.  S.,  and  page  619,  18  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.,  the  court  says:  **A  municipal 
corporation  is,  so  far  as  its  purely 
municipal  relations  are  concerned,*  simply  an 
agency  of  the  state  for  conducting  the  af- 
fairs of  government,  and  as  such  it  is  sub- 
ject to  the  control  of  the  legislature."  Au- 
thority to  the  same  effect  may  also  be  found 
in  cases  in  this  court  of  which  New  York  v. 
Tenth  Nat.  Bank,  111  N.  Y.  446,  18  N.  E. 
618,  is  a  type.  In  that  case  the  question  pre- 
sented was  whether  the  city  of  New  York 
«ould  be  compelled  by  the  legislature  to  pay 
to  the  Tenth  National  Bank  moneys  that  ft 
had  advanced  without  authority  of  law  to 
the  county  commissioners,  which  were  in 
part  misappropriated  by  them,  the  balance 
of  the  moneys  being  used  in  the  construction 
of  the  court  house  in  New  York  city.  The 
act  of  the  legislature  requiring  the  city  to 
pay  to  the  bank  the  moneys  advanced  by  it 
was  upheld  in  this  court,  and  in  the  course 
of  the  opinion  the  court  said:  "Municipal 
corporations  are  creatures  of  the  state,  and 
exist  and  act  in  subordination  to  its  sover- 
eign jx)wer.  The  legislature  may  determine 
what  moneys  they  may  raise  and  expend,  and 
what  taxation  for  municipal  purposes  may 
be  imposed;  and  it  certainly  does  not  ex- 
ceed its  constitutional  authority  when  it 
compels  a  municipal  corporation  to  pay  a 
.debt  which  has  some  meritorious  basis  to 
rest  on."  Other  authorities  in  which  the 
proposition  is,  in  effect,  either  decided  or  as- 
serted that  a  municipal  corporation  is  sim- 
ply an  agency  of  the  state  for  the  conduct 
of  the  affairs  of  government,  and  therefore 
subject  to  the  control  of  the  legislature  in 
all  respects  except  as  expressly  limited  by 
the  Constitution,  are:  Re  New  York  Pro- 
tefitarit  Episcopal  Public  School,  46  N.  Y. 
178;  Terrett  v.  Taylor,  9  Cranch,  43,  3  L.  ed. 
C50:  Payne  v.  Treadwcll,  16  Cal.  221 :  Jones 
V.  Lake  View,  151  111.  663,  38  N.  E.  688; 
Frederick  v.  Groshon,  30  Md.  436,  96  Am. 
Dec.  591:  Groff  v.  Frederick  City,  44  Md. 
07 ;  State  Bank  v.  Madison,  3  Ind.  43 ;  Pat- 
eraon  v.  Society  for  Establishing  Useful 
Manufactures,  24  N.  J.  L.  385;  Cleveland  v. 
Jersey  City  Bd.  of  Finance  d  Taxation,  38 
N.  J.  L.  2.39;  lie  Dalton,  61  Kan.  257,  47  L. 
R.  A.  380,  59  Pac.  336.  In  the  latter  case 
the  petitioner  was  arrested  for  violating  the 
provisions  of  chapter  114  of  the  Laws  of 
1891  of  the  state  of  Kansas,  which  provided 
that  eight  hours  should  constitute  a  day's 
work  for  laborers,  workmen,  mechanics,  and 
other  persons  employed  by  or  on  behalf  of 
the  state  of  Kansas,  or  by  or  on  behalf  of 
Any  county,  city,  township,  or  other  munici- 
pality in  tlie  state.  He  sought  to  be  reUeved 
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frcHu  trial  through  habeas  corpus  proceed- 
ings, claiming  that  the  act  was  unconstitu- 
tional. The  court  thought  that  the  statute 
was  constitutional,  'and  in  the  course  of  the 
opinion  the  court  said:  "Whatever  orders 
the  state  may  give  directly  to  its  own  agents 
it  may  require  of  its  political  subdivisions, 
— instrumentalities  of  said  government,  such 
as  counties,  cities,  and  townships.  These 
subdivisions  are  merely  involuntary  politi- 
cal or  civil  divisions  of  the^state,  created  by 
statute  to  aid  in  the  administration  of  gov- 
ernment. 'A  county  is  one  of  the  civil  di- 
visions of  a  country  for  judicial  and  politi- 
cal purposes,  created  by  the  sovereign  power 
of  the  state  of  its  own  will,  without  the  par- 
ticular solicitation,  consent,  or  concurrent 
action  of  the  people  who  inhabit  it;  a  local 
organization,  which,  for  the  purpose  of  civil 
administration,  is  invested  with  certain 
functions  of  corporate  existence.'  •  .  . 
It  has  been  held  competent  for  the  legisla- 
ture to  establish  a  state  road,  and  cast  the 
cost  and  expense  thereof  upon  the  county  in 
which  the  road  lies,  without  the  consent  of 
the  ofHcers  or  people  of  the  county.  And  in 
like  manner  it  may  require  the  county  to 
build  a  certain  kind  or  number  of  bridges  at 
specified  places,  another  county  to  build 
roads  in  a  particular  locality,  and  another  to 
build  public  buildings;  and  for  this  and 
other  public  purposes  the  counties  or  othei'' 
municipalities  could  be  required  to  levy  a 
tax,  ai}d  make  other  provisions  for  the  pay- 
ment of  such  improvements.  .  .  .  In- 
deed, everything  relating  to  the  management 
of  counties,  cities,  and  townships  not  defined 
and  limited  by  the  Constitution  may  be 
taken  away  by  the  state,  acting  through  its 
legislature;  and  as  to  these  political  divi- 
sions and  their  agents  the  legislature  has  the 
same  power  that  it  possesses  over  state  offi- 
cers. We  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  stat- 
ute under  consideration  is  a  mere  direction 
of  the  state  to  its  agents,  and  a  proper  exer- 
cise of  its  power  in  that  respect." 

If  the  views  so  far  expressed  be  sound,  it 
would  seem  to  follow  that  the  position  taken 
by  the  state  in  enacting  this  statute  is  pre- 
ciselv  like  that  of  an  individual  who,  for 
any  reason,  determines  that,  if  it  be  a  little 
more  tlian  honest,  as  that  term  is  usually 
employed,  it  is  not  more  than  just,  to  pay 
for'a  thing  what  it  is  fairly  worth,  and  that 
the  principle  should  be  applied  as  well  to  the 
compensation  of  labor  as  to  the  payment  for 
material,  and  hence  decides  that  in  construc- 
tion work  he  will  pay  .the  market  price.  The 
state,  having  determined  upon  such  a  course 
of  action  by  this  statute,  directs  its  agents 
and  agencira,  wherever  throughout  the  state 
they  may  be  situated,  that  in  the  doing  of  a 
public  work  tliey  shall  pay  the  goir^  wages 
whenever  the  work  is  to  be  done  by  day's 
work,  and,  whenever  it  is  to  be  done  by  con- 
tract, then  the  agent,  wherever  situated, 
shall  put  into  the  contract  that  it  executes 
by  authority  of  the  state  a  provision  that 
the  contractor  shall  pay  such  rate.  There 
are  no  authoritip?  in  this  state  that  militate 
against  the  position  that  I  have  taken.  On 
the  contrary,  such  as  there  are  support  it. 
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In  People  v.  Warren,  77  Hun,  120,  28  N.  Y. 
Supp.  303,  the  defendant  had  been  charged 
before  a  police  magistrate  with  a  violation 
of  §  504,  ch&p.  105,  Laws  1891,  entitled  *'An 
Act  to  Revise  the  Charter  of  the  Citv  of  Buf- 
falo."  That  charter  provided,  among  other 
things,  that  "in  contracting  for  any  work 
required  to  be  done  by  the  city,  a  clause 
shall  be  inserted  that  the  contractor  submits 
ting  proposals  shall  bind  himself  in  the  per- 
formance of  such  work  not  to  discriminate 
either  aa  to  workmen  or  wages  against  mem- 
bers of  labor  organizations,  or  to  accept  any 
more  than  eight  hours  as  a  day'g  work,  to 
be  performed  within  nine  consecutive  hours." 
The  defendant  having  been  convicted,  an  ap- 
peal was  taken  to  the  general  term,  fifth  de- 
partment, where  the  argument  was  made 
that  tlie  statute  was  unconstitutional  be- 
cause offending  against  the  provisions  of  § 
1,  art.  14,  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  of  the  provisions  of  §  1,  art.  1, 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  state  of  New  York. 
It  was  held  by  a  unanimous  court  that  the 
statute  was  constitutional,  and  the  judgment 
of  conviction  wad  affirmed.  Subsequently 
an  unsuccessful  attempt  was  made  to  secure 
a  different  result  through  the  instrumental- 
ity of  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus.  I  take  an 
extract  from  the  opinion,  which  was  written 
by  Judge  Hatch,  l)ecause  it  is  in  point  on  the 
next  proposition  that  I  propose  to  discuss: 
'*It  is  said  that  defendant  is  an  independent 
contractor,  and  consequently  the  rules  we 
have  invoked  have  no  application  to  the  case. 
If  this  were  conceded,  it  might  not  be  pos- 
sible to  answer  the  claim.  But  the  assertion 
itself^  as  I  view  the  facts,  is  far  from  being 
true.  In  the  sense  that  the  defendant  is  do- 
ing work  for  the  city  of  Buffalo  under  a  con- 
tract to  furnibh  all  material  and  labor  in 
making  a  public  improvement  for  a  given 
sum,  it  is  a  fact ;  but  that  it  is  relieved  from 
the  obligations  imposed  by  the  statute  upon 
the  city  of  Buffalo,  and  assumed  by  it,  is 
not  true  as  matter  of  law.  .  •  .  The  city 
said  to  the  defendant,  and  to  all  other  con- 
tractors, when  it  invited  bids  for  the  per- 
formance of  the  work:  The  statute  is  one 
of  the  conditions  which  must  be  complied 
with,  and  an  obligation  which  must  be  as- 
sumed by  the  contracting  party.  The  de- 
fendant was  not  obliged  to  bid.  The  condi- 
tions imposed  applied  equally  to  all  who 
should  bid.  The  act  of  bidding  was  with 
full  knowledge,  and  voluntary.  Under  these 
conditions  defendant  made  its  bid,  and,  when 
awarded  the  contract,  voluntarily  executed 
the  same,  and  assumed  the  obligations  im- 
posed upon  the  city  by  the  statute.  How 
can  it  be  said  that  he  was  an  independent 
contractor,  freed  of  obligations?  He  was  an 
independent  contractor,  but  he  is  not  inde- 
pendent of  the  obligations  imposed  by  the 
contract."  People  ex  rel,  Warren  v. 
Beck,  10  Misc.  77,  30  X.  Y.  Supp. 
473.  It  should  also  be  said,  before  pass- 
ing to  the  consideration  of  the  contract, 
that  the  judge  before  whom  this  mat- 
ter came  at  special  term  was  of  the  opinion 
that  the  act  is  constitutional,  and,  while 
there  was  a  difference  of  view  in  the  appel- 
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late  division  as  to  certain  quest  ions,  not  ODe 
of  the  judges  of  that  court  expressed  as 
opinion  that  the  state,  in  so  fkr  as  it  directed 
its  agents  to  insert  a  provision  in  the  con* 
tract  that  the  prevailing  rate  of  wage& 
should  be  paid,  acted  beyond  its  power.  In- 
deed,  in  the  prevailing  opinion  it  is  said :  ''I 
am  satisfied  that  the  legislature  has  power 
to  prescribe  the  form  of  contracts  which 
shall  be  made  by  municipal  corporations- 
with  those  entering  into  contracts  with  it. 
No  one  is  bound  to  enter  into  such  a  con^ 
tract,  or  to  do  work  for  a  municipal  corpo- 
ration; but,  when  he  does,  he  must  accept 
the  terms  of  the  contract  as  prescribed  hy 
law,  and,  if  he  voluntarily  makes  a  contract 
by  which  he  is  to  receive  pay  only  upon  con- 
dition of  his  performing  certain  obli^tions 
or  doing  the  work  that  he  agrees  to  do  in  a 
certain  way,  the  contractor  certainly  cannot 
complain  if  the  city  refuses  to  pay  except 
upon  his  compliance  with  the  terms  of  hia 
engagement."  [56  App.  Div.  109,  67  N.  Y. 
Supp.  708.] 

Since  the  argument  there  has  been  e>-olved 
the  notion  that  the  few  constitutional  limi- 
tations upon  the  power  of  the  state  to  con- 
trol at  will  through  legislative  acion  all  the 
affairs  of  municipalities  in  some  way  helps 
out  the  contention  of  the  majority  that  the 
state  is  not  the  proprietor  in  the  grading 
and  construction  of  the  street  in  question. 
It  seems  to  me  that  the  effect  of  these  excep- 
tions is  to  prove  the  rule,  if  proof  be  needed^ 
that  the  state  can  do  what  it  chooses  in  re- 
spect to  public  improvements  anywhere 
within  its  borders,  whether  the  territory  af- 
fected be  within  city  limits  or  in  the  rural 
sections  of  the  state,  provided  only  that  it 
does  not  transcend  the  limitations  that  the 
people  have  seen  fit  to  place  upon  that  pow- 
er by  means  of  the  Constitution.  That  in- 
strument will  be  searched  in  vain  for  any 
restrictions  upon  the  power  of  the  legislature 
to  grade  or  improve  highwavs.  The  legisla- 
ture may  provide  for  the  building  of  bridges 
over  streams  separating  counties,  or  towns,, 
or  both.  It  may  do  this  at  the  expense  of 
the  state,  or  at  the  expense  of  the  towns  af- 
fected, or  of  the  adjoining  counties,  or  the 
expense  may  be  apportion^  in  such  manner 
as  the  state  sees  fit.  It  may  build  and  im- 
prove roads  at  the  joint  expense  of  the  state 
and  the  locality  more  immediately  benefited 
by  the  construction  of  the  road,  or  part  of 
the  expense  may  be  assessed  upon  the  prop- 
erty of  individuals  abutting  upon  the  im- 
proved highway;  and  in  cities  it  may  deter- 
mine to  have  streets  graded  and  improved, 
and  tlie  entire  expense  assessed  upon  the 
property  in  the  neighborhood  which  is  sup- 
posed to  benefit  by  the  improvement;  or  it 
may  assess  the  entire  sum  upon  the  city,  or 
apportion  the  cost  between  the  two.  But^ 
however  the  moneys  necessary  to  pay  the  ex- 
pense of  such  an  improvement  may  be  raised^ 
it  is  the  state  that  authorizes  the  improve 
ment,  selects  the  agency  by  which  it  is  con- 
ducted, and  alone  determines  the  source 
from  which  the  money  needed  to  pay  the  ex- 
pense shall  come;  and  its  power  in  that  re- 
spect, has  no  limitation  whatever. 
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The  prevailing  opinions  discuss  a  question 
M'hich  is  not  up  for  decision,  namely, 
whether  the  legislature  has  the  power  to  pro- 
vide that  the  municipal  authorities  shall 
pay  to  tlieir  employees  going  wages.  As  the 
discussion  which  that  question  has  received 
is,  in  my  opinion,  obiter,  I  shall  not  refer  to 
it  further  than  to  say  that  I  dissent  from 
the  views  expressed  in  relation  thereto  on  the 
ground  that  the  statute  offends  no  provision 
of  the  Constitution  when  it  undertakes  to 
provide  that  the  city  shall  pay  the  prevail- 
ing rate  of  wages  to  those  who  work  for  it. 
Who  denies  the  power  of  the  legislature  to 
fix  the  rate  of  compensation  for  the  mayor, 
the  comptroller,  the  police  commissioner,  the 
clerk,  the  attendant,  and  the  messenger? 
If  anyone  does,  I  have  not  heard  him.  Why- 
may  it  not  then  fix  the  rate  of  compensation 
of  the  engineer  in  charge  of  its  heating  and 
ventilating  apparatus,  \X»  skilled  mechanics, 
or  its  street  sweepers?  Where,  in  the  Con- 
stitution, is  to  be  found  the  provision  that 
«o  discriminates  between  the  classes  into 
which  the  public  service  is  divided  as  to  al- 
low the  legislature  to  provide  certainty  and 
stability  of  compensation  ^as  to  the  one  and 
denies  a  similar  power  as  to  the  other?  My 
attention  has  not  been  called  to  such  a  pro- 
vision, nor  have  I  been  able  to  find  it  after 
diligent  search. 

I  have  considered  the  oonstitutionality  of 
the  statute,  because  it  has  been  insisted — as 
I  think,  erroneously — that  the  feature  of  the 
statute  which  is  in  controversy  here  is  un- 
constitutional. But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  it 
were  to  be  conceded  that  it  is  unconstitu- 
tional, I  do  not  see  how  it  could  avail  this 
relator.  If  the  contract  were  silent  on  the 
subject,  and  the  claim  made  was  that  the 
contractor  could  not  recover  for  work  per- 
formed because  he  had  not  complied  with  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  requiring  contract- 
ors to  pay  the  prevailing  rate  of  wages,  then 
lie  would  not  only  be  in  a  position  to  attack 
the  constitutionality  of  the  statute,  but  an 
adjudication  that  it  was  unconstitutional 
would  relieve  him  from  the  necessity  of  pay- 
ing the  prevailing  rate  of  wages.  But  that 
is  not  this  case.  In  the  contract  between  the 
city  and  this  relator  it  is  agreed  in  terms 
that  ''the  wages  to  be  paid  for  a  legal  day's 
work,  as  hereinbefore  defined,  to  all  classes 
of  such  laborers,  workmen,  or  mechanics 
upon  all  such  public  work,  or  upon  any  ma- 
terial to  be  used  upon  or  in  connection 
therewith,  shall  not  be  less  than  the  prevail- 
ing rate  for  a  day's  work  in  the  same  trade 
or  occupation  in  the  locality  within  the  state 
where  such  public  work  on,  about,  or  in  con- 
nection with  which  labor  is  performed,  in  its 
final  or  completed  form,  is  to  be  situated, 
erected,  or  used/'  And  it  was  further  in 
terms  agreed  that  "this  contract  shall  be 
void,  and  of  no  effet't,  unless  the  person  or 
corporation  making  or  performing  the  same 
8hall  comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  labor 
law;*'  so  that  not  only  in  teims  did  the  con- 
tractor agree  to  pay  the  prevailing  rate  of 
wages,  but  the  agreement  also  in  effect  made 
the  provisions  of  the  labor  law  a  part  of  the 
contract.  Whether,  therefore,  the  statute 
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was  unconstitutional  or  not,  thefe  was  noth- 
ing to  prevent  this  'relator  from  consenting 
to  the  incorporation  of  the  phraseology  of 
the  statute  into  the  contract,  and,  when  he 
did  that,  and  voluntarily  executed  the  con- 
tract, as  in  this  case,  he  cannot  effectively 
plead  as  an  excuse  for  the  violation  of  his 
contract  tha^,  inasmuch  as  certain  of  its  pro- 
visions are  void  when  embodied  in  a  statute, 
they  are  also  void  when  incorporated  into  a 
voluntarily  executed  contract  While  the 
majority  of  the  appellate  division  agreed 
that  the  statute  was  constitutional  in  so  far 
as  it  provided  for  the  piiyinent  of  the  prevail- 
ing rate  of  wages,  and  also  that,  the  relator 
having  voluntarily  executed  the  contract,  he 
is  entitled  to  payment  for  work  done  only 
upon  condition  of  his  performing  its  stipula- 
tions, still  they  were  of  the  opinion  that  the 
relator  was  entitled  to  a  maxidamus  because 
the  ofiicers  of  the  municipal  corporation  had 
failed  to  avoid  the  contract  prior  to  the  rn- 
stitution  of  the  proceeding.  If  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  majority  was  wrong  in  this  re- 
spect, they  conceded  that  the  defendant 
rightly  succeeded  at  special  term,  and,  as  it 
seems  to  be  very  clear  that  it  was  wrong,  I 
shall  content  myself  with  a  brief  presenta- 
tion of  the  reasons,  and  shall  omit  all  ref- 
erence to  the  question  (also  discussed) 
whether  the  contract  became  void  by  direct 
operation  of  the  statute  upon  the  contract 
and  its  conceded  breach.  If  the  statute  pm- 
ported  to  accomplish  such  a  result,  the  court 
thought  that  it  mi^ht  be  unconstitutional. 
But  I  shall  not  consider  whether  it  does  pur- 
port to  accomplish  sudi  a  result,  or  whetner, 
if  it  did,  it  would  offend  against  the  Consti- 
tution; for,  as  I  view  it,  Uie  question  is  not 
before  us.  Certainly,  it  cannot  affect  the 
disposition  of  this  matter  if  what  the  comp- 
troller did  operated  to  avoid  the  contract. 
It  is  because  I  think  he  did  all  that  the  sit- 
uation required  in  order  to  enable  the  city 
to  take  advantage  of  the  relator's  breach  of 
the  contract  that  leads  me  to  a  different  re- 
sult than  that  reached  by  the  appellate  di- 
vision, for  we  alike  agree  on  the  constitu- 
tionality of  the  statute,  so  far  as  it  is  in- 
volved in  the  proceeding,  and  in  the  binding 
effect  of  every  provision  of  the  contract.  It 
is  not  easy  to  appreciate  the  argument  that 
admits  the  validity  of  the  contract,  its  open 
violation  by  the  relator,  concedes  that  the 
provision  is  clear  and  unambiguous  that  de- 
clares it  shall  be  null  and  void  in  the  event 
of  such  a  violation,  and  still  contends  that  a 
recovery  may  be  had  in  the  face  of  the  de- 
fense urged  by  every  legal  method,  viz,,  that 
the  relator  cannot  recover  because  the  con- 
tract lias  become  void  by  his  act.  What  act 
it  was  necessary  for  the  comptroller  to  do  in 
order  to  take  advantage  of  the  defense  the 
relator  had  furnished  other  than  first  to  re- 
fuse to  pay,  and  afterwards  to  defend  on  the 
ground  that  the  contract  was  void,  owing 
to  the  relator's  violation  of  it,  has  not  been 
suggested.  It  has  been  found  easier,  no 
doubt,  to  say  that  the  comptroller,  as  the 
fiscal  officer,  had  to  do  something,  than  to 
point  out  the  thing  he  had  to  do.  It  is  the 
relator's  violated  agreement  which  entitles 
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the  defendant  to  claim  that  this  contract  is 
no  longer  of  any  effect;  for  it  must  not  be 
forgotten  that  this  relator  comes  into  court 
admitting  that  he  has  violated  the  contract 
by  failing  to  pay  the  prevailing  rate  of 
wages,  as  he  agreed  to  do,  and  by  his  con- 
tract he  agreed  that  the  effect  of  his  failure 
to  do  so  should  cause  the  contract  to  become 
void,  and  of  no  effect. 

Tlie  argument  that  the  relator  is  entitled 
to  a  mandamus  against  the  comptroller  be- 
cause he  had  not  avoided  the  contract  before 
this  proceeding  was  instituted  seems  to  me 
without  force.  It  appears  affirmatively  that 
the  comptroller  was  not  informed  that  the 
relator  was  violating  his  contract  until. the 
19th  day  of  April,  1900,  and  that  he  set  on 
foot  an  investigation  for  the  purpose  of 
learning  the  truth  of  the  matter  immediately 
thereafter,  with  the  result  that  the  informa- 
tion received  by  him  was  fully  confirmed. 
Now,  the  certificate  made  by  the  commis- 
sioner of  highways  certifying  to  the  correct- 
ness of  the  relator's  account,  showing  a  bal- 
ance due,  to  secure  a  warrant  for  which  this 
proceeding  was  instituted,  was  dated  April 
23,  1900,  or  only  four  days  after  the  comp- 
troller was  first  advised  of  any  act  leading 
him  to  suspect  that  the  relator  was  violating 
tie  contract.  From  these  faets  it  is  appar- 
ent that  tliere  was  nothing  in  the  situation 
to  justify  the  conclusion  Uiat  the  comptrol- 
ler allowed  him  to  go  on  with  his  work  after 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  comptroller 
that  it  was  within  his  power  to  avoid  the 
contract  on  behalf  of  the  municipality.  On 
the  contrary,  it  is  apparent  that  no  part  of 
the  work  for  which  a  warrant  is  claimed 
was  performed  after  the  comptroller's  knowl- 
edge of  the  relator's  default.  This  proceed- 
ing was  instituted  about  three  weeks  after- 
wards, and  henc^  it  is  manifest  that,  so  far 
as  this  claim  is  concerned,  the  relator  has 
nothing  to  complain  of  in  the  conduct  of  the 
comptroller,  assuming,  without  admitting, 
that  a  complaint  of  tibat  general  character 
could  have  any  legal  value  towards  restoring 
to  life  a  void  contract.  This  proceeding  was 
instituted  against  the  comptroller  b^ause 
he  refused  to  deliver  to  the  relator  a  warrant 
for  the  amount  of  the  certified  account.  The 
reason  for  it  is  set  up  in  his  return,  and  is 
to  the  effect  that  the  relator  had  executed 
a  contract  by  which  he  had  agreed  that,  in 
the  event  of  his  failure  to  perform  certain 
of  its  terms  and  conditions,  the  contract 
should  be  void ;  tiiat  he  had  failed  to  comply 
with  such  terms ;  and  that  hence  the  contract 
is  void,  and  the  city  not  liable.  Now,  if 
there  is  anything  else  that  the  comptroller 
was  bound  to  do  under  the  circumstances  in 
order  to  get  rid  of  paying  the  amount 
claimed  to  be  due  under  a  contract  that  had 
become  void,  it  has  not  been  pointed  out.  He 
resisted  payment  both  before  and  after  tlie 
commencement  of  legal  proceedings,  on  the 
ground  that  the  contract  had  become  void 
because  of  the  conduct  of  the  contractor,  and 
that  is  all  he  was  obliged  to  do  in  order  to 
relieve  the  city  from  making  further  pay- 
ments under  a  void  contract.  If  the  facts 
were,  as  assumed  by  the  learned  judge  at 
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the  appellate  division,  that  the  city  authori- 
ties, with  knowledge  of  the  violation  of  a 
contract  which  authorized  the  city  to  treat 
it  as  void,  nevertheless  permitted  the  con- 
tractor to  go  on  witli  his  work,  by  which  the 
amount  in  question  was  earned,  it  might 
very  well  be  that  a  court  of  equity  would 
undertake  to  relieve  a  party  from  the  lofls 
that  would  otherwise  result,  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  officers  of  the 
city  to  speak,  and  not  to  hide  their  intentions 
for  the  purpose  of  getting  work  for  nothing 
out  of  the  contractor.  But  those  considera- 
tions have  no  place  in  a  proceeding  by  man- 
damus, where  the  relator  can  only  succeed 
by  establishing  a  clear  legal  right  to  that 
which  he  demands.  I  advise  a  reversal  of 
the  order  of  the  appellate  division  and  an 
affirmance  of  that  of  the  special  term. 

Haight,  J.,  dissenting: 

If  the  labor  law,  so  called,  is  properly 
construed  in  the  prevailing  opinion,  it  may 
be  that  the  conclusion  reached  is  justifiable. 
If  the  wages  provided  for  by  the  statute  to 
be  paid  laborers  has  reference  only  to  those 
who  are  in  the  prime  of  life,  and  in  the  full 
possession  of  their  physical  powers,  then  its 
effect  may  be  to  exclude  from  employment, 
and  the  meanis  of  earning  a  livelihood,  la- 
borers who  have  passed  the  prime  of  life, 
and  have  suffered  a  partial  impairment  of 
their  physical   powers,   and  thus  create  a 
class  distinction  which  is  not  only  objection- 
able, but  vicious.     I,  however,  do  not  think 
that  the  statute  should  receive  such  a  oon- 
structiou.     It    first  -fixes    the    number    of 
hours  that  shall  be  deemed  a  legal  day's 
work,  and  then  provides  that  "the  wages  to 
be  paid  for  a  legal  day's  work  as  hereinbe- 
fore defined  to  all  classes  of  such  laborers, 
workmen,  or  mechanics  upon  all  such  public 
works,  or  upon  any  material  to  be  used,  or 
in   connection  therewith,  shall  not  be  less 
than  the  prevailing  rate  for  a  day's  work  in 
the  same  trade  or  occupation  in  the  locality 
within  the  state  where  /SUch  public  work  on, 
about,  or  in  connection  with  which  such  la- 
bor is  performed  in  its  final  or  completed 
form,  is  to  be  situated,  erected,  or  used." 
It  will  bo  observed  that  the  statute  express- 
ly relates  to  "all  classes"  of  laborers.    This 
includes  the  old  and  the  young,  as  well  as 
the  middle-aged  and  those  in  the  full  posses- 
sion of  their  powers.     But  it  is  claimed  that 
they  all  must  be  paid  the  same  wages  per 
day,  and  that  this  will  operate  to  exclude 
from  employment  all  those  who  have  passed 
their  prime,  and  who  are  unable  to  perform 
as  much  labor  as  those  who  are  strong  and 
vigorous ;  but  such  does  not  appear  to  me  t<» 
be  the  meaning  of  the  statute.     It  does  not 
provide  that  each  laborer  shall  be  paid  the 
same  wages.     It  is  that  they  shall  be  paid 
the  "prevailing  rate."    What  is  the  **pre- 
vailing  rate?"     The  Century  Dictionary  de- 
fines the  word  "prevailing"  as  "prevalent; 
current;  general;  common."     It  is  the  pre- 
vailing, current,  general,  or  common  rate: 
in  other  words  it  is  the  market  rate,  or  that 
which  the  services  are  fairly  and  reasonably 
worth.    Each    laborer    must    therefore    te 
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paid  what  his  services  are  worth  in  the 
market  in  that  locality.  If  he  is  in  the 
prime  of  life,  in  the  full  vigor  of  his  man- 
hood, and  able  to  perform  a  large  day's 
work,  he  is  entitled  to  receive  the  full  value 
thereof.  If  he  has  parsed  his  prime  and 
vigor,  and  consequently  cannot  earn  so 
much,  he  is  still  entitled  to  receive  the  value 
of  such  services  as  he  is  able  to  perform.  If 
the  prevailing  or  the  market  rate  means  the 
reasonable  value,  it,  in  the  absence  of  a  con- 
tract expressly  fixing  the  rate,  is  just  the 
amount  which  a  court  of  law  would  award 
as  damages  in  an  action  to  recover  pay  for 
services  rendered;  and  to  this  extent  the 
provision  is  but  the  re-enactment  of  a  part 
of  the  common  law.  Under  this  construc- 
tion of  the  statute  there  is  nothing  in  its 
provisions  that  is  objectionable  or  harmful. 
It  merely  gives  to  the  laborer  that  which  he 
earns,  and  nothing  more.  It  is  only  what 
justice  and  good  morals  demand.  It  ren- 
ders to  the  servant  that  which  is  properly 
his  and  does  not  deprive  the  state  or  any  of 
its  municipal  governments  of  any  money  or 
property  belonging  to  it.  It  may  be  that 
the  statute  was  intended  to  prohibit  the 
making  of  contracts  fixing  the  rate  of  wages 
at  a  less  sum  than  that  which  the  labor  was 
fairly  and  reasonably  worth,  but  I  know  of 
no  provision  of  the  Constitution,  either  Fed- 
eral or  state,  which  prohibits  the  legislature, 
in  sustaining  a  just  public  policy,  from  en- 
acting that  the  state  or  the  municipal  gov- 
ernments thereof,  or  persons  contracting 
therewith  for  the  performance  of  public 
work,  shall  not,  through  contract  or  other- 
wise, take  advantage  of  the  necessities  of 
the  poor  and  laboring  classes,  and  compel 
them  to  take  employment  for  wages  less 
than  their  services  are  fairly  and  reasonably 
worth  in  the  locality. 

The  statute  under  consideration  contains 
a  clause  requiring  persons  making  contracts 
for  the  doing  of  public  work  to  insert  in  the 
contract  a  provision  requiring  the  payment 
of  laborers  at  the  prevailing  rate.  Possibly, 
the  legislature  cannot  accomplish  through 
indirection  that  which  it  is  prohibited  from 
doing  directly;  but,  if  I  am  correct  in  my 
view,  the  legislature  may,  as  part  of  its 
public  policy,  by  a  direct  provision  require 
the  payment  in  full  of  the  value  of  the  serv- 
ices rendered  to  the  state  or  a  division  there- 
of, or  upon  any  of  the  public  works  therein. 
Tliis  view  of  the  statute  is  an  answer  to  the 
contention  that  it  authorizes  the  appropria- 
tion of  the  money  or  propei-ty  of  a  city  gov- 
ernment to  other  than  city  purposes.  The 
laborer  who  performs  work  for  a  city  gov- 
ernment or  upon  a  contract  upon  public 
works  of  the  city  is  entitled  to  receive  the 
value  of  his  services  rendered,  and,  so  long 
as  the  city  is  not  required  to  pay  him  a 
greater  sum,  the  payment  is  for  a  city  pur- 
pose, and  such  payment  i^  not  an  appropria- 
tion for  any  other  purpose.  I  favor  a  re- 
versal of  the  order  of  the  appellate  division. 
5t  L.  R.  A. 


Re  Francis  A.  BARRY  et  al. 

(164  N.  Y.  18.) 

Tbe  inability  of  atud^nta  to  aeqnlre  a 
realilence  for  votluflr  purpoaea  mere- 
ly by  attending  an  institution  of  learning  un- 
der  Const,  art.  2,  §  3,  extends  to  students  In 
a  Roman  Catholic  seminary  studying  for  the 
priesthood,  although  each  of  them  has  re- 
nounced all  other  residence  or  home,  and  on 
admission  to  the  priesthood  will  continue  In 
the  seminary  until  assigrned  elsewhere  by  his 
ecclesiastical   superiors. 

(October  2,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  petitioners  from  an  order  of 
the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  Second  Department,  aifirming  an  or- 
der of  a  Special  Term  for  Westchester  Coun- 
ty denying  the  application  of  petitioners  for 
an  order  requiring  the  board  of  registration 
in  the  city  of  Yonkers  to  register  petition- 
ers* names  as  voters  in  said  city.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr»  Jolin  F.  Brennan,  for  appellants: 

The  appellants  are  qualified  elecj^ors  of 
the  first  election  district  of  the  seventh  ward 
of  Yonkers,  and  as  such  are  entitled  to  reg- 
istration. 

The  distinction  between  that  class  of 
cases  where  there  is  a  hidden  mental  intent^ 
not  declared  until  registration  is  sought,  and 
that  where  the  mental  intent  is  proved  by 
prior  declaration  and  acts,  is  clearly  illus-* 
trated,,  contrasting  the  Silvey  and  Ooodman 
Cases  with  the  Garvey  Case. 

In  the  Oarvey  Case,  Barry  was  refused 
registration  by  the  special  and  general 
terms,  and  the  court  of  appeals  reversed  it 
because  the  facts  independent  of  his  pres- 
ence in  the  seminary  showed  an  intent  on 
the  part  of  Barry  to  change  his  domicil. 

People  ex  rel.  Budd  v.  Holden,  28  Cal.  124 ; 
Devlin  v.  Anderson,  38  Cal.  92;  Opinion  of 
the  Justices,  6  Met.  587;  People  ex  rel.  Or-' 
man  v.  Riley,  15  Cal.  48. 

The  status  of  those  preparing  for  the 
priesthood  as  well  as  of  those  already  or- 
dained is  to  be  distinguished  from  that  of 
the  student  of  a  seminary  of  learning. 

Hegeman  v.  FoXy  31  Barb.  478;  i^anders 
y.  Oetchell,  76  Me.  165,  49  Am.  Rep.  COG. 

The  fact  that  one  is  a  student  does  not 
prevent  his  getting  a  residence. 

Dupuy  V.  Wurtz;  53  N.  Y.  568;  Ennis  v. 
Smith,  14  How.  423,  14  L.  ed.  482. 

Mr.  John  C.  Davies,  Attorney  General, 
for  respondents: 

The  domicil  or  home  requisite  as  a  quali- 
fication for  voting  purposes  means  a  resi- 
dence which  the  voter  voluntarily  chooses 
and  has  a  right  to  take  as  such,  and  which  he 
is  at  liberty  to  leave  as  interest  or  caprice 
may  dictate,  but  without  any  present  inten- 
tion  to  change  it. 

People  V.  Cady,  143  N.  Y.  100,  25  L.  R.  A, 
399,  37  N.  E.  073. 

The  intention  of  these  persons  in  this  in- 
stitution  was  to  acquire  an  ecclesiastical 
education,  so  that  they  might  be  permitted 

XoTi:. — As  to  acquiring  residence  as  voter 
while  attending  school,  see  note  to  Wolcott  v. 
Uolcomb  (Mich.)   23  L.  R.  A.  215. 
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to  take  up  and  follow  their  priestly  avoca< 
tions  at  such  places  as  their  superiors  might 
see  fit  to  assign  them.  It  was  not  only 
their  intention,  but  thAir  desire,  to  complete 
their  course  of  study  in  expectation  that 
they  would  be  placed  in  charge  of  parishes 
of  their  own  in  various  parts  of  ithe  country 
when  they  should  satisfy  their  ecclesiastical 
superiors  that  they  were  qualified  and 
worthy  of  such  appointments.  How  any 
«uch  intention  can  be  reconciled  with  the 
intent  that  the  courts  have  held  requisite  to 
the  acquiring  of  a  voting  residence  is  not 
•easy  of  explanation. 

People  V.  Cody,  143  N.  Y.  100,  25  L.  R.  A. 
«37 ;  Dupuy  v.  Wurtz,  53  N.  Y.  656. 

Bartlett,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  petition  in  this  case  is  made  by  some 
fifty-nine  ecclesiastical  students  at  St. 
Joseph's  Semi  nary »  an  institution  estab- 
lished and  maintained  for  the  purpose  of 
educating  young  men  for  the  Roman  Catho- 
lic priestho9d,  which  is  located  in  the  sev- 
enth ward  of  the  city  of  Yonkers.  In  Octo- 
ber, 1899,  the  petitioners  sought  to  roister 
themselves  as  legal  voters  in  the  seventh 
ward,  but  registration  was  denied  by  the 
board  of  inspectors.  The  facts  in  this  case 
are  undisputed,  and  as  follows:  No  person 
is  allowed  to  enter  or  remain  in  this  sem- 
inary as  a  student  unless  he  intends  in  good 
faith  to  become  a  Roman  Cattholic  nriest, 
and  renounces  all  other,  residences  or  homes 
save  that  of  the  seminary  itself,  and  upon 
his  admission  to  the  priesthood  he  continues 
in  the  seminary  until  assigned  elsewhere 
by  his  ecclesiastical  superiors.  It  is  insisted 
by  the  appellants  that  this  case  is  differ- 
entiated from  the  cases  heretofore  decided 
by  this  court  in  regard  to  students  tem- 
porarily residing  in  colleges  and  seminaries 
of  learning  for  a  definite  period  of  time,  pur- 
suing a  certain  course  of  study.  We  agree 
with  the  conclusion  reached  by  the  courts 
below,  that  there  is  nothing  in  this  case 
that  takes  it  out  of  the  general  rule  laid 
down  by  this  court  in  a  number  of  decisions. 
It  does  not  change  the  situation  that  a  stu- 
dent enters  a  seminary,  to  be  educated  for 
a  certain  calling,  and  to  remain  there  after 
graduation  until  assigned  to  duty,  instead  of 
a  fixed  course  of  four  ye&rs,  as  is  usual  in 
institutions  of  learning.  The  Constitution 
of  this  state  provides  in  part  (art.  2,  §  3) 
as  follows:  "For  the  purpose  of  voting,  no 
person  shall  be  deemed  to  have  gain^  or 
lost  a  re^^idence  .  .  .  while  a  student  of 
uny  seminary  of  learning,"  etc.  The  plain 
reading  of  the  Constitution  is  that  a  sojourn 
in  a  seminary  of  learning  has  no  effect  what- 
ever, one  way  or  the  other,  on  the  question 
•of  legal  residence  for  the  purpose  of  voting. 
In  Re  Goodman,  146  N.  Y.  284,  40  N.  E.  769, 
it  was  held  that  where  a  person  residing  in 
one  election  district  of  a  city  removes  to, 
takes,  and  occupies  a  room  in  a  seminary  of 
learning  in  another  district  as  a  student, 
And  not  permanently  as  a  residence,  he 
neither  loses  his  former  residence,  nor  gains 
■a  new  residence  in  the  seminary  district  by 
52  L.  R.  A. 


the  removal,  and  is  entitled  to  vote  in  the 
former  (^ strict, .  not  the  latter.  Judge 
Finch,  in  writing  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
among  othet  things  said:  "This  construc- 
tion obeys  literally  the  constitutional  man- 
date, and  does  not  necessarily  disfranchise 
a  single  citizen.  It  merely  recognizes  and  ap- 
plies the  admitted  truth,  acted  upon  at  every 
election,  that  the  voting  residence  may  be  in 
one  place  and  the  actual  abode  in  another. 
Usually,  perhaps  always,  the  voting  resi- 
dence remains  unchanged  until  a  new  resi- 
dence is  actually  acquired,  but  there  can  be 
no  such  acquisition  merely  by  an  abode  as 
a  student  in  an  institution  of  learning. 
Something  else,  beyond  that  fact  and  wholly 
independent  of  it,  must  occur  to  effect  the 
change.  The  intention  to  change  is  not 
alone  sufficient.  It  must  exist,  but  must  * 
concur  with,  and  be  manifested  by,  result- 
ant acts,  which  are  independent  of  the  pres- 
ence as  a  student  irt  the  new  locality."  This 
case  was  followed  in  Re  Garvey.  147  N.  Y. 
117,  119,41  N.  E.  439. 

The  case  of  8 ilvey  v.  Lindsay A07  N.  Y.  55. 
13  N.  E.  444,  while  dealing  with  the  soldiers* 
home  at  Bath,  in  this  state,  was  decided 
under  the  same  section  of  the  Constitution 
now  considered,  which  deals,  not  only  with 
institutions  of  learning,  but  also  almshouses 
or  other  asylums  where  persons  are  sup- 
ported at  public  expense.  The  court  said: 
"The  plaintiff's  vote  was  rejected  upon  the 
sole  ground  that  he  was  not  a  resident  of 
Bath.  .  .  .  His  only  intention  in  going 
to  Bath  was  to  be  an  inmate  of  the  hone, 
and  it  was  only  as  such  inmate  that  his 
residency  was  to  be  continued.  He  was  \iot 
there  as  a  citizen  changing  his  residence,  but 
as  an  object  of  well-bestowed  and  deserving 
charity.  ...  He  continues  there  with 
the  intention  of  making  his  residence  in  the 
institution,  so  long,  he  says,  'as  I  shall  be 
permitted  to  remain  an  inmate.' "  This 
court  held,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
his  sojourn  was  indefinite,  he  could  not  ac- 
quire the  right  to  vote  by  reason  of  bis  resi- 
dence in  the  home.  A  person  who  is  a  le- 
gally qualified  voter  may  leave  his  home  in 
any  part  of  the  state,  and  enter  an  institu- 
tion of  learning  as  a  student.  By  this  act 
he  does  not  lose  his  residence  for  the  pur- 
pose of  voting  at  the  place  from  whence  he 
came.  The  fact  that  he  is  enrolled  as  a 
student  in  an  institution  of  learning  has  no 
effect  whatever  upon  his  residence  for  the 
purpose  of  voting.  He  could,  if  he  cho^e, 
acquire  a  residence  at  the  place  where  the 
seminary  is  located,  but  this  would  have  to 
be  established  by  acts  entirely  distinct  from 
his  residence  therein.  The  mere  intention 
to  change  his  residence  would  not  sufllce.  In 
the  case  at  bar  no  acts  which  are  distinct 
and  independent  of  the  presence  of  the  peti- 
tioners in  St.  Joseph's  Seminary  are  dis- 
closed. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  he  af- 
firmed, with  costs. 

Parker,  Ch.  J.,  and  O'Brien,  Halskt, 
Vann,  and  Laadon,  JJ.,  concur.  CiilleB, 
J.,  not  sitting. 
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Swain  T.  CHICK  et  al.,  Plffa.  in  Etr., 

v. 

Henry  S.  RO'BINSON  et  al. 

(37  C.  C.  A.  205,  95  Fed.  619.) 

2..  Bntrles  in  tUe  booka  of  a  partner- 
ship are  adniia»a»ible  asralnst  a  special 
partner,  who,  by  How.  Anno.  Stat.  (Mich.) 
I  2364,  may  "from  time  to  time  examine  in- 
to the  state  and  progrefw  of  the  partnership 
•concerns,  and  may  advise  as  to  their  man- 
agement," where  they  are  offered  to  show 
the  time  of  the  payment  of  money  Into  the 
firm  by  him,  and  the  question  is  as  to  his 
partnership  liability  imder  the  statute, 
which  made  that  depend  in  part  upon  the 
payment  by  him  of  his  share  of  the  capital 
at  the  time  of  filing  the  certificate  of  part- 
nership and  an  affidavit  stating  that  the  capi- 


tal specified  in  the  certificate  has  been  paid 
in. 

2.  An  aflrreement  to  '^rltliliold  part  of 
the  eontrlhntlon  of  a  Mpeolal  partner 
to  the  partnership  assets,  which  Is  rep- 
resented by  checks,  from  collection,  so  as  to 
make  the  statement  that  the  amount  was  con- 
tributed on  the  day  the  checks  were  dated 
untrue,  will  not  be  presumed,  against  the  pos- 
itive testimony  of  the  partners,  from  the 
facts  that  the  checks  were  not  collected  un- 
til afterwards,  that  he  was  not  credited  with 
interest  until  they  were  collected,  and  that 
one  was  paid  with  the  proceeds  of  a  note 
which  fell  due  on  the  day  it  was  presented. 

3.  A  check  for  the  ainonnt  of  a  special 
partner's  contribution  to  the  capital 
of  a  partnership,  that  was  good  when  de- 
livered to  the  general  partners,  and  was  act- 
ually paid  when  presented,  though  this  was 
not  done  until  after  the  filing  of  the  partner- 


KoTE. — Partnership    books   of   account   as   evi- 
dence. 
I.  Scope. 
II.  Oeneral  rules  as  to  admissibility. 

a.  To  prove  partnership  aff<Hrs. 

b.  To  prove  or  disprove  partnership. 
III.  In  favor  of  the  partnership  or  a  partner. 
lY.  Affainst  the  partnership  or  a  partner. 

a.  The  general  rule. 

b.  Access  and  effect  of  nonaccess. 

c.  Against  a  special  or  dormant  part- 

ner. 
V.  A«  between  the  partners. 

a.  General  rule's  as  to  admissibility. 

b.  Consideration    in    construction    of 

partnership  agreement. 

c.  Access  and  effect  of  nonaccess. 

d.  Tlie  rule  as  applied   to  entries   by 

surviving  or  liquidating  partner. 
«.  Admissibility    of   statements    taken 

from  books, 
t.  Actions     between     partners     other 

than  for  an  accounting. 
VI.  Conclusion. 

I.  Scope, 

This  note  Is  confined  to  the  question  of  the 
admissibility  of  partnership  books  of  account 
in  evidence  as  affected  by  the  fact  that  they  are 
partnership  books.  It  does  not  include  cases, 
though  on  the  question  of  the  admissibility  in 
evidence  of  partnership  t>ook8,  in  which  the 
<luestions  determined  are  unaffected  by  the 
fact  of  partnership.  Cases  of  that  class  have 
been  i  llected  in  a  note  to  Smith  v.  Smith  (N. 
Y.)  ante,  545,  A  party's  books  of  account  as 
evidence  in  his  own  favor,  and  In  notes  on  A 
party's  books  of  account  as  evidence  against 
himself,  and  on  What  is  provable  by  books  of 
uccount,  and  on  Use  of  person's  books  of 
account  as  evidence  upon  issues  between  other 
parties.  In  course  of  preparation  for  this  series. 

II.  Oeneral  rules  as  to  admissibility. 

a.  To  prove  partnership  affairs. 

The  general  rule  is  that  partnership  books 
are  admissible  in  evidence  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  the  state  of  the  partnership  affairs. 
Cheever  v.  Lamar,  19  Hun,  130;  Grinton  v. 
Strong,  45  III.  App.  82,  Affirmed  in  148  III.  587, 
36  N.  E.  559 :  Carpenter  v.  Camp,  39  La.  Ann. 
1024,  3  So.  269;  Murrell  v.  Murrell,  33  La. 
Ann.  1233;  Hallei*  v.  Wtllamowicz,  23  Ark. 
£60 :  Lodge  v.  Prltchard,  3  DeG.  M.  &  G.  906 
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And  each  of  the  partners  has  a  clear  right 
to  the  l)enefit  of  such  books  as  evidence.  Bu- 
deke  v.  Katterman,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  459. 

And  they  are  entitled  to  great  weight  and 
consideration,  when  they  bear  upon  disputed 
questions  of  fact  with  reference  to  which  the 
testimony  of  witnesses  Is  conflicting.  Carpen- 
ter V.  Camp,  39  La.  Ann.  1024,  3  So.  269. 

And  such  entries,  where  the  partners  have 
equal  access,  are  prima  facie  correct.  Glover 
y.  Hembree,  82  Ala.  824,  8  So.  251 ;  Meguiar  v. 
Helm,  91  Ky.  19,  14  S.  W.  949 ;  Topllff  v.  Jack- 
son, 12  Gray,  565 ;  Cheever  v.  Lamar,  19  Hun, 
130 :  Budeke  v.  Ratterman,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  459. 

Notwithstanding  It  may  appear  that  the 
books  were  badly  kept,  and  unreliable.  Topllff 
V.  Jackson,  12  Gray,  565.    •  ^ 

Especially  when  supported  by  the  sworn  an- 
swer of  the  partner  from  whom  discovery  is 
sought.     Ualler  v.  Wlllamowicz,  28.  Ark.  666. 

As  the  presumption  is,  where  ail  the  part- 
ners had  access  to  the  books  of  the  firm,  that 
such  entries  were  made  by  the  consent  of  all, 
such  consent  being  founded  upon  the  duty  of 
each  partner  to  avail  himself  of  the  opportun- 
ity of  Inspection  and  the  right  of  access  to  see 
that  the  books  were  correctly  kept.  Meguiar 
V.  Helm,  91  Ky.  19,  14  S.  W.  949. 

And  that  the  books  contain  a  true  history  of 
the  business  and  a  true  record  of  the  transac- 
tions between  the  partners.  Grinton  v.  Strong, 
45  III.  App.  82,  Aflirmed  in  148  111.  587,  36  N. 
E.  559. 

Partnership  books  derive  their  character  as 
evidence  from  the  circumstance  that  they  are 
kept  for  the  purpose  of  recording  the  transac- 
tions of  the  business  of  the  firm,  with  the 
knowledge  and  assent  of  all  the  partners,  with 
both  liberty  and  opportunity  to  all  to  inspect 
and  correct  them  if  any  improper  entries  are 
made.     Cheever  v.  Lamar,  19  Hun,  130. 

From  the  very  nature  of  the  case,  the  books 
of  a  partnership  must  be  evidence  between  the 
partners  themselves.  Their  situation  is  one  of 
confidence ;  they  agreed  to  unite  and  as  to  oth- 
ers to  become  one  person,  and  the  books  of  the 
firm  are  to  speak  their  language  and  record 
their  joint  transactions,  and  there  is  an  under- 
standing that  Its  books  are  to  be  appealed  to, 
to  tell  their  true  situation,  so  that  to  admit 
them  as  evidence  Is  only  effectuating  their 
agreement,  and  using  them  as  a  criterion  and 
test,  to  ascertain  the  truth.  Simms  v.  Kirtley, 
1  T.  B.  Mon.  79. 

But  the  books  of  account  of  a  firm  are  not 
admissible  In  evltlencc  against,  and  cannot  af- 
fect, the  rights  of  third  parties,  In  the  absence 
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Jihlp  certificate,  must  be  regarded  as  a  con- 
tribution of  cash  at  the  time  of  its  delivery, 
— at  least  where  the  checlc  was  certified,  and 
there  was  no  agreement  to  delay  its  presenta- 
tion. 

(June  6,  1899.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Michi- 
gan to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of  defend- 
ant Comstock  sued  as  a  partner  in  the  firm 
of  H.  S.  Robinson  &  Co.,  but  found  to  be  a 
special  partner  under  the  Michigan  Matutea, 
where  the  liability  was  asserted  Ci\^  the 
ground  that  he  was  not  protected  as  a  spv^ial 
partner  because  he  did  not  pay  in  his  pa^t 
of  the  capital  of  the  firm  until  after  the  fiN 
ing  of  the  certificate  of  partnership  and  af- 
fidavit averring  such  payment.     Affirmed, 


Statement  bj;.  Taft,  Circuit  Judge: 
This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  defendant  A.  W.  Comstock  in  a 
suit  brought  by  Swain  T.  Chick  and  Wil- 
liam T.  Chick,  copartners  as  Chick  Bros., 
citizens  of  Massachusetts,  against  Henry  S. 
Robinson,  Richard  G.  Elliott,  and  Andrew 
W.  Comstock,  copartners  as  H.  S.  Robinson 
&  Co.,  on  a  note  of  the  firm  for  $2,166.70.  A 
verdict  and  judgment  were  entered  against 
Henry  S.  Robinson  and  Richard  G.  Elliott 
without  controversy.  Andrew  W.  Comstock 
defended  againf>t  the  note  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  a  special  partner  under  the  stat- 
utes of  ^Michigan,  and  was  not  liable  on  the 
note.  The  sections  of  the  statute  of  Michi- 
gan providing  for  limited  partnerships  will 
.be  found  in  Howell's  Annotated  Statutes,  as 
^f^lows : 

•■^Jec.  2342.     Limited     partnerships    may 


of  any  showing  that  they  had  knowledge  of  the 
entries  therein.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Conway, 
67  Wis.  210,  30  N.  W.  215. 

And  where  partnership  books  are  oifered  in 
evidence,  it  is  necessary,  as  in  case  of  other 
books  of  account,  to  prove  that  they  are  genu- 
ine and  had  been  kept  by  the  firm  in  the  trans- 
action of  its  business,  and  there  ought  to  be 
proof  showing  with  reasonable  certainty  that 
they  were  accurately  kept.  Cody  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  103  Ga.  789.  30  S.  E.  281. 

But  books  of  a  partnership,  offered  In  evi- 
dence to  show  how  the  partnership  accounts 
,  stood  between  the  partners  themselves,  are  not 
rendered  Inadmissible  because  all  of  the  clerks 
who  made  the  entries  were  not  produced  as  wit- 
nesses, where  it  appears  that  the  clerks  were 
the  agents  of  the  t  partners  for  the  purpose  of 
keeping  the  books,  and  that  the  particular 
^  clerk  who  had  the  superintendence  of  all  the 
books,  and  had  himself  made  most  of  the  en- 
tries in  Question,  was  sworn.  Pomeroy  v. 
Manln,  2  Paine,  488,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,260. 

And  the  fact  that  partnership  books  con- 
tained a  personal  account  of  one  of  the  part- 
ners as  well  as  the  partnership  accounts  does 
not  make  them  improper  evidence  as  to  the 
state  of  the  partnership  affairs.  Cheever  v. 
Lamar,  19  Hun,  130. 

So,  while  partnership  books  to  which  each 
partner  has  had  access  are  prima  facie  evidence 
for  and  against  each,  and  either  partner  has 
a  clear  right  to  the  benefit  of  such  books  as  evi- 
dence, the  court  or  master  cannot  be  required 
to  examine  the  books  In  detail.  The  proper 
mode  of  using  them  is  to  have  them  examined 
by  experts  to  ascertain  balances,  and  to  extract 
from  them.  In  the  form  of  exhibits  or  sched- 
ules, such  items  or  facts  as  may  be  In  dispute 
or  tend  to  elucidate  contested  matters  charged 
or  discharged.  Budeke  v.  Ratterman,  2  Tenn. 
Ch.  459 :  Myers  v.  Bennett,  3  Lea,  184  ;  Turner 
y.  Hughes,  45  N.  C.  (Busbee  Eq.)  116. 

b.  To  prove  or  disprove  partnership. 

Partnership,  like  agency,  must  be  proved  by 
evidence  aliunde,  and  partnership  books  in  and 
of  themselves  are  not  admissible  for  the  pur- 
pose of  proving  partnership,  and  entries  in  the 
books  of  account  of  a  copartnership  are  not 
evidence  of  themselves  to  show  that  another 
was  a  partner  In  ^he  firm,  and  to  bind  him  as 
such.  Rosenbaum  v.  Howard,  69  Minn.  41,  71 
N.  W.  823 ;  Abbott  v.  Pearson,  130  Mass.  101 : 
Bryce  v.  Joynt,  63  Cal.  375,  49  Am.  Rep.  94  ; 
Boor  V.  Moschell,  28  N.  Y.  S.  R.  594,  8  N.  Y. 
Supp.  583  :  Brackett  v.  Cunningham,  44  Mich. 
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498,  47  N.  W.  157  ;  Sim  v.  Sim,  11  Ir.  Ch.  Rep. 
310 ;  Robins  v.  Warde,  111  Mass.  244. 

Unless  there  was  also  other  evidence  fairly 
tending  to  show  that  he  had  knowledge- of  such 
entries  and  exprciesly  or  impliedly  assented  to 
them.  Rosenbaum  sv.  Howard,  60  Minn.  41,  71 
N.  W.  823 ;  Abbott  <^  Pearson,  130  Mass.  191 ; 
Bryce  v.  Joynt,  63  Crfl.  375,  49  Am.  Rep.  94. 

And  the  fact  that  ttiH  person  whose  member- 
ship is  in  question  had,  for  the  mere  purpose 
of  fixing  a  date,  used  witl^out  objection  one  en- 
try In  the  cash  book  does^^ot  make  all  of  the 
entries  in  other  parts  of  th\book,  not  controll- 
ing or  explaining  the  entry  ysed  by  him,  com- 
petent evidence  against  hlm.^  Abbott  v.  Pea^ 
son,  130  Mass.  191.  \ 

Nor  is  the  manner  in  whii^  goods  were 
charged  in  the  books  of  a  thlro  person  to  be 
considered  for  the  purpose  of  es?*Wl8hlng  the 
responsibility  of  a  party  therefoiV**  partner 
in  the  purchasing  firm.  McNamai^  ^-  i^™^'' 
40  Iowa,  418. 

And  the  books  of  a  party  are  not  ^""'^^jfu 
in  evidence  in  an  action  brought   to  «8tabnfB 
that  another  party  was  a  partner  with  ^™' "° 
to  obtain  a  Judgment  against  the  latt.*  ^^^  J 
debt  contracted  by  the  former  In  the  ct'^^ 
his  business,  where  the  object  of  the  pro*'  *" 
to  show   that   the  books  contained   nothi^J? 
show  that  the  former  in  any   way   recog*; 
the  latter  as  a  partner.     Willamette  Caske^^ 
V.  McGoldrlck,  10  Wash.  229,  38  Pac.  102 ly 

So,  entries  in  books  of  a  partnership  enK<'». 
in  the  brewing  business,  showing  that  a  p:^ 
purchasing  beer  was  charged  individually    ^ 
on  his  private  account  for  beer  purchased, 
not  admissible  in  an  action  by  a  third  per$.. 
for  services  in  fitting  up  and  finishing  a  sun 
mer  garden  for  such  third  person,  for  the  pur 
pose  of  showing  that   he   was   not  a   membe 
of  the  firm  engaged  in  the  brewing  business,  as 
the    person    performing    the    services    was    a 
stranger  to  the  acts  of  the  partners.     Ganzer 
V.  Fricke,  57  Pa.  316. 

And  an  entry  in  the  books  of  one  party,  made 
by  another  without  authority,  indicating  a 
partnership  between  them,  does  not  constitute 
proof  of  partnership  between  them  in  an  action 
attacking  an  assignment  as  fraudulent  upon  the 
ground  of  an  improper  preference  of  the  claim  »•>  i 
in  favor  of  the  alleged  partner,  where  the  en-  ^ 
try  was  not  signed  by  the  parties,  and  the  al- 
leged partner  testified  positively  that  he  never 
saw  it  or  heard  of  It  untn  a  short  time  before 
tiie  trial.  Lindsay  v.  (jiuy.  57  Wis.  200,  15  >• 
W.  181. 

Rut  if  a  partnership  Is  admitted,  the  part- 
nership l>ook8  are  admissible  in  evidence  In  teK- 
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consist  of  one  or  more  persons  who  shall  be 
called  general  partners,  and  who  shall  be 
jointly  and  severally  responsible  as  general 
partners  now  are  by  law,  and  of  one  or  more 
persons  who  shall  contribute  a  special 
amount  of  capital,  in  cash  or  other  property, 
at  cash  value,  to  the  common  stock,  who 
shall  be  called  special  partners,  and  who 
shall  not  be  liable  for  the  debts  of  the  part- 
nership, beyond  the  amount  of  the  fund  so 
contributed  by  them  respectively  to  the  capi- 
tal, except  as  hereinafter  provided." 

**Sec.  2344.  The  persons  desirous  of  form- 
ing such  partnership  shall  make  and  sever- 
ally sign  a  certificate,  which  shall  contain: 
( 1 )  The  name  or  firm  under  which  the  part- 
ner.ship  business  is  to  be  conducted.  (2) 
The  general  nature  of  the  business  to  be 
transacted.  ( 3 )  The  names  of  all  the  general 
and  special  partners  interested  therein,  dis- 


tinguishing which  are  general  partners,  and 
which  are  special  partners,  and  their  re- 
spective places  of  residence.  (4)  The  amount 
of  capital  stock  which  each  special  partner 
shall  have  contributed  to  the  common  stock. 
(5)  The  period  at  which  the  partnership  is 
to  commence,  and  the  period  when  it  will 
terminate. 

"Sec.  2345.  Such  certificate  shall  be  ac- 
knowledged by  the  several  persons  signing 
the  same,  before  some  officer  authorized  by 
law  to  take  the  acknowledgment  of  deeds, 
and  such  acknowledgment  shall  be  made  and 
certified  in  the  manner  provided  by  law  for 
the  acknowledgment  of  deeds  for  the  convey- 
ance of  land. 

"Sec.  2346.  The  certificate  so  acknowl- 
edged and  certified  shall  be  filed  in  the  ofiice 
of  the  county  clerk  of  the  county  in  which 
the  principal  place  of  business  of  the  part- 


ing an  account  of  the  partnership  transactions. 
81m  v.  Sim.  11  Ir.  Cb.  Rep.  310. 

And  where  a  clerk  of  a  partner  swears  to  the 
existence  of  a  partnership,  the  partnership 
books  may  be  given  in  evidence  in  an  action 
against  the  alleged  partnership,  either  to  verify 
or  discredit  testimony  of  the  clerk,  but  not  for 
other  purposes.  MJDyes  v.  Bpumaux,  3  Yeates, 
30. 

And  the  books  of  account  of  a  firm,  and  ac- 
counts rendered  In  the  firm  name,  are  admis- 
sible In  evidence  in  an  action  of  assumpsit 
against  the  firm  to  establish  the  partnership, 
where  the  alleged  partner  had  permitted  his 
name  to  be  held  out  to  the  world  as  a  partner, 
and  permitted  persons  to  deal  on  the  credit  of 
the  alleged  lirm,  and  the  books  were  kept  and 
the  accounts  were  rendered  in  the  firm  name. 
Chldsey  v.  Porter,  21  Pa.  393. 

And  entries  in  partnership  books  may  be  ad- 
mitted in  an  action  against  third  persons  as 
partners,  upon  the  Issue  as  to  whether  one  of 
them  was  a  partner,  where  there  was  evidence 
of  the  formation  of  the  partnership  In  which 
he  was  included,  and  the  books  of  the  firm  were 
Identified,  and  it  appeared  that  during  the  time 
in  question  he  had  access  to  the  t>ooks,  and  on 
several  occasions  had  examined  them,  and 
caused  balance  sheets  to  be  taken  from  them 
and  rendered  to  him.  Bryce  v.  Joynt,  63  Cal. 
375,  49  Am.  Rep.  94.  • 

And  books  of  account  of  a  concern  with 
whom  it  is  claimed  certain  persons  did  business 
as  copartners,  containing  entries  of  business 
done  with  them  as  such  copartners,  are  admis- 
sible to  prove  the  existence  of  the  copartner- 
ship, where  the  bookkeeper  who  made  the  en- 
tries testifies  to  the  facts  generally  as  disclosed 
therein,  but  states  that  the  particulars  and 
date  of  the  transaction  have  escaped  his  recol- 
lection, and  that  they  were  made  in  the  usual 
course  of  business :  and  it  appears  that  the 
other  9f  the  alleged  copartners  Is  dead,  and 
the  only  remaining  witness  familiar  with  the 
entire  circumstances  Is  the  surviving  partner, 
and  there  is  no  evidence  to  show  that  the 
entries  were  In  any  degree  Inaccurate.  Cle- 
land  v.  Applegate,  8  Ind.  App.  499,  35  N.  E. 
1108.  This  was  an  action  against  the  surety 
on  a  note  given  by  the  deceased  partner  in  par- 
tial settlement  of  the  partnership  afTairs  be- 
tween himself  and  the  plaintiff,  who  was  al- 
leged to  be  the  other  partner. 

So,  the  manner  In  which  a  supposed  firm 
made  out  their  accounts  and  kept  their  books 
may  be  shown  in  an  action  upon  a  note,  pur- 
porting to  have  been  made  by  the  Arm  to  prove 
tbe  existence  of  a  partnership ;  but  it  must  ap- 
pear that  the  party  against  whom  such  proof 
62  L.  R.  A. 


was  offered  had  some  agency  in  such  acts,  or 
Impliedly  sanctioned  or  expressly  approved 
them.     McNeill  v.  Reynolds,  9  Ala.  313. 

And  an  account  book  kept  by  a  party  who 
purchased  a  quantity  of  hemp,  and  gave  a  note 
therefor,  which  he  signed  with  the  addition  of 
"&  Co."  to  his  name,  which  book  contained  en- 
tries in  the  handwriting  of  his  father,  is  admis- 
sible in  evidence  in  an  action  on  the  note,  to 
show  that  the  father  was  connected  with  the 
son  In  business,  it  being  a  question  for  the 
jury  to  decide  whether  or  not  the  book 
amounted  to  proof  of  partnership.  Champlin 
V.  Tilley,  S  Day,  303. 

And  the  ledger  of  a  firm  may  be  given  in  evi- 
dence in  an  action  against  the  Indorser  of  a 
promissory  note,  drawn  by  one  partner  in  the 
name  of  the  firm,  though  it  was  not  a  book  of 
original  entries,  not  to  charge  anyone  with  the 
debt,  but  as  proof  of  the  collateral  fact  of  part- 
nership.    Rlchter  v.  Selln,  8  Serg.  &  R.  437. 

So,  books  of  account  kept  by  a  person  run- 
ning a  hotel  are  admissible  in  evidence  in  an 
action  brought  by  another  for  compensation  for 
services  rendered,  defended  upon  the  ground 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  servant  but  a  part- 
ner, if  affording  any  evidence,  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  charges  appearing  therein  against 
the  person  running  the  hotel,  and  also  against 
the  alleged  servant,  where  it  appears  that  at 
least  upon  one  occasion  the  alleged  servant  ex- 
amined such  books.  Hale  v.  Brennan,  23  Cal. 
512. 

And  a  book  of  accounts  in  the  handwriting 
of  the  defendant's  intestate,  containing  entries 
purporting  to  have  been  made  in  the  presence 
of  the  plaintiff's  intestate,  are  admissible  In 
an  action  by  an  administratrix  of  one  estate 
against  the  administrator  of  another  estate,  in 
which  defendant  has  given  evidence,  tending  to 
show  that  the  decedents  were  In  partnership, 
and  that  his  intestate  had  kept  the  accounts, 
as  tending  to  prove  the  copartnership  and  the 
condition  of  the  copartnership  accounts.  How- 
ard V.  Patrick,  38  Mich.  795. 

And  the  testimony  of  a  member  of  a  firm 
that  a  third  person  was  a  partner,  and  that 
another  asked  for  the  books  and  said  he  had 
as  much  Interest  as  the  third  person,  warrants 
the  admission  of  the  books  In  evidence  in  an  ac- 
tion of  assumpsit  against  the  partnership,  as 
tending  to  establish  the  existence  of  the  part- 
nership.    Frick  V.  Barbour,  64  Pa.  120. 

And  an  admission  by  an  alleged  member  of 
a  firm  that  he  had  at  one  time  been  Interested 
In  the  firm,  and  that  this  first  entry  in  the  firm^s 
books  had  been  occasioned  by  his  having  re- 
ceived a  dividend  from  the  profits,  warrants 
the  admission  in  evidence  in  an  action  against 
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nership  sV.all  be  situated,  and  shall  be  re- 
corded at  length  by  the  clerk  in  a  book  to  be 
kept  by  him;  and  such  book  shall  be  sub- 
ject, at  all  reasonable  hours,  to  the  inspec- 
tion of  all  persons." 

"«ec.  2348.  At  the  time  of  jfiling  the  origi- 
nal certificate  and  the  acknowledgment 
thereof,  as  before  directed,  an  affidavit  of 
one  or  more  of  the  general  partners  shall 
also  be  filed  in  the  same  office,  stating  that 
i  the  amount  in  money,  or  other  property  in 
cash  value,  specified  in  the  certificate  to  have 
been  contributed  by  each  of  the  special  part- 
ners to  the  common  stock,  has  been«actual- 
ly,  and  in  good  faith,  contributed  and  ap- 
plied to  the  same. 

*'See.  2349.  No  such  partnership  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  been  formed,  until  such  cer- 
tificate, acknowledgment,  and  affidavit  shall 
have  been  filed  as  above  directed ;  and  if  any 


false  statement  be  made  in  such  certificate 
or  affidavit,  all  the  persons  interested  in 
such  partnership  shall  be  liable  for  all  the 
engagements  thereof,  as  gener&l  partners." 

*'Sec.  2354.  The  business  of  the  partner- 
ship shall  be  carried  on  under  a  firm  in  which 
the  name  of  one  or  more  of  the  general  part- 
ners ouly  shall  be  inserted,  with  or  without 
the  addition  of  the  w^ords  *and  company,' 
or  any  other  general  term;  and  if  the  name 
of  any  special  partner  shall  be  used  in  said 
firm  with  his  consent  or  privity,-  or  if  he 
shall  personally  make  any  contract  respect- 
ing the  concerns  of  the  partnership,  with 
any  person  except  the  general  partners,  he 
shall  be  deemed  and  treated  as  a  general 
partner. 

*'Sec.  2355.  During  the  continuance  of 
the  partnership  under  the  provisions  of  this 
chapter,  no  part  of  the  capital  stock  thereof 


the  alleged  partnership  upon  a  promissory  note 
of  the  books  of  the  partnership,  to  explain  the 
nature  of  his  Interest,  and  to  show  the  extent 
of  the  admissions,  notwithstanding  his  asser- 
tion that  his  connection  with  the  partnership 
ceased  before  the  signing  of  the  notes.  Thom- 
mon  V.  Kalbach,  12  Serg.  &  R.  238. 

So,  in  McNamara  v.  Dratt,  40  Iowa,  413,  it 
was  said  that  where  a  trader  sells  goods  and 
charges  them  to  the  person  buying,  and  after- 
wards seeks  to  hold  another  for  the  price,  it 
would  be  competent  for  such  other  person  to 
show  the  manner  of  the  charge  in  order  to  de- 
feat a  recovery. 

And  Hunt  v.  Roylance,  11  Cush.  117,  holds 
that  on  an  issue  as  to  whether  one  sued  as  a 
copartner  with  his  codefendants  was  in  fact 
such  copartner,  ^he  manner  of  keeping  the 
books  of  the  copartnership  and  the  fact  that  a 
credit  of  a  certain  sum  as  a  salary  to  the  de- 
fendant In  question  was  entered  on  the  part- 
nership books,  should  be  shown  by  the  books 
themselves,  unless  their  absence  is  satisfactor- 
ily accounted  for. 

While  the  admissibility  of  partnership  books 
of  account  to  establish  the  existence  of  the 
partnership  depends  upon  the  preliminary 
proof  of  partnership  before  the  court  at  the 
time  when  the  books  are  offered  as  evidence, 
whether  there  was  sufficient  preliminary  proof 
to  serve  as  a  foundation  for  their  admission 
Is  a  question  for  the  court,  though  the  fact  It- 
self is  liltimately  to  be  found  by  the  Jury. 
Bryce  v.  Joynt,  63  Cal.  375,  49  Am.  Rep.  94. 

And  the  court,  in  an  action  involving  the 
question  of  the  existence  of  the  partnerhlp  in 
which  preliminary  proof  of  the  partnership  is 
given  and  the  books  of  the  partnership  are  of- 
fered in  evidence  as  proof  of  its  existence.  Is 
not  bound  to  take  counter  proof  upon  the  pre- 
liminary question  of  the  existence  of  the  part- 
nership.    Ibid, 

III.  In  favor  of   the  pat'tnerahip  or  a   partner. 

The  entries  In  partnership  books  of  account 
are  admissible  in  evidence  in  favor  of  the  part- 
nership or  a  partner  in  most  Jurisdictions,  upon 
the  principle  that  they  constitute  a  part  of  the 
res  gestcB. 

Thus,  the  books  of  account  of  two  men  do- 
ing business  together,  supported  by  their  sop- 
pletory  oath,  are  admissible  In  evidence  in  an 
action  for  goods  sold  to  prove  the  delivery  of 
the  articles  as  charged,  and  are  not  subject  to 
the  objection  that  the  delivery  should  be  proved 
by  some  person  other  than  the  plaintiff. 
Mitchell  V.  Belknap,  23  Me.  475. 

And  where  several  persons  are  connected  a 
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partners  with  the  sale  and  delivery  of  goods 
and  the  making  of  charges  therefor  on  their 
books  of  account,  it  is  proper  to  introduce  as 
witnesses  all  the  persons  who  are  thus  con- 
nected with  the  transactions,  and  whose  testi- 
mony is  necessary  to  establish  a  fact  which 
would  be  required  to  be  proved  by  a  single  per- 
son, had  a  single  person  been  the  sole  actor  as 
the  vender  and  bookkeeper,  and  where  the  en- 
try was  made  by  one  copartner  the  delivery  of 
the  goods  may  be  shown  by  another'.  Harwood 
V.  Mulry,  8  Gray,  250. 

And  the  account  books  of  a  partnership  are 
admissible  in  evidence  in  an  action  by  the  Arm 
against  a  third  party  for  goods  sold,  where 
one  of  the  partners  testifies  that  the  books  were 
firm  books  kept  by  him.  and  that  the  entries 
were  in  his  and  his  partner's  handwriting, 
principally  his  own,  though  the  other  partner 
by  whom  delivery  was  made  was  not  called  upon 
to  testify  as  to  entries  made  by  him,  or  to 
show  that  the  goods  in  question  were  delivered 
at  the  time  the  charges  were  made,  as  the  evi- 
dence is  sufficient  to  make  a  prima  facie  case 
that  the  charges  were  original  entries  regularly 
made  in  the  usual  course  of  business.  Webb 
V.  Michener,  32  Minn.  48.  19  N.  W.  82. 

Nor  are  a  statement  and  book  of  accounts 
rendered  objectionable  in  an  action  for  goods 
sold,  under  a  rule  of  court  providing  that  the 
plaintiff  shall  not  Ve  permitted  to  give  in  evi- 
dence his  book  accounts  unless  he  shall  file 
with  his  declaration  a  copy  of  his  book  pt  en- 
tries, verified  by  affidavit,  by  the  fact  that  the 
affidavit  was  not  made  by  the  plaintiff,  but  by 
another  person.  Graff  v.  Callahan,  158  Pa. 
380,  27  N.  W.  1009. 

And  where  a  partnership  purchases  a  quan- 
tity of  goods  from  another  partnership  having 
a  common  member,  and  afterwards  becomes  in- 
solvent, its  books  of  account  are  admissible  in 
evidence  in  an  action  by  the  assignee  for  the 
t)enefit  of  creditors  to  recover  the  goods  sold, 
where  it  was  Insisted  that  the  goods  were  pur* 
chased  for  the  purpose  of  In  part  paying  an 
Indebtedness  of  the  latter  firm  to  the  former, 
and  that  it  was  agreed  to  offset  the  amount  of 
the  purchase  against  the  account,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  that  they  had  performed  their 
part  of  the  contract,  and  given  credit  on  their 
books  to  the  other  firm  for  the  price  of  the 
goods.  And  the  admissibility  is  not  affected 
by  the  fact  that  the  entries  were  made  without 
the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff,  or  that  they  did 
not  show  all  of  the  terms  of  the  agreem^it. 
Grleshelmer  v.  Tanenbaum,  28  N.  Y.  S.  R.  653, 
8  X.  Y.  Supp.  582. 

So,  in  replevin  against  a  fornier  member  of 

copartnership  for  property  claimed  by  plain- 
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shall  be  withdrawn,  nor  any  division  of  in- 
tere<9t  or  protits  be  made,  so  as  to  reduce 
said  capital  stock  below  the  sum  stated  in 
the  certificate  above  mentioned;  and  if,  at 
any  time  during  the  continuance,  or  at  the 
termination  of  the  partnership,  the  property 
or  assets  shall  not  be  sufficient  to  pay  the 
partnership  debts,  then  the  special  partners 
shall  severally  be  held  I'esponsible  for  all 
sums  by  them  received,  withdrawn,  or  di- 
vided, with  interest  thereon  from  the  time 
when  they  were  so  withdrawn  or  divided  re- 
spectively." 

"See.  2364.  A  special  partner  \nay  from 
time  to  time  examine  into  the  state  and  prog- 
ress of  the  partnership  concerns,  and  may 
advise  as  to  their  management ;  he  may  also 
loan  money  to,  and  advance  and  pay  money 
for,  the  partnership,  and  may  take  and  hold 
the  notes,  drafts,  acceptances,  and  bonds  of* 


or  belonging  to  the  partnership,  as  security 
for  the  repayment  of  such  moneys  and  in^ 
terest,  and  may  use  and  lend  his  name  and 
credit  as  security  for  the  partnership,  in  any 
business  thereof,  and  shall  have  the  same 
rights  and  remedies  in  these  respects 'as  any 
other  creditor  might  have." 

It  appears  by  the  evidence  that  Henry  S. 
Robinson  and  Richard  6.  Elliott,  as  general 
partners,  I  and  Andrew  W.  Comstock,  as  spe- 
cial partner,  entered  into  a  partnership 
agreement;  that  the  certificate  was  duly 
signed  and  acknowledged,  stating  the  facts 
required  in  §  2344,  and,  among  them,  that 
Andrew  W.  Comstock,  as  special  partner, 
had  contributed  $50,000  to  the  common 
stock.  Henry  S.  Robinson,  one  of  the  gen- 
eral partners,  in  accordance  with  S  2348, 
made  an  affidavit  on  the  Ist  of  May  in  which 
he  stated  "that  the  amount  stated  in  said 


tiff  to  have  been  bought  by  htm  after  the  ex- 
piration of  the  copartnership,  from  the  other 
member  who  was  in  possession  of  the  copart- 
nership property,  and  Included  among  which 
was  the  property  in  question,  the  copartner- 
ship account  book  properly  authenticated  as 
such,  containing  an  entry  in  the  handwriting 
of  the  defendant  charging  himself  with  the 
property,  Is  admissible  In  his  behalf  to  prove 
that  the  property  belonged  to  him  Individually. 
Keno  V.  Crane,  2  Blackf.  (Ind.)  217. 

And  on  a  proceeding  attacking  as  Invalid  a 
deed  to  realty  given  by  the  plaintifTs  Intestate 
to  the  defendant  copartnership  In  consideration 
of  a  certain  indebtedness  due  to  the  copartner- 
ship from  one  of  the  members  thereof,  which 
tbe  grantee  in  the  deed  had  assumed,  but  the 
amount  and  nature  of  which  were  not  stated 
therein,  the  regular  books  of  the  partnership 
kept  by  clerks  employed  for  that  purpose  are 
competent  evidence,  not  to  show  any  debt 
against  tbe  plaintiff's  Intestate,  but  to  show 
how  the  accounts  stood  as  between  the  partners 
themselves.  Pomeroy  v.  Manin,  2  Paine,  488, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,260. 

And  the  books  of  a  partnership  are  admis- 
sible in  a  suit  against  the  firm  to  recover  for 
goods  sold,  defended  on  tbe  ground  that  the 
goods  were  bought  by  one  partner  before  the 
firm  was  formed,  and  were  turned  Into  the  firm 
on  his  own  account,  to  show  the  state  of  such 
partner's  and  vendor's  respective  accounts  with 
the  firm.     Smith  v.  Hood,  4  111.  App.  360. 

6o,  where  persons  having  a  claim  against  a 
partnership  for  services,  agreed  that  their 
claim  should  be  transferred  and  credited  to  the 
account  of  one  of  the  members  of  the  firm,  tbe 
books  of  the  partnership  are  admissible  In  an 
action  upon  the  accounts  to  show  that  such  ac- 
counts had  been  transferred  according  to  the 
direction  and  agreement.  Moore  v.  Knott,  14 
Or.  35,  12  Pac.  59. 

And  a  copartnership  book  of  accounts  Is  ad- 
missible in  an  action  against  the  partnership 
for  the  price  of  barley  sold  to  a  member  of  the 
firm  individually,  where  it  Is  admitted  by  the 
plaintiff  to  contain  original  entries,  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  that  no  item  of  barley  was 
contained  in  the  partnership  account  with  the 
plaintiff,  where  the  book  was  identified  by  one 
of  the  partners  as  the  ledger  of  the  copartner- 
ship, showing  the  true  state  of  accounts  be- 
tween the  copartnership  and  the  plaintiff. 
Ford  V.  Cunningham,  87  Cal.  209,  25  Pac.  403. 

So,  the  fact  that  a  book  of  accounts  was  a 
partnership  book  does  not  render  It  inadmis- 
sible In  evidence  to  establish  an  individual  ac- 
count between  one  of  the  partners  and  a  third 
person,  kept  In  the  partnership  book  by  agree- 
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ment  of  the  parties.  White  v.  Tucker,  9  Iowa, 
100. 

And  on  an  Issue  whether  one  of  two  partners 
executing  a  promissory  note  given  to  a  third 
party  signed  the  note  as  surety.  It  appearing 
that  the  property  for  which  It  was  given  was 
turned  over  to  the  firm,  the  books  of  the  firm 
are  evidence  for  him  to  show  that  his  copart- 
ner was  credited  with  the  property  purchased 
with  the  proceeds  of  the  note.  Strong  v. 
Baker,  25  Minn.  442. 

But  a  plaintiff  in  a  replevin  action  cannot 
prove  that  the  property  replevied,  which  had 
been  seized  as  the  property  of  a  firm  of  which 
he  was  a  member,  was  his  private  property  and 
not  that  of  the  firm,  by  entries  In  the  firm 
books  showing  that  the  note  given  In  payment 
for  such  property  was  charged  to  his  private 
account,  where  It  does  not  appear  at  Just  what 
time  within  a  period  of  twelve  days  from  the 
purchase  of  such  property  the  entry  was  made. 
Famer  v.  Turner,  1  Iowa,  53. 

So,  In  a  suit  by  a  principal  to  recover  for 
grain  sold  by  his  agent,  the  books  of  a  part- 
nership .subsequently  formed  between  the 
vendee  and  such  agent  are  Inadmissible  to  show 
an  arrangement  between  tbe  partners  that  the 
former  agent  should  pay  for  the  grain,  where 
the  principal  was  not  a  party  to  this  arrange- 
ment and  never  ratified  It.  Ingersoll  v.  Ban- 
ister, 41  111.  388. 

And  Md.  act  1864,  chap.  100,  rendering  all 
parties  competent  witnesses  without  regard  to 
their  interest  In  the  matter  In  question,  applies 
only  to  cases  of  witnesses  testifying  under 
oath,  subject  to  the  test  of  cross-examination, 
and  does  not  warrant  the  Introduction  In  evi- 
dence of  entries  in  partnership  books,  made  In 
the  course  of  business  by  a  deceased  partner  In 
a  suit  by  a  surviving  partner  against  a  debtor 
of  the  firm.     Romer  v.  Jaecksch,  39  Md.  585. 

But  Ga.  act  1843  (Cobb,  275),  providing  that 
books  of  all  persons  in  the  practice  of  any  regu- 
lar craft  are  allowed  to  go  to  the  Jury  in  proof 
of  open  accounts,  applies,  not  only  to  manual 
occupations  and  mechanic  arts.  In  which  the 
person  practising  them  may  acquire  and  ex- 
hibit dexterity  and  skill,  but  also  to  any  occu- 
liatlon  which  makes  It  necessary  for  books  to 
be  kept  as  a  record  of  transactions  and  of 
dally  business,  such  as  factories,  foundaries, 
forges,  gas-works,  banks,  etc.  And  books  of  ac- 
count are  not  rendered  inadmissible  undei'  that 
act  by  tbe  fact  that  they  are  partnership  books, 
or  that  they  were  kept  by  one  partner  and  of- 
fered in  a  proceeding  against  the  other  after 
his  death  as  a  surviving  partner.  Ganahl  v. 
Shore,  24  Ga.  17. 

See  also  Robins  ▼.  Warde,   111  Mass.  244; 
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certificate  to  have  been  contributed  to  said 
limited  partnership  by  said  Andrew  W. 
Comstock  has  been  actually  contributed  by 
said  Andrew  W.  Comstock  in  good  faith  to 
said  limited  partnership,  in  cash,  and  has 
been  received  by  said  limited  partnership, 
and  applied  to  the  assets  thereof."  The 
certificate  and  affidavit  were  filed  on  the  2d 
of  May.  The  plaintiffs  contended  that  Com- 
stock was  liable  as  a  general  partner,  for 
two  reasons:  (1)  Because  the  statement  in 
the  affidavit  was  false,  in  that  at  the  tiihe 
of  filing  the  certificate  the  amount  in  cash 
specified  in  the  certificate  to  have  been-  con- 
tributed by  Comstock,  the  special  partner, 
to  the  common  stock,  had  not  been  actually 
and  in  good  faith  contributed  and  applied 
to  the  same;  (2)  because  Comstock,  the 
special  partner,  had  personally  made  con- 
tracts for  the  firm,  and  thus  rendered  him- 


self generally  liable  as  partner,  under  the 
statute.  At  the  close  of  the  evidence  the 
court  submitted  both  issues  to  the  jury,  but 
before  a  verdict  was  returned  the  trial  judge 
withdrew  the  first  issue  from  their  consid- 
eration, instructing  them  that  there  was  no 
evidence  that  the  amount  of  $50,000  was  not 
contributed  in  good  faith  un  c&sh  by  Com- 
stock as  early  as  May  2,  as  certified  in  the 
affidavit.  Upon  the  second  issue  the  jury 
found  for  the  defendant. 

Argued  before  Taft  and  Lurton,  Circuit 
Judges,  and  Thompsorif  District  Judge. 

Messrs.  Hairrison  Gier  and  F.  W. 
Wliiting  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Messrs.  George  William  Moore  and 
Mioliael  Brennan,  with  Mr.  Henry  A. 
Haigh,  for  defendant  in  error  Comstock. 


First  Nat.   Bank  v.  Conway,  67  Wis.  210,  80 
N.  W.  215,     —  infra,  IV.  b. 

And  see  note  to  Smith  v.  Smith  (N.  Y.) 
ante,  545,  on  a  party's  books  of  account  as 
evidence  in  his  oton  favor,  in  which  the  sub- 
ject of  books  of  account  Is  extensively  treated, 
including  partnership  books  generally,  and  en- 
tries in  partnership  books  by  an  absent  or  de- 
ceased partner  particularly,  the  rules  of  law 
applicable  being  apparently  the  same  whether 
books  of  account  were  partnership  books  or 
dtherwlse,  and  whether  entries  were  made  by  a 
partner  or  a  bookkeeper  or  any  other  agent. 

IV.  Against  the  partnership  or  a  partner. 
a.  The  general  rule. 

The  general  rule  is  that  entries  in  partner- 
ship books,  made  In  the  ordinary  course  of  busi- 
ness, are  competent  In  favor  of  third  persons 
In  actions  against  the  partners,  as  being  In  the 
nature  of  admissions  by  the  partners  of  the 
facts  stated.  Kohler  v.  Lindenmeyr,  129  N. 
Y.  498,  29  N.  E.  957,  Reversing  58  Hun,  513, 
12  N.  Y.  Supp.  738;  Walden  v.  Sherburne,  15 
Johns.  409 ;  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.  v.  Keeler, 
44  Conn.  161 ;  Perry  v.  Butt,  14  Ga.  699 ;  Tuck- 
er v.  Peaslee,  36  N.  11.  167 ;  Grant  v.  Master- 
ton,  55  Mich.  161,  20  N.  W.  885. 

As  all  the  members  are  presumed  to  be  cogni- 
zant of  such  entries.  Perry  v.  Butt,  14  Ga. 
699. 

And  where  the  entries  were  made  in  books 
of  account  kept  by  a  copartner  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  their  dally  transactions  with 
all  persons  having  dealings  with  them,  and 
were  made  prior  to,  or  at  the  date  of,  the  trans- 
action In  question,  and  open  to  the  inspection 
of  the  partners,  they  are  prima  facte  evidence 
against  any  member  of  the  copartnership. 
Eden  v.  Llngenfelter,  39  Ind.  19. 

And  the  rule  has  been  held  to  be  the  same 
whether  the  entries  were  made  before  or  after 
the  dissolution  of  the  partnership.  Kabn  v. 
Boltz,  39  Ala.  66. 

And  If  a  partner  desires  to  avoid  the  effect 
which  such  evidence  might  have  upon  him,  his 
proper  course  Is,  not  to  move  to  exclude  it,  but 
to  ask  the  court  to  limit  Its  operation  by  in- 
structions to  the  jury.     Ibid. 

Thus,  the  books  of  a  partnership  are  compe- 
tent evidence  to  show  what  are  the  debts  of  the 
partnership  as  against  one  of  the  partners, 
who  upon  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership  pur- 
chased the  partnership  assets  and  undertook 
to  pay  its  debts.  Shackelford  v.  Shackelford, 
32  Gratt.  481. 

And  the  books  of  a  partnership  containing 
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charges  against  one  of  the  partners  for  pay- 
ments made  on  his  private  debts  v^  admissible 
for  defendant,  in  a  suit  by  the  partnership  to 
recover  such  sums,  as  tending  to  show  that 
such  paymentif  were  made  with  the  knowledge 
and  consent  of  the  other  partner,  although 
some  other  payments  may  have  been  made 
which  were  not  entered  on  the  books.  Foster 
V.  BMfleld,  29  Me.  136. 

So,  entries  found  in  one  of  the'  books  of  a 
partnership,  proved  to  be  in  the  handwriting 
of  one  of  the  partners,  made  l>efore  the  dissolu- 
tion of  the  partnership,  are  admissible  In  evi- 
dence against  all  the  partners  to  show  that 
money  collected  by  an  employee  for  the  firm 
had  been  accounted  for  by  payment  to  it,  in  an 
action  by  the  employee  to  recover  compensation 
for  services  rendered.  Kahn  v.  Boltz,  39  Ala. 
66. 

And  books  of  account  kept  by  a  partner,  the 
entries  in  which  were  proper  charges  to  be  en- 
tered upon  the  account  books  of  the  partner- 
ship, and  were  made  by  the  partner  in  the  regu- 
lar course  of  business  of  the  partnership,  are 
admissible  In  evidence  in  an  action  against  the 
firm  by  a  third  party,  upon  the  question  wheth- 
er the  claims  of  the  plaintiff  had  been  paid, 
where  the  partner  keeping  the  books  had  de- 
parted from  the  state,  and  absconded  to  parts 
unknown,  and  was  still  absent  and  could  not 
be  found,  without  his  testimony.  New  Haven 
&  N.  Co.  V.  Goodwin,  42  Conn.  231. 

And  books  of  account  kept  by  the  derk  of  a 
steamboat,  pi^rportlng  to  show  the  transactions 
of  the  boat  at  a  time  when  plain tiflP  was  a  part 
owner  and  commander,  are,  in  connection  with 
proof  of  the  clerk's  handwriting,  admissible 
In  evidence  against  htm  in  a  suit  to  recover  for 
services  rendered  as  pilot.  Jordan  v.  White, 
4  Mart.  N.  S.  335. 

So,  the  books  of  a  partnership  are  admissible 
In  evidence  in  an  action  by  a  partner  engaged 
by  it  to  manage  its  business,  for  a  percentage 
of  the  profit,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the 
profits  and  losses  of  the  business.  Voorbels 
r.  Bovell,  20  111.  App.  538. 

And  a  partner  In  a  firm  which  purchased 
wheat,  which  was  used  by  the  firm  in  Its  mill- 
ing operations,  who  had  access  to  the  firm 
iMoks,  In  which  a  schedule  of  debts  owing  by 
the  firm  was  entered,  including  the  debt  for  the 
wheat.  Is  estopped  from  denying  Its  validity 
In  the  absence  of  evidence  that  he  ever  objected 
to  it.     KItner  v.  WhItlock,  88  111.  613. 

And  entries  In  the  books  of  a  partnership, 
showing  the  receipt  by  a  partner  of  a  draft  and 
a  credit  to  him  for  the  amount  thereof,  but  no 
credit  to  the  firm,  and  a  credit  for  another 
draft  of  a  different  kind  for  a  like  amount  re- 
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Taf  t,  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  main  controversy  in  this  court  is 
whether  there  waa^  any  evidence  which 
should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury  tend- 
ing to  show  that  Comstock  did  not,  as  certi- 
fied in  the  affidavit  of  Robinson,  actually  in 
^^ood  faith  contribute  in  cash  the  $50,000  to 
the  stock  of  the  company  on  the  2d  day  of 
May,  1893.  The  affidavit  was  dated  the  1st  of 
May,  but  it  seems  to  be  conceded  by  the  coun- 
«el  for  plaintiff  in  error  that,  if  the  money 
was  contributed  before  the  affidavit  was 
filed,  this  is  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the 
statute.  The  concession  is  justified  by  the 
decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  of  New  York 
in  White  v.  Eiaefnan,  134  N.  Y.  101,  31  N.  E. 
276.  See  also  Ropes  v.  Colgate,  17  Abb.  N. 
C  136.  The  plaintiffs  produced  the  books  of 
the  partnership,  which  show  that  on  May  1, 


Comstock  was  credited  by  capital  stock  with 
the  payment  of  $30,000,  on  May  24  with  the 
payment  of  $10,155,  and  on  June  3  with  $9,- 
845,  making  a  total  of  $50,000.  On  August 
1  he  is  credited  by  interest  with  $657,  and 
was  paid  that  amount.  The  interest  thus 
credited  and  paid  to  him  is  at  the  rate  of  6 
per  cent  on  $30,000  from  May  3,  1893,  on 
$10,155  from  May  4,  1893,  and  on  $9,845 
from  June  3,  1893,  all  down  to  August  1. 
This  evidence  taken  from  the  books  was  ob- 
jected to  on  behalf  of  defendant  Comstock. 
He  testified  that  he  had  never  seen  the  en- 
tries in  which  the  credits  for  his  special 
capital  were  entered  before  coming  into  the 
court  room,  and  that  he  did  not  begin  to  look 
into  the  books  until  two  years  after  the  firm 
was  organized.  By  How.  Anno.  Stat.  9  2364, 
a  special  partner  is  given  the  power  "from 
time  to  time  to  examine  into  the  state  and 


celved  and  credited  to  the  partner  and  to  the 
firm,  will  not  be  taken  to  pertain  to  the  same 
draft,  but  to  establish  prima  facie  that  two 
separate  drafts  were  received  and  paid,  and 
the  partner  will  be  charged  accordingly,  where 
other  competent  testimony  within  reach  was 
not  obtained  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the 
real  facts.  I^mbert  v.  Griffith,  44  Mich.  65, 
6  N.  W.  106. 

So,  the  entries  In  partnership  books  may  be 
used  to  contradict  or  discredit  statements  made 
by  one  of  the  partners  In  regard  to  partnership 
transactions.  Hartley  v.  Weldeman,  175  Pa. 
a09,  34  Atl.  625. 

And  where  a  Judgment  is  entered  against  the 
members  of  a  partnership  upon  a  judgment 
note,  given  by  one  of  the  partners,  which  he 
testified  was  for  a  firm  debt,  entries  in  the 
books  of  the  partnership  Inconsistent  with  his 
testimony,  showing  that  the  indebtedness  of 
the  firm  was  much  smaller  than  the  amount 
of  the  note,  are  admissible  In  evidence  on  an 
issue  to  determine  the  validity  of  the  Judgment, 
as  calculated  to  affect  his  credibility.     Ibid. 

.^d  the  books  of  account  of  a  partnership, 
which  had  executed  a  trust  mortgage  covering 
its  entire  stock,  and  accounts  and  credits  to 
secure  an  alleged  indebtedness  to  the  mortgagee 
and  others,  are  admissible  in  evidence  In  a  pro- 
ceeding in  which  the  validity  of  the  jnort- 
gage  was  attacked,  where  the  entries  therein 
tended  to  show  that  no  such  indebtedness  as 
that  which  the  mortgage  was  given  to  secure 
existed,  as  tending  to  show  a  fraudulent  intent 
in  making  the  mortgage,  where  the  mortgagee 
had  previously  l>een  connected  in  business  with 
the  mortgagors,  and  was  so  familiar  with  the 
business  of  the  mortgagors  as  to  support  the 
inference  that  he  had  examined  the  books. 
Cluett  V.  Rosenthal,  100  Mich.  193,  68  N.  W. 
1009. 

So,  in  testing  the  bona  fides  of  a  sale  made 
by  a  partnership  It  Is  competent  for  an  attach- 
ment creditor  to  show  the  insolvency  or  embar- 
rassed condition  financially  of  the  partnership 
debtor,  and  for  this  purpose  the  books  of  the 
partnership  may  contain  competent  evidence, 
and  if  furnished  to  the  creditor  may  be  intro- 
duced in  evidence  by  him,  and  upon  failure  aft- 
er legal  notice  to  produce  such  books  he  may 
introduce  evidence  of  their  contents.  Smith 
T.  Collins,  94  Ala.  394,  10  So.  334. 

And  the  books  of  a  partner  containing  the 
accounts  of  the  partnership  are  competent  In 
aAi  action  brought  to  set  aside  a  trust  deed, 
given  by  one  of  the  partners  to  the  other  for 
his  interest  in  the  partnership  goods,  and  for 
an  account  as  to  matters  relating  to  the  deed, 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  amount 
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due  for  the  interest  In  the  goods  so  sold  was 
less  than  the  amount  set  out  in  the  deed,  and 
that  the  balance  had  been  forced  in  order  to 
make  up  the  sum  mentioned.  Daniels  v.  Fow- 
ler, 123  N.  C.  35,  31  N.  E.  598. 

And  the  books  of  account  of  a  partnership, 
verified  by  the  testimony  of  one  of  the  part- 
ners as  being  in  the  handwriting  of  his  copart- 
ner and  of  their  bookkeeper,  and  as  having 
been  recognized  and  acted  upon,  generally,  by 
the  firm  as  a  correct  statement  of  their  busi- 
ness affairs,  are  competent  evidence  for  the  de- 
fendant in  an  action  against  an  assignee  in 
insolvency  of  the  partnership,  for  the  recovery 
of  property  mortgaged  to  the  plaintiff,  in  which 
the  defense  was  that  the  mortgage  was  made 
for  the  purpose  of  giving  an  unlawful  prefer- 
ence, to  show  that  they  were  insolvent  at  the 
time  of  making  the  mortgage,  and  were  them- 
selves aware  of  the  fact.  Holbrook  v.  Jackson, 
7  Cush.  136. 

And  such  books  of  account,  constituting  the 
business  records  of  the  firm,  are  admissible  in 
evidence  In  a  prosecution  against  the  partners 
and  others  for  a  conspiracy  to  defraud  the  gov- 
ernment, where  they  contain  entries  of  money 
passed  to  the  credit  of  the  partners,  of  the 
same  amounts  as  they  would  have  been  entitled 
to  under  the  alleged  terms  of  the  arrangement 
between  the  conspirators,  as  tending  to 
strengthen  the  testimony  connecting  them  with 
the  conspiracy,  as  such  entries  would  constitute 
declarations  by  coconspirators.  State  v.  Car- 
doza,  11  S.  C.  195. 

And  where  ~a  partner  in  a  firm,  acting  as 
agent  for  a  third  party,  furnished  such  third 
party  with  a  large  amount  of  funds  extensively 
drawn  from  the  funds  of  the  partnership  with- 
out the  knowledge  of  the  other  partners,  and 
the  third  party  conveyed  property  to  another 
member  of  the  firm,  which  was  of  less  amount 
than  the  funds  which  he  had  received,  the  books 
of  the  partnership  are  admissible  in  evidence 
in  a  proceeding  attacking  the  validity  of  the 
conveyance  for  fraud,  not  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  a  debt  from  a  third  party^o  the  part- 
nership, but  to  show  how  the  partnership  ac- 
counts stood  as  between  the  partners  them- 
selves, it  being  claimed  that  the  partner  act- 
ing as  agent  was  largely  indebted  to  his  copart- 
ners, which  debt  the  third  party  had  agreed 
to  pay.  Pomeroy  v.  Manin,  2  Paine,  488,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  11,260. 

So,  in  Kirkman  v.  Vanller,  7  Ala.  217,  which 
was  an  action  in  equity  against  proprietors  and 
part  owners  of  a  steamboat,  brought  for  the 
purpose  of  subjecting  earnings  in  the  hands  of 
a  resident  part  owner,  belonging  to  a  nonresi- 
dent part  owner,  to  the  payment. of  the  plain- 
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progress  of  the  partnership  concerns,  and 
may  advise  as  to  their  management."  It 
seems  to  us  that  entries  in  the  partnership 
books  which  are  open  to  his  inspection,  and 
with  respect  to  which  he  may  advise,  are  at 
least  prima  facie  evidence  against  him  of 
transactions  of  that  firm.  It  has  been  so 
held  under  a  similar  statute  in  New  York. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Huher,  75  Hun,  80,  26  N. 
Y.  Supp.  961 ;  Kohler  v.  LindenmeyeTf  129  N. 
Y.  498,  29  N.  E.  957;  Hoiopp  v.  Huber,  10 
App.  Div.  327,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  617,  18  Misc. 
655,  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  991. 

Elliott,  one  of  the  partners,  testified  that 
Comstock  contributed  $50,000  in  checks, 
$30,000  of  which  were  deposited  to  the  credit 
of  the  firm^  and  paid  on  the  2d  day  of  May. 
Two  of  the  checks  were  not  deposited  or  col- 
lected on  the  2d  of  May.  A  check  for  $10,- 
155  was  collected  on  the  24th  of  May,  and 


the  remaining  check,  for  $9,845,  was  deposit- 
ed and  collected  on  the  3d  of  June.  Elliott 
testified  there  was  no  agreement,  so  far  as 
he  knew,  that  these  checks  were  to  be  held^ 
but  that  they  did  not  deposit  them  be- 
cau!?e  they  did  not  need  the  money.  Rob- 
inson testified  that  everything  was  contrib- 
uted, in  what  he  considered  cash  items,  on 
the  1st  day  of  May.  He  said  there  was  no 
due-bill  of  Comstock,  but  he  had  an  indefinite 
impression  that  in  the  payment  there  was  a 
note  of  Farrand,  Williams,  &  Clark  for  $10,- 
155.  Elliott  and  Robinson  were  called  by 
the  plaintiffs.  It  further  appeared  that  a 
note  of  Farrand,  Williams, \&  Clark  for  $10,- 
155,  due  to  ^Comstock,  was  paid  on  May  24 
at  the  Commercial  National  Bank,  where  it 
had  been  deposited  by  Comstodc  for  collec- 
tion, and  that  the  note  had  been  sold  by  the 
Commercial   Bank  to  the  Alpena   Banking* 


tlfTs  claim,  the  books  of  the  proprietors  of  the 
steamboat  for  the  season  and  witnesses  in  aid 
and  explanation  thereof  were  examined  by  the 
registrar.  But  it  seems  to  have  been  done  with- 
out objection,  the  case  turning  upon  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  registrar  should  have  reported 
the  evidence  or  merely  his  conclusions. 

The  reason  for  the  rule  that  the  books  of  a 
partnershlf)  are  admissible  and  generally  con- 
clusive in  favor  of  strangers  who  have  dealt 
with  the  firm,  by  whomsoever  the  entries  may 
have  been  made,  is  that  the  act  of  one  partner 
is  the  act  of  all,  and  if  the  entries  were  made  by 
a  clerk  then  they  were  made  by  the  agent  of 
the  firm,  and  are  their  acts.  Cameron  v.  Wat- 
son, 10  Rich.  Eq.  64. 

Books  of  account  of  a  firm,  however,  are  not 
admissible  in  an  action  against  the  partners  on 
a  note,  to  show  that  there  were  certain  book 
accounts  due  to  the  firm  which  the  •  plaintiff 
had  agreed  to  collect  and  apply  on  the  note, 
without  definite  explanation  as  to  the  use  to 
be  made  of  them  by  the  Jury.  Compton  v. 
Young,  26  Tex.  644. 

See  also  Bryce  v.  Joynt,  63  Cal.  375,  49  Am. 
Rep.  94,  supra,  II.  b. 

b.  Acceaa   and  effect   of  nonacceas. 

While  the  general  rule  is  as  al>ove  stated,  one 
cannot  be  deemed  to  have  admitted  what  he 
never  knew  anything  about.  Whether  entries 
in  partnership  books  made  by  one  partner  will 
bind  another  as  admissions,  therefore,  and  be- 
come admissible  against  him  as  such,  must  de- 
pend upon  whether  or  not  he  had  access  to  the 
books  and  opportunity  to  object  to  the  entries 
In  question,  though  proof  of  actual  examination 
is  not  necessary. 

Thus,  an  entry  made  by  one  partner  on  the 
books  of  a  firm  during  the  copartnership  will, 
after  the  termination  thereof,  be  evidence 
against  the  other  partner,  if  at  the  time  of  the 
entry  he  knew  of  it  or  had  the  opportunity  to 
examine  the  books  and  did  not  dissent  there- 
from, though  it  does  not  appear  thot  he  exam- 
ined them.  Dunnell  v.Henderson,23N.  J.Eq.  174. 

And  all  of  the  members  of  a  partnership  are 
chargeable  with  knowledge  of  entries  made  in 
the  partnership  books  by  their  agent  in  the 
course  of  his  business,  and  of  the  true  meaning 
of  the  entries  as  understood  by  the  agent,  and 
the  agent  should  be  permitted,  in  an  action 
against  the  partnership,  to  explain  the  meaning 
of  an  entry  if  there  was  anything  in  it  which 
could  be  considered  obscure.  Allen  v.  Colt,  6 
Hill,  318. 

And  it^ms  for  commissions  upon  sales 
entered  on  the  books  of  the  firm  during  the 
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existence  of  the  partnership  as  a  charge  against 
the  firm  generally  must  be  held  to  be  binding 
upon  the  respective  partners,  notwithstanding 
that  one  of  the  partners  by  the  contract  of  co- 
partnership was  bound  to  superintend  the  salesL 
Pratt  V.  McHatton,  11  La.  Ann.  260. 

But  partnership  books  are  not  evid^ice  as 
against  a  copartner  who  has  been  denied  access 
to  them.     Saunders  v.  Duval,  19  Tex.  467. 

And  entries  by  a  partner  in  partnership  books 
consisting  of  self-serving  declarations,  made 
after  dissolution  of  the  firm,  are  incompetent 
as  against  other  partners.  Bank  of  British 
N.  A.  V.  Delafield,  80  Hun,  564,  30  N.  W.  600, 
Affirmed  in  152  N.  Y.  624,  46  N.  E.  1144. 

So,  to  bind  a  person  who  came  into  a  part- 
nership for  debts  Incurred  by  his  predecessors, 
it  is  incumbent  upon  the  creditor  to  show  some 
express  agreement,  or  some  agreement  Implied 
by  his  individual  conduct,  to  assume  the  In- 
debtedness, or  some  authority  to  transfer  tb» 
old  accounts  or  other  Indebtedness  of  the  old 
firm  to  the  new  firm  of  which  he  became  a 
member ;  and  books  of  account  containing  Items 
of  Indebtedness  against  the  former  partners  In- 
dividually and  as  partners  are  not  proof  of  the 
legality  of  the  transfer  of  such  accounts  to  the 
account  of  the  new  firm.  Bracken  v.  Dillon, 
64  Ga.  243,  37  Am.  Rep.  70. 

And  the  rule  that  entries  on  the  books  of  a 
firm  bind  the  partners  does  not  apply  so  as  to 
fssten  upon  an  incoming  partner  liability  for 
debts  of  the  old  firm  by  entries  made  on  the 
books  of  the  firm  by  which  the  assets  were 
transferred  to  the  firm  and  the  debts  and  lia- 
bilities of  the  old  firm  charged  against  the  new, 
where  It  clearly  appears,  not  only  that  he  did 
not  have  access  to  the  books  and  had  nothing 
to  do  with  their  keeping,  but  that  the  entry 
therein  charging  the  debt  of  the  old  firm  against 
the  new  was  contrary  to  the  agreement  be- 
tween the  parties,  entered  into  at  the  forma-' 
tlon  of  the  new  firm.  Shoemaker  Piano  Mtg. 
Co.  V.  Bernard,  2  Lea,  358. 

So,  in  an  action  to  hold  a  retired  partner 
liable  for  goods  alleged  to  have  t>een  furnished 
since  his  retirement  entries  in  the  ledger  of  the 
firm  to  which  he  had  belonged  are  not  admissi- 
ble against  him,  where  it  does  not  appear  when 
they  were  written,  or  that  they  were  part  of 
any  transaction  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
firm  or  the  result  of  any  settlement  between 
them.  Pringle  v.  Leverlch,  97  N.  Y.  181.  4^ 
Am.  Rep.  522. 

.Vnd  the  cash  book  of  a  firm  In  which  is  an 
entry  charging  another  firm,  in  which  the  de- 
fendant in  question  was  a  partner,  with  cer- 
tain portions  of  the  capital  stock,  and  crediting 
it  with  the  services  of  the  defendant  In  ques- 
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Company,  Corostock's  bank,  and  that  when 
the  note  fell  due  the  asftistant  cashier  of  the 
Commercial  National  Bank  paid  Comstock 
by  giving  his  check  for  that  amount  to  H.  S. 
Robinson  &  Co.  Comstock  testified  in  his 
own  behalf.  His  statement  was  that  he  gave 
$50,000  in  checks,  $30,000  of  which  were  col- 
lected on  the  2d  of  Alay.  He  testified  that 
he  had  a  note  of  Farrand,  Williams,  &  Clark 
for  $10,155,  which  he  brought  down  with 
him  from  Alpena,  where  he  lived,  intending 
to  put  it  in  as  part  of  his  contribution,  to- 
gether with  a  certified  check  on  the  Alpena 
Banking  Company,  of  which  he  was  presi- 
dent and  part  owner,  for  $9,845 ;  that  when 
he  examined  the  affidavit,  and  found  the 
statement  therein  that  the  contribution  had 
been  made  in  cash,  he  did  not  use  the  note, 
but  another  check  on  the  Alpena  Banking 
Company   for  $10,155,    and  certified   it  as 


president  of  that  banking  company.  He  tes- 
tified that  there  was  no  agreement  by  which 
his  certified  checks  aggregating  $20,000 
should  be  held,  but  that  when  he  found,  on 
the  24th  of  May,  that  his  check  for  $10,155 
had  not  been  deposited  and  collected,  he  con- 
cluded that  it  would  save  trouble  to  take  up 
his  check,  and  use  the  money  collected  on  the- 
Farrand  note  for  that  purpose.  This  he  did. 
He  says  he  objected  seriously  to  the  failure 
to  credit  him  with  interest  on  $50,000  from 
May  1,  when  he  delivered  all  the  checks,  that 
he  called  the  attention  of  Robinson  to  the  in- 
justice, and  that  the  failure  to  rectify  the- 
error  was  due  to  financial  difficulties  of  the 
firm  which  so  soon  followed.  It  appears 
clearly,  without  contradiction,  that  the- 
checks  were  good  upon  the  day  upon  which 
they  were  delivered  to  H.  S.  Robinson,  an<l 
would  have  been  paid  had  they  been  present- 


tioD  as  a  trustee,  there  being  no  evidence  that 
be  had  any  knowledge  of  the  entry,  is  inadmis- 
sible. In  an  action  against  the  defendants  as 
copartners  In  which  one  of  the  defendants  de- 
nies his  membership  in  the  firm,  to  show  that 
he  is  a  member  of  the  firm.  Robins  v.  Warde, 
111  Mass.  244. 

And  books  containing  copartnership  ac- 
counts and  transactions  are  not  admissible  In 
an  action  against  the  partnership  for  the  pur- 
chase price  of  wheat  sold  to  the  partners  by  a 
third  party,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the 
course  of  dealing  of  the  copartners,  and  that 
the  books  embraced  no  transaction  of  buying 
wheat,  there  being  nothing  to  show  that  the 
vendor  had  knowledge  of  tnelr  dealings.  Folk 
V.  Wilson,  21  Md.  538,  83  Am.  Dec.  599. 

So,  In  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Conway.  67  Wis. 
210,  30  N.  W.  215,  the  principal  Issue  was  as 
to  whether  one  oC  the  defendants,  sought  to  be 
held  liable  as  such,  was  In  fact  a  copartner  of 
his  codefendants,  and  It  was  lield  that  the  books 
of  account  of  the  defendant  firm,  or  of  a  corpo- 
ration succeeding  to  the  business  of  the  firm, 
were  not  evidence  for  the  contesting  defendant 
so  as  to  affect  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  with- 
out showing  that  the  latter  had  knowledge  of 
them. 

And  in  Sutton  v.  Mandevllle,  1  Cranch,  C. 
C.  2,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,648,  which  was  an  ac- 
tion of  debt  on  a  promissory  note,  the  defend- 
ant offered  the  books  of  a  copartnership,  which 
had  been  composed  of  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant, to  prove  that  the  plaintiffs  had  credit 
therein  for  the  amount  of  the  note,  and  it  was 
Admitted  that  the  books  were  kept  by  the  de- 
fendant, but  that  the  ledger  In  which  was  the 
credit  entry  had  been  In  possession  of  the 
plaintiff,  but  that  the  entry  was  not  In  his 
handwriting,  nor  was  any  proof  offered  that  It 
was  made  with  his  consent.  The  court  refused 
to  permit  the  book  to  be  introduced. 

And  in  Jones  v.  Jones,  21  N.  H.  219,  which 
was  an  action  by  the  personal  representative 
of  a  deceased  payee  of  a  promissory  note  to  re- 
cover thereon,  defendant,  in  support  of  his  plea 
of  set-off,  showed  that  the  Intestate,  himself, 
and  others  were  joint  owners  of  a  saw-mill,  and 
then  produced  his  book,  upon  which  were  cer- 
tain charges  against  the  saw-mill ;  but  It  did 
not  appear  that  the  saw-mill  owners  were  part- 
•ners.  or  that  he  was  their  agent,  or  that  the 
intestate  authorized  the  repairs  charged  for, 
or  who  were  the  owners,  or  what  were  their 
shares,  but  It  was  contended  that,  this  being 
the  only  account  produced,  the  Jury  might  in- 
fer that  this  was  the  account  to  which  the  In- 
testate had  referred  as  testified  to  by  a  witness 
when  he  said  that  the  mill  account  ought  to  be 
52  L.  R.  A. 


settled.     It  was  held  that  the  book  was  Inad- 
missible. 

The  presumption  that  all  the  partners  In  a 
firm  had  access  to  the  partnership  books  and 
might  know  the  contents  thereof,  however.  Is 
a  mere  presumption  from  the  ordinary  course 
of  business,  and  may  be  rebutted  by  any  cir- 
cumstances tending  to  show  nonaccess,  such  as 
distance  of  place,  or  the  course  of  business  of 
the  partlculai'  partnership ;  and  where  one  part- 
ner manages  the  partnership  business,  and  oth- 
ers reside  at  a  distance,  the  (question  whether 
the  distant  partners  had  knowledge  of  the  books 
Is  one  of  fact  upon  the  whole  evidence.  United. 
States  Bank  v.  Binney,  5  Mason,  176,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  16,791. 

And  the  question  whether  other  members  of 
a  firm  assented  to  an  entry  as  partnership  busi- 
ness Is  for  the  jury.  Grant  v.  Masterton,  55* 
Mich.  161,  20  N.  W.  886. 

c.  Against  a  special  or  dormant  partner. 

The  principle  governing  the  admission  of 
partnership  books  of  account  against  special  or 
dormant  partners  is  the  same  as  In  case  of 
general  partners.  Owing  to  the  peculiar  posi- 
tion occupied  by  the  special  or  dormant  part- 
ner, however,  the  principal  question  In  such 
cases  usually  Is  that  of  access  to  the  books. 

Thus,  entries  In  firm  books  of  a  special  part- 
nership are  competent  against  special  partners 
in  favor  of  third  persons  as  being  In  the  nature- 
of  admissions  of  the  facts  therein  stated ;  and 
are  competent  in  evidence  In  an  action  against 
the  firm  to  show  omission  of  the  entry  in  the 
firm  books  of  payment  of  the  contribution  of 
a  special  partner  to  the  common  stock  In  cash, 
as  tending  to  show  that  no  such  payment  was 
In  fact  made.  Hotopp  v.  Huber,  16  App.  Dlv. 
327,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  617,  18  Misc.  656,  41  N.  Y. 
Supp.  991. 

This  Is  the  rule  laid  down  in  Chick  v.  Rob- 
inson. 

The  absence  of  entries  of  payment  of  the- 
special  partner's  contribution  in  such  books, 
which  In  the  ordinary  course  of  business  would 
exist  If  payment  had  been  made,  furnishes  law- 
ful evidence  of  nonpayment.  Hotopp  v.  Huber^ 
10  App.  Dlv.  327,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  617,  3  8  Misc. 
555,  41  N.  Y.   Supp.  991. 

Tn  the  above  case  Kohler  v.  Llndenmeyr,  129 
N.  Y.  498,  29  N.  E.  957,  infra,  was  distinguished 
upon  the  ground  that  in  that  case  the  books 
were  introduced  to  show  that  the  special  part- 
ner did  not  pay  his  contribution  to  capital  In 
cash  on  the  formation  of  the  partnership,  but 
that  a  loan  made  to  the  old  firm  was  accepted 
in  lieu  of  such  contribution,  the  special  part- 
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•ed  on  that  day.  The  question  is  whether  the 
circumstances  that  they  were  not  presented 
until  the  24th  of  May  and  the  3d  of  June, 
that  the  payment  of  the  24th  of  May  was 
made  at  the  time  when  the  Farrand,  Wil- 
liams, &  Clark  note  was  paid,  and  that  in- 
terest was  not  charged  in  favor  of  Comstock 
on  the  books  of  the  company  on  th«  $20,000 
until  the  24th  of  May  and  the  3d  of  June, 
do  not  tend  to  justify  an  inference  of  fact 
contraiy  to  the  positive  statement  of  Robin- 
son, Elliott,  and  Comstock,  that  there  was 
no  agreement  to  hold  the  checks  until  the 
24th  of  May  and  3d  of  June.  If  there  had 
been  such  an  agreement  to  hold  the  checks, 
their  use  by  Robinson  would  clearly  not 
have  been  an  actual  contribution  in  good 
faith  in  cash  as  of  May  2d.  In  the  absence 
■of  such  agreement  Comstock  was  entitled  to 
interest  on  $50,000  from  May  1,  because  he 


could  not  be  charged  with  the  delay  in  col- 
lection, as  between  the  partners.  The  ques- 
tion is  a  close  one,  but  we  think  that  in  view 
of  the  positive  statement  of  Robinson  and 
Elliott,  called  by  the  plaintiff,  and  of  Com- 
stock, called  in  his  own  interest,  that  no  such 
agreement  existed,  in  view  of  the  uucontra- 
dicted  explanation  by  Comstock  as  to  the 
mode  in  which  the  entries  happened  to  be 
made,  in  view  of  the  uncontradicted  state- 
ments by  Elliott  that  the  cheeks  were  depos- 
ited when  they  were  needed,  the  inferences 
to  be  drawn  from  the  book  entries  and  the 
charge  of  interest  create  only  a  scintilla  of 
evidence  supporting  the  view  that  there  was 
any  agreement  between  the  partners  as  to 
the  withholding  of  the  check.  The  evidence 
relied  on  by  the  plaintiffs  amounts,  when 
carefully  and  calmly  considered,  to  nothing^ 
more  than  a  suspicion  that  there  may  hare 


Der  not  having  been  a  member  of  the  old  firm 
when  the  entries  in  question  were  made. 

So,  entries  in  the  books  of  a  partnership, 
made  by  a  partner,  which  partnership  was  sub- 
sequently reorganized,  are  admissible  in  evi- 
dence against  one  who  was  a  special  partner 
in  the  old  firm  and  also  a  partner  In  the  new 
firm,  in  favor  of  third  persons,  as  in  the  na- 
ture of  admissions  of  the  facts  stated.  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Huber,  75  Hun,  80,  26  N.  Y.  Supp. 
-061. 

And  entries  in  partnership  books  affecting 
the  question  as  to  whether  a  partner  who  had 
contributed  the  business  owned  the  capital 
equally  with  one  who  paid  In  cash,  will  be  pre- 
sumed to  be  known  to  the  latter  partner, 
though  he  was  not  an  active  partner.  If  he  had 
free  access  to  the  books  and  frequently  exam- 
ined them,  and  are  therefore,  admissible  against 
him.     Keys  v.  Baldwin,  19  Ohio  L.  J.  875. 

But  the  rule  that  entries  in -copartnership 
hooks  are  prima  facie  evidence  for  one  of  the 
partners  against  the  other  where  the  latter 
has  had  access  to  them,  notwithstanding  his 
omission  to  Inspect  them,  does  not  apply  to 
the  case  of  a  dormant  partner  who  took  no  part 
In  the  conduct  of  the  business  further  than  to 
furnish  his  notes,  and  merely  visited  the  place 
where  the  business  was  conducted,  it  being  in 
the  same  neighborhood  as  his  own.  Taylor  t. 
Herring,  10  Bosw.  447. 

And  entries  in  the  books  of  a  partnership 
which  afterwards  reorganized,  forming  a  new 
special  partnership  composed  of  the  same  mem- 
bers with  the  addition  of  a  special  partner, 
made  prior  to  the  time  when  the  new  partner- 
ship commenced,  are  inadmissible  in  evidence 
for  the  purpose  of  charging  the  incoming  spe- 
cial partner  as  a  general  partner,  on  the  ground 
that  his  contribution  of  capital  was  not  made 
in  cash,  since,  not  being  a  partner  at  the  time 
they  were  made,  he  cannot  be  presumed  to  have 
known  their  contents.  Kohler  v.  Liodenmeyr, 
129  N.  Y.  499,  29  N.  K.  957,  Reversing  58  Hun, 
513,  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  738. 

See  also  on  this  subject,  infra,  V.  c. 

V.  As  between  the  partners. 

a.  General  rules  as   to  admissibiUtu. 

The  general  rule  is  that  entries  made  in  the 
lK>ok8  of  a  partnership  during  the  continuance 
of  the  copartnership  are  evidence  for  and 
against  the  different  members  of  the  firm  in 
a  subsequent  adjustment  of  their  accounts  t>e- 
tween  themselves.  Caldwell  v.  Leiber,  7 
Paige,  483 ;  Cheever  v.  Lamar,  19  Hun.  130 ; 
Falrchlld  v.  Fairchlld,  64  N.  Y.  471;  Boire  r. 
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McGinn,  8  Or.  466:  Kyle  v.  Kyle,  1  Gratt. 
526;  Hicks  v.  Chadwell,  1  Tenn.  Cb.  261; 
Slmms  V.  Kirtley,  1  T.  B.  Mon.  80:  Wilson  t. 
Potter,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  988,  42  S.  W.  836 ;  Hale 
V.  Brennan.  23  Cal.  512;  Powers  v.  Dickie,  49 
Ala.  81 :  Desha  v.  Smith,  20  Ala.  747 :  Routen 
V.  Bostwick,  59  Ala.  360;  Hunter  v.  Aldridge. 
52  Iowa,  442,  3  N.  W.  574  ;  Fletcher  v.  Pollard. 

2  Hen.  &  M.  544 ;  Brickhouse  v.  Hunter,  4 
Hen.  ft  M.  363,  4  Am.  Dec.  528;  Jordan  v. 
White,  4  Mart.  N.  8.  335;  Murrell  v.  Murrell, 
33  La.  Ann.  1233;  Carpenter  t.  Camp,  39  La. 
Ann.  1024,  3  So.  269;  Kohler  v.  Llndenmeyr, 
129  N.  Y.  499,  29  N.  E.  957,  Reversing  58  Hun. 
513,  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  738 ;  Philips  v.  Turner.  22 
N.  C.  (2  Dev.  &  B.  Bq.)  123;  Lodge  v.  Prltch- 
ard,  3  De  G.  M.  ft  G.  906. 

.\nd  vouchers  for  every  item  need  not  be 
produced.  Brickhouse  v.  Hunter,  4  Hen.  ft  M. 
363,  4  Am.  Dec.  628;  Fletcher  v.  Pollard,  2 
Hen.  ft  M.  544. 

And  they  are  entitled  to  great  weight  and 
(.consideration  when  they  bear  on  disputed  ques- 
tions, and  where  the  testimony  of  witnesses  l« 
conflicting  and  unsatisfactory.  Carpenter  t. 
Camp,  39  La.  Ann.  1024,  3  So.  269. 

And  the  entries  in  the  books  of  a  partnership, 
to  which  all  members  have  had  free  access,  must 
at  least  be  considered  as  prima  facie  correct  as 
between  the  partners  and  their  estates.  Desha 
V.  Smith,  20  Ala.  747 ;  Glover  v.  Hembree,  82 
Ala.  824,  8  So.  251 ;  Hale  v.  Brennan,  23  Cal. 
512 :  Bannon  v.  Hawkins,  18  Ky.  L.  Rep.  150, 
35  S.  W.  636:  Strout  v.  Hopkins,  11  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  768 ;  Jordan  v.  White,  4  Mart.  N.  S.  835 ; 
Ar  mi  stead  v.  Spring,  1  Rob.  (La.)  567 ;  Chee- 
ver V.  Lamar,  1^9  Hun.  130 ;  Heartt  v.  Corning, 

3  Paige,  566;  Philips  v.  Turner.  22  N.  C. 
(2  Dev.  ft  B.  Eq.)  123 ;  Boire  v.  McGinn.  8  Or. 
466:  Hicks  V.  Chadwell,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  251; 
Lodge  V.  Pritchard,  3  De  G.  M.  ft  G.  906. 

But  subject  to  the  right  of  either  paKner 
to  show  mistakes  or  errors  In  the  account. 
Heartt  v.  Corning,  3  Paige,  566;. Boire  t.  Mc- 
Ginn, 8  Or.  466. 

Partnership  books  of  account  regularly  kept 
are  presumed  to  be  correct,  and  in  the  absence 
of  evidence  to  the  contrary  reliance  is  pre  ^erly 
placed  on  them  In  stating  the  account  between 
the  partners.  Stuart  v.  McKlchan,  74  HI.  122: 
Gregg  V.  Hord,  129  111.  613,  22  N.  B.  528. 

As  knowledge  of  them  Is  presumed,  and  evi- 
dence is  required  to  rebut  the  presumption. 
Philips  V.  Turner.  22  N.  C.  (2  Dev.  ft  B.  Eq.) 
123. 

And  the  partners  are  each  and  all  bound  by 
the  entries  made  therein,  unless  the  same  are 
proved  to  be  erroneous.  Murrell  v.  Murrell. 
33  La.  Ann.  1233;  Jordan  v.  White,  4  Mart. 
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been  some  agreement  between  the  partners. 
We  do  not  think  it  was  enough  to  require 
the  court  below  to  submit  the  issue  raised  on 
the  pleadings  on  this  point  to  the  jury. 

It  is  objected  that  Comstock's  cheeks  for 
•$20,000  were  not  an  actual  contribution  in 
c&sh  to  the  assets  of  the  firm,  even  if  there 
was  no  agreement  by  the  general  partners  to 
withhold  presentation,  and  even  if  they  were 
^ood  when  delivered  to  the  general  partners. 
The  early  decisions  construing  limited  part- 
nership statutes  were  very  strict,  and  a  lit- 
eral compliance  with  the  statute  was  en- 
forced. In  some  states,  notably  in  Massa- 
chusetts, this  construction  of  such  a  law  is 
still  maintained.  Haggerty  v.  Foster,  103 
Mass.  17.  In  others  a  more  reasonable  view 
has  been  taken  of  late,  and  all  that  is  re- 
quired is  a  substantial  compliance  with  the 
provisions    of  the    statute   in  good    faith. 


Manhattan  Co.  v.  Laimheer,  108  N.  Y.  581, 
15  N.  E.  712;  White  v.  Eiseman,  134  N.  Y. 
101,  31  N.  E.  276.  This  is  the  rule  of  con- 
struction adopted  by  the  supreme  court  of 
Michigan  in  enforcing  the  statute.  Hogan 
v.  Hadzsits,  113  Mich.  568,  71  N.  W.  1092. 
Comstock's  checks  were  certified,  and  it  is 
expressly  held  by  the  court  of  appeals  of 
New  York  that  such  instruments  are  equiva-  ' 
lent  to  cash.  White  v.  Eisemaai,  134  N.  Y. 
101,  31  N.  E.  276.  But  it  is  said  that  as  the 
certificate  was  by  Comstock,  the  president  of 
the  Alpena  Banking  Company,  of  his  own 
check,  the  check  was  not  certified  in  such  a 
way  as  to  bind  the  company.  W«  shall  not 
enter  upon  a  discussion  of  this  objection,  be- 
cause we  are  of  opinion  that  a  chedc,  though 
uncertified,  if  good  when  delivered  and  paid 
when  presented,  is  a  contribution,  in  cash,  in 
good  faith,  although  it  may  not  be  presented 


N.  S.  335;  Hunter  v.  Aldrlch,  52  Iowa,  442.  3 
N.  W.  574 ;  O'Brien  v.  Hanley,  86  111.  278. 

Entries  in  the  books  of  a  partnership  are  ai 
conclusive  of  the  rights  of  the  partners  as  be- 
tween themselves,  where  both  had  access  to 
such  books,  as  If  such  rights  had  been  prescribed 
In  a  regular  contract.  Stewart  v.  Forbes,  1 
Hall  &  Tw.  461,  1  Macn.  &  G.  137,  13  Jur.  523. 

And  they  are  not  to  be  departed  from  except 
upon  such  evidence  aa  would  entitle  a  partner 
to  surcharge  or  fallsfy  particular  Items.  Hicks 
T.  Chadwell,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  251. 

And  it  rests  with  a  party  alleging  fraud  or 
mistake  In  entries  to  establish  It  by  proof. 
Caldwell  v.  Lelber,  7  Paige,  483;  Strout  v. 
Hopkins,  11  Ky.  L.  Uep.  763. 

And  not  only  must  there  be  evidence  suffi- 
cient to  overcome  the  prima  facie  correctness 
of  books  of  account ;  there  must  also  be  specific 
allegations  stating  the  particular  Items  com- 
plained of  before  proof  to  the  contrary  can  be 
admitted,  and  the  proof  must  be  confined  to 
auch  Items.  Wilson  v.  Potter,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
988,  42  S.  W.  836. 

And  the  fact  that  partnership  books  were 
tampered  with  pending  litigation  does  not  ren- 
der admissible  In  his  behalf  the  private  account 
books  of  one  of  the  copartners  on  dissolution 
and  accounting  to  show  the  state  of  the  ac- 
counts between  the  copartners.  Kinney  v. 
Robinson,  66  Mich.  113,  33  N.  W.  172. 

The  reason  which  supports  the  rule  that 
partnership  books  of  account  kept  during  the 
continuance  of  the  copartnership  are  evidence 
for  and  against  the  different  members  of  the 
firm  In  subsequent  litigation  between  them  Is 
that  the  books  are  at  all  times  open  to  the  In- 
spection of  the  Individual  partners,  and  that 
they  are  considered  as  having  acquiesced  In  the 
various  entries  made.  Grinton  v.  Strong,  45 
III.  App.  82,  Affirmed  In  148  111.  587,  36  N.  E. 
559 ;  Cameron  v.  Watson,  10  Rich.  Eq.  64. 

Thus,  a  book  of  accounts  kept  under  the  par- 
ticular supervision  of  one  partner  and  under 
the  general  supervision  of  both  furnishes  evi- 
dence of  a  high  character  In  a  proceeding  be- 
tween them ;  and  In  such  case  there  Is  no  rea- 
son for  resorting  to  an  estimate  of  profits 
founded  upon  general  evidence  of  what  was  usu- 
ally made  by  others.  Cunningham  v.  Smith, 
11  B.  Mon.  325. 

And  the  books  of  a  partnership,  kept  by  a 
regular  bookkeeper,  the  entries  In  which  were 
n.ade  from  statements  of  a  person  employed  to 
look  after  the  business  of  the  firm,  and  to  hire 
hands  and  receive  and  pay  out  money  and  keep 
accounts  thereof,  and  report  the  same  to  the 
lx>okkeeper,  are  not  only  competent  evidence 
62  L.  R.  A. 


In  an  action  by  the  administrator  of  a  deceased 
partner  against  the  administrator  of  a  surviv- 
ing partner  for  an  account,  but  the  best  evi- 
dence the  nature  of  the  case  will  admit  of. 
Mayson  v.  Beazley,  27  Miss.  106. 

And  books  of  account  kept  by  one  partner 
showing  his  transactions  with  the  other, 
made  up  In  part  from  statements  sent  to  him 
by  his  copartner,  and  In  part  from  statements 
In  the  form  of  transcripts  taken  by  him  and 
sent  to  the  latter,  and  to  which  his  copartner 
had  access  and  which  he  from  time  to  time  ex- 
amined, and  which  after  the  business  ceased 
he  admitted  to  be  correct,  are  admissible  in 
evidence  on  an  accounting  between  the  part- 
ners. Morris  v.  Haas;  54  Neb.  579,  74  N.  W. 
828. 

So,  In  an  action  for  the  settlement  of  part- 
nership accounts,  a  memorandum  book  kept  by 
one  of  the  copartners,  containing,  not  only  the 
dealings  of  the  copartner  with  the  firm,  but 
mingling  personal  transactions  therewith  to 
such  an  extent  that  It  Is  difficult  to  separate 
the  various  Items,  may  be  received  In  evidence, 
but  iB  entitled  to  but  small  weight.  Wilson  v. 
Potter,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  988,  42  S.  W.  836. 

And  where  partners  engaged  In  paving  streets 
contracted  with  another  to  superintend  the 
work  and  to  receive  a  percentage  of  profit  as 
compensation,  the  contract  providing  that  the 
superintendent  should  have  access  to  the  books 
of  the  firm,  such  books  are  competent  evidence 
on  behalf  of  either  party  in  an  action  for  an 
accounting,  where  he  constantly  availed  him- 
self of  the  privilege  of  access  and  inspection, 
as  the  case  Is  In  that  respect  analogous  to  that 
of  a  partnership.  McDonald  y.  Buckstaff,  56 
Neb.  88,  76  N.  W.  476. 

And  entries  made  on  the  books  of  a  partner- 
ship In  the  separate  and  individual  name  of  the 
wife  of  one  of  the  partners  to  the  knowledge 
of  the  other  partner,  running  through  a  period 
of  many  years,  without  any  objection  on  his 
part,  and  not  shown  to  have  been  made  through 
error  either  of  law  or  of  fact,  estop  the  other 
party  to  the  partnership,  in  an  action  for-  a 
final  liquidation  and  settlement  of  the  partner- 
ship affairs,  from  denying  that  the  funds  thus 
charged  to  her  were  her  separate  paraphernal 
funds  of  which  she  had  retained  the  administra- 
tion, BO  as  to  prevent  him  from  asserting  any 
presumption  of  the  husband's  administration 
of  his  wife's  paraphernal  funds,  and  that  as 
a  partner  he  was  not  entitled  to  Interest  on 
such  funds.  Murrell  v.  Murrell,  83  La.  Ann. 
1233. 

And  In  a  suit  for  accounting  between  part- 
ners the  partnership  account  books  are  admis- 
sible to  prove  the  state  of  the  partnership  ac- 
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until  after  the  filing  of  th*^  certificate.  If 
the  check  is  good  the  general  partners  may 
obtain  the  money  upon  it  at  any  time.  If 
the  drawer  is  dishonest,  and  subsequently  re- 
duces his  bank  balance  so  that  the  check  is 
dishonored,  this  is  conclusive  evi4ence  that 
the  delivery  of  the  check  was  not  payment  in 
cash  in  good  faith,  and  the  penal  liability  of 
the  special  partner  accrues.  The  payment 
of  checks  as  cash  is  in  accordance  with  a 
well-known  and  reasonable  usage  of  mer- 
chants, and  we  can  see  no  reason  why  the 
statutes  concerning  limited  partnerships 
should  not  be  construed  in  the  light  of  that 
usage.  In  the  case  of  Re  PfUliser,  136  U. 
S.  263,  9ub  nom.  Palliscr  v.  United  StateSf 
34  L.  ed.  517,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1035,  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Gray,  speaking  for  the  Supreme  Court, 
defines  the  word  ''cash,"  used  in  a  criminal 
statute,  as  follows:  "The  word  *cash'  in 
this  statute,  as  in  common  speech,  means 
ready  money,  or  money  in  hand,  either  in 
current  coin  or  other  legal  tender,  or  in  bank 
bills,  or  checks  paid  and  received  as  money, 


and  dees  not  include  promises  to  pay  money 
in  the  future." 

This,  it  seems  to  us,  is  a  sufficient  support 
for  our  conclusion.     Doubtless  the  weight  of 
authority    in    the  construction    of    limited 
partnership  statutes  is  to  the  contrary ;  but, 
as  already  saj4,  the  trend  of  modern  cases  is 
towards  a  more  liberal  and  sensible  view  of 
such     statutory   requirements.     Their    pur- 
pose is  to  secure  the  actual  payment  of  the 
money  into  the  capital  of  the  firm,  and,  fail- 
ing that,  to  hold  the  special  partner  to  a  gen- 
eral liability.     It  seems  to  us  that  our  con- 
struction of  the  statute  secures  this  end,  and 
it  does  not  entrap  the  honest  and  unwary  in- 
to  unexpected   liabilities,    by    enforcing     a. 
stricter  rule  as  to  what  are  cash  payments 
than  obtains  in  the  commercial  community. 
Inhere  is  nothing  in  the  decisions  of  the  su- 
preme court  of  Michigan  upon  this  statute- 
which  prevents  our  giving  such  a  construc- 
tion to  it  as  we  think  its  language  and  its 
polic}'  require.  Rotkchild  v.  Hoge^  43  Fed.  97. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  af- 
firmed. 


counts,  where,  although  kept  In  the  books  of 
the  partnership,  to  which  the  present  one  had 
succeeded,, they  were  not  intermingled  with  oth- 
er accounts,  but  were  separately  stated,  and 
the  evidence  sliows  that  the  partner  objecting 
to  their  use,  not  only  had  access  to  them  when 
he  desired,  but  knew  the  manner  in  which  the 
accounts  were  kept,  and  made  no  objection  on 
the  ground  that  they  were  not  kept  in  separate 
books.     Clark  v.  Grldley,  49  Cal.  105. 

So,  while  a  partner  in  a  firm  having  in  his 
j[>os8e8Bion  the  partnership  books  of  account 
Is  not  compelled  to  introduce  them  in  evidcmce 
in  an  action  to  settle  the  partnership  and  re- 
cover a  balance  claimed  to  be  due  under  the 
partnership  agreemeni  until  required  by  the 
complainants  or  the  court,  his  failure  to  do  so. 
and  his  withholding  them  without  excuse,  will 
be  considered  sh  a  strong  circumstance  against 
him.  as  such  failure  can  only  be  explained  up- 
on the  hypothesis  that  the  books  are  against 
him.     Wallace  v.  Berger,  14  Iowa,  183. 

But  when  an  error  is  committed  on  either 
side  the  entrj-,  if  Improper,  can  be  corrected ; 
and  where  an  omission  to  make  entries  Is  shown 
the  error  should  also  be  corrected.  Bannon  v. 
Hawkins,  18  Ky.  L,  Rep.  150.  35  S.  W.  636. 

And  while  the  entries  in  the  books  of  a  part- 
nership to  which  the  members  have  access  are 
prima  facie  correct,  and  evidence  against  the 
partners  on  a  bill  for  the  settlement  of  the  ac- 
counts of  a  partnership  and  for  the  application 
of  any  balance  found  due  to  one  of  them  to  the 
payment  of  a  note  secured  by  mortgage  given 
for  her  interest.  It  may  be  shown  that  the  books 
do  not  contalii  a  full  statement  of  the  partner- 
ship transactions,  and  that  there  were  ex- 
penses incurred  and  paid  which  did  not  ap- 
pear on  the  bcoks.  Glover  v.  Ilembree,  82 
Ala.  324.  8  So.  251. 

And  an  error  in  partnership  books  may  be  es- 
tablished by  other  books  connected  with  the 
partnership.  Bannon  v.  Hawkins,  18  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  150,  35  S.  W.  636. 

But  partners  agreeing  to  pay  a  copartner 
a  designated  sum  for  his  Interest  in  the  firm, 
claiming  In  a  proceeding  involving  the  settle- 
ment of  the  accounts  that  the  amount  should 
be  reduced  by  reason  of  firm  moneys  received 
by  the  other  partner  and  not  accounted  for.  are 
bound  to  show  the  same,  and  the  burden  of 
proof  rests  with  the  former  to  show  that  the 
sum  should  be  Increased  on  account  of  moneys  i 
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paid  out  by  him  for  the  firm,  and  not  credited 
to  him  on  the  books.  Lambert  v.  Griffith,  44 
Mich.  65,  6  N.  W.  106. 

In  Cambloso  v.  MaflTett,  2  Wash.  C.  C.  98, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,330,  however,  it  was  held  that 
the  books  o<  parties  engaged  in  shipping  ad- 
ventures are  not  evidence  in  favor  of  either 
of  them  in  an  action  for  a  settlement  and  an 
accounting,  unless  supplemented  by  other  evi- 
dence, though  they  might  bo  evidence  against 
either. 

And  the  books  of  a  partnership,  kept  by  one- 
partner,  who  was  a  skilful  bookkeeper  and  com- 
petent for  that  purpose,  containing  entries 
made  by  an  accountant  employed  by  the  part- 
ners, from  memoranda  furnished  by  the  book- 
keeping partner,  and  from  the  latter's  memory 
of  transactions  purporting  to  have  taken  place 
from  fifteen  to  twenty  years  before  the  entries 
were  made,  are  properly  excluded  In  an  action 
for  the  recovery  of  an  alleged  balance  due  on  a 
settlement  of  the  partnership  account.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  any  other  proof  showing  such  entries  to 
have  been  proper, — especially  where  the  book- 
keeping partner  seeking  to  recover  the  balance 
due  exteuted  to  the  other,  while  the  alleged 
Indebtedness  existed,  a  mortgage  to  Indemnify 
him  as  his  surety  for  a  less  sum  than  the 
amount  claimed.  Greer  v.  Greer,  15  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  472,  23  S.  W.  866. 

An  objection  to  the  admission  in  evidence  on 
a  partnership  accounting  of  the  books  of  ac- 
count of  the  firm  comes  too  late  on  appeal 
where  they  had  been  permitted  without  objec- 
tion to  serve  as  the  basis  of  the  master's  re- 
port, having  been  admitted  in  evidence  before 
him.  with  no  reservation  or  objection  other 
than  a  proviso  that  either  party  should  have 
the  privilege  to  offer  extrinsic  evidence  to  In- 
validate the  account  In  question.  Cameron  v. 
Watson.  10  Rich.  Eq.  64. 

Entries  in  partnership  books,  made  up  br 
one  of  the  partners  from  reports  of  an  agent 
whose  duty  it  Is  to  report  monthly,  are,  a^ 
between  the  partners,  original  entries.  Faver 
V.  Bowers  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  33  S.  W.  131. 

And  evidence  In  an  action  by  the  surviving 
member  of  a  firm  against  another  for  goods 
sold  and  money  loaned,  that  entries  In  the  part- 
nership-books of  account  were  In  the  handwrit- 
ing of  the  deceased  partner,  and  that  the  book? 
had  been  regularly  kept  and  were  free  from 
changes  or  alterations*  and  contained  the  lteni» 
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sued  on«  and  that  at  the  time  there  was  no 
assistant  except  the  porter,  and  that  It  was 
the  custom  of  the  house  for  the  person  selling 
the  goods  to  make  an  entry  thereof  on  a  slate, 
and  at  night  tiiese  entries  were  ^put  upon  the 
books  by  the  chief  partner  and  the  slate 
cleaned  off,  and  that  he  sometimes  made  entries 
directly  in  the  books,  is  sufficient  to  show  that 
the  books  were  books  of  original  entries,  and 
admissible  as  su^h  within  the  meaning  of  Ky. 
Code,  S  606,  subsec.  7.  Groschell  v.  Knoll,  10 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  314. 

See  also  supra,  II.  a,  especially  Slmms  y. 
Kirtley,  1  T.  B.  Mon.  75 ;  Pomeroy  t.  Manln, 
2  Paine,  488,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,260. 

<b.  Consideration  in  construction  of  partnership 

agreement. 

Partnership  books  of  account  to  which  all 
the  partners  had  access  ar*  admissible  and  ef- 
fectual as  between  themselves,  even  to  control 
the  partnership  agreement  where  they  contain 
entries  inconsistent  with  it. 

Thus,  the  manner  in  which  psrtnershlp  books 
were  kept  by  the  persons  Interested  in  the  part- 
nership business  is  proper  to  be  considered  in 
•determining  the  respective  rights  of  the  part- 
ners, and  alterations  or  constructions  made  or 
put  on  partnership  transactions  and  acquiesced 
in  by  tlie  partners  for  many  years  as  shown  by 
the  tK>oks,  should  have  great  weight  in  ascer- 
taining the  equities  between  the  parties. 
'8outhmayd*8  Appeal  (Pa.)  6  Cent.  Rep.  555,  8 
Atl.  72. 

And  the  master  in  an  action  for  an  acconnt- 
iBg  between  partners  is  warranted  In  holding 
that  the  partnership  books  contained  a  true 
statement  of  the  affairs  of  the  partnership  as 
between  themselves,  and  In  computing  the  bal- 
ance as  shown  upon  the  books,  though  certain 
charges  were  not  warranted  by  the  written  ar- 
ticles of  copartnership,  where  both  parties  had 
•daily  access  to  such  books,  and  they  had  struck 
repeated  balances  of  the  partnership  accounts 
without  complaint  or  objection  until  after  the 
dissolution.  Gregg  v.  Hord,  129  111.  613,  22  N. 
E.  528. 

And  an  accountlpg  between  partners  should 
l>e  made  on  the  basis  of  the  entries  in  the  books 
-charging  the  partnership  with  various  sums 
paid  for  salaries  without  regard  to  a  stipula- 
tion In  the  original  articles  of  partnership  that 
one  of  the  partners  was  to  pay  all  office  and 
clerical  expenses,  where  the  other  partner  knew 
of  such  charges  and  made  no  objection.     Ibid. 

So,  where  a  partner  in  a  firm  and  the  book- 
Iceeper  of  the  firm  have  construed  the  partner- 
■shlp  contract  for  themselves  by  repeated  entries 
on  the  books  of  the  partnership  for  many  years, 
-and  all  the  partners  had  access  to  the  books, 
and  yearly  settlements  or  balances  were  made, 
showing  the  profits  or  losses,  and  what  had 
been  realized  for  distribution,  the  accounts 
will  not  be  opened  and  a  readjustment  of  bal- 
ances made,  which  contradict  that  construction 
as  evidenced  by  such  entries,  where  no  mistake 
or  error  is  shown  to  have  been  made  by  the 
bookkeeper,  upon  an  allegation  that  such  part- 
ner had  obtained  more  than  his  share  of  the 
firm  assets  by  reason  of  such  entries,  or  that 
the  other  partner  has  placed  a  different  con- 
atruction  upon  the  contract,  though  the  latter 
was  not  an  experienced  bookkeeper.  Meguiar 
T.  Helm,  91  Ky.  19,  14  S.  W.  949. 

And  an  entry  in  the  firm  books,  made  by  the 
partners  having  the  control  of  the  business, 
charging  Interest  at  10  per  cent  on  advances 
made  to  the  partnership  by  the  other  partner 
In  accordance  with  an  account  rendered  by  him 
to  ^he  firm,  was  said,  in  Mtllaudon  v.  Sylvestrc, 
8  La.  262,  to  be  written  evidence  of  their  as- 
sent to  that  rate  o£  interest,  notwithstandJntr 
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the  fact  that  the  articles  of  partnership  fixed  a 
lower  rate. 

c.  Acct'ss  and  effect  of  nonaccess. 

The  basis  of  the  admissibility  of  partnership 
books  in  evidence  in  proceedings  between  the 
partners  being  the  supposed  knowledge  and  ac- 
quiescence of  all,  nonaccess  to  such  a  book 
would,  of  course,  render  them  inadmissible 
against  a  partner  not  permitted  to  Inspect 
them.  There  must  be  something  more,  how- 
ever, than  mere  negligent  failure  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  the  right  to  inspect.  Access  must 
at  least  have  been  made  either  Inlpossible  or 
very  inconvenient. 

Thus,  a  private  memorundum  book,  kept  by 
one  partner,  who  was  treasurer  of  the  company, 
to  which  the  other  partners  did  not  have  access, 
is  not  evidence  for  the  party  keeping  It  against 
the  others,  in  an  action  for  a  settlement  of  the 
partnership  affairs.  Turnlpseed  v.  Goodwin,  9 
Ala.  372 ;  Adams  v.  Funk,  53  III.  219. 

And  the  books  of  a  partnership  are  not  ad- 
missible in  a  proceeding  to  state  the  partner- 
ship accounts,  to  prove  a  credit  on  such  books 
in  favor  of  a  partner,  where  it  appeared  that 
the  books  were  kept  by  the  defendant,  though 
the  ledger  in  which  the  credit  appeared  had 
been  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  but  the 
entry  was  not  In  his  handwriting,  and  no  proof 
was  offered  that  it  was  made  with  his  consent. 
Sutton  V.  MandevIUe,  1  Cranch,  C.  C.  2,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  13,648. 

And  entries  in  partnership  books,  where  It 
does  not  appear  that  the  partners  sought  to  be 
charged  had  access  thereto  or  actually  In- 
spected them,  are  not  rendered  admissible  In 
evidence,  in  an  action  for  an  accounting  be- 
tween the  partners,  by  the  fact  that  they  were 
made  by  a  bookkeeper  of  the  firm,  and  that 
the  bookkeeper  Is  to  be  regarded  as  the  mutual 
agent  of  the  partners,  unless  It  appears  that 
the  bookkeeper  was  authorized  by  them  to  de- 
termine with  what  sums  each  should  be  charged. 
Taylor  v.  Herring.  10  Bosw.  454. 

So,  books  of  account  kept  by  a  partner  dur- 
ing the  continuance  of  the  copartnership  are  of 
DO  value  as  indicating  the  other  partner's  un- 
derstanding of  the  partnership  contract,  unless 
it  is  shown  that  the  entries  were  brought  spe- 
cifically to  his  notice.  Grlnton  v.'  Strong,  45 
111.  App.  82. 

And  where  a  partner  withdrew  partnership 
funds  and  appropriated  them  to  private  uses, 
and  made  In  the  books  of  the  copartnership  en- 
tries, which,  although  explicit  and  open,  and 
not  disguising  the  transaction,  did  not  furnish 
to  the  other  copartners  full  information  of  the 
true  state  of  the  facts  because  of  the  latter's 
residing  at  a  great  distance  from  the  place  of 
business  where  the  books  were  kept,  the  lat- 
ter's consent  to  the  withdrawal  and  appropria- 
tion of  the  funds  will  not  be  Implied :  and  the 
fact  in  such  case,  that  a  balance  sheet  of  a 
partnership  business  was  sent  to  the  absent  part- 
ner, will  not  suffice  to  show  that  he  had  in- 
formation of  the  withdrawal  of  the  funds, 
where  the  balance  sheet  only  exhibited  the 
gross  amount  due  from  each  person,  and  did 
not  specify  the  items  of  the  account.  Hunt  v. 
Benson,  2  Humph.  462. 

So,  while  the  books  of  account  of  a  partner- 
ship are  proper  as  evidence  in  a  suit  for  a 
partnership  settlement  In  deciding  to  what  ex- 
tent the  entries  and  recitals  made  therein  by 
one  partner  shall  bind  the  other,  the  peculiar 
circumstances  of  the  case  should  be  considered, 
and  a  difference  wiil  be  made  between  the  case 
of  an  active,  intelligent  business  man  In  the 
prime  of  life  and  that  of  an  uneducated  man, 
burdened   with   the  infirmities  of  extreme   old 
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age.     Grlnton  y.   Strong,  45  III.  App.   82,  Af-  , 
firmed  Id  148  111.  587,  36  N.  E.  559. 

And  the  private  books  of  a  firm  which 
formed  a  copartnership  with  a  third  person  to 
conduct  business  elsewhere  are  not  admissible 
to  charge  the  latter,  where  all  the  transactions 
of  the  new  partnership  were  entered  in  such 
books  in  the  same  manner  as  though  he  or  the 
firm  were  ordinary  customers  of  the  old  firm, 
and  the  articles  of  the  new  copartnership  con- 
templated that  regrular  books  should  be  kept  by 
it,  though  it  was  not  done.  Wheatley  t. 
Wheeler.  34  Md.  62. 

Nor  are  entries  made  in  partnership  books 
kept  in  San  Francisco  by  a  partner  there  com- 
petent evidence  against  another  partner  In 
New  York,  upon  the  issue  as  to  whether  it  was 
agreed  that  a  sum  withdrawn  from  the  firm 
was  a  loan,  where  such  entries  were  not  au- 
thorized by  the  New  York  partner  or  made  with 
his  knowledge,  and  it  was  not  proved  that  all 
the  items  charged  were  just  as  between  the  New 
York  partner  and  the  firm.  Bank  of  British 
N.  A.  v.  Delafield,  80  Hun,  564,  30  N.  Y.  Supp. 
000,  Afllrmed  in  152  N.  Y.  624.  46  N.  E.  1144. 

And  where  the  business  of  a  partnership  has 
been  almost  exclusively  conducted  by  one  mem- 
ber of  the  firm,  and  the  books  were  kept  by 
him,  the  other  is  entitled  to  introduce  evidence, 
in  an  action  involving  the  settlement  of  the  af- 
fairs of  the  partners,  of  the  incorrectness  of 
the  entries  contained  therein,  and  to  show  that 
others  not  entered  should  have  been  made;  but 
this  Is  subject  to  overthrow  by  countervailing 
testimony.  Carpenter  v.  Camp,  39  La.  Ann. 
1024,  3  So.  269. 

But  that  a  person  alleged  to  be  a  partner 
with  another  had  access  to  the  books  of  ac- 
count kept  by  the  latter  during  the  time  they 
were  kept  would  be  a  strong  circumstance  to 
hold  her  bound  by  statements  therein  con- 
tained.    Hale  V.  Brennan,  23  Cal.  512. 

And  that  a  partner  was  not  permitted  to  in- 
spect the  books  of  the  partnership  will  not  be 
Inferred,  so  as  to  render  them  Inadmissible  in 
evidence  on  a  bill  for  an  account  of  the  copart- 
nership dealings,  from  the  mere  fact  that  a 
bookkeeper  had  charge  of  such  books.  Haller 
V.  Wlllamowlcz.  23  Ark.  566. 

And  entries  in  the  books  of  a  partnership  are 
admissible  In  evidence  in  an  action  for  parti- 
tion of  realty  In  the  name  of  a  partner,  between 
his  heirs,  where  the  realty  was  partnership 
property,  and  the  partner  had  access  to  the 
books,  and  sometimes  examined  them,  and  had 
personal  supervision  of  the  office  where  the 
books  were  kept,  though  the  entries  were  made 
by  the  bookkeeper,  and  there  was  no  affirmative 
proof  that  he  saw  them.  Falrchlld  v.  Fair- 
child,  64  N.  Y.  471. 

So,  that  one  of  the  partners  retained  posses- 
sion of  the  firm  books  after  excluding  the  other 
partners  from  the  business  until  the  books 
were  forced  from  him  by  attachment  is  not 
sufllcient  to  Justify  the  entire  exclusion  of  the 
books  as  at  least  prima  fade  evidence  of  the 
affairs  of  the  concern  in  a  controversy,  between 
partners,  where  there  was  an  entire  failure  of 
proof  to  establish  an  alteration  or  mutilation. 
Moon  V.  Story.  8  Dana,  226. 

And  books  of  a  firm  regularly  kept,  even  if 
In  the  exclusive  possession  and  control  of  one 
of  the  partners,  were  said  In  Cunningham  v. 
Smith,  11  B.  Mon.  325,  to  be  prima  facie  evi- 
dence, In  a  suit  for  an  accounting  and  settle- 
ment, of  the  data  upon  which  to  settle  the  part- 
nership ;  and  conjectural  evidence  and  esti- 
mates from  the  business  of  other  houses  should 
only  be  resorted  to  to  supply  deficiencies,  or  to 
correct  errors  in  the  books,  and  when  no  other 
evidence  more  directly  applicable  can  be  had. 

An  answer  in  an  action  for  an  accounting 
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and  settlement  between  partners.  In  which  It 
was  averred  that  the  defendant  was  to  keep  tlie 
accounts  and  had  refused  to  permit  the  plain- 
tiffs to  examine  the  books  or  to  make  a  settle- 
ment with  them,  setting  up  the  condttlon  of 
the  partnership  and  the  liability  of  the  one  to 
the  other  in  the  conduct  of  the  partnership 
business,  requires  no  reply.  Bannou  v.  Hawk- 
ins, 18  Ky.  L.  Rep.  150,  35  S.  W.  636. 
See  also,  on  this  subject,  supra,  IV.  c 

d.  The  rule  at  applied  to  entries  by  attrririnif 
or  liquidating  partner. 

Where  the  entry  Is  made  by  a  surviving  or 
liquidating  partner  after  dissolution  of  the 
firm,  the  principles  of  admissibility  are  the 
same :  but  the  principal  question  then  is,  as  to 
whether  or  not  access  and  opportunity  to  ex- 
amine and  object  appears. 

Thus,  while  partnership  books  are  evidence 
for  and  against  partners  in  controversies  aris- 
ing among  themselves,  the  rule  includes  only 
the  books  and  entries  contained  In  them  at  the 
time  of  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership. 
Entries  made  after  that  time  by  one  of  the 
partners,  who  had  possession  and  care  of  the 
books,  cannot  bind  the  other  partners,  unless 
they  also  had  possession  of  the  t>ooks  and  op- 
portunity to  examine  the  entries,  and,  haTlng- 
had  the  means  of  ascertaining  their  correctness, 
made  no  objection,  or  in  some  similar  manner 
acquiesced  in  or  approved  of  the  entries.  Oth- 
erwise they  must  l>e  held  as  to  such  entries  to 
be  the  books  of  the  Individual  partners  who 
made  them.  Pratt  v.  McHatton,  11  La.  Ann. 
260. 

The  rule  that  entries  in  the  partnership 
books  are  evidence  for  and  against  all  the  part-, 
ners  Is  true  only  of  those  made  while  the  fim» 
was  doing  business,  and  does  not  apply  to  en- 
tries made  by  a  partner  who  was  winding  up 
the  partnership  business  under  a  transfer  to  him 
for  that  pui*pose ;  and  he  cannot,  therefore, 
prove  collections  and  disbursements  by  the 
books  kept  by  him,  but  must  show  them  by  the 
production  of  vouchers  properly  authenticated. 
Clements  v.  Mlt^'hell,  62  N.  C.  tPhlll.  Eq.)  3. 

And  books  kept  by  one  partner  after  dlssoln- 
tion,  or  entries  made  on  the  original  t>ooks  after 
that  time,  which  were  not  seen  by  or  known  to 
the  other  partner,  are  not  admissible  in  evi- 
dence against,  or  binding  upon,  such  other  part- 
ner without  his  acknowledgment,  express  or  Im- 
plied, or  some  further  and  satisfactory  proof  of 
their  correi'tness ;  and  this  is  tlearly  the  case 
where  the  partner  having  the  books  and  mak- 
ing the  entries  had  been  appointed  the  agent  or 
liquidating  partner,  and  the  other  meml)er8  of 
the  firm  were  engaged  in  other  occupations, 
and  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  transactions 
which  the  l)ooks  recorded.  Cameron  v.  Wat- 
son, 10  Rich.  Eq.  64;  Pratt  v.  McHatton,  11 
La.  Ann.  260. 

So,  In  an  action  to  dissolve  a  copartnership 
and  for  an  accounting,  ledger  entries  charging 
the  plaintiff  with  the  receipt  of  money,  made 
after  the  Vtue  when  the  plaintiff,  who  had 
been  the  bookkeeper,  censed  to  keep  the  books, 
are  inadmissible  for  the  defendants  without 
supporting  proof  by  the  latter  from  the  origi- 
nal entries,  unless  they  are  admitted  by  the 
plaintiff.  Durkheimer  v.  Hellner,  24  Or.  270, 
33  Pac.  401,  34  Pac.  475. 

But  where  the  retiring  partner  or  the  repre- 
sentative of  a  deceased  partner  has  had  every 
opportunity  to  inspect  the  books,  having  in 
fact  hnd  them  in  his  possession,  and  has  agreed 
to  refer  them  to  an  accountant  to  make  up  an 
account  therefrom,  to  be  made  the  basis  of  the 
report  of  the  master,  he  cannot  afterwards  ol>> 
Ject    to    their    use    as    evidence.     Cameron    t. 
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JacksoD,  10  Rich.  Eq.  64  ;  Taunton  Iron  Co.  ▼. 
Richmond,  8  Met.  434. 

And  a  cash  book  and  ledger  of  a  partnership, 
dissolyed  by  the  death  of  a  partner,  after  which 
a  new^partnershlp  was  organized  by  the  sur- 
TlYors,  may  be  used  In  stating  the  account  In 
an  action  for  an  accounting  between  the  mem- 
bers of  the  new  partnership,  where  the  old 
books  were  used  by  the  new  firm,  and  the  busi- 
ness of  the  old  firm  was  continued,  though  the 
old  books  relating  to  the  business  of  the  old 
firm  prior  to  the  death  of  the  deceased  partner, 
consisting  of  the  usual  books  of  an  extensive 
mercantile  house,  were,  after  having  been  pre- 
served for  a^  long  time,  sold  as  waste  paper, 
there  being  nothing  to  indicate  that  they  were 
thus  disposed  of  for  the  fraudulent  purpose  of 
destroying  them  as  evidence.  Sangston  ▼. 
Hack,  52  Md.  178. 

So,  partnership  books  kept  by  a  regular  book- 
keeper, upon  Information  received  from  a  per- 
son employed  to  hire  hands,  receive  and  pay  out 
money  and  keep  accounts,  and  report  to  him, 
are  competent,  and  the  best,  evidence  the  na- 
ture of  the  case  affords,  in  an  action  for  an  ac- 
counting'brought  by  the  administrator  of  a  de- 
ceased partner  against  the  administrator  of  a 
surviving  party,  not  only  as  to  copartnership 
transactions  during  the  life  of  the  partners, 
but  also  as  to  transactions  by  the  survivor,  who 
continued  the  business  after  the  death  of  his 
copartner,  using  the  Joint  property  of  the  con- 
cern.    Mayson  v.  Beazley,  27  Miss.  106. 

And  iu  an  action  by  surviving  partners 
against  the  administrator  of  a  deceased  part- 
ner for  a  partition  and  division  of  the  partner- 
ship property  and  for  the  allowance  of  salaries 
claimed  to  be  due  to  a  complainant  under  the 
copartnership  agreement,  the  allowance  of  the 
claim  for  salaries  from  the  beginning  of  the 
copartnership  up  to  the  death  of  the  defend- 
ant's intestate  is  proper,  where  the  books  and 
pay-rolls  of  the  Arm  show  that  during  the  pe- 
riod in  question  the  salaries  claimed  were  ac- 
tually paid,  and  there  was  evidence  by  the 
bookkeeper  that  the  defendant's  intestate  was 
about  the  office  and  had  access  to  the  books 
and  pay-rolls  at  such  times  and  under  such 
circumstances  that  he  must  have  known  of  the 
payment  of  the  salaries.  Godfrey  v.  Temple- 
ton,  86  Tenn.  161,  6  S.  W.  47. 

e.  Admisaihility     of     statements     taken     from 

hooks. 

For  the  convenience  of  the  court  or  referee, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  saving  time  and  expense, 
the  parties  to  actions  for  a  partnership  account- 
ing are  frequently  permitted  or  required  to  pro- 
duce statements  or  sumqiiarles  from  their  l>ook8 
of  account  so  as  to  relieve  the  court  from  the 
labor  of  wading  through  the  books  themselves. 

Thus,  summary  statements  of  accounts  be- 
tw^een  partners,  prepared  and  taken  from  the 
books  of  the  firm  by  a  person  acting  as  agent 
for  both  and  in  their  presence,  at  the  time  of 
the  dissolution  of  the  firm,  are  not  objection- 
able as  evidence  in  an  action  for  a  settlement 
of  the  partnership  affairs.  Turner  v.  Hughes, 
45  N.  C.   (Busb.  Eq.)   116. 

And  a  schedule  prepared  by  an  expert  ac- 
countant from  the  cash  books  of  a  firm  is  ad- 
missible on  a  partnership  accounting,  where 
the  books  from  which  it  was  made  up  are  in  evi- 
dence, and  it  was  verified  by  the  person  who 
made  it.  Van  Name  v.  Van  Name,  38  App. 
Div.  451,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  659. 

Especially  where  the  partner  whose  duty  It 
Is  to  keep  the  firm  books  had  neglected  for  a 
time  to  perform  that  duty.     Ihid. 

So,  where,  in  an  action  for  a  partnership  ac- 
counting, the  partnership  books  have  been  ac- 
cidentally destroyed  or  lost,  the  next  best  evl- 
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dence  is  proof  of  their  contents;  and  the  par- 
ties cannot  be  permitted  to  throw  the  books  en- 
tirely aside,  and  resort  to  other  testimony  to 
establish  the  accounts,  until  it  is  shown  by  evi- 
dence of  the  bookkeeper  and  of  such  other  per- 
sons as  may  have  seen  and  examined  the  books 
that  the  contents,  or  their  substance,  cannot 
be  supplied.  Hicks  v.  Chadwell, '1  Tenn.  Ch. 
251. 

And  an  account  purporting  to  be  a  copy  from 
the  books,  exhibited  with  the  answer  of  the 
executor  of  one  of  the  partners,  involving  the 
partnership  account  and  not  objected  to,  will 
be  considered  as  evidence.  Kyle  v.  Kyle,  1 
Gratt.  526. 

And  a  memorandum  purporting  to  have  been 
drawn  from  the  books  of  a  partnership  is  prop- 
erly admitted  in  evidence  in  an  action  based 
upon  an  alleged  settlement  of  partnership  ac- 
counts between  the  partners,  where  one  partner 
testified  that  they  made  the  settlement  from 
the  memorandum  which  was  drawn  from  the 
books.  Instead  of  going  through  the  books  them- 
selves, though  this  was  denied  by  the  other 
partner,  as  in  such  case  the  fact  of  settlement 
from  the  memorandum  is  a  question  for  the 
Jury.  Miner  v.  Lorman,  66  Mich.  530,  33  N. 
W.  866. 

So,  a  balance  sheet  taken  by  tl}e  bookkeeper 
of  the  firm  from  the  books  Is  prima  facie  evl> 
dence  of  the  settlement  of  the  partnership  ac- 
counts, and  win  be  held  to  be  prima  facie  evl- 
denc  ef  the  adjustment  of  the  partnership  ac- 
counts, warranting  a  suit  at  law  by  one  part- 
ner against  the  other  for  the  amount  due  him. 
Goodin  V.  Armstrong,  19  Ohio,  44. 

And  a  set  of  books  made  up  by  an  expert,  re- 
ducing to  intelligible  condition  the  books  of  ac- 
count of  a  copartnership  under  stipulation  of 
counsel  in  an  action  for  dissolution  of  the  co- 
partnership and  for  accounting  that  this  should 
be  done  in  view  of  the  impossibility  of  deter- 
mining the  condition  of  the  firm's  affairs,  be- 
cause of  the  negligent  and  carelessly  Improper 
manner  in  which  the  books  had  been  kept  by 
the  defendant,  who  is  shown  to  have  had 
charge  of  them,  is  receivable  in  evidence,  in 
connection  with  the  report  of  the  referee  to 
whom  the  case  had  been  referred,  to  enable 
the  Judge  to  comprehend  the  state  of  accounts. 
Roberts  v.  Eldred,  73  Cal.  394,  15  Pac.  16. 

So,  where  a  surviving  partner  continued  the 
business  of  the  firm  after  the  death  of  his  co- 
partner, and  in  an  action  by  the  administrators 
of  the  deceased  partner  the  solicitor  of  the  ad- 
ministrators made  a  complete  abstract  of  the 
contents  of  the  books  of  the  copartnership  to 
aid  him  in  the  management  of  the  cause,  and 
afterwards,  and  before  an  account  was  taken, 
the  books  were  lost  or  mislaid,  such  abstract  is 
properly  admitted  in  evidence  to  prove  the  con- 
tents of  the  books.  Mayson  v.  Beazley,  27 
Miss.  106. 

And  the  fact  that  several  of  the  most  import- 
ant account  l>ooks  of  a  partnership  had  been  ab- 
stracted from  the  ofllce  of  the  auditor,  to  whom 
an  action  for  an  accounting  had  been  referred 
before  he  made  his  report,  does  not  render  in- 
admissible in  evidence  abstracts  of  them,  made 
by  the  auditor  and  carefully  compared  with  the 
originals,  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  the  part- 
ner charged  with  the  balance  took  them.  Moon 
V.  Story,  8  Dana,  226. 

The  receipt  in  evidence  in  an  action  for  a 
partnership  accounting  of  an  ex  parte  state- 
ment of  account,  made  by  the  parties,  however, 
and  the  exclusion  of  the  books  of  the  partner- 
ship, which  had  been  kept  by  one  of  the  part- 
ners, is  error.     Job  v.  Heuer,  25  La.  Ann.  279. 

But  where  copartnership  articles  require  one 
of  the  partners  to  make  an  annual  statement 
of  the  copartnership  accounts  upon  the  books 
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of  the  firm,  and  he  makes  such  statements  In 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  articles, 
though  they  were  made  and  stated  ea  parte 
in  the  absence  of  the  other  partner,  it  Is  the 
duty  of  the  latter  to  look  into  them  within  a 
reasonable  time,  and  to  point  out  the  errors 
if  any  existed ;  and  in  case  of  his  failure  to  do 
■SO  he  will  be  deemed  to  have  acquiesced  in  the 
correctness  of  the  accounts  as  stated  on  the 
books.     Heartt  v.  Corning,  3  Paige,  566. 

So,  an  expert  bookkeeper  employed  to  make 
«.  statement  of  account  between  partners  in  an 
action  for  an  account  of  the  dealings  and  trans- 
actions of  a  dissolved  partnership  has  no  right 
to  alter  the  books  at  the  instance  of  one  of  the 
partners  after  the  dissolution,  and  books  thus 
altered  cannot  l)e  put  in  evidence  by  one  of  the 
partners  in  support  of  his  case.  Butler  v. 
Beech,  55  Cal.  28. 

But  a  statement  prepared  by  an  expert  book- 
keeper employed  to  state  the  account  between 
.partners  in  an  action  after  dissolution  for  an 
account  of  the  dealings  and  tcansactlons  of 
the  firm,  made  up  from  the  partnership  books 
after  they  had  been  changed  by  him  at  the  in- 
stance of  one  of  the  parties,  is  admissible  in 
evidence  in  support  of  the  case  of  the  partner 
in  whose  favor  the  books  were  changed,  when 
taken  in  coi^^ection  with  evidence  of  the  expert 
that  he  obtained  the  items  which  he  placed  In 
the  books  from  notes  and  papers  held  by  such 
partner,  and  the  papers  from  which  such  addi- 
tional entries  were  made  were  tendered.  In  evl- 
-dence,  the  account  thus  corrected  being  verified 
"by  the  partner  as, correct.     Ihid. 

So,  a  complete  statement  in  detail  of  part- 
nership transactions  by  a  commissioner  in  an 
action  for  an  accounting  l>etween  partners  to 
whom  the  case  was  referred,  which  is  sustained 
by  the  chancellor,  will  be  sustained  by  the 
court  on  appeal  in  the  absence  of  the  books  of 
the  firm,  when  neither  the  settlement  nor  the 
proof  on  which  it  is  based  shows  any  error. 
Bannon  v.  Hawkins,  18  Ky.  L.  Rep.  150,  35  S. 
W.  636. 

But  a  witness  in  an  action  by  members  of  a 
partnership  against  a  third  person  for  flour 
;sold,  who  Identified  a  memorandum  made  by 
him  as  managing  agent  of  a  partner,  of  the 
amount  of  goods  delivered,  and  who  testified 
to  his  recollection  that  goods  were  delivered  in- 
dependently of  the  memorandum,  but  not  as  to 
the  amount,  and  who  was  unable  after  refresh- 
ing his  memory  by  the  memorandum  to  recol- 
lect the  amount  independently  of  it,  cannot  tes- 
tify that  the  amount  was  that  stated  in  the 
memorandum.  Waite  v.  High,  96  Iowa,  742, 
65  N.  W.  307.  t 

So,  in  Smith  v.  Chandos,  2  Atk.  15S,  it  was 
lield  that  items  In  a  partnership  account  relat- 
ing to  the  particular  interest  of  the  officer  or 
bookkeeper,  deputed  by  the  partners  to  keep  the 
general  book  of  accounts  separate  from  the 
partnership  affairs,  will  not  be  supported  by 
the  court. 

See  also  Brlcker  v.  Stone,  47  Mo.  App.  530. 

f.  Actions  "between  partners  other  than  for  an 

accounting. 

The  same  principles  seem  to  apply  in  all  ac- 
tions between  partners  whether  they  are  for  a 
partnership  accounting  or  for  some  other  cause 
KTlth  refiirence  to  which  the  books  might  be 
relevant. 

Thus,  the  books  of  account  of  a  partnership 
are  admissible  in  evidence  In  an  action  between 
the  partneirs  for  the  recovery  of  money  loaned, 
defended  upon  the  ground  that  the  parties  had 
been  partners  and  that  the  money  for  which  the 
action  was  brought  belonged  to  the  partnership, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  had  credit  therefor  on 
the  books  of  the  partnership,  where  he  knew 
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that  they  were  kept,  and  he  either  saw  them  or 
had  the  opportunity  of  doing  so.  Hunter  t. 
Aldrlch,  52  Iowa,  442,  3  N.  W.  574. 

And  a  settlement  between  partners  of  the 
partnership  business,  whereby  a  tMilance  was 
ascertained,  from  the  partnership  books  of  ac- 
count, to  be  due  to  the  partner  fumisblng  the 
means,  is  admissible  in  evidence  in  an  action 
by  such  partner  against  the  other,  who  was  the 
active  partner  conducting  and  managing  the 
business,  upon  a  bond  given  to  secure  tne  raith- 
ful  accounting  by  the  latter  to  the  former  for 
the  money  used  in  the  copartnership  businefls. 
where  the  active  party  failed  to  keep  the  boolcs 
of  account  of  the  business  and  make  monthly 
reports  according  to  agreement,  as  the  act  of 
the  accountant  in  making  the  settlement  must 
be  regarded  as  the  performance  of  the  n^lected 
duty  by  the  active  partner.  Brlcker  v.  Stone, 
47  Mo.  App.  530. 

So,  on  a  proceeding  by  plaintiff  as  surviving 
partner  to  compel  the  executrix  of  his  deceased 
partner  to  turn  over  to  him  partnership  prop- 
erty consisting  of  a  stock  of  goods,  which  he 
claims  he  had  placed  in  charge  of  his  partner 
giving  him  an  interest  in  the  profits* In  return 
for  his  services,  but  which  the  defendant  claima 
plaintiff  had  sold  to  her  testator  and  herself, 
the  books  and  papers  used  in  the  business  are 
admissible  to  show  the  manner  in  which  the 
business  was  carried  on,  but  not  to  establish 
an  account  against  plaintiff.  Meyers  v.  Mey- 
ers, 111  Iowa,  584,  82  N.  W.  961. 

And  entries  in  partnership  books,  tending  to 
show  that  certain  immovable  property  par- 
chased  in  the  name  of  one  of  the  partners  was 
acquired  for  the  partnership,  are  admissible  in 
evidence  against  his  executors  and  heirs  assert- 
ing title  to  such  property,  nothwlthstandlng  the 
provision  of  La.  Civ.  Code,  declaring  that  the 
authentic  act  conveying  title  makes  full  proof, 
and  prohibiting  parol  testimony  tending  to  con- 
tradict the  act  or  to  establish  or  affect  the  title 
to  immovable  property,  as  entries  In  partner- 
ship books  bind  the  parties.  Caider  v.  Their 
Creditors,  47  La.  Ann.  346,  16  So.  852. 

And  in  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution  by 
a  partner  against  his  copartner,  growing  out  of 
a  criminal  prosecution  of  the  plaintiff  by 
the  defendant  for  larceny  and  embezzle- 
ment of  property  9oId  by  plaintiff,  wHb 
claimed  that  at  the  time  of  the  sale  there  was 
money  due  him* on  the  partnership  account,  and 
that  the  property  sold  belonged  to  the  firm, 
the  partnership  books  kept  by  defendant,  con- 
taining the  partnership  account  which  plaintiff 
claims  defendant  had  so  erased  and  changed  as 
to  show  that  there  was  nothing  due  plaintiff, 
and  that  these  changes  and  erasures  appeared 
on  the  book,  may  be  received  In  evidence  and 
submitted  to  the  inspection  of  the  Jury.  Peden 
V.  Mail,  118  Ind.  560,  20  N.  E.  446. 

.   VI.  Conclusion, 

The  rule  that  entries  in  books  of  account  are 
admissible  In  evidence  as  part  of  the  res  gestv^ 
where  offered  by  or  in  favor  of  the  person  by 
or  for  whom  they  were  made,  and  as  admissions 
against  interest  when  offered  against  such 
party,  applies  to  entries  in  partnership  books 
of  account,  as  well  when  such  entries  are  of- 
fered in  favor  of  the  partnership  or  of  a  part- 
ner as  when  offered  against  the  partnership  or 
a  partner.  As  between  the  partners,  entries 
in  the  partnershtp  books  of  account  are  admis- 
sible upon  the  theory  that  they  were  open  to 
the  Inspection  of  each,  and  that  by  failure  to 
object  they  have  acquiesced  in  them,  and  are 
estopped  to  deny  them.  This  applies  to  other 
sctlons  between  partners  In  which  the  books  of 
account  might  t>e  relevant,  as  well  as  to  ac- 
tions for  a  partnership  accounting;  and  It  ap- 
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piles  to  special  and  dormant  partners  as  well 
as  general  ones*  and  also  to  retiring  partners, 
and  representatives  of  deceased  partners  with 
reference  to  entries  made  after  dissolution  by 
the  liquidating  or  surviving  partner,  where  ac- 
cess was  had  by  such  special,  dormant  or  re- 
tiring partner,  or  by  such  representatives. 

But  no  partner,  whether  active  or  dormant, 
can  be  bound  by  entries  In  partnership  books 
of  account  either  in  actions  between  themselves 
or  with  others,  where  he  has  been  deprived  of 
access  to  them,  as  In  such  case  they  cannot 
t>e  deemed  his  acts  or  admissions. 

And     these     rules    apply    to     the    use     of 


partnership  books  of  account  as  evidence  to 
establish  the  subject-matter  of  the  action  or 
defense  as  distinguished  from  the  partnership, 
partnership.  Nor  can  they  be  used  for  the  pur- 
of  themselves  of  the  existence  of  the  partner- 
ship, as  against  a  person  other  than  the  one 
making  the  entries  in  question,  though  they 
may  be  used,  together  with  other  evidence  alU 
und€,  establishing  or  tending  to  establish  the 
I'artnershlp.  Nor  can  they  be  used  for  the  pur- 
pose of  establishing  the  nonexistence  of  a  part- 
nership as  to  a  particular  person  to  show  that 
his  name  was  not  included  In  the  account. 

Bm      U.      B. 


MINNESOTA  SUPREME  COURT. 


M.  L.  MURPHY  €t  al,  Appts., 

V. 

Anna  Grant  BORDWELL,  Respt.,  et  ah 
Emma  GRANT,  Claimant. 


( 


Minn. 
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•1.  A  artft  of  money  in  a  bank,  on  de- 
posit in  the  donor's  name,  may  be  legal- 
ly executed  by  the  person  making  such  gift, 
although  the  credit  of  the  deposit  is  not 
changed  on  the  books  of  the  bank,  but  con- 
tinues in  the  name  of  the  donor,  provided. 
In  the  absence  of  fraud,  there  is  some  sub- 
stantial act  of  the  donor  giving  the  donee 
the  right  to  have  such  money  and  appro- 
priate it. 

2,  A  power  of  attorney  to  the  donee 
front  the  o^vner  of  such  depovlt,  giv- 
ing a  right  to  draw  the  same  from  the  bank 
In  the  name  of  the  donor,  but  with  a  purpose, 
not  expressed  In  the  Instrument,  to  confer 
dominion  over  such  deposit  to  the  donee, 
may  effectuate  such  gift  and  consummate  the 
same,  under  the  facts  as  found  in  this  case. 

8.  Evidence  considered,  and  held  to  sup- 
port the  findings  of  the  trial  court,  and  that 
such  findings  support  the  conclusion  that 
there  was  an  executed  gift  from  defendant 
to  the  claimant. 

(April  26,  1001.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  an  order  of 
the  District  Court  for  Washington 
County  denying  a  motion  for  new  trial  after 
verdict  in  favor  of  claimant  in  a  proceeding 
to  reach  a  fund  alleged  to  belong  to  Anna 
Grant  Bordwell  which  was  in  possession  of 
the  Lumberman's  National  Bank.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  F.  V.  Comfort,  for  appellants: 

An  intention  to  give  is  not  a  gift,  and  so 
lonff  as  the  gift  is  incomplete,  a  court  of 
€quitv  will  not  interfere  to  give  it  effect. 

Flanders  v.  Blandy,  45  Ohio  St.  108,  12 
N.  E.  321;  Snoicden  v.  Reid,  67  Md.  130,  8 
Atl.  061,  10  Atl.  175;  Conrad  v.  Manning, 
7  Det.  L.  N.  440,  83  N.  W.  1038. 

To   constitute   a  valid   gift   the   transfer 

•Headnotes  by  Lovrlt,  J. 


XoTBt — As  to  delivery  of  bank  book  to  sus- 
tain gift  of  money  in  bank,  see  Jones  v.  Weak- 
ley (Ala.)  19  L.  R.  A.  700,  and  note;  also,  in 
this  series.  Policy  ▼.  Hicks  (Ohio)  41  L.  R.  A. 
858:  and  Whalen  T.  Mllholland  (Hd.)  44  L.  R. 
A.  208. 
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must  be  consummated  and  not  remain  incom- 
plete, or  rest  in  mere  intention;  and  this  is 
so  whether  the  gift  is  by  delivery  only,  or 
by  the  creation  of  a  trust  in  a  third  person 
or  in  the  donor,  enough  must  be  done  to  pass 
the  title. 

Gnno  V.  Fisk,  43  Ohio  St.  462,  54  Am. 
Rep.  819,  3  N.  E.  532;  Robinson  v.  Ring.  72 
Me.  140,  39  Am.  Rep.  308 ;  Hayden  v.  Hay- 
den,  142  Mass.  448,  8  N.  E.  437 ;  Diokeachied 
V    Exchange  Bank,  28  W.  Va,  340. 

A  gift  of  a  chattel  to  take  effect  in  the 
future  is  without  consideration  and  not  en- 
forceable; delivery,  either  actual  or  con- 
structive, must  be  shown  to  establish  it. 

Vogel  V.  Qast,  20  Mo.  App.  104;  Dioke- 
achied V.  Fjftchange  Bank,  28  W.  Va.  341. 

The  gift  of  a  savings  bank  book  from  hus- 
band to  wife,  causa  mortia,  is  not  valid 
without  delivery,  although  the  book  is  al- 
ready in  her  possession,  and  his  saying  to 
her,  "You  may  have  it,"  or  **You  may  keep 
it ;  it  is  yours," — is  not  sufiBcient  to  pass  the 
property. 

Drew  V.  Hagerty,  81  Me.  231,  3  L.  R.  A. 
230,  17  Atl.  63. 

.  When  there  are  circumstances  attending 
an  alleged  gift  which  reasonably  excite  sus- 
picion as  to  whether  there  was  a  gift  in  fact, 
the  proof  must  be  such  as  to  remove  suspi- 
cion. 

Leicia  v.  Merritt,  42  Hun,  161. 

Delivery  is  essential  to  a  gift,  and  whether 
it  be  inter  vivoa  or  cauaa  mortia  there 
must  be  an  actual  handing  over,  with  in- 
tent to  transfer  the  right  of  property  and 
possession. 

Stokes  V.  Sprague,  110  Iowa,  89,  81  N.  W 
195;  Johnaon  v.  Stevena,  22  La.  Ann.  144 
Casteel  v.  Flint  (Iowa)  83  X.  W.  796;  Han 
aon  V.  Millett,  55  Me.  184;  Carleton  v.  Love 
joy,  54  Me.  445;  Egerton  v.  Egerton,  17  N 
J.  Eq.  419;  Dilta  v.  Stevenson,  17  N.  J.  Eq 
407;  Buachian  v.  Hughart,  28  Ind.  449 
Peeler  v.  Guilkey,  27  Tex.  355;  Curry  v 
Cuny,  30  Ga.  257 ;  Carawell  v.  Ware,  30  Ga 
267;  Ward  v.  Turner,  1  White  &  T.  Lead 
Caa.  in  Eq.  4th  Am.  ed.  1233;  Baket  v.  Has 
sell,  107  U.  S.  602,  27  L.  ed.  500,  2  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  415. 

There  must  be  an  actual  delivery  or  some 
act  which  in  law  is  equivalent  thereto. 

Pet  era  v.  Fort  Madiaon  Constr.  Co.  72 
Iowa,  405,  34  N.  W.  190;  Snotcden  v.  Reid, 
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67  Md.  130,  8  Atl.  661,  10  Atl.  175;  Daniel 
V.  Smith,  75  Cal.  548,  17  Pac.  683. 

There  must  be  a  purpose  to  give.  This 
purpose  must  be  expressed  in  words  or  signs, 
and  it  .must  be  executed  by  the  actual  deliv- 
ery of  the  thing  given  to  the  donee  or  some- 
one for  his  use. 

Casteel  v.  Flint  (Iowa)  83  N.  W.  79G; 
Stokes  v.  Sprague,UO  Iowa,  89,  81  N.  W.  195. 

In  every  gift  a  present  title  must  exist  in 
the  donee,  irrevocable  in  ordinary  case  of  a 
gift  inter  'Civoa;  revocable  only  upon  the  re- 
covery of  the  donor  on  gifts  causa  mortis. 

Walsh's  Appeal,  122  Pa.  177,  1  L.  R.  A. 
535,  15  Atl.  470;  Wells  v.  Tucker,  3  Binn. 
366;  Nicholas  v.  Adams,  2  Whart.  17. 

The  intention  to  devest  one's  right  to  the 
thing  given  must  appear. 

McXally  v.  Weld,  30  Minn.  209,  14  X.  W. 
895. 

3/r.  H.  H.  GiUen,  for  respondent: 

Ordinary  gifts  of  personal  property  arc 
incomplete  and  ineffectual  so  long  as  they 
rest  on  the  unfulfilled  intention,  or  mere 
promise,  to  give  in  the  future ;  and  promises 
of  this  kind  are  usually,  though  not  invari- 
ably, without  legal  consideration;  in  which 
case  they  cannot  be  enforced  in  law  or  equi- 
ty. But  when  the  present  intention  to  give 
has  once  manifested  itself  in  acts,  words,  or 
conduct  amounting,  on  the  donor's  part,  to 
delivery  or  permission  to  assume  dominion, 
as  the  case  may  be,  and  on  the  part  of  the 
donee  to  acceptance,  or  some  other  corres- 
ponding assumption  of  dominion,  the  gift 
becomes  complete  and  fully  executed. 

2  Schouler,  Pers.  Prop.  p.  92. 

A  clear  intention  on  the  part  of  the  donor 
to  give,  acted  upon  by  the  donee,  constitutes 
a  valid  gift. 

8  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  1317,  note; 
Danhij  v.  Tucker,  31  Week.  Rep.  578;  Whit- 
ford  V.  Horn,  18  Kan.  455;  Ector  v.  Welsh, 
29  Ga.  443;  Ivey  v.  Owens,  28  Ala.  641 ;  Dan- 
ley  V.  Kector,  10  Ark.  211,  50  Am.  Dec.  242; 
Jtauxet  V.  Rauxet,  38  La.  Ann.  669. 

Any  act  on  the  part  of  the  owner  of  a 
chose  in  action,  showing,  not  only  a  pres- 
ent intention  to  transfer,  but  that  he  re- 
gards himself  as  having  carried  his  inten- 
tion into  effect,  is  sufficient  without  written 
evidence  of  the  transaction. 

Malone's  Estate,  13  Phila.  313;  8  Am.  & 
Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  1322. 

The  facts  in  the  case  at  bar  bring  the  de- 
fendant and  claimant  squarely  within  the 
rule,  and  the  transaction  as  between  them 
must  be  treated  as  a  fully  executed  gift. 

Tullis  V.  Fridley,  9  Minn.  79;  Cassidy  v. 
First  yat.  Bank,  30  Minn.  86,  14  N.  W.  363 ; 
Sehmidrs  Estate,  66  Minn.  256,  57  N.  W. 
453 ;  \olcn  v.  Harden,  43  Ark.  307,  51  Am. 
Rep.  503:  Carpenter  v.  Soule,  88  N.  Y.  251, 
42  Am.  Rep.  248 ;  Ross  v.  Draper,  55  Vt.  404, 
45  Am.  Rep.  624;  Fletcher  v.  Fletcher,  55 
Vt.  325;  Stewart  v.  Hidden,  13  Minn.  43, 
Gil.  29;  Campus  Appeal,  36  Conn.  88,  4  Am. 
Rep.  39;  Kelloqg  v.  Adams,  51  Wis.  138,  37 
Am.  Rep.  815,  8  N.  W.  115;  Harris  v.  Hop- 
kins. 43  Mich.  272,  38  Am.  Rep.  180,  5  N. 
W.  318;  IngersoU  v.  First  Nat,  Bank,  10 
Minn.  396,  Gil.  315. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


The  delivery  by  the  donor  to  the  donee  of 
a  savings  bank  pass  book  with  the  intention, 
expressed  or  implied,  that  the  sum  of  money 
therein  specified  shall  become  the  property 
of  the  donee,  is  a  valid  executed  gift. 

Gardner  v.  Merritt,  32  Md.  78,  3  Am.  Rep- 
115. 

Minor  v.  Rogers,  40  Conn.  512,  16  Am. 
Rep.  69;  Grangiac  v.  Arden,  10  Johns.  293; 
Grover  v.  G rover,  24  Pick.  261,  35  Am.  Dec. 
319;  Howard  v.  Windham  County  Sav^ 
Bank,  40  Vt.  597;  Champney  v.  Blanchard,. 
39  N.  Y.  Ill;  14  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  'id 
ed.  1021. 

Revocation  of  the  power  of  attorney  wouM 
not  revoke  the  gift  as  between  the  mother  and 
daughter  the  giift  was  executed  and  perfected. 

Schmidt's  Estate,  56  Minn.  257,  57  N.  W. 
453;  Williamson  v.  Yager,  91  Ky.  282,  15  S. 
W.  781,34  Am.  St.  Rep.' 184,  see  note  219-224. 

Lovely,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Plaintiffs  recovered  judgment  against  the 
defendant  Anna  Bordwell.  Upon  proceedings 
for  garnishment   in   the  district   court    for 
Washington  county,  a  summons  was  served 
on  the 'Lumberman's  National  Bank  of  Still- 
water as  garnishee,  and  made  returnable  be- 
fore the  clerk  of  such  court  to  secure  for  the 
plaintiffs  the  benefit  of  property  belonging 
to  the  defendant  in  the  possession  of   the 
bank.     At  the  time  designated,  plaintiffs  ap- 
peared before  the  clerk  of  the  district  court, 
also  the  garnishee,  by  its  cashier,  who  wa? 
sworn  for  the  bank,  and  disclosed  that  there 
was  in  its  possession,  at  the  time  of  the  gar- 
nishment, $335.75,  deposited  in  the  name  of 
the   defendant.    At  the   same    time    Emma 
Grant,  the  claimant,  also  appeared,  asserted 
a  claim  to  this  deposit,  asked  leave  to  file 
her  complaint  in   intervention,  and    be   al- 
lowed to  make  good  the  same  to  the  fund  in 
the  hands  of  the  garnishee.     No  further  ac- 
tion was  taken  upon  this  request  before  the 
district  clerk.     Afterwards,   in  proceeding* 
l)efore  the   district  court,   plaintiffs   moved 
for  judgment.     The  claimant  also  moved  for 
leave  to  file  complaint  in  intervention.    The 
court  denied  the  motion  for  judgment,  ami 
made  its  order  allowing  the  claimant  to  in- 
tervene, which  she  did,  alleging  that  at  the 
time  of  the  service  of  the  garnishee   sum- 
mons she  was  the  actiial  owner  of  such  de- 
posit.    Plaintiffs  answered,  alleging  that  de- 
fendant was  the  owner  of  the  same.     L'pon 
the  issue  thus  made  up  a  trial   was   had. 
Findings  of  fact  and  law  in   favor  of  the 
claimant  were  made  by  the  trial  court,  in 
which  it  was  found,  in  brief,  that  the  funds 
in  the  bank  had  been  deposited  in  the  name 
of  the  defendant,  and  before  the  judgment 
had  been  rendered  such  funds  had  been  do- 
nated by  the  defendant  as  a  gift  to  the  claim- 
ant, Emma  Grant,  who  accepted  the  same, 
and  was  at  the  time  of  the  garnishment  the 
owi^er  thereof.     A  motion  for  a  new  trial  by 
plaintiffs  was  overruled,  from  which  order 
plaintiffs  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  only  question  discussed  under  the  as- 
signments of  error  is  the  sufficiency  of  the 
e\idencc  to  sustain  the  finding  of  fact  to  the 
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effect  that  the  money  standing  as  a  deposit 
in  the  name  of  defendant,  Anna  Bordweil, 
was  in  reality  the  property  of  the  interven- 
ing claimant,  and,  if  the  evidence  supports 
this  finding,  the  order  of  the  trial  court 
should  l>e  sustained.  The  evidence  reason- 
ably tends  to  show  that  defendant,  who  was 
the  mother  of  claimant  and  another  daugh- 
ter, had  received  by  will  from  a  deceased 
husband,  the  father  of  these  same  daughters, 
the  sum  of  $900;  that  defendant  deposited 
the  same  in  her  o\%ti  name  in  the  Lumber- 
man's National  Bank,  intending  to  donate 
the  same  to  her  daughters,  upon  the  equi- 
table consideration  that  it  should  be  justly 
distributed  between  them  on  account  of 
their  relationship  to  their  deceased  father. 
One  of  the  daughters  was  an  invalid,  and 
defendant  drew  $500  of  the  deposit  from  the 
bank  to  use  in  taking  her  to  a  health  resort 
for  her  benefit.  At  that  time  the  mother 
was  in  the  bank  with  claimant,  and  ex- 
pressed a  present  purpose  to  give  to  the 
claimant  the  remaining  $400,  and,  to  carry 
out  that  intent,  directed  the  cashier  of  the 
bank  to  make  out  the  necessary  writings  to 
enable  her  to  do  so.  The  conversation  that 
occurred  at  this  time  between  defendant  and 
claimant,  as  detailed  by  both,  is  to  the  ef- 
fect that  there  was  an  intention  to  make 
a  gift  of  this  $400  to  the  claimant,  and  that 
the  effective  method  by  which  the  same  was 
to  be  transferred  was  left  to  the  cashier. 
The  cashier  wrote  out  a  power  of  attorney 
from  the  defendant  to  the  claimant,  author- 
izing the  latter,  in  the  mother's  name,  to 
draw  this  money  from  the  bank,  without 
restriction  as  to  amount  or  time.  The 
mother,  on  her  disclosure  before  the  court, 
insisted  that  she  knew  nothing  of  the  effect 
of  this  instrument,  but  executed  it  suppos- 
ing that  her  intent  to  give  the  money  de- 
posited to  her  daughter  had  been  effected  by 
that  act.  The  cashier  knew  nothing  of  the 
gift,  and  supposed  that  the  money  on  de- 
posit in  the  name  of  the  defendant  was  her 
property,  and  continued  the  same  to  the 
mother's  credit  on  the  books  of  the  bank, 
but  gave  to  the  claimant  a  check  book.  The 
mother  left  the  city  immediately  thereafter. 
Krom  time  to  time  the  claimant  drew  sums 
from  the  bank  on  the  checks,  which  were 
each  time,  as  the  same  were  used,  filled  out 
by  the  cashier,  claimant  signing  her 
mother's  name,  by  herself  as  agent,  but  she 
appropriated  such  sums,,  with  no  objection 
from  her  mother,  to  her  own  use,  and  it  ap- 
pears that  the  defendant  never  received  nor 
made  any  claim  thereafter  to  any  portion 
of  this  deposit.  The  checks  signed  by  the 
daughter,  as  above  indicated,  were  all 
written  by  the  cashier  at  her  request,  and 
it  appears  from  the  statements  of  the  de- 
fendant, as  well  as  the  claimant,  that  they 
were  ignorant  of  the  legal  effect  of  the 
power  of  attorney  or  of  the  check  book,  but 
supposed  that  the  gift  had  been  completed, 
and  that  the  deposit  was  the  property  of  the 
claimant.  There  is  no  evidence  to  show  a 
purpose  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  de- 
fraud the  owner  of  the  judgment  or  other 
credit  ors. 
62  L.  R.  A. 


The  above  is  a  fair  statement  of  the  re- 
sult of  the  evidence  most  favorable  to  the 
facts  found  by  the  court,  in  which  light 
we  must  regard  the  same,  and  the  only 
question  we  can  consider  upon  this  appeal 
is  whether  the  finding  of  the  trial  court 
that  there  was  a  valid  gift  from  the  de- 
fendant to  the  claimant  of  the  deposit  i» 
supported  by  evidence.  It  is  insisted  for  the 
plaintiffs  that  there  was  no  delivery  of  the 
$400  to  the  claimant,  or  acceptance  of  the 
same  by  her,  and  that  the  intention  to  make 
a  gift  had  not  been  consummated.  Since 
there  is  no  proof  of  a  fraudulent  inte;it  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  to  d!8pose  of  the 
$400  by  gift  to  her  daughter,  which,  under 
the  circumstances,  was  a  natural  and  hu- 
mane intention,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  it 
was  a  part  of  the  estate  of  the  clairaant':^ 
father,  and  might  well  be  dictated  by  a 
natural  sentiment  of  justice  and  affection 
by  the  mother,  the  simple  question  anses 
whether  enough  was  done  by  the  mother  to 
constitute  a  delivery  of  the  gift  and  accept- 
ance by  the  daughter,  and  this,  as  between 
the  mother  and  daughter,  cannot  be  affectc! 
in  this  case  by  any  interest  of  third  parties 
seeking  to  collect  a  claim  against  the  mother. 
While  it  is  true  that  a  promise  or  inten- 
tion to  make  a  gift  in  the  future,  without 
any  act  to  effectuate  the  same,  will  not 
constitute  a  donation,  yet  any  substantial 
act  on  the  part  of  the  owner  of  property, 
tending  to  carry  the  gift  into  effect,  and  give 
the  donee  dominion  over  the  property  so  that 
she  can  appropriate  it  to  her  use,  will,  in 
the  absence  of  fraud,  support  such  gift.  2 
Schouler,  Pers.  Prop.  p.  92;  Fletcher  v. 
Fletcher,  55  Vt.  326 ;  Bo88  v.  Draper,  55  Vt. 
404,  45  Am.  Rep.  624;  Malone's  Estate,  13 
Phila.  313;  Schmidt's  Estate,  56  Iklinn.  256, 
57  N.  W.  453. 

While  the  credit  to  the  mother  was  not 
changed  on  the  books  of  the  bank,  yet  the 
power  of  attorney,  and  the  delivery  of  the 
check  book  to  the  daughter,  and  her  use  and 
appropriation  of  a  part  of  the  money  so 
drawn  from  the  bank  to  her  own  use,  ac- 
cording to  the  intention  of  the  mother, 
were  acts  done  by  wb'ch  her  authority  to 
draw  the  whole  sum,  either  then  or  there- 
after, from  the  bank,  completed  the  gift. 
The  retention  by  the  bank  of  the  deposit  in 
the  mother's  name  is  not  conclusive  as  to 
the  ownership  of  the  property.  Tngersoll  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  10  Minn.  396,  Gil.  315. 
Whether  it  was  a  fact,  as  betw^een  mother 
and  daughter,  that  the  credit  in  the  moth- 
er's name  was  continued  from  a  misunder- 
standing by  the  cashier  in  drawing  the 
power  of  attorney,  or  the  apparent  agency 
of  the  daughter  in  drawing  the  money  there- 
on, as  opposed  to  an  executed  intention  by 
the  mother  to  give  the  same  to  her  daugh- 
ter, we  must  hold  that  there  might  have 
been  sufiicient  investiture  of  the  dominion 
of  the  property  in  the  daughter  by  these 
acts  to  execute  the  gift.  That  there  was 
such  a  purpose  and  intent  has  been  found 
by  the  trial  court  upon  sufiicient  evidence, 
and  the  gift  must  be  sustained. 

The  order  of  the  Trial  Court  is  affirmed. 
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V, 

E.  T.  STEELE  et  al.,  Reapta, 

(159  Mo.  290.) 

Menibern  of  a  vcliool  board  will  not,  In 
the  abvence  of  anytbinv  to  ■bo'w  act- 
ual malice,  be  Bfallty  of  libel  In  send- 
ing a  request  for  a  revocation  of  the  teacher's 
license  to  the  school  commissioner,  who  has 
statutory  authority  to  revoke  the  license  up- 
on certain  specified  grounds,  although  they 
do  not.  In  preferring  the  charges,  follow  the 
exact  words  of  the  statute,  somie  words  be- 
ing used  not  embraced  therein,  where  the 
charges  were  made  In  the  discharge  of  their 
duty  after  complaint  by  parents,  and  In  re- 
sponse to  a  communication  from  the  com- 
jnlssloner. 

(December  18,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Vermont  County  in 
favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  to  recover 
damages  for  the  alleged  publication  of  a  li- 
bel.    AffirmccL 

Stetement  by  Burgess,  J.: 

This  action  is  prosecuted  by  plaintin 
against  defendants  for  $10,000  damages 
claimed  to  have  been  sustained  by  her  by 
reason  of  an  alleged  libelous  communication 
written  by  defendants  to  one  R.  L.  Walker. 
At  the  time  of  the  publication  of  the  com- 
munication plaintiff  was  engaged  in  teaching 
school  at  district  No.  131,  in  Vernon  county, 
defendants  were  members  of  the  school  board 
of  the  district,  and  Walker  was  the  county 
school  commissioner  of  the  county.  The 
communication  which  forms  the  basis  of  the 
action  is  as  follows : 


Richards,  Mo„  Feb'y  27,  '97. 
Mr.  Robert  T.  Walker,  Com.— 

Dear  Sir:  We,  the  undersigned  direct- 
ors of  school  district  No.  131,  would  most 
respectfully  askyou  to  revoke  the  certificate 
to  Mrs.  Lou  Finley,  who  at  present  has 
charge  of  our  school.  From  the  most  relia- 
ble and  conclusive  evidence  in  our  posses- 
sion, we  must  say  that  she  is  totally  unfit  to 
teach  our  school.  She  is  very  tyrannical  and 
abusive  and  indecent,  and  our  school  is  doing 
no  good.  We  have  trouble,  more  or  less,  all 
the  time,  and  have  hoped,  after  having  called 
her  in  and  talked  over  the  matter  with  her, 
that  she  would  get  along  better,  but  things 
are  getting  worse.  We  could  not  enumerate 
all  the  charges  that  have  been  preferred,  but 
she  has  kept  some  of  the  small  boys  in  until 
one  had  to  respond  to  nature  in  his  pants, 
and  another  had  to  make  a  run  for  it,  and 

— Note. — As  to  liability  for  defamatory  words 
used  In  course  of  duty,  see.  In  this  series,  the 
other  cases  of  Hemmens  v.  Nelson  (N.  Y.)  20 
L.  R.  A.  440;  Caldwell  v.  Story  (Ky.)  45  L. 
R,  A.  736 :  and  Redgate  'T.  Roush  (K.\»n.)  48 
L.  R.  A.  236. 
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afterwards  to  punishment  for  it.  She  ba* 
whipped  unmercifully,  pulled  their  ears,  and 
otherwise  mistreated  them,  until  they  do  not 
respect  her.  She  has  called  the  children 
liars.  And,  hoping  you  will  take  immediate 
action,  we  are,  yours, 

E.  T.  Steele, 

J.  D.  Todd, 

J.  H.  Fonts, 

Members  of  Board. 


Defendants,  by  answer,  admit  writing  and 
sending  to  Walker,  the  school  commissioner, 
the  communication  in  question,  and  then  al- 
lege that  it  was  written  in  the  discharge  of 
their  duties  as  members  of  the  school  board 
of  said  school  district,  and  without  malice, 
under  substantially  the  following  state  of 
facts:     The  school'term  began  in  September, 
1806.   Shortly  thereafter  plaintiff  had  trouble 
with  several  of  her  pupils.     During  the  fall, 
complaints  against  plaintiff  as  teacher  were 
made  to  the  board  of  directors.     In  Decem- 
ber a  petition  signed  by  twelve  patrons  of 
the  school,  complaining  of  appellant,  and  re- 
questing the  board  to  ask  her  to  resign,  was 
presented  to  the  board.    Letters  and  infor- 
mal complaints  were  sent  by  the  patrons  of 
the  school  to  County  Superintendent  Walker, 
who,  in  response  to  the  complaints  made  in 
December,  wrote  to  the  board,  asking  about 
the  trouble  between  appellant  and  her  pupils. 
On  account  of  the  complaints  the  board  called 
appellant  before  it  and  requested  her  to  re- 
sign.    She  refused.     Tt  then  passed   resolu- 
tions requesting  her  to  resign.     She  still  de- 
clined.    Defendants  then   filed   the   charges 
complained  of  with  County  Superintendent 
Walker.     Upon  receipt  of  the  charges   the 
school    commissioner  notified  the    plaintiff 
that  charges  had  been  preferred  against  her. 
and  set  a  day  for  the  investigation  of  them, 
but  the  charges  were  withdrawn  before  the 
investigation  wae  had.     At  the  conclusion  of 
plaintiff's  evidence  the  court  instructed  the 
jury  to  find  for  defendants.     Plaintiff  ap- 
peals. 


Messrs.  Soott  ft  Bowker  and  J.  B. 
Joliiuon  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  BroiRm,  Hardims*  ft  Browm. 
Wiglit  ft  "Wiglit,  and  "W.  O.  Todd  for  re- 
spondents. 

Burgess,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 

court: 

The  publicaticn  in  question  was  with  re- 
spect to  plaintiff  as  school  teacher,  and  is. 
upon  its  face,  clearly  defamatory,  and.  if 
false,  actionable  per  »e,  unless  absolutely  or 
qualifiedly  privileged.  Absolutely  privileged 
publications  are  legislative  and  judicial  pro- 
ceedings and  naval  and  military  affairs, 
while  a  qualified  privilege  "extends  to  tH 
communications  made  bona  fide  upon  any 
subject-matter  in  which  the  party  communi- 
cating has  an  interest,  or  in  reference  to 
which  he  has  a  duty  to  a  person  having  a  cor- 
responding interest  or  duty,  and   to  cases 
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where  the  duty  is  not  a  legal  one,  but  where 
it  is  of  a  moral  or  social  character  of  imper- 
fect obligation."  13  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
p.  411.  Jn  case  of  absolute  privileged  com- 
munications the  law,  out  of  its  regard  for  the 
public  welfare,  considers  that  all  persons 
shall  be  permitted  to  express  their  senti- 
ments, regardless  of  their  truth,  and  affords 
them  absolute  inununity  from  any  prosecu-' 
tion  therefor,  either  civil  or  criminal,  al- 
though the  publication  may  be  knowingly 
and  wilfully  false,  and  with  express  malice. 
Newell,  Defamation,  2d  ed.  p.  418.  There 
are  certain  restrictions,  however,  as  to  this 
class  of  publications,  as  to  when  published, 
in  order  that  they  may  bo  privileged.  In 
case  the  publication  is  only  a  qualified  privi- 
lege, the  "party  defamed  may  recover  dama- 
ges notwithstanding  the  privilege,  if  he  can 
prove  that  the  words  were  not  used  in  good 
faith,  but  that  the  party  availed  himself  of 
the  occasion  wilfully  and  knowingly  for  the 
purpose  of  defaming  the  plaintiff."  Id.  475. 
But,  from  our  standpoint,  we  think  it  un- 
necessary to  decide  whether  the  facts  dis- 
closed by  the  record  bring  the  publication,  be- 
cause of  its  quasi  judicial  character,  within 
that  class  called  "privileged,"  provided  the 
communication  was  a  qualified  privilege.  In 
Bijam  V.  Collina,  111  N.  Y.  143,  2  L.  R.  A. 
129,  19  N.  E.  75,  it  is  said:  A  libelous  com- 
munication is  regarded  as  privileged,  if  made 
bona  fide  upon  any  subject-matter  in  which 
the  party  communicating  has  an  interest,  or 
in  reference  to  which  he  has  a  duty,  if  made 
to  a  person  having  a  corresponding  interest 
or  duty,  although  it  contains  criminating 
matter  which  without  this  privilege  would 
be  slanderous  and  actionable;  and  this 
though  the  duty  be  not  a  legal  one,  but  only 
a  moral  or  social  duty  of  imperfect  obliga- 
tion. In  speaking  of  the  proper  meaning  of 
privileged  communications  in  Klinck  v.  Col- 
fty,  46  N.  y.  427,  7  Am.  Rep.  360,  it  is  said: 
"The  proper  meaning  of  a  privileged  com- 
munication is  said  to  be  this :  that  the  occa- 
sion on  which  it  was  made  rebuts  the  infer- 
ence arising  prima  facie  from  a  statement 
prejudicial  to  the  character  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  puts  it  upon  him  to  prove  that  there  was 
malice  in  fact,  and  that  the  defendant  was 
actuated  by  motives  of  personal  spite  or  ill 
win,  Independent  of  the  circumstances  in 
which  the  communication  was  made.  .  .  . 
But  when  the  paper  published  is  a  privi- 
leged communication  an  additional  burden 
of  proof  is  put  upon  the  plaintiff,  and  he 
must  show  the  existence  of  express  malice." 
It  is  announced  in  Marks  v.  Baker,  28  Minn. 
162,  9  N.  W.  678,  that  "the  rule  is  that  a 
communication  made  in  good  faith  upon  any 
subject-matter  in  which  the  party  communi- 
cating has  an  interest,  or  in  reference  to 
which  he  has  a  duty,  public  or  private,  either 
legal,  moral,  or  social,  if  made  to  a  person 
having  a  corresponding  interest  or  duty,  is 
privileged ;  that  in  such  case  the  inference  of 
malice  ...  is  cast  upon  the  person 
claiming  to  have  been  defamed."  "Malice  in 
such  case  is  not  shown  by  the  mere  fact  of 
62  L.  R.  A. 


the  falsity  of  the  publications."  Henry  v. 
Moherly,ii  Ind.  App.  490,  33  X.  E.  981; 
Stewart  v.  Hall,  83  Ky.  376.  In  Briggs  v. 
Garrett,  111  Pa.  404,  56  Am.  Rep.  274,  2  Atl. 
513,  it  was  held  that  a  communication,  to  be 
privileged,  nfiust  be  made  on  a  proper  occa- 
sion, from  a  proper  motive,  and  must  be 
based  upon  reasonable  or  probable  cause. 
When  so  made  in  good  faith,  the  law  does  not 
imply  malice  from  the  communication  itself, 
as  in  the  ordinary  case  of  libel.  Actual  mal- 
ice must  be  proved  before  there  can  be  a  re- 
covery, and  in  the  absence  of  such  proof  a 
nonsuit  should  be  granted.  Rev.  Stat.  1889, 
S  8030,  confers  upon  the  school  commissioner 
of  each  county  the  power,  and  imposes  the 
duty,  to  examine  all  persons  presenting 
themselves  for  teachers  in  the  county  of 
which  he  is  commissioner,  and,  if  found  qual- 
ified, to  grant  them  certificates  as  teachers  of 
public  schools  within  the  county.  It  a^o 
provides  that  such  certificate  "may  be  re- 
voked for  incompetency,  cruelty,  immorality, 
drunkenness,  or  neglect  of  duty,  when  satis- 
factory proof  thereof  is  furnished  the  com- 
missioner,— all  charges  to  be  preferred  in 
writing  and  signed  by  the  party  or  parties 
filing  the  accusation."  At  the  time  of  the 
publication  of  the  alleged  libel,  defendants 
composed  the  school  board  of  the  school  dis- 
trict in  which  plaintiff  was  teaching.  They 
knew  that  she  had  had  trouble  with  her  pu- 
pils, and  a  petition  signed  by  twelve  patrons 
of  the  school,  complaining  of  her,  had  been 
presented  to  them,  as  a  board,  requesting 
them  to  ask  her  to  resign.  Complaints  had 
also  been  made  to  the  school  superintendent, 
who  in  consequence  thereof  wrote  to  the 
board,  asking  about  the  trouble  between 
plaintiff  and  her  pupils.  On  account  of 
these  facts  the  board  called  plaintiff  before 
it  and  asked  her  to  resign,  but  she  declined 
to  do  so ;  and  as  a  last  resort  they  prepared, 
in  substantially  the  words  of  the  statute,  the 
charges  against  her  which  form  the  basis  of 
this  litigation,  and  sent  them  to  the  commis- 
sioner. They  not  only  had  an  interest  in  re- 
gard to  the  way  in  which  the  school  was  be- 
ing conducted,  but,  in  preferring  the  charges 
against  the  plaintiff,  were  simply  discharging 
their  duty  as  members  of  the  school  board; 
and  it  makes  no  difference  that  the  exact 
words  of  the  statute  were  not  used,  or  that 
some  word  not  embraced  therein  was  used. 
The  purpose  and  intent  was  the  same.  There 
was  no  actual  malice  proved,  and  the  use  of 
such  word  or  words  did  not  take  awav  the 

ft' 

privileged  character  of  the  communication. 
Intent  makes  the  libel  in  such  circumstan- 
ces. The  communication  was  made  on  a 
proper  occasion,  from  a  proper  motive,  and 
was  based  upon  a  reasonable  cause.  It  was 
made  in  apparent  good  faith,  and  under 
these  circumstances  the  law  does  not  imply 
malice,  and  as  there  was  no  proof  of  express 
malice  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recov- 
er. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Gantty  P.  J.,  and  Sherwood,  J.,  concur. 
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B.  F.  PADGITT,  Jr.,  by  Next  Friend,  Appt., 

17. 

Adolph  MOLL;  et  al.,  Reapts, 

;159  Mo.  143.) 

1«  A  ne'vrsboy  JaniplnK  on  and  off 
movlns  street  cura  to  sell  papers,  with- 
out requesting  the  car  to  stop  to  receive  or 
discharge  him,  and  without  receiving  per- 
mission or  aslclng  for  leave  or  license,  is  In 
no  sense  a  passenger,  and  the  carrier  is  un- 
der no  obligation  to  him  to  exercise  a  high 
degree  of  care,  but  discharges  Its  duty  by 
exercising  ordinary  care. 

2.  An  admlvaion  of  tlie  trntli  of  an 
aflldavlt  of  an  absent  witness  to  procure 
an  immediate  trial  as  required  by  statute 
will  not  authorize  the  reading  of  the  affidavit 
after  postponement  of  the  trial  by  the  court 
of  its  own  motion  for  over  a  month,  where 
the  witness  resides  in  the  city  where  the 
.trial  is  to  be  held,  and  there  Is  nothing  to 
show  that  his  evidence  is  not  attainable. 

8.  It  is  error  to  require  tlie  ntenogrra- 
pher'v  notes  of  tlie  evidence  to  be 
read  to  the  jury  against .  the  objection  of 
counsel,  where  his  duties  are  merely  to  take 
the  evidence,  objections,  and  exceptions,  and 
to  preserve  them  for  future  use. 

(December  IS,  1000.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  St.  Louis  in  favor 
of  defendants  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damag:es  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to 
have  been  caused  by  defendants'  negligence. 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  Divi- 
sion 1,  written  by  Valliant,  J.,  which  was 
as  follows: 

"Action  for  damages  for  personal  injuries. 
Briefly  stated,  the  petition  is  that  plaintiff, 
a  boy  ten  years  old,  engaged  in  selling  news- 
papers, Maji  received  on  one  of  the  street 
cars  of  defendant  corporation  by  its  servants 
in  charge  thereof,  who  permitted  him  to  ride 
on  the  car  for  the  purpose  of  selling  news- 
papers, as  was  their  custom  to  do;  that  on 
this  occasion  plaintiff  was  on  the  running 
board  of  the  grip  car,  and  the  defendant's 
servants  in  charge  caused  or  suffered  plain- 
tiff's body  to  be  struck  by  the  tongue  of  a 
wagon,  with  mules  attached,  belonging  to  de- 
fendant Moll,  Nvhereby  plaintiff  was  thrown 
off  and  run  over  by  the  trailer  car,  and  his 
leg  so  injured  as  to  render  it  necessary  to  be 
amputated,  which  was  done;  that  the  serv- 
ants of  the  corporation  defendant  were  neg- 
ligent in  so  causing  or  suffering  the  plaintiff 
to  be  struck  by  the  wagon,  and  that  negli- 
gence directly  contributed  to  his  injuries; 
that  defendant  Moll  was  negligent  in  per- 
mitting the  wagon  with  the  mules  attached 
to  stand  on  the  street  in  such  close  proximi- 
ty to  the  railway  track,  unfastened  and  un- 
guarded, as  to  imperil  one  riding  on  the 
street  car  as  plaintiff  was,  which  negligence 

Note. — As  to   negligence   In  getting  on  and 
off  moving  street  car,   see,   in  this  series,   the 
case  of  Jagger  v.  I»eoples  Street  R.  Co.   (Pa.) 
S8  L.  R.  A.  780,  and  note. 
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combined  wiUi  that  of  the  servants  in  charge 
of  the  car,  as  above  mentioned,  caused  the 
plaintiff   to  be  thrown  off  and  injured  a^ 
stated.     The  petition  concluded  with   state- 
ments as  to  his  damage  and  suffering,  an«l 
prayed    judgment    for    $15,000.       Answers 
were  general  denials  and  pleas  of  contribu- 
tory negligence,  as  to  which  plain  till  jointti 
issue.     The  testimony  on  the  part  of  plain- 
tiff tended   to  show  that  tlie  accident   oc- 
curred on  Franklin  avenue,  in  the  city  of  St, 
Louis,  along  which  defendant  railway  com- 
pany's track  is  laid,  and  that  defendant  Moll 
has  a  grocery  store  on  the  south   side  of 
Franklin  avenue,  between  Sixth  and  Seven ili 
streets,  in  front  of  which  on  this  occasion  a 
delivery  wagon  belonging  to  him  was  stand- 
ing, with  the  rear  end  towurds  the  curb  and 
in  front  of  the  store,  and  the  horses*  ht^d» 
towards  the  track  and  close  to  it,  with  bare- 
ly room  for  the  cars  to  pass,  the  horses  not 
hitched  and  not  attended;  that  the  plaintiff, 
■a  uew.sboy  ten  years  old.  had  for  some  time 
previous  been  in  the  habit  of  jimiping  on 
the  cars  of  defendant  corporation   as    they 
passed  along  there,  .offering  his  newspapers 
for  sale,  and  jumping  off  when  he  had  gone 
through  that  car,  then  boarding  the  next  car 
that  came  along,  and  so  on,  plying  his  voca- 
tion; that  on  this  occasion  the  ear  stopped 
at  the  corner  of  Sixth  and  Franklin  avc^nue 
to  take  on  passengers,  and  then  started  on 
again,  and  the  plaintiff  jumped  on  the  front 
end  of  the  grip  car,  on  the  running  board,  in 
front  of  the  gripman,  offered  his  papers  to  a 
passenger  on  the  front  seat,  and  then  passed 
on  towards  the  rear  of  the  grip  car,  behind 
the  gripman,  walking  on  the  running  board, 
offering  his  papers  for  sale  to  the  passengers 
as  he  came  to  them,  his  face  to  the  north, 
not  looking  around  and  not  seeing  the  wagon 
and  hprses,  and  while  so  doing,  and  holding 
to  the  stanchion,  the  moving  car  carried  hiri 
against  the  wagon  tongue  or  the  horses,  and 
knocked  him  off  the  running  board,  and  he 
fell  under  the  trailer,  and  the  wheels   ran 
over  and  crushed  his  leg,  and  it  was  ampu- 
tated in  about  two  hours  afterwards:  that 
at  the  time  of  the  accident  the  car  was  mov- 
ing at  a  moderate  rate,  the  gripman  was  at 
his  post  looking  ahead,  end  the  conductor 
was  on  the  rear  platform.     At  the  close  of 
the  plaintiff's  eviderice  the  court  gave  an  in- 
struction at  the  request  of  defendant  Moll 
that  as  to  him  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled 
to  recover,  and  refused  a  similar  instruction 
as  to  the  defendant  railroad  corporation.     A 
nonsuit  with  leave  was  taken  as  to  Moll,  and 
the  trial  progressed  as  to  the  other  defend- 
ant.    On  the  part  of  the  defendant  the  tt»>" 
timony  tended  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  an  1 
other  newsboys  were  in  the  habit  of  jumping 
on  and  off  the  cars,  plying  their  trade:  th.it 
the   company  had  often    remonstrated    and 
tried  to  prevent  it,  but  found  it  impractica- 
ble to  do  so,  and  had  to  submit  to  it :  that  on 
this  occasion  the  gripman  saw  the  boy  when 
he  got  on  the  car,  and  saw  that  he  passed  to- 
wards the  rear  on  the  running  board,  but 
when  the  boy  passed  behind  him  he  saw  him 
no  more,  as  his  duty  as  srripman  requiro'l 
his  attention  to  the  front;  that  it  was  a  pop- 
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ulcus  part  of  the  city,  wagons,  etc.,  passing, 
and  liis  custom  was  to  go  slowly  along  there, 
and  he  was  going  slowly  on  this  occasion; 
that  the  boy  slipped  and  fell  off  the  running 
board,  and  was  not  struck  by  the  wagon  at 
all.  The  gripman  testified  that  he  told  the 
boy  when  he  got  on  the  car  to  look  out  for 
the  wagons  in  front  of  Moll's.  The  boy  tes- 
tirled  that  the  gripman  said  nothing  to  him. 

"The  cause  was  set  for  trial  October  15, 
1894,  and,  when  called  for  trial  on  that  day, 
defendant  moved  for  a  continuance  on  ae- 
eount  of  the  absence  of  one  William  Flippen, 
aad  filed  the  afTidavit  of  Mr.  Gait,  attorney 
for  defendant,  in  which  it  was  stated  that  he 
had  caused  a  subpcena  to  be  issued  for  the 
witne^ss,  who  was  a  resident  of  the  city,  but 
had  been  unable  up  to  that  time  to  obtain 
service  of  the  writ.  The  affidavit  stated: 
*But  affiant  and  the  defendant  believes  that 
said  ^V^illiam  Flippen  is  now  in  said  city,  and 
by  prosecuting  a  search  therefor  his  attend- 
ance or  testimony  will  be  procured  at  the 
next  term  of  said  court.*  Then  the  affidavit 
proceeded  to  set  forth  what  the  witness,  if 
present,  would  testify  to,  which  was,  sub- 
stantially: That  he  was  a  passenger  on  the 
grip  car.  Saw  the  boy  jump  on  the  front 
end  of  the  running  board  and  walk  back, 
calling  his  papers,  and  two  other  newsboys 
also  jumped  on.  Tliis  boy  passed  to  tne 
rear  of  the  gripman,  and  fell  off  when  he  was 
holding  to  nothing,  and  was  not  struck  by 
tlie  wagon  or  mules  or  anything.  That  the 
gripman  was  looking  ahead,  and  the  car  was 
going  at  half  speed.  That  when  witness  saw 
the  boy  fall  he  hallooed  to  the  gripman, 
^Stop,  a  boy  fell  off,'  and  the  gripman 
5topj)ed  as  soon  as  possible.  When  the  affl- 
da\it  was  filed  the  plaintiff  admitted  that 
if  the  witness  were  present  he  would  testify 
as  therein  stated,  and  thereupon  the  court 
overruled  the  defendant's  motion  for  contin- 
uance. Then  the  court,  for  its  own  conven- 
ience, postponed  the  trial  until  November 
19,  and  on  that  day  the  trial  was  begun. 
The  defendant  offered  to  read  in  evidence 
from  the  aflldavit  what  it  stated  the  witness, 
if  present,  would  testify  to.  The  plaintiff 
objected  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no 
showing  that  the  witness  was  not  then  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  the  objec- 
tion was  overruled,  and  the  plaintiff  except- 
ed. 

"The  evidence,  instructions,  and  argu- 
ment's were  concluded  on  November  20,  and 
the  jury  retired  to  consider  of  their  verdict, 
and  were  still  in  such  retirement  on  Novem- 
l)er  21,  when  they  sent  the  following  note  to 
the  judge: 

"'Hon.  Judge  Fisher:  The  jury  cannot 
acfree  as  to  the  facts  in  the  evidence  of  the 
gripman;  also,  the  boy's.  We  ask  that  we 
nmy  have  a  transcript  of  the  evidence  of  the 
above-named  parties.  Yours,  truly,  W.  S. 
Hartley,  Foreman. 

"  *P.  S.  Without  that,  I  am  satisfied  this 
jury  cannot  agree.     W.  S.  B.* 

"Tpon  receipt  of  this  note  the  judge 
showed  it  to  the  counsel  in  the  case,  and  said 
that  he  could  not  send  a  transcnpt  of  the 
evidence  as  desired,  but  that,  if  the  counsel 
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would  consent,  he  would  send  for  the  jury 
and  allow  the  stenographer  to  read  to  them 
the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  referred  to. 
The  counsel  for  plaintiff  said  he  would  con- 
seiA,  but  counsel  for  defendant  refused. 
Afterwards  on  the  same  day  the  judge  sent 
for  the  coun.se]  and  informed  them  that  he 
had  concluded  to  allow  the  stenographer  to 
read  his  notes  of  the  evidence  of  the  witness- 
es referred  to  the  jury,  notwithstanding  the 
objection,  but  the  counsel  for  plaintiff  said 
that  he  would  not  consent  under  those  terms, 
and  withdrew  his  consent;  but  the  court, 
over  the  objection  of  counsel  on  both  sides, 
had  the  jury  brought  in,  and  the  stenogra- 
pher read  from  his  notes,  as  purporting  to 
be  the  testimony  of  the  gripman  and  the 
plaintiff,  to  which  counsel  on  both  sides  duly 
excepted.  The  court  offered  to  allow  them 
to  reargue  the  case,  but  they  declined  to  do 
so,  and  the  jury  again  retired. 

"There  were  elaborate  instructions  'given, 
which  it  will  be  unnecessary  to  copy  here, 
because  there  is  only  one  point  in  them  of 
which  there  is  any  complaint,  and  that  is, 
the  court  refused  to  instruct  the  jury  that 
'the  servants  of  the  defendant  la  charge  of 
its  car  were  bound  to  exercise  a  high  degree 
of  care  in  running  and  managing  said  car, 
so  as  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  receiving 
injury  whilst  so  riding  upon  the  running 
board  of  said  car.'  The  instructions  given 
were  to  the  effect  that  only  ordinary  care 
was  demanded.  Tliere  was  a  verdict  for  de- 
fendant railroad  company,  which  was  fol- 
lowed by  motions  of  plaintiff  to  set  aside  the 
nonsuit  as  to  Moll,  and  for  a  new  trial  as 
to  the  railroad  company,  which  being  over- 
ruled, plaintiff  has  appealed.  Since  the  ap- 
peal was  taken,  defendant  Moll  has  died, 
and  the  suit  as  to  him  abates. 

"1.  The  court  did  not  err  in  refusii^  to 
instruct  the  jury  that  the  defendant  owed 
the  plaintiff  the  duty  of  observing  for  his 
welfare  the  same  high  degree  of  care  that  it 
owed  in  respect  to  a  passenger.  The  rela- 
tion of  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  to 
each  other  in  this  case  was  not  analogous  to 
that  of  the  parties  in  the  cases  to  which  we 
are  referred  by  the  learned  counsel  for  plain- 
tiffs under  this  head.  Sherman  v.  Hannibal 
iC  tit.  J.  II.  Co.  72  Mo.  62,  37  Am.  Rep.  423 ; 
Whitehead  v.  Ht,  Louis,  /.  if.  d  S.  R.  Co.  99 
Mo.  2G3,  0  L.  R.  A,  409,  11  S.  W.  751 ;  Buck  v. 
People's  Street  R.  d  Electric  Light  d  P.  Co, 
108 Mo.  185, 18  S.W.1090.  Inallof  thosecases 
the  person  injured  was  on  the  train  or  car 
with  the  consent  of  the  servant  in  charge  for 
the  purpose  of  being  carried.  The  first  two 
of  those  were  cases  in  which  the  plaintiffs 
wore  injured  while  riding  on  freignt  trains 
on  steam  railroads,  which  fact  alone  would 
distinguish  them  from  the  case  of  a  boy 
jumping  on  a  street  car  to  sell  newspapers, 
and  jumping  off  again,  while  the  car  is  mov- 
ing. In  the  Sherman  Case  the  plaintiff,  a 
boy  thirteen  years  old,  was  stealing  a  ride  on 
a  freight  train,  and  when  he  was  discovered 
tlie  brakemun  told  him  that  if  he  wanted  to 
ride  he  must  help  brake,  and  gave  him  in- 
structions, and  the  boy  rendered  help  in  that 
way,  and  at  a  station,  at  the  brakeman's  re- 
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quest,  assisted  in  coaling,  and  the  conductor 
knew  he  was  being  carried  on  the  train  un- 
der those  conditions.  It  was  held  that  he 
was  entitled  to  be  regarded  aa  a  passenger, 
and  to  the  same  protection  as  if  he  had  paid 
his  fare.  In  the  Whitehead  Case  the  plain- 
tiff was  also  a  lad  of  fourteen,  who  was  rid- 
ing in  the  caboose  of  a  freight  train  under 
circumstances  that  indicated  that  he  did  not 
expect  to  pay  any  fare,  but  was  riding  free 
by  the  indulgence  of  the  conductor,  who 
knew  he  was  Uiere  and  apparently  consented 
to  his  remaining,  and  it  was  held  that  he  was 
a  passenger.  The  Buck  Case  was  one  of  a 
street  rauroad,  and  the  plaintiff  was  a  small 
boy,  who  was  taking  a  ride  with  the  driver, 
who  was  in  sole  charge  of  the  car.  The  child 
rode  with  the  driver  on  the  front  platform, 
and  the  accident  occurred  after  the  car 
stopped  to  let  him  off,  and  while  the  driver 
was  assisting  him  to  alight.  No  fuxe  was 
paid  or  expected,  but  the  dbild  was  there  by 
permission  or  invitation  of  the  driver,  and  it 
was  held  that  he  was  a  passenger.  In 
Mtiehlhausen  v.  St,  Louis  R,  Co.  91  Mo.  332, 
2  S.  W.  316,  the  driver  of  a  street  car,  who 
seems  to  have  been  alone  in  charge  of  it,  in- 
vited or  permitted  a  lot  of  school  children  to 
get  on  the  car  and  ride  with  him  on  the  front 
platform,  no  fare  being  asked  or  expected. 
One  of  the  children  fell  off,  and  it  was  held 
that  he  was  a  passenger.  These  cases  serve 
to  illustrate  uie  principle  that  pervades 
them,  which  is  that  when  a  carrier  of  pas- 
sengers for  hire  knowingly  receives  in  its  car 
or  other  conveyance  a  person  who  comes  in 
for  the  purpose  of  being  transported,  and 
the  carrier  enters  upon  the  act  of  carrying 
him,  the  person  while  being  so  carried  is  a 
passenger,  regardless  of  whether  he  has  paid 
or  is  expected  to  pay  his  fare.  This  princi- 
ple will  include  mail  agents  and  newspaper 
vendors  on  steam  railroads  traveling  from 
one  end  of  a  route  to  the  other.  But  a  news- 
boy jumping  on  and  off  a  moving  street  car 
to  sell  his  newspapers;  not  hailing  to  stop 
the  car  to  receive  him,  nor  signaling  to  stop 
to  allow  him  to  alight;  not  asking  nor  re- 
ceiving permission,  either  express  or  tacit; 
not  asking  nor  waiting  for  leave  or  license, 
but  jumping  on  and  off  under  circumstances 
that  clearly  indicate  no  purpose  to  pay  fare, 
and  no  aim  to  be  transported,  but  only  to 
avail  himself  of  the  presence  of  persons  on 
the  car  likely  to  buy  his  papers, — is  in  no 
sense  a  passenger,  and  the  carrier  is  not  un-- 
der  obligation  to  observe  towards  him  the 
same  degree  of  care  that  the  law  requires  to 
be  observed  towards  a  person  in  the  hands 
of  the  carrier  to  be  transported.  But  the 
law  does  require  of  the  carrier,  under  such 
circumstances,  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care, 
and  so  the  learned  judge  instructed  the  jury. 
**2.  Appellant  a.seigns  for  error  the  action 
of  the  trial  court  in  allowing  the  defendant 
to  read  in  evidence  the  affidavit  as  to  what 
the  witness  of  Flippen  would  have  sworn  to. 
The  subject  of  continuances  is  treated  mi- 
nutely in  our  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  aim- 
ing, on  the  one  hand,  not  to  compel  a  party 
to  go  to  trial,  when  he  has  done  all  that  can 
reasonably  be  expected  of  him  to  procure  the 
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attendance  of  his  witnesses,  and  yet  a  mate- 
rial  witness,   whose  testimony  can    be  ob- 
tained, is  absent,  and,  on  the  other   hand^ 
guarding  against  an  abuse  of  the  practice  of 
continuances.    And  in  that  coonectXon  it  i» 
provided  (Rev.  Stat.  1889,  §  2127),  that,  if 
'the  court  shall  find  the  affidavit  sufficient^ 
the  cause  s^hall  be  continued,  unless  the  op- 
posite party  will  admit  that  the  witness,  if 
present,  would  swear  to  the  facts  set  out  in 
said  affidavit,  in  which  event  the  cause  shall 
not    be    continued,   but  the  party  moving 
therefor  shall  read  as  the  evidence  of  such 
witness  the  facts  so  stated  in  such  affidavit/ 
etc.    The  purpose  of  that  statute  is   very 
plain.    It  is  to  meet  the  emergency,  to  avoid 
dela^,  to  give  the  party  who  is  ready  an  im- 
mediate trial,  and  yet  give  the  other  party 
the  beneUt  of  the  testimony  of  his  absent 
witness  in  the  only  form  available  at  the 
time.    Ordinarily  a  party  id  entitled  to  have 
his  adversary  produce  his  witnesses  in  court, 
to  the  end  that  they  ma^  be  seen  and  cross- 
examined,  and  the  waiving  of  that  right  i<^ 
often   no  trivial  matter.     Besides,   an   affi- 
davit drawn  by  a  skilful  lawyer  is  apt  to  be 
very  much  to  the  point,  and  is  very  forceful 
as  evidence.     The  law  will  allow  it  only  be- 
cause the  emergency  demands  it,  and  the  op- 
posite  party  agrees  to  it  only  to  avoid  delay. 
But  in  this  instance,  after  the  plaintiff  made 
the  admission  which  would  authorize  the  af- 
fidavit to  be  read,  the  court  of  its  own  mo- 
tion postponed  the  trial  for  a  month   and 
four  days.     The  affidavit  stated  on  its  face 
that  the  witness  resided  in  St.  Louis,  and 
could   be  produced  at  the  next  term,   yet, 
when  more  l^an  a  month  was  afforded  the 
defendant  before  the  trial  would  be  called, 
no  effort  was  shown  to  have  been  made  to 
produce  him,  but  the  court  suffered  the  affi- 
davit  to   be    read.     The  emergency   under 
which  the  law  would  have  allowed  the  affi- 
davit to  be  read  had  passed,  and  the  consid- 
eration which  induced  the  plaintiff  to  make- 
the  admission  had  failed.    This  was  a  very 
material  witness,  professing  to  have  seen  the 
accident,   and  whose   evidence  professed  to 
cover  every  point  of  the  defense.     The  affi- 
davit said  of  this  witness  that  there  was  no 
other  person  whose  evidence  'could  hav«  been 
procured  at  this  term  of  said  court  by  whom 
he  or  it  [affiant  or  defendant]  can  prove  or 
fully  prove  the  same  facts.'    And  the  record 
shows  that  that  was  so.     The  admission  of  a 
party  under  such  circumstances,  to  obtain  a 
present  trial,  does  not  stand  for  all  time,  but 
ceases   when   the   emergency  ceases.     If  it 
should  be  held  to  be  binding  a  month  later^ 
there  is  no  reason  why  it  should  not  be  so 
held  six  months  later.    A  month  is  as  long 
notice  as  is  ordinarily  given  of  the  setting  of 
a   cause  for    trial.     Certainly    it    is    long 
enough  to  obtain  the  service  of  process  for 
witnesses  residing  in  the  city,  or  to  take 
their  depositions  if  they  are  nonresidentii, 
or,  at  all  events,  it  is  long  enough  to  ascer- 
tain whether  or  not  the  evidence  is  fittain- 
able.     The  court  erred  in  allowing  the  affi- 
davit to  be  read  over  the  plaintiff's  objec- 
tion. 

"3.  Appellant  also  assigns  for  error  the 
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actioA  of  the  court  in  requiring  the  stenog- 
rapher to  read  his  notes  of  the  evidence  to 
the  jury.  The  introduction  of  the  official 
stenographer  to  take  down  the  evidence  in 
every  case  is  of  very  recent  date,  and,  so  far 
as  concerns  Ins  official  duties,  we  must  look 
to  the  statute  creating  the  office  to  learn 
what  they  are.  The  statute  declares  his  du- 
ties to  b^  "to  take  full  stenographic  notes  of 
the  oral  evidence  oflfered  in  every  case  tried 
in  said  court  or  division,  and  of  all  other 
proceedings  when  directed  by  the  judge,  to 
be  so  reported,  together  with  all  objections 
to  the  admissibility  of  testimony  and  the 
rulings  of  the  court  thereon,  and  all  excep- 
tions taken  to  such  rulings;  to  preserve  all 
official  notes  taken  in  said  court  for  future 
use,  or  reference,  and  to  finally  deposit  the 
same  with  the  records  of  said  court  accord- 
ing to  the  directions  of  the  judge  thereof; 
and  to  furnish  any  person  a  longhand  tran- 
script of  all  or  any  required  part  of  said  evi- 
dence or  oral  proceedings  upon  the  payment 
to  him  of  the  fees  hereinafter  provided. 
When  not  reporting  in  open  court,  it  shall 
also  be  his  duty  to  take  such  notes  as  may 
be  requested  by  the  judge  in  chambers,  and 
to  furnish  the  latter  a  transcript  thereof 
when  required.  Rev.  Stat.  1889.  §  8228: 
Kev.  Stat.  1899,  §  lOlOG.  Tliose  are  all 
the  duties  that  the  law  prescribes  for  him, 
and  whatever  else  he  does  is  extra-official. 
He  is  not  made  Uie  umpire  to  decide  disputed 
questions  as  to  what  tne  evidence  was.  Even 
in  a  bill  of  exceptions  containing  his  tran- 
^script  of  his  notes,  the  correctness  of  the  evi- 
dence as  set  out  is  proved,  not  by  his  attes- 
tation, but  by  the  certificate  of  the  judge. 
It  not  infrequently  occurs  that  a  dispute 
arises  between  the  parties  as  to  the  correct- 
new  of  the  stenographer's  report  of  the  evi- 
dence, and  that  dispute  is  not  for  him,  but 
for  the  judge,  to  settle.  Assuming  that  he 
is  honest  and  capable,  and  writes  down  the 
evidence  as  he  understands  it,  still  he  is  as 
liable  to  have  misunderstood  it  as  a  juror  or 
an  attorney  or  the  judge.  And,  for  that 
matter,  it  may  be  said  that  the  judge  is  as 
liable  as  anyone  else  to  have  misunderstood 
what  the  witnt'ss  said;  but  the  judge's  un- 
derstanding, when  it  comes  to  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions, must  prevail,  simply  because  it  is 
necessary  to  leave  the  decision  to  someone, 
and  the  law  has  left  it  to  him.  But  the  law 
guards  with  somewhat  jealous  care  the 
province  of  the  jury,  even  from  encroach- 
ment by  the  judge.  The  duty  to  hear  and 
weigh  the  evidence  and  pronounce  upon  its 
preponderance,  the  duty  to  find  the  facts 
from  the  e\'idence  as  it  falls  from  the  lips 
of  the  witnesses  at  the  trial,  is  the  peculiar 
office  of  the  jury.  The  juror  has  a  right, 
and  it  is  his  duty,  to  base  his  verdict  on  the 
evidence  as  he  heard  it;  and  he  is  not  re- 
quired, and  should  not  be  compelled,  to  yield 
his  own  memory  and  his  own  understanding 
of  the  evidence  to  that  of  another,  even 
thoilgh  that  other  professed  to  have  taken 
notes.  A  juror's  memory  of  the  evidence  at 
that  stage  of  the  case  is  as  trustworthy  as 
the  stenographer's  notes.  The  purpose  of 
having  the  testimony  taken  down  in  short- 
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hand  is  to  preserve  it  for  future  reference 
after  a  period  has  elapeed  during  which  it 
might  not  be  so  well  remembered,  and  also 
for  the  convenience  of  the  court,  who  is 
called  on  to  review  the  case  or  sign  a  bill  of 
exceptions,  not  only  after  a  consic^rable  time 
may  have  elapsed,  but  also  after  he  has  tried, 
perhaps,  a  number  of  other  cases,  and  his 
memory  needs  refreshing  aa  to  the  details  of 
the  trial.  But  jurors,  who  have  nothing  else 
to  do  until  the  particular  case  is  ended, 
whose  minds  are  presumed  to  be  upon  it,  ana 
who  go  to  the  jury  room  with  the  testimony 
of  the  witnesses  fresh  in  memory,  do  not 
need  any  such  refreshing.  They  possess  all 
that  the  law  expects  them  to  have  upon 
which  to  base  thear  verdict.  If  the  memory 
of  the  juror  is  liable  to  be  in  error,  or  if,  in 
the  confusion  of  the  trial,  he  may  not  have 
heard  correctly  what  the  witnesses  said,  he 
is  in  that  respect  no  more  liable  to  error  or 
misunderstanding  than  anyone  else  engaged 
in  the  trial;  and  at  that  stage  of  the  case, 
at  least,  the  law  has  made  it  his  particular 
province  to  decide  what  the  evidence  was, 
just  as  at  a  later  stage  it  is  the  judge's  duty 
to  settle  a  disputed  question  of  that  kind. 
But  while  the  jury  is  in  the  act  of  exercising 
its  particular  and  exclusive  office  its  prov- 
ince should  not  be  invaded.  It  haa  been  held 
that  it  is  error  to  allow  a  juror  to  take  notes 
of  the  evidence  and  carry  them  to  the  jury 
room.  This  is  for  the  reason  that  there  la 
a  danger  that  the  jury  give  undue  weight  to 
the  notes,  as  against  their  own  memories. 
Thomp.  &  M.  Juries,  390;  Cheek  v.  StatCy 
35  Ind.  402.  And  that  it  is  error  to  furnish 
the  jury  with  the  notes  of  the  evidence  taken 
by  the  judge  at  the  trial.  Neil  v.  Ahel,  24 
Wend.  185;  Mitchell  v.  Carter,  14  Hun,  448. 
In  Fleming  v.  Shenandoah,  67  Iowa,  505,  5^ 
Am.  Rep.  354,  26  N.  W.  752,  the  jury  sent 
a  communication  to  the  judge,  asking  to 
have  the  stenographer  sent  to  the  jury  room 
to  read  the  evidence  to  them,  and  the  judge 
suiTered  it  to  be  done.  The  supreme  court 
of  Iowa  held  that  to  be  error.  That  was  a 
more  flagrant  violation  of  the  rule  of  good 
practice  than  the  action  assigned  for  error 
in  the  case  at  bar,  but  the  two  cases  on  that 
point  differ  only  in  degree.  It  was  not  sug- 
gested .in  the  Iowa  case,  nor  is  it  suggest^ 
here,  that  the  stenographer  read  the  evidence 
incorrectly.  His  opportunity  for  doing  so 
in  the  Iowa  case  without  challenge  was 
greater  than  in  the  case  at  bar,  but  the  prin- 
ciple involved  in  such  a  practice  is  the  same. 
It  is  not  a  question  of  the  degree  of  preju- 
dice in  the  particular  ca«5e,  which  might  be 
a  difficult  question  to  decide,  but  it  is  of  the 
establishing  a  rule  of  practice  under  which 
a  juror  may  be  unduly  influenced  against 
his  own  judgment  and  contrary  to  his  own 
memory  of  the  evidence.  If  the  notes  are 
read  in  the  presence  of  the  court  and  coun- 
sel, and  a  dispute  as  to  their  correctness 
arises,  who  is  to  settle  it?  If  the  judge 
should  say  that  the  notes  are  correct,  and  a 
juror  whose  memory  is  clear  to  the  contrary 
should  say  no,  which  is  to  prevail,  the  notes 
or  the  juror's  memory,  so  far  as  his  vote  and 
his  influence  on    the   verdict  is    concerned? 
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The  Uw  has  not  provided  rules  to  govern 
the  trial  of  such  an  injected  collateral  issue, 
but  the  theory  is  that  the  jurors  must  settle 
such  questions  for  themselves,  and  the  judge 
should  wait  until  the  stage  of  the  case  is 
reached  at  which  he  may  interfere  If  he 
thinks  wrong  has  been  done.  In  this  case 
the  learned  judge  should  have  adhered  to  his 
original  purpose  to  allow  the  stenographer's 
notes  to  be  read  only  on  condition  that  coun- 
sel on  both  sides  consented  thereto.  When 
this  proposition  was  made,  the  counsel  for 
the  plaintiff  consented,  but  counsel  for  de- 
fendant refused  to  do  so.  The  consent  of  the 
plaintiff's  counsel  was  not  that  it  might  be 
done  in  spite  of  the  defendant's  refusal,  but 
that  it  might  be  done  with  the  consent  of 
both.  This  was  the  judge's  proposition.  If 
the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  was  of  the  opin- 
ion that  it  would  be  error  to  read  the  notes 
to  the  jury  without  the  consent  of  both  sides, 
he  would  be  not  likely  to  consent  to  a  trans- 
action which,  if  it  should  result  in  a  verdict 
for  him,  the  verdict  would  be  of  no  avail, 
but,  if  for  his  adversary,  it  would  be  valid. 
At  all  events,  when  the  judge  intimated  that 
he  would  require  the  notes  to  be  read  in  spite 
of  the  failure  of  counsel  to  agree  to  it,  the 
plaintiff's  attorney  withdrew  his  consent, 
and  the  notes  were  read  with  botli  sides  ob- 
jecting. However  commendable  the  motive 
of  the  judge  to  prevent  a  mistrial,  we  can- 
not approve  his  decision  on  that  point  with- 
out establishing  a  precedent  that  would  lead 
to  a  dangerous  practice. 

"4.  It  is  insisted  for  defendant  that  the 
court  should  have  given  its  instruction  for  a 
nonsuit  on  the  ground  of  the  plaintiff's  con- 


tributory negligence.  If  the  pliuntiff  had 
been  a  person  of  mature  years,  the  court 
would  have  held  him  guilty  of  neg^ligenct?. 
b^.t  as  he  was  a  child  of  ten  years  the  ques- 
tion of  his  negligence  was  one  for  the  jury. 

'*Brace,  P.  J.,  concurs.  Robinson  and 
Maraliall,  JJ.,  concur  in  first,  second,  and 
third  paragraphs,  but  dissent  irom  the 
fourth  paragraph,  and  for  that  reason  the 
cause  is  transferred  to  court  in  banc." 

}fr.  A.  R.  Taylor  for  api>ellant. 

Mr.  Sniitli  P.  Gait,  for  respondents: 

A  newsboy  jumping  on  the  running-board 
of  a  moving  grip  car  to  attempt  to  sell  a 
paper,  and  then  jumping  off  again,  is  not  a 
passenger. 

Booth,  Street  Railways,  §  365;  Fleminq 
v.  Brooklyn  City  IL  Co.  1  Abb.  X.  C.  433*: 
Schacfer  v.  /S7.  Louis  d  S.  R.  Co.  128  Mo.  64. 
30  S.  W.  331 ;  Stcteny  v.  Old  Colony  d  y.  R. 
Co.  10  Allen,  308,  87  Am.  Dec.  644. 

Messrs.  Boyle,  Priest,  A  Lebmaim  al- 
so for  respondents. 

Per  Curiam: 

In  the  foregoing  opinion  written  by  Val- 
liant,  J.,  in  division  No.  1,  Brace,  J.,  con- 
curs. Gantt,  Ch.  J.,  and  Sherwood, 
Robinson,  and  Marshall,  JJ.,  concur  in 
iirst,  second,  and  third  paragraphs,  but  are 
of  the  opinion  that  there  is  no  evidence  to 
show  negligence  on  the  part  of  defendant 
corporation,  and  for  that  reason  the  judg- 
ment should  he  affirmed,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Burgess,  J.,  absent. 
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V. 

Herschel  A.  EDWARDS,  Receiver  of  Bank 
of  Commerce,  et  cU.,  Appts. 
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^1.  Monef  collected  by  a  bank  for  an- 
other ou  notes  or  draftM,  and  retained, 
is  held  in  trust  for  the  owner,  and  does  not 
become  a  part  of  the  assets  of  the  bank ;  and 
if  the  bank  thereafter  becomes  insolvent,  and 
a  receiver  is  appointed,  the  one  for  whom 
the  collection  is  made  is  a  preferred  creditor. 

2*  Where  trust  funds  are  'vrrongrfully^ 
converted,  the  beneficiary  is  entitled  to  the 
funds,  or  the  proceeds  thereof,  so  long  as  he 
can  definitely  trace  them,  until  they  reach  the 
hands  of  an  Innocent  holder. 

8.  IVhere  trust  money  has  been 
'wrouflrfniljr  comminiirled  by  a  trustee 
with  his  own,  and  he  makes  payment  from 
the  conunon  fund,  it  will  be  presumed  that 
he  paid  out  his  own,  and  not  trust,  money. 

4.     The  claim  of  a  beneficiary  for  trust 

*IIeadnutes  by  Norval,  Ch.  J. 


Note. — On  the  subject  of  trust  in  proceeds 
of  collection  by   insolvent  bank,  see   Sayles  v. 
Cox  (Tenn.)  32  L.  R.  A.  715,  and  note. 
62  L.  R,  A. 


money  may  be  preferred,  to  the  extent 
of  the  cash  found  amonjp  the  assets  of  an  in- 
solvent trustee  at  the  time  of  his  failure, 
where  it  la  not  affirmatively  shown  that  the 
cash  assets  are  not  part  of  the  trust  fund. 
Rule  applied. 

5.  In  a  cause  brouiirht  to  this  court  on 
appeal,  the  rulings  of  the  trial  court  on 
the  admission  of  testimony  cannot  be  re- 
viewed. 

(January  23,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  District  Court  for  Hall  County 
establishing  a  claim  as  preferred  against  the 
assets  of  the  insolvent  bank  in  defendants' 
hands.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

}[essrs.  "W,  H.  Tliompson,  Jolut  Ii. 
Webster,  W.  H.  Piatt,  and  James  H. 
M olntosh  for  appellants. 

Messrs.  H.  E.  Clifford  and  Charles  O. 
Ryan,  for  appellee; 

When  a  trustee  mingles  his  own  with  the 
trust  funds  in  his  hands  he  charges  the 
whole  with  the  burden  of  the  trust;  and  when 
a  part  of  the  whole  is  dissipated  and  a  part 
remains,  the  law  also  assumes  that  the  part 
remaining  is  the  trust  fund,  and  that  the 
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trustee  used  his  own  money  in  paying  debts, 
instead  of  the  trust  funds,  and  that  the  prop- 
erty on  hand  was  ours  or  purchased  with  our 
taoney. 

State  V.  Bank  of  Commerce,  54  Neb.  725, 
75  N.  W.  28;  Slater  v.  Oriental  Mill8,  18  R. 
I.  352»  27  Atl.  443;  Jones  v.  Chesebrough, 
105  Iowa,  303,  75  N.  W.  97 ;  State  v.  Mid- 
land State  Bank,  52  Neb.  1,  71  N.  W.  1011 ; 
C'apital  Wat.  Bank  v.  Coldicater  Nat.  Bank, 
49  Neb.  786,  69  N.  W.  115;  Anhewier-Busch 
Breiring  Asao.  v.  Morris,  36  Neb.  31,  53  N. 
W.  1037. 

Our  claim  against  the  bank  was  a  fund 
the  title  of  which  never  passed  to  the  bank 
or  its  receiver.  It  was  a  collection  pure  and 
simple;  left  by  an  agent  with  a  written  au- 
thority to  collect,  not  to  deposit,  receipted 
for  by  the  bank  as  a  collection,  and  so  con- 
sidered by  all  parties  when  left  with  the 
bank.     This  created  a  trust. 

CajAtal  Kat.  Bank  v.  Coldirater  Nat. 
Bank,  49  Neb.  786.  69  N.  W.  115;  Gnffin  v. 
<!ha8e,  36  Neb.  328,  54  N.  W.  572;  State  v. 
State  Bank,  42  Neb.  808,  61  N.  W.  252:  Wil- 
son V.  Cohurn,  35  Neb.  530,  53  N.  W.  466 ; 
Bunton  v.  King,  80  Iowa.  506,  45  N.  W. 
1050;  Re  Knapp.  101  Iowa,  488,  70  N.  W. 
626;  St.  Louis  d  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnston, 
133  U.  S.  566,  33  L.  ed.  683,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
390. 

The  giving  of  the  check  for  $20  without  au- 
thority from  Mrs.  Spencer,  but  for  which 
she  probably  received  the  benefit,  at  most, 
gave  the  bank  a  lien  on  the  money  for  the 
amount  advanced. 

Balbach  v.  Frelinghuyscn,  15  Fed.  675; 
Henderson  v.  O^Cono'r,  106  Cal.  385,  39  Pac. 
786. 

Thompson  went  there  as  agent  with  an  ex- 
pressed authority  in  writing  which  he 
showed  to  Smith.  This  could  not  be  en- 
larged or  extended  except  by  the  principal. 

!ilechem.  Agency,  §  100;  Rust  v.  Eaton,  24 
Fed.  830;  Wood  Motting  rf  Reaping  Mach. 
Co.  V.  Crow,  70  Iowa,  340,  30  N.  W.  609. 

When  such  a  power  is  in  writing  known  to 
third  persons,  it  must  be  strictly  construed 
and  followed,  or  the  principal  is  not  bound, 
and  third  persons  must  act  in  good  faith. 

Baxter  v.  Lamont,  60  111.  237 ;  Adams  v. 
Burne,  9  Grav,  100:  Saginair,  T  tt  H.  R. 
Co.  V.  Chappeil,  56  Mich.  190,  22  N.  W.  278. 

Messrs.  C.  J.  Smytlie  and  E.  E. 
Thompson  also  for  appellee. 

Norval,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

On  Januarj'  9,  1896,  the  Bank  of  Com- 
merce of  Grand  Island  wa^j  doing  a  banking 
business  in  the  city  named.  On  that  day  one 
Dell  Thompson  presented  to  the  cashier  of 
said  bank  a  certain  draft  or  check,  in  the 
sum  of  $2,000,  and  as  a  part  of  the  transac- 
tion the  cashier  of  the  bank  executed  and 
delivered  to  him  a  paper  in  words  following: 

Grand  Island,  Neb.,  1/9,  1896. 

Received  of  Dell  Thompson  for  collect' on 

flight   draft    on    Piqua  Nat'l    Bank,   Ohio, 

drawn  by  Odd  Fellows  M.  A.  &  A.  Asso.  in 

favor  of*  Ida   M.  Spencer,  also   policy   No. 
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21,622  of  Odd  Fellows  M.  A.  &  A.  Asso.,  both 
of  above  amount,  $2,000. 

O.  J.  Smith,  Cash. 

Thompson  also  testified  that  at  the  timo 
he  delivered  the  draft  to  the  bank,  through 
its  cashier,  he  exhibited  to  the  latter  a  power 
of  attorney  executed  by  Ida  M.  Spencer,  em- 
powering him  (Thompson)  to  collect,  re- 
ceive, and  receipt  for  said  draft.  Said  in- 
strument further  recited  that  said  Thomp- 
son was  given  absolute  authority  in  the 
premises,  as  fully  as  the  maker  could  have, 
and  further  authorized  him  to  pay  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  draft  certain  debts  of  her- 
self and  her  late  husband.  He  further  tes- 
tifies that  he  wished  the  cashier  to  pay  him 
the  amount  of  the  draft  ih  full,  but  that  the 
cashier  refused  to  do  so,  offering  only  to  re- 
ceive it  as  a  collection,  and  the  receipt  quoted 
was  the  result  of  this  proposal.  At  the 
same  time  Thompson,  at  the  suggestion  of 
the  cashier,  executed  and  presented  a  check, 
signed  by  him  as  "trustee,'*  for  the  sum  of 
$20,  for  which  amount  a  draft  was  made 
out  by  the  bank,  and  by  him  sent  to  Mrs. 
Spencer,  and  by  her  used.  Thom^pson  testi- 
fies that  Smith,  the  cashier  of  the  bank,  re- 
quested him  to  make  this  check  as  it  was 
made,  saying  that  he  would  carry  the  check 
as  ycash"  until  the  proceeds  of  the  draft 
arrived,  when  the  amount  so  advanced  by  the 
bank  could  be  deducted  therefrom.  On  the 
same  day  an  account  was  opened  by  the 
bank,  on  its  books,  in  the  name  of  Dell 
Thompson,  trustee,  the  account  credited  with 
the  face  of  the  draft ;  and  the  draft  then  be- 
came a  cash  asset  of  the  bank,  and  was  en- 
tered upon  the  books  as  cash,  and  debited 
with  the  $20  represented  by  the  check  of  ' 
Thompson.  Thompson  denies  that  there 
was  ever  any  agreement  or  understanding 
between  him  and  the  cashier  or  other  officer 
of  the  bank  that  an  account  should  be 
opened  in  his  name  as  trustee.  Smith  is  de- 
ceased, and  the  testimony  of  Thompson  in 
that  regard  is  uncontradicted  by  any  direct 
evidence.  Two  other  small  checks,  amount- 
ing to  some  $5,  were  afterwards  drawn  by 
Thompson,  to  cover  the  cost  of  collection  of 
the  draft  and  other  expense.  This  draft 
was  by  the  bank  forwarded  to  its  regular 
correspondent  at  Omaha,  the  Union  National 
Bank  of  Omaha,  and  it  received  credit  for 
the  amount  there  on  the  books  of  the  latter 
bank.  Between  this  time  and  January  14th 
following  the  Union  National  Bank  shipped 
to  the  Commercial  Bank  the  sum  of  $2,000 
in  currency,  but  it  is  not  disclosed  by  the 
record  whether  this  sum  was  or  was  not  the 
avails  of  this  draft.  Nothing  further  than 
what  has  becni  recited  has  been  disclosed  as 
to  the  subsequent  history  of  the  draft,  ex- 
cept that  a  few  days  after  this  it  was  re- 
turned by  the  Omaha  bank,  owing  to  a  de- 
fective indorsement,  which  was,  howevtM*. 
corrected,  and  the  draft  returned  to  tb" 
Omaha  bank,  and  with  it  a  letter  in  whir]. 
Smith  states,  among  other  things:  "Sho 
[referring  to  Mrs.  Spencer]  is  in  very  dn^- 
titute  circumstances,  and  Mr.  Thompso>» 
being  a  friend  of  hers,  advanced  her  a  littV- 
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money  for  her  immediate  needs,  until  this 
draft  could  be  collected.  .  .  .  Would 
like  credit  for  it,  if  you  can  do  so,  as  we  have 
paid  our  part  of  the  money."  Mrs.  Spencer 
died  on  January  12th,  and  Thompson  was 
appointed  administrator  of  her  estate.  The 
bank  failed  on  January  20th  following,  and 
a  receiver  was  duly  appointed.  At  the  time 
of  its  failure,  as  disclosed  by  the  record,  it 
had  on  hands  in  cash,  new  overdrafts,  new 
bills  receivable,  and  cash  in  other  banks, 
something  over  $5,000,  which  were  new  as- 
sets received  by  it  after  the  date  it  received 
said  di*aft  from  Thompson.  The  latter,  as 
such  administrator,  duly  filed  with  the  re- 
ceiver of  the  bank  a  claim  for  the  amount  of 
this  draft,  less  the  sums  advanced  on  it  by 
the  bank,  dcmanditig  that  the  same  be  by  the 
receiver  made  a  preferable  claim;  and,  the 
receiver  refusing  so  to  do,  the  former  peti- 
tioned the  court  below  to  have  it  declared- a 
preferred  claim.  His  prayer  was  granted, 
his  claim  being  made  a  preferred  one.  The 
receiver  appeals  to  this  court. 

It  is  a  well -recognized  principle  in  this 
state  that  money  collected  by  a  bank  for 
another  on  notes  or  drafts  is  held  in  trust 
for  the  owner,  who  is  a  preferred  creditor 
in  case  the  bank  goes  into  liquidation,  and 
such  money  does  not  become  a  part  of  the 
assets  of  the  bank  or  pass  to  the  receiver  of 
such  bank.  Anheuser-Busch  Brew  in  <j  Asso. 
V.  MorHs.  36  Neb.  31,  53  N.  W.  1037 :  Capital 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Coldwater  Nat.  Bank,  49  Neb. 
786,  69  N.  W.  115;  fitate  v.  Midland  fitate 
Bank.  52  Neb.  1,  71  N.  W.  1011.  It  is  urged 
that  this  case  falls  within  the  principles  an- 
nounced by  this  court  in  State  v.  Bank  of 
Commerce,  54  Neb.  725,  75  N.  W.  28.  and  for 
that  reason  the  judgment  must  be  reversed. 
There  the  law  was  stated  as  follows:  "But 
we  think  the  correct  doctrine,  and  the  one 
supported  by  the  decided  weight  of  author- 
itv,  is  that  the  beneficiarv  of  a  trust  fund, 
solely  because  of  the  character  of  his  claim, 
is  not  entitled  to  the  payment  of  the  same 
in  full,  to  the  exclusion  of  other  creditors, 
out  of  the  assets  of  the  insolvent  trustee's 
estate;  that  when  trust  funds  are  wrong- 
fully converted  the  beneficiary  is  entitled  to 
the  funds  themselves,  or  to  the  proceeds  of 
the  investment  of  them,  so  long  as  he  can 
definitely  tra<;e  them,  and  before  they  reach 
the  hands  of  an  innocent  holder;  that  when 
a  trustee  wrongfully  commingles  trust 
money  with  his  own,  and  makes  payments 
from  the  common  fund,  it  will  be  presumed 
that  he  paid  out  of  his  own  money,  and  not 
the  trust  money;  that  it  will  be  presumed 
that  the  cash  assets  on  hand  when  the  trus- 
tee failed  and  the  receiver  took  possession  of 
his  estate  were  part  of  the  trust  money; 
that  when  the  trust  funds  were  wrongfully 
converted,  and  not  only  do  not  remain  in  the 
hands  of,  and  are  not  found  among  the  as- 
sets of,  the  wrongdoer,  but  are  actually 
traced  out  of  his  hands,  and  are  shown  to 
have  been  dissipated,  then  the  beneficiary  of 
the  trust  fund  is  not  entitled  to  have  his 
claim  allowed  as  a  preferred  one  against  the 
estate  of  the  insolvent  wrongdoer.  If  the 
trust  property  consisted  of  money,  the  claim 
52  L.  R.  A. 


of  the  beneficiary  of  the  trust  fund  may  be 
preferred  to  the  claims  of  other  creditors,  to 
the  extent  of  the  cash  found  among  the  as- 
sets of  the  insolvent  trustee  at  the  time  of 
his  failure,  unless   it  affirmatively  appears- 
that  such  cash  assets  were  not  a  part  of  the 
trust  fund."    And  in  that  case  the  contro- 
verted claim  was  allowed  as  a  preferred  one 
only  to  the  extent  of  the  cash  on  hand.     It 
is  contended,  however,  that  the  power  of  at- 
torney presented  by  Thompson  to  Smith  at 
the  time  the  draft  was  left  with  the  bank  is 
a  general  one,  and  not  special,  and  under  it 
he  had  the  power  to  deposit  the  proceeds  of 
this  draft,  if  he  thought  proper ;  it  following 
from  the  evidence  that  he  did  in  fact  deposit 
the  draft,  an  account  being  opened  on  the 
books  of  the  bank  on  the  strength  thereof^ 
thus  making  him  a  general,  and  not  a  pre- 
ferred, creditor,  of  the  bank.     To  this  we  re- 
ply, the  power  is  special  and  not  general, 
but  that  the  extent  of  the  latter  becomes  un- 
important when  the  record  discloses  ample 
evidence  on  which  to  base  the  finding  of  the 
court  that   the   draft  was   accepted  by    the 
bank  for  collection,  and  not  otherwise.     It 
is  contended  that  the  avails  of  this  draft 
were  not  traced  into  the  assets  of  the  bank. 
but  that  in  fact  the  bank  received  credit  for 
the   amount   thereof   by   the   Omaha   bank, 
which  credit  went  to  liquidate  an  indebted- 
ness of  the  Bank  of  Ck)mmerce  to  the  Omaha 
bank.    It  is  true  that  the  evidence  shows  a 
credit  by   the   Omaha  bank,  but  it   is  also 
shown  that  the  sum  of  $2,000  in  currency 
was  sent  the  Bank  of  Commerce  by  the  Oma- 
ha bank  a  very  short  time  after  the  receipt 
of  this  draft,  and  there  is  no  evidence  to  es- 
tablish the  fact  that  this  currency  was  not 
the  proceeds  of  the  draft;  and,  in  the  absence 
of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  the  presumption 
is  that  it  is  such  proceeds,  and  by  this  evi- 
dence is  upheld  the  finding  of  the  court  that 
the  bank  received  the  proceeds  of  the  draft. 

It  is  contended  that,  although  it  should 
be  found  that  Thompson  had  no  authority, 
under  his  power  from  Mrs.  Spencer,  to  open 
a  general  account^  as  her  agent,  with  the 
bank,  yet  she,  by  accepting  the  sums  of 
money  advanced  by  the  bank,  and  he,  by  be- 
ginning this  suit,  ratified  such  acts.  As  be- 
fore stated,  there  is  ample  evidence  from 
which  to  support  the  finding  of. the  court 
below  that  this  draft  was  never  received  by 
the  bank  as  a  deposit,  but  for  collection  only, 
and  that  the  bank  merely  advanced  the  sums 
of  money  mentioned  on  the  security  of  this 
draft;  and,  that  being  the  case,  no  question- 
of  ratification  can  arise. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  lower  court  was 
right  in  its  findings  and  judgment ;  that  the 
evidence  discloses  a  sufficient  fund  in  the 
hands  of  the  bank  at  the  time  of  its  failure 
to  pay  this  draft,  and  that  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed, in  the  absence  of  a  showing  to  the 
contrary,  that  the  proceeds  of  this  draft  were 
a  part  of  this  fund:  and  that  the  judgment 
making  this  a  preferred  claim  against  said 
bank,  to  the  extent  of  the  cash  on  hand  at  the 
time  of  such  failure,  is  right.  The  lien  of 
such  claim  extends  to  the  cash  on  hand  at 
the  time  of  such  failure,  including,  however^ 
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the  amount  of  deposit  in  other  banks,  and 
to  no  other  assets  of  the  bank.  We  make 
this  observation  for  the  reason  that  the 
judgment  below  may  be  construed  to  extend 
the  lien  of  Thompson's  claim  to  other  assets 
of  the  bank  than  the  cash  items  alluded  to. 

This  being  a  proceeding  on  appeal,  and 
not  in  error,  the  objection  that  the  lower 
court  erred  in  admitting  the  evidence  of 
Thompson  as  to  what  tSak  place  between 
him  and  Smith,  the  cashier  of  the  bank, — 


Smith  being  now  deceased,— cannot  be  con- 
sidered. However,  the  court  has  carefully 
examined  the  evidence,  and  is  of  the  opinion 
that  the  judgment  is  based  upon  suflicient 
competent  evidence,  aside  from  that  of 
Thompson,  to  sustain  the  judgn^nt. 
Affirmed, 

Petition   for   rehearing   denied  June    18, 
1001. 


NEW  JERSEY  COURT  OF  ERRORS  AND  APPEALS. 


Mary  E.  KOCHER 

V. 

SUPREME  COUNCIL  CATHOLIC  BENEV- 
OLENT LEGION,  Plff.  in  Err. 

*1.  IVhere  the  constitution  and  b^* 
law*  of  a  mntaal  beneflelal  amiocla- 
tlon  limit  the  apjiolntment  of  ICa  oflH- 
eera  and  the  scope  of  their  powers  and  du- 
ties, and  forbid  the  alteration  or  amendmeoL 
of  such  constitution  except  by  the  governing 
body  in  the  mode  therein  provided,  and 
where  the  members  of  such  association  have 
agreed  as  part  of  their  contract  of  member- 
ship to  strictly  comply  with  the  laws,  rules, 
and  regulations  of  the  association,  the  offi- 
cers thereof  have  no  power  to  waive  the 
provisions  of  such  by-laws  as  relate  to  the 
substance  of  the  contract  between  the  In- 
dividual member  and  his  associates  in  their 
corporate  capacity. 

a.  In  a  anit  by  the  wife  of  a  mentber 
of  •nch  an  aaaoelation,  who  was  the 
beneficiary  named  In  the  certificate,  to  recov- 
er the  amount  of  the  death  benefit  named 
therein,  evidence  of  parol  declarations  of  the 
secretary  to  the  plaintiff  waiving  the  pay- 
ment of  assessments  for  death  benefits  re- 
quired by  the  by-laws  until  such  time  as 
she  should  find  out  whether  her  husband  was 
dead  or  alive,  were  admitted  In  evidence  by 
the  trial  Judge  over  objection.  Held,  on  re- 
view, that  this  was  error. 

iDcpue,  Ch.  J„  and  Van  Byckel,  Bogeri,  and 
Krueger,  J  J.,  dis8€Ht.) 

(March  5,  1901.) 

ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  to  review  a 
judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  to  recover  the  amount  alleged 
to  be  due  on  a  mutual  benefit  certificate. 
Reversed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  Clarence  D.  Meyer  for  plaintiff  in 
€Tor. 

*Headnotes  by  Hendbickson,  J. 


Mr,  Samuel  F.  Bigelow,  for  defendant 
in  error : 

Courts  incline  strongly  in  favor  of  a  liberal 
construction  of  stipulations  which  save  con- 
tracts of  insurance  from  forfeiture. 

Holland  v.  Supreme  Council,  O,  of  C,  F,  54 
X.  J.  L.  498,  25  Atl.  367 ;  Carson  v.  Jersey 
City  his,  Co,  43  N.  J.  L.  304,  39  Am.  Rep. 
584 ;  Palmer  v.  Warren  Ins,  Co.  1  Story,  360, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,698 ;  8tonc  v.  United  States 
Casualty  Co.  34  N.  J.  L.  375;  Hartford  F. 
Ins.  Co,  V,  Walsh,  54  111.  164,  5  Am.  Rep. 
115. 

In  the  case  of  benefit  societies  the  contract 
must  be  construed  liberally  to  carry  out  the 
benevolent  object. 

1  Bacon,  Ben.  Soc.  178;  Covenant  Mut. 
Ben,  Asso,  v.  Sears,  114  111.  108,  29  N.  E. 
480. 

One  who  intrusts  authority  to  another  is 
bound  by  all  that  is  done  by  the  agent  within 
the  scope  of  his  apparent  power,  and  cannot 
screen  himself  from  the  consequences  thereof 
upon  the  ground  that  no  authority  was  given 
to  do  the  particular  act. 

Millville  Mut.  Marine  d  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Me- 
olianics'  d  W,  Bldg.  d  L.  Asso,  43  N.  J.  L. 
654. 

Hendriokaon,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  suit  was  brought  by  Mary  E.  Kocher, 
the  plaintiff  below,  against  the  defendant,  an 
incorporated  benevolent  association  located 
at  Brooklyn,  New  York,  to  recover  $1,000, 
claimed  to  be  due  her  as  the  beneficiary 
named  in  a  benefit  certificate  dated  October 
29,  1894,  issued  by  the  association  to  her 
husband,  George  J.  Kocher.  He  was  a  mem- 
ber and  a  second-grade  contributor  to  the 
benefit  fund  of  St.  Brendan  Council  446, 
Catholic  Benevolent  Legion,  located  at  New- 
ark, New  Jersey,  a  subordinate  council  of 
the  defendant  association;  and  this  certifi- 
cate was  issued  to  said  holder  upon  evidence 
received  that  he  was  a  second-grade  contrib- 
utor to  the  benefit  fund  of  said  legion,  and 
upon  condition  that  the  statements  in  his 


Note. — For  authorities  In  this  series  as  to 
waiver  by  agent  of  payment  of  premium  In 
cash,  or  of  default  for  doq payment,  see  New- 
ark Mach.  Co.  V.  Kenton  Ins.  Co.  (Ohio)  22  L. 
R.  A.  768;  Cole  v.  Union  Tent.  L.  Ins.  Co. 
(Wash.)  47  L.  R.  A.  201:  Stewart  v.  Union 
Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  42  L.  R.  A.  147:  Rob- 
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Inson  V.  Continental  Ina  Co.  (Mich.)  C  L.  R. 
A,  95:  Lantz  v.  Vermont  L.  Ins.  Co.  (Pa.)  10 
L.  R.  A.  577 :  and  a  few  cases  in  a  note  to 
PboRniz  Ins.  Co.  v.  Tomhnson  (Ind.)  9  L.  B. 
A.  317,  as  well  as  note  to  Iloose  v.  Prescott 
Ins.  Co.   (Mich.)   11  L.  R.  A.  344 
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application  for  membership  were  true,  and 
that  he  would  strictly  comply  with  the  laws, 
rules,  and  regulations  of  the  l^ion.  The 
controversy  arises  over  the  ruling  of  the 
trial  judge  at  the  Essex  circuit  in  {Emitting 
the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  to  prove  alleged 
parol  declarations  of  the  supreme  secretaiy 
of  the  defendant,  the  effect  of  which  was 
held  to  be  a  waiver  of  the  payments  of  the 
assessments  due  the  benefit  fund  as  required 
by  the  constitution  and  by  the  by-laws  of  the 
defendant  association.  This  feature  of  the 
proofs  arose  in  this  way :  The  husband  dis- 
appeared from  the  city  of  Newark  on  August 
27,  1804,  and  did  not  return  until  October 
16,  1896.  He  was  sick  when  he  returned  un- 
expectedly, and  died  February  20,  1897.  He 
was  in  good  standing  up  to  the  day  he  left, 
and  thereafter  his  wife,  the  beneficiary,  paid 
his  assessments,  which  came  due  on  the  1st 
and  15th  of  each  month,  down  to  February 
16,  1895.  She  did  not  pay  the  assessment 
No.  232,  which  came  due  on  March  1st  suc- 
ceeding, but  the  local  council  advanced  that 
for  the  member.  A  subordinate  council  was 
authorized  by  the  laws  of  the  legion  to  au- 
thorize the  payment  of  a  member's  assess- 
ment as  a  loan  or  gift  from  its  general  fund 
if  actually  paid  in  cash  to  the  collector  with- 
in the  time  prescribed  for  payment.  The 
ne\t  assessment, — 233, — which  fell  due 
March  15,  1895,  ^vas  not  paid.  One  of  the 
laws  of  the  legion  enacted  that  any  member 
failing  to  pay  a  regular  assessment  on  or 
before  the  1st  and  15th  of  each  calendar 
month,  as  therein  provided,  should  stand 
suspended.  There  was  a  subsequent  provi- 
sion that  a  member  of  the  legion  who  was 
suspended,  applying  to  be  reinstated,  must 
pay  the  full  amount  of  arrears  for  dues  and 
fines,  all  assessments  occurring  on  or  before 
the  date  of  the  suspension,  and  all  dues  and 
assessments  or  other  liabilities  which  would 
have  been  charged  against  him  during  the 
period  of  sixty  days  after  his  suspension.  A 
tender  was  made  of  the  unpaid  assessment 
after  the  husband  returned,  which  was  re- 
fused. In  addition,  he  must  also  furnish  the 
council  a  certificate  of  the  medical  examiner, 
showing  his  physical  condition,  and  that  he 
is  a  proper  subject  for  membership.  This 
he  did  not  do.  The  learned  trial  judge  seems 
to  have  rightly  assumed  that  the  suspension 
followed  a  default  in  the  payment  of  the  as- 
sessment when  due,  ex  projyrio  ingore,  with- 
out such  suspension  being  evidenced  by  any 
act  of  the  local  or  supreme  council ;  and  that 
hj  such  suspension  the  member  forfeits  his 
rights  under  his  benefit  certificate.  This  is 
the  true  rule.  Catoir  v.  American  L.  Ins.  d 
T.  Co.  83  N.  J.  L.  487 ;  Rood  v.  Railway  Pass. 
<j9  Freight  Conductors'  Mut,  Ben.  Asso.  31 
Fed.  63;  Hudson  v.  Knickerbocker  L.  Ins. 
Co.  28  N.  J.  Eq.  167.  The  by-law  of  the  su- 
preme council  which  fixes  the  dates  of  pay- 
ments of  the  assessments  adds  that  no  fur- 
ther notice  shall  be  necessary.  Under  such 
a  provision  of  the  by-laws,  notice  of  the  non- 
payment was  not  necessary  to  give  effect  to 
the  suspension  and  forfeiture.  Borgraefc 
V.  Supreme  Lodge,  K.  d  L.  of  E^  22  Mo.  App. 
127-142;  Illinois  Masons*  Benev,  8oc.  v. 
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Bcldwin,  86  111.  479;  Madeira  v.  Merchants^ 
fJxch.  Mut.  Ben.  Soc.  5  McCrary,  258,  IG 
Fed.  749. 

The  trial  judge  also  charged  the  jury  that 
under  the  proofs  he  would  have  no  hesita- 
tion in  directing  a  verdict  for  the  defendant 
but  for  the  plaintiff's  evidence  of  the  parol 
declarations  of  the  supreme  secretary  above 
alluded  to.     This  evidence  waa  admitted  over 
the  defendant's  objection,  and  the  legality  of 
the  ruling  is  the  only  question  we  need  con- 
sider.    This  evidence  was  to  the  effect  that 
the  plaintiff  had  received  information  in  the 
fall  of  1894  which  led  her  to  think  her  hus- 
band was  dead,  but  she  could  not  make  the 
required  proof.     She  continued  paying    the 
assessments  until  February  13,  1895,  when 
she  paid  the  assessment  that  fell  due  on  the 
loth  of  that  month.     She  spoke  to  the  col- 
lector of  the  local  council  as  to  whether  she 
should  continue  paying  the  assessments  and 
dues,  and  what  she  should  do  about  it.     Get- 
ting no  satisfaction  from  him,  she  testified 
that  she  visited  the  supreme  secretary  of  the 
legion  at  Brooklyn  on  one  or  two  different 
occasions,  and  that  in  answer  to  her  inquir- 
ies the  latter  told  her  not  to  bother  about 
either  assessments  or  dues  until  such  time 
as  she  found  out  whether  her  husband  was 
dead  or  alive, — and  that  if,  at  any  time,  she 
found  out  that  he  was  alive,  she  could  come 
to  them,  and  have  him  in  full  benefit  by  pay- 
ing back  dues  and  assessments;  and  that  he 
further  told  her  that  the  suspension  did  not 
amount   to   anything.     Whether   these   con- 
versations occurred   before  or   after   March 
15,    1895,    does   not   clearly   appear.     They 
were  somewhere  near  that  date.     But  the  su- 
preme secretary,  when  called  by  the  defend- 
ant, denied  making  statements  of  the  charac- 
ter attributed  to  him,  or  waiving  in  any  way 
the  payments  of  assessments  when  due.     It 
will  be  observed  that  the  effect  of  the  judge's 
ruling  was   to   permit  the  allei^ed   declara- 
tions of  the  supreme  secretary,  if  proved,  to 
cause  the  by-laws  of  the  legion  to  be  waived 
and  set  aside  in  the  respect  mentioned.     In 
the  constitution  of  the  legion  it  is  declared 
that  the  constitution  of  the  supreme  council 
and  the  laws  governing  the  benefit  fimd  shall 
not  be  altered  or  amended  except  by  a  threo- 
fourths   vote  of  the  members  present  at  a 
regular  meeting  of  the  supreme  council,  etc. 
The  powers  and  duties  of  the  supreme  secre- 
tary, as  defined  in  the  constitution  and  by- 
laws, are  largely  clerical,  connected  with  the 
meetings  of  the  supreme  council,  conducting 
its  correspondence,  etc.;  but  he  is  nowhere 
clothed  with  ppwer  to  waive  or  suspend  any 
of   the   provisions  of   the    constitution    and 
laws  of  the  legion.     The  trial  judge  seems 
to  have  reached  the  conclusion  tnat  this  offi- 
cer had  the  power  to  waive  the  provisions  of 
the  by-laws  in  question  on  the  ground,  as  the 
judge  said  he  thought,  that  under  the  by- . 
laws  such  ofiicer  was  the  general  manager 
of  the  corporation,  and  that  he  was  the  man 
who  represented  the  corporation.     But,  sup- 
posing he  was  such  general  manager,  it  does 
not  follow,  for  that  reason  alone,  that  he 
could,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
waive  the  provisions  of  the  constitution  and 
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by-lawB  in  question.  It  is  true  that  the  law 
of  agency  applies  to  officers  of  corporations, 
and  that,  it  any  officer  of  a  corporation  is 
allowed  to  exercise  general  authority  in  re- 
spect to  the  business  of  the  corporation,  or  a 
particular  branch  of  it,  for  a  considerable 
time,  or,  in  other  words,  if  he  is  held  out  to 
the  world  as  having  authority  in  the  prem- 
ises, th«  corporation  is  bound  by  his  acts  in 
the  same  manner  as  if  the  authority  was  ex- 
pressly granted.  17  Am.  &,  £ng.  Enc.  Law, 
p.  135.  But  this  immunity  is  extended  to 
those  only  dealing  in  good  faith  with  such 
officers,  and  who  do  not  know,  or  are  not 
bound  to  know,  the  limitations  of  their 
pow^er  by  the  provisions  of  the  company's 
charter.  Id.  133-138;  Adriance  v.  Kootne, 
52  Barb.  400.  In  the  present  case  the  plain- 
tiff is  not  in  the  attitude  of  one  dealing  with 
the  corporation  in  good  faith  and  without 
notice.  As  beneficiary  she  had  no  vested  in- 
terest, even,  in  the  benefit  certificate.  A  by- 
law authorized  the  holder  of  it  to  change  the 
beneficiary  at  any  time.  She  was  recog- 
nized, perhaps,  as  an  agent  of  her  husband 
in  paying  the  assessment,  and  she  could  oc- 
cupy a  no  more  favorable  position  than  he  in 
dealing  with  the  corporation.  And  he,  hav- 
inflj  been  a  charter  member  and  former  presi- 
dent of  the  subordinate  council,  must  be  held 
to  have  been  acquainted  with  the  provisions 
of  the  constitution  and  by-laws  of  the  le- 
gion. Besides,  it  is  a  general  principle  that 
persons  entering  mutual  companies  are  pre- 
sumed to  know  the  terms  of  the  charter  and 
by-laws  under  which  they  are  organized. 
Nor  can  the  officers  of  such  associations  dis- 
pense with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  such 
charter  and  by-laws-  unless  they  are  ex- 
pressly authorized  to  do  so.  Belleville  Mut. 
Im,  Co.  V.  Van  Winkle,  12  N.  J.  Eq.  333- 
342;  Hale  v.  Mechanics*  Mut.  F.  Ins,  Co.  6 
Gray,  169,  60  Am.  Dec.  410;  Brewer  v.  Chel- 
sea Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  14  Gray,  203;  Miller  v. 
Hillsborough  Mut.  F.  Assur.  Asso.  42  N.  J. 
Eq.  459,  7  Atl.  895,  44  N.  J.  Eq.  224,  10  Atl. 
106,  14  Atl.  278.  The  officers  of  a  mutual 
association  have  no  power  to  waive  by-laws 
relating  to  the  substance  of  the  contract  be- 
tween an  individual  member  and  his  associ- 
ates in  their  corporate  capacity.  3  Am.  & 
Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  1069;  Niblack,  Mut. 
Ben.  Soc.  2d  ed.  195;  Mulrey  v.  Shawmui 
Mut.  F.  Ins,  Co.  4  Allen,  116,  81  Am.  Dec. 
089;  Evans  v.  Trimountain  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co. 
9  Allen,  329;  McCoy  v.  Roman  Catholic  Mut. 
Ins,  Co.  152  Mass.  272,  25  N.  E.  289 ;  Lyon  v. 
Supreme  Assetnhly,  Royal  Soc.  of  O.  F.  153 


Mass.  83,  20  N.  E.  23G.  Again,  the  constitu- 
tion is  the  fundamental  law  of  these  benevo- 
lent associations,  to  which  all  w^ho  oome 
within  its  operation  must  conform.  Mora- 
wetz,  Priv.  Corp.  2d  ed.  494;  Niblack,  Ben* 
Soc.  2d  ed.  §  14.  There  is  a  class  of  cases 
which  may  perhaps  form  an  exception  to  the 
application  of  the  general  principles  above 
laid  down,  and  that  is  where  a  course  of  deal- 
ing by  officers  and  agents  of  a  corporation 
at  variance  with  the  strict  limitation  of  duty 
has  been  established  by  proof  of  the  usage, 
w=hich  has  been  permitted  to  grow  up  in  the 
transaction  of  its  business,  and  of  the  ac- 
quiescence of  its  managing  officers  charged 
with  the  duty  to  provide  and  control  the 
company's  business.  17  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  §  9;  Niblack,  Ben.  Soc.  2d  ed.  §  192. 
But  whether  the  proof  of  such  usage  or  ap- 
parent authority  would  be  sufficient  to  juh- 
tify  the  evidence  of  waiver  offered  in  this 
case  it  is  unnecessary  to  decide.  The  defend- 
ant association  had  its  supreme  council, 
which  was  its  legislative  body,  and  the  presi- 
dent of  the  supreme  council  was  an  officer  of 
large  powe'rs,  but  subordinate  to  the  council. 
It  is  needless,  I  think,  in  this  case  to  go  into 
the  powers  and  duties  of  the  several  officera 
of  the  legion,  and  endeavor  to  settle  defi- 
nitely which  might  be  properly  said  to  be  the 
managing  officer  of  the  corporation;  for  the 
case  is  absolutely  barren  of  proof  that  there 
was  any  usage  or  practice  of  the  association 
that  permitted  or  sanctioned  any  previous 
acts  of  the  supreme  secretary  or  other  offi- 
cers in  waiving  the  payment  of  assessments 
or  dues  from  members  of  the  legion  under 
any  circumstances.  Isolated  instances  of 
forfeiture  are  insufficient  to  prove  a  cus- 
tom, and  cannot  be  shown  to  overcome  or 
change  the  express  provisions  of  the  contract 
of  insurance.  Niblack,  Ben.  Soc.  2d  ed.  §  536. 
There  is  no  proof  that  the  supreme  secretary 
or  other  officers  had  ever  on  any  previous  oc- 
casion waived  these  or  any  other  provisions 
of  the  constitution  and  by-laws  of  the  legion. 
So  that  it  is  impossible  to  uphold  such  a 
radical  departure  from  duty  as  alleged  on 
the  part  of  the  supreme  secretary  upon  the 
theory  of  usage  or  apparent  authority. 

I  think  it  plain  that  the  refusal  to  over- 
rule this  testimony  as  to  the  parol  declara- 
tions of  the  supreme  secretary  was  error,, 
and  that  for  this  reason  the  judgment  heloto 
should  he  reversed. 

Depve,  Ch.  J.,  and  Van  Syokel,  Bo« 
Sert,  and  Krneger,  JJ.,  dissent. 
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^ReTised    Statntes,    |    0&95,    commonly 
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kaofvit  aM  the  «tramp  lavr,"  whereby 
punishment  Is  prescribed  for  threatening  ta 
do  Injury  to  the  person  of  another  by  a 
tramp,  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  Ohio  Bill 
of  Kightfl,  nor  with  {  26  of  article  2  of  the 
Constltutibn,  nor  with  the  14th  Amendmedt 
to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

(October  16,  1900.) 


Note. — The  constitutionality  of  legislation  I  made  against  one  class  of  people  as  compared 
respecting  crime,  In  which  a  discrimination  Is  I  with  other  people  by  imposing  heavier  pen- 
52  L.  R.  A. 
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EXCEPTIONS  by  the  State  to  rulings  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Scioto 
■County  made  during  the  trial  of  an  indict- 
ment for  violation  of  the  tramp  law  which 
resulted  in  an  acquittal.     Sustained, 

Statement  by  Spear,  J.- 

Timothy  Hogan  was  indicted  for  a  viola- 
tion of  §  6905,  Rev.  Stat.,  commonly  known 
■as  the  "tramp  law."  Hogan's  counsel  inter- 
.  posed  a  demurrer  to  the  indictment,  which 
was  sustained  by  the  court,  and  defendant 
•discharged.  The  prosecuting  attorney  now 
presents  his  bill  of  exceptions  to  such  deci- 
sion, and  asks  the  decision  of  this  court 
thereon,  in  order  to  determine  the  law  to 
govern  in  any  similar  case. 

Mr.  Henry  Bannon,  for  the  State: 

The  clause  in  the  statute  regulating  the 
<*arrying  of  a  firearm  does  not  render  the 
statute  unconstitutional. 

The  offense  of  going  armed  with  a  danger- 
ous weapon  to  the  terror  of  the  people  was 
indictable  at  common  law. 

State  V.  Huntly,  25  N.  C.  (3  Ired.  L.)  418, 
40  Am.  Dec.  416. 

Almost  every  state  provides  a  penalty  for 
the  carrying  of  concealed  weapons,  some 
states  marking  it  a  penalty  to  carry  a  weapon 
whether  concealed  or  not. 

5  Am.  A.  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  729. 

It  is  the  province  of  the  legislature  to  reg- 
ulate the  carrying  of  firearms,  and  enact- 
ments for  that  purpose  are  valid  and  consti- 
tutional. 

Com.  V.  Murphy,  166  Mass.  171,  32  L.  R. 
A.  606,  44  N.  E.  138;  Miller  v.  Texas,  153  U. 
S.  535,  38  L.  ed.  812,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  874; 
Andrews  v.  State,  3  Heisk.  165,  8  Am.  Rep. 
8. 

This  clause  may  be  entirely  omitted  with- 
out affecting  in  the  least  the  other  provi- 
sions of  the  enactment. 

Exchange  Bank  v.  Mines,  3  Ohio  St.  34 ; 
Com.  V.  Clapp,  5  Gray,  97 :  Fisher  v.  McOirr, 
1  Gray,  1,  61  Am.  Dee.  381 ;  Fayette  County 
Treasurei'  v.  People's  rf  D.  Bank,  47  Ohio 
St.  503,  10  L.  R.  A.  196,  25  N!  E.  697. 

Ohio  Rev.  Stat.  §  6995,  is  not  special  or 
class  l^islation. 

State  V.  Schlemmer,  42  La.  Ann.  1166,  10 
L.  R.  A.  135,  8  So.  307 ;  Barhier  v.  Connolly, 
113  U.  S.  27,  28  L.  ed.  923.  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
357;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  d  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Backus,  133  Ind.  513,  18  L.  R.  A.  729,  33  N. 
E.  421;  Sutton  v.  State,  96  Tenn.  696.  33  L. 
R.  A.  589,  36  S.  W.  697 ;  Lehman  v.  McBride, 
15  Ohio  St.  573;  Broicn  v.  State,  38  Ohio  St. 
374. 

It  is  within  the  power  of  the  body  that  leg- 
islates for  the  people  to  determine  whether 
particular  rules  shall  apply  to  all  the  citi- 
zens of  the  state  or  to  a  class  of  its  citizens 
only,  the  limitation  upon  such  power  being 
that  any  distinction  made  by  them  must  be 
bfised  upon  some  reason  which  renders  such 
distinction  important. 


Coolev,  Const.  Lim.  (1868)  391-397; 
souri  P".  R.  Co.  v.  Mackey,  127  U.  S.  205,  32 
L.  ed.  107,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1161;  Walston  v. 
yerin,  128  U.  S.  578,  32  L.  ed.  644,  9  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  192;  Wurts  v.  Hoagland,  114  U.  S. 
606,  29  L.  ed.  229,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1086 ;  A'eic 
York,  N.  H.  <£  H.  R.  Co.  v.  New  York,  165 
U.  S.  628,  41  L.  ed.  853,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  418. 

Vagrants  and  those  following  vicious  pur- 
suits have  always  been  subject  to  legislation. 

State  ex  rel,  Coleman  v.  Maa>cy.  1  McMull. 
L.  501 ;  Roberts  v.  State,  14  Mo.  138,  55  Am. 
Dec.  97;  People  v.  Forbes,  4  Park.  Crim. 
Rep.  611. 

This  statute  is  tbe  proper  exercise  of  the 
police  power  of  the  state  for  the  preservation 
of  public  order  and  to  prevent  offenses 
against  the  state. 

Cooley,  Const.  Law,  p.  309;  Cooley,  Const. 
Lim.  p.  572 :  Stone  v.  Mississippi,  101  U.  S. 
814,  25  L.  ed.  1079;  Barbier  v.  Connolly,  113 
U.  S.  27,  28  L.  ed.  923,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  357- 

The  punishment  imposed  is  not  so  severe 
as  to  shock  public  sentiments 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  330 ;  Re  Kemmler,  136 
U.  S.  436,  34  L.  ed.  519,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
930;  Comelison  v.  Com.  84  Kv.  583,  2  S.  W, 
235. 

Mr.  George  M.  Osbom,  for  defendant: 

All  men  are  by  nature  free  and  independ- 
ent, and  have  certain  inalienable  rights, 
among  which  are  those  of  enjoying  and  de- 
fending life  and  liberty,  acquiring,  possesn- 
ing,  and  protecting  property,  and  seekins; 
and  obtaining  happiness  and  safety. 

Const.  1852,  art.  1,  8  1. 

The  inalienable  right  of  enjoying  liberty 
and  acquiring  property,  guaranteed  by  the 
1st  section  of  the  Bill  of  Rights  of  the"  Con- 
stitution, embraces  the  rio^ht  to  be  free  in 
the  enjoyment  of  our  faculties,  subject  only 
to  such  restraints  as  are  necessary  for  the 
common  welfare. 

Palmer  v.  Tingle,  55  Ohio  St.  423,  45  X. 
E.  313. 

The  right  of  a  citizen  to  the  equal  prote^v 
tion  of  the  law  cannot  be  trampled  under 
foot  under  the  disguise  of  a  police  regula- 
tion. 

State  V.  WalsK  136  Mo.  400.  35  L.  R.  A. 
231,  37  S.  W.  1112;  Paee  y.  Alabama,  106  U. 
S.  583,  27  L.  ed.  207,  1  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  637: 
Leeper  v.  Texas,  139  U.  S.  462,  35  L.  ed.  225. 
11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  577;  Caldwell  v.  Texas,  137 
U.  S.  697,  34  L.  ed.  818,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
224;  Barbier  v.  Connolly,  113  U.  S.  27,  28  L. 
ed.  923,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  357;  Donnell  v. 
State,  48  Miss.  661,  12  Am.  Rep.  376;  Hurt- 
ado  v.  California,  110  U.  S.  516,  28  L.  ed.  232. 
4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  Ill,  292;  United  States  v. 
Crnikshank,  92  U.  S.  542,  23  L.  ed.  588. 

The  natural  rights  of  man  were  recognized 
and  insisted  upon  by  the  founders  of  our 
country  and  the  framers  of  our  Constitu- 
tion as  the  fundamental  basis  of  our  insti- 
tutions. 

Passenger   Cases,  7    How.   282,  12   L.  ed. 


Alties  upon  them.  Is  (ronsldered  In  a  division  of 
the  note  on  equality  of  privileges  and  immun- 
ities and  protection,  which  accompanies  the 
case  of  Louisville  Safety  Vault  ft  T.  Co.  v. 
62  L.  R.  A. 


Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Co.  (Ky.)  14  L.  R.  A.  on 
page  584:  also  State  v.  Workman  (W.  Ta.>  14 
L.  R.  A.  600. 
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702;  Slaughter-ffouae  Cases,  16  Wall.  36,  21 
L.  ed.  394;  Ex  parte  Falk,  42  Ohio  St.  638. 

When  a  state  has,  by  a  general  law,  cre- 
ated a  crime  and  fixed  the  maximum  of  its 
punishment  a  special  statute  operating  only 
in  localities,  or  upon  particular  individuals, 
whereby,  for  no  perceptible  reason,  the  same 
identical  crime,  which  exists  in  the  viola- 
tion of  a  statute  applicable  to  the  whole 
fitate,  can  therein,  or  in  those  persons,  be 
punished  with  double  the  severity  that  it 
could  be  elsewhere  in  the  same  state,  is  with- 
in the  constitutional  prohibition. 

State  ex  rel.  Oarvcy  v.  Whittaker  (La. 
Ann.)  35  L.  K.  A.  561,  and  note;  Re  Bayard, 
25  Hun,  549,  61  How.  Pr.  294;  Johnson  v. 
Waukesha  County,  64  Wis.  281,  25  N.  W.  7; 
^toutenhurgh  v.  Fratsier,  16  App.  D.  C.  229, 
48  L.  R.  A.  220;  Wilkinson  v.  Leland,  2  Pet. 
627,  7  L.  ed.  542;  Terrett  ▼.  Taylor,  9 
Cranch,  43,  3  L.  ed.  650. 

The  legislature  may  not,  under  the  guise  of 
protecting  the  public  interests,  arbitrarily 
interfere  with  the  private  bu«iness,  or  im- 
pose unusual  and  unnecessary  restrictions 
upon  lawful  occupations. 

Lawton  v.  Steele,  152  U.  S.  133,  38  L.  ed. 

385,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  499;  Yick  Wo  v.  Hop- 
kins, 118  U.  S.  356,  30  L.  ed.  220,  6  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  1064;  Minneapolis  d  8t.  L,  R.  Co.  v. 
Beckioith,  129  U.  S.  26,  32  L.  ed.  585,  9  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  207 ;  Hayes  v.  Missouri,  120  IT.  S. 
€8,  30  L.  ed.  578,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  350 ;  Dun- 
can V.  Missouri,  152  U.  S.  377,  38  L.  ed. 
485,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  570;  Booking  Valley 
Coal  Co.  V.  Rosser,  53  Ohio  St.  12,  29  L.  R.  A. 

386,  41  N.  E.  263;  State  eoo  rel.  Schwartz  v. 
Ferris,  53  Ohio  St.  314,  30  L.  R.  A.  218,  41 
N.  E.  579;  State  v.  Hinman,  65  N.  H.  103, 
18  Atl.  194,  23  Am.  St  Rep.  22,  and  note. 

Spear,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  ground  of  the  demurrer  is  the  al- 
leged invalidity  of  the  statute  on  which  the 
prosecution  is  based.  That  statute  (Rev. 
Stat.  §  0995)  is:  "Whoever,  except  a  fe- 
male or  blind  person,  not  being  in  the  county 
in  which  he  usually  lives  or  has  his  home,  is 
found  going  about  begging  and  asking  sub- 
sistence by  charity,  shall  be  taken  and 
deemed  to  be  a  tramp ;  any  tramp  who  enters 
a  dwelling  house,  or  yard  or  inclosure  about 
a  dwelling  house,  against  the  will  or  without 
the  permission  of  the  owner  or  occupant 
thereof,  or  does  not,  when  requested,  imme- 
diately leave  such  place,  or  is  found  carrying 
a  firearm,  or  other  dangerous  weapon,  or 
^oes  or  threatens  to  do  any  injury  to  the  per- 
son or  real  or  personal  property  of  another, 
shall  be  imprisoned  in  the  penitentiary  not 
more  than  three  years  nor  less  than  one 
year;  and  any  person  may,  upon  view  of  any 
such  offense,  apprehend  such  offender,  and 
take  him  before,  a  justice  of  the  peace,  or  oth- 
er examining  officer,  for  examination."  It 
is  contended  that  the  section  contravenes  our 
bill  of  ri<?hts,  and  §  26  of  article  2  of  the 
Constitution,  and  the  14th  Amendment  to 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  The 
indictment  is:  "That  Timothy  Hogan,  late 
of  the  county  of  Scioto  aforesaid,  on  the  4th 


day  of  January,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1900, 
in  the  county  of  Scioto  aforesaid,  not  being 
then  and  there  a  female  person,  and  not  be- 
ing then  and  there  a  blind  person,  and  not 
being  then  and  there  in  the  county  in  which 
he  usually  lives  and  has  his  home,  and  being 
then  and  there  found  going  about  begging  and 
asking  subsistence  by  charity,  and  being  then 
and  there  a  tramp,  did  unlawfully  and  pur- 
posely threaten  to  do  an  injury  to  the  ^rson 
of  another,  to  wit,  to  the  person  of  Ferdi- 
nand C.  ^Searl,  Jr.,  contrary  to  the  form  of 
the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
and  against  the  peace  and  dignity  of  the 
state  of  Ohio."  It  will  be  noted  that  the  spe- 
cific charge  is  that  the  defendant,  being  a 
tramp,  did  unlawfully  and  purposely  threat- 
en to  do  an  injury  to  the  person  of  another. 
Qur  inquiry  is  therefore  specially  directed  to 
the  sufficiency  of  the  indictment  and  the  va- 
lidity of  the  statute  as  to  the  acts  charged, 
and  the  right  of  the  state  to  prohibit  and 
punish  them  as  prescribed.  In  brief,  the 
claim  against  the  law  is  that  it  deprives  per- 
sons of  liberty  without  due  process  of  law, 
and  denies  to  them  the  equal  protection  of 
the  laws,  and  deprives  them  of  the  right  of 
seeking  and  obtaining  happiness  and  safety ; 
that  it  is  an  act  of  a  general  nature  but  not 
of  uniform  operation  throughout  the  state; 
and  that  it  subjects  the  accused  to  a  cruel 
and  unusual  punishment.  And  it  is  spe- 
cifically urged  that  the  act  does  not  operate 
uniformly,  because  it  provides  a  punishment 
for  an  offense  committed  in  one  county  dif- 
ferent from  punishment  for  a  like  act  com- 
mitted in  another,  inasmuch  as  the  offense 
of  threatening  to  do  injury  to  the  person  or 
property  of  another  in  a  county  other  than 
that  of  the  residence  of  the  accused  may  be 
punished  by  incarceration  in  the  penitenti- 
ary, while,  if  done  in  the  county  of  his  resi- 
dence, it  is,  at  most,  a  misdemeanor. 

It  is  conceded  that  the  law  is  of  a  general 
nature.  The  test  of  uniform  operation,  and 
.with  respect  to  the  required  conformity  to 
the  "law  of  the  land,"  and  to  the  requirement 
of  "due  process  of  law,"  seems  to  be  that  if 
the  law  under  consideration  operates  equally 
upon  all  who  come  within  the  class  to  be 
affected,  embracing  all  persons  who  are  or 
may  be  in  like  situation  and  circumstances, 
and  the  designation  of  the  class,  is  reasona- 
ble, not  unjust  or  capricious  or  arbitrary, 
but  based  upon  a  real  distinction,  the  law 
does  operate  uniformly,  and  if,  added  to  this, 
the  law  is  enforced  by  usual  and  appropriate 
methods,  the  requirement  as  to  "due  process 
of  law"  is  satisfied.  As  said  by  Mr.  Justice 
Field  in  Dent  v.  West  Virginia,  129  U.  S. 
114,  32  L.  ed.  623,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  231,  such 
"legislation  is  not  open  to  the  charge  of  de- 
priving one  of  his  rights  without  due  process 
of  law,  if  it  be  general  in  its  operation  upon 
the  subjects  to  which  it  relates,  and  is  en- 
forceable in  the  usual  modes  .  .  . 
adapted  to  the  nature  of  the  case."  It  is  not 
essential  that  it  operate  upon  all  the  inhabi- 
tants of  the  state,  nor  is  it  an  objection  that 
it  distinguishes  a  class.  In  the  very  nature 
of  things,  the  law  must,  in  dealing  with  per- 
sons and  property  and  governmental  divi* 
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sions,  group  persona  or  objects  having  simi- 
lar attributes  into  classes,  and  the  general 
Assembly  must  legislate   appropriately   for 
each;  and  unless  it  is  made  manifest  that 
such  legislation  is  directly  forbidden  by  the 
Constitution,  or  the  attempted  classification 
is  purely  arbitrary,  unreasonable,  unjust,  or 
capricious,  the  power  of  the  general  assembly 
to  thus  classify  cannot  be  successfully  chal- 
lenged/   Nor  is  it  an  objection  to  a  penal 
statute  that  it  does  not  apply  to  all  persons 
who  might  by  any  possibility  commit  the  act 
interdicted.     It  is  for  the  legislature  to  de- 
termine how  far  to  go  in  order  to  afford  the 
desired   protection  to   society.     The  exemp- 
tion of  some,  w^here  it  does  not  interfere  with 
the  rights  of  others,  is  not  open  to  objection 
on  constitutional  grounds.     The  principle  is 
illustrated  in  the  statute  under  review.     Fe- 
males  and  blind  persons  are  not  included 
within  its  terms.     This,   presumably,   from 
considerations  of  humanity,  but  principally 
because  but  little,  if  any,  danger  is  threat- 
ened from  such;  and  this  exemption  has  not 
met  with  objection  in  this  case.     The  act  in 
question  undertakes  to  define  a  tramp  or  va- 
grant, by  stating  what  acts  shall  constitute 
such  character.     It  is,  in  the  main,  the  old 
method  of  describing  a  vagrant,  and  vagran- 
cy, time  out  of  mind,  has  been  deemed  a  con- 
dition  calling   for   special   statutory   provi- 
sions ;  i.  e.  such  as  may  tend  to  suppress  the 
mischief  and  protect  society.     These  provi- 
sions rest  upon  the  economic  truth  that  in- 
dustry is  necessary  for  the  preservation  of 
society,  and  that  he  who,  being  able  to  work, 
and  not  able  otherwise  to  support  himself, 
deliberately  plans  to  exist  by  the  labor  of 
others,  is  an  enemy  to  society  and  to  the  com- 
monwealth.     The  statute  applies   to  all   of 
the  class  described,  no  matter  where  in  the 
sta'e  they  may  be  found.     It  does  not  sub- 
ject any  coming  within  the  designation  to  a 
different  restriction,  or  accord  to  anv  a  dif- 
ferent  privilege   under  like  conditions.     So 
that,  unless  there  is  controlling  force  in  the 
objection  that  the  statute  seeks  to  punish  an 
offense  committed  in  one  county  in  a  differ- 
ent way  from  a  like  offense  committed  in  an- 
other eounty,  the  law  cannot  be  held  wanting 
in  uniformity  of  operation.     If  the  rule  is 
that  every  criminal  acl  of  similar  nature  or 
character  nuJst  meet  with  like  condemnation 
and  ^  like    punishment,   without    respect    to 
whether  the  circumstances  under  which  it  is 
committed  are  the  same  or  are  different,  then 
the  statute  in  question  cannot  be  maintained. 
But   is  that  the  rule?     Is  it  not  manifest 
that  a  criminal  act  committed  under  some 
circumstances  and  in  some  situations  may  be 
followed     by    consequences    infinitely    more 
serious  than  if  committed  under  different  cir- 
cumstances?    Take   the   crime    of    forcibly 
breaking  into  a  dwelling  house  with  intent 
to  steal  or  commit  a  felony.     If  done  in  the 
night  season,  it  is  burglary  and  punished  ac- 
cordingly.    If  in  the  day  season,  it  is  pun- 
ished otherwise,  and  always  has  been.     At 
least,  the  distinction  in  the  two  offenses  has 
always    been    observed.     Why?     There     can 
hardly  be  any  difference  between  them  as  to 
moral  turpitude.     The  reason  is  simply  that 
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the  consequences  as  to  injury  to  persons,  by 
bodily  harm  to  the  inmates  of  the  house  or 
by  terrorizing  them,  are  immensely  greater 
in  the  one  case  than  in  the  other,  and  the 
chances  of  detection  less.  Shall  the  burglar 
be  heard  to  complain  because  he  is  punished 
with  more  severity  than  the  mere  house- 
breaker ?  Again  we  have  a  statute  ( §  7024 ) 
making  it  a  penitentiary  offense  for  a  teach- 
er to  have  sexual  intercourse  with  any  pupil 
with  her  consent  while  under  his  instruction, 
and  this  without  respect  to  the  age  of  either. 
Shall  a  seducer  who  offends  against  this  stat- 
ute be  heard  to  say  that  he  should  not  be 
punished,  because  another  man,  not  a  teach- 
er, had  he  accomplished  the  ruin  of  the 
same  woman,  would  have  gone  scot-free? 
Hardly.  One  Brown  made  that  plea  to  this 
court,  but  the  court  (Broicn  v.  State^  38 
Ohio  St.  374)  refused  to  entertain  it,  and 
held  the  law  to  be  valid.  Here,  too,  the  mor- 
al turpitude  may  not  be  greater,  but  there  is 
an  essential  difference  in  the  condition  of  the 
parties.  The  opportunity  for  winning  trust, 
confidence,  and  influence  is  likely  to  be  much 
greater  in  the  one  case  than  in  the  other. 
Hence  a  similar  act  by  the  one  is  severely 
punished,  while,  if  bj'  another,  no  criminal 
punishment  may  follow. 

The  distinction  sought  to  be  drawn  is  il- 
lustrated further  by  the  United  States  stat- 
utes relating  to  mutiny,   piracy,  the  slave 
trade,  and  other  offenses  upon  the  high  seas 
(§§  5359-5384,  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.).     Piracy, 
by  the  law  of  nations,  is  any  robbery  or  for- 
cible depredation  on  the  high  seas 'without 
lawful  authority,  done  animo  furandi;  and 
offenses  against  this  law,  w'here  the  party  is 
brought  into  or  found  in  the  United  States, 
are  punished  by  death.     Congress,  under  au- 
thority of  article  1,  §  8,  of  the  Constitution, 
has  further  defined  and  provided  for  the  pun- 
ishment of  piracy;  and,  by  the  provisions  of 
the  sections  referred  to,  robbery  on  the  high 
seas   is  made  piracy,  and   punishable  with 
death.     So,  too,  any  captain  or  mariner  who 
piratically  and  feloniously  runs  away  with 
a  vessel,  or  any  goods  or  merchandise  there- 
on, of  the  ^-aluo  of  $50,  or  voluntarily  yields 
such  vessel  to  pirates,  or  any  seaman  who 
forcibly  endeavors  to  hinder  his  commander 
from  defending  the  ship  or  goods,  or  makes 
revolt  in  the  ship,  shall  be  adjudged  a  pirate 
and  suffer  death.     So,  too,  any  person  who, 
on    the   high    seas,   wilfully   and    corruptly 
casts  away  or  otherwise  destroys  any  vessel 
of  which  he  is  the  owner  in  whole  or  in  part,, 
with  intent  to  injure  an  owner,  underwriter, 
or  merchant  having  goods  thereon,  and  any 
person,  not  being  an  owner,  who  on  the  high 
seas  wilfully  and   corruptly  casts  away  or 
otherwise  destroys  any  vessel  to  which  he 
belongs,  the  property  of  any  citizen,  shall 
suffer    death.     So.    in   regard   to   the    slave 
trade,  it  is  provided  that  anyone,  being  of 
the  crew  of  any  foreign  vessel  engaged  in 
the  slave  trade,  or  of  any  vessel  owned,  in 
whole  or  in  part,  or  navigated  by,  any  citi- 
zen,   who    forciblv    confines   or    detains    on 
hoard  such  vessel  any  negro  or  mulatto,  with 
intent   to   make   such    negro   or   mulatto   il. 
slave,  or  offers  to  sell  such  person,  or  any- 
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where  on  tide  water  transfers  to  any  vessel 
such  person,  or  delivers  on  shore  from  on 
board  such  vessel  such  person,  with  intent 
to  make  sale  of  such  person,  and  whoever,  be- 
ing of  such  crew,  seizes  any  negro  or  mulatto 
with  intent  to  make  such  person  a  slave,  or 
decoys  or  forcibly  brings  or  carries  or  re- 
ceives such  person  from  such  offender,  is  a 
pirate,  and   shall   suffer  death.     Acts  of  a 
similar  nature,   but  of  less   turpitude,   are 
punished  by  heavy  fines  or  by  imprisonment 
at  hard  labor  from  two  to  seven  years,  or 
both.    Has  anyone  ever  heard  of  a  jack  tar 
accused  of  mutiny,  or  a  captain  of  piracy, 
or  a  miscreant  engaged  in  the  slave  trade, 
successfully  maintaining  that  because  insub- 
ordination by  an  employee  on  the  land,  or 
robbery,  or  the  dealing  in  human  flesh,  is 
punished  in  a  different  manner  or  with  less 
severity,  or  not  punished  at  all,  is  a  reason 
why  he  should  not  be  convicted  and  have  his 
miserable  existence  terminated  on  the  gal- 
lows or  at  the  yard-arm?     And  yet  every 
one  familiar  with  criminal  law  will  at  once 
recognize   the   enormous   difference  between 
the  punishment  meted  out  under  these  sec- 
tions and  that  inflicted  upon  persons  guilty 
of  offenses  of  like  nature  within   domestic 
waters  or  on  land,  and  it  must  be  manifest 
that  the  ground  for  distinction  is  found  in 
the  differing  circumstances.     One  prominent 
consideration     moving  -to    the    legislation, 
doubtless,   was   that   piracy   and   the   slave 
trade  were  offenses,  not  only  against  humani- 
ty, but  against  civilization,  committed  un- 
der circumstances  making  successful  resist- 
ance by  the  intended  victim  next  to  impos- 
sible, and  detection  and  apprehension  of  the 
guilty  party  extremely  difficult.     Piracy  had 
become    an     organized    system    of   robbery, 
often,  nay  generally,  involving  murder,  and 
extending  in  its  operation  over  the  whole 
plo-be;   and  the  slave  trade,  a  system  even 
worse,   combining,    as     it   did,     remorseless 
^reed  and  barbarous  cruelty  inflicted  upon 
scores   and   hundreds    of   innocent  victims. 
And  the  intent  of  the  law  was  not  and  is  not 
so  much  to  punish  or  reform  the  individual 
ofTender,  as  it  is  to  break  up  and  destroy  the 
practice.     To  accomplish  this,  it  was  matter 
of  stern  necessity  to  make  all  participation 
in  any  act  which  in  its  nature  aided  the  main 
purpose  a  grave,  and  usually  a  capital,  of- 
fense, punishable  with  unusual  severity,  and 
tc'hnical  objections  could  not  be  allowed  to 
stand  in  the  way  of  the  great  purpose  to  be 
accomplished. 

Does  it  not  seem  that,  in  principle,  we 
liave  a  parallel  case?  Speaking  of  the  class, 
the  genus  tramp,  in  this  country,  is  a  public 
enemy.  Tie  is  numerous,  and  he  is  danger- " 
ous.  He  is  a  nomad,  a  wanderer  on  the  face 
4->f  the  earth,  with  his  hand  against  every 
lionest  man,  woman,  and  child,  in  so  far  as 
■fchey  do  not  promptly  and  fully  supply  his 
<3eiTiand8.  He  is  a  thief,  a  robber,  often  a 
TTiurderer,  and  always  a  nuisance.  He  does 
xiot  belong  to  the  working  classps,  but  is  an 
idler.  He  dors  not  work,  because  he  de- 
£%pises  work.  It  is  a  fixed  principle  with  him 
-t-hat,  come  what  may.  he  will  not  work.  He 
is  so  low  in  the  scale  of  humanity  that  he  is 
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without  that  not  uncommon  virtue  among 
the  low,  of  honor  among  thieves.  He  will 
steal  from  a  fellow  tramp,  if  in  need  of  what 
that  fellow  has,  and  will  resort  to  violence 
when  that  is  necessary.  So  numerous  has 
the  class  become  that  the  members  may  be 
said  to  overrun  the  improved  parts  of  the 
country,  especially  the  more  thickly- settled 
portions.  They  beat  their  way  upon  rail- 
roads and  other  lines  of  communication,  and 
resent  with  vicious  violence  any  attempt  on 
the  part  of  the  railroad  employees  and  oth- 
ers to  drive  them  off.  They  plod  through  the 
rural  districts,  appearing  suddenly  at  farm 
houses,  and  other  houses  where  it  is  proba- 
ble that  unprotected  women  and  children 
may  be  found,  and  brutally  coerce  compli- 
ance with  their  denjands  for  food,  or  what- 
ever else  they  may  desire,  terrorizing  the 
people,  and  adding  still  further  discourage- 
ments to  life  in  isolated  places.  It  will  not 
be  understood  that  there  may  not  be  differ- 
ences in  tramps.  There  may  be.  Some  may 
be  less  worthless  and  vicious  than  others. 
But  all  pirates  were  not  alike  brutal  and 
bloody.  We  read  of  one  who  is  said  to  have 
been  "as  mild  mannered  a  man  as  ever  scut- 
tled, a  ship  or  cut  a  throat."  Yet  they  are 
all  denounced  alike  as  pirates.  A  specially 
discouraging  feature  of  the  tramp  life  is 
that  it  offers  captivating  attractions  to  a 
class  of  idle  young  men,  usually  dissipated, 
who  become  restive  under  control,  and  join 
the  tramp  army  in  part  from  a  craving  for 
new  scenes  and  daring  adventures,  and  a  li- 
cense which  is  denied  them  in  the  home 
neighborhoods.  They  may  at  first  be  some- 
what guarded  in  conduct,  but  that  quite  soon 
disappears,  and  they  become  as  importunate 
and  reckless  as  the  oldest  vagrant.  Al- 
though not  connected  by  any  tie  which  in- 
sures honorable  treatment  one  of  another, 
the  tramps  nevertheless  have  sufficient  or- 
ganization to  maintain  a  code  of  signs  by 
which  those  who  follow  may  know  the  treat- 
ment received  by  those  who  have  shortly  be- 
fore preceded,  and  to  be  advised  of  places  for 
common  rendezvous.  Tliey  thus  are  able  to 
avoid  locations  where  the  citizens  resolutely 
refuse  them,  or  where  the  laws  are  rigidly 
enforced,  and  confine  their  depredations  to 
sections  where  the  people  meekly  submit,  and 
are  enabled  to  congregate,  and  they  do  con- 
gregate, in  such  numbers  at  agreed  points  as 
to  become  a  source  of  serious  menace  to  the 
peace  and  good  order  of  such  neighhorlioods. 
The  whole  system  has  become  so  gross  an 
abuse  as  to  require  the  strong  hand  of  the 
law  for  its  suppression,  and  the  abuse  is  so 
patent  that  courts  cannot  properly  refuse  to 
take  judicial  notice  of  it.  It  is  to  be  con- 
stantly borne  in  mind  that  the  act  in  ques- 
tion is  intended  to  afford  some  adequate  se- 
curity to  the  public  against  dangers  to  be  ap- 
prehended from  the  class  described,  all  of 
whom,  from  their  want  of  honest  employ- 
ment, or  from  their  vicious  pursuits,  may 
well  be  considered  as  dangerous  to  society. 
This  security  cannot  be  obtained  by  attempts 
at  enforcing  this  or  any  law,  if  the  efforts 
of  the  prosecuting  officers  in  the  interest  of 
the  people  are  to  be  overborne  by  technical 
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and  unsubstantial  objections.  This  much  as 
to  the  necessity  of  some  law.  Whj  not  this 
law?  Is  there  not  sufficient  difference  be- 
tween the  condition  and  opportunity  of  a 
pauper  in  his  own  county,  and  the  same  char- 
acter abroad,  and  between  the  situation  of 
the  people  of  the  county  where  the  pauper 
resides  and  those  of  distant  neighborhoods, 
to  warrant  a  legal  distinction?  In  the  coun- 
ty of  his  residence  the  pauper,  when  in  ne- 
cessitous circumstances  and  unable  to  sup- 
ply his  own  physical  needs, — and  he  is  often 
in  that  condition, — has  the  legal  right  to 
call  upon  the  poor  authorities  for  support, 
and  those  authorities  have  the  right  and  the 
power  to  use  the  proper  public  funds  for 
that  purpose.  Ordinarily  such  persons  be- 
come quite  well  known,  and  the  people  are 
less  apt  to  be  terrified  5y  them  and  induced 
through  fear  to  yield  to  their  demands,  than 
where  they  are  strangers;  and  the  paupers 
themselves  are  much  less  likely  to  become 
rutTians  when  at  home  and  comparatively 
isolated  than  when  they  have  burned  their 
bridges,  so  to  speak,  and  started  on  a  tramp 
in  pastures  new,  and  joined  their  fortunes 
with  others  of  like  ilk.  In  short,  tramping 
makes  a  different  character  of  the  same  per- 
son. And  why  may  they  not,  when  thus 
grouped,  be  regarded  as  a  class?  The  grant 
of  legislative  power  by  §  1  of  article  2  of 
our  Constitution  is  as  ample  as  that  given 
Congress  by  the  Federal  Constitution  as  to 
piracy,  and  we  deem  the  power  broad  enough 
to  warrant  the  general  assembly  in  consti- 
tuting the  tramp  a  class  by  himself,  and  leg- 
islating for  his  suppression. 

The  objection  that  the  act  prescribes  a 
cruel  and  unusual  punishment  we  think  not 
well  taken.  Imprisonment  at  hard  labor  is 
neither  cruel  nor  unusual.  It  may  be  severe, 
in  the  given  instance,  but  that  is  a  question 
for  the  lawmaking  power.  Re  Kemmlei% 
136  U.  S.  436,  34  L.  ed.  519,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
930;  Comelison  v.  Com.  84  Ky.  583,  2  S.  W. 
235.  The  punishment,  to  be  effective,  should 
be  such  as  will  prove  a  deterrent.  The 
tramp  cares  nothing  for  a  jail  sentence. 
Often  he  courts  it.  A  workhouse  sentence  is 
less  welcome,  but  there  are  but  few  work- 
houses in  the  state.  A  penitentiary  sentence 
is  a  real  punishment.  There  he  has  to  work, 
and  cannot  shirk. 

But  it  is  insisted  that  the  bill  of  rights  is 
infringed,  because  the  act  forbids  the  tramp 
to  bear  arms.  The  question  was  not  in- 
volved in  this  prosecution,  but  we  see  no  real 
diificulty  in  it.  The  constitutional  right  to 
bear  arms  is  intended  to  guarantee  to  the 
people,  in  support  of  just  government,  such 
right,  and  to  afford  the  citizen  means  for  de- 
fense of  self  and  property.  While  this  se- 
cures to  him  a  right  of  which  he  cannot  be 
deprived,  it  enjoins  a  duty  in  execution  of 
which  that  right  is  to  be  exercised.  If  he 
employs  those  arms  which  he  ought  to  wield 
for  the  safety  and  protection  of  his  country, 
his  person,  and  his  property,  to  the  annoy- 
ance and  terror  and  danger  of  its  citizens,  his 
acts  find  no  vindication  in  the  bill  of  rights. 
That  piuaranty  was  never  intended  as  a  war- 
rant for  vicious  persons  to  carry  weapons 
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with  which  to  terrorize  others.  Going 
armed  with  unusual  and  dangerous  weapons, 
to  the  terror  of  the  people,  is  an  offense  ax 
common  law.  A  man  may  carry  a  gun  for 
any  lawful  purpose,  for  business  or  amuse- 
ment, but  he  cannot  go  about  with  that  or 
any  other  dangerous  weapon  to  terrify  and 
alarm  a  peaceful  people.  Knight's  C<ue,  3 
Mod.  117;  State  v.  Huntly,  25  X.  C.  (3  Ired. 
L.)  418,  40  Am.  Dec.  416;  State  t.  RotefL, 
80  N.  C.  701.  And  statutes  punishing  suck 
offenses  are  constitutional.  Galvin  v.  Stmde^ 
6  Coldw.  284;  Andrews  v.  State,  3  Eeisk. 
ICo,  8  Am.  Rep.  8. 

Statutes  intended  to  suppress  the  tramp 
nuisance  have  been  enacted  by  a  number  of 
tlie  states  of  the  Union,  notably,  VermoBt, 
New  Hampshire,  Massachusetts,  Rhode  Is- 
land, Pennsylvania,  Indiana,  Iowa,  and  Wis- 
consin. These  statutes  are  like  that  of 
Ohio,  so  far  as  classification  is  concerned, 
and  nearly  all  prescribe  a  like  punishmeat. 
All  do  not  make  a  distinction  between  acts 
committed  in  a  county  in  which  the  tramp 
does  not  reside  and  similar  ones  in  the  cc>un- 
ty  of  his  residence,  but  most  do.  The  validi- 
ty of  the  Wisconsin  statute  is  doubted  ia 
Johnson  v.  Waukesha  County,  64  Wis.  2Sl, 
25  N.  W.  7,  but  apparently  sustained  in  If  u*-- 
phy  V.  State,  86  Wis.  626,  57  X.  W.  361. 
That  of  Pennsylvania,  where  punishment  is 
committal  for  not  more  than  one  year  in  a 
workhouse,  is  apparently  sustained  in  Com, 
ex  rel.  Wai'ncr  v.  Gill,  7  W.  K.  C.  557.  To 
what  extent  these  acts  have  been  sustained 
or  invalidated  bv  decisions  in  the  other 
states,  we  are  not  apprised,  but  the  enact- 
ments themselves  indicate  that  the  legisla- 
tures of  those  states  have  considered  that  the 
situation  calls  for  stringent  measures  of  sup- 
pre«;sion. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  law  in  question 
is  one  calculated  to  secure  the  repose  ami 
peace  of  society,  and  that  it  is  not  open  to 
the  objections  made  against  it. 

Exceptions  sustained. 


BOARD  OF  EDTXATIOy  of  Bath    Town- 
ship, Allen  County,  Plff.  in  Err^ 

V. 

James  C.  TO^VNSEXD. 

(63  Ohio  St.  514.) 

*1.  Inevitable  accident  'vrlll  not  cx- 
cnse  the  performance  of  a  contracu  wbeir 
Its  essential  purposes  are  still  capable  K>t 
Bubstantlal  accomplishment,  though  literal 
performance  has  become  physically  Imp<»si- 
ble. 

2.     'Wbcn  tlie  party  baa  one  or  tbe  otber 

*Headnote8  by  the  Court. 

Note. — For  effect  of  Intervening  impossibility 
to  perform  contract  as  a  relief  from  the  oblijEa- 
tlon,  see,  In  this  series,  Stewart  ▼.  Stone  <X. 
Y.)  14  L.  R.  A.  215.  and  note:  Parker  r.  Ha- 
comber  <R.  I.)  16  L.  R.  A.  858 ;  Anderson  ▼. 
L.  L.  May  &  Co.  (Minn.)  IT  L.  R.  A.  555: 
Remy  v.  Olds  (Cal.)  21  L.  R.  A.  645:  and  P«- 
gra  T.  Wheeler  (Or.)  21  L.  R,  A.  726. 
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of  two  mode*  of  performing  a  contract, 
and  one  a£  them  becomea  imposalble  by  the 
act  of  God,  he  la  bound  to  perform  it  In  the 
other  mode. 

S.  A  party  -will  not  be  relieved  front 
the  oblltfatlons  arlslnv  from  bis  eon« 
tract  when  he  has  received  and  retains  the 
consideration  for  hia  unfal filled  promise. 

4.  'Wbere,  In  consideration  of  tbe  con- 
-veyance  by  a  board  of  education  of 
a  lot  on  which  was  situated  a  schoolhouse 
and  other  buildings  suitable  for  a  public 
school,  tbe  vendee  agreed  to  convey  to  the 
tK>ard  another  lot,  then  vacant,  and  to  re- 
move, reconstruct,  and  rebuild  thereon  the 
schoolhouse,  so  that  It  would  be  in  a  suitable 
and  proper  condition  for  school  purposes, 
it  is  not  a  defense  to  an  action  for  damages 
for  failure  to  perform  the  contract  with  re- 
spect to  the  schoolhouse  that  it  was  blown 
down  by  a  storm,  and  could  not,  on  that  ac- 
count, be  removed  as  a  standing  building. 
Tbe  contract  was  nevertheless  capable  of  sub- 
stantial performance. 

{Davis,  J.,  di$$€nt$.) 

(December  18,  1900.) 

T^  RROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Allen 
Jj  County  to  review  a  judgment  affirming 
a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  the  cost  of  erecting  a  schoolhouse 
which  defendant  had  contracted  to  erect  but 
failed  to  do.     Reversed. 

The  facts  arc  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Cable  A  Farmenter,  for  plain- 
tiff in  error: 

The  contract  clearly  shows  that  the  mat- 
ter of  this  contingency  of  the  "house  falling 
down"'  or  being  destroyed  was  within  the  con- 
templation of  the  parties  at  the  time,  and  the 
contract  makes  it  incumbent  upon  the  de- 
fendant, not  only  to  remove  the  building, 
but  to  rebuild  and  reconstruct  it,  which  lan- 
iruage  would  never  have  been  used  if  the  par- 
ties had  not  contemplated  this  possibility. 
Defendant  did  not  provide  in  his  contract 
that  he  was  not  to  perform  it  in  event  the 
building  by  unavoidable  accident  was  de- 
stroyed before  he  began  the  removal.  He  is 
not  excused  because  of  the  act  of  God,  since 
it  is  his  contract  obligation,  and  in  his  con- 
tract he  did  not  provide  against  such  a  con- 
tingency.      , 

Meriircthcr  v.  Lowndes  County,  89  Ala. 
3G2.  7  So.  198. 

The  meaning  of  "repair"  as  defined  by 
the  decisions  is  "to  rebuild." 

Taylor,  Land.  &  T.  8th  ed.  §  357. 

The  act  of  God  will  excuse  the  not  doing 
a  thing  where  the  law  had  created  the  duty, 
but  never  where  it  is  created  by  positive  and 
absolute  contract  of  the  party. 

Hohool  Dist.  A'o.  1  v.  Dauchy,  6  Conn.  530, 
68  Am.  Dec.  371;  Tompkins  v.  Dudley,  25 
N.  Y.  272,  82  Am.  Dec.  349. 

When  one  of  two  innocent  parties  must 
Bustain  a  loss,  the  law  casts  it  upon  him 
who  agreed  to  sustain  it,  or  rather,  the  law 
leaves  it  where  the  agreement  of  the  parties 
hajs  put  it. 

Tompkins  v.  Dudley,  25  N.  Y.  278,  82  Am. 

fi2  Jj.  R.  A. 


Dec.  349;  Central  Trust  Co,  ▼.  Wabash  8t, 
L.  d  P.  R.  Co.  31  Fed.  440. 

Where  no  express  or  implied  provision  a» 
to  the  event  of  impossibility  can  be  found  ia 
the  terms  or  circumstances  of  the  agreement^ 
it  is  a  general  rule  of  construction,  founded 
on  the  absolute  and  unqualified  term  of  ther 
promise,  that  the  promisor  remains  responsi' 
ble  for  damages  notwithstanding  the  super* 
vening  impossibility. 

Beach,  Modern  Ljblw  of  Contracts,  S  216, 
and  cases  cited;  f?chool  Dist.  Xo.  1  v. 
Dauchy,  25  Conn.  537,  68  Am.  Dec.  371 ;  Wil- 
ley  V.  Fredericks,  10  Gray,  357;  Meriwether 
V.  Lowndes  County,  89  Ala.  362,  7  So.  198; 
Doolittle  y,  McCuUough,  12  Ohio  St.  361; 
Adams  v.  Nichols,  19  Pick.  277,  31  Am.  Dec. 
137. 

.Vr.  W.  H.  I«eete,  for  defendant  in  error: 

Where  the  event  is  of  such  character  that 
it  cannot  reasonably  be  supposed  to  have 
been  in  contemplation  of  the  parties  they 
are  not  to  be  held  bound  by  the  general 
words,  which  though"  large  enough  to  in- 
clude were  not  used  with  reference  to,  the 
possibility  of  the  particular  contingency 
which  afterward  happened. 

Chicago,  M.  A  St.  P.  R.  Co,  v.  Eoyt,  149 
U.  S.  1,  37  L.  ed.  625,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  779; 
Daily  v.  Dc  Crespigny,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  185. 

When  from  the  nature  of  the  contract  it 
appears  that  the  parties  must  from  the  be- 
ginning have  known  that  it  could  not  be  ful- 
illlod  unless  when  the  time  for  the  fulfil- 
ment of  the  contract  arrived  some  particu- 
lar specific  thing  continued  to  exist,  so  that 
when  entering  upon  the  contract  they  must 
have  contemplated  such  continued  existence 
as  the  foundation  of  what  was  to  be  done, 
then,  in  the  absence  of  any  express  or  im- 
plied warranty  that  the  thing  shall  exist, 
the  contract  is  not  to  be  construed  as  a  posi- 
tive contract,  but  subject  to  the  implied  con- 
dition that  the  parties  shall  be  excused  in 
case  before  breach  performance  becomes  im- 
possible without  the  fault  of  the  contractor. 

Pollock,  Principles  of  Contract,  p.  362; 
Butterfield  v.  Byron,  153  Mass.  517,  12  L. 
R.  A.  571,  27  N.  E.  667 ;  Peabody  v.  Bement, 
79  Mich.  47,  44  N.  W.  410;  Raybum  v.  Corn- 
stock,  80  Mich.  448,  45  N.  W.  378;  Brew- 
ster V.  Wooster,  26  Jones  &  S.  10,  9  N.  Y. 
Supp.  312;  Welch  v.  McDonald,  85  Va.  600, 
8  S.  E.  711;  1  Beach,  Modern  Law  of  Con- 
tracts, p.  217;  Board  of  Edu,  v.  Townsend, 
15  Ohio  C.  C.  674. 

Mr.  W.  B.  Riobie  also  for  defendant  in 
error. 

Williama,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  defendant  in  error  desiring  to  obtain 
for  the  Lima  Northern  Railway  the  school 
lot  in  one  of  the  subdistricts  of  Bath  town- 
ship, in  Allen  county,  on  which  there  was  lo- 
cated a  brick  schoolhouse  and  other  neces- 
sary buildinijs,  entered  into  a  written  agree- 
ment with  the  board  of  education,  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  on  the  7th  day  of  November, 
1895,  whereby  he  agreed  that,  in  considera- 
tion of  the  conveyance  by  the  board  of  the 
school  lot  for  the  use  of  the  railway,  he 
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would,  within  sixty  days  from  that  time, 
convey  to  the  board  another  described  lot, 
then  vacant,  and  remove  thereto  and  recon- 
struct and  rebuild  thereon  the  schoolhouse, 
"so  that  it  will  be  in  a  suitable  and  proper 
condition  for  school  purposes."  And  he  fur- 
ther agreed  that  he  would  remove  the  wood 
house  and  other  outbuildings  to  the  new  site, 
and  place  them  there  in  proper  place  and 
condition,  dig  a  well,  put  a  good  pump  in  it, 
and  construct  a  good  and  suitable  fence 
around  the  lot.  The  board,  in  performance 
of  the  agreement  on  its  part,  on  the  12th 
dav  of  November,  1805,  conveyed  the  school 
lot  to  the  railway  company,  which  then  took 
possession,  constructed  its  road  over  the 
same,  and  has  continued  in  its  occupation. 
And  the  defendant  performed  all  the  stipu- 
lations of  the  contract  on  his  part,  except 
the  one  by  which  he  agreed  to  remove  the 
schoolhouse  to  the  new  site,  and  there  re- 
construct and  rebuild  it.  Having  failed  and 
refused  to  perform  that  part  of  his  agree- 
ment, the  board  proceeded  to.  and  did,  erect 
on  the  new  site,  at  a  cost  of  .$1,340,  a  new 
schoolhouse,  exactly  like  the  one  that  was  on 
the  lot  conveyed  to  the  railway  company, 
except  the  addition  of  a  cupola,  which  cost 
$50.  The  reasonable  cost  of  building  a 
schoolhouse  on  the  new  site,  of  the  same 
size  and  material  as  the  one  which  the  de- 
fendant agreed  to  remove,  reconstruct,  and 
rebuild  there,  it  is  agreed  in  the  statement 
of  facts,  would  be  $1,000.  After  haWng 
made  due  demand  of  the  defendant,  the 
board  of  education  brought  the  action  be- 
low to  recover,  as  its  damages  for  his  breach 
of  the  contract,  the  amount  expended  in  the 
building  of  the  new  schoolhouse.  The  de- 
fense, which  is  admitte<l  to  be  true,  is  based 
solely  on  the  groimd  that  on  the  28th  day 
of  November,  1805,  the  sclioolhouse  men- 
tioned in  the  contract  was  blown  down  and 
demolished  by  a  violent  windstorm,  so  that 
it  "could  not,  as  a  schoolhouse,  be  removed." 
The  effect  of  the  storm,  it  is  claimed,  ren- 
dered impossible  the  performance  by  the  de- 
fendant of  that  stipulation  of  the  contract 
bv  which  he  undertook  to  remove  the  school- 
house  and  reconstruct  and  rebuild  it  on  the 
new  site,  because  its  existence  and  identity 
as  a  building  were  destroyed,  and  that  dis- 
charged him  from  all  liability  on  his  under- 
taking. 

It  appears  to  be  accepted  by  the  authori- 
ties that,  as  a  rule,  there  is  an  implied  con- 
dition in  executory  agreements  to  the  effect 
that  their  performance  shall  not  be  ren- 
dered impossible  by  the  intervention  of  un- 
foreseen, accidental,  and  uncontrollable  su- 
perior ajrencies,  and  that  their  performance 
will  be  excused  when  it  is  prevented  by  such 
agrencv,  as  where  there  is  a  contract  for  the 
delivery  of  specific  property  at  a  future 
time,  and  before  the  time  of  delivery  arrives 
the  properly  is  destroyed  by  inevitable  ac- 
cident. But  it  is  an  important  part  of  that 
rule  that  the  intervention  of  such  inevitable 
accident  will  not  excuse  performance  when 
the  essential  purposes  of  the  contract  are 
still  capable  of  substantial  accomplishment, 
although  a  literal  performance  has  become 
52  L.  R.  A. 


1  physically  impossible.     7  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc 
Law,  2d  ed.  p.   148.  and  cases  there  cited; 
White  v.  Mann,  26  Me.  361,  368;   Willintn* 
V.    Vandcrhilt,  28   N.  Y.  217.   223,  84  Am. 
Dec.     333;     Rohaon    v.     Mississippi    Riar 
Loftging    Co,    61    Fed.    893.     The    impo--:- 
bility   of   performance   of    the    contract   Vj 
the  defendant   is   supposed    to   have   ari^n 
from     the    fact     that,     as     the      builUic« 
was  blown  down,  it  could  not  thereafter  be 
removed  "as  a  schoolhouse*';   that  i-s,  as  a 
standing  building.    But  to  remove  it  in  tha: 
way  was  not  exactly  the  obligation  of  the 
contract.     The  school  building  is  spoken  of  in 
the  contract  as  the  thing  to  be  removed,  ami 
not  as  designating  the  manner  of  removal. 
It  is  practicable  to  remove   a  building  ia- 
tact,  but  that  is  not  the  only  way.     It  inav 
be  removed,  within  the  common  unders^tand- 
I'^J?*  by  taking  the  material  and  reconstruct- 
ing,  or   rebuilding   it  at   another    loealitT. 
Which  method  would,  in  this  instance,  have 
l)een    the    more    practicable    and    less    ex- 
pensive, does  not  appear.    But  the  latter  a|>- 
pears  to  have  been  in  the  contemplation  nf 
the   parties;    for   the  contract    is   not  tnly 
that  the  defendant  should  remove  the  •«ch«xl 
building  from  where  it  stood,  but  also  tliat 
he  should  reconstruct  and  rebuild  it  on  lie 
new  site,  so  that  it   should  be   in   suitable 
and   proper  condition   for   school   purpo^-i. 
To  reconstruct  is  to  rebuild,  and  to  rebuiU: 
is  to  "build  up  again;  to  build  or  con^iriiot 
after    having    been    demolished."      Century 
Diet.     Nor  is  the  meaning  of  the  term  re- 
stricted to  the  erection  of  the  new  biii1din<: 
on  the  site  of  the  old  one.     So  that,  not- 
withstanding   the    schoolhouse    was    blown 
down  by  a  storm,  it  remained  possible  for 
the  defendant  to  reconstruct  and  rebuild  it 
on  the  new  school  site  and  thus  perform  hi« 
contract,  not  only  substantially,  but  strictly 
and  exactly.     This  construction  of  the  oi»b- 
tract   is   strongly  accentuated  by  reference 
to  the  provision    for    removing  "the    woc-d- 
house    and    outbuildings.      These    buildinjr-^ 
probably  being  small,  wooden  structures,  th? 
agreement  with  respect  to  them  is   simply 
that  the  defendant  shall  remove  them  to  a 
proper  place  on  the  new  site,  and  then  put 
them  in  proper  condition.     The  absence  r.f 
any    stipulation  to  reconstruct    or    ret»uiM 
them  shows  that  those  terms  were  usi^d  un- 
derstandingly    and  accurately    with  re*pe»t 
to  the  schoolhouse.     It  seems  evident-  bn-k- 
ing  to  the  entire  agreement,  that  the  e^^j**- 
tial  purpose  which  the  parties  had  in  mini 
was  that  there  should  be  placed  by  the  di- 
fendant,  without   expense   to   the  board   t.- 
education,  the  same  facilities  in  the  way  of 
buildings  for  carrying  on  the  public  scho«  I 
j  there  that  existed  at  the  time  of  the  contra*  t 
'  on  the  lot  then   owned  and  in  use  by    tbt- 
board.    And  if,  because  it  was  cheaper  "to  di 
so,  or  for  other  reason,  the  defendant  had  con- 
structed on  the  new  site  entirely  new  buiH- 
ings,  equivalent  of  the  old  ones."  that  would 
have  been  a  substantial  compliance  with  hi? 
contract    which     the    board     of     education 
could    not    refuse    to    accept.      The     rao«* 
favorable     view     that     can     be     taken     of 
the     case     for     the     defendont     id      that 
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under  the  contract  two    distinct   modes    of 
performance  were  open  to  him, — one,  by  re- 
moving   the    schoolhouse    as     a    standing 
building,  by  means  of  jacks  and  rollers  or 
other  appliances;   the  other,  by  tearing  it 
down  and  using  the  material  for  its  recon- 
struction,— either  of  which  he  was  at  liberty 
to  adopt,  and  either  of  which,  it  may  be  con- 
ceded, would  have  been  a  sufficient  compli- 
ance with  his  contract.    Though  the  former 
mode  of  performance  became  impossible,  the 
latter  was  not.  .  And  "it  will  hardly  admit 
of  contradiction,"   said  the  vice  chancellor 
in  Barkworth  v.  Young ^  4  Drew.  1,  24,  25, 
that  where  a  party  is  allowed,  at  his  option, 
to  perform  his  contract  in  "one  or  other  of 
two  modes,  and  one  of  those  modes  becomes 
impossible  by  the  act  of  God,  he  is  bound 
to  perform  it  in  the  other  mode."    And  see 
State  V.  Worthington,  7  Ohio,  171,  172.  This 
rule  rests  upon  the  substantial  reason  that, 
so  long  as  the  contract  is  capable  of  per- 
formance in  any  mode  contemplated  by  the 
parties,  its  performance  cannot  be  said  to 
have  become  impossible.    A  clearer  case  for 
the  application  of  the  rule  than  the  one  be- 
fore us  can  hardly  be  conceived.     Besides, 
the  act  of  God,  so  called,  which  excuses  the 
performance  of  a  contract  because  that  has 
become  impossible,  does  not  necessarily  dis- 
charge the  party  from  the  obligations  aris- 
ing   from  the  contract,  except,  it  may    be, 
when  the  contract  is  wholly   executory  on 
both  sides.     If  an  artist  contracts  to  paint 
a  picture  for  $10,000  received  from  his  pat- 
ron, and  thereafter   becomes  incapacitated, 
from  blindness,  to    fulfil    his    promise,  by 
what  right  is  he  justified  in  claiming  the 
money?    We  are  not  aware  of  any  principle, 
and  have  not  been  referred  to  any  adjudi- 
cated case,  that  would  give  absolution  from 
the  obligations  of  a  contract  to  a  party  who 
has  received  from  the  other  full  considera- 
tion for  a  promise  which  the  former  has  be- 
come unable  to  fulfil,  and  at  the  same  time 
protect  him  in  the    enjoyment  of    the  con- 
sideration paid.    The  act  of   God  may  prop- 
erly lift  from  his  shoulders  the  burden  of 
performance,  but  has  not  yet  been  extended 
so  as  to  enable  him  to  keep  the  other  man's 
]>roperty  for  nothing.    It  is  plainly  apparent 
from  the  contract  in  hand  that  the  parties, 
as  the  basis  of  the  agreement,  estimated  the 
value  of  the  lot  conveyed  by  the  board  of 
education  to  the  railway  company  to  be  as 
much  more  than  that  of  the  lot  conveyed 
to  the  board  as  it  would  cost  to  place  on  the 
latter  a  schoolhouse,  in  suitable  and  proper 
condition  for  school  purpoRes,  and  other  con- 
veniences for  a  public  school,  equivalent  to 
those  on  the  lot  owned  bv  the  board  when 
the  contract  was  made.     And,  in  so  far  as 
the  defendant  has  failed  to  do  those  things, 
he  has  received  from  the  board  a  valuable 
consideration,    w^hich    he    retains,    and    for 
which  he  has  not  given  what  he  promised, 
nor    anything    whatever.     It  appears  from 
the  agreed  statement  of  facts  that  the  rea- 
sonable cost  of  doing  what  the  defendant  so 
failed  to  do  is  $1,000,  which   amount  the 
plaintiff    expended    in     the    fall    of     1896 
towards  placing  a  schoolhouse  on  the  newly- 
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acquired  site  after  demand  on  the  defendant 
to  perform  his  contract  in  that  behalf,  and 
his  failure  to  do  so. 

We  think  the  judgments  below  should  he 
reversed,  and  judgment  rendered  for  the 
plaintiff  in  error. 

Judgment  accordingly. 

Davis,  J.,  dissenting: 

The  general  rule  which  is  so  clearly  stated 
in  the  majority  opinion  is  incontrovertible. 
There  is  an  exception  to  it,  however,  which 
is  equally  well  recognized.  It  is  thus  form- 
ulated in  1  Am.  &  £ng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed. 
p.  590:  "It  has  long  been  conceded  that 
where  a  contract  is  entered  into,  of  a  con- 
tinuing character,  or  to  be  performed  at  a 
future  time,  dependent  upon  the  continued 
existence  of  a  particular  person  or  thing, 
or  the  continuing  ability  of  the  obligor  to 
perform,  subsequent  death,  destruction,  or 
disability  will  excuse  the  obligor  from 
compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  contract." 
It  seems  to  me  that  the  construction  put 
upon  the  terms  of  this  contract  is  forced  and 
unwarranted  by  the  language  of  the  agree- 
ment. These  are  the  words  of  the  contract: 
"Said  James  B.  Townsend  further  agrees 
within  said  time  to  remove  the  present 
schoolhouse,  .  .  .  and  rebuild  and  re- 
construct the  said  building  so  that  it  will 
be  in  suitable  and  proper  condition  for 
school  purposes."  Townsend  does  not  agree 
here  to  build  a  new  schoolhouse.  He  only 
agi-ees  to  remove  the  present  schoolhouse. 
He  does  not  agree  to  remove  the  materials 
when  it  ceases  to  be  a  schoolhouse,  and  to 
rebuild  and  reconstruct  the  building  from 
these  materials.  He  agrees  to  remove  the 
present  schoolhouse,  and  to  rebuild  and  re- 
construct the  said  building  (that  is,  the 
present  building)  so  that  it  (that  is,  the 
present  building)  will  be  in  suitable  and 
proper  condition  for  school  purposes.  "Re- 
build" does  not  always  mean  to  build  anew. 
It  has  a  very  common  secondary  meaning, — 
for  example:  "(2)  To  make  extensive  re- 
pairs and  alterations  in."  Standard  Diet. 
From  these  considerations  it  appears  to  me 
to  be  the  clearly-expressed  intention  of  the 
parties  to  this  agreement  that  Townsend 
should  remove  the  schoolhouse  to  its  new 
site,  and  put  it  (the  identical  schoolhouse) 
"in  suitable  and  proper  condition  for  school 
purposes."  Thkt  is  the  natural  and  obvious 
import  of  their  language.  If  Townsend's  con- 
tract obligation  was  to  build  a  new  school- 
house,  why  should  he  be  required  to  put  it 
in  suitable  and  proper  condition  for  school 
purposes?  The  condition  is  implied  in  the 
obligation  itself.  The  argument  that  the 
railroad  company  has  the  plaintiff's  land 
without  having  given  all  of  the  agreed  con- 
sideration therefor  has  little  weight  with 
me.  It  is  based  on  an  assumption  of  the 
very  thing  in  dispute  here,  namely,  that 
Townsend  agreed  to  re-erect  the  schoolhouse, 
and  not  merely  to  remove  it  and  put  it  in  con- 
dition for  school  purposes.  If  he  did  not 
agree  to  rebuild  the  structure  in  case  it  was 
destroyed  by  the  act  of  God,  then  the  argu- 
ment of  the  majority  falls  to  the  ground; 
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for  the  plaintiffs  have  already  received  all 
of  the  consideration  which  he  was  to  give  in 
the  exchange  of  property  in  such  case. 
Other  objections  might  be  urged  against  the 
reasoning  of  the  majority,  but  no  good  pur- 
pose would  be  served  by  extending  the  dis- 
cussion. In  my  opinion,  when  the  tornado 
destroyed  the  schoolhouse  Townsend  was  re- 
leased from  the  obligation  to  remove  that 
building  and  to  put  it  in  suitable  and  proper 
condition  for  school  purposes,  and  therefore 
I  maintain  that  the  judgment  of  the  circuit 
court  ought  to  be  affirmed. 


PEOPLE'S  &  DROVERS'  BANK  of  Wash- 
ington, Plff.  in  Err,, 

V, 

Eli  CRAIG,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  D.  Furtwangler, 

Deceased. 

(63  Ohio  St.  374.) 

*1.  "Where  a  negrotlnble  promlssorT 
note    !•    Indorsed    for    colleetlon,    and 

sent  to  the  place  of  payment,  the  person  re- 
ceiving such  note,  with  such  indorsement,  has 
DO  power  to  sell  or  transfer  the  note.  His 
power  is  limited  to  collection. 

2.  "Where  a  person  recelvlnv  snch  note 
remits  the  amount  thereof  out  of  his  own 
funds  to  the  owner  as  though  he  had  In  fact 
collected  the  note,  such  transaction  Is  a  pay- 
ment and  extinguishment  of  the  note,  and 
not  a  transfer  thereof. 

3.  If  such  payment  Is  made  "with  the 
assent  of  the  maker,  he  becomes  liable 
as  for  money  paid  to  his  use,  or  liable  on 
the  note  as  a  reissued  note ;  but,  as  to  a  mak- 
er who  does  not  assent  to  such  payment, 
there  Is  no  liability,  either  on  the  note  or 
for  money  paid  to  his  use. 

4.  A  person  maklnir  snch  payment  Is, 
as  to  nonassenting  makers,  a  volunteer,  and 
not  entitled  to  subrogation. 

6.  yvhere  the  controlllnflr  facts  are 
conceded  on  the  trial,  it  is  not  error  for 
the  court  to  direct  the  Jury  to  bring  lA  a  ver- 
dict in  accordance  with  such  facts. 

(November  27,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Fayette 
County  to  review  a  judgment  affirming 
a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Plea.s 
in  favor  of  defendant  in  an*  action  upon  a 
promissory  note.    Affirmed, 

Statement  by  Bvrket,  J.: 

On  February  19,  1887,  R.  A.  Robinson,  IT. 
L.  Robinson,  and  D.  Furtwangler  made  and 
delivered  their  promissory  note  to  Norman 
McLean,  administrator,  and  thereby  prom- 
ised to  pay  to  him  or  order,  at  the  People's 
&  Drovers*  Bank  of  Washington  C.  H.,  Ohio, 
$480,  in  six  months  after  date.  The  payee 
duly  indorsed  the  note  before  maturity  to 

^Headnotes  by  the  Coubt. 

T-  I 

Note. — As  to  effect  of  payment   of  a  debt 
by  volunteer  or  stranger  to  the  original  under- 
taking,  see  Crumllsh   v.   Central   Improvement 
Co.   (W.  Va.)   23  L.  R.  A.  120,  and  note. 
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one  William  Harry,  who  also  duly  indorsed 
it,  and  it  was  by  the  holder  duly  indorsed 
for  collection,  and  forwarded  at   maturity 
to  said  People's  &  Drovers'  Bank  for  collec- 
tion, and  was  received  by  said  bank,  and  en* 
tered   upon   ita   collection   register    by    tJie 
cashier,  who  was  said  R.  A.  Robinson^  the 
maker  of  the  note,  and  who  was  also  prin- 
cipal;   said  H.  L.  Robinson  and   D.    Furt- 
wangler being  his  sureties.    R.  A.  Robinson, 
cashier  of  the  bank,  and  who  was  also  maker 
of  the  note,  drew   a  draft,  on  the   Fourth 
National    Bank   of    Cincinnati,    the    corres- 
pondent of  said  People's  &  Drovers'  Bank. 
for  the  amount  df  the  note,  and  remitted  the 
same  to  the  party  from  whom  the  note  bad 
been  received,  and  put  the  note  among  the 
cash  items  of  the  bank,  where  it  remained 
until  the  bank  made  an  assignment  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors  in  the  month  of  October, 
1895,  when  it  passed  into  the  hands  of  the 
assignees     under    the     assignment.     After- 
wards the  bank  was  reorganized,  and   this 
note,  with  other  as-sets  of  the  defunct  bank, 
passed  from  the  assignees  to  the  new  bank, 
the  present  plaintiff  in  error.     D.  Furtwang- 
ler having  died  in  the  meantime,  Eli  Craig- 
was  appointed  administrator  of  his  estate, 
and  the  new  bank  having  presented  the  note 
to  him  for  allowance,  and  the  same  having 
been  rejected,  an  action  was  commenced  on 
the  note  by  the  new  bank  against  the  two 
Robinsons,  and  Mr.  Craig,  as  such  adminis- 
trator.   The   two   Robinsons   made    no    de- 
fense,  but   the  administrator  of   D.   Furt- 
wangler answered,  denying  that   the  bank 
was   the   owner   of   the    note,   denying   the 
transfer  by  the  assignees,  alleging  want  of 
power  to  make  such  transfer,  and  averring 
that  the  old  bank  received  the  note  for  col- 
lection, and  for  no  other  purpose;  that  the 
note   was   fully   paid   by   R.    A.    Robinson, 
cashier;   and  that  the  surety  was  released. 
Certain  demurrers  and  a  motion  having  been 
disposed  of,  there  was  a  reply  filed,  in  effect 
a  general  denial.     The  cause  was  tried  to  a 
juiy,  ftnd  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  testi- 
mony   counsel    for    the    administrator    de- 
murred to  the  evidence,  and  requested  the 
rourt  to  direct  the  jury  to  return  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant,  which  the  court  did,  and 
thereupon  the  jury  brought  in  a  verdict  for 
the  defendant ;  to'  all  of  which  the  plaintiff 
excepted.  A  motion  for  a  new  trial  wa«  over- 
ruled, exceptions  taken,  and  judgment  en- 
tered on  the  verdict.     The  circuit  court  af- 
firmed   the    judgment,    and    thereupon    the 
bank  filed  its  petition  in  this  court  seeking 
to  reverse  the  judgments  ,of  the  courts  be- 
low.    The  evidence  tended  to  prove,  in  ad- 
dition to  the  above  facts,  that  at  the  time 
the  draft  was  drawn  to  pay  the  note  Mr. 
Robinson,  the  cashier,  haa  no  funds  in  the 
bank,  and  his  account  was  overdrawn;  that 
he  drew  no  check  on  the  bank  to  pay  for  the 
draft;  that  when  he  forwarded  the  draft  in 
payment  of  the  note  he  took  the  note  out  of 
the   collections,   and   placed   it   among   the 
cash  items;  that  it  was  the  custom  of  the 
bank  when  notes  were  paid  to  stamp  them 
"Paid,"    and    that    this    note    was    not    so 
stamped;  that,  under  the  course  of  business 
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of  the  bank,  notes  purchased  were  some- 
times put  into  the  cash  items;  that  it  never 
became  the  owner  of  paper  except  at  the  re- 
quest of  someone  to  purchase  it;  that  the 
note  would  go  into  the  cash  items  by  request 
only ; ,  that  notes  are  not  paid  by  the  bank 
unless  some  arrangement  is  made  with  the 
bank  for  an  equivalent;  and  that  when  a 
draft  is  issued  something  must  be  given  to 
the  bank  for  it. 

Mr.  Hnmplirey  Jones,  for  plaintiff  in 
error : 

The  bank  had  a  perfect  right  to  purchase 
and  advance  the  amoimt  of  that  note  to  the 
holder  thereof,  at  the  request  of  the  princi- 
pal maker,  and  it  had  a  perfect  right  to 
hold  the  note  for  its  protection  and  security 
for  the  money  thus  advanced. 

A  party  paying  an  obligation  or  debt  of 
another  is  not  a  volunteer  where  he  is  re- 
quested to  pay,  or  where  he  is  compelled  to 
pay  for  the  protection  of  his  own  interests. 

A  party  may  be  subrogated  to  alf  the 
rights  of  the  holder  of  paper  by  advancing 
the  amount  due  upon  the  same,  either  at 
the  request  of  the  holder  or  at  the  request 
of  the  maker. 

Co€  V.  New  Jersey  Midland  R.  Co.  31  N. 
J.  Eq.  105  J  Tradesmen's  Bldg.  d  L.  Asso.  v. 
Thompson,  32  N.  J.  £q.  133;  24  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  p.  283,  and  note  p.  287. 

The  agreement  may  be  made  with  the 
debtor. 

Gashe  V.  Ohio  Lumber  d  Mfg.  Co.  31  Ohio 
L.  J.  189;  Putnam  v.  News  Pub.  Co.  14  Am. 
Law  Rec.  50,  0  Ohio  Dec.  Reprint,  752,  14 
Ohio  L.  J.  109.  I 

The  agreement  may  be  made  with  either 
the  debtor  or  creditor. 

Fievel  v.  Zuher.  67  Tex.  276,  3  S.  W.  273. 

Mr.  Mills  Gardner,  for  defendant  in  er- 
ror; 

The  old  People's  &  Drovers'  Bank  never  be- 
came the  owner  of  the  paper.  It  was  in- 
dorsed to  it  only  for  collection,  and  was 
what  is  known  in  law  as  a  "restrictive  in- 
dorsement." The  indorsee  in  such  case  can 
only  collect  the  money  due  on  it.  He  cannot 
sell  or  hypothecate  the  instrument  for  his 
own  benefit;  nor  can  he  hold  the  indorser 
liable  to  himself. 

1  Dan.  Neg.  Insit.  §  698. 

Indorsement  for  collection  is  not  a  trans- 
fer of  the  title  to  indorsee,  but  merely  con- 
stitutes him  the  agent  of  the  indorser  to 
present  the  paper,  demand  and  receive  pay- 
ment, and  remit  the  proceeds. 

National  Butchers*  d  D,  Bank  v.  Hubbell^ 
117  N.  Y.  384,  7  L.  R.  A.  852,  22  N.  E.  1031 ; 
Freeman's  Nat.  Bank  v.  National  Tube 
Works  Co.  151  Mass.  413,  8  L.  R.  A.  42,  24 
N.  E.  779. 

The  subsequent  indorser  in  such  a  case 
can  have  no  action  on  the  bill  or  note  if  it  is 
dishonored. 

1  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  S  598c;  Mechanics*  Bank 
v.  Valley  Packing  Co.  4  Mo.  App.  200,  70  Mo. 
643;  Blaine  v.  Bourne,  11  R.  I.  119,  23  Am. 
Rep:  420. 

Payment  is  not  a  contract.     It  is  the  dis- 
charge of  the  contract. 
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2  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  §  1221 ;  Lanccy  v.  Clarky 
64  N.  Y.  209,  21  Am.  Rep.  604. 

Payment  cannot  be  construed  into  a  pur- 
chase. 

2  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  §  1222;  Burr  v.  Smith,. 
21  Barb.  262. 

An  action  for  money  had  and  received  may 
lie  against  the  party  who  procures  the  sur- 
render of  a  note  without  payment. 

2  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  §  1222;  Penobscot  R.  Co. 
V.  Mayo,  67  Me.  470,  24  Am.  Rep.  45 ;  Mor- 
ris V.  Faurot,  21  Ohio  St.  155,  8  Am.  Rep. 
45 ;  Osbom  v.  McClelland,  43  Ohio  St.  286,  1 
N.  E.  644.  See  Church  v.  Swope,  38  Ohio 
St.  493 ;  1  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  §  726. 

The  plaintiff  obtained  no  title  to  the  mote. 

1  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  §  1238;  National  Butch- 
ers* d  D.  Bank  v.  Eubbell,  117  N.  Y.  384,  7 
L.  R.  A.  852,  22  N.  E.  1031;  Freeman*s  Nat., 
Bank  v.  National  Tube  Works  Co.  151  Mass* 
413.  8  L.  R.  A.  42,  24  N.  E.  779. 

When  the  drawee  pays  the  bill  without 
funds  of  the  drawer,  the  relation  between  the 
parties  is  reversed;  the  drawee,  instead  of 
being  debtor,  becomes  the  creditor  of  the 
drawer  for  the  money  advanced,  and  may 
recover  the  same  of  such  drawer,  not,  indeea, 
upon  the  bill  itself,  but  upon  his  implied 
promise  to  reimburse  the  drawee. 

Church  V.  Hwope,  38  Ohio  St.  493 ;  Wing 
V.  Terry,  5  Hill,  160;  Griffith  v.  ReCd,  21 
Wend.  502,  34  Am.  Dec.  267. 

Bnrket,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court ; 

The  unknown  custom  of  the  bank,  and  its 
private  manner  of  conducting  its  banking 
business,  coud  not  haVe  the  legal  effect  of 
changing  the  rules  relating  to  negotiable  in- 
struments, and  therefore  this  case  must  be 
determined  by  a  consideration  of  what  was 
in  fact  done  by  the  holder  of  the  note,  the 
bank,  and  not  by  the  private  customs  and 
manner  of  transacting  the  business  of  the 
bank.  The  holder  indorsed  the  note  for  col- 
lection, and  forwarded  it  with  that  indorse- 
ment to  the  bank,  and  the  bank  received  it 
for  collection,  and  entered  it  on  its  collec- 
tion book,  and  placed  it  among  its  collect 
tions,  and  afterwards  drew  a  draft  on  its 
Cincinnati  correspondent  for  the  amount  of 
the  note,  and  forwarded  the  draft  in  pay- 
ment of  the  same  to  the  one  from  whom  it 
had  so  received  it,  and  then  placed  the  note 
into  its  cash  items  without  stamping  it 
"Paid."  As  to  the  holder  of  the  note  who 
BO  forwarded  it  for  collection,  this  was  a 
payment  and  extinguishment  of  the  note, 
and  not  a  transfer  to  the  bank.  The  draft 
to  pay  the  note  was  forwarded  by  Mr.  Rob- 
inson, the  cashier,  either  in  his  individual 
capacity,  or  in  his  official  capacity  as  cash- 
ier. If  in  his  individual  capacity,  it  was 
clearly  a  payment  and  extinguishment  of  the 
note.  If  in  his  official  capacity  as  cashier, 
his  act  was  the  act  of  the  bank,  and  was  a 
voluntary  payment,  and"  not  an  acquiring  of 
the  note  by  transfer,  because  the  note  was 
not  sent  to  the  bank  to  be  by  it  transferred, 
but  to  be  by  it  collected;  that  is,  that  it 
should  receive  payment,  and  upon  payment 
the  note  should  become  extinguished.    The 
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indorsement  was  a  restricted  one,  and  the 
bank  had  no  authority  to  do  more  than  re- 
ceive payment,  and  it  could  not  keep  the 
note  alive  after  payment  for  any  purpose. 
Payment,  even  by  a  volunteer,  was  the  death 
of  the  note.  A  person  who  volunteers  to 
pay  the  note  of  another  cannot  by  such  pay- 
ment make  himself  the  owner  of  the  note 
without  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the 
holder  thereof.  He  cannot  act  both  as  buyer 
and  seller  at  the  same  time,  bargaining  with 
himself.  Randolph,  Com.  Paper,  S  720;  Dan. 
Xcg.  Inst.  §  fl98d;  yational  Butchers'  d  D. 
Bank  v.  HuhhelU  117  N.  Y.  384,  7  L.  R.  A. 
852.  22  N.  E.  1031 ;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Reno 
County  Bank,  5  Cin.  I-AW  Bull.  611. 

There  are  some  cases,  both  in  England 
and  this  country,  in  which  a  stranger  pay- 
ing a  note  has  been  held  to  be  a  purchaser, 
subject  to  all  equities  of  other  parties  ;*but 
in  all  those  cases  there  was  something  in 
the  transaction  itself  showing  an  intention 
at  the  time  to  become  such  purchaser, 
coupled  with  a  power  in  the  holder  to  sell 
and  transfer  the  instrument.  The  bank  fur- 
nished the  money,  and  remitted  it  to  the 
holder  of  the  note  as  payment,  and  the  hold- 
er received  it  as  payment,  and  had  no  in- 
formation that  the  money  was  not  paid  by 
the  makers.  Such  a  transaction  is  a  pay- 
ment and  extinguishment  of  the  note,  and 
not  a  transfer  thereof. 

As  Mr.  Robinson,  the  maker  and  also  cash- 


ier, made  the  transaction,  he  must  have  is- 
sented  thereto,  and  become  bound  to  the 
bank  by  such  assent  for  a  repayment  of  the 
money  so  paid  to  his  use,  or  an  action  mi^ht 
he  maintained  by  the  bank  against  hini  on 
the  note  as  a  reissued  note;  but,  as  to  tbe 
other  makers  who  did  not  so  assent,  there 
was  no  reissue  of  the  note,  and  no  liabLIitv 
for  the  money  so  paid  without  their  knowl- 
edge or  consent.  Randolph,  Com.  Paper.  $ 
1425. 

The  doctrine  of  subrogation  has  no  apph- 
cation  to  payments  made  by  a  mere  volun- 
teer, and  the  bank  in  this  caae  was  purely  i 
volunteer.  There  was  no  lien  or  seeuritv  in 
the  case  to  be  kept  alive  by  subrogation,  ani 
therefore  it  is  useless  to  further  consider 
that  question  in  this  case.     Id.  5  1439. 

The  controlling  facts  in  this  case  were 
conceded  on  the  trial,  and  tbe  jury  coiil<l 
not  lessen  the  force  of  those  facts  by  a  con- 
Hideration  of  the  custom  of  the  bank  and  iU: 
manner  of  doing  business,  and  therefore 
those' customs  and  manner  of  doings  its  busi- 
ness were  immaterial,  and  the  court  wa* 
right  in  directing  a  verdict  in  accordance 
with  such  concwied  facts.  The  plainti5 
having  no  cause  of  action  upon  the  conceiied 
facts  on  the  trial,  the  rulings  of  the  court 
upon  the  demurrers  and  motion  are  imma- 
terial, and  need  not  be  considered. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Oscar  L.  NETSLER  et  al. 

V. 

William  H.  PEARSALL  et  al. 

A  settleinent  of  property  In  trnst  whlcli 
!•  expressly  stated  to  be  irrevocable 

cannot  be  revoked  by  releases  on  the  part  of 
the  bene/lclarles  in  ex«c  and  a  conveyance  by 
the  trustee  to  the  settlor  free  from  the  trust, 
followed  by  her  devise  of  the  property,  since 
the  interposition  of  a  duly  constituted  tribu- 
nal Is  necessary  to  effect  such  revocation  If 
It  can  be  effected. 

(January  31,   1901.) 

BILL  for  partition  of  certain  real  estate  in 
Providence. 

Tlie  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messis.  Van  Slyck  A  Mnmford  for 
complainants. 

Mr.  WiUiam  R.  Tillinskaat,  for  the 
guardian  ad  litem: 

Such  trusts,  though  voluntary,  are  as  ir- 
revocable upon  principle  when  fully  consti- 
tuted as  any  other  trusts,  and  can  be  revoked 
only  with  the  assistf^nce  of  a  court  of  equity 

Note. — As  to  power  to  revoke  or  set  aside 
a  voluntary  trust  or  settlement,  see  Ewing  v. 
Jones  (Ind.)  15  L.  R.  A.  75.  and  note:  also,  in 
this  series,  Ueidy  v.  Small  (Pa.)  20  L.  R.  A. 
::63;  Neal  v.  Black  (Pa.)  34  L.  R.  A.  707:  and 
Wilson  V.  Anderson  (Pa.)  44  L.  R.  A.  542. 
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upon  some  equitable  ground,  as  fraud,  roi«- 
take,  etc. 

Stone  V.  King,  7  R.  I.  358,  84  Am.  Dei\ 
5.57;  Kay  v.  *S'immofi«,  11  R.  I.  26(5.  23  Am. 
Rep.  447:  Thurber  v.  Sprague,  17  R-  I.  634. 
24  Atl.  4S.  See  also  Gret^ie  v.  Aborn,  K 
R.  I.  10;  Sarqent  v.  Baldirin.  60  Vu  IT,  15 
Atl.  854;  Paul  v.  Paul  L.  R,  19  Ch.  Div.  47, 
L.  R.  20  Ch.  Div.  742;  Thurston.  Petitiontr. 
1.54  Mass.  .596.  29  N.  E.  853:  Perrv,  Tr.  «5 
104.  105:  Einnq  v.  Jones,  130  Ind'.  258,  15 
L.  R.  A.  75,  29  X.  E.  1057. 

The  better  considered  English  cases  do  nnt. 
even  in  direct  bills  to  set  aside  the  trust,  ^^e 
any  conclusive  weisjht  to  the  al>^iKv  of  a 
power  to  revoke,  but  only  rej^ard  it  as  one  nf 
the  facts  of  the  case  to  be  jud<red  of.  as  any 
other  fact,  for  what  it  may  be  worth  in  that 
particular  instance. 

Hall  V.  Hall,  L.  R.  8  Ch.  430;  Phillips  v, 
Mullings,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  244. 

A  voluntary  trust  may  be  set  aside  upr^n 
extraneous  facts  where  it  would  not  be  upoa 
the  instrument  alone. 

Eicing  v.  ^Vilson,  132  Ind.  223.  19  L.  R  A. 
707,  31  N.  E.  C4;  Ewing  v.  Jones,  130  Ind. 
247,  15  L.  R.  A.  75,  29  N.  E.  1057. 

Messrs.  Cooke  A  Ansell  for  Isaac  W. 
Sawin. 

DonglAC,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  tL«? 
court: 

Tliis  is  a  bill  for  partition  of  a  oert«iii  lot 
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•of  land,  with  buildings  thereon,  situated  in 
the  city  of  Providence.  It  is  impossible  to 
•divide  this  estate  by  metes  and  bounds,  and 
a  sale  and  partition  of  the  proceeds  must  be 
decreed.  One  undivided  half  of  the  estate 
was  the  property  of  Harriet  L.  Xeisler,  for- 
merly Harriet  L.  Potter,  who  died  August  18, 
1807,  and  passed  under  her  will,  which  was 
admitted  to  probate  in  the  municipal  court 
of  the  city  of  Providence,  February  25,  1898. 
This  interest  is  subject  to  a  mortgage  made 
December  14,  1886,  by  the  said  Harriet  L. 
Potter  to  Isaac  W.  Sawin,  of  Providence. 
The  mortgagee  and  the  beneficiaries  under 
the  will  are  all  parties  to  this  suit,  and  no 
•qucbtion  is  made  as  to  their  respective  inter- 
ests. The  other  half  of  said  estate,  together 
with  other  real  estate,  was  owned  by  Helen 
Li.  Potter,  who  was  the  adopted  daughter  of 
Harriet  L.  Potter,  and  who  afterwards  be- 
came Mrs.  Pearsall;  and  on  the  6th  day  of 
October,  1880,  the  said  Helen  L.  Potter,  by 
deed  of  indenture  duly  executed  by  herself 
and  by  N.  Dana  Wells,  conveyed  the  said  es- 
tate, with  other  property,  to  said  Wells,  up- 
on certain  trusts,  as  follows :  "To  take  pos- 
session of  the  same,  and  to  receive  the  rents 
and  profits  thereof,  and  apply  them  to  the 
use  of  her,  the  said  Helen  L.  Potter,  during 
lier  life.  And  after  her  death,  should  her 
adoptive  mother,  Harriet  L.  Potter,  survive 
her,  and  should  said  Helen  L.  Potter  leave  any 
lawfully  begotten  children  or  heirs  her  sur- 
viving, then  to  apply  the  same  to  the  use  of 
the  said  Harriet  L.  Potter  during  her  life; 
and  at  her  death,  should  such  children  or 
heirs  of  said  Helen  L.  Potter  survive  her, 
the  said  Harriet  L.  Potter  to  grant  and  con- 
vey the  said  premises  in  fee  simple  to  such 
■children  or  heirs  of  said  Helen  L.  Potter  per 
stirpeSf  and  not  per  capita.  But  if  such 
children  or  heirs  of  said  Helen  L.  Potter,  if 
any,  should  not  survive  said  Harriet  L.  Pot- 
ter, then  at  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  such 
children  to  grant  and  convey  the  said  prem- 
ises in  fee  simple  to  said  Harriet  L.  Potter. 
l*ut  should  the  said  Helen  L.  Potter  survive 
her,  the  said  Harriet  L.  Potter,  and  leave, 
her  surviving,  lawfully  begotten  children  or 
heirs,  then  at  the  death  of  said  Helen  L.  Pot- 
ter to  grant  and  convey  the  said  premises  in 
fee  simple  to  such  surviving  lawfully  begot- 
ten children  or  heirs  of  said  Helen  L.  Potter 
per  stirpes  and  not  per  capita.  But  if  said 
Helen  L.  Potter  should  not  leave  any  such 
children  or  heirs  her  surviving,  and  should 
she  survive  said  Harriet  L.  Potter,  then  at 
the  death  of  said  Helen  L.  Potter  to  sell  and 
dispose  of  the  said  premises,  and  pay  over 
the  proceeds  thereof  to  the  Society  for  Pro- 
moting the  Gospel  among  the  Seamen  in  the 
Port  of  York.  But  should  the  said  Helen  L. 
Potter  not  survive  her,  the  said  Harriet  L. 
Potter,  and  should  she  not  leave  any  lawful- 
ly begotten  children  or  heirs  her  surviving, 
then  at  the  death  of  the  said  Helen  L.  Pot- 
ter to  grant  and  convey  the  said  premises  to 
said  Harriet  L.  Potter  in  fee  simple.  And  it 
is  hereby  stated  and  declared  that  said  trust 
«hall  be  irrevocable,"  etc.  Then  follow  va- 
rious powers  of  lease  and  sale,  etc.,  to  give 
the  trustee  most  complete  control  over  the 
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investment  of  the  trust  fund,  and  a  provision 
for  appointment  of  new  trustees  if  a  vacan- 
cy should  occur.  Helen  L.  Potter  married 
William  H.  Pearsall  November  14,  1880,  and 
died  leaving,  her  surviving,  her  adoptive 
mother,  Harriet  L.  Potter,  who  married  Os- 
car Neisler.  and  died  August  18,  1897,  and 
one  child,  Helen  Marietta  Pearsall,  who  was 
born  November  3,  1882.  and  who  now  sur- 
vives. Her  title  to  this  half  of  the  estate,  as 
an  equitable  fee  simple,  and  her  right  to 
have  the  legal  title  conveyed  to  her,  are  in- 
disputable, unless  the  trust  was  revoked  by 
certain  conveyances  which  were  made  before 
her  birth,  but  after  the  marriage  of  her  par- 
ents. On  April  7,  1881,  Harriet  L.  Potter 
and  the  society  named  in  the  trust  deed  re- 
leased all  their  interest  under  its  provision.9 
to  Helen  L.  Pearsall.  On  the  same  day  the 
original  trustee,  N.  Dana  Wells,  resigned, 
and,  acting  under  the  powers  in  said  deed  to 
them  granted,  Harriet  L.  Potter  and  Helen 
L.  Pearsall  appointed  William  H.  Pearsall 
trustee  in  place  of  Wells.  The  acknowledg- 
ment of  the  wife  to  this  deed  was  defective, 
and  did  not  formally  satisfy  the  require- 
ments of  the  trust  deed.  On  April  15,  1881, 
William  H.  Pearsall,  trustee,  conveyed  the 
twist  estate  to  his  wife,  Helen  L.  Pearsall, 
free  of  the  trust.  On  December  — ,  1886, 
William  H.  Pearsall  and  Helen  L.  Pearsall, 
his  wife,  by  their  mortgage  deed  of  that  date 
conveyed  to  Isaac  W.  Sawin  one  undivided 
half  of  the  estate  in  question,  to  secure  the 
payment  to  said  Sawin  of  one  half  the  award 
of  referees  who  had  been  appointed  to  ap- 
praise the  value  of  certain  property,  which 
was  to  be  left  upon  said  premises  by  said 
Sawin  at  the  expiration  of  his  tenancy* there- 
of, lender  the  mortgage  there  is  claimed  to 
be  due  the  sum  of  $400,  with  interest  thereon 
from  December  31,  1897.  Helen  L.  Pearsall 
at  hei*  death  left  a  will,  with  codicil  thereto, 
of  which  copies  were  duly  recorded  in  the 
municipal  court  in  Providence  March  6,  1900. 
By  this  will,  as  modified  by  the  codicil,  the 
testator's  property  is  given  to  her  husband 
for  life,  with  remainder  in  fee  to  her  daugh- 
ter. The  daughter  therefore  takes  this  half 
of  the  estate  in  fee,  either  immediately  under 
the  trust  deed,  or  subject  to  her  father's  life 
estate  under  the  will  of  her  mother. 

The  question  is  thus  plainly  presented 
whether  a  voluntary  grantor,  without  invok- 
ing the  aid  of  the  court,  may  revoke  and  nul- 
lify such  a  deed  as  was  here  made.  In  the 
view  which  we  have  arrived  at  on  this  ques- 
tion, it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  defect- 
ive execution  of  the  power  of  appointment  of 
the  second  trustee,  as  the  court  in  this  pro- 
ceeding can  adjudicate  as  well  upon  the 
equitable  titles  involved  as  upon  the  legal 
title,  wherever  it  may  be.  The  intention  to 
revoke  the  trust  is  clear,  and,  if  necessary, 
e(|uity  can  aid  in  the  imperfect  execution  of 
the  intention.  1  Jones,  Conv,  §§  45,  47; 
Barroics  v.  Kccne,  15  R.  I.  484,  485,  8  Atl. 
713.  In  8upix)rt  of  the  power  of  revocation 
we  are  referred  to  RufiselVs  Appeal,  75  Pa. 
269;  Garnsey  v.  Mundy,  24  N.  J.  Eq.  243; 
and  Aylairorth  v.  Whitcomh,  12  R.  I.  298. 
The  first  case  was  brought  by  the  settlor  aft- 


676 


Rhode  Island  Sufbemb  Court. 


Jaji.» 


er  the  death  of  her  husband,  leaving  no  chil- 
dren, and  she  alleged  that  the  tern's  of  the 
settlement  were  contrary  to  her  intention  in 
several  important  particulars.  The  relief 
was  granted  partly  on  the  ground  that  the 
usual  power  of  revocation,  as  well  as  a  pow- 
er of  testamentary  disposition  in  the  case  of 
the  death  of  husband  and  children,  had  been 
omitted,  and  the  court  expressly  found  from 
the  evidence  that  these  omissions  were  not 
intentional.  The  court  says  on  page  288: 
"That  the  law  of  the  land  permits  anyone  to 
dispose  of  his  property  gratuitously  if  he 
please,  when  not  prejudicial  to  the  interest 
of  creditors,  and  that  his  voluntary  gifts, 
made  with  full  intention  and  knowledge  of 
the  act,  are  irrevocable  in  equity  as  well  as 
In  law,  when  the  power  to  revoke  is  not  re- 
served, may  be  conceded.  It  may  be  admits 
ted,  also,  that  the  mere  omission  of  counsel 
to  advise  the  insertion  of  a  power  to  revoke 
will  not  alone  be  a  ground  in  equity  to  set 
aside  a  voluntary  conveyance.  But  the  ab- 
sence of  such  a  power,  and  the  failure  of 
counsel  to  advise  upon  it,  are  circumstances 
of  weight,  when  joined  to  other  circumstan- 
ces tending  to  show  that  the  act  was  not 
done  with  a  deliberate  will.  Therefor^, 
when  the  facts  show  that  the  instrument  was 
executed  without  advice  or  reflection,  and 
without  an  intention  to  bind  the  party  after 
the  reasons  and  motives  for  executing  it  have 
passed  away  and  the  party  is  again  sui  juris, 
a  court  of  equity  will  and  ought  to  relieve 
as  against  mere  volunteers,  claiming  with- 
out consideration  or  a  reasonable  motive  for 
continuing  the  donor's  disability.  There 
may  be  reasons  for  continuing  the  disability 
intended  by  the  grantor  or  settlor  which 
would  influence  the  chancellor  to  maintain 
it."  And  on  page  291  the  court  says  of  the 
rule  adopted  by  Lord  Justice  Turner  in  To- 
kcr  V.  Toker,  3  De  G.  J.  &  S.  487,--"that  the 
absence  of  a  power  of  revocation  is  a  circum- 
stance to  be  taken  into  account,  and  is  of 
more  or  less  weight,  according  to  the  other 
circumstances  of  each  case."  "Adopting 
this  rule  of  action  in  the  present  instance, 
and  we  see  that  all  the  circumstances  make 
the  absence  of  the  revocation  clause  in  this 
settlement  strong  evidence  of  mistake,  and 
a  suflicient  ground  of  equitable  relief."  In 
Gamsey  v.  Mundy  the  court,  after  reviewing 
several  cases  which  uphold  the  doctrine  that 
a  voluntary  settlement,  though  containing  no 
power  of  revocation,  would  be  set  aside  when 
it  did  not  appear  that  the  settlor  intended 
to  make  the  settlement  irrevocable,  grounded 
its  decision  of  the  case  before  it  upon  other 
considerations.  The  chancellor  says  (p. 
248)  :  "It  is  not  necessary,  however,  to  rest 
a  decision  of  this  case  adverse  to  the  deed  on 
so  narrow  a  foundation  as  the  mere  absence 
of  a  power  of  revocation.  The  circumstan- 
ces under  which  a  voluntary  deed  was  exe- 
cuted may  be  shown  with  a  view  to  impeach- 
ing its  validity,  and,  if  it  appears  that  it  was 
fraudulently  or  improperly  obtained,  equity 
will  decree  that  it  be  given  up  and  canceled. 
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In  the  present  case  there  is  no  room   for 
doubt  that  the  grantor  was  induced  by  those 
in  whom  she  very  justly  placed  coafidence, 
and  by  whose  better  judgment  she  was  will- 
ing  to  be  guided,   to  execute  a  voluntarr 
deed,  whose  effect  she  and  they,  not  only  did 
not  understand,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  mis- 
apprehended, and  which,  so  far  from  being 
according  to  their   intentions,  was  in  two 
very  important  respects,  at  least,  admittedly 
precisely   the   reverse.     It   was   irrevocaUe, 
but  they  all  supposed  it  was  revocable,  and 
intended  that  it  should  be  so.     It  deprived 
the  grantor  of  the  power  of  sale,  but  they  al) 
supposed  that  she  would  have  that  power,, 
and  intended  that  she  should  have  it  clogged 
only  by  the  necessity  of  obtaining  her  moth- 
er's consent  and  concurrence  in  any  bargain 
or  conveyance  she  might  ^ake.     The   deed 
contains  no  power  of  sale  whatever."   The 
testimony  of  all  the  parties  to  the  transac- 
tion, the  grantor,  her  mother  and  uncle,  has 
been  token  in  the  cause.     It  satisfies  me  that 
the  deed  was  not  *the  pure,  voluntary  well- 
understood  act  of  the  grantor's  mind*  (Lord 
Eldon  in  Huguenin  v.  Baseley  [14  Ves.  Jr. 
273,  2  White  &  T.  Lead.  Cas.  in  Eq.  556] ) , 
but   was   unadvised   and   improvident;    and 
contrary  to  the  intention  of  ail  of  them."    In 
Aylauorth  v.  Whitcomb  it  appeared  that  the 
deed  was  executed  on  the  belief  and  under- 
standing by  the  grantor  and  the   trustees- 
that  it  was  revocable.     The  court  says :     "It 
is  true,  the  instrument  contains  no  power  of 
revocation,  but,  according  to  the  weight  of 
modern   authority,   this   is  only  a   circum- 
stance to  be  taken  into  account,  and  is  not 
decisive;  and,  where  a  deliberate  intent  to 
make  it  irrevocable  does  not  appear,  the  ab- 
sence of  the  power  will  be  prima  facie  evi- 
dence of  mistake."    The  decision  of  the  case^ 
however,  is  not  grounded  on  this  omission  of 
a  power  of  revocation.     The  court  further 
says:     "In  tlie  present  case,  as  in  Eaton  v. 
Tillinghast,  4  R.  I.  270,  280,  an  equitable 
freehold  is  given  to  the  complainant,  and  an 
equitable  fee  to  his  heirs  at  law,  thus  com- 
ing within  the  rule  in  Shelley's  Case"    [1 
C^e,  88].     The  effect  of  the  omission  of  a 
power  of  revocation  in  a  voluntary  deed  of 
trust  is  discussed  at  length  in  Hall  v.  Bally 
L.  R.  8  Ch.  430,  and  the  court  concludes  that 
the  true  rule  is  the  one  laid  down  in  Taker 
V.  Taker,  quoted  above.     In  the  same  case,  at 
page  440,  Lord  Selborne,  concurring,  says: 
"The  absence  of  a  power  of  revocation  in  a 
voluntary  deed,  not  impeached  on  the  ground 
of  any  undue  influence,  is,  of  course,  mate- 
rial, when  it  appears  that  the  settlor  did  not 
intend  to  make  an  irrevocable  settlement,  or 
when  the  settlement  itself  is  of  such  a  na- 
ture or  was  made  under  such  circumstances 
as  to  be  unreasonable  and  improvident  un- 
less guarded  by  a  power  of  revocation.     I  do 
not,  however,  see  on  what  principle  the  ab- 
sence of  such  a  power  can  be  considered  ma- 
terial in  a  case  like  the  present,  from  which 
both    these    elements    are    absent."     These 
cases  are  not  in  conflict  with  the  decisions 
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of  this  court  in  Stone  v.  King,  7  R.  I.  358, 
84  Am.  Dec.  557,  where  the  court  found,  aa 
matter  of  fact,  that  the  deed  was  intelligent- 
ly and  intentionally  made  by  the  grantor 
without  reservation,  and  hence  should  be  en- 
forced by  a  court  of  equity,  or  in  the  cases 
following:  Ray  v.  SimmonSf  11  R.  I.  2GG, 
23  Am.  Rep.  447,  and  Thurber  v.  Sprague, 
17  R.  I.  636,  24  Atl.  48, — where  the  court 
found  that  trusts  were  effectually  constitut- 
ed, and,  having  so  found,  enforced  them.  In 
all  these  cases  it  is  admitted  that  the  delib- 
•erate  intention  of  the  grantor  to  settle  his 
property  beyond  his  own  control  makes  his 
deed  irrevocable.  In  suits  brought  to  set 
aside  or  cancel  such  a  deed  the  courts  may 
differ  as  to  the  weight  to  be  given  to  the  cir- 
cumstance of  the  mere  omission  of  a  power 
of  revocation,  as  they  may  as  to  the  weight 
of  any  other  piece  of  evidence  in  the  case; 
but,  if  convinced  that  the  grantor  intelligent- 
ly intended  to  make  his  act  irrevocable,  they 
will  hold  it  to  be  so,  against  his  subsequent 
attempt  to  cancel  it.  We  find  nothing  in 
these  authorities  to  support  the  contention 
that  the  trust  deed  in  this  case  could  be  re- 
voked at  the  will  of  the  ^grantor.  All  the 
•cases  proceed  upon  finding  as  matter  of  fact 
that  the  intention  of  the  several  grantors  was 
not  to  make  their  conveyances  irrevocable. 
We  have  no  such  ascertained  fact  as  a  basis 
-of  relief  here.  If  the  absence  of  a  power  of 
revocation  must  prima  facie  be  attributed  to 
mistake,  it  cannot  be  held  that  the  insertion 
of  a  plain  declaration  that  the  grantor  in- 
tends to  make  the  deed  irrevocable  is  not 
•entitled  to  credence.  We  have  no  evidence 
of  the  intention  of  the  maker  of  this  deed, 
outside  of  the  deed  itself.  If  the  grantor  in 
her  lifetime  had  applied  to  the  court  to  an- 
nul her  voluntary  conveyance,  and  could 
have  shown  that  it  w^as  improvidently  or 
mistakenly  made,  the  court,  upon  a  proper 
•case,  would  have  ascertained  her  equitable 
rights,  and  would  have  provided  for  them  to 
the  furthest  possible  extent;  but  the  right 
<*annot  be  recognized  without  trial  or  exami- 
nation by  a  constituted  tribunal,  simply  on 
the  solicitation  of  family  and  friends,  to  re- 
voke a  deliberate  settlement  made  with  due 
formality,  and  apparently  with  intelligent 
anticipation  of  probable  contingencies."  In 
Sargent  v.  Baldmn,  60  Vt.  17,  13  Atl.  854, 
the  court  sums  up  its  conclusion  as  follows : 
''*Upon  a  careful  examination  of  this  subject, 
we  have  been  unable  to  find  any  case  where 
•equity  has  set  aside  a  voluntary  settlement 
except  on  the  application  of  the  settlor,  and 
then  only  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  or  where 
the  settlement  was  unadvised  and  improvi- 
dent, or  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  set- 
tlor." 

The  claim  against  this  half  of  the  estate 
-which  is  represented  by  the  Sawin  mortgage 
is  not  yet  sufficiently  explained  by  the  evi- 
dence to  enable  the  court  to  say  whether  it 
may  not  constitute  a  valid  equitable  claim, 
though  the  mortgage  itself  was  void. 
^2  L.  R.  A. 
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A  bank  cannot  Jnstlfy  tlie  payment  of 
a  check  on  tbe  indorsement,  by  one  who 
procured  It  bj  representing  himself  as  an- 
other, of  the  latter's  name. — at  least,  under 
a  statute  declaring  an  Indorsement  to  be 
wholly  Inoperative,  which  is  made  without 
the  authority  of  the  person  whose  signature 
it  purports  to  be. 

(March  11,  1001.) 

PETITION  by  plaintiflf  for  new  trial  after 
judgment  in  favor  of  defendant  in  an 
action  brought  to  recover  money  paid  out  by 
defendant  upon  plaintiff's  chedc  under  a 
forged  indorsement.     New  trial  granted. 

"Die  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  Irvins  Champlin  for  plaintiff. 

Messrs,  Tillinskast  A  Mnrdook,  for 
defendant : 

This  is  not  the  case  of  a  forgery,  because 
the  money  was  paid  to  the  exact  person  to 
whom  the  plaintiff  intended  that  it  should 
be  paid. 

It  makes  no  difference  if  the  plaintiff  was 
deceived  as  to  the  identity  of  the  applicant. 
It  is  to  the  person,  no  matter  what  his  name, 
that  the  law  looks  in  such  cases. 

Robertson  v.  Colemany  141  Mass.  231,  55 
Am.  Rep.  471,  4  N.  E.  619;  Emporia  Nat, 
Bank  v.  Shotwell,  35  Kan.  360,  57  Am.  Rep. 
171,  11  Pac.  141;  United  States  v.  National 
ExcK  Bank,  45  Fed.  163;  Land  Title  d 
Trust  Co.  V.  Northwestern  Nat,  Bank,  196 
Pa.  230,  50  L.  R.  A.  75,  46  Atl.  420. 

The  drawer  of  a  check  is  responsible  for 
it,  even  though  the  whole  transaction  is  con- 
ducted by  correspondence,  and  the  imperson- 
ator is  never  seen  by  the  drawer  of  the 
check. 

First  Nat.  Bank  v.  American  Exch.  Nat. 
Bank,  49  App.  Div.  349,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  58. 

In  cases  where  neither  party  is  in  fault, 
the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  when  he  made  it 
possible  for  the  loss  to  occur. 

Iron  City  Nat,  Bank  v.  Fort  Pitt  Nat. 
Bank,  159  Pa.  47,  23  L.  R.  A.  615,  28  Atl. 
195;  Bank  of  England  ▼.  Vagliano  Bros, 
[1891]  A.  C.  107. 

No  title  will  pass  to  a  negotiable  instru- 
ment,  even  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser  under  a 
forged  indorsement. 

2  Ames,  Bills  &  Notes,  p.  864;  Smith  v. 
Chester,  1  T.  R.  654;  Mead  v.  Young,  4  T. 
R.  28;  Allport  v.  Meek,  4  Oar.  &  P.  207; 
Beeman  v.  Duck,  11  Mees.  &  W.  251. 

Or  under  an  indorsement  by  an  unauthor- 
ized agent. 

Robinson  v.  Yarrow,  7  Taunt.  455. 

There  is  ground  for  estoppel  in  the  case, 
for  the  reason  that  the  bank  acted  in  good 
faith,  and  paid  the  check  in  accordance  with 

Note. — As  to  who  must  bear  loss  of  check  or 
bill  Issued  or  indorsed  to  Impostor,  see  the  ear- 
lier case  in  this  series  of  Land  Title  ft  Trust  Co. 
V.  Northwestern  Nat.  Bank  (Pa.)  50  L.  R.  A. 
75,  and  note. 
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the  intention  of  the  drawer,  as  that  inten- 
tion then  existed. 

Price  V.  Scale,  3  Burr.  1354. 

Stlness,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  plaintiff  sues  to  recover  money  paid 
out  by  the  defendant,  on  his  account,  upon 
his  check,  under  a  forpfcd  indorsement.  Louis 
Potter,  representing  himself  to  be  Ernest  A. 
Haskell,  went  to  the  plaintiff  to  get  a  loan 
of  money,  gi\ing  the  residence  and  occupa- 
tion of  Haskell  as  his  own.  The  plaintiff 
made  inquiry,  and  finding  that  Haskell  was 
employed,  and  w^as  living  as  represented,  he 
agreed  to  make  the  loan.  Potter,  under  the 
name  of  Haskell,  gave  his  note  to  the  plain- 
tiff, and  the  plaintiff  gave  him  a  check  on 
the  defendant  payable  to  the  order  of  Has- 
kell, delivering  it  to  Potter,  supposing  him 
to  be  Haskell.  Potter  indorsed  Haskell's 
name  on  the  back  of  the  check,  and  gave  it 
to  A.  R.  Hines,  who  collected  it  from  the 
bank.  When  the  note  given  to  the  plaintiff 
became  due,  the  fraud  was  discovered.  He 
thereupon  notified  the  bank,  and  demanded 
a  return  of  the  amount  paid  on  the  check  to 
the  credit  of  his  account.  At  the  trial  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant  was  directed,  and 
the  plaintiff  petitions  for  a  new  trial. 

The  question  is  whether  the  bank  is  liable 
for  the  payment  which  it  made  on  this 
check.  It  is  a  fundamental  rule  of  banking 
that,  when  a  bank  receives  money  to  be 
checked  out  by  a  depositor,  it  is  to  be  paid 
only  as  the  depositor  shall  order.  The  bank 
assumes  this  duty  in  receiving  the  deposit. 
If,  therefore,  it  pays  out  money  otherwise 
than  according  to  such  order,  it* is  liable  to 
the  depositor  for  the  amount  so  paid.  The 
bank  thus  assumes  the  responsibility  of  see- 
ing that  the  money  gets  to  the  party  au- 
thorized to  receive  it.  Hence,  if  it  pays 
money  out  on  a  forged  signature,  tlie  depos- 
itor being  free  from  blame  or  negligence,  it 
must  bear  the  loss.  In  this  case  the  plain- 
tiff directed  the  money  to  be  paid  to  the  or- 
der of  Ernest  A.  Haskell.  It  was  not  so 
paid  He  did  not  indorse  the  check.  Pot- 
ter forged  his  signature.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances, the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover 
seems  to  be  plain. 

But  the  defendant  contends  that  the  man 
who  made  the  contract  received  the  check; 
that  it  was  intended  for  him ;  that  the  mon- 
ey went  to  him,  and  so  there  was  no  forgerj', 
and  the  bank  is  not  liable.  It  would  seem 
that  upon  so  plain  a  proposition  the  deci- 
sions should  be  unanimous;  but  it  is  not  so. 
To  say  that  the  money  w^as  intended  for  the 
one  who  had  committed  the  fraud  is  simply 
to  say  that  the  fraud  was  complete.  It  is  a 
surprising  doctrine  that,  if  A  can  success- 
fully personate  B,  he  thereby  escapes  being 
guilty  of  forgery  in  signing  B's  name  on  a 
check  of  C's.  Of  course,  C  intended  the 
money  to  go  to  him  as  an  actual  person,  but 
only  because  he  supposed  that  he  was  the 
person  whom  he  represented  himself  to  be. 
Can  the  imposition  upon  C  justify  A's  per- 
sonation and  signature  of  B?  If  C  had  sent 
his  check  to  B  by  A,  and  the  latter  had 
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written  B's  indorsement  thereon,  no  one 
would  say  that  it  was  not  forgery.  How- 
does  it  change  the  case  when  A  gets  the 
check  by  making  C  believe  that  be  is  B* 
In  one  case  C  sent  it  to  B,  and  in  the  other 
he  supposed  that  he  handed  it  to  B  directly • 
In  both  cases  it  was  intended  for  B. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  has  well  said  in 
this  case  that  any  decision  to  the  effect  that 
a  bank  is  protected  in  paying  a  check  to  an 
impostor  who  has  forged  the  payee's  name 
on  the  check,  upon  the  ground  that  it  car- 
ries out  the  actual  intent  of  the  drawee,  ia 
based  upon  a  manifest  fallacy.  Moreover, 
of  what  consequence  is  the  intent  of  the 
drawer  of  the  check,  when  the  direction  is 
to  pay  to  the  party  named  ?  He  has  the  right 
to  assume  that  the  bank  will  pay  to  the  par- 
ty as  directed.  In  this  case  the  money  was 
intended  for  Haskell,  because  his  waa  the 
only  name  suggested.  He  had  been  looked 
up,  and  found  to  be  responsible.  It  is  a  per- 
version of  words  to  say  that  it  was  intended 
for  Potter  simply  because  he  had  fraudu- 
lently impersonated  Haskell,  and  led  the 
plaintiff  to  believe  that  he  was  Haskell.  The 
plaintiff  did  not  intend  to  let  Potter  have 
money.  His  check  showed  who  was  to  have 
it,  because  it  was  made  payable  to  Haskell. 
When,  therefore,  Potter  fraudulently  indorsed 
Haskell's  name  on  the  check,  it  was  a  typi- 
cal case  of  forgery.  It  was  a  false  signa- 
ture, with  intent  to  deceive. 

The  defendant  relies  on  Robertson  v.  Cole- 
man,  141  Mass.  231,  55  Am.  Rep.  471,  4  X.  E. 
619,  where  the  suit  was  by  a  holder  against 
the  maker  of  a  check.  The  payee  had  as- 
sumed the  name  of  another,  and  obtained 
the  check  as  the  price  for  stolen  property 
sold  by  the  defendants  as  auctioneers.  The 
decision  was  for  the  plaintiff,  and  good 
ground  is  given  for  it  in  the  opinion,  in  this: 
That  the  plaintiff  was  a  bona  fide  holder 
without  notice,  and  that  the  defendants 
simply  supposed  the  payee  to  be  Charles 
Barney  of  Swanzey,  but  not  from  any  false 
representation  made  to  them.  Had  the  opin- 
ion stopped  there,  no  case  of  fraud  would 
have  appeared.  But  the  court  put  these 
facts  aside  as  immaterial,  and  then  said: 
**This  person  was  the  person  intended  by 
them  [the  defendants]  as  the  payee  of  the 
check,  designated  by  the  name  he  was  called 
in  the  transaction,  and  that  his  indorsement 
of  it  was  the  indorsement  of  the  payee  of  the 
check  by  that  name.  The  contract  of  the 
defendants  was  to  pay  the  amount  of  the 
cheek  to  this  person  or  his  order,  and  he  has 
ordered  it  paid  to  the  plaintiff."  No  authori- 
ties are  cited  in  the  opinion,  but  the  case 
has  been  cited  as  an  authority  since.  See 
Emporia  Sat.  Bank  v.  Shotwelly  35  Kan. 
300,  57  Am.  Rep.  171,  11  Pac.  141:  Uniti>d 
i^iatrs  V.  yational  Exch.  Bank,  45  Fed.  163; 
Jiand  Title  <C-  Trust  Co.  v.  yorthtccstem  Xat, 
Bank,  196  Pa.  230,  50  L.  R.  A.  75,  46 
Atl.  420;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  American 
Exch,  Xat.  Bank,  49  App.  Div.  349,  63  N.  Y. 
Supp.  58.  These  cases  lose  sight  of  the  dis- 
tinction between  real  and  fictitious  persons. 
In  the  latter  case  there  is  nobody  to  inquire 
about;   no  one  in  fact  misrepresented;    do 
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one  in  the  mind  of  one  party  other  than  the 
person  with  whom  he  is  dealing.  In  the 
ea?e  of  a  real  person,  however,  one  party, 
having  him  in  mind,  satisfies  himself  about 
fhe  responsibility  of  such  party,  and  sup- 
poses that  he  is  dealing,  not  with  the  per- 
son who  is  in  fact  before  him,  but  with  the 
one  whom  he  has  in  mind,  and  whom  the 
one  before  him  falsely  personates.  Thus  in 
yfead  V.  Young,  4  T.  R.  28,  it  was  held  that, 
where  a  bill  of  exchange  got  into  the  hands 
of  one  of  the  same  name  as  the  payee,  yet 
such  person  knowing  that  he  was  not  the 
person  in  whose  favor  it  was  drawTi,  was 
guilty  nf  forgery  in  indorsing  it.  In  Rob- 
arts  V.  Tucker,  16  Q.  B.  560,  it  was  held  that 
a  banker  could  not  debit  his  customer  with 
the  payment  made  to  one  who  claimed 
through  a  forged  indorsement  made  by  the 
solicitor  of  the  paj^ee.  That  was  not  a  case 
of  misrepresentation  of  persons,  but  it  is  re- 
ferred to  in  Yaglinno  Bros.  v.  Bank  of  Eng- 
land, L.  R.  23  Q.  B.  Div.  243,  as  having  set- 
tled the  relations  between  bankers  and  cus- 
tomers for  many  years.  This  latter  case 
came  under  the  bills  of  exchange  act,  and  it 
was  held  that  as  the  bill  was  not  made  to  a 
fictitious  or  nonexisting  person,  it  could  not 
be  treated  as  a  bill  payable  to  bearer,  and 
so  defendants  could  not  be  protected  in  a 
payment  under  a  false  indorsement.  Thus 
the  law  is  settled  in  England.  In  Arm- 
strong V.  Xational  Bank,  46  Ohio  St.  512,  6 
L.  R.*  A.  625,  22  X.  E.  866,  it  is  held  that, 
even  where  the  payee  is  nonexisting,  the  rule 
making  such  paper  payable  to  bearer  does 
not  apply  where  the  maker,  supposing  the 
payee  to  \ye  a  real  person  intending  payment 
to  be  made  to  such  person,  is  induced  by 
fraud  so  to  draw  it.  In  Graves  v.  American 
i:xch.  Bank,  17  N.  Y.  205,  it  was  held  to  be 
forgery  for  one,  not  the  payee  of  a  bill,  but 
bearini;  the  same  name,  to  indorse  and  trans- 
fer it  knowing  that  he  w*as  not  intended  as 
the  payee.  The  true  rule  is  well  stated  in 
the  headnotes  of  Rogers  v.  Ware,  2  Xeb.  20, 
as  follows:  "If  the  bill  run  to  a  fictitious 
j)ayee,  it  is  as  if  drawn  payable  to  bearer, 
and  indorsement  is  not  necessary.  .  .  .  But 
if  it  be  payable  to  some  person  known  at  the 
time  to  exist,  and  present  to  the  mind  of  the 
drawer  when  he  made  it,  as  the  party  to 
whose  order  it  was  to  be  paid,  the  genuine 
indorsement  of  such  payee  is  necessary.  .  .  . 
Nor  is  the  case  changed  by  the  cir- 
cumstances that  the  party  who  induced 
the  drawer  to  make  sueh  bill  defrauded 
him  in  so  doing."  Roire  v.  Putnam, 
131  Mass.  281,  is  to  the  same  effect, 
but  is  not  referred  to  in  Robertson 
V.  Coleman,  141  Mass.  231,  55  Am.  Rep.  471, 
4  X.  E.  619. 

The  attention  of  counsel  was  called  to  the 
negotiable  instruments  act  (Pub.  Laws  1899, 
chap.  674,  §  31),  which  is:  "Where  a  sig- 
nature is  forged  or  made  without  the  au- 
thority of  the  person  whose  signature  it 
purports  to  be,  it  is  wholly  inoperative,  and  i 
no  right  to  retain  the  instrument,  or  to  give  ' 
a  discharge  therefor,  or  to  enforce  payment 
thereof  against  a  party  thereto,  can  be  ac- 
quired through  or  under  such  signature, 
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unless  the  party  against  whom  it  is  sought 
to  enforce  such  right  is  precluded  from  set- 
ting up  forgerj'  or  want  of  authority."  The 
statute  covers  this  case.  We  have  referred 
to  authorities  because  the  defendant's  coun- 
sel so  earnestly  and  ably  argued  that  the  act 
did  not  alter  the  law  merchant  that  it 
seemed  proper  to  show  that  the  law  in  thi» 
respect,  outside  of  the  act,  is  in  a  very  un- 
satisfactory state,  and  that  the  act  is  right. 
We  do  not  think  that  the  act  does  alter  the 
law  as  it  wa-s  when  a  few  years  ago,  it  seems 
to  have  been  switched  off  on  a  fallacy  in 
some  places.  One  of  the  advantages  of  the 
act  is  in  settling  the  question.  Waiving  .the 
question  of  forgery,  about  which  the  cases^ 
we  have  cited  differ,  the  signature  in  this 
case  is  clearly  one  "made  without  the  au- 
thority of  the  person  whose  signature  it 
purports  to  be,"  and  therefore  it  is  "wholly 
inoperative."  This  being  so,  the  defendant 
cannot  justify  its  action  under  it,  there  be- 
ing no  evidence  of  any  conduct  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  mislead  the  defendant,  and  so  to  es- 
top his  present  claim.  As  the  case  stood,  the 
plaintiff  had  ordered  money  paid  to  Has- 
kell. The  bank  had  not  so  paid  it.  The 
fact  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  imposed  up- 
on did  not  relieve  the  bank  from  its  duty  to 
see  that  the  money  was  paid  according  to 
order.    Tlie  case  should  have  gone  to  the 

jury- 

New  trial  granted. 


(Appellate  Division.) 

Re  CONDEMNATION  OF  LAND  BY 
RHODE  ISLAND  SUBURBAN  RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY. 

An  attempt  by  a  utreet  railway  com-^ 
pany  to  take  land  for  a  power  house 
and  coal  pockets  in  a  city  5  miles  from  it» 
lines,  in  which  it  has  no  authority  to  run 
cars.  Is  for  its  private  benefit,  and  not  for 
pubiic  use,  and  is  therefore  not  within  statu- 
tory permission  to  take,  by  eminent  domain,, 
land  necessary  for  its  use. 

(March  5,  1901.) 

PETITION  by  respondents  for  new  trial 
after  judgment  in  favor  of  petitioner 
in  a  proceeding  to  acquire  land  for  peti- 
tioner's use  under  the  right  of  eminent  do- 
main,    yew  trial  granted. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Timnghast  A  Tillinghast,  for 
petitioners  for  new  trial: 

Eminent  domain  cannot  be  exercised  for 
any   but  public  purposes.     Statutes,  where 

NoTK. — l^'or  cases  in  this  series  as  to  the 
riglit  to  exercise  the  power  of  eminent  domain 
for  railroads  where  the  use  is  of  a  private  na- 
ture, see  Kansas  &  T.  Coal  R.  Co.  v.  Northwest- 
ern Coal  &  Min.  Co.  (Mo.)  Til  L.  R.  A.  936, 
and  footnote  thereto;  also  Ex  parte  Bacot  (S. 
C.)  16  L.  R.  A.  586;  Bradley  v.  Pharr  (La.> 
19  L.  R.  A.  647. 
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the  right  of  eminent  domain  might  he  used 
for  private  purposes  because  the  statute  giv- 
ing it  is  not  in  terms  limited  to  public 
purposed,   are  held  to  be  unconstitutional. 

Re  Theresa  Drainage  Dist.  90  Wis.  301, 
63  N.  W.  288;  Nickey  v.  Steams  Ranches 
Co,  12«  Cal.  160,  68  Pac.  459;  Gifford  Drain- 
ULye  Diet.  v.  Shroer,  146  Ind.  672,  44  N.  E. 
636. 

The  questions  of  public  use  and  necessity 
exist  as  two  distinct  questions,  both  to  be  de- 
termined in  the  petitioner's  favor  before  it 
can  condemn  this  or  any  land. 

Treacy  v.  Elizabethtoum,  L,  d  B,  8,  R.  Co. 
S6  Jiy.  270,  3  S.  W.  168;  Dennis  Long  d  Co, 
v.  Loui8i>ille,  98  Ky  67,  32  S.  W.  271 ;  Pasa- 
dena V.  Stimson,  91  Cal.  263,  27  Pac.  604; 
Re  Staten  Island  Rapid  Transit  Co.  103  N. 
Y.  251,  8  N.  E.  648;  Re  New  York  C.  d  B. 
R.  R.  Co.  59  Hun,  7,  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  290; 
Butte f  A.  d  P,  R.  Co.  v.  Montana  Union  R. 
Co.  16  Mont.  604,  31  L.  R.  A.  298,  41  Pac. 
232. 

The  term  "necessary"  may  be  applied  to  a 
general  scheme  of  internal  improvement. 
When  so  used  it  is  commonly  held  that  the 
court  has  nothing  to  review  except  to  see 
that  the  purpose  be  a  public  one. 

Adirondack  R.  Co.  v.  New  York,  176  U. 
S.  336,  44  L.  ed  492,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  460; 
Tracy  v.  Elizabethtoum,  L.  d  B.  8.  R.  Co. 
80  Ky.  269;  Eversfield  v.  Mid-Sussex  R.  Co. 
3  De  G.  &  J.  286;  Commissioners  of  Parks 
d  Boulevards  v.  Moesta,  91  Mich.  149,  51 
N-.  W.  903. 

Necessity  which  must  exist  before  any 
particular  land  can  be  taken  is  distinct  from 
the  public  purpose  of  the  improvement,  and 
may  be  inquired  into  as  a  fact  by  the  court 
in  such  cases.  The  true  meaning  in  a  con- 
stitutional sense  is  that  the  land  is  neces- 
sary because  of  the  limited  quantity  which 
can  be  used  for  the  purpose, — ^limited  either, 
first  from  the  topography  of  the  country  or 
the  physical  necessity  of  having  a  continu- 
ous strip  through  the  country;  or,  second, 
in  the  most  extended  sense  as  yet  adopted 
by  any  court  so  far  as  can  be  ascertained, 
limited  in  quantity  because  it  is  necessarily 
required  to  adjoin  other  land  which  is  itself 
limited  in  quantity. 

West  River  Bridge  Co.  v.  Dix,  6  How. 
607,  12  L.  ed.  535;  New  York  d  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Gunnison,  1  Hun,  406 ;  Fiske  v.  Framingham 
Mfg.  Co.  12  Pick.  68;  Famstdorth  v.  Good- 
hue, 48  Vt.  209 ;  Leisse  v.  St.  Louis  d  I.  M. 
R.  Co.  2  Mo.  App.  105;  3  Elliott,  Railroads, 
S  900,  p.  1355. 

Property  cannot  be  taken  for  things  not 
necessaiy  to  the  operation  of  the  road,  or 
which  do  not  require  a  particular  location 
with  reference  to  the  right  of  way. 

Lewis,  £m.  Dom.  §  170,  p.  236;  Pierce, 
Railroads,  p.  150. 

By  constitutional  law  and  the  terms  of 
this  statute  some  degree  of  necessity,  and 
not  mere  convenience,  is  required. 

Hunter  v.  Newport,  5  R.  I.  325;  Shick  v. 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  1  Pearson  (Pa.)  259; 
Spring  Valley  Waterworks  v.  San  Mateo 
Waterworks,  64  Cal.  134,  28  Pac.  447; 
i)ueen  v.  Wycombe  R.  Co.  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  320; 
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Tracy  v.  Elizabeihtown,  L.  d  B.  8.  R.  Co* 
80  Ky.  267. 

Messrs.  Edwards  A  AagtU,  for  respond- 
ent: 

By  the  true  construction  of  the  act  of  the 
general  assembly  the  taking  of  property 
thereunder  is  limited  to  public  purposes. 

Where  a  statute  is  open  to  two  construc- 
tions, by  one  of  which  it  is  constitutional 
and  by  the  other  unconstitutional,  the  form- 
er is  always  to  be  adopted. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  pp.  218,  219; 
Coleman  v.  Yesler,  1  Wash.  Terr.  592 ;  Sing- 
er Mfg.  Co.  V.  McCollock,  24  Fed.  667 ;  Col- 
well  V.  May's  Landing  Water  Power  Co.  19 
N.  J.  £q.  245;  Santo  v.  State,  2  Iowa,  165, 
63  Am.  Dec.  487;  Bigelow  v.  West  Wiscon- 
sin R.  Co.  27  Wis.  478. 

If  by  the  true  construction  of  the  act  the 
taking  of  property  thereunder  is  not  lim- 
ited to  public  pur^ses,  the  act  will  not  be 
held  invalid  in  this  proceeding  if  the  pro- 
posed taking  herein  is  for  a  public  purpose. 

If  the  act  authorizes  the  taking  of  prop- 
erty for  private  as  well  as  public  purposes, 
it  is  at  most  invalid  only  in  part,  t.  c,  to 
the  extent  that  it  authorizes  taking  for  pri- 
vate purposes.      .     . 

State  V.  Clark,  16  R.  I.  383,  5  Atl.  635; 
Re  Liquors  of  McSoley,  15  R.  I.  608,  10  Atl. 
059 ;  State  v.  Amery,  12  R.  I.  64. 

If  the  taking  of  property  in  the  case  at 
bar  is  for  a  public  purpose,  the  court  will 
not  consider  whether,  if  the  act  also  au- 
thorizes taking  for  private  purposes,  it  is 
to  that  extent  invalid. 

State  V.  Mylod,  20  R.  I.  632,  41  L.  R.  A. 
428,  40  Atl.  763;  Newport  v.  Morton,  22  R. 
1.  196,  60  L.  R.  A.  330,  47  Atl.  312. 

The  taking  of  the  land  sought  to  be  con- 
demned is  for  a  public  purpose,  and  the  act 
in  authorizing  such  taking  is  not  unconsti- 
tutional. 

The  purpose  for  which  the  land  in  ques- 
tion is  sought  to  be  condemned  is  to  build 
upon  a  part  of  the  same  a  power  house  for 
the  operation  of  the  petitioner's  various 
lines  of  railway,  and  to  use  the  remainder 
of  the  land  in  part  for  coal  pockets  wherein 
to  store  coal  for  use  in  operating  the  ma- 
chinery in  the  proposed  power  house,  and  in 
part  for  a  conduit  to 'carry  water  from  the 
river  to  supply  the  condensers  of  the  en- 
gines in  the  power  house. 

One  of  the  most  common  meanings  of  the 
word  "use"  is  usefulness,  utility,  advantage, 
productive  of  benefit.  "Public  use"  may 
therefore  well  mean  public  usefulness,  utili- 
ty, or  advantage,  or  what  is  productive  of 
general  benefit. 

Olmstead  v.  Camp,  33  Conn.  632,  89  Am. 
Dec.  221. 

Property  taken  for  the  construction, 
maintenance,  or  use  of  a  railway  ia,  of 
course,  taken  for  a  public  use. 

People  V.  Kerr,  27  N.  Y.  188. 

And  every  facility  needed  for  the  opera- 
tion, maintenance,  and  use  of  a  railroad  is 
for  public  purposes. 

New  York  d  H.  R.  Co.  v.  A'ip,  46  N.  Y. 
546,  7  Am.  Rep.  385. 

The  purpose  is  public  in  the  case  of  the 


1901. 


Re  Condemnation  of  Land  by  Rhode  Island  Suburban  li.  Co. 


881 


«ngine  houses,  water  stations,  buildings  for 
fuel  and  coal  and  wood  yards  for  the  steam 
road. 

New  York  0,  di  H,  R.  R,  Co,  v.  Metropoli- 
tan Gaslight  Co.  63  N.  Y.  326;  Re  Nbw  York 
C.  d  H.  R,  R,  Co.  77  N.  Y.  248 ;  Hannibal  d 
^t,  J,  R.  Co,  V.  Muder,  49  Mo.  165;  Phila- 
delphia, W.  d  B»  R,  Co,  ▼.  Williams,  54  Pa. 
103;  State,  Camden  d  A,  R.  d  Transp,  Co., 
Prosecutors,  v.  Mansfield  Comrs.  23  N.  J.  L. 
510,  57  Am.  Dec.  409;  New  Orleans  d  C.  R. 
€o.  V.  Second  Municipality,  1  La.  Ann.  128; 
EldHdge  y.  Smith,  34  Vt.  484. 

The  taking  of  the  land  sought  to  be  con- 
demned is  not  shown  to  be  for  a  private  pur- 
pose for  the  reason  that  the  public  will  have 
no  right  to  use  the  land  after  it  has  been 
taken  by  the  petitioner. 

Low  V.  Galena  d  C.  V.  R.  Co.  18  111.  324; 
Lodge  v.  Philadelphia,  W.  d  B.  R,  Co.  8 
Phila.  345;  Southern  P.  R.  Co,  v.  Raymond, 

53  Cal.  223 ;  Philadelphia,  W.  d  B.  R.  Co.  v. 
Williams,  54  Pa.  103. 

There  is  a  necessity,  and  a  public  necessi- 
ty, for  taking  the  land  sought  to  be  con- 
demned, and  the  act  in  authorizing  such 
taking  is  not  invalid. 

The  word  "necessary"  was  used  in  its 
more  popular  sense,  and  meant  "reasonably 
convenient,"  "not  indispensable." 

Chalcraft  v.  Louisville,  E.  d  St.  L.  R.  Co. 
113  111.  86;  Alabama  d  V.  R.  Co.  v.  Odeneal, 
73  Miss.  34,  19  So.  202;  Coates  v.  New  Tork, 
7  Cow.  585 ;  State,  New  Jersey  R.  d  Tranep. 
Co.,  Prosecutors,  v.  Hancock,  35  N.  J.  L. 
637;  State,  Morris  Canal  d  Bkg.  Co.,  Pros- 
ecutors, V.  Love,  37  N.  J.  L.  60;  Olmsted  v. 
Proprietors  of  Morris  Aqueduct,  47  N.  J.  L. 
311;  Hunter  v.  Newport,  5  R.  I.  325;  Haz- 
ard V.  Middletoum,  12  R.  I.  227;  Commis- 
Moners  of  Parks  d  Boulevards  v.  Moesta,  91 
Mich.  149,  51  N.  W.  903 ;  Harvey  v.  Lloyd, 
3  Pa.  331;  Aurora  d  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Harvey, 
178  111.  477,  53  N.  E.  331;  Flint  d  P.  M.  R. 
Co.  V.  Detroit  d  B.  C.  R.  Co.  64  Mich.  360, 
31  N.  W.  281 ;  New  York  d  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Kip, 
46  N.  Y.  546,  7  Am.  Rep.  385;  New  York 
€.  d  H.  R.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Metropolitan  Gaslight 
Co.  63  N.  Y.  326;  Re  New  York  C.  d  H.  R. 
R.  Co.  77  N.  Y.  248. 

A  power  house  and  appurtenant  coal 
pockets  and  water  conduit  are  "necessary" 
to  the  petitioner  within  the  meaning  of  the 
word. 

New  York  d  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Kip,  46  N.  Y. 
646,  7  Am.  Rep.  385 ;  Chicago  d  W.  I.  R.  Co. 
T.  Dunbar,  100  111.  110;  Re  New  York  C.  d 
H,  R.  R.  Co.  77  N.  Y.  248;  State,  Camden  d 
A.  R.  d  Transp.  Co.,  Prosecutors,  v.  Mans- 
field Comrs.  23  N.  J.  L.  510,  57  Am.  Dec.  409 ; 
Philadelphia,  W.  d  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Williams, 

54  Pa.  103;  Chicago,  B.  d  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Wil- 
son, 17  111.  123. 

The  quantity  of  land  sought  to  be  con- 
demned is  not  improper. 

A  reasonable  necessity  is  all  that  need  be 
flhown. 

10  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  1057 ; 
Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  §  279;  Re  New  York  C. 
d  H.  R.  R.  Co.  77  N.  Y.  248. 

The  fact  that  other  land  equally  suitable 
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could  be  obtained  by  purchase  elsewhere  is, 
of  course,  immaterial. 

CHesy  v.  Cincinnati,  W.  d  Z.  R.  Co.  4 
Ohio  St.  308;  Re  New  York  d  H.  R.  R.  Co. 
V.  Kip,  46  N.  Y.  546,  7  Am.  Rep.  385 ;  10  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  1057.  See  also 
South  Chicago  R.  Co.  v.  Diw,  109  111.  237. 

Stiness,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  Rhode  Island  Suburban  Railway,  act- 
ing un^er  the  provisions  of  its  charter,  in- 
stituted proceedings  to  condemn  a  lot  of 
land  in  Providence  belonging  to  James 
Campbell  and  wife.  The  charter  requires 
the  common  pleas  division  to  examine  the 
plat  of  location,  to  hear  the  parties,  and  to 
determine  whether  the  lands  described  are 
necessary  to  said  company  for  its  corporate 
purposes.  In  this  case  th^  company  seeks 
to  condemn  a  lot  for  a  power  house,  to  gen- 
erate electricity  for  its  lines  of  road,  for  coal 
pockets,  for  the  storage  of  coal,  and  for  a 
conduit  to  carry  water  from  the  river  to  the 
engine.  The  judge  who  heard  the  applica- 
tion decided  that  the  taking  was  necessary 
and  fcH*  a  public  use.  The  landowner  peti- 
tions for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  error 
in  the  findings.  As  we  have  already  stated 
in  this  case  (48  Atl.  690),  in  regard  to  the 
constitutionality  of  the  act,  the  legislature 
has  no  right  to  condemn  private  property 
for  any  other  than  public  purposes.  The 
legislature  determines  in  what  cases  and  to 
what  extent  the  power  of  condemnation 
shall  be  exercised,  but  whether  the  use  in 
a  particular  case  is  a  public  use  is  a  ques- 
tion of  law,  to  be  settled  by  the  court.  The 
statute  in  this  case,  as  we  have  construed 
it,  calls  for  a  finding  of  the  necessity  for  a 
public  purpose,  because  only  such  "corpor- 
ate  purposes"  as  are  in  their  nature  pub- 
lic purposes  can  be  considered  to  constitute 
a  necessity,  within  the  meaning  of  the  stat- 
ute. Two  kinds  of  public  use  are  recog- 
nized,— one,  where  the  state  itself  takes 
property  for  its  own  uses;  and  another, 
where  it  authorizes  the  taking  for  the  use 
of  the  public.  The  former  is  a  demonstra- 
tive act,  which,  of  itself,  shows  its  public 
purpose.  The  latter,  in  many  cases,  may  be 
of  such  doubtful  character  as  to  require  the 
determination  of  the  court  whether  the  au- 
thority can  be  exercised.  Our  Constitution 
says :  "Private  property  shall  not  be  taken 
for  public  uses  without  just  compensation." 
The  implication  of  the  right  to  take  is  not 
for  the  convenience  or  advantage  of  the  pub- 
lic, but  "for  public  uses."  There  are  many 
kinds  of  business  of  great  benefit  to  the 
public  generally,  which  could  not  be  claimed 
to  warrant  a  taking  of  property  as  for  a 
public  use.  If  private  property  is  to  be 
taken,  it  must  be  for  a  use  by  the  public. 
Thus,  in  condemnations  for  highways*  or 
railroads,  the  public  use  the  land  by  travel- 
ing over  it;  for  depots,  public  buildings, 
and  parks,  by  resorting  to  them;  for  water- 
works and  drains,  by  employing  their  serv- 
ice. These  are  cases  where  the  public  use 
is  direct  and  obvious;  but  there  is  a  class 
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of  cases  where  the  public  does  not  use  the 
land  itself,  and  yet  the  public  necessity  is 
BO  direct  and  obvious  as  to  imply  a  public 
use.  Such,  for  example,  are  cases  of  taking 
land  for  engine  houses,  car  houses,  and  re- 
pair shops  on  steam  railroads.  These 
buildinsB  must  necessarily  be  contiguous  to 
the  railroad,  and,  while  £h6  public  may  not 
use  the  buildings  as  such,  yet  they  are  of 
such  a  character  that,  without  them,  the 
public  could  not  adequately  use  the  railroad 
itself.  They  are  in  fact  a  part  of  the  rail- 
road. In  some  cases  land  for  the  storage  of 
wood  and  coal  for  steam  railroads  has  been 
held  to  be  taken  for  a  public  use.  In  all 
of  these  cases,  however,  a  particular  location 
is  made  necessary,  because  of  the  require- 
ments of  a  steam  railroad.  Arguing  from 
such  cases,  the  petitioner  claims  that  it  is 
equally  entitled  under  its  charter  to  con- 
demn land,  anywhere  in  the  four  counties 
named,  for  a  power  house  and  for  coal 
pockets.  The  wide  area  of  location  at  once 
suggests  the  difference  between  the  freedom 
of  choice  in  this  case  and  the  imperative 
necessity  which  is  usually  found  on  steam 
railroads  for  a  particular  location. 

We  do  not  question  that  the  term  "neces- 
sary," as  used  in  the  statute,  does  not  mean 
an  absolute  necessity,  in  the  sense  that  the 
particular  land  is  indispensable,  but,  rather, 
that  the  land,  or  other  similarly  situated, 
is  reasonably  required  for  a  public  purpose. 
It  is  also  beyond  question  that  everything 
which  may  be  necessary  for  "corporate  pur- 
poses" is  not,  by  that  reason,  necessary  for 
public  purposes.  A  common  carrier  serves 
both  the  public  and  itself.  It  has  its  pub- 
lic and  private  functions.  The  public  part 
is  the  exercise  of  its  franchise  for  the  accom- 
modation of  the  parties;  the  private  part  is 
its  incidental  business,  with  which  the  pub- 
lic is  not  concerned,  and  which  the  company 
manages  for  its  own  interests.  The  com- 
pany carries  passengers  over  its  road  as  a 
public  duty,  but  the  generation  of  the  pow- 
er to  propel  cars  is  the  private  business  of 
the  company.  Whatever  is  necessary  to  the 
exercise  of  the  franchise  is  for  the  benefit 
of  the  public,  but  that  which  pertains  simp- 
ly to  means  of  supply  is  the  private  business 
of  the  company. 

The  argument  is  that  power  is  absolutely 
essential  to  run  the  cars,  and  that  this  con- 
cludes the  question  of  necessity  for  a  power 
house;  that  there  can  be  no  power  without 
coal,  and  hence  the  necessity  of  coal  pockets. 
We  may  readily  grant  that  these  are  things 
which  the  company  must  supply  in  order 
to  run  its  road,  but  it  does  not  follow  that 
the  company  has  the  power  to  take  private 
property  for  these  purposes.  The  public 
has  no  interest  in  the  source  of  supply, 
whether  the  power  is  purchased,  as  some  of 
it  is  at  present,  or  whether  each  branch  of 
tMe  road  has  its  own  station,  as  is  now  the 
case  with  two  branches,  or  whether  there  is 
one  central  station,  which  is  sought  for  in 
this  proceeding.  Neither  is  it  of  interest 
to  the  public  whether  the  cars  are  run  by 
trolley  or  by  storage  batteries.  The  com- 
pany is  not  limited  to  a  particular  location 
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for  a  power  house,  for  coal  pockets,  or  for 
a  water  supply.  This  is  evident  from  the 
fact  that  the  lot  which  the  company  here 
seeks  for  a  power  house  is  abgut  5  miles 
from  the  nearest  point  on  the  company's 
road.  The  location  is  claimed  as  a  central 
point  of  the  system,  but  this  is  a  matter  of 
convenience  to  the  company,  not  of  neces- 
sity. It  involves  the  taking  of  land  for  the 
purposes  of  the  company,  in  the  city  of 
ProWdence,  when  another  company  haa  the 
exclusive  right  to  run  cars  in  that  city.  This 
company,  then,  miist  convey  its  power  •> 
miles  before  it  can  reach  its  own  road.  It 
is  in  evidence  that  it  now  goes  over  the  lines 
of  other  roads  for  that  distance.  If  thi4 
should  continue,  the  result  would  be  that 
land  in  Providence  would  be  taken,  by  m 
company  having  no  right  to  a  road  in  Prov- 
idence, to  generate  power  to  be  used  in  part 
by  another  company,  which  has  not  con- 
demned the  land  for  that  purpose.  It  i^ 
evident  that  this  proceeding  is  for  the  pri- 
vate benefit  of  the  company,  and  not  for  the 
public  use.  On  steam  roads  the  power  inu»t 
be  generated  in  the  locomotives  on  the 
tracks.  It  cannot  be  transmitted  from  an- 
other place.  There  is  therefore  a  plain  dis- 
tinction between  this  case  and  those  already 
referred  to  which  have  held  engine  houses 
to  be  necessary  for  a  steam  road,  in 
EldHdge  v.  Smith,  34  Vt.  484,  the  distinc- 
tion is  clearly  brought  out  between  thoee 
things  which  are  necessary  for  serving  the 
public  and  those  which  relate  only  to  the 
conduct  of  the  business.  In  Re  Eureka 
Basin  Warehouse  d  Mfg,  Co,  96  N.  Y.  42, 
the  court  said :  "The  taking  of  private  prop- 
erty for  private  purposes  cannot  be  author- 
ized even  by  legislative  act,  and  the  fact 
that  the  use  to  which  the  property  is  in- 
tended to  be  put  or  the  structure  intended 
to  be  built  thereon,  will  tend  incidentally 
to  benefit  the  public,  ...  is  not  sulli- 
cient  to  bring  the  case  within  the  operation 
of  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  so  long  as 
the  structures  are  to  remain  under  private 
ownership  and  control,  and  no  right  to  their 
use  or  to  direct  their  management  is  con- 
ferred upon  the  public."  See  also  State, 
Camden  d  A,  R.  d  Transp,  Co.,  Prosecutors^ 
V.  Mansfield  Comrs.  23  N.  J.  L.  610,  57  Am. 
Dec.  409;  Tyler  v.  Beacher,  44  Vt.  648.  8 
Am.  Eep.  398;  Bloodgood  v.  Mohawk  d  B. 
Rivers  R.  Co.  18  Wend.  9,  31  Am.  Dec  313. 
Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  054,  says: 
"The  public  use  implies  a  possession,  occupa- 
tion, and  enjoyment  of  the  land  by  the  pub- 
lic at  large  or  by  public  agencies."  If  the 
condemnation  of  land  in  this  case  for  a 
power  house  and  coal  pockets  is  legal,  then 
land  for  any  building  which  may  be  required 
in  the  business  of  the  company  can  also  be 
condemned,  which  would  carry  the  power  fo 
an  extent  never  before  exercised  in  this 
state.  There  has  been  considerable  diver- 
sity of  decision  as  to  what  constitutes  a 
public  use,  and  it  is  impK>8sible  to  lay  down 
a  rule  of  universal  application.  We  think, 
however,  that  the  line  of  distinction  to 
which  we  have  referred  is  one  which  may  be 
traced    in    all    well-considered    cases,    and 
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tliat  the  true  test  of  such  use  is  whether  the 
taking  is  essential  to  the  serv^ice  of  the  pub- 
lic franchise,  or  whether  it  pertains  only  to 
the  private  Interest  of  the  company  in  the 
details  of  its  business.  The  former  con- 
stitutes a  public  use,  and  the  latter  does 
not.  The  lot  in  question  is  a  wharf  lot  on 
Providence  river.  The  testimony  shows 
that  the  principal  reason  for  selecting  it  is 
the  convenience  of  getting  coal  to  it  on  tide 
water,  and  the  |act  that  it  adjoins  the  lot 


of  the  Union  Railroad  Company.  These 
are  purely  private  reasons,  and  affect  only 
the  private  interest  of  the  company.  The 
simple  fact  that  the  company  must  have  a 
power  house  somewhere  does  not  convert 
this  necessity  into  one  for  a  public  use.  We 
think  it  is  clear  that  the  taking  in  this  case 
is  not  a  taking  for  a  public  use,  and  hence 
not  necessary,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute. 


TENNESSEE  SUPREME  COURT. 


Daniel  HILXi,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  James  Mynatt, 
Deceased,  Appt., 

V, 

E.  F.  MYNATT  et  al. 


( Tenn. 
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Attorneys  are  not  liable  to  their  client 
for  an  error  of  Jndarment  npon  a 
doubtful  question  of  lavF,  such  as  a  de- 
termination to  proceed  In  a  pending  action  in 
a  state  court  instead  of  abandoning  ibat  and 
presenting  their  claim  against  a  receiver  in 
a  Federal  court,  where  the  circumstances 
were  such  that  attorneys  of  the  greatest  emi- 
nence In  the  profession  might  well  have 
doubted  as  to  the  best  course  to  pursue  to 
attain  success  for  their  client. 

(September  25.  1900.) 


APPEAL  by  complainant  from  a  decree  of 
the  Court  of  Chancery  Appeals  affirm- 
ing a  decree  of  the  Chancery  Court  for  Knox 
County  in  favor  of  defendants  in  a  suit  to 
hold  defendants  liable  for  loss,  through  their 
all(^ed  negligence,  of  a  judgment  which  had 
been  recovered  in  favor  of  the  estate  of  com- 
plainant's intestate.      Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court  of  Chancery  Appeals  which  was  deliv- 
ered by  Wilson »  J.,  as  follows : 

This  bill  was  filed  January  20,  189S, 
against  the  defendants,  a  firm  of  attorneys 
practising  their  profession  in  Knoxville, 
Tennessee,  to  recover  from  them  the  amount 
of  a  judgment  that  had  been  obtained  for 
damages  growing  out  of  the  wrongful  kill- 
ing of  the  intestate  of  complainant,  the  col- 


NOTE. — lAoMlity    of    attorney    to    client    for 

mistake. 
I.  Oenerally, 
II.  In  pleading. 

III.  In  practice. 

IV.  In  icrona  proceeding. 

v.  In  eaamvnation  of  titles. 
VI.  In  payment  and  distribution  of  money. 
VII.  In   drafting   and  preparing   instrumevts 
and  decrees. 
YIII.  Mistakes  or  omissions  in  advice. 
IX.  Conclusion. 

In  Hill  v.  Mynatt  it  was  held  that  an  at- 
torney is  not  liable  to  his  client  for  a  mistalcc 
as  to  a  disputed  proposition  of  law.  In  this 
case  the  attorneys  proceeded  in  a  pending  ac- 
tion In  the  state  court  instead  of  abandoning 
that  proceeding  and  presenting  their  claim 
against  the  receiver  in  the  Federal  court,  and 
the  claim  was  lost.  The  attorneys  claimed  that 
the  action,  which  was  one  for  the  negligent  Icill- 
ing  of  plaintllTB  intestate,  was  of  doubtful 
maintenance  before  a  Jury,  and  that  it  was 
practically  impossible  to  prosecute  It  success- 
fully before  a  special  master  In  the  Federal 
court,  and  that,  In  their  Judgment,  It  would  be 
fatal  to  abandon  the  case  In  the  state  court ; 
and  they  claimed  that,  before  an  affirmance  of 
their  Judgment  in  the  state  court,  the  time  for 
filing  the  claim  in  the  Federal  court  had  ex- 
pired. In  this  case  the  court  said :  "And  if 
all  of  us  had  to  go  out  for  mistakes  of  judc? 
ment  upon  points  of  new  occurrence,  or  of  nice 
or  doubtful  construction,  it  Is  apprehended  that 
the  ranks  of  the  profession,  and  of  Judges  not 
final  in  their  jurisdiction,  would  be  decimated 
at  an  appalling  rate.  ...  In  the  case  at 
bar  attorneys  of  the  greatest  eminence  in  tbe 
profession  may  have  well  doubted  as  to  the 
best  course  to  pursue  to  attain  success  for  their 
client.  There  is  no  Imputation  in  the  evidence 
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that  thoy  acted  except  in  the  utmost  good  faith, 
for  what  they  believed  to  be  the  best  for  their 
client.  The  most  that  can  be  said  Is  that  they 
fell  into  an  error  of  judgment  upon  a  doubtful 
question  of  law."  This  decision  is  in  accord 
with  the  weight  of  authority. 

I.  Oenerally. 

An  attorney  is  not  liable  in  damages  for  mis- 
take or  error  In  judgment  upon  nice  or  difficult 
points  in  practice,  or  upon  questions  of  law  that 
are  doubtful.  O'Barr  v.  Alexander,  37  Ga.  105  ; 
Citizens'  Loan  Fund  &  Sav.  Asso.  v.  Friedley, 
123  Ind.  143,  7  L.  R.  A.  669,  23  N.  E.  1075; 
Meredith  v.  Woodward,  16  W.  N.  C.  148 ;  Marsh 
V.  Whitmore,  21  Wall.  178,  22  L.  ed.  482,  Af- 
firming Haskell,  391,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,122 ;  Gaar, 
S.  &  Co.  V.  Hughes  (Tenn.  Ch.  App.)  35  S.  W. 
1092;  Hastings  v.  Halleck,  13  Cal.  203;  Carr 
V.  Glover,  70  Mo.  App.  242 ;  Ahlhauser  v.  But- 
ler, 67  Fed.  121 ;  Elklngton  v.  Holland,  9  Mees. 
&  W.  659,  1  Dowl.  P.  C.  N.  S.  643 ;  Chapman  v. " 
Van  Toll,  8»E1.  &  Bl.  407,  27  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  li. 
1,  3  Jur.  N.  S.  1126 ;  Kettle  v.  Wood,  5  L.  J. 
K.  B.  173;  Manning  v.  Wilkin,  12  L.  T.  249; 
Laldler  v.  Elliott,  3  Barn.  &  C.  738;  Perring 
V.  Rebutter,  2  Moody  &  R.  429 ;  Anderson  v. 
Conklin,  11  Ky.  L.  Rep.  183 :  Kemp  v.  Burt, 
4  Barn.  &  Ad.  424,  1  Nev.  &  M.  262 ;  Crosble  v. 
Murphy,  8  Ir.  C.  L.  Rep.  301 ;  Morrill  v.  Gra- 
ham, 27  Tex.  646;  Baikie  v.  Chandless,  8 
Campb.  17 ;  Morrison  v.  Burnett,  56  111.  App. 
129;  Breedlove  v.  Turner,  9  Mart.  (La.)  354; 
Grahame  v.  Alison,  9  Shaw  &  D.  Sess.  Caa. 
130 ;  Watson  v.  Muirhead,  57  Pa.  161,  98  Am. 
Dec.  213 ;  Pearson  v.  Darrlngton,  32  Ala.  227. 

It  Is  not  every  mistake  or  misapprehension 
of  an  attorney  that  will  make  him  liable  to  an 
action  for  negligence.  The  question  in  sucb 
an  action  Is,  whether  the  attorney  has  used  rca- 
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lection  of  which  judgment,  it  \s  alleged,  was 
lost  by  their  negligence,  carelessness,  and 
want  of  skill.  The  chancellor  dismissed  the 
bill  on  the  hearing,  and  complainant  ap- 
pealed, and  has  assigned  error.  The  main 
facts  in  the  case  are  agreed  on  by  the  par- 
ties, and  the  question  in  the  case  is  as  to  the 
liability  or  nonliability  of  defendants  under 
the  law  applicable  to  these  facts.  We  state 
the  following  facts  appearing  in  the  record, 
necessary  to  be  presented  in  order  to  a  cor- 
rect understanding  of  the  issue  in  the  cause, 
and  its  proper  decision:  (1)  November  1, 
IdOl,  James  Mynatt,  a  minor,  was  killed  by 
a  train  of  cars  controlled  and  operated  by  the 
East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Georgia  Railway 
Company,  then  a  going  corporation,  organ- 
ized under  the  laws  of  this  state.  (2)  S.  W. 
Hill  qualified  as  the  administrator  of  the  es- 
tate of  said  minor  before  the  county  court 


of  Knox  county,  Tennessee,  and  November 
20,  1891,  instituted  suit  in  the  circuit  court 
of  Knox  county  against  the  railway  company 
aforesaid  to  recover  damages  for  the  n^li- 
gent  or  wrongful  killing  of  his  intestate. 
Defendant  Mynatt  was  the  attorney  em- 
ployed by  him  to  bring  this  'suit.  Defendant 
Fowler  soon  after  became  a  partner  of  de- 
fendant Mynatt  in  the  practice  of  the  law, 
and  participated  as  such  in  the  mana^^ement 
and  prosecution  of  the  suit.  (3)  At  the  May 
term,  1892,  the  case  was  continued  by  the 
defendant  to  it,  as  on  its  affidavits  At  the 
November  term,  1892,  it  was  continued 
again,  oti  a  rule  secured  by  the  company  on 
the  plaintiff  to  supply  papers.  In  Deoem- 
l^r,  1892,  the  case  was  continued  as  on  afli- 
davit  of  the  defendant.  In  March,  1893,  it 
was  continued  by  the  defendant  obtaining  a 
rule  requiring  security  for  its  prosecution 


sonable  skill  and  reasonable  care.  Shllcock  v. 
Passman,  7  Car.  &  P.  289. 

An  attorney  is  not  to  lose  the  amount  of  his 
bill  on  account  of  an  error  In  the  execution  of 
his  duty,  being  such  an  error  as  a  cautious  man 
might  fall  Into ;  but  if  the  charges  contained  In 
his  bill  are  brought  upon  his  client  by  bis  In- 
advertence he  cannot  recover  them  in  an  ac- 
tion. Montriou  v.  Jefferys,  2  Car.  &  P.  113, 
Ryan  &  M.  317.  This  was  an  action  on  an  at- 
torney's bill,  and  he  was  nonsuited.  The  court 
said :  "No  attorney  is  bound  to  know  all  the 
law.  God  forbid  that  it  should  be  Imagined 
that  an  attorney,  or  a  counsel,  or  even  a  Judge, 
is  bound  to  know  all  the  law,  or  that  an  attor- 
ney is  to  lose  his  fair  recompense  on  account  of 
an  error,  being  such  an  error  as  a  cautious  man 
might  fall  into ;  but  if  you  think,  in  this  case, 
that  the  plaintiff  has  brought  all  the  expense 
on  the  parties  by  his  omitting  to  give  proper 
information  either  to  them  or  the  justices,  you 
will,  under  that  Impression,  find  your  verdict 
for  the  defendant." 

In  Stevens  v.  Walker,  56  III.  151,  It  was  said : 
"But  it  must  not  be  understood  that  an  attorney 
is  liable  for  every  mistake  that  may  occur  in 
practice,  and  held  responsible  for  the  damages 
that  may  result.  If  the  attorney  acts  with  a 
proper  degree  of  attention,  with  reasonable 
care  and  to  the  best  of  his  skill  and  knowledge, 
he  will  not  be  held  responsible.  Some  allow- 
ance must  always  be  made  for  the  Imperfection 
of  human  Judgment.'* 

In  Bills  V.  Polk,  4  Lea,  494,  it  was  said  that 
"the  attorney  does  not  guarantee  the  accuracy 
of  all  he  does,  but  is  only  bound  for  reasonable 
skill,  knowledge,  and  attention  to  the  business 
intrusted  to  him ;  nor  is  he  liable  for  every  mis- 
take that  may  occur  In  his  practice  nor  the  re- 
sults that  may  follow.  If  he  acts  with  reason- 
able diligence,  and  to  the  best  of  his  skill  and 
ability,  he  is  not  responsible.  He  is  bound, 
however,  to  have  such  reasonable  skill  and  abil- 
ity as  will  enable  him  to  perform  the  duties  he 
undertakes." 

In  Gilbert  v.  Williams,  8  Mass.  54,  5  Am. 
Dec.  77,  It  was  said :  "I  do  not  mean  that  an 
attorney  is  to  be  answerable  for  every  error  or 
mistake,  and  to  be  punished  for  it  by  being 
charged  with  the  payment  of  the  debt  ^hich  he 
was  employed  to  recover  for  his  clients;  but, 
on  the  contrary,  that  he  shall  be  protected 
where  he  acts  with  good  faith  and  to  the  best 
of  his  skill  and  knowledge." 

In  Fitch  V.  Scott,  3  How.  (Miss.)  314,  34 
Am.  Dec.  86,  it  was  said :  "An  attorney,  how- 
ever. Is  not  liable  for  every  mistake,  but  shall 
be  protected  where  he  acts  in  good  faith.  Two 
things  are,  therefore,  to  be  shown  In  order  to 
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subject  an  attorney  to  an  action,  (1)  gross  or 
unreasonable  negligence  or  ignorance ;  and  (2) 
a  consequent  loss  to  his  client." 

In  Dixon  v.  Wilkinson,  4  DeG.  &  J.  50S,  5 
Jur.  N.  S.  1068,  4  Drew.  614,  where  the  court 
refused  to  call  a  solicitor  to  account  in  a  sum- 
mary way.  It  was  held  that,  assuming  the  court 
to  have  Jurisdiction  to  make  a  solicitor  liable 
for  loss  occasioned  to  his  client  by  mere  igno- 
rance, mistake,  neglect,  or  mismanagement, 
apart  from  fraud  or  malfeasance,  the  court  has 
the  discretion  to  exercise  or  to  decline  to  exer- 
cise that  Jurisdiction  according  to  the  circum- 
stances of  each  particular  case. 

But  an  attorney  is  liable  for  mistake  where 
he  fails  to  use  reasonable  care  and  dillgience^ 
and  for  causing  damages  through  ignorance  of 
the  law  and  established  rules  of  practice.  Var- 
num  V.  Martin,  16  Pick.  440;  Re  Bolton,  9 
Beav.  272,  10  Jur.  22 ;  Hart  v.  Frame,  6  Clark 

6  F.  193,  Macl.  &  R.  596;  Re  Massey,  I^  R. 
26  Ch.  Div.  459,  63  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S..  705,  51  L. 
T.  N.  S.  390,  32  Week.  Rep.  1008;  White  v. 
Washington,  Barnes,  N.  C.  411;  Gambert  v. 
Hart,  44  Cal.  643;  Godefroy  v.  Jay.  7  BIng. 
413,  5  Moore  &  P.  284;  Russel  v.  Palmer,  2 
Wils.  325:  Russel  v.  Stewart,  3  Burr.  1787; 
Stokes  V.  Trumper,  2  Kay  &  J.  232 ;  Von  Wall- 
hoffen  V.  Newcombe,  10  Hun,  236 ;  Cox  v.  Leech, 
1  C.  B.  N.  S.  617,  26  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  8.  125.  8 
Jur.  N.  S.  442 ;  Cllffe  v.  Prosser,  2  Dowl.  P.  C. 
21;  Re  A.  B.'s  Estate,  Tucker,  247;  Bulkley 
V.  Wllford,  2  Clark  ft  F.  102,  8  Bligh  N.  BL  11 : 
Byrnes  v.  Palmer,  18  App.  Div.  1.  45  N.  Y. 
Supp.  479 ;  Dundee  Mortg.  ft  Trust  Invest.  Co. 
V.  Hughes,  20  Fed.  39;  Re  Dangar's  Trust,  L. 
R.  41  Ch.  Div.  178,  37  Week.  Rep.  651,  60  L.  T. 
N.  S.  491,  68  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  315*;  Todd  v.  Stud- 
holme,  3  Kay  ft  J.  324,  26  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  271 ; 
Re  Spencer,  18  Week.  Rep.  240,  39  L.  J.  Ch. 
N.  S.  841,  21  L.  T.  N.  S.  808 ;  Batten  v.  Wedg- 
wood Coal  ft  I.  Co.  L.  R.  31  Ch.  Div.  S46,  55 
L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  896,  64  L.  T.  N.  S.  245.  34  Week. 
Rep.  228 ;  Bruce  v.  Baxter,  7  Lea,  477 ;  Parker 
V.   Rolls,  14  C.  B.  691 ;  Thompson  v.   Lobdell. 

7  Rob.  (La.)  369;  Stevenson  v.  Rowand,  2  Dov 
ft  C.  104 ;  Joy  v.  Morgan,  35  Minn.  184,  28  N. 
W.  237.     I 

If  an  attorney,  through  inadvertence  or  in- 
experience, incurs  trouble  which  is  useless  to 
his  client,  he  cannot  make  it  a  subject  of  re- 
muneration, the  meaning  of  which  is  a  reward 
for  useful  labor.  Hill  v.  Featherstonhaugh,  7 
BIng.  669,  5  Moore  ft  P.  541. 

An  attorney  cannot  recover  for  his  services 
which,  on  account  of  his  omission  or  mistake, 
were  of  no  avail  to  his  client.  Nixon  v.  Pheipe, 
29  Vt.  198.  In  this  cas^the  court  said:  "We 
do  not  intend  to  intimate  here,  by  any  means. 
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by  the  plaintiff.  In  May,  1893,  it  was  con- 
tinued by  consent.  In  November,  1893, 
there  was  a  mistrial.  In  March,  1894,  a 
trial  resulted  in  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  for  $4,500,  and  on  motion  a  new 
trial  was  granted,  because  of  the  misconduct 
of  the  jury,  and  because  the  trial  judge  was 
of  opinion  that  the  evidence  did  not  war- 
rant the  verdict.  In  May,  1894,  the  case  was 
continued  by  consent,  and  in  November,  1804, 
a  trial  resulted  in  a  verdict  and  judgment 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  for  $1,625.  This  judg- 
ment was  affirmed  by  the  supreme  court  of 
the  state  October  13,  1896;  and  no  part  of 
the  same  has  been  paid,  except  the  inter- 
est accruing  on  the  judgment  which  was 
paid  by  the  sureties  on  the  appeal  bond 
of  the  defendant  to  the  attorneys  of  plain- 
tiff, no  part  of  which  was  paid  to  plaintiff. 
(4)   June  4,  1892,  Samuel  Thomas,  a  credit- 


or of  the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia,  ft  Geor- 
gia Railway  Company,  filed  in  behalf  of  him- 
self and  other  creditors  a  general  creditors* 
bill  against  it  in  the  United  States  court 
for  the  northern  division  of  the  eastern  dis- 
trict of  Tennessee,  at  Knoxville,  charging 
the  insolvency  of  said  company.  A  copy  of 
said  bill  is  made  a  part  of  the  agreed  facts. 
April  3,  1893,  two  other  bills  were  filed  in 
said  Federal  court  at  Knoxville  against  said 
railway  company  by  the  Central  Trust  Com- 
pany of  New  York,  for  the  purpose  of  fore- 
closing two  mortgages  ^ven  by  said  rail- 
way to  it.  Copies  of  said  bills  are  made  a 
part  of  the  agreed  statement  of  facts  in  this 
case.  (5)  June  24,  1892,  under  the  bill 
filed  by  said  Samuel  Thomas,  an  order  or 
decree  was  entered  in  the  cause  appointing 
C.  M.  McGhee  and  Henry  Fink  receivers 
of  all  the  property  of  the  East  Tennessee, 


that  we  think  the  defendants  liable  beyond  the 
loss  of  their  fees.  The  cases  read  at  the  bar 
would  seem  to  indicate  that  In  a  doubtful  mat- 
ter of  law  the  attorney  is  not  liable  to  his  client 
for  damacres  arising  from  mere  misjudgment. 
And  from  the  testimony  in  this  case  the  court 
is  possibly  bound  to  consider  that  this  question 
was  doubtful  or  was  so  considered  in  some  parts 
of  the  state,  which  seems  somewhat  unaccount- 
able to  me." 

In  Kane  v.  Van  Tranicen,  6'Faige,  62,  it  was 
said  that  if  a  party  pays  useless  costs  caused 
by  the  slip  of  his  attorney,  he  may  recover  them 
of  his  solicitor  in  an  action  upon  the  case. 

II.  In  pleading. 

An  attorney  will  noi  be  held  liable  for  a  mis- 
take in  reference  to  a  matter  In  which  members 
of  the  profession  possessed  of  reasonable  skill 
and  knowledge  may  differ  as  to  the  law,  until  It 
has  been  settled  In  the  courts.  He  is  not  to  be 
charged  with  negligence  where  he  accepts  as  a 
correct  proposition  of  law  a  decision  of  the  su- 
preme court  of  his  own  state.  But  a  lawyer  is 
without  excuse  who  is  ignorant  of  the  ordiuary 
settled  rules  of  pleading  and  practice  aud  of 
the  statutes  and  public  decisions  in  bis  own 
state. 

And  an  attorney  is  not  liable  for  negligence 
in  bringing  an  action  where  the  declaration 
was  settled  by  counsel,  and  the  statute  under 
which  the  action  was  brought  was  susceptible 
of  doubtful  construction.  Kemp  v.  Burt,  i 
Bam.  &  Ad.  424,  1  Nev.  &  M.  262.  In  this  case 
LIttledale,  J.,  said :  "But  an  attorney  is  not 
liable  for  gross  negligence,  if,  looking  at  the  ex- 
press words  of  the  statutes  in  question  here, 
he  has  supposed  that  they  would  be  literally 
followed ;  he  is  not ,  bound  to  know  In  what 
cases  the  court  would  put  a  more  liberal  con- 
struction upon  them." 

And  where  a  bill  was  drawn  by  a  barrister, 
and  on  a  reference  to  the  master  for  scandal 
and  impertinence  the  plaintiff  was  obliged  to 
pay  the  costs  of  that  reference,  and  brought  au 
action  against  the  barrister,  It  was  held  that 
the  action  would  not  lie,  and  the  plaintiff  was 
nonsuited.  Fell  v.  Brown,  Peake,  N.  P.  Cas. 
pt.  1,  p.  96. 

And  an  attorney  does  not  guarantee  the  suf- 
ficiency of  every  pleading  prepared  by  him  or 
under  his  direction,  but  he  Is  responsible  to  his 
client  only  for  those  mistakes  as  a  pleader 
which  indicate  a  lack  on  his  part  of  the  attain- 
ments and  diligence  commonly  possessed  aud 
exercised  by  legal  practitioners  of  ordinary 
skill  and  capacity.  Klssam  v.  Bremermau,  44 
App.  DIv.  588,  61  N.  T.  Supp.  75.  The  court 
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said :  **The  statement  In  conclusion,  that  the 
defendant  has  been  compelled  to  pay  $175  'ou 
account  of  the  mistake,  carelessness,  and  advice 
of  the  plaintiff  herein  with  reference  to  said 
action,*  does  not  amount  to  an  allegation  that 
he  was  negligent  as  an  attorney  in  drawing 
the  complaint.  Indeed,  it  is  impossible  lo  tell 
to  which  one  of  the  several  preceding  averments 
the  word  'carelessness^  is  intended  to  apply." 

In  Manning  v.  Wilkin,  12  L.  T.  249,  where 
an  action  was  defeated  by  reason  of  a  variance 
between  the  declaration  and  the  agreement  up- 
on which  the  action  was  based,  and  an  action 
was  brought  against  the  attorney  for  damages 
caused  by  the  mistake  in  pleading,  it  was  held 
that,  having  taken  the  opinion  of  an  eminent 
pleader  on  the  matter,  he  was  not  an  insurer 
of  the  result  of  the  cause.  The  court  said  that 
if  there  had  been  any  blame  in  going  to  trial 
on  that  declaration  there  was  quite  as  much 
fanlt  on  the  defendant's  side  as  on  the  plain- 
tiff's. 

That  an  affidavit  made  by  an  attorney  in  at- 
tachment Is  insufficient  in  not  stating  his  source 
of  information  will  not  render  him  liable  where 
the  decisions  In  such  state  are  in  conflict,  and 
one  decision  in  the  same  department,  holding 
such  an  affidavit  to  be  sufficient,  had  been  af- 
flrmed  by  the  court  of  last  resort.  Ahlhauser 
V.  Butler,  57  Fed.  121. 

A  mistake  in  not  joining  the  plea  to  the  mer- 
its with  a  plea  of  abatement,  as  required  by 
well-known  decisions  in  his  own  state,  will  not 
render  an  attorney  liable  to  his  client,  who  is 
an  able  lawyer,  and  assists  and  directs  the 
pleading.     Carr  v.  Glover,  70  Mo.  App.  242. 

But  an  attorney  using  a  blank  form  of  writ, 
and  declaring  for  $12  instead  of  $1,200,  the 
word  "hundred"  being  omitted  by  reason  of  a 
change  in  the  printing  of  the  form,  whereby  In 
attachment  the  plaintiff  lost  his  claim,  was 
held  liable  in  damages.  Vamum  v.  Martin,  15 
Pick.  440.  In  this  case  It  was  shown  that  this 
attorney  In  another  case  had  filled  up  such  a 
blank  form  by  writing  "hundred"  and  therefore 
knew  that  the  printed  form  was  incorrect.  The 
instruction  was  "that  the  defendant  was  re- 
quired to  possess  competent  skill,  and  If  there 
was  a  want  of  ordinary  skill  he  would  be  lia- 
ble ;  that  an  attorney  is  not  liable  for  every 
mistake,  but  if  there  Is  a  want  of  reasonable 
care  and  diligence,  he  Is  liable :  and  that,  if 
he  exercises  reasonable  care  and  diligence,  he 
Is  not  liable." 

A  solicitor  in  drawing  up  a  decree  Inserted 
the  word  "Inquiry"  instead  of  "sale,"  and  It 
became  necessary  for  the  defendant  to  make  an 
application  to  correct  the  error.     It  was  held 
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Virginia,  A  Georgia  Railway  Company,  and 
said  receivers  were  directed  to  take  charge 
and  operate  said  railway  and  its  properties 
under  ^e  orders  of  the  court.  When  the 
two  bills  were  filed  by  the  Central  Trust 
Company  of  New  York,  the  two  receivers 
aforesaid  continued  as  such,  with  all  the 
powers  originally  conferred  on  them.  Said 
receivers  operated  the  properties  of  said 
railway  company  until  decrees  were  pro- 
nounced by  the  said  Federal  court  under 
which  the  properties  were  sold  and  turned 
over  to  the  purchaser.  The  three  causes 
aforesaid  in  the  Federal  court  were  consoli- 
dated under  the  style  of  The  Central  Trust 
Co,  of  yew  York  v.  The  East  Tennessee,  Vir- 
ginia d  Georgia  Railuxiy  Co,,  Consolidated 
Causes,  and  thereafter  all  proceedings  were 
entered  under  said  style.  (6)  January  8, 
1894,  a  decree  was  entered  in  the  Federal 


court  in  said  consolidated  causes,  under  the 
above  style,  adjudging  the  indebtedne^j*  of 
the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia,  &  Georgia  Kaii- 
way  Company  to  the  Central  Trust  Com[>any 
aforesaid,  and  adjudging  that  the  tnateiiai 
allegations  of  the  bills  of  the  complainaot^ 
and  of  the  amended  bill  of  the  Central  Tni-t 
Company  were  true.  A  copy  of  this  decre*.- 
of  the  Federal  court  is  made  a  part  of  ibe 
agreed  statement  of  facts  in  this  case.  Tbf 
property  described  in  the  trust  deed,  to  fore- 
close which  the  two  bills  of  the  Central 
Trust  Company  were  filed,  was  sold  under 
the  aforesaid  decree  of  January  8,  1894,  anl 
at  the  sale  thereunder  was  purchaj»ed  by  the 
Southern  Railway  Company,  and  the  si!^ 
was  confirmed  July  14,  1894.  A  copy  of  ihl* 
decree  of  said  court  is  made  a  part  of  iLe 
agreed  facts  of  this  case.  July  14,  1894,  an- 
other decree  was  entered  in  the  Federal  court 


that  the  solicitor  of  the  defendant  must  bear 
the  costs.     Re  Bolton,  9  Beav.  272,  10  Jur.  22. 

Where  an  attornej*  was  employed  by  masters 
to  take  proceedings  against  their  apprentl''ea 
for  misconduct,  and  the  attorney  by  mistake 
proceeded  on  the  wrong  section  of  the  statute, 
it  was  held  that  the  attorney  was  liable  to  re- 
pay to  his  client  the  damages  and  costs  occa- 
sioned by  his  error,  and  it  was  no  excuse  that 
a  conviction  was  obtained  en  the  wrong  section. 
The  court  said  that  attorneys  are  not  liable  for 
error  in  Judgment.  Hart  v.  Frame,  6  Clark  & 
F.  193,  Macl.  &  R.  595.  This  decision  was  on 
the  ground  that  an  attorney  Is  expected  to  pos- 
sess a  reasonable  degree  of  skill,  and  that  It 
was  negligence  to  make  such  a  mistake. 

A  taxing  master  In  taxing  a  bill  of  costs  be- 
tween a  solicitor  and  his  client  may  disallow 
the  solicitor  costs  of  proceedings  which  were 
occasioned  by  his  negligence  or  Ignorance.  The 
solicitor  failed  to  flie  a  rejoinder  In  time,  caus- 
ing his  client  costs.  It  was  claimed  that  the 
failure  to  deliver  the  rejoinder  was  a  mistake 
of  the  solicitor,  but  this  was  contradicted  by 
his  affidavit,  where  he  said  that  he  failed  to 
deliver  it  by  Inadvertence.  Re  Massey,  L.  R. 
26  Ch.  Div.  459,  63  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  705.  51  L. 
T.  N.  S.  390,  32  Week.  Rep.  1008.  In  this  case 
Fry,  L.  J.,  said  :  "In  my  opinion  we  are  driven 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  appellants  were  re- 
sponsible for  the  slip,  and  that  these  items  were 
properly  struck  out." 

In  Wilcox  V.  Plummer,  4  Pet.  173,  7  L.  ed. 
821,  which  was  an  action  against  an  attorney 
for  loss  occasioned  by  his  mistake  in  a  mis- 
nomer of  the  plalntiflfs  In  an  action  against  an 
Indorser.  It  was  held  that  the  ground  of  the  ac- 
tion was  a  contract  to  act  diligently  and  skil- 
fully, but  that  the  action  was  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations  as  the  "cause  of  action 
arose  at  the  t'me  of  committing  the  blunder  In  is- 
suing the  writ  in  the  names  of  wrong  plaintiffs." 

And  where  many  blunders  were  made  in  the 
copy  of  a  capias  an  order  was  made :  "Let 
plaint ifT's  attorney  show  cause  why  he  should 
not  pay  plaintiff  and  defendant  their  costs  oc- 
casioned by  his  mistakes."  White  v.  Washing- 
ton, Barnes,  N.  C.  411. 

See  also  VII. — In  drafting  and  preparing 
instruments  and  decrees. 

III.  In  practice. 

It  is  generally  held  that  an  attorney  Is  not 
liable  in  damages  for  a  mistake  or  error  of  judg- 
ment In  a  doubtful  point  of  practice,  or  in  act- 
ing upon  a  decision  of  the  supreme  court  as  the 
law  of  the  state,  or  in  accepting  the  Judgment 
of  a  court  as  law  and  failing  to  take  steps  to 
feverse  the  same  in  the  absence  of  positive  in- 
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structlons  from  his  client.  But  If  the  mis- 
take Is  such  as  to  show  gross  negligence  on  h'.^ 
part,  or  an  Ignorance  of  the  ordinary  rules  of 
practice,  or  where  he  commits  bluc^iers  amount- 
ing to  gross  Irregularities,  he  will  be  liable  la 
damages. 

An  attorney  Is  not  liable  in  damages  for  act- 
ing upon  a  decision  of  the  supreme  court  as  tb^ 
law  of  the  case.  Hastings  v.  Ilalleck,  13  CjI. 
203.  In  this  case  the  attorney  stipulated  to 
peimlt  a  Judgment  to  stand  as  affirmed  in  part 
after  It  had  been  reversed  in  the  supreme  court 
and  remanded  for  further  proceedings,  rhis 
was  on  account  of  a  belief  that  the  decision  had 
become  the  law  of  the  case,  and  that  ll  could 
not  be  reviewed. 

And  an  attorney  Is  not  liable  for  fcllure  to 
take  a  bill  of  exceptions,  and  in  committing  an 
error  of  Judgment  In  determining  whether  be 
should  yield  to,  or  appeal  Xrom,  a  decialon  of 
the  court.  Pearson  v.  Darrington,  32  Ala  227. 
In  this  case  the  court  said :  "When  a  lawyer 
yields  to  the  opinion  of  the  presiding  judge  in 
reference  to  such  a  question,  and  forbear:*  t.i 
take  an  exception,  he  cannot  be  convicted  of  & 
want  of  professional  skill,  professional  knowl- 
edge, or  professional  diligence." 

In  an  action  against  an  attorney  for  failure 
to  make  a  claim  on  a  mechanic's  lien  against 
property  where  there  were  many  other  ^.  fas. 
against  the  share  of  the  party  making  the  im- 
provement, an  instruction  w^as  given  "that,  to 
render  an  attorney  liable  for  a  mistake,  be 
must  have  been  grossly  at  fault  or  grossly  neg- 
ligent ;  he  is  not  answerable  for  eri'or  in 
Judgment  upon  points  of  new  occurrence  or  of 
nice  or  doubtful  construction.*'  O'Barr  r. 
Alexander,  37  Ga.  195. 

Attorneys  are  not  liable  for  failure  to  talce 
more  proof  In  an  action  If* they  believe  thJit  ih** 
preparation  made  Is  all  that  can  be  made,  ^r 
all  that  Is  necessary.  Anderson  v.  Conklin.  11 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  183. 

In  Malone  v.  Gerth,  100  Wis.  166.  7,">  X.  W. 
072,  which  was  an  action  by  an  attoroej 
for  services,  the  Jury  were  Instructed  that 
"attorneys  are  not  responsible  for  error? 
and  mistakes  that  they  make.  If  an  attornej 
is  fairly  capacitated  to  discharge  the  duties  or- 
dinarily Incumbent  uiK>n  one  of  his  profesbi>>D, 
and  acts  with  a  proper  degree  of  attention,  ayd 
with  reasonable  care,  and  to  the  best  of  his  skill 
[and  knowledge],  he  will  not  be  responslbU^." 
In  this  case  the  defense  was  that  the  attorner 
had  brought  suit  of  foreclosure  for  his  cliesc 
against  the  wrong  party,  causing  diihti?*s. 
costs,  and  loss  of  Interest,  and  that  the  attor* 
ney  failed  to  Ule  the  mortgagees  a  claim  against 
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in  said  consolidated  causes,  under  which  the 
property  of  the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia,  & 
Georgia  Railway  Company  which  was  not 
embraced  in  the  mortgages  aforesaid  to  the 
Central  Trust  Company  was  ordered  to  be 
advertised  and  sold  by  J.  W.  Caldwell,  as 
special  master,  and  by  subsequent  proceed- 
ings the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia,  &  Grcorgia 
Railway  Company  was  wound  up,  as  an  in- 
solvent corporation.  Its  property  of  every 
<iescription  was  purchased  under  said  decree 
by  the  Southern  Railway  Company,  and, 
having  paid  therefor,  it  took  title  to  and  pos- 
session of  the  same.  A  special  master  was 
appointed  by  said  Federal  court,  to  whom 
were  referred  all  claims  against  the  East 
Tennessee,  Virginia,  &  Oeorgia  Railway  Com- 
pany and  the  receivers  of  said  company,  with 
directions  to  report  on  the  said  claims,  and 
which  of  them,  if  any,  had  priority  over  the 


the  mortgagor's  estate,  and  thus  prevented  the 
collection  of  a  deficiency  Judgment. 

A  solicitor  serving  notice  of  sale  nnder  a 
mortgage  upon  what  he  believed  waa  the  last 
place  of  residence  of  the  mortgagor,  under  tbc 
instruction  of  his  client,  wag  entitled  to  tax 
the  costs  as  against  his  client,  although  the 
mortgagor  at  the  time  of  service  was  within 
the^  province.  O'Donohoe  v.  Whitty,  2  Ont. 
Kep.  424. 

In  Seymour  v.  Cagger,  13  Han,  29,  it  was 
bold  that  the  failure  of  an  attorney  to  give  no- 
tice to  a  tenant  that  the  lease  had  been  assigned 
before  bringing  suit  did  not  render  him  liable. 
Tb<s  was  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  part 
of  his  duty  as  an  attorney  In  the  preparation  of 
conduct  of  the  action  to  give  notice  to  the 
tenant. 

And  where  an  attorney  was  sought  to  be  held 
liable  for  mismanagement  of  a  case,  and  for 
mismanagement  which  occurred  before  he  was 
retained.  It  was  said  by  Carrington,  J. :  *'It 
would  be  monstrous  if  in  those  cases  the  blun- 
ders of  one  attorney  should  be  Imputed  to  his 
-successor,  who  was  not  privy  to  or  assisting 
in  the  commission  of  them."  Stephens  v. 
White,  2  Wash.(Va.)  203. 

In  an  action  against  an  attorney  for  negli- 
gence in  not  charging  the  defendant  in  execu- 
tion in  due  time,  whereby  the  plalntiflT  alleged 
that  he  lost  the  fruits  of  his  Judgment,  It  was 
beld  that  the  practice  was  so  doubtful  that  the 
mistake  of  the  attorney  respecting  it  was  not 
such  negligence  as  gave  his  client  a  right  of 
Action.     Laldler  v.  Elliott,  3  Barn.  &  C.  738. 

In  Pitt  V.  Yalden,  4  Burr.  2060,  which  was 
ft  rule  against  the  attorney  to  pay  the  debt  and 
costs  for  not  having  declared  against  the  de- 
fendant In  two  terms,  it  was  held  that  tbe  at- 
torney should  be  proceeded  against  by  action, 
and  not  in  a  summary  way.  Lord  Mansfield 
said :  "That  part  of  the  profession  which  is 
carried  on  by  attorneys  is  liberal  and  reputable, 
as  well  as  useful  to  the  public,  when  they  con- 
43uct  themselves  with  honor  and  integrity ;  and 
they  ought  to  be  protected  where  they  act  to 
the  best  of  their  skill  and  knowledge.  But  ev- 
ery roan  is  liable  to  error ;  and  I  should  be  very 
aorry  that  It  should  be  taken  for  granted  that 
an  attorney  is  answerable  for  every  error  or 
mistake,  and  to  be  punished  for  It  by  being 
charged  with  the  debt  which  he  was  employed 
to  recover  for  his  client  from  the  person  who 
stands  indebted  to  him." 

But  under  Rule  of  Court  K.  B.  Trln.  T.  2 
<3eo.  I.,  providing  that  "if  any  plalntiflF  shall 
obtain  Judgment  in  the  court  here  in  any  ac- 
tion against  any  defendant  a  prisoner,  and  shall 
not  charge  the  said  defendant  lo  in  prison  re- 
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bonds  secured  by  the  mortgages  sought  to  be 
foreclosed  in  said  consolidated  causes.  Many 
claims  were  presented  in  said  causes,  and 
their  character  reported  by  the  special  mas- 
ter, and  many  of  them  were  allowed  and  paid 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  said  prop- 
erty of  the  said  railway  company,  having 
been  adjudged  to  have  priority  over  the 
claims  secured  by  said  mortgages  resting  on 
the  property.  All  claims  for  personal  inj\i- 
ries  allowed  in  said  causes  were  paid  out  of 
the  proceeds  of  said  sale  of  the  property. 
Parties  who  had  claims  against  said  receiv- 
ers pending  in  the  state  courts  for  injuries 
filed  petitions  in  said  Federal  court  consoli- 
dated causes,  and  when  final  judgments  were 
entered  by  said  courts  the  same  were  paid 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  said  prop- 
erty, as  preferred  claims.  One  case,  at  least 
(that   of    the    Mt.    Verd     ADlls    Company, 

mainlng,  In  execution  upon  the  Judgment  so  ob- 
tained within  two  terms  next  after  such  Judg- 
ment so  had  and  obtained,  then  such  defendant 
so  in  prison  remaining  shall  have  leave  to  liie 
common  bail,  or  to  sue  out  a  writ  of  superse- 
deas for  his  discharge  out  of  custody.*' 

Where  the  attorney  for  plaintiff  failed  to 
charge  the  defendant,  a  prisoner,  within  two 
terms  next  after  such  Judgment  waa  obtained, 
whereby  the  plaintiff  lost  his  debt,  it  was  held 
that  the  attorney  was  liable  in  damages.  liuH- 
sel  V.  Palmer,  2  Wils.  325.  It  was  claimed  by 
the  attorney  that  the  rule  of  court  was  doubt- 
ful, and  that  from  the  words  of  the  rule  it 
seemed  as  if  the  plaintiff  had  two  terms  next 
after  and  exclusive  of  the  term  wherein  Jud;;- 
ment  was  obtained  against  the  prisoner.  On 
this  question  there  was  some  conflict. 

In  Russel  v.  Stewart,  3  Burr.  1787,  It  was 
held  that  an  attorney  was  liable  for  omission 
to  charge  the  defendant  within  time,  under 
rule  Trinity  Term,  1716,  2  Geo.  I.,  providing 
that  ilr  any  defendant  shall  be  committed  lo 
the  custody  of  a  marshal,  or  charged  in  custody 
of  a  marshal,  or  arrested  or  committed  at  the 
suit  of  any  plaintiff,  and  shall  so  remain  in  ens- 
tody  for  two  terms,  and  the  plaintiff  shall  not 
declare  against  such  defendant  within  that 
time,  such  defendant  after  the  end  of  the  second 
term  after  such  imprisonment  shall  be  dis- 
charged out  of  the  prison  on  filing  common  ball. 
In  Pitt  V.  Yalden,  4  Burr.  2060,  Lord  MausHeld 
said  that  he  had  discussed  that  case  (Russel  v. 
Stewart,  3  Burr.  1787,  supra)  with  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Wilmot.  who  told  him  "that  at  the  set- 
ting out  of  the  cause  he  thought  it  very  hard 
and  not  at  all  reasonable  that  an  attorney 
should  be  made  answerable  for  debt  upon  ac- 
count of  a  mere  involuntary  undesigned  mis- 
take in  a  nice  point  of  practice;"  that  it  ap- 
peared in  evidence  in  that  case  that  Mr.  Palmer 
showed  his  clerk  a  memorandum  relating  to  a 
compromise  between  the  parties,  but  the  clerk 
told  him  "that  he  must  nevertheless  charge  the 
defendant  within  the  two  terms" — and  Lord 
(^hief  Justice  had  offered  to  the  attorney  that 
if  he  would  declare  upon  his  honor  that  the  hope 
of  compromli)^  was  the  true  cause  of  neglect 
the  plaintiff  would  be  satisfied  with  such  dec- 
laration, and  this  the  attorney  declined.  "This 
circumstance  changed  the  opinion  of  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Wilmot,  which  before  this  evidence  was 
given  was  in  favor  of  Palmer  as  not  be<ng 
liable." 

In  Gambert  v.  Hart,  44  Cal.  543,  an  attorney 
was  held  liable  for  a  mistake  in  submitting  a 
motion  for  new  trial  without  a  certified  state- 
ment in  support  of  It  In  accordance  with  the 
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^hose  claim  was  filed  January  21,  1893,  and 
was  a  judgment  pronounced  bv  the  supreme 
court  of  the  state,  and  was  for  $1,000,  for 
damages  to  personal  property  arising  out  of 
the  operation  of  the  East  Tennessee,  Virgin- 
ia, &  Georgia  Railway  Company,  and  which, 
it  was  asserted,  was  a  preferred  claim) ,  was 
tried  de  novo  in  the  Federal  court,  and  the 
judgment  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  state 
entirely  disregarded.  By  decree  pronounced 
in  said  consolidated  causes  in  the  Federal 
court  the  time  for  filing  claims  against  said 
railway  company  was  tended  to,  and  final- 
ly expired,  June  26, 1896.  Said  consolidated 
causes  remained  pending  in  the  Federal 
court  until  November  20,  1896,  when  they 
were  stricken  from  its  docket.  (7>  The  de- 
fendants in  the  case  at  bar  were  employed  as 
attorneys  by  said  Hill,  as  administrator,  to 
bring  suit  in  the  circuit  court  of  Knox  coun- 


ty, Tennessee,  against  the  said  railway  com- 
pany for  the  killing  of  the  intestate  of  m\A 
Hill ;  and  they  did  bring  suit,  and  prosecuted 
the  same  to  final  judgment  in  the  supreme 
court  of  the  state.  "Die  defendants  resided 
at  Knoxville,  Tennessee,  and  had  been  en- 
gaged in  the  practice  of  their  profession  for 
a  number  of  years.  They  had  actual  knowl- 
edge and  notice  of  all  the  proceedings  in  said 
consolidated  causes  in  the  Federal  court  dur- 
ing the  progress  thereof,  and  did  not  present 
the  claim  of  the  intestate  of  complainant 
therein,  nor  in  any  way  ask  that  it  be  paid 
out  of  the  fund  in  the  Federal  court;  nor 
did  they,  by  any  proceeding  in  tJiat  court,, 
seek  to  avail  themselves  of  the  order  made 
by  the  Federal  court  that  all  persons  having 
claims  against  said  railway  company  should 
present  the  same.  (8)  April  24,  1894,  an 
order  was  entered  in  said  consolidated  causes 


well-established  rule  of  practice  in  such  cases, 
In  consequence  of  which  omission  the  moclon 
could  not  be  considered  on  its  merits  In  the  court 
below,  nor  In  the  court  on  appeal,  where  such 
court,  at  the  term  of  such  appeal,  in  another 
case,  overruled  a  previous  decision,  which  over- 
ruling indicated  that  if  the  record  in  the  'case 
where  the  mistake  was  made  had  been  in  cor- 
rect form  the  decision  would  have  been  re- 
versed on  appeal.  It  was  further  held  that  the 
question  of  want  of  skill  in  California  Is  a 
question  of  law  for  the  court. 

Where  an  attorney  was  sued  for  negligence 
in  allowing  a  Judgment  to  go  by  default  in  an 
action,  he  having  thought  that  he  could  set 
aside  the  Judgment  at  any  time  on  account  of 
the  original  defective  service  of  process,  it  was 
held  that  for  this  mistake  he  was  guilty  of  a 
breach  of  duty,  and  It  was  for  the  attorney  to 
defend  himself  by  showing  that  his  client  had 
no  defense  In  that  action.  Godefroy  v.  Jay, 
7  Bing.  413,  5  Moore  ft  P.  284. 

And  a  solicitor  cannot  recover  any  portion  of 
his  bill  of  costs  where  he  brings  a  suit  by  In- 
formation, and  by  mistake  examines  two  de- 
fendants upon  interrogatories  for  the  ezamm- 
ation  of  the  witnesses  In  chief  on  the  part  of 
the  informant,  instead  of  examining  them  by 
cross-examination.  Stokes  v.  Trumper,  2  Kay 
ft  J.  232.  By  reason  of  this  mistake  the  in- 
formation was  dismissed. 

Where  attorneys  received  $1,500  to  pay  their 
expenses  and  for  services  in  going  to  Berlin  in 
order  to  procure  evidence  to  maintain  an  action 
for  divorce,  and  $2,000  on  obtaining  a  decree. 
It  was  held  that  such  attorneys  were  liable  to 
plaintiff  for  damages  caused  by  irregularities 
In  obtaining  the  decree,  the  plaintiff  having 
married  and  the  defendant  in  the  divorce  suit 
having  the  decree  set  aside  on  account  of 
such  irregularities  for  the  purpose  of  answer- 
ing the  decree.  Von  Wallhoffen  v.  Newcombe, 
10  Hun,  236.  In  this  case  the  court  said : 
*'An  attorney  must  be  presumed  to  be  familiar 
with  the  law  and  rules  regulating  the  practice 
In  actions  which  he  undertakes  to  bring.  This 
part  of  the  business  of  the  practice  of  law  per- 
tains especially  to  the  duties  of  an  attorney. 
It  is,  substantially,  merely  clerical  or  mechani- 
cal in  its  character ;  and  ignorance  of  the  law 
and  rules  of  practice,  on  the  part  of  attorneys, 
or  negligence  in  conforming  to  them  In  obtain- 
ing Judgments,  Is  altogether  Inexcusable.  Such 
ignorance  and  negligence  subject  an  attorney 
to  actions  for  Injuries  which  their  clients  may 
sustain.  Another  rule  prevails  for  acts  done  in 
their  relation  of  counsellors  when  called  upon 
to  give  advice  upon  questions  of  law.  In  such 
cases  the  liability  only  arises  for  gross  ignor- 
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ance  or  negligence;  and  In  performing  the  dii- 
tles  of  counsel  the  attorney  Is  not  liable  for 
errors  In  Judgment  upon  points  of  new  occn^ 
rence,  or  those  of  nice  and  doubtful  constrnc* 
tlon." 

IV.  In  wrong  proceeding. 

An  attorney  Is  not  liable  for  mistake  in  In- 
stituting an  erroneous  proceeding  where  he  wu 
supported  at  the  time  by  the  last  decision  of 
the  highest  court  of  his  state,  or  where  the  pro- 
ceeding is  based  upon  a  statute  of  doubtful  con- 
struction, or  where  persons  learned  tn  the  law 
would  differ  as  to  what  would  be  the  proper 
course  to  pursue.  This  latter  is  sustained  in 
Htzj.  v.  Mynatt,  where  the  attorneys  proseont- 
Ing  a  case  through  the  state  court  failed  to 
take  steps  to  assert  the  claim  In  a  proceeding  in 
the  Federal  courts,  and  were  held  not  liable. 

An  attorney  was  held  not  liable  for  failure 
to  institute  an  action  against  an  Insolvent  co^ 
poration  and  to  enforce  the  liability  of  stock- 
holders, where  the  supreme  court  of  the  state 
had  decided  that  the  stockholders  were  not  li- 
able, although  subsequently  the  decision  wu 
reversed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States.  The  state  decision  had  been  previously 
acted  upon  by  many  as  practically  ending  the 
controversy.  Marsh  v.  Whltmore,  21  Walk 
178,  22  L.  ed.  482,  Af&rmlng  Haskell,  391,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  9,122. 

And  where  an  attorney  brought  an  action 
upon  a  common  money  bond,  but  did  not  apply 
for  a  reference  under  {  4  of  the  common-law 
procedure  act  of  1854,  and  after  considerable 
time  It  was  referred  and  the  defendant  became 
bankrupt,  and  the  attorney  brought  a  suit 
against  the  plaintiff  on  his  bill.  It  was  held  In 
a  cross  action  of  negligence  that  an  attorney 
was  not  bound  to  construe  this  section  as  appli- 
cable when  the  Judges  of  the  court  of  Queens 
Bench  differed  In  opinion  as  to  whether  it  was 
or  not,  and  that,  if  he  would  not  be  bound  to 
construe  the  section  as  applicable,  it  made  bo 
difference  whether  he  took  the  section  Into  con- 
sideration or  not.  Chapman  v.  Van  Toll,  S 
EI.  ft  Bl.  407,  27  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  1.  3  Jur.  N. 
S.  1126. 

An  attorney  is  not  liable  for  mistake  and 
error  upon  an  unsettled  and  controverted  ques- 
tion of  law.  This  Is  not  such  gross  ignorance 
as  will  make  him  liable  to  his  client  for  dam- 
ages resulting  from  error.  Morrill  v.  Graham, 
27  Tex.  646.  In  this  case  the  mistake  was  In 
not  presenting  a  claim  against  an  estate.  It  be- 
ing secured  by  mortgage,  the  attorney  bellevlni? 
that  such  claims  did  not  have  to  be  presented 
to  the  administrator.  The  court  said :  "Tbe 
debt  in  question  was  secured  by  a  raortgaiT^r 
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in  tlie  Federal  court  which,  among  other 
things,  allowed  all  persons  to  present  claims 
alleged  to  be  entitled  to  priority  of  satisfac- 
tion over  the  mortgages  foreclosed  in  $>aid 
causes.  The  last  order  made  in  said  causes 
for  claimants  to  file  and  prove  their  claims 
was  made  June  19,  1896,  and  expired  July 
21,  1896,  and  the  special  master  was  directed' 
to  report  whether  or  not  such  claims  were 
entitled  to  priority  of  satisfaction  over  the 
mortgages,  and  six  months  were  allowed  to 
claimants  within  which  to  present  the  same ; 
and  publication  was  ordered  to  be  made,  and 
was  made,  requiring  such  claimants  to  pre- 
sent their  claims.  Many  claims  assertea  to 
be  entitled  to  priority  were  submitted  under 
said  order,  were  reported  on  by  the  special 
master,  and  were  allowed  and  paid.  The 
Federal  court  held  in  said  causes  that  all 
meritorious  claims  arising  for  personal  inju- 


ries against  said  railway  company  wer& 
prior  to  the  claims  of  mortgage  creditors^ 
and  directed  that  all  this  class  of  claims 
should  be  paid  from  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  the  railway  company's  property  in  pref- 
erence to  the  claims  of  creditors  secured  by 
the  mortgages  foreclosed  in  said  consolidated 
causes.  (9)  The  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the 
said  railway's  property  were  more  than  suffi- 
cient to  pay  all  of  these  claims,  and  if  com- 
plainant's claim  had  been  filed  in  said  Fed- 
eral court  consolidated  causes,  and  been  al- 
lowed as  a  meritorious  claim,  it  would  have 
been  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
said  property.  (10)  February  20,  1897,  de- 
fendants, as  solicitors  for  the  administrator 
of  the  estate  of  the  deceased  minor,  filed  a 
bill  in  the  chancery  court  of  Knox  county, 
Tennessee,  under  the  style  of  D.  8.  H.  Billy 
Administrator  of  James  Mynatt,  Deceased, 


and,  although  it  Is  now  plain  that  such  claims 
must  be  presented  to  the  administrator,  yet, 
until  the  determination  In  this  court  of  the 
suit  brought  by  the  appellant  for  the  recovery 
of  this  Tery  debt  of  appellee's  it  was  an  open 
and  controverted  point  with  many  members  of 
the  bar  whether  they  were  embraced  by  the 
statute." 

An  attorney  is  not  liable  for  mistake  In  law 
for  bringing  an  action  in  a  court  which  had  no 
jurisdiction,  where  many  similar  actions  had 
been  brought,  although  the  supreme  court  had 
decided  that  such  court  had  no  Jurisdiction,  but 
such  decision  was  in  manuscript  and  was  not 
generally  known,  and  had  subsequently  been 
criticised  by  a  dissenting  judge.  Breedlove  v. 
Turner,  9  Mart.  (La.)  854.  In  this  case  the 
court  said :  "Cases  frequently  occur,  when 
learned  men  differ,  after  the  greatest  pains  is 
taken  to  arrive  at  a  correct  result.  No  one, 
therefore,  would  dare  to  pursue  the  profession 
if  he  was  held  responsible  for  the  consequences 
of  a  casual  failure  of  his  memory  or  a  mistaken 
course  of  reasoning.'* 

In  Meredith  v.  Woodward,  16  W.  N.  C.  146, 
an  action  was  brought  against  an  attorney  to 
recover  the  costs  of  proceedings  in  equity  (C. 
P.  No.  3)  where  such  attorney  had  mistaken  the 
remedy  and  filed  a  bill  in  equity.  Instead  of  pur- 
suing the  remedy  at  law.  "At  the  trial  plaln- 
tlfT  gave  in  evidence  the  record  of  the  proceed- 
ings in  C.  P.  No.  3,  and  rested.  Mitchell,  J., 
inquired  If  plaintiff  proposed  to  give  any  evi- 
dence of  the  negligence  which  was  the  ground 
of  action,  and,  being  Informed  that  he  did  not, 
the  judge  directed  a  nonsuit." 

In  Purves  v.  Landell,  12  Oark  ft  F.  91, 
where  a  Scotch  attorney  Improperly  obtained  an 
order  of  arrest  for  his  client  against  a  widow 
from  Jamaica  temporarily  In  Scotland,  claim- 
ing a  share  of  an  estate  held  by  her,  and  his 
client  was  mulcted  In  damages  and  brought  an 
action  against  the  attorney,  the  action  failed 
because  the  summons  did  not  show  that  it  was 
a  case  of  craasa  negligentia,  or  a  case  of  breach 
of  duty. 

In  Cox  V.  Leech,  1  C.  B.  N.  S.  617,  26  L.  J. 
C.  P.  N.  S.  125,  3  Jur.  N.  S.  442,  It  was  held 
that  an  attorney  could  not  recover  his  bill  of 
costs  whore  he  was  guilty  of  craasa  negligentia 
for  bringing  an  action  by  mistake  In  an  Inferior 
court,  where  he  knew  that  that  court  had  no 
power  to  Issue  a  commission  for  the  examina- 
tion of  witnesses  abroad,  which  was  necessary 
in  that  case,  and  the  action  had  been  abandoned 
In  that  court. 

Where  an  attorney  brought  an  action  of  as- 
sumpsit by  mistake.  Instead  of  an  action  of 
covenant,  and  claimed  that  he  had  no  knowl- 
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edge  6f  a  lease  under  seal  which  was  In  exist- 
ence, his  costs  were  stricken  out  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  to  bring  an  action  to  re- 
cover them.  Cllffe  v.  Prosser,  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  21. 
In  this  case  the  court  said  that  there  are  au- 
thorities to  show  that  Ignorance  of  law  Is 
crasea  negligentifi, 

V.  In  examination  of  titles. 

An  attorney  was  held  not  liable  for  mistake 
In  point  of  law  In  advising  a  loan  upon  a  mort- 
gage executed  by  a  husband  and  wife  on  lands 
held  by  them  as  tenants  by  entireties,  where  It 
had  not  yet  been  decided  by  courts  of  that  state 
that  such  a  mortgage  was  void  as  to  both  of 
them.  Citizens'  Loan  Fund  &  Sav.  Asso.  v. 
Friedley,  123  Ind.  143,  7  L.  R.  A.  669,  23  N. 
E.  1075. 

A  conveyancer  was  held  not  liable  to  the  pur- 
chaser for  negligence  in  representing  that  a 
ground  rent  was  free  from  encumbrances  where 
he  relied  on  the  opinion  of  legal  counsel  that 
It  was  clear  of  encumbrance,  there  being  at 
that  time  a  judgment  by  default  against  the 
vendor,  the  damages  on  which  had  not  been  li- 
quidated and  under  which  It  was  afterwards 
sold  by  the  sheriff.  Watson  v.  Mulrhead,  57  Pa. 
161,  08  Am.  Dec.  213.  In  this  case  the  court 
said :  "If  the  defendant  has  undertaken  to  act 
upon  his  own  opinion  that  the  judgment  which 
appeared  on  the  searches  was  not  a  final  one, 
and  therefore  not  a  lien  upon  the  ground  rent, 
the  title  of  which  It  was  his,  duty  to  examine, 
could  we  say  that,  before  the  decision  of  this 
court  in  Sellers  v.  Bnrk,  47  Pa.  344,  the  mis- 
take was  one  which  could  only  result  from  the 
want  of  ordinary  knowledge  and  skill  or  the 
failure  to  exercise  due  caution?  But  when.  In 
addition,  it  appears  that,  having  been  previ- 
ously employed  to  Investigate  the  same  title,  he 
had  submitted  It  to  eminent  counsel,  who  had 
given  a  written  opinion  In  Its  favor  without 
even  expressing  a  doubt  as  to  the  judgment  In 
question,  to  hold  him  responsible  would  be  to 
establish  a  rule  the  direct  effect  of  which  would 
be  to  deter  all  prudent  and  responsible  men 
from  pursuing  a  vocation  .environed  with  such 
perils." 

An  attorney  employed  to  purchase  and  pre- 
pare an  assignment  of  an  annuity  Is  not  lia- 
ble for  not  discovering  that  the  annuity  was 
void  because  the  memorial  omitted  to  specify 
the  trusts  of  the  deeds,  when  decisions  holding 
that  the  trusts  in  the  annuity  deeds  must  bo 
specifically  set  forth  In  the  memorial  bad  not 
then  been  made.  Balkie  v.  Chandless,  8  Campb. 
17.  The  court  said:  "An  attorney  is  only 
liable  for  crassa  negligentia,  and  It  Is  Impos- 
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V.  The  Southern  Railway  Co.  et  ah  The  en- 
tire record  in  said  cause  is  made  a  part  of 
the  agreed  state  of  facts  in  this  case.  From 
the  decree  pronounced  in  this  case  an  appeal 
was  taken  to  the  supreme  court  of  the  state, 
and,  being  assigned  to  the  court  of  chancery 
appeals,  that  court  delivered  a  written  opin- 
ion affirming  the  decree  of  the  chancellor,  and 
on  appeal  its  decree  was  affirmed  by  the  su- 
preme court.  The  written  opinion  of  the 
t!ourt  of  chancery  appeals  is  reported  in  vol- 
ume 24,  No.  10,  oi  the  Southwestern  Re- 
porter, beginning  at  page  888,  and  said  opin- 
ion and  the  decree  of  the  court  are  made  a 
part  of  the  agreed  statement  of  facts  in  this 
case.  (11)  The  entire  assets  of  the  Kast 
Tennchsee,  Virginia,  &  Georgia  Railway  Com- 
pany were  administered  in  the  Federal  court 
and  paid  out  and  distributed  at  the  time  the 
bill  aforesaid  was  filed  against  the  Southern 


Railway  Company  by  the  defendants  iat 
complainant,  and  at  this  time  there  were  ao 
assets  of  the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  & 
Georgia  Railway  -Company  out  of  -which  the 
judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  complainant's 
intestate  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  state 
could  have  lieen  collected,  and  said  E^^t 
•Tennessee,  Virginia,  k  Georgia  Railwaj 
Company  has  had  no  property  out  of  whicb 
said  judgment  could  have  been  collected  pincr 
the  said  consolidated  causes  in  the  Federal 
court  were  finally  disponed  of.  (12)  It  wa' 
further  agreed  by  the  parties  that  the  enti:*- 
printed  transcripts  of  the  aforesaid  Cent,'. 
Trust  Co.  of  Xctc  York  et  al.,  AppellanU. 
V.  H.  JJ.  Ingtrsnllf  Jnterverting  Petition- 
er ^  Appellee,  No.  405  in  the  United  Stiit** 
circuit  court  of  appeals.  31  C.  C.  A.  41,  59  U. 
S.  App.  242,  87  Fed.  427,  should  be  a  part  ».f 
the  agreed  statement  of  facts  in  this  ca^: 


Bible  to  Impute  that  to  the  defendant  for  not 
discovering  a  defect  In  a  memorial  of  an  annu- 
ity which  was  subsequently  held  to  be  a  defect 
upon  a  very  doubtful  construction  of  the  stat- 
ute," 

But  the  failure  of  an  attorney  examining  a 
title  to  properly  read  the  release,  which  released 
all  the  lands  in  the  mortgage  ''except'*  lands  de- 
scribed as  follows,  was  held  to  constitute  such 
negligence  as  rendered  him  liable  to  his  client 
for  damages.  Byrnes  v.  Palmer,  18  App.  Div. 
1,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  479.  In  this  case  the  court 
said :  "It  thus  appears  that  whichever  view 
the  attorney  took  of  this  description  he  must 
have  been  under  the  belief  that  the  lands  de- 
scribed in  the  release  by  metes  and  bounds  were 
those  released  from  the  mortgage,  not  those  re- 
tained by  Its  Hens.  This,  evidently,  was  the 
foundation  of  his  error,  and  could  only  have  oc- 
curred from  a  careless  reading  of  the  instru- 
ment of  release.  I  think  it  can  hardly  be  de- 
nied that  a  fault  of  this  kind  would  constitute 
negligence.  There  is  nothing  in  the  abstract 
to  show  that  the  question  of  law,  as  to  the  ef- 
fect of  the  judgment,  was  ever  considered  or  de- 
cided by  the  attorney." 

In  Dundee  Mortg.  ft  Trust  Invest.  Co.  v. 
Hughes,  20  Fed.  39,  it  was  said  that  an  at- 
torney is  liable  to  his  client  for  loss  sustained 
by  him  on  account  of  any  error  or  mistake  in  a 
certificate  of  title  to  real  estate  arising  from  a 
want  of  ordinary  professional  skill  and  care  in 
the  preparation  of  it  by  the  attorney. 

VI.  In  payment  and  distribution  of  money. 

In  an  action  against  an  attorney  for  damages 
on  account  of  the  framing  of  an  order  of  dls- 
tributloh  by  which  plaintiffs  failed  to  obtain 
the  full  amount  of  their  share  in  an  estate,  it 
was  held  that  an  attorney  Is  not  answerable 
for  an  error  in  Judgment  upon  nice  or  diCBcult 
points,  nor  for  every  mistake  which  may  occur 
In  practice,  and  that  in  this  case  It  was  a  ques- 
tion whether  It  could  be  shown  by  parol  evi- 
dence that  the  order  which  the  county  Judge 
approved  was  not  the  order  he  Intended  to 
make,  and  that  it  was  through  the  negligence 
of  the  attorneys  that  It  was  so  drawn.  Morri- 
son V.  Burnett,  56  111.  App.  129.  The  court 
said  :  "The  supposed  slip  in  the  order  of  court, 
which,  though  drawn  by  defendants,  was  ap- 
proved by  the  court  and  objected  to  by  no  one.  Is 
all  that  Is  relied  upon  tb  support  the  Judgment. 
Regarding  the  whole  case.  It  would  seem  to 
hold  attorneys  to  an  extraordinary  degree  of 
care  and  diligence  to  predicate  liability  upon 
such  negligence.  If  negligence  It  be." 

In  Hlllegass  v.  Bender,  78  Ind.  225,  where 
52  L.  R.  A. 


the  attorney  for  a  Judgment  debtor  recelve-1 
money  from  his  client  and  paid  It  to  the  rWk 
of  the  court,  who  became  insolvent  before  ifa<> 
judgment  was  satisfied,  it  was  held  that  such 
attorney  was  not  liable,  although  It  was  veil 
settled  that,  by  the  decisions  in  that  stAt^. 
the  clerk  bad  no  authority  to  receive  mon^r 
It  was  held,  however,  that  the  relation  of  at- 
torney and  client  had  ceased  on  the  entry  of 
the  Judgment,  and  that  the  attorney  was  simply 
the  agent  of  the  debtor,  who  acquiesced  in  tb^ 
action  of  the  attorney.  It  was  said  that  1' 
II.  was  employed  to  act  as  an  attorney  in  malt- 
ing a  payment,  or  if  his  professional  judgment 
was  solicited  upon  the  mode  of  payment,  or  if 
his  attention  was  directed  to  the  fact  that  he 
was  consulted  as  an  attorney  as  to  whom  and 
how  the  payment  should  be  made,  a  different 
case  would  be  presented. 

But  a  solicitor  taking  an  active  part  in  pro- 
curing the  payment  out  of  court  of  moneys,  and 
omitting  to  bring  facts  before  the  court  which 
are  within  his  knowledge,  is  liable  for  loss  or- 
casloned  thereby.  Re  Dangar's  Trust.  L.  R.  41 
Ch.  Div.  178.  87  Week.  Rep.  651,  60  L.  T.  N. 
S.  491,  58  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  8.  315. 

And  where  a  fund  was  paid  Into  court  In  a 
creditor's  suit,  and  distributed  by  mistake  i^ 
the  exclusion  of  a  mortgagee,  it  was  held  that 
his  personal  representative  was  entitled  to  r»^ 
cover,  first,  from  the  defendants  who  bad  be*n 
paid  simple  contract  debts,  second,  the  balance* 
from  the  only  specialty  creditor,  and  third, 
from  the  solicitors  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  cr^- 
Itor's  stilt  whatever  might  be  necessary  to  mak*» 
STood  any  deficiency.  Todd  v.  Studholme.  3 
Kay  *  J.  324,  26  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  8.  271. 

And  where  there  was  a  fund  In  court  to  the 
credit  of  the  estate  of  8.,  and  a  fund  to  th# 
credit  of  the  lunacy  of  M..and  by  mistake  In  the 
olBceof  the  accountant  general  funds  of  S.  were 
Included  with  those  of  the  lunatic,  and  wrre 
dealt  with  wrongfully.  It  was  held  that  soHoi- 
tors  and  the  London  agents  who  had  acted  for 
the  petitioners  upon  the  petition  on  which  the 
wrong  order  was  made  should  be  ordered  to  n*- 
place  the  money  and  repay  the  costa  R' 
Spencer.  18  Week.  Rep.  240,  39  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
841,  21  L.  T.  N.  S.  808. 

And  where  an  order  was  obtained  by  a  solici- 
tor for  plaint  I  AT  that  the  purchaser  of  property 
should  itay  the  money  Into  court,  and  that  the 
money  when  paid  in  should  be  invested  In  coo- 
so\h,  and  the  money  was  paid  Into  court,  bnt 
the  solicitor  forgot  to  leave  the  order  at  th# 
paymaster's  offlce  with  a  request  to  make  thi" 
Invi?stment,  the  solicitor  was  held  liable  for  losd 
of  interest,  but  he  was  entitled  to  a  set-off  in 
respect  of  a  gain  which  had  resulted   from  a 
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«nd  it  was  further  agreed  that  either  party 
might  read  such  portions  of  said  transcript 
a«  he  deemed  proper,  and  that,  if  any  state- 
ment in  their  agreed  state  of  facts  conflicted 
with  the  facts  disclosed  in  said  printed  tran- 
script, the  recitals  of  the  latter  should  con- 
trol. It  is  further  agreed  that  complainant, 
I>aniel  Hill,  is  and  was  the  only  appointed 
administrator  de  honu  non  of  James  Mynatt, 
deceased,  and  duly  qualified  as  such. 

The  defendants  here,  in  their  answer  and 
in  their  depositions,  deny  that  they  neglect- 
ed their  duty  in  the  efforts  they  made  to 
prosecute  the  claim  for  damage,  and  to  col- 
lect the  judgment  they  obtained.  They  also 
deny  that  they  were  culpable,  as  attorneys, 
in  failing  to  file  the  bill  of  complainant's  in- 
testate in  the  Federal  court  consolidated 
causes  mentioned,  and  assert,  on  the  con- 
trary, that,  in  refusing  or  failing  to  file  a 


petition  in  said  Federal  court  consolidated 
causes  while  the  case  of  the  intestate  was 
pending  in  the  state  courts,  they  were  not 
guilty  of  such  negligence,  and  did  not  ex- 
hibit such  ignorance  of  established  law,  as 
to  render  themselves  liable  for  the  conditions 
produced  by  the  orders  and  decrees  in  the 
Federal  court  causes,  which  prevented  the 
collection  of  the  judgment  they  obtained  for 
their  client.  They  further  assert  that  the 
suit  they  had  for  the  complainant  for  the 
negligent  killing  of  his  intestate  was  of  very 
doubtful  maintenance  before  a  jury,  under 
the  rules  and  provisions  of  law  applicable  to 
such  cases  as  expounded  in  our  state  courts, 
and  that  it  was  practically  impossible  to 
prosecute  it  successfully  before  a  special 
master  in  the  Federal  court,  under  the  pro- 
cedure and  principles  of  law  enforced  in  that 
court,  and  that  they  concluded,  after  mature 


fall  in  the  price  of  consols  up  to  that  time. 
Batten  v.  Wedgwood  Coal  &  I.  Co.  L.  R.  31 
Ch.  DIv.  340,  55  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  396,  54  L.  T.  N. 
S.  245,  34  Week.  Rep.  228. 

An  attorney  who  by  mistake  takes  in  dis- 
charge of  a  debt  a  less  amount  than  Is  due 
must  account  for  the  ciaim.  Bruce  v.  Baxter, 
7  Lea,  477. 

VH.  In  drafting  and  preparing  instruments  and 

decrees. 

A  mere  error  of  Judgment  Id  a  difficult  ques- 
tion of  law,  causing  loss  by  reason  of  mistake 
In  drawing  warrants  of  attorney,  mechanics* 
Hens  or  decrees,  will  not  render  the  attorney 
liable.  But  a  mistake  caused  by  carelessness 
or  failure  to  observe  well-established  princi- 
ples of  law  will  render  the  attorney  liable  for 
damages  caused  thereby. 

An  attorney  is  not  precluded  from  recovering 
Ills  remuneration  merely  because  he  made  a 
mistake  in  construing  a  doubtful  act  of  Parlia- 
ment. Elkington  v.  Holland,  9  Mees.  &  W. 
659.  1  Dowl.  P.  C.  N.  S.  643.  In  this  case  the 
attorney  drew  a  warrant  of  attorney  which  was 
defective  in  not  contain  lug  an  express  declara- 
tion by  the  attesting  witness  of  his  being  the 
attorney  for  the  defendant,  according  to  the 
provisions  of  1  &  2  Vict.  chap.  110,  {  9,  re- 
quiring the  attesting  witness  to  make  such  dec- 
laration. 

An  attorney  !s  not  liable  for  a  mistake  in 
preparing  a  warrant  of  attorney  from  two  and 
making  It  Joint  instead  of  Joint  and  several. 
Kettle  V.  Wood,  5  L.  J,  K.  B.  173.  In  this  case 
It  was  done  through  inadvertence,  or  through 
not  being  aware  of  the  consequences.  One  of 
the  obligors  died,  and  the  court  said  the  attor- 
ney "might  not  be  aware  of  the  importance  of 
contemplating  such  an  event,  or  of  the  means  of 
guarding  against  it." 

A  law  agent  having  followed  the  usual  prac- 
tice in  taking  a  decree  was  held  not  liable  for 
the  debt,  but  only  to  repeat  the  amount  of  the 
account  paid  to  him.  Grahame  v.  Alison,  9 
Shaw  &  D.  Boss.  Cas.  130.  In  this  case  the 
law  agent  was  employed  to  expede  an  adjudi- 
cation at  the  usual  instance  of  a  creditor  of 
an  heir  of  entail  In  possession,  and  in  place  of 
obtaining  a  decree  adjudging  the  lands,  he  took 
one  of  the  life-rent  rights  of  the  heir  on  which 
charter  and  saslne  were  expede,  and  the  title 
so  constituted  was  found  In  competition  with 
another  creditor  to  be  inept.  Gillies  said : 
"But  what  consequences  would  follow.  If  agents 
and  their  representatives  were  held  liable  for 
every  such  error  though  committed  by  them 
under  circumstances  which  show  that  it  was 
62  J..  R.  A. 


owing  to  the  Imperfect  state  of  the  law  at  the 
time,  rather  than  to  any  neglect  or  unskllful- 
neas.  .  .  .  There  were  various  opinions  en- 
tertained by  lawyers  as  to  the  steps  which  It 
was  best  and  safest  for  hira  to  adopt ;  and  how 
can  we  blame  or  subject  him  for  following  the 
common  course  of  practice." 

A  mere  error  of  Judgment,  or  a  mistake  In  a 
point  of  law  or  In  the  construction  of  a  diffi- 
cult act  of  Parliament,  Is  not  Such  neligence 
as  renders  an  attorney  liable  to  his  client  for 
a  loss  sustained  in  consequence  of  such  error  or 
mistake.  Crosble  v.  Murphy,  8  Ir.  C.  L.  Rep. 
301.  In  this  case  a  Judgment  was  taken  as 
security,  and  the  Judgment  debtor,  who  was  an 
hotel  and  shop  keeper,  was  described  In  the  af- 
fidavit merely  as  "Bridget  Curran  of  Killor- 
ghan  In  the  County  of  Kerry,  widow,"  which 
was  Insufficient  to  create  a  Judgment  mortgage 
under  the  statute.  13  &  14  Vict.  chap.  29,  { 
6,  requiring  the  title,  trade,  or  profession  to  be 
stated'  in  the  application.  Lefroy,  Ch.  J.,  said  : 
"In  the  present  instance,  there  was  no  usual, 
accustomed,  or  settled  form  of  affidavit,  no  Ju- 
dicial decision  which  had  put  the  matter  at  rest 
as  to  what  was  a  sufficient  affidavit  In  compli- 
ance with  the  requisitions  of  this  act.  The 
case  therefore  Is  very  like  those  cases  decided 
upon  the  annuity  acts  in  England  before  any- 
thing was  settled  as  to  the  mode  of  registering 
the  memorial  of  an  annuity  grant.  In  those 
cases,  the  attorney  having  registered  the  me- 
morial in  a  manner  which  subsequent  decisions 
declared  to  be  insufficient,  he  was  held  not  to 
be  liable  for  the  mistake  so  made  by  him." 

But  where  an  attorney  was  Instructed  to 
prepare  a  security  for  the  payment  of  an  an- 
nuity to  a  woman  In  consideration  of  past  co- 
habitation, but  by  mistake  he  drew  an  agree- 
ment only  and  not  under  seal,  whereby  the  wo- 
man In  an  action  on  the  contract  was  non- 
suited, it  was  held  that  the  attorney  was  liable 
for  damages.     Parker  v.  Rolls,  14  C.  B.  691. 

And  an  attorney  employed  by  an  adminis- 
trator to  prepare  a  tableau  of  disposition  of  ef- 
fects of  the  succession,  who  files  a  tableau  by 
which  the  balance  in  the  hands  of  the  admin- 
istrator is  represented  as  much  larger  than  it 
really  is,  and  falls  to  correct  the  same  after 
the  errors  are  pointed  out  by  the  administrator, 
will  be  liable  for  damages  caused  thereby. 
Thompson  v.  Lobdell,  7  Rob.  (La.)  3G9.  In 
this  case  the  court  said :  "The  errors  com- 
plained of  in  this  account  are  found  in  its  first 
items.  It  represents  the  balance  on  hand  from 
the  previous  accounts  as  much  larger  than  it 
really  was :  consequently  the  plalntlfT  had  to 
pay  It.  Had  the  defendant  had  those  accounts 
before  him  as  he  should  have  had,  it  ia  not 
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deliberation,  and  the  best  investigation  they 
could  make  of  the  matter,  that  it  would  \y& 
fatal  to  the  contention  of  their  client  if  they 
abandoned  the  case  in  the  state  court  and 
sought  to  establish  it  in  the  Federal  court 
causes  mentioned.  They  further  allege  that 
before  they  obtained  an  affirmance  of  the 
judgment  of  their  client  in  the  supreme 
court  the  time  for  filing  such  claims  m  the 
Federal  court  causes  had  expired  under  the 
order  of  that  court,  and  hence  that  they 
could  not  file  it  therein  as  a  judgment  of  the 
court  of  last  resort  in  the  state.  They  fur- 
ther allege  and  prove  in  their  testimony, 
which,  how^ever,  was  excluded  on  objection 
by  his  honor,  the  chancellor,  that,  under  the 
rule  openly  announced  by  the  presiding 
judge  of  the  Federal  court  as  the  rule  that 
would  control  his  action  in  relation  to  this 
class  of  cases,  a  judgment  of  the  state  court 
would  not  be  accepted  as  establishing  the 
claim,  but  that  the  claim  must  be  proved  de 
novo  in  his  court;  and  they  say  that,  being 
satisfied  that  they  could  not  maintain  the 
claim  of  their  client,  as  an  original  proposi- 
tion, in  that  court,  the  only  practical  and 
reasonable  course  left  open  to  them  was  to 
fight  the  case  to  a  finish  in  the  state  courts, 
and,  if  successful,  to  endeavor  to  secure  sat- 
isfaction in  the  manner  adopted  by  them. 

As  before  stated,  the  chancellor  dismissed 
the  bill,  and  complainant  appealed,  and  has 
assigned  error.  The  error  assigned  is: 
"First.    The  chancellor  erred  in  holding  that 


complainant  Was  not  entitled  to  relief,  and 
in  dismissing  the  bill.    Upon  the  facts  cf 
the  case,  and  the  law  applicable  thereto,  he 
should  have  held  that  complainant's  claim 
was  lost  as  the  result  of  carelessness,  n^li- 
gence,  and  want  of  skill,  or  the  improper  ex- 
ercise thereof,  on  the  part  of  the  defrad- 
ants."     It  is  manifest  from  the    preceding 
statement  of  facts  that  the  sole  question  io 
the  case  is.  Were  the  defendants,  as  attor- 
neys, culpably  negligent  or  unskilful  in  fail- 
ing or  refusing  to  present  the  claim  of  their 
client  to.  the  Federal  court,  in  the  consolidat- 
ed causes  mentioned,  for  its  allowance  there- 
in, before  the  limitation  for  the  presentation 
of  such  claims  expired  under  the  orders  of 
that  court,  and  b^ore  their  claim  was  final- 
ly established  by  a  judgment  in   the  state 
court,  or  for  failing  to  intervene  by  petition 
in  the  Federal  court  causes  and   ask  that 
court  to  retain  in  its  registry  a  fund  saifi- 
cient  to  pay  the  judgment  they  expected  to 
recover  m  the  state  courts?    We  do    not 
think,  under  the  facts,  that  defendants  are 
amenable  to  the  criticism  that,  in  the  man- 
agement and  conduct  of  the  case  intrusted  to 
them,  they  were  guilty  of  such  negligence 
and  want  of  skill  as  to  make  them  liable  for 
subsequent  inability  to  collect  the  judgment 
they    obtained.    An    attorney    soliciting  a 
clientage  in  his  profession  must  possess  and 
exercise  a  reasonable  knowledge  and  skill  in 
the  performance  of  his  professional  enga;^ 
ments,  and,  lacking  in  either,  resulting  in  in- 


probable  that,  with  ordinary,  skill  and  investi- 
gation, he  would  have  made  the  mistake.  The 
defendant  knew  that  these  documents  were  In 
existence,  where  they  were,  and  niust  also  have 
been  aware  of  their  Importance  in  making  out 
a  correct  statement.  He  should,  If  he  did  not 
have  them,  have  told  the  plaintiff  that  they 
were  necessary,  and  he  should  not  have  filed  a 
iahleau  without  seeing  them.*' 

In  Stevenson  v.  Bowand,  2  Dow  ft  C.  104, 
where  a  law  agent  employed  to  prepare  an  her- 
itable bond  made  a  mistake  and  was  held  liable, 
the  court  said:  "A  solicitor  is  not  liable  for 
mistake  In  a  nice  and  difficult  point  of  law,  for 
to  such  mistakes  all  lawyers  must  be  liable ; 
and  if  the  question  had  been  merely  one  of  that 
description  I  would  say  that  Mr.  Stevenson 
was  not  responsible.  But  here  he  thought 
proper  to  depart  from  the  ordinary  mode  of 
preparing  heritable  securities,  which  was  to 
grant  an  obligation  to  Infeft  by  the  double 
manner  of  holding,  and  In  so  doing  he  must  be 
considered  as  undertaking  to  do  what  was  nec- 
essary to  render  the  mode  which  he  adopted  ef- 
fectual for  its  purpose ;  and  if.  whether  from 
ignorance  or  inadvertence,  he  failed  to  do  so, 
he  muatbe  held  responsible  for  the  consequences. 
On  this  ground  I  consider  Mr.  Stevenson  bound 
to  maka  good  the  loss  arising  In  this  case  from 
the  want  of  confirmation." 

In  Joy  V.  Morgan,  85  Minn.  184,  28  N.  W. 
237,  where  attorneys  made  a  mistake  in  me- 
chanic's lien  papers  describing  the  wrong  lot, 
and  the  plaintiff  purchased  the  lots  and  sued 
the  attorney  for  damages,  it  was  held  that  be- 
fore a  recovery  could  be  had  the  plaintiff  must 
show  damages  by  loss  of  Hen,  and  that  the 
owner  of  the  property  had  not  sufficient  Inter- 
est in  the  lots  sold  to  satisfy  plaintiff's  claim. 

Till.  Mistakes  or  omissions  in  advice. 

An  attorney  Is  not  liable  for  an  honest  mls- 
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take  as  to  the  law  when  It  Is  at  all  In  doubt 
Gaar,  S.  &  Co.  v.  Hughes  (Tenn.  Ch.  App.)  35 
S.  W.  1002.  In  this  case  the  attorney  advised 
his  client  that  an  officer  making  a  deposit  to 
the  client's  credit  could  not  be  held  personally 
responsible  where  the  bank  at  the  time  of  the 
deposit  was  In  a  falling  condition.  The  adriee 
seems  to  have  been  upon  a  doubtful  point  of 
law  which  was  not  well  settled  at  that  time  in 
that  state. 

Workmen  Intrusted  with  the  secret  of  manu- 
facturing were  required  to  execute  deeds  under 
which  part  of  their  wages  was  to  be  Invest^ 
by  a  trustee  stipulating  as  to  some  that  on  tiro 
months'  notice  the  money  was  to  be  paid  0T«r 
to  them,  but  as  to  others  to  be  pa2rable  only 
to  the  workmen's  executors  upon  their  deacii. 
An  attorney  for  the  employers  being  upon  the 
premises  was  asked  by  a  workman  If  he  woald 
receive  his  money  if  he  gave  notice  to  quit,  and 
the  attorney,  not  recollecting  the  terms  of  the 
workman's  deed,  although  he  had  It  in  his  cus- 
tody, answered  In  the  affirmative.     This  was  a 
mistake,   and   It   was   held   that   the   worfcmao 
could  not  maintain  an  action  for  loss  occasioned 
thereby  in  giving  notice  to  quit.     Fish  v.  Kelly, 
17   C.   B.   N.   S.   194.     In  this   case  the  court 
said:     "If    the    defendant    Is   liable   at  all  it 
must  be  either  In, respect  of  the  breach  of  some 
contract  express  or  Implied,  or  of  some  le^J 
duty.     The  bare  statement  of  the  facts  sbovi 
that    there    was    no    contract.     The    plaintiff, 
meeting  the  defendant  casually  at  the  premises 
of  his  employers,  asked  him  a  question,  which 
the  defendant,   without  any  intention  to  mis- 
lead,      Inadvertently      answered       Incorrectly. 
There  was  no  relation  between  the  parties  froo 
which   any   contract   could   be   implied.    Then, 
was  there  any  duty  which  the  defendant  owed 
the  plaintiff  from  the  breach  of  which  any  Us- 
bility  could  arise?" 

An  expression  of  opinion  by  attorneys  that 
It  would  be  unnecessary  to  appeal  a  mechanic's 
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jury  to  his  client^  he  must  respond  in  dama- 
ges to  the  extent  of  the  injury.  Gacr,  B,  d 
Co,  V.  Hughes  (this  court)  36  S.  W.  1002; 
Pennington  v.  Yell,  11  Ark.  212,  62  Am.  Dec. 
262 ;  Cow  V.  Sullivan,  7  Ga.  144,  50  Am.  Dec. 
386;  Marsh  v.  Whitmare,  21  Wall.  178,  22 
L.  ed.  482.  He  is  not  responsible,  however, 
for  every  mistake  that  may  occur  in  his 
practice.  He  must,  as  said,  be  fairly  capaci- 
tated to  discharge  the  duties  ordinarily  in- 
•cumbent  upon  an  attorney;  and,  possessing 
this  knowledge,  if  he  uses  reasonable  care 
and  attention,  and  does  the  best  he  can,  he 
will  not  be  liable  for  damages.  Authorities 
supra.  Babbitt  v.  BumpuSy  73  Mich.  331,  41 
IS".  W.  417;  Citizens*  Loan  Fund  d  8av.  Asso. 
v.  Friedley,  123  Ind.  143,  7  L.  R.  A.  669,  23 
N.  E.  1075.  In  Babbitt  v.  Bumpus,  73  Mich. 
331,  41  N.  W.  417,  the  learned  judge,  speak- 
ing for  the  court,  uses  this  language:  ''A 
lawyer  is  not  an  insurer  of  the  result  in  a 
case  in  which  he  is  employed,  unless  he  makes 
a  special  contract  to  that  effect,  and  for  that 
purpose.  Neither  is  there  any  implied  con- 
tract when  he  is  employed  in  a  case,  or  any 
matter  of '  legal  business  [is  intrusted  to 
him],  that  he  will  bring  to  bear  learning, 
skill,  or  ability  beyond  tluit  of  the  average  of 
his  profession.  Nor  can  more  than  ordinary 
care  and  diligence  be  required  of  him,  with- 
out a  special  contract  is  made  requiring  it. 
Any  other  rule  would  subject  his  rights  to 
be  controlled  by  the  vagaries  and  imagina- 


tions of  witnesses  and  jurors,  and  not  infre- 
quently to  the  errors  committed  by  courts. 
This  the  law  never  has  done,  and  the  fact 
that  the  best  lawyers  in  the.  country  find 
themselves  mistaken  as  to  what  the  law  is, 
and  are  constantly  differing  as  to  the  appli- 
cation of  the  law  to  a  given  state  of  facts, 
and  even  the  ablest  jurists  find  themselves 
frequently  differing  as  to  both,  shows  both 
the  fallacy  and  danger  of  any  other  doctrine; 
and  especially  is  this  so  as  to  questions  of 
practice,  the  construction  of  statutes,  and 
particularly  those  arising  under  our  criminal 
and  probate  laws.  Frequently  we  find  de- 
cisions of  courts  of  last  resort  in  the  differ- 
ent states  directly  opposed  to  each  other 
upon  the  same  questions  and  resting  upon 
the  same  state  of  facts.  These  all  admonis^h 
courts  and  jurors  that  great  care  and  con- 
sideration should  be  given  to  questions  in- 
volving tlie  proper  service  to  be  rendered  by 
attorneys,  when  they  have  acted  in  good 
faith  and  with  a  fair  degree  of  intelligence 
in  the  discharge  of  their  duties,  when  cm- 

eloyed  under  the  usual  implied  contract. 
Tnder  such  citcumstances  the  errors  .which 
may  be  made  by  them  must  be  very  gross, 
before  the  attorney  can  be  held  responsible. 
They  should  be  such  as  to  render  wholly  im- 
probable a  disagreement  among  good  lawyers 
as  to  the  character  of  the  services  required 
to  be  performed,  and  as  to  the  manner  of 
their  performance  under  all  the  circumstan- 


Ilen  case  in  order  to  advance  the  lien  to  a 
higher  class  because  the  property  would  sell  for 
enough  to  pay  all  claims  In  that  class,  will  not 
render  the  attorney  liable,  even  if  plaintiff  re- 
lies upon  the  knowledge  of  the  value  of  real 
property  possessed  by  his  counsel.  Reumping 
▼.  Wharton,  66  Neb.  630,  76  N.  W.  1076. 

In  Perring  v.  Rebutter,  2  Moody  &  R.  429, 
It  was  held  that  an  action  could  not  be  main- 
tained against  a  special  pleader  for  advising 
the  plaintiff  as  to  his  proper  plea  and  defense, 
where  by  reason  of  his  mlsadvice  the  defense 
failed.  Ablnger,  C.  B.,  said :  "Such  an  action 
was  certainly  not  maintainable  against  a  bar- 
rister, and  in  his  opinion  there  was  no  distinc- 
tion between  the  case  of  a  barrister  and  that  of 
a  certificated  special  pleader." 

But  an  attorney  advising  a  widow  to  compro- 
mise a  partition  suit*  and  that  she  had  a  dower 
interest  only,  was  held  liable  where  he  commit- 
ted an  error  by  reason  of  the  failure  to  look  at 
the  statutes  of  the  year  before  changing  the 
law.  Re  A.  B.'s  Estate,  Tucker,  247.  In  this 
case  the  court  said:  "It  is  not  claimed  that 
a  person  who  undertakes  to  perform  profes- 
sional business  should  be  acquainted  with  the 
whole  circle  of  Jurisprudence,  and  able  to  ap- 
ply all  its  multitudinous  rules,  principles,  and 
distinctions  with  absolute  accuracy.  He  is, 
however,  bound  to  understand  the  leading  and 
fundamental  principles  of  the  common  law; 
and  he  cannot  be  excused  for  ignorance  of  the 
public  statutes  of  the  state." 

And  where  an  attorney  was  employed  by  a 
client  to  levy  a  fine,  and  failed  to  ask  his  cli- 
ent whether  he  had  made  his  will,  and  levied  a 
fine  on  the  whole  estate  without  telling  his  cli- 
ent the  result,  and  a  fine  was  levied  and  his 
client  died  without  republishing  his  will, 
whereby  the  attorney  Inherited  the  estate  as 
heir  at  law,  the  will  having  been  revoked  by 
the  floe,  the  attorney  was  held  liable  as  a  trus- 
tee for  the  devisee,  and  could  not  maintain  that 
he  was  Ignorant  of  the  effect  of  a  fine  on  a 
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will,  of  lands  comprised  in  It.  The  attorney 
also  claimed  that  he  did  not  know  that  he 
was  the  heir  of  his  client.  Earl  of  Eldon  said : 
"It  is  too  dangerous  to  the  interests  of  man- 
kind that  those  who  are  bound  to  advise,  and 
who,  being  bound  to  advise,  ought  to  be  able 
to  give  sound  and  sufflclent  advice — it  is  too 
dangerous  to  allow  that  they  shall  ever  take 
adviintage  of  their  own  Ignorance,  of  their  own 
professional  Ignorance,  to  the  prejudice  of  oth- 
ers." Bulkley  v.  WUford,  2  Clark  &  F.  102,  8 
Bligh  N.  R.  11.  This  case  Is  authority  to  the 
effect  that  an  attorney  making  a  mistake  can- 
not profit  by  his  own  wrong.  But  as  to 
whether  he  woo  Id  be  liable  for  loss  if  another 
than  he  was  the  heir  that  profited  by  avoiding 
the  will,  is  not  discussed. 

IX.  Conclusion, 

The  ground  of  liability  of  an  attorney  for 
damages  caased  by  his  mistake  in  drafting  in- 
struments, giving  opinions,  preparing  pleadings 
in  points  of  practice,  certifying  titles  arises 
from  negligence.  An  attorney  is  expected  and 
required  to  possess  such  reasonable  skill  and 
diligence  in  all  questions  relating  to  hJs  pro- 
fession as  are  recognized  by  the  profession 
where  he  practises  law.  He  is  not  liable  for 
mistake  of  Judgment  where  reputable  attor- 
neys would  differ,  nor  for  the  construction  of 
doubtful  statutes,  nor  for  following  erroneous 
decisions  of  the  highest  court  of  his  state  that 
have  not  been  overruled  or  reversed.  It  is 
questionable  if  he  would  be  liable  for  a  so-called 
"sidewalk"  opinion  where  the  client  did  not  ex- 
pect to  compensate  him  for  the  information,  al- 
though It  may  have  been  acted  upon.  The 
attorney  Is  liable  In  damages  for  mistakes  and 
errors  In  pleading  or  practice  or  opinions  caus- 
ing damages  to  his  client  where  such  attorney 
is  careless  in  the  preparation  of  papers  or  fail* 
to  follow  well-recognized  principles  of  law. 

I.  T. 
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ces  in  the  given  case,  before  such  responsi- 
bility attaches."  In  the  opinion  of  the  writ- 
er, the  extract  above  quoted  conveys  or  ex- 
presses a  sound  rule,  except  wherein  it  says 
that  the  errors  of  the  attorneys  must  be 
"very  gross,"  and  such  as  to  render  "wholly 
improbable  a  disagreement  among  good  law- 
yers." As  in  accord  with  the  rule  above 
stated,  as  qualified,  see,  in  addition  to  au- 
thorities cited  supra:  Lynch  v.  Com.  16 
Serg.  &  R.  368,  16  Am.  Dec.  582 ;  Watson  v. 
Muirhcad.  57  Pa.  161,  98  Am.  Dec.  213; 
Fitch  V.  Hcott,  3  Miss.  314,  34  Am.  Dec.  86; 
outer  I  V.  Williams,  8  Mass.  51,  5  Am.  Dec. 
77.  Our  cases  are  not  in  conflict  with  the 
rulep  as  thus  announced.  Oa^r,  8,  d  Co.  v. 
Hughes  (this  court,  affirmed  by  the  supreme 
court)  35  S.  W.  1092;  Collier  v.  Pulliam, 
.13  Lea,  114-118;  Bruce  v.  Baxter,  7  Lea, 
477.  Lord  Mansfield  said  long  ago:  "That 
part  of  the  profession  which  is  carried  on  by 
attorneys  is  liberal  and  reputable,  as  well  as 
useful  to  the  public,  when  they  conduct 
themselves  with  honor  and  integrity,  and 
they  ought  to  be  protected  where  they  act  to 
the  best  of  their  skill  and  knowledge.  But 
every  man  is  liable  to  error,  and  I  should  be 
very  sorry  that  it  should  be  taken  for  grant- 
ed that  an  attorney  is  answerable  for  every 
error  or  mistake,  and  to  be  punished  for  it 
by  being  charged  with  the  debt  which  he  was 
employed  to  recover  for  his  client."  Pitt  v. 
Yalden,  4  Burr.  2060.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
law  is  not  an  exact  science,  and,  as  said  in  a 
leading  case^  "there  is  no  attainable  degree 
of  skill  or  excellence  at  which  all  differences 
of  opinion  or  doubts  in  respect  to  questions 
of  law  are  removed  from  the  minds  of  law- 
yers and  judges."  Citizens*  Loan  Fund  d 
Sav.  Asso.  V.  Friedley,  123  Ind.  143,  7  L.  R. 
A.  669,  23  N.  E.  1075.  And  if  all  of  us  had 
to  go  out  for  mistakes  of  judgment  upon 
points  of  new  occurrence,  or  of  nice  or 
doubtful  construction,  it  is  apprehended  that 
the  ranks  of  the  profession,  and  of  judges 
not  final  in  their  jurisdiction,  would  be  deci- 
mated at  an  appalling  rate.  We  recognize 
and  approve  the  rule  attaching  liability  to 
the  attorney  whose  client  suffers  loss  on  ac- 
count of  his  failure  to  understand  and  apply 
well-established  principles  of  law,  settled  by 
text  books  and  cases  published  long  enough 
for  him,  exercising  reasonable  diligence,  to 
have  informed  himself  of  them.  In  other 
words,  an  attorney  has  no  right  to  be  a 
clam,  and  shut  himself  up  in  the  seclusion  of 
his  own  self-conceived  knowledge  of  the  law. 
He  must  keep  pace,  so  far  as  reasonable  dili- 
gence and  a  fair  amount  of  common  sense 
will  enable  him  to  do  so,  with  the  literature 
of  his  profession,  and  what  the  courts  have 
decided.  But  the  law  does  not  require  and 
never  has  required  of  a  member  of  the  pro- 
fession that  he  should  be  a  true  Sir  Oracle 
of  what  the  courts  have  decided  or  will  de- 
cide as  the  law  applicable  to  every  given 
state  of  facts.  In  the  case  at  bar,  attorneys 
of  the  greatest  eminence  in  the  profession 
may  have  well  doubted  as  to  the  best  course 
to  pursue  to  attain  success  for  their  client. 
There  is  no  imputation  in  the  evidence  that 
they  acted  except  in  the  utmost  good  faith, 
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for  what  they  believed  to  be  the  best  for 
their  client.  The  most  that  can  be  said  if 
that  they  fell  into  an  error  of  judgment  up- 
on a  doubtful  question  of  law.  There  Is  no 
error  in  the  decree  of  the  chancellor,  and  it 
will  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 
The  other  Judges  concur. 

Mr.  John  P.  Rogers  for  appellant. 
Mr.  J.  A.  Fow^ler  for  appellees. 

The  above  decision  tccw  affirmed  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  on  October  13,  1900,  without 
additional  opinion. 


E.  Paul  SALE,  Appt^ 

V. 

William  L.  EICHBERG. 
(105  Tenn.  333.) 

1.  A  Jndsment  in  favor  of  a  pliy-aldam 
for  nervlcea.  confewiiied  by  defeadaAt 

as  a  condition  imposed  by  the  chancellor  to- 
granting  an  injunction  to  prevent  the  prose- 
cution of  an  action  to  recover  compensation 
therefor  pending  one  against  the  physician 
for  malpractice,  will  not,  upon  rereraal  of 
the  Injunction  order,  operate  as  an  estoppel 
against  the  action  for  malpractice. 

2S.  For  the  purpose  of  teatins  tl&e 
kno^wledipe  of  a  phyalcian  who  has  tes- 
tified as  an  expert  in  an  action  for  malprac- 
tice, extracts  may  be  read  from  standard 
medical  works. 

8.  A  cliargre  apon  tlie  qaeatton  of  diLin- 
aflres  in  an  action  for  malpractice  Is  errone- 
ous whloh  emphasizes  the  giving  of  compen- 
sation by  the  use  of  the  words  "full,"  ''com- 
plete,"  and  **ample." 

(May  24,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Shelby  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  to  recover 
damages  for  malpractice.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Henry  Craft  and  MoFarlamd 
ic  Neblett,  for  appellant: 

The  merits  of  the  two  suits  between  ]Eich- 
berg  and  Sale  involved  but  the  simple  ques- 
tion of  whether  Sale's  services  had  been  such 
as  a  competent  surgeon  of  ordinary  skill  and 
ability  should  have  rendered.  If  so.  Sale 
was  entitled  to  recover  in  his  suitw  And 
when  Eichberg  confessed  judgment  for  the 
amount  of  the  account  he  confessed  that  the 
services  rendered  had  been  such  as  was 
claimed;  but  he  immediately  proceeds  to 
again  litigate  this  question  in  a  suit  against 
Sale  to  recover  for  alleged  malpractice.  The 
real  question  involved  in  the  two  suits  is  the 
same. 

The  suit  of  Sale  v.  Eichberg  actually  and 
logically  embraced  the  whole  question  of  dif- 
ference between  these  parties,  and,  when 
tested  by  the  proper  and  well-settled  rules  of 

KoTB. — As  to  recovery  by  physician  of  judY- 
ment  for  services  as  bar  to  action  for  malprac- 
tice, see  Jordahl  v.  Berry  (Minn.)  45  L.  B.  A 
541,  and  note. 
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pleading;  ought  to  have  been,  and  ought  to 
be,  conclusiye  and  final. 

Thomson  v.  Blanchard,  2  Lea,  531;  Boyd 
V.  RohUhSon,  93  Tenn.  1,  23  S.  W.  72 ;  Beloit 
V.  Morgan,  7  Wall.  623,  19  L.  ed.  207 ;  Em- 
bury V.  Conner,  3  N.  Y.  511,  53  Am.  Dec 
325;  5  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  384,  note 
(>;  Freeman,  Judgm.  §§  253-266;  Qwrdn&r  v. 
Buckhec,  3  Cow.  120,  15  Am.  Dec.  256. 

The  effect  of  the  former  judgment  has 
equal  force  whether  the  judgment  was  by 
confession  or  not. 

Nashville,  C.  d  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  113  U.  S.  261,  28  L.ed.  971,  5  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  460;  Secrist  v.  Zimmerman^  55  Pa.  446; 
Tioogood  V.  Pence,  22  Iowa,  543;  Jordan  v. 
Siefert,  126  Mass.  25 ;  Cothran  v.  Brower,  75 
Ga.  494;  Plummer  v.  Douglas,  14  Iowa,  72, 
81  Am.  Dec.  456;  Fletcher  v.  Holmes,  25  Ind. 
463;  Ua)%9com  v.  Hewes,  12  Gray,  334; 
Wohlford  V.  Coinpton,  79  Va.  333;  Chamber- 
lain V.  Preble,  11  Allen,  370. 

By  confession  or  consent  all  the  defenses 
"which  might  have  been  offered,  and  perhaps 
have  been  sufficient  ones,  are  overridden. 

Gates^Y.  Preston,  41  N.  Y.  113;  Bellinger 
V.  Craigue,  31  Barb.  534;  Gifford  v.  Thorn, 
9N.  J.  Eq.  702;  Allison  v.  Hess,  28  Iowa, 
388;  Grossman  v.  Davis,  79  Cal.  603,  21  Pac. 
963;  CunrUngham  v.  Schley,  68  Ga.  105; 
Harris  v.  Preston,  10  Ark.  201. 

The  question  of  whether  a  judgment  by 
default  in  such  a  case  would  be  conclusive 
against  the  patient  may  perhaps  be  a  matter 
of  some  doubt,  inasmuch  as  a  default  judg- 
ment, although  conclusive  by  way  of  estop- 
pel in  respect  to  all  such  matters  and  facts 
as  are  well  pleaded  and  properly  raised  and 
material  to  the  case  made  by  the  declaration 
or  other  pleadings,  is  only  conclusive  as  to 
such  matters  as  are  properly  averred  or 
charged  in  the  complaint. 

2  Black,  Judgm.  §  697  :  2  Freeman,  Judgm. 
4th  ed.  §  532 ;  1  Van  Fleet,  Former  Adjudi- 
cations, §  217. 

The  burden  was  cast  upon  the  defend- 
ant to  disprove  the  allegation  of  per- 
formance, and  if  he  neglected  to  offer  any 
such  proof  the  fact  of  performance  was  pre- 
sumed, and  nec(ssarilv  must  be  so  in  order 
to  authorize  the  physician  to  recover  for  his 
services. 

Bellinger  v.  Craigue,  31  Barb.  534;  Blair 
V.  Bartlett,  75  N.  Y.  150,  31  Am.  Rep.  455; 
Gate^  V.  Preston,  41  N.  Y.  113;  Hovrcll  v. 
Goodrich,  69  111.  556;  Haynes  v.  Ordic<iy,  58 
N.  H.  167;  Goble  v.  Dillon,  86  Ind.  327,  44 
Am.  Rep.  308. 

Messrs.  EdKinston  Sc  EdKington,  for 
appellee : 

Appellant  cannot  use  the  fiat  of  the  chan- 
cellor as  the  means  of  victimizing  the  appli- 
cant for  relief. 

The  judgment  must  be  on  the  merits  in  or- 
der to  make  it  res  judicata. 

Witclier  v.  Oldham,  4  Sneed,  221;  Hurst 
V.  Means,  2  Sneed,  547;  Bankhead  v.  Allo- 
icay,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  207. 

The  prior  judgment  operates  only  as  an 
estoppel  as  to  those  matters  in  issue  or 
points  controverted,  upon  the  determination 
of  which  the  finding  or  verdict  was  rendered. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


11  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  390^ 
and  note  2. 

The  best  review  of  the  cases  on  the  sub- 
ject of  estoppel  by  judgment  in  this  class  of 
cases  is  the  case  of  JordaHl  v.  Berry,  72: 
Minn.  119,  45  L.  R.  A.  541,  75  N.  W.  10. 

MoAlister,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

William  L.  Eichberg  recovered  a  verdict 
and  judgment  in  the  circuit  court  against 
Dr.  E.  Paul  Sale  in  an  action  for  damages- 
for  malpractice.  Dr.  Sale  appealed,  and  has: 
assigned  errors. 

The  record  discloses  that  on  the  19th  of 
July,  1898,  Dr.  Sale  recovered  a  judgment 
before  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Shelby  coun- 
ty for  the  sum  of  $35  for  services  rendered 
Eichberg  in  the  treatment  of  his  arm.  Sale 
appealed  to  the  second  circuit  court.  It  fur- 
ther appears  that  on  the  next  day,  to  wit,, 
the  20th  of  July,  1898,  Eichberg  commenced 
this  action  against  Dr.  Sale  in  the  first  cir- 
cuit court  of  Shelby  county  to  recover  dam- 
ages alleged  to  have  been  sustained  in  con- 
sequence of  the  maltreatment  of  his  arm  by 
Dr.  Sale.  On  the  14th  January,  1899,  Eich- 
berg, alleging  various  grounds,  filed  his  bill 
in  the  chancery  court  of  Shelby  county  to 
enjoin  Dr.  Sale  against  prosecuting  his  suit 
in  the  second  circuit  court  to  recover  his 
fees.  The  chancellor  granted  an  injunction 
upon  the  condition  that  Eichberg  confess 
judgment  for  the  amount  claimed  by  Dr. 
Sale  for  professional  services,  and  then  in  his 
fiat  enjoined  the  judgment  thus  to  be  con- 
fessed. Counsel  for  Dr.  Sale  demurred  to 
the  bill.  This  demurrer  was  overruled,  from 
which  action  counsel  for  Dr.  Sale  appealed 
to  this  court,  ^At  the  April  term,  1899,  the 
decree  of  the  chancellor  was  reversed,  and 
tlie  cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings; 
the  court  decreeing  that  "matters  should 
stand  just  as  they  were  before  the  injunction 
was  sued  out."  Thereupon  the  counsel  for 
Dr.  Sale  pleaded  in  the  present  cause — First, 
the  general  issue;  and,  second,  as  res  judi- 
cata, the  judgment  confessed  by  Eichberg  for 
the  sum  of  $35,  as  directed  in  the  fiat  of  the 
chancellor.  It  should  be  stated  that  the 
chancery  proceedings  are  still  pending,  and 
no  further  steps  appear  to  have  been  taken 
in  said  cause  since  it  was  remanded  by  this 
court. 

It  is  assigned  as  error  that  the  court  left 
the  jury  to  determine  from  the  evidence 
what  questions  were  involved  in  the  cause  of 
Sale  against  Eichberg  in  the  second  circuit 
court,  wherein  Eichberg  confessed  judgment. 
It  is  also  assigned  as  error  in  this  connection 
that  the  court  charged  the  jury  that,  unless 
as  matter  of  fact  Eichberg  made  a  claim  in 
that  cause  for  improper  or  negligent  treat- 
ment, such  as  he  was  making  in  this  cause^ 
Eichberg  was  not  estopped  from  recovering. 
It  is  also  insisted  the  court  erred  in  refusing 
the  following  instruction  submitted  by  coun- 
sel for  Dr.  Sale,  to  wit:  "If  you  find  from 
the  evidence  that  the  services  for  which  suit 
was  brought  before  the  justice  of  the  peace, 
and  upon  which  judgment  was  recovered  by 
confession  in  the  circuit  court  of  Shelby 
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county,  were  the  services  performed  by  Dr. 
Sale  in  attention  to  the  arm  of  plaintiff,  and 
were  the  same  services  which  are  complained 
of  in  this  suit  as  having  been  n^^igentlv  and 
improperly  performed,  and  for  which  aama- 
ges  are  claimed  in  this  suit,  then  the  confes- 
sion of  tlie  judgment  in  the  circuit  court  is 
a  bar  to  the  recovery  in  this  suit;  and  that 
upon  such  bar  their  verdict  should  be  for 
defendant/'  It  is  insisted  on  behalf  of 
plaintiff  in  error  that  the  merits  of  the  two 
suits  involved  the  single  question  whether 
Br.  Sale's  services  had  been  such  as  a  com- 
petent surgeon  of  ordinary  skill  and  ability 
fihould  have  rendered.  It  is  argued  that 
when  Eichberg  confessed  judgment  for  the 
amount  of  the  account  he  confessed  that  the 
services  had  been  such  as  claimed;  and  that 
he  could  not  relitigate  that  question  in  the 
present  suit,  and  claim  that  the  services  were 
flo  negligently  and  ignorantly  rendered  as  to 
amount  to  malpractice.  It  is  said  that  as 
a  matter  of  fact  the  services  rendered  were 
not  such  as  a  surgeon  of  ordinary  skill  and 
ability  would  have  rendered,  and  in  conse- 
quence thereof  Eichberg  suffered  injury. 
This  afforded  him  a  complete  defense  to 
Sale's  action  upon  the  account,  and,  further, 
that  by  way  of  cross  action  he  could  have  set 
up  his  claim  for  damages.  Therefore  it  is 
insisted  that  the  suit  of  Sale  against  Eich- 
berg on  the  account  embraced  the  whole  sub- 
ject at  issue  between  the  parties,  and  that 
the  confessed  judgment  therein  is  final,  and 
conclusive  of  this  case.  Counsel  cite  in  sup- 
port of  his  position  Thomson  v.  Blanchard,  2 
Lea,  531,  viz.:  I^ie  estoppel  of  a  judgment 
or  decree  extends  to  all  matters  material  to 
the  decision  of  the  cause  which  the  parties 
exercising  reasonable  diligence  might  have 
brought  forward  at  the  time.  The  question, 
then,  is.  Was  the  question  of  whether  Uiese 
legacies  'were  special  or  general  directly  in- 
volved in  the  former  suit?  We  are  com- 
pelled to  say  it  was.  The  defendant  mi^ht 
nave  insisted  that  they  were  general  legacies, 
and,  if  the  court  had  so  held,  the  land  could 
not  have  been  sold.  In  the  case  of  Beloit  v. 
Morgan,  7  Wall.  623,  19  L.  ed.  206,  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States  says :  "In 
trying  this  question  I  believe  I  state  the  rule 
of  the  court  correctly  that,  where  a  given 
matter  becomes  the  subject  of  litigation  in, 
and  of  adjudication  by,  a  court  of  competent 
lurisdiction,  the  court  requires  the  parties  to 
bring  forward  their  whole  case,  and  will  not, 
except  under  special  circumstances,  permit 
the  same  parties  to  open  the  same  subject  of 
litigation  in  respect  of  a  matter  which  might 
have  been  brought  forward  as  a  part  of  the 
subject  in  contest,  but  which  was  not 
brought  forward  only  because  they  have  from 
negligence,  inadvertence,  or  even  accident, 
omitted  a  part  of  their  case.  The  plea  of  res 
judicata  applies,  except  in  special  cases,  not 
only  to  the  points  upon  which  the  court  was 
required  by  the  parties  to  form  an  opinion 
and  pronounce  a  judgment,  but  to  every 
point  which  properly  belonged  to  the  subject 
of  litigation,  and  which  the  parties,  exercis- 
ing reasonable  diligence,  might  have  brought 
forward  at  the  time.  A  party  can  no  more 
(12  L.  R.  A. 


split  up  defenses  than  indivisible  demands 
and  present  them  by  piecemeal  in  succr'ssiTe 
suits  growing  out  of  the  same  transaction.*' 
The  last  case  was  cited  with  approval  by  thii 
court  in  Boyd  v.  Robinson,  93  Tenn.  1 ,  23  S. 
W.  72,  and  the  same  rule  announced.     Coun- 
sel then  cite  cases  to  show  that  this  rule  has 
been  applied  in  actions  against  surgeons  and 
physicians  to  recover  damages  f<M:  malprac- 
tice.    In  Bellinger  v.  Craigue,  31  Barb.  534. 
a  patient  claimed  damages  from  a  physiciao 
on  account  of  alleged  m^practice.     The  phy- 
sician denied  the  allegations,  and  answered 
especially  alleging*  ne|rligenoe  on  the  part  of 
the   patient.    After   issue  was   joined,    the 
physician  sued  the  patient  before  a  justice  of 
the  peace  for  the  value  of  services  rendered. 
The  patient  denied  the  allgations  in  the  com- 
plaint, and  also  averred  that  the  servioei 
were  so  unskilfully  performed  that  they  were 
of  no  value;  but  on  the  trial  he  was  allowed 
to  withdraw  such  answer,  and  all  claim  and 
defense  founded  upon  any  want  of  care  in 
the  physician,  over  the  objection  of  the  phy- 
sician, who  got  a  judgment  for  the  value  of 
the  services.     The  physician's  contenti<Mi  ia 
the  action  for  malpractice  therefore  was  that 
the  patient's  right  to  recover  damages  wa« 
barred  by  the  recovery  in  the  justice's  court. 
The  court  upheld  his  contention  upon  the 
ground  that  the  judgment  of  a  competent 
court  was  ''not  only  conclusive  on  all  ques- 
tions actually  and  formally  litigated,  but  as 
to  all  questions  within  the  issue,  whether 
formally    litigated    or    not"      The    court 
pointed  out  that  the  law  implies  a  promise 
on  the  part  of  the  surgeon  that  he  has  ordi- 
nary skill  and  ability,  and  that  he  will  exe- 
cute the  business  intrusted  to  him  with  ordi- 
nary care  and  skill,  and,  if  he  fails  in  his 
duty,  he  is  guilty  of  default  in  his  undertak- 
ing, and  cannot  collect  the  pay  for  his  serv- 
ices, but  is  liable  in  damages  to  the  persna 
who  employed  him;  and*  further,  that  the 
contract  was  entire,  and  that  performance 
was  necessary  in  order  to  entitle  him  to  re- 
cover.   And  it  further  pointed  out  that  in 
such  cases  the  burden  of  the  proof  was  cast 
upon  the  defendant  to  disprove  the  all^ratioa 
of  performance  in  such  a  complaint,  and  that, 
if  he  neglected  to  offer  any  such  proof,  the 
fact  of  performance  was  presumed,  and  nec- 
essarily must  be  so  in  order  to  authorize  the 
phvsician  to   recover   for  his   services.     In 
Blair  v.  Bartleti,  75  N.  Y.  150,  31  Am.  Rep. 
455,  the  court  stated  that  it  must  be  consid- 
ered as  settled  in  that  state  that  a  judgment 
in  favor  of  a  physician  and  surgeon  for  his 
professional  services,  rendered  by  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction,  in  an  action  where 
the  defendant  appeared  and  confessed  judg- 
ment for  the  amount  of  the  services,  is  a  bar 
te  an  action  by  the  defendant  against  that 
physician  and  surgeon  for  malpractice  in 
rendering  those  services.    The  court   cited 
and  approved  Bellinger  y.  Craigue,  31  Barb. 
534,  and  Oates  v.  Preston,  41  N.  Y.  113.    In 
the  case  of  Gates  v.  Preston^  41  N.  Y.  113, 
action  was  brought  against  a  surgeon,  and. 
subsequent  to  the    commencement   thereof, 
and  after  answer  by  him,  he  commenced  an 
action,  and  recovered  his  fees  upon  a  writ^ 
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ten  confession  of  judgment  signed  by  the  pa- 
tient in  open  court.  It  was  held  that  such 
judgment  oarred  the  patient  from  recovering 
damages  for  malpractice.  The  court  said 
that  in  a  case  where  the  judgment  was  upon 
<»nfession  the  right  of  action  was,  by  impli- 
cation, admitted,  and  that  in  such  a  case  the 
express  and  direct  admission  of  the  right  to 
recover  and  the  consent  to  the  entry  of  a 
Judgment  was  an  admission  on  the  record  of 
All  the  facts  which  the  surgeon  would  have 
been  bound  to  prove  on  a  trial  of  the  cause 
of  action  alleged  by  him  in  his  complaint. 
Vuntiam  v.  Bower,  77  N.  Y.  76,  33  Am.  Rep. 
570 ;  1  Hetman,  Estoppel,  §  235.  In  Hoiaell 
V.  Ooodrich,  69  111.  556,  action  was  brought 
against  a  surgeon  for  alleged  malpractice. 
^Yie  defense  of  res  judicata  was  interposed, 
the  plea  showing  the  recovery  by  the  surgeon 
of  a  judgment  for  his  fees.  The  plea  was 
sustained.  In  this  case,  however,  the  de- 
fense of  malpractice  had 'been  set  up  in  the 
former  suit  by  the  physician  to  recover  his 
fees,  in  which  judgment  was  rendered  in  the 
physician'^  favor,  the  court  finding  there  was 
DO  malpractice.  In  Haynee  v.  Ordway,  68  N. 
H.  167,  it  was  held  that  a  judgment  in  favor 
of  a  physician  in  a  suit  against  him  for  mal- 
practice bars  the  defense  of  malpractice  in 
an  action  by  him  for  his  fees.  In  Ooble  v. 
Dillon,  86  Ind.  327,  44  Am.  Rep.  308,  which 
wa«  an  action  for  damages  against  two  phy- 
sicians for  malpractice,  one  filed  a  plea  show- 
ing that  he  had  recovered  judgment  for  his 
fees.  His  plea  was  sustained.  The  court 
pointed  out  in  its  opinion  that  the  matters 
in  issue  in  the  two  cases  were  the  same, 
-namely,  the  character  and  value  of  the  sery« 
ices  rendered  by  the  physician;  and  that  in 
the  suit  by  the  physician  against  the  patient 
-evidence  that  the  treatment  was  unskilful 
and  negligent  would  have  defeated  the  ac- 
tion, while,  on  the  other  hand,  in  a  suit  by 
the  patient  against  the  physician,  evidence 
that  the  treatment  was  skilful  and  proper 
-would  have  defeated  the  action ;  and  that,  al- 
though the  object  of  the  suits  might  be  dif- 
ferent, yet  by  way  of  evidence  the  former 
judgment  must  be  conclusive. 

iSiere  is,  however,  an  apparent  conflict  of 
authority  on  this  subject,  for  we  find  anoth- 
er line  of  cases  which  hold  that  the  patient 
has  a  remedy  although  the  physician  may 
have  recovered  a  judgment  for  his  fees;  but 
in  most,  if  not  all,  of  this  class  of  cases 
the  judgment  was  by  default,  and  not  con- 
fessed, nor  upon  the  merits.  Thus,  in  Res- 
sequie  v.  Byers,  62  Wis.  650,  38  Am.  Rep. 
775,  9  N.  W.  779,  which  was  an  action  for 
damages  for  malpractice,  the  defendant  set 
up  in  bar  a  judgment  recovered  by  him  for 
the  same  services  in  a  justice's  court  upon 
default,  but  the  court  held  such  judgment 
did  not  bar  the  plaintiff's  right  of  action  for 
•damages  for  malpractice  upon  the  ground 
that  the  question  had  not  been  litigated  in 
the  action  before  the  justice.  So,  in  Sykes 
V.  Bonner,  1  Cin.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  464,  it  ap- 
peared that  a  judgment  had  been  rendered 
against  a  physician  for  malpractice.  A  new 
trial  having  been  granted,  the  physician 
brought  suit  for  his  fees,  and  obtained  judg- 
^2  L.  R.  A.  { 


ment  by  default,  which  he  pleaded  as  a  de- 
fense upon  the  second  trial  of  the  suit  for 
malpractice.  It  was  held  that  the  plea  was 
no  bar  in  that  action,  as  the  judgment  he  had 
obtained  for  his  fees  was  by  default.  In  the 
case  of  Lawson  ▼.  Connwayy  37  W.  Va.  159, 
18  L.  R.  A.  627,  16  S.  E.  664,  the  court,  after 
reviewing  the  authorities,  said,  viz.:  "I 
think  a  safe  conclusion  to  be  reached  is  that, 
if  the  physician  sue  for  compensation  for  his 
services,  and  there  is  no  appearance  by  the 
patient,  a  recovery  by  the  former  does  not 
estop  the  latter  from  bringing  his  cross  ac- 
tion for  malpractice;  but,  if  he  appear  (un- 
less the  record  show  that  it  was  not  to  de- 
fend, but  solely  to  disclaim  the  waiver  of  his 
own  right),  he  is  estopped  by  the  recovery. 
.  .  .  And  if  the  patient  has  appeared  in 
the  suit  by  the  physician  he  was  bound  to 
make  all  the  defenses  he  had,  and  hence  he 
is  estopped  by  the  fact  that  he  had  a  dejfense 
of  malpractice,  of  which  he  failed  to  avail 
himself.  But,  if  he  has  not  appeared,  then 
the  question  of  malpractice  has  never  been 
adjudicated,  and  he  is  at  liberty  to  assert 
his  claim  by  an  independent  action."  In 
Gohley.  Dillon,  86  Ind.  327,  44  Am.  Rep. 
308,  the  court  recognized  the  distinction  tak- 
en in  Ressequie  v.  Byers,  52  Wis.  650,  38  Am. 
Rep.  775,  9  N.  W.  779,  between  cases  in 
which  the  judgment  had  been  rendered  by  de- 
fault and  those  in  which  the  court  has  given 
judgment  upon  the  merits,  and  held  that,  if 
the  action  in  which  the  physician  recovered 
his  services  had  been  undefended,  the  judg- 
ment recovered  in  it  could  be  no  defense  in 
an  action  by  the  patient  for  malpractice.  The 
last  case  on  this  subject  to  which  our  atten- 
tion has  been  called  is  Jordahl  v.  Berry,  72 
Minn.  119,  45  L.  R.  A.  541,  75  N.  W.  10,  with 
an  able  and  elaborate  note,  which  we  have 
found  highly  instructive  in  the  examination 
of  the  subject.  The  syllabus  of  that  case  is 
that  a  judgment  by  default  in  an  action  by 
a  physician  against  his  patient  to  recover 
for  personal  services  is  not  a  bar  to  an  action 
by  the  patient  against  the  physician  for  dam- 
ages caused  by  malpractice  in  the  perform- 
ance of  such  services.  The  court  in  that 
case  dissented  from  the  New  York  rule,  and 
was  of  opinion  the  other  view  was  safer, 
more  convenient,  and  more  equitable  in  prac- 
tice. Judge  Mitchell  (the  writer)  stated 
that  the  conflict  of  opinion  among  the  courts 
gave  rise  to  an  extended  and  somewhat  ener- 
getic dispute  among  text  writers.  Mr.  Bige- 
low  discusses  the  subject  at  some  length,  and 
earnestly  insists  that  the  New  York  doctrine 
is  wrong.  Bigelow,  Estoppel,  p.  174.  Mr. 
Van  Fleet  takes  the  same  side  of  the  ques- 
tion. Van  Fleet,  Former  Adjudications,  § 
IGS.  Mr.  Black,  while  not  discussing  the 
matter  at  any  great  length,  indorses  the  doc- 
trine opposed  to  that  of  New  York  as  being 
much  better  supported  by  legal  reason  and 
the  best  considerations  of  convenience  and 
justice.  2  Black,  Judgm.  §  769.  Mr. 
Browne  in  his  note  to  Ressequie  v.  Byers 
(Wis.)  38  Am.  Rep.  775,  says  of  the  New 
York  doctrine  that,  while  unquestionably 
right  in  theory,  it  may  well  be  doubted 
whether  it  is  convenient  or  safe  in  practice; 
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that  such  estoppels  are  odious  at  best,  and 
are  founded  on  a  technicality,  and  probably 
promote  more  injustice  than  they  prevent. 
On  the  other  side,  Mr.  Herman  urges  with 
great  earnestness  that  the  New  York  doc- 
trine is  sound,  and  the  courts  which  have 
come  to  an  opposite  conclusion  violate  every 
principle  upon  which  the  doctrine  of  res  ju- 
dicata is  founded.  Herman,  Estoppel,  §§  231 
€t  seq.  The  WTiter  does  say  in  the  course 
of  that  opinion,  illustrating  the  injustice  of 
the  New  I'ork  rule,  if  plaintiff  had  appeared 
and  defended  the  action  brought  by  the  phy- 
sician for  his  fee,  he  would  have  been  put  to 
the  alternative  of  alleging  the  malpractice 
as  a  mere  defense,  or  of  setting  it  up  as  a 
cross  claim.  In  either  case  the  judgment 
w^ould  be  a  bar  01  estoppel  on  that  issue.  If 
he  had  adopted  the  latter  course,  he  could 
only  have  recovered  $100,  the  limit  of  the 
justice's  jurisdiction,  and  could  never  have 
recovered  any  more  in  another  suit,  because 
he  would  not  be  allowed  to  split  a  single 
cause  of  action.  On  the  other  hand,  had  he 
Bet  up  the  malpractice  merely  as  a  defense, 
and  the  claim  of  defendant  for  services  was 
less  than  $15,  the  issue  involving  a  claim  of 
$5,000,  would  have  been  conclusively  deter- 
mined by  the  judgment  of  the  justice,  etc. 
Counsel  for  Dr.  Sale,  in  criticising  this  case. 
Bay  Eichberg  was  not  hampered  by  any  ques- 
tion of  justice's  jurisdiction;  that  his  case 
was  in  the  second  circuit  court,  where  he 
could,  in  a  cross  action,  have  recovered  what- 
ever a  jury  might  have  given  him.  But  in 
this  position  counsel  are  mistaken.  The  case 
having  originated  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  the  circuit  court,  in  trying  the  cause 
on  appeal,*  would  be  limited  to  the  same  ju- 
risdiction as  to  amount  that  limited  the  jus- 
tice of  the  peace,  to  >vit,  $500.  The  illustra- 
tion given  by  the  Minnesota  court  demon- 
etrates  how  utterly  impracticable  as  well  as 
inequitable  the  New  York  rule  necessarily  is. 
An  examination  of  the  two  classes  of  cases 
cited  will  show  that  they  are  distinguishable 
in  this  important  attribute;  that,  where  the 
judgment  is  by  default,  no  estoppel  arises, 
but  where  there  is  a  judgment  on  the  mer- 
its, or  a  confessed  judgment,  the  matter  is 
res  judicata.  In  two  of  the  New  York  cases 
the  defendants  appeared  and  answered,  but 
afterwards  withdrew  their  answers,  and  per- 
mitted judgment  to  be  rendered  for  plaintiff. 
In  the  other  case  there  w^as  a  written  confes- 
sion of  judgment.  In  neither  of  them  wan 
there  a  judgment  by  default  in  the  usual  and 
ordinary  acceptation  of  that  term.  But  in 
the  other  class  of  eases,  in  which  it  is  held 
that  the  judgment  is  no  bar,  there  was  de- 
fault made  in  appearance  and  defense.  Now, 
it  is  insisted  in  the  present  case  that  the 
judgment  in  favor  of  Sale  against  Eichberg 
for  fees  was  a  confessed  judgment,  and  there- 
fore a  l>ar,  within  the  rule  recognized  in  both 
classes  of  cases.  Mr.  Black  says:  "A  judg- 
ment enteretl  upon  confession  without  action 
is  as  conclusive  as  any  other  judgment,  and 
is  equally  protected  against  collateral  at- 
tack or  impetichment;  and,  like  a  judgment 
rendered  after  a  contestation  of  the  merits, 
it  operates  as  a  merger  of  the  cause  of  action, 
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and  while  it  remains  in  force  the  plaintiiT 
cannot  maintain  an  action  for  the  same 
claim  or  demand."  2  Black,  Judgm.  §  60S. 
"Judgments  by  confession  or  consent,  if  giv- 
en intelligently  and  voluntarily,  without  col- 
lusion or  fraud,  are  conclusive,'*  21  Am.  4: 
Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  267;  Nashville,  C.  rf  ^'^ 
L.  R.  Co.  V.  United  States,  113  U.  S.  261,  2d 
L.  ed.  971,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  460. 

With  these  definitions  and  principles  in 
view,  we  proceed   to  inquire,   What    is   the 
character  of  the  alleged  confessed  jud|;inen: 
upon  which  the  plaintiff  in  error   relies  in 
this  cause  as  a  bar  to  the  suit  against  him 
for    malpractice?    As    already   stated.    Dr. 
Sale  brought  his  suit  for  fees  in  the  Justice^ 
court  on  the  19th  of  July,  1897,  and  obtained 
a  judgment  by  default.     Eichberg  appealed 
to  the  second  circuit  court.     On    the   next 
day,  to  wit,  July  20,  1897,  Eichberg-  com- 
menced his  suit  against  Sale  for  malpractice. 
It  further  appears  that  on  the  14th  of  Janu- 
ary,   1899,   Eichberg  filed  the   bill    already 
mentioned  against  Sale  to  enjoin  the  latter *s 
suit  for  fees  pending  in  the  second  circuit 
court.     Complainant  alleged  in  that  bill  the 
employment  of  Sale,  the  maltreatment  of  the 
fractured  arm,  and  the  pendency  of  the  suit 
for  damages  in  the  first  circuit  court,  anJ 
the  suit  of  Sale  for  fees  in  the  second  circuit 
court.     It  was  alleged  in  that  bill  that  when 
complainant    refused    longer    to    submit    to 
Sale's  treatment  he  asked  Dr.  Sale  for  his 
bill,  and  the  latter  informed  him  there  was 
nothing  due  whatever.     The  bill  then   pro- 
ceeds, viz.:     "Your  orator  is  advised  by  his 
counsel  that,  if  the  said  Sale  should  obtain 
a  judgment  upon  the  trial  of  the  cause  in  the 
circuit  court,  it  would  be  pleaded  as  a  bar 
by  said  Sale,  which  he  at  once  would  proceed 
to   do.     .     .     .    Your  orator   is   witnout  a 
remedy  to  extricate  himself  from  the  dilem- 
ma which  this  shrewd  defendant  has  placed 
him   in,  except  to  apply  to  this   honorable 
court  to  compel  an  election  by  defendant  t^ 
try  the  suit  for  damages  first,  or,  in  default 
of  such  election,  if  the  suit  for  services  is 
tried  first,  it  will  be  upon  defendant's  elec- 
tion to  waive  his  right  to  rely  on  any  jud«r- 
nient  he  might  obtain,  either  as  evidence  of 
his  rights  in  the  suit  for  damages  or  as  a 
ground  for  a  plea  upon  which  the  damage 
suit  might  be  defeated.     Your  orator  is  wil- 
ling to  assent  and  agree  that  a  judgment 
may  be  entered  against  him  for  the  awount 
sued  for,  whether  at  law  in  the  pending  ca^e 
for  services,  or  in  this  court  in  this  cause,  if 
the   damage   suit   is   decided  against    him.*' 
Complainant  prayed   for  an   injunction  re- 
straining defendant  from  further  prosecut- 
ing his  said  suit  for  services  until  after  the 
suit  for  damages  is  tried  and  disposed  of,  or 
that  any  judgment  he  may  obtain  for  serv- 
ices shall  not  operate  as  evidence  for  him  in 
said  suit  for  damages,  and  that  he  shall  not 
plead  or  set  it  up  in  any  manner  as  a  defence 
to  said  suit  for  damages,  etc.     The  follow- 
ing is  the  fiat  of  the  chancellor,  to  wit: 

To  the  Clerk  and  Master  of  the  Chancery 
Court  of  Shelby  County: 
Upon  the  execution  by  the  complainant  in 
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the  foregoing  bill  of  a  bond  for  costs  and  an 
injunction  lK>nd  in  the  penalty  of  one  hun- 
dred ($100.00)  dollars,  conditional  as  pre- 
scribed by  law,  with  good  and  approved  se- 
curity thereon,  and  on  a  confession  of  judg- 
ment by  complainant  in  the  second  circuit 
court,  issue  a  writ  of  injunction  restraining 
defendant  from  taking  any  steps  towards  a 
collection  of  said  judgment,  or  in  any  way  at- 
tempting to  use  same  as  a  defense  to  com- 
plainant's damage  suit.  This  25th  day  of 
January,  1899.  Lee  Thornton, 

Chancellor. 

"Defendant,  Eichberg,  thereupon,  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  directions  of  said  fiat,  and 
in  order  to  avail  himself  of  the  benefit  there- 
of, comes  into  open  court,  and  waives  the 
jury  heretofore  demanded,  and  hereby  con- 
fesses judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff  for  the 
amount  sued  for  of  $35.00  d€l>t  and  $1  inter- 
est thereon,  making  the  sum  of  $36.00,  to- 
gether with  the  costs  of  these  proceedings." 
It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  alleged  judg- 
ment was  confesised  under  the  fiat  of  the 
chancellor  for  the  very  purpose  of  prevent- 
ing an  estoppel.  Complainant,  in  his  bill, 
denied  that  he  owed  Dr.  Sale  anything  for 
professional  services,  and  to  say  that  he  is 
now  estopped  by  a  judgment  confessed  under 
the  circumstances  stated  would  be  a  singular 
perversion  of  complainant's  acts  and  inten- 
tions plainly  expressed.  Moreover,  the  de- 
cree of  this  court  in  the  injunction  suit  ren- 
dered at  the  April  term,  1899,  reversing  the 
decree  of  the  chancellor,  recited  *'that  mat- 
ters should  stand  just  as  they  were  before 
the  injimction  was  sued  out."  We  hold  that 
no  such  legal  anomaly  and  obliquity  can  re- 
sult from  the  acts  of  complainant,  and  the 
alleged  confessed  judgment  is  no  bar  to  a 
prosecution  of  the  suit  for  malpractice. 
There  w^as  no  error,  therefore,  in  the  charge 
of  the  court  on  this  subject. 

The  third  assignment  is  that  the  court 
erred  in  excluding  on  the  cross-examination 
of  Dr.  Raymond,  one  of  plaintiff's  witnesses, 
the  reading  of  extracts  from  the  standard 
work  of  Dr.  Hamilton  as  to  diagnosis  and 
treatment  of  fractures  like  that  of  Eichberg. 
Counsel  stated  at  the  time  that,  among  other 
grounds,  the  question  was  competent  to  test 
the  experience  of  th^  witness,  and  his  fjimili- 
arity  with  the  leading  authorities  upon  that 
subject.  Counsel  stated  he  did  not  propose 
to  introduce  the  book  itself  as  evidence,  but 
simply  wished  to  test  the  witness  as  an  ex- 
pert, and  the  accuracy  of  his  opinion  and 
statements.  It  was  held  by  this  court  in 
Byers  v.  Nashville,  C.  &  8t,  L.  R.  Co,  94 
Tonn.  350,  29  S.  W.  128,  viz.:  "When  a  wit- 
ness is  testifying  as  an  expert,  it  is  compe- 
tent to  test  his  knowledge  and  accuracy  upon 
cross-examination  by  reading  to  him,  or  hav- 
ing him  read,  extracts  from  standard  author- 
ities upon  the  subject-matter  involved,  and 
then  asking  him  whether  he  agrees  or  disa- 
grees with  the  authorities,  and  then  by  com- 
paring his  opinion  with  those  of  the  writer." 
See  also  Stoudenmeier  v.  Williamson,  29 
Ala.  558;  Merkle  v.  State,  37  Ala.  139.  It 
is  true,  the  witness,  after  having  been  exam- 
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ined  at  great  length  in  chief,  finally,  on 
cross-examination,  said  he  did  not  claim  to 
be  an  expert.  The  witness  was  a  practising 
physician,  and  had  expressed  his  opinion 
quite  freely  in  respect  of  good  practice  and 
proper  treatment  in  such  cases.  Tlie  defend- 
ant was  entitled  on  cross-examination  to  test 
the  witness's  knowledge  in  the  manner  indi- 
cated, and  the  court  was  in  error  in  exclud- 
ing the  question  propounded. 

It  is  also  assigned  as  error  that  the  charge 
of  the  court  on  the  measure  of  damages  was 
erroneous.  The  court  charged  that  in  such 
case  the  law  fixes  the  standard  by  which  the 
injury  shall  be  measured,  which  is  "full  and 
complete  and  ample  compensation  to  the  in- 
jured person.  The  injured  persons  are  enti- 
tled to  be  placed  as  near  as  may  be  in  the 
condition  they  would  have  occupied  if  the 
negligent  or  unskilful  treatment  complained 
of  had  not  been  given  them."  We  think  this 
charge  objectionable,  in  that  it  was  repeated, 
and  thus  emphasized,  to  stimulate  the  jury 
in  assessing  damages  beyond  the  rule  of  sim- 
ple compensation.  The  true  rule  in  such 
cases  is  compensation,  and  such  adjectives 
as  "full,"  "complete,"  and  "ample"  compen- 
sation may  well  convey  to  the  mind  of  an 
ordinary  juror  the  impression  that  some- 
thing more  than  compensation  was  the 
meaning  of  the  charge. 

For  the  errors  indicated,  the  judgment  is 
reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


M.  T.  C.  ROYSTON,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  Miriam 
McCulley,  Deceased,  Appt., 

V. 

George  M,  McCULLEY,  Admr..  etc.,  of  Jo- 
seph McCulley,  Deceased,  et  al. 


( Tenn. 


) 


1.  Blackmulth  tool*  nsed  tn  operating: 
a  farm,  and  a  wagon  and  buggy  thereon, 
win  pass  under  a  bill  of  sale  of  stock  and 
"farming  Implements,"*  "utensils,"  and 
"wagons"  of  the  vendor,  as  against  a  claim 
on  behalf  of  his  widow's  estate,  where  she 
allowed  possession  to  be  taken  of  them  after 
his  death  under  the  bill  of  sale,  and  the  evi- 
dence shows  that  the  vendor  Intended  to  In- 
clude all  his  personal  effects  on  the  farm. 

2.  A  complete  gitt  Inter  vIvok  of  a 
promlsiiory  note  to  one  who  had  lived 
and  served  many  years  In  the  donor's  family 
Is  shown  where  he  indorsed  and  gave  It  to 
her  and  told  her  he  had  done  so,  although 
she  allowed  him  to  retain  it  as  her  agent 
and  protector,  and  It  was  found  among  his 
papers. 

Note. — ^As  to  sufficiency  of  constructive  de- 
livery to  sustain  gift  causa  mfirtis,  see  note 
to  Page  T.  Lewis  (Va.)  18  L.  R.  A.  170;  also 
the  later  cases  In  this  series  of  Keepers  v. 
Fidelity  Title  &  Deposit  Co.  (N.  J.  L.)  2.3  L. 
R.  A.  184 ;  and  Ley  son  v.  Davis  (Mont.)  31  L. 
U.  A.  420. 

As  to  gift  of  promissory  note  generally,  see 
other  cases  in  this  series  as  follows :  Rich- 
ardson v.  Richardson  (111.)  26  L.  R.  A.  305,  and 
note;  School  Dlst.  v.  Stocking*  (Mo.)  37  L. 
R.  A.  40G;  Miller  v.  Western  College  (III.)  42 
L.  R.  A.  797.  and  RIcketts  v.  Scothorn  (Neb.) 
42  L.  R.  A.  704. 
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8.  The  concvrrent  flndinflr  of  a  master 
and  chancellor  on  a  disputed  matter  of 
fact  cannot  be  reversed  on  appeal  by  the 
chancery  court  of  appeals,  where  there  Is 
material  evidence  to  support  it. 

4.  Perinittlnfl:  the  alllxtnff  of  the  ats- 
natare  of  the  clerk  and  master  of 
the  coart  to  the  Jurat  of  an  answer  on 
the  trial  of  the  case  and  before  the  answer 
was  read,  on  counsel's  statement  that  it  had 
been  sworn  to  before  such  officer,  Instead  of 
on  the  evidence  of  the  oiflcer  himself,  is  not 
reversible  error  unless  it  appears  that  the 
evidence  so  accepted  led  the  chancellor  aside 
from  the  truth  to  the  injury  of  the  litigant 
affected  thereby. 

6.  TemtlnionT  hy  the  donee  as  to  irhat 
ipvaa  said  to  hint  by  a  decedent  as  to 
certain  hank  certificates  claimed  hy 

him  as  against  the  estate  of  the  decedent's 
widow  by  virtue  of  an  alleged  gift  Is  inad- 
missible as  within  the  spirit  and  intent  of 
Shannon's  Code,  S  5598.  providing  that  In 
actions  by  or  against  executors  or  adminis- 
trators, in  which  Judgments  may  be  rendered 
for  or  against  them,  neither  party  shall  be 
allowed  to  testify  against  the  other  as  to  any 
transactions  or  statements  by  the  testator  or 
inteetate  unless  called  to  testify  thereto  by 
the  opposite  party. 

6.  One  clalntlngr  personal  property 
nnder  a  bill  of  sale  from  a  decedent  as 
against  an  administrator  of  the  latter's 
widow  can  testify,  under  Shannon's  Code, 
S  0508,  restricting  testimony  of  the  adverse 
party  In  actions  against  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators, to  the  fact  of  such  bill  of  sale 
and  flie  it  as  evidence,  and  also  state  where 
he  was  when  he  received  it  and  when  he 
executed  his  note  for  It,  but  cannot  state 
what  passed  between  him  and  the  decedent 
leading  up  to  the  trade,  or  that  it  was  under- 
stood between  them  that  the  note  was  to  go' 
as  a  gift  to  a  third  person. 

7.  An  assiflrnment  of  error  to  the  ex- 
clusion of  the  evidence  of  a  certain  wit- 
ness, some  of  which  was  properly  excluded, 
is  sulBcient  in  the  Tennessee  court  of  chan- 
cery appeals  to  reach  the  incorrect  part  of 
the  ruling  of  the  court. 

8.  Delivery  of  bank  certificates  sufR- 
dent  to  establish  a  -arlft  causa  mor- 
tis is  shown  by  the  deceased's  calling  for 
the  keys  of  a  trunlE,  telling  the  father  of  the 
donee  to  unlock  the  trunk  and  get  a  pocket- 
book  containing  such  certificates,  telling  him 
to  Indorse  them  to  the  donee,  or  that  he  had 
indorsed  them  to  the  donee,  and  directing 
him  to  put  the  pocketbook  out  of  sight  when 
another  person  entered  the  room,  in  connec- 
tion with  other  evidence  tending  to  show 
his  Intention  to  give  his  property  to  such 
donee. 

9.  The  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  prop- 
erty left  with  the  vendor  by  a  former 
purchaser  must  be  deemed  a  trust  fund  which 
will  not  pass  to  the  vendor's  administrator, 
where  no  resale  by  the  first  purchaser  is 
shown,  and  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  claim 
in  hostility  to  him  by  the  vendor. 

10.  Evidence  of  a  surety  on  an  ad- 
ministrator's bond  that  he  paid  a 
certain  account  against  the  estate,  which 
he  produces  without  any  voucher,  is  not  over- 
come by  the  testimony  of  the  creditor  that 
he  does  not  know  how  much  was  due,  but 
from  the  general  run  of  his  trades  with  the 
decedent  he*  supposes  the  indebtedness  did 
not  amount  to  so  much  as  named. 

11.  An  administrator  who  acted 
under  a  nuncupative  will  prepared  by 
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him  or  at  his  Instance  after  the  decease  of 
the  decedent,  and  probated  mainly  upon  his 
evidence,  Is  not  entitled  to  an  allowance  of 
compensation  In  an  action  by  the  adminis- 
trator of  decedent's  widow  to  recover  the 
property  as  part  of  her  estate,  where  such 
will  has  been  adjudged  a  nullity,  although  he 
acted  in  respect  to  It  with  lui  honest  but 
mistaken  idea. 

12.  Services  performed  as  attorney  Im 
fact  for  a  widow  by  one  who  was  sole 
legatee  under  a  will  which  was  subseqaently 
declared  d  nullity,  by  the  terms  of  which 
she  was  given  a  life  estate,  and  a  liberal  pro- 
vision was  required  to  be  made  for  her,  will 
not  entitle  him  to  any  compensation  when 
none  was  expected  at  the  time  the  services 
were  rendered. 

13.  Recovery  aaralnst  an  attorney  la 
fact  for  the  use  of  a  farm  In  his  ems- 
sesslon  and  control  is  limited,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  dereliction  of  duty  on  his  part, 
to  the  proceeds  received  by  him  therefrom, 
less  proper  expenditures,  and  cannot  be  ex- 
tended to  the  rental  value  of  the  farm.  If 
that  amounts  to  a  greater  sum. 

14.  A  party  charged  with  Interest  on 
funds  in  his  possession  is  entitled  to  credit 
for  interest  on  all  disbursements  properly 
made  out  of  such  funds. 

15.  One  -who  has  unsuccessfally  at- 
tempted to  establish  an  alleged  nun- 
cupative will  in  his  favor  Is  not  estopped 
thereby  to  claim  the  same  property  under  a 
gift  causa  mortiSf  where  the  purpose  to  give 
the  property  to  the  donee  is  clearly  shown, 
and  the  only  question  is  whether  that  had 
been  consummated  In  such  form  as  to  be  ef- 
fective under  the  law. 

(September  10,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  complainant  from  a  decree  of 
the  Court  of  Chancery  Appeals  revers- 
ing a  decree  of  the  Chancery  Court  for  Mc- 
Minn  County  in  cc^nplainant's  favor  in  a 
suit  to  hold  defendants  liable  for  wrongful 
dealing  with  the  estate  of  Joseph  McCulley, 
deceased.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  tie 
Court  of  Chancery  Appeals,  which  was  deliv- 
ered by  Wilson,  J.,  as  follows : 

This  bill  was  filed  May  15,  181>9.  by  com- 
plainant, as  the  administrator  of  Miriam  Mc- 
Culley in  relation  to  the  estate  of  Joseph  Mc- 
ley  individually  and  as  administrator  with 
the  will  annexed  of  Joseph  ^McCulley,  and  the 
sureties  on  his  bond  as  administrator,  to 
hold  them  liable  for  a  large  sum  growing  out 
of  the  alleged  wrongful  conduct  and  dealings 
of  George  M.  McCulley  and  Joseph  P.  Mc- 
Culley in  relation  to  the  estate  of  Joseph  Mc- 
Culley, deceased.  The  chancellor  granted  in 
part  the  relief  sought  under  the  bill,  and 
both  sides  appealed. 

We  state  these  preliminary  facts  appear* 
ing  in  the  record  and  not  disputed : 

rjeorge  M.  McCulley  was  a  brother  of  Jo- 
seph McCulley,  deceased.  Defendant  Joseph 
P.  McCulley  is  a  son  of  GJeorge  ^I.  ^McCulley 
and  a  nephew  of  Joseph  McCulley.  Miriam 
McCulley  was  the  wife  of  Joseph  McCulley. 
Joseph  McCulley  died  in  McMinn  county, 
January  12,  1896.  Miriam  McCulley,  hU 
widow,  died  two  years  after  he  did.  "  Soon 
after  the  death  of  Joseph  McCulley,  the  de- 
fendant George  M.  McCulley  presented   to 
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the  county  court  of  McMinn  county  a  nuncu- 

?ative  will  of  his  deceased  brother,  Joseph, 
t  was  probated  as  his  will  in  common  form 
before  that  court.    After  the  death  of  Miri- 
am McCulley,  the  complainant,  as  her  broth- 
er and  one  of  her  heirs,  had  the  probate  of 
the  alleged  nuncupative  will  of  Joseph  Mc- 
Culley  before  the  county  court  set  aside,  and 
the  paper  certified  to  the  circuit  court  for 
an  issue  to  be  made  up  to  test  its  validity. 
The  will  was  set  aside  in  the  circuit  court. 
Under  this  alleged  will  defendant  Joseph  P. 
McCulley    was    sole    legatee.     Before    the 
death  of  Joseph  McCulley  he  had  deeded  all 
his  land,  or  the  greater  part  of  it,  to  Joseph 
P.  McCulley,  reserving,  however,  an  estate 
in  it  during  his  life  and  that  of  his  wife, 
Miriam.     Defendant    George    M.   McCulley 
and  family  were  living  wifli  Joseph  McCul- 
ley at  the  time  of  the  latter's  death,  and  had 
been  for  a  year  or  more  before.     Joseph  P. 
McCulley,  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  his  un- 
cle, Joseph,  was  living  in  Florida,  and  had 
been  for  some  time.    After  the  death  of  his 
uncle,  Joseph  P.  took  charge  of  his  personal 
property,  and  cultivated  the  land,  or  had  it 
cultivated,  with  the  assent  of  his  aunt,  Mir- 
iam.   The  bill  alleges  that,  the  alleged  will 
of  Joseph  McCulley  being  in  fact  no  will,  he 
^    died  intestate,  and  that  his  wife,  Miriam, 
took  all  his  personalty,  and  that  upon  her 
death  it  passed,  or  should  have  passed,  to  her 
administrator,  the  complainant.     It  further 
avers    that    George    M.    McCulley,    having 
qualified  as  administrator  of  Joseph  with  the 
will  annexed,  took  charge  of  the  personalty, 
and   filed  an  inventory  before  the  county 
court  showing  the  assets  that  came  into  his 
hands.     A  copy  of  this  inventory  is  made  a 
part  of  the  bill  as  an  exhibit  thereto.     It  is 
alleged   that  in  this   inventory   George  M. 
charges  himself  with  a  sum  which,  with  in- 
terest, amounts  to  some  $3,500,  and  it  is  in- 
sisted that  he  is  liable  to  account  for  this 
sum  to  complainant  as  the  adminstrator  of 
Miriam  McCulley.    It  is  further  alleged  in 
the  bill  that  George  M.  did  not  charge  him- 
self in  said  inventory  with  near  all  the  as- 
sets that  came  or  ought  to  have  come  into 
his  hands.     It  is  charged  that  Joseph  McCul- 
ley had  on  hand  at  his  death  a  large  quan- 
tity of  wheat,  a  lot  of  hogs,  horses,  mules, 
cattle,  sheep,  farming  utensils,  machinery, 
blacksmith  tools,  and  other  things  not  em- 
braced in  said  inventory;  and  that,  in  addi- 
tion, the  farm  went  into  the  hands  of  defend- 
ants George  M.  and  Joseph  P. ;  and  that  they 
should   account  for  its  products   from  the 
death  of  Joseph  to  the  death  of  Miriam,  his 
wife,  a  period  of  two  years.     It  is  further  al- 
leged that,  although  George  M.  filed  the  in- 
ventory in  the  county  court  soon  after  he 
qualified  as  administrator,  as  aforesaid,  in 
February,  1896,  he  has  never  made  any  re- 
port or  settlement  before    said  court,  and 
that  there  is  nothing  to  show  what  he  has 
done  with   the   estate;    and  the  charge   is 
made  that  he  had  turned  over  a  large  por- 
tion of  it  to  the  defendant  Joseph  P.,  the 
beneficiary  named  in  the  alleged  nuncupa- 
tive will  ot  Joseph,  which  was  set  aside  as 
before  stated;  that  he  had  taken  no  refund- 
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ing  bond  from  Joseph  P.;  that  George  M. 
and  Joseph  P.  had  wrongfully  and  fraudu- 
lently converted  said  property  to  their  own 
use  for  the  purpose  of  depriving  complain- 
ax^t,  as  administrator  of  Miriam,  and  her 
heirs,  of  the  same ;  that  these  parties  are 
still  covering  up  and  concealing  the  amount 
and  character  of  the  property  of  Joseph  Mc- 
Culley, deceased,  for  the  same  purpose,  and 
with  the  same  fraudulent  intent;  that  com- 
plainant, soon  after  his  appointment  and 
qualification  as  administrator  of  Miriam, 
called  on  said  defendants  for  all  the  effects 
of  said  Miriam,  when  the  defendant  George 
M.  turned  over  a  few  articles  to  him  of  the 
value  of  $36.27,  stating  that  these  articles 
were  all  the  estate  of  Miriam,  so  far  as  he 
knew;  that,  since  the  oontest  over  the  al- 
leged nuncupative  will  was  settled,  com- 
plainant had  called  on  George  M.  and  Joseph 
P.  McCulley  to  settle  and  account  for  all  the 
effects,  etc.,  of  said  Miriam,  and  that  they 
had  refused  to  do  so.  Joseph  P.  is  sued  as  a 
nonresident  of  the  state,  and  it  is  asked  that 
he  be  held  liable  as  surety  on  the  bond  of 
Greorge  M.  to  the  extent  of  the  penalty  of  the 
bond,  and  individually  for  property  received 
by  him  belonging  to  the  estate  of  Miriam  in 
excess  of  said  penalty.  It  is  alleged  that 
Joseph  P.  owns  two  tracts  of  land  in  Mc- 
Minn county,  which  are  described,  and  it  is 
asked  that  they  be  attached,  and  held  sub- 
ject to  sale  to  satisfy  the  recovery  sought 
under  the  bill.  The  bill  prays  for  all  neces- 
sary orders  and  references  to  ascertain  the 
properties,  etc.,  of  Miriam  McCulley,  de- 
ceased, that  went  into  the  hands  of  the  de- 
fendants, or  either  of  them,  or  that  should 
have  gone  into  the  hands  of  George  M.  Mc- 
Culley, and  what  estate  or  effects  of  Joseph 
McCulley,  deceased,  had  gone  into  the  hands 
of  Joseph  P.  McCulley,  and  what  rents  prop- 
erly belonging  to  Miriam  during  her  lifetime 
had  been  unaccounted  for  by  the  defendant. 
The  bill  prays  that  the  further  administra- 
tion of  the  estates  of  Joseph  and  Miriam  Mc- 
Culley, deceased,  be  transferred  from  the 
county  to  the  chancery  court  for  final  settle- 
ment.    It  also  prays  for  general  relief. 

An  attachment  issued  under  the  prayer  of 
the  bill,  and  was  levied  upon  the  real  estate 
of  Joseph  P.  McCulley  referred  to  in  the  bill. 
Joseph  P.  and  George  M.  McCull^  filed  sep- 
arate answers  and  cross  bills.  W.  N.  Rus- 
sell, a  defendant,  and  surety  on  the  bond  of 
George  M.  McCulley  sls  administrator^  of 
Joseph  McCulley,  deceased,  with  the  will 
annexed,  first  answered  the  bill,  and  there- 
after filed  a  cross  bill.  Joseph  P.  McCulley, 
in  his  answer,  after  admitting  his  relation- 
ship to  the  parties  alleged  in  the  bill,  and 
the  setting  aside  of  the  nuncupative  will,  and 
that  George  M  McCulley  returned  an  inven- 
tory of  the  estate  of  Joseph  McCulley,  de- 
ceased, avers  that  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
his  uncle,  Joseph,  he  was  a  resident  of  Flori- 
da, and  has  since  resided  there,  and  there- 
fore that  he  is  not  very  familiar  with  the  ac- 
tions of  his  father  as  administrator;  that 
his  father,  George  M.,  as  administrator  of 
Joseph  McCulley,  is  not  chargeable  with  $3,- 
500,  nor  half  that  amount;  that  George  M. 


903 


Tennessee  Supreme  Coubt. 


S&PT. 


can  best  answer  as  to  the  inventory  he  filed, 
but  that  said  George  M.,  his  father,  in  fact 
returned  in  said  inventory  a  large  amount  of 
property  or  assets  that  did  not  belong  to 
Joseph  McCulley,  and  that  did  not  come  in- 
to his  hands  as  administrator.  He  denies 
that  there  was  a  large  amount  of  wheat, 
hogs,  mules,  horses,  cattle,  sheep,  farming 
utensils,  etc.,  or  any  other  articles,  owned  by 
Joseph  McCulley  at  his  death,  that  came  in- 
to his  hands.  He  further  answers  and  avers 
that  George  M.  McCulley  by  mistake  report- 
ed in  his  inventory  certain  certificates  of 
deposit  made  by  Joseph  McCulley  in  the 
Bank  of  Charleston,  amounting  in  the  ag- 
gregate to  $2,000.  He  alleges  that  these  cer- 
tificates of  deposit  and  the  sum  collected 
thereon  belong  to  him,  and  that  he  did  not 
receive  them  or  claim  them  as  a  legatee  un- 
der the  alleged  will  of  Joseph,  but  as  a  gift 
from  him  before  his  death.  He  denies  that 
he  has  wrongfully  converted  any  of  the  es- 
tate of  Joseph,  or  that  he  is  liable  to  com- 
plainant in  any  sum.  In  his  cross  bill  he 
sets  up  his  claim  to  the  certificates  of  de- 
posit in  the  Bank  of  Charleston  aforesaid, 
and  asks  that  his  rights  thereto  be  declared. 
He  also  sets  up  a  claim  to  a  note  for  $250 
against  one  A.  H.  Rice,  reported  by  his  fath- 
er, on  the  ground  that  the  note  was  given  for 
mules  which  belonged  to  him,  and  hence  that 
he  should  not  be  held  for  the  proceeds  of  said 
note.  He  further  avers  that  his  father,  in 
making  out  said  inventory  and  filing  the 
same,  through  ignorance,  inadvertence,  and 
an  erroneous  idea  rh  to  the  law  and  facts, 
made  various  mistakes,  and  included  items 
therein  that  did  not  belong  to  the  estate  of 
Joseph  McCulley,  and  that,  before  liability 
is  declared  against  him  as  surety  or  a  prin- 
cipal, it  should  be  purged  of  said  mistakes. 
George  M.  McCulley,  in  his  answer  and  cross 
bill,  takes  the  same  position  advanced  in  the 
answer  and  cross  bill  of  Joseph  P.  McCulley. 
He  avers,  in  addition,  that,  acting  under  said 
alleged  will  of  Joseph,  which  provided  that 
the  widow,  Miriam  McCulley,  should  be  lib- 
erally  supplied,    he   expended   large   sums, 

amounting  to  $ ,  in  caring  for  her  in  her 

feeble  condition,  and  a  credit  is  asked  for 
these  expenditures.  He  also  avers  that,  in 
ignorance  of  the  facts  and  law,  he  had  in- 
cluded in  his  inventory  as  administrator 
with  the  will  annexed  various  assets  that  did 
not  belong  to  the  estate  of  Joseph,  and  he 
asks  that  the  inventory  be  purged  of  these  er- 
rors. He  also  asked  to  be  allowed  his  costs 
and  expenses,  including  counsel  fees,  expend- 
ed in  the  contest  over  the  nuncupative  will 
of  Joseph  McCulley.  He  denies  that  he  toc^ 
charge  of,  appropriated,  or  converted  any 
property  belonging  to  Miriam  McCulley,  or 
that  he  is  liable  ror  any  of  the  products  of 
the  real  estate  accruing  between  the  deaths 
of  Joseph  and  Miriam  McCulley.  He  admits 
that  he  had  made  no  settlement  as  adminis- 
trator with  the  will  annexed  of  Joseph  Mc- 
Culley, but  says  that  this  did  not  result  from 
any  desire,  purpose,  or  intention  of  defraud- 
ing any  one,  alleging  by  way  of  explanation 
the  existence  of  said  will,  and  that,  acting 
and  believing  that  Joseph  P.,  his  son,  was 
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entitled  to  the  personalty,  and  knowing  that 
he  and  said  Miriam  were  satisfied,  and  de- 
sired no  settlement,  none  was  made.  He  fur- 
ther avers  that  a  note  for  $1,000,  reported  in 
his  inventory,  executed  by  George  G.  Mc- 
Culley to  Joseph  McCulley,  was  out  of  date, 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  and,  in 
additon,  that  the  maker  thereof  was  insol- 
vent, BO  that  nothing  could  be  made  out  of 
him ;  and  hence  that  he  should  not  be  held 
liable  for  the  same,  although  reported  igno- 
rantly  and  inadvertently  in  his  inventory  as 
an  asset  of  the  estate  of  Joseph  McCulley. 
Russell,  one  of  the  sureties  of  George  M.  Mc- 
Culley on  his  bond  as  administrator  with  the 
will  annexed  of  Joseph  McCulley,  in  his  an- 
swer and  in  his  cross  bill  subsequently  filed 
insists  upon  the  same  defenses  presented  by 
his  codefendants,  and  also  upon  the  further 
defense  that  Joseph  P.  McCulley  should  be 
held  liable  in  preference  to  him  to  the  extent 
and  value  of  the  property  received  by  him, 
which,  under  the  decree  of  the  court,  might 
be  holden  to  belong  to  the  estate  of  Miriam 
McCulley.  These  cross  bills  were  answered 
by  the  complainant,  and  most  all  their  essen- 
tial equities  or  claims  denied.  A  large  mass 
of  proof  was  brought  forward  by  the  parties. 
The  chancellor  heard  the  cause  November 
30,  1899.  After  ruling  on  exceptions  to  evi- 
dence, he  decreed,  in  substance,  as  follows: 

( 1 )  That  under  the  facts  and  circumstances 
appearing  in  the  case  the  inventory  filed  by 
George  M.  McCulley  as  administrator,  etc., 
and  exhibited  with  the  original  bill,  should 
be  corrected,  and  that  George  M.  had  the 
right  to  have  his  liability  and  that  of  his 
bondsmen  limited  to  the  actual  bona  fide  as- 
sets of  the  estate  received  by  him ;  and,  thus 
holding,  he  decreed  that  George  M.,  as  ad- 
ministrator, was  not  liable  for  such  items  of 
property  embraced  in  his  inventory  as  he 
could  show  by  clear  and  convincing  proof 
were  not  collectible  at  the  time  the  inventory 
was  filed,  and  have  so  remained  since;  and 
as  to  this  aspect  of  the  case  it  was  referred 
to  the  master  to  hear  further  proof,  and  re- 
port to  the  next  term  of  his  court  whether 
any,  and,  if  so,  which,  items  reported  in  the 
inventory  of  George  M.  McCulley  as  adminis- 
trator at  the  time  of  returning  said  inven- 
tory and  at  the  time  of  taking  the  reference 
were  and  remained  insolvent  or  uncollectible. 

(2)  That  the  sureties  on  the  bond  of  George 
M.  McCulley,  administrator,  were  not  liable 
for  any  property  returned  as  assets  of  the  es- 
tate w^hich  in  fact  did  not  belong  to  it.  (3) 
That  the  certificates  of  deposit  in  the  Bank 
of  Charleston,  set  out  in  the  inventory,  did 
not  pass  to  Joseph  P.  ^McCulley  as  a  gift 
from  Joseph  McCulley,  deceased,  and  that 
the  administrator  and  his  sureties  were 
chargeable  with  the  same,  or  their  proceeds 
collected  from  said  bank  at  the  time  they 
were  paid.  (4)  That  all  stock,  farming  im- 
plements, etc.,  on  the  farm  and  in  the  posses- 
sion of  Joseph  McCulley  at  his  death  were 
the  property  of  Joseph  P.  McCulley,  and 
hence  that  the  administrator  was  not  charge- 
able with  them.  (5)  That  the  notes  of  A. 
H.  Rice  and  W.  F.  Bobbins  reported  in  the 
inventory  of  the  administrator  are  proper 
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charges  against  said  administrator  and  his 
4Buretie6.  (6)  That  the  note  for  $1,200  ex- 
hibited with  the  deposition  of  Margaret  Cay- 
Avood  is  her  property,  and  that  the  adminis- 
trator should  not  be  charged  therewith.  (7 ) 
That  the  administrations  of  the  estates  in- 
Tolved  be  transferred  from  the  county  to  his 
court.  The  cause  was  further  referred  to 
the  roaster  to  report:  (1)  What  personal 
assets  of  the  estate  of  Joseph  McCulley,  de- 
ceased, came  or  ought  to  have  come  into  the 
hands  of  George  M.  ^cCuIley  as  administra- 
tor of  said  estate,  and  with  which  he  should 
be  charged  under  the  principles  announced  in 
the  decree.  (2)  What  bona  fide  debts 
against  said  estate  have  been  paid  by  the  ad- 
ministrator, specifying  the  principal  expen- 
ditures, and  the  total  amount  paid.  (3) 
Whether  the  personal  assets  have  been  ex- 
liausted  in  the  payment  of  proper  debts  and 
•charges.  (4)  What  subsisting  debts  against 
the  estate  still  exist.  ( 5 )  To  report  any  and 
all  matters  necessary  to  show  the  condition 
of  said  estate.  (6)  What  was  the  reasonable 
rental  value  of  the  estate  deeded  by  Joseph 
McCulley  to  Joseph  P.  McCulley,  in  which 
was  retained  a  life  estate  for  Joseph  McCul- 
ley and  his  wife,  Miriam,  from  the  death  of 
Joseph  to  the  death  of  his  said  wife.  (7) 
What  rents  were  actually  received  by  Joseph 
P.  McCulley  from  the  real  estate  embraced 
in  the  last  above  paragraph  of  the  order  of 
reference,  what  disposition  made  of  the  same, 
and  with  what  he  is  chargeable  on  account 
of  these  rents.  (8)  What  rents  Joseph  P. 
had  received  from  real  estate  deeded  to  him 
as  aforesaid  at  any  time,  and  for  any  period, 
and  what  he  had  done  with  the  same.  (9) 
What  credit  he  is  entitled  to  as  a  set-off 
against  rents.  He  decreed  that  the  lands  of 
JToseph  P.  McCulley  attached  in  the  cause 
were  liable  for  any  sum  adjudged  again.st 
him  in  this  case  either  individually  or  as 
•surety  on  the  bond  of  George  M.  McCulley  as 
administrator  of  Joseph  McCulley.  The 
lands  are  described  in  his  decree.  The  de- 
fendants excepted  to  the  decree,  and  to  the 
action  of  the  chancellor  in  excluding  certain 
evidence,  and  in  permitting  the  complainant 
to  have  his  oath  to  his  answer  to  the  cross 
bills  of  defendants  attested  by  the  master, 
and  to  the  part  of  the  decree  holding  the  de- 
fendants liable  for  the  Bobbins  and  Rice 
notes,  and  for  the  certificate  of  deposit  in 
the  Bank  of  Charleston,  and  prayed  an  ap- 
peal to  the  supreme  court.  This  prayer  for 
an  appeal  was  declined  for  the  time  by  the 
court. 

The  depositions  of  a  number  of  witnesses 
were  taken  under  the  order  of  reference  to 
the  master.  He  filed  a  lengthy  report  May  7, 
1900.  Without  giving  details,  we  state  here 
the  result  of  his  report:  Under  the  first 
head  of  the  reference  he  reported  that  George 
M.  McCulley,  as  administrator,  was  chargea- 
ble with  $2,648.76.  Under  the  second  head, 
that  he  had  paid  valid  debts  to  the  amount 
of  $697.49.  Under  the  third,  that  the  per- 
sonal assets  of  Joseph  McCulley  had  not 
been  exhausted  in  the  payment  of  debts  and 
charges  against  said  estate.  Under  the 
fourth,  that  there  were  no  outstanding  debts 
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against  the  estate.  The  fifth  head  of  the  ref- 
erence is  met  in  the  foregoing.  Under  the 
sixth  head  he  reported  that  $300  per  year 
was  a  reasonable  rental  value  for  the  home 
place  of  Joseph  McCulley,  deceased.  Under 
the  seventh,  that  Joseph  P.  McCulley  had 
actually  received  from  the  home  place  dur- 
ing the  lifetime  of  Miriam  McCulley  the  sum 
of  $549.45,  and  that  he  was  chargeable  with 
this  sum,  less  the  taxes  paid,  amounting  to 
$128.30,  and  less  $48,  paid  by  him;  leaving 
the  sum  of  $373.15  as  the  amount  of  rent. 
Under  the  eighth,  that  $100  per  year  would 
be  a  reasonable  rental  per  year  for  the  W. 
F.  McCulley  farm.  Under  the  ninth,  that 
Joseph  P.  McCulley  had  collected  no  rents 
from  this  place  during  the  lifetime  of  Mir- 
iam McCulley.  Under  the  tenth  head  he  re- 
ported that  Joseph  P.  McCulley  was  entitled 
— giving  the  items  as  against  the  charge  for 
rent  above  reported  against  him — to  credits 
aggregating  $715.46.  He  further  reported 
under  this  head — as  he  says,  from  the  proof 
and  circumstances  in  the  case — that  the 
board  of  Mrs.  Miriam  McCulley,  Miss  Mag- 
gie Caywood,  and  Miss  Porter  was  reason- 
ably worth  $25  per  month  for  twenty- four 
months,  making  $600.  Under  the  eleventh 
head  of  the  order  of  reference  he  reported 
that  the  only  insolvent  asset  reported  in  the 
inventory  of  George  M.  McCulley,  adminis- 
trator, and  which  is  still  insolvent,  is  the  note 
for  $1,000  executed  bv  George  G.  McCulley, 
and  payable  to  Joseph  McCulley.  Complain- 
ant in  efTect  filed  fifteen  exceptions  to  this 
report.  These  exceptions,  with  the  citations 
and  arguments  advanced  to  sustain  them,  and 
accompanying  and  made  a  part  of  them,  cov- 
er eight  pages  of  the  typewritten  record. 
The  defendants  filed  six  exceptions  to  it. 
They  cover  a  page  and  over  of  the  typewrit- 
ten transcript.  We  will  deal  with  these  ex- 
ceptions of  both  parties  when  we  come  to 
dispose  of  the  assignments  of  error  to  the  de- 
cree of  the  chancellor. 

The  chancellor  heard  the  cause  upon  the 
pleadings  and  the  report  of  the  master  May 
30,  1900.  He  sustained  the  report  except  in 
part  as  to  some  of  the  exceptions  of  com- 
plainant. He  overruled  the  exceptions  of 
the  defendants.  The  result  of  his  holding 
was  to  find  against  the  defendants  in  the 
sum  of  $1,802.91.  He  fixed  the  order  of  lia- 
bilitv  for  this  sum  as  to  the  defendants  as 
follows:  (1)  Joseph  P.  McCulley;  (2) 
George  M.  McCulley  as  administrator;  (3) 
W.  N.  Russell,  one  of  the  sureties  on  the  bond 
of  the  administrator,  to  the  extent  of  $1,- 
500, — that  being  the  penalty  of  the  bond. 
He  decreed  the  land  of  Joseph  P.  McCulley 
attached  in  the  cause  to  be  sold  to  pay  the 
recovery  and  costs,  except  two  fifths  of  the 
costs  taxed  to  the  complainant,  to  be  paid  out 
of  his  recovery  in  the  case. 

From  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  overrul- 
ing their  exceptions  to  the  master's  report, 
and  to  his  decrees  before  rendered  and  en- 
tered in  the  cause,  complainant  and  defend- 
ants both  appealed  to  the  supreme  court, 
and  their  prayers  therefor  were  granted. 
The  complainant  and  Joseph  P.  McCulley 
perfected  their  appeals,  and  have  assigned 
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errors.  The  assignments  of  error  of  the  de- 
fendant are:  "First.  The  court  erred  in  re- 
fusing the  motion  of  defendant,  as  a  cross 
complainant  in  the  cause,  to  strike  from  the 
files  the  paper  purporting  to  be  an  answer 
of  complainant  to  the  cross  bill,  and  for  judg; 
ment  pro  confeaao  on  the  cross  bill.  Second. 
The  court  erred  in  excluding  on  exception 
the  testimony  of  Joseph  P.  McCulley  under 
§  6598  of  Shannon^s  Code.  Third.  The 
court  erred  in  holding  that  the  certificates 
of  deposit  in  the  Bank  of  Charleston  set  out 
and  described  in  the  inventory  of  George  M. 
McCulley,  administrator,  etc.,  did  not  pass 
to  Joseph  P.  McCulley  from  Joseph  McCul- 
ley, deceased,  and  in  holding  that  said  cer- 
tificates were  assets  of  the  estate  of  Joseph 
McCulley,  for  which  George  M.  McCulley, 
administrator,  and  his  sureties,  were  liable. 
Fourth.  ITie  court  erred  in  decreeing  that 
the  notes  of  A.  H.  Rice  and  W.  F.  Robbins, 
reported  in  the  inventory  of  George  M.  Mc- 
Culley, administrator,  were  proper  charges 
against  said  administrator  and  his  sureties, 
and  that  he  should  be  charged  therewith  in 
the  casting  of  his  account.  Fifth.  The  court 
erred  in  sustaining  exceptions  to  the  mas- 
ter's report  as  to  items  of  corn,  hay,  etc.,  on 
the  farm  at  the  death  of  Joseph  McCulley, 
and  in  charging  the  administrator  A^ith 
$250,  on  account  of  said  items.  Sixth.  The 
court  erred  in  sustaining  exceptions  to  the 
master's  report  in  relation  to  the  account  of 
one  Lovelace,  and  in  refusing  to  allow  the  ad- 
ministrator a  eredit  of  $105,  paid  in  settle- 
ment of  said  account.  Seventh.  The  court 
erred  in  refusing  to  allow  George  M.  McCul- 
ley any  compensation  as  administrator. 
Eighth.  The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  al- 
low Joseph  P.  McCulley  compensation  as  at- 
torney in  fact  for  Mrs.  Miriam  McCulley. 
Ninth.  The  court  erred  in  rendering  judg- 
ment against  Joseph  P.  McCulley  for  $6% 
for  rent  of  the  farm  for  two  years  during  the 
life  of  Miriam  McCulley,  after  the  death  of 
.  Joseph  McCulley,  her  husband.  Tenth.  The 
chancellor  erred  in  charging  Joseph  P.  Mc- 
Culley interest  on  $2,119.50  received  on  the 
certificates  of  deposit  from  February  5,  1898, 
without  allowing  him  interest  on  disburse- 
ments made  by  him  and  the  administrator, 
George  M.  McCulley."  The  complainant  as- 
signs the  following  errors:  "First.  The 
chancellor  erred  in  decreeing  that  the  note 
for  $1,200  executed  by  Joseph  P.  McCulley 
to  Joseph  McCulley,  and  indorsed  to  Miss 
Maggie  Cay  wood  by  Joseph  McCulley,  was 
her  property,  and  not  an  asset  of  the  estate 
of  Joseph  McCulley.  Second.  The  court 
erred  in  overruling  the  exceptions  of  com- 
plainant to  the  master's  report  wherein  he 
failed  to  report  as  a  charge  against  the  de- 
fendants a  hack  of  the  value  of  $25,  a  buggy 
of  the  value  of  $25,  and  a  set  of  blacksmith 
tools  of  the  value  of  $10." 

We  will  first  dispose  of  the  errors  as- 
signed by  the  complainant,  and  in  the  re- 
verse order  of  their  statement  above.  The 
second  error  assigned  by  the  complainant  re- 
fers to  a  hack,  a  buggy,  and  a  set  of  black- 
smith tools;  all  of  the  value  of  $60.  It  is 
Baid  in  support  of  this  assigned  error  that  it 
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is  relieved  of  the  difficulty  of  the  rule  appli- 
cable to  the  concurrent  finding  of  the  master 
and  chancellor,  because  it  grows  out  of  the 
construction  of  a  written  instrument.  The 
instrument  referred  to  is  as  follows : 

I  have  this  day  sold  to  Jos.  P.  McCulley  alt 
my  stock  and  farming  implements,  consis-t- 
ing  of  mules,  horses,  cattle,  and  ho^,  and 
my  farming  utensils,  consisting  of  mower^ 
rake,  plows,  wagons,  etc.;  for  which  he  has^ 
executed  to  me  his  note  for  $1,200  of  this 
date.  Jos.  McCulley, 

Sept.  1,  1895, 

The  contention  is  that  the  hack,  buggy; 
and  blacksmith  tools  cannot  pass  luider  the 
terms  of  this  paper,  and  tnat  the  proof 
shows  that  they  are  worth  $60.  Manifestly, 
we  think,  it  requires  no  straining  of  terms 
to  hold  that  the  blacksmith  tools  u&ed  in 
operating  the  farm  passed  under  the  instru- 
ment. The  proof  tends  to  show  that  Joseph 
McCulley  sold,  and  intended  to  sell,  all  hi» 
personal  effects  on  the  farm  to  his  nephew. 
The  nephew  assumed  charge  of  everything, 
including  these  tools  and  the  hack  and  bug- 
gy, after  the  death  of  his  uncle,  with  the  as- 
sent of  his  uncle's  widow.  Under  the  facts 
and  the  assent  of  the  widow  they  passed,  and 
might  reasonably  be  treated  as  doing  so  un- 
der the  general  terms  "farming  utensil ^."^ 
"wagons,"  etc.  The  master  so  found.  The 
chancellor  concurred,  and  there  is  TOpoof  tO' 
sustain  their  concurrent  finding.  Tliis  er- 
ror assigned  is  not  well  taken,  and  is  over- 
ruled. 

The  other  error  assigned  by  complainant 
relates  to  the  note  for  $1,200,  given  for  the 
personal  property  of  Joseph  McCulley  by 
Joseph  1'.  McCulley,  and  indorsed  by  the 
payee  to  Miss  Caywood.  It  is  insisted  that 
this  note,  although  indorsed  to  her  by  the 
payee,  was  not  her  property,  and  that  it  wa* 
an  asset  of  the  estate  of  the  payee,  because 
it  was  never  delivered  to  her  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  payee.  This  contention  rests  upon 
the  proposition,  alleged  to  be  sustained  by 
the  proof,  that  the  note  was  found  among* 
the  papers  of  Col.  Joseph  McCulley  after  his- 
death,  and  was  turned  over  to  herby  Joseph 
r.  McCulley.  It  is  true,  under  the  evidence, 
that  the  note  was  with  the  papers  of  Col. 
McCulley  at  his  death,  and  that  it  was  after- 
wards placed  in  Miss  Caywood*s-  hands  by 
Joseph  P.  McCulley,  or  George  M.  McCulley, 
acting  for  him  as  agent,,  or  as  administrator 
with  the  will  annexed.  It  is  also  true  that, 
as  a  general  proposition  of  law,  a  gift  of  a 
promissory  note,  or  its  indorsement  to  an- 
other, is  not  complete  until  it  is  delivered. 
But  the  proposition  of  fact  and  of  law  ad- 
vanced do  not  meet  the  precise  facts  of  the 
case  as,  in  effect,  they  were  found  by  the 
master  and  chancellor..  The  essential  facts 
bearing  upon  this  issue,  as  disclosed  by  the 
record,  are  that  Miss  Caywood  had  been  in 
the  family  of  Col.  McCulley  for  some  twenty- 
five  years  or  over  in  the  mixed  capacity  of 
one  of  its  family  and  of  a  household  domestic 
servant.  She  was  devoted  to  tJie  family, 
and  especially  to  tha  old  gentleman  and  hia 
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■wife ;  and  they  in  turn  were  fond  of  her,  and 
had  entire  confidence  in  her.  She  gave  of 
her  service  to  them  freely  and  unstintedly, 
and  did  aa  for  years  and  years.  The  old 
gentleman  at  one  time  interded  to  deed  her 
one  of  his  farms,  and  so  stated,  in  considera- 
tion of  his  regard  for  her,-  and  her  long  serv- 
ice in  his  family.  He,  however,  seems  to 
have  taken  the  idea  that  the  management  of 
the  farm  would  not  be  suitable  or  convenient 
to  her,  and,  after  he  so]d  his  personal  prop- 
erty to  his  nephew,  Joseph  P.  McCulley,  and 
took  his  note,  he  told  h^r  that  he  had  given 
it  to  her,  and  he  did  indorse  it  to  her.  Liv- 
ing in  the  family  with  him  as  its  head  and 
as  her  protector,  the  note  was  allowed  to  re- 
main in  its  possession.  It  is  fairly  inferable 
from  the  whole  evidence  that  after  its  gift 
to  her,  and  its  indorsement  by  him  to  her,  he 
retained  it  as  her  agent,  and  for  her.  Under 
this  state  of  facts  the  gift  was  complete, 
both  as  a  matter  of  fact  and  in  law.  Gifte 
are  inter  vivos  or  causa  mortis.  The  gift 
here  involved,  if  a  gift  at  all,  is  one  inter 
vivos.  A  gift  inter  vivos  is  when  the  owner 
of  property  transfers  it  to  another  without 
consideration.  All  corporeal  movables  will 
pass  by  manual  gift  accompanied  by  deliv- 
ery. Bopan  V.  Finlay,  10  La.  Ann.  94. 
Hence  a  chose  in  action — as  a  promissory 
note  and  the  like — is  a  subject  of  such  a  gift. 
To  make  such  a  gift  perfect,  it  must  be  de- 
livered to  the  donee,  and  until  it  is  delivered 
it  may  be  revoked  by  the  donor;  and  under 
this  rule  delivery  of  possession  is  essential 
to  validity  of  the  gift  of  personal  chattels, 
whether  it  is  made  by  parol  or  by  an  instru. 
ment  of  record.  2  Kent,  Com.  438;  Noble 
V.  Smith,  2  Johns.  52,  3  Am.  Dec.  309 ;  Moray 
V.  Am^ccn,  61  N.  H.  131,  60  Ahl  Rep.  320. 
Under  these  and  other  authorities  that  could 
be  cited  almost  indefinitely  it  is  not  assumed 
by  us  that  the  mere  indorsement  of  the  note 
in  question  to  Miss  Cay  wood,  the  note  being 
still  reteined  in  the  possession  of  Col.  Mc- 
Culley, amounte  te  a  completed  gift  to  her. 
What  we  do  maintain  is  that,  if  he  gave  her 
the  note,  and  told  her  so,  and  as  evidence  of 
the  gift  indorsed  it  to  her,  as  it  appears  in- 
dorsed by  him  and  she  accepted  it,  but  al- 
lowed him  to  retain  ite  custody  as  her  agent 
and  protector  as  the  head  of  the  family  of 
which  she  wa^  a  monber,  the  gift  was  per- 
fected. As  tending  to  sustain,  at  least  by 
close  analogy,  this  holding,  we  cite  the  fol- 
lowing au^orities:  Harris  v.  Hopkins,  43 
Mich.  272,  38  Am.  Rep.  180,  6  N.  W.  318; 
Allen  V.  Cotoan,  23  N.  Y.  602,  80  Am.  Dec. 
316;  Connor  v.  Travnck,  37  Ala.  289,  70  Am. 
Dec.  68;  Wright  v.  Solomon,  19  Cal.  64,  79 
Am.  Dec.  197;  McWillie  v.  Van  Vacter,  35 
Miss.  428,  72  Am.  Dec.  136,  136,  and  note. 
It  is  held  in  some  of  the  cases  that  in  a  parol 
gift  the  delivery  may  be  either  actual  or  con- 
structive. Of  course,  as  between  the  donor 
and  donee,  the  gift  of  a  chattel  is  incomplete 
without  delivery,  or  some  act  equivalent  to 
delivery.  Carradine  v.  Collins,  7  Smedes  & 
M.  428.  And  see  OooA;  v.  Husted,  12  Johns. 
188.  This  assignment  of  complainant  is 
not  well  grounded,  and  is  overruled. 

We  now  teke  up  the  errors  assigned  by  de- 
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fendant.  Wherever  they  ocme  in  collision 
with  the  concurrent  fifiding  of  the  m<xster 
and  chancellor  involving  a  disputed  matter 
of  fact,  and  there  is  material  evidence  to 
support  this  concurrent  finding,  they  may  be 
dismissed  under  the  rule  applicable  to  the 
force  and  weight  to  be  given  to  such  con- 
current action.  The  first  and  second  errors 
assigned  relate  to  the  ruling  of  the  chancel- 
lor on  evidence^  and  in  permitting  the 'com- 
plainant to  have  his  affidavit  to  his  answer 
to  cross  bills  properly  verified.  On  the  trial 
of  the  cause,  and  before  the  answer  of  the 
complainant  to  cross  bills  of  the  defendanU 
was  reaxl,  the  defendants  moved  the  court 
to  strike  said  answer  of  complainant  from 
the  file,  because  it  was  not  properly  sworn 
to,  and  was  no  answer,  and  had  no  proper 
jurat  to  it;  and  also  moved  the  court  for  a 
judgment  pro  confesso  on  their  cross  bill» 
because  no  defense  had  been  made  thereto. 
The  record  and  bill  of  exceptions  disclose 
that  in  support  of  their  motions  they  exhib- 
ited said  answer  on  file,  on  which  there  waa 
a  regular  and  proper  affidavit,  with  the  sig- 
nature of  M.  T.  C.  Royston  thereto,  follow- 
ing which  there  was  a  regular  and  proper 
jurat,  except  that  there  was  no  signature 
thereto  of  any  officer,  nor  of  any  person 
swearing  said  Royston  thereto;  "whereup- 
on," says  the  record,  "W.  S.  Gaston,  solicitor 
for  the  complainant,  M.  T.  0.  Royston,  de- 
fendant to  said  cross  bills,  stated  in  opeu 
court  that  the  said  Royston  had  been  sworn 
to  said  answer  by  the  clerk  and  master  of 
this  court,  and  moved  the  court  for  leave  to 
have  the  master  sign  said  jurat,  and  the 
motion  was  granted,  and  the  master  placed 
his  official  signature  to  said  jurat,  whereup- 
on the  court  overruled  the  motion  of  cross 
complainants."  Hie  first  error  assigned  by 
the  defendante  is  to  this  action  of  the  court 
refusing  to  strike  the  answer  of  complainant 
to  their  cross  bills  from  the  file,  and  to  give- 
them  A 'pro  confesso  decree  on  their  cross 
bills.  It  is  said  in  the  brief  filed  in  support 
of  this  error  that  we  have  the  anomaly  pre- 
sented to  us  of  the  stetement  of  counsel  ixk 
the  case  that  a  pleading  had  been  sworn  to 
being  taken  by  the  court  as  evidence  of  the 
fact,  and  it  is  insisted  that  the  proper  evi- 
dence of  the  fact  was  that  of  the  party  al- 
leged to  have  administered  the  oath.  It  is 
also  said  that,  as  the  pleading  objected  to 
did  not  appear  on  its  face  to  be  verified  when 
the  case  was  teken  up,  defendante  had  the 
right  to  presume  that  there  was  no  defense 
to  their  cross  bill.  The  proposition  of  law 
advanced  in  support  of  the  assignment  is 
that,  where  a  pleading  required  to  be  veri- 
fied by  the  oath  of  the  pleader  is  not  thus 
verified,  or  is  improperly  verified,  it  is  waste 
paper,  and  hence  that  the  opposing  party 
may  proceed  to  judgment  without  noticing 
it.  As  susteining  the  proposition,  Stuart  v. 
Pasmore,  6  Hayw.  (Tenn.)  30;  4  Coldw.  621, 
and  FreidUinder  v.  Pollock,  6  Coldw.  490,  are 
cited.  The  case  in  4  Coldw.,  referred  to,  is 
Trdbue  v.  Higden,  We  have  been  unable  in 
5  Hayw.,  either  on  page  30  or  elsewhere  in 
it,  to  find  any  case  bearing  upon  the  question 
raised  by  the  assignment.    The  case  cited  in 
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4  Coldw.  was  an  attachment  at  law,  and  the 
court  held,  in  effect,  that  a  plea  in  abatement 
without  a  proper  verification  could  not  be  re- 
ceived by  the  court,  and  that  it  might  be 
treated  as  a  nullity  by  the  opposing  party, 
who  might  move  to  take  it  from  the  files,  or 
take  a  judgment  by  default,  as  if  no  plea  had 
been  interposed.     The  court  in  the  case  also 
ruled  lliat  a  plea  in  abatement  in  matters  of 
form  might  be  amended  after  it  was  filed, 
and    that   the    power   of   permitting    such 
amendments    was    a    discretionary     power 
lodged  in  the  trial  judge,  and  that  his  discre- 
tionary action  would  not  be  reversed  unless 
B,  manifest  abuse  of  it  appeared.     In  the  case 
the  court  permitted  an  amendment  of  the 
Terification  of  the  plea  in  abatement,  and  it 
was  held  that  this  was  not  an  abuse  of  the 
discretion  of  the  trial  judge.     It  is,  of  course, 
known  to  the  eminent  counsel  representing 
the  defendants  that  pleas  in  abatement,  be- 
ing regarded  as  dilatory  pleas  not  going  to 
the  merits,  are  taken  stricti  juris,  and  hence 
amendments  to  them  to  cure  defects  are  less 
favorably  entertained   than   is   the  case   of 
pleading  to  reach  the  merit  of  suits.     The 
case  of  Freidlander  v.  Pollock,  5  Coldw.  490, 
involved  a  plea  in  abatement  to  an  attach- 
ment at  law,  and,  the  verification  of  the  plea 
being  fatally  defective,  it  was  held  tjiat  the 
motion  to  strike  it  from  the  files  should  have 
been  sustained.      There    was  no  application 
to   correct  the  defective  verification.     The 
court  said:      '^Pleas  in  abatement  are    not 
favored.     They  are  strictly  construed  and 
strictly    dealt  with.      Intendments  are  not 
allowed  to  supply  defects."     But  the  ques- 
tion of  the  right  of  the  trial  judge  to  permit 
an  amendment  curing  the  defect  was  not  in 
the  case.    The  case,  therefore,  is  not  an  au- 
thority   on    the    precise    question    involved 
under  the  assignment  of  error  now  in  review 
in  this  case.    It  may  be  true  that  the  clerk 
and  master  was  a  more  appropriate  person 
to  establish  the  fact  that  the  answer  of  com- 
plainant to  the  cross  bill  was  in  fact  sworn 
to  before  him  than  the  solicitor  whose  state- 
ment was  accepted  by  the  chancellor  as  es- 
tablishing it.     But  we  are  not  inclined  to 
Tiold  that  we  can  or  ought  to  reverse  the 
<;hancellor  in  the  matter  of  the  evidence  used 
or  accepted  by  him  in  getting  the  main  plead- 
ings in  a  case  in  shape  to  develop  the  merits, 
unless  it  is  made  to  appear  that  the  evidence 
accepted  by    him  led  him  aside    from    the 
truth,  to  the  injury  of  the  litigant  affected 
thereby.    This  assigned  error  is  not,  in  our 
opinion,  well  taken,  and  is  overruled. 

ITie  second  error  assigned  by  the  defend- 
ant relates  to  the  action  of  the  chancellor 
in  excluding  certain  portions  of  the  testi- 
mony of  Joseph  P.  McCuUey.  This  ruling 
of  the  chancellor  was  based  on  §  5598  of 
Shannon's  compilation  of  our  statutes.  That 
section  is  as  follows:  "In  actions  or  pro- 
ceedings by  or  against  executors,  adminis- 
trators, or  guardians,  in  which  judgments 
may  be  rendered  for  or  against  them,  neither 
party  shall  be  allowed  to  testify  against  the 
other  as  to  any  transaction  with  or  statement 
by  the  testator ,intestate,  or  ward,unless  called 
to  testify  thereto  by  the  opposite  party." 
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The  contention  of  defendants  in  support  of 
this  error  is  that  this  statute  is  strictly  con- 
strued by  our  supreme  court  when  invoked 
to  exclude  offered  evidence,    and    liberally 
construed  in  favor  of  the  admissibility  o'f 
evidence.        It  is  further  argued   that   the 
intent  of  the  statute  is  to  prevent  the  living 
from  testifying  in  their  own  behalf  against 
the  dead,  and  not  to  prevent  the  living^  froui 
testifying  in  their  own  behalf  against  the  liv- 
ing; and  that  this  case  is  in  all  its  essential 
issues  a  fight  between  the  living.     The  evi- 
dence offered  and  rejected  is  contained   in 
the  latter  part  of  the  answer  of  Joseph  P. 
McCulley    to    question  5  in  his  deposition, 
and  to  questions  15,  16,  17,  22,  and  23.  and 
the  answers  thereto,  in  his    deposition,  and 
to  a  part  of  question  21.     Tlie  part  of  the 
answer  to  question  5  rejected  is  this:      *'In 
the  summer  of  1895  I  was  there  spending  a 
few  months,  and  he  told  me  about  having 
the  $2,000  in  bank,  and  said,  if  I     wanted 
to  take  it,  he  would  turi;  the   certificates 
over  to  me  at  the  time;  but  I  told  him  I 
did  not  need  it,  and  preferred  to  let  it  stay 
where  it  was."    This    was  stated  in  part  in 
answer  to  a  question  asking  him  when,  if 
at  all,  he  learned    that  his  uncle    intended 
giving  him  his  property,  or  any  part  of  it. 
and  how  he  learned  it.     Questions   15,    16, 
17,  22,  and  23  in  the  deposition  of  this  wit- 
nej*s.  and  the  answers  thereto,  are  as    fol- 
lows : 

Q.  15.  If,  prior  io  your  uncle's  death, 
you  purchased  from  him  any  personal  prop- 
erty, state  when  it  was,  and  what  it  was  you 
bought,  the  consideration  moving  the  trade, 
how  this  consideration  was  evidenced,  and  all 
about  it ;  and  in  thi«  connection,  if  you  have 
any  writings  covering  the  transaction.^, 
please  file  it  as  Exhibit  A  to  this,  your  de- 
pojjition. 

A.  I  have  a  bill  of  sale  in  my  possession, 
and  I  herewith  file  it,  marked  'Exhibit  A.' 
to  this,  my  deposition.  There  was  a  trade 
by  which  I  bought  personal  property,  horses, 
mules,  farming  implements,  etc.  The  bill  of 
sale  filed  covers  same.  I  bought  the  stock, 
farming  implements,  etc.,  and  gave  my  note 
for  $1,200  in  payment. 

Q.  16.  Was  the  trade  made  prior  to  the 
execution  of  the  bill  of  sale  and  the  exe<Mi- 
tion  of  the  note  also?  When  the  trade  was 
actually  entered  into  and  agreed  on,  where 
were  you?  and  state  all  that  passed  between 
you  and  your  uncle  in  regard  to  it. 

A.  It  was  made  prior  to  the  execution  of 
the  bill  of  sale  and  note.  It  was  made  in 
the  summer  of  1895,  while  I  was  at  my  un- 
cle's, and  the  bill  of  sale  and  note  was  not 
drawn  until  September  1,  1895,  affcr  I  had 
gone  to  Florida.  It  was  understood  that  the 
note  was  to  go  to  Miss  Caywood,  to  pay  her 
for  her  services  while  she  had  been  living 
with  him.    He  told  me  this. 

Q,  17.  Mr.  McCulley,  you  say  the  bill  of 
sale  bears  date  of  September  1,  1896.  J>oes 
the  note  bear  the  same  date,  and,  if  not,  why 
not? 

A.  The  note  bears  date  October  1,  1895. 
At  the  date  my  uncle  drew  the  bill  of  sale 
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he  sent  me  a  note  that  got   misplaced.     I 
sent  a  note  dating  it  a  month  later. 

The  part  of  question  21  objected  to  is  as  fol- 
lows: "And  what,  if  any,  personal  property 
was  there  on  the  place  at  the  time  of  his 
<leath,  outside  of  personal  property  conveyed 
to  you,  and  referred  to  in  Exhibit  A?"  and 
the  part  of  the  answer  objected  to  is  this: 
**The  bill  of    sale  conveyed    everything   he 
owned.     Nothing  of  the  stock  and  farming 
implements  remained.     Everything  was  cov- 
ered bv  that  bill  of  sale."     Now,  we  think 
that  the  part  of  the  answer  to  question  5, 
above  quoted,  was  properly  excluded.    It  pur- 
ports to  give  what  his  uncle  said  to  him  in 
respect  to  the  bank  certificates  of  deposit. 
His  uncle  is  dead,  and  the  suit  is  over  the 
distribution  of  his  estate.  The  witness  claims 
these  certificates  by  virtue  of  a  gift  from 
"his  uncle,  and  it  is  proposed    to  prove    the 
claim  in  part  by  this  conversation  had  with 
liis  uncle  while  living.    The  evidence  clearly 
comes,  we  think,  under  the  condemnation  of 
the  spirit  and  intent,    if    not    the    express 
letter,  of  the  statute.    In  our  opinion,  ques- 
tions 15,  IC,  and  17,  and  the  answers  there- 
to, were,  in  the  main,  unobjectionable,  and 
presented  admissible  evidence.     It  was  per- 
missible for  the  witness  to  state  that  he  had 
a  bill  of 'sale,  executed  by  his  uncle,  and  to 
Hie  the  same,  and  let  it  prove  itself  as  to 
its  contents  and  purport.     It  'Was  not  com- 
petent for  him  to  state  what  passed  between 
him  and  his  uncle  leading  up  to  the  trade 
evidenced  by  the  bill  of  sale.     It  was  compe- 
tent for  him  to  state  where  he  was  when 
he  received    the  bill  of   sale  and    when    he 
executed   his   note.     It  was   not  competent 
for  him  in  his  own  behalf  to  state  that  it 
was  understood  between  him  and  his  uncle 
that  his  note  given  for  the  property  speci- 
fied in  the  bill  of  sale  of  his  uncle  was  to  go 
to  Miss  Caywood.     In  short,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  writer,  it  was  competent  for  him  to 
produce  the  bill  of  sale,  and  prove  that  it 
was  executed  by  his  uncle,  and  to  identify 
the  property  purported  to  be  conveyed  by  it. 
Questions  22  and  23,  and  the  answers  there- 
to, in  our  opinion  were  admissible,  and  we 
see  no  legal  ground  for  the  exceptions  to  the 
answer  to  question  21.     It  results,  in  our 
opinion,  from  what  precedes,  that  the  assign- 
ment of  error  as  formulated  and  presented 
is  not   technically   well  taken.      It    is    too 
broad.    It  objects  to  the  action  of  the  chan- 
cellor, which  was  in  part  correct,  without 
specifying  wherein  it  was  wrong  and  where- 
in it  was  right.    In  other  words,  in  our  opin- 
ion the  action  of  the  chancellor  in  exclud- 
ing part  of  the  evidence  embraced  in  the  as- 
signment of  error  was  proper,  and  in  exclud- 
ing other  parts  of  it  was  improper.    But  it 
may    be  urged  that  the  assignment    ought 
to  be  treated  as  raising  the  question  of  the 
correctness  of  the  ruling  of  the  chancellor 
as  it  applied  to  each  separate  part  or  ele- 
ment of  the  evidence,  and  hence  that,  if  his 
ruling  was  wrong  as  to  any  item  or  part  of 
the  evidence,  the  assignment  should  be  sus- 
tained.   We  are  not  disposed,  in  dealing  with 
assignments  of  error  before  us  relative  to 
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the  ruling  of  a  chancellor  on  evidence,  to  re- 
quire them  to  be  so  single  and  specific  that, 
if  any  part  of  the  ruling  is  correct,  it  im- 
ports correctness  to  his  whole  ruling  so  far 
as  it  may  affect  our  findings  of  fact.  We 
think  it  rather  comports  with  the  nature 
and  purpose  involved  in  the  creation  of  this 
court  to  reach  our  conclusions  as  to  the  fact 
by  considering  all  the  admissible  evidence, 
although  it  appears  that  the  chancellor  re- 
jected some  a  portion  of  w^hich  was  admis- 
sible and  some  not,  and  the  assignment  of 
error  to  his  action  directs  our  attention  to 
his  ruling  as  a  w^hole.  In  other  words,  al- 
though the  error  assigned  raises  the  question 
that  his  action  in  respect  to  evidence  is  in- 
correct, when  it  is  partly  *^orrect  and  partly 
otherwise,  we  should  treat  it  for  the  purpose 
of  reaching  conclusions  as  to  the  facts  as  if 
directed  to  the  incorrect  part  of  his  ruling. 
Now,  when  we  come  to  dispose  of  the  ques- 
tions directly  affected  by  this  evidence,  we 
will  so  deal  with  it. 

The  third  error  assigned  is  directed  to  the 
ruling  of  the  chancellor  that  the  certificates 
of  deposit  in  the  Bank  of  Charleston  had 
not  legally  passed  to  Joseph  P.  McCully 
under  a  gift  thereto  from  his  uncle.  The  gift 
under  which  this  property  is  claimed  is  a 
gift  causa  mortis.  This  gift,  and  the  asset 
involved  in  it,  present  the  main  storm 
center  of  this  litigation.  Gifts  causa  mortis 
as  well  as  gifts  inter  vivos  rest  upon  the 
proposition  that  everyone  has  the  right  to 
dispose  of  his  property  as  he  pleases.  Of 
course,  the  donor,  the  maker  of  the  gift, 
must  be  a  person  sui  juris,  and  possess  suf- 
ficient mental  capacity  to  make  it,  and  more- 
over, no  gift  can  be  effective  as  against  the 
rights  of  creditors  of  the  donor.  No 
question  is  made  here  as  to  the  mental  capa- 
city of  Joseph  McCulley  to  make  the  gift 
of  the  certificates  of  deposit  in  bank.  A 
donatio  causa  mortiSf  literally  translated, 
means  a  gift  in  prospect  of  death.  Our  su- 
preme court,  in  the  case  of  Sheegog  v. 
Perkins,  4  Baxt.  273,  280,  following  Black- 
stone,  defines  it  as  "a  gift  made  by  a  per- 
son in  sickness,  who,  apprehending  his  disso- 
lution near,  delivers  or  causes  to  b^  delivered 
to  another  the  possession  of  any  personal 
goods  to  keep  as  his  own  in  case  of  the 
donor's  decease."  Judge  Redfield  defines 
such  a  gift  as  *'a  gift  of  personal 
estate  made  in  prospect  of  death  at 
no  very  remote  period,  and  which  is  depend- 
ent upon  the  condition  of  death  occur- 
ring substantially  as  expected  by  the  do- 
nor, and  that  the  same  be  not  revoked 
before  death."  3  Redf.  Wills,  322..  An 
emineht  judge  defines  it  as  "a  gift  of  a 
chattel  made  by  a  person  in  his  last  illness, 
or  in  periculo  mortis^  subject  to  the  implied 
conditions  that  if  the  donor  recover,  or  if 
the  donee  die  first,  the  gift  shall  be  void." 
Woodard,  J.,  Michener  v.  Dale,  23  Pa.  69. 
Various  other  definitions  of  this  character, 
differ ing  in  verbiage,  and  differing  slightly 
from  each  other  in  significance,  can  be  found 
in  the  text-books  and  cases.  Under  all  of 
them  the  gift  now  under  review,  if  a  gift 
at  all,  is  a  gift  causa  mortis.     Gifts  inter 
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vivos,  ae  well  a«  gifts  causa  mortis,  ought 
not  to  be  sustained  unless  the  evidence 
clearly  and  fully  establishes  every  fact  neces- 
sary to  constitute  a  valid  and  completed 
gift.  This  is  proper  to  the  end  that  the  rights 
of  creditors  may  not  be  obstructed,  that 
the  donor  may  not  be  induced  to  the  action 
involved  in  the  gift  by  fraud  or  undue  in- 
fluence, and  the  result  produced  be  an  in- 
equitable or  unjust  distribution  of  his  es- 
tate, and  that  his  weakness  of  body  or  mind 
may  not  be  imposed  on.  In  short,  this  class 
of  gifts,  as  well  as  gifts  inter  vivos,  are 
closely  watched  by  courts  and  they  will  not 
be  sustained  except  upon  clear  and  convinc- 
ing evidence.  Hesse  v.  Hemherger  (opinion 
by  this  court)  39  S.  W.  1063,  and  authori- 
ties cited.  This  clear  and  convincing  proof 
requisite  to  support  the  gift  will  obviously 
depend  upon  the  fact  of  each  particular  case. 
The  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  party  as- 
serting the  gift.  In  order  to  the  valid  ex- 
istence of  a  gift  causa  mortis,  four  essential 
facts  must  appear:  (1)  The  gift  must  be 
made  by  the  donor  under  the  apprehension 
of  impending  death.  (2)  He  must  die  of  his 
illness.  (3)  There  must  be  a  delivery  of  the 
thing  given.  (4)  It  must  be  accepted  by  the 
donee.  If  either  of  these  conditions  be  not 
made  clearly  to  appear,  the  gift  fails.  The 
first  and  second  appear  in  this  case  beyond 
dispute.  The  difficulty  arises  in  respect  to 
the  third.  In  all  gifts  iji  contemplation  of 
law  the  intention  of  the  donor  must  be  to 
give  tip  his  property,  and  his  dominion  and 
control  over  it,  to  the  extent  necessary  to 
carry  into  effect  the  donation,  and  there 
must  be  a  full  and  complete  delivery  of  the 
thing  given.  The  delivery  may  be  to  a  third 
party  for  the  donee.  An  application  of  these 
general  principles  to  the  facts  in  proof  must 
settle  the  valiaity  of  the  gift  now  under  con- 
sideration. The  existence  of  the  gift  here  de- 
pends in  the  main  upon  the  testimony  of 
George  M.  McCuUy,  the  brother  of  the  de- 
ceased, and  the  father  of  the  alleged  donee. 
He  was  living  at  the  time,  and  had  been  for 
a  year  or  more,  with  the  donor.  The  donor 
was  old,  and  in  feeble  health.  The  situation 
and  relation  of  the  parties  therefore  bring 
the  case  clearly  under  the  sound  rule  requir- 
ing close  watchfulness  on  the  part  of  the 
court,  and  the  gift  ought  not  to  be  upheld 
unless  all  the  essentials  necessary  to  its  va- 
lidity are  established  by  clear,  cogent,  and 
convincing  evidence. 

We  observed  at  the  threshold  of  what  fol- 
lows leading  to  our  conclusion  that  the  whole 
admissible  proof  in  the  record  thoroughly 
convinces  us  that  Joseph  McCulley  intended 
to  give  this  asset  to  his  nephew,  Joseph  P., 
and  that,  in  our  opinion,  the  only  question 
of  serious  doubt  is  as  to  the  execution  of  his 
intention  so  as  to  perfect  it  as  a  gift  before 
his  death.  As  before  stated,  the  solution  of 
the  matter  mainly  rests  upon  the  testimony 
of  George  M.  McCulley  bearing  upon  the  ques- 
tion. If  his  evidence  leave  it  in  doubt,  the 
gift  fails.  His  evidence  relating  to  the  gift 
is  as  follows:  "Well,  the  personal  property 
he  had  disposed  of  previous  to  that  time, — 
his  stock  and  farming  tools,  and  everything 
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of  that  Ifind.  On  Thursday  or  Friday  be- 
fore he  died  he  called  for  his  keys,  and  told 
me  to  unlock  the  trunk  containing  his 
poeketbook  and  papers  and  bank  checks  or 
bank  certificates.  I  should  have  said  right 
there,  or  he  told  me,  or  I  understood  him  to 
say,  that  he  had  indorsed  them  to  Joe,  my 
son;  but  I  am  satisfied  now  that  he  said 
for  me  to  indorse  them  to  Joe;  that  he 
wanted  his  wife  liberally  provided  for,  and 
the  balance  Joe  could  distribute,  or  dispo«ie 
of,  or  something,  as  he  seen  proper."  Thpse 
questions  were  put  to  him,  and  he  gave  the 
following  answers: 

Q.  15.  Where  were  his  keys  when  he  called 
for  them? 

A.  They  were  in  his  pants  pocket,  is  my 
recollection.  His  pants  were  either  on  the 
foot  of  the  bed  or  on  a  chair. 

Q.  16.  When  he  called  for  them,  did  you 
take  them  out  of  his  pants  pocket? 

A.  1  either  took  them  out  or  gave  the 
pants  to  him  and  he  took  them  out. 

Q,  17.  What  occurred,  or  what  was  said, 
next  after  the  keys  were  taken  from  hi» 
pants  pocket? 

A.  1  have  made  a  statement  there,  haven't 
I,  that  he  told  me  to  unlock  his  trunk? 

Q.  18.  Did  he  tell  you  to  unlock  his  trunk  f 

A,  He  told  me  to  unlock  his  trunk. 

Q.  19.  Was  there  any  one  in  the  room  at 
this  time;  that  is,  when  he  told  you  to  un- 
lock the  trunk? 

A,  There  was  no  person  in  the  room. 

Q.  20.  Did  you,  according  to  his  direction, 
unlock  the  trunk? 

A.  I  did. 

Q.  21.  What  did  you  do  when  you  un- 
locked the  trunk? 

A.  I  took  his  poeketbook  out,  containing 
the  bank  certificates. 

Q.  22.  What  was  next  said  or  done? 

A.  Well,  I  was  standing  there  with  it  in  my 
hand,  and  he  said  to  me,  "Put  it  out  of 
sight."  I  don't  recollect  what  else  he  said 
right  there.  There  was  no  person  in  the 
room  but  myself,  and  Tip  Rodgers  came  in 
about  that  time.  That  stopped  the  conver- 
sation.    He  didn't  say  anything  more. 

Q.  23.  How  long  did  Tip  Rodgers  stay,  and 
what  was  said  after  he  went  out? 

A.  Well,  I  don*t  recollect  if  anything  was 
said.  I  went  out  to  breakfast.  T^p  had 
just  come  from  breakfast, 

Q.  24.  When  was  it  that  he  said,  "I  have 
indorsed  them  to  Joe,"  or  "Indorse  them  to 
Joe,"  as  you  testify  in  answer  to  question 
13? 

A.  It  was  cither  Thursday  or  Friday 
morning,  when  he  gave  me  the  key. 

In  his  cross-examination  he  gives  this 
evidence  touching  the  gift  of  the  bank 
certificates  of  deposit:  "Well,  it  tvtis 
when  they  were  at  breakfast.  He  asked 
me  if  there  was  any  person  in  the  room.  I 
told  him,  'Nobody  but  Billy,  the  Mack  boy/ 
He  said  to  Billy  to  go  out;  that  he  wanted 
to  talk  to  me.  My  recollection  is  that  he 
told  me  to  get  his  pants,  and  get  his  kevs 
out  of  his  pocket.    Eight  there  I  don't  recol- 
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led  whether  he  got  them  out  or  I  got  them 
-out.    He  told  me  to  unlock  the  trunk,  and 
^et  that  pocketbook  containing  his  bank  cer- 
lificates;  and  I  understood  him  to  say  at  the 
"time  that  they   were  indorsed  to  Joe.      He 
^'anted  his  wife  liberally  provided  for,  and 
Joe  could  distribute  or  dispose  of  the  balance 
-as  he  seen  proper.    I  don^t  know  that  I  am 
using  exactly  the  words,  but  it  was  that  in 
substance.    After  I  got  the  pocketbook,  and 
-was  standing  by  the  bed,  he  told  me  to  put 
it  out  of  sight.    He  said  that  a  man's  prop- 
erty was  not  worth  much  when  he  comes  to 
leaving.    Right  there  he  may  have  said  'when 
lie  comes  to  die.'    It  was  either  one  or  the 
other, — *when  he  comes  to  leaving*  or  'comes 
to  die.'    I  replied,  *Not  much.*    And  just  at 
that  time  Tip  Rodgers  come  in,  and  the  con- 
versation stopped,  is  mv    recollection    now. 
I  don't  know  whether  it's  proper  to  speak  of 
it  in  this  connection,  but  that  morning  he 
prave  me  a  little  pocketbook  containing  about 
$20.    I  was  of  the  opinion  that  he  gave  it  to 
me  at  the  same  time  that  he  gave  me  the 
large  pocketbook ;  but  I  am  satisfied  he  gave 
me  the  small  pocketbook  before  the  others 
vrent  out  of  the  room.    Now,  I  will  tell  you 
why  I  am  satisfied, — from  the  evidence  of 
•others,  and  a    written  statement    which    I 
made  a  few  days  after  it  occurred."    Now, 
this  is  the  material  and  direct  evidence  bear- 
ing on  the  gift  of  these  certificates  of  deposit 
in  the  Bank  of  Charleston.     The  other  evi- 
dence in  the  record  relating  to  this  particu- 
lar matter  t^nds  to  establish  the  fact  that 
the  deceased  intended  to  give  his  property, 
including   these   certificates   or   the   money 
called  for  by  them,  to  his  nephew,  Joseph 
P.    As  before  stated  by  us  in  the  enumera- 
tion   of    the  facts  appearing  in  the  record, 
after  the  death  of  Joseph  McCulley,  George 
M.  McCulley  reduced  to  writing  what  pur- 
ported to  be  a  nuncupative  will  of  his  bro- 
ther Joseph,  by  the  terms  of  which  the  son 
of  George  M.,  Joseph  P.  McCulley.  and  the 
nephew    of    the    alleged  testator,  was  made 
sole  legatee.    This  will  was  probated  in  com- 
mon form.    After  the  death  of  Miriam,  the 
widow  of  Joseph,  two  years  after  the  death 
of  her  husband,  proceedings  were  instituted 
under  which  the  nuncupative   will    was  set 
aside.     It  is  proper  to  state  in  this  connec- 
tion, and  we  so  find  as  a  fact,  that  in  the 
preparation  of  this  nuncupative  will  and  its 
probate  in  common  form,  no  fraudulent  in- 
tention or  purpose  was  entertained  by  George 
M.  McCulley.    He  stated  the  facts  to  eminent 
counsel,  and  followed  their  advice.     Indeed, 
so  far  as  is  disclosed  by  the  record,  neither 
he   nor    Miriam    McCulley,    the    widow    of 
Joseph,  while  she  lived,  seemed  to  have  any 
doubt  as  to  the  right  of  Joseph  P.  to  the 
personalty  of  his  uncle.    The  widow  certain- 
ly interposed  no  objection  to  his  assumption 
of  ownership. 

With  these  facts  before  us,  was  the  gift 
causa  mortis  of  these  certificates  of  deposit 
in  the  bank  perfected,  in  the  sense  of  the  law, 
so  as  to  pass  the  title?  The  question  is  a 
nicely  balanced  one  under  the  evidence,  and 
it  is  not  entirely  free  from  (Joubt  and  diffi- 
'Culty.  Its  proper  solution  may  be  facilitat- 
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ed  by  stating  instances  held  by  the  courts  to 
be  or  not  to  be  perfected  gifts  (xiusa  mortia. 
A  wealthy  widow  deposited  in  a  bank  a  sum 
of  money  in  her  own  name  as  trustee  for  the 
child  of  a  neighbor  and  friend.  Soon  after 
this  deposit  was  made,  she  told  the  parents 
of  the  child  of  -the  deposit  of  the  sum  for  the 
child,  and  afterwards  spoke  of  it  as  belong- 
ing to  him.  After  this  she  drew  out  the 
money  at  dififerent  times,  and  applied  it  to 
her  own  use,  and  died,  leaving  a  will,  in 
which  no  mention  was  made  of  .the  deposit, 
or  of  the  child  of  the  neighbor.  It  was  held 
that  the  deposit  was  a  complete  gift,  that 
the  depositor  could  not  revotce  it,  and  that 
her  executor  was  liable  to  the  child  for  its 
amount.  Minor  v.  Rogers,  40  Conn.  512,  10 
Am.  Rep.  69.  Another  illustration:  A 
father,  two  months  after  purchasing  a  piano, 
presented  it  to  a  minor  daughter  upon  her 
birthday,  at  a  birthday  party  given.  The 
daughter  used  it  as  her  own,  and  the  family 
treated  it  as  her  property  for  sev- 
eral years,  and  until  her  marriage.  After 
her  marriage  she  lived  sometimes  at  her 
father's  house  and  sometimes  elsewhere,  but 
allowed  the  piano  to  remain  in  his  house,  as 
she  had  no  place  to  keep  it.  It  was  held  a 
valid  gift  as  against  her  father's  creditors 
attaching  it  by  his  consent,  but  without  her 
knowledge.  Ross  v.  Draper,  55  Vt.  404,  45 
Am.  Rep.  024.  A  person  executed  an  indorse- 
ment transferring  stock  to  his  wife  and  chil- 
dren, and  delivered  the  instrument  to  one  of 
them  with  directions  to  see  that  the  business 
was  perfected.  It  was  held  that  the  gift 
of  the  stock  was  perfect,  and  that  the  stock 
did  not  pass  by  a  subsequent  will.  DeCau- 
mont  V.  Bogert,  36  Hun,  382.  A  party  was 
suffering  in  his  last  illness.  He  had  just 
made  his  will,  and  was  in  present  apprehen- 
sion of  death.  Under  these  circumstances,  a 
gift  of  his  horses,  furniture,  wearing  apparel, 
and  watch  was  held  to  be  a  gift  causa  mortis, 
and  not  inter  vivos.  Delmotte  v.  Taylor,  1 
Redf.  417.  In  this  state  a  gift  was  held  to 
be  a  valid  gift  causa  mortis  under  the  fol- 
lowing state  of  facts:  A  party  in  this  state, 
on  the  eve  of  leaving  it  to  escape  conscrip- 
tion in  the  Southern  army,  delivered  moneys 
and  notes  to  the  donee's  mother,  to  go  to 
him  as  a  gift  in  case  the  donor  should  never 
return.  He  did  enlist  in  the  Union  army, 
and  died  without  returning,  and  our  supreme 
court  held  it  to  be  a  valid  gift  causa  mortis, 
Gass  V.  Simpson,  4  Coldw.  288.  In  this 
st-ate  Mr.  Perkins  deposited  a  box  of  gold  in 
a  bank,  instructing  the  cashier  to  deliver  it  to 
no  one  except  himself  or  his  wife;  and  he 
delivered  the  key  to  his  wife,  informing  her 
of  the  deposit,  and  that  she  could  only  get 
it  by  applying  to  the  bank  personally.  He 
drew  out  part  of  the  deposit  himself  subse- 
quently, and  our  court  held  that  neither  a 
gift  causa  mortis  nor  inter  viros  was  estab- 
lished. Shcegog  v.  Perkins,  4  Baxt.  273.  A 
lady,  a  few  days  before  her  death,  signed  a 
letter  prepared  by  her  husband,  addressed  to 
a  bank  in  which  she  had  funds,  stating  in  the 
letter  that  her  health  was  so  much  worse 
that  she  feared  she  might  not  be  able  to  draw 
for  money  when  needed,  and  requested  that 
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the  fund  standing  in  her  name  might  be 
transferred  to  that  of  her  husband;  and  it 
was  heJd  that  the  fund  did  not  become  the 
property  of  the  husband  under  a  gift  causa 
mortis.  First  Xat.  Bank  v.  Balcomy  35  Conn. 
351.  A  soldier,  while  at  home,  deposited  a 
certain  sum  with  a  friend,  who  gave  him  a 
written  agreement  to  return  the  money  if 
the  soldier  should  return  alive,  but,  that,  if 
he  should  die,  then  the  money  was  to  be  paid 
to  an  infant  sister  of  the  soldier.  The  sol- 
dier died,  leaving  the  sister  and  a  brother 
his  only  herrs,  and  it  was  held  that  the  bro- 
ther could  not  maintain  a  suit  against  his 
sister  for  one  half  of  the  money  received  by 
her.  Baker  v.  WillianiSj  34  Ind.  547.  A 
soldier  about  to  start  for  the  army  handed  a 
friend  two  promissory  notes  inclosed  in  an  en- 
velope addressed  to  plaintiff,  and  told  him  to 
deliver  it  to  her,  and  if  he  never  came  back  he 
wanted  her  to  get  the  notes;  thathe  would  rath- 
er she  would  have  them  than  any  other  per- 
son. They  were  delivered  to  her  two  days  aft- 
erwards. The  donor  was  in  good  health  at  the 
time,  but  died  of  disease  in  the  armv  about 
four  montlis  afterwards,  and  it  was  held  not 
a  good  gift  causa  mortis.  Gourley  v.  Lin- 
senhiglcr,  51  Pa.  345.  Plaintiff's  intestate 
entered  the  military  service  during  the  late 
war,  and  just  before  starting  for  the  array 
said  to  defendant,  to  whom  he  had  loaned  a 
gun,  **If  I  never  return,  you  may  keep  the 
gun  as  a  present  from  me."  He  never  re- 
turned, but  died  in  the  service.  In  an  ac- 
tion by  his  administrator  to  recover  the  gun 
it  was  held  that  the  facts  did  not  constitute 
a  gift  either  inter  vivos  or  causa  mortis. 
Smith  V.  Dorsey,  38  Ind.  451,  10  Am.  Rep. 
118.  The  defendant's  testator,  being  about 
eighty  years  of  age,  and  in  failing  health, 
made  an  absolute  assignment  of  twenty 
shares  of  bank  stock  to  his  granddaughter 
and  handed  the  assignment  to  his  wife,  with 
instructions  to  give  it  to  her  granddaughter 
in  case  of  his  death.  Pie  died  five  months 
afterwards,  and  it  was  held  that  it  was  a 
valid  gift  causa  mortis,  and  that  the  court 
would  enforce  it,  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  the  stock  had  not  been  transferred  on 
the  books  of  the  bank.  (Irymcs  v.  Hone,  49 
N.  Y.  17,  10  Am.  Rep.  313.  Under  all  the 
authorities,  delivery  of  the  thing  is  essential 
to  the  validity  of  a  gift  causa  mortis.  Curry 
V.  Powers,  70  N.  Y.  212,  26  Am.  Rep.  577; 
Wilcox  V.  Matteson,  53  Wis.  23,  40  Am.  Rep. 
754,  9  N.  W.  814;  Basket  v.  Hasscll,  107  U. 
S.  602,  27  L.  e-d.  500,  2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  415.  An 
eminent  judge  said:  "It  is  not  the  posses- 
sion of  the  donee,  but  the  delivery  to  him  by 
the  donor,  which  is  material  in  a  donatio 
mortis  causa.  The  delivery  stands  in  the 
place  of  nuncupation,  and  must  accompany 
and  form  a  part  of  the  gift.  An  after-ac- 
quired possession  of  the  donee  is  nothing;  and 
a  previous  and  continuing  possession,  though 
by  the  authority  of  the  donor,  is  better.  The 
donee,  by  being  the  debtor,  or  bailee,  or 
trustee  of  the  donor  in  regard  to  the  subject 
of  the  gift,  stands  upon  no  better  footing 
than  if  the  debt  or  duty  were  owing  from  a 
third  person."  Miller  v.  Jcffrcss,  4  Gratt. 
480.  So  it  has  been  held  th.at  there  cannot 
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be  a  valid  gift  causa  mortis  without  an  act- 
ual transfer  of  the  possession  of  the  proj>Hr- 
ty.     If  the  intention  be  expressed  in  writing 
but  no  delivery  takes  place,  even  though  the 
document  be  signed  by  the  donor,  it  will  W 
ineffectual  as  a  donatio   mortis    causa:    frr 
in  fact  it  is  a  legacy,  and  the  writing  will  be 
held  a  testamentary   document,    and    there- 
fore, if  not  attested  by  witnesses,  as  required 
by  the  statutes  of  will,  it  will  be  void  as  a 
testamentary  document.    3  Lawson,    Rights. 
Rem.  &  Pr.  §  1335.     So  the  delivery  must  l>e 
made  during  the  lifetime  of  the  donor.     ^Mil- 
more  V.  Whitesides,  Dud.  Eq.    14,    31     Aiu. 
Dec.  5(53.     Of  course,  the  delivery  may  be  ef- 
fected by  putting  the  subject  of  the  gift  into 
the  hands  of  the  donee,  or  in  that   of    some 
person  as  the  agent  or  trustee  of  the  donee, 
Martin  v.  Funk,  75  X.  Y.  134,  31  Am.  R«fp. 
440.     Tlie     principle    underlying    the    ca-e» 
and  to  be  extracted  from  them  is  that  the  de- 
livery of  the  thing  given  must  be  an  actual 
and  unequivocal  delivery  of  it    during:    the 
lifetime  of  the  donor,  wholly  devestin<r  him 
of  the  control  and  possession  of  it,  -^ubjett 
to    the    power    of    revocation.     My  brother 
judges  are  of  the  opinion  from  the  evidence 
that  the  gift  of  this  chattel  was  consummat- 
ed.    They  hold  that  the  evidence  in  the  rec- 
ord, fairly   construed,   established    the    fact 
that  the  certificates  of  depoeit  were  deliver- 
ed to  George  M.  for  Joseph  P.  McCulley.  and 
that,  as   he    never    reclaimed    them '  from 
George  M.,  the  gift  was  completed,  and  that, 
this  being  so.  the  error  is  well  taken,   and 
should  he  sustained.     In  the  opinion  of  the 
writer  the  principle  deduced  from  the  ca**'*» 
and  the  nature  of  the  evidence  of  George  M. 
McCulley  as  to  what  was  said  and  done  at 
the  time  the  gift  is    alleged    to    have    been 
made,  and  considered  in  view  of  the  intimate 
relationship  existing  between  George  M.,  the 
donor,  and  the  donee,  the  gift  was  not  com- 
pleted, and  that  this  assignment    of    error 
should  be  overruled. 

The  fourth  error-'assigned  is  to  the  ac- 
tion of  the  court  charging  the  defendants 
with  the  Rice  and  Robbins  notes.  The  note 
of  Rice  is  for  $250.  and  is  dated  Aujrust  24. 
1895.  The  note  of  Robbins  is  for  $70,  and 
dated  August  19,  1895.  The  master,  in  his 
report,  charges  defendants  with  these  note*, 
less  a  credit  of  $15  on  the  Rice  note.  Upon 
exception  the  master's  report  was  sustained 
by  the  chancellor  as  to  these  tiotes.  If  there 
is  material  evidence  to  sustain  this  concur- 
rent finding,  we  cannot  reverse  it,  although 
we  might  be  satisfied  that  the  clear  weight 
of  the  proof  sustains  the  exception.  Kow 
the  undisputed  evidence  is  that  George  M. 
McCulley  believed  that  the  proceeds  of  these 
notes  belonged  to  his  son,  Joseph,  and  acte«l 
accordingly.  If,  therefore,  the  p^oce<^ds  of 
the  note  did  not  belong  to  Joseph  P.,  the  de- 
cree of  the  chancellor  cannot  be  complained 
of.  The  evidence  is  simply  overwhelming, 
and  in  fact  there  is  no  material  or  reliable 
evidence  to  the  contrary  that  these  note^ 
were  <;iven  for  stock  belonging  to  Joseph  P., 
and  which  had  been  sold  to  him  by  his  uncle 
Joseph,  and  for  which  he  had  given,  in  con- 
nection with   bther  personal   property,   his 
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note  for  $1,200  to  his  uncle,  and  for  which 
property  his  uncle  had  given  him  a  bill  of 
sale.  The  note  for  $1,200,  given  by  the 
nephew  for  this  stock  and  other  personal 
property,  as  we  have  herein  held,  was  given 
by  the  uncle  to  Miss  Caywood.  It  is  true 
that  this  stock,  with  the  other  personal  prop- 
erty bought  by  the  nephew,  was  left  on  the 
farm  with  his  uncle,  and  it  is  also  true  that 
the  uncle  sold  this  stock  to  Rice  and  Rob- 
bins,  and  took  notes  for  the  purchase  price 
payable  to  himself.  But  there  is  no  evi- 
dence of  material  import  in  the  record  that 
the  uncle  sot  up  any  title  to  this  property, 
after  its  sale  to  his  nephew,  hostile  to  the 
Tight  and  title  of  his  nephew.  As  stated, 
Jo:«eph  P.'s  title  to  the  stock  was  undoubted, 
and.  being  left  with  his  uncle,  the  uncle  held 
it  as  the  agent  of  his  nephew.  If  the  stock 
was  the  stock  of  the  nephew,  the  proceeds  of 
tlie  note  belonged  to  the  nephew.  Their  sale 
by  the  uncle,  directed  or  assented  to  by  the 
nephew,  nothing  more  appearing,  did  not 
make  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  the  property 
of  the  uncle.  The  proceeds  of  the  notes  in 
question,  although  taken  payable  to  the  un- 
<le.  were  held  by  him  in  trust  for  the  nephew 
.Toseph  P.  As  the  writer  views  the  evidence, 
this  is  the  state  of  the  case  applicable  to 
these  notes  as  established  by  the  unques- 
tioned and  unquestionable  facts  in  the  rec- 
ord. It  is  true  that  the  stock  was  on  the 
farm  of  the  uncle,  held  by  him  for  life,  the 
fee  in  which  he  had  deeded  to  his  nephew. 
It  is  also  true  there  is  proof  in  the  record 
of  declarations  in  the  record  after  he  sold 
the  stock,  and  gave  his  nephew  a  bill  of  sale 
to  them,  but  not  in  the  presence  of  the 
nephew,  to  the  effect  that  he  (the  uncle) 
claimed  the  stock  on  the  farm.  But  these 
declarations,  in  view  of  his  relation  to  the 
property,  and  the  whole  evidence  in  the  rec- 
ord, simply  amount,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
writer,  to  an  assertion  that  under  his  ar- 
rangement with  his  nephew  he  had  control 
of  the  property,  and  the  right  to  dispose  of 
it  as  the  agent  or  representative  of  his  neph- 
ow.  In  other  words,  if  the  whole  evidence 
in  the  record  is  considered,  it  id  l)eyond  dis- 
pute that  the  stock  belonged  to  the  nephew, 
and,  this  being  so,  the  proceeds  of  its  sale  be- 
longed to  him,  there  being  no  evidence  at  all 
that  the  nephew  had  given  or  resold  the 
property  back  to  his  uncle,  and  there  being 
no  evidence  at  all  that  the  nephew  had  any 
notice  or  reason  to  suspect  that  his  uncle  was 
claiming  the  stock  in  hostility  to  his  title.  It 
18  a  strained  and  unwarranted  inference  to 
make  from  any  evidence  in  the  record  that 
the  uncle,  who  had  given  this  land  to  his 
nephew,  and  who  manifestly  desired  and  in- 
tended to  make  this  nephew  the  main,  if  not 
the  sole,  beneficiary  of  his  bounty,  charged 
with  the  duty  of  liberally  providing  for  his 
old  wife  while  she  survived  him,  would  en- 
deavor, or  intend,  or  desire  to  take  from  him 
the  proceeds  of  this  property.  In  the  opin- 
ion of  the  writer,  there  is  no  material  evi- 
dence of  any  probative  force  in  the  record  to 
sustain  the  ruling  holding  the  nephew  or  the 
administrator  with  the  will  annexed  liable 
with  the  proceeds  of  this  stock  sold  to  Rice 
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and  Robbins.  It  follows  that  this  assign- 
ment of  error  is  well  grounded,  and  should 
be  sustained. 

The  fifth  error  as^signed  is  to  the  ruling 
of  the  chancellor  charging  the  defendants 
with  $250  on  account  of  corn,  hay,  etc.,  on 
the  farm  at  the  death  of  Joseph  McCuUey. 
The  master  charged  them  with  $150  on  this 
account.  The  chancellor,  on  exception,  in- 
creased the  charge  to  $250.  We  think  the 
master's  report  was  based  upon  the  most 
reliable  testimony  in  the  record.  The  as- 
signment is  sustained  to  the  extent  of  re- 
ducing this  item  of  charge  to  the  sum  of 
$150,  reported  by  the  master. 

The  sixth  error  assigned  is  to  the  ruling  of 
the  chancellor  in  relation  to  the  account  of 
one  T^velace  paid  by  Joseph  P.  :McCullev. 
The  defendants  claimed  a  credit  of  $105  m 
respect  to  this  account.  The  master  allowed 
$105.  The  chancellor  reduced  it  to  $80.  Jo- 
seph  P.  McCulley  testified  that  he  paid 
Tx)velace  $105,  but  he  produces  no  voucher, 
lie  produces  the  account,  however,  and 
swears  that  he  paid  it.  Lovelace  is  intro- 
duced as  a  witness  by  defendants.  He  testi- 
fies, in  substance,  that  he  does  not  know  h.)w 
niuch  Joseph  McCulley  owed  him  when  he 
died,  but  from  the  general  run  of  his  trades 
with  him  he  supposed  his  indebtedness  to 
him  amounted  to  not  less  than  $60  nor  more 
than  $80.  We  do  not  think  this  evidence 
sufficient  to  overturn  the  positive  evidence  of 
Joseph  P.  McCulley,  and  that,  if  his  evidence 
establishes  that  he  paid  Lovelace  $80,  it  es- 
tablishes that  he  paid  him  $105.  The  ma- 
jority of  the  court  thereby  concur,  and  so 
find  that  no  debt  at  all  in  favor  of  Lovelace 
is  established,  and  therefore  that  defendants 
are  entitled  to  no  credit  at  all  in  relation  to 
this  item.  This  error  is  well  assigned,  and 
is  sustained. 

The  seventh  error  assigned  is  that  the 
chancellor  should  have  allowed  compensation 
to  George  M.  McCulley  as  administrator  with 
the  will  annexed  of  Joseph  McCulley.  As  a 
general  rule,  an  administrator  is  allowed 
compensation  for  his  services.  If  entitled  to 
compensation  at  all,  the  proof  tends  to  show 
that  the  services  of  George  M.  McCulley 
were  worth  $250.  We  do  not  think  this  rule 
is  applicable  to  the  facts  of  this  case.  It  is 
to  be  remembered  that  the  services  for 
which  compensation  is  claimed  were  as  ad- 
ministrator with  the  will  annexed  of  Joseph 
McCulley.  This  will  was  an  alleged  nuncu- 
pative will,  prepared  after  the  death  of 
Joseph,  by  or  at  the  instance  of  George  M. 
McCulley,  and  was  probated  before  the  coun- 
ty court  mainly  upon  his  evidence.  He 
acted  under  it  for  two  years,  and  until  the 
death  of  the  widow  of  Joseph.  After  her 
death,  proceedings  were  instituted,  and  the 
will  set  aside  as  invalid.  We  do  not  think 
he  is  entitled  to  compensation  for  acting  un- 
der such  a  paper,  adverse  to  the  rights  of 
complainants,  prepared  and  brought  into  ex- 
istence by  himself,  although  acting  in  respect 
to  it  with  an  honest,  but  mistaken,  idea, 
when  subf<equently  the  paper  is  legally  ad- 
judged to  be  a  nullity.  This  error  is  not 
well  taken,  and  is  overruled. 
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The  eighth  assigned  error  is  directed  to 
the  refusal  of  the  chancellor  to  allow  Joseph 
P.  MeCulley  for  acting  as  agent  and  attor- 
ney in  fact  for  Mrs.  Miriam  SlcCulley.  The 
master  never  reported  on  this  item.  A  brief 
statement  of  the  facts  appearing  in  the  rec- 
ord is  necessary  to  a  proper  understanding 
of  the  question  involved  in  this  assignment. 
After  the  death  of  Joseph  MeCulley,  his  wid- 
ow, Miriam,  gave  her  nephew,  Joseph  P.,  a 
general  power  to  act  for  and  to  represent 
her  in  all  matters  affecting  her  property  or 
business  interests.  She  was  old  and  feeble, 
and  lived  on  the  home  place,  the  fee  to 
which,  under  the  deed  of  her  husband,  be- 
longed to  Joseph  P.,  she  having  a  life  estate 
therein.  She  and  George  M.  MeCulley  be- 
lieved and  acted  on  the  belief  that  Joseph  P. 
owned  all  the  stock,  farming  implements, 
etc.,  on  the  farm,  and  in  fact  all  the  person- 
alty of  her  hust>and,  charged  with  the  duty 
of  liberally  providing  for  her  wantd  during 
her  life.  She  was  entitled  to  the  rents  of 
the  land  for  life.  She  was,  so  far  aa  dis- 
closed by  the  record,  properly  taken  care  of 
during  her  life.  Joseph  P.  looked  after  the 
farm  and  to  the  payment  of  the  taxes.  His 
father  was  on  the  farm,  and  acted  for  him 
when  he  was  absent.  Joseph  P.  never  ex- 
pected, when  rendering  the  services  he  did 
for  his  aunt,  under  the  power  of  attorney,  to 
charge  for  them.  He  acted  in  the  matter  un- 
der the  belief,  honestly  entertained,  that  the 
ftersonalty  all  belongend  to  him.  and  that  the 
and  was  his  at  the  death  of  his  aunt,  and 
under  this  view  expected  and  intended  to 
make  no  charge  for  his  services.  After  the 
death  of  his  aunt,  her  heirs  instituted  pro- 
ceedings under  which  they  asserted  claim  to 
the  personalty  and  to  rents  received  for  the 
land,  and  maintained  their  claim.  His  in- 
sistence therefore  is,  in  effect,  that,  the  con- 
ditions under  which  he  rendered  the  services 
gi'atuitously  having  been  destroyed  and  re- 
moved by  the  action  taken  in  the  courts  by 
complainants,  he  is  not  now  estopped  to  set 
up  a  claim  for  the  services,  which  claim  he 
would  have  made  at  the  time  if  the  condi- 
tions had  been  as  they  now  exist  by  virtue 
of  the  action  of  the  complainants.  In  other 
words,  he  contends  that  services  rendered 
gratuitously  upon  the  honest  as^sumption 
thit  the  property  was  his  will  not  be  held  to 
be  gratuitous  in  favor  of  parties  claiming  as 
heirs  of  the  party  for  whom  the  services 
were  rendered^  when  they  overturn  the  as- 
sumption upon  which  the  gratuity  was  ex- 
tended. The  writer  knows  of  no  principle 
of  law  under  which,  strictly  speaking,  this 
•contention  of  Joseph  P.  can  be  supported.  It 
is  not,  however,  without  equitable  plausibil- 
ity, if  not  equitable  merit.  The  case  that 
•comes  nearest  to  supporting  the  insistence  in 
its  facts  and  the  ultimate  principle  of  equity 
announced  in  it  known  to  the  writer  is  the 
■case  of  Wootcn  v.  House,  decided  by  this 
•court  at  Nashville  several  years  ago,  and  af- 
firmed by  the  supreme  court,  the  opinion  in 
which  was  prepared  by  Special  Judge  Brad- 
ford, sitting  as  a  member  of  this  court  in  the 
place  of  tlie  writer,  and  which  will  be  found 
in  36  S.  \V.  932.  In  that  case  Mrs.  Elken, 
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the  wife  of  a  distinguislied  lawyer  of  the 
Gallatin  bar,  took,  under  his  will,  the  mijor 
part  of  his  estate  for  life  or  during  widow- 
hood.    She  was  the  guardian  of  two  of  L:r 
miuor  daughters,  and  had  in  her  hands  a- 
such   guardian   a   fund  belonging  to  tbem. 
She  settled  and  accounted  as  guardkiB.  Dju- 
ing  her  guardianship  of  her  daughters  she 
made  them  costly  presents  suitable  to  thei: 
station  in  life.     In  doing  so  she  expeoded 
more    than    the    income    derived   from  mt 
wards'  estate  and  from  the  property  devisri 
to  her  for  life  or  widowhood  by  her  husbtJid. 
She  claimed  no  credit  for  these  predents  ol 
her   settlement  as   guardian.     She   believ«i 
that  she  had  the  right  to  thus  equip  and  sop- 
port  her  daughters  in  conformity  to  ths  i-- 
cial  standing  of  the  family.     At  the  time  ^^ 
made  the  presents  she  expected  to  make  k 
charge  therefor,  and  so  stated  in  her  deposi- 
tion.    One  of  the  daughters  married  V\'>.:a 
She  married  House.     Wooten  and  wife  ikd 
a  bill  to  call  her  to  account  for  the  proprny 
devised  by  her  husband,  the  father  of  Mr« 
Wooten.     She  was  allowed  credits   for  'J-* 
presents  made  to  her  daughter,  although  in 
making  them  she  had  trenched  upon  the  cor- 
pus* of  the  estate  devised  to  her  for  life  rr 
widowhood  by  her  husband.     Unless  the  ecu 
tention  here  can  be  sustained  under  the  ^m- 
derlying  and  inherent  legal  or  equitable  logic 
of  that  case,  the  writer  knows  of  no  cas^  ur- 
der  which  it  can  be  sustained.     The  writer, 
being  on  the  losin^?  side  of  that  case,  has  ny 
active  belief  that  its  logic  and  reason  can  be 
correctly  extended  beyond  the  facts  and  fain 
ily  relations  to  which  it  was  applied.     TLi* 
assigned  error  is  not  well  taken,  and  is  over- 
ruled. 

The  ninth  error  assigned  is  to  the  actios 
of  the  chancellor  in  charging  Joseph  P.  Me- 
Culley $(iOO  for  two  years'  rent  of  the  fami 
As  we  understand  the  facts,  this  error  is 
well  taken.  There  is  no  proof  that  Joseph  P. 
^IcCulley  was  a  tenant  of  Mrs.  Miriam  Me- 
Culley on  the  farm.  He  was  her  attoriK'T 
in  fact,  and  had  the  control  of  it.  Tfce  evi- 
idence  shows  that  he  received  as  rents  re 
from  the  products  of  the  farm  for  the  tiic? 
specified  $349.45,  and  that  he  expended  fo: 
taxes,  fertilizers,  and  wheat  sacks  SlST.iW. 
leaving  the  net  proceeds  received  by  hrra 
from  the  farm  $361.81.  The  master  so  re- 
ported except  as  to  an  item  of  $11.34  if-r 
sacks,  and  the  chancellor  affirmed  his  report 
except  as  to  the  item  for  sacks,  which  the 
chancellor  allowed.  Nevertheless,  it  «eeni> 
that  his  honor,  the  chancellof,  proceeded  tA 
render  judgment  against  Joseph  P.  for  ^^^iNl 
as  rents  for  the  land  for  two  years  at  a  ren- 
tal of  $300  per  year.  As  before  stated.  Jos- 
eph P.  was  no  renter  or  terant  of  Mrs.  Mir- 
iam MeCulley.  He  was  her  attorney  in  fact. 
While  the  proof  shows  that  the  rent  of  the 
farm  was  worth  $300  per  year,  there  is  n^ 
evidence  that,  as  attorney  in  fact,  Joseph  P. 
was  guilty  of  any  fraud  or  dereliction  ^^f 
duty.  In  this  state  of  facts  he  is  charce..- 
ble  with  the  proceeds  of  the  farm  received  \-y 
him  less  his  proper  expenditures,  lliis  er- 
ror is  sustained. 

The  tenth  and  last  error  assigned  13  di- 
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f  ected  to  the  action  of  the  chancellor  in  charg- 
ing interest  against  defendants  on  the  pro- 
-oeeds  of  the  certificates  of  deposit  in  the 
Bank  of  Charleston.  The  complaint  is  that 
in  casting  the  account  George  M.  McCulley, 
&a  administrator,  and  Joseph  P.,  are  charged 
with  interest  on  $2,119.60  received  on  these 
-certificates  as  of  February,  1898,  and  that 
they  are  allowed  no  interest  on  disburse- 
xnents  made  by  them.  Manifestly,  the  com- 
plaint is  meritorious  if  the  defendants  made 
proper  disbursements  from  funds  in  their 
hands  claimed  by  the  complainants.  The 
Urst  deposition  of  Joseph  P.  McCulley,  by  an 
•exhibit  thereto,  shows  that  he  paid  out  on 
Account  of  the  estate  of  Joseph  McCulley, 
and  for  and  on  behalf  of  his  aunt,  Miriam, 
commencing  January  26,  1896,  and  ending 
«7anuary  15,  1899,  twenty-six  items,  aggre- 
^ting  the  sum  of  $1,744.92.  These  items 
embrace  one  for  $3  for  letters  of  administra- 
tion to  George  M.  McCulley,  one  for  $61,  ex- 
penses of  lawsuit,  and  one  for  $100  to  Mr. 
Allen,  attorney.  In  a  subsequent  deposition 
lie  filed  an  additional  account  of  expendi- 
tures aggregating  $58,  and  in  this  second 
deposition  receipts  for  money  of  the  items 
charged  in  the  account  exhibited  with  his 
first  deposition  were  presented.  It  is  suffi- 
cient for  us  to  say,  in  disposing  of  this  as- 
f^ignment,  that  tJie  defendants,  naving  been 
charged  interest, , are  entitled  to  credit  with 
interest  on  all  legal  and  proper  disburse- 
ments out  of  the  assets  received  from  the  es- 
tate of  Col.  Joseph  McCulley  from  the  date 
of  the  disbursements.  These  disbursements 
will  be  found  in  the  exhibit  to  the  first  depo- 
sition of  Joseph  P.  McCulley,  except  the 
three  items  of  payment  .hereinbefore  desig- 
nated; that  is,  the  item  of  $3  for  letters  of 
administration  issued  to  George  M.  McCul- 
ley, the  item  of  $61.01  expense  of  law  suit, 
and  the  item  o(  $100  paid  Mr.  Allen  as  an 
attorney.  Interest  ought  not  to  be  allowed 
on  thefe  items  in  any  aspect  of  the  case,  and 
for  the  reason  that  we  infer  the  $61.01  is  the 
cost  of  the  suit  over  the  nuncupative  will, 
and  the  $100  an  attorney's  fee  paid  in  that 
ca^e.  In  other  respects  the  assignment 
ought  to  be  sustained. 

We  have  reported  the  facts  bearing  upon 
this  assignment.  It  is  manifest,  however, 
under  the  holding  of  the  majority  of  the 
court  that  it  is  of  no  consequence,  inasmuch 
as  we  have  held  that  the  defendants  are  not 
chargeable  with  the  proceeds  of  the  certifi- 
cates of  deposit,  as  Joseph  P.  took  them  un- 
der the  gift  ffom  his  uncle.  It  is,  moreover, 
apparent  under  our  holdings  herein  set  out, 
that  the  complainant  is  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover anything  from  the  defendants.  This 
being  so,  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  is  re- 
-versed,  and  the  bill  will  be  dismissed.  The 
costs  below  and  of  the  appeal  will  be  paid 
by  the  complainant  and  the  surety  on  his 
bond,  for  which  execution  will  issue. 

The  other  Judges  concur. 


A  petition  for  rehearing  and  for  a  further 
finding  of  facts  having  been  filed,  the  follow- 
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ing  response  was  handed  down  on  September 
22,  190d: 

We  are  asked  in  this  case  to  find  the  fol- 
lowing facts  in  addition  to  those  presented 
in  our  opinion  heretofore  filed:  (1)  That 
the  nuncupative  will  bears  date  January  21, 
1896,  and  was  probated  in  the  county  court 
of  McMinn  county  February  3, 1896,  through 
the  testimony  oi  George  M.  McCulley  and 
Maggie  Caywood,  the  two  subscribing  wit- 
nes.ses  to  said  will.  (2)  That  said  alleged 
will  contains  the  following  language:  "Dur- 
ing his  last  illness,  on  Thursday  or  Friday 
morning  before  his  death,  He  gave  his  keys 
over  to  his  brother,  George,  and  told  him  to 
take  a  pocketbook  out  of  the  trunk, — ^the  one 
containing  bank  certificates, — saying  'In- 
dorse them  to  Joe,'  or  *I  will  indorse  them  to 
Joe,'  or  *I  have  indorsed  them  to  Joe.'  "  To 
find  that  the  deposition  of  George  M.  McCul- 
ley contains  the  following  questions  and  an- 
swers on  cross-examination : 

XQ.  30.  When  Col.  McCulley  made  the 
statement  to  you,  you  thought  he  said,  "[ 
have  indorsed  them  to  Joe,"  did  you  not  ? 

A.  I  did.  But  then  when  I  made  the  state- 
ment to  Only  I  thought  that  might  have  been 
the  way  of  it.  I  put  it  down  there.  I  am 
now  satisfied  he  said  for  me  to  indorse  them 
to  Joe. 

XQ,  31.  When  yoii  came  to  look  at  the  cer- 
tificates after  Col.  McCul ley's  death,  you 
found,  did  you  not,  that  they  were  not  in- 
dorsed by  him  as  you  thought  he  said  at  the 
time,  and  then  you  concluded  he  might  have 
said,  "I  will  indorse  them  to  Joe,"  or  "In- 
dorse them  to  Joe,"  as  you  put  it  down  in 
the  statement  which  you  probated  in  the 
countv  court  ? 

.-1.  Yes.  I  found  they  were  not  indorsed  to 
Joe.  I  then  concluded  that  he  might  have 
said,  "I  will  indorse  them  to  Joe,"  or  for  me 
to  indorse  them  to  Joe. 

XQ.  32.  At  the  time  you  had  this  nuncu- 
pative will  written  and  probated  in  the  coun- 
ty court,  you  were  uncertain  whether  he  said 
"Indorse  them  to  Joe,"  or  "I  will  indorse 
them  to  Joe,"  or  ''I  have  indorsed  them  to 
Joe,*'  were  you  not? 

A.  Yes,  I  was  uncertain  when  the  will  was 
written,  but  then  I  believed,  or  was  satisfied 
of,  the  fact.  I  knew  it  was  his  intention  for 
them  to  be  indorsed  to  Joe,  yes,  from  the 
way  he  said  for  the  means  to  be  disposed  of. 

XQ.  37.  You  and  Maggie  Caywood  were 
the  only  witnesses  to  the  will  which  you  pro- 
bated in  the  county  court,  and  you  were  both 
sworn  in  said  court  to  the  contents  of  said 
will,  were  you  not? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  I  was  sworn.  I  suppose  we 
were  both  sworn. 

In  response  we  find  as  requested  by  the  pe- 
titioner, although  it  is  contrary  to  our  gen- 
eral rule  to  set  out  portions  of  the  evidence. 

We  are  further  asked  to  find  that  the  depo- 
sition of  Maggie  Caywood  contains  the  fol- 
lowing questions  and  answers : 


XQ.  7.  Are  you  the  same  Maggie  Caywood 
who  was  a  witness  to  the  nuncupative  will 
and  swore  to  the  same  in  both  the  county 
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and  circuit  courts  of  McMinn  county,  Ten- 
nessee ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

XQ.  8.  Were  you  present  on  Thursday  or 
Friday  morning,  before  the  death  of  Col.  Mc- 
CuUey,  and  heard  a  conversation  between 
him  and  his  brother  George,  in  regard  to  the 
bank  certificates? 

A.  No,  sir;  I  never  heard  him  talking  to 
his  brother. 

A'^.  9.  Was  his  brother,  George,,  present 
during  the  conversation  which  you  had  with 
him  on  Monday  morning  before  his  death? 

A,  No,  sir;  ne  was  not. 

We  set  out  this  evidence  as  requested,  al- 
though, as  before  stated,  it  is  not  in  accord 
with  our  general  rule,  and  we  desire  to  say 
in  this  connection  that  it  does  not  change 
the  result  reached  by  us  in  our  statement  of 
our  final  conclusion  of  fact  in  relation  to  the 
matter  testified  to  by  the  parties  in  the  ques- 
tions and  answers  herein  copied. 

The  petition  to  rehear  submits  and  insists 
upon  the  proposition  that  George  M.  McCul- 
ley  and  Joseph  P.  McCulley,  having  at- 
tempted and  sought  to  hold  the  bank  certifi- 
cates as  the  property  of  Joseph  P.  under  a 
nuncupative  will,  are  now  estopped  to  lay 
claim  to  the  same  under  a  gift  causa  mortis. 
Under  the  facts  of  this  case  reported  in  our 
former  opinion,  we  cannot  assent  to  this 
proposition. 

It  is  next  said  in  the  petition  that  George 
M.  McCulley  knew  that  Maggie  Cay  wood 
was  not  present  when  Joseph  McCulley  is  al- 
leged to  have  made  the  statements  set  forth 
in  the  nuncupative  will,  for  Billv,  the  colored 
boy,  was  told  to  go  out,  and  that,  notwith- 
standing this,  George  M.  permits  her  to 
fitand  side  by  side  with  him,  and  under  her 
oath  assist  him  in  making  a  legal  document 
purported,  by  which  George  M.,  as  adminis- 
trator, transferred  the  bank  certificates  to 
his  son,  Joseph  P. ;  and  it  is  insisted  that  he 
should  not  be  permitted  to  take  a  different 
stand,  and  that,  en  the  contrary,  he  should 
be  held  strictly  to  the  statements  sworn  to 
by  him  as  contained  in  the  nuncupative  will. 
It  is  urged  in  this  connection  that  his  state- 
ments as  contained  in  the  nuncupative  will 
are  the  more  reliable,  because  the  matter 
was  then  fresh  in  his  mind;  and  it  is  said 
that  he  should  not  now  be  permitted,  after 
the  lapse  of  two  years  or  more,  and  after 
the  nuncupative  will  had  been  set  aside,  to 
discover  wnat  the  deceased  said  by  a  course 
of  reason  in  his  own  mind,  and  through  that 
intellectual  process  transfer  to  his  son  by 
gift  causa  mortis  what  he  was  attempting 
to  transfer  to  him  by  the  nuncupative  will. 
It  is  seriously  contended  that  this  conduct 
of  George  M.  McCulley  and  Maggie  Caywood 
is  subject  to  severe  criticism,  and  that  their 
conduct  ought  to  repel  them  from  the  court. 
Of  course,  we  recognize  the  fact  that  the  ef- 
fort of  George  M.  McCulley  to  establish  the 
nuncupative  will  subjects  his  conduct  to 
criticism,  and  to  legitimate  criticism.  But, 
as  we  stated  in  our  opinion  heretofore  filed, 
the  proof  shows  that  no  fraudulent  design 
or  purpose  was  contemplated  by  him,  for  he 
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took  the  advice  of  eminent  counsel,  stated 
to  them  substantially  what  h«  states  in  fais- 
deposition  in  this  case,  and  took  their  ad- 
vice. Moreover,  it  is  clear  from  the  evi- 
dence in  the  record  that  Col.  Joseph  McCul- 
ley actually  intended  for  his  nephew,  Joseph^ 
to  have  his  property,  the  sole  question  in  the 
case  being  whether  or  not  he  had  consummat- 
ed his  intention  in  such  form  as  to  make  it 
effective  under  the  law.  As  before  stated, 
the  writer  is  of  opinion  that  he  did  not  con- 
summate his  gift  of  the  bank  cert i flea te**, 
and  hence  that  they  did  not  pass  to  his  neph- 
ew as  a  gift  causa  mortis.  The  majority  of 
the  court  held  otherwise,  and,  while  the  writ- 
er recognizes  that  the  question  is  a  nicely- 
balanced  one,  he  is  not  disposed  to  argue 
against  the  result  reached  by  his  brother 
judges,  because,  as  before  stated,  the  whole 
record  discloses  that  it  was  the  manifest  in- 
tention of  Col.  McCulley  to  thus  dispose  of 
his  personal  property.  This  response  will 
be  filed  to  the  petition  to  rehear,  and  made 
a  part  of  the  record. 

The  other  Judges  concur, 

Messrs.  Gaston  A  Madison  and  George 
6.  Williams,  for  complainant: 

Too  much  care  cannot  be  taken  in  insist- 
ing on  the  most  convincing  evidence  in  case» 
of  this  kind,  for  these  donations  do  amount 
to  a  revocation  pro  tanto  of  written  wills. 
and,  not  being  subject  to  the  forms  prescribed 
for  nuncupative  wills,  they  are  certainly  of 
a  dangerous  nature. 

iSheegog  v.  Perkins,  4  Baxt.  280;  Miller  v. 
Jeffrcss,  4  Gratt.  472. 

In  order  to  mi^e  this  gift  complete  it 
must  appear  absolutely  and  beyond  a  doubt 
that  the  donor  intended  to  part  w^ith  his  do- 
minion over  the  property.  If  the  intentions 
to  give  or  to  declare  the  trust  are  not  clear- 
ly made  out,  it  cannot  be  supported,  and  if 
upon  the  facts  the  matter  be  enveloped  in 
doubt  that  doubt  must  prevail  against. the 
hypothesis  of  a  gift. 

Lewis  V.  Merritty  42  Hun,  161;  Hatch  ▼. 
Atkinson,  56  Me.  324,  96  Am.  Dec.  4G4. 

The  chancellor  erred  in  decreeing  that  the 
note  for  $1,200  executed  by  Joe  P.  McCulley 
to  Joseph  McCulley,  and  indorsed  to  Mag- 
gie Caywood  by  Joseph  McCulley,  was  her 
Property,  and  not  an  asset  of  the  estate  of 
oseph  McCulley.  It  was  found  with  the 
papers  of  Joseph  McCulley,  and  was  by  Jo* 
seph  P.  McCulley  turned  over  to  Maggie' Gar- 
wood after  Joseph  McCulley '»  death.  This 
was  done  without  any  authority  or  direction 
to  do  so.  She  never  had  any  control  of  it 
during  Colonel  McCuUey's  life,  and  could  not 
mainUiin  suit  therein. 

2  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  pp.  342,  382. 

The  title  must  pass  out  of  the  donor  in  his 
lifetime,  or  it  cannot  reach  the  donee. 

WaUh's  Appeal,  122  Pa.  177,  1  L.  R.  A. 
638,  15  Atl.  470. 

Messrs.  Mayfleld  ft  Son  ft  Aiken,  also 
for  complainant: 

George  M.  McCulley  and  Joseph  P.  "Sic- 
Culley  having  attempted  and  sought  to  hold 
the  bank  certificates  as  Joseph  P/s  by  a  nun* 
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cupative  will,  they  are  now  estopped  to  lay 
claim  to  said  certificates  as  Joseph  P.'s  by 
gift  causa  mortis. 

An  intention  to  give  is  not  a  gift;  and  so 
long  as  the  gift  is  left  incomplete  a  court  of 
equity  will  not  interfere  and  give  it  effect. 

Flanders  v.  Blandy,  45  Ohio  St.  108,  12  N. 
E.  321 ;  Snowden  v.  Reidy  67  Md.  130,  8  Atl. 
661,  10  Atl.  175;  Gray  v.  Barton,  55  N.  Y. 
68,  14  Am.  Rep.  181;  Martin  v.  Funk,  75  N. 
Y.  134,  31  Am.  Rep.  446;  2, Kent,  C5om.  438; 
Gano  V.  Fisk,  43  Ohio  St.  462,  54  Am.  Rep. 
819,  3  N.  E.  532;  Pearson  v.  Pearson,  7 
Johns.  26. 

Gifts  causa  mortis  are  exceptions  to  the 
law  govening  testamentary  dispositions,  not 
to  be  extended  by  wav  of  analogy. 

^Va^sh's  Appeal,  122  Pa.  177,  1  L.  R.  A. 
535,  15  Atl.  470;  Gano  v.  Fish,  43  Ohio  St. 
462,  54  Am.  Rep.  819,  3  N.  E.  532. 

However  apparent  the  intention  of  the  de- 
ceased to  make  a  gift,  such  intention  is  of 
itself  unavailing  to  sustain  it. 

Beaver  v.  Beaver,  117  N.  Y.  421,  6  L.  R.  A. 
403.  22  N.  E.  940;  Delmotte  v.  Taylor,  1 
Redf.  417 ;  Young  v.  Young,  80  N.  Y.  422,  36 
Am.  Rep.  634;  Curry  v.  Powers,  70  N.  Y. 
212,  20  Am.  Rep.  577;  Ward  v.  Turner,  2 
Yes.  Sr.  431,  1  White  &  T.  Lead.  Cas.  in 
Eq.  1058. 

To  establish  a  parol  gift  inter  vivos  it 
must  be  shown  that  the  thing  given  was  de- 
livered accompanied  by  terms  of  present  and 
absolute  gift. 

Rhodes  v.  Childs,  64  Pa.  24;  Wayneshurg 
College's  Appeal,  111  Pa.  130,  66  Am.  Rep. 
252,  3  Atl.  19. 

To  establish  a  gift  causa  mortis  the  com- 
mon law  requires  clear  and  unmistakable 
proof,  not  only  of  an  intention  to  give,  but 
of  an  actual  gift  perfected  by  delivery. 

Hatch  v.  Atkinson,  6G  Me.  324,  96  Am. 
Dtc.  404. 

If  a  donor,  intending  to  make  a  gift  of  per- 
sonalty, places  the  property  intended  to  be 
given  in  the  hand  of  an  agent  to  deliver  to 
the  donee,  and  the  donor  dies  before  delivery, 
no  delivery  can  then  be  made,  because  the  au- 
tliority  of  the  agent  to  a<!t  ends  with  the 
death  of  the  principal. 

2  Kent,  Com.  645,  H  4;  1  Minor,  Inst.  2d 
ed.  p.  224. 

There  can  be  no  question  but  that  George 
M.,  being  the  agent  of  Joseph  McCulley, 
would  have  been  bound  to  redeliver  the  cer- 
tificates to  him,  for  it  is  of  the  essence  of  a 
gift  that  it  is  voluntary  and  may  be  recalled 
any  time  before  actual  completion. 

Peck  V.  Recs,  7  Utah,  467,  13  L.  R.  A.  714, 
27  Pac  581;  Younge  v.  Guilbeau,  3  Wall. 
636,  18  L.  ed.  262;  Parmelee  v.  Simpson,  6 
Wall.  82,  18  L.  ed.  642. 

Messrs.  Allen  A  ItIus  for  appellees. 

The  ahove  opinion  teas  affirmed  orally  by 
the  Supreme  Court  on  October  27,  1900. 
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V. 

BAUE. 
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1.  IVelther  the  existence  of  m.  vendor's 
lien  on  insured  property,  nor  the  in- 
stitution of  proceedinars  to  foreclose 

it,  avoids  the  policy  under  a  clause  making 
It  void  if  the  interest  of  the  insured  be  other 
than  unconditional  or  sole  ownership,  or  if 
foreclosure  proceedings  be  commenced  with 
notice  of  sale  by  virtue  of  any  mortgage  or 
trust  deed. 

2.  Pfiynient  of  purc1ia.se  money  and 
delivery  of  the  deed  to  the  buyer's  agent 
may  be  found  from  the  facte  that  he  swore 
in  hie  proofs  of  loss  for  insurance  on  the 
property  that  he  owned  it,  that  the  sellers 
present  tesFtifled  that  they  had  been  paid, 
and  no  claim  had  been  made  on  the  part  of 
absent  ones,  and  that  the  deed  was  executed 
and  left  at  the  office  of  a  Justice  of  the  peace. 

8.  The  provision  of  the  -vrar  revenue 
act  that  no  instrument  required  by  law  to  be 
stamped,  which  is  Issued  without  a  stamp, 
shall  be  recorded  or  used  as  evidence  in  any 
court  until  a  stamp  shall  be  affixed,  does  not 
destroy  an  unstamped  instrument  as  a  muni- 
ment of  title,  nor  its  competency  as  evidence 
in  a  state  court. 


(January  19,  1901.) 

APPEALS  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Davidson  Coun- 
ty in  favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  an  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on 
certain  lire  insurance  policies.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  J.  J.  Vertrees  and  J.  A.  Cart- 
vtrrisht  for  appellants. 

Messrs.  H.  A.  I<nck,  Rntherford  ft 
Rutherford,  and  B.  O.  Allen  for  appel- 
lees. 

McAlistery  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

These  actions  were  commenced  separately 
to  recover  on  policies  of  fire  insurance.  The 
same  questions  being  involved  in  both  suits, 
they  were  consolidated  in  the  court  below. 

Note. — For  conditions  in  policy  as  to  sole 
and  unconditional  ownership  of  property,  see 
other  cases  in  this  series,  as  follows:  Hamil- 
ton V.  Dwelling  House  Ins.  Co.  (Mich.)  22  L. 
R.  A.  527 :  Syndicate  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bohn  (C.  C. 
App.  8th  C.)  27  L.  R.  A.  614;  and  Dumas  v. 
Northwestern  Nat.  Ins.  Co.  (D.  C.)  40  L.  R.  A, 
358. 

As  to  effect  of  omission  to  stamp  an  Instru- 
ment on  which  the  law  requires  a  stamp,  see 
note  to  Knox  v.  Rossi  (Nev.)  48  L.  R.  A.  505; 
also  WiDgert  y.  Zelgler  (Md.)  51  L.  R.  A.  31C 
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and  heard  together.  The  trial  resulted  in  a 
■  verdict  and  judgment  against  each  company 
for  the  sum  of  $1,000,  the  amount  of  its  pol- 
icy, with  interest.  Both  companies  ap- 
pealed, and  have  assigned  errors.  The  decla- 
rations allege  that  on  the  13th  of  February, 
1899,  the  defendant  companies  issued  to  the 
plaintiff,  £.  M.  Estes,  policies  of  fire  insur- 
ance for  the  sum  of  $1,000  each  on  a  certain 
mill  building,  machinery,  etc.,  known  as 
"Brentwood  Mills,"  situated  in  Williamson 
county,  Tennessee.  The  policies  contained  a 
clause,  "loss,  if  any,  payable  to  W.  A.  Hun- 
ter, Jr.,  as  his  interest  may  appear."  On 
the  1st  April,  1899,  said  building,  machinery, 
etc.,  were  totally  destroyed  by  fire,  without 
the  fault  of  the  plaintiff.  Defendant  com- 
panies were  notified  of  the  loss,  and  within 
'  the  time  prescribed  by  the  policies  the  plain- 
tiff filed  with  defendants  proofs  of  loss,  and 
defendants,  although  often  requested  to  pay 
said  loss,  have  wholly  failed  and  refused  to 
do  so.  Defendants  pleaded  the  general  is- 
sue, and  also  following  special  pleas,  to  wit: 
"First.  That  at  the  time  the  insurance  was 
applied  for  and  obtained  the  plaintiff  stated 
and  represented  to  the  defendants  that  he 
owned  the  entire  interest  in  the  property  in- 
sured, and  the  policy  itself  contains  such  rep- 
resentation, but  as  a  matter  of  fact  the 
plaintiff  was  the  owner  only  of  an  undivided 
interest  in  the  property,  and  not  the  whole 
thereof,  which  undivided  interest  was  en- 
cumbered by  a  vendor's  lien  in  favor  of  one 
W.  A.  Hunter  for  $1,260.80,  which  is  unpaid, 
and  also  by  a  trust  mortgage  in  favor  of  one 
J.  E.  Vandergrift  for  $100,  unpaid,  whereof 
the  defendants  then  had  no  knowledge."  It 
is  further  averred  that  the  contract  of  insur- 
ance contains  the  following  clause,  to  wit: 
"This  entire  policy,  unless  otherwise  provided 
by  agreement  indorsed  hereon  or  added  here- 
to, shall  be  void  ...  if  the  interest  of 
the  insured  be  other  than  unconditional  or 
sole  ownership,  or  if  the  subject  of  insurance 
be  a  building  on  ground  not  owned  by  the  in- 
sured in  fee  simple,  or  if  with  knowledge  of 
the  insured,  foreclosure  proceedings  be  com- 
menced, with  notice  given  of  sale  of  any 
property  covered  by  the  policy  by  virtue  of 
any  mortgage  or  trust  deed."  Defendantij 
further  aver  that  at  the  time  of  the  issuance 
of  the  policy  sued  on,  or  about  the  12th  Jan- 
uary, 1899,  the  property  insured  was  encum- 
bered by  a  vendor's  lien  in  favor  of  one  W. 
A.  Hunter,  and  of  which  the  defendant  had 
no  knowledge,  and  that  on  the  1st  day  of 
March,  1899.  the  said  Hunter  exhibited  his 
bill  in  the  chancery  court  of  Franklin,  Wil- 
liamson county,  Tenn.,  to  enforce  or  fore- 
close said  lien  against  the  property  for  the 
payment  of  $1,260.80  due  and  secured  by 
said  lien  as  aforesaid.  Defendants  aver  that 
plaintiff  had  notice  or  knowledge  .of  said 
foreclosure  proceedings  before  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  property  insured,  but  that  de- 
fendants had  no  notice  thereof;  wherefore 
defendants  say  said  policy  is  utterly  void. 
Plaintiff  demurred  to  this  last  or  third  plea, 
the  demurrer  was  sustained,  and  this  action 
Of  the  court  is  assigned  as  the  first  error. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  foreclosure 
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proceedings  mentioned  in  the  policies  relate 
to  mortgages  or  deeds  of  trust.  But  it  is  in- 
sisted on  behalf  of  the  company  that  the 
clause  of  the  policy  in  question  applies  with 
equal  force  to  proceedings  to  enforce  a  ven- 
dor's lien,  and  that  there  can  be  no  difference 
in  principle,  under  the  clause  quoted,  be- 
tween the  foreclosure  of  a  vendor's  lien  and 
the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  or  deed  of 
trust.  In  Delahay  v.  Memphis  Ins.  Co.  8 
Humph.  084,  it  was  held  that  a  failure  on  the 
part  of  assured  to  disclose  the  existence  of 
a  mortgage  on  the  property  is  not  a  circum- 
stance material  to  the  risk,  and  will  not 
avoid  the  policy.  The  reason  given  for  the 
ruling  is  that  a  mortgage  or  deed  of  trust  is 
only  a  security  for  the  defet,  and  if  the  prop- 
erty be  destroyed  the  debt  remains,  so  that 
the  assured  has  as  much  interest  in  protect- 
ing the  property  as  if  there  were  no  encum- 
brance on  it.  In  the  case  of  Manhattan  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Barker,  7  Heisk.  504,  it  was  a  condi- 
tion of  the  policy  that  it  should  be  void  if 
the  interest  of  the  insured  in  the  property 
be  any  other  than  the  entire,  unconditional, 
and  sole  ownership  of  the  property  for  the 
use  and  benefit  of  the  assured,  and  this  be 
not  represented  to  the  company.  It  ap- 
peared in  that  case  there  was  an  undisclosed 
vendor's  lien  on  the  goods  sold,  but  the  court 
held  that  fact  did  not  avoid  the  insurance. 
It  was  held  that  the  equitable  owner  of  prop- 
erty is  "the  entire  and  sole  owner,"  within 
the  meaning  of  the  policy.  The  reasoning  of 
the  court  was  that  if  the  existence  of  a  Tien 
by  a  regular  mortgage,  undisclos^,  doea  not 
vitiate  a  policy,  then  one  based  merely  on 
the  retention  of  title  by  the  vendor  would 
have  no  more  effect.  So,  in  Franklin  F.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Crockett,  7  Lea,  725,  the  policy  pro- 
vided, as  in  this  case,  that  "if  the  interest 
of  the  assured  in  the  property  be  any  other 
than  the  entire,  unconditional,  and  sole  own- 
ership of  the  property  for  the  use  of  the  as- 
sured, of  if  tne  building  insured  stands  on 
leased  ground,  it  must  be  so  represented  to 
the  company,  and  so  expressed  in  the  writ- 
ten part  of  this  policy;  otherwise,  the  pol- 
icy shall  be  void."  It  appeared  that  the  as- 
sured only  had  a  title  bond  to  the  premises. 
Held,  the  policy  was  not  avoided,  inasmuch 
as  the  failure  to  disclose  the  fact  that  the 
property  was  encumbered  was  not  material 
to  the  risk.  The  same  principles  were  reaf- 
firmed by  this  court  in  Light  v.  Insurance 
Co.  105  Tenn.  480,  58  S.  W.  851. 

If,  then,  the  existence  of  an  undisclosed 
mortgage,  deed  of  trust,  or  vendor's  lien  on 
the  property  insured  will  not  invalidate  the 
insurance,  w^e  cannot  perceive  how,  on  prin- 
ciple, notice  of  foreclosure  of  the  mortga^ 
or  vendor's  lien  could  have  that  effect,  not- 
withstanding such  a  stipulation  in  the  pol- 
icy. Foreclosure  proceedings  are,  of  course, 
the  remedy  of  the  mortgagee  for  nonpay- 
ment of  his  debt  on  maturity  of  the  mort- 
gage or  when  the  same  is  overdue.  The  rem- 
edy is  an  incident  of  the  mortga^,  and, 
while  the  ownership  of  the  property  may 
thus  be  changed  during  the  currency  of  the 
insurance,  it  is  a  result  that  is  brought 
about  by  the  existence  of  the  mortgage.    The 
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fact  of  the  existence  of  the  mortgage,  as  we 
have  already  seen,  does  not  vitiate  the  in- 
surance. 

The  next  aasignment  is  that  the  court 
erred  in  charging  the  jury  on  the  subject  of 
the  equitable  ownership  of  the  property. 
The  facts  necessary  to  be  stated  in  this  con- 
nection are  that  W.  A.  Hunter,  Jr.,  origi- 
nally owned  said  mill,  and  sold  it  by  deed  to 
Dolison  &  Roser,  retaining  a  vendor's  lien 
to  secure  unpaid  purchase  money.  On  the 
31  st  August,  1898,  Dohson  and  wife,  by  deed, 
conveyed  to  the  plaintiff,  E.  M.  Estes,  a  one- 
third  interest  in  said  property,  Estes  assum- 
ing the  payment  of  one  third  the  purchase 
money  cfue  Hunter.  On  October  18,  1898, 
Dobaon  and  wife  sold  their  remaining  one- 
third  interest  in  said  mill  to  the  plaintiff,  £. 
M.  Estes,  the  latter  assuming  another  third 
of  I>obson*8  indebtedness  to  Hunter.  It  is 
not  disputed  that  these  two  deeds  were  ex- 
ecuted and  delivered  to  Estes,  and  the  pur- 
chase money  paid  by  him.  It  further  ap- 
pears that  on  the  30th  December,  1898,  Dob- 
son  and  wife  and  Roser  and  wife  joined  in 
a  deed  conveying  to  Estes  the  remaining  one- 
third  interest  in  the  mill  property,  Estes  as- 
suming payment  of  balance  of  purchase 
money  due  Hunter.  This  last  deed  recites 
that  $200  was  paid  in  cash,  and  notes  ex- 
ecuted for  the  balance,  and  that  the  other 
two  thirds  of  said  tract  had  been  by  us  here- 
tofore sold  to  said  Estes  by  deed,  which  is 
hereby  ratified  and  affirmed.  It  is  further 
recited  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
grantors  to  transfer  the  whole  of  said  tract 
known  as  the  "Brentwood  Mills  Tract." 
Roser  and  wife  signed  and  acknowledged 
this  last  deed,  and  loft  it  at  Esquire  Roser 's 
office,  where  Dobson  later  signed  and  ac- 
knowledged same.  It  is  insisted  on  behalf 
of  defendants  that  this  last  deed  was  never 
in  fact  delivered  by  the  grantors  to  Estes, 
the  plaintiff,  and  hence  the  latter  was  not 
the  sole  owner  of  the  property  at  the  time 
the  insurance  was  effect^  and  when  the  loss 
occurred.  Estes  died  before  the  trial,  and, 
in  the  absence  of  his  testimony,  there  was 
some  confusion  about  the  delivery  of  the 
last  deed.  Estes  swears  in  his  proofs  of  loss 
that  he  was  the  owner  of  the  entire  prop- 
erty. Dobson  testifies  that  the  entire  pur- 
chase money  due  him  had  been  paid,  and 
that  Roser  told  him  that  he  had  sold  his  en- 
tire interest  to  Estes.  Roser  and  wife,  it 
appears,  have  removed  from  the  state,  and 
their  evidence  was  not  heard.  Roser  ui»d 
wife  have  never  filed  with  the  administrator 
of  Estes  any  claim  for  unpaid  purchase  mon- 
ey. It  appears  that  Estes  applied  for  and 
obtained  the  insurance  January  12,  1899. 
At  that  time  it  was  conceded  that  he  owned 
a  two-thirds  undivided  interest  in  the  mill 
property,  and  that  he  had  contracted  for 
the  remaining  one-third  interest,  but  it  is 
denied  that  the  deed  to  this  remaining  one- 
third  interest  has  ever  been  delivered  to  him. 
It  is  also  shown  by  the  proof  that  at  the 
time  Estes  took  out  the  insurance  he  told 
I[art,  the  agent,  that  he  owned  two  thirds  of 
the  milj  property,  and  had  contracted  for 
the  remaining  one-third  interest.  Now, 
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upon  these  facts  in  proof,  it  is  assigned  as 
error  that  the  courts  charged  the  jury  as  fol- 
lows, namely:  "If  you  find  from  the  proof 
that  E.  M.  Estes  had  previously  purchased 
and  obtained  deeds  to  two  thirds  of  the  prop- 
erty insured;  that  subsequently  he  con- 
tracted verbally  for  the  purchase  of  the  re- 
maining third ;  that,  pursuant  to  such  verbal 
agreement,  Estes  paid  in  cash  the  sum  of 
$200,  with  the  understanding  that  the  ven- 
dors would  execute  a  deed,  and  deposit  the 
same  with  an  attorney,  to  be  by  him  deliv- 
ered to  Estes  as  soon  as  the  balance  of  the 
purchase  money  was  paid  in  full ; '  if  you  fur- 
ther find  that  said  balance  was  paid,  and  the 
deed  subsequently  delivered  as  agreed, — then, 
in  such  case,  Estes  would  be  the  equitable 
owner  of  an  insurable  interest  in  the  prop- 
erty, under  the  terms  of  the  two  policies, 
and  your  verdict  should  be  for  the  plaintiff 
in  both  cases."  It  is  not  insisted  that  this 
charge  is  erroneous  as  an  abstract  proposi- 
tion, but  the  claim  is  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence whatever  that  the  deed  was  to  be  re- 
tained to  be  delivered  upon  the  payment  of 
the  notes.  It  is  insisted,  further,  that  there 
was  no  evidence  that  the  notes  were  paid  or 
that  the  deed  was  ever  delivered.  It  is  true 
there  is  no  direct  and  positive  testimony 
that  the  notes  were  paid  or  that  the  deed 
was  ever  delivered,  but  we  think,  from  the 
facts  and  circumstances  already  recited,  the 
jury  were  well  warranted  in  believing  that 
the  notes  had  all  been  paid,  and  that  the 
deed  had  been  executed  and  delivered  to  Par- 
ham  for  the  vendee,  Estes. 

The  next  assignment  is  the  court  erred  in 
admitting  as  evidence  the  three  deeds  to  Es- 
tes, dated,  respectively,  October  18,  1898, 
August  20,  1898,  and  December  30,  1898,  for 
the  reason  they  were  not  stamped.  The  war 
revenue  act  enacted  by  Congress  in  1898  pro- 
vided that  certain  instruments,  including 
deeds,  should  be  stamped.  Section  13  pro- 
vides that  if  a  document  required  to  be 
stamped  is  either  issued  or  recorded  with- 
out being  duly  stamped,  with  intent  to  evade 
the  law,  the  person  offending  shall  be  guilty 
of  a  misdemeanor,  and  it  further  provides 
that  such  instrument,  document,  or  paper, 
not  being  stamped  according  to  law.  shall 
be  deemed  invalid  and  of  no  effect.  Section 
14  provides  that  "hereafter  no  instrument, 
document,  or  paper  required  by  law  to  be 
stamped,  which  has  been  signed  or  issued 
without  being  duly  stamped,  or  with  a  de- 
ficient stamp,  nor  any  copy  thereof,  shall  be 
recorded  or  admitted  or  used  as  evidence  in 
any  court  until  a  legal  stamp  or  stamp  de- 
noting the  amount  of  tax  shall  have  been 
affixed  thereto  as  prescribed  by  law."  This 
question  first  arose  in  this  state  in  1867,  in 
the  case  of  Miller  v.  Morrow,  3  Coldw.  687, 
under  the  internal  revenue  acts  of  1862  and 
18d6.  In  that  case,  Judge  Shackleford  de- 
livering the  opinion,  the  court  held  that  the 
act  of  Congress  which  forbade  the  recording 
and  using  in  evidence  any  instrument,  docu- 
ment, or  jmper  required  by  law  to  be 
stamped,  unless  a  stamp  of  the  proper 
amount  shall  have  been  affixed,  was  appli- 
cable alike  to  the  proceedings  in  state  and 
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Federal  courts,  and  hence  that  a  deed  regis- 
tered without  being  so  stamped  was  invalid 
as  evidence  and  as  a  muniment  of  title.  A 
petition  to  rehear  was  granted,  and  the  cause 
was  thereafter  continued  from  term  to  term. 
In  the  meantime  the  case  of  Sporrer  v.  Eif- 
let,  1  Hei.^k.  C38,  was  decided,  in  which  the 
court  reached  a  directly  contrary  conclusion. 
Judge  Turney,  in  delivering  the  opinion  in 
the  case,  said:  "There  has  been  no  delega- 
tion by  tlic  states  to  Congress  of  power  or 
authority  to  legislate  for  the  internal  regu- 
lation of  the  states,  nor  are  the  people  of 
the  states  prohibited  by  the  Constitution 
from  creating  and  regulating  the  courts  of 
the  states  and  declaring  the  rules  for  their 
government.  The  legislature  of  the  state  is 
the  only  power  which  can  enlarge  or  contract 
the  rufes  of  evidence,  or  create  and  enforce 
new  rules  in  the  courts  of  the  state.  If  Con- 
gress may  by  its  enactments  make  or  change 
the  rules  of  evidence  as  applicable  to  the 
courts  of  the  states  in  any  one  particular,  it 
may  in  all  things.  ...  It  follows," 
said  the  court,  that  "stamps  are  not  neces- 
sary to  the  validity  of  a  paper  as  a  muni- 
ment of  title,  nor  to  its  competency  as  evi- 
dence in  tlie  courts  of  the  states."  This  case 
had  been  decided  when  Miller  v.  Momyic  was 
finally  heard,  and  the  court  reversed  the 
former  ruling,  and  adhereil  to  the  opposite 
view  of  the  law,  as  announced  in  Hporrer 
V.  FAflcr,  1  Ileisk.  (563.  The  case  of 
Miller  v.  MorroxjCy  on  the  second  hear- 
ing, is  reported  in  5  Heisk.  689.  These 
rulings  were  afterwards  followed  in 
Walt  V.  Walsh,  10  Heisk.  321.  and 
in  Bangess  v.  Pa/rteCy  2  Tenn.  Cas.  269.  An 
able  argument  has  been  submitted  attack- 
ing the  soundness  of  the  views  expressed  in 
Sporrer  v.  Eifler,  1  Heisk.  633,  and  insist- 
ing that  the  rule  announced  in  Miller  v.  Mor- 
row, when  first  decided  and  reported  in  3 
Coldw.  587,  is  the  correct  doctrine.  But  we 
are  satisfied,  after  an  extended  examination 
of  the  cases,  that  the  great  weight  of  author- 
ity sustains  the  ruling  in  Sporrer  v.  Eifler, 
I  Heisk.  633. 

Prof.  Wharton,  in  his  work  upon  the  Law 
of  Evidence  (§  697),  thus  lays  down  the 
rule  that  should  govern  in  such  cases :  "Un- 
der the  Federal  statutes  of  1864  and  1806, 
providing  that  instruments  without  stamps 
should  not  be  received  in  evidence,  the  ques- 
tion frequently  arose  whether  stamps  were 
necessary  prerequisites  to  the  reception  of 
instruments  in  state  courts.  As  to  this  ques- 
tion, it  is  now  necessary  only  to  say  that, 
if  the  statutes  in  this  respect  controlled  the 
state  courts,  then  there  would  be  no  other 
department  of  state  or  local  law,  whether 
as  to  principle  or  practice,  which  Congress, 
at  least,  by  subjecting  litigation  of  the  par- 
ticular point  to  a  tax,  would  not  in  like  man- 
ner be  able  to  control.  To  admit  the  con- 
stitutional right  of  Congress,  therefore,  to 
attach  limitations  to  the  reception  of  evi- 
dence in  the  state  courts,  would  be  to  admit 
the  right  of  Congress  to  control  the  materi- 
als on  which  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of 
particular  states  should  be  based.  That  the 
limitation  in  question  was  not  within  the 
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power  of  Congress  was  ruled  by  a  series  of 
state  courts.  In  other  jurisdictions,  how- 
ever, this  limitation  of  the  scope  of  the  8ta.t- 
utes  has  been  denied,  though  on  rea.M>ning 
which  it  is  difficult  to  reconcile  with  the 
tenor  of  authorities  in  this  branch  of  private 
international  law,  or  with  the  sovereignty 
conceded  by  the  Federal  Constitution  to  the 
states  in  all  matters  of  process  and  evidence. 
A  stamp  act  has  no  force  on  the  principles  of 
international  law,  unless  imposed  by  the  lo- 
cal sovereignty,  and  to  concede  sovereijj^ty 
to  the  Federal  government  as  to  the  eviden- 
tial rules  of  state  courts  is  to  surrender  state 
sovereignty  in  one  of  its  prime  functions." 
It  is  worthy  of  remark  that  Prof.  Wharton, 
in  announcing  the  rule  of  evidence  on  thi'S 
subject,  gives  substantially  the  same  reasons 
as  those  expressed  by  Judge  Turney  in  Spor- 
rer V.  Eifler,  decided  many  years  anterior. 
That  case  was  among  the  first  to  announce 
the  rule,  and  its  primacy  as  a  precedent  has 
been  recognized  and  followed  in  the  adjudi- 
cations of  other  states,  until  now  it  is  the 
firmly-established  doctrine. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  war  revenue 
act  of  1808  not  only  declares  that  an   un- 
stamped deed  shall  not  be  received  or  used 
as  evidence  in  any  court,  but  adjudges  it  in- 
valid and  of  no  effect.     If  the  power  to  in- 
validate the  contracts  of  the  citizens  of  a 
state  because  unstamped  resides  in  the  na- 
tional legislature,  it  must  be  derived  alone 
from  that  provision  of  the  Federal  Constitu- 
tion which  authorizes  Congress  to  levy  taxes, 
duties,  imposts,  and  excises,  and  to  provide 
for  the  payment  of  the  debts  and  expenses 
of  the  Union.     But,  as  said  by  the  court  in 
Latham  v.  Smith,  45  111.  31,  "the  power  of 
Congress  to  tax    these  instruments  can    be 
effectually  carried  out  by  the  imposition  of 
a  fine  upon  the  negligent  party,  if  wilfully 
so,  and  the  innocent  payee    (or  contracttvi 
fully  protected,  without  any  encroachment 
upon  the  right  of  the  states  to  make  the  in- 
strument valid   as    evidence    in    their    own 
courts  and  for  all  other  purposes  germane  to 
its    execution."    That   court   further    said: 
"While  we  concede  to  the  Congress  the  power 
to  lay  and  collect  taxes,  duties.  im]K)st3.  and 
excises  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  tJnion,  we 
deny  its  power  to  go  into  the  states,  and, 
under  the  pretense  of  laying  and  collecting 
such  taxes,  take  away  from  the  states  le^ti- 
mate  and  long-established  rights,  which  they 
have  ever  and  for  their  own  preservation 
must  be   allowed  to   exercise   without  ques- 
tion.    The  principle  of   the    case  of   Jf'CuI- 
loch  V.  Maryland.  4  Wheat.  316.  4  L.  ed.  579, 
sanctions  this  view.     ...     If  our  system 
of  government  is  to  remain  as  the  wise  and 
good  men  fashioned  it,  a  strictly  federative 
system,  the  states  sovereign  overall  subjects 
within  their  proper  sphere  of  action,  as  the 
general  government  is  over  all  subjects  con- 
fided  to    it   by   the   Constitution,    then    no 
power  exists  in  the  Congress  to  declare  by 
law  what  shall  or  shall  not  be  evidence  in  k 
state   court,   and   what   domestic    contracts 
made  by  the  people  of  the  states,  in  virtue  of 
their  own   laws  and    having  no    connection 
with  the  Federal  government,  shall  be  valid 
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or  the  contrary.  The  general  government  is 
AS  powerless  in  this  regard  as  a  state  would 
be  which  should  attempt  to  interfere  with 
the  subjects  and  rights  exclusively  confided 
•to  the  general  government."  On  this  sub- 
ject, the  supreme  court  of  Mississippi,  in 
Davis  V.  Richardson,  45  Miss.  499,  7  Am. 
Rep.  732,  said  (action  upon  a  contract;  ob- 
jection to  admitting  the  written  contract 
AS  evidence  on  the  ground  that  the  revenue 
stamps  had  not  been  placed  thereon)  : 
"While  the  power  of  taxing  the  property,  oc- 
cupations, and  business  transactions,  includ- 
ing contracts  purely  local  and  domestic,  is 
asserted  and  sustained,  yet  it  does  not  draw 
with  it  as  an  incident  the  right  to  exceed 
the  taxing  power.  Congress  may  punish,  as 
it  proposes  to  do  in  the  Acts  of  1864,  and 
1866,  for  an  evasion,  and  failure  to  pay  the 
tax.  It  may  provide  stringent  means  of  col- 
lection by  sale  and  distress.  .  .  .  Under 
the  power  to  *levy  and  collect  taxes,'  all 
these  means  may  be  employed  as  incidental ; 
but  under  the  taxing  power  Congress  cannot 
intervene  in  the  states,  and  impose  new  con- 
ditions upon  the  alienations  and  conveyan- 
ces of  real  estate.  It  cannot  say  that  a  deed 
complete  and  perfect  according  to  the  local 
law  shall  not  be  evidence  in  the  state  court 
unless  it  conforms  to  a  requirement  not  ex- 
acted by  the  state,  but  prescribed  by  Con- 
fess." Knox  V.  Roaai  (Nev.)  48  L.  R.  A. 
305,  57  Pac.  179  (depositions  objected  tb  on 
the  ground  that  the  certificate  was  not 
stamped  according  to  the  provision  of  the 
revenue  act  of  1898)  :  Following  Carpenter 
V.  Snelling  [97  Mass.  452]  the  court  said 
(quoting  from  that  case)  :  "This  provision 
can  have  full  operation  and  effect  if  con- 
strued as  intended  to  apply  to  those  courts 
only  which  have  been  established  under  the 


Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  by 
acts  of  Congress,  over  which  the  Federal  leg- 
islature can  legitimately  exercise  control, 
and  to  which  they  can  properly  prescribe 
rules  regulating  the  course  of  justice  and  the 
mode  of  administering  justice.  We  are  not 
disposed  to  give  a  broader  interpretation  to 
the  statute.  We  entertain  grave  doubts 
whether  it  is  within  the  constitutional  au- 
thority of  Congress  to  enact  rules  regulating 
the  competency  of  evidence  on  the  trial  of 
cases  in  the  courts  of  the  several  states, 
which  shall  be  obligatory  upon  them." 
Bumpass  v.  Tag  gar  t,  26  Ark.  398,  7  Am.  Rep. 
G23  (suit  on  unstamped  note;  objected  to  on 
ground  of  noncompliance  with  the  statute)  : 
''Since,  then,  the  act  does  in  terms  prescribe 
such  rules  to  state  courts,  we  must  conclude 
that  the  provisions  of  the  act  were  only  in- 
tended to  apply  to  Federal  courts;  for  we 
cannot  by  implication  hold  that  the  intention 
of  Congress  was  to  invade  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  state  in  the  administration  of  justice 
between  her  citizens."  We  are  aware  that  a 
contrary  view  has  been  taken  of  this  subject 
by  other  courts  and  jurists  of  equal  emi- 
nence to  those  mentioned.  The  leading  case 
on  that  side  is  Ghartiers  d  R,  Tump.  Road 
Co.  V.  McNamara,  72  Pa.  278,  13  Am.  Rep. 
673.  Two  of  the  five  judges  (Chief  Justice 
Thompson  and  Mr.  Justice  Sharswood)  dis- 
sented from  the  majority,  expressly  basing 
their  dissent  on  the  ground  that  this  l^isla- 
tion  alters  a  rule  of  evidence  belonging  to 
the  state  courts.  Without  further  citation 
of  the  cases,  we  hold  there  was  no  error  in 
the  action  of  the  trial  judge  in  overruling 
the  exception  to  the  admissibility  of  the 
deeds  in  evidence. 

It  results  that  the  judgment  in  each  case 
is  affirmed. 


VERMONT   SUPREME   COURT. 


J.  C.  GRIFFITH,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  R.  C.  Saw- 
yer, Deceased, 

V. 

NEW   ENGLAND   TELEPHONE   &  TELE- 
GRAPH  COMPANY. 

(72  Vt.  441.) 

1.  A  telei>l&one  company  haTlnff  rea- 
sonable ft-ronnds  to  apprel&end  that 
liarhtnluflr  ^v^lU  lie  conducted  over  Its 
irlrea  into  a  house  where  it  maintains  an 
instrument  under  contract  with  a  subscriber, 
and  there  do  Injury  to  persons  or  property, 
must  exercise  due  care  in  selecting,  placing, 
and  maintaining,  in  connection  with  its 
wires  and  instruments,  such  known  and  ap- 
proved appliances  as  arc  reasonably  neces- 
sary to  guard  against  such  accidents. 

2.  In  ease  CTldence  tends  to  sho^r  that 


Note. — For  negligence  as  to  electric  wires  In 
or  on  buildings,  see,  in  this  series.  Griffin  v. 
United  Electric  Light  Co.  (Mass.)  32  L  R.  A. 
400,  and  note;  McLaughlin  v.  Louisville  Elec- 
tric Light  Co.  (Ky.)  34  L.  R.  A.  812;  and 
Brown  y.  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co. 
(Md.)  46  L.  R.  A.  745. 
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electricity  f^ont  llarhtninir  -vrhlch 
strack  a  telephone  pole  followed  a  wire 
into  a  house  and  jumped  to  the  body  of  a 
person  sitting  near  the  telephone  Instrument, 
killing  him,  it  is  for  the  Jury  to  find  what 
force  passed  over  the  wire,  and  whether  there 
were  known  and  approved  appliances  for  ar- 
resting, diverting,  and  controlling  such  force 
80  as  to  prevent  Injury,  and  whether  the 
company  was  negligent  in  not  providing  such 
appliances,  and  whether  the  deceased  came  to 
his  death  by  reason  of  such  neglect. 
3.  Upon  evidence  tendinfl:  to  sho-w  that 
there  wvlb  no  arronnd  connection 
"ivith  a  telephone  instrnment  from 
which  lightning  leaped  and  killed  a  person 
sitting  near,  and  that  the  plug  intended  for 
use  in  cutting  the  current  out  of  the  instru- 
ment could  not  be  Inserted  in  place,  It  Is  for 
the  Jury  to  say  whether  the  deceased  knew 
or  ought  to  have  known  that  the  instrument 
was  not  provided  with  proper  appliances  to 
guard  against  injurious  effects  from  light- 
ning, whether  a  prudent  man  would  have 
assumed  that  the  company  had  done  Its  duty 
and  omitted  to  investigate  for  himself,  and 
whether  he  knew  or  ought  to  have  known  of 
any  facts  that  would  have  warned  a  prudent 
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mnn  of  approaching  danger,  and  caused  him 
to  take  measures  for  his  safety  by  going 
away  from  the  Ticinlty  of  the  instrument. 

(September  19,  1900.)' 

EXCEPTIONS  by  defendant  to  rulings  of 
the  Rutland  County  Court  made  during 
the  trial  of  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  the  alleged  negligent  killing  of 
plaintiff's  intestate  which  resulted  in  a  ver- 
dict and  jud^nent  for  plaintiff.     Affirmed, 

The  facts  ore  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Hunton  ft  Stiokney  for  defend- 
ant. 

Messrs.  G.  E.  I<awreiice  and  Butler  s 

Moloney,  for  plaintiff: 

When  the  defendant  placed  in  the  house  of 
the  deceased  this  instrument  connected  with 
its  lines  and  wires,  which  had  a  tendency  to 
draw  or  conduct  there  the  lightning  from  the 
heavens,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to 
protect  the  deceased  from  dangers  therefrom 
by  attaching  thereto  the  well-known  devices 
for  that  purpose  then  in  use. 

The  defendant,  having  entirely  neglected 
its  duty  in  this  respect,  cannot  be  permitted 
to  combine  its  own  fault  with  the  action  of 
the  elements,  and  charge  to  the  act  of  God 
that  which  would  not  have  occurred  had  its 
duty  been  properly  discharged. 

Where  injury  is  caused  by  the  combined 
act  of  defendant's  neglect  and  some  other 
cause,  though  it  be  the  act  of  God,  the  de- 
fendant is  responsible. 

1  Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  H  39 ;  Jackson  v. 
Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  88  Wis.  243,  26  L.  R. 
A.  101,  60  N.  W.  430. 

The  question  of  negligence  is  of  fact  and 
for  the  jury,  where  there  is  room  for  differ- 
ence of  opinion  not  only  as  to  the  existence 
of  the  facts  from  which  it  is  proposed  to  in- 
fer negligence,  but  also  as  to  the  inferences 
which  may  fairly  be  drawn  from  conceded 

facts. 

If  the  issue  is  what  is  reasonably  safe,  or 
what  not  so,  the  question  is  emphatically 
one  for  the  jury. 

1  Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  54. 

Start,   J.,  delivered   the  opinion   of   the 

court : 

The  evidence  tended  to  show  that  the 
plaintiff's  intestate,  Dr.  Sawyer,  was  killed 
by  lightning  while  sitting  in  his  house,  un- 
der a  telephone  instrument  owned  by  the  de- 
fendant, and  by  the  defendant  there  placed, 
maintained,  and  connected  with  its  telephone 
line  and  instruments  under  a  contract  to  do 
so  for  a  stipulated  rent  to  be  paid  by  the  de- 
ceased. The  plaintiff  claims  that  the  light- 
ning came  to  and  entered  the  house  over  the 
defendant's  telephone  wire;  that  the  defend- 
ant was  negligent  in  that  it  did  not  provide 
and  maintain,  in  connection  with  its  wires 
and  instruments,  any  appliance  to  conduct 
the  lightning  to  the  ground,  or  out  of  the 
house,  without  injury  to  the  inmates  there- 
in; and  that  the  deceased  came  to  his  death 
by  reason  of  such  neglect.  It  appears  that 
telephone  wires  from  strokes  of  lightning, 
atmospheric  conditions,  and  by  coming  in 
contact  with  electric  light  and  trolley  wires, 
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may  become  charged  with  electricity  so  as  ta 
endanger  life  and  property.  And  the  evi- 
dence tended  to  show  that,  in  the  absence  of 
proper  appliances  and  ground  connection^, 
a  current  of  electricity  may  jump  from  a 
telephone  wire  dr  instrument.  In  view  of 
these  facts,  and  others  that  will  be  herein 
referred  to,  it  is  clear  that  the  business  of 
maintaining  and  operating  a  telephone  line 
is  one  that  requires  special  knowledge  and 
skill  in  the  construction,  inspection,  and  re- 
pair of  the  line  an4  instruments,  and  in  the 
use  of  known  and  approved  devices,  if  any 
there  be,  to  guard  against  harmful  effects  to 
persons  and  property  from  electricity  which 
may  be  conducted  over  the  line  and  into  the 
instruments;  and  the  defendant,  in  engag- 
ing in  the  business,  and  in  contracting  to 
place  and  maintain  its  instruments  in  con- 
nection with  its  wires  for  the  use  of  its  pa- 
trons in  dwellings  and  other  buildings,  in 
the  absence  of  stipulations  to  the  contrary,  is 
deemed  to  have  undertaken  to  possess  and 
exercise  such  knowledge  and  skill.  10  Am. 
&  "Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  872;  Brotcn  v. 
Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  90  Md.  400, 
48  L.  R.  A.  745,  45  Atl.  182;  McKay  v. 
Southern  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  Ill  Ala.  337,  31 
L.  R.  A.  589,  19  So.  695;  Chiffin  v.  United 
Electric  Light  Co.  164  Mass.  492,  32  L.,  R.  A. 
400,  41  N.  E.  675 ;  Perham  v.  Portland  Elec- 
tric Co.  33  Or.  451,  40  L.  R.  A.  799,  53  Pac. 
14,  24.  Having  undertaken  to  place  and 
maintain  the  ini^trument  in  the  house,  and 
connect  it  with  its  telephone  line  for  the  use 
of  the  deceased,  in  so  doing  it  was  under  a 
duty  to  exercise  the  care  of  a  prudent  man 
in  like  circumstances.  If,  while  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  such  care,  it  had  reasonable 
grounds  to  apprehend  that  lightning  would 
be  conducted  over  its  wires  to  and  into  the 
house,  and  there  do  injury  to  persons  or 
property,  and  there  were  known  and  ap- 
proved devices  for  arresting  or  dividing  such 
lightning  so  as  to  prevent  injury  therefrom 
to  the  house  or  persons  therein,  then  it  was 
the  defendant's  auty  to  exercise  due  care  in 
selecting,  placing,  and  maintainng,  in  con- 
nection with  its  wires  and  instruments,  such 
known  and  approved  appliances  as  were 
reasonably  necessary  to  guard  against  acci- 
dents that  might  fairly  be  expected  to  occur 
from  lightning  when  conducted  to  and  into 
the  house  over  its  telephone  wires.  The 
questions  reserved  for  consideration  are 
whether  the  evidence  tended  to  show  a  neg- 
lect of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
in  these  respects ;  and  whether  the  deceased, 
while  in  the  exercise  of  due  care  on  his  part, 
came  to  his  death  by  reason  of  such  neglect. 
The  evidence  tended  to  show  that  at  the 
time  Dr.  Saw\'er  was  killed  one  of  the  de- 
fendant's telephone  poles  was  struck  by 
lightning  at  a  point  about  one  quarter  of  a 
mile  northeast  of  Dr.  Sawyer's  house:  that 
the  lightning  seemed  to  spread  and  go  in  dif- 
ferent directions,  the  wires  being  lit  up,  and 
.seeming  to  be  all  ablaze:  that  this  pole  was 
split  in  two,  and  several  other  poles  in  the 
immediate  vicinity.,  and  in  the  direction  of 
Dr.  Sawyer's  house,  were  injured,  and  the 
wire  severed;  that  at  a  point  a  mile  and  a 
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half  beyond  Dr.  Sawyer's  house  the  wire  was 
wound  around  a  lead  pipe  that  was  found 
to  be  melted,  and  in  the  opposite  direction 
from  Dr.  Sawyer's  house,  at  Putnamsville, 
traces  of  electricity  were  found  upon  an  in- 
strument; that,  just  before  the  lightning 
struck  the  defendant's  telephone  line,  Dr. 
Sa^'yer  was  seen  sitting  in  his  house,  under 
the  telephone  instrument,  reading  from  a 
book;  that,  just  after,  his  hair  was  discov- 
ered on  fire,  and  red  lines  were  found  extend- 
ing down  his  neck,  chest,  and  side;  that 
traces  of  electricity  were  found  on  the  car- 
pet, paper,  and  floor  under  the  chair  in  which 
he  was  sitting;  that  these  were  the  only 
marks  to  indicate  that  lightning  had  entered 
the  house;  that  no  device,  as  a  safeguard  or 
protection  against  electrical  disturbances, 
was  attached  to  or  connected  with  the  instru- 
ment, except  on  top,  where  there  was  a  de- 
vice, consisting  of  two  metal  plates,  which, 
to  be  complete,  should  be  furnished  with  a 
wire  attached  to  one  of  the  plates  and  run- 
ning to  the  ground,  and  between  the  two 
pl'.ites  was  a  plug  intended  to  ''short  current 
the  two  plates  without  entering  the  bell  cell," 
but,  owing  to  a  defect  in  the  construction  of 
the  instrument,  the  plug  did  not  serve  the 
purpose  for  which  it  was  intended.  This 
testimony  tends  to  show  that  when  the  light- 
ning struck  the  defendant's  telephone  poles 
it  diffused,  and  went  to  earth  by  telephone 
poles  in  the  immediate  vicinity,  and  over  a 
wire  leading  to  Putnamsville,  and  in  an  op- 
posite direction  over  a  wire  to  Wheeler's; 
and  that  in  going  to  earth  by  way  of  Put- 
namsville a  part  of  the  current  passed  over 
the  wire  to  and  into  Dr.  Sawyer's  house.'  In 
the  absence  of  any  other  strokes  of  lightning 
at  that  time  in  the  vicinity,  and  of  any 
marks  al)Out  the  house  that  indicated  that 
lightning  had  entered  it  in  any  other  way, 
the  jury  could  properly  infer  from  the  facts 
which  the  evidence  tended  to  show,  that  the 
lightning  which  killed  Dr.  Sawyer  came  to 
and  entered  the  house  over  the  defendant's 
telephone  wire.  The  defendant  contends  that 
the  force  whiph  killed  Dr.  Sawyer  could  not 
have  been  controlled,  diverted,  or  interrupt- 
ed by  human  agency.  A  determination  of 
this  question  requires  a  consideration  of  the 
evidence.  As  we  have  seen,  the  evidence 
tended  to  show  that  the  lightning  struck  the 
defendant's  telephone  pole  a  quarter  of  a 
mile  from  Dr.  Sawyer's  house;  that  it  dif- 
fused, and  went  to  earth  by  several  different 
routes;  and  that  only  a  small  part  of  that 
force  went  to  Dr.  Sawyer's  house.  If  the 
jury  found  as  this  evidence  tended  to  show, 
then  they  were  not  called  upon  to  find 
whether  any  human  agency  can  control  the 
course  of  a  bolt  of  lightning  in  its  passage 
from  the  clouds  to  the  earth.  In  that  event 
they  were  <Jnly  required  to  find  whether  the 
course  of  such  part  of  a  bolt  of  the  lightning 
as  the  evidence  tended  to  show  went  to  Dr. 
Sawyer's  house  can  be  controlled  when  it  is 
upon  a  telephone  wire,  and  in  this  connec- 
tion the  question  was  whether  the  particular 
force  which  the  e^^-idence  tended  to  show 
passed  over  the  defendant's  telephone  line 
and  killed  Dr.  Sawyer  could,  by  proper 
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ground  connections,  and  by  the  use  of  known 
and  approved  appliances,  have  been  con- 
trolled or  diverted  so  as  to  have  prevented 
the  injury  therefrom.  It  appears  that  the 
telephone  wire  ran  along  on  Dr.  Sawyer's 
house  for  some  distance  before  entering  the 
house,  and  the  evidence  tended  to  show  that 
the  force  which  killed  Dr.  Sawyer  passed 
over  this  wire  into  the  house  without  injury 
to  the  wire  in  that  vicinity,  and  without  in- 
jury to  the  house.  There  were  no  marks  to 
indicate  that  lightning  had  entered  the 
house,  or  that  it  had  been  in  the  immediate 
vicinity,  except  the  marks  on  Dr.  Sawyer's 
body  and  slignt  marks  on^the  carpet,  paper, 
and  floor  under  the  chair  in  which  Dr.  Saw- 
yer was  sitting  at  the  time  of  his  death* 
There  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that 
lightning,  when  upon  a  telephone  wire,  will 
go  to  earth  on  the  first  ground  connection 
that  it  comes  to;  that  when  such  lightning 
as  entered  Dr.  Sawyer's  house,  and  there 
killed  him,  gets  upon  a  telephone  line,  and 
passes  over  the  wire  without  injury  to  the 
wire,  it  may  be  conducted  to  earth  by  known 
and  approved  appliances  for  that  purpose^ 
without  injury  to  persons  or  property;  and 
that,  if  the  defendant's  line  at  Dr.  Sawyer's 
house  had  been  protected  by  such  appliance 
and  had  been  properly  grounded,  the  force 
which  killed  him  would  have  gone  to  the 
earth  over  such  ground  connection,  instead 
of  jumping  from  the  line  and  passing  to 
earth  through  Dr.  Sawyer's  body.  In  this 
connection,  and  by  this  evidence,  issues  of 
fact  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury  were 
presented.  It  was  for  them  to  find  what 
force  passed  over  the  defendant's  telephone 
line  to  Dr.  Sawyer's  house,  and  there  killed 
him,  and  to  find  the  extent  of  that  force. 
When  the  jury  had  found  what  the  force  wa» 
and  its  extent,  it  was  for  them  to  say  wheth- 
er there  were  known  and  approved  appli- 
ances for  arresting,  diverting,  and  control- 
ling Buch  force  so  as  to  prevent  injury,  and 
whether  the  defendant  was  negligent  in  not 
providing  such  appliances,  and  whether  the 
deceased  came  to  his  death  by  reason  of  such 
neglect. 

Upon  the  question  of  contributory  negli- 
gence, the  evidence  was  not  so  decisive  one 
way  or  the  other  as  not  to  leave  a  reasona- 
ble doubt  or  room  for  opposing  inferences. 
As  we  have  seen,  the  character  of  the  busi- 
ness in  which  the  defendant  was  engaged,  and 
its  undertaking  to  maintain  an  instrument 
in  Dr.  Sawyer's  house  for  his  use,  were  such 
that  it  was  under  a  duty  to  exercise  the 
care  of  a  prudent  man  in  like  circumstances 
in  selecting,  placing,  and  maintaining,  in 
connection  with  its  wires  and  instruments, 
such  known  and  approved  appliances  and 
ground  connections  as  were  reasonably  nec- 
essary to  guard  against  accidents  from  light- 
ning striking  its  telephone  line  and  passing 
along  its  wires.  The  evidence  tended  to 
show  that  a  telephone  line,  by  the  use  of 
known  and  approved  appliances,  and  by  prop- 
er ground  connections,  may  be  so  constructed 
that  the  telephone  instruments  will  be  com- 
paratively safe ;  that  there  were  no  such  ap- 
pliances or  connections  at  or  near  Dr.  Saw- 
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yer's  house  that  were  intended,  in  their  then 
condition,  to  guard  against  accidents  from 
such  lightning  as  the  evidence  tended  to 
show  killed  Dr.  Sawyer;  that  there  was  a 
plug  with  the  instrument,  which  was  intend- 
•ed  to  be  inserted  betw^een  the  plates  on  the 
top  of  the  instrument  for  the  purpose  of  cut- 
ting the  current  of  electricity  out  of  the  in- 
strument; and  that  just  before  Dr.  Sawyer 
was  killed  his  daughter  placed  this  plug  be- 
tween the  plates,  but  there  was  no  grouud 
•connection,  and  the  hole  under  the  plates 
was  too  small  to  receive  the  plug,  and,  by 
reason  of  these  defects,  it  did  not  serve  the 
purpose  for  whicl^  it  was  intended.  There 
was  also  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the 
storm  came  on  w^ithout  much  warning.  One 
witness,  at  least,  testified,  "It  seemed  to 
come  up  sudden."  Upon  this  evidence  it 
was  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  deceased 
knew,  or  ought  to  have  known,  that  the  in- 
«tnimeut  was  not  provided  with  proper  ap- 
pliances and  ground  connection  to  guard 
against  injurious  effects  from  lightning 
when  conducted  to  his  house  over  the  defend- 
■ant's  telephone  line;  whether  a  prudent 
man,  in  like  circumstances,  w^ould  have  as- 
sumed that  the  defendant  had  done  its  duty 


in  these  respects,  and  omitted  to  inquire  or 
investigate  for  himself;  whether  the  de- 
ceased knew,  or  ought  to  have  known,  ikit 
a  storm  was  approaching;  and  whether  h? 
knew,  or  ought  to  have  luiown,  of  any  fact« 
that  would  have  warned  a  prudent  roan  li 
like  circumstances  of  approaching  danger, 
and  caused  him  to  take  measures  for  his  safe- 
ty by  going  to  some  other  place,  or  doinz 
something  that  was  omitted  by  the  dec-^iHN... 
The  facts,  circumstances,  and  surroundirurs 
which  the  evidence  tended  to  show  were  frQi-I. 
that  fair-minded  men  might  reasonably  draw 
different  conclusions,  and  were  such,  whjr. 
considered  in  the  light  of  the  common  an-l 
extensive  use  of  telephones,  and  the  inannfr 
and  place  of  using  them,  that  a  fair-iuind^i 
man  might  reasonably  say  that  the  deceasoc, 
at  the  time  he  came  to  his  death,  was  intent- 
ly reading  in  his  library,  wholly  unconscious 
of  the  danger  to  which  he  was  exposed:  and 
that  in  this  he  was  doing  as  a  prudent  mao. 
under  like  circumstances,  would  be  very  like- 
ly to  do.  The  question  of  whether  the  de- 
ceased was  in  the  exercise  of  due  care  wi» 
for  the  jury. 
Judgment  a/firmed. 
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Anna  S.  GRIFFEX,  Admx.,  etc.,  of  Walter 
n.  Griffen,  Deceased,  Respt., 

r. 
William  DeForest  MANICE,  Appt. 

(166  N.  Y.  188.) 

1.  Hegrllarenee  on  the  part  of  tlie  otth- 
er  of  a  paataenarer  elevator  may  be  in- 
ferred frum  the  falling  from  their  trame 
of  the  cotintei'balance  weights,  followed  by 
the  fail  of  the  elevator  and  the  craslilag  of 
the  weights  through  its  roof,  resulting  in  in- 
jury to  a  person  who  was  a  passenger  there- 
on by  the  implied  invitation  of  the  owner. 

S.  Reasonable,  and  not  the  ntmoat, 
care  an  to  the  safety  of  the  machin- 
ery and  applinnceii  by  Tvhich  a 
paaaengrer  elevator  Im  ntoved,  is  the 
measure   of   duty   which    its   owner   owes   to 

.     persons  using  it  by  his  Implied  invitation. 

S,  A  contract  betiveen  the  o^'uer  of  a 
bntldinK*  and  a  corporation  renting 
offlcea  therein,  that  "the  landlord  shall 
not  be  responsible  for  any  loss  or  injury 
arising  from  or  during  the  use  or  operation 
of  the  elevator."  does  not  apply  in  case  of 
injury  to  an  officer  of  the  corporation  who 
was  injured  while  using  the  elevator  under 
the  general  invitation  to  persons  having 
business  in  the  building,  although  he  at- 
tested the  contract,  and  was  therefore  aware 
of  its  contents. 

(Bartlett  and  Martin,  JJ.,  diiseni.^ 
(March  12,  1901.) 


APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Su- 
preme Court.  First  Department,  affirming  a 
judgment  of  a  Trial  Term  for  New  Y«»ric 
County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  acti*^ 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  penH>naI  in- 
juries resulting  in  death  alleged  to  hare 
been  caused  by  defendant's  negligence.  Ut- 
versed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  David  B.  Hill  and  Joka  E. 
Parson,  with  Messrs.  Hnrry  A  IH&ttoa, 
for  appellant: 

When  an  appliance  or  machine  not  ob- 
viously dangerous  has  been  in  daily  use  for 
a  long  time,  and  has  uniformly  proved  ade- 
quate, safe,  and  convenient,  its  use  may  be 
continued  without  tha  imputation  of 'im- 
prudence or  carelessness. 

Stringham  v.  Hilton^  111  X.  Y.  188,  9%h 
nom.  Stringham  v.  Stevmrt,  1  L.  R.  A.  4S3. 
18  N.  E.  870;  Zieman  v.  Kieckhefcr  EUva- 
tor  Mfg.  Co.  DO  Wis.  503,  63  N.  W.  1051 : 
Lafjlin  v.  Buffalo  d  S.  W.  R.  Co.  106  X.  Y. 
136,  60  Am.  Rep.  433,  12  X.  E.  599;  Ifoc-i 
v.  Third  Ave.  R.  Co.  13  Misc.  315,  34  N.  Y. 
Supp.  698;  Dobbins  v.  Brotcn,  119  N.  Y.  ISS. 
23  N.  E.  537;  Loftus  v.  Union  Ferry  C<#. 
84  N.  Y.  455,  38  Am.  Rep.  533;  Egatt  r. 
Berkshire  Apartment  Asso,  16  Dalv,  213, 
10  X.  Y.  Supp.  116;  Burke  v.  Withcrhcf.  9S 
X.  Y.  562;  Dougan  v.  Champlain  Trattsp. 
Co.  .56  X.  Y.  1 ;  Turnier  v.  Lathers,  36  X.  Y. 


Note. — As  to  the  care  required  in  the  opera- 1 
tion  of   pa8sen;^er  elevators,   and   liability   for 
Injury    to   passengers,   see   Mitchell   v.   Marlcer 
62  L.  R.  A. 


(C.  C.  App.  6th  C.)  25  L.  R.  A-  33.  and  note: 
and  also  Springer  v.  Ford  (111.)  post,  930:  Gib- 
son V.  Internationai  Trust  Co.  (Mass.)  potf,  9^ 
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^.  B.  821,  13  N.  Y.  Supp.  500;  Davidson  v. 
Ihiridson,  4G  Minn.  117,  48  N.  W.  560. 

While  it  was  the  defendant's  duty  to  pro- 
vide a  safe  and  suitable  car,  appliances,  and 
other  machinery  for  the  operation  of  its 
<*levator  and  for  the  accommodation  of  its 
passengers,  and  to  exercise  strict  diligence 
in  that  respect,  still  the  law  did  not  impose 
upon  the  defendant  the  duty  of  providing 
for  their  absolute  safety,  so  that  they 
<?ould  encounter  no  possible  danger  or  meet 
M'ith  no  casualty  in  the  use  of  the  appli- 
Ancos  provided. 

Mrdrrll  v.  Buffalo  Office  Bldg.  Co.  153  N. 
Y.  271,  47  N.  E.  305;  Shearra.  &  Redf.  Xeg. 
§  50:  Touaey  v.  Roberts,  114  N.  Y.  312,  21 
X.  E.  31)9;  Mitchell  v.  Marker,  25  L.  R.  A. 
33,  10  C.  C.  A.  306,  22  U.  S.  App.  325,  62 
Fed.  139;  Treadicell  v.  Whittier,  80  Cal. 
574.  5  L.  R.  A.  498,  22  Pac.  206;  Flynn  v. 
<yentral  R.  Co.  142  N.  Y.  443,  37  N.  E.  614; 
Biddiscomb  v.  Cameron,  35  App.  Div.  563, 
55  X.  V.  Supp.  127,  Aff'd  without  opinion 
in  161  X.  Y.  637,  57  N.  E.  1104;  Loftus  v. 
Union  Ferry  Co.  84  X.  Y.  4.>5,  38  Am.  Rep. 
533:  iihatiuck  v.  Rand,  142  Mass.  83,  7  X. 
E.  43:  Western  U.  Tcleg.  Co.  v.  Woods,  88 
111.  App.  375;  Field  v.  French,  80  111.  App. 
78. 

The  rule  res  ipsa  loquitur  was  not  appli- 
"Oable  in  this  case,  because  no  contractual  re- 
lation existed  between  the  parties. 

Coftulich  V.  Standard  Oil  Co.  122  N.  Y. 
118,  25  X.  E.  259;  Thomas,  Xeg.  p.  574; 
Alay  V.  Berlin  Iron  Bridge  Co.  43  App.  Div. 
572,  00  X.  E.  550. 

The  rule  res  ipsa  loquitur  was  not  appli- 
cable to  this  case  because  it  could  not  be 
said  that  the  accident  was  one  which,  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  things,  would  not  have 
happened  if  the  required  degree  of  care  had 
been  exercised. 

Shearm.  &  Redf.  Xeg.  S  59;  Seybolt  v. 
A^cir  York,  L,  E.  d  W.  R.  Co.  95  X.  Y.  502, 
47  Am.  Rep.  75;  Scott  v.  London  d  8t.  K. 
Docks  Co.  3  Hurjst.  &  C.  596;  5  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc  Law,  2d  ed.  n.  629. 

In  the  cases  wnere  the  rule  res  ipsa  has 
been  applied,  this  peculiar  nature  of  the  ac- 
cident upon  which  the  rule  rests  has  been 
within  the  common  knowledge  and  experi- 
ence of  ordinary  men. 

Mxillm  v.  St.  John,  57  X.  Y.  567,  15  Am. 
Kep.  .130;  Byrne  v.  Boadlc.  2  Hurlst.  &  C. 
722:  Hogan  v.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  149  X.  Y. 
23,  43  X.  E.  403:  Volkmar  v.  Manhattan  R. 
Co.  134  X.  Y.  421,  31  X.  E.  870;  Stewart  v. 
Ferguson,  164  X.  Y.  553,  58  X.  E.  662; 
Briggs  v.  OUver,  4  Hurlst.  &  C.  403. 

If  from  the  record  any  inference  can  be 
drawn  attributing  knowledge  to  the  defend- 
ant of  the  existence  of  a  dangerous  condi- 
tion, a  like  inference  must  be  drawn  as  to 
plaintiflf's  intestate. 

Dobbins  v.  Broivn,  119  X.  Y.  195,  23  X.  E. 
537;  Hart  v.  Xaumburg,  123  X.  Y.  041,  25 
N.  E.  385;  Xeumeister  v.  Eqgers,  29  App. 
TAv.  385,  51  X.  Y.  Supp.  481:  Wiwiroirski 
V.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  124  X.  Y.  425, 
26  X.  E.  1023:  Borden  v.  Delaware,  L.  d  W. 
B.  Co.  J  31  X.  Y.  671,  30  X.  E.  586. 
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Messrs.  Mnrphy,  JAojd,  A  Boyd,  for 

respondent : 

Mr.  Griffen's  signature  was  affixed  to  the 
lease  only  in  his  capacity  as  a  witness.  lie 
was  not  a  party  to  the  lease  or  the  release 
contained  in  it. 

Freshfield  y.  Reed,  9  Mees.  &  W.  404;  3 
Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  274,  note. 

Even,  however,  were  the  deceased  not  act- 
ing as  attesting  witness,  but  signing  on  be- 
half of  the  company,  he  would  not  be  per- 
sonally bound. 

Clark,  Corp.  p.  521 ;  I  Parsons,  Contr.  6th 
ed.  p.  67 ;  Blair  v.  Erie  R,  Co.  66  X.  Y.  313, 
23  Am.  Rep.  55 ;  Brewer  v.  New  York,  L.  E. 
d  W.  R.  Co.  124  X.  Y.  59,  11  L.  R.  A.  483, 
26  X.  E.  324;  Kenney  v.  New  York  0.  d  H, 
R.  R.  Co.  125  X.  Y.  422,  26  X.  E.  626. 

Where  an  accident  happens  which,  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  business,  would  not  hap- 
pen if  the  required  degree  of  care  was  ob- 
served, the  presumption  is  that  such  care 
was  wanting. 

6  Am.  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  629;  Sey- 
bolt v.  New  York,  L.  E.  d  W.  R.  Co.  95  X.  Y. 
562,  47  Am.  Rep.  75;  Edgerton  v.  New  York 
d  H.  R.  Co.  39  X.  Y.  227 ;  Kaiser  v.  Latimer, 
40  App.  Div.  149,  57  X.  Y.  Supp.  833 ;  Kis- 
trr  V.  Manhattan  R.  Cot  40  App.  Div.  441, 
58  X.  Y.  Supp.  132. 

Defendant  made  no  attempt  to  explain 
the  cause  of  the  accident,  or  to  show  any 
fact  whatever  which  would  relieve  him  from 
liabilitv,  and  familiar  as  he  was  bound  to  be 
(in  person  or  through  his  engineer)  with 
the  construction  of  the  machinery,  and  being 
chargeable  with  knowledge  of  the  condition 
of  the  appliances,  he  has  made  no  attempt 
to  overcome  the  presumption  of  negligence 
raised  against  him  by  the  manner  of  the  ac- 
cident. 

O'Flaherty  v.  Nassau  Electric  R.  Co.  34 
App.  Div.  74,  64  X.  Y.  Supp.  90;  Clarke  v. 
Nassau  Electric  R.  Co.  9  App.  Div.  54,  41  X. 
Y.  Supp.  78;  Bridges  v.  North  London  R.  Co. 
L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  377. 

When  the  thing  causing  the  injury  is 
shown  to  be  under  the  control  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  the  accident  is  such  as  in  the  or- 
dinary course  of  business  does  not  happen 
if  reasonable  care  is  used,  it  does,  in  ab- 
sence of  explanation  by  the  defendant,  af- 
ford sufficient  evidence  that  the  accident 
arose  from  want  of  care  on  its  part. 

Breen  v.  New  York  C.  d  H.  R.  R.  Co.  109 
X.  Y.  297,  16  X.  E.  60;  Seybolt  v.  New  York, 
L.  E.  d  W.  R.  Co.  95  X.  Y.  502,  47  Am.  Rep. 
75;  Mullen  v.  St.  John,  57  X.  Y.  507.  15  Am. 
Rep.  530;  Bynie  v.  Boadle,  2  Hurlst.  &  C. 
722 ;  Kearney  v.  London,  B.  d  S.  C.  R.  Co, 
h.  R.  6  Q.  B.  759;  Scott  v.  London  d  St.  K. 
Docks  Co.  3  Hurlst.  &  C.  596. 

The  presumption  does  not  arise  from  the 
cause  of  the  injury  itself,  but  it  may  arise 
from  the  cause  of  the  injury  or  from  other 
circumstances  attending  it. 

Holbrook  v.  Utica  d  8.  R.  Co.  12  X.  Y. 
243,  64  Am.  Dec.  502;  Thomp.  Xeg.  p.  1228; 
Wharton,  Xeg.  If  421. 

Where  the  defendant  owes  the  plaintiff  a 
duty,   in  order   to   recover   for   an   alleged 
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breach  of  this  duty,  plaintiff  must  prove 
first,  the  duty  itself,  and  second,  its  viola- 
tion. It  is  not  always  necessary,  however, 
to  bring  forward  the  positive  proof  of  the 
violation  of  duty.  If  the  duty  consists  in 
exercising  a  high  degree  of  care  to  prevent 
injury  to  the  plainti^,  and  if,  in  the  exercise 
of  that  care  the  accident  could  not  have  oc- 
curred; if,  furthermore,  the  means  of  show- 
ing an  absence  of  such  care  are  not  available 
to  the  plaintiff,  while  the  facts  which  would 
rebut  the  presumption  of  negligence,  if  any, 
are  known  to  the  defendant, — the  law  will 
then  permit  the  plaintiff  to  rest  his  case  up- 
on the  presumption  of  negligence,  which 
arises  from  his  proof  and  in  the  words  of 
the  maxim  res  ipsa  loquitur, 

Kearney  v.  London,  B.  d  8.  C  R.  Co,  L. 
R.  6  Q  B.  759;  Lyons  v.  Rosenthal,  11  Hun, 
46;  Christie  v.  Griggs,  2  Campb.  79;  Ware 
v.  Oay,  11  Pick.  106;  Western  Transp.  Co, 
V.  Doicner,  11  Wall.  129,  20  L.  ed.  160; 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co,  v.  MacKinney,  124  Pa. 
462,  2  L.  11.  A.  820,  17  Atl.  14:  Curtis  v. 
Rochester  d  8,  R,  Co,  18  N.  Y.  534,  75  Am. 
Dec.  258. 

It  was  not  error  for  the  court  to  charge 
that,  as  to  the  machinery  and  appliances  by 
which  the  elvator  was  moved  and  controlled, 
the  defendant  was  bound  to  use  the  highest 
degree  of  care  and  diligence. 

McGrell  v.  Buffalo  Office  Bldg.  Co.  153  N. 
Y.  265,  47  N.  K.  305;  Savage  v.  Joseph  H. 
Bauland  Co,  42  App.  Div.  285,  68  X.  Y. 
Supp.  1014:  Krey  v.  Schlussner,  42  N.  Y.  S. 
R.  017,  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  695;  Hartford  Depos- 
it Co,  V.  8olitt,  172  111.  222,  50  N.  E.  178; 
Obcrndorfer  v.  Pabst,  100  Wis.  505,  76  N. 
W.  338. 

A  tenant  in  an  office  building  has  the 
right,  in  using  an  elevator,  to  rely  upon  it 
being  in  perfect  condition. 

Touscy  V.  Roberts,  114  N.  Y.  316,  21  X.  E. 
399:  Peil  v.  Reinhart  127  N.  Y.  381,  12  L. 
R.  A.  843,  27  N.  E.  1077. 

Cnllen,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  the  death  of  plaintiff's  intestate, 
alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  the  defend- 
ant's negligence.  On  December  6,  1898,  the 
defendant  was  the  owner  and  in  possession 
of  an  office  building  in  the  city  of  New  York 
in  which  there  was  maintained  and  operated 
an  elevator  for  carrying  passengers  to  and 
from  the  several  floors.  The  deceased  was 
the  secretary  of  the  United  States  Fire  In- 
surance Company,  which  had  leased  offices 
in  the  basement,  and  also  in  the  seventh  and 
eighth  stories.  Oa  the  day  in  question,  af- 
ter having  attended  a  meeting  of  the  direct- 
ors of  the  company,  held  on  the  eighth  story, 
he  took  the  elevator  to  return  to  the  base- 
ment. The  eWdence  tends  to  show  that  the 
elevator  car  descended  w4th  unusual  rapidi- 
ty, and  instead  of  stopping  at  the  base- 
ment, which  was  the  lowest  floor,  passed  be- 
yond until  it  struck  the  bumpers  at  the  bot- 
tom of  the  shaft  with  such  force  as  to  re- 
bound about  18  inches,  and  throw  some  of 
the  occupants  of  the  elevator  down.  Al- 
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most  immediately  thereafter  the  coanterbal- 
ance  weights,  which  move  in  a  reverse  direc- 
tion to  that  of  the  car,  and  consist  of  pieces  of 
iron, each  from  40  to  60  pounds  in  weight,  fell 
down  the  shaft,  breaking  through  the  top 
of  the  "elevator  car.  One  of  them  struck 
the  plaintiff's  intestate  on  the  head,  killing 
him  instantly.  The  plaintiff  recovered  a 
verdict  at  the  trial  term,  and  the  judgment 
entered  thereon  was  unanimously  affirmed 
by  the  appellate  division.  By  leave  of  the 
appellate  division,  an  appeal  has  been  taken 
to  this  court. 

As  the  decision  below  w^as  unanimous,  the 
exception  to  the  denial  of  the  defendant's 
motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint  at  the  clo^ 
of  the  evidence,  and  the  question  of  the  suf- 
ficiency of  the  evidence  to  support  the  verdict, 
cannot  be  argued  in  this  court  (Const,  art. 
6,  §  9 ) ,  and  our  review  of  the  case  must  be 
confined  to  the  correctness  of  the  trial  court 
in  its  rulings  on  the  admission  of  eWdence 
and  its  charge  to  the  jury.  We  shall  limit 
our  discussion  to  the  consideration  of  the 
three  most  important  objections  urged  by 
the  appellant  against  the  recovery. 

The  trial  court,  over  the  appellant's  ex- 
ception,  charged   to   the   jury:     '"There   is 
another  rule  which  the  plaintiff  asks  me  to 
call  to  your  attention,  and  I  am  goin|^  to 
call  to  your  attention  the  rule  that  where 
an  accident  happens  which,  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  business,  would  not  happen  if  the 
required  degree  of  care  was  observed,   the 
presumption  is  that  such  care  was  wanting ; 
and  if  you  find  in  this  case  that  this  acci- 
dent was  one  which,  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  business,  would  not  have  happened  if  the 
required  degree  of  care  was  observed,  you 
have  a  right  to  presume  that  such  care  was 
wanting."     It  is  insisted  for  the  appellant 
that   this    instruction    was    erroneous,    and 
that  the  jury  was  not  authorized   in  this 
ease    to   infer   the    existence    of    negligence 
from  the  accident  alone.     Primarily,   it   is 
argued    that    the    principle    which    usually 
passes  under  the  name  of  res  ipsa  loquitur 
applies  only  to  cases  where  the  relation  be- 
tween the  parties  is  the  contractual  one  of 
carrier  or  bailee,  or  in  whi<»h  the  party  in- 
jured  has   been    injured   while   on    a   pub- 
lic   highway.     While    there    are    some    ex- 
pressions    to     be      found     in      text-books 
and      decisions      which      seem      to      sup- 
port this  claim,  in  my  judgment  it  is  un- 
founded, and  the  application  of  the  princi- 
ple depends  on  the  circumstances  and  char- 
acter of  the  occurrence,  and  not  on  the  re- 
lation between  the  parties,  except  indirect- 
ly, BO  far  as  that  relation  defines  the  meas- 
ure   of    duty    imposed    on    the    defendant. 
Writing  of  res  ipsa  loquitur,  it  is  said  in 
Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  §  59:     ''It  is  not  that, 
in  any  case,  negligence  can  be  assumed  from 
the  mere  fact  of  an  accident  and  an  injury; 
but  in  these  cases  the  surrounding  circum- 
stances, which  are  necessarily  brought  into 
view  by  showing  how  the  accident  occurred, 
contain,    without    further    proof,    sufficient 
evidence  of  the  defendant's  duty  and  of  his 
neglect  to  perform  it.     The  fact  of  the  casu- 
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4ilty  and  the  attendant  circumstances  ma^ 
themselves  furnish  all  the  proof  of  negli- 
gence that   the   injured   person  is   able  to 
offer    or    that    it    is    necessary    to    offer." 
I    think    a    single    illustration    will    show 
the  correctness  of  the  view  of  the  learned 
authors,   that   it   is    not    the   injury,   but 
the   manner   and  circumstances  of  the   in- 
jury,  that  justify  the  application   of   the 
maxim  and  the  inference  of  negligence.     If 
a  passenger  in  a  car  is  injured  by  striking 
the  seat  in  front  of  him,  that,  of  itself,  au- 
thorizes no  inference  of  negligence.     If  it  be 
shown,  however,  that  he   was   precipitated 
-against  the  seat  by  reason  of  the  train  com- 
ing in  collision  with  another  train,  or  in 
-consequence  of  the  car  being  derailed,  the 
presumption  of  negligence  arises.    The  res, 
therefore,    includes   the    attending   circum- 
stances, and,  so  defined,  the  application  of 
the  rule  presents  principally  the  question  of 
the  sufficiency  of  circumstantial  evidence  to 
establish,  or  to  justify  the  jury  in  inferring, 
the  existence  of  the  traversable  or  princi- 
pal fact  in  issue,  the  defendant's  negligence. 
The  maxim  is  also  in  part  based  lOn  the  con- 
sideration that,  where  the  management  and 
<;ontrol  of  the  thing  which  has  produced  the 
injury  is  exclusively  vested  in  the  defendant, 
it  is  within  his  power  to  produce  evidence 
of  the  actual  cause  that  produced  the  acci- 
dent, which  the  plaintiff  is  unable  to  pre- 
sent.    Neither  of  these  rules — that  a  fact 
may  be  proved  by  circumstantial  evidence 
as  well  as  by  direct,  and  that  where  the  de- 
fendant has  knowledge  of  a  fact  but  slight 
evidence  is  requisite  to  shift  on  him  the  bur- 
den of  explanation — is  confined  to  any  par- 
ticular class  of  cases^  but  they  are  general 
rules  of  evidence  applicable  wherever  issues 
of  fact  are  to  be  determined  either  in  civil 
or  criminal  actions.     In  a  prosecution  for 
selling  liquor  without  license,  it  is  sufficient 
for  the  people  to  show  the  sale,  leaving  the 
defendant  to  show  his  license,  if  he  has  one. 
Potter  V.  DeyOf  19  Wend.  361.     Hecent  pos- 
session of  stolen  goods  warrants  the  infer- 
ence that  the  possessor  is  the  thief,  both  be- 
■cause    experience    shows    that    usually    the 
party    so   in   possession   is   the   thief,   and 
because    the    knowledge    of    how    he    came 
into    possession    of    the    goods    is    gener- 
ally   exclusively    his    own.     In    Breen    v. 
2Veu?  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  109  N.  Y.  297, 
16  X.  E.  60,  it  is  said:     "There  must  be  rea- 
sonable evidence  of  negligence ;  but  when  the 
thing  causing  the  injury  ih  shown  to  be  un- 
der the  control  of  a  defendant,  and  the  ac- 
cident is  such  as,  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
business,  does  not  happen  if  reasonable  care 
is  used,  it  does,  in  the  absence  of  explana- 
tion by  the  defendant,  afford  sufficient  evi- 
dence that  the  accident  arose  from  want  of 
care  on  its  part."    I  can  see  no  reason  why 
the  rule  thus  declared  is  not  applicable  to 
all  cases,  or  why  the  probative  force  of  the 
eWdence  depends  on  the  relation  of  the  par- 
ties.    Of  course,  the  relation  of  the  parties 
may    determine    the    fact    to    be    proved, 
whether  it  be  the  want  of  the  highest  care 
or  only  want  of  ordinary  care;  and,  doubt- 
lens,  circumstantial  evidence,  like  direct  evi- 
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dence,  may  be  insufficient  as  a  matter  of  law 
to   establish    the    want    of    ordinary   care, 
though  sufficient   to  prove  absence   of  the 
highest  degree  of  diligence.    But  the  ques- 
tion in  every  case  is  the  same,  whether  the 
circumstances    surrounding   the   occurrence 
are  such  as  to  justify  the  jury  in  inferring 
the  fact  in  issue.     In  Mullen  v.  8t.  John, 
57  N.  Y.  667,  16  Am.  Rep.  530,  it  was  held 
that  the  falling  of  an  adjacent  building  into 
the  street,  whereby  the  plaintiff,  traveling 
on  the  street,  was  injured,  was  prima  facie 
evidence  of  negligence.     In  Piehl  v.  Albany 
R.  Co.  30  App.  Div.  166,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  755, 
Affirmed  in  162  N.  Y.  617,  67  N.  E.  1122,  a 
fly  wheel  was  disrupted,  and  a  portion  of  it 
cast  across  the  street  into  a  saloon,  killing 
the  plaintiff's  intestate.     It  was  held  that 
the  mere  bursting  of  the  fly  wheel  was  not 
sufficient  to  warrant  an  inference  of  negli- 
gence.   These  two  cases  proceeded   on   the 
differing  views  that  this  court  took  as  to  the 
nature  of  the  respective  accident^  not  on 
the  situation  of  the  parties.    I  think  it  may 
be  safely,  said  that  we  would  not  have  held 
the  defendant  liable  in  the  latter  case  had 
Piehl  been  killed  in  the  street,  or,  in  the 
earlier  case,  the  defendant  exempt,  had  the 
plaintiff  been  injured  while  in  a  neighbor- 
ing building.    To  put  it  tersely,  the  court 
thought  that,  in  the  absence  of  tempest  or 
external  violence,  a  building  does  not  or- 
dinarily fall  without  negligence;   while   it 
also  thought  that  the  disruption  of  a  fly 
wheel  proceeds  so  often  from  causes  which 
science    has    been    unable    to    discover,    or 
against  which  art  cannot  guard,  that  negli- 
gence cannot  be  inferred  from  the  occur- 
rence alone.    Authority  is  not  wanting  on 
the  point.     In  Green  v.  Banta,  16  Jones  & 
S.  15G,  a  workman  was  injured  by  the  break- 
ing down  of  a  scaffold.     In  a  suit  against 
his  master  the  court  charged:     "The  fact 
that  the  scaffold  gave  way  is  some  evidence 
— it  is  what  might  be  called  prima  facie  evi- 
dence— of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  person 
or  persons  who  were  bound  to  provide  a  safe 
and  proper  scaffold."     This  charge  was  held 
correct  by  the  general  term  of  the  superior 
court  of  the  city  of  New  York,  and  the  deci- 
sion affirmed  by  this  court.    97  N.  Y.  627. 
In  Mulcairns  v.  Janeaville,  67  Wis.  24,  29 
N.  W.  565,  the  fall  of  a  wall  was  held  pre- 
sumptive evidence  of  negligence  in  a  suit 
by  a  servant  against  his  master.     In  Smith 
V.  Boston  Gaslight  Co.  129  Mass.  318,  it  was 
held  that  the  escape  of  gas  from  the  pipes 
of  a  gas  company  was  prima  facie  evidence 
of  negligence.     In  that  case  there  seem  to 
have  been  no  contractual  relations  whatever 
between  the  parties.     In  Peck  v.  Kew  York 
C.  d  H.  R.  R.  Co.  165  N.  Y.  347,  59  N.  E. 
206,  which  was  an  action  for  injury  to  plain- 
tiff's property  by  fire,  it  was  said:     "But, 
while  it  was  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to 
affirmatively    establish    negligence    on    the 
part  of  the  defendant,  either  in  the  condi- 
tion or  in  the  operation  of  its  engine,  for 
which  the  mere  occurrence  of  the  fire  was 
not  sufficient,  it  was  not  necessary  that  he 
should  prove  either  the  specific  defect  in  the 
engine  or  the  particular  act  of  misconduct 
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in  its  management  or  operation  constitut- 
ing the  negligence  causing  the  injury  com- 
plained of.  It  was  sufficient  if  the  plaintiff 
proved  facts  and  circumstances  from  which 
the  jury  might  fairly  infer  that  the  engine 
was  either  defective  in  its  condition  or  neg- 
ligently operated."  This  is  the  principle 
which  underlies  the  maxim  of  res  ipsa  lo- 
quitur. When  the  facts  and  circumstances 
from  which  the  jury  is  asked  to  infer  negli- 
gence are  those  Immediately  attendant  on 
the  occurrence,  we  speak  of  it  as  a  case  of 
res  ipsa  loquitur;  when  not  immediately 
connected  with  the  occurrence,  then  it  is  an 
ordinary  case  of  circumstantial  evidence. 
In  Benedick  v.  Potts,  88  Md.  52,  41  L.  R.  A. 
478,  40  Atl.  1067,  it  is  said:  "In  no  instance 
can  the  bare  fact  that  an  injury  has  hap- 
pened, of  itself  and  divorced  from  all  the 
surrounding  circumstances,  justify  the  in- 
ference that  the  injury  was  caused  by  neg- 
ligence. It  is  true  that  direct  proof  of  neg- 
ligence is  not  necessary.  Like  any  other 
fact,  negligence  may  be  established  by  the 
proof  of  circumstances  from  which  its  ex- 
istence may  be  inferred.  .  .  .  This 
phrase  [res  ipsa  loquitur],  which  literally 
translated,  means  that  'the  thing  speaks  for 
itself,'  is  merely  a  short  way  of  saying  that 
the  circumstances  attendant  upon  an  acci- 
dent are  themselves  of  such  a  character  as 
to  justify  a  jury  in  inferring  negligence  as 
the  cause  of  that  accident." 

Returning  now  to  the  case  before  us,  it  ap- 
pears that  the  deceased  was  present  by  the 
implied  invitation  of  the  defendant,  ex- 
tended to  him  and  all  others  who  might 
have  lawful  business  on  the  premises,  to  use 
the  elevator  as  a  means  of  proceeding  from 
one  story  to  another.  The  defendant,  there- 
fore, owed  the  plaintiff  the  duty  of  using  at 
least  reasonable  care  in  seeing  that  the 
premises  were  safe.  The  death  of  the  plain- 
tiff's intestate  was  caused  by  the  fall  of  the 
counterbalance  weights.  These  weights 
were  held  in  a  frame,  to  which  was  attached 
a  rope  or  cable  passing  around  a  drum.  The 
wights  fell  down  from  the  frame,  and  the 
rope  was  thrown  off  the  drum.  That  no 
such  accident  could  ordinarily  have  oc- 
curred, had  the  elevator  machinery  been  in 
proper  condition  and  properly  operated, 
seems  to  me  very  plain.  The  court  was  there- 
fore justified  in  permitting  the  jury  to  infer 
negligence  from  the  accident;  construing 
as  I  do,  the  term  "accident"  to  include,  not 
only  the  injury,  but  the  attendant  circum- 
stances. ' 

The  next  exception  of  the  appellant  re- 
lates to  the  degree  of  care  which  the 
learned  trial  court  instructed  the  jury  the 
defendant  was  bound  to  exercise.  Tlie  court 
charged:  "As  to  the  machinery  and  appli- 
ances by  which  an  elevator  is  moved  and 
controlled  in  its  ascent  and  descent,  an  own- 
er is  bound  to  use  the  utmost  care  as  to  any 
defect  which  would  be  liable  to  occasion 
great  danger  or  loss  of  life,  and  he  is  in  that 
respect  subject  to  the  same  rule  that  ap- 
plies to  a  railroad  company  in  regard  to  its 
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I  roadbed,  engine,  and  other  similar  machin- 
ery.     Now,    the    rule    that    is    applicable 
to    a    railroad    company,    as    to    it««    road- 
bed,    engine,      and     machinery,      is      that 
they     are     bound     to     exercise      the     ut- 
most   care    and     diligence,    and     are     lia- 
ble for  the  slightest  neglect  against  whieti 
human  prudence  and  foresight  might    have 
guarded."     This  instruction  is  sustained  by 
the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  Cali- 
fornia in  Trcadtcell  v.  Whittier,  80  Cal.  574, 
5  L.  R.  A.  498,  22  Pac.  266.     In  MoQrell  y, 
Buffalo  Office  Bldg,  Co.  153  N.  Y.   265,  47 
N.   £.  305,  the  que:5tion  was  discussed  by 
counsel,  but  not  passed  upon  by  the  court  ia 
its  disposition  of  the  case.     In  determining 
the  correctness  of  the  rule  of  liability  laid 
down  by  the  trial  court,  the  relation  of  the 
parties,  which  I  think  not  controlling  on  the 
application  of  the  maxim  Res  ipsa  loquitur, 
is  of  lital  importance.    Doubtless   no  dis- 
tinction   can    be    drawn    between     vertical 
transportation    and    horizontal    transporta- 
tion, or  transportation  along  the  surface  of 
the  earth.     If  the  relationship  between  the 
parties  and  the  character  of  the  carrier  are 
the  same  in  both  cases,  there  is  no   reason 
why  the  same  measure  of  diligence  should 
not  be  exacted  in  one  case  as  in  the  other. 
But  the  defendant  was  not  a  common  car- 
rier, and  received  no  compensation,  at  least 
directly,  for  carrying  persona  from  one  floor 
to  another.     The  right  of  any  person  to  be 
carried  in  the  elevator  was  based  on  the  im- 
plied invitation  to  enter,  which  the  defend- 
ant, as  owner  of  the  property,  is  deemed  to 
have  extended  to  all  who  might  have  busi- 
ness on  the  premises.     To  such  persons  the 
law  imposed  upon  tile  occupant   or   owner 
the  duty  of  seeing  that  the  premises  wer^ 
in  a  reasonably   safe  condition  for    access 
and   entering.     2   Shearm.  &  Redf.   Neg.  $ 
704;  Beck  v.  Carter,  68  N.  Y.  283,  23  Am. 
Rep.   175.     But  "the  measure  of   his   duty 
was  reasonable  prudence  and  care."     Lark- 
in  V.  O'^'eill,  119  N.  Y.  221,  23  N.  E.  363; 
Hart  V.  Grennell,  122  N.  Y.  371,  25  X.  E. 
354.     If  the  charge  of  the  trial  court  la  to- 
be  sustained,  we  must  hold  that  the  main- 
tenance and  operation  of  an  elevator  form 
an  exception    to    the    general  standard    of 
care  imposed  by  the  law   upon   the   owners 
and  occupants  of  real  property.     We  see  no 
reason    for    making    this     exception.     The 
operation  of  an  elevator,  no  doubt,  involves 
danger,  and,  if  accident  occurs,  it  may  re- 
sult in  most    serious    consequences.     It    U 
not,  however,  the  only  dangerous  appliance 
used  in  modem  buildings.  The  boiler  which 
furnishes     steam     heat,     the     condiictorc 
through  which  electric  light   is  furnished, 
mav  at  times  be  the  cause  of  serious  acci- 
dents.    An  open  hatchway  is  equally  dan- 
gerous.    Yet  it  has  never   been    attempted 
to  impose  upon  the  owner  of  a  building  any 
greater  responsibility  as  to  these  matters 
than  that  of  exercising  reasonable  care,  it 
is  very   probable   that,  in   the   advance   of 
mechanical  arts,  many  new  appliances  will 
be  introduced  into  buildings  which  will  in- 
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volve  danger.     It  seems    to    mo   impractic- 
able to  distinguish  as  to  the  measure  of  the 
owner's  duty  between  these  appliances,  and 
that  such  an  attempt  would  involve  great 
confusion  in  the  law.     I  do  not  wish  to  be 
misunderstood.     In  the  exercise  of  the  same 
degree  of  care,  different  degrees  of  precau- 
tion   may   be   necessary.    The   same   man, 
with  equal  prudence,  will  leave  an  article  of 
furniture  unguarded  in  his  house,  and  care- 
fully secrete  or  lock  up  jewelry  or  money. 
So,  the  more  dangerous  an  appliance  may 
be,  the  more  attention  may  be  requisite.  If 
the  fair  purport  of  the  charge  of  the  court 
was  only  that  the  care  should  be  commen- 
surate with  the  danger,  it  might  not  be  ob- 
jectionable.   The  charge,  however,  goes  far 
beyond  this.    The  utmost  human  care  and 
foresight    would    require    the   owner    of    a 
building  to  use  the   most  modern   and   im- 
proved form  of  elevator,  the  latest  success- 
ful mechanical  device,  and  the  most  skilful 
operators.     Such  is  the  rule  in  the  opera- 
tion of  railroads,   and  this  degree  of  dili- 
gence may  well   be   required   where,  for   a 
consideration,  there  is  a  contract  to  carry 
safely.     But    common     knowledge    informs 
us  that  such  a  rule  would  be  xmreasonable, 
applied  to  elevators  in  ordinary  buildings. 
There  ar^  elevators,  not  only  in  great  office 
buildings    and    hotels,  but    also    in    small 
buildings,  and  even  in  many  private  houses. 
Where  there  is  little  traffic,  the  duty  of  op- 
erating the  elevator  is  at  times  imposed  on 
an  employee  or  servant  with  other  work  to 
perform.    To  require  in  all  these  cases  (and 
I  do  not  see  how  it  is  possible  to  distinguish 
between  them  on  the  law)   the  same  meas- 
ure of  duty  that  is  imposed  on  a  railroad 
company  or  common  carrier  would  be  going 
too  far.     I  think  sufficient  security  is  af- 
forded the  public  when  owners  or  occupants 
of  a  building  are  required  to  use  reason- 
able care  in  the  character  of  the  appliance 
they  provide,  and   in   its   maintenance  and 
operation.    The  stairways  are  always  open 
to  those  who  deem  this  degree  of  diligence 
inadequate  for  their  protection.  The  charge 
of  the  learned  trial  court  was  therefore  er- 
roneous. 

Though  what  has  been  said  disposes  of 
the  case,  another  question  is  presented  to 
us,  which,  as  it  will  arise  on  a  new  trial, 
we  think  proper  to  decide.  By^the  written 
lease  between  the  defendant  and  the  insur- 
ance company  it  is  provided  that  "the  land- 
lord shall  not  be  responsible  for  any  loss  or 
injury  arising  from  or  during  the  use  or  op- 
eration of  the  elevator  or  the  carelessness 
or  n^ligence  of  any  person."  The  appel- 
lant contends  that  by  this  provision  he  is 
exempt  from  any  liability  for  the  injuries 
to  the  plaintiff's  intestate.  The  lease 
was  attested  by  the  deceased,  as  secretary 
of  the  company,  in  accordance  with 
its  by-laws.  It  must  be  presumed,  there- 
fore, that  he  was  aware  of  its  contents 
and  assented  to  its  terms,  if  those 
terms  affected  him.  But  the  lease  does  not 
purport  to  apply  to  the  personal  rghts  of 
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the  officers  or  employees  of  the  lessee. 
Opinion  (Allen,  J.)  Blair  v.  EHe  R.  Co.  66 
N.  Y.  313,  23  Am.  Rep.  55.  There  is  this 
marked  distinction  between  the  present  case 
and  those  in  which  the  carrier  has  sought 
to  be  relieved  from  liability  to  a  servant  in- 
jured on  a  train,  by  virtue  of  the  terms  of 
some  agreement  with  the  employer,  exempt- 
ing the  carrier  from  liability.  In  those 
cases  the  right  of  the  employee  to  be  on  the 
train  at  all  emanated  from  the  contract 
made  with  his  employer.  Not  so  here.  The 
right  of  the  deceased  to  transportation  in 
the  elevator  was  based  on  the  general  in- 
vitation of  the  defendant  to  persons  having 
business  to  transact  in  the  building.  The 
fact  that  he  was  in  the  employ  of  the  ten- 
ant did  not  limit  his  rights. 

The  other  exceptions  argued  by  the  learn- 
ed counsel  for  the  appellant  relate  to  rul- 
ings that  may  not  occur  upon  a  new  trial, 
and  therefore  do  not  require  our  notice. 

For  the  error  in  the  charge  alrea(fy  stated, 
the  judgment  should  he  reversed,  and  a 
new  trial  granted;  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

Vanm  and  Werner,  JJ.,  concur. 

Gray,  J.,  concurring: 

I  concur  with  Judge  Cullen's  opinion,  in 
so  far  as  it  holds  that  the  judgment  should 
be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  had  for  the  er- 
ror committed  by  the  trial  court  in  instruct* 
ing  the  jury  as  to  the  degree  of  care  which 
the  defendant  was  bound  to  exercise.  I 
have  grave  doubts  whether  this  is  a  case  for 
the  application  of  the  rule  res  ipsa  loquitur y 
which  has  never  been  applied  to  this  class, 
of  cases.  As  it  is  unnecessary  to  our  de^ 
cision  that  the  question  of  the  application 
of  the  rule  should  be  passed  upon,  I  think  it 
is  wiser  policy  to  reserve  it  for  a  future- 
occasion. 

Parker,  Qki.  J.,  concurs. 

Bartlett,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  agree  with  Judge  Cullen  that  the  court 
was  justified  in  pernutting  the  jury  to  infer 
negligence  from  the  accident.  I  also  agree 
that  the  lease  has  no  effect  on  plaintiff's 
right  to  recover.  I  dissent  from  that  por- 
tion of  the  prevailing  opinion  which  holds 
the  charge  of  the  trial  judge  erroneous  which 
instructed  the  jury  that,  as  to  the  ma- 
chinery by  which  an  elevator  is  moved  and 
controlled,  the  owner  is  bound  to  exercise 
the  utmost  care  and  diligence,  and  is  liable 
for  the  slightest  neglect  against  which 
human  prudence  and  foresight  might  have 
guarded.  In  these  days  of  lofty  buildings 
and  the  annual  transportation  of  millions 
of  passengers  in  elevators  by  interested 
owners,  who  could  not  otherwise  rent  their 
property,  public  policy  requires  them  to  ex- 
ercise the  same  degree  of  care  as  is  imposed 
on  common  carriers. 

Martin,  J.,  concurs. 
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Charles  E.  GIBSON 

V, 

INTERNATIONAL  TRUST  COMPANY. 
il77  Mass.  100.) 

1.  The  startlniir  of  an  elevator  by  tlie 
conductor  i^vhile  a  passenger  Is  In  the 
act  of  fitepplniir  ont  of  It  will  not  ren- 
der the  proprietor  liable  for  the  resulting 
injury  to  the  passenger  If  this  was  done  by 
an  involuntary  act  of  the  conductor  In  grasp- 
ing the  mechanism  to  keep  himself  from 
falling  as  he  attempted  to  sit  down,  but  found 
that  his  chair  was  gone  from  its  place. 

2.  The  removal  of  the  chair'  of  an 
elevator  conductor  from  its  place  by 
a  Janitor  who  had  no  control  of  the  ele- 
vator, but  was  merely  riding  In  it  while  go- 
ing from  one  part  of  the  building  to  an- 
other, Is  not  an  act  within  the  scope  of  his 
employment  so  as  to  render  the  proprietor 
liable  for  an  injury  to  a  passenger  caused  by 
the  Involuntary  starting  of  the  elevator  by 
the  conductor  as  he  grasped  the  mechanism 
to  save  himself  from  falling  as  he  attempted 
to  sit  down  and  found  bis  chair  gone. 

3.  The  doctrine  of  re«  ipsa  loaaltar 
has  no  application  where  all  the  facts  and 
circumstances  appear  in  evidence. 

(October  19,  1900.) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  defendant  to  rulings  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Suffolk  County 
made  during  the  trial  of  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  for 
which  defendant  was  alleged  to  have  been  re-, 
sponsible,  which  resulted  in  a  verdict  in 
plaintiff's  favor.     Sustained, 

The  facts  are  stated  In  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Robert  M.  Morse,  Jolm  Low- 
ell, and  John.  Dnfl,  for  defendant: 

The  accident  happened  on  account  of  the 
act  of  Bagley  in  moving  the  stool  back  from 
its  usual  position.  There  was  no  negligence 
in  80  moving  the  stool.  The  place  where  it 
was  left  after  being  moved  was  in  every  way 
as  suitable  a  place  as  the  other.  The  action 
of  Hersey  in  grabbing  the  lever  was  purely 
involuntary. 

The  injury  which  happened  was  the  re- 
sult of  an  occurrence  for  which  nobody  was 
to  blame.     It  was  a  mere  accident. 

Browii  V.  Feudally  6  Cush.  292 ;  Brown  v. 
Collins,  53  N.  H.  442,  16  Am.  Rep.  372; 
Holmes  v.  Mather,  L.  R.  10  Exch.  261 ;  Stan- 
ley V.  Fowcll  [1891]  1  Q.  B.  86. 

Bagley,  in  moving  the  stool,  did  not  act 
as  the  servant  or  agent  of  the  defendant. 

Watson  v.  A'eic  York  Central  Sleeping  Car 
Co.  139  Mass.  556,  2  N.  E.  101 ;  Broicn  v. 
Jarvis  Engineering  Co.  166  Mass.  75,  32  L. 
R.  A.  605,  43  N.  E.  1118;  Bowler  v.  O'Gon- 

Note. — As  to  liability  for  Injury  to  elevator 
passenger,  see  note  to  Mitchell  v.  Marker  (C. 
C.  App.  6th  C.)  25  L.  U.  A.  33 ;  also  the  cases 
of  Beehler  v.  Daniels,  C.  &  Co.  (R.  I.)  27  L. 
R.  A.  512;  Malloy  v.  New  York  Real  Estate 
Asso.  (N.  Y.)  41  L.  R.  A.  487 ;  Griffen  v.  Manice 
(N.  Y.)  ante,  922,  and  Springer  v.  Ford  (111.) 
post,  930. 
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nelU  162  ]VI*as.  319,  27  L.  R.  A.  173,  38  N.  E. 
498;  Smith  v.  Spitz,  156  Mass.  319,  31  X.  IL 
5. 

Messrs.  Whipple,  Sears,  *  Offdea,  for 

plaintiff : 

When  an  elevator  is  brought  to  a  stop  at 
the  floor  of  a  building  and  the  door  opened, 
a  passenger  is  justified  in  going  ahead  at 
once  without  further  delay. 

Tousey  v.  Roberts,  114  N.  Y.  312,  21  X.  E. 
399;  Mitchell  v.  Keenc,  87  Hun,  266,  33  X. 
Y.  Supp.  1045. 

Th^  defendant  corporation,  in  transport- 
ing passengers  from  the  first  floor  of  it* 
building  to  the  top  floor  and  return  by  tb-? 
powerfS  and  dangerous  agencies  of  steam  or 
hydraulic  power,  was  bound  to  use  the  high- 
est possible  care  consistent  with  the  under- 
taking. 

Oherndorfer  v.  Pahst,  100  Wis.  505,  76  X. 
W.  338;  Hartford  Deposit  Co,  v.  Solliit,  172 
111.  222,  50  N.  E.  178. 

Those  w^ho  operate  public  elevators  are 
carriers  of  passengers,  and  are  subject  to  the 
same  rules  of  law  which  are  applicable  to 
carriers  of  passengers  by  other  forms  of  con- 
veyance. 

Mitchell  V.  Marker,  25  L.  R.  A.  33,  10  C, 
C.  A.  30G,  22  U.  S.  App.  325,  62  Fed.  130; 
Trcadwell  v.  WhitHer,  80  Cal.  574,  5  L.  R.  A. 
498,  22  Pac.  266;  Southern  Bldg.  rf  L.  Asso. 
V.  Lawson,  97  Tenn.  367,  37  S.  W.  86 ;  AV«- 
tucky  Hotel  Co.  v.  Camp,  97  Ky.  424,  30  S. 
W.  1010 ;  Lee  v.  George  Knapp  i  Co.  55  Mo. 
App.  390. 

Even  if  the  fall  of  the  elevator  was  unex- 
plained the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  re- 
cover. 

Franklin  Printing  d  Puh.  Co.  v.  Behrenf, 
80  Til.  App.  313. 

Lathrop,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  plaintiff  was  injured  while  riding  in 
an  elevator  car  in  the  defendant's  building. 
The  ground  upon  which  the  plaintiff  seeks 
to  recover  is  that,  after  the  elevator  car  had 
stopped  at  the  first  floor  to  enable  the  plain- 
tiff to  alight,  the  defendant  so  carelessly  and 
negligently  operated  and  controlled  the  oar 
that,  while  the  plaintriff  was  about  to  step 
from  the  car  onto  said  floor,  the  car  sud- 
denly started  downwards,  bearing  the  plain- 
tiff along  with  it,  and  one  of  the  plaintiff*> 
legs  was  drawn  between  the  shaft  and  thp 
car,  and  was  injured.  The  plaintiff  testified 
that  the  elevator  appeared  to  be  of  modprn 
design  and  in  first-class  condition,  and  that 
Hersey,  the  person  who  ran  the  elevator,  was 
an  ordinarily  bright  and  intelligent  younjr 
man,  rather  above  the  average  in  that  re- 
spect; that  there  had  been  a  movable  stool 
in  the  elevator  for  some  time,  and  that  he 
understood  it  was  there  to  enable  the  eleva- 
tor boy  or  attendant  to  sit  down;  that  the 
elevator  was  operated  by  a  lever,  which, 
when  it  was  drawn  towards  the  operator,  a* 
he  usually  stood,  moved  the  elevator  down- 
ward ;  that  w^hen  it  was  pushed  from  him  it 
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«tarted  the  elevator  upward;  and  that  when 
it  was  right  in  the  middle  it  stopped  the 
«levator,  and  it  was  so  arranged  that  it 
locked  there  if  the  operator's  hand  was  re- 
moved from  the  handle.  There  were  in  the 
elevator  at  the  time  of  the  accident  four  per- 
sons. The  plaintiff  was  nearest  the  door. 
Behind  him  was  a  friend  of  his.  On  the 
further  side  of  the  elevator  was  Hersey,  who 
ran  the  elevator,  and  behind  him  was  the 
janitor  of  the  building,  one  Bagley.  The 
plaintiff  further  testified  that  he  saw  Hersey 
push  the  lever  to  stop  the  car,  and  open  the 
door;  that  at  the  same  time  he  saw  Bagley 
take  hold  of  the  stool,  and  move  it  back  to- 
M'ards  the  corner;  that  he  moved  it  a  few 
inches  back;  that  Hersey  was  standing  with 
his  back  to  Bagley,  and  the  stool  was  be- 
tween them;  that,  so  far  as  he  could  judge, 
Hersey  did  not  know  that  the  stool  had  been 
moved  when  he  attempted  to  sit  down,  after 
i^topping  the  elevator  and  opening  the  door; 
thixt  llersey's  left  hand  was  on  the  lever, 
when  he  was  forced  back,  by  losing  his  sup- 
port behind,  or  his  seat ;  and  that  he  had  his 
hand  on  the  lever,  and  that  carried  the  lever* 
with  him.  Lowe  testified  that  as  soon  as 
the  elevator  boy  opened  the  door  he  undertook 
to  9it  down,  and  missed  his  seat;  that  the 
stool  and  the  boy  went  together;  that  he 
threw  up  his  arms  to  catch  himself,  but 
caught  the  apparatus  that  moved  the  eleva- 
tor, and  all  went  down  a  certain  distance. 
Hersey,  who  was  called  for  the  defendant, 
testified  that  when  he  reached  the  first  floor 
he  stopped  the  car,  and  went  to  open  the 
door,  and  then  went  to  sit  down,  the  same  as 
he  had  been  in  the  habit  of  doing ;  that,  the 
stool  having  been  removed,  he  lost  his  bal- 
ance, and  as  he  fell  back  he  grasped  the 
lever,  which  was  the  only  resort  he  had.  He 
further  described  the  handle  of  the  lever  as 
having  a  supplementary  handle  underneath, 
which,  when  taken  hold  of,  would  raise  the 
piece  of  steel  out  of  the  slot,  and  would  al- 
low the  car  to  be  moved;  that  when  the  car 
reached  the  first  floor  he  put  the  piece  of 
steel  in  the  slot;  and  that  when  he  fell  he 
muat  have  seized  the  handle  from  under- 
neath, and  released  the  steel. 

Whether  we  take  the  evidence  of  the  plain- 
tiff's witnesses  alone,  or  in  connection  with 
that  of  Hersey,  we  are  of  opinion  that  there 
is  no  evidence  of  negligence  on  the  part  of 
Hersey,  aud  that  the  request  for  an  instruc- 
tion to  this  effect  should  have  been  granted. 
The  only  ground  upon  which  the  plaintiff  re- 
lies to  show  negligence  on  the  part  of  Her- 
sey is  that  he  did  not  look  behind  him  before 
attempting  to  sit  down.  But  he  did  not 
know  that  the  stool  had  been  moved,  and  had 
no  reason  to  suppose  that  this  was  the  case. 
He  attempted  to  sit  down  in  the  customary 
way,  and  lost  his  balance,  and  clutched  for 
something  to  support  him.  His  action  was 
entirely  an  involuntary  one.  To  say  that, 
under  such  circumstances,  there  was  evidence 
of  his  negligence  would  be  going  too  far. 

We  are  of  opinion,  also,  that  the  jury 
should  have  been  instructed,  as  requested,  that 
there  was  no  evidence  that  Bagley  was,  at 
the  time  of  the  accident,  employed  in  the  op- 
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eration  of  the  elevator.  '  The  evidence  was 
that  he  was  the  janitor  of  the  building;  that 
he  had  gone  to  the  eighth  floor  for  some 
tools,  and  was  returning,  as  a  passenger  on 
the  elevator,  when  the  accident  happened. 
Bagley,  in  moving  the  stool,  did  not  act  as 
the  servant  or  agent  of  the  defendant,  and 
the  defendant  is  not  liable  for  his  act  in 
moving  the  stool,  if  it  were  negligent  in  him 
to  move  it.  There  is  nothing  in  tiie  evidence 
to  show  that  he  was  exercising  any  control 
over  the  running  of  the  elevator,  or  that  he 
was  at  the  time  of  the  accident  doing  any- 
thing more  than  riding  as  a  passenger.  The 
moving  of  the  stool  cannot  be  considered  as 
an  act  within  the  scope  of  his  employment  at 
that  time.  Walton  v.  New  York  Central 
Sleeping  Car  Go.  139  Mass.  55C,  2  N.  E.  101 ; 
Smith  v.  Spitz,  166  Mass.  319,  31  X.  E.  6; 
Bowler  v.  O'Connell,  162  Mass.  319,  27  L.  R. 
A.  173,  38  N.  E.  498;  DHacoll  v.  Scanlon, 
165  Mass.  348,  43  N.  E.  100;  Brown  v.  Jar- 
vis  EnginecHng  Co.  166  Mass.  75,  32  L.  R.  A. 
605,  43  X.  E.  1118. 

The  plaintiff  seeks  to  avail  himself  of  the 
doctrine  of  res  ipsa  loquitur;  but  we  are  of 
opinion  that  that  doctrine  has  no  application 
where  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  appear 
in  evidence.  The  same  is  true  of  the  plain- 
tiff's contention  that  the  duty  which  the  de- 
fendant owed  him  was  that  of  a  common 
carrier  of  passengers.  It  may  be  doubted 
whether  this  question  is  open,  as  it  was  not 
raised  in  the  court  below  (see  Marlett  v. 
Jackman,  3  Allen,  287,  297),  and  the  case 
was  tried  on  the  issue  of  due  care  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff  and  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  which  were  the  issues  raised 
by  the  pleadings.  The  object  of  this  conten- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  is  to  avail 
himself  of  the  rule  that,  if  an  accident  hap- 
pens to  a  person  when  carried  by  a  common 
carrier,  this,  under  some  circumstances, 
makes  a  prima  facie  ca?e.  But  we  do  not 
understand  that  this  changes  the  burden  of 
proof,  or  renders  it  less  the  duty  of  the  court 
to  take  the  case  from  the  jury,  when,  on  all 
the  evidence,  no  negligence  appears. 

It  is  a  general  rule  in  this  commonwealth 
that  the  making  of  a  prima  facie  case  does 
not  change  the  burden  of  proof.  Powers  v. 
Russell,  13  Pick.  69,  76;  Delano  v.  Bartlett, 
6  Cush.  364,  366;  Central  Bridge  Corp.  v. 
Butler,  2  Gray.  130;  yichols  v.  Munsel,  115 
Mass.  oG7;  Willett  v.  Rich,  142  Mass.  356, 
56  Am.  Rep.  084,  7  X.  E.  776;  Broult  v.  Han- 
son, 158  Mass.  17,  32  X.  E.  900. 

The  question  whether  a  peison  or  corpora- 
tion running  an  elevator  is  a  common  car- 
rier, or  has  the  responsibilities  of  One,  is  one 
upon  which  there  is  a  conflict  of  authorities. 
See  in  favor  of  the  proposition,  Mitchell  v. 
Marker,  25  L.  R.  A.  33,  10  C.  C.  A.  306,  22 
U.  S.  App.  325,  62  Fed.  139;  Treadwell  v. 
Whittier,  80  Cal.  574,  5  L.  R.  A.  498,  22  Pac. 
260;  Kentucky  Hotel  Co.  v.  Camp,  97  Kv. 
424,  30  S.  W.  1010:  Ooodsell  v.  Taylor,  41 
Minn.  207,  4  L.  R.  A.  673,  42  X.  W.873.  In 
other  states,  such  cases  are  tried  upon  the 
issues  of  due  care  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant.    Lcc   V.  George   Knapp  d    Co.  55    Mo. 
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App.  390:  McGrell-Y.  Buffalo  Office  Bldg.  Co. 
153  N.  Y.  266,  47  X.  E.  306.  In  the  last  case 
it  was  held  l^at  the  case  should  have  been 
taken  from  the  juiy  because  there  was  no  evi- 
dence of  the  defendant's  negligence.  In  this 
commonwealth,  while  the  question  has  not 
been  discussed,  Shattuck  v.  Rand,  142 
Mass.  83,  7  N.  E.  43,  was  tried  and  decided 
on  the  issues  applicable  to  ordinary  cases 
of  negligence.     We  do  not  think  it  is  neces- 


sary to  consider  the  question  in  the  present 
case;  for,  if  the  defendant  was  liable  as  a 
carrier  of  passengers,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
the  requests  for  instructions  which  we  have 
already  considered  should  have  been  granted. 
This  view  of  the  case  renders  it  unnecessary 
to  consider  the  other  exceptions  of  the  de- 
fendant. 
Exceptions  sustained. 
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Warren  SPRINGER,  Appt., 

V. 

Samuel  FORD. 
(189  III.  430.) 

1.  The  operators  of  passenarer  ele- 
Tatora  upon  the  grounds  of  public  policy 
are  required  to  exercise  the  highest  degree 
of  cere  aud  diligence  In  and  about  the  opera- 
tion of  such  elevators  to  prevent  injury  to 
passengers  being  carried  thereon. 

2.  'When  a  pasaengrer  on  an  elevator  !• 
Injured  by  reason  of  the  giving  way  of 
some  portion  of  the  machinery  or  appliances 
by  which  the  elevator  is  operated,  the  pre- 
sumption of  negligence  arises  from  such 
breaking  unexplained. 

3.  The  liability  of  the  oivner  of  a 
freigrht  eleT^ator  to  a  passenger  lawfully 
and  rightfully  upon  It  is  measured  by  the 
same  rules  applicable  to  owners  of  passenger 
elevators. 

4.  The  proprietor  of  an  elevator  run 
for  the  nae  of  the  tenants  of  an  office 
building  is  a  carrier  of  passengers  for  hire, 
the  compensation  being  the  rental  paid  by 
the  tenants* 

6.  An  action  by  one  injured  by  the  fall 
of  an  ele-vator  on  which  he  was  a  passen- 
ger cannot  be  taken  from  the  Jury  where 
there  is  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the 
elevator  fell,  and  that  plaintiff  was  right- 
fully a  passenger  thereon  and  was  seriously 
injured  by  the  fall. 

O.  A  provision  In  a  lease  that  the 
landlord  shall  not  *<be  liable  for  any 
damages  occasioned  by  failure  to  keep  the 
elevator  in  repair'*  is  not  binding  on  the 
tenant's  employees. 

7.  In  an  action  for  injuries  to  a  ten- 
ant's employee  by  the  fall  of  a  freight 
elevator,  evidence  is  admissible  of  a  custom 
of  employees  to  accompany  freight  being 
elevated  or  lowered  on  the  elevator  while  the 
elevator  is  In  charge  of  the  owner's  agent, 
as«  tending  to  show  that  the  employee  was 
rightfully  upon  the  elevator. 

(February  20,  1901.) 

NOTB. — On  the  subject  of  liability  for  injury 
to  elevator  passenger,  see  preceding  case  of 
Gibson  V.  International  Trust  Co.  and  footnote 
thereto. 

For  presumption  of  negligence  from  occur- 
rence of  accident  to  passenger,  see  note  to 
Barnowski  v.  Helson  (Mich.)  15  L.  R.  A.  33; 
also  other  cases  in  this  series  as  follows : 
Thomas  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  15 
L.  R.  A.  416;  Hawkins  v.  Front  Street  Cable  R. 
Co.  (Wash.)  16  L.  R.  A.  808 ;  Spellman  v. 
Lincoln  Rapid  Transit  Co.  (Neb.)  20  L.  R.  A. 
316;    Fredericks  v.   Northern  C.   R.   Co.    (Pa.) 
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APP£AL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Appellate  Courts  First  Diatrict^ 
affirming  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court 
for  Cook  Coimty  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  as 
action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  inju- 
ries caused  by  the  fall  of  an  elevator  on 
which  plaintiff  was  a  passenger.    Affirmed. 

The  lacta  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  W.  If.  Gemmill  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Crewa  Sc  Crewa,  for  appellee: 
^  The  proprietor  of  an  elevator  owes  to 
those  who  are  required  to  use  it  the  duty  of 
maintaining  safe  machinery,  and  of  adopt- 
ing and  using  such  appliances  for  their 
safety  as  are  practicable. 

Bums  V.  Bennett,  99  Cal.  363,  33  Pac  916; 
McGonigle  v.  Kane,  20  Colo.  292,  38  Pac. 
367;  Fairhank  Canning  Co.  v.  Innes,  24  111. 
App.  35;  Lavigne  v.  Letoiston  MUls  Co. 
(Me.)  10  Atl.  «2;  Oherf elder  v.  DoroMt,  2« 
Neb.  118,  41  N.  W.  1094;  Kern  v.  Do  Castro 
d  D.  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  125  N.  Y.  50,  25  N.  E. 
1071 ;  Boess  v.  Clausen  d  P.  Brewing  Co.  12 
App.  Div.  366,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  848 ;  Corcoran 
V.  Holhrook,  69  N.  Y.  517,  17  Am.  Rep.  369; 
McKinnie  v.  Kilgallon  (Pa.)  11  Atl.  614; 
Strawhridge  v.  Bradford,  128  Pa.  200,  19 
Atl.  364;  The  Oriental  v.  Barclay,  16  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  193,  41  S.  W.  117 ;  Thompson  v. 
Johnston  Bros.  Co.  86  Wis.  576,  57  X.  W, 
298. 

Whether  or  not  he  has  been  guilty  of  neg- 
ligence in  the  performance  of  that  duty,  is  a 
question  of  fact  to  be  determined  by  the 
jury. 

Fairbank  Canning  Co.  v.  InneSj  24  111. 
App.  35;  Goggin  v.  D.  M.  Oshome  d  Co.  115 
Cal.  437,  47  Pac  248;  McKinnie  v.  Kilgal- 
lon (Pa.)  11  Atl.  G14;  McGregor  v.  Rcid  d 
Co.  178  111.  404,  53  N.  E.  323. 

The  general  rule  fixes  the  liability  for  in- 
juries received  by  a  person  resulting  from 
the  negligent  operation  of  an  elevator  on  the 
one  who  undertakes  its  maintenance  and  op- 
eration. 

22  L.  R.  A.  306 :  Fleming  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  ft 
St.  L.  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  22  L.  R.  A.  851:  Carrico 
V.  West  Virginia  C.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (W.  Va.)  24  L. 
R.  A.  50;  Budd  v.  United  Carriage  Co.  (Or.)  27 
L.  R.  A.  279 ;  Donovan  v.  Hartford  Street  R. 
Co.  (Conn.)  29  L.  R.  A.  297;  Baltimore  ft  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Swann  (Md.)  31  L.  R.  A.  318;  Mc- 
Afee V.  Huidekoper  (D.  C.)  34  L.  R.  A.  720 :  Och 
V.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  36  L.  R.  A. 
442:  Keator  v.  Scranton  Traction  Co.  (Pa.)  44 
L  R.  A.  646;  Benedick  v.  Potts  (Md.»  41  L. 
R.  A.  478 ;  and  Whalen  v.  Consolidated  Traction 
Co.   (N.  J.)   41  L.  R.  A.  836. 
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10  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  967; 
Tvedt  V.  Wheeler,  70  Minn.  161,  72  N.  W. 
1062.  and  authorities  cited  under  par.  1, 
supra. 

Plaintijff  was  not  bound  to  show  actual  no- 
tice to  the  defendant  of  the  particular  de- 
fect which  caused  the  accident.  Construc- 
tive notice  was  sufficient. 

Falkenau  v.  Ahrahamsorif  66  111.  App.  352; 
Delcmey  v.  EiltofXy  18  Jones  k  S.  341 ;  Malone 
V.  Hawlcy,  46  Cal.  409;  Bier  v.  Standard 
Mfg.  Co.  130  Pa.  446,  18  Atl.  637;  Lorentz 
V.  Rohiiisoiiy  61  Md.  64;  Hackett  v.  Middle- 
sex Mfg.  Co.  101  Mass.  101 ;  Wciden  v.  Brush 
Electric  Light  Co.  73  Mich.  268,  41  N.  W. 
269;  ^foran  v.  Racine  Wagon  Co.  74  Hun, 
454,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  852;  Sack  v.  Dolese,  35 
111.  App.  636. 

The  lease  offered  by  the  defendant  is  no 
bar  to  the  action  by  plaintiff. 

The  earlier  cases  hold  that  a  carrier  could 
not  by  any  means  whatever  avoid  the  liabil- 
ities imposed  upon  it  by  the  common  law. 

Roll  v.  Raguety  4  Ohio,  400,  22  Am.  Dec. 
759 ;  Jones  v.  Voorhees,  10  Ohio,  145 ;  Oould 
V.  Hill,  2  Hill,  625 ;  Fish  v.  Chapman,  2  Ga. 
349.  46  Am.  Dec.  393 ;  Thomas  v.  Boston  d 
P.  R.  Corp.  10  Met.  479,  43  Am.  Dec.  444; 
Cole  v.  Goodie  in,  19  Wend.  257,  32  Am.  Dec. 
470. 

The  rule  as  extended  in  Illinois,  however, 
^permits  carriers  to  stipulate,  upon  consider- 
ation, for  exemption  fr<nn  liability  for  ordi- 
nary negligence. 

Illinois  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Morrison,  19  111.  136; 
Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  /fead,  37  111.  484,  87  Am. 
Dec.  260;  Illinois  C.  R.  Go.  v.  Adams,  42  111. 
474,  92  Am.  Dec.  85;  Adams  Exp.  Co.  v. 
Stettaners,  61  111.  184,  14  Am.  Rep.  57; 
Arnold  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  83  111.  273,  25 
Am.  Rep.  386;  Chicago  d  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Chapman,  133  111.  06,"  8  L.  R.  A.  508,  24  N. 
E.  417. 

But  the  limitations  authorized  by  the  rule 
cannot  be  affecte^  by  any  act  of  the  carrier 
without  the  concurrence  of  the  passenger. 
It  must  be  by  express  contract  with  him  or 
someone  authorized  to  act  for  him. 

Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Read,  37  111.  484,  87 
Am.  Dec.  260;  Toledo,  W.'d  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Begas,  85  111.  80,  28  Am.  Rep.  613;  Arnold 
V.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  83  111.  273,  25  Am.  Rep. 
386. 

Hand,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff 
to  recover  damages  for  an  injury  to  his  per- 
son. The  trial  resulted  in  a  verdict  and 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  which  judgment 
has  been  affirmed  by  the  appellate  court  for 
the  first  district.  The  plaintiff  was  in  the 
employ  of  the  Kinsella  Glass  CJompany,  a 
tenant  of  the  defendant,  occupying  the  sixth 
floor  of  an  eight-story  building  of  which  the 
defendant  is  the  owner,  located  on  Canal 
street,  in  the  city  of  Chicago.  Tlie  building 
was  equipped  with  a  passenger  and  a  freight 
elevator,  b#th  of  which  were  operated  and 
controlled  by  the  defendant.  The  falling  of 
the  freight  elevator  while  plaintiff,  in  the 
discharge  of  his  duty,  was  a  passenger! 
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thereon,  caused  the  injury  complained  of. 
At  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  testimony,  and 
again  at  the  close  of  all  the  testimony,  the 
defendant  moved  the  court  to  instruct  the 
jury  to  find  the  defendant  not  guilty,  which 
the  court  declined  to  do,  and  the  action  of 
the  court  in  that  behalf  has  been  assigned  as 
error. 

The  law  is  well  settled  that  persons  oper- 
ating elevators  in  buildings  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  persons  from  one  story  to  an- 
other are  common  carriers  of  passengers. 
Hartford  Deposit  Co.  v.  Sollitt,  l72  111.  222, 
50  N.  E.  178;  Goodsell  v.  Taylor,  41  Minn. 
207,  4  L.  R.  A.  673,  42  N.  W.  873 ;  Mitchell 
V.  Marker,  25  L.  R.  A.  33,  10  C.  C.  A.  306, 
22  U.  S.  App.  325,  62  Fed.  139;  Treadwell  v. 
Whitti€r,  80  Cal.  574,  6  L.  R.  A.  498,  22  Pac. 
266;  Hodges  v.  Fcrcival,  132  111.  63,  23  N.  E. 
423;  Kentucky  Hotel  Co.  v.  Camp,  97  Ky. 
424,  30  S.  W.  1010;  Lee  v.  George  Knapped 
Co.  55  Mo.  App.  390;  Tousey  v.  Roberts,  114 
N.  Y.  312,  21  N.  E.  399;  Southern  Bldg.  d 
L.  Asso.  V.  Lawson,  97  Tenn.  367,  37  S.  W. 
86.  In  Hartford  Deposit  Co.  v.  Sollitt, 
supra  (on  page  225,  172  111.,  and  page  179, 
50  N.  E.),  we  say:  "Persons  operating  ele- 
vators are  carriers  of  passengers,  and  the 
same  rules  applicable  to  other  carriers  of 
passengers  are  applicable  to  those  operating 
elevators  for  raising  and  lowering  persons 
from  one  floor  to  another  in  buildings."  In 
Treadtoell  v.  Whittier,  80  Cal.  574,  5  L.  R. 
A.  498,  22  Pac.  266,  it  was  said:  "The  de- 
fendants used  their  elevator  in  lifting  per- 
sons vertically  to  the  height  of  40  feet. 
That  they  were  carriers  of  passengers,  and 
should  be  treated  as  such,  we  have  no  doubt. 
The  same  responsibilities  as  to  care  and  dili- 
gence rested  on  them  as  on  the  carriers  of 
passengers  by  stagecoach  or  railway."  In 
Goodsell  V.  Taylor,  41  Minn.  207,  4  L.  R.  A. 
673,  42  N.  W.  873,  the  court  says:  "The  re- 
lation between  the  owner  and  manager  of 
an  elevator  for  passengers  and  those  carried 
in  it  is  similar  to  that  between  an  ordinary 
common  carrier  of  passengers  and  those  car- 
ried by  him.*'  The  operators  of  such  eleva- 
tors, upon  the  grounds  of  public  policy,  are 
required  to  exercise  the  highest  degree  of 
care  and  diligence.  The  lives  and  safety  of  a 
large  number  of  human  beings  are  intrusted 
to  their  care,  and  the  law  requires  them  to 
use  extraordinary  diligence  in  and  about  the 
operation  of  such  elevators  to  prevent  injury 
to  passengers  being  carried  therein.  In 
Hartford  Deposit  Co.  v.  Sollitt,  supra,  it  is 
said  (page  225,  172  111.,  and  page  179,  50  N. 
E.)  :  "It  is  a  duty  of  such  carriers  of  pas- 
sengers to  use  extraordinary  care  in  and 
about  thet  operation  of  such  elevators,  so  as 
tq  prevent  injury  to  persons  therein."  And 
in  Treadwell  v.  Whittier,  80  Cal.  574,  5  L.  R. 
A.  498,  22  Pac.  206,  the  court  says:  "Per- 
sons who  are  lifted  by  elevators  are  subjected 
to  great  risks  to  life  and  limb.  They  are 
hoisted  vertically,  and  are  unable,  in  the  case 
of  the  breaking  of  the  machinery,  to  help 
themselves.  The  person  running  such  eleva- 
tor must  be  held  to  undertake  to  raise  such 
persons  safely,  as  far  as  human  care  and 
foresight  wilf  go.     The  law  holds  him  to  the 
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utmost  care  and  diligence  of  very  cautious 
persons,   and   responsible  for   the   slightest 
neglect.     Such  responsibility  attaches  to  all 
persons  engaged  in  employments  where  hu- 
man beings  submit  their  bodies  to  their  con- 
trol, by  which  their  lives  or  limbs  are  put  at 
hazard,  or  where  such  employment  is  attend- 
ed with  danger  to  life  or  limb.     The  utmost 
care  and  diligence  must  be  used  by  persons 
en£(aged  in  such  employments  to  avoid  in- 
jury to  those  they  carry.    The  care  and  dil- 
igence required  is  proportioned  to  the  danger 
to  the  persons  carried.    In  proportion  to  the 
degree  of  danger  to  others  must  be  the  care 
and  diligence   to   be   exercised.     Where  the 
dancer  is  great,  the  utmost  care  and  dili- 
irenTe  must  be  employed.     In  such  cases  the 
law    requires  extraordinary  care    and    dili- 
gence."   And  in    Ooodaell   V.    Taylor,  it   is 
said  ( p.  209,  41  Minn.,  p.  674,  4  L.  R.  A.  and 
p    874;  42  N.  W. )  :     "The  same  reason  ex- 
ists for  requiring  on  the  part  of  the  owner 
[af  an  elevator]  the  utmost  care  and  fore- 
sight and  for  making  him  responsible  for  the 
sliffhtest  degree  of  negligence.'' 

When  a  passenger  is  injured  by  r^son  of 
the  ffivinff  way  of  some  portion  of  the  naa- 
chinerv  or  appliances  by  which  the  elevator 
is  operated,  the   presumption  of   negligence 
from  such  breaking,  unexplained,  arises   In 
7f€w  York  C.&  8t,L.R.Co,Y.Blumenth<U,\60 
111  40.  43  N.  E.  809,  we  say,  on  page  48,  leo 
111.,  and  page  811,  43  N.  E.:     "The  happen- 
ing of  an  iiccident  to  a  passenger  during  the 
coiirpe  of    his    transportation  raises  a   pre- 
sumption that  the  carrier  has  been  negligent. 
The   burden  of   rebutting  this   presumption 
rests  upon   the   carrier.    Undoubtedly,   the 
law  requires  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the 
defendant  has   been   negligent.     But,  where 
the  plaintiff  is  a  passenger,  a  prima  facie 
case  of  negligence  is  made  out  by  showing 
the  happening  of  the  accident.     If  the  in- 
iurv  to  a  passenger  is  caused  by  apparatus 
whollv  under  the  control  of  the  carrier,  and 
furnished  and  applied  by  it,  a  presumption 
of  negligence  on  its  part  is  raised.       And  m 
Hartford  Deposit  Co.  v.  Rollitt,  it  la  said  (p. 
22I  172  111.    and  p.  179,  50  N.  E.)  :     "The 
fact  of  the  falling  of  the  elevator  is  evidence 
tendinis  to  show  want  of  care  in  its  manage- 
ment by  the  operator  or  its  servants,  or  that 
the  same  was  out  of  repair  or  faultily  con- 
structed."    In  the  case  of  Elhs  v.Maldron, 
19  R  I.  369,  33  Atl.  869,  in  an  action  by  the 
servant  of  a  tenant  of  a  building  against  the 
owner  for  injuries  caused  by  the  falling  of 
an  elevator,  the  declaration  alleged  that  the 
defendant  had  granted  to  the  plaintiff's  em- 
ployer   as  part  of  his  leasehold  interest  in 
the  premises,  the  use  of  the  elevator  for  mov- 
im?  his  goods :  that  at  the  time  o!  the  acci- 
dent the  plaintiff  was  upon  the  elevator,  en- 
ffai?ed  in  the  employment  of  moving  his  mas- 
ter's goods;  that  the  machinery  in  the  ele- 
vator was  defective  and  unsafe,  of  which  he 
had  no  knowledge,  but  which  fact  was  known 
to  the  defendant,  or  should  have  been  known 
if  he  had  exercised  a  proper  amount  of  dili- 
gence.    The  court  held  that  the  declaration 
allowed  sufficient  facts  to  show  that  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  keep  and  main- 
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tain  the  elevator  in  a  safe  and  suitable  con- 
dition for  the  plaintiff's  use,  as  the  employee 
of  the  tenant;  and,  further,  that,  the  eleva- 
tor not  being  under  the  control  of  plaintiff, 
it  was  not  his  duty  to  examine  it,  and  ascer- 
tain whether  it  was  suitable  and  safe,  and 
hence  he  was  not  required  to  allege  specifi- 
cally the  nature  of  the  defect  which  caused 
the  accident. 

The   contention,  on  behalf  of  defendant, 
that  the  principles  above  announced  have  no 
application  to  a  person  owning  and  operat- 
ing a  freight  elevator,  is  not  tenable  wnen  a 
passengei-    is   lawfully  and   rightfully  upon 
such  elevator.     Such  passenger,  by  reason  of 
the  construction  of  that  class  of  elevators, 
is  subjected  to  great  risks  and  many  hazards. 
The  liability,  however,  of  the  owner  or  man- 
ager thereof  as  a  common  carrier  is  meas- 
ured by  the  same  rules,  and  he  is  held  to  the 
same  degree  of  diligence,  as  that  of  persons 
owning   and  operating   passenger  elevators. 
In  the  case  of  Chicago  rf  A.  R.  Co.  v.  AmoZ, 
144  111.  201,  19  L.  R.  A.  313.  33  N.  E.  204. 
where  a  passenger  upon  a  freight  train  wa* 
held  entitled  to  recover  for  a  personal  injury 
received  by  reason  of  the  negligent  raanajje- 
ment  of  the  train,  it  was  said  (p.  271.  144 
111.,  p.  315,  19  h.  R.  A.,  and  p.  206.  33  X. 
E.)  :     "From    the    composition    of    such    a 
train,  and  the  appliances  necessarily  used  in 
its  efficient  operation,  there  cannot,  in  the^ 
nature  of  things,  be  the  same  immunity  from* 
peril  in  traveling  by  freight  train  as  there  is 
by  passenger  trains,  but  the  same  d^rec  of 
care  can    be    exercised  in    the    operation  of 
each."     And  in  Neto  York,  C.  d  St.  L,  R.  Co. 
V.  Blumenthal,  160  III.  40,  43  N.  E.  809.  it 
was  held  a  drover  riding  on  a  rail  way  freight 
train  in  charge  of  cattle  he  was  shipping 
might  recover  for  an  injury  received  by  the 
negligent   management   of    the    train.     On 
page  48,  100  III.,  and  page  811.  43  X.  E..  the 
court  says:     "A  carrier  will  be  held  to  the 
same    strict   accountability   for    the    negli- 
gence of  its  servants  resulting  in  injury  to 
a  passenger  who  is  lawfully  and  properly  on 
a  freight  train  as  governs  its  liability  for 
such  negligence  when  the  transportation  is 
upon  a  train  devoted  to  passenger  service  ex- 
clusively."   In  the  case  of  Hartford  Deposit 
Go.  V.  Sollitty  172  III.  222,  50  N.  E.  178,  we 
held  that  the  owner  of  a  passenger  elevator 
was  subject  to  all  the  rules  and  liabilities  of 
any  other  carrier  of  passengers,  and  there  is 
no  reason,  in  principle,  why  the  analogy  held 
to  exist  between  passenger  and  freight  trains, 
as  common  carriers,  does  not  exist  between 
passenger    and   freight   elevators,    in    eases 
where  the  owners  of  freight  elevators  permit 
the  carriage  of  passengers  thereon  for  hire. 
The  proprietor  of  an  elevator  run  for  the  use 
of  the  tenants  of  an  office  building  is  a  car- 
rier of  passengers  for  hire.     The  proprietor's 
compensation  is  the  rental  paid  him  by  the 
tenant.    10  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p. 

946.  .     ._ 

Tlie  question  as  to  whether  the  plaintiff 
was  lawfully  on  the  elevator  at  the  time  of 
the  injury,  in  the  performance  of  a  duty  in- 
cident to  his  emplojTnent,  was  a  question  of 
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fact  for  Ihe  jury.  Stewart  v.  Harvard  Col- 
lege, ]2  Allen,  58.  That  the  elevator  fell, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  rightfully  a  passenger 
thereon,  and  that  he  was  seriously  injured 
by  its  fall,  was  clearly  shown  by  the  plain- 
tiff's testimony.  The  trial  court  did  not, 
therefore,  err  in  declining  to  take  the  case 
from  the  jury. 

The  provision  in  the  lease  of  the  defend- 
ant to  the  Kinsella  Glass  Company,  to  the 
effect  that  the  defendant  should  "not  be  lia- 
ble for  any  damages  occasioned  by  a  failure 
to  keep  said  premises  and  elevator  in  re- 
pair," was  not  binding  upon  plaintiff.  He 
was  not  a  party  thereto.  A  carrier  of  per- 
sons cannot  limit  his  liability  to  a  passenger 
except  by  express  contract  with  the  passen-. 
ger. 

The  court  did  not  err  in  permitting  the 


plaintiff  to  prove  that  it  was  his  custom,  as 
well  as  the  custom  of  the  employees  of  other 
tenants  in  the  buildings,  to  accompany 
freight  being  elevated  or  lowered  by  them  on 
said  elevator  while  such  elevator  was  being 
operated  by  the  agent  of  defendant.  Such 
evidence  was  properly  admitted  as  tending 
to  show  that  plaintiff  was  rightfully  upon 
said  elevator  at  the  time  of  the  accident. 
The  jury  were  properly  instructed.  All  the 
refused  instructions  were  covered  by  instruc- 
tions given  or  are  in  conflict  with  the  views 
herein  expressed.  We  And  no  error  in  this 
record. 

The  judgment  of  ihe  Appellate  Court  will 
therefore  he  affirmed. 

Petition   for    rehearing   denied   April    4, 
1901. 
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Clara  SPEES 

V, 

BOGGS  &  BUHL,  Appts. 

(198  Pa.  112.) 

1.  The  adjastmenty  after  the  fall  of 
an  elevator,  of  a  safety  device  on  It 

to  cause  It  to  act  under  a  less  degree  of  speed, 
ia  not  evidence  of  original  defective  construc- 
tion, or  of  want  of  proper  Inspection. 

8.  An  employer  -^Tliose  servant  is  In- 
jured by  tbe  fall  of  an  elevator  fur- 
nished for  his  use  is  not,  In  order  to  relieve 
himself  from  liability,  bound  to  explain  the 
cause  of  the  accident. 

8.  One  employed  to  ran  an  elevator 
in  a  dry-goods  store  to  carry  employees  to 
and  from  their  work  and  from  floor  to  floor 
of  the  building  Is  a  fellow  servant  of  an  em- 
ployee In  the  tailoring  department  who  is 
Injured  by  the  careless  running  of  the  ele- 
vator, where  both  are  employed  by  the  same 
person,  are  under  the  same  general  control, 
and  engaged  In  the  same  general  work. 

(January  7,  1901.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Alle- 
gheny County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal 
injuries  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  negli- 
gence in  the  operation  of  an  elevator.  Re- 
versed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  Edwin  S.  Crais  for  appellants. 

Messrs.  S«  Sohoyer,  Jr.,  S.  B.  Sohoyer, 
and  W.  Tu  Kaufman,  for  appellee. 

Felly  J.;  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  plaintiff,  while  in  the  employ  of  the 


defen<|^nt8,  was  injured  while  riding  in  a  pas- 
senger elevator  provided  for  the  use  of  em- 
ployees in  their  store.  The  elevator  did  not 
fall.  It  appeared  from  the  undisputed  tes- 
timony that  nothing  connected  with  it  broke 
or  was  out  of  repair.  For  some  reason, 
wholly  unexplained,  the  boy  in  charge  of  the 
elevator  failed  to  stop  it  at  the  first  floor, 
and  it  passed,  without  any  slackening  of  its 
speed,  to  the  basement  of  the  building,  where 
it  struck  the  'floor  with  considerable  force. 
The  elevator  was  inspected  regularly  once  a 
week,  and  it  had  beea*  inspected  a  few  hours 
before  the  accident,  and  found  to  be  in  good 
condition.  It  was  in  good  condition  imme- 
diately after  the  accident.  The  plaintiff  pro- 
duced testimony  to  show  that  the  elevator 
had  failed  to  stop  or  had  slipped  at  other 
times,  but  waa  unable  to  fix  a  time  which 
was  within  a  year  of  the  accident,  and  the 
slipping  at  other  times  was  not  shown  to 
have  resulted  from  defective  construction  or 
from  want  of  repair.  The  only  prior  time 
when  there  had  been  trouble  with  the  eleva- 
tor which  was  fixed  with  any  d^^ee  of  cer- 
tainty was  a  year  before.  The  boy  in  charge 
was  then  cautioned  by  the  manager  of  the 
store,  and  there  had  been  no  further  difiicul- 
ty  in  the  management  of  the  elevator  until 
the  happening  of  the  accident  in  which  the 
plaintiff  was  injured.  After  the  accident  a 
device  which  acted  automatically  to  check 
the  speed  of  the  elevator  if  it  became  too 
great  was  so  adjusted  that  the  safety  clutch- 
es would  be  thrown  out  6  inches  or  a  foot 
higher  in  the  elevator  shaft.  The  boy  In 
charge  of  the  elevator  was  eighteen  years  of 
ago.  He  had  been  fully  instructed  in  his  du- 
ties, and  had  operated  the  elevator   three 


Note. — As  to  liability  of  owner  of  passenger 
elevator  for  injury  to  passengers,  see.  In  this 
series,  the  case  of  Springer  v.  Ford  (111.)  antCj 
030,  and  cases  cited  In  footnote. 

And  for  cases  In  this  series  on  the  question 
of  the  master's  liability  for  injury  to  em- 
ployee using  or  operating  elevator,  see .  Bren- 
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nan  v.  Gordon  (N.  Y.)  8  L.  B.  A.  818,  and  note; 
Walkowskl  v.  Penokee  &  G.  Consol.  Mines 
(Mich.)  41  L.  H.  A.  83;  and  also  note  as  to 
fellow  servants,  to  the  case  of  Sofleld  v.  Gug- 
genheim Smelting  Co.  (N.  J.)  60  L.  B.  A.  417, 
438,  401. 
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months.  Xo  question  as  to  his  competency 
was  raised. 

The  safety  device  was  intended  to  operate 
automatically  in  case  of  excessive  speed  of 
the  elevator  resulting  from  the  breaking  of 
the  machinery  or  its  failure  to  operate.  It 
was  not  intended  to  check  the  uaual  speed  of 
the  elevator  as  it  descended  from  floor  to 
floor  of  the  building,  and  that  was  the  only 
speed  in  the  case.  The  elevator  did  not  stop 
at  the  first  floor,  but  went  on  down  to  the 
basement,  with  the  same  or  possibly  a  slight- 
ly increased  speed.  The  adjustment  of  the 
device  after  the  accident  to  cause  it  to  act 
under  a  less  degree  of  speed  may  have  been 
a  wise  precaution  against  the  neglect  of  the 
operator,  but  it  was  not  evidence  of  defect- 
ive original  construction  or  of  want  of  prop- 
er inspection. 

Under  the  facts  developed  at  the  trial,  a 
verdict  cannot  be  sustained  against  the  de- 
fendants without  making  them  insurers  of 
the  safety  of  their  employees.  The  learned 
judge  stated  that  there  was  no  direct  testi- 
mony that  the  elevator  was  in  any  way  de- 
fective, but  he  placed  on  the  defendants  the 
burden  of  relieving  themselves  of  the  Impu- 
tation of  negligence  by  explaining  the  cause 
of  the  accident,  and  he  made  them  respon- 
sible for  the  negligence  of  the  boy  who  oper- 
ated the  elevator  by  instructing  the  jury 
that  he  and  the  plaintiff  were  not  coem- 
ployees.  In  both  of  these  rulings  there  was 
error.  Even  in  exceptional  cases,  where  the 
conditions  are  so  obviously  dangerous  as  to 
give  rise  to  an  inference  of  negligence,  the 
burden  thrown  on  the  defendant  is  not  that 
of  satisfactorily  accouutinff  for  the  accident, 
but  that  of  showing  that  ne  used  due  care. 
In  such  cases  negligence  is  not  presumed, 
but  the  circumstances  are  held  to  be  evidence 
from  which  the  jury  may  infer  negligence. 
Stearns  v.  Ontario  Spinning  Co.  184  Pa.  519. 
3a  L.  R.  A.  842,  39  Atl.  292;  Zahniser  v. 
Pennsylvania  Torpedo  Co.  190  Pa.  350,  42 
Atl.  707.  The  gist  of  the  action  was  negli- 
gence, and  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  recover, 
was  required  to  prove  it.  The  mere  happen- 
ing of  the  accident  did  not  raise  a  presump- 
tion that  the  machinery  was  unsafe  or  de- 


fective. Except  in  the  caae  of  a  carrier,  the 
rule  is  uniform  that,  where  recovery  if 
sought  on  the  ground  of  negligence  of  tbe 
defendant,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the 
plaintiff,  and  in  an  action  against  an  em- 
ployer some  specific  act  of  negligence  must 
be  shown.  Philadelphia  d  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Hughes,  119  Pa.  301,  13  Atl.  286;  Patcling 
V.  Hoakins,  132  Pa.  617,  19  Atl.  301;  Mi^trr 
V.  Imperial  Coal  Co.  152  Pa.  395,  25  Atl. 
587 ;  WojcieBhotcski  v.  SpreckeW  Sugar  Ref. 
Co.  177  Pa.  57,  35  Atl.  596;  Higgins  v.  Fan- 
ning, 195  Pa.  599,  46  AH.  102.  In  Mister 
y.  Imperial  Coal  Co.  152  Pa.  395,  25  AU.  587, 
it  was  said :  "The  plaintiff  was  an  employee 
of  the  defendant  company,  and  was  claiming 
to  recover  damages  of  his  employer  for  a  per- 
sonal injury  received  in  the  course  of  his  em- 
ployment. We  have  many  times  held  in 
such  cases  that  the  mere  fact  of  the  accident 
is  not  enough  to  establish  negligence.*' 

The  plaintiff  and  the  elevator  boy  were  fel- 
low servants,  within  the  rule  that  exempt-? 
the  employer  from  liability.  The  former 
was  employed  to  work  in  the  tailoring  de- 
partment of  a  dry-goods  store,  and  the  latter 
to  run  an  elevator,  which  was  set  apart  for 
the  use  of  employees  in  going  to^  and  from 
their  work,  and  in  going  from  one  floor  of 
the  building  to  another,  as  their  duties  re- 
quired. They  were  employed  by  the  same 
person,  were  under  the  same  general  control, 
and  were  engaged  in  the  same  general  work. 
They  come  clearly  within  the  definition  of 
fellow  servants  given  in  Lehigh  Valley  Coal 
Co.  V.  Jones,  86  Pa.  432,  and  repeated  in 
Keystone  Bridge  Co.  v.  yetchcrry,  96  Pa. 
246,  42  Am.  Rep.  543 ;  Ncic  York.  L.  E.  d  W. 
R.  Co.  v.  Bell,  112  Pa.  400,  4  Atl.  50;  Duffy 
V.  Oliver  Bros.  131  Pa.  203,  18  AU.  872,  anil 
other  causes.  "The  question  arises,  Who  are 
fellow  servants  in  contemplation  of  law? 
To  constitute  such,  they  need  not  at  the  time 
be  engaged  in  the  same  particular  work.  It 
is  sufficient  if  they  are  in  the  employment 
of  the  same  master,  engaged  in  the  same  com- 
mon work,  and  performing  duties  and  serv- 
ices for  the  same  general  purposes." 

The  judgment  is  reversed. 


GEORGIA  SUPRE:ME  COURT. 


Elijah  MILLS.  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

C.  W.  GEER  et  at. 
(Ill  Ga.  275.) 

*1.  rnder  tlie  act  of  December  21, 
1897  (Act«  1897»pp.  79— 81),  In  a  salt  to 
recover  land,  the  defendant,  who  has  bona 
flde  possession   of  such   land   under  adverse 

^Headnotes  by  Lb  wis,  J. 


claim  of  title,  may  plead  as  a  set-olT  the  Talne 
of  all  permanent  improvements  bona  fide 
placed  thereon  by  himself,  or  other  bona  flde 
claimants  under  whom  he  asserts  title,  not- 
withstanding such  improvements  may  have 
been  made  before  the  passage  of  the  act.  Id 
case  the  legal  title  is  found  to  be  in  tbe 
plaintiff,  and  it  should  further  be  found  that 
the  value  of  such  Improvements  at  the  time 
of  the  trial  exceeds  the  mesne  profits,  while 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  verdict  In  his  favor 
for  the  land,  the  defendant  is  also  entitled  to 
a  recovery  for  the  amount  of  excess  of  the 


Note. — Constitutionality  of  retroactive  statute 
creating  right  of  action  or  of  set-off  on  ac- 
count of  past  ads  or  transactions. 

This  note  is  not  intended  to  cover  retroactive 
legislation  which,  by  curing  some  defect  or 
cutting  off  some  defense,  seeks  to  validate  and 
62  L.  R.  A. 


make  effective  some  right  which  the  parties  In- 
terested have  attempted,  either  by  contract  or 
legal  proceeding,  to  create,  but  which,  because 
of  such  defect  or  defense,  remains  abortive  at 
the  time  of  the  legislation  in  question ;  but  Is 
confined  to  legislation  which  seeks  to  create, 
out  of  past  events  or  transactions,  a  right  of 
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yalue  of  such  improvementg  over  the  mesne 
prohts.  The  act,  thus  applied,  is  not  uncon- 
stitutional on  account-  of  being  retroactire 
or  ex  post  facto,  or  on  account  of  Its  inter- 
fering with  any  vested  right  of  the  owner  of 
the  land. 

2.  Where  plalntllla  In  sueli  an  action 
have  been  In  possession  of  or  en- 
Joyed  the  rents,  Issues,  and  profits  from 
lands  of  the  defendant,  which  they  had  re- 
ceived in  lieu  of  the  lands  Involved  in  the 
suit,  the  latter  has  a  right  to  plead  such 
benefits  derived  by  plaintiffs  as  a  set-off  to 
their  claim  for  mesne  profits  against  him. 

3,  Prior  to  the  act  of  1880,  embodied 
In  Civ.  Code,  8  2546,  a  Judare  of  the 
superior  court  had  no  authority  to 
pass  an  order  in  vacation  authorizing  a 
guardian  to  sell  or  exchange  the  lands  of 
his  ward  for  reinvestment ;  and  a  deed  made 
by  the  guardian,  in  pursuance  of  such  an  or- 
der, to  a  purchaser,  was  void. 


4.  A  defendant  In  an  action  for  the 
recovery  of  land,  who  claims  credit  for 
improvements  made  by  his  predecessor,  is 
likewise  liable  for  all  mesne  profits  charge- 
able to  such  predecessor ;  otherwise.  If  the 
defendant  claims  credit  only  for  such  Im- 
provements as  he  himself  has  placed  upon  the 
land  since  his  possession. 

(Lumpkin,  P.  J.,  dissents  from  Proposition  L) 

(July  12,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Calhoun 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plain  tifTs  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  pos- 
sesE'ion  of  certain  real  estate.    Reversed, 
The  facta  are  stated  in  the  opinions. 
Mr.  W.  C.  Worrilly  for  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror: 

At  the  time  the  order  was  granted  the 


action  which,  though  it  may  rest  in  equity  or  i 
natural  justice,  does  not  have  its  origin  In  any 
previous  contract  or  legal  proceeding.  In 
other  words,  the  note  covers  only  legislation 
that  tends  to  create  an  afSrmative  substantive 
right,  and  excludes  legislation  that  Is  merely 
negative  in  its  effect. 

The  doctrine  adopted  in  the  principal  case, 
to  the  effect  that  the  constitutional  prohibition 
of  the  passage  of  retroactive  laws  refers  only 
to  retroactive  laws  that  injuriously  affect  some 
-substantial  or  vested  right,  is  well  sustained  by 
the  authorities.  The  following  definition  of 
retroactive  legislation  that  falls  within  the 
condemnation  of  such  a  constitutional  provision, 
given  by  Judge  Story  in  Society  for  Propaga- 
tion of  Gospel  V.  Wheeler,  2  Gall.  105,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  13,150,  has  been  very  generally  ap- 
proved and  adopted :  "Upon  principle  every 
statute  which  taices  away  or  impairs  vested 
rights  acquired  under  existing  laws,  or  creates 
a  new  obligation,  imposes  a  new  duty,  or  at- 
taches a  new  disability  in  respect  to  transac- 
tions or  considerations  already  past,  must  be 
-deemed  retrospective."  Among  other  cases 
that  have  adopted  that  definition  may  be  men- 
tioned: Sturges  V.  Carter,  114  U.  S.  512,  29 
L.  ed.  241,.  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1014;  Hamilton 
County  Comrs.  v.  Rosche  Bros.  50  Ohio  St.  103, 
19  L.  R.  A.  584,  38  N.  K.  408. 

Laws  are  deemed  retrospective  and  within 
the  constitutional  prohibition  where  they  de- 
stroy or  Impair  vested  rights  to  do  certain  ac- 
tions, or  possess  certain  things  according  to 
the  laws  of  the  land.  De  Cordova  v.  Galves- 
ton, 4  Tex.  470. 

Retrospective  laws  that  violate  no  principle 
of  natural  justice,  but  that,  on  the  contrary, 
are  In  furtherance  of  equity  and  good  morals, 
are  not  unconstitutional  because  retrospective. 
Cuyahoga  Falls  Real  Estate  Asso.  v.  McCaughy, 
2  Ohio  St.  152. 

It  is  not  within  the  power  of  legislation  to 
create  a  cause  of  action  out  of  an  existing 
transaction  for  which  there  was  at  the  time 
of  Its  occurrence  no  remedy.  Coosa  River  S. 
B.  Co.  V.  Barclay,  80  Ala.  120. 

Improvement  acts. 

The  decision  of  the  majority  In  the  princi- 
pal case,  upholding  the  constitutionality  of  the 
act  in  question  as  applied  retrospectively  to 
Improvements  made  before  Its  passage.  Is  ap- 
proved and  followed  by  the  same  court  in  Lay 
V.  Sheppard,  112  Ga.  Ill,  37  S.  K.  132. 
Lumpkin,  P.  J.,  again  expresses  his  disap- 
proval of  the  doctrine,  but  defers  to  the  au- 
thority of  the  majority. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


Besides  the  cases  discussed  in  the  opinion, 
the  doctrine  of  the  majority  has  the  direct  sup- 
port of  Fee  V.  Cowdry,  45  Arlc.  410,  55  Am. 
Rep.  560.  and  Beard  v.  Dansby,  48  Ark.  183,  2 
S.  W.  701. 

The  court  In  Fee  v.  Cowdry,  after  referring 
to  cases  upholding  the  constitutionality  of 
such  acts  when  applied  prospectively,  says  that 
If  the  occupant,  who,  in  good  faith,  believing 
himself  to  be  the  owner,  has  made  Improve- 
ments after  the  enactment  of  such  a  statute. 
Is  in  equity  and  justice  entitled  to  be  paid  for 
such  improvements  before  being  dispossessed,  it 
is  equally  true  that  he  is  in  equity  and  Justice 
entitled  to  be  paid  for  improvements  he  made 
In  good  faith  before  the  enactment  of  the  stat- 
ute, and  that,  if  the  constitutionality  of  the 
statute  affording  relief  in  one  case  can  be  sus- 
tained, then,  upon  the  same  principle  and  by 
the  same  argument.  Its  constitutionality  can  be 
proved  in  the  other. 

In  Guild  v.  Kidd,  48  Mich.  807,  12  N.  W. 
158,  Judge  Cooley  upheld  such  a  statute  as  ap- 
plied to  pervious  improvements  upon  the 
ground  that  it  was  merely  a  substitute  for  an- 
other statute,  in  force  when  the  improvements 
were  made,  which  would  have  allowed  the  re- 
covery. He  expressly  refrains,  however,  from 
passing  upon  the  general  question  whether  the 
legislature  can,  by  a  retrospective  act,  compel 
one  man  to  pay  for  improvements  which  an- 
other without  his  consent  has  made  upon  his 
his  lands  at  a  time  when  no  existing  law  pro- 
vided for  compensation. 

Judge  Story,  In  Society  for  Propagation  of 
Gospel  v.  Wheeler,  2  Gall.  105,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
13,156,  held  that  a  statute,  which,  in  its  gen- 
eral purpose,  was  substantially  like  that  in- 
volved in  the  principal  case,  was,  as  applied 
retrospectively  to  Improvements  made  before  its 
passage,  in  violation  of  the  constitutional  pro- 
hibition of  retrospective  legislation.  Like  the 
court  in  the  principal  case,  he  evidently  re- 
garded the  question  whether  the  real  owner 
had,  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  statute, 
a  vested  right  to  recover  possession  unencum- 
bered by  any  condition  as  to  compensating  for 
improvements,  as  the  test  of  the  constitution- 
ality of  the  statute.  He  says:  "It  is  diffi- 
cult to  perceive  the  foundation  of  the  equit- 
able or  moral  obligation  which  should  compel 
a  party  to  pay  for  Improvements  that  he  never 
authorized,  and  which  originated  In  a  tort.  If 
every  man  ought  to  have  the  fruits  of  his  own 
labor,  that  principle  can  only  apply  to  a  case 
where  the  labor  has  been  lawfully  applied,  and 
the  other  party  has  voluntarily  accepted  those 
fruits  without  reference  to  any  exercise  of  his 
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judge  of  the  superior  court  had  authority  to 
authorize  guardians  to  invest  the  funds  of 
their  wards  in  land,  and  to  pass  upon  appli- 
cations for  such  purpose,  either  in  term  time 
or  in  vacation. 

Civil  Code,  §§  3432,  3180;  Richards  v. 
East  Tennessee^  V.  d  O.  R.  Co.  100  Ga.  614, 
45  L.  R.  A.  712,  33  S.  E.  193;  6  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  T-Aw,  p.  723. 

This  act  is  not  repugnant  to  those  provi- 
sions of  the  Constitution  of  this  state  set  out 
in  §§  5730  and  5936  of  the  Civil  Code,  which 
forbid  the  passage  of  retroactive  laws  or 
laws  which  disturb  vested  rights. 

McAfee  v.  Covington,  71  Ga.  272,  51  Am. 
Rep.  263;  Woodhum  v.  Western  U.  Teleg. 
Go,  95  Ga.  808,  23  S.  E.  116;  Proprietors  of 
Charles  River  Bridge  v.  Proprietors  of  War- 
ren Bridge,  11  Pet.  420,  9  L.  ed.  773;  Wat- 


son V.  Mercer,  8  Pet.  88,  8  L.  ed.  876 ;  Sat- 
terh^e  v.  Matthacson,  2  Pet.  413,  7  L.  ed.  458. 

Plaintlifs  in  the  court  below  could  not  in 
equity  and.  good  conscience  collect  from  Mill* 
the  full  value  of  the  rents  and  nieene  profit's 
of  the  land  sued  for,  without  returning  or 
accounting  for  the  rents  and  profits  they  ha«I 
gotten  from  the  land  their  guardian  received 
in  exchange  for  the  land  sued  for,  whether 
received  through  their  guardian  or  directly 
by  them. 

Civil  Code,  §§  3648,  3924,  3923,  302r,: 
Bonner  v.  Holland,  68  Ga.  718;  Thomason  v. 
Phillips,  73  Ga.  140;  Strodder  v.  Southern 
Granite  Co.  94  Ga.  626,  19  S.  E.  1022;  Bote- 
den  V.  Aohor,  95  Ga.  245,  22  S.  E.  254. 

Minors  who  have  arrived  at  years  of  disi- 
cretion  and  accountability  are  responsible 
for  tortfl.    If,  after  arriving  at  such  years. 


own  rights.  For  if.  In  order  to  avail  himself 
of  his  own  vested  rights  and  use  his  own  prop- 
erty. It  be  necessary  to  use  the  improvements 
wrongfully  made  by  another,  it  would  be 
strange  to  hold  that  a  wrong  should  prevail 
against  a  lawful  exercise  of  the  right  of  prop- 
erty.'* He  then  overruled  the  argument  that 
the  true  owner  had  no  vested  title  In  the  im- 
provement until  a  recovery.  The  position  he 
there  assumed  seems  at  first  directly  opposed 
to  the  theory  of  the  principal  case,  and  to  the 
position  subsequently  taken  by  him  in  Bright 
V.  Boyd,  1  Story,  478,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,875,  that 
a  bona  fide  occupant  under  the  circumstances 
contemplated  by  the  statute  has,  even  in  the 
absence  of  a  statute,  a  natural,  equitable  right 
to  be  compensated  for  his  improvements  before 
being  dispossessed  ;  but  the  position  taken  in  So- 
ciety for  Propagation  of  Gospel  v.  Wheeler, 
against  the  existence  of  such  a  natural,  equit- 
able right  in  the  occupant,  was  probably  not 
Intended  to  cover  the  case  conteUiplated  by  the 
statute  involved  in  the  principal  case  where 
the  improvements  have  been  made  by  bona  fide 
claimants,  but  was  taken  with  reference  to, 
and  is  undoubtedly  to  be  restricted  to,  a  stat- 
ute which,  though  it  confined  the  relief  to  a 
claimant  under  a  bona  fide  purchase,  yet  allowed 
for  improvements  made  by  the  predecessor  of 
such,  who  may  have  been  a  wrongdoer.  He 
says,  in  this  connection :  "There  would  also 
have  been  plausibility  in  the  argument  [as  to 
the  existence  of  an  equitable  or  moral  right  to 
compensation]  if  the  statute  had  confined  itself 
to  visible  erections  made  by  the  tenant  who 
had  been  six  years  In  possession  under  a  sup- 
posed legal  title.  But  the  improvement  made 
may  be  altogether  in  the  soli,  and  even  made 
by  the  original  wrongdoer,  and  yet  the  com- 
pensation  must  he  allowed."     (Italics  ours.) 

The  opinion  of  Judge  Story  in  Bright  v. 
Boyd,  1  Story,  178,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1.875,  reaf- 
firmed by  him  in  a  subsequent  decision  In  the 
case,  reported  in  2  Story,  605,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
1,876,  seems  to  the  annotator  to  give  even 
greater  support  to  the  position,  taken  in  the 
majority  opinion  in  the  principal  case,  that 
the  owner's  right  to  recover  without  compensat- 
ing for  the  improvements  was  not  a  substan- 
tial or  a  vested  one,  than  Is  indicated  by  that 
opinion.  The  point  decided  In  Bright  v.  Boyd 
was  not  that  a  bona  fide  occupant  might  ob- 
tain relief  if  he  were  a  defendant  in  an  equit- 
able suit  brought  by  the  owner, — so  much  was 
conceded, — but  that  he  might,  himself,  main- 
tain an  equitable  suit  for  such  relief.  Prior 
to  that  case,  the  farthest  that  equity  had  gone 
was  to  grant  relief  when  the  occupant  was  the 
defendant  In  an  equitable  suit,  and  in  Putman 
y.  Ritchie,  6  Paige,  890,  Chancellor  Walworth 
52  L.  R.  A. 


had  denied  the  right  of  the  occupant  to  main- 
tain a  bill  in  equity  for  such  relief.     If  Chan- 
cellor   Walworth's    position    was    correct,    the 
possibility  of   the  occupant's  obtaining   relief, 
in  the  absence  of  statute,  was  dependent  apoa 
the  accidental  circumstance,  which  he  conld  in 
no  wise  control,   that   the  owner  was   obliged 
to  go  into  a  court  of  equity  for  relief    (a  con- 
tingency that  did  not  happen  in  the  principal 
case).     Assuming  that  to  have  been  the  extent 
of   the   relief  allowed  by   equity   prior    to   the 
statute,  the  effect  of  the  statute  was,  not  mere- 
ly to  substitute  a  legal  remedy  for  a  coexten- 
sive equitable  one,  but  to  give  the  occupant  a 
remedy    in    circumstances    where    none,    either 
legal  or  equitable,  had  previously  existed,  i.  e., 
when  the  owner  was  in  a  position   (as  he  was 
in  the  principal  case)  to  go  Into  a  court  of  law. 
On  the  other  hand,   if  Judge  Story's  position 
was  correct  (and  it  has  been  adopted  by  a  num- 
ber of  subsequent  cases,  among  others    Tnion 
Hall  Asso.  V.  Morrison,  39  Md.  281,  and  Kana- 
wha  Coal   Co.   V.   Kanawha   &   O.   Coal    Co.   7 
Blatchf.   391,  B'ed.  Cas.  No.  7,606),    the  occu- 
pant, even  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  statute, 
had  a   complete  equitable   remedy   which    was 
hot   dependent   upon  the   circumstance   of   the 
owner  being  obliged  to  resort  to  equity,   but 
which   could   be   made   available   by   a   bill    in 
equity  instituted  by  the  occupant  himself.     As- 
suming that  the  relief  in  equity  went  to  that 
extent,   the  effect  of  the  statute   was   merely 
to  substitute  a  legal  remedy  for  a  coextensive 
equitable    remedy.     In   this   view,    the    statute 
would   seem   to   come   clearly   within    the    rule 
that  permits  retrospective  legislation  that  mere- 
ly affects  the  remedy.     Possibly,  the  court  In 
the  principal   case  deemed  that  the  advanced 
position   taken   by   Judge    Story   in    Bright   v. 
Boyd,  supra,  had  been  repudiated  by  Dudley  t. 
Johnson,  102  Ga.  1,  29  S.  K.  50  (referred  to  in 
the  opinion),  although  the  actual   decision   In 
that  case  was  only  that  the  occupant  could  not 
obtain  the  relief  under  an  equitable  answer  in 
a  legal  action ;  but,  however  that  may  be.  for 
a  court  that  is  free  to  accept  such  position.  It 
obviates  the  difficulty,  inherent  in  an  argument 
constructed  from  the  restricted  position  of  Chan- 
cellor Walworth,   of  holding  that   the   statute 
merely  affects  the  remedy,  and  does  not  create 
a  new  substantive  right. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  however,  that  the  major- 
ity opinion  does  not  seek  to  rest  the  decision 
upon  the  narrow  ground  that  the  statute  mere- 
ly substitutes  a  legal  remedy  for  a  previously 
existing  and  coextensive  equitable  one ;  but  up- 
on the  ground  that  there  was  a  previously  ex- 
isting moral  and  equitable  right  in  the  occu- 
pant to  be  compensated  for  his  improvement* 
before  being  dispossessed. 
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the  plaintiffs  took  possession  of  the  land 
their  guardian  got  from  Mills,  and  so  depre- 
ciated the  property  hj  remoTing  the  build- 
inp:3  and  selling  the  timber  from  the  lands 
that  Mills  cannot  be  restored  to  his  former 
position,  they  ought  in  equity  to  be  required 
to  account  for  such  damages  before  recover- 
ing the  property  sued  for,  if  the  exchange 
with  Mills  was  illegal. 

Civil  Code,  §  3904;  Central  R.  Co.  t.  Brin- 
son,  70  Ga.  209;  Harris  v.  Collim,  75  Ga. 
97;  Strain  v.  Wright,  7  Ga.  572;  Iverson  v. 
Savlshury,  65  Ga.  731. 

Defendant  could  be  made  chargeable  with 
mesne  profits  only  for  suck  time  as  he  held 
possession.  • 

By  retaining  the  possession  of  this  prop- 
erty after  becoming  of  age,  the  minor  ratified 
the  exchange  of  lands  made  by  his  guardian. 


Civil  Code,  Sfi  3604,  3648;  Harris  v.  Can- 
non, 6  Ga.  388;  Strain  v.  Wright,  7  Ga.  571  j 
McKamy  v.  Cooper,  81  Gau  679.  8  S.  E.  312; 
Howard  v.  Tucker^  65  Ga.  323;  Iverson  v» 
Saulshury,  65  Ga.  724. 

Mr,  J«  J.  Beok  also  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr,  Arthur  Gray  Powell,  for  defend* 
ants  in  error: 

An  order  for  sale  of  the  legal  estate  of 
minors,  granted  by  a  judge  of  the  superior 
court  in  vacation,  prior  to  October,  1889,18 
void  and  passed  no  title. 

Code  1882,  §  1828;  Crawford  v.  Broom- 
head,  97  Ga.  614,  25  S.  E.  487;  Pughsley  v. 
Pughsley,  75  Ga.  95;  Rogers  v.  Pace,  75  Ga. 
436;  McDonald  v.  McCall,  91  Ga.  304,  18  S. 
E.  157. 

The  pleadings  and  proof  both  show  that 
both  of  the  plaintiffs  were  minors  when  the 


The  New  Mexico  supreme  court  in  Newton 
▼.  Thornton,  3  N.  M.  287,  5  Pac.  257,  holds 
that  an  act  giving  the  occupying  claimant 
a  Hen  on  the  land  for  the  value  of  his  im- 
provements was  unconstitutional  as  applied  to 
improvements  made  before  the  passage  of  the 
act;  although  the  United  States  Constitution 
does  not  prohibit  retrospective  legislation  eo 
nomine. 

The  decision  rests  upon  the  ground  that  at 
the  time  the  act  was  passed  the  improvements 
were  absolutely  the  property  of  the  owner  of 
the  land,  and  that  the  effect  of  the  statute  as 
applied  retrospectively  was  to  destroy  a  prop- 
erty or  vested  right,  which  could  not  constitu- 
tionally be  done.  The  statute  involved  in  this 
case  was  not  confined  to  improvements  made 
by  bona  fide  occupants;  but  the  opinion  does 
not,  expressly  at  least,  base  any  distinction  on 
that  fact.  It  does,  however,  cite  and  rely  up- 
on Society  for  Propagation  of  Gospel  v.  Wheel- 
er, 2  Gall.  143,  Fed.  Gas.  No.  13,156,  and  is,, 
l)erhap8,  to  be  limited  in  the  same  way  as  the 
decision  in  that  case. 

In  Billings  v.  Hall,  7  Cat.  1,  it  was  held  that 
the  provisions  of  "Settlers  act"  of  1856  requir- 
ing the  party  recovering  in  ejectment  to  pay 
the  defendant  the  value  of  his  improvements, 
though  not  in  violation  of  the  clause  of  the 
Federal  Constitution  forbidding  the  impairment 
of  contracts,  was  repugnant  to  morality  and 
Justice,  and  In  violation  of  the  spirit  of  the 
Constitution.  The  court  said,  referring  to  deci- 
sions in  other  states  upholding  the  constitu- 
tionality of  betterment  acts,  that  the  laws  up- 
on which  these  decisions  were  made  provided 
alone  for  the  case  of  a  party  who  had  entered 
innocently  upon  lands,  believing  that  he  had  a 
good  title;  that  in  some  of  these  cases  no  con- 
stitutional object  was  urged ;  and  that  in  many 
it  was  not  claimed  that  the  law  had  a  retro- 
spective effect. 

It  is  not  entirely  clear  whether  the  fact  that 
the  act  was  retrospective  woald,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  have  rendered  It  unconstitutional, 
'.f,  like  the  statute  involved  In  the  principal 
case,  the  privilege  conferred  by  it  had  been 
confined  to  a  bona  fide  occupant.  The  court, 
however,  cited  Society  for  Propagation  of  Gos- 
pel V.  Wheeler,  2  Gall.  105,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  18,- 
156;  Green  v.  Biddle,  8  Wheat.  1,  5  L.  ed. 
547,  and  Carver  v.  Jackson  em  dem,  Astor,  4 
Pet.  1,  7  L.  ed.  76,  as  establishing  the  proposi- 
tion that,  both  at  law  and  equity,  the  lawful 
owner  who  has  been  dispossessed  of  lands  Is 
entitled  upon  a  recovery  both  to  the  profits 
and  the  Improvements  that  have  been  made 
thereon. 

Austin  V.  Stevens,  24  Me.  520,  held  that,  if 
a  statute,  which  authorized  the  grantee,  heirs, 
52  L.  R.  A. 


or  legal  representative  of  a  tenant  for  life  to> 
c^aim,  and  obtain  compensation  for  the  In- 
creased value  of  the  premises  by  improvements, 
in  an  action  brought  to  recover  possession  of 
them,  were  to  be  construed  retrospectively  so 
as  to  cover  a  case  where,  by  the  existing  laws, 
the  Improvements  made  by  the  life  tenant  had 
been  incorporated  into,  and  become  a  part  of, 
the  reversionary  interest,  it  was  in  direct  con- 
fiict  with  the  constitutional  provision  securing 
to  each  citizen  the  right  of  possessing  and  pre- 
serving his  private  property  unless  required  for 
public  use. 

Albertson  v.  Landon,  42  Conn.  200,  held  that 
a  statute  providing  that  where  a  remainder- 
man under  a  will  makes  advances  for  the  neces- 
sary repairs  and  improvements  of  the  property, 
or  for  the  necessary  support  of  the  owner  of 
the  life  estate,  the  sum  so  advanced  shall  con- 
stitute a  proper  charge  against  the  property, 
could  not  operate  retrospectively,  even  if  so 
intended.  The  court  refrained  from  express- 
ing any  opinion  as  to  whether  the  act  might 
constitutionally  operate  prospectively. 

There  are  a  large  number  of  cases  dealing 
with  the  general  question  as  to  the  constitu-^ 
tlonality  of  improvemeilt  acts  like  that  in- 
volved In  the  principal  case;  but  it  is  believed 
that  the  foregoing  cases,  together  with  those 
discussed  in  the  opinion  In  the  principal  case. 
Include  aJl  in  which  the  question  as  to  their 
constitutionality  when  applied  retrospectively 
is  considered. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  court  In  Fee  v. 
Cowdry,  45  Ark.  410,  55  Am.  Rep.  560,  supra, 
expressly,  and  the  majority  of  the  court  in  the- 
principal  case  impliedly,  repudiate  any  dis- 
tinction, as  to  their  constitutionality,  between 
prospective  and  retrospective  statutes.  Under 
any  theory  other  than  that  the  statute  merely 
gives  a  legal  remedy  where  a  complete  equit- 
able remedy  existed  before,  it  would  seem  that 
the  reasons  for  holding  the  right  of  the  owner 
with  respect  to  improvements  made  before  the 
passage  of  the  statute,  to  be  a  vested  one,  are- 
stronger  than  apply  with  respect  to  Improve- 
ments subsequently  made ;  and  this  seems  to 
be  the  view  of  Lumpkin,  P.  J.,  in  the  principal 
case,  and  of  the  court  in  Newton  v.  Thornton, 
3  N.  M.  287,  6  Pac.  257. 

Divorce. 

The  constitutionality  of  retroactive  statutes 
creating  new  grounds  of  divorce  has  been  con- 
sidered in  a  few  cases. 

A  statute  which  attempts  to  authorize  the 
courts  to  grant  divorces  for  matters  already 
past,  and  which,  at  the  time  they  occurred 
furnished  no  ground  for  the  dissolution  of  a. 
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8Uit  was  commenced;  hence  the  court  was 
correct  in  informing  the  jury  that  no  stat- 
ute of  limitations  had  run  in  this  case  as  to 
the  rents. 

(h-imshy  v.  Hudnell,  7G  Ga.  383. 

A  defendant  who  takes  credit  for  improve- 
ments made  by  his  predecessor  is  chargeable 
for  all  profits  chargeable  to  such  predeces- 
sor. 

Gardner  v.  Granniss,  57  Ga.  558;  WUling- 
ham  V.  Long,  47  Ga.  640. 

The  act  of  1887,  so  far  as  it  applies  to  pre- 
existing causes  of  action,  at  l«ast,  is  invalid. 
Plaintiffs'  right  to  recover  mesne  profits, 
and  to  recover  the  land  without  further  off- 
set on  account  of  improvements  than  the  ex- 
tent of  mesne  profits,  was  at  the  date  of  the 
Sassage  of  the  act  (which  was  only  a  few 
ays  prior  to  the  date  of  filing  the  suit)  a 
vested  right. 


Orecn  v.  Biddley  8  Wheat.  1,  5  L.  e«l.  547; 
Carver  v.  Jackson  ex  dcm.  Astor,  4  Pet.  100, 
7  L.  ed.  701 ;  Fieds  v.  Carlton,  75  Ga.  556. 

There  is  no  natural  equity  in  requiring  a 
man  to  pay  for  improvements  placed  on  land 
without  his  consent. 

Carver  v.  Ja^ckson  ex  dem,  Aator^  4  Pet 
100,  7  L.  ed.  761. 

A  right  to  sue  for  damage  is  property. 

Angle  v.  Chicago ,  St.  P,  M.  d  O.  R.  Co, 
151  U.  S.  1,  38  L.  ed.  55,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
240. 

So  far  as  the  act  takes  away  or  diminishes 
plaintiffs'  right  to  recover  as  it  stood  prior 
to  the  passage  of  the  act,  it  takes  property 
without  due  process  of  law. 

Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Nebraska,  164  U.  S. 
404,  41  L.  ed.  489,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  130: 
Wilkinson  v.  Lelwnd,  2  Pet.  627,  7  L.  ed.  542; 
Davidson  v.  New  Orleans,  96  U.  S.  97,  24  L. 


marriage  or  other  legal  proceedings.  Is  a  retro- 
spective law,  and  is  within  the  condemnation 
of  the  constitutional  provision  denouncing  ret- 
rospective laws  as  "highly  Injurious,  oppres- 
sive, and  unjust,*'  and  declaring  that  "no  such 
laws  shall  be  made,  either  for  the  decision  of 
civil  causes,  or  for  the  punishment  of  offenses/* 
(Italics  ours.)  Clarlc  v.  Clark,  10  N.  H.  380, 
34  Am.  Dec.  165.  The  ground  of  divorce  au- 
thorized by  the  statute  in  this  case  was  deser- 
tion. 

Greenlaw  v.  Greenlaw,  12  N.  H.  200,  is  to  the 
same  effect  as  the  preceding  case. 

Dickinson  v.  Dickinson,  7  N.  C.  (3  Murph.) 
327,  0  Am.  Dec  608,  construed  a  statute  mak- 
ing adultery  a  ground  of  divorce  to  be  prospec- 
tive only  upon  the  ground  that,  if  applied  ret- 
rospectively, it  would  be  ew  post  facto  because 
increasing  the  punishment  for  adultery. 

In  Sherburne  v.  Sherburne,  6  Me.  210,  the 
court  construed  a  statute  authorizing  divorce 
for  desertion  to  apply  only  where  the  desertion 
commenced  after  the  passing  of  the  statute, 
saying  that  to  construe  it  to  apply  to  a  previous 
desertion  would  be  a  violation  of  private  rights 
which  the  legislature  could  not  have  Intended. 

In  Given  v.  Marr,  27  Me.  212,  the  real  point 
decided  was  that,  as  applied  to  a  conveyance 
made  by  the  husband  before  the  passage  of  an 
act  creating  a  new  cause  for  divorce,  it  would 
be  in  violation  of  the  constitutional  provision 
agaiust  Impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts, 
to  give  a  divorce  granted  for  such  new  cause 
the  effect  of  entitling  the  wife  to  dower;  but 
the  court  said,  arguendo,  that  it  needed  no 
argument  to  show  that  if  the  statute  giving  the 
new  ground  of  divorce  had  been  clearly  retro- 
spective, as  well  as  prospective,  it  would  not 
have  been  valid  when  the  cause  relied  on  oc- 
curred wholly  before  the  passage  of  the  law. 

The  legislature  may  authorize  divorces  to  be 
granted  for  causes  happening  before  the  passage 
of  the  act,  and  which  at  the  time  of  the  occur- 
rence were  lawful  and  innocent  and  furnished 
no  ground  for  such  proceedings;  but  such  legis- 
lation cannot  be  too  strongly  condemned  as  un- 
wise, impolitic,  and  unjiist.  The  statute  in- 
volved in  this  case  authorized  a  divorce  where 
the  parties,  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act, 
had  lived  separate  and  apart  for  four  years. 
Carson  v.  Carson,  40  Miss.  349. 

The  decision  of  the  court  rests  upon  the 
ground  that  the  act  is  not  ex  post  facto  be- 
cause not  a  criminal  law ;  that  it  impairs  the 
obligation  of  no  contract  because  marriage  is 
not  a  contract  within  the  constitutional  provi- 
sion as  to  impairing  contracts ;  and  devests 
no  vested  rights,  and  is  only  obnoxious  to  the 
objection  that  it  is  wholly  retrospective  in  its 
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operation,  and  the  Constitution  of  the  state 
contains  no  prohibition  of  retrospective  legis- 
lation. The  court  plainly  intimates  that  it 
would  have  held  the  statute  unconstitutional  if 
there  had  been  a  provision  In  the  Constitu- 
tion against  retrospective  legislation.  Under 
the  theory  of  the  principal  case,  that  the  pro- 
hibition of  retrospective  legislation  is  confined 
to  legislation  affecting  vested  or  substantisJ 
rights,  it  is  not  apparent  how  such  a  proWsioa 
in  this  case  could  have  changed  the  result. 

Jones  V.  Jones,  2  Overt.  2,  5  Am.  Dec.  64. 
held  that  a  statute  declaring  adultery  to  be  a 
ground  of  divorce,  and  empowering  courts  to 
grant  divorces  for  adultery  committed  before, 
as  well  as  for  adultery  committed  after,  its 
passage,  was  not  unconstitutional.  The  ded- 
sion  seems  to  be  upon  the  ground  that  adultery 
being  malum  in  se,  the  legislature  had  power  to 
provide  a  remedy  In  respect  to  It,  and  that  the 
act  in  question  only  applied  a  remedy  for  an 
offense  which  was  in  its  own  nature  such  before 
the  passage  of  the  act. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  court  In  Clark 
V.  Clark,  10  N.  H.  380,  34  Am.  Dec.  165.  lim- 
ited the  doctrine  there  announced  to  matters 
which  prior  to  the  statute  furnished  no  ground 
for  a  dissolution  of  the  marriage  or  for  other 
legal  proceeding. 

Miscellaneous  statutes  creating  rights  of  ac- 
tion against  individuals'  or  private  corpora- 
tions. 

Falconer  v.  Campbell,  2  McLean,  195,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  4,620,  Involves  the  question  of  the 
personal  liability  of  bank  directory  under  a 
statute,  for  a  debt  of  the  bank.  The  coort 
held  that  the  debt  In  question  was  incurred  aft- 
er the  passage  of  the  act,  and  that  therefore 
the  act  was  not  retrospective  as  to  It ;  but  said : 
If  the  act  had  made  the  directors  liable  on 
grounds,  on  which  as  the  law  stood  at  the  time 
of  Its  passage  they  were  not  liable,  there  would 
be  great  force  In  the  objection  that  the  statute 
was  unconstitutional.  "It  would  then  appeiu* 
that  the  law  attempted  to  create  a  llabilitr 
which  did  not  before  exist.  The  legislature 
may  create  a  remedy  for  an  existing  obligation, 
but  they  cannot  by  legislation  create  an  obliga- 
tion on  a  past  transaction.** 

Coffin  V.  Rich,  45  Me.  507,  71  Am.  Dec.  559. 
held  that  a  statute  making  stockholders  in- 
dividually liable  for  debts  of  the  corporation 
could  not  constitutionally  be  made  to  operate 
retrospectively  so  as  to  cover  debts  incurred 
before  Its  pas.sage,  notwithstanding  that  It 
was  passed  to  take  the  place  of  a  similar  stat* 
ute  that  was  repealed  about  the  same  time. 


1000. 


MiLLB  V.   GeSB. 


039 


«d.  G16;  St.  Louis  County  Ct.  v.  Oriswold,  58 
Mo.  175. 

I^e'wis,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
<;ourt : 

Claud  W.  and  Steven  B.  Geer  brought 
•complaint  for  land  in  Calhoun  superior  court 
jigains^  Elijah  Mills.  Tlie  tract  involved  in 
the  suit  was  107f  acres,  known  as  the  '^Geer 
Home  Place/'  and  plaintiffs  claimed  a  one- 
half  undivided  Interest  therein  as  heirs  at 
law  of  P.  F.  and  L.  M.  Geer.  Suit  was  for 
the  recovery  of  this  interest,  and  mesne  prof- 
its of  the  land^  alleged  to  be  of  the  yearly 
value  of  $400.  To  this  petition  the  defend- 
ant filed  an  answer,  the  important  portions 
of  which  are  embodied  in  amendments,  in 
substance,  as  follows:  On  August  19,  1880, 
K.  K.  Blocker,  as  guardian  of  plaintiffs  and 
their  four  brothers   (it  seems,  he  was  duly 


appointed  guardian  after  the  death  of  their 
parents),  presented  to  Hon.  B.  B.  Bower, 
judge  of  the  superior  courts  of  the  Albany 
circuit,  his  petition  asking  leave  to  exchange 
certa^in  lands  in  Calhoun  county,  Georgia, 
embracing  the  land  sued  for  in  this  case,  be- 
longing to  his  wards,  and  in  his  possession 
and  control  as  such  guardian,  for  certain 
lands  in  Early  county,  Georgia,  owned  by  A. 
S.  Mills.  Upon  the  hearing  of  this  applica- 
tion, on  September  14,  1886,  the  judge 
granted  an  order  authorizing  the  exchange 
prayed  for.  It  seems,  this  order  was  granted 
m  vacation.  On  September  20,  1886,  a  con- 
veyance was  made  by  said  guardian,  by  vir- 
tue of  the  order  granted  by  the  judge,  of  cer- 
tain tracts  of  land,  among  which  was  the  one 
involved  in  this  suit.  In  pursuance  of  the 
same  order,  A.  S.  Mills  on  the  same  date 
conveyed  to  the  guardian,  for  the  use  of  his 


The  court  said :  "There  can  be  no  doubt  that 
legislatures  have  the  power  to  pass  retrospec- 
tive statutes  if  they  affect  remedies  only. 
.  .  .  But  they  have  no  constitutional  power 
to  enact  retrospective  laws  which  impair  vested 
rights,  or  create  personal  liabilities.*'  The 
particular  constitutional  objection  that  the 
court  made  to  the  statute  was  that  It  created 
a  personal  liability,  and  there  does  not  appear 
to  have  been  any  constitutional  prohibition  of 
retrospective  legislation  eo  nomine. 

The  liability  Involved  In  these  two  cases 
rests  entirely  upon  statute,  and  It  could  scarce- 
ly be  claimed  that  there  was  any  underlying 
moral  obligation. 

Whatever  may  be  the  power  of  the  legisla- 
ture to  alter  the  charter  of  a  railroad  company, 
it  cannot  be  doubted  that  an  act  which  under- 
takes to  make  it  liable  for  consequential  dam- 
ages from  the  construction  of  a  bridge  pursuant 
*  to  its  charter  and  for  which  damages  it  is  not 
liable  prior  to  the  act,  not  only  devests  the 
vested  rights  of  the  corporation,  but  violates 
the  obligations  implied  by  the  charter.  Bai- 
ley V.  Philadelphia,  W.  &  B.  R.  Co.  4  Harr. 
(Del.)   389.  41  Am.  Dec.  593. 

The  above  case  illustrates  the  distinction 
hetween  a  statute  which  creates  a  substantive 
right  and  one  which  merely  furnishes  a  rem- 
edy for  the  pre-existing  right,  as  it  also  held 
tbat  an  act  giving  a  remedy  against  the  com- 
pany by  summary  act  for  an  unauthorized  ob- 
struction was  constitutional  though  passed  aft- 
«r  tbe  injuries  were  sustained. 

In  Towle  v.  Eastern  R.  Co.  18  N.  H.  547,  47 
Am.  Dec.  158,  It  was  held  that  a  statute  like 
that  involved  In  the  preceding  case  could  not 
operate  retrospectively.  The  court  said  that, 
as  applied  to  damages  previously  inflicted,  the 
statute  would  be  a  retrospective  law  for  the 
decision  of  a  civil  cause,  and  thus  fall  within 
the  expressed  prohibition  of  the  Constitution ; 
and  that  it  would  also  be  in  violation  of  the 
general  principle  which  forbids  the  legislature 
to  impose  a  new  duty  or  liability  upon  one  par- 
ty for  the  benefit  of  another  to  whom  he  owes 
no  duty  and  is  under  no  obligation. 

A  statute  may  act  retrospectively  so  as  to 
give  a  contractor  a  mechanic's  lien  upon  the 
property  so  far  as  affects  the  rights  of  the 
parties  to  the  contract,  but  it  cannot  so  operate 
as  against  a  purchaser  for  'value.  Bolton  v. 
Johns,  5  Pa.  145,  47  Am.  Dec.  404. 

Lewis  V.  Turner,  40  Ga.  416,  upheld  an  ac- 
tion against  a  railroad  belonging  to  the  state 
for  an  injury  to  a  servant  by  the  negligence  of 
a  fellow  servant,  under  a  statute,  passed  after 
the  injury  In  question,  providing  that  the  com- 
pany should  be  liable  in  such  a  case.  The  deci- 
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sion,  however,  was  put  upon  the  ground  that 
the  state  was  the  real  party,  and  that  the  ac- 
tion was  nothing  but  a  mode  provided  by  law 
to  ascertain  what  the  state  owes  the  citizen. 

Bartlett  v.  Lang,  2  Ala.  401,  upholds  the  con- 
stitutionality of  an  act  authorizing  actions  up- 
on firm  debts  against  the  representatives  of  de- 
ceased partner  upon  an  affidavit  showing  that 
the  survivor  is  insolvent,  as  applied  to  liabili- 
ties previously  Incurred,  notwithstanding  that 
at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  statute  it  was 
held  to  be  the  rule  at  common  law  that,  the 
debts  of  the  partner  being  Joint,  they  became 
extinguished  at  law  upon  the  death  of  a  part- 
ner and  could  be  revived  in  equity.  The  court 
took  the  view  that  the  statute  was  remedial, 
and  was  designed  to  substitute  a  remedy  at  law 
for  one  in  equity. 

A  statute  which  allows  actions  for  the  recov- 
ery of  real  property  to  be  prosecuted  by  the 
real  owner  notwithstanding  adverse  possession 
by  a  third  person  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance 
is  not  unconstitutional  as  applied  to  an  action 
commenced  before  the  passage  of  the  statute, 
since  it  only  affects  the  remedy.  Buie  v.  Car- 
ver, 75  N.  C.  559. 

A  statute  authorizing  a  suit  and  execution 
against  the  husband  on  a  debt  arising  out  of 
the  contract  of  the  wife  is  void  as  applied  to 
antecedent  marriages.  Addoms  v.  Marx,  50  N. 
J.  L.  253,  12  Atl.  909. 

A  statute  which  provides  that  if  an  executor 
fails  to  perform  bis  duty  by  endeavoring  to 
procure  the  emancipation  of  a  slave  who  is  set 
free  by  the  will,  the  slave  by  his  next  friend 
may  file  his  bill  and  have  his  rights  or  claims 
to  liberty  under  the  will  inquired  into  and  de- 
termined, Is  not,  as  applied  to  cases  which 
arose  before  its  passage,  a  retrospective  law 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution.  Fish- 
er V.  Dabbs,  14  Yerg.  119.  The  decision  rests 
upon  the  ground  that  emancipation  of  slaves  by 
a  will  was  not  absolutely  void,  but  created  only 
an  imperfect  right  until  the  state  assented 
thereto. 

A  statute  giving  a  right  of  action  to  set 
aside  Judgments  for  fraud  violates  the  con- 
stitutional provision  against  taking  property 
without  due  process  of  law,  if  applied  to  a  Judg- 
ment which  had  become  absolute  before  the 
passage  of  the  statute,  and  was  not  then  sub- 
ject to  be  set  aside,  reversed,  or  modified.  Wle- 
land  V.  Shillock,  24  Minn.  345. 

Spooner  v.  Spooner,  26  Minn.  137.  1  N.  W. 
83S,  upholds  the  constitutionality  of  the  act 
Involved  in  the  preceding  case,  as  applied  to 
a  judgment  rendered  subsequently  to  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act  in  an  action  pending  at  the  time 
of  Its  passage.    The  case  is  distinguished  from 
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wards,  cei-tain  Isuids  in  Early  county,  Geor- 
gia, amounting  to  about  500  acres.  After 
the  execution  of  the  deeds,  A.  S.  Mills  went 
into  the  possession  of  the  lands  conveyed  to 
hiin;  and  Blocker,  guardian  for  plaintiffs 
and  his  other  wards,  took  possession  of  the 
lands  in  Early  county  conveyed  to  him  by 
Mills,  and  held  possession  of  the  same  for 
the  u£>e  and  benefit  of  his  wards  until  he 
died,  and  during  that  time  received  and  used 
the  rents,  profits,  and  income  from  the  lands 
for  the  use  and  benefit  of  plaintiffs  and  the 
other  wards.  After  the  appointment  of  the 
guardian,  two  of  the  wards  (Walter  and 
Ralph  Geer)  died,  which  left  but  four  re- 
maining heirs  of  the  estate.  These,  includ- 
ing plaintiffs,  continued  in  possession  of  all 
the  lands  in  Early  county  conveyed  by  Mills 
to  Blocker,  their  guardian,  for  some  time. 
Two  of  them  (Charles  and  Willie)  after  be- 


coming of  age  sold  and  transferred  their  in- 
terest in  the  lands  in  Early  county  to  certic 
purchasers.  A.  S.  Mills  conveyed  the  lac-i 
involved  in  this  suit  to  the  defendant,  Elij.' 
Mills,  executing  to  him  a  warranty  deed  i  • 
the  same,  and  put  him  in  possession  t-heri^*' 
It  is  alleged  that  the  lands  conveyed  by  Mil;* 
to  the  guardian  for  the  benefit  of  hia«war6 
were  of  more  value  than  the  lands  conveys 
by  the  guardian  to  Mills ;  that  the  defendant 
had  paid  the  purchaser  from  the  guardUa 
full  value  of  the  land  in  controversy;  tha: 
this  purchaser,  A.  S.  Mills,  accepted  the  »>&^ 
veyance  from  the  guardian  in  good  faith,  be- 
lieving he  was  getting  a  eood  title  theret-, 
and  defendant  purchased  uie  land  in  dispct- 
in  the  best  of  faith,  believing  he  w^as  getting 
the  best  of  title  thereto.  After  A.  S. 
Mills  got  the  land  in  Calhoun  county,  he 
made  large  and  valuable  improvements  there- 


,  the  preceding  case  upon  the  ground,  that  as 
so  applied,  the  statute  merely  affects  the  rem- 
edy. 

It  is  well  settled  that  where  an  equitable 
right  exists  In  favor  of  creditors,  the  legisla- 
ture has  the  rig^ht  to  create  a  legal  remedy  in 
their  favor.  Atkins  v.  Atkins,  18  Neb.  474,  25 
N.  W.  724. 

In  the  latter  case  it  was  held  that  judgment 
creditors  might  maintain  a  bill  to  set  aside  a 
fraudulent  conveyance  under  a  statute  passed 
after  the  conveyance,  and  after  recovery  of  the 
Judgment. 

A  statute  providing  that  the  inhabitants  of  a 
town,  who  may  have  incurred  expenses  for  the 
support  o^  any  pauper,  may  recover  the  same 
from  the  latter,  is  construed,  in  Medford  v. 
Learned,  16  Mass.  215,  not  to  apply  to  expenses 
incurred  prior  to  the  statute;  but  the  court 
plainly  intimates  that  it  could  not  constitu- 
tionally have  been  made  to  apply  retrospective- 
ly, saying :  "If  it  be  true  that  this  statute.  In- 
stead of  providing  a  remedy  for  an  existing 
contract,  must  be  construed  to  create  a  debt 
or  obligation  on  a  consideration  which  had 
passed,  and  which  was  not  of  Itself  a  legal 
foundation  for  a  promise,  It  would  seem  very 
clear  that  the  statute  was  enacted  improvident- 
ly,  and  that  it  could  not  have  had  the  intended 
.operation." 

The  legislature  has  power  to  authorize  the 
state  to  bring  an  action  to  recover  an  overpay- 
ment on  account  of  a  subscription  to  the  stock 
of  a  railroad  company.  Pittsburgh  ft  N.  A. 
Tump.  Road  Co.  v.  Com.  2  Watts,  433.  The 
decision  is  upon  the  ground  that  the  action 
creates  no  new  right,  but  is  merely  remedial  of 
an  existing  right. 

A  statute  declaring  fences  unnecessarily  ex- 
ceeding a  specified  height,  and  maliciously 
erected  or  maintained  for  the  purpose  of  annoy- 
ing the  owners  or  occupiers  of  adjoining  prop- 
erty, a  nuisance,  and  giving  such  owners  or 
occupiers  an  action  of  tort  for  damages  sus- 
tained thereby,  is  constitutional,  even  as  applied 
to  fences  previously  erected.  Rldeout  v.  Knox, 
148  Mass.  368,  2  L.  R.  A.  81,  19  N.  E.  390.  The 
court,  however,  evidently  regarded  the  liability 
as  arising  from  the  maintenance  of  the  fence 
after  the  passage  of  the  statute,  rather  than 
from  its  original  construction,  and,  even  In  that 
view,  recognised  that  there  was  more  reason 
for  holding  that  a  statute  declaring  an  exist- 
ing fence  a  nuisance  and  requiring  it  to  be 
absted  at  the  expense  of  the  owner  was  a  tak- 
ing of  property  without  compensation,  than 
there  would  be  in  case  of  a  statute  that  merely 
prohibited  the  building  of  such  a  fence  in  the 
future.  That  the  court  distinguished  between  a 
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retrospective  statute  making  the  orl^nal  wi- 
struction  a  nuisance,  and  one  making  Its  miln- 
tenance  after  the  statute  such.  Is  also  appar- 
ent from  its  holding  that  the  statute  cooM 
not  operate  retrospectively  to  make  the  hnsbsid 
of  the  person  on  whose  land  the  fence  was  UiiU 
liable  because  he  aided  in  building  the  sanK 
and  its  decision  exonerating  him  In  the  Ahsmt^ 
of  evidence  to  ^how  that  he  participated  in 
maintaining  the  fence  after  the  passage  of  tbe 
statute. 

Statutes     creating    r^hi     of    action     agaimi 
municipal  oorporationg. 

There  are  many  cases  involving  the  right  of 
the  legislature  to  compel  municipal  corporatloni 
to  pay  claims  that  are  morally  binding,  but  not 
legally  enforceable.     Many  of  these  statutes  are 
retroactive,  but  the  cases  have  generally  beea 
decided  by  reference  to  the  question  as  to  tbe 
power   of   the    legislature   over   municipa/ftfes^ 
without  special  reference  to  the  constitutional' 
ity  of  the  statutes  as  affected  by  their  retroar- 
tive  character.     If,  as  seems  to  be  establlflb^f 
by  the  weight  of  authority,  the  prohlbttioa  of 
retrospective  legislation  Is  to  be  confined  wltb 
in  the  terms  of  Judge  Story's  definition  quotpd 
above,  and  is  not  to  be  applied  to  all  retroactlTP- 
legislation  irrespective  of  the  character  of  tb^ 
rights   aflfected,   the   constitutionality  of  snob 
legislation   when   aflfecting   munlcipsJ    corpora- 
tions is  affected  by  other  considerations  tban 
obtain  when  the  rights  of  individuals  are  con- 
cerned, since.  In  many  cases,  what  would  con- 
stltute  a  vested,  indlstructible  right  in  an  io- 
dividual  is  held  by  a  municipality  subject  to 
the   absolute   and   unrestrained   power  of  thf 
legrislature.     The   general    question    as   to  tbe 
right  of  the  legislature  to  compel  municipali- 
ties to  pay  such  claims  is  discussed  In  a  note 
to  State  ew  rcl.  Bulkeley  v.  Williams  (Conn.) 
48  L.  R.  A.  4G5,  II.  c,  d. 

In  Hamilton  County  Comrs.  v.  Rosche  Bros. 
50  Ohio  St.  103,  19  L.  R.  A.  584,  33  N.  E.  4(H. 
a  statute  which  provided  for  the  refunding  br 
counties  of  taxes  previously,  voluntarily  palf). 
was  held  to  violate  a  constitutional  provision 
against  retroactive  legislation,  upon  the  groaD<I 
that  It  created  a  new  liability  In  respect  to 
transactions  already  past,  notwlthstaadis? 
that  the  taxes  in  question  were  paid  upon  prop- 
erty which  was  not  legally  subject  to  taxaHo''' 
but  which  the  owners  had  included  in  the  tai 
returns,  pursuant  to  instruction  from  the  state 
auditor.  In  reply  to  the  contention  that  tbe 
statute  was  in  furtherance  of  natural  Jastice. 
the  court  said  that  to  uphold  a  statute  apo" 
that  ground  the  natural  Justice  of  the  object 
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-on,  and  enhanced  its  value  in  the  sum  of  .1 
OOO,  and  defendant  made  on  it,  since  his  pur- 
<i&se,  improvements  of  the  value  of  $300,  s^o 
"that  the  land  embraced  in  the  suit  was  by 
^hpse  improvements  enhanced  in  value  to  the 
Aggregate  amount  of  $1,300.  The  land  in 
Jiarly  county  conveyed  to  the  guardian  for 
liis  wards  was  in  good  condition  for  cultiva- 
-tion  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance, — wood- 
land, well  timbered,  and  timber  valuable; 
250  to  300  acres  in  good  condition  for  culti- 
vation. It  had  on  it  a  comfortable  dwell- 
ing, good  tenant  house,  a  good  crib  and  sta- 
bles, and  a  gin  house,  and  was  worth  for 
rent  at  the  time  it  w^as  delivered  to  the  guar- 
dian $250  to  $300  per  year.  After  the  con- 
veyance to  Mills,  and  especially  since  the 
death  of  the  guardian,  this  land  has  been 
greatly  neglected ;  the  buildings  and  improve- 
ments have  not  been  kept  in  repair;  gin  house 


and  other  buildings  have  been  torn  down  and 
removed,  and  those  remaining  allowed 
by  neglect  to  go  to  decay;  and  a  large  part 
of  the  timber  haa  been  cut  from  the  land  and 
sold,  plaintiffs  and  their  two  brothers  hav- 
ing received  the  benefits  of  such  sale.  Plain- 
tiffs, before  filing  their  suit,  never  made  any 
offer  to  A.  S.  Mills  to  restore  to  him  the  pos- 
session of  his  said  lands,  but  continued  to 
hold  the  same;  that  it  was  their  purpose 
not  only  to  try  to  recover  from  defendant  the 
land  sued  for,  but  also  to  try  to  hold  the 
land  that  was  conveyed  by  said  A.  S.  Mills 
to  their  guardian.  By  reason  of  the  sale  of 
a  large  part  of  the  lands  conveyed  by  Mills 
to  Blocker,  guardian,  in  trust  for  plaintiffs 
and  their  brothers,  it  was  charged  that 
plaintiffs  could  not  restore  Mills  to  his  form- 
er position.  Attached  to  the  answer  was  an 
itemized  statement  of  improvements  placed 


sought  to  be  accomplished  should  be  indisput- 
able. It  then  points  out  that  the  erroneous 
instruction  proceeded  from  the  state  auditor, 
and  not  from  the  county  authorities,  and  that 
the  county  treasurer  having  distributed  to  the 
state  and  city  their  respective  proportions  of 
the  fund,  the  natural  justice  of  requiring  the 
taxpayers  of  the  county  to  refund  the  entire 
sum  was  a  question  upon  which  minds  might 
differ. 

An  examination  of  the  note  above  referred 
lo  will  show  that  there  Is  a  serious  question 
whether  it  is  not  within  the  absolute  power  of 
the  legislature  to  dictate  the  purposes  for  which 
money  raised  by  municipalities  by  taxation 
shall  be  used. 

People  ejf  rel.  Peake  v.  Columbia  County 
Supers.  43  N.  Y.  ISO,  construed  a  statute  em- 
powering boards  of  supervisors  to  pay  bounties 
to  volunteers  in  the  military  and  naval  serv- 
ice of  the  United  States  to  be  prospective  only, 
4ind  to  apply  to  persons  who  had  previously 
volunteered ;  but  the  court  said  that  to  give 
the  act  a  retroactive  effect  would  authorize  the 
creation  of  a  debt  or  obligation  on  a  considera- 
tion which  had  passed,  citing  Medford  v. 
Learned,  16  Mass.  215. 

State  ex  rel.  Anderson  v.  Harris,  17  Ohio  St. 
-60S,  on  the  other  hand,  upholds  th^  constitu- 
tionality of  such  a  statute  against  an  objec- 
tion that  it  was  in  violation  of  the  constitu- 
tional provision  against  retroactive  legisla- 
tion. The  decision  Is  upon  the  ground  that  the 
act  is  an  exercise  of  the  taxing  power  of  the 
legislature,  and  that  its  validity  does  not  de- 
pend on  the  existing  power  in  the  legislature 
to  create  a  contract  between  the  county  and 
the  volunteers :  and  further,  that  it  Is  not  an 
•act  which  Impairs  vested  rights  or  the  validity 
of  contracts. 

State  ew  rel.  Bates  v.  Richland  Twp.  20  Ohio 
8t.  3G2,  is  to  the  same  effect  as  the  preceding 
case. 

A  statute  providing  that  if  a  road  shall  be 
unduly  burdensome  to  the  town  In  which  It  is 
laid  out,  the  road  commissioner  may  impose 
part  of  the  expense  upon  a  neighboring  town 
"benefited  by  the  road,  would  be  unconstitution- 
al as  applied  to  a  highway  for  the  establish- 
ment of  which  proceedings  were  pending  at  the 
time  of  the  passage  of  the  statute  in  Kennett's 
Petition,  24  N.  II.  139. 

State  ex  rel.  Wheeler  v.  Foley,  30  Minn.  350. 
15  N.  W.  375,  held  an  act  unconstitutional  so 
far  as  it  assumed  to  Increase  the  rate  of  in- 
terest which  the  holders  of  defective  tax  titles 
might  recover  from  a  county  during  a  period 
prior  to  Its  enactment,  on  account  of  taxes  pre* 
Tlously  paid.  The  decision  is  upon  the  ground, 
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as  applied  to  part  payments  the  increase  would 
be  a  mere  gratuity  not  founded  in  any  moral 
obligation. 

Coles  V.  Washington  County  Comrs.  35 
Minn.  129,  27  N.  W.  499,  upholds  the  consti- 
tutionality of  an  act  providing  for  the  refund- 
ing by  a  county  to  a  mortgagee,  or  a  person 
holding  title  under  a  defective  foreclosure,  of 
the  taxes  paid  by  him,  if  such  taxes  shall  be  ad- 
Judged  void  in  an  act  for  foreclosure  or  re  fore- 
closure of  the  mortgage,  as  applied  to  cases 
arising  before  the  passage' of  the  act.  In  this 
case,  however,  the  decision  is  based  upon  the 
right  of  the  legislature,  in  its  appropriation  of 
public  money  or  sums  to  be  raised  by  taxation, 
^  to  recognize  claims  founded  in  equity  and  Just- 
ice. 

Kaston  V.  Hayes,  35  Minn.  418,  29  N.  W. 
59,  upholds  the  constitutionality  of  the  provi- 
sion of  the  statute  involved  in  the  preceding 
case  for  the  relnbursement  by  the  treasurer  of 
the  purchase  price  at  void  tax  sales,  as  applied 
to  purchases  made  before  the  passage  of  the 
act. 

"There  is  no  constitutional  provision  in  this 
state  against  retrospective  legislation.  And 
therefore  the  legislature  may  in  many  cases 
pass  retrospective  laws  to  enforce  previously 
existing  moral  obligations."  Sedgwick  Coun- 
ty Comrs.  V.  Bunker,  16  Kan.  498.  In  this 
case  the  court  upheld  the  constitutionality  of 
a  statute  imposing  upon  a  new  county  its  por- 
portional  part  of  the  indebtedness  of  the  old 
county  existing  at  the  time  of  the  separation, 
the  provision  for  that  purpose  in  the  statute 
authorizing  the  separation  being  unconstitu- 
tional because  not  covered  by  the  title  of  the 
act. 

Lycoming  County  v.  Union  County,  15  Pa. 
166,  53  Am^  Dec.  575,  upholds  the  constitution- 
ality of  an  act  providing  that  the  due  propor- 
tion of  the  expenses  incurred  by  a  certain  coun- 
ty in  causes  removed  there  for  trial  under  a 
prior  act  should  be  reimbursed  from  the  counties 
from  which  they  were  removed, — as  applied  to 
expenses  already  incurred.  It  was  urged  that 
the  statute,  as  so  applied,  violated  the  section 
of  the  bill  of  rights  which  prohibits  the  depriva- 
tion of  property  except  by  the  Judgment  of 
peers  or  the  laws  of  the  land.  The  decision  is 
upon  the  general  ground  that  It  is  competent 
for  the  legislature  to  convert  a  moral  into  a 
legal  right. 

Conclusion. 

The  foregoing  review  of  the  cases  discloses 
little,  if  any,  authority,  for  the  broad  proposi- 
tion that  the  legislature  may,  by  a  retrospective 
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by  the  defendant  and  his  predecessor  in  title 
on  the  land  conveyed  to  Mills  by  the  guar- 
dian. The  answer  prayed,  first,  that  the  sale 
and  conveyance  of  the  land  sued  for  by  Block- 
er, guardian,  to  the  plaintiffs  and  their 
brothers  be  confirmed,  and  plaintiffs 
be  enjoined  from  prosecuting  suit  against 
the  defendant,  Elijah  Mills,  or  from  re- 
covering said  land;  that,  sliould  it  be  held 
that  plaintiffs  have  a  right  to  recover,  they 
first  be  required  to  account  for  the  rents  and 
profits  from  said  lands  in  Early  county  con- 
vcfyed  by  A.  S.  Mills  to  the  guardian,  and 
also  that  they  be  first  re<|uired  to  pay  to  de- 
fendant the  value  of  the  improvements  made 
upon  the  land  sued  for.  Then  follows  a 
prayer  for  general  relief.  Plaintiffs  below 
demurred  to  the  above  amended  plea  of  the 
defendant  upon  general  grounds,  and  this  de- 
murrer was  sustained  by  the  court,  except 
as  to  the  twelfth  paragraph  of  the  plea,  re- 
citing the  fact  that  before  filing  the 
euit  plaintiffs  had  made  no  offer  to 
restore  to  A.  S.  Mills  possession  of 
his  lands  deeded  by  him  to  their  guar- 
dian; and  the  court  also  struck  the 
second  prayer  of  the  plea,  in  so  far  as  it 
prayed  that  the  value  of  improvements  made 
by  defendant  in  excess  of  the  mesne  profits 
be  made  a  charge  against  the  premises  in 
dispute  in  the  event  it  should  be  determined 
that  plaintiffs  had  title  to  the  land  sued  for. 
To  this  judgment  of  the  court  the  defendant 
duly  filed  his  exceptions  pendente  lite,  and 
assigns  error  thereon  in  his  bill  of  excep- 
tions. The  case  then  proceeded  to  trial  be- 
fore a  jury,  and  they  returned  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiffs  for  the  land  in  dispute,  and 
for   the   sum   of   $93.75,    rents    and   mesne 


profits  therefrom.  Defendant  moved  for  *■ 
new  trial,  and  assigns  error  on  the  judg^uen: 
of  the  court  overruling  the  same,  on  each  an-l 
every  ground. 

1.  There  can  be  no.  question  but  that  the 
act  of  December  21,  1897  (Acts  1897,  pp. 
79-81),  was  intended  to  apply,  not  only  la 
improvements  that  might  thereafter  be  erect- 
ed upon  land  by  bona  fide  purchasers  then- 
of,  but  also  to  all  such  improvements  of  the 
character  contemplated  by  the  act  which 
might  have  been  erected  by  such  defendant, 
or  those  under  whom  he  claims,  prior  to  its 
passage.  In  fact,  the  very  first  section  of  the 
act  refers  in  express  words  to  "all  ca*i-s 
where  an  action  has  been  brought  for  the  re- 
covery of  land."  Its  terms,  therefore,  were- 
applicable,  not  only  to  suits  for  the  recovery 
of  land  thereafter  brought,  but  also  to  such 
suits  as  were  pending  m  court  at  the  time 
of  the  passage  of  the  act,  and  necessarily  re- 
ferred to  past  as  well  as  future  improve- 
ments. In  the  case  we  are  now  considering, 
however,  the  suit  was  brought  after  the  pa^*- 
sage  of  the  act,  and  hence  it  is  unnecessary 
to  discuss  what  would  have  been  the  ^eet 
had  the  suit  been  pending  at  the  time  of  the 
passage  of  the  act.  While  some  courts  seem 
to  have  made  distinctions  in  this  particular, 
we  must  confess  that  we  can  see  no  differ- 
ence in  principle  whether  it  was  pending 
when  the  act  was  passed,  or  brought  soon 
after  its  passage.  The  main  question  is 
whether  the  act  is  unconstitutional  on  ac- 
count of  its  being  an  ea  post  facto  or  retro- 
active law.  There  is  no  question  about  the 
act  being  retroactive  in  its  effect,  and  it  may 
be  contended  that  it  is  violative  of  article 
1,  par.  2,  §  3,  of  the  Constitution  of  Georgia, 


statute,  create,  as  against  a  private  Individual 
or  corporation,  a  legal  right  out  of  a  mere 
moral  obligation  independently  of  any  previous 
contract  or  legal  proceeding.  The  courts  have 
frequently  asserted,  in  broad  terms,  the  right 
thus  to  give  effect  to  a  previously  existing 
moral  right ;  but  it  is  believed  that  an  examina- 
tion of  the  cases  In  which  such  assertion  has 
been  made  will,  in  most  cases  at  least,  dis- 
close either  that  the  statute  involved  merely 
gave  effect  to  some  previous  contract  or  legal 
proceeding,  the  purpose  of  which  was  to  create 
the  very  right  that  the  statute  contemplates, 
but  which  for  some  reason  had  failed  of  that 
purpose,  or  that  the  obligation  imposed  was 
upon  the  state  or  some  of  Its  agencies,  in  which 
case,  as  already  pointed  out,  a  different  princi- 
ple applies. 

On  the  other  hand,  some  at  least  of  the  cases 
cited  above  seem  to  be  opposed  to  such  a  doc- 
trine, though  they  do  not  expressly  repudiate 
it.  Certainly,  It  would  seem  that  the  pre-ex- 
isting circumstances,  out  of  which  the  statutes 
involved  In  Bailey  v.  Philadelphia,  W.  &  B. 
R.  Co.  4  Harr.  (Del.)  389,  44  Am.  Dec.  593, 
8upra,  Towle  v.  Eastern  R.  Co.  18  N.  H.  547, 
47  Am.  Dec.  153,  and  Medford  v.  Learned,  16 
Mass.  215,  supra,  sought  to  create  a  legal  right, 
gave  rise  to  a  moral  obligation,  and  yet  the 
statutes  were  held  to  be  unconstitutional. 

An  examination  of  the  note  to  Holloway  v. 
Ruby  (Ky.)  — L.  R.  A.  — ,  will  disclose  that 
a  distinction  analogous  to  that  above  suggested 
between  a  mere  moral  obligation  and  an  Imper- 
fect legal  obligation  has  been  very  generally  rec- 
ognized and  applied  in  treating  of  moral  obliga- 
tions as  a  consideration  for  a  promise ;  and  it 
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will  be  observed  that,  while  imperfect  ieiraf 
obligations  have  been  regarded  as  constituting 
a  sufficient  consideration  for  a  promise,  the  gen- 
eral rule  is  well  established  that  a  mere  mora) 
obligation  is  not  sufficient. 

It  will  also  be  observed  that  an  exception  to 
that  gene^  rule  has  been  made  where  the 
obligation  relied  upon  as  constituting  the  ron- 
sideration  for  the  promise  is  cognisable  in  equi- 
ty, even  when  the  equitable  remedy  Is  not 
coextensive  with  the  legal  remedy  given  by  rh^ 
statute.  Thus,  while  many  courts  have  held 
that  a  new  promise  after  discovertnre  cannot 
rest  upon  the  moral  obligation  arising  from  a 
previous  contract  invalid  because  of  coverture, 
some  of  them  have  made  an  exception  where 
the  prior  contract,  though  not  enforceable  at 
law,  was  in  equity  a  charge  upon  the  separate 
property  of  the  wife.  This  distinction  be* 
tween  moral  and  equitable  obligations,  as  a  con- 
sideration for  a  new  promise,  would  se«m  by 
analogy  to  apply  when  the  power  of  the  legis- 
lature, rather  than  that  of  an  Individual,  to 
create  a  new  right  out  of  past  acts  or  transac- 
tions Is  In  question.  The  application  of  this 
distinction  supports  the  decisions  In  the  princi- 
pal case  and  in  Fee  v.  Cowdry.  45  Ark.  410, 
55  Am.  Rep.  560.  supra,  and  Beard  v.  Dansby, 
48  Ark.  1S3,  2  S.  W.  701,  supra,  without  In- 
volving the  assertion  of  the  legislative  power 
to  create  a  new  right  out  of  a  mere  moral  obli- 
gation, even  if  those  decisions  cannot  be  upheld 
upon  the  ground  that  the  statutes  involved 
merely  substituted  a  complete  legal  remedy  for 
a  pre-existing   complete  equitable   remedy. 
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embodied  in  the  Civil  Code,  S  5730;  and  es- 
pecially tx>  that  provision  therein  prohibiting 
the  passage  of  retroactive  laws.  It  cannot 
be  said,  however,  on  account  of  this  provi- 
sion in  the  Constitution,  that  the  general 
assembly  of  Georgia  is  utterly  powerless  to 
enact  any  valid  retrospective  legislation. 
Under  repeated  rulings  of  this  court,  made 
since  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  of 
1877,  and  having  direct  reference  to  this  pro- 
vision in  that  Constitution,  validity  has  been 
given  to  legislation  retroactive  in  its  effect. 
We  deem  it  important  in  this  connection  only 
to  cite  the  case  of  Pritchard  v.  Savannah 
Street  d  Rural  Resort  R.  Co.  87  Ga.  294,  14 
L.  R.  A.  721,  13  S.  E.  493,  where  it  was  held 
that  "an  action  against  a  railroad  company 
for  personal  injuries,  pending  when  the  act  of 
November  12,  1889,  amending  §  2907  of  the 
Code,  was  passed,  was  not  abated  by  the 
death  of  the  plaintiff ;  nor  is  that  act,  as  ap- 
plicable to  actions  pending  at  the  time  of  its 
passage,  unconstitutional.  Justice  Lumpkin, 
in  his  opinion  in  that  case,  on  page  297,  87 
Ga.,  page  723,  14  L.  R.  A.  and  page  494,  13 
S.  £.  says:  "The  Constitution  of  1865  for- 
bade the  passage  of  'retroactive  laws,  injur- 
iously affecting  any  right  of  the  citizen.'  No 
provision  against  retroactive  legislation  ap- 
pears in  the  Constitution  of  1868.  That  of 
1877  forbids  the  passage  of  a  'retroactive 
law.'  Construing  together  the  above  consti- 
tutional provisions  in  connection  with  the 
section  of  the  Code  cited,  we  take  it  that 
they  all  amount  to  substantially  the  same 
thing,  and  mean  that  retroactive  laws  which 
do  not  injuriously  affect  any  right  of  the 
citizen — that  is  to  say,  laws  curing  defects 
in  the  remedy,  or  confirming  rights  already 
existing,  or  adding  to  the  means  of  securing 
and  enforcing  the  same — may  be  passed." 
Sustaining  the  views  of  the  court  in  that 
case.  Justice  Lumpkin  cites  a  number  of  au- 
thorities. It  is  not  an  open  question,  there- 
fore, in  this  court,  as  to  what  is  really  meant 
by  the  constitutional  inhibition  against  ret- 
roactive laws  in  Georgia.  That  instrument 
simply  strikes  at  such  retrospective  legisla- 
tion as  injuriously  affects  some  substantial 
rii^ht  of  the  citizen.  Bacon  v.  Savannah,  105 
Ga.  62,  31  S.  E.  127. 

But  it  is  contended  by  counsel  for  defend- 
ants in  error  that  the  act  of  December  21, 
1897  (Acts  1897,  pp.  79-81),  in  so  far  as  it 
applies  to  pre-existing- causes  of  action,  is  in- 
valid. It  IS  insisted  that  plaintiffs'  right  to 
recover  mesne  profits  with  the  land,  and  their 
right  to  recover  the  land,  without  further 
offeet  on  account  of  improvements  than  the 
extent  of  mesne  profits,  was  at  the  time  of 
the  passage  of  the  act  a  vested  right.  The 
controlling  question,  then,  in  this  case,  is 
whether  the  act  in  question  deprives  the 
plaintiffs  seeking  to  recover  land  on  a  per- 
fect title  of  any  vested  or  substantial  right 
by  the  defenses  therein  allowed  the  defend- 
ant touching  improvements  placed  by  him  or 
his  predecessors  in  title,  in  good  faith,  upon 
the  land.  To  determine  this  question,  we 
will,  in  this  connection,  notice  what  provi- 
sion the  act  makes.  The  first  section  of  the 
act  declares  that,  "in  all  cases  where  an  ac- 
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tion  has  been  brought  for  the  recovery  of 
land,  the  defendant  who  has  bona  fide  pos- 
session of  such  land  under  adverse  claim  of 
title  may  set  off  the  value  of  all  permanent 
improvements  bona  fide  placed  thereon  by 
himself  or  other  bona  fide  claimants  under 
whom  he  claims,  and  in  case  the  legal  title 
to  the  land  is  found  to  be  in  the  plaintiff, 
if  the  value  of  such  improvements  at  the 
time  of  the  trial  exceeds  the  mesne  profits, 
the  jury  may  render  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  for  the  land  and  in  favor  of  the  de- 
fendant for  the  amount  of  the  excess  of  the 
value  of  said  improvements  over  the  mesne 
profits."  The  act  then  goes  on  to  provide 
that  the  verdict  shall  also  find  the  value  of 
the  land  itself  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  and 
gives  the  plaintiff  the  right  to  recover  the 
premises  by  paying  the  defendant  the  excess 
of  the  value  of  the  improvements  over  the 
mesne  profits,  and,  in  the  event  that  he  fails 
to  do  so  within  the  time  fixed  by  the  court,, 
the  defendant  shall  have  the  right  to  pay 
the  plaintiff  the  value  of  the  land  and  the 
mesne  profits  found  by  the  jury.  The  act 
further  provides  other  equitable  and  just 
remedies  to  guard  against  any  wrong  to 
either  party,  and,  among  them,  a  commis- 
sioner may  be  appointed  by  the  court,  and  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  land  may  be  di- 
vided between  plaintiff  and  defendant  in  the 
ratio  that  the  value  of  the  land  bears  to  the 
excess  in  value  of  the  improvements  over  the 
mesne  profits.  We  simply  recite  some  of 
these  provisions  of  the  act,  with  a  view  of 
showing  in  this  connection  its  general  scope 
and  purpose.  There  can  he  no  question,  from 
reading  and  studying  the  entire  act,  that  the 
purpose  of  the  legislature  was  to  do  equal 
and  exact  justice  between  the  parties  in  all 
cases  contemplated  by  the  provisions  of  the 
act  Now  what  right  of  the  owner  of  land 
is  there  that  can  be  devested  by  enforcing 
the  provisions  of  this  law?  It  is  a  matter 
that  may  be  regarded  now  as  almost  an  ele- 
mentary principle,  in  the  construction  of  con- 
stitutional law  upon  the  subject  of  retro- 
active legislation,  that  it  does  not  refer  to 
those  remedies  adopted  by  a  legislative  body 
for  the  purpose  of  providing  a  rule  to  secure 
for  its  citizens  the  enjoyment  of  some  natur- 
al right,  equitable  and  just  in  itself,  but 
which  they  were  not  able  to  enforce  on  ac- 
count of  defects  in  the  law,  or  its  omission 
to  provide  the  relief  necessary  to  secure  such 
right.  It  is  true  that  this  opens  a  broad  field 
for  the  exercise  of  judicial  discretion  and 
power,  for  many  cases  may  arise  in  w^hich 
there  is  no  positive  written  rule  from  the 
lawmaking  power  that  can  give  the  court  any 
substantial  aid  in  arriving  at  a  just  conclu- 
sion. But  this  is  unavoidable.  It  is  obliged 
to  happen,  in  some  instances,  that  in  constru- 
ing con.stitutional  provisions,  expressed  in 
general  terms,  touching  the  rights  of  the 
citizen,  there  is  no  criterion  except  a  natural 
sense  of  right  and  justice,  and  no  relief  can 
be  had  to  redress  a  wrong  or  to  enforce  a 
right,  save  to  appeal  to  the  enlightened  con- 
science of  an  impartial  judiciary.  Courts 
cannot  be  too  cautious  to  see  that  ex  post 
facto  or  retroactive  laws  shall  not  devest  any 
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citizen  of  a  real  ri^ht,  and  they  should  be 
-equally  as  cautious  in  declaring  an  act  of  the 
general  assembly  null  and  void  when  it  seeks 
to  redress  a  wrong,  and  to  apply  the  remedy 
it  presents,  not  only  to  future,  but  to  past, 
transactions.  The  relief  provided  by  the  act 
of  1897  was  for  those  who  held  property  in 
good  faith,  honestly  believing  that  they  had 
acquired  a  good  title  thereto,  and  who,  upon 
the  faith  of  such  belief,  had  spent  their 
money  and  labor  in  improving  the  property. 
Prior  to  the  act  of  1897,  for  want  of  reme- 
dial 1-^islation  in  this  particular,  an  inno- 
cent person  might  purchase  a  vacant  piece  of 
property,  of  scarcely  any  appreciable  value, 
place  thereon  permanent  and  substantial  im- 
provements, enhancing  its  value  a  thousand 
fold, — ^yea,  he  might  spend  thereon  his  time 
and  labor  and  means,  and  even  the  accumu- 
lated fortune  of  a  lifetime  in  such  improve- 
ments,— ^and  yet  the  owner,  who  had  delayed 
asserting  his  rights  until  the  property  had 
thus  been  enhanced  in  value,  could  reap  the 
fortune  placed  upon  it,  and  turn  the  pur- 
chaser out  a  pauper.  Neither  equity  nor 
natural  justice  can  recognize  such  a  right 
in  one  to  reap  the  reward  of  the  labor,  serv- 
ices, and  fortune  of  another  without  paying 
therefor  any  compensation  whatever.  It 
would  be  revolting  to  educated  reason  and 
shocking  to  an  enlightened  conscience.  We 
may  have  stated  above  an  extreme  case,  but, 
in  a  sense,  they  are  extreme  cases  to  which 
the  act  was  intended  to  apply.  We  are 
aware  of  nothing  in  the  decisions  of  this 
court,  or  in  the  judicial  opinions  of  any  of 
its  members,  from  which  can  be  even  inferred 
a  denial  of  such  a  natural  equity  as  that 
which  this  act  of  1897  undertakes  to  protect. 
For  ye&vs  the  decisions  of  this  court  touch- 
ing the  right  of  a  bona  fide  claimant  to  land, 
who  did  not  have  the  legal  title  thereto,  for 
iiompensation  on  account  of  valuable,  per- 
manent, and  substantial  improvements  he 
had  placed  thereon,  seemed  to  waver  in  the 
balance,  not  upon  the  idea  of  any  want  of 
such  natural  equity  or  of  any  natural  right 
the  owner  had  in  such  a  case  to  take  the  im- 
provements without  paying  for  them,  but  up- 
on the  idea  of  a  want  of  any  remedy  pro- 
vided by  the  law  for  a  defendant  to  recover 
for  such  improvements  in  ordinary  suits  at 
law  for  land.  Finally,  in  the  case  of  Dudley 
V.  Johnson,  102  Ga.  1,  29  S.  E.  60,  the  ques- 
tion was  clearly  and  definitefy  settled  by  the 
court.  Jt  was  there  decided  that  "neither 
in  an  action  of  ejectment  nor  in  complaint 
for  land  can  a  defendant  set  off  the  value 
of  improvements  placed  thereon  by  him,  to 
an  amount  beyond  the  sum  which  the  plain- 
tiff would  be  entitled  to  recover  by  way  of 
mense  profits;  nor  can  a  defendant  in  such 
a  case,  upon  an  equitable  answer,  recover 
against  a  plaintiff  the  value  of  improve- 
ments in  good  faith  placed  upon  the  premises 
by  such  defendant,  and  have  the  same,  by 
equitable  decree  against  the  owner,  made  a 
charge  upon  the  premises  on  which  they  are 
placed,  and  from  which  the  defendant  is 
evicted  under  a  judgment  rendered  against 
him  in  such  suit.''  There  is  no  intimation, 
either  in  the  decision  or  in  the  opinion  of 
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that  case,  against  the  natural  equities  of  the 
defendant  under  the  circumstances,   nor    \\ 
there  any  intimation  that,  if  the  action  had 
been  a  proceeding  in  equity  by  the  plaintiff, 
the   defendant  might  not,   under   equitable 
principles,  have  obtained  the  relief  sought. 
As  Justice  Atkinson  says  in  the  opinion  on 
page  6,  102  Ga.,  and  page  51,  29  S.  E.:   "Tlie 
plaintiffs  were  not  seeking  the  aid  of  a  court 
of  equity,  but  sued  upon  their  strictly  legal 
rights.     They  were,  therefore,  not  required, 
upon  equitable  principles  to  make  any  con- 
cession to  the  defendants."    On  page  8,  102 
Ga.,  and  page  53,  29  S.  £.,  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  opinion,  he  says:     "The  general  as- 
sembly, by  making  provision  upon  this  sub- 
ject, will  be  presumed  to  have  settled  the 
policy  of  this  state  with  respect  to  the  al- 
lowance for  improvements;  and  it  should  be 
left  to  the   wisdom  and  discretion    of    that 
body  to  say  whether  rights,  in  addition  to 
those  stated    in  the    sections  of    the    Code 
above  referred  to,  should  be  conferred  upon 
persons  who  enter,  whether  in  good  or  bad 
faith,   upon  the   property   of   another,    and 
make  valuable  improvements  thereon."    Vp- 
on  this  suggestion  It  w^ould  seem  that  the 
legislature  has  acted  by  the  passage  of  the 
act  of  1807 ;  and  we  are  now  to  determine 
whether  we  will  give  that  act  validity  and 
force  according  to  the  true  legislative  intent 
when  it  was  passed.    An  early  case  on  this 
subject,  touching  the  relative  rights  of  the 
owner    and    tenant  in  relation  to  improve- 
ments put  by  the  latter  upon  the  premises, 
is  the  case  of  Bright  v.  Boyd,  1  Story,  478, 
Fed.  Gas.  No.  1.875.    As  that  case  has  been 
relied  on  and  cited  to  a  considerable  extent 
by  the  courts  of  last  resort  in  various  states 
of  the  Union,  we  will  be  justified  in  quoting 
to  some  extent  from  the  learned  opinion  of 
Justice  Story  therein.    On  page  494,  1  Story, 
he  says:     "The  other  question,    as    to    the 
right  of  the  purchaser,  bona  fide  and  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  to  compensation  for 
permanent    improvements    made    upon    the 
estate,  which  have  greatly  enhanced  its  value 
under  a  title  which  turns  out  defective,  he 
having  no  notice  of  the  defect,  is  one  upon 
which,  looking  to  the  authorities.  I  should 
be   inclined    to    pause.     Upon    the   generals 
principle  of  courts  of  equity,  acting  ex  cequoL 
et  bofiOy  I  own  that  there  does  not  seem  to\ 
me  any  just  ground  to  doubt  that  compensa-  \ 
tion,  under  such  circumstances,  ought  to  be    \ 
allowed  to  the  full  amount  of  the  enhanced      \ 
value,  upon  the  maxim  of  the  common  law.      J 
Nemo  debet  locuplctari  ex  alterius  incommo-     J 
doj*    Again,  on  page  495,  seeming  to  recog-     a 
nize  that  there  was  no  direct  authority  upon      A 
the  subject,  he  says:     "Xow,  if  there  be  no         i 
authority   against    the    doctrine,    I    confess 
that  I  should  be  most  reluctant  to  be  the 
first  judge  to  lead  to  such  a  decision.     It 
appears  to  me,  speaking  with  all  deference 
to  other  opinions,  that  the  denial  of  all  com- 
pensation to  such  a  bona  fide  purchaser  in 
such  a  case,  where  he  has  manifestly  added 
to  the  permanent  value  of  an  estate  by  his 
meliorations  and  improvements,  without  the 
slightest  suspicion  of  any  infirmity  in   his 
own  title,  is  contrary  to  the  first  principles 
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•of  equity.  Take  the  case  of  a  vacant  lot  in 
a  city,  where  a  bona  fide  purchaser  builds 
a  house  thereon,  enhancing  the  value  of  the 
-estpte  to  ten  times  the  original  value  of  the 
land,  under  a  title  apparently  perfect  and 
complete.  Is  it  reasonable  or  just  that  in 
such  a  case  the  true  owner  should  recover 
and  possess  the  whole,  without  any  compen- 
sation whatever  to  the  bona  fide  purchaser? 
To  me  it  seems  manifestly  unjust  and  in- 
equitable thus  to  appropriate  to  one  man  the 
property  and  money  of  another,  who  is  in  no 
default.  The  argument,  I  am  aware,  is  that 
the  moment  the  house  is  built  it  belongs  to 
the  owner  of  the  land,  by  mere  operation  of 
law,  and  that  he  may  certainly  possess  and  en- 
joy his  own.  But  this  is  merely  stating  the 
technical  rule  of  law  by  which  the  true 
owner  seeks  to  hold  what,  in  a  just  sense, 
he  never  had  the  slightest  title  to;  that  is, 
the  house.  It  is  not  answering  the  objection, 
but  merely  and  dryly  stating  that  the  law 
so  holds.  But  then,  admitting  this  to  be  so, 
does  it  not  furnish  a  strong  ground  why 
equity  should  interpose  and  grant  relief?  I 
have  ventured  to  suggest  that  the  claim  of 
the  bona  fide  purchaser,  under  such  circum- 
stances, is  founded  in  equity,  I  think  it 
founded  in  the  highest  equity,  and  in  this 
view  of  the  matter  I  am  supported  by  the 
positive  dictates  of  the  Roman  law.  The 
passage  already  cited  shows  it  to  be  founded 
in  the  clearest  natural  equity.  Jure  natur(s 
(equum  est"  The  writer  goes  on,  in  his 
learned  opinion  to  state  that  it  was  a  grave 
mistake,  sometimes  made,  that  the  Roman 
law  confined  its  equity  or  remedial  justice  on 
this  subject  to  a  mere  reduction  from  the 
amount  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  land ; 
and  he  further  states  that  the  like  principle 
has  been  embodied  into  the  law  of  the  modern 
nations  which  have  derived  their  jurispru- 
dence from  the  Roman  law,  and  it  was  "rec- 
ognized in  France,  and  enforced  by  Pothier, 
with  his  accustomed  strong  sense  of  equity 
and  general  justice  and  urgent  reasoning," 
and  that  it  was  also  recognized  in  the  law 
of  Scotland.  The  supreme  court  of  Missouri, 
in  treating  of  the  justice  and  validity  of 
such  laws,  uses  the  following  language,  by 
Brace,  J.,  in  the  case  of  Stump  v.  Homhack^ 
94  Mo.  30,  6  S.  W.  358:  "The  object  was 
not  to  deprive  him  [the  owner]  of  his  land, 
with  or  without  his  consent,  or  the  posses- 
sion of  it,  but  simply  to  withhold  the  posses- 
sion until  he  paid  the  occupying  claimant 
the  value  such  claimant  had  added  to  the 
land  by  his  improvements.  The  law  said  to 
the  owner:  "You  have  sought  the  assist- 
ance of  the  law  to  enable  you  to  recover 
your  land  from  another,  who  in  good  faith 
believed  it  was  his,  and  in  such  faith  has 
enhanced  the  value  of  your  property.  Now 
you  shall  have  possession  of  it,  but  not  until 
you  yourself  have  done  *that  justice  which 
the  law  loveth,'  and  paid  that  enhanced  value 
to  him  who  hath  earned  it."  In  the  case  of 
Saunders  y.  Wilson,  19  Tex.  194,  it  was  de- 
cided that  a  statute  of  that  state  "which 
secures  to  possessors  of  real  property,  in  good 
faith,  reimbursement  from  the  true  ow^ner 
for  permanent  and  valuable  improvements 
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made  on  the  property  by  the  former,  .  .  . 
[is]  consistent  with  equity  and  the  civil  law, 
and  not  inconsistent  with  the  Constitution.*' 
On  page  196,  in  the  opinion  in  that  case,  it 
is  declared:  "But  the  provision  that  a  de- 
fendant, a  possessor  in  good  faith,  through 
whose  capital  and  toil  the  land  has  received 
a  great  accession  in  value,  should  receive  full 
compensation  for  permanent  and  valuable 
improvements,  is  liable  to  no  objection, 
either  on  constitutional  grounds,  or  on  those 
of  sound  policy  or  fair  and  honest  dealing 
between  man  and  man."  On  page  199  it  is 
observed  that  this  doctrine  of  reinbursement 
by  the  owner  for  expense  of  improvements 
made  by  the  possessor  in  good  faith  "was 
recognized  in  Roman  jurisprudence,  the 
great  fountain  of  most  of  the  modern  law 
of  the  civilized  world;  that  it  is  sanctioned 
to  a  great  extent  in  equity,  and,  in  the  opin- 
ion if  Justice  Story,  should  go  the  whole 
length  of  the  remedial  justice  administered 
under  our  statute."  See  same  subject  thor- 
oughly and  ably  discussed  in  Ross  v.  Irving^ 
14  111.  171,  177 ;  OHstcold  v.  Bragg^  48  Conn. 
577-581.  In  the  case  of  Pacquette  v.  Pickness^ 
19  Witt.  219,  the  constitutionality  of  a  sim- 
ilar act  of  the  legislature  of  that  state  was 
called  in  question.  One  ground  of  the  attack 
made  upon  the  act  was  that  it  was  in  con- 
flict with  §  10,  art.  1,  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  which,  among  other 
things,  declares  that  no  state  shall  pass  any 
ex  post  facto  law,  and  that  it  was  also  con- 
trary to  a  provision  in  the  Constitution  of 
the  state  of  Wisconsin.  Downer,  J.,  in  de- 
livering the  opinion  of  the  court  in  that  case, 
on  page  222,  eays:  "We  are  of  opinion  that 
the  'Improvement  Act,'  so  called,  is  consti- 
tutional. It  is  based  upon  the  broad  prin- 
ciples of  equity,  and,  if  properly  adminis- 
tered, will  give  to  each  party  his  rights. 
Similar  acts  have  been  in  force  in  many  of 
the  states  for  more  than  half  a  century,  and 
have  been  so  uniformlv  held  constitutional 
that  we  consider  ourselves  bound  by  the 
great  weight  of  authority  in  their  favor." 
In  the  case  of  Whitney  v.  Richardson,  31 
Vt.  300-310,  it  appeared  that  a  betterment 
act  in  that  state  which  related  to  compen- 
sation  for  improvements  placed  in  good  faith 
upon  land  restricted  its  operation  to  those 
who  entered  before  the  passage  of  the  act. 
That  was  a  suit  for  betterments  upon  lands 
recovered  by  the  defendants  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  a  previous  action  of  ejectment. 
It  appeared  that  at  the  time  of  the  plaintiff's 
entry  the  existing  act  could  not  apply  to  him, 
on  account  of  the  restriction  above  referred 
to,  and  it  was  contended  that  he  could  not, 
therefore,  avail  himself  of  its  benefits  by 
virtue  of  the  fact  that  the  restriction  had 
been  removed  after  his  entry.  It  was  de- 
cided in  that  case  that,  though  no  law  allow- 
ing a  recovery  for  betterments  existed  at  the 
time  of  his  entry,  yet  the  acts  passed  subse- 
quently gave  him  a  right  to  such  recovery. 
There  was  an  act  in  force  in  Massachusetts 
that  provided,  among  other  things,  that 
"where  any  action  has  been  or  may  be  com- 
menced for  the  recovery  of  lands,  which  the 
tenant  holds  by  virtue  of  a  possession  and 
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improvement,  and  of  w'lich  he,  or  those  under 
whom  he  claims,  have  had  the  actual  pos- 
session for  six  years  or  more,  the  jury,  at 
the  request  of  the  tenant,  shall  find  the 
value  of  the  improvements,  and  also  upon 
the  requisition  of  the  defendant  shall  find  the 
value  of  the  tenements,  if  they  have  not  been 
improved."  The  act  in  its  other  portions 
has  provisions  very  similar  to  our  act  of 
1897  touching  the  compensation  of  the  de- 
fendant for  such  improvements.  It  will  be 
obsei-ved  that  that  act  by  its  terms  applied 
to  any  action,  not  only  including  suits  there- 
after to  be  brought,  but  such  as  were  pend- 
ing at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act. 
The  validity  of  that  act  was  sustained  in  the 
case  of  Bacon  v.  Callcndei-,  6  Mass.  303.  For 
the  terms  of  the  act,  see  page  306.  On 
page  308  of  that  volume  the  court  says: 
*'The  demandant  has  not  contested  the  con- 
stitutionality of  this  statute,  so  far  as  may 
affect  actions  sued  after  its  passage,  but  de- 
nies it  as  affecting  actions  pending  at  that 
time.  We  see  no  ground  for  this  distinction, 
and  if  it  were  competent  for  the  legislature 
to  make  these  provisions,  to  affect  actions 
after  to  he  commenced,  the  same  provisions 
might  apply  with  equal  authority  to  actions 
then  penaing.'*  Cooley,  in  his  work  on  Con- 
stitutional Limitations,  devotes  considerable 
space  to  a  discussion  of  this  identical  ques- 
tion. On  page  475  he  says:  "But  cases 
may  sometimes  present  themselves  in  which 
improvements  actually  made  by  one  man 
upon  the  land  of  another,  even  though 
against  the  will  of  the  owner,  ought, 
on  grounds  of  strict  equity,  to  constitute  a 
charge  upon  the  land  improved.  If  they 
have  been  made  in  good  faith,  and  under 
reasonable  expectation  on  the  part  of  the 
person  making  them  that  he  was  to  reap  the 
benefit  of  them,  and  if  the  owner  has  stood 
by  and  suffered  them  to  be  made,  but  after- 
wards has  recovered  the  land  and  appro- 
priat-ed  the  improvements,  it  would  seem  that 
there  must  exist  against  him  at  least  a 
strong  equitable  claim  for  reimbursement  of 
the  expenditures,  and  perhaps  no  sufficient 
reason  why  provision  should  not  be  made  by 
law  for  their  recovery."  After  a  review  of 
some  of  the  decisions  bearing  upon  the  sub- 
ject, the  learned  author  reaches  the  follow- 
ing conclusion  (p.  478)  :  "Betterment  laws, 
then,  recognize  the  existen?:e  of  an  equitable 
right  and  give  a  remedy  for  its  enforcement 
where  none  had  existed  before.  It  is  true 
that  they  make  a  man  pay  for  improvements 
which  he  has  not  directed  to  be  made,  but 
this  legislation  presents  no  feature  of  offi- 
cious interference  by  the  government  with 
private  property.  The  improvements  have 
been  made  by  one  person  in  good  faith,  and 
are  now  to  be  appropriated  by  another.  The 
parties  cannot  be  placed  in  statu  quo,  and 
the  statute  accomplishes  justice,  as  nearly 
as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  will  admit, 
Avhen  it  compels  the  owner  of  the  land,  who, 
if  he  declines  to  sell,  must  necesarily  appro- 
priate the  betterments  made  by  another,  to 
pay  the  value  to  the  person  at  whose  ex- 
pense they  have  been  made.  The  case  is  pe- 
culiar, but  a  statute  cannot  be  void,  as  an 
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unconstitutional  interference  with  private 
property,  which  adjusts  the  equities  of  the 
parties  as  nearly  as  possible  according  to- 
natural  justice." 

A  number  of  authorities  bearing  upon  this- 
subject  and  trending  in  the  same  direction 
might  be  cited,  for  we  have  by  no  means 
above  undertaken  to  exhaust  authority  on 
the  subject.     It  is  true  that  in  all  the  cas>ei4 
cited  the  rules  of  law  touching  retroactiTe 
legislation  are  not  involved,  but  all  the  au- 
thorities are  directly  in  point  on  the  propo- 
sition that  the  act  of  the  general  assembly 
under  consideration  does  not  affect  any  ve%;t- 
ed  or  substantial  right  of  the  owner  of  prop- 
erty,  is   not   an   interference   with    private 
property,  and  is  remedial  in  its  nature,  for 
the  purpose  of  enforcing  natural  ri^ht  and 
equity;  and  under  the  construction  of  this 
court  as  to  what  is  meant  by  "retroactive 
legislation,"  in  our  Constitution,  we   think 
it  clearly  follows,  both  frcMn  reason  and  au- 
thority, that  the  act  of  1897  does  not  fall 
within  any  inhibition  prescribed  by  the  or- 
ganic law  of  this  state.     In  some  of  the  cases 
cited  it  will  be  seen  that  betterment  act^ 
similar  to  the  Georgia  law  of  1897  have  been 
considered  and  held  valid,  notwithstanding 
constitutional     provisions     touching     retro- 
spective or  ex  post  facto  laws,  and  have  been 
held  not  to  be  unconstitutional  because  made 
applicable  to  suits  pending  at  the  time  of 
their   passage.    In   other   cases   cited     that 
question  is  not  directly  involved.     For  in- 
stance, in  Texas,  it  seems  the  act  under  con- 
sideration had  been  in  force  many  years  be- 
fore the  pendency  of  that  suit.     But  it  does 
not  follow  that  even  these  authorities  are 
not  in  point,  though  the  states  in  which  the 
decisions  were  rendered  should  have  no  con- 
stitutional inhibition  against  retroactive  le;;- 
islation;    for,    if   the  principle  decided   by 
those  courts  if  correct,  then  the  character  of 
legislation  we  are  now  considering  does  not 
affect  any  right  of  the  owner  of  land.     If 
this  be  true,  then,  under  previous  decisions 
of  this  court,  the  act  in  question  is  not  in 
any  manner  retroactive,  in  the  constitution- 
al sense  of  that  word.     It  impairs  the  obli- 
gation of  no  contract.    It  destroys  no  vested 
right.     It  is  not  an  unauthorized  interfer- 
ence with  private  property.     It  seeks  to  do 
right  and  to  prevent  wrong.     Our   conclu- 
sion, therefore,  is  that  the  plaintiff  in  error 
is  entitled  to  go  before  the  jury  on  the  ques- 
tion of  the  value  of  improvements  placed  up- 
on the  land  by  himself  and  predecessor  in 
title,  and  that  he  is  entitled  to  a  verdict  at 
least  to  the  amount  that  such  permanent  im- 
provements had  really  enhanced  the  value  of 
the  land.     Should  the  jury  find  that  this 
amount  exceeds  the  mesne  profits,  then  it 
would  be  their  duty  to  find  a  verdict  in  favor 
of  the  defendant  for  the  amount  of  such  ex- 
cess.    If  the  pleadings  of  plaintiff  in  error 
in  this  case  be  true,  not  to  apply  the  above 
rule  would  be  a  peculiar  hardship  and  injus- 
tice to  him,  and  an  unconscionable  advantage 
to  the  other  parties ;  for,  after  greatly  deter- 
iorating in  value  the  land  received,  they  pur- 
pose now  to  give  it  up,  and  take  back  land, 
greatly  enhanced  in  value  by  permanent  im- 
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provements,  without  contributing  one  cent 
for  such  increase  in  worth. 

2.  A  part  of  the  answer  that  seems  to  have 
been  stricken  by  the  order  of  the  court  in 
Bustaining  the  demurrer  related  to  the  rents, 
issues,  and  profits  realized  by  the  plaintiflFs 
from  the  lands  they  had  acquired  in  lieu  of 
the  land  sued  for  in  this  case;  and  it  was 
prayed  in  the  answer  that,  should  it  be  held 
the  plaintiffs  had  a  right  to  recover,  they 
should  first  be  required  to  account  for  the 
rents  and  profits  from  the  land  in  Early 
county,  as  well  as  for  the  value  of  the  im- 
provements upon  the  land  in  suit.  We  thinlc 
there  was  error  in  sustaining  the  demurrer, 
also,  to  this  portion  of  the  answer.  What- 
ever benefits  the  plaintiffs  derived  from  the 
land  exchanged  for  that  involved  in  this 
suit,  either  through  their  guardian,  or  by 
themselves  after  his  death,  would  clearly  be 
a  proper  subject-matter  of  set-off  against  the 
rents  and  mesne  profits  which  they  claim 
in  the  land  sued  for,  whether  the  profits  they 
derived  from  the  Mills  land  were  rents,  or 
proceeds  of  the  sales  of  timber  or  turpentine 
upon  the  place.  This  right  of  the  defendant 
would  seem  to  be  the  more  patent,  if,  as  a 
result  of  their  profits  in  timber,  etc.,  a  seri- 
ous diminution  in  the  value  of  the  land  had 
been  caused.  Much  of  the  answer  gives  a  de- 
tailed history  of  how  the  defendant  acquired 
title  to  the  premises  in  dispute.  This  is  not 
improper  in  an  answer  in  such  a  case,  for 
the  reason  that  it  might  t!hrow  light  upon 
the  bona  fides  of  his  possession  and  claim  of 
title,  and  tend  to  show  that  he  was  in  such  a 
position  as  to  claim  the  improvements  under 
the  act  of  1897.  We  therefore  think  the  de- 
murrer should  not  have  been  sustained  as  to 
any  of  these  allegations.  That  portion  of 
the  answer,  however,  asking  for  a  confirma- 
tion of  the  conveyance  made  by  plaintiffs' 
guardian  to  A.  S.  Mills,  and  the  conveyance 
made  by  him  to  the  guardian,  was  properly 
stricken,  for  the  reasons  which  we  will  here- 
inafter assign.  The  above  disposes  of  the 
questions  raised  by  the  exceptions  filed  pen- 
dente lite  to  the  judgment  of  the  court  sus- 
taining the  demurrer  to  defendant's  answer, 
and  also  disposes  of  some  of  the  grounds  in 
the  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

3.  It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  plaintiff 
in  error  that  the  title  under  which  he  claims 
the  land  sued  for  originated  from  an  ex- 
change of  lands  between  his  grantor  and  the 
guardian  of  defendants  in  error,  made  in 
pursuance  of  an  order  of  the  judge  of  the  su- 
perior court  authorizing  the  exchange,  and 
that  it  was  rather  in  the  nature  of  an  invest- 
ment than  a  sale  of  the  ward's  property.  It 
is  further  contended  that  at  the  time  this 
order  was  granted  the  judge  of  the  superior 
court  had  authority  to  authorize  guardians 
to  invest  the  funds  of  their  wards  in  land, 
and  to  pass  upon  applications  for  such  pur- 
pose either  in  term  time  or  vacation.  Civ. 
Code,  §  3432,  is  cited  as  authority  for  this 
position.  It  provides:  "Guardians,  trus- 
tees, executors  and  administrators  are  author. 
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ized  to  invest  any  funds  held  by  them  as  such 
guardians,  trustees,  executors  and  adminis- 
trators, in  lands:  provided,  an  order  to  that 
effect  be  first  obtained  from  the  judge  of  the 
superior  court  who  is  authorized  to  consider 
and  pass  upon  such  applications,  either  in 
term  time  or  vacation."  Civ.  Code,  §  3180, 
which  relates  to  investments  by  a  trustee 
holding  trust  funds  in  stocks,  bonds,  or  other 
securities  issued  by  this  state,  is  also  cited. 
This  section  provides:  "Any  other  invest- 
ments of  trust  funds  must  be  made  under  an 
order  of  the  superior  court,  either  in  term, 
or  granted  by  the  judge  in  vacation,  or  else 
at  the  risk  of  the  trustee."  It  is  true,  these 
sections  of  the  Code  were  the  law  of  this 
state  before  the  guardian  obtained  his  order 
to  sell  or  exchange  lands  of  his  ward  for  the 
lands  embraced  in  this  suit.  For  the  same 
sections,  see  Code  1882,  §§  2330,  2541,  which 
are  copied  in  the  present  Code.  It  appears 
in  the  record  that,  in  the  petition  to  the 
judge  of  the  superior  court  to  obtain  this  or- 
der, the  guardian  applied  for  a  guardian  ad 
litem  to  be  appointed  for  the  wards;  that 
such  a  guardian  was  appointed,  accepted  the 
appointment,  was  directed  to  investigate  and 
see  if  it  was  to  the  interest  of  the  wards  that 
the  exchange  should  be  made;  and  that  he 
made  a  report  thereon  indorsing  the  same. 
While  there  is  some  force  in  the  contention 
of  counsel  in  claiming  that  this  was  not  a 
sale,  strictly  speaking,  of  the  wards'  proper- 
ty, but  was  rather  in  the  nature  of  an  invest- 
ment, as  a  matter  of  law,  we  do  not  think 
that  either  section  applies  to  a  case  of  this 
character.  The  sections  relate  to  an  invest- 
ment of  funds  in  the  hands  of  guardians, 
etc.,  and  do  not,  by  their  terms,  have  any 
reference  to  exchanging  real  estate  belong- 
ing to  minors  for  other  realty.  Such  a  dis- 
position of  property  of  minors  is  as  much  a 
sale  thereof  as  it  would  be  to  convey  the  same 
for  money  to  be  invested  in  other  land;  the 
only  difference  being  that  in  one  case  money 
is  paid  to  the  ward  for  land,  and  in  the  other 
case  land  is  paid  for  land.  But  we  do  not 
think  this  an  open  question  in  this  court. 
In  Pughsley  v.  Pughsley,  75  Ga.  95,  it  ap- 
pears that  land  was  conveyed  in  fee  simple 
to  a  woman  and  her  children.  It  was  held 
that  upon  application  of  the  woman  for  her- 
self and  minor  children,  and  upon  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  guardian  ad  litem,  the  chan- 
cellor could  not  pass  an  order  at  chambers 
authorizing  the  sale  of  the  land  and  rein- 
vestment of  the  fund ;  that  the  decree  in  va- 
cation ordering  the  sale  was  void,  and  the 
title  of  the  children  was  not  devested  there- 
by. See  also  Rogers  v.  Pace,  75  Ga.  436-438, 
where  it  was  decided,  "The  judges  of  the  su- 
perior courts  of  the  state  can  do  no  act  nor 
grant  any  decree  in  vacation  unless  it  be 
authorized  by  statute."  In  the  case  of  Mc- 
Donald V.  McCall,  91  Ga.  304,  18  S.  E.  157, 
it  appears  that  a  devise  was  made  in  1858  to 
a  named  person  and  to  a  married  grand- 
daughter of  testatrix;  the  share  going  to 
the  granddaughter  to  be  held  by  the  husband 
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in  trust  for  her  for  life,  and  at  her  death  to 
be  divided  between  her  children.     It  was  de- 
cided in  that  case  that  a  conveyance  made  by 
the  trustee  in  1800  under  an  order  of  the 
chancellor   granted    in    vacation    passed    no 
title,  save  as  to  the  life  estate  of  the  grand- 
daughter, and  would  be  no  obstacle  to  a  re- 
covery of  the  premises  by  her  children  after 
her  death.     In  Crawford  v.  Broomhead,  J)7 
Ga.  614,  25  S.  E.  487,  it  was  decided:  "Prior 
to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  November  11, 
1889,    relating   to   sales   of   the   estates    of 
wards   for  reinvestment,  the  ordinary   had 
jurisdiction    and     authority    to    grant    to 
a  guardian  of  a  minor  child  an  order  au- 
thorizing the  guardian  to  sell  unproductive 
real  estate  [belonging  to  the  ward]  for  the 
purpose  of  reinvesting  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale    in    other    and   productive   property." 
Chief  Justice  Simmons,  in  his  opinion,  on 
page  617,  97  Ga.,  and  page  489,  25  S.  E.,  ad- 
vances the  idea 'that  prior  to  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  1889  the  power  of  authorizing  the 
sale  or  disposition  of  a  ward's  real  estate  for 
the  purpose  of  reinvestment  was  in  the  ordi- 
nary, exclusively;  that  applications  for  the 
sale  of  property  of  wards  were  lyiiformly 
made  to  the  ordinary,  and  passed  upon  bv 
him.     He  states:     "By  the  act  of  1889  the 
legislature,  in  its  wisdom,  took  away  from 
the  ordinary  the  power  to  grant  orders  for 
tlie  sale  of  the  property  of  wards  for  this 
purpose,  and  conferred  it  upon  the  judges  of 
the  superior  courts;  being,  doubtless,  of  the 
opinion  that  the  latter  would  exercise  better 
judgment  and  discretion  than  had  been  exer- 
cised by  some  of  the  ordinaries  in  regard  to 
this  matter.     Whatever  may  have  been  the 
reason,  it  is  clear  IJiat  this  power  now  rests 
exclusively   in   the  judges   of   the   superior 
courts,  and  it  is  also  clear  to  our  minds  that 
prior  to  the  act  of  1889  the  power  was  vested 
in  the  ordinaries."    It  is  argued  by  counsel 
for  plaintiff  in  error  that  the  plaintiffs  below 
were  not  in  a  position  to  repudiate  the  ex- 
change of  lands  in  this  case  that  took  place 
under  the  order  of  court ;  for  the  reason  that 
they  cannot  put  him  in  his  former  position 
as  to  the  ownership  of  the  land  conveyed  to 
their  guardian,  as  two  of  plaintiffs'  brothers 
have  disposed  of  their  interest  in  the  lands 
to    other  parties.     This  caisnot  affect    the 
rights    of    these    plaintiffs,   for    it   is   not 
charged  that  they  ever  made  any  disposition 
of  their  interest  for  which  they  are  suing  in 
this  action.     It  is  unquestionably  true  that 
they,  though  minors,  could  not  continue  to 
hold  their  interest  in  the  land  purchased  by 
their  guardian  from  Mills,  and  at  the  same 
time  recover  their  interest  in  the  estate  un- 
lawfully sold  by  the  guardian  to  Mills.    It  is 
also  true  that  the  possession,  use,  and  enjoy- 
ment of  the  property,  bought  by  their  guar- 
dian from  Mills  under  the  order  of  court, 
by  these  wards,  after  they  arrived  at  age, 
could  be  construed  into  a  ratification  of  the 
contract  of  exchange.     But,  under  the  rec- 
ord, these  do  not  seem  to  be  important  ques- 
tions to  consider.    While  they  were  set  up 
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in  the  answer  of  the  defendant  below,  yet  it 
appears  from  the  record  that  when  the  judge 
entered  up  judgment  upon  the  verdict  of  the 
jury  he  recited  therein  that  plaintiffs  ex- 
pressly disclaimed  any  intention  to  hold  the 
lands  in  Early  county  deeded  by  A.  S.  Mill:^ 
to  R.  K.  Blocker,  guardian,  in  1886,  and  he 
ordered  that  that  conveyance  be  canceled.  We 
do  not  mean  to  say,  however,  that  if.  before 
.this  trial,  either  of  the  plaintiffs,  after  ar- 
riving of  age,  had  gone  into  possession  of 
this  land,  and  used  the  same,  or  enjoyed  the 
rents,  issues,  and  profits  therefrom,  the  jury 
could  not  have  construed  this  into  such  a 
ratification  of  the  exchange  made  by  the 
guardian  and  Mills  as  would  bind  that  plain- 
tiff and  prevent  his  recovery  in  this  ease. 

4.  One  ground  of  complaint  made  in  the 
motion  for  a  new  trial  is  that  the  court  erred 
in  charging  the  jury  as  follows:     "Con^der 
all  the  evidence  in   the  case,  both   for   the 
plaintiffs    and    defendant,    and    determine 
what  would  be  a  fair  market  value  for  the 
rents  of  that  place  from  the  time  the  defend- 
ant and  his  father,  or  from  the  time  that  A. 
S.  Mills,  went  into  possession  of  it.     Deter- 
mine what  would  be  a  fair  average  rental 
per  year  from  the  time  they  were  actually  in 
possession  of  the  land, — occupied  and  use\i 
it.'*     It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  plaintiff 
in  error  that  that  charge  was  erroneous,  a^ 
defendant   could   be   made   chargeable    with 
mesne  profits  only  for  such  time  as  he  held 
possession.     This  would  be  true  if  the  de- 
fendant was  claiming  compensation  only  for 
such   improvements  as  he  placed  upon   the 
premises :  for,  as  decided  in  Gardner  v.  Gran. 
nw«,  57  Ga.   540:     "A  defendant  in  eject- 
ment is  not  liable  for  mesne  profits  taken, 
prior  to  his  own  entry,  by  those  under  whom 
he  claims ;  but  if,  in  accounting  for  the  prof- 
its chargeable  to  himself,  he  claims  credit 
for  improvements  made  by  his  predecessors, 
such  improvements  must  first  answer  for  th» 
profits  taken  by  those  who  erected   them." 
See  also   Willingham   v.   Long,  47   Ga.   540. 
where  it  was  held:     '*A  defendant  in  eject- 
ment who  has  in  good  faith  claimed  title  to 
the  premises  may  .set  off  against  the  rents,  not 
only   his   own    improvements,    but  he   may 
claim,  also,  the  value  of  the  improvements  of 
those  under  whom  he  claims,  with  warranty, 
in  so  far  as  said   improvements  exceed   in 
value  the  rents  for  which  said  warrantors* 
were  liable."    It  seems,  in  the  present  case, 
the  defendant  in  his  answer  claimed  compen- 
sation, not  only  fbr  improvements  he  placed 
upon  the  land  after  he  purchased,  but  also 
for  improvements  placed  there  by  his  gran- 
tor.    We  think  he  had  a  right  to  do  sO;  for 
the   presumption   is   that  when  he   bought 
there  was  also  estimated  in  the  valuation  of 
the  land  the  improvements  that  had  been 
placed  thereon,  rnd  that  he  paid  for  them  al- 
so; but  if  he  seeks  to  recover  for  improve- 
ments erected  by  others,  of  course,  they  are 
liable  to  be  reduced  by  the  profits  realized  by 
those  who  erected  them,  as  decided  in  ^he 
case  above  cited.    We  think,  therefore,  there 
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was  no  error  in  the  charge  of  the  court  ex- 
cepted to  in  the  tenth  ground  of  the  amend- 
ed motion  for  a  new  trial. 

There  are  several  grounds  in  the  motion 
relating  to  newly-discovered  evidence,  which, 
of  course,  are  unnecessary  for  us  to  consider, 
as  the  case  goes  back  for  a  new  trial,  and 
the  parties  will  have  ample  opportunity  of 
procuring  this  testimony  at  another  hearing. 
The  above,  we  think,  covers  all  the  questions, 
in  the  motion  of  any  merit. 

Judgment  reversed. 


All  the  Justices  concur. 

Lumpkin,  P.  J. 

I  concur  in  the  judgment  of  reversal  be- 
cause of  the  error  dealt  with  in  the  second 
headnote,  and  in  flie  corresponding  division 
of  the  preceding  opinion.     1  also  absent  to 
the  propositions  laid  down  in  the  third  and 
fourth  headnotes,  but  dissent  from  the  rul- 
ing announced  in  the  first  headnote.     In  so 
far  as  the  improvement  act  of  1897  under- 
takes to  deal  with  the  subject  of  compensat- 
ing  bona   fide   purchasers   of   realty   whose 
titles  fail  for  improvements  made  after  its 
passage,  it  may  be  wise,  beneficial,  and  con- 
stitutional.    To  this  extent,  and  to  this  cx- 
Jbent  only,  so  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  as- 
certain, do  most  of  the  authorities,  including 
some  of  those  cited  by  Mr.  Justice  Lewis,  go. 
In  so  far  as  this  act  relates  to  improvements 
made  before  its  passage,  I  cannot  help  re- 
garding it  as  retroactive  legislation  injuri- 
ously affecting  vested  rights.     It  cannot  be 
questioned  that  before  the  enactment  of  this 
statute  the  owner  of  land  could  recover  it 
from  one  who  had  made  improvements  there- 
on in  the  honest  belief  that  his  title  was 
good,  without  becoming  liable  to  the  defend- 
ant on  account  of  such  improvements,  fur- 
ther than  to  submit  to  his  right  to  set  off  the 
value   thereof  against  the  plaintiff's  claim 
for  mesne  profits.     That  this  was  the  set- 
tled law  and  policy  of  this  state  is  left  abso- 
lutely free  from  doubt  by  the  decision  of  this 
court  in  Dudley  v.  Johnson,  102  Ga.  1,  29  S. 
K.  50.     It  was  there  distinctly  and  unequiv- 
ocally held   that  "neither   in   an   action  of 
ejectment  nor  in  complaint  for  land  can  a 
defendant  set  off'  the  value  of  improvements 
placed  thereon  by  him,  to  an  amount  Ijeyond 
the  sum  which  the  plaintiff  would' be  entitled 
to. recover  by  way  of  mesne  profits;  nor  can 
a  defendant  in  such  a  case,  upon  an  equita- 
ble answer,  recover  against  a  plaintiff  the 
value  of  improvements  in  good  faith  placed 
upon  the  premises  by  such  defendant,  and 
have  the  same,  by  equitable  decree  against 
the  owner,  made  a  charge  upon  the  premises 
on  which  they  are  placed,  and  from  whicW 
the  defendant  is  evicted  under  a  judgment 
rendered   against  him   in  such   suit."     The 
ruling    announced     in    the    language    just 
quoted  would,  but  for  the  act  of  1897,  surely 
be  decisive  of  the  glleged  right  of  the  defend- 
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ant  to  claim  compensation  for-  improvements 
''beyond  the  sum  which  the  'plaintiffs'  would 
be  entitled  to  recover  by  way  of  mesne  prof- 
its."   Indeed,  with  that  act  out  of  the  way, 
it  must  be  conceded  that  the  point  ruled  on 
in  the  Dudley  Case  would  be  identical  with 
that  with  which  we  are  now  dealing  in  the 
case  before  us.    I  cannot  devest  myself  of  the 
conviction  that  this  act  gives  to  defendants  in 
actions  for  land  a  new  cause  of  action, — one 
which  they  did  not  have  before.     It  certain- 
ly gives  them  a  right  to  recover  of  plaintiffs 
money  which  they  could  not  have  recovered 
but  for  the  act.     I  say  "recover,"  because  al- 
lowing a  bet-off  is,  in  substance,  allowing  a 
recovery.     If   subje<»ting  one  to  a   liability 
which  could  not  previously  be  set  up  againsib 
him  does  not  injuriously  affect  his  rights, 
I  am  unable  to  see  why  it  does  not.     Tliis 
case  belongs,  1  think,  to  an  altogether  differ- 
ent class  from  that  of  Pritchard  v.  Savaniiah 
aireei  d  Rural  Resort  R.  Co.  87  Ga.  294,  14 
L.  R.  A.  721,  13  S.  E.  493.     There  it  was  held 
that  a  good  existing  right  of  action  which 
would  have  abated  upon   the  death   of  the 
plaintiff  was  saved  by  an  act  passed  during 
the  pendency  of  the  suit,  and  that  this  act, 
even  as  applied  to  actions  pending  at  the 
time  of  its  passage,  was  not  unconstitution- 
al.   The  act  under  consideration  in  that  case 
created  no  new  cause  of  action.     It  merely 
kept  alive  good  causes  of  action  which  would 
in  certain  contingencies   have  abated.     The 
court,  in  effect,  held  that  the  defendant  had 
no  vested  right  to  have  a  perfectly  lawful 
demand  against  him  destroyed,  and  an  ac- 
tion therefor  abated,  merly  by  reason  of  the 
plaintiff's  death  before  obtaining  judgment. 
The  act  of  1889  discussed  in  that  case  was 
purely  one  relating  to  procedure,  and  I  cited 
authorities  to  prove  that  "a  law  which  mere- 
ly alters  the  procedure  may  with  perfect  pro- 
priety be  made  applicable  to  past  as  well  as 
future  transactions."     The  act  of  1897,  as 
above  stated,  brought  into  existence  a  new 
claps  of  demands,  and  provided  for  their  en- 
forcement.     It    went    far    beyond   making 
mere  changes  in  procedure  and  practice. 

Want  of  time,  arising  from  the  great  pres- 
sure of  other  official  work,  forbids  that  I 
should  attempt  to  enter  upon  a  more  extend- 
ed discussion  of  this  very  important  ques- 
tion. I  will  therefore  add  nothing  more,  ex- 
cept to  suggest  that,  in  endeavoring  to  apply 
the  "great  principles  of  equity  and  natural 
justice"  for  the  protection  of  purchasers  who 
have  made  improvements  on  land  not  belong- 
ing to  them,  under  the  honest  but  mistaken 
belief  that  it  did,  there  is  danger  of  running 
contrary  to  these  same  great  principles  in 
permitting  innocent  defendants  to  "improve 
out  of  their  property"  plaintiffs  equally  in- 
nocent,— such,  for  example,  as  minors,' who 
did  not,  by  standing  by  and  seeing  the  im- 
provements made,  or  for  any  other  reason, 
become,  either  in  justice  or  equity,  liable  to 
such  a  loss. 
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Thomas  NESTER  et  a/.,  Plffs.  in  Err., 

V. 

DIAMOND   AL\TCH   COMPANY. 

(44  C.  C.  A.  606,  105  Fed.  507.) 

1«  A  peraon  engaged  in  floating  loffM 
down  a  atreain  and  manufacturing  them 
Into  lumber  at  his  mills  on  the  stream  may 
maintain  dams  and  booms  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  and  securing  his  own  logs,  al- 
though It  may  result  in  arresting  the  whole 
mass  of  logs  floating  on  the  stream,  If  the 
obstruction  to  the  use  of  the  stream  by  oth- 
ers is  not  unreasonable. 

2.  One  engraired  In  rnnnlnK  loffB  doivn 
a  strenni,  -wbOy  InMtead  of  proiridlna: 
Mortlnar  boom*  and  danan  of  hi*  oTrn, 
relies  for  many  years  upon  facilities  provided 
by  another,  will  be  estopped  from  maintain- 
ing an  uction  against  the  latter  for  an  un- 
lawful obstruction  of  the  stream,  because  of 
obstruction  and  delays  in  tbe  delivery  of  his 
logs. 

3.  An  indivldnnl  cannot  maintain  a 
j>rlvnte  action  for  unlawful  obstruction 
of  a  floatable  stream  unless  he  has  been  hin- 
dered by  the  obstruction  in  the  exercise  of 
his  legal  rights. 

(December  4,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Western  District  of  Michi- 
gan to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of  defend- 
ant in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages 
for  the  alleged  unlaw^ful  obstruction  of  a 
floatable  stream.     Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Lnrton,  Circuit  Judge: 
This  is  an  action  in  tort  to  recover  dama- 
ges alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by  reason 
of  an  alleged  unlawful  obstruction  main- 
tained in  the  Ontonagon  river,  a  navigable 
Btream,  wholly  within  the  state  of  Michigan, 
which  flows  into  Lake  Superior.  The  dec- 
laration contained  several  counts,  and,  in 
substance,  allies  that  in  the  years  1890  to 
1897,  both  inclusive,  the  plaintiffs  placed  in 
said  river  large  quantities  of  pine  saw  logs  for 
the  purpose  of  running  through  and  upon  the 
waters  of  said  river,  and  rafting  and  towing 
them  from  the  mouth  of  said  river,  upon  the 
waters  of  Lake  Superior,  to  their  mills  at 
Baroga;  that  the  defendant,  a  corporation  of 
the  state  of  Illinois,  was  likewise  engaged  in 
the  business  of  lumbering  upon  said  river, 
and  had  mills  erected  and  in  operation  at 
and  near  the  mouth  of  said  river,  and  "that 
the  defendant  wrongfully  and  unlawfully 
caused  to  be  put,  placed,  and  maintained  in 
said  Ontonagon  river  divers  obstructions  to 
the  navigation  thereof,  to  w^it,  columns  of 
piles,  jam  piers,  booms,  logs,  stones,  timbers, 
and  other  hindrances,  for  the  purpose  and 
with  the  design  of  hindering,  delaying,  and 

Note. — ^As  to  right  to  construct  log  booms  In 
streams,  see  Miller  v.  Hare  (W.  Va.)  39  L.  R. 
A.  491,  and  note.. 

For  right  to  use  stream  for  floating  logs,  see 
note  to  Carlson  v.  St.  Louis  River  Dam  &  Im- 
prov.  Co.  (Minn.)  41  L.  R.  A.  3«1. 
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obstructing  the  free  and  natural  navigation 
on  said  Ontonagon  river,  and  of  hindering, 
preventing,  and  obstructing  the  plaintiffs  in 
the   navigation  thereof,  and   from    running, 
driving,  floating,  and  rafting  the  said  pine 
logs  of  the  said  plaintiffs  upon  and  through 
said   Ontonagon   river  aforesaid,   by   means 
whereof  the  navigation  of  said  river  by  the 
plaintiflfs   was    impeded,   hindered,   and    ob- 
structed,   .    .    .    and  delayed  in  the  running, 
driving,  rafting,  and  manufacture  of  their 
said  saw  logs  for  long  spaces  of  time;"  that 
said  logs  by  reason  of  such  dela^  and  obstruc- 
tion, were  held  back  in  the  river,  and  *'be- 
came  sap-rotten,  worm-eaten,  discolored,  and 
otherwise    greatly    injui;ed    and  damaged,*' 
whereby  damage  had  been  sustained  to  the 
extent  of  $150,000.     The  defendant  pleaded 
the  general   issue  of  not  guilty.     To  main- 
tain the  issue  upon  their  part  the  plaintiffs 
gave  evidence  tending  to  show  that  prior  to 
May,  1800,  Thomas  Nester,  the  husband  of 
the  plaintiff  Margaret  Nester,  and  the  faUier 
of  the  other   plaintiffs,   was  the  owner  of 
large  bodies  of  pine  lands  and  of  logs  and 
lumbering  equipment,  and  was  engaged  in 
lumbering  upon  the  Ontonagon  river  and  it^ 
tributaries,  and  of  driving  saw  logs  cut  from 
his  lands  do^vn  the  Ontonagon  to  its  mouth, 
where  the  lumber  was  made  into  rafts  and 
towed  to  his  saw  mills ;  that  upon  the  death 
of  said  Thomas  Xester,  May  12,   1890.  the 
plaintiffs  succeeded  to  his  business,  and  be- 
tween May  12,  1890,  and  the  bringing  of  this 
suit  in  January,  1898,  they  had  cut,  hauled, 
and  put  in  said  river  logs  aggregating  160,- 
000,000  feet;   that  in   1882    the    defendant 
purchased  from  Rich  Bros,  their  saw  milU 
and    lumbering    outfit    on    the    Ontonagon 
river,  and  from  that    time    had    conducted 
large  lumbering  operations  on  said  river  and 
its  tributaries,  and  manufactured  their  logs 
into    lumber    at    their    said    two    mills    at 
the  mouth  of  said  river.    The  evidence  tend- 
ed to  show  thdt  during  the  ownership  of  said 
saw  mill  by  the  Rich  Bros.,  several  piers, 
consisting  of  cribs  of  logs,  filled  with  stones 
had  been  placed  in  the  channel  of  the  river 
above  the  saw  mills  operated  by  them,  and 
nearly  2  miles  above  the  mouth  of  the  river. 
Since    the^  acquisition   of    said    mills    theae 
piers  have*  been  enlarged    and    others    con- 
structed by  the  defendant  company.     Thest* 
obstructions    are,    in    the    evidence,    calleti 
"jam  piers."     They  are  11   in  number,  and 
placed  in  near  neighborhood  with  each  other 
in  the  channel  of  the  river,  and  are  so  ar- 
ranged as,  with  the  help  of  boom  gates  ex- 
tending across  the  river  on  the  lower  siile 
*of  the  row  of  piers  furthest  down  stream, 
to  arrest  and  hold  back  the  logs  coming  down 
stream.      By  opening  a  boom  gate  the  lojja 
are  gradually  suffered  to  float  past  these  jam 
piers,  and  are  sorted  and  guided  into  side 
booms  constructed  and  maintained  below  by 
the  defendant.     This  structure  thu>  arros*.* 
the  mass  of  floating  logs,  and  enables  tliose 
in  control  to  sort  them  out  and  collect  them 
in  booms  appropriated  to  the  several  owners. 
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The  logs  of  the  plaintiffs  and  of  defendant, 
together  with  the  logs  of  other  owners,  come 
•down    the  stream  in  a  confused   mass,  and 
when  the  general  progress    is    arrested    by 
these  jam  piers  the  ma^s  is  stopped;  the  jam 
4it  times  Ailing  the  river  back  for  several 
miles.    There  was  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  tjiese  piers  were  locatied  too  near  the 
mouth    of   the  river,  and  as  a  consequence 
there  was  not  sufficient  room  for  side  booms 
between  tliem  and  the  lake;  that,  as  another 
consequence  of  such  location,  the  operation  of 
iloating  the  logs  through  the  jam  piers  and 
sorting  gaps    was  much  hindered  by    lake 
tides  and  winds,  which  caused  at  times  a 
current  up  stream.    There  was  also  evidence 
tending  to  show  bad  management  and  dila- 
toriness  in  the  operation  of  letting  down  and 
sorting  the  logs,  by  which  great  delays  oc- 
curred.   In  consequence  of  such  improper  lo- 
cation of  the  "jam  piers,"  deficient  storage 
room,  and  bad  management,  there  were  such 
delays  in  the  delivery   of    saw    logs  to  the 
plaintiffs  as  resulted  in  discoloration,  sap- 
rotting,  and  other  damage  to  their  logs  and 
busine^js.    The  evidence  tended  to  show  that 
the  Ontonagon  river  was  navigable  only  in 
the  sense  that  it  is  suitable  for  the  floating  of 
saw  logs  and  lumber.    Its  width  at  the  point 
where  the  jam  piers  are  standing  is  from  200 
to  300  feet.     There  was  some  evidence  to 
show  that  the  original  jam  piers  were  con- 
structed  by   a   corporation   known   as    the 
Ontonagon  Boom  &  River  Improvement  Com- 
pany, and  that  Rich  Bros,  controlled  that 
corporation.    There  was  no  substantial  evi- 
dence showing  any  connection  between  the 
said    boom    company    and    the    defendant. 
Upon  the  contrary,  it  was  shown  conclusive- 
ly that  the  defendant  company  had  enlarged 
and   continued    to    maintain    the   said   jam 
piers  since  1S82,  and  that  it  had  since  ex- 
€Tci?ed  complete  control  over  said  piers  and 
entire  management  of  all  logs  running  with- 
in **boom  limits," — a  distance  described  as 
extending  some  10  miles  above  the  jam  piers. 
There  was  also  evidence  to  show  that  the 
land  on  one  >iide  of  the  river  below  the  jam 
piers  belonged    to  the  plaintiffs,  and    that 
their  river  bank  had  been  used  for  a  storage 
boom    by   the   defendant    under    a    contract 
made  March  25,   1891»  by  which  defendant 
luidertook  to  sort  and  store  the  plaintiffs' 
logs  f(»r  a  period  of  five  years  in  considera- 
tion of  the  u.se  of  said  bank  and  land  for  that 
term.    It  was  ali^o  shown  that  plaintiffs  had 
provided  no  side  booms  either  above  or  be- 
low the  jam  booms,  and   had   no  facilities 
whatever  for  holding  or  sorting  their  logs 
from  the  general  mass,  and  that  they  had 
•continuously  cut  and  floated  logs  down  the 
river  in  expectation  that  they  would  mingle 
with  the  logs  of  defendant  and  others,  and 
become  a  part  of  the  mass  held  back  by  the 
jam  booms,  and  would    be    let  through    as 
reached  and  sorted  and  boomed  by  the  de- 
fendant, and  that  defendant  had  thus  han- 
dled  plaintiffs*   logs   without   charge   since 
May  12.  1890.    There  was  also  evidence  tend- 
ing to  show  complaints  of  dilatoriness  and  as 
to  the  location  of  the  jam  piers,  but  there 
was  no  evidence  showing  that  plaintiffs  had 
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ever  undertaken  to  sort  or  care  for  their 
own  logs  after  they  became  part  of  the  jam 
above  the  piers,  or  that  they  were  ever  in  a 
situation  to  manage  their  logs  after  they 
reached  the  jam  above  the  piers,  or  to  store 
them  after  they  should  pass  the  boom  gates, 
except  such  as  was  provided  by  the  defend- 
ant. Upon  the  conclusion  of  all  the  evidence 
the  trial  judge  directed  a  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendant. 

Argued  before  Lurton  and  Day,  Circuit 
Judges,  and  Ricks,  District  Judge. 

Mesfirs.  Chadbonrne  &  Rees  and  F.  O. 
Clark,  with  Mr,  T.  E.  Tarsnej,  for  plain- 
tiffs in  error : 

The  navigability  of  many  of  our  rivers, 
and  the  occasions  and  necessities  for  their 
use,  and  the  nature  and  character  of  our  in- 
ternal commerce,  all  require  liberal  adapta- 
tion of  the  doctrines  in  relation  to  navigable 
waters  to  our  circumstances  and  needs. 

Angell,  Watercourses,  §§  646-550;  Spoon- 
er  V.  McConnell,  1  McLean,  350,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  13,245;  Bowman  v.  Wathen,  2  McLean, 
376,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,740;  Shaw  v.  Crawford, 
10  Johns.  237;  Wadaworth  v.  Smith,  11  Me. 
278.  20  Am.  Dec.  625;  ^cott  v.  WilUon,  3  N. 
IL  321 ;  Broicn  v.  Ghadhourne,  31  Me.  9,  50 
Am.  Dec  041. 

The  capacity  to  float  rafts  of  logs  on  these 
streams,  where  the  manufacture  of  lumber 
is  prosecuted  as  a  branch  of  trade,  is  recog- 
nized as  a  criterion  of  the  public  right  of 
passage  and  of  use,  upon  the  principle  that 
such -right  is  to  be  ascertained  from  the  pub- 
lic necessity  and  the  occasion  for  such  use. 

Scott  V.  Willson,  3  N.  H.  321 ;  Wadaworth 
V.  Smith,  11  Me.  278,  20  Am.  Dec.  525; 
Brown  v.  Chadbonrne,  31  Me.  9,  50  Am.  Dec. 
041. 

It  is  the  settled  law  of  Wisconsin  that 
streams  of  sufficient  capacity  to  float  logs  to 
market  are  navigable. 

Carpenter  v.  Mann.  17  Wis.  155;  Harring- 
ton V.  Edwards,  17  Wis.  587,  84  Am.  Dec. 
708 :  Whisler  v.  ^^'i1kinson,  22  Wis.  572 ;  Sel- 
lers V.  Union  Lumbering  Co.  39  Wis.  525; 
Olson  V.  Merrill,  42  Wis.  203 ;  Cohn  v.  Wau- 
san  Boom  Co.  47  Wis.  324,  2  N.  W.  546; 
Weathcrbv  v.  Meiklcjohn,  56  Wis.  73,  13  N. 
W.  697;  Ames  v.  Port  Huron  Log  Driving  d 
Boom  Co.  11  Mich.  14.5,  83  Am.  Dec.  731; 
Grand  Rapids  Boom  Co.  v.  Jar  vis,  30  Mich. 
308 :  Thunder  Bay  River  Boom  Co.  v.  Speech- 
ly,  31  Mich.  330,  18  Am.  Rep.  184;  Watts  v. 
Tittahawassre  Boom  Co.  52  Mich.  203,  17  N. 
W.  809;  aifford  v.  McArthur,  55  Mich.  635, 
22  N.  W.  28. 

Mr.  E.  H.  Walker  for  defendant  in  er- 
ror. 

Lurton,  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

It  is  most  manifest  that  the  Ontonagon 
river  is  navigable  only  in  a  limited  sense.  It 
is  a  highway  nevertheless,  in  which  every  man 
who  has  occasion  to  use  it  has  equal  rights, 
though  its  only  practical  use  is  that  which 
it  affords  for  floating  logs  to  market.  The 
plaintiffs  and  the  defendant,  as  well  as  other 
persons,  were  entitled  to  put  logs  into  the 
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stream  to  be  JSoated  singly  to  their  destina- 
tion at  the  mouth  of  the  river.  Logs  were 
thrown  in  indiscriminately,  ownership  being 
signified  by  a  brand  on  each  log.  When  put  in 
the  river,  they  became  a  part  of  a  general 
mass,  often  filling  the  river  for  miles,  and 
the  progress  is  that  of  those  in  advance.  To 
separate  them  according  to  ownership,  for 
either  manufacturing  at  the  mills  at  the 
mouth  of  the  river,  or  for  placing  into  rafts 
or  otherwise  continuing  their  transporta- 
tion, it  was  essential  to  the  best  interests  of 
all  that  the  floating  logs  should  be  arrested 
before  reaching  the  lake,  and  the  logs  sep- 
arated according  to  ownership,  and  guided 
into  booms  where  they  could  be  stored  for 
further  transit  or  manufacture.  John  F. 
Nester,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  concedes  this 
most  frankly,  by  saying  in  his  evidence 
that  "piers  located  at  some  point  were  neces- 
sary to  our  interests  as  welt  as  the  intereste 
of  others,  to  drive  logs  down  the  river.  The 
objection  to  these  piers  is  their  location.  The 
real  embarrassment  was  the  want  of  storage 
room  between  the  piers  and  the  mouth  of 
the  river." 

It  is  clear  that  to  make  the  navigable 
quality  of  this  stream,  short  and  narrow  as 
it  was,  serviceable  to  log  owners,  it  was  al- 
most essential  that  the  use  of  the  Stream 
should  be  regulated  by  a  single  hand.  Still 
the  plaintiffs  had  the  same  right  with  the  de- 
fendant to  construct  jam  booms  and  side 
booms  by  which  their  logs  might  be  sepa- 
rated from  the  general  mass,  and  stored  for 
use  or  transportation.  That  a  multiplica- 
tion of  such  facilities  would  injure  rather 
than  aid  the  general  interests  is  evident,  for 
every  such  obstruction  would  necessarily  re- 
tard for  a  time  the  general  movement  of  the 
whole  mass.  But  the  plaintiffs  did  not  exer- 
cise this  right  by  providing  any  facilities 
whatever  for  the  sorting  or  reception  of  their 
logs.  That  neither  they,  nor  any  other  owner 
of  logs,  did  so,  is  doubtless  due  to  the  recog- 
nition of  the  necessity  for  a  single  manage- 
ment in  order  to  obtain  the  best  results. 
That  the  management  of  sorting  and  boom- 
ing facilities,  as  well  as  the  management  of 
the  running  of  the  logs  down  the  river, 
should  be  in  the  hands  of  persons  not  them- 
selves interested  as  log  owners,  is  evident; 
and  the  law  of  Michigan  has  accordingly 
provided  -for  booming  corporations,  whose 
sincfle  duty  and  business  shall  be  the  con- 
trol of  the  navigation  of  logging  streams, 
by  the  construction  and  maintenance  of 
facilities  for  the  sorting*and  storing  of  logs 
for  all  who  choose  to  use  them.  The  defend- 
ant was  engaged  in  lumbering  and  manu- 
facturing logs  into  lumber  upon  this  stream. 
For  its  own  purposes  it  improved  the  Ontona- 
gon by  dams  and  other  devices,  and  con- 
structed and  maintained  the  jam  booms  in 
question,  as  well  as  extensive  storage  booms 
below.  It  had  an  undoubted  right  to  do  this, 
provided  its  jam  booms  did  not  unreasonably 
obstruct  the  use  of  the  river  by  others  who 
did  not  care  to  avail  themselves  of 
the  facilities  furnished  by  it.  That 
it  was  necessary  to  arrest  the  whole 
mass  of  logs  for  the  purpose  of  obtain- 
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ing  and  securing  its  own  is  evident  from  the 
nature  of    the  navigation.      This    rig^ht,  if 
reasonably  exercised,  would  not  be  unlawful, 
whether  exercised  by  a  booming  corporation 
or  by  an  individual.    Watt8  v.  Tittaba%c<MS9ce 
Boom  Co,  52  Mich.  203,  208,  17  K.  W.  809. 
That  the  plaintiffs  had  an  equal    right    to 
maintain  such  piers,  and  to  arrest  the  pro- 
gress of  the  promiscuous  mass  for  the  pur- 
pose of  securing  their  own  logs,  must  be  con- 
ceded.   That  they  had  a  ri^t  to  construct 
booms  for    the  reception  of    their  own  logs 
after  reaching  the  mouth  of  the  river  must 
also  be  conceded.     That  the  defendant,   in 
blocking    the  entire  channel    with  its   jam 
booms,  so  that  passage  waa  impossible  except 
as  it  should  allow,  thereby  monopolized  the 
stream  and  maintained  an  unlawful  obstruc- 
tion, may  also  be  conceded.    But  the  plain- 
tiffs never  did  exercise  their  right  to  pro- 
vide for  the  sorting  and  storing  of  their  own 
logs.    If  their  logs  had  been  permitted  to  ^o 
by,  they  would  inevitably  have  gone  into  the 
open  waters  of  Lake  Superior.    In  this  situa- 
tion, they  put  their  logs  into  the  river,  suf- 
fering them  to  become  a  part  of  the  mass  of 
logs  composing  the  great  jam  above  the  piers 
of  the  defendant.     They  made  no  effort  to 
themselves  assort  their    logs,  and    provided 
no  side  booms,  either  above  or  below  the  de- 
fendant's piers.    They  suffered  the  defendant 
to  sort  and  store  their  logs  in  a  boom  pro- 
vided by  the  defendant,  and  then  accepted 
them  and  proceeded  with  their  further  tran?*- 
portation.    Tills  was  the  course  of  business 
from  year  to  year  for  a  period  of  seven  years 
after  the  plaintiffs  succeeded  to  the  business 
of  Thomas  Nester.  who  for  iflany  years  be- 
fore had  had  his  logs  handled  in  the  same 
way.    There  was  evidence  of  complaint  from 
time  to  time  of  delays  and  of  objection  to 
the  location  of  the  piers  where  they  were; 
but  there    was  no  evidence  that    plaintiffs 
ever  demanded  a  right  to  pass  their  own  logs 
thVough  the  jam  b(K)m,  or  that  they  had  any 
way  for  saving  them  after  they  should  pass 
through.     We  can  but  conclude,  under  tbe 
uncontradicted  facts  of    the  case,  that    the 
plaintiffs  dealt  with  the  defendant  in  regard 
to  the  sorting  and  storing  of  their  logs,  and 
recognized  its  right  to  handle  them.      Ex- 
cluding consideration  of  the  evidence  tend- 
ing to  show  a  written  special  contract  be- 
tween the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendant,  the 
only    reasonable    conclusion    which    a    jury 
might  draw  from  all  the  other  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances in  the  case  is  that  the  plaintiffs 
intended  to  avail  themselves  of  the  piers  and 
booms  of    the  defendant  for  the  arrest    of 
their  logs  before  they  should  reach  the  open    , 
waters  of  the  great  lake,  and  of  the  services 
of  the  defendant  in  letting  them  through  the 
jam  piers  and  boom  gates,  and  in  storing 
them,  after  being  separated  from  the  logs  of 
others,  in  a  boom  provided  by  the  defendant, 
until  plaintiffs  should  be  ready  to  raft  them 
to  their  own  mills.    Upon  this  state  of  facts 
the  plaintiffs  and  defendant  came  into  im- 
plied contractual  relations,  by  which  the  one 
party  delivered  its  logs  to  the  other  for  a 
special  service,  and  by  which  the  other  un- 
dertook to  handle  and  care  for  the  logs  with 
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reasonable  despatch  and  care.  If  the  defend- 
ant had  been  an  incorporated  booming  com- 
pany under  the  law  of  Michigan,  the  facts  and 
circumstances  are  such  as  would  have  sub- 
jected the  plain tiff^s  logs  to  the  charges  al- 
lowed by  law  to  such  companies,  and  placed 
them  under  its  control  and  management  until 
redelivered.  Hall  v.  Tiitahatcassee  Boom  Co. 
51  Mich.  377,  402,  403,  16  N.  W.  770;  Lind- 
say d  P.  Co.  V.  Mullen,  176  U.  S.  126,  146, 
44  L.  ed.  400,  408,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  325.  It 
oannot  be  said  that  the  plaintiffs  were  in  any 
true  sense  compelled  to  use  the  jam  booms 
and  storage  booms  of  the  defendant.  They 
might  have  provided  their  own  facilities  and 
taken  care  of  their  own  logs,  so  far  as  that 
^'as  consistent  with  the  equal  right  of  all 
other  log  owners.  This  they  did  not  do,  and, 
because  they  chose  not  to  provide  their  own 
means  for  sorting  and  storing  their  own 
logs,  they  were  compelled  to  use  the  facilities 
and  services  of  the  defendant.  In  no  other 
sense  was  the  use  of  the  defendant's  jam 
and  storage  booms  compulsory.  The  conduct 
of  the  plaintiffs  under  the  circumstances  is 
a  waiver  of  any  right  to  attack  the  means 
adopted  by  the  defendant  for  handling  and 
protecting  their  logs,  as  constituting  an  un- 
lawful obstruction  of  navigation.  Having 
availed  themselves  of  those  means,  they  are 
estopped  to  maintain  a  private  action  based 
upon  the  unlawful  character  of  the  means 
which  they  themselves  have  engaged,  sanc- 
tioned, and  licensed  so  far  as  they  were  able 
to  do  so. 

The  obstruction  of  a  highway  by  land  or 
water  is  a  public  nuisance.  Those  who  con- 
struct or  maintain  it  are  subject  to  indict- 
ment, and  under  some  circumstances  an  ac- 
tion at  law  for  its  abatement  will  lie.  But 
no  right  of  action  by  a  member  of  the  com- 
munity will  lie  which  is  not  based  upon  a 
special  injury,  differing  in  kind  from  that 
sustained  by  the  general  public.  A  ditch 
across  a  public  street  is  a  public  nuisan^. 
But  a  party  whose  use  of  the  street  has  not 
been  hindered  cannot  maintain  a  private 
suit  for  damages.  To  sustain  a  private  ac- 
tion the  plaintiff  must  show  that  he  indi- 
vidjially  has  sustained  some  special  injury 
as  a  consequence  of  «uch  obstruction.  Un- 
doubtedly, if  the  plaintiffs  have  shown  that 
they  undertook  to  use  the  Ontonagon  river 
for  the  purpose  of  driving  their  logs  to  mar- 
ket, and  were  prevented  from  passing  down 
the  river  by  obstructions  blocking  the  whole 
channel  unreasonably,  an  action  for  the  dam- 
age due  to  such  unlawful  delay  will  lie.  But 
there  is  no  evidence  that  the  plaintiffs  ever 
were  hindered  in  the  exercise  of  their  legal 
right  by  the  defendant's  obstruction.  In  this 
respect  the  case  is  broadly  distinguishable 
from  that  of  Watts  v.  Tittabaira^scp  Boom 
Co.  .52  Mich.  203,  17  N.  W.  809.  The  de- 
fendant in  the  case  referred  to  was  a  boom- 
ing company  organized  under  the  statute  law 
of  Michigan.  It  was  authorized  to  construct 
and  maintain  all  necessary  booms  to  aid  in 
the  driving  of  logs  and  rafts  down  the  Titta- 
bnwassee  river,  provided  such  booms  should 
be  so  constructed  and  used  to  allow,  "as  far 
as  practicable,"  "the  free  passage  of  boats, 
52  L.  R.  A. 


vessels,  logs,  and  other  floatables,  along  such 
waters."  The  plaintiff's  logs  were  in  a  raft 
under  his  own  control  and  management,  and 
nothing  indicated  any  purpose  to  avail  him- 
self of  the  booms  or  other  facilities 
provided  by  the  boom  company.  There 
was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the 
defendant  had  wilfully  and  totally  obstruct- 
ed the  entire  channel  of  the  river  with  its 
piers  and  booms,  and  that  such  obstruction 
con  tinned^  for  an  unnecessary  and  unreason- 
able time,  and  that  the  "plaintiffs  were  pre- 
vented from  opening  the  piers  or  booms  and 
breaking  the  jams  by  defendant,"  and  thus 
were  obliged  to  .pass  only  when  and  as  the 
(\efendant  permitted.  This  delay  undoubted- 
ly constituted  special  damage;  for  the  plain- 
tiff in  that  case  was  prepared  to  care  for 
his  own  raft  after  passing  the  pier  boom, 
and  endeavored,  in  the  management  of  his 
own  affairs,  to  pass  on  down  the  stream 
with  his  logs.  In  the  case  now  before  us 
it  is  not  pretended  that  the  plaintiff's  logs 
were  separated  from  the  logs  of  others.  They 
were  a  part  of  the  general  mass  of  logs  held 
back  by  the  jam  booms  of  the  defendant.  In 
that  condition  they  could  not  pass  the  jam 
boom  until  those  in  front  had  passed,  and 
could  only  be  separated  from  others  as  they 
gradually  went  through  the  boom  gates.  The 
plaintiffs  made  no  effort  to  pass  their  own 
logs  through  these  gates,  and  made  no  de- 
mand that  the  jam  should  be  broken  or  the 
gates  opened,  that  they  might  exercise  their 
right  of  free  navigation.  The  reason  is 
plain.  Their  logs  were  not  held  together  in 
one  raft,  as  in  Waits  v.  Tittabawasaee  Boom 
Co.  52  Mich.  203,  17*  N.  W.  809.  They  could 
only  pass  as  they  were  reached  in  the  general 
movement  of  the  confused  mass.  More  than 
this:  the  plaintiffs  had  no  means  for  secur- 
ing them  after  they  should  pass  the  jam  and 
sorting  gates.  Without  storage  booms  the 
logs  would  inevitably  pass  into  the  open 
waters  of  Lake  Superior.  Plaintiffs  say: 
'•Concede  this  to  be  so;  it  would  not  follow 
that  they  would  thereby  be  lost."  But,  on 
this  record,  we  must  conclude  that  such  a 
course  would  be  most  Extraordinary,  and  the 
loss  inevitable  and  practically  totaf.  That  the 
loss  of  the  plaintiffs'  logs  was  prevented  by 
the  alleged  unlawful  structure  of  the  defend- 
ant is  the  only  conclusion  which  could  rea- 
sonably be  reached  by  the  jury.  How,  then, 
have  the  plaintiffs  shown  any  special  injury 
to  themselves?  They  have  been  benefited, 
not  injured,  and  their  action  must  fail. 
True,  there  was  evidence  of  dilator iness,  and 
consequent  injury  to  logs  from  being  kept 
too  long  in  the  water.  But  this  sort  of  dam- 
age was  less  than  the  total  loss  which  would 
have  ensued  but  for  the  alleged  unlawful 
obstruction  of  the  defendant,  and  damages 
due  to  simple  negligence  or  breach  of  the 
implied  contract  to  use  reasonable  care  in 
the  handling  of  the  plaintiffs*  logs  cannot  be 
recovered  in  a  suit  l>ased  wholly  upon  the 
theory  that  the  defendant  was  maintaining  a 
public  nuisance.  We  do  not  wish  to  be 
understood  as  approving  or  sanctioning  the 
method  by  which  the  defendant  corporation 
has  monopolized  the  navigation  of  the  On- 
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tonagon  river.  We  entertain  little  doubt  of 
the  unlawful  character  of  the  obstruction  it 
has  so  long  maintained.  Conceding  this, 
what  we  hold  is  that  the  plaintiffs  have  so 
far  sanctioned,  emploj^ed,  and  benefited  by 
■the  defendant's  course  as  to  make  it  highly 


unjust  that  they  should  in  this  form  of  ac- 
tion be  suffered  to  recover  damages  which 
really  arose  from  the  dilatory  conduct  of  the 
facilities  which  they  had  voluntarily  availed 
themselves  of. 

The  judgment  must  he  affirmed. 


MISSISSIPPI  SUPREME  COURT. 


ILLINOIS    CENTRAL    RAILROAD    COM- 
PANY, Appt., 

V. 

E.  A.  McLEOD  et  al. 


( 


.MiS8. 


) 


1.  One  '\tUo  hlros  a  team,  vehicle,  and. 
driver,  witb  whom  be  takes  passage,  is 
bound  to  check  or  reoionstrate  with  the  driv- 
er in  case  the  latter  attempts  to  cross  a  rail- 
road track  without  stopping  or  listening  for 
approaching  trains,  and  no  recovery  can  be 
had  in  case  he  is  killed  by  the  driver's  at- 
tempt to  cross  heedless  of  an  approaching 
train,  when  he  Is  in  an  open  carriage  and  can 
readily  discover  the  peril  of  the  driver's  act. 

^2.  Nesrlifrence  of  a  railroad  coiupauy 
in  not  MoundinflT  an  alarm  for  a  street 
crossing  cannot  condone  the  lack  of  ordin- 
ary care  on  the  part  of  a  traveler  on  the 
highway  in  falling  to  look  or  listen  for  an 
approaching  train. 

(January  14,  1001.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court'for  Yalobusha  Coun- 
ty in  favor  of  plaint^s  in  an  action  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  alleged  negligent  kill- 
Insf  of  Kufus  McLeod,  deceased.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  J.  M.  Dickinson,  with  Messrs. 
Hf ayes  &  Harris,  for  appellant : 

Where  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff  has 
been  guilty  of  negligence  contributing  to  his 
injury  there  can  be  no  recovery. 

Vickshurg  d  M.  iJ.  Oo.  v.  McGoxcaUy  62 
Miss.  6S2,  52  Am.  Rep.  205. 

The  deceased  was  himself  so  far  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence  that  he  could  not 
liave  maintained  an  action  against  the  rail- 
road company  for  injuries  sustained  by  him 
liad  he  survived,  and  therefore  the  action 
cannot  be  maintained  by  the  parties  suing. 

We  recognize  the  fact  that  the  rule  as 
laid  down  in  Thorogood  v.  Bryan,  8  C.  B. 
115,  has*  been  generally  denied  by  the  courts 
of  last  resort  in  the  United  States,  although 
there  are  cases  to  be  found  which  approve  it. 

Prideattx  v.  Mineral  Pointy  43  Wis.  513, 
28  Am.  Rep.  558 :  Houfe  v.  Fulton,  29  Wis. 
296,  9  Am.  Rep.  568;  Artz  v.  Chicago,  R.  I. 


d  P.  R,  Co.  34  Iowa,  153 ;  Slater  v.  Burling- 
ton, C.  R.  d  N.  R.  Co.  71  Iowa,  209,  32  N. 
W'.  264 ;  Lake  Shore  d  M.  8.  R.  Co.  v.  MilUr, 
25  Mich.  274. 

Those  on  a  hack  do  not  become  responsible 
for  the  negligence  of  the  driver  if  they  exer- 
cise no  control  over  him  further  than  to  in- 
dicate the  route  they  wish  to  travel  and  the 
place  they  wish  to  go.  If  he  is  their  a^ent 
so  that  his  negligence  can  be  imputed  to 
them  to  prevent  their  recovery  against  *be 
third  party,  he  must  be  their  agent  in  .iU 
other  respects  so  far  as  the  managemeut  of 
the  carriage  is  concerned,  and  responsibility 
to  third  parties  would  attach  to  them  for  in- 
juries caused  by  his  negligence  in  the  coiir.-^c 
of  his  employnient.  The  party  hiring  or  rid- 
ing must  in  some  way  have  co-operated  in 
producing  the  injury  complained  of  before 
he  incurs  any  liability  for  it. 

Little  V.  Hackett,  116  U.  S.  366,  29  L.  ed. 
652.  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  391. 

The  simple  fact  that  the  party  was  in  a 
hired  conveyance  will  not  entitle  him  to  re- 
cover for  an  injury  sustained,  if  he  in  any 
way  is  responsible  by  his  conduct  for  the  in- 
jury. 

3  Elliott,  Railroads,  H  1174;  Dean  v.  Penn- 
sylvania R.  Co.  129  Pa.  514,  6  L.  R.  A.  143, 
18  Atl.  718;  Smith  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  87  Me, 
339,  32  Atl.  967 ;  Brichell  v.  New  York  C.  d 
n.  R.  R.  Co.  120  N.  Y.  290,  24  N.  E.  449; 
Jailer  V.  Louisville,  N.  A.  d  C.  R.  Co.  128 
Ind.  97,  27  N.  E.  339 ;  Hoaa  v.  Neiv  York  C. 
d  H.  R.  R.  Co.  Ill  N.  Y.  199,  18  X.  E.  648: 
Cincinnati,  I.  St.  L.  d  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Hotcard^ 
124  Ind.  280,  8  L.  R.  A.  593,  24  N.  E.  892; 
Crescent  Ticp,  v.  Anderson,  114  Pa.  643;  60 
Am.  Rep.  367,  8  Atl.  379. 

It  is  not  enough  that  the  driver  looked 
when  he  came  to  the  turn  in  the  road.  It 
was  his  duty  to  continue  to  look  and  to 
listen.  A  party  in  this  state  is  held  to  see 
v.'hat  he  can  see  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
care. 

Murdoch  v.  Yazoo  d  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  77 
Miss.  487,  29  So.  25. 

There  is  no  testimony  in  the  case  that  the 
deceased  looked  at  all.  If  these  parties  had 
looked  they  could  have  seen  the  approaching 
train. 


NoTK. — As  to  imputing  negligence  of  driver 
to  person  injured  while  riding  with  him,  see 
other  cases  in  this  series  as  follows :  Nlsbet 
V.  Garner  (Iowa)  1  L.  R.  A.  152,  and  note; 
Dean  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  6  L.  R.  A. 
143,  and  note; Becke  v.  Missouri  P. R. Co.  (Mo.) 
9  L.  R.  A.  157,  and  note;  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Lapsley  (C.  C.  App.  8th  C.)  16  L.  R.  A.  800; 
and  Mullen  v.  Owosso  (Mich.)  23  L.  R.  A.  693. 
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P'or  contributory  negligence  of  person  riding 
with  another  when  injured  at  railroad  crossing, 
as  distinguished  from  the  Imputed  negligence  of 
the  driver,  see  Cincinnati,  I.  St.  L.  &  C.  R.  Co. 
V.  Howard  (Ind.)  8  L.  R.  A.  593;  East  Ten- 
nessee, V.  &  G.  R.  Co.  V.  Markens  (Ga.)  14  L. 
R.  A.  281 :  and  Howe  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  ft 
S.  S.  M.  R.  Co.   (Minn.)  30  I..  R.  A.  684. 
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Johe  V.  Memphis  d  C.  R.  Co,  71  Miss.  734, 
15  So.  129;  Winterton  v  Illinois  C.  R.  Oo, 
73  Miss.  831,  20  So.  157. 

Mcftsrs.  Brewer  &  Wilson^  for  appellees : 
McLeod  had  only  been  over  this  crossing 
once  before  in  the  daylight,  and  was  un- 
familiar with  the  locality.  He  exercised  no 
■control  over  the  driver,  and  trusted  him,  as 
he  had  a  right  to  do. 

Hotce  V.  Minneapolis,  8t.  P.  d  8.  8.  M.  R. 
Co.  G2  Minn.  71,  30  L.  R.  A.  684,  64  N.  W. 
102. 

Whether  the  driver  exercised  care  or  not 
in  no  way  affects  McLeod.  The  question  of 
MeLeod's  negligence  was  left  to  the  jury, 
and  they  decidSl  he  acted  as  an  ordinarily 
prudent*  man  would  have  done,  and  surely 
it  was  question  for  the  jury. 

The  engineer  who  approached  the  crossing 
from  the  south  saw  these  people,  with  the 
wind  blowing  ahead  of  him,  with  their  backs 
to  the  train.  He  knew  the  road  led  to  the 
crosfiing.  He  knew  there  was  no  other  out- 
let. He  knew  they  would  reach  the  crossing 
about  the  time  he  did.  He  knew  he  was  not 
having  the  bell  rung  or  the  whistle  blowing. 
He  knew  their  peril.  He  let  them  take  their 
chance.     One  sound  of  the  whistle  when  or 

soon  after  he  first  saw  them  would  have 
43aved  a  human  life. 

The  fact  that  the  cars  did  not  strike  the 
buggy  or  McLeod,  but  frightened  the  horses 

60  that  they  threw  him  out  and  killed  him, 
-does  not  free  defendant  from  liability  either 

in  reason  or  under  the  authority. 

Cosgrove  v.  "New  York  C  d  H.  R.  R.  Go. 
-87  N.  Y.  88,  41  Am.  Rep.  355;  5  Riipalje  & 

Mack's  Digest  of  Railway  Law,  1032,  1040- 

1012;    3  T^awson,   Rights,   Rem.   &   Pr.   pp. 

2063,  2076,  2110. 

Whether  or  not  McLeod  was  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence  was  a  question  for 

the  jury.     ^McLeod  was  not  under  the  duty 

to  stop,  look  or  listen.     He  was  a  passenger. 

He  might  rely  upon  his  driver  until  he  knew 

there  was  peril,  or  until  he  saw  the  train. 
Ho  ire  V.  Minneapolis^  St.  P.  d  8.  S.  M,  R. 

€o.  62  Minn.  71,  30  L.  R.  A.  684,  64  N.  W. 

102;  O'Toole  V.  Pittsburgh,  d  h.  E.  R.  Co. 

158  Pa.  90,  22  L.  R.  A.  606,  27  Atl.  737; 

Clnrh  V.  Wilmington  d  W.  R.  Co.  109  N.  C. 

430,  14  L.  R.  A.  749,  14  S.  E.   113;   Valin 

V.  MUicnulcee  d  N.  R.  Co.  82  W-is.  1,  51  N. 

W.  1084 :  Hendrickson  v.  Great  yo7'thern  R. 

Co.  49  Minn.  245,  16  L.  R.  A.  261,  51  N.  W. 

1044. 
The    doctrine    of    imputed    negligence    as 

to  a  private  conveyance  was  repudiated  by 

this  court  in  Alabama  d  V.  R.  Co.  v.  Davis, 

60  Miss.  444,  13  So.  693;  and  in  Little  v. 

Hacl-ett.  116  U.  S.  366,  29  L.  ed.  652,  6  Sup. 

Ct.  Rep.  391  :  New  York,  L.  E.  d  W.  R.  Co. 

v.  Stcinbrenncr,  47  N.  J.  L.  161,  54  Am.  Rep. 

126;  Beach,  Contrib.  Neg.  141,  142;  Carlisle 

V.  BHsbane,  113  Pa.  544,  57  Am.  Rep.   483, 

6  Atl.  372;  Nesbit  v.  Garner  (Iowa)   1  L.  R. 

A.  153,  note;  Howe  v.  Minneapolis,  8t.  P. 

d  8.  8.  M.  R.  Co.  62  Minn.  71,  30  L.  R.  A. 

684,  04  X.  W.  102:  Brrke  v.  Missouri  P.  R. 

Co.  (Mo.)  0  L.  R.  A.  157,  and  note. 
If  McLeod  was  negligent,  if  the  engineer 

after  discovering  his  peril  did  not  exercise 

62  L.  R.  A. 


ordinary  care  to  prevent  the  accident,  the 
railroad  was  liable  in  this  case. 

Roberds  v.  Mobile  d  0.  R.  Co.  74  Miss. 
334,  21  So.  10. 

This  is  a  question  of  fact,  and  not  of  law. 

Mobile  d  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Wa4ly,  69  Miss.  145,, 
13  So.  825:  Valin  v.  Milwaukee  d  N.  R.  Co. 
82  Wis.  1,  51  X.  \\\  1084;  Louisville  d  N.  R. 
Co.  V.  Schuster  (Ky.)  7  S.  W.  874;  Kelly 
V.  Union  R.  d  Transit  Co.  95  Mo.  279,  8  S. 
W.  420;  Ilanlon  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  104 
Mo.  381,  16  S.  W.  233;  Davies  v.  Mann,  10 
Mees.  &  W\  546 ;  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  v.  Ives, 
144  U.  S.  408,  36  L.  ed.  485,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
679. 

Mr.  Monroe  McClnrg,  also  for  ap- 
pellees : 

The  facts  in  the  case  at  bar  are  beyond  the 
reach  of  controversy,  that  the  engineer  had 
the  ''last  clear  chance"  of  averting  the  ac- 
cident. The  party  who  has  the  last  clear 
opportunity  of  avoiding  the  accident,  not- 
withstanding the  negligence  of  his  oppo- 
nent, is  considered  solely  responsible  for  it. 

1  Shearm.  &  Redf.  Xeg.  p.  165;  Pickett 
v.  Wilmington  d  W.  R.  Co.  117  N.  C.  616, 
30  L.  R.  A.  257,  23  S.  E.  264. 

In  Howe  v.  Minneapolis,  8t,  P.  d  8.  8.  M, 
R.  Co.  62  Minn.  71,  30  L.  R.  A.  684,  64  N. 
W^.  102 ;  it  is  said  the  fact  that  the  passenger 
who  has  no  control  over  the  team  or  driver 
is  not  chargeable  with  the  negligence  of  the 
driver  does  not  relieve  him  of  the  duty  to 
exercise  reasonable  care  to  avoid  danger. 

But  the  question  is.  What  constitutes  neg- 
ligence, and  what  is  the  standard  of  reason- 
able care  on  the  part  of  one  situated  as  was 
this  plaintiff? 

If  the  plaintiff  had  known  that  Pomeroy 
was  an  incompetent  driver,  or  had  known  or 
had  reason  to  believe  that  he  was  not  per- 
forming his  duty  by  looking  for  approaching 
trains,  and  had  nevertheless  neglected  to 
look  for  himself,  he  would  undoubtedly 
have  been  guilty  of  negligence.  Or  if  he  had 
in  some  way  actively  participated  in  Pom- 
eroy's  negligence  he  would  have  been  negli- 
gent. But  that  is  not  this  case,  or  at  least 
the  e\'idence  does  not  establish  it. 

W^e  think  that  it  would  hardly  occur  to  a 
man  of  ordinary  prudence,  when  riding  as  a 
passenger  with  a  competent  driver  whom  he 
had  no  reason  to  suppose  was  neglecting  liis 
duty,  that  he  was  required  when  approach- 
ing a  railway  crossing  to  exercise  the  same 
degree  of  vigilance  in  looking  and  listening 
for  approaching  trains  that  he  would  if  he 
himself  had  the  control  and  management  of 
the  team. 

Calhoon,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
coint: 

Mr.  McLeod  hired  an  open  carriage,  two 
horses,  and  a  driver  to  transport  him  from 
W'inona  to  Stafford's  Well  and  back.  The 
driver  was  a  good,  safe  driver,  and  had  been 
in  service  as  such  for  a  number  of  vears. 
The  horses  were  gentle  in  single  harness,  but 
he  had  never  before  driven  them  double. 
They  were  fast  roadsters  for  a  livery-stable 
team.  It  took  about  forty  minutes  to  drive  to 
the  well,  and  the  same  time  to  return  to  Wlno- 
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na,  and  they  remained  at  the  well  only  about 
fifteen  minutes.  On  returning  they  went 
west  to  the  railroad,  and  at  a  point  78  feet 
from  the  railroad's  eastern  iron  rail  to  the 
center  of  the  public  road  they  were  travel- 
ing, in  broad  daylight,  in  an  open  vehicle, 
they  had  to,  and  did,  drive  through  a  lane 
made  by  a  wire  fence  between  them  and  tne 
railroad  right  of  way,  which  wire  fence  was 
on  the  right  of  way,  50  feet  from  the  center 
of  the  railroad  track  on  their  west,  and  a 
plantation 'fence  on  their  east,  for  a  distance 
of  365  yards,  in  which  drive  they  were  never 
more  than  78  feet  from  the  railroad  track; 
and  when  they  came  to  the  point  where 
their  road  turned  to  cross  the  railroad 
track  they  were  but  65  feet  from  it.  In  or- 
der to  cross  the  railroad  track  from  this 
lane,  they  had  to  make  a  turn  from  the  lane 
of  some  abruptness  around  the  corner  of  the 
wire  fenne  which  ran  along  the  railroad  right 
of  way,  and  which  corner  was  50  feet  from 
the  center  of  the  railroad  track.  Up  to  the 
place  of  the  turn,  they  were  driving  north  in 
the  face  of  a  stiff  breeze  coming  from  the 
north.  At  the  same  time  there  was  a  freight 
train  going  north,  unknown  to  them.  The 
engineer  saw  them  as  they  were  driving 
near  the  turn,  but  sounded  no  alarm  for  that 
crossing,  for  the  reason,  as  he  says,  that  he 
feared  it  might  frighten  their  horses.  Be 
this  as  it  may,  the  occupants  of  the  open 
vehicle,  when  they  got  to  the  turn,  looked 
back,  and  saw  no  train,  but,  without  stop- 
ping and  listening,  drove  around  the  curve 
of  "the  right-of-way  wire  fence  and  up  to 
near  the  track,  when  they  found  the  engine 
of  the  north-bound  freight  train  right  at 
them,  when  the  engineer  blew  two  sharp 
whistles.  They  had  stopped  suddenly,  but 
too  late,  and  the  horses  wheeled,  threw  Mr. 
McLeod  out  on  the  ground,  causing  injuries 
of  which  he  soon  after  died.  This  puts  the 
case  absolutely  as  strong  for  the  plaintiffs 
below  as  it  can  be  put,  and  the  evidence  of 
the  whisky  drunk  by  the  deceased  and  the 
driver  on  that  drive,  and  of  their  conversa- 


tion in  the  lane  about  the  quality  of  tbe- 
land  in  the  field  as  they  passed,  is  left  out 
of  view  altogther.  Mr.  McLeod  gave  the 
driver  no  directions  at  all,  and  in  no  way 
interfered  with  his  management  of  the 
team.  From  the  facts  so  put,  it  is  too  plain 
for  controversy  that,  if  the  driver  had  been 
the  party  killed,  no  court  would  have  per- 
mitted recovery.  Recognizing  this  palpably 
clear  proposition,  the  effort  of  appellees  i^ 
to  put  Mr.  McLeod  in  a  different  cat^ory, 
on  the  theory  that  the  driver's  negligence 
cannot  be  imputed  to  him,  since  he  wa^i 
merely  the  hirer  of  the  driver,  the  vehicle, 
and  the  team.  But  this  doctrine  cannot  be 
stretched  to  save  a  case  like  this.  It  i«  a 
mistake  to  suppose  that  a  passenger  in  an 
open  buggy  need  not  exercise  the  commonest 
prudence,  the  most  ordinary  care,  when  the 
danger  of  his  surroundings  is  apparent.  Or- 
dinary and  natural  prudence  requires  him 
to  take  some  action,  and  to  check  or  remon> 
strate  with  the  driver.  Dean  v.  PennByl- 
rania  R.  Co.  129  Pa.  514.  6  L.  R.  A.  143,  18 
Atl.  718:  iimith  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  87  Me. 
350,  32  Atl.  967 ;  and  the  other  authorities 
cited  in  the  brief  of  counsel  for  appellant. 
129;  Winterton  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  73  Mi**. 
444,  13  So.  G93,  this  principle  is  recognised, 
and  the  appellee  there  saved  her  case  by  the 
proof  that  she  tried  to  stop  the  driver." 

One  crossing  a  railroad,  who  can  see,  mui^ 
see  at  his  peril.  Murdoch  v.  Yaz€>o  d  M. 
Valley  /?.  Co.  77  Miss.  487,  29  So.  25;  Jobe 
V.  Memphut  d  C.  R.  Co.  71  Miss.  734.  15  So. 
129;  Winterton  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  73  Miss. 
831,  20  So.  157.  In  such  cases  the  negligence 
of  the  railroad  company  in  not  sounding  an 
alarm  for  the  crossing  cannot  avail  to  con- 
done the  lack  of  ordinary  care  by  the  party 
injured.  On  plain  principles,  "the  verdict 
below  was  unwarranted,  and  the  motion  for 
new  trial  should  have  been  sustained. 

Notwithstanding  our  deep  sympathy  with 
the  sufferers  from  the  calamity,  the  ca^e 
must  be  reversed  and  remanded. 
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Douglass  R.  SATTERLEE  et  al.,  Appts. 

(166  N.  Y.  174.) 

MatllnflT  a  sinrorii  statement  of  kncwl- 
edKe  and  belief  as  to  time  and  orlgrln 
of  lire  within  the  time  specified  is  not  suffi- 
cient if  It  is  not  received  until  the  time  has 
expired  under  a  policy  providing  that  the 
insured  "shall  render"  the  statement  within 
a  certain  time. 

{0*Bri€n,  Martin,  and  Vann,  JJ.,  dissent.) 
(March  12,  1901.) 


APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Su- 
preme Court,  Second  Department,  reversing 
a  judgment  of  a  Trial  Term  for  Queens 
County  in  defendants'  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  enforce  payment  of  the  amount 
alleged  to  be  due  on  a  policy  of  fire  insur- 
ance.    Revei'sed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

M^^ssrs.  Iiezow,  Maokellar,  ft  Wells, 
for  appellants: 

The  provision  in  the  policy  requiring 
proofs  of  loss  to  be  servea  is  a  condition 
precedent  as  well  in  respect  to  time  as  in 
other  respects. 


Note. — For  cases  in  this  series  as  to  insuffi- 
ciency of  notice  of  loss  by  reason  of  time  of 
»;Ivin^,  see  Solomon  v.  Continental  F.  Ins.  Co. 
(N.  Y.)  46  L.  R.  A.  682;  Ermentrout  v.  Girard 
F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  (Minn.)  30  L.  R.  A.  346. 

As  to  forfeiture  of  Insurance  by  failure  to 
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furnish  proofs  of  loss  within  stipulated  time, 
see  Steele  v.  German  Ins.  Co.  (Mich.;  18  L.  R. 
A.  85,  and  note;  Southern  F.  Ins.  Co.  x. 
Knight  (Ga.)  52  L.  R.  A.  70.  Also  Hot] them 
Home  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  (Ga.r 
27  L.  R.  A.  844. 
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QuinJan  v.  Providence  Washington  Ins.  Co, 
133  N.  Y.  350,  31  K.  E.  31 ;  Blossom  v.  Lyco- 
ming  F.  Ins,  Co.  64  N.  Y.  162;  Titus  v.  Qlens 
Falls  Ins,  Co.  81  X.  V.  411.  • 

The  words  "sixty  days"  are  in  no  way 
equivocal,  or  capable  of  more  than  a  single 
interpretation. 

The  contract  which  the  parties  have  en- 
tered into  is  positive  and  definite,  and  must 
be  complied  with  according  to  its  terms. 

McSally  v.  Phwnix  Ins.  Co.  137  N.  Y.  389. 
-33  N.  E.  475;  Hicks  v.  British  America  As- 
sur.  Co.  162  N.  Y.  284,  48  L.  R.  A.  424,  56  X. 
E.  743;  McDermott  v.  Lycoming  F.  Ins.  Co. 

12  Jones  &  S.  221;  Howell  v.  Knickerbocker 
L.  Ins.  Co.  44  N.  Y.  276,  4  Am.  Rep.  676; 
Allemania  Ins.  Co.  v.  Little^  20  111.  App. 
431;  Boxclin  v.  Hekla  F.  Ins.  Co.  36  Minn. 
433,  31  N.  W.  859;  Shapiro  v.  Western  Home 
Ins.  Co.  51  Minn.  239,  53  N.  W.  463;  Trippe 
v.  Provident  Fund  8oc.  3  Misc.  445,  23  N.  Y. 
8upp.  173. 

The  deposit  of  the  proofs  of  loss  in  the 
postoffice  ut  Buffalo  on  the  sixtieth  day  aft- 
er the  fire,  with  proof  that  they  could  not 
have  been  received  by  the  defendants  until 
the  sixty-first,  and  presumably  not  until  the 
sixty-second,  day  thereafter,  was  not  a  com- 
pliance with  the  condition  of  the  policy  re- 
quiring the  proofs  to  be  rendered  within  six- 
ty days  after  the  fire. 

Rathhun  v.  Acker,  18  Barb.  393;  McDer- 
mott v.  Metropolitan  Police  Dist.  Bd.  of  Po- 
lice, 25  Barb.  635;  People  ex  rel.  Stephens 
V.  Grvcnicood  Lake  Asso.  44  N.  Y.  S.  R.  914, 
18  N.  Y.  Supp.  491 ;  People  ex  rel.  Niagara 
Bridge  <f  C.  R.  Co,  v.  Lockport  do  B.  R.  Co. 

13  Hun,  211 ;  People  ex\el.  Decker  v.  Hobo- 
ken  Turtle  Cluh,  38  X.  Y.  S.  R.  4,  14  N.  Y. 
Supp.  76;  Herter  v.  Mullen,  52  App.  Div. 
:J25,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  279 ;  Beakes  v.  Da  Cun- 
ha,  12G  N.  Y.  293,  27  X.  E.  251 ;  Crown  Point 
Iron  Co.  V.  JEtna  Ins.  Co.  127  X.  Y.  608,  14 
L.  R.  A.  147,  28  X.  E.  653;  Hodgkins  v. 
Montgomery  County  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  34  Barb. 
213;  Joyce,  Ins.  §  3300;  May,  Ins.  §  476; 
Central  City  Ins,  Co.  v.  Oates,  86  Ala.  558, 
6  So.  83;  Carpenter  v.  Providence  Washing- 
ton Ins.  Co.  4  How.  185,  11  L.  ed.  931 ;  Cast- 
>M»r  V.  Farmers'  Mut.  F,  Ins.  Co.  50  Mich. 
273,  15  X.  W.  452;  Plath  v.  Minnesota 
Farmers*  Mut.  F,  Ins,  Asso.  23  Minn.  479, 
23  Am.  Rep.  679;  Merriman  v.  Keystone 
Mut.  Ben,  Asso,  138  X.  Y.  116,  33  X.  E.  738; 
Ostrander,  Ins.  §  238. 

Mr,  Harry  8.  Bandler  also  for  ap- 
pellants. 

Messrs,  Menken  Brothers,  for  respond- 
ent: 

Conditions  in  policies  of  insurance  to  be 
performed  by  the  assured  after  the  happen- 
ing of  the  fire  are  liberally  and  reasonably 
construed. 

Savage  v.  Howard  Ins,  Co.  52  X.  Y.  502, 
11  Am.  Rep.  741. 

And  the  requirement  in  the  policy  that  the 
insured  shall  within  sixty  days  render  a 
statement  to  the  attorneys  means  nothing 
more  than  that  the  assured  shall  within  the 
said  time  send  to  the  attorneys  such  a 
statement  as  is  contemplated  under  that  con- 
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dition,  and  does  not  require  a  personal  de- 
livery of  the  same. 

McNally  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  137  X.  Y.  389, 
33  X.  E.  475 ;  Paltrovitch  v.  Phomix  Ins.  Co, 
143  X.  Y.  73,  25  L.  R.  A.  198,  37  X.  E.  630; 
Her  gent  v.  Liverpool  d  L.  d  G,  Ins,  Co.  155 
X.  Y.  349,  49  X.  E.  935. 

Obviously  a  different  rule  applies  to  cases 
in  which  ^property  or  personal  rights  are  to 
be  affected  by  the  sending  and  receipt  of  no- 
tices, than  to  cases  where  a  right  has  accrued 
and  some  formal  requisites  are  necessary  to 
make  this  right  available.  . 

People  ex  rel.  Decker  v.  Hoboken  Turtle 
Club,  38  X.  Y.  S.  R.  4,  14  X.  Y.  Supp.  76; 
Herter  v.  Mullen,  52  App.  Div.  325,  66  X.  Y. 
Supp.  279;  Beakes  v.  Da  Cunha,  126  X.  Y. 
293,  27  X.  E.  251. 

Bartlett,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  appeal  is  now  presented  upon  a  rear- 
gument  ordered  by  the  court.     The  action  is 
brought  upon  a  policy  of  fire  insurance  is- 
sued by  the  defendants,  as  attorneys  for  the 
"Underwriters  at  the   Lloyds  of   Xew  York 
city,"  covering  property  that  was  situated  in 
the  city  of  Buffalo,  to  recover  for  a  total  loss. 
A  single  question  is  presented  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  policy,  the  material  portions 
of  which  read  as  follo>*'s:     "If  fire  occur,  the 
insured  shall  give  immediate  notice  of  any 
loss  thereby  in  writing  to  the  attorneys  of 
the  underwriters,     .     .     .     and  within  sixty 
days  after  the  fire,  unless  such  time  is  ex- 
tended in  writing  by  the  attorneys  of  the  un- 
derwriters, shall  render  a  statement  to  the 
attorneys  of    the    underwriters,  signed    atad 
sworn  to  by  said  insured,  stating  the  knowl- 
edge and  belief  of  the  insured  as  to  the  time 
and  origin  of  the  fire.     .     .     ."     Here  follow 
the  usual   requirements   in   proofs   of  loss. 
The  contention  of  the  plaintiff  is  that  his  as- 
signor has  fully  complied  with  this  provision 
as  to  proofs  of  loss,  and  he  is  therefore  en- 
titled to  recover.     It  remains  to  consider  the 
undisputed    facts    in     order    to     determine 
whether  this   contention  can    be   sustained. 
The  fire  occurred  on  the  22d  day  of  August, 
1896.     On  the  23d  day  of  September,  1896, 
Edward  S.  Hawley,  as  attorney  in  fact  for 
Mr.  Hamlin,  the  insured,  and  plaintiff's  as- 
signor, prepared  and  verified  proofs  of  loss 
and  mailed  them  to  the  defendants,  the  at- 
torneys for  the  underwriters  in  the  city  of 
Xew  York.     On  the  30th  day  of  September, 
1896,  the  proofs  of  loss  were  returned  to  Mr. 
Hamlin,  the  insured,  by  the  defendants,  with 
a  letter,  which,  after  acknowledging  receipt 
of  the  alleged  proofs,  reads:     "These  papers 
were  signed  and  sworn  to  by  Edward  S.  Haw- 
ley   as  your   attorney.     We   cannot   accept 
these  papers  as  proofs  of  loss,  not  having 
been  signed  by  you  personally  and  sworn  to 
by  you.    We  reject  these  papers  for  reasons 
as  above  stated,  and  return  them  to  you  to 
be  properly  executed  by  yourself,  and  not  by 
an  attorney."    On  the  21st  day  of  October, 
1896,  proofs  of  loss  sworn  to  by  Mr.  Hamlin, 
the  insured,  were  sent  to  the  defendants  by 
registered  mail,  and  were  received  in  the 
postoflice  in  Xew  York  City  on  the  22d  day 
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of  October,  1896,  at  8:30  P.  M.,  sixty-one 
days  after  the  fire  occurred,  they  having 
been  mailed  in  Buflfalo  on  the  sixtieth  day 
after  the  fire.  These  are  the  facts  upon 
whicli  is  raised  the  question  whether  the  in- 
sured, according  to  the  provisions  of  the  pol- 
icy, did,  within  sixty  days  after  the  fire,  ren- 
der a  statement  to  the  attorneys  of  the  un- 
derwriters, signed  and  sworn  to  by  him ;  in 
other  words,  can  it  be  held,  as  matter  of  law, 
that  the  insured  rendered  these  proofs  of 
loss  to  the  defendants  by  depositing  them  in 
the  postofBce  in  Buffalo  on  the  sixtieth  day 
after  the  fire? 

The  rule  of  the  common  law  that,  where 
notice  is  required  to  be  given,  personal  no- 
tice is  meant,  has  long  been  recognized  in 
this  state.  Itathhun  v.  Acker,  18  Barb.  393 ; 
McDermott  v.  Metropolitan  Police  Diat.  Bd. 
of  Police^  25  Barb.  635;  People  ex  rel.  A't- 
'  ag(Mra  Bridge  d  C,  B,  Co.  v.  Lockport  d  B.  R. 
Co.  13  Hun,  211 ;  People  ex  rel.  Decker  v.  Ho- 
loken  Turtle  Club,  38  N.  Y.  S.  R.  4,  14  N. 
Y.  Supp.  76;  Wachtel  v.  Noah  Widows'  d 
Ort,ha}is*  Benev.  8oc.  84  N.  Y.  31,  38  Am. 
Rep.  478.  In  the  case  last  cited,  Judge  Dan- 
f orth,  speaking  for  this  court,  said :  "In  the 
absence  of  any  agreement  by  the  member  [of 
a  corporation]  or  any  provision  in  the  char- 
ter or  by-laws  for  a  different  mode  of  serv- 
ice, it  should  be  made  personally  as  required 
by  common  law,  where  the  object  is  to  de- 
prive a  party  of  his  rights  or  property." 
In  Crown  Point  Iron  Co.  v.  JEtna  Ins.  Co. 
127  N.  Y.  60S,  14  L.  R.  A.  147,  28  N.  E.  653, 
a  policy  holder  sent  by  mail,  for  cancelation, 
several  policies  to  the  agent  of  the  insurance 
company,  but  before  they  were  received  the 
property  was  destroyed  by  fire.  It  was  con- 
tended by  the  insurance  company  that  the 
mailing  of  the  policies  with  a  letter  stating 
the  object  sufficed  to  cancel  them,  because  it 
was  equivalent  to  an  acceptance  of  a  propo- 
sition by  mail,  and  cases  of  that  character 
were  cited  in  support  of  the  position.  The 
court,  however,  held  that  these  cases  had  no 
application  because  no  negotiation  was  pend- 
ing, and  no  contract  was  proposed.  Judge 
Vann,  in  writing  for  the  court,  said :  "The 
plaintiff  did  not  make  any  offer  to  the  insur- 
ance companies  that  might  or  might  not  be 
accepted.  It  sought  to  do  an  act  that  would 
be  binding  on  the  companies  whether  they 
were  willing  or  not.  That  act  was  a  sur- 
render of  the  policies  with  the  request  that 
they  be  terminated,  and  the  act  could  not  be 
complete  until  the  request  reached  the  com- 
panies or  their  agent.  The  policies  and  no- 
tice might  have  been  sent  by  a  messenger, 
who  would  have  been  the  agent  of  the  plain- 
tiff for  that  purpose.  Having  been  sent  by 
mail,  it  was  none  the  less  the  agency  of  the 
plaintiff  tlian  if  a  messenger  had  been  se- 
lected. It  was  necessary  for  the  plaintiff, 
in  order  to  terminate  the  policies,  to  have  its 
notice  actually  reach  the  companies  or  their 
representative;  and  the  instrument  selected 
for  that  purpose  was  the  agent  of  the  plain- 
tiff, not  of  the  defendant.  ...  So  far  as 
the  delivery  of  such  a  letter  is  concerned,  the 
law  does  not  recognize  the  agency  of  the  mail 
as  of  any  higher  or  more  binding  character 
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than  that  of  an  express  company  or  a  pri- 
vate individual,  although   it  may   presume 
that  a  letter  duly  mailed  was  received  by  t he- 
person  Ho  w^hom  it  was  properly  addressed.'' 
The  above  case,    while  not  presenting   the 
question  now  before  us,  is  instructive  as  de- 
ciding that  when  the  insured  uses  the  mail 
in  communicating  with  the  company   it  is 
nothing  more  than  if  he  had  made  the  same 
communication  by  private  messenger,  when 
he  is   seeking  to   do   an  act  t^at  would  be 
binding  on  the  company  whether  it  waia  -will- 
ing or  not.     As  already  pointed  out,  the  pol- 
icy provides  that  the  assured,  within  sixty 
days,  shall  render  this  statement.     The  Cen- 
tury  Dictionary  defines   the  word  "render" 
as    meaning   **to  give;    furnish;    present-"* 
Webster  gives  its  meaning  as  "to  furnish; 
state;    deliver."     A   proper   reading   of   the 
quoted  provision  of  the  policy  is  that  the  in- 
sured is  to  furnish  or  deliver  to  the  defend- 
ants these  proofs  of  loss,  and  this  clearly 
means  that  the  papers  shall  be  so  furnished 
to   the   defendants   personally,   or   to   their 
duly-authorized  agent,  if  they  have  one.     In 
cases  of  this  kind  substituted  service,  or  serv- 
ice by  mail,  is  either  matter  of  statute  or 
contract.     In  this  case  the  contract  is  silent, 
and  the  depositing  of  the  proofs  of  loss  in 
the  mail  at  Buffalo  on  the  sixtieth  day  after 
the  fire  occurred  cannot  be  held  a  compliance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  policy.     This  view 
was  adopted  by  the  trial  court>  but  the  ap- 
pellate division  reversed  the  judgment,  and 
ordered  a  new  trial.     The  opinion  of  the  ap- 
pellate  diAision,    in    part,   is    as     follovrs: 
**While  there  are  numerous  cases  reported  in 
which  it  is  held  thai  it  is  necessary  to  com- 
ply with  the  provisions  of  the  clause  requir- 
ing that  proofs  of  loss  shall  be  render^  to 
the   attorneys   of   the   underwriters    within 
sixty  days  of  a  fire  as  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  right  of  recovery,  we  are  unwilling  to 
say  as  a  matter  of  law  that,  where  the  plain- 
tiff has  complied  with  all  the  requirement<^ 
of  the  policy  within  the  time  given  him  by 
its   terms  to   act,  and   deposited   it    in    the 
mails,  he  has  forfeited  his  right  to  maintain 
an  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  insurance 
for  which  he  has  paid  the  premiums."     'Die 
very  question  to  be  decided  at  this  time  is 
whether  the  plaintiff  has  complied  with  all 
the  requirements  of  the  policy  within  the 
time  given  him  by  its  terms.     If  he  has,  he 
should  recover ;  and,  if  he  has  not,  this  court, 
in  deciding  against  him,  declares  no  forfeit- 
ure of  his  legal  rights,  but  construes  a  writ- 
ten  contract   according  to  its  plain   provi- 
sions.    Policies  of  fire  insurance  have  been 
before  us  many  times  for  construction,  and 
we  have  given  effect  to  their  provisions  with- 
out regard  to  the  fact  that  in  the  particular 
case  it  seemed  to  impose  hardship  and  lo^s 
upon  either   the    ilisurer  or    the    insured. 
Blossom  V.  Lycoming  F.  Jiw,  Co.  64  N.  Y. 
162;  Quinlan  v.  Providence  Washington  Inf. 
Co.  133  N.  Y.  356,  364,  365,  31  N.  E.  31 :  Mc- 
Allasier  v.  Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co,  156  X.  Y. 
80,  50  N.  E.  502.     The  use  of  the  standard 
policy  in  this  state  was  made  compulsory  in 
order  to  protect  both  parties  to  the  contract, 
of  insurance  from  unnecessary  and  wasting 


1901. 


Pbabody  t.  Sattbblbb. 


»5» 


litigations  over  questions  having  their  origin 
in  the  varying  forms  of  policies  issued  by 
the  different  copipanies.  It  is  important 
alike  to  the  insurer  and  insured  that  the 
standard  policy  should  be  fairly  construed, 
in  order  that  an  instrument  whidi  came  from 
the  hands  of  its  creators  presenting  many 
questions  for  construction  be  render^  clear 
and  easily  understood.  In  the  case  at  bar 
the  insured  had  nearly  three  weeks  in  which 
to  correct  his  proofs  after  they  were  re- 
turned by  the  defendants,  and  it  is  due  solely 
to  his  own  negligence  that  they  did  not  reach 
the  company  in  time.    It  is  far  more  impor- 


tant that  there  should  be  a  clear  and  settled 
rule  as  to  the  manner  of  rendering  proofs  of 
loss  than  that  plaintiff  should  recover  in 
this  particular  case.  The  duty  of  the  court 
in  the  premises  is  in  no  way  affected  by  tlie 
fact  that  the  defendants  have  seen  fit  to  avail 
themselves  of  a  technical  defense. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  should  he  re- 
versed, and  judgment  of  trial  term  ^ri^ed, 
with  costs. 

Parker,  Ch.  J.,  and  Gray  and  Werner, 
JJ.,  concur.  O'Brien,  Martin,  and  Vann» 
JJ.,  dissent. 
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Louis  PERJLSTEIN. 

V. 

AMERICAN  EXPRESS  COMPANY. 
(177  Mass.  530.) 

1.  Violation  of  a  statute  reanlrinff 
perHoim  meeting  -vvlth  teams  ou  a 
hi8:h'vraT  to  drt-ve  to  tlie  rlflrl&t  of  the 

traveled  part  of  the  road,  and  therefore  neg- 
ligence, are  indicated  by  evidence  that  one 
person  was  driving  on  the  right-hand  side 
close  to  the  sidewalk,  and  that  the  one  com- 
ing from  the  opposite  direction  collided  with 
him. 

2.  Tliat  a  team  canslnflr  injury  by  col- 
lision on  a  liisrliiTay  'warn  not  defend- 
ant's because  none  of  his  teams  were  in  the 
locality  of  the  accident  cannot  be  established 
by  evidence  of  the  routes  which  defendant's 
teams  were  required  to  follow  at  the  time  of 
the  accident. 

8.  The  onrner  of  a  team  in  charfire  of 
a  driver  is  not  liable  for  injuries  caused  by 
its  collision  with  another  on  the  highway,  if 
at  the  time  the  driver  has  departed  from  the 
prescribed  route  for  some  purpose  of  his  own. 

(January  25,  1001.) 

EXCEPTIONS  hy  defendant  to  rulings  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Suffolk  County 
made  during  the  trial  of  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries 
resulting  irom  a  collision  in  a  highway  with 
a  wagon  in  charge  of  one  of  defendant's 
servants  for  whose  acts  defendant  was  al- 
leged to  be  responsible.    Sustained. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

^fr.  Thomas  N.  Perkins,  for  defendant: 

The  mere  fact  of  a  collision  is  no  evi- 
dence of  the  negligence  of  either  party. 

Kendall  v.  Boston,  118  Mass.  234,  19  Am. 
Rep.  440:  Reynolds  v.  Merchants*  Woolen 
Co.  168  Mass.  501,  47  N.  E.  406;  Ouillette 
V.  Overman  Wheel  Co.  162  Mass.  305,  38  N. 
E.  511. 

The  plaiutiff,  to  make  out  his  case,  had  to 
show  that  he  was  injured  by  a  servant  of 


the  defendant  while  engaged  in  the  course 
of  his  employment  as  such  servant. 

Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  6th  ed.  §§  146,  147; 
McCann  v.  Tillinghast,  140  Mass.  327,  5 
N.  E.  104;  Bard  v.  Yohn,  26  Pa.  482; 
Aycrigg  v.  New  York  d  E,  R.  Co.  30  N.  J. 
L.  460;  Mitchell  v.  Crasstoeller,  13  C.  B. 
237;  Storey  v.  Ashton,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  476; 
Stevens  v.  Woodtcurd,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  Div. 
31S. 

The  master  is  only  responsible  so  long  as 
the  servant  can  be  said  to  be  doing  the  act 
in  the  doing  of  which  he  is  guilty  of  neg- 
ligence in  the  course  of  his  employment  as 
servant. 

Storey  v.  Ashton,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  476. 

Mr.  Henry  C.  Mnlligan,  for  plaintiff: 

That  the  plaintiff  was  driving  slowly  upon 
the  extreme  right  of  a  wide  thoroughfare, 
and  was  struck  by  a  rapidly  driven  team 
coming  in  the  opposite  direction  on  the 
wrong  side  of  the  road,  and  that  he  did 
not  see  it  until  it  was  right  upon  him, 
furnished  sufficient  evidence  to  justify  a 
finding  that  the  plaintiff  was  exercising  due 
care. 

Pub.  Stat.  chap.  93,  §  1;  Bowser  v.  WeU 
litigton,  126  Mass.  391 ;  Williams  v.  Grealy^ 
112  Mass.  79;  Garland  v.  Young,  119  Mass. 
150;  Schienfeldt  v.  Norris,  115  Mass.  17; 
Hall  V.  Ripley,  119  Mass.  135;  Shapleigh 
V.  Wyma/n,  134  Mass.  118;  Murphy  v.  Arm- 
strong Transfer  Co.  167  Mass.  199,  45  N. 
E.  93. 

That  the  defendant's  team  was  going  very 
rapidly  so  far  on  the  wrong  side  of  the  road 
that  it  struck  an  ordinary  vehicle  on  the 
extreme  proper  side  of  the  road,  and  that 
the  defendant's  driver  quickly  disappeared 
after  the  collision,  furnished  ample  evidence 
to  justify  a  finding  of  neigligence. 

Pub.  Stat.  chap.  93,  §  1;  Reynolds  v. 
llanrahan,  100  Mass.  313;  Young  v.  South 
Boston  Ice  Co.  150  Mass.  527,  23  N.  E.  326; 
Randolph  v.  O'Riordon,  155  Mass.  331,  20 
N.  E.  583. 

The  ruling,  excluding  the  evidence  of  the 


Note. — As  to  negligence  in  turning  to  wrong 
side  of  road  in  violation  of  statute,  see  also,  in 
this  series,  Brember  v.  Jones  (N.  H.)  26  L.  R. 
A.  40S,  and  note;  Reipe  v.  El  ting  (Iowa)  26 
L.  R.  A.  760 ;  Cook  ▼.  Fogarty  (Iowa)  39  L.  R. 
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A.  488;  Peltier  v.  Bradley,  D.  &  C.  Co.  (Conn.) 
32  L.  R.  A.  651 ;  and  Foote  v.  American  Prod- 
uct Co.  (Pa.)  49  L.  R.  A.  764. 

As  to  law  of  the  road  generally,  see  note  to 
Broscbart  v.  Tuttle  (Conn.)  11  L.  R.  A.  38. 
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master  of  transportation  as  to  the  directed 
route  of  each  of  twenty-three  different  teams 
upon  that  day,  was  clearly  not  open  to  ex- 
ception. 

Marshall  v.  Boston  d  A.  R.  Co,  145  Mass. 
164,  13  N.  E.  384;  Peahody  v.  Knapp,  153 
Mass.  242,  26  N.  E.  696. 

Private  instructions,  however  positive, 
specific,  or  confining,  cannot  avail  the  master 
in  an  action  by  a  third  person,  unless  the 
servant  wa©  acting  exclusively  for  his  own 
convenience,  or  clearly  exceeding  the  im- 
plied scope  of  his  employment. 

Powell  v.  Deveney,  3  Cush.  300,  50  Am. 
Dec.  738;  Howe  v.  Keicmarch,  12  Allen,  49; 
Lohdell  v.  Bilker,  1  Met.  193,  35  Am.  Dec. 
358;  Coleman  v.  New  York  d  X.  H.  R.  Co. 
100  Mass.  100;  Barden  v.  Felch,  109  Mass. 
154;  Bell  v.  Smith,  99  Mass.  617. 

Knowlton,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

In  our  opinion,  there  was  evidence  tending 
to  show  that  the  driver  of  the  team  which 
collided  w^ith  the  plaintiff*8  team  was  neg- 
ligent. Tlie  plaintiff  introduced  testimony 
that  he  himself  was  driving  on  the  right- 
hand  side  of  Harrison  avenue,  close  to  the 
sidewalk,  and  it  tended  to  show  that  he 
was  in  the  exercise  of  due  care.  The  driver 
of  the  other  team  was  driving  "very  fast," 
in  the  opposite  direction,  and  collided  with 
the  plaintiff.  This  was  evidence  that  he 
was  acting  in  violation  of  the  statute,  which 
requires  persons  meeting  each  other,  as  these 
persons  were,  to  drive  "to  the  right  of  the 
middle  of  the  traveled  part"  of  the  road, 
and,  unexplained,  it  indicated  negligence. 
Pub.  Stat.  chap.  93,  §  1;  Reynolds  v.  Han- 
rahnn,  100  Mass.  313:  Young  v.  South 
Boston  Ice  Co.  150  Mass.  527,  23  N.  E.  320; 
Randolph  v.  O'Riordon,  155  Mass.  331,  29 
N.  E.  583. 

There  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that 
there  was  no  collision,  but  that  the  accident 
was  caused  by  the  running  of  the  plain- 
tiff's horse,  and  there  was  other  evidence 
that  none  of  the  defendant's  teams  was  in 
the  vicinity  at  the  time  of  the  accident. 
The  judge  rightly  ruled  that  the  witness 
Cooper  could  not  be  permitted  to  testify 
62  L.  R.  A. 


as  to  the  routes  of  the  drivers  of  the  de- 
fendant company  on  the  morning  of  the  ac- 
cident, for  the  purpose  of  a^owin^  that  the 
wagon  referred  to  was  not  one  of  the  de- 
fendant's wagons.  But  it  was  a  part  of  the 
plaintiff's  case  to  prove  that  the  ne;gligent 
driver  was  a  servant  of  the  defendant,  act- 
ing within  the  scope  of  his  employment, 
at  the  time  of  the  accident.  To  prove  this 
he  relied  upon  the  inference  that  a  person 
driving  such  a  team  as  was  described,  the 
wagon  being  marked  "American  Ehcpresa* 
Company,"  was  one  of  the  defendant's  serv- 
ants then  engaged  in  the  defendant's  busi- 
ness. If  the  routes  prescribed  for  the  de- 
fendant's servants  were  such  that  at  thi^i^ 
time  none  of  them  could  be  driving  throuifh 
that  part  of  Harrison  avenue  without,  for 
the  time,  abandoning  the  service  in  which 
he  was  en^ged,  and  going  off  for  some  pur- 
pose of  his  own,  the  defendant  would  not 
be  liable,  even  if  the  team  which  is  said 
to  have  caused  the  collision  was  one  of  it^ 
teams,  and  was  driven  by  a  person  'who 
was  regularly  employed  in  its  service.  The 
question  for  the  jury  was  hot  whether  the 
defendant  owned  the  team,  but  whether  the 
person  who  was  driving  it  negligently  wa> 
then  acting  for  the  defendant  in  doing^  the 
work  which  he  was  directed  to  do.  If  the 
servant  was  not  then  acting  in  the  course 
of  his  employment,  but  was  off  "on  a  frolic 
of  his  own/'  the  master  would  not  be  lia- 
ble. Hotce  V.  Netcmarchy  12  Allen.  40: 
Bowler  v.  O'Connell,  162  Mass.  319,  27  L. 
R.  A.  173,  38  N.  E.  498;  Brown  v.  Jarvi* 
Engineering  Co.  166  Mass.  75.  32  L.  R.  A. 
605,  43  N.  E.  1118;  DHscoll  v.  8canlan. 
1G5  Mass.  348,  43  N.  E.  100;  Bard  v.  Yohn. 
26  Pa.  482;  Storey  v.  Ashton,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B. 
476-479;  Stevens  v.  Woodward.  L.  R.  6  Q. 
B.  Div.  318.  As  bearing  upon  this  question. 
the  defendant  offered  to  show,  by  the  person 
who  had  charge  of  the  drivers  atnd  helpers — 
the  team  service — in  Boston,  that  no  driver 
of  an  express  team  of  the  defendant  had  a 
right  to  be  there  that  morning  in  the  course 
of  his  employment.  We  are  of  opinion  that 
the  evidence  was  competent. 
Exceptions  sustaified. 


End  of  Cases  in  Book  62. 


nismi  of  the  decisions  published  in  this  book. 


8HOWIN0  the  Changes,  Proirress,  and  Development  of  the  Law  during  the  Fourth  Quar 
ler  of  the  Judicial  Year  beginning  with  October  1,  1900.  Classified  as  Follows: 

I.  Public,  Official,  and  Statutory  Mattebs. 
II.  Contractual  and  Commercial  Relations. 
III.  Corporations  and  Associations. 
lY.  Domestic  Relations. 
V.  Fiduciaries  and  Repbesentatiybs. 
Yl.  Torts;  Negligence;  Injuries. 
Yll.  Property  Rights;  Wills;  Liens. 
yill.  Civil  Remedies. 
IX.  Criminal  Law  and  Practice. 


I.  Public,  Official,  and  Statutory  Mattbrs. 


In  apparent  conflict  with  some  of  the 
cases  referred  to  in  51  L.  R.  A.  134,  the 
Texas  case  of  French  v.  State,  holds  that  an 
agent  of  a  nonresident  organ  company,  who 
travels  hy  wagon  with  an  organ,  selling  it 
if  he  can,  or  taking  orders  for  other  organs, 
which  when  shipped  to  him  he  delivers  to 
the  purchasers,  is  engaged  in  interstate 
coinmerce.     (Tex.)   160. 

Bankruptcy  and  insolvency  laica, 
A  lawyer  employed  by  a  railroad  company 
on  a  yearly  salary  payable  monthly  is  held 
not  to  be  a  laborer  or  employee  within  the 
meaning  of  those  terms  in  a  statute  giving 
a  preference  to  the  payment  of  wages  or  sal- 
aries of  such  persons  out  of  assets  of  insol- 
vent corporations.      (C.  C.  A.  8th  C.)   479. 

Taxes. 

That  portion  of  a  Young  Men's  Christian 
Association  building  which  is  rented  for  busi- 
ness puiiposes,  although  it  is  eventually  to 
be  used  for  the  work  of  the  association,  is 
held  not  to  be  included  within  the  exemption 
from  taxation  of  property  used  exclusively 
for  school,  religious,  and  charitable  pur- 
poses.     (Neb.)    123. 

Real  property  subject  to  a  power  of  ap- 
pointment, which  before  the  exercise  of  the 
power  has  been  converted-  by  the  trustees 
into  personalty,  is  held  to  be  subject  to  the 
transfer  tax  provided  for  the  execution  of 
such  power  upon  personalty,  although  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  will  creating  the 
power  the  tax  was  not  applicable  to  the 
transfer  of  real  property.      (N.  Y.)  433. 

A  mortgagee's  interest  in  land  is  held  to 
be  subject  to  a  state  tax,  although  the 
mortgagee  is  a  nonresident, — especially 
where  he  is  vested  with  a  legal  interest  in 
the  land.     (Md.)  760. 

A  state  tax  on  that  portion  of  the  gross 
receipts  of  a  railroad  only  partly  within  its 
borders,  which  corresponds  to  the  proportion 
of  mileage  within  the  state,  i.-*  held  not  to 
be  void  as  an  interference  with  interstate 
commerce.      (Md.)   764. 

The  right  of  way  and  tracks  of  a  railroad 
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company  are  held  not  to  be  landed  property 
within  the  meaning  of  a  provision  in  a  stat- 
ute annexing  territory  to  a  city,  that  the 
rate  of  taxation  on  landed  property  in  the 
annexed  district  should  not  be  increased  un- 
til streets  were  laid  through  it,  and  there 
should  be  a  certain  number  of  buildings  on 
every  block.     (Md.)   772. 

An  exemption  from  taxation  of  "houses  of 
religious  worship"  is  held  not  to  include 
that  portion  of  a  lot  of  land  procured  for 
the  erection  of  a  permanent  church  build- 
ing upon  which  work  has  not  been  com- 
menced, although  a  temporary  structure  has 
been  erected  for  religious  worship  on  an- 
other portion  of  the  lot.     (Mass.)  778. 

Banks. 
Discrimination  between  banks  of  a  state 
and  those  out  of  the  state,  in  respect  to  the 
attachment  of  negotiable  paper  by  trustee 
process,  is  held  not  to  constitute  an  infringe- 
ment of  the  rights  of  national  banks  out- 
side the  state,  since  it  does  not  impair  their 
utility  as  instrumentalities  of  the  Federal 
government.      (Vt.)    196. 

lAcefise  and  regulation  of  business. 

The  delivery  of  portraits  and  frames  by 
an  agent  who  takes  orders  for  them  for  a 
manufacturer  in  another  state  and  receives 
them  consigned  to  the  maker  is  held  to  be  a 
part  of  interstate  commerce,  which  i^  not 
subject  to  a  license  tax  under  state  author- 
ity.     (Wyo.)  198. 

•  A  pharmacy  act  giving  an  exclusive  privi- 
lege to  registered  pharmacists  for  the  sale 
of  patent  and  proprietary  medicines,  with- 
out requiring  any  inspection  or  examination 
thereof,  is  held  to  be  unconstitutional. 
(IIL)   287. 

An  unconstitutional  interference  with  the 
right  of  contract  is  held  to  be  made  by  a 
statute  making  it  unlawful  to  pass  coal 
mined  by  an  employee  over  any  screen  or 
otner  device  which  takes  away  any  part  of 
the  value  thereof,  before  it  has  been  duly 
weighed  and  credited.  (Ohio)  523. 
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Tjobor  unions. 
See  also  Municipal  Corporations. 

A  statute  making  it  unlawful  to  prevent, 
or  attempt  to  prevent,  employees  from  be- 
coming members  of  labor  unions,  is  held  un- 
constitutional as  interfering  with  the  right 
of  persons  to  make  contracts.  (111.)  283. 
MunioipoU  corporations, 

A  state  statute  fixing  the  compensation 
which  a  city  must  pay  for  labor  or  other 
services  which  it  may  be  obliged  to  employ 
is  held  to  be  void  when  such  regulations  in- 
crease the  cost  of  the  work  beyond  what  it 
would  be  obliged  to  pay  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  business,  and  the  Constitution  lim- 
its municipal  expenditures  of  money  to  city 
purposes.     (N.  Y.)  814. 

Ordinances  requiring  union  labor  only  on 
city  contracts,  and  that  laborers  shall  not 
work  more  than  eight  hours  per  day,  are 
held  unconstitutional  as  infringements  on 
the  freedom  of  contract,  and  a  discrimina- 
tion between  classes  of  citizens,  and  as  a  re- 
striction upon  competition  and  as  increasing 
the  cost  of  the  work.     (111.)  201. 

A  city  is  held  liable  for  negligently  fail- 
ing to  light  a  winding  stairway  in  the  city 
hall,  because  of  which  a  person  was  injured 
while  attending  an  entertainment  for  which 
the  hall  was  rented.     (Mass.)  417. 

A  telegraph  company  given  the  right  by 
an  act  of  Congress  to  occupy  post  roads  with 
its  poles  and  wires  is  held  not  to  acquire 
such  right  free  from  the  power  of  a  munici- 
pal corporation  to  regulate  the  use  of  its 
streets,  but  to  be  required  to  submit  to  local 
regulations  for  obtaining  permission  to 
string  wires  in  public  streets.  ( C.  C.  A.  6th 
C.)  730. 

An  exemption  of  agricultural  lands  from 
the  provisions  ef  a  statute  providing  for  the 
extension  of  city  boundaries  over  certain 
classes  of  adjoining  lands  is  sustained. 
(Kan.)  321. 

A  publication  of  an  ordinance  in  an  extra 
edition  of  a  newspaper  late  at  night,  and  the 
circulation  of  a  comparatively  small  number 
of  copies,  are  held  insufficient  to  constitute 
a  publication  in  a  newspaper  of  general  cir- 
culation.    (Iowa)   315. 

Classification  of  townships  by  density, 
rather  than  by  bulk  of  population,  is  held 
not  to  constitute  special  legislation.  (Pa.) 
367. 

Highivays. 

The  occupation  of  a  sidewalk  with  a 
trench  and  pipes  for  a  conduit  for  telephone 
wires  is  held  not  to  be  an  additional  burden 
upon  the  fee  which  entitles  the  abutting 
owner  to  compensation,  although  it  is  laid 
so  close  to  the  line  of  the  abutting  prop- 
erty as  to  interfere  with  intended  areas  un- 
der the  walk.     (Ind.)  671. 

The  benefit  resulting  from  the  improve- 
ment is  held  to  be  properly  considered  in  as- 
sessing damages  because  of  the  removal  of 
lateral  support  from  an  abutting  lot,  in  cut- 
ting down  and  improving  the  street,  under 
constitutional  provision  that  private  prop- 
erty shall  not  be  taken  or  damaged  for  pub- 
lic use  without  just  compensation.  (III.) 
634. 
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A  guaranty  of  a  street  improvement 
against  injuries  from  ordinary  use  during 
one  year,  when  required  by  ordinance,  i» 
held  to  invalidate  a  contract  and  assessment 
therefor  unless  authorized  by  st&tute,  since 
it  raises  the  cost  of  the  work.     (Cal.)   264. 

Courts, 

The  power  of  the  supreme  court  of  a  state 
to  issue  an  injunction  in  the  exercise  of  its 
original  jurisdiction  is  held  not  to  extend  to 
a  suit  by  a  private  person  without  any  show- 
ing that  the  attorney  general  was  unable  or 
unwilling  to  act;  but  it  is  held  that  sucb 
suit  should  be  brought  by  the  attorney  gen- 
eral by  leave  of  court,  and  in  the  name  of 
the  state.     (N.  D.)  134. 

A  statute  conferring  jurisdiction  on  the 
probate  court  to  direct  the  mode  of  con- 
structing a  telegraph  or  telephone  line  io 
the  streets  of  a  municipality  when  its  au- 
thorities and  the  company  are  unable  to- 
afree  is  held  not  to  be  repugnant  to  the 
Onio  Constitution,  as  an  attempt  to  confer 
legislative  or  administrative  power  upon  a 
judicial  tribunal.     (Ohio)   150. 

Real  property, 
A  statute  authorizing  improvements  made 
on  land  by  a  person  in  poseeFsion  in  good 
faith  to  be  set  off  against  mesne  profits  od 
a  recovery  of  the  land,  though  made  appli- 
cable to  improvements  previously  made,  i» 
held  not  to  oe  unconstitutional  as  a  retro- 
active statute.     (Ga.)  934. 

Quarantine  regulations. 

The  power  of  health  authorities  as  to 
quarantine  regulations,  which  is  considered 
at  length  in  a  note  in  26  L.  R.  A.  484.  is 
limited  in  a  late  case  holding  that  an  order 
of  a  board  of  health  making  it  unlawful  for 
any  person  to  enter  the  state  by  boat  or 
train  until  further  orders  of  the  board  of 
health  is  unreasonaMe  and  void,  and  there- 
fore no  protection  to  a  railroad  company^ 
for  ejecting  a  passenger.     (Miss.)  3.17. 

A  statute  establishing  a  quarantine  for 
sheep  from  other  states,  when  brought  from 
known  infected  districts,  and  requiring  them 
to  be  subjected  to  the  treatment  required  for 
sheep  within  the  state,  is  held  constitu- 
tional.    (Idaho)  78. 

Fisheries, 

A  statute  making  it  an  offense  to  have 
possession  of  fish  during  the  close  season 
was  held  inapplicable  to  fish  imported  from 
Canada,  and  a  part  of  the  judges  held  that 
if  it  did  apply  to  such  fish  it  would  infringe 
the  constitutional  provision  as  to  the  regu- 
lation of  commerce,     (N.  Y.)   803, 

The  prohibited  possession  of  oysters- 
classed  as  unmerchanteble  by  the  provisions 
of  a  Maryland  statute  is  held  to  apply-  only 
to  oysters  teken  from  the  waters  of  the- 
state,  since  the  obvious  purpose  of  the  stat- 
ute is  to  protect  the  state's  oyster  beds  for 
the  benefit  of  ite  citizens.      (Md.)   100. 

Stamp  act. 

A  provision  of  the  war  revenue  act.  that  no 

instrument  required  by  law  to  be  stamped. 

which  is  issued  without  a  stamp,  shall  he 

recorded,  or  used  as  evidence  in  any  court. 


until  a  stamp  shall  be  affixed,  is  held  not  to 
destroy  an  unstamped  instrument  as  a  muni- 
ment of  title,  or  its  competency  as  evidence 
in  a  state  court.     (Tenn.)   915. 

Street  riUltoaya, 

An  attempt  by  a  street  railway  company 
to  take  land  for  a  power  house  and  coid 
pockets  in  a  city  5  miles  from  its  lines,  in 
Avhich  it  has  no  authority  to  run  cars,  is 
^eld  to  be  for  its  private  benefit,  and  not 
lor  public  use,  and  therefore  not  to  be  within 
the  statutory  permission  to  take,  by  eminent 
<iomaiu,  land  necesary  for  its  use.  (R.  I.) 
879. 

Voters  and  elections. 

The  inability  to  acquire  a  residence  for 
Toting  purposes  by  attending  an  educational 
institution  ia  held  to  extend  to  students  for 
the  priesthood  who  have  renounced  all  other 
residences  and  homes.     (N.  Y.)  831. 
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Officers. 

A  superintendent  of  public  instruction, 
who  is  appointed  at  the  pleasure  of  the 
school  board,  takes  no  official  oath,,  gives 
no  official  bond,  has  no  commission  issued 
to  him,  and  has  no  fixed  or  definite  tenure 
of  office,  is  held  not  to  be  a  ^'municipal  offi- 
cial" within  the  meaning  of  a  charter  re- 
quirement that  such  officials  shall  be  regis- 
tered voters  of  the  city.     (Md.)  406. 

A  county  treasurer  who  was  in  default  on 
the  expiration  of  his  term  for  moneys  depos- 
ited in  a  bank,  and  who  thereafter  paid  the 
county,  is  held  not  to  be  liable  for  interest 
which  was  subsequently  paid  him  by  a  re- 
ceiver of  the  bank,  where  there  was  no  agree- 
ment for  interest  in  either  case.  (N.  M.) 
126. 


II.  Contractual  Ain>  Commbroial  RBriATioNS. 


A  naphtha  launch  is  held  not  to  be  an  ap- 
purtenance of  a  yacht  with  which  it  has 
been  used  as  tender,  so  as  to  pass  by  a  sale 
of  the  yacht,  where  it  cannot  be  carried  by 
the  yacht,  and  does  not  accompany  it  on  its 
voyages.      (C.  C.  A.  ^d  C.)   473. 

Subscribers  to  a  contract  for  a  creamery 
to  be  constructed  at  a  certain  price  are  hel«'. 
to  be  severally,  and  not  jointly,  liable  each 
for  his  share  of  the  amount  not  otherwise 
provided  for,  when  they  signed  their  names 
merely,  without  fixing  any  amounts,  at  the 
end  of  a  subscription  paper  after  the  names 
of  others,  each  of  whom  had  specified  the 
amount  which  he  would  pay.     (Minn.)  355. 

In  an  action  for  d^unages  for  failure  to 
perform  a  contract  to  convey  to  a  board  of 
education  a  lot  then  vacant,  and  to  remove, 
reconstruct,  and  rebuild  thereon  a  school- 
house  situated  on  another  lot,  so  that  it 
would  be  in  a  suitable  and  proper  condition 
for  school  purposes,  it  is  held  to  be  no  de- 
fense that  the  school  house  was  blown  down 
by  a  storm  and  could  not  on  that  account  l>e 
removed  as  a  standing  building,  since  the 
contract  was  nevertheless  capable  of  sub- 
stantial performance.      (Ohio)   868. 

A  promise  to  deliver  coal  in  the  future  is 
held  to  be  a  sufficient  consideration  to  sup- 
port an  acceptance  of  a  draft  for  the  pur- 
chase price.      (N.  Y.)   430. 

Master  and  servant. 
The  relation  of  master  and  servant  is  held 
to  exist  between  an  improvement  com- 
pany and  the  engineer  in  charge  of  a  steam 
roller  owned  by  the  company,  so  as  to  charge 
the  jM)mpany  with  his  negligence,  although 
both  are  hired  by  the  day  to  a  city,  and 
are  under  the  direction  of' the  superintend- 
ent of  streets.     (Cal.)  205. 

Public  policy;  illegality. 

A  contract  for  the  erection  of  a  school 
building,  entered  into  with  a  member  of  a 
building  committee,  who  was  also  a  select- 
man of  the  town,  is  held  not  to  be  void  on 
the  ground  of  public  policy,  merely  because 
his  vote  was  necessary  to  authorize  the  con- 
tract.    (Mass.)    518. 

Contracts  of  investment  security,  deben- 
52  L.  R.  A. 


tures,  or  certificates,  which  cannot  reason- 
ably be  expected  to  accumulate  a  reserved 
fund  ecjual  to  the  stipulated  endowment  val- 
ues within  the  stated  period  without  aid 
from  lapses  or  appropriations  from  pre- 
miums on  new  business,  are  held  to  be  fraud- 
ulent, contrary  to  public  policy,  and  unlaw- 
ful.    (Ohio)  530. 

A  contract  of  reinsurance  of  property  lo- 
cated anywhere  in  the  United  States  is  held 
not  to  be  void  as  a  wagering  contract,  al- 
though the  party  indemnified  has  no  insur- 
able interest  in  a  portion  of  the  property 
when  the  policy  is  issued,  but  acquires  it 
before  a  loss  occurs.      « N.  J. )  330. 

A  stipulation  in  a  lease  that  no  beer  ex- 
cept that  of  a  certain  company  shall  be  sold 
by  the  lessee  is  held  not  to  be  against  pub- 
lic policy,  but  to  be  enforceable  by  injunc- 
tion at  the  suit  of  a  company  for  whose 
benefit  it  was  made.     (Ind.)   305. 

A  f»ombination  of  dealers  controlling  90 
per  cent  of  the  blue  stone  sold  in  the  New 
York  market  is  held  unlawful,  where  they 
have  united  to  maintain  prices.  (N.  Y.) 
262. 

A  contract  to  marry  after  the  divorced 
wife  of  the  man  is  dead,  there  being  no  im- 
pediment to  an  imme<iiate  marriage,  is  held 
not  to  be  void  for  indefiniteness  or  &s  in  re- 
straint of  marriage,  or  on  grounds  of  public 
policy.    (Tenn.)    060. 

The  fact  that  a  promise  to  refrain  from 
marrying  was  void,  when  it  was  made  as  a 
mere  incident  of  a  contract  by  a  woman  to 
live  with  and  take  care  of  a  person  during 
his  life,  is  held  not  to  preclude  her  from  re- 
covering the  consideration  promined,  after 
she  has  fully  performed  the  services  which 
she  agreed  to  perform.   (Ohio)    157. 

Commission  agent. 
A  commission  for  procuring  one  willing 
to  lend  a  certain  sum  on  mortgage  is  held 
not  to  be  earned  by  the  production  of  a  per- 
son willing  to  loan  that  amount,  but  who 
insists  that  the  contract  shall  provide  for 
payment  of  interest  and  principal  in  gold, 
because  of  which  the  offer  is  not  accepted. 
(Mass.)  785. 
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BillSf  notcSf  and  checks. 

A  promisdor}'  note  given  to  stop  a  crim- 
inal prosecution  is  held  to  be  invalid,  even 
in  the  hands  of  a  bona  fide  holder,  under  a 
statute  protecting  such  holders  except 
against  certain  defenses,  including  "immoral 
and  illegal  consideration."   (Ga.)  271. 

A  note  with  the  word  "president"  follow- 
ing the  name  of  tlie  person  who  signs  it, 
and  with  the  name  of  a  corporation  above 
the  line  stating  place  and  date,  is  held  to  be 
enforceable  against  the  corporation  on  proof 
that  it  was  intended  to  be  a  corporation 
note.     (Ind.)    307. 

A  person  receiving  a  negotiable  promis- 
sory note  indorsed  for  collection,  who  remits 
the  amount  thereof  out  of  his  own  funds 
to  the  owner  as  though  he  had  in  fact  col- 
lected the  note,  is  held  not  to  be  entitled 
to  recover  from  the  maker  the  amount  there- 
of, where  the  payment  was  not  made  with 
the  maker's  assent.     (Ohio)  872. 

The  fact  that  a  promissory  note  does  not 
■contain  the  contract  which  the  parties  had 
agreed  to  make  is  held  to  be  no  defense  to 
the  maker,  where  he  signed  it  without  read- 
ing it,  without  the  existence  of  any  emer- 
gency or  any  actual  fraud  to  induce  him  to 
<do  so,  and  merely  in  reliance  on  the  state- 
ment that  the  note  was  ready  for  him  to 
sign,  and  his  supposition  that  it  contained 
the  contract  agreed  upon.     (Ga.)    268. 

The  depositor  of  a  check  for  collection, 
who  knows  that  the  drawee  is  the  only  bank 
in  the  place,  and  that  the  check  will  be  col- 
lected in  accordance  with  banking  usages 
without  coi<t  to  him,  is  held  estopped  to 
charge  the  bank  with  negligence  in  sending 
it  to  a  correspondent,  who  forwards  it  di- 
rectly to  the  drawee  in  accordance  with  the 
cUBtom  in  such  cases.     (111.)    632. 

The  payment  by  a  bank  of  a  check  on 
a  fraudulent  indorsement  by  one  who  pro- 
cured the  check  by  representing  himself  to 
be  another  person  is  held  to  render  the  bank 
liable  to  the  maker.     (R.  I.)   877. 

Bonds. 

Money  furnished  by  a  bank  to  pay  labor 
claims  is  held  not  to  be  within  the  protec- 
tion of  a  bond  conditioned  to  pay  pernons 
supplying  the  principal  with  "labor  or  ma- 
terials in  the  prosecution"  of  his  work.  (C. 
•C.  A.  9th  C.)    605. 

Carriers. 

A  newsboy  jumping  on  and  off  a  street 
car  to  sell  papers,  without  signaling  to  stop 
tVo  oar  to  receive  or  discharge  him,  and 
■without  receiving  permission  or  asking  for 
leave  or  license,  is  held  not  to  be  a  passenger 
toward  whom  the  carrier  is  required  to  ex- 
.ercise  a  high  degree  of  care.      ( Mo. )   So4. 

Street  railway  employees  riding  gratui- 
tously whori"  off  duty,  under  a  rule  permit- 
ting them  to  ride  free,  are  held  to  be  pas- 
5(enger8,  and  not  servants.    (Mass.)   326. 

Hacks. 
The  drivers  and  proprietors  of  a  public  car- 
riage, who  enter  railroad  grounds  under  li- 
-cense  to  get  passengers  ordering  the  carriage, 
sre  held  to  become  trewpasser^  by  so  plac- 
ing the  carriage  and  conducting  themselves  I  (X.  J.)    344. 
ns  to  solicit  other  passengers.  (Mass.)   418.       A  house  is  held  not  to  be  vacant   so  as 
52  L.  R.  A. 


Sale. 

The  loss  of  property  sold,  retaining  title 
until  the  purchase  price  is  paid,  is  held 
to  fall  on  the  vendor,  where  the  property  is 
burned  without  the  negligence  or  fault  of 
the  purchaser.     (Ala.)   395. 

A  provision  that  delivery  will  be  ina4e 
within  a  reasonable  time  is  held  to  be  im- 
plied on  a  sale  without  specifying  the  time 
of  delivery,  and  delay  is  field  not  to  be  ex- 
cused by  the  vendor's  inability  to  procure 
shipment  where  this  is  due  to  considn-ations 
which  affect  the  vendor  alone.     (N.  Y.)  811. 

Coi^enant. 

A  promise  to  pay  a  part  of  the  cost  of 
a  party  wall  when  it  is  used,  which  was 
made  by  a  grantee  for  himself,  his  heirs, 
and  assigns  to  a  grantor  who  had  built  the 
wall  but  afterwards  sold  the  other  lot,  is 
held  not  to  run  with  the  land,  or  to  create 
an  implied  promise  on  the  part  of  one  who 
subsequently  acquired  both  lots  and  used 
the  wall  for  a  new  building  on  them. 
(Mass.)   110. 

Fraud, 

Representations  made  for  the  purpo^w  of 
procuring  a  contract,  with  the  intent  that 
they  shall  be  acted  upon,  without  knowledge 
whether  they  are  true  "or  not.  are  held  lo 
be  within  the  rule  that  a  contract  procured 
by  false  representations  may  be  disaffirmed. 
(C.   C.   A.   6th    C.)    745. 

Guaranty. 
Neither  a  landlord's  failure  to  collect  the 
rent  for  fourteen  months,  nor  his  neglect  to 
notify  the  guarantor  of  its  nonpayment,  is 
held  sufficient  to  exonerate  one  who  has 
guaranteed  the  punctual  payment  of  the 
rent,  and  promised  in  default  thereof  to  pay 
the  same  on  demand.     (Mass.)    782. 

Bailment. 
The  damaged  condition  of  dressed  poul- 
try put  in  cold  storage,  resulting  from  the 
warmth  of  the  temperature,  is  held  not  to 
render  the  bailees  liable,  where  the  tempera- 
ture is  that  ordinarily  kept  in  cold-storage 
rooms,  but  higher  than  that  at  which  freez- 
ers are  kept,  and  both  parties  believed  that 
it  would  bie  sufficiently  low  for  the  poult  rr. 
(Conn.)   106. 

Insurance. 

Mailing  a  sworn  statement  of  know'ledge 
and  belief  as  to  time  and  origin  of  fire  with- 
in the  time  specified  is  held  not  to  be  suffi- 
cient if  it  is  not  received  until  the  time 
has  expired,  under  a  policy  providing  that 
the  insured  "shall  render"  the  statement 
within  a  certain  time.(N.  Y.)  596. 

A  clause  in  an  insurance  policy  making 
it  void  in  case  of  the  assignment  of  the  pol- 
icy is  held  not  to  apply  to  an  assignment 
of  his  interest  by  a  mortgagee  who  is  enti- 
tled to  receive  the  proceeds  to  the  extent 
of  his  interest.     (Mass.)    788.   * 

The  nonoccupancy  of  a  church  within  the 
meaning  of  an  insurance  policy  is  held  to 
be  a  question  for  the  jury,  when  services  are 
not  held  there  and  the  windows  are  boarded 
up  because  there  is  no  minister  to  officiate. 
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to  avoid  a  policy  of  insurance  on  it,  where 
the  agent  was  notified  that  the  owner's  fam- 
ily was  to  be  absent,  and  agreed  that  it 
would  be  sufficient  to  have  a  man  in  the 
yard,  and  the  furniture  was  left  in  the 
building  and  the  custodian  occupied  an  ad- 
joining building  only  30  feet  away,  and  at 
times  slept  in  the  house,  although  he  had 
access  to  only  one  room.     (Tenn.)    665. 

The  refusal  of  the  insured  to  answer  as  to 
the  cost  of  the  property  is  held  not  to  pre- 
clude a  recovery  of  insurance  under  a  pol- 
icy requiring  him  to  submit  to  examination 
as  a  condition  of  recovery.     (N.  Y.)  424. 

Failure  to  furnish  proofs  of  loss  under 
a  policy  of  insurance  within  the  specified 
time,  where  there  is  no  stipulation  that  the 
policy  shall  be  void  on  that  account,  is  held 
not  to  make  the  policy  void,  but  to  leave  the 
insured  an  opportunity  to  furnish  them 
within  a  reasonable  time.     (Ga.)    70. 

A  settlement  of  an  action  for  un- 
liquidated damages  to  property  some  of 
which  was  insured  and  for  which  the  in- 
surers had  rights  of  subrogation  is  held, 
when  made  with  the  approval  of  a  majority 
of  the  insurers,  to  be  binding  on  an  insurer 
who  did  not  come  in,  though  asked  to  do  so; 
and  where  there  is  a  distinct  recovery  fw 
the  in>jured  property,  and  another  for  the 
rest  of  the  claim,  such  insurer  is  held  to 
be  restricted  to  its  pro  rata  share  of  what 
was  allowed  to  the  insurers.     (Md.)   95. 

In  an  action  to  recover  the  amount  of  a 
policy  of  insurance,  it  is  held  that  the  com- 
pany, in  order  to  avail  itself  of  the  de- 
fense of  suicide,  must  show  that  every  rea- 
sonable hypothesis  of  accidental  death  is  ex- 
cluded by  the  evidence.      (I^.)      087. 

A  statement  by  an  applicant  for  insur- 
ance that  none  of  his  brothers  are  dead,  al- 


though false,  is  held  not  to  avoid  the  pol- 
icy  unless  be  knows  it  to  be  so,  under  a  > 
policy  warranting  the  statements  to  be  true, 
and  that  they  shall  form  the  basis  of  any 
contract  entered  into.   (111.)    649. 

Mere  delay  in  executing  and  delivering  a 
benefit  certificate,  during  which  the  appli- 
cant dies,  is  held  not  to  give  any  right  of 
recovery  on  the  certificate,  where  the  terms- 
of  the  contract  prevent  it  from  taking  effect 
until  its  delivery  to  the  applicant  in  good 
health,  and  the  delay  was  not  unreasonable- 
or  caused  by  bad  faith.     (Tenn.)   444. 

Death  caused  solely  by  sunstroke  in  the 
line  of  employment  is  held  to  be  covered  by 
an  accident  policy  which  limits  liability  for 
death  if  contributed  to  by  sunstroke  re- 
ceived outside  the  line  of  employment. 
(Ky.)   401. 

A  policy  on  a  man's  life  for  the  benefit  of 
his  wife,  and,  in  case  of  her  death,  payable 
to  his  children,  is  held  to  be  a  contract  with 
the  wife,  and  to  give  the  children,  in  case 
of  her  death  during  his  lifetime,  a  vested 
interest  which  will  inure  to  their  estates  if 
they  die  while  the  father  is  living.  (Mass.) 
117. 

The  general  doctrine  that  a  life-insurance 
policy  having  a  cash-surrender  value  con- 
stitutes assets  of  a  bankrupt,  as  shown  in  a 
note  in  50  L.  R.  A.  33,  unless  such  value 
is  paid  over  in  lieu  thereof  to  the  trustee^ 
is  held  to  obtain,  even  though  the  law  of  the 
state  in  which  the  bankrupt  resides  makes- 
the  policy  exempt  from  the  claims  of  cred- 
itors, since  the  bankrupt  law,  though  it  rec- 
ognizes the  state  law  exemptions  in  general 
terms,  makes  a  specific  provision  as  to  such* 
policy,  which  controls.  (C.  C.  A.  ftth  C.> 
188. 


III.   COBPOBATIONS  AND  ASSOCIATIONS. 


A  corporation  is  held  to  be  entitled  to  ac- 
cept an  appointment  as  administrator  under 
a  charter  authorizing  it  to  accept  trusts  of 
every  kind,  including  that  of  executors  and 
guardianships.     (Tenn.)    469. 

Charter  power  to  purchase  property  nec- 
essary for  its  business  with  stock  is  held  to 
include  the  purchase  by  a  cotton  manufac- 
turinsT  company  of  shares  in  a  corporation 
organized  to  manufacture  dyes  according  to 
secret  formulas  which  under  contracts  with 
their  originators  were  used  exclusively  by 
the  company,  and  upon  the  use  of  which 
the  success  of  its  product  largely  depended. 
(C.  C.  A.  4th  C.)   734. 

Promoters. 
Stock  in  a  corporation  which  was  paid 
for  out  of  the  secret  profits  made  by  the 
subscribers  in  a  sale  to  the  company  of 
property  on  which  they  Ijad  secured  an  op- 
tion and  to  purchase  which  they  had  organ- 
ized the  corporation,  the  management  of 
which  at  tlie  consummation  of  the  trans- 
action was  completely  under  their  control, 
is  held  to  be  subject  to  cancelation  at  the 
suit  of  the  corporation.  (C.  G.  A.  6th  C.) 
724. 
62  L.  R,  A. 


Directors. 
The  right  of  a  director  of  a  corporation  to 
compensation  for  his  services  without  any 
express  contract  therefor  is  sustained,  where 
the  services  do  not  pertain  to  his  office  as 
director,  but  require  his  entire  time.  It 
was  also  held  that  the  fact  that  his  pres- 
ence was  necessary  to  make  a  quorum  when- 
a  ratification  of  the  payment  of  his  salary 
was  made  did  not  make  the  resolution- 
adopted  invalid,  where  he  did  not  vote  upon 
it,  and  it  was  passed  by  a  vote  of  a  major- 
ity of  the  quorum.     ((5al.)    611. 

Stockholder'a  liability. 
The  contractual  liability  of  a  stockhold- 
er domiciled  in  a  foreign  jurisdiction,  for 
debts  of  the  corporation  beyond  the  amount 
of  stock  subscription,  is  held  to  be  enforce- 
able by  the  courts  of  his  domicil.  (C.  €► 
A.  6th  C.)    738. 

Slander. 
Slander  of  a  person  who  is  a  majority 
stockholder  and  officer  of  a  corporation,, 
when  not  spoken  with  respect  to  the  busi- 
ness of  the  company,  is  held  to  give  the  cor- 
poration no  right  of  action  either  for  the 
Islander   or   for   the   injury   to  its   business 


966 


RtscM^  or  Decisions. 
(Domestic  Rblations.    Fiduciabus  and  Rbpresbntatiyes.) 


which  resulted  from  the  loss  of  public  con- 
fidence in  such  person.     (Ohio)  525. 

Benefit  ctsaooiations. 

The  officers  of  a  mutual  benefit  association 
are  held  to  have  no  power  to  waive  the  pro- 
vision of  such  by-laws  as  relate  to  the  sub- 
stance of  the  contract  between  an  individual 
member  and  his  associates  in  their  corpo- 
rate capacity,  where  the  constitution  and 
by-laws  of  the  association  limit  the  appoint- 
ment of  its  ofiicers  and  the  scope  of  their 
powers  and  duties,  and  forbid  the  altera- 
tion or  amendment  of  such  constitution  ex- 
cept by  the  governing  body  in  the  mode 
therein  provided.     (N.  J.)   861. 

A  by-law  of  a  benefit  association  declar- 
ing that  membership  of  a  person  who  en- 
gages in  the  saloon  business  shall  be  for- 
feited from  that  date  is  held  operative  as  to 
one  who  had  previously  engaged  in  such 
business  under  by-laws  which  made  it  a 
ground  of  forfeiture  but  required  formal 
proceedings  for  suspension,     (ill.)  281. 

Building  and  loan  associations . 
To  bring  a  transaction  by  a  building  and 
loan  association  within  a  statute  exempt- 
ing  such  associations  from  the  usury  laws, 
it  is  held  that  it  must  be  effected  in  the 
precise  mode  fixed  by  the  statute.  (111.) 
637. 

Educational  institutions. 
The  trustees  of  an  educational  institution 


incorporated  under  the  laws  of  the  atsit&t 
who  sign  diplomas  in  blank,  and  leave  them 
within  the  control  of  one  of  its  cheers,  who 
sells  them  and  thus  confers  degrees  with- 
out regard  to  merit,  are  held  to  be  g^Ity 
of  such  a  misuse  of  the  power  conferred 
upon  the  corporation  as  to  require  its  dis- 
solution.    (Ohio)  365. 

Partnership. 
A  check  which  is  good,  and  eepeeialiy 
when  it  is  certified,  is  held  to  be  equivalent 
to  a  payment  of  cash  at  the  time  of  its  de- 
livery by  a  special  partner  to  the  partner- 
ship, though  it  is  not  actually  presented 
for  payment  until  after  the  partnership  ar- 
ticles are  filed.  The  court  admits  that  this 
may  be  contrary  to  the  weight  of  authority. 
but  considers  the  trend  of  modern  cases  to 
be  towards  a  more  liberal  and  sensible  view 
of  the  statutory  requirements  respecting 
limited  partnerships.  (C.  C.  A.  ^h  C.) 
833. 

Street  railtcays. 
The  grant  of  a  franchise  to  a  new  street 
railway  company  authorizing  it  to  buy  ex- 
isting lines  IS  held  not  to  be  an  extension 
of  the  old  franchises  in  violation  of  a  city 
charter  prohibiting  such  extension  until 
within  a  certain  period  before  their  expira- 
tion.    (Wash.)  369. 


ly.  Domestic  Relations. 


A  marriage  valid  in  the  state  where  it 
was  contracted  is  held  in  another  state  to 
which  the  parties  immediately  returned, 
and  in  which  a  divorce  from  the  man  had 
been  obtained  by  his  former  wife  because  of 
adultery  with  the  woman  that  h<then  mar- 
ried, not  to  be  entitled  to  recognition  by  the 
courts  of  the  latter  state  to  the  ext^t  of 
permitting  hirn  to  sue  there  for  property 
of  the  second  wife,  where  the  statutes  there 
prohibited  marriage  between  a  divorced  per- 
son and  his  paramour,  although  in  contract- 
ing the  marriage  there  was  no  intent  to 
evade  the  laws  of  the  state  where  the  di- 
vorce was  granted.    (Tenn.)    668. 

Divorce. 

Failure  to  provide  a  suitable  dwelling 
place  (and  consequent  exposure  to  cold)  and 
to  provide  sufficient  clothing  and  food,  is 
held  not  to  be  within  the  meaning  of  a  stat- 
ute allowing  a  divorce  for  extreme  and  re- 
peated cruelty.     (111.)   628. 


Alienation    of    affections. 

A  right  of  action  by  a  wife  for  alienation 
of  her  husband's  affections  is  held  to  exist 
at  common  law,  and,  even  if  its  enforcement 
were  suspended  by  her  inability  to  sue  with- 
out joining  him,  she  is  given  such  right  by 
a  statute  authorizing  married  women  to  sue 
for  torts  committed  against  them  as  if  un- 
married.    (Md.)  102. 

The  right  of  a  wife  to  maintain  an  action 
for  the  alienation  of  her  husband's  affec- 
tions is  sustained  under  a  statute  ^ving 
married  women  the  right  to  sue  as  if  sole. 
(111.)  630. 

Adopted  children. 

An  adopted  child  is  held  to  be  a  "child" 
for  the  purposes  of  taking  under  a  deed  to 
the  parent  with  remainder  to  a  child  or 
children,  and  in  default  thereof  to  the 
"heirs  generally."  It  is  also  held  that  the 
adopted  child  is  an  heir  generally,  if  not 
a  child  within  the  meaning  of  Ihe  deed. 
(111.)  76. 


V.  Fiduciaries  and  Representatives. 


Proceeds  of  a  draft  taken  for  collection 
are  held  to  constitute  a  trust  fund  for  which 
a  claim  will  be  preferred  in  payment  out  of 
the  assets  of  the  bank  in  case  of  insolvency. 
(Neb.)  858. 

One  who  receives  checks  dra\\Ti  by  the 
treasurer  of  a  corporation  as  such  to  pay 
his  individual  debt  is  held  to  be  liable  to 
the  corporation  for  the  proceeds,  if  its  funds 
have  in  fact  been  misappropriated  by  the 
treasurer.  (N.  Y.)  790. 
62  L.  R.  A. 


Trustees. 

A  decree  permitting  future  sales  by  a 
trustee  of  ground  renU  held  by  him  under 
a  will  creating*  contingent  remainder?, 
which  expressly  forbids  such  sale  during  the 
continuance  of  the  trust,  is  held  not  to  be 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equitv. 
(Md.)   403. 

A  cestui  que  trust  who  takes  judgment 
against  his  -trustee  for  the  price  of  trust 
property  wrongfully  sold  is  held  thereby  to 
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ratify  the  sale  and  waive  his  right  to  pur- 
sue the  purchaser.    (Neb.)    468. 

Exrcutora. 
The  power  of  executors  to  give  a  warranty 
4eed  of  land  is  held  not  to  be  given  by  a 
will  authorizing  them  to  sell  it  at  public 

VI.  ToBffS:  Negligence;   Injuries 

AhTHjury  to  S^small  boy  by  a  torpedo 
which  he  found  "on  a  railroad  track  while 
going  to  put  up  a  switch  light  under  em- 
ployment of  a  station  aeent  whose  business 
it  was  to  do  that  work  is  held  to  create  no 
liability  on  the  *^ai*t  of  the  company,  al- 
though the  railroad  at  that  place  was  com- 
monly used  by  the  public  for  passage,  un- 
less negligence  on  the  part  of  the  railroad 
company  <m  ita-  ^m^oyeM  is  proved  to 
have  existed  after  the  company  had  knowl- 
<edg*  that  the  boy  was  thus  engaged.  (Ohio) 
142f 

J  Libel 

In  the  absence  of  anything  to  show  actual 
mance,  members  of  a  school  board  are  held 
not;  to  be  guilty  of  libel  in  sending  a  re- 
quest to  the  school  commissioner  for  a  revo- 
cation of  a  teacher's  license,  where  the 
•charges  are  made  in  the  discharge  of  their 
•duty,  after  a  complaint  by  parents,  and  in 
response  to  a  communication  from  the  com- 
missioner.    (Mo.)    852. 

Dictation  of  a  libelous  letter  to  a  confi- 
•dential  stenographer  is  held  to  be  sufficient 
to   constitute    a    publication    of  the   libel. 
^Md.)   87. 

Procuring  discharge  of  servant. 
Maliciously  procuring  the  discharge  of  a 
•servant,  whether  accomplished  by  intimida- 
tion, slander,  or  merely  by  malevolent  ad- 
vice, is  held  to  constitute  an  actionable 
wrong,  even  if  the  employment  was  only  at 
will  so  that  the  master  did  not  break  any 
•contract.  This  seems  to  extend  the  doc- 
trine of  most  of  the  cases  on  the  subject 
of  inducing  a  third  party  to  break  his  con- 
tract, but  is  the  converse  of  the  doctrine 
shown  in  21  L.  R.  A.  238,  w^hich  holds  that 
•A  master  has  alright  of  action  against  thbse 
who  entice  away  a  servant.     (Mass.)   115. 

Nuisance. 

The  blowing  of  a  factory  whistle  in  a  pop- 
ulous community  at  unseasonable  hours, 
«nd  in  such  a  manner  as  seriously  to  inter- 
fere with  the  reasonable  enjoyment  of  neigh- 
"boring  dwelling  houses,  is  held  to  be  a  nui- 
sance which  may  be  enjoined.     (Ga.)   398. 

Knowledge  by  a  purchaser  of  land  of  the 
«xi8t«»c^of  a  nuisaiMse  ih«KiipK«4HWMM 
■der  an  alletred  easement  will  ^no^  estop  him 
from  afterward  maintaining  an  action  to 
Abate  the  nuisance.     (Iowa)  270. 

Tlie  planting  of  Bermuda  grass  on  a  rail- 
road right  of  way  to  strengthen  an  embank- 
ment is  held  not  to  make  the  railroad  com- 
pany liable  to  the  owner  of  adjoining  land 
upon  which  the  grass  spreads,  where  it  is 
fiot  shown  that  persons  of  ordinary  pru- 
dence would  not  plant  such  grass  under  such 
circumstances.  (Tex.)  293. 
62  L.  R.  A. 


or  private  sale  on  such  terms  as  they  deem 
most  advantageous,  and  they  are  not  lia- 
ble in  their  representative  capacity  for 
breach  of  a  contract  to  make  such  convey- 
ance.  (111.)   643. 


Attorneys. 
The  liability  of  an  attorney  to  a  client  for 
a  mistake  is  denied  where  the  mistake  con- 
sists of  an  error  of  judgment  on  a  question 
of  law  as  to  which  eminent  attorneys  might 
well  have  been  in  doubt.     (Tenn.)  883. 

Elevators. 
See  also  infra,  VIII. 

The  liability  of  the  owner  of  a  freight 
elevator  to  a  passenger  lawfully  and  right- 
fully upon  it  is  held  to  be  measured  by  the 
same  rules  applicable  to  owners  of  passen- 
ger elevators.     (111.)    930. 

One  employed  to  run  an  elevator  in  a  dry- 
goods  store  to  carry  employees  to  and  from 
their  work  is  held  to  be  a  fellow  servant 
of  an  employee  in  the  tailoring  department, 
who  is  injured  by  the  careless  running  of 
the  elevator,  where  both  are  employed  by 
the  same  person,  are  under  the  same  gen- 
eral control,  and  engaged  in  the  same  gen- 
eral work.     (Pa.)    933. 

The  involuntary  starting  of  an  elevator 
by  a  conductor  who  instinctively  grasps  the 
mechanism  to  save  himself  from  falling  as 
he  attempts  to  sit  down  and  finds  his  chair 
gone  is  neld  not  to  constitute  negligence 
which  will  create  a  liability  to  a  passenger 
who  is  injured  by  the  starting  of  the  car 
as  he  is  stepping  out  of  it.     (Mass.)   928. 

Physicians. 
Physicians  who  give  a  certificate  on  which 
a  person  is  committed  as  an  inebriate  or 
dipsomaniac  are  held  to  be  privileged,  and 
not  liable  for  wrongful  imprisonment  under 
such  commitment.     (Mass.)  786. 

Defect  in  leased  premises. 

A  landlord's  promise  to  a  tenant  to  pro- 
tect an  unguarded  cistern,  on  the  faith  of 
which  the  tenant  enters  the  premises,  is 
held  to  relieve  the  latter  from  contributory 
negligence  in  taking  possession  with  his 
family,  where  a  child  falls  into  the  cistern 
before  the  landlord  has  guarded  it.  (Ky.) 
325. 

Telephone  companies. 

A  telephone  company  having  reasonable 
grounds  to  apprehend  that  lightning  will  be 
conducted  over  its  wires  into  a  house  where 
it  maintains  an  instrument  under  contract 
a  subscriber,  «tid  there  do  injury  to 
persons  or  property,  is  held  to  be  linder  an 
obligation  to  exercise  due  care  in  selecting, 
placing,  and  maintaining,  in  connection  with 
its  wires  and  instruments,  such  known  and 
approved  appliances  as  are  reasonably  nec- 
essary to  guard  against  such  accident.  (Vt.) 
919. 

Negligence  of  dentist. 

A  department  store  which  has  represented 
itself  as  carrying  on  the  dentistry  business 
is  held  to  be  estopped,  in  an  action  of  tort 
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for  malpractice,  to  deny  responsibility  for 
the  negligence  or  incompetence  of  a  den- 
tist employed  by  it.     (N.  Y.)   429. 

Highiraya. 

The  wilful  obstruction  of  a  street  so  as 
to  cause  special  damage  to  a  merchant  by 
preventing  his  customers  from  obtaining  ac- 
cess to  his  store  is  held  to  create  a  cause 
of  action  in  his  favor  against  the  party 
causing  the  obstruction.     (Ga.)   396. 

The  piling  of  railroad  cross-ties  in  a 
street  is  held  not  to  make  a  railroad  com- 
pany liable  for  the  death  of  a  child  on  whom 
they  fell  while  he  was  trying  to  climb  on 
them,  where  the  company  did  not  know  that 
children  were  in  the  habit  of  resorting 
there  to  play.  The  Twmt<ible  Cases  are 
held  inapplicable.     (N.  C.)  359. 

The  want  of  a  sufficient  force  promptly  to 
remove  dangerous  electric  wires  from  the 
street  When  they  have  been  broken  in  many 
places  by  an  unusual  storm  is  held  to  be  a 
matter  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury  on 
the  question  of  reasonable  care,  and  the 
court  is  held  to  have  no  right  to  say  that, 
as  matter  of  law,  it  constitutes  no  excuse 
for  the  delay.     (Or.)  609. 

Injury  at  crossing. 
The  right  of  a  traveler  to  rely  upon  the 
fact  that  gates  at  a  railroad  crossing  are 
raised,  or  that  a  flagman  usually  present 
when  a  train  is  approaching  is  not  in  sight, 
is  upheld  within  limitations,  and  the  extent 
to  which  he  may  so  rely  is  held  to  be  a 
question  for  the  jury.  (Minn.)  348. 
<  One  who  hires  a  team,  vehicle,  and  driver, 
with  whom  he  takes  passage,  is  held  to  be 
bound  to  check  the  driver  in  case  the  lat- 
ter attempts  to  cross  a  railroad  without 
stopping  or  listening  for  approaching 
trains ;  and  in  case  of  his  death  through  the 
driver's  negligence  it  is  held  that  no  recov- 
ery can  be  had  when  he  is  in  an  open  car- 
riage and  can  readily  discover  the  peril. 
(Miss.)  954. 

Injury  hy  defect  in  street. 
A  street  railway  company  is  held  to  be 
liable  for  a  defect  in  a  street  caused  by  the 
projection  of  its  rails,  although  they  were 
originally  laid  properly,  where  the  surface 
of  the  street  had  fallen  away  from  them. 
(Ky.)    444. 

Injury  to  passengers. 
A  pasAenger  on  the  running  board  of  a 
street  car  is  held  not  to  be  entitled  to  re- 
cover for  injuries  caused  by  coming  in  con- 
tact with  a  pillar  near  the  track  in  attempt- 
ing to  pass  around  the  conductor,  who  was 
also  on  the  board,  while  obeying  his  direc- 
tion to  come  forward  and  get  a  seat,  unless 
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under  all  the  circumstances  he  acted  as  a 
man  of  ordinary  prudence  would  have  done. 
(C.  C.  A.  2d  C.)  471. 

Injury  to  trespasser. 
The  act  of  a  brakeman  in  throwing  rocks 
and  clods  to  drive  a  trespasser,  who  is  steal- 
ing a  ride,  from  rods  under  a  box  car,  is 
held  within  the  scope  of  his  employment^ 
rendering  the  company  liable  for  the  death 
of  the  trespasser  by  falling  under  the  wheels 
in  escaping.  This  is  in  accord  with  some 
of  the  cases  found  in  a  note  in  27  L.  R.  A. 
161.     (La.)    92. 

Injury  to  servant. 
That  a  decayed  pole  which  fell  and  in- 
jured a  lineman  in  the  employ  of  a  tele- 
phone company  did  not  belong  to  it,  but  was 
used  under  a  contract  with  its  owner,  is 
held  not  to  relieve  the  company  from  lia- 
bility for  the  injuries  caused  by  the  fall, 
if  it  had  undertaken  to  make  a  special  in- 
spection of  its  poles,  and  the  defective  pole 
formed  part  of  its  permanent  line,  while  the 
owner  had  made  no  agreement  to  maintain 
it  securely.     (N.  Y.)   437. 

Injury  by  servant. 

A  master  is  held  not  to  be  liable  for 
a  violent  assault  and  battery  committed  by 
his  servant,  where  he  was  not  acting  with- 
in the  scope  of  his  employment  or  in  fur- 
therance of  his  master's  business,  but  solely 
to  protect  his  own  interests.     (la.)  684. 

The  owner  of  a  team  in  charge  of  the 
driver  is  held  not  to  be  liable  for  injuries 
caused  by  its  collision  with  another  on  the 
highway,  if  at  the  time  the  driver  had  de- 
parted from  the  prescribed  route  for  some 
purpose  of  his  own.     (Mass.)   959. 

Contributory  negligence. 

A  mother  who  lets  go  of  her  child's  hand, 
and  after  the  child  has  gone  upon  a  street 
railway  track  is  injured  in  attempting  its 
rescue,  is  held  not  to  be  guilty  of  negligence 
as  matter  of  law  so  as  to  prevent  a  recovery 
on  the  ground  that  she  created  the  danger- 
ous situation,  but  this  is  a  question  for  the 
jury.     (111.)   665. 

An  average  boy  between  thirteen  and  four- 
teen years  of  age  is  held  to  be  guilty  of  neyr- 
ligence,  as  matter  of  law,  which  will  prevent 
recovery  for  his  death,  where,  knowing  the 
characteristics  of  a  clay  hole  partly  filled 
with  water,  and  going  to  see  if  the  ice  is 
strong,  he  jumps  across  a  strip  of  water 
along  the  edge  onto  ice  rotten  and  partly 
covered  with  water,  slides  out  to  a  point 
where  he  knows  the  water  is  over  his  head, 
and  is  drowned  because  the  ice  will  not  bear 
his  weight.     (111.)  652. 


VIT.  Pbopebtv  Rights;  Wills;  Liens. 


A  condition  forming  the  consideration  of 
a  grant  of  a  railroad  right  of  way,  that  a 
depot  shall  be  maintained  on  the  land,  is 
held  not  to  be  void  because  contrary  to  pub- 
lic policy ;  and  the  failure  to  comply  with  it 
will  forfeit  the  title  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany.    (111.)    645. 

oZ    la.   R.   A. 


License  to  maintain  ditch. 
The  doctrine  that  a  mere  license  to  cre- 
ate a  burden  on  land  is  revocable,  as  to 
which  the  conflicting  anthoritie«  and  doc- 
trines are  reviewed  in  a  note  in  49  L.  R.  A. 
497,  is  applied  in  a  case  which  denies  that 
a  grantee  of  land   is  estopped  by   the  ae 
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quiescence  of  his  grantorB  in  the  construc- 
tion of  an  irrigating  ditch  across  the  land. 
(Or.)    140. 

Water  rights, 
A  riglit  to  store  water  for  use  in  nonir- 
rigating  seasons  is  held  not  to  be  acquired 
by  one  who  makes  a  prior  appropriation  in 
the  usual  way  for  immediate  use,  as  against 
a  subsequent  appropriator  who  is  the  first 
to   store  such  water.     (Colo.)    266. 

Trademarks, 
Notwithstanding  discontinuance  of  the 
use  of  a  trademark  together  with  the  busi- 
ness in  which  it  was  employed  for  a  period 
of  four  years,  it  is  held  that  where  no  in- 
tent to  abandon  it  is  shown  the  owner  is 
entitled  to  resume  its  use  as  against  one 
who  acquired  rights  by  its  use  during  the 
interval  of  discontinuance.     (Mass.)    112. 

Husband  and  wife. 
An  unusual  case  involving  a  distinction 
between  the  statutory  and  common-law 
rights  of  a  husband  to  the  personal  prop- 
erty of  his  deceased  wife  is  determincyd  by 
holding  that  a  statute  providing  that  the 
personal  estate  of  a  nonresident  may  be  dis- 
tributed according  to  the  law  of  his  resi- 
dence does  not  extend  to  the  common-law 
rights  of  a  husband  to  the  personal  estate 
of  a  deceased  wife  in  cases  not  covered  by 
the  statutes  of  their  residence.     (Mo.)  420. 

Gift, 

A  power  of  attorney  from  the  owner  of 
a  bank  deposit  to  her  daughter,  giving  a 
right  to  draw  the  deposit  from  the  bank  in 
the  name  of  the  owner  without  restriction 
as  to  amount  or  time,  with  a  purpose,  not 
expressed  in  the  instrument,  to  make  a  gift 
of  the  deposit  to  the  daughter;  and  the  de- 
livery of  the  check  bo<^  to  her,  and  her  use 
and  appropriation  of  a  part  of  the  money  to 
her  own  use, — are  held  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute a  delivery  of  the  deposit,  and  to  effectu- 
ate the  gift.     (Minn.)  849. 

A  gift  of  bank  certificates  causa  mortis 
is  held  to  have  l)een  made  where  the  donor 
called  for  the  keys  of  a  trunk  and  asked 
to  have  it  imlooked  and  the  certificates  in- 
dorsed, or  said  that  he  himself  had  indorsed 
them;  and  the  donee  is  held  not  to  be  es- 
topped from  claiming  this  gift  by  first  mak- 
ing an  unsuccessful  attempt  to  hold  the 
property  under  an  alleged  nuncupative  will. 
(Tenn.)  899. 
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Trusts, 

A  settlement  of  property  in  trust  which  is 
expressly  stated  to  be  irrevocable  is  held  not 
to  be  revoked  by  releases  on  the  part  of  the 
beneficiaries  in  esse,  and  a  oopveyance  by  the 
trustee  to  the  settlor  free  from  the  trust, 
followed  by  her  devise  of  the  property,  since 
the  interposition  of  a  duly  constituted  tri- 
bunal is  neceseary  to  effect  such  revocation, 
if  it  can  be  effected.     (R.  1.)  874. 

Money  deposited  in  an  insolvent  bank 
through  fraud  of  the  bank  is  held  to  create 
a  trust  which  can  be  recovered  from  a  re- 
ceiver even  if  the  fund  cannot  be  traced, 
where  the  amount  of  funds  in  his  hands  is 
in  any  event  increased  by  the  amount  of  the 
deposit     (C.  C.  A.  6th  C.)  67. 

Mortgage  lien. 

A  mortgage  on  clay  and  brick  materials, 
which  is  reserved  in  a  lease  of  a  brickyard, 
is  held  not  to  constitute  a  lien  on  clay  which 
has  not  been  manufactured  or  set  apart  for 
that  purpose.     (Kan.)  323. 

The  lien  of  a  mortgage  on  chattels  duly 
recorded  as  required  by  the  law  of  the  state 
where  they  are  located  is  held  to  follow  the 
property  when  taken  into  another  state, 
either  with  or  without  the  consent  of  the 
mortgagee,  and  not  to  be  destroyed  by  a  lo- 
cal statute  merely  prescribing  when  such 
mortgages  shall  be  executed  and  recorded. 
(C.  C.  A.  8th  C.)  676. 

Priority  of  lien. 
No  priority  over  a  mortgage  is  held  to  be 
created  by  a  loan  to  a  street  railway  com- 
pany of  money  to  make  a  substantial  and 
beneficial  addition  to  its  plant  and  power, 
which  was  necessary  to  enable  it  to  main- 
tain the  volume  of  its  business,  but  not  in- 
dispensable to  enable  it  to  continue  as  a  go- 
ing concern.     (C.  C.  A.  8th  C.)  481. 

Preference. 
A  judgment  which  assumes  to  create  a 
preference  in  favor  of  a  labor  debt  over  a 
pre-existing  lien  on  the  debtor's  property,  in 
pursuance  of  a  statute  authorizing  such 
judgment,  without  making  the  lienor  a 
party  to  the  action,  or  making  provision 
tor  determining  the  question  of  the  debtor's 
insolvency  or  of  the  right  to  the  preference, 
is  held  void  as  to  him  because  its  enforce- 
ment would  deprive  him  of  his  property 
without  due  process  of  law.     (Mich.)   193. 


VIII.  Civil  Reheoies. 


Action  for  malpractice, 
A  judgment  in  favor  of  a  physician  for 
services,  confessed  by  defendant  as  a  condi- 
tion, ( imposed  by  the  chancellor )  of  granting 
an  injunction  to  prevent  the  prosecution  of 
an  action  to  recover  compensation  therefor 
pending  one  against  the  physician  for  mal- 
practice, is  held,  upon  reversal  of  the  in- 
junction order,  not  to  operate  as  an  estoppel 
against  the  action  for  malpractice..  (Tenn.) 
894. 

Physical  examination. 
A  physical  examination  of  a  person  by  a 
physician  is  held  to  be  beyond  tne  power  of 
52  L.  R.  A. 


a  court  to  compel,  in  the  absence  of  statute, 
(Mass.)    328. 

Specific  performance. 

Specific  performance  of  an  oral  contract 
to  convev  lond  to  a  son  in  consideration  of 
his  caring  for  the  owner  during  life  is  held 
proper,  where  the  son  had  fully  performed 
on  his  part  so  far  as  he  was  able  and  the 
father  had  died,  although  before  he  died  he 
had,  without  cause,  moved  away  and  refused 
to  remain  with  the  son.     (111.)  277. 

Replevin. 

A    slot   machine  seized  by   officers  undei 
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statutory  authorily  for  the  prevention  of 
crime,  which  was  designed  to  be  used  in  vi- 
olatio'h  of  the  gambling  laws,  and  incapable 
of  being  put  to  any  l^itimate  use,  is  held 
not  to  l^  recoverable  in  an  action  of  replevin. 
(Md.)  775. 

Exemption  from  arrest. 

The  common-law  privilege  of  a  party,  of 
exemption  from  arrest  while  att end  v{{g  court, 
is  held  not  to  esCknd  *U>.^e  owner  of  a  ves- 
sel who  was  arrested  at  a  place  to  ^hich  he 
had  gone  because  of  the  fact  that  a  vessel 
for  which  he  had  made  a  contract  of  sale  was 
libeled  there,  and  the  purchaser,  under  ad- 
vice of  the  same  counsel  who  brought  the 
suit  in  which  th«  arrest  was  made,  had  sent 
for  him  to  come.     (Mich.)  189. 

Injunction. 

The  owner  of  a  building  abutting  on  a 
street,  the  light  and  air  from  which  to  his 
property  are  diminished  by  a  bridge  thrown 
across  the  street  to  connect  the  upper  floors 
of  buildings  of  a  private  owner,  situated  on 
opposite  sides  of  the  street,  is  held  to  suffer 
an  injury  different  in  kind  and  degree  from 
that  sufl'ered  by  the  public,  and  to  be  enti- 
tled to  relief  therefrom  by  injunction. 
(Md.)  400. 

An  injunction  to  suppress  a  gambling 
house  on  the  application  of  the  state  is  de- 
nied where  no  injury  to  property  or  annoy- 
ance or  disturbance  of  any  person  is  shown, 
the  place  was  not  in  a  populous  neighbor- 
hood and  its  existence  had  been  of  long 
standing  and  notorious  and  in  violation  of 
the  statute,  and  the  ordinary  criminal  pro- 
cess for  its  punishment  and  suppression  is 
in  full  force  and  available  to  the  state. 
(Ind.)  299. 

The  cutting  and  removal  of  timber  from 
forest  lands  is  held  to  be  properly  restrained 
by  an  injunction,  where  the  trespass  is  a 
continuing  one  liable  to  cause  irreparable 
damage  to  the  owners  of  the  timber,  and  the 
remedy  at  law  by  an  action  for  damages  is 
inadequate  and  incomplete.     (Ga.)  755. 

Evidence. 

Books  of  a  defendant  sued  for  consigned 
•produce,  constituting  the  only  ones  kept  by 
him,  the  entries  in  which  were  honestly  made 
in  the  due  course  of  business  at  the  time 
the  transactions  occurred,  and  containing 
both  debit  and  credit  entries,  are  held  to  be 
admissible  to  phow  the  acceptance  of  drafts 
more  than  sufficient  in  amount  to  balance 
the  account.     (Vt.)      652. 

Books  of  original  entries  are  held  not  to 
be  admissible  in  evidence  to  prove  deliveries 
of  goods  sold  under  a  contrj^ct  requiring 
their  delivery  from  time  to  time  in  the  fu- 
ture.    (Pa.)   689. 

Account  books  are  held  to  be  properly  ad- 
mitted to  prove  a  claim  where  there  is  evi- 
dence that  plaintiff  personally  delivered 
nearly  all  the  items  covered  by  the  account, 
that  his  wife  kept  the  books,  that  the  entries 
were  corre<'tly  made,  and  that  third  persona 
had  settled  their  accounts  in  accordance 
with  the  books  and  had  always  found  them 
correct.      (N.  Y.)    545. 

The  rule  that  oral  evidence  is  admissible 
52  L.  R.  A. 


in  respect  to  the  consideration  of  a  deed, 
on  which  the  authorities  are  fully  reviewed 
in  a  note  in  20  L.  R.  A.  101,  is  applied  in  a 
recent  case  admitting  oral  evidence  that  a 
grantee  in  a  deed  with  covenant  against  en- 
cumbrances agreed  to  assume  the  payment 
of  certain  liens.     (Tex.)   162. 

Privileged  communications  to  'an  attorney 
are  held  not  to  indude^  a  convi 
■ing  antheiitjr,  to  cOQKjr0)ttS8»<|p!iH 
the  giving  of  siich  anbority  n< 
plies    a    right    to    communicate 
(Wis.)  512. 

Presumption. 
See  also  supra,  VI.   «  _„i_^ 

Negligence  on  the  {{iu-t  of  the'^WKr  of 
passenger  elevator  is  held  to  be  inferred 
from  the  falling  from  their  frame  of  the 
counterbalance  vyeights,  followed  by  the  fall 
of  the  elevator  and  the  craatt'*of  the  weigbu 
through  its  roof,  resulting  in  injury  to  a 
person  who  was  a  passenger  therein  on  the 
implied  invitation  of  the  owner.  (N.  Y.) 
922. 

Damages. 

In  a  suit  for  an  unlawful  and  unwar- 
ranted interference  with  the  right  of  burial 
in  a  cemetery  lot,  where  the  injury  inflicted 
was  wanton  and  malicious,  or  the  result  of 
gross  negligence,  it  is  held  that  exemplary 
damages  may  be  awarded,  in  estimating 
which  the  injury  to  the  natural  feelings  of 
the  plaintiff  may  be  taken  into  considera- 
tion.    (6a.)  621. 

In  assessing  damages  for  the  destruction 
of  plants  by  poisonous  gases  at  a  time  when 
the  crop  was  not  beyond  the  blossoming 
stage,  it  is  held  that  neither  the  probable 
yield  and  net  profits  from  the  crop,  nor  the 
result  of  sales  of  similar  crops  grovm  on 
neighboring  land  during  the  same  season, 
can  be  considered.     (S.  C.)    36. 

The  profits  of  a  boarding-house  conducted 
by  one  injured  by  negligence  are  held  to  be 
properly  considered,  in  determining  her 
earning  power,  as  an  element  of  damages  to 
be  awarded  for  the  injury.     ( Pa. )  33. 

An  interesting  case  as  to  the  recovery  of 
the  amount  of  profit  which  had  been  lost  by 
brea(^  of  contract  deeldes  that  when  goo^bt- 
are  bought  to  fill  a  previous  contract,  and 
the  vendor  knows  that  fact  bdt  do^s  not 
know  what  profits  are  to  be  made,  a  reason- 
able and  fair  profit  is  all  tha£  can  be  recov- 
ered.    (Wis.)  209. 

The  measure  of  damages  for  the  failure 
of  seed  rice  to- grow  when  planted  by  one 
who  bought  it  under  a  warranty  and  did  not 
discover  its  worthlessness  until  it  was  too 
late  to  plant  another  croit4$  Ij^eld  to  be  the 
purchase  ^rice,  the  eost^  prepSMll^  the 
soil  and  planting  the  seed,  and  a  reasonable 
rent  for  the  land,  less  it«  rental  value  for 
crops  that  could  have  been  planted  after  it 
was  too  late  for  rice.     (N.  C.)  362. 

The  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  a 
contract  to  take  articles  which  have  no  mar- 
ket value  and  onl^  a  limited  demand,  and 
are  manufactured  in  large  quantities  only  to 
fill  orders,  is  held  to  be  the  difference  be- 
tween the  cost  of  production  and  the  con- 
tract price.     (N.  Y.)  225. 


Resume  of 
(Cbiminal  Law 

Damages  recoverable  from  a  telegraph 
company  for  delay  of  a  message  to  an  agent 
instructing  him  not  to  buy  stock  are  held 
not  to  be  limited  to  the  difference  between 
'the  cost  of  such  stock  and  the  amount  for 
which  it  could  have  been  sold  as  soon  as  the 
■agent  received  the  principal's  orders  not  to 
buy,  where  the  agent  was  authorized  only 
to  buy  and  not  to  sell,  as  in  such  case  it 
was  not  his  duty  to  sell  until  he  had  had  op- 
portunity to  learn  the  principal's  wishes  in 
the  matter.     (III.)  274. 

Exemption  of  trust  fund, 
Theacceptance  by  a  man  of  an  annuity  pro- 
Tided  for  nim  by  his  wife's  will  in  lieu  of 
&11  other  interest  in  her  estate  is  held  to 
make  him  a  purchaser  of  it,  so  that  it  is 
not  within  the  provision  of  a  statute  placing 
i>eyond  the  reach  of  creditors  trusts  in  good 
faith  created  by,  or  trust  funds  proceciiing 
-from,  some  person  other  than  the  debtor 
himself.     (III.)   641. 

Supplemental  hill. 
Facts  showing  grounds  for  absolute  di- 
-vorce.  arising  after  the  institution  of  a  suit 
for  separation,  are  held  not  to  be  &uch  as 
can  be  introduced  into  that  suit  by  supple- 
mental bill.     (Md.)   414. 

Foreign  judgment. 
A  judgment  for  instalments  of  alimony, 
rendered  after  appearance  of  the  defendant, 
is  held  to  be  entitled  to  full  faith  and  credit 
in  an  action  for  such  alimony  in  another 
state.     (X.  C.)  201. 

Estoppel. 

A  mistaken  statement  that  a  mechanic's 

lien  has  been  paid  is  held  not  to  estop  the 

lienor    from    subsequently    enforcing    it   as 

against  one  who  bought  the  property  in  re- 
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liance  on  the  statement,  if  that  was  made 
without  any  knowledge  that  he  had  any  in- 
terest in  the  matter  or  any  intention  to  buy 
the  property.     (Iowa)  318.    * 

One  engaged  in  running  logs  down  a 
stream,  who,  instead  of  providing  sorting 
booms  and  dams  of  his  own,  relies  for  many 
years  upon  facilities  provided  by  another, 
is  held  to  be  estopped  from  maintaining  an 
action  against  the  latter  for  an  unlawful  ob- 
struction of  the  stream,  because  of  obstruc- 
tion and  delays  in  the  delivery  of  his  logs. 
(C.  C.  A.  «th  C.)  960. 

Ejection  from  street  oar. 
A  street  car  passenger  who  tenders  a  trans- 
fer from  another  line  which  should  be  valid 
but  is  not,  because  of  a  mistake  of  the  con- 
ductor from  which  it  was  received,  is  held 
not  to  be  entitled  to  recover  for  injuries  re- 
ceived in  resisting  forcible  ejection  from  the 
car  for  refusal  to  pay  his  fare,  where  no 
more  force  is  used  than  is  reasonably  neces- 
sary to  effect  the  expulsion.     (111.)  626. 

Principal  a/nd  surety. 

Judgment  against  a  principal  for  breach 
of  contract  is  held  not  to  be  binding  on  his 
surety,  who  was  not  a  party  to  the  action. 
(Iowa)  312. 

A  judgment  against  a  constable  for  an 
unlawful  seizure  is  held  to  be  of  no  effect  as 
against  the  sureties  on  his  official  bond, 
who  were  not  parties  to  the  action  in  which 
it  was  rendered.     (Mont.)   165. 

Compromise. 

The  right  of  the  representatives  of  a  de- 
ceased person  to  compromise  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion for  his  death  without  the  consent  of 
the  next  of  kin  or  the  probate  court  is  up- 
lield,  although  the  action  is  brought  for  the 
benefit  of  the  next  of  kin.     (Minn.)  354. 


IX.  Criminal  Law  and  Pbactice. 


Eomicide. 

The  fact  that  an  officer  attempting  to 
make  an  arrest  without  a  warrant,  and  be- 
ing slain  in  so  doing,  had  exceeded  his  au- 
thority, is  held  not  to  reduce  the  killing  to 
manslaughter,  if  the  slayer  had  no  valid  rea'- 
son  to  believe  himself  in  immediate  danger 
of  great  bodily  harm,  and  the  homicide  was 
in  fact  perpetrated,  not  in  passion  or  sud- 
den heat,  upon  the  provocation  of  the  arrest, 
but  with  deliberate  malice  and  premedita- 
tion.    (Fla.)   751. 

Appeal  hy  state. 

A  writ  of  error  at  the  instence  of  the  at- 
torney general  to  review  a  judgment  revers- 
ing a  conviction  is  held  to  be  authorized  by 
common-law  practice  as  well  as^  New  Jy- 
«ey  statutes.     (N.  J.)   346. 

Electrocution. 

The  execution  of  a  criminal  by  electricity 
is  held  not  to  be  a  cruel  or  unusual  punish- 
ment within  the  meaning  of  a  constitutional 
prohibition  of  such  punishments.     (Mass.) 

520. 

Grand  jury. 
A    statute    re<|uiring   twenty-three   grand 
jurors  is  held  to  be,  not  merely  directory, 
but  mandatory,  and  an  indictment  by  a  less 
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number   is  held  bad  on   demurrer.     (Md.) 
83. 

Bastardy. 
The  exhibition  to  the  jury  of  a  child  nine 
months  old,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  ite 
resemblance  to  the  defendant  in  a  bastardy 
case,  is  held  to.be  error.     (Iowa)  500. 

Tramp  law. 
A  tramp  law  making  it  a  crime  for  a 
tramp  outeide  of  the  county  of  his  residence 
to  threaten  to  do  injury  to  another  person, 
though  it  does  not  apply  to  blind  or  female 
persons  or  to  tramps  in  the  county  in  which 
they  reside,  is  held  constitutional.  (Ohio)  863. 

Unlawful  practice  of  medicine. 

In  a  prosecution  for  unlawfully  practising 
medicine  in  violation  of  a  statute,  it  is  held 
that  it  devolves  upon  the  defendant  to  prove 
that  he  has  complied  with  the  requirements 
of  the  statute  as  to  attending  a  medical  col- 
lege and  obtaining  a  certificate  of  qualifica- 
tion, as  such  evidence  is  not  accessible  to  the 
state,  and  is  peculiarly  within  defendant's 
knowledge  and  under  his  control.    (Kan.)  679. 

Larceny. 

The  felonious  conversion  of  money  re- 
ceived under  a  mutual  mistake  is  held  not 
to  constitute  larceny.     (Ky.)   136. 
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(The  General  Index  follows  this.) 


Aovonnts.     See  Evidknce. 

Attorney m;  liability  to  client  for  mis- 
take:—  (I.)  Generally;  (II.)  In  plead- 
ing; (III.)  In  practice !  (IV.)  in  wrong 
proceeding;  (V.)  In  examination  of  ti- 
tles: (VI.)  In  payment  and  distribu- 
tion of  money;  (VII.)  in  drafting  and 
preparing  instruments  and  decrees ; 
(VIII.)  mistalces  or  omissions  in  ad- 
vice;   (IX.)    conclusion  883 

Bailment  I  liability  of  bailee  for  damages 

to  goods  received  for  cold  storage  106 

Banks;  liability  for  taking  deposit  of 
agent,  liduclary,  or  other  representa- 
tive to  pay  his  own  debt  790 

Bond.     See  Officers. 

Books.    See  Evidence. 

Checks)  liability  of  drawee  for  accepting 
from  agent  or  llduciary  In  payment  of 
his  debt.  790 

Cold  storaire.     See  Bailment. 

Constitutional  la^vj  constitutionality 
of  retroactive  statute  creating  right 
of  action  or  of  set-oif  on  account  of 
past  acts  or  transactions  984 

Copyright.     See  Damaue». 

Corporations)  right  to  consolidate : — 
(I.)  Definition ;  (II.)  scope  and  limita- 
tion of  note;  (III)  necessity  of  legis- 
lative sanction :  (a)  In  general ;  (b) 
requisite,  for  each  constituent;  (c) 
may  be  conditional:  (d)  how  ex- 
pressed. (1)  in  charter  or  prior  gen- 
eral act ;  (2)  statute  antecedent  to 
consolidation;  (3)  ratification  of  un- 
authorized consolidation:  (IV.)  con- 
solidation as  aflPected  by  law:  (a)  or- 
ganic; (b)  statutory:  (1)  permissive 
statutes;  (2)  restrictive  statutes :  (3) 
interpretation,  application,  and  con- 
struction; (c)  common  law;  (V.)  ne- 
cessity of  stockholder's  consent :  (a) 
in  general;  (b)  how  given:  (1)  ex- 
pressly; (2)  Implied;  (a)  from  legis- 
lation antecedent  to  subscription ; 
(b)  from  subsequent  legislation  under 
reserved  power  to  alter,  amend,  or  re- 
peal charter ;  (c)  when  dispensed 
with  ;  (VI.)  rights  and  remedies  upon 
unauthorized  consolidation  :  (a)  pub- 
lic ;  (b)  private:  (1)  the  constitu- 
ent corporations;  (2)  stockholders; 
(3)  subscribers  to  stock ;  (4)  credit- 
ors, bondholders,  and  others;  (VII.) 
summary  369 

Action  for  libel  or  slander  of. — (I.)  Civil 
actions;    (II.)   criminal  actions  626 

Criminal  la«v.     See  Lakcexy. 

Dantaar«s<     See  also  Bailment. 

Damages  for  tort  as  aiYected  by  loss  of 
profits: — (1.)     Scope    of    note;     (II.) 
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general  rules;  (III.)  personal  Injuries: 
(ai  general  rules  as  to:  (b)  profits 
lost  as  an  element  of  damages :  (c) 
profits  lost  as  evidence:  (IV.)  tres- 
pass against  the  person;  (V.)  tres- 
pass against  property :  (a)  the  gen- 
eral rule;  (b)  profits  lost  as  an  ele- 
ment of  damages:  (c)  profits  lost  as 
evidence:  (VI.)  negligence:  (a)  scope 
and  general  rales;  (b)  failure  to  per- 
form and  Improper  performance  of 
legal  duties ;  (c)  performance  of  acts 
In  violation  of  legal  duty  :  (1)  obstruc- 
tion of  highways  and  waterways ;  (2) 
maintenance  of  nuisances  and  other 
breaches  of  daty ;  (VII.)  conversion: 
(a)  general  rules  as  to ;  (b)  without 
Judicial  process:  (c)  under  Judicial 
process:  (1)  by  seizure  under  wrong- 
ful attachment;  (2)  by  seizure  under 
wrongful  replevin ;  (3)  by  seizure 
under  wrongful  execution  or  other  pro- 
cess ;  (VIII.)  wrongful  Injunction; 
(IX.)  fraud  and  false  representations; 
(X.)  marine  torts:  (a)  future  and  un- 
certain profits;  (b)  profits  of  voyage 
or  charter  party  in  hand ;  (c)  how  as- 
certained and  computed;  (XI.)  In- 
fringement of  patents,  copyrights,  and 
trademarks:  (XII.)  effect  of  Illegality 
of  business  giving  rise  to  the  profits; 
(XIII.)  conclusion  83 

Loss  of  profits  of  sale  or  purchase  as 
damages: — (I.)  Scope;  (II.)  breach 
by  vendor:  (a)  general  rules;  (b)  the 
rule  as  to  special  circumstances  :(1) 
generally :  (2)  as  applied  to  notice  or 
knowledge  of  sale  or  purpose  to  resell ; 
(3)  what  notice  or  knowledge  of  resale 
sufl!lclent ;  (4)  as  applied  to  notice  or 
knowledge  of  special  use ;  (6)  what 
notice  or  knowledge  of  use  sufficient; 
(c)  the  rule  as  to  the  absence  of  a 
market :  ( 1 )  when  goods  are  practi- 
cally unobtainable;  (2)  when  a  sub- 
stitute may  be  obtained ;  (3)  when 
other  markets  may  be  resorted  to ;  (d) 
the  rule  as  to  remoteness,  contingency, 
and  uncertainty:  (1)  generally;  (2) 
as  applied  to  cases  of  purchase  to  re- 
sell;  (3)  as  applied  to  cases  of  purchase  j 
for  manufacture ;  (4)  as  applied  to 
cases  of  purchase  for  use  ;  (c)  the  rule  ! 
as  to  sale  of  articles  to  be  manufac- 
tured:  (1)  application  of  general 
rules:  (2)  as  applied  to  special  cir- 
cumstances; (3)  as  applied  to  remote- 
ness', contingency,  and  uncertainty  ;  (H 
breach  of  warranty:  (1)  general  rulea 
(2)  purchase  and  warranty  for  special 
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purpose ;  (3)  purchase  to  resell ;  (g) 
sale  of  a  business,  ^oodwi)!,  or  exclu- 
sive right ;  (h)  breach  of  contract  to- 
con  vey  real  estate:  (1)  general  state- 
ment as  to ;  (2)  when  vendor  acts  In 
good  faith  ;  (3)  when  vendor  acts  maUi 
tides;    (III.)    breach    by    vendee:    (a) 

I  alternative    rights    of    recovery;     {b) 

when  title  does  not  pass ;  (c)  measure 
of  damages  generally  ;  (d)  effect  of  no- 

.  tlce  of  refusal  to  perform  ;  (e)  resale  by 

vendor:  (1)  right  to  make,  and  efTect 
of;  (2)  prerequisites  to  validity  of; 
(/)  effect  of  absence  of  market,  in 
which  to  resell ;  (g)  the  rule  as  to  pur- 
chase of  articles  to  be  manufactured : 
(1)  right  to  recover  profits;  (2)  the 
measure  of  damages;  (3)  resale;  (h) 
remoteness,  contingency,  uncertainty ; 
(i)  breach  of  contract  to  purchase  real 
estate;  (IV.)  duty  to  try  to  prevent 
or  reduce  damages;  (V.)  effect  of  il- 
legality: (VI.)  conclusion  200 
Death)  of  person  as  condition  of  perform- 
ance of  contract  of  marriage  660 
E-rldence.     See  also  Officers. 

Resemblance  as  evidence  of  relationship : 
— (I.)  Parol  testimony  as  to  resem- 
blance; (II.)  exhibition  of  person  for 
purpose  of  comparison;  (III.)  com- 
ment by  counsel  /n  argument  500 
A  party's  books  of  account  as  evidence 
in  his  own  favor: — (I.)  General  doc- 
trines Independent  of,  and  under,  stat- 
utes: (a)  entries  made  by  the  party 
himself:  (1)  rule  in  England  and  Can- 
ada ;  (2)  American  common-law  rule: 
(a)  statements  of  rules;  (b)  illustra- 
tions; (3)  rules  under  statutes:  (a) 
statements  of  rules;  (b)  o&lBceilaneous 
illustrative  cases;  (c)  special  stat- 
utes :  (d)  rule  in  Louisiana ;  (e)  rule 
in  Maryland;  (b)  entries  by  party  who 
has  since  deceased:  (1)  rule  at  com- 
mon law;  (2)  rule  under  statutes; 
(c)  entries  by  party  who  has  since  be- 
come Insane;  {d)  entries  In  partner- 
ship books  by  absent  or  deceased  part- 
ner;  (c)  entries  made  by  bookkeeper: 
(1)  rule  at  common  law:  (a)  where 
the  bookkeeper  Is  accessible;  (b) 
where  the  bookkeeper  Is  not  accessible ; 

(c)  where  the  bookkeeper  Is  Insane : 

(d)  where  the  bookkeeper  Is  dead;  (2> 
rule  under  statutes;  (fj  effect  of  stat- 
ute making  party  competent  witness 
for  self :  (g)  effect  of  statute  prohibit- 
ing party  from  testifying;  (h)  effect 
of  statute  of  limitations ;  (i)  effect  of 
amount  in  controversy;  (II.)  rule 
where  party  keeps  a  clerk :  (a)  gen- 
erally ;  (b)  who  are  clerks;  (III.) 
form  and  requisites  generally :  (a) 
form  and  construction  of  books:  (1) 
generally;  (2)  sheets  of  paper;  (3) 
notched  stick;  (4)  shingle;  (b)  form 
of  entry  :  (1)  generally  ;  (2)  pencil  en- 
tries; (3)  use  of  abbreviations  and 
hieroglyphics ;  (o  alterations-  and 
erasures:  (1)  generally;  (2)  right  to 
explain ;  (d)  mutilations ;  (e)  inter- 
lineations ;  (f)  omission  to  affix  price ; 
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(g)  omission  to  state  quantity*, 
weight,  etc. ;  (IV.)  entries  original 
or  transferred:  (a)  general  rule;, 
(b)  entries  transferred  from  mem- 
oranda: (1)  generally;  (2)  entries 
partly  original  and  partly  tran»- 
f erred ;  (3)  memoranda  made  by 
third  persons;  (4)  time  for  makins^ 
transfer:   (c)   ledgers:   (1)  generally; 

(2)  use   as   secondary   evidence;    (3) 
original   entries  in   ledger  form ;    ( d) 
balances ;  (V.)  time  for  making  the  en- 
tries: (a)  general  rule;  (b)  entries  in 
usual  course  of  business ;   (c)   entries 
made  before  transactions  closed ;    (d) 
entires    completed    when    transaction* 
closed :    (e)    entries  made  all  at   one 
time;   (f)  undated  entries;   (g)   lumi> 
charges;  (VI.)  regularity  as  to  course 
of   business:    (a)    general    rule;    (b) 
where  book  contains  but  one  entry  or 
set  of  entries;   (c)  entries  relating  to 
party's  business;  (VII.)  entries  show- 
ing intent  to  charge;  (VIII.)  authenti- 
cation and   correctness  of  books  and 
entries :   (a)  general  rule  as  to  neces- 
sity:    (b)   oath  of  the  party  himself; 
(0)    proof  by  customers;    (d)    miscel- 
laneous  cases ;    (e)    entries   made   by 
bookkeeper:    (1)    verification   general- 
ly; (2)  miscellaneous  Instances ;  (IX.) 
knowledge  of  the  person   making  the 
entries:   (a)  general  rule:   (b)  entries 
made  on   information  verified   by   in- 
formant:   (X.)   effect  of  exhibition  of 
books  to,  and  admission  of  correctness 
by,  the  person  charged;   (XI.)   use  of 
whole   book   after   use   of   part :     (a> 
when  Introduced  by  the  adverse  party  ; 
(b)     when    introduced    by    the    party 
himself;  (XII.)  books  produced  on  no- 
tice :    (a)    effect   of   inspection    only ; 
(b)    effect    of    Introduction ;' (XIII.) 
production  of  all  books  pertaining  to 
transactions;      (XIV.)      pass     books; 
(a)     general    rules;     (b)     bank    pass 
books;    (XV.)    secondary   evidence  of 
contents  of  absent  books :  (a)  oral  evi- 
dence generally;   (b)  copies  and  tran- 
scripts:   (1)    where  the  originals  are 
lost  or  destroyed ;  (2)  where  the  orig- 
inals are  beyond  Jurisdiction  of  court ; 

(3)  original   must   be   prpperly   kept: 

(4)  correctness  of  copy:  (5)  rule  un- 
der Pennsylvania  aflldavit*  of  defense 
law;  (XVI.)  province  of  court  and 
Jury  :  (a)  preliminary  question  for  the 
court;  (b)  effect  of  failure  to  object 
at  trial :  (c)  rulings  on  offers  and  ob- 
jections:  (d)  appellate  review;  (e) 
questions  for  Jury  54^ 

What  is  provable  by  books  of  account : 
— (I.)  Scoi>e  of  note;  (II.)  sale  and 
delivery  of  goods  :  (a)  delivery  to  third 
person:  (1)  entries  against  party 
sued :  (2)  entries  against  person  re- 
ceiving goods :  (3)  delivery  to  agent ; 
(4)  delivery  to  wife:  (b)  entries  to 
charge  a  copartnership;  (c)  entries 
to  charge  two  or  more  persons  Joint- 
ly;  (d)  delivery  in  payment  of  Indebt- 
edness;  (e)  delivery  for  sale  on  com- 
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mission;    (f)    character   of  goods   do-  * 

Hvered ;  (g)  mlscellaneoiis  cases  of 
proper  and  improper  book  charges; 
(III.)  work  done,  and  services  ren- 
dered, and  materials  fnmished :  (a) 
particular  kinds  of  work  and  services 
provable:  (1)  physical  labor;  (2) 
professional  services;  (3)  fees  for  of- 
ficial services;  (4)  charges  for  car- 
riage :  (6)  charges  for  board,  etc. ; 
(6)  miscellaneous  cases;  (b)  work 
done  by  servant ;  (o)  work  done  for, 
and  materials  furnished  to,  third  per- 
son :  (1)  entries  against  party  sued; 
(2)  entries  against  person  for  whom 
work  done;  (d)  miscellaneous  cases; 
(IV.)     money    paid    out    or    loaned: 

(a)  nonstatutory  rule:  (1)  generally; 
(2)  to  prove  payment  of  note;  (3) 
to  remove  bar  of  statute  of  limita- 
tions; (4)  disbursements  by  an  agent; 

(5)  advancements  to  child  by  parent; 

(6)  money  paid  to  third  person;  (b) 
course  of  business  or  custom ;  (o)  ef- 
fect of  amount  of  single  entry;  id) 
statutory  rule;  (V.)  collateral  facts 
generally;  (VI.)  contracts  and  their 
performance :  (a)  contracts  generally ; 

(b)  negotiable  instruments;  (o) 
agency :  (d)  use  and  occupation  of 
realty ;  (e)  performance  or  nonper- 
formance of  contract:  (1)  general 
rule ;  (2)  delivery  of  goods  under 
terms  of  contract ;  (3)  work  done 
under  special  contract;  (VII.)  owner- 
ship of  property  ;  (VIII.)  contradic- 
tion and  corroboration  of  witnesses: 
(a)  contradictions;  (b)  corrobora- 
tions: (1)  generally;  (2)  of  impeached 
witness;  (IX.)  pecuniary  condition; 
(X.)  proof  of  negative;  (XI.)  amount 
and  value  of  insured  goods  burned; 
(XII.)  miscellaneous  cases.  680 

Partnership  books  of  account  as  evi- 
dence:— (I.)  Scope ;(II.)  general  rules 
as  to  admissibility':  (a)  to  prove  part- 
nership affairs;  (b)  to  prove  or  dis- 
prove partnership;  (III.)  in  favor  of 
the  partnership  or  a  partner;  (IV.) 
against  the  partnership  or  a  part- 
ner:  (a)  the  general  rule;  (b)  access 
and  effect  of  nonaccess;  (c)  against  a 
special  or  dormant  partner;  (V.)  as 
between  the  partners :  (s)  general  rule 
as  to  admissibility;  (b)  considera- 
tion in  construction  of  partnership 
agreement ;  (c)  access  and  effect  of 
nonaccess;  (d)  the  rule  as  applied  to 
entries  by  surviving  or  liquidating 
partner;  (e)  admissibility  of  state- 
ments taken  from  books;  (f)  actions 
between  partners  other  than  for  an  ac- 
counting: (VI.)  conclusion  833 

Fraud.  See  Damages. 

HtKhways.   See   Street  Railways. 

Husband  and  "wifei  validity  of  agree- 
ment to  marry  on  death  or  divorce  of 
present  husband  or  wife  660 

Injunction.      See   Damages. 

luHurancei  time  when  Insurable  Interest 
must  exist   under  flre  policies: — (I.) 
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Interest  at  the  time  of  the  policy; 
(II.)  interest  at  time  of  policy,  and  at 
time  of  loss:  (III.)  Interest  at  time  of 
loss ;  (IV.)  policies  on  fluctuating  prop- 
erty :  (a)  in  store  or  on  farm;  (b) 
held  by  bailees  or  warehousemen  :  (V.) 
summary  330 

Duty  of  Insured  to  submit  to  examina- 
tion and  furnish  information  to  In- 
surer 424 

Judfrment.  See  Officers. 

Larceny)  of  money  or  property  delivered 

by  mistake  136 

Ijlbel  and  slander.     See  Corporations. 

Memoranda.     See  Evidence. 

Neirllsence.     See  also  Damages. 

Liability  of  owner  or  occupant  of  land 
for  spread  of  weeds  or  noxious  vegeta- 
tion to  adjoining  premises.  293 

OAcersi  effect  against  surety  on  official 
bond,  of  Judgment  against  officer: — 
(I.)  Introductory;  (II.)  when  not  evi- 
dence :  (a)  Judgment  recovered  In  ac- 
tion; (b)  judgment  on  motion  for  rule 
absolute  or  amercement;  (III.)  when 
prima  facie  evidence:  (a)  Judgment 
recovered  In  action;  (b)  Judgment  on 
motion  for  rule  absolute  or  amerce- 
ment :  (IV.)  when  conclusive  evidence  : 

(a)  Judgment  recovered  in  evidence ; 

(b)  Judgment  on  motion  for  rule  at>- 
solute  or  amercement ;  (V.)  in  action 
on  bond  of  deputy  officer :  (a)  when 
not  In  evidence:  (1)  Judgment  against 
superior;  (2)  Judgment  against  dep- 
uty ;  (b)  when  prima  facie  evidence : 
(o)  when  conclusive  evidence;  (VI.) 
Judgment  In  favor  of  principal ;  (VII.) 
executors,  admidistrators,  and  guar- 
dians: (a)  when  not  evidence:  (b) 
when  prima  facie  evidence ;  (c)  when 
conclusive  evidence  165 

Partnership.      See  Evidence. 

Patent.     See  Damages. 

Principal  and  asrent|  liability  of  bank 
or  other  depositary  or  of  drawee  for 
taking  deposit  of  sgent,  fiduciary,  or 
other  representative  to  pay  his  own 
debt: — (I.)  Scope  of  note;  (II.)  check 
or  draft  drawn  by  agent,  fiduciary, 
etc. :  (a)  where  same  is  on  Its  face 
drawn  In  fiduciary  or  representative 
capacity ;  (h)  where  same  does  not 
show  agency  or  representative  char- 
acter; (III.)  depositary  applying  trust, 
etc.,  funds  to  Its  own  claim  against 
agent,  etc.  790 

Principal  and  surety.    See  Officers. 

Street  railways)  liability  of  street  rail- 
way company  for  defect  in  track  or 
street : — (I.)  Grounds  of  company's  lia- 
bility ;  (II.)  defects  In  tracks;  defects 
In  street  caused  by  company :  (a)  duty 
as  to  construction  and  repair,  general- 
ly ;  (b)  particular  defects  or  obstruc- 
tions: (c)  removal  of  snow;  (d)  pre- 
sumption of  negligence;  duty  to  In- 
spect :  notice  of  defect :  time  to  repair  ; 
(III)   defects  in  street  not  caused  by 
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the  company;  (IV.)  remedy;  (V.)  ef- 
fect of  municipal  direction  or  sanc- 
tion:  (VI.)  shifting  liability;  effect  of 
negligence  of  municipality  or  of  other 
company;  (VII.)  notice  of  injury 

Treapass.     See  Damagrs. 

Trover.     See  Damages. 
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liability   for   taking  deposit    of 
funds   in.  payment    of   trustee's 

•md    purchaser.      See    Dam- 

See  Nbglioenci. 
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(Separate  Index  to   Notes  precedes  this.) 


ikCCOUNT  BOOKS. 

See     Evidence,     12-18, 
Briefs. 


Notes     and 


ACTION  OR  SUIT. 

Due  Process  of  Law  in,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  19. 

On  Void  Promise  by  One  Performing, 
soe  COXTBACTS,  21. 

In  Federal  Court  to  Enforce  Stockhold- 
er's Liability,  see  Coxjrts,  3. 

By  Wife  for  Alienation  of  Affections, 
see  Husband  and  Wife,  2,  3. 

For  Nuisance,  see  Nuisances,  6. 

By  Individual;  Obstruction  of  Stream, 
see  Waters,  3. 

1.  One  cannot  be  lieard  to  complain  that 
4i  statute  which  discriminates  between 
classes  of  persons  in  the  imposition  of 
burdens  of  municipal  control  and  taxation 
is  unconstitutional  as  being  a  denial  of  the 
equal  protection  of  the  law,  unless  he  be- 
longs to  one  of  the  classes  discriminated 
Against.     Kansas  City  v.  Clark  (Kan.)  321 

2.  A  corporation  for  whose  benefit  a  stipu- 
lation in  a  lease  against  the  sale  on  the 
premises  of  any  beer  of  other  makers  was 
elearly  understood  to  be  made  can  enforce 
the  contract,  although  »t  is  not  »  party  to 
it.     Ferris  v.  American  Brewing  Co.   (Ind.) 

305 

3.  A  prior  entry  upon  the  premises,  or  a 
demand  for  the  possession,  is  not  ncKiessary, 
upon  the  breach  of  a  condition  subsequent, 
before  suit  to  recover  possession.  Lyman 
V.  Suburban  R.  Co.    (111.)  *   045 

4.  One  who,  after  full  knowledge  of  the 
fraud  and  deceit  by  which  he  has  been  in- 
•duced  to  make  a  contract  of  sale,  goes  for- 
ward and  executes  it  notwithstanding  the 
fraud,  cannot  recover  for  the  losses  caused 
by  the  deceit,  even  to  the  extent  of  the  dam- 
age sustained  by  partial  perfonnance  before 
full  knowledge  of  the  deceit.  Simon  v. 
Ooodyear  Metallic  Rubber  Shoe  Co.   (C.  C. 

A.  6lh  C.)  745 

5.  An  action  for  iiiterferrnce  with  the  ex- 
«rci8e  of  the  right  of  burial  by  proper  rel- 
atives may  be  brought  by  them  without 
joining  as  a  party  plaintiff  a  nonresident 
sister  of  the  decedent,  who  was  not  present 
i>2  L.  R.  A. 


when    the    attempt    to    bury    was    made. 
Wright  V.  Hollywood  Cemetery  Corp.  (Ga.) 

021 

6.  Prosecution  for  the  offense  of  bringing 

sheep  into  the  state  from  infected  di.stricts 

may  be  instituted  in  any  county  where  the 

sheep     are     found.     State     v.     Rasmussen 

(Idaho)  78 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

See  also  Executors  and  Administrators; 
Receivers. 

Action;  on  contract  by  person  other  than 
party.  305 

Control  of;  right  of  interested  persons  to 
interfere.  95 

Against  executor  or  administrator  in  of- 
ficial capacity.  644 

ACT  OF  GOD. 

Not  Excuse  Performance,  see  Con- 
tracts, 15. 

ADOPTION. 

Right  of  Adopted  Child  under  Deed,  see 
Deeds. 

AFFIDAVIT. 

Admissibility  of,  on  Application  for  In- 
junction, see  Injunction,  G. 

AIR. 

From     Highway,    see    High  ways,    5; 

Nuisances,  5. 
See     also     Easements,     Notes     and 

Briefs. 

ALIENATION  OF  AFFECTIONS. 

Wife's  Right  of  Action,    .see   Husband 
and  Wife,  2,  3,  Notes  and  Briefs. 
See  also  Evidence,  30,  31. 

ALIMONY. 

Enforcing  Judgment  in  Other  State, 
see  Judgment,  4. 

ANIMALS.' 

Authority  to  Governor  to  Prohibit  Im- 
portation, see  Constitutional 
Law,  2. 
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Annuity  ;  Appeal  and  Euuor. 


ANNUITY. 

Protection    of,    as    Spendthrift    Trust, 
see  Wills. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Nature  of;  in  lieu  of  other  interest; 
reaching  by  creditors'  bill.  042 

APPEAL  AND  ERROR. 

1.  Tlie  granting  by  the  appellate  division 
of  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  a  munici- 
pal officer  to  perform  a  ministerial  duty  is 
not  reviewable  by.  the  court  of  appeals,  al- 
though relator  was  not  entitled  to  the  writ 
absolutely  and  as  matter  of  legal  right. 
People  ex  rel.  Rodgers  v.  Coler  (N.  i'.)  814 

2.  A  writ  of  error  at  the  instance  of  the 
attorney  general  in  a  criminal  case  may  be 
sued  out  from  the  New  Jersey  court  of  ap- 
peals to  review  a  judgment  of  the  supreme 
court  reversing  a  conviction,  since  such  a 
writ  is  not  only  authorized  by  the  common- 
law  practice,  but  is  expressly  provided  for 
by  N.  J.  act  1799  (2  Gen.  Stet.  p.  1391), 
enacting  that  errors  happening  in  the  su- 
preme court  shall  be  heard  by  the  court  of 
appeals  in  all  causes  of  law,  and  that  the 
attorney  general,  in  behalf  of  the  state  or 
for  any  person  damnified  or  aggrieved  by 
any  judgment  in  the  pupreme  court,  may  sue 
forth  a  writ  of  error.  State  v.  Meyer  (N. 
J.  Err.  &  App.)  346 

Assisniiient  of  error. 

3.  An  assignment  of  error  that  there  is 
no  credible  proof  to  sustain  a  verdict  is  bad 
in  form,  because  it  is  the  exclusive  province 
of  the  jury  to  pass  upon  the  credibility  of 
witnesses.     Brown  v.  Odill   (Tenn.)         C60 

4.  An  assignment  of  error  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  the  evidence  of  a  certain  witness, 
some  of  which  was  properly  excluded,  is 
sufficient,  in  the  Tennessee  court  of  chan- 
cery appeals,  to  reach  the  incorrect  part  of 
the  ruling  of  the  court.  Royston  v.  Mc- 
Culley   (Tenn.)  899 

Hearing  and  detemtlnatlon. 

5.  Findings  of  a  trial  court  on  the  ques- 
tion of  the  waiver  of  a  forfeiture  by  receiv- 
ing subsequent  pajrments  do  not  present  any 
question  of  law  for  review  on  appeal  by  the 
supreme  court  after  affirmance  by  the  ap- 
pellate court  of  Illinois,  where  such  findings 
are  n^ade  on  a  denial  of  the  facts  alleged  to 
constitute  the  waiver  after  a  demurrer  to 
the  pleading  which  set  them  up  has  been 
overruled.  Moerschbaecher  v.  Supreme 
Council  Royal  League  (111.)  ^  281 

6.  That  questions  raised  by  exceptions  to 
instructions  and  to  refusals  to  instruct  are 
the  same  as  would  be  raised  by  a  motion  to 
dismiss  the  complaint  will  not  preclude  the 
court  of  appeals  from  considering  them  aft- 
er unanimous  afiirmance  by  the  appellate 
division  where  there  was  no  request  for  di- 
rection of  a  verdict  or  nonsuit,  since  the 
constitutional  provision  which  precludes 
that  court  from  looking  into  the  record  to 
see  if  there  is  any  evidence  to  support  the 
verdict  equally  precludes  looking  into  the 
evidence  to  see  whether  or  not  the  propo-' 
62  L.  R.  A. 


sition  requested  to  be  charged  would  U-gi- 
cally  have  been  fatal  to  the  disposition  of  a 
motion  for  nonsuit  or  for  direction  of  a 
verdict.  McGuire  v.  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  <y. 
Y.)  437 

7.  It  will  be  presumed  on  appeal  that  an 
appellant  who  had  an  appealable  intere>t, 
as  shown  by  the  record,  at  the  time  wlien 
the  judgment  was  rendered,  Htill  has  such 
right,  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  con- 
trary.    Wood  V.  Seattle  (Wa«h.)  36» 

8.  It  will  be  presumed  that  a  judgment 
appealed  from  was  within  the  pleadings  and 
justified  by  the  proof,  if  nothing  appears  to 
the  contrary.  Carter  v.  Gibson  (Neb.)     468 

9.  The  presumption  that  the  abstract  on 
appeal  contains  the  record,  which  arises  un- 
der Iowa  Code,  §  4118  (supreme  court  rule 
22),  unless  it  is  denied  or  corrected  by  a 
subsequent  abstract,  includes  the  presump- 
tion that  the  abstract  embodies  all  the  evi- 
dence, though  that  fact  is  not  expressly 
stated,  and  that  the  proper  steps  have  been 
taken  to  make  the  evidence  of  record. 
Kirchman  v.  Standard  Coal  Oo.  (Iowa)  31* 

10.  An  objection  to  the  validity  of  a  con- 
tract for  a  street  improvement,  not  made  in 
the  court  below,  cannot  be  considered  on  ap- 
peal from  a  judgment  of  sale  for  nonpay- 
ment of  a  special  assessment.  Fiske  r. 
People  ex  rel.  Raymond   (111.)  291 

11.  A  fatal  objection  either  to  a  cause  oi 
action  or  to  a  defense,  when  it  is  shown  by 
the  record  and  could  not  have  been  obviated 
if  raised  in  the  cotirt  below,  may  be  raised 
for  the  first  time  on  appeal.  Wilson  v. 
Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.   (Miss.)  357 

12.  An  exception  to  a  ruling  admitting 
incompetent  evidence  is  not  waived  by  of- 
feiing  testimony  on  the  same  line,  in  the 
exceptant's  own  interest.  Horres  v.  Berke- 
ley Chemical  Co.   (S.  C.)  3* 

13.  The  right  to  except  to  an  order  in  ef- 
fect striking  a  portion  of  a  petition  upon 
demurrer,  and  limiting  the  plaintiff's  right 
of  recovery  to  specific  items  was  not  lost 
because  they  consented  to  so  much  of  a  ver- 
dict which  the  court  directed  in  their  favor 
as  related  to  the  amount  they  were  entitled 
to  recover  upon  such  items.  Wright  v. 
Hollywood  Cemetery  Corp.   (Ga.)  621 

14.  The  submission  by  defendant  of  its 
case  to  the  jury  upon  the  evidence  and  gen- 
eral instructions  as  to  the  law,  after  refusal 
of  its  request  for  an  instruction  to  return 
a  verdict  of  not  guilty,  asked  at  the  close 
of  plaintiff's  testimony  and  again  at  the  con- 
clusion of  all  the  e^^ldence,  is  not  a  waiver 
of  the  right  to  assign  error  for  such  refUisaL 
West  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Liderman 
(111.)  655 

15.  Where  the  evidence  is  conflicting,  and 
is  sufficient  to  support  the  verdict,  it  will 
not  be  reviewed  on  appeal.  McConnell  v. 
Poor   (Iowa)  31 J 

16.  A  finding  of  the  trial  court  on  the 
question  whether  or  not  a  refusal  to  unswer 
as  to  the  cost  of  insured  property'  will  pre- 
vent recovery  on  an  insurance  policy  whicfc 
requires  the   insured  to  submit    to   an  ex- 
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airiiaaiion  will  not  be  reviewed  by  the  Xew 
York  court  of  appeals,  since  it  is  a  finding 
on  a  question  of  fact,  or  a  mixed  question 
of  law  and  fact.  Porter  v.  Traders*  Ins. 
Co.    (N.  Y.)  424 

17.  Permitting  the  signature  of  the  clerk 
and  master  of  the  court  to  be  affixed  to  the 
jurat  of  an  answer  on  the  trial  of  the  case 
and  before  the  answer  is  read,  on  counsel';) 
statement  that  it  has  been  sworn  to  before 
such  oflicer,  instead  of  on  the  evidence  of  the 
officer  himself,  is  not  reversible  error  unless 
it  appears  that  the  evidence  so  accepted  has 
led  the  chancellor  aside  from  the  truth  to 
the  'injury  of  the  litigant  affected  thereby. 
Royston  v.  McCulley   (Tenn.)  899 

18.  In  a  suit  by  the  wife  of  a  member  of 
a  mutual  benefit  association  who  is  tlie  bene- 
ficiary  named  in  the  certificate,  to  recover 
the  amount  of  the  death  benefit  named 
therein,  the  admission  in  evidence  by  the 
trial  judge  over  objection,  of  parol  declara- 
tions of  the  secretary  to  the  plaintiff, 
waiving  the  payment  or  assessments  for 
death  benefits  required  by  the  by-laws  until 
such  time  as  she  should  find  out  whether 
her  husband  was  dead  or  alive,  is  error. 
Kocher  v.  Supreme  Council  0.  B.  L.  (N.  J. 
Err.  &  App.)  861 

10.  Remarks  of  counsel  in  argument  as 
to  matters  not  in  evidence  are  not  ground 
for  reversal  on  appeal,  where  the  court  de- 
clined to  permit  him  to  proceed,  and 
charged  the  jury  to  disregard  statements  as 
to  facts  not  in  evidence,  and  the  remarks 
were  not  manifestly  intended  to  unduly  in- 
fluence or  mislead  the  jury.  Boyd  v.  Port- 
land Gen.  Elec.  Co.   (Or.)  609 

20.  The  concurrent  finding  of  a  master 
and  a  chancellor  on  a  disputed  matler  of 
fact  cannot  be  reversed  on  appeal  by  the 
chancery  court  of  appeals,  where  there  is 
material  evidence  to  support  iti.  Royston 
v.  McCulley   (Tenn.)  899 

21.  A  referee's  findings  must  be  against 
the  clear  preponderance  of  evidence  in  or- 
der to  be  set  aside  on  appeal.  Guetzkow 
Bros.  Co.  V.  A.  H.  Andrews  &    Co.    (Wis.) 

209 

22.  A  verdict  for  $2,800  in  a  suit  for 
breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  when  both 
parties  were  and  still  are  of  excellent  char- 
acter and  standing,  and  the  defendant  rep- 
resented his  estate  to  be  worth  $10,000, 
though  he  now  contends  that  it  is  worth 
much  less,  while  the  plaintiff  has  no  estate 
of  her  own  and  her  father  is  in  humble  cir- 
cumstances, will  not  be  set  aside  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  ao  excessive  as  to  indicate 
prejudice,  passion,  caprice,  or  corruption 
on  the  part  of   the   jury.     Brown    v.    Odill 

(Tenn.)  660 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Appeal;  by  state  in  criminal  case.        347 

Direction  to  disregard  evidence,  not  cure 
error.  510 

APPURTENANCES. 

Of  Yacht,  see  Sale,  2, 
62  L.  R.  A, 


Notes  and  Briefs. 
Of  ship,  what  constitutes. 
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ARBITRATION. 

Provision  in  Franchise,  see  Municipal. 
Corporations,  4. 

ARREST. 

Unlawful,   as   Reducing  •  Homicide,   see- 

HOHICIDE. 

Exemption  from,  While  Attending 
Court;  Extent  of,  see  Writ  ani> 
Process. 

1.  An  officer  cannot,  under  the  laws  of 
Florida,  lawfully  arrest  a  person  without  a 
warrant  for  the  bare  crime  of  carrying  con- 
cealed weapons,  whether  he  knows  it  of  hi» 
own  knowledge,  or  is  informed  of  it  by 
others,  and  whether  it  occurs  in  or  out  of 
his  presence,  unless  it  is  done  in  such  man- 
ner or  under  such  circumstances  as,  in  the 
presence  of  the  officer,  to  create,  threaten, 
or  amount  to  a  breach  of  the  peace;  and 
even  in  the  latter  case  the  arrest  would  be 
authorized,  not  from  the  bare  fact  of  carry- 
ing concealed  weapons,  but  because  of  the 
threatened  or  actual  breach  of  the  peace 
accompanying  it.    Roberson  v.  State  (Fla.) 

751 

2.  If  an  attempt  to  arrest  be  unlawful^ 
the  party  sought  to  be  arrested  may  use 
such  reasonable  force,  proportioned  to  the 
injury  attempted  upon  him,  as  is  necessary 
to  effect  his  escape,  but  no  more;  and  he 
cannot  do  this  by  using  or  offering  to  use- 
a  deadly  weapon,  if  he  has  no  reason  to  ap- 
prehend a  greater  injury  than  a  mere  un- 
lawful arrest.  Id. 

ASSAULT. 

By  Driver,  see  Master  and  Servant,  7. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Liability  of  master  for  assault  by  serv- 
ant. "  085 

ASSIGNHENT. 

Of  Policy  as  Affecting  Mortgagee,  see. 
Insurance,  16. 

An  assignment  of  the  claims  of  laborers 
to  a  bank  which  furnishes  money  to  their 
employer  to  pay  them  is  not  effected  by  the- 
indorsement  of  the  orders  by  the  laborers, 
as  evidence  of  pa\7nent,  and  their  retention 
by  the  bank  as  vouchers.  United  States^ 
use  of  Fidelity  Nat.  Bank  v.  Rundle  (C.  C. 
A.  9th  C.)  60S 

ASSOCIATIONS. 

See  Benevolent  Societies. 

ASSUMPSIT. 

For  Illegal  Portion  of  Assessment,  see 
Taxes,  7. 

1.  The  payment  by  one  receiving  a  negoti- 
able promissory  note  indorsed  for  collection^ 
of  the  amount  thereof  out  of  his  own  funds^ 
if  made  with  the  assent  of  the  maker,  rend- 
ers the  latter  liable  as  for  mon«^'  paid  to 
his  use,  or  on  the  note  as  a  reissued  note; 
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but  as  to  a  maker  who  does  not  assent  to 
such  payment  there  is  no  liability.  People's 
A  Drovers'  Bank  v.  Craig  (Ohio)  872 

2.  One  who  takes  checks  drawn  by  a  per- 
son as  treasurer  of  a  corporation,  in  pay- 
ment of  his  individual  debt,  is  liable  to  the 
corporation  for  the  amount  of  the  cheeks 

■after  they  have  been  paid,  if  the  funds  of 
the  corporation  have  been  in  this  way  mis- 
appropriated by  the  treasurer  to  pay  his  in- 
dividual obligation.     Rochester  &  C.  Tump. 

H.  Co.  V.  Paviour  (N.  Y.)  790 

Notes  aivd  Bbiefs. 

Against  one  procuring  surrender  of  note 
without  payment.  87 o 

ATTACHMENT. 

See  Garni siiMEKT. 

ATTORNEY  IN  FACT. 

Implied  Contract  to  Pay  for  Services, 

see  CoNTBACTS,  2. 
Recovery  against,  for  Use  of  Premises, 

see  Damages,  10. 

ATTORNEYS. 

As  Employee  of  Railroad,   see  Insol- 
vency. 
Privilege  of.  see  Witnesses,  5. 
See  also  Evidence,  24. 

1.  Attorneys  are  not  liable  to  their  client 
for  an  error  of  judgment  upon  a  doubtful 
<luestion  of  law,  such  as  a  determination  to 
proceed  in  a  pending  action  in  a  state  court, 
itistead  of  abandoning  that  and  presenting 
their  claim  against  a  receiver  in  a  Federal 
court,  where  the  circumstances  were  such 
that  attorneys  of  the  greatest  eminence  in 
the  profession  might  well  have  doubted  as  to 
the  best  course  to  pursue  to  attain  success 
for   their   client.    Hill   v.   Mynatt    (Tenn.) 

883 

2.  A  stipulated  compensation  of  attorneys, 
consisting  of  '30  per  cent  of  the  amount  re- 
covered in  an  action  for  unliquidated  dama- 
ges, on  which  insurance  companies  have 
some  claims  for  subrogation,  is  properly 
paid  out  of  the  fund  recovered,  before  pay- 
ing over  any  of  the  money  to  the  insurers, 
where  they  have  paid  over  the  insurance 
money  with  full  knowledge  of  this  agree- 
ment, and  have  permitted  the  attorneys  to 
proceed  in  the  litigation  without  objection. 
8vea  Assur.  Co.  v.  Packham  (Md.)  95 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Attorneys,  as  employees  under  statute  giv- 
ing preferences.  479 

Liability  to  client  for  mistake: — (I.) 
Generally;  (II.)  in  pleading;  (III.)  in 
practice;  (IV.)  in  wrong  proceeding:  (V.) 
in  examination  of  titles;  (VI.)  in  payment 
and  distribution  of  money;  (VII.)  in  draft- 
ing and  preparing  instruments  and  decrees; 
<VIII. )  mistakes  or  omissions  in  advice: 
<IX.)  conclusion.  883 

BAII.BIENT. 

Bailees  for  hire  who  received  dressed 
poultry  to  be  kept  in  cold  storage,  without 
32  L.  R.  A. 


any  specific  agreement  respecting  the  tem- 
perature to  be  maintained,  are  not  liable 
for  a  damaged  condition  of  the  poultry  due 
to  the  fact  that  the  temperature  was  too 
high,  when  this  was  such  as  is  usually  main- 
tained in  cold-storage  rooms,  and  both  par- 
ties supposed  it  would  be  sufficiently  ooldy 
but  it  was  not  so  low  as  that  at  which  a 
freezer  is  kept.    Allen  v.  Somers   (Conn.) 

10» 
Notes  and  Briefs. 

See  also  Sale. 

Bailment;  liability  of  bailee  for  damages 
to  goods  received  for  cold  storage.  106 

BANK  CERTIFICATES. 

Gift  of,  see  Gift,  4. 

BANKRUPTCY. 

A   life   insurance  policy   of   a   bankrupt, 
which  has  a  cash  surrender  value,  passes  to 
his  trustee  in  bankruptcy  as  assets  under 
the  bankrupt  act  of  1898,  fi  70,  unless  iu 
cash  surrender  value  is  paid  over  or  secured 
to  the  trustee,  although  by  the  laws  of  the 
state   in   which   the  bankrupt  resides    such 
policies  are  exempt  from  claims  of  creditor?, 
and  the  bankrupt  act,  fi  6,  provides  in  gener- 
al that  the  same  exemptions  shall  exist  un- 
der that  act  as  exist  under  state  laws,  since 
the  specific   provisions  of   §   70,   providing 
that  such  a  policy  shall  pass  to  the  trustee 
unless  its  cash  surrender  value  is  paid  over, 
constitute  a  limitation  of  the  more  general 
provisions  of  §  6.    Re  Scheld  (C.  C.  A.  Pth 
C.)  188 

KoTEs  AKD  Bbiefs. 
Bankruptcy;  life  insurance  as  assets.  ISS 

BANKS. 

Furnishing  Money  to  Pay  Labor  Claims. 

see  Bonds,  I. 
Presumption    as    to   Payments    out    of 

Own  Funds,  see  Evidence.    10. 
Gift  of  Money  in,  see  Gift,  1,  2. 

1.  The  discrimination  in  favor  of  banks 
within  the  state,  as  compared  with  national 
banks  outside  the  state,  made  by  Vt.  Stat.  § 
1306.  providing  that  negotiable  paper  may 
be  attached  by  trustee  process  before  notice 
of  transfer,  but  that  negotiable  paper  actu- 
ally transferred  to  a  bank  in  the  state  be- 
fore due  shall  be  exempt  from  attachments 
does  not  make  the  statute  invalid  on  the 
ground  that  it  tends  to  impair  the  utility 
of  a  national  bank  outside  the  st-ate  as  an 
instrumentality  of  the  Federal  government. 
Hawlev  v.  Hufd  (Vt.)  195 

•2.  A  bank  cannot  justify  the  payment  of 
a  che^k  on  the  indorsement,  by  one  who  pro- 
cured it  by  representing  him?elf  as  another, 
of  the  latter*s  name, — at  least  under  a  stat- 
ute declaring  an  indorsement  to  be  wholly 
inoperative  which  is  made  without  the  au- 
thority of  the  person  whose  signature  it  pur- 
ports '  to  be.  Tolman  v.  American  Nat. 
Bank  (R.  I.)  877 

3.  One  who  deposits  for  collection  a  check 
on  a  distant  bank,  with  knowledge  that  it 
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IS  the  only  bank  in  the  place,  and  that  the 
check  will  be  collected  without  expense  to 
him  through  other  banks,  in  accordance  with 
banking  usages,  is  estopped  from  charging 
the  bank  in  which  he  deposited  it  with  neg- 
ligence in  sending  it  to  a  corre^-pondent  who 
forwards  it  to  the  drawee  for  collection,  in 
accordance  with  the  custom  in  such  cases. 
Wilson  V.  CarlinviUe  Nat.  Bank  (111.)     632 

4.  The  failure  to  collect  a  check  in  conse- 
quence of  the  negligence  of  a  bank  to  which 
it  was  sent  for  collection  by  a  bank  in  which 
it  was  deposited  for  collection  will  not  pre- 
clude the  latter  bank  from  recovering  the 
amount  thereof  from  the  depositor,  to  whom 
it  had  given  credit  for  the  amount,  if  that 
bank  exercised  due  care  in  selecting  the  cor- 
respondent to  which  it  sent  the  check,  since 
the  correspondent  bank  is  the  agent  of  the 
depositor.  Id. 

5.  Knowledge  on  the  part  of  a  bank  when 
discounting  drafts,  that  they  were  given  in 
consideration  of  a  promise  to  deliver  coal 
in  the  future,  will  not  affect  its  right  to  en- 
force payment  of  them,  although  the  promise 
is  not  complied  with,  if  it  took  the  drafts 
for  value  before  maturity  and  before  the 
time  for  delivery  had  arrived.  Tradesmen's 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Curtis  (N.  Y.)  430 

6.  Money  collected  by  a  bcink  for  another 
on  notes  or  drafts,  and  retained,  does  not 
l>ecome  a  part  of  the  assets  of  the  bank,  but 
is  held  in  trust  for  the  owner,  so  that,  in 
case  the  bank  becomes  insolvent  and  goes  in- 
to the  hands  of  a  receiver,  the  person  for 
whom  sucli  money  is  collected  is  a  preferred 
creditor.     State  v.  Edwards  (Neb.)  858 

7.  A  deposit  obtained  by  fraud  when  a 
bank  is  hopelessly  insolvent  creates  a  trust 
in  favor  of  the  depositor,  which  can  be  recov- 
ered from  a  receiver  of  the  company,  even  if 
the  identical  money  deposited  does  not  pass 
into  his  hands,  where  the  fiinds  received  by 
him  are  in  any  event  increased  by  the 
amount  of  the  deposit.  Richardson  v.  New 
Orleans  Debenture  Redemption  Co,  (C.  C. 
A.  5th  C.)  67 

8.  The  cash  found  among  the  assets  of  an 
insolvent  bank  at  the  time  of  its  failure  will 
be  first  appropriated  to  the  claim  of  a  bene- 
ficiarv  of  trust  monev  which  the  bank  has 
mingled  with  its  own  funds,  unless  it  is  af- 
firmatively shown  that  these  cash  assets  are 
not  part  of  the  trust  fund.  State  v.  Ed- 
wards  (Xcb.)  858 

Notes  and  Brikfs. 

(rift  of  Deposit,  see  Gift. 

Banks;    liability   for    taking   deposit     of 
agent,  fiduciary,  or  other  representative  to  ■ 
pay  his  own  debt.  700  ' 

Trust  in  fund  collected  by.  859  j 

Liability  for  payment  of  checks.  877  ! 

Negligence  in  sending  check  to  drawee  for 
collection ;  custom,  632 

Instrument  signed  by  cashier.  307  ' 

BASTARDY. 

Exhibition  of  Child,  see  Evidence,  20. 
52  L.  K.  A. 


BENEVOLENT  SOCIETIES. 

See  also  Insurance,  Notes  and 
Bkiefs. 

The  officers  of  a  mutual  benefit  association 
have  no  power  to  waive  the  provisions  of 
such  by-laws  as  relate  to  the  substance  of 
the  contract  between  the  individual  member 
and  his  associates,  in  their  corporate  capaci- 
ty, where  the  constitution  and  by-laws  of 
tiie  association  limit  the  appointment  of  it» 
officers  and  the  scope  of  their  powers  and 
duties,  and  forbid  the  alteration  or  amend- 
ment  oft  such  constitution  except  by  the  gov- 
erning body  in  the  mode  therein  provided, 
and  where  the  members  of  such  association 
have  agreed,  as  part  of  their  contract  of 
membership,  to  strictly  comply  with  the- 
laws,  rules,  and  regulations  of  the  associa- 
tion. Kocher  v.  Supreme  Council  C.  B.  L- 
(N.  J.  Err.  &  App.)  801 

BERMUDA  GRASS. 

The  mere  spreading  to  adjoining  farms  of 
Bermuda  grass  planted  by  a  railroad  com- 
pany upon  its  right  of  way  to  preserve  the 
embankments  does  not  render  the  company 
liable  for  the  damages  caused  thereby, 
where  it  is  not  shown  that  a  person  of  ordi- 
nary prudence  would  not  have  planted  such 
gra^s  upon  such  right  of  wav.  Gulf,  C.  & 
S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Oakes  (Tex.)  '  293 

BILLS  AND  NOTES. 

Recovery  by  Volunteer,  see  Assump- 
sit. 1. 

Exemption  from  Garnishment  in  Favor 
of  Bank  in  State,  see  Banks,  1. 

Gift  inter  T'trofi,  see  Gift,  3. 

Payment  by  Volunteer,  see  Subroga- 
tion. 

Usury  in,  see  Usury,  3. 

See  also  Evidence,  22. 

1.  A  promissory  note  given  to  stop  n 
criminal  prosecution  is  for  an  "immoral  and 
illegal  consideration,"  and  invalid  even  in? 
the  hands  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  value- 
before  maturity,  under  Ga.  Civ.  Code,  §  3(504, 
protecting  such  holder  except  against  cer- 
tain defenses,  including  "immoral  and  Ille- 
gal consideration."  Jones  v.  Dannenberg 
(^o.  (Ga.)  271 

2.  A  person  receiving  at  the  place  of  pay- 
ment a  negotiable  promissory  note  indorsed 
for  collection  has  no  power  to  sell  or  trans- 
fer it,  his  jK)wer  being  limited  to  collection. 
People's  &  Drovers'  Bank  v.  Craig  (Ohio) 

872 

3.  It  is  no  defense  to  an  action  on  a  prom- 
issory note,  that  it  does  not  contain  the 
rtgreejiient  which  the  maker  supposed  it  to 
emb^jdy,  and  that  he  signed  it  without  read- 
ing it,  in  reliance  upon  representations  made 
by  the  party  who  drew  it,  where  there  was 
nothing  to  prevent  him  from  reading  it,  and 
it  was  not  signed  under  any  emergency  or  in 
consequence  of  any  actual  fraud  perpetrated 
upon  him  at  the  time  of  its  execution.  Wal- 
ton Guano  Co.  v.  Copelan  (Ga.)  2(58- 

4.  A  remittance  to  the  owner,  of  the 
amount  of  a  negotiable  promissory  note  in- 
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dor»ed  for  collection,  by  the  one  receiving  it, 
out  of  his  own  funds,  as  though  he  had  in 
fact  collected  the  note,  constitutes  9-  pay- 
ment and  extinguishment  thereof,  and  not  a 
mere  transfer.  People's  &  Drovers'  Bank  v. 
Craig  (Ohio)  872 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

As  to  Subrogation,  see  Subrogation. 

Time  checks  as  n^otiable  instruments. 

506 
Signed  by  representative  party.  307 

Rights  of  bona  fide  purchaser;  note  of 
married  woman.  272 

Agreement  not  to  enforce.  431 

Indorsement  for  collection;  eflfect  to  pass 
title.  873 

BOARDS. 

Of  Health,  see  Health. 
Libel  by  School  Board,  see  Libel  and 
Slander,  2. 

30NDS. 

Effect  of  Judgment  against  Principal, 

see  Judgment,  1-3. 
Release   of    Surety   of    Contractor,    see 

Principal  and  Surety. 

1.  Money  furnished  by  a  bank  to  pay  labor 
claims  is  not  within  the  protection  of  a  bond 
conditioned  to  pay  persons  supplying  the 
principal  with  "labor  or  materials  in  the 
prosecution  of  his  work.  United  States  use 
of  Fidelity  Nat.  Bank  v.  Rundle  (C.  C.  A. 
9th  C.)  505 

2.  A  county  treasurer  who  is  by  law  re- 
quired safely  to  keep,  account  for,  and  pay 
over  the  public  moneys  that  come  to  his 
hands,  and  is  forbidden  to  make  any  loan 
therefrom,  is  not  a  mere  bailee,  but  his  lia- 
l)ility  on  his  bond  is  absolute,  except  for  loss 
from  overruling  necessity,  such  as  the  act 
of  God  or  the  public  enemy.  Maloy  v.  Ber- 
nalillo County*  Conirs.   (N.  M.)  120 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

See  also  Officers. 

•Eflfect  as  to  surety  of  judgment  against 
principal;  of  financial  report  by  principal. 

506 

BOOKS. 

See  Evidence,  Notes  and  Briefs. 

BOUNDARY. 

Constitutionality  of  Statute  Extending, 
see  Municipal  Corporations,  1. 

BREACH  OF  PEACE. 

Arrest  without  Warrant,  see  Arrest,  1. 
See  also  Carrying  Weapons,  2. 

BREACH  OF  PROMISE. 

Exee?siveness  of  Damages,  soe  Appeal 
and  Error,  22. 

See  also  Husband  and  Wife,  1. 

BRIDGE. 

Private,  over  Higlnvav,  see  TTkhiways, 
1. 
62  L.  R.  A. 


A  commission  for  procuring  one  willing 
to  lend  a  certain  sum  on  mortgage  is  not 
earned  by  tbe  production  of  a  person  willing 
to  loon  tbat  amount,  but  who  insist*  that 
the  contract  shall  provide  for  payment  of 
principal  and  interest  in  gold,  because  of 
which  the  offer  is  not  accepted-  Caston  v. 
Quimby   ( Mass. )  785 

BTTIIJ>ING    AND    LOAK    ASSOCIA- 
TIONS. 

See  also  Usury,  2. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Building  and  loan  associations;  irregular- 
ities in  effecting  loan  as  defense;  ultra  vire*: 
nature  of  premium.  63S 

BUILDINGS. 

Release  of  Contract  of  Surety,  see  Prin- 
cipal AND  Surety. 

BURIAL. 

Right  of,  see  Cemeteries. 

Exemplary    Damages    for    Interference 

with  Right  of,  see  Damaoeis,  3. 
See  also  Action  or  Suit,  5. 

1.  A  grandmother  with  whom  a  child 
without  living  parents  resided  has  the  l^al 
right  to  cause  the  body  of  the  child  to  be 
buried  in  a  lot  where  there  is  a  right  of  sep- 
ulture for  the  child, — especially  when  sh- 
acts  with  the  participation  of  a  minor 
brother  of  the  decedent,  who  is  the  neare< 
of  kin  living  or  present  at  the  plai-e. 
Wright  V.  Ilollvwood  Cemeterj-  C^orp.   ( CSa.  > 

621 

2.  An  unlawful  and  unwarranted  inter- 
ference with  the  exercise  of  right  of  burial 
by  the  proper  relatives  is  a  tort  which  •rive-. 
them  a  cause  of  rfction  against  the  wrong- 
doer. Id. 

CARRIERS. 

Proprietor  of  Elevator  as,  see  Elevat- 
ors, 1. 

Exclusive  Privilege  of  Haeknien  at 
Depots,  see  Hacks,  1. 

1.  A  street-railway  employee  riding  gra- 
tuitously under  a  rule  of  the  company  per- 
mitting employees  to  ride  free  at  any  time, 
who  is  not  on  actual  duty,  and  who  take<  no 
part  in  the  management  of  the  car.  is  not  a 
fellow  servant  of  the  motorman,  by  whose 
negligence  he  is  injiu'ed,  but  a  passenger  to 
whom  the  companv  is  liable.  l)ickinson  v. 
West  End  Street  R.  Co.   (Mass.)     '  32G 

2.  A  newsboy  jumping  on  and  off  moving 
street  cars  to  sell  papers,  without  reque<t- 
ing  the  car  to  stop  to  receive  or  discharge 
him.  and  without  recei\ing  permission  or 
asking  for  leave  or  license,  is  in  no  sense  a 
passenger,  and  the  carrier  is  under  no  obli- 
gation to  him  to  exercise  a  high  degree  of 
care,  but  discharges  its  duty  by  exercising 
ordinary  rare.     Padgitt  v.  Moll   (Mo.)      854 

.3.  A  passenger  on  the  running  board 
along  the  side  of  a  street  car  cannot  recover 
for   injuries   caused   by   coming   in   contact 
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vith  a  pillar  near  the  track  while  attempt- 
ing to  pass  around  the  conductor,  who  is 
also  on  the  board,  in  obeying  the  conductor's 
direction  to  come  forward  and  get  a  seat, 
unlesd  under  all  tlie  circumstances  he  acts 
AS  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  would  act. 
Third  Ave.  R.  Co.  v.  Barton  (C.  C.  A.  2d 
•C.)  471 

4.  The  ejection  of  a  passenger  from  a 
train  cannot  be  justified  by  a  void  order  of 
a  board  of  health  prohibiting  all  persons 
from  coming  into  the  state  by  train  until 
further  orders  of  the  board.  Wilson  v.  Ala- 
bama G.  S.  R.  Co.   (Miss.)  357 

6.  No  recovery  can  be  had  for  injuries  re- 
ceived by  a  passenger  in  resisting  forcible 
ejection  from  a  street  car  for  refusal  to  pay 
fare  or  leave  the  car,  although  he  tenders  a 
transfer  from  another  line,  which  should  be 
valid,  but  is  not^  because  of  the  mistake  of 
the  conductor  from  which  it  was  receive<l, 
if  no  more  force  is  used  than  is  reasonably 
necessary  to  effect  the  expulsion.  Kiley  v. 
Chicago  City  R.  Co.   (111.)  626 

Notes  a^d  Briefs. 

See  also  Elevators. 

Carrier;  duty  to  passenger;  negligence  of 
employee;  contributory  negligenee;  obeying 
directions.  472 

Employee  as  passenger.  327 

Liability  for  acts  of  servant;  mistake  as 
to  transfer  or  ticket.  62G 

Exclusive  privilege  to  solicit  business  at 
depot.  419 

Stipulations  exempting  from  liability. 

931 

CARRYING  WEAPONS. 

1.  The  constitutional  right  of  citizens  to 
bear  arms  is  not  violated  by  a  law  which 
makes  it  unlawful  for  tramps  to  carry  lire- 
arms  or  other  dangerous  weapons.  State  v. 
Hogan   (Ohio)  863 

2.  Tlie  carrying  of  arms  in  a  quiet,  peace- 
able, and  ordinary  manner,  but  concealed  on 
or  about  the  person,  is  not  either  a  breach  of 
the  peace  or  malum  in  se.  Neither  does  it, 
of  itself,  tend  to  a  breach  of  the  peace,  but 
it  becomes  a  misdemeanor  only  because  it 
is  prohibited  by  statute.  The  statute  does 
not  declare  it  to  be  a  breach  of  the  peace, 
nor  does  the  statute  authorize  an  arrest 
without  warrant  for  its  infraction.  Rober- 
son  V.  State   (Fla.)  751 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Carrying  weapons;  legislative  regulation. 

804 

CASE. 

1.  Maliciously  and  without  cause  procur- 
ing the  discharge  of  an  employee  is  an  ac- 
tionable tort,  whether  this  is  accomplished 
b,v  intimidation,  slander,  or  malevolent  ad- 
vice.    Moran  v.  Dunphy   (Mass.)  11.5 

2.  That  an  employment  is  at  will,  and  the 
employer  is  free  from  liability  for  discharg- 
ing a  servant,  does  not  exempt  from  liabili- 
^2  L.  R.  A. 


ty  one  who  has  controlled   the  employer's 
action   and    maliciously    procured   the   dis- 

Id. 
Notes  and  Bbiefs. 


charge. 


Case;  action  on,  for  personal  injuries; 
proof  by  plaintiff  of  care.  0.50 

Liability  for  inducing  breach  of  contract 
or  preventing  contract;  for  malicious  inter- 
ference with  business.  115 

CEMETERIES. 

The  right  of  sepulture  in  a  given  cemetery 
lot  exists  as  to  a  decedent  whose  deceased 
parent  was,  while  in  life,  the  owner  thereof, 
and  who,  as  heir  at  law  of  that  parent,  in- 
herited an  undivided  interest  in  the  lot. 
Wright  V.  Hollywood  Cemetery  Corp.   (Ga. ) 

621 
CHECKS. 

For  Individual  Debt   of   Corporate   Of- 
ficer, see  Assumpsit,  2. 
As  to  Duties  and  Liabilities  of  Bank 

with  Respect  to,  see  Banks. 
Payment  of  Contribution  by,  see  Part- 
nership. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Duty     and    Liability    of    Bank    as    to,    see 
Banks. 

Checks;  liability  of  drawee  for  accepting 
from  agent  or  fiduciary  in  payment  of  his 
debt.  790 

CITY  HALL. 

Liability  for  Injuries  in,  see  Munici- 
pal Corporations,  6. 

COLD  STORAGE. 

See  Bailment,  Notes  and  Briefs. 

COLLEGES. 

An  educational  corporation  which  con- 
fers degrees  without  regard  to  merit,  and 
the  trustees  of  which  sign  diplomas  in 
blank,  leaving  them  in  the  control  of  one 
of  its  officers,  who  sells  them,  is  guilty  of 
such  misuse  of  the  powers  conferred  upon 
it  as  requii;BS  its  dissolution  and  a  judg- 
ment ousting  it  of  its  right  to  be  a  cor[)ora- 
tion,  but  so  executed  as  not  to  interfere  with 
any  legitimate  educational  work  which  it 
may  be  doing.  State  ex  rel.  Sheets  v.  Mt. 
Hope  College  Co.  (Ohio)  365 

COMMERCE. 

Tax  on  Oross  Receipts  of  Railroad,  see 
Taxes,  4. 

1.  The  prohibition  of  having  in  possession, 
thereby  forbidding  the  sale  of,  certain  fish 
during  the  close  season,  contained  in  the 
New  York  fisheries,  game,  and  forest  law, 
§§  110,  112,  renders  the  act  void  as  a  regu- 
lation of  foreign  commerce,  as  applied  to 
fish  purchased  in  Canada  and  impoiled,  un- 
der the  United  States  revenue  laws  on  pay- 
ment of  the  prescribed  duties,  for  sale  in 
the  state  as  an  article  of  food  and  commerce. 
(Per  Parker.  Ch.  J.,  Landon  &  0*Brien, 
J.T.)     People  v.  Buffalo  Fish  Co.    (N.  Y.) 

803 
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COMMI88IONB— Conflict  of  Laws. 


2.  The  Idaho  law  eatablishing  quarantine 
against  diseased  sheep,  passed  March  13, 
1899,  which  prohibits  the  introduction  into 
the  state  of  sheep  from  a  known  infected 
district,  except  upon  compliance  with  the 
laws  of  the  state  regarding  the  inspection 
and  dipping  of  sheep,  is  not  void  as  an  in- 
terference with  interstate  commerce,  or  as 
an  abridgment  of  the  rights  of  citizens  of 
other  states.    State  v.  lUsmussen  (Idaho) 

78 

3.  A  discrimination  in  rates  in  favor  of 
the  residents  of  the  city,  made  by  an  ordi- 
nance as  one  of  the  considerations  for  ex- 
tending the  franchise  of  a  street  railway 
eiigaged  in  interstate  commerce,  renders  the 
ordinance  invalid  as  in  violation  of  the  in- 
terstate commerce  clause  of  the  Federal 
Constitution.  State  ex  rel.  Bump  v. 
Omaha  &  C.  B.  K.  &  B.  Co.  (Iowa)  315 

4.  An  agent  of  a  nonresident  organ  com- 
pany, who  travels  by  wagon,  carrying  an 
organ  with  him  which  he  sells  whenever  he 
can  do  so,  or,  in  lieu  thereof,  takes  an  order 
for  a  different  organ  which,  when  shipped 
to  him,  he  delivers  to  the  purchaser,  is  en- 
gaged in  interstate  commerce  so  as  to  be 
exempt  from  an  occupation  tax  on  peddlers 
under  state  law.  French  v.  State  (Tex. 
Crim.  App.)  160 

5.  Portraits  and  frames  manufactured  in 
another  state  in  compliance  with  orders 
taken  by  a  traveling  salesman,  and  shipped 
into  the  state  consigned  to  the  maker, 
whereupon  they  are  delivered  by  the  agent 
to  the  persons  ordering  them,  and  the  price 
agreed  upon  at  the  time  the  orders  were 
given  collected,  are  the  subject  of  inter- 
state commerce;  and  such  agent  cannot  be 
subjected  to  a  license  tax  by  state  author- 
ity, since  the  sale  is  made  in  the  state  in 
which  the  home  company  is  located,  and 
not  at  the  place  of  delivery.  State  v.  Wil- 
lingham  (Wyo.)  198 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Commerce;  interference  with,  by  statute 
as  to  possession  of  game  or  fish.  803 

As  affected  by  quarantine  regulations.     78 

Interstate;   carried  on  by  agent.  199 

COMMISSIONS. 

See  Brokers. 

COMPETITION. 

Contract    in    Restraint    of,    see    Con- 
tracts, 12-14. 

COMPOUNDING  CRIME. 

As  Consideration    of    Note,    see    Bills 
AND  Notes,  1. 

COMPOUNDING  MEDICINES. 

Statute  Regulating,  see  Statutes,  1. 

COMPROMISE. 

By  Personal  Representative,  see  Deatk. 
Of  Action  against  Wrongdoer,  see  In- 
surance, 26,  27. 

A  final  settlement  by  a  county  with  it« 
52  L.  R.  A. 


treasurer  for  moneys  due,  for  which  he  i« 
in  default,  after  the  expiration  of  his  term 
of  office,  without  any  payment  of  interest 
thereon,  will  preclude  the  county  from 
thereafter  recovering  such  interest  as  a 
mere  incident  of  the  debt,  without  any 
agreement  therefor,  although  he  ha**  re- 
ceived interest  on  the  money  from  a  bank  in 
which  he  deposited  the  funds  while  in  of- 
fice, without  any  agreement  for  interest* 
Maloy  V.  Bernalillo  County  Comrs.  (X.  M.  > 

12( 

CONDITIONAL  SALE. 

See  Sale,  6. 

CONFISCATION. 

The  legislature  cannot  confiscate  all  prop- 
erty rights  of  one  who  has  undertaken  to 
make  a  public  improvement  under  his  i-on- 
tract,  because  of  his  breach  of  his  undertak- 
ing to  obey  the  provisions  of  a  statute  as  to 
the  rate  of  wages  to  be  paid.  People  ex  rel. 
Rodgers  v.  Coler  (N.  Y.)  814 

CONFLICT  OF  LAWS. 

Presumption  as  to  Evasion  of  Law 
against  Remarriage,  see  EvidcncEt 
4. 

Foreign  Judgment,  see  Judgment,  4. 

As  to  Enforcement  of  Judgment,  see 
Limitation  of  Actions. 

Suit  by  Receiver  against  Foreign  Stock- 
holder, see  Receivebs. 

1.  The  lien  of  a  mortgage  on  chattels, 
duly  recorded  as  required  by  the  law  of  the 
state  where  they  are  located,  follows  the 
property  when  it  is  taken  into  another 
state,  either  with  or  without  the  con.«ent  of 
the  mortgagee,  and  is  not  destroyed  by  a 
local  statute  merely  prescribing  how  such 
mortgages  shall  be  executed  and  recorded. 
Shapard  v.  Hynes  (C.  C.  App.  8th  C.)      675 

2.  A  foreign  citizen  marrying  a  Missouri 
woman  in  tnat  state  does  not.  in  Anew  of 
the  Missouri  statutes,  acquire  an  absolute 
title  to  her  personal  property  locate<l  there, 
which  will  be  enforced  bv  the  Missouri 
courts,  although  he  might  have  acquire«I 
such  title,  under  the  laws  of  his  domicil,. 
to  property  located  there,  had  the  marriage 
been  solemnized  there.  Re  McPherson 
(Mo.)  420 

3.  The  right  of  a  surviving  husband  to 
the  personal  estate  of  his  wife,  being  pri>- 
\nded  for  bv  the  Xew  York  statutes  onlv 
when  she  leaves  descendants,  and  being  in 
other  cases  referable  to  his  common-law 
marital  rights,  cannot  be  upheld  in  Mi*^ 
souri  with  respect  to  the  personal  property 
in  that  state  of  a  married  woman  without 
descendants  who  was  domiciled  in  New 
York,  under  Mo.  Rev.  Stat.  1899,  S  2o4, 
providing  that  the  personal  property  in 
that  state  of  the  inhabitant  of  another 
state  will  be  distributed  according  to  the 
law  of  the  latter  state,  since  this  section  is 
intended  to  recognize  and  give  effect  to  for- 
eign statutes  of  distribution  in  such  cum**. 
but  not  to  adopt  foreign  laws  governinu 
marital  rights.  Id. 
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4.  The  riffhts  of  claimants  of  life  insur- 
ance are  to  oe  determined  by  the  law  of  the 
state  in  which  the  applicant  resided,  made 
hid  application,  and  received  the  policy,  al- 
though the  application  was  sent  by  an  agent 
to  the  home  office  of  the  company  in  another 
state,  where  it  was  accepted  and  the  policy 
returned  to  the  agent,  and  there  was  a  stipu- 
lation that  the  premiums  and  the  sum  in- 
Billed  were  to  be  paid  in  that  state.  Millard 
▼.  Bray  ton  (Mass.)  117 

5.  A  marriage  valid  where  contracted,  in 
another  state,  between  a  man  and  one  for 
adultery  with  whom  he  was  divorced  in  a 
state  to  which  he  returns  immediately  after 
the  marriage  and  while  his  former  wife  is 
still  living,  will  not  be  recognized  by  the 
courts  of  the  latter  state  to  the  extent  of 
permitting  him  to  sue  for  her  property, 
where  the  statutes  prohibit  marriage  be- 
tween a  divorced  person  and  his  paramour, 
although  in  contracting  the  marriage  there 
was  no  intent  to  evaxle  the  laws  of  the  state 
where  the  divorce  was  granted.  State  use 
of  Newman  v.  Kimbrough  (Tenn.)  668 

6.  The  contractual  liability  of  a  stock- 
holder domiciled  in  a  foreign  jurisdiction, 
for  debts  of  the  corporation  beyond  the 
amount  of  stock  subscription,  may  be  en- 
forced by  courts  of  that  jurisdiction,  where 
the  proofs  show  an  assessment  in  the  state 
of  the  creation  of  the  corporation  upon 
domestic  stockholders  to  the  full  amount  of 
the  stockholders'  liability,  and  the  testi- 
mony discloses  the  insolvency  of  the  corpo- 
ration, and  indebtedness  in  excess  of  the 
stockholders'  liability,  and  an  assessment  is 
sought  of  exactly  the  same  character  as  was 
enforced  in  the  action  brought  in  the  domi- 
cil  of  the  corporation.  Kirtley  v.  Holmes 
(C.  C.  A.  6th  C.)  738 

7.  A  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  in 
an  action  on  a  judgment  obtained  in  an- 
other state,  is  a  plea  to  the  remedy  and  sub- 
ject to  the  lea  fori,  Arrington  v.  Arring- 
ton  (N.  C.)  201 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Conflict  of  laws;  marriage  in  other  state; 
evasion  of  statute.  671 

Enforcing  statutory  liability  of  foreign 
stockholder;  not  party  to  former  suit;  ex- 
clusiveness  of  statutory  remedy.  740 

Place  of  contract.  117 

As   to   contracts   and   their   enforcement. 

195 

As  to  statute  of  limitations.  201 

CONSPIRACY. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Conspiracy;  to  injure  business  of  other. 

115 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

Who  may   Raise  Question,  see  Action 

OR  SViT,  1. 

Right    to    Bear    Arms,    see    Carrying 

Weapons,  1. 
Judgment  of  Other  State  for  Alimony, 

see  Judgment,  4. 
62  L.  R.  A. 


Statute  Extending  Boundaries,  see 
Municipal  Corporations,  1. 

Consolidation  of  Street  Railway  *  Lines, 
see  Street  Railways,  3. 

Tax  on  Gross  Receipts  of  Railroad,  see 
Taxes,  4. 

See  also  Confiscation. 

RetroaotiTe  la^rs. 

1.  An  act  providing  that  improvements 
made  by  a  purchaser  of  property  or  his 
grantor,  in  good  faith,  may  be  set  on  against 
the  rents  and  profits  in  an  action  by  the 
holder  of  the  legal  title  to  recover  the  land 
(Ga.  Acts  1897,  pp.  79-81),  although  apply- 
ing to  improvements  erected  prior  to  its  pas- 
sage, is  not  in  violation  of  Ga.  Const,  art.  1, 
11  2,  §  3,  prohibiting  the  passage  of  retroact- 
ive laws,  since  this  provision  is  aimed  only 
at  such  retrospective  legisllition  as  injuri- 
ously affects  the  rights  of  citizens,  and  does 
not  forbid  retroactive  legislation  which  is 
remedial  simply  in  its  nature.  Mills  v. 
Geer  (Ga.)  934 

Delegation  of  poorer. 

2.  Authorizing  the  governor  to  issue  a 
proclamation  against  bringing  sheep  into  the 
state  from  districts  in  which  he  has  reason 
to  believe  infectious  disease  of  sheep  has  be- 
come epidemic  does  not  delegate  to  him  leg- 
islative power.  State  v.  lU^smussen  (Ida- 
ho) 78 

Separation  of  powers.  ' 

Judicial  Function,  see  Courts,  1. 

3.  The  distribution  of  the  powers  of  the 
state,  by  the  Constitution,  to  the  legislative, 
executive,  and  judicial  departments,  oper- 
ates by  implication  as  an  inhibition  against 
the  imposition,  upon  either,  of  those  powers 
which- distinctively  belong  to  one  of  the  oth- 
er departments.  Zanesville  v.  Zanesvillc 
Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  (Ohio)  150 

4.  The  fact  that  a  power  is  conferred  by 
statute  on  a  court  of  justice,  to  be  exercise<l 
by  it  in  the  first  instance  in  a  proceeding  in- 
stituted therein,  is,  itself,  of  controlling  im- 
portance as  fixing  the  judicial  character  of 
the  power,  and  is  decisive  in  that  respect, 
unless  it  is  reasonably  certain  that  the  pow- 
er belongs  exclusively  to  the  legislative  or 
the  executive  department.  Id. 

5.  The  power  to  make  an  order  for  a  tele- 
phone line  in  a  highway,  as  provided  in  Ohio 
Rev.  Stat.  §  3461,  giving  the  probate  court 
complete  jurisdiction  of  the  proceeding,  is 
not  distinctively  legislative  or  administra- 
tive, but  is  constitutionally  conferred  on  th^* 
court.  •  Id. 

Equal  protection  or  privileges. 

0.  A  corporation  not  created  by  a  state,  ur 
doing  business  there  under  conditions  that 
subject  it  to  process  issuing  from  the  courts 
of  that  state,  is  not  within  its  jurisdiction 
so  as  to  be  entitled  to  the  equal  protection 
of  the  laws  guaranteed  by  U.  S.  Const.  14th 
Amend.  §  1.     Hawley  v.  Hurd  (Vt.)  195 

7.  A  law  which  invests  any  board  or  bodv 
of  officials  with  a  discretion  purely  arbi- 
trary^ and  which  may  be  fxereised  in  the 
interests  of  a  favored  few,  is  invalid.  Noel 
V.  People   (111.)  287 
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8.  Corporations  are  not  citizens  within 
the  meaning  of  the  provisions  of  U.  S.  Const, 
art.  4,  §  2,  and  U.  S.  Const.  14th  Amend.  § 
1,  respecting  equal  privileges  and  immuni- 
ties of  citizens.     Hawley  v.  Hurd  (Vt.)   105 

9.  The  grant  to  registered  pharmacists  by 
Kurd's  (IJl.)  Rev.  Stat.  1897,  pp.  1075, 
1076,  of  the  right  to  sell  patent  and  proprie- 
tary medicines,  without  requiring  them  to 
make  any  inspection  or  examination  of  the 
same,  but  denying  such  right  of  sale  to  all 
other  persons,  firms,  or  corporations,  is  the 
grant  of  a  special  and  exclusive  privilege  in 
violation  of  111.  Const,  art.  4,  §  22.  Noel  v. 
People  (111.)  287 

10.  A  statute  that  operates  equally  upon 
all  who  come  within  the  class  to  be  affected, 
embracing  all  persons  who  are  or  may  be  in 
like  situation  and  circumstances,  and  mak- 
ing a  classiiication  which  is  reasonable  and 
based  upon  a  real  distinction,  and  not  un- 
iust,  capricious,  or  arbitrary,  does  not  vio- 
late the  constitutional  requirement  of  uni- 
form operation  of  laws.  State  v.  Hogan 
(Ohio)  803 

11.  The  tramp  law  of  Ohio  (Rev.  SUt.  § 
6995),  prescribing  punishment  for  tramps 
who  threaten  to  do  injury  to  the  person  of 
another  while  they  are  out  of  the  county  of 

*  their  residence,  does  not  violate  Ohio  Const, 
art.  2,  §  20,  requiring  uniform  operation  of 
laws,  merely  because  the  law  does  not  apply 
to  females  and  blind  persons,  or  because  it 
does  not  apply  to  persons  who  make  such 
threats  in  the  counties  where  they  reside. 

Id. 

12.  Classification  of  townships  by  density 
of  population,  instead  of  by  total  popula- 
tion, is  not  invalid  under  constitutional  pro- 
visions respecting  special  legislation.  Com. 
ex  rel.  Jones  v.  Blackley  (Pa.)  367 

13.  An  ordinance  granting  an  extension 
of  a  street-railway  franchise,  which  stipu- 
lates that  tickets  shall  be  sold  at  a  reduced 
rate  to  residents  of  the  city,  is  unconstitu- 
tional as  in  violation  of  Iowa  Const,  art.  1, 
§  6,  providing  that  all  laws  of  a  general  na- 
ture shall  have  a  uniform  operation  through- 
out the  st*ite.  State  ex  rel.  Bump  v.  Omaha 
A  C.  B.  R.  &  B.  Co.  (Iowa)  315 

14.  An  ordinance  giving  a  monopoly  to 
union  labor  on  city  contracts  by  providing 
that  all  such  contracts  shall  contain  a  stipu- 
lation that  none  but  union  labor  will  be  em- 
ployed, is  void  as  making  an  unconstitu- 
tional discrimination  between  different  class- 
4*8  of  citizens,  and  because  it  lays  down  a 
rule  which  restricts  competition  and  increas- 
es the  cost  of  work.  Fiske  v.  People  ex  rel. 
Raymond   (III.)  291 

15.  An  unconstitutional  discrimination  in 
favor  of  union  workmen  is  made  in  violation 
of  III.  Const,  art.  4.  §  22,  prohibiting  the 
paflsai^o  of  any  local  or  special  law  granting 
to  any  corporation,  association,  or  individu- 
al any  special  or  exclusive  privilege,  immu- 
nity, or » franchise,  by  Kurd's  (III.)  Rev. 
Stat.  1809,  chap.  48,  §  32,  making  it  a  mis- 
demeanor to  discharge  an  eniployee  because 
of  his  connection  with  any  lawful  labor  or- 
ganization. Gillespie  v.  People  (111.)  283 
52  L.  R.  A. 


16.  The  attempt  to  vest  an  arbitrary 
power  in  tlie  board  of  pharmacy  by  the  1 1 ii- 
nois  pharmacy  act,  g  8  ('Kurd's  Kev.  Stat. 
1897,  pp.  1075,  1076),  to  say  who  shall  asd 
who  shall  not  sell  the  usual  domestic  and 
pioprietary  remedies  in  villages  and  other 
localities,  and  just  exactly  what  they  are 
allowed  to  sell,  without  in  any  way  ref- 
lating or  controlling  the  discretion  thereby 
vest^  in  the  board,  is  an  unjust  and  un- 
constitutional discrimination  between  j»€r- 
sons  coming  within  the  same  class.  Sv^l 
V.  People  (111.)  2S7 

17.  The  provision  that  all  taxation  shall 
be  equal  and  uniform,  contained  in  Wyo. 
Const,  art.  1,  §  28,  is  not  violated  by  an  or. 
dinance  requiring  the  payment  of  a  licen-e 
tax  by  any  person  or  company  keeping  a 
store  or  selling  any  goods,  wares,  or  mer- 
chandise, but  excepting  from  its  proviHions 
merchants  who  pay  an  annual  tax  on  their 
stocks  of  goods,  assessed  according  to  the 
revenue  laws  of  the  city,  and  traveling 
agents  who  sell  exclusively,  by  sample  or 
otherwise,  to  regular  merchants  doin^  busi- 
ness in  the  city,  since  the  classification  is 
a  reasonable  one  and  there  is  no  discrimina- 
tion between  persons  of  the  same  dasit. 
State  V.  Willingham  (Wyo.)  198 

Due  prooess  of  la^r. 

Considering    Benefits    in    Assessing    Dam- 
ages, see  Damages,  13. 

18.  No  violation  of  constitutional  pro. 
visions  as  to  the  law  of  the  land  and  due 
process  of  law  is  made  by  Ohio  Rev.  Stat. 
§  6995,  known  as  the  tramp  law,  which  i« 
enforced  by  usual  and  appropriate  methods 
and  is  of  uniform  operation,  though  it 
makes  it  unlawful  for  a  tramp  outside  of 
the  county  of  his  residence  to  threaten  in- 
jurv  to  any  other  person.     State  v.  Ho^an 

(Ohio)  .      S<>3 

19.  The  institution  and  prose<*utioii  of  a  ' 
proceeding  in  a  court  comprehend  the  filing 
of  a  proper  complaint,  process  for  bringing 
in  the  proper  parties,  and  a  judicial  inquiry 
according  to  established  rules  and  practice. 
Zanesville  v.  Zanesville  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co. 

(Ohio)  150 

20.  Police  officers  may  be  invested  with 
power  to  make  seizures  of  property  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  crime,  without  violat- 
ing the  constitutional  provision  again.cst 
seizing  property  without  due  process  of 
law.  Board  of  Police  Comrs.  of  Baltimore 
v.  Wagner  (Md.)  775 

21.  A  statute  making  it  unlawful  to  pre- 
vent, or  attempt  to  prevent,  an  eraplo^^ee 
from  joining  any  lawful  labor  organization, 
or  to  discharge  an  employee  because  of  hit 
connection  with  such  an  organization,  and 
providing  a  penalty  therefor  (Hurd*s  Jiev. 
Stat.  1899,  chap.-48,  §  32),  is  void,  since  the 
right  to  terminate  a  contract,  subject  to 
liability  to  respond  in  a  ci\il  action  for  an 
unwarranted  termination,  is  within  the 
protection  of  the  provisions  of  the  state  and 
Federal  Constitutions,  which  guarantee 
that  no  person  shall  l)e  deprived  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property  without  due  proces.*  of 
law.     Gillespie  v.  People   (111.)  2S3 
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22.  A  judgment  which  assumes  to  create 
a  preference  in  favor  of  a  labor  debt  over  a 
pre-existing  lien  on  the  debtor's  property, 
in  pursuance  of  Mich.  Pub.  Act*  1887,  No. 
94,  §  2,  autliorizing  such  judgment  with- 
out making  tlie  lienor  a  party  to  the  action, 
or  making  provision  for  determining  the 
•question  of  the  debtor's  insolvency  or  of  the 
right  to  the  preference,  is 'void  as  .to  him 
because  its  enforcement  would  deprive  him 
of  his  property  without  due  process  of  law. 
Pisher  v.  Wineman   (Mich.)  192 

23.  A  statute  depriving  a  city  and  one 
contracting  with  it  to  perform  work  on  pub- 
lic improvements  of  the  power  to  contract 
■for  the  necessary  labor  at  the  best  rates  ob- 
tainable, violates  the  principles  of  civil  lib- 
erty and  the  constitutional  provisions  pro- 
tecting private  property.  People  ex  rel. 
Rodgers  v.  Coler   (N.  Y.)  814 

24.  The  state  has  no  right  to  interfere 
and  control  by  compulsory  legislation  the 
action  of  municipal  corporations  with  re- 
spect to  property  and  contract  rights  of  ex- 
clusively local  concern.  Id. 

25.  A  restriction  of  the  hours  of  labor  on 
■city  contracts  to  eight  hours  per  day  by  a 
contract  providing,  in  accordance  with  Chi- 
cago Rev.  Code,  §  1687,  for  the  forfeiture  of 
tA«  contract  in  case  laborers  work  more 
than  eight  hours  in  one  day,  is  unconstitu- 
tional as  an  infringement  upon  the  freedom 
of  contract.  Fiske  v.  People  ex  rel.  Kay- 
mond  (111.)  291 

26.  The  rights  of  miners  and  operators  to 
make  contracts  by  which  the  former  shall 
t)e  entitled  to  receive  and  the  latter  obliged 
to  make  compensation  according  to  the 
value  of  the  services  rendered  and  received 
are  unwarrantably  invaded  by  Ohio  act 
March  9,  1898  (93  Ohio  Laws,  p.  33),  en- 
titled "An  Act  to  Provide  for  the  Weighing 
of  Coal  before  Screening,"  by  which  it  is 
made  imlawful  to  pass  the  output  of  coal 
mined  over  any  screen  or  other  device  which 
shall  take  any  part  from  the  value  thereof, 
before  it  has  been  weighed  and  duly  credited 
to  the  employee  sending  it  to  tlie  surface, 
and  accounted  for  at  the  legal  rate  of 
weights  fixed  by  statute.  Re  Preston 
(Ohio)  523 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

See  also  Eaiixent  Domain;  Seizure. 

Constitutionality  of  retroactive  statute 
creating  right  of  action  or  of  set-off  on  ac- 
count of  past  acts  or  transactions.  934 

Due  process  in  statute  prohibiting  posses- 
sion of  game  or  fish.  803 

Due  process;   opportunity  to  be  heard. 

194 

Legislative  regulation  of  private  business 
for  protection  of  public  interests.  865 

Class  legislation  in  stiitute  regulating 
contracts  with  mine  employees:  mining  af- 
fected with  public  use;  contracts  and  right 
to  contract  as  property.  523 

Class  legi^-lation:  reasonableness  of  clas- 
sification;  as  afi'ecting  annexation   to  citv. 

321 
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Police  power;  protection  of  health  and 
safety;  rights  to  life,  liberty,  and  property; 
right  to  contract;  class  legislation;  as  af- 
fecting labor  union.  285 

Regulation  of  hours  of  labor  on  municipal 
work;   uniformity  of  operation.  816 

Police  power;  regulating  use  of  private 
property.  817 

Prohibiting  sale  of  property  as  a  confisca- 
tion, 288 

Tramp  law;  as  special  or  class  legislation; 
equal  protection  and  privileges;  exercise  of 
police  power.  864 

Departments  of  government;  separation 
of  powers.  151 

Separation  of  departments  of  government ; 
as  aifectiug  appointments  to  office.  288 

CONTAGIOUS  DISEASES. 

Authority  to  Governor  as  Delegation  of 
Lej^islative  Power,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  2. 

CONTRACTOR. 

Release  of  Surety,  see  Principal  and 
Surety. 

CONTRACTS. 

Suits  by  Third  Person,  see  Action  ob 
Suit,  2. 

Fraud  Affecting  Recovery,  see  Action 
OB  Suit,  4. 

Differing  from  Agreement  as  Defense, 
see  Bills  and  Notes,  3. 

Liability  for  Causing  Breach,  see  Case. 

Damages  for  Breach  of,  see  Damages, 
4-6. 

Presumption  as  to  Agreement  to  With- 
hold Contribution  of  Special  Part- 
ner, see  Evidence,  9. 

Action  for  Breach,  see  Executors  and 
Administrators,  3. 

Right  of  Third  Person  to  Restrain  Vio- 
lation, see  Injunction,  1. 

Of  Insurance,  what  Constitutes,  see  In- 
surance, 1. 

For  Conveyance  in  Consideration  of 
Support,     see    SPEciiac    Perfokm- 

ANCE. 

Meaning   of    Statement   Preceding,    see 

Trial,  4. 
See  also  Confiscation;  Usury,  1. 

Implied  proniise. 

1.  A  stipulation  in  a  deed  as  to  a  party 
wall  built  by  the  grantor,  who  has  previous- 
ly conveyed  the  adjoining  lot,  by  the  terms 
of  which  the  grantee,  his  heirs,  and  assigns 
are  bound  to  pay  a  share  of  the  cost  of  the 
wall  whenever  it  is  used,  does  not  create  an 
implied  promise  to  pay  for  such  \rall  on  the 
part  of  one  who  subsequently  acquires  both 
lots  and  uses  the  party  wall  in  the  founda- 
tions of  a  new  building  on  both  lots.  Lin- 
coln v.  Burrage  (Mass.)  110 

2.  Services  performed  as  attorney  in  fact 
for  a  widow  by  one  who  was  sole  legatee  un- 
der a  will  which  was  subsequently  declared 
a  nullity,  by  the  terms  of  which  she  was 
given  a  life  estate  and  a  lil)eral  provision 
was  required  to  be  made  for  her,  will  not  en- 
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title  him  to  any  compensation  when  none 
was  expected  at  the  time  the  services  were 
rendered.     Royston  v.  McCulley    (Tenn.) 

899 
Consideration. 

3.  A  promise  to  deliver  coal  in  the  future 
is  a  sufllcient  consideration  to  support  an 
acceptance  of  a  draft  for  the  purchase  price. 
Tradesmena  Nat.  Bank  v.  Curtis  (N.  Y.) 

430 
Deflniteness. 

4.  A  contract  to  marry  after  the  death  of 
the  divorced  wife  of  one  of  the  parties  is  rea- 
sonahly  definite  and  certain  with  respect  to 
the  time  of  performance,  since  it  is  made  to 
depend  upon  an  event  which  in  the  course 
of  nature  must  inevitably  occur,  notwith- 
standing the  fact  that  it  is  possible  that  one 
of  the  contracting  parties  may  die  before 
that  event  takes  place.  Brown  v.  Odill 
(Tenn.)  660 

Constrnction. 

5.  The  obligation  of  subscribers  to  a  con- 
tract for  the  construction  of  a  creamery  at 
a  stated  price,  who  sign  their  names,  with- 
out any  specification  of  amounts,  at  the  end 
of  a  subscription  paper  after  the  names  of 
other  subscribers  who  have  specified  with 
each  name  the  amount  subscribed,  is,  prima 
facie  at  least,  several,  and  not  joint,  and 
each  is  liable  for  his  proportion  of  that  part 
of  tlie  total  amount  of  the  subscription 
which  has  not  been  provided  for  by  the  sul>- 
scription  of  specific  amounts.  Cornish  v. 
West  (Minn.)  355 

6.  A  contract  between  the  owner  of  a 
building  and  a  corporation  renting  offices 
therein,  that  "the  landlord  shall  not  be  re- 
sponsible for  any  loss  or  injury  arising  from 
or  during  the  use  or  operation  of  the  eleva- 
tor," does  not  apply  in  case  of  injury  to  an 
officer  of  the  corporation,  who  was  injured 
while  using  the  elevator  under  the  general 
invitation  to  persons  having  business  in  the 
building,  although  he  attested  the  contract 
and  was  therefore  aware  of  its  contents. 
Griflfen  v.  Manice  (N.  Y.)  922 

Validity  and  effect. 

7.  One  contracting  to  perform  work  upon 
a  public  improvement  does  not,  by  incorpo- 
rating into  the  contract  the  provisions  of  a 
statute  as  to  the  rate  of  wages  to  be  paid, 
make  them  binding  upon  himself  if  the  stat^ 
utt>  is  invalid.  People  ex  rel.  Rodgers  v. 
Coler  (N.  Y.)  814 

8.  A  contract  to  marry  is  not  void  as  in 
restraint  of  marriage  because  it  provides 
that  the  marriage  shall  take  place  after  the 
death  of  the  divorced  wife  of  one  of  the  par- 
ties.    Brown  v.  Odill  (Tenn.)  660 

9.  Public  policy  does  not  condemn  a  con- 
tract to  marry  after  the  death  of  the  divorced 
wife  of  one  of  the  parties,  when  there  is  no 
legal  impediment  in  the  way  of  an  imtnedi- 
ate  marriage,but  the  agreement  for  delay  is 
due  to  religious  scruples.  Id. 

10.  Contracts  of  investment  security,  de- 
benture?, or  certificates,  which  cannot  rea- 
sonably be  expected  to  accumulate  a  reserve 
fund  equal  to  the  <itipulated  endowment  val- 
ues within  the  stated  period  without  aid 
62  L.  R.  A. 


from  lapses  or  appropriations  from  premi- 
ums on  new  busmesis,  are  fraudulent,  ooii' 
trary  to  public  policy,  and  unlawful.  State- 
ex  rel.  Sheets  v.  Interstate' Savings  Invest- 
ment Co.  (Ohio)  530* 

11.  A  contract  for  the  erection  of  a  school 
building,  entered  into  with  a  member  of  the 
building  committee  who  is  also  a  selectmaji. 
of  the.  town,  iff  not  void  on  th?  ground  of 
public  policy,  merely  because  his  vote  is  nec- 
essary to  authorize  the  contract.  Sylvester 
V.  Webb  (Mass.)  518 

12.  A  lessee's  agreement  to  sell  no  other 
beer  on  the  premises  than  that  manufactured 
by  a  designated  company  is  not  invalid  as 
against  public  policy.  Ferris  v.  American 
Brewing  Co.  (Ind.)  305 

13.  A  useful  commodity  of  a  nature  to  be 
needful  for  many  purposes,  such  as  blue- 
stone,  though  it  may  not  be  am  article  of 
prime  necessity,  is  within  the  rule  that 
makes  contracts  to  prevent  competition  un- 
lawful. Cummings  v.  Union  Blue  Stone  Co. 
(N.  Y.)  202 

14.  A  contract  between  persons  control- 
ling 00  per  cent  of  the  sale  of  1>lue  stone  at 
the  Mew  York  market,  whereby  they  a^ee 
to  sell  only  through  a  common  sales  a|^nt 
and  to  maintain  the  agreed  prices,  is  an  un- 
lawful combination  to  control  the  market. 

Id. 
Perfomianoe;  breaob. 

15.  When  a  party  has  one  or  the  other  of 
two  modes  of  performing  a  contract,  and  one 
of  them  becomes  impossible  by  the  act  of 
God,  he  is  bound  to  perform  it  in  the  other 
mode.  Board  of  Education  v.  To\nisc»nd 
(Ohio)  86S 

16.  Inevitable  accident  will  not  excuse  the 
performance  of  a  contract,  where  its  essen- 
tial purposes  are  still  capable  of  substantiaf 
accomplishment,  though  literal  performance 
has  become  physically  impossible.  Id> 

17.  Where,  in  consideration  of  the  convey- 
ance by  a  board  of  education  of  a  lot  on 
which  was  situated  a  school  house  and  other 
buildings  suitable  for  a  public  school,  the 
A'cndee  agreed  to  convey  to  the  board  another 
lot,  then  vacant,  and  to  remove,  reconstruct, 
and  rebuild  thereon  the  schoolhouse,  so  that 
it  would  be  in  a  suitable  and  proper  condi- 
tion for  school  purposes,  it  is  not  a  defense 
to  an  action  for  damages  for  failure  to  per- 
form the  contract  with  respect  to  the  school- 
house,  that  it  was  blown  down  by  a  storm 
and  could  not,  on  that  account,  be  removed 
as  a  standing  building.  The  contract  was 
nevertheless  capable  of  substantial  perform- 
ance. Id. 

Rescission  and  relief. 

18.  Full  knowledge  of  a  fraud  by  which 
a  contract  was  procured,  which  requires  the 
defrauded  party  to  elect  whether  he  will 
perform  or  rescind  the  contract,  does  not 
include  knowledge  of  all  the  evidence  tend- 
ing to  prove  the  fraud;  knowledge  of  the- 
material  facts  which  go  to  make  up  the 
fraud  is  sufiicient.  Simon  v.  Goodyear 
Metallic  Rubber  Shoe  Co,  (C.  (.-.  A.  0th  C.) 
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19.  Representations  made  for  the  purpose 

of  procuring  a  contract,  with  the  intent  that 

^hey   shall  be  acted  on,  without  knowledge 

whether  they  are  true  or  not,  are  within 

l,he  rule  that  a  contract  procured  by  false 

representations  may  be  disaffirmed.  Id. 

20.  A  party  will  not  be  relieved  from  the 
obligations  arising  from  his  contract,  when 
he  has  received  and  retains  the  considera- 
tion for  his  unfulfilled  promise.  Board  of 
Education  v.  Townsend  (Ohio)  868 

JLctlon. 

21.  A  void  promise  to  refrain  from 
marrying,  made  by  a  woman  as  a  mere  in- 
cident of  her  contract  to  live  with  and  take 
care  of  a  man  during  his  life,  will  not  pre- 
clude her>  after  fully  performing  the  con- 
tract on  her  part,  from  recovering  the  con- 
sideration which  the  contract  provides  for 
her  services.     King  v.  King  (Ohio)         157 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Contracts ;  fraudulent  representations ; 
materiality;  expression  of  opinion.  747 

Constitutional  right  to  contract;  impair- 
ing obligation  of.  285 

Public  policy;  in  restraint  of  marriage; 
:aiding  party  to  illegal  contract ;  entirety  of ; 
implied  promise  to  pay  wages  to  relative. 

158 

In  restraint  of  trade;  to  create  monopoly. 

262 

Effect  of  fraud;  signing  instrument  with- 
out reading.  269 

Implied  promi.'^cp;  to  pay  for  party  wall. 

Ill 

Oral;   conveying  land;   when  enforceable. 

277 

Statute  of  frauds;  promise  to  assume 
mortgage.  162 

Statute  of  frauds;  effect  of  performance. 

140 
Construction  of.  307 

Impossibility  of  performance  as  excuse. 

860 

Mutual  promises  as  consideration.       431 

By  ofiicers  with  tiiemselves.  518 

CONVERSION. 

See  Labceny. 

COPTBIGHT. 

See  Damages.  Notes  and  Briefs. 

CORPORATIONS. 

Recovery  Back  of  Money  Paid  on  Of- 
ficer's Debt,  see  Assumpsit,  2. 

Dissolution  for  Misuse  of  Powers,  see 
Colleges. 

Enforcement  of  Stockholder's  Liability, 
see  CoNi-xiCT  of  Laws,  6. 

Right  to  Equal  Protection  and  Privi- 
leges, see  Constitutional  Law, 
6,  8. 

Enforcement  in  Federal  Court  of  Stock- 
holder's Liability,  see  Courts,  3. 

Parol  Evidence  as    to    Note,    see    Evi- 
dence, 22. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


Stock  Issued  for  Interest  in  Other 
Business,  see  Evidence,  32. 

Attorney  for,  as  Employee,  see  In- 
solvency. 

Action  by,  for  Slander  of  Officer,  see 
Libel  and  Slander,  3. 

Suit  by  Receiver  against  Foreign 
Stockholder,  see  Receivers. 

Consolidation  of  Street  Railway  Lines, 
see  Street  Railways,  3. 

1.  Charter  power  to  purchase  property 
necessary  for  its  business,  with  stock,  will 
include  the  purchase  by  a  cotton  manufac- 
turing company  of  shares  in  a  corporation 
organized  to  manufacture  dyes  according  to 
secret  formulas  which,  under  contracts  with 
their  originator,  were  used  exclusively  by 
the  corporation  and  upon  the  use  of  which 
the  success  of  its  products  largely  depended. 
Joseph  Bancroft  &  Sons  Co.  v.  Bloede  (C.  C. 
A.  4th  C.)  734 

2.  A  corporation  may  act  as  administra- 
tor under  a  charter  giving  it  the  right  and 
power  to  accept  and  execute  all  trusts  of 
every  name  and  kind  and  to  act  as  executor, 
although  the  term  ''administrator"  is  not 
included  among  those  specifically  designated 
therein,  since  that  term  is  included  in  the 
broad  power  as  to  trusts,  and  the  term 
"executor"  also  fairly  includes  it.  Union 
Bank  &  T.  Co.  v.  Wright  (Tenn.)  469 

3.  A  corporation  having  charter  power  to 
accept  and  execute  all  kinds  of  trusts,  in- 
cluding that  of  executors  and  guardianship 
of  infants  and  insane  persons,  is  not  pre- 
cluded from  acting  as  administrator  under 
appointment  by  the  court  by  virtue  of  the 
provision  that  it  may  execute  such  trusts 
as  may  be  imposed  upon  it  by  any  "person 
or  corporation."  Id. 

4.  The  general  manager  of  a  corporation, 
who  is  also  a  director,  has  a  legal  claim  for 
the  A^alue  of  his  services,  although  there  has 
been  no  resolution  of  the  board  of  directors 
and  no  express*  contract  fixing  his  compen- 
sation, where  he  devotes  his  entire  time  to 
the  business,  and  his  duties  are  numerous 
and  onerous  and  not  such  as  pertain  to  his 
office  as  director.  Bassett  v.  Fairchild 
(Cal.)  611 

5.  In  a  suit  to  hold  directors  of  a  corpo- 
ration liable  for  money  paid  to  one  of  their 
number  for  services  under  a  resolution  in- 
valid because  passed  at  a  meeting  at  which 
his  presence  was  necessary  to  constitute  a 
quorum,  they  should  be  credited  with  an 
amount  equal  to  what  the  services  are  rea- 
sonably worth.  Id. 

6.  A  corporation  may  secure  the  cancela- 
tion of  stock  which  was  paid  for  out  of  the 
secret  profits  made  by  the  subscribers  in  the 
sale  to  the  corporation  of  property  on  which 
they  had  secured  an  option  and  to  purchase 
which  they  had  organized  the  corporation, 
the  management  of  which  at  the  consumma- 
tion of  the  transaction  was  completely  un- 
der their  control.  Yeiser  v.  United  States 
Board  &  P.  Co.  (C.  C.  A.  6th  C.)  724 

7.  A  contract  liability  is  assumed  by 
stockholders  under  a  state  Constitution,  and 
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laws  passed  pursuant  thereto,  imposing  up- 
on them  a  personal  liability  for  debts  of  the 
corporation  in  addition  to  the  stock  sub- 
scription.    Kirtley  v.  Holmes  (C.  C.  A.  6th 

C.)  •  738 

8.  Failure  of  a  corporation  to  exercise  all 
of  its  granted  power  is  no  ground  for  for- 
feiture of  its  franchises,  unless  that  require- 
ment is  expressly  made  by  some  statute  or 
ordinance  under  which  it  derives  some  of  its 
powers,  or  the  powers  are  inseparably  con- 
nected with  fa  oh  other.  Illinois  Trust  & 
Sav.  Bank  v.  Doud  (C.  C.  A.  8th  C.)         481 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Enforcement  of  Stockholder's  Liability,  see 

Conflict  of  Laws. 
Knowledge  of  Agent,  see  Notice. 
See  also  Estoppel;  Receivers;  Taxes. 

Corporations;  owning  stock  in  other  com- 
pany. 734 

Sales  to,  by  promoters  or  officers ;  liability 
for  profits.  724 

Irregular  acts  of  directors ;  ratification  by 
stockholders;  compensation  of  directors  for 
performance  of  other  duties.  611 

Attributing  knowledge  of  stockholder  to 
company.  747 

Extension  of  franchise.  371 

Right    to    consolidate: — (I.)     Definition; 

(II.)  scope  and  limitation  of  note;  (III.) 
necessity  of  legislative  sanction;  (IV.)  con- 
solidation as  affected  by  law;  (V.)  necessity 
of  stockholder's  consent;  (VI.)  rights  and 
remedies  upK)ii  unauthorized  consolidation; 

(VII.)  summary.  369 

Action  for  libel  or  slander  of: — (I.)  Civil 
actions;    (II.)  criminal  actions.  625 

Who  are  laborers  or  employees;  attor- 
neys; construction  of  statute  giving  prefer- 
ences. 479 

Contracts  by  officers  with  themselves.  518 

Binding  effect  of  contract  on  officer  exe- 
cuting. 923 

Note  signed  by  officer  of.  307 

Prohibiting  special  or  exclusive  privileges 
to.  288 

Dissolution  of;  forfeiture  of  charter.    366 

CORPSE. 

Right  of  Burial  and  Interference  there- 
with, see  Burial. 

COUNTY  TREASTHEIER. 

Recovery  against,  of  Interest,  see  Pub- 
lic Money. 

Liability  for  Interest  on  Money,  see  In- 
terest, 2. 

Liability  for  Interest  as  Affected  by 
Compromise,  see  Compromise. 

Liability  as  to  Funds,  see  Bonds,  2. 

COURTS. 

Character  of  Power  Conferred  on,  see 

Constitutional  Law,  4. 
Invoking    of    Jurisdiction     by    Private 
Person,  see  Injunction    5. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


Avoiding  Sale  under  Unauthorized  De- 
cree, see  Judicial  Sale. 

1.  Where  the  law  confers  a  right  and  au- 
thorizes an  application  to  a  court  of  justice 
for  the  enforcement  of  that  right,  the  pro- 
ceeding upon  "such  application  is  the  exer- 
cise of  a  judicial  function,  though  the  or- 
der or  judgment  authorized  be  of  such  a  na- 
ture that  it  can  only  be  performed,  or  its 
execution  enforced,  progressively  during  a 
future  period.  Zanesville  v.  Zanesville 
Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.   (Ohio)  150 

2.  An  ordinance  will  not  be  declared  Toid 
on  account  of  the  motives  which  induced  its 
passage, — ^at  least  when  actual  fraud  is  not 
shown.     Wood  v.  Seattle  (W^ash.)  36^ 

3.  A  bill  may  be  maintained  in  a  Federal 
court  to  subject  land  of  a  decedent  which 
has  passed  into  the  hands  of  a  voluntary 
transferee  to  the  payment  of  the  decedent's 
statutory  liability  as  a  corporate  stockhold- 
er, where  there  are  no  other  liabilities  or 
claims  against  the  estate,  and  the  estate  pos- 
sesses no  other  property,  so  that  there  would 
be  no  interference  with  the  local  probate 
law.     Kirtley  v.  Holmes   (C.  C.  A.  6th  C.) 

73ft 
Notes  anA  Briefs. 

Courts;  right  to  interfere  with  cruel  and 
unusual  punishment.  520 

Constitutional  powere  of;  charging  with 
nonjudicial  duty.  151 

COVENANT. 

Implied,   as   to   Use   of   Stairway,    see 
Landlord  and  "Jenant,  1. 

1.  A  promise  to  pay  a  share  of  the  cost 
of  a  party  walT  when  it  is  used,  made  by 
a  grantee  for  himself,  his  heirs,  and  assigns 
to  a  grantor  who  built  the  wall,  but  has 
previously  sold  the  adjoining  lot,  does  not 
run  with  the  land  so  as  to  bind  one  who  sub- 
sequently acquires  both  lots  and  makes  use 
of  the  party  wall  in  erecting  a  new  building 
on  them.     Lincoln  v.  Burrage  (Mass.)      Il5 

2.  A  condition  constituting  the  considera- 
tion for  a  grant  of  a  right  of  way  to  a  rail- 
road company,  that  a  depot  should  be  main- 
tained on  the  land,  is  in  the  nature  of  a 
covenant  running  with  the  land.  Lyinan  v. 
Suburban  R.  Co.  (111.)  645 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Covenant;  running  with  land.  110 

CREDITORS'   BIIiL. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Creditors*  bill;  to  reach  annuity.         642 

CRIMINAL   LAW. 

As  to  Indictment,  Bee  Indictment. 
Defense  to  Prosecution,  see  Physiciaxs 

AND  Surgeons,  2. 
Direction  of  Verdict,  see  Trial.  14. 

1.  Permitting  the  warden  to  select  the  day 
of  the  Avoek  designated  by  the  court  for  an 
execution  does  not  render  the  statute  void 
as  tending  to  aggravate  the  prisoner*.s  dis- 
tress by  enhancing  his  suspense.  Storti  v. 
Com.   (Mass.)  520 
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2.  rhe  execution  of  a  criminal  by  elec- 
tric-ity  18  not  cruel  or  unusual  punishment 
\vithin  the  meaning  of  a  constitutional  pro- 
hibition of  such  punishments.  id. 

3.  Imprisonment  at  hard  labor  is  not  un- 
constitutional  as  cruel  or  unusual  punish- 
nient  for  the  offense  of  a  tramp  in  threaten- 
ing to  do  personal  injury  to  another  person, 
btate  V.  Hogan  (Ohio)  8(53 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

See  also  Larceny;  Physicians  and  Sur- 
geons; Appeal  and  Error,  Notes  and 
Briefs. 

Cruel  and  unusual  punishment;  death 
electricity;   interference  by  court.      J^20 

CROPS. 

Damages  for  Destruction  ^ ^^    n.., 
ages,  11.  J^y  »^  ^AM' 
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tAL     PUNISH- 


vv,   2,  3,  Notes   and 


CRUEIi     AND 
BfENT. 

See  Criminal  L> 
Briefs. 

r/ 

CUSTOM.  /f^ 

See  Banks^t  XT  t> 

'^  Notes  and  Briefs. 

PAMAGES  ^ 

Excess  j-  .'"  .  *  1^ 

j^mvcness  of,  see  Appeal  and  Er- 

Specifi/"'  22. 
^     /al  to  Sustain  Action,  see  Nuisan- 

/  CES,  4. 
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agent  employed  to  buy  live  stock 
ci'pal  y^'^tain  market  for  a  nonresident  prin- 
in^   /  ^^^  who,  because  of  delay  in  deliver- 
to   him   a   telegram,   makes   purchases 
;h  the  delayed  message  tells  him  not  to 
e,  is  not  required,  in  order  to  reduce  to 
minimum  the  damages  recoverable  from 
le  telegraph  company,  to  resell  the  prop- 
rty  that  he  has  purchased,  until  he  has  had 
opportunity  to  communicate  with  and  get 
instructions   from   his    principal.     Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  North  Packing  &  P.   Co. 
(111.)  274 

2.  Exemplary  or  punitive  damages  are 
within  the  sound  discretion  of  the  jury  in  an 
action  for  slander  or  libel,  where  the  words 
are  actionable  per  se,  but  cannot  in  any  case 
be  recovered  as  a  matter  of  legal  Vight. 
Gambrill  v.  Schooley   (Md.)  87 

3.  In  a  suit  for  an  unlawful  and  unwar- 
ranted interference  with  the  exercise  of  a 
right  of  burial  by  the  proper  relatives,  if  the 
injury  inflicted  upon  wie  plaintiffs  was  wan- 
ton and  malicious,  or  the  result  of  gross  neg- 
ligence, or  a  reckless  disregard  of  the  rights 
of  others,  equivalent  to  an  intentional  viola- 
tion of  them,  exemplary  damages  may  be 
awarded,  in  estimating  which  the  injury  to 
the  natural  feelings  of  the  plaintiffs  may  be 
taken  into  consideration.  Wright  v.  Holly- 
wood Cemetery  Corp.    (Ga.)  621 

4.  The  difference  between  the  contract 
price  and  the  cost  of  production  is  the  meas- 
ure of  damages  for  breach  of  a  contract  to 
take  a  large  quantity  of  an  article  which 
was  manufactured  in  large  quantities  only 
62  L.  R.  A. 


to  fill  orders,  and  was  perishable  in  its  na- 
ture, 80  that  large  quantities  of  it  could  not 
be  kept  in  stock,  while  the  demand  was  lim- 
ited and  it  had  no  market  jirice,  although 
the  manufacturer  was  able  to  effect  some 
sales  at  a  price  less  than  that  fixed  by  the 
broken  contrajrt.     Todd  v.  Gamble  (N.  Y.) 

225 

5.  A  reasonable  and  fair  profit  lost  by  a 
purchaseyof  goods  who  bought  them  to  fill 
another  iSon tract  may  be  recovered  as  dama- 
8^*^oj/ihe  failure  of  the  vendor  to  comply 
wijjjfiiis  agreement,  if  he  knew  for  what  the 

odg  were  bought,  although  he  did  not  know 
the  price  that  was  to  be  obtained  by  the  ven- 
dee under  his  contract  with  the  third  per- 
son. Guetzkow  Bros.  Co.  v.  A.  H.  Andrews 
&  Co.  (Wis.)  209 

6.  Extraordinary  and  unusual  profits  lost 
by  a  purchaser  of  goods  on  account  of  the 
vendor's  failure  to  comply  with  his  agree- 
ment cannot  be  recovered  as  dalbages,  al- 
though the  Vendor  knew  that  the  goods  were 
bought  to  fill  a  previous  contract  with  a 
third  person,  if  he  did  not  know  the  price 
which  was  to  be  obtained  under  it,  and  could 
not  reasonably  have  been  presumed  to  have 
had  in  contemplation  a  price  which  would 
yield  such  profit.  Id. 

7.  The  measure  of  damages  for  failure  of 
seed  rice  to  grow  when  planted  by  one  who 
purchased  under  a  warranty,  and  who  did 
not  discover  its  worthlessness  until  it  wa» 
too  late  to  plant  another  crop,  is  the  amount 
paid  for  the  rice,  the  expense  of  preparing 
the  soil  for  the  crop  and  planting  the  seed, 
and  a  reasonable  rent  for  the  land,  less  such 
amount  as  it  might  have  been  rented  for,  to 
be  planted  in  crops  other  than  rice,  after  it 
was  too  late  to  plant  rice.  Reiger  v.  Worth 
Co.  (N.  C.)  362 

8.  Recovery  for  permanent  impairment  of 
earning  power  by  a  negligent  injury  to  a. 
boarding-house  keeper  cannot  be  had  on  evi- 
dence merely  that  when  she  was  able  to  re- 
sume business  after  the  injury  her  house  wa» 
not  as  well  filled  as  before,  without  showing 
the  cause  or  ita  effect  on  the  profits.  Wal- 
lace V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  35 

9.  The  profits  of  a  boarding  house  con- 
ducted by  one  injured  by  negligence  may  be 
considered  in  determining  her  earning  pow- 
er, as  an  element  of  damages  to  be  awarded 
for  the  injury.  Id^ 

10.  Recovery  against  an  attorney  in  fact 
for  the  use  of  a  farm  in  his  possession  and 
control  is  limited,  in  the  absence  of  any  dere- 
liction of  duty  on  his  part,  to  the  proceeds 
received  by  him  therefrom,  less  proper  ex- 
penditures, and  cannot  be  extended  to  the 
rental  value  of  the  farm,  if  that  amounts  to 
a  greater  sum.  Royston  v.  McCulIey 
(Tenn.)  899 

11.  Neither  the  probable  yield  and  net 
profits  from  a  crop  which  at  the  time  of  in- 
jury was  not  beyond  the  blossoming  stage, 
nor  the  result  of  Scales  of  similar  crops 
grown  on  neighboring  land  during  the  same 
season,  can  be  ooiisidpred  in  assessing  dam- 
ages for  the  destruction  of  the  plants  by  poi' 
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sonou8  gases.    Horres  v.  Berkele7  Chemical 
Co.  (S.  C.)  36 

12.  In  an  action  to  abate  a  nuisance  and 
for  damages  the  recovery  is  not  limited  to 
the  damages  to  the  land  and  its  rental  value. 
Van  Fossen  v.  Clark  (Iowa)  279 

13.  The  benefit  resulting  from  the  im* 
provement  may  be  considered  in  assessing 
the  damages  resulting  from  the  removal  of 
lateral  support  from  an  abutting  lot  in  cut- 
ting down  and  improving  a  street,  nnder  a 
constitutional  provision  that  private 'ju^op- 
erty  shall  not  be  taken  or  damaged  for  pu^ 
lie  use  without  just  compensation.  Schroe- 
der  V.  Joliet  (111.)  634 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

See  also  Bah^ment;  Contracts. 

Damages  for  tort  as  affected  by  loss  of 
profits: — (I.)   Scope  of  note;   (II.)   general 
rules;   (III.)  personal  injuries:   (a)  general 
rules  as  to;   (6)   profits  lost  as  ^.n  element 
of  damages;    (c)    profits  lost  as  evidence; 
(IV.)    trespass   against   the  person;    (V.) 
trespass  against  property:    (a)  the  general 
rule ;  ( 5 )  profits  lost  as  an  element  of  dam- 
ages;  (c)    profits   lost   as   evidence;   (VI.) 
negligence:    (a)    scope   and  general    rules; 
(6)  failure  to   perform   and   improper  .per- 
formance of  legal  duties;    (c)    performance 
of  acts  in  violation  of  legal  duty:    (1)   ob- 
struction of  highways  and  waterways;    (2) 
maintenance  of  nuisances  and  other  breaches 
of   duty;    (VII.)    conversion:     (a)    general 
rules  as  to;    (6)  without  judicial  process; 
(c)  under  judicial  process:    (1)  by  seizure 
under   wrongful  attachment;    (2)    by  seiz- 
ure under  wrongful  replevin;  (3)  by  seizure 
under  wrongful  execution  or  other  process; 
(VIII.)   wrongful  injunction;    (IX.)   fraud 
And   false    representations;     (X.)     marine 
torts:    (a)    future    and    uncertain    profits; 
ib)    profits  of  voyage  or  charter  party  in 
hand;    (c)   how  ascertained  and  computed; 
(XI.)   infringement  of  patents,  copyrights, 
and  trademarks;    (XII.)  effect  of  illegality 
of   business     giving     rise  to   the    profits: 
(XIII.)   conclusion.  33 

Loss  of  profits  of  sale  or  purchase  as  dam- 
ages:—  (I.)  Scope;  (II.)  breach  by  vendor: 
(a)  general  rules;  (&)  the  rule  a«  to  special 
circumstances:  (I)  generally;  (2)  as  ap- 
plied to  notice  or  knowledge  of  sale  or  pur- 
pose to  resell;  (3*)  what  notice  or  knowl- 
edge of  resale  sufficient;  (4)  as  applied  to 
notice  or  knowledge  of  special  use;  (5) 
w^hat  notice  or  knowledge  of  use  sufficient; 
(c)  the  rule  as  to  the  ahsence  of  a  market: 
(1)  when  goods  are  practically  unobtain- 
able; (2)  when  a  substitute  may  be  ob- 
tained; (3)  when  other  markets  may  be  re- 
sorted to;  (d)  the  rule  as  to  remoteness, 
contingency,  and  uncertainty:  (1)  general- 
ly; (2)  as  applied  to  cases  of  purcha.se  to 
resell;  (3)  as  applied  to  cases  of  purchase 
for  manufacture;  (4)  as  applied  to  cases  of 
purchase  for  use;  (e)  the  rule  as  to  sale 
of  articles  to  be  manufactured :  ( 1 )  applica- 
tion of  general  rules;  (2)  as  applied  to  spe- 
cial circumstances;  (3)  a«  applied  to  re- 
moteness, contingency,  and  uncertainty; 
£2  L.  R.  A. 
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( f )  breach  of  warranty :  ( 1 )  general  rulw ; 
(2)  purchase  and  warranty  for  special  pur- 
pose; (3)  purchase  to  resell;  (g)  sale  of  a 
business,  goodwill,  or  exclusive  right;  (M 
breach  of  contract  to  convey  real  estate. 
(1)  general  statement  as  to;  (2)  when 
vendor  acts  in  good  faith;  (3)  when  vendor 
acts  mala  fides;  (III.)    breach  by  vendue: 

(0)  alternative  righte  of  recovery;  (bj 
when  title  does  not  pass;  (c)  measure  of 
damages  generally;  (d)  effect  of  notice  oi 
refusal  to  perform;    {e)   resale  by  vendor: 

(1)  right  to  make,  and  effect  of;  (2)  pre- 
requisites to  validity  of;  (f)  effect  of  ab- 
sence of  market,  in  which  to  resell;  (ji 
the  Vijle  as  to  purchase  of  articles  to  be 
manuSs^ured:   (1)  right  to  recover  profits; 

(2)  the  tt^easure  of  damages;    (3)   resale; 

ih)    remotSeess,  contingency,  uncertainty; 

(♦)  breach  oNpontract  to  purchase  real  es- 
tate; (IV.)  duWI  to  try  to  prevent  or  reduce 
damages;  (V.)  Ilffect  of  illegality;  (>U 
conclusion.  ^^  '^ 

For  breach  of  conOCwt;  impossibility  of 

performance.  X  ^^ 

For  breach  of  contractA^^  sale;  rule  as  to 

For  nuisance;  injury  to  bo^h  real  and  ^i 
sonal  property.  ^L   . 

For  mistake  in  telegram;  caiMS^'^K 
in  making  contract. 

To  crops. 

Exemplary;    where   actual    da 
only  nominal. 

Liability  of  physician  certifying 
briety. 

DAMS. 

A  person  engaged  in  floating  logs  dowlP  * 
stream  and  manufacturing  them  into  lu! 
ber  at  his  mills  on  the  stream  may  niaintail 
dams  and  booms  for  the  purpose  of  obtain! 
ing  and  securing  his  own  logs,  although  it^ 
may  result  in  arresting  the  whole  msms  of 
logs  floating  on  the  stream,  if  the  obstruc- 
tion to  the  use  of  the  stream  by  others  is 
not  unreasonable.  Nester  v.  Diamond 
Match  Ck>.  (C.  C.  A.  6th  C.)  950 

DEATH. 

Of  Tenant's  Child,  see  Landlord  and 
Tenant,  3. 

Contributory  Negligence,  see  Negli- 
ge noe,  3. 

A  compromise  of  a  cause  of  action  for 
death  may  be  made  by  the  personal  repre- 
sentatives of  the  person  killed  without  the 
consent  of  the  next  of  kin  or  the  probate 
court,  either  before  or  after  the  commence- 
ment of  an  action  under  Minn.  Gen.  Stat, 
1894,  §  5913,  although  this  action  is  brought 
for  the  benefit  of  the  next  of  kin.  Foot  v. 
Great  Northern  R.  Co.  (Mnn.)  354 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Death ;  of  person  as  condition  of  perform- 
ance of  contract  of  marriage.  ^^ 

DEBENTURES. 

Invalidity  of  Contracts,  see  Co-VTOACTS, 
10;  Lottery. 
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Unstamped,  see  Evidence,  10. 
Condition  as  to  Maintenance  of  Depots, 
see  Real  Property. 

An  adopted  child  who  by  the  decree  of 
adoption  is  declared  to  be,  to  all  legal  in- 
tents and  purposes,  the  child  of  a  woman 
iw'ho  adopts  him,  and  for  the  purposes  of 
inheritance  and  all  other  legal  incidents  and 
consequences  the  same  aa  if  bom  to  her  in 
lawful  wedlock,  is  entitled,  on  her  death,  to 
premises  conveyed  to  her  during  her  natural 
life,  with  remainder  **to  her  child  or  chil- 
dren that  may  be  living  at  the  time  of  her 
decease,"  and  in  default  of  such  child  or 
children  to  her  "heirs  generally,"  since,  if 
the  adopted  child  is  not  a  "child"  within 
the  meaning  of  the  deed,  he  is  her  "heir 
generally."    Butterfield    v.     Sawyer    (111.) 

76 
I>EFINITIONS. 


Notes  and  Briefs. 
What  included  in  term  "church. 
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1>£NTISTS. 

Estoppel  of    Department    Store   as    to 
^lalpractice,  see  Estoppel,  7. 

I>£PARTMEKT  STORES. 

Estoppel  as  to  Malpractice  of  Dentists, 
see  Estoppel,  7. 

l>EPOT. 

Exclusive    Privilege    of     Hackmen   to 
Solipit  Business  at,  see  Hacks,  1. 

DESCENT    AND    DISTRIBUTION. 

Right  of  Surviving  Husband,  see  Con- 
flict OF  Laws,  3. 

Creditors  may,  under  Ky.  Stat.  §§  2087, 
2089.  follow  the  lands  of  a  deced'^^nt  into  the 
hands  of  heirs  or  transferees  who  are  not 
bona  fide  purchasers  for  value.  Kirtley  v. 
Holmea  (C.  C.  A.  6th  C.)  738 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Descent  and  distribution;  rights  of  hus- 
band; law  of  domicil  as  affecting.  420 

Inheritance  by  adopted  child;  who  are 
heirs.  76 

DIPSOBfANIACS. 

Liability  for  False  Imprisonment  of,  see 
Physicians  and  Surgeons,  1. 

DISCOVERY   AND   INSPECTION. 

A  court  has  no  power  to  compel  a  plain- 
tiff to  submit  to  a  physical  examination  by 
a  physician,  in  the  absence  of  any  statutory 
authority.  Stack  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H. 
n.  Co.   (Mass.)  328 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Di'*oovery;  compelling  physical  examina- 
tion of  plaintiff  by  physician.  328 

DIVORCE. 

See  Husband  and  Wife,  4,  Notes  and 
Briefs. 


DOMICIL. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Domicil;  of  wife. 
62  L.  R.  A. 
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DRAFTS. 

Consideration  for  Acceptance,  see  Con- 
tracts, 3. 

Knowledge  as  to  Consideration  as  Af- 
fecting Enforcement,  see  Banks, 
5. 

DRUGGISTS. 

Privilege  as  to  Sale  of  Patent  Medi- 
cines, see  Constitutional  Law, 
9. 

Arbitrary  Power  as  to  Sale  of  Patent 
Medicines,  see  Constitutional 
Law,  16. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Appointment  of  board  of  pharmacy;  arbi- 
trary powers.  288 

DUE  PROCESS  OF  LAW. 

See  Constitutional  Law 

EASEMENTS. 

Interference  with,  by  Private  Bridge 
over  Highway,  see  Injunction, 
4. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Easement;  of  light  and  air  from  high- 
way; abutting  owner's  rights;  interference 
with  by  authority  of  municipality.  409 

Of  drain;  when  implied.  280 

EIGHT-HOUR  LAW. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  25. 

EJECTBfENT. 

Kecovery  for  Improvements  in,  see  Im- 
provements. 
See  also  Action  or  Suit,  3. 

1.  Mesne  profits  realized  by  defendant's 
grantor,  as  well  as  by  defendant  himself, 
are  recoverable  in  an  action  for  land,  where 
he  is  allowed  for  improvements  made  by  his 
grantor,  as  well  as  those  made  by  himself. 
Mills  V.  Geer   (Ga.)  934 

2.  Rents  and  profits  of  land  occupied  by 
wards  on  an  invalid  exchange  made  by  their 
guardian  may  be  set  off  against  their  claim 
to  mesne  profits  on  their  recovery  of  their 
own  land.  Id. 

ELECTRICAL  USES  AND  APPLIAN- 
CES. 

Question  for  Jury  as  to,  see  Trial,  8- 
10. 

Electric  Wires;  Care  as  to,  see  Tele- 
phones. 

Electric  Wires;  Delay  in  Replacing,  see 
Trial,  8. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

See  also  Master  and  Servant. 

Electric  wires;  negligence  as  to,  in  high 
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ELECTROCUTION. 

As  Cruel  and  Unusual  Punishment,  see 
Criminal  Law,  2. 

ELEVATORS. 

Exemption    from   Liability   in   Case  of 

Injury,  see  Contracts,  6. 
Effect  of  Breaking,  see  Evidence,  6,  34. 
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Ehikbnt  Domain — Estoppel. 


Provision  Releasing  Landlord  from  Lia- 
bility, see  Laxdlobd  and  Tenant, 
2. 

Liability  of  Master,  see  Master  and 
Sebvant,  4,  6. 

1.  The  proprietor  of  an  elevator  run  for 
the  use  of  the  tenants  of  an  office  building  is 
a  carrier  of  passengers  for  hire,  the  compen- 
sation being  the  rental  paid  by  the  tenant. 
Springer  v.  Ford  (111.)  930 

2.  The  operators  of  passenger  elevators 
upon  the  grounds  of  public  policy  are  re- 
quired to  exercise  the  highest  degree  of  care 
and  diligence  in  and  about  the  operation  of 
such  elevators  to  prevent  injury  to  passen- 
gers being  carried  thereon.  Id. 

3.  Reasonable,  and  not  the  utmost,  care 
as  to  the  safety  of  the  machinery  and  appli- 
ances b^  which  a  passen^i^er  elevator  is 
moved,  is  the  measure  of  duty  which  its 
owner  owes  to  persons  using  it  by  his  im- 
plied invitation.    Griff  en  v.  Manice  (N.  Y.) 

922 

4.  The  liability  of  the  owner  of  a  freight 
elevator  to  a  passenger  lawfully  and  right- 
fully upon  it  is  measured  by  the  rules  appli- 
cable to  owners  of  passenger  elevators. 
Springer  v.  Ford  (111.)  930 

5.  The  starting  of  an  elevator  by  the  con- 
ductor while  a  passenger  is  in  the  act  of 
steppinff  out  of  it  will  not  render  the  pro- 
prietor liable  for  the  resulting  injury  to  the 
passenger,  if  this  was  done  by  an  involun- 
tary act  of  the  /conductor  in  grasping  the 
mechanism  to  keep  himself  from  falling  as 
he  attempted  to  sit  down,  but  found  that  his 
ohair  was  gone  from  ite  place.  Gibson  v. 
International  Trust  Ck>.  (Mass.)  928 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Elevators;  tenant's  right  to  rely  on  good 
condition.  924 

Operators  of,  as  common  carriers;  d^ree 
of  care  required.  928 

Duty  of  proprietor;  question  for  jury; 
notice  of  defect.  931 

EMINENT   DOBfAIN. 

Compensation  for  Light  and  Air  from 
Highway,  see  Highways,  5. 

1.  An  attempt  by  a  street-railway  com- 
pany to  take  land  for  a  power  house  and 
ooal  pockets  in  a  city  5  miles  from  its  lines, 
in  which  it  has  no  authority  to  run  cars,  is 
for  its  private  benefit,  and  not  for  public 
use,  and  is  therefore  not  within  statutory 
permission  to  take  by  eminent  domain  land 
necessary  for  its  use.  Re  Gondemnation  of 
Land  by  Rhode  Island  Suburban  R.  Co.  (R. 
L)  '  879 

2.  A  municipal  corporation,  though  hold- 
ing the  title  to  its  streets,  has  no  private 
proprietary  interest  in  them  which  entitles 
it  to  compensation  when  they  are  subjected 
to  an  authorized  additional  public  burden 
by  the  construction  of  a  telephone  line 
therein ;  but,  being  charged  with  the  duty  of 
keeping  the  streets  under  its  control  in  re- 
pair, it  may  be  allowed  compensation  to  an 
52  L.  R.  A. 


amount  sufficient  to  make  the  repairs  ren- 
dered necessary  by  such  additional  use.  It 
is  not  essential  that  provision  be  made  for 
the  assessment  of  such  compensation  by  a 
jury.  Zanesville  v.  Zaneeville  Teleg.  & 
Teleph.  Co.  (Ohio)  150 

3.  The  occupation  of  a  sidewalk  with  a 
trench  and  pipes  for  a  conduit  for  telephone 
wires  is  not  an  additional  burden  upon  the 
fee,  which  entitles  the  abutting  owner  to 
compensation,  although  it  is  laid  so  close  to 
the  line  of  the  abutting  property  as  to  inter- 
fere with  intended  areas  under  the  walk. 
Cobum  V.  New  Telephone  Co.  (Ind.)         671 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

See  a]49o  Staixttbs. 

Eminent  domain:  public  use;  what  con- 
stitutes; degree  of  necessity.  880 

What  is  taking:  injury  to  lateral  sup- 
port as ;  setting  off  benefits.  63.> 


Notes  and  Briefs. 

Employees;  who  are;  construction  of 
statute  giving  preferences.  47^ 

EQUITY. 

Permitting  Future  Sale  of  Trust  Prop- 
erty, see  Trusts,  2. 

1.  Equity  has  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  to 
terminate  the  rights  of  a  railroad  company 
in  land  granted  to  it  for  a  right  of  way  on 
condition  that  it  maintain  depots  on  the 
property,  where  the  original  grantee  is  in- 
solvent, so  that  a  judgment  at  law  would 
be  of  no  avail,  and  the  grantor  has  only  an 
easement  remaining  in  Uie  land,  so  that  he 
cannot  maintain  ejectment.  Lyman  v. 
Suburban  R.  Co,  (111.)  645 

2.  Equity  will  take  jurisdiction  where  it 
appears  that  a  majority  of  a  town  council 
are  disqualified,  by  reason  of  removal  from 
to\^ni,  interest  in  the  case,  or  relationship 
to  the  parties,  to  abate  an  alleged  nuisance 
under  Ga,  Civ.  Code,  §  4762.  Hill  v.  Mo- 
Burney  Oil  A  F.  Co.  (Ga.)  39S 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

See  also  Trusts. 

Equity;  jurisdiction  to  terminate  right* 
under  grant.  H4G 

Jurisdiction  to  decree    sale    of    infant's 

real  estate.  403 

Jurisdiction  as  to  crime.  301 

ESTOPPIX. 

As  to  Check  Deposited  for  Collectioiir 
see  Banks,  o. 

As  to  Irrigating  Ditch,  see  License. 

Of  Purchaser  by  Knowledge,  see  Nui- 
sances, 7. 

As  to  Time  for  Delivery,  see  Sale.  4. 

1.  A  judgment  in  favor  of  a  physician  for 
services,  confessed  by  defendant  as  a  con- 
dition imposed  by  the  chancellor  to  grant- 
ing an  injunction  to  prevent  the  prosecu- 
tion of  an  action  to  recover  compensation 
therefor,  pending  one  against  the  pbysiciao 


EviDBNCK. 


095 


for  malpractice,  i*-ill  not,  upon  reversal  of 
the  injunction  order,  operate  aa  an  estoppel 
against  the  action  for  malpractice:  Sale 
▼.  Eichberg  (Tenn.)  894 

2.  One  engaged  in  running  lop  down  a 
stream,  who,  instead  of  providing  sorting 
booms  and  dams  of  his  own,  relies  for  many 
years'  upon  facilities  provided  by  another, 
"will  be  estopped  from  maintaining  an  ac- 
tion against  the  latter  for  an  unlawful  ob- 
struction of  the  stream,  because  of  obstruc- 
tion and  delays  in  the  delivery  of  his  logs. 
Kester  v.  Diamond  Match  Ck>.  (C.  C.  A.  ($th 
C.)  950 

8.  A  mistaken  statement  that  a  me- 
chanic's lien  has  been  paid  does  not  estop 
the  lienor  from  subsequently  enforcing  it 
against  one  who  bought  the  property  in  re- 
liance on  the  statement,  if  it  was  made  to 
him  without  knowledge  that  he  had  any  in- 
terest in  the  matter  or  any  intention  to  buy 
the  property.  Kirchman  v.  Standard  Coal 
Co.  (Iowa)  318 

4.  One  cannot  be  made  liable  as  a  partner 
for  tortious  acts  of  his  former  copartner, 
on  the  ground  of  estoppel,  because  of  failure 
to  give  notice  of  the  dissolution  of  the  part- 
nership. Shapard  v.  Hynes  (C.  C.  A.  8th 
C.)  675 

5.  The  mihority  of  bondholders  secured 
by  trust  deed  on  corporate  property  cannot 
estop  the  majority  or  the  trustee  from  con- 
testing a  claim  for  prior  lien  for  money 
advanced  for  additions  to  the  plant,  by 
merely  suffering  the  additions  to  be  made, 
with  knowledge  of  the  advances  and  with- 
out objection.  Illinois  Trust  ft  Sav.  Bank 
V.  Doud  (C.  C.  A.  8th  C.)  481 

0.  Failure  to  object  to  the  passage  of  an 
ordinance  authorizing  the  connection  of  the 
upper  floors  of  buildings  on  the  opposite 
sides  of  a  street  by  a  bridge  across  the 
street,  or  to  the  construction  of  the  bridge, 
will  not  estop  adjacent  property  owners 
from  suing  to  abate  the  nuisance  in  case  it 
diminishes  the  supply  of  light  and  air  from 
the  street  to  their  buildings.  Townsend  v. 
Epstein  (Md.)  409 

7.  Estoppel  to  deny  responsibility  for  the 
acts  of  the  workman  applies  in  an  action  of 
tort  for  malpractice  of  a  dentist  against  a 
department  store  which  has  represented  it- 
self as  carrying  on  the  dental  business,  in 
favor  of  one  who.  relying  on  the  representa- 
tions, employs  the  designated  workman,  and 
is  injured  by  his  negligence  or  incompe- 
tence.    Hannon  v.  Siegel-Cooper  Co.  (N.  Y.) 

429 

8.  One  who  has  unsuccessfully  attempted 
to  establish  an  alleged  nuncupative  wiI4  in 
his  fuvor  is  not  estopped  thereby  to  claim 
the  same  property  under  a  gift  causa  mor- 
iia,  where  the  purpose  to  give  the  property 
to  the  donee  is  clearly  shown,  and  the  only 
question  is  whether  it  has  been  conaummat- 
td  in  such  form  a.s  to  l)e  effective  under  the 
law.     Royston  v.  McCulley    (Tenn.)         899 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Estoppel;  as  to  ultra  vires  contract.  735 
fi2  L.  U.  A 


Against  revocation  of  license.  140 

Without  design  to  mislead.  318 

Detrimental  reliance  and  action  on  state- 
ments essential.  42d 

EVIDENCE. 

Errors  as  to,  see  Appeal  and  Error,  4, 
12,  18. 

Admissibility  on  Application  for  Injunc- 
tion, see  Injunction,  6. 

Reading  Medical  Work,  see  Trial,  1. 

Beading  Stenographer's  Notes,  see 
Trial,  2. 

Presuniptions  and  burden  of  proof. 

1.  The  presumption  is  that  all  the  provi- 
sions of  an  ordinance  arc  within  the  powers- 
of  the  charter  which  authorized  it.     Wood 
V.  Seattle  (Wash.)  3G»' 

2.  The  burden  of  proving  the  defense  ot 
suicide  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  life  insur-- 
ance  is  upon  the  insurer,  where  it  is  a  ques- 
tion whether  the  death,  caused  by  a  gunshot- 
wound,  was  accidental  or  by  suicide.    Boyn- 
ton  v.  Equitable  Life  Assur.  Co.  (La.)      687' 

3.  The  burden  of  proving  that  defendant,, 
charged  with  illegally  practising  medicine^ 
but  who  has  been  practising  in  another  state^ 
had  the  required  instruction,  and  graduated 
in  some  medical  college  in  this  or  some  for- 
eign country,  or  has  received  a  certificate  of 
qualifications  from  some  state  or  county 
medical  society,  rests  upon  him,  as  the  evi- 
dence is  peculiarly  within  his  knowledge  and 
under  his  control.     State  v.  Wilson  (Kan.) 

679 

■ 

4.  An  intent  to  evsAe  the  laws  of  a  state 
in  which  a  divorce  was  granted,  making  re- 
marriage of  the  divorced  person  unlawful, 
will  not  be  assumed,  from  the  fact  of  his  con- 
tracting a  marriage  in  another  state  imme- 
diately before  returning  to  that  where  the 
divorce  was  granted,  merely  from  the  pre- 
sumption that  everyone  knows  the  law- 
State  use  of  Newman  v.  Kimbrough  (Tenn.) 

66» 

5.  The  doctrine  of  res  ipsa  loquitur  has- 
no  application  where  all  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances appear   in   evidence.     Gibson   v 
International  Trust  Co.   (Mass.)  928'- 

0.  When  a  passenger  on  an  elevator  is  in- 
jured by  reason  of  the  giving  way  of  some 
portion  of  the  machinery  or  appliances  by 
which  the  elevator  is  operated,  the  presump- 
tion of  negligence  arises  from  such  breaking 
unexplained.     Springer  v.   Ford    (111.)    930 

7.  No  presumption  of  «iegligence  on  the 
part  of  a  railroad  company  or  its  employees 
arises  from  the  fact  of  an  injury  to  a  boy 
who  picks  up  a  signal  torpedo  on  the  rail- 
road track,  and  from  the  fact  that  the  rail- 
road employees  have  been  in  possession  of 
such  torpedoes.  Cleveland,  T.  &  V.  R.  CV>. 
V.  Marsh   (Ohio)  142 

8.  An  employer  whose  servant  is  injured 
by  the  fall  of  an  elevator  furnished  for  his 
use  is  not,  in  order  to  relieve  hini-elf  from 
liability,  bound  to  explain  the  cause  of  the 
acoident.     Specs  v.   Bojii^s    (Pa.)  935 

9.  Ah  agreement  to  withhold  part  of  th& 
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contribution  of  a  special  partner  to  the  part- 
nership assets,  which  is  represented  by 
checks,  from  collection,  so  as  to  make  the 
statement  that  the  amount  waM  contributed 
on  the  day  the  checks  were  dated  untrue, 
will  not  be  presumed  against  the  positive 
testimony  of  the  partners,  from  the  facts 
that  the  checks  were  not  collected  until  aft- 
erwards, that  he  was  not  credited  with  in- 
terest until  they  were  collected,  and  that  one 
was  paid  with  the  proceeds  of  a  note  which 
fell  due  on  the  day  it  was  presented.  Chick 
V.  Robinson  (C.  C.  A.  6th  C.)  833 

10.  Payment  out  of  the  fupds  of  a  bank 
which  has  become  a  trustee  by  wrongfully 
commingling  trust  money  with  its  funds  will 
be  presumed  to  have  been  made  by  the  bank 
out  of  its  own  funds,  and  not  out  of  the  trust 
money.     State  v.  Edwards  (Neb.)  858 

Best  and  secondary. 

11.  An  admission  of  the  truth  of  an  affi- 
davit of  an  absent  witness,  to  procure  an 
Immediate  trial,  as  required  by  statute,  will 
not  authorize  the  reading  of  the  affidavit 
«fter  postponement  of  the  trial  by  the  court 
•of  ita  own  motion  for  over  a  month,  where 
the  witness  resides  in  the  city  and  there  is 
nothing  to  show  that  his  evidence  is  not  at- 
tainable.    Padgitt  V.  Moll    (Mo.)  864 

12.  Legislative  removal  of  the  disqualifi- 
cation of  a  party  as  a  witness  does  not  de- 
prive him  of  the  right  to  introduce  his.  books 
of  account  in  evidence.  Smith  v.  Smith 
(N.  Y.)  646 

Doonmentary  evidence* 

See  also  supray  12. 

13.  The  admissibility  of  books  of  account 
in  evidence  depends  on  the  manner  of  keep- 
ing the  accounts  and  their  purpose,  rather 
than  on  the  form  of  the  books  themselves. 
Post  V.  Kenerson   (Vt.)  552 

14.  A  clerk  whose  absence  is  necessary  to 
Tender  account  books  admissible  in  evidence 
is  one  who  has  something  to  do  with,  and 
has  knowledge  generally  of,  the  business  of 
his  employer,  and  who  would  be  enabled  to 
testify  upon  the  subject  of  the  goods  sold. 
Smith  V.  Smith   (N.  Y.)  645 

15.  Books  of  a  defendant  sued  for  con- 
signed produce,  constituting  the  only  ones 
kept  by  him,  the  entries  in  which  were  hon- 
estly made,  in  the  due  course  of  business,  at 
the  time  the  transactions  occurred,  and  con- 
taining both  debit  and  credit  entries,  are 
Admissible  to  show  the  acceptance  of  drafts 
in  amount  more  than  sufficient  to  balance 
the  account.     Po^  v.  Kenerson  (Vt.)       552 

16.  Books  of  original  entries  are  not  ad- 
missible in  evidence  to  prove  deliveries  of 
^oods  sold  under  a  contract  requiring  their 
delivery  from  time  to  time  in  the  future. 
Hall    V.    Chambersburg   Woolen    Co.    (Pa.) 

689 

17.  Entries  in  the  books  of  a  partnership 
are  admissible  against  a  special  partner, 
who  by  How.  Ann.  Stat.  (Mich.)  §  2304, 
may  "from  time  to  time  examine  into  the 
state  and  progress  of  the  partnership  con- 
cerns, and  may  advise  as  to  their  manage- 
in  cnt,"  where  they  are  offered  to  show  the 
62  li.  R.  A. 


time  of  the  payment  of  money  into  the  firm 
by  him,  and  the  question  is  as  to  his  part- 
nership liability  under  the  statute,  which, 
makes  that  depend  in  part  upf^i  the  pay- 
ment by  him  of  his  share  of  the  capital  at 
the  time  of  filing  the  certificate  of  partner- 
ship and  an  affidavit  stating  that  the  capi- 
tal specified  in  the  certificate  has  been  paid 
in.     Chick   v.  Robinson    (C.  C.   A.    6th  C.^ 

833 

18.  A  sufficient  foundation  to  admit  plain- 
tiff's account  books  to  prove  a  claim  is  laid 
by  evidence  that  plaintiff  personally  deliv- 
ered nearly  all  the  items  covered  by  the  ac- 
count, that  his  wife  kept  his  books,  that  the 
entries  were  correctly  made,  and  that  third 
persons  had  settled  their  accounts  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  books,  believing  in  plain- 
tilT's  honesty  and  because  the  accounts  ren- 
dered agreed  with  such  persons*  own  mem- 
oranda of  the  items.  Smith  v.  Smith  (X. 
Y.)  645 

19.  The  provision  of  the  war  revenue  act, 
that  no  instrument  required  by  law  to  be 
stamped  which  is  issued  without  a  stamp 
shall  be  recorded  or  used  as  evidence  in  any 
court  until  a  stamp  shall  be  affixed,  does  not 
destroy  an  unstamped  instrument  as  a  mun- 
iment of  title,  or  its  competency  as  evidence 
in  a  state  court.  Southern  Ins.  Co.  v.  Es- 
tes  (Tenn.)  915 
DemonstratiTe. 

20.  The  exhibition  to  the  jury  on  a  pros- 
ecution for  bastardy,  of  a  child  nine  months 
old,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  its  resem- 
blance to  the  defendant,  is  error.  State  ex 
rel.  Scott  V.  Harvey  (Iowa)  500 

Parol. 

21.  A  contract  reading:,  "Bought  .  .  , 
all  the  colored  noils  for  the  year  1887," — can- 
not, after  the  death  of  one  of  the  parties. 
be  shown  by  testimony  of  the  other  to  have 
been  understood  te  man  all  the  noils  manu- 
factured by  a  certain  mill.  Hall  v.  Cham- 
bersburg Woolen  Co.  (Pa.)  6S9 

22.  A  note  signed  by  an  individual  name 
followed  by  the  word  "president,"  and  upon 
which  the  name  of  the  corporation  appears 
above  the  line  on  which  are  written  the 
place  and  date  of  execution,  but  nowhere 
else,  is  not  conclusively  presumed  to  be  the 
personal  obligation  of  the  signer,  but  it 
may  be  shown  by  parol  evidence  to  be  the 
contract  of  the  corporation.  Second  Xau 
Bank  v.  Midland  Steel  Co.  (Ind.)  307 

23.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show 
that  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  a  deed 
containing  a  covenant  against  encumbrances 
it  was  agreed  between  the  parties  that  tlie 
grantee  should  assume  the  payment  of  cer- 
tain vendor's  lien  notes  which  were  a  charge 
upon  the  premises,  since  such  agreement  was 
a  part  of  the  consideration  for  the  convey- 
ance, and  proof  thereof  does  not  vary  the 
written  contract.     Johnson  v.  Elmen  (Tex.) 

lt>2 
PriTileged  oomninnloationjk 

24.  An  attorney  may  testify  as  to  his  au- 
thority to  compromise  a  claim  for  damage! 
on  behalf  of  his  client,  since  the  act  is  one 
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"which  he  haa  no  right  to  perforin  without 
authority  from  8uch  client,  and  the  giving 
of  such  authority  necessarily  implies  a  right 
to  communicate  the  fact.  Kceber  v.  Somers 
(Wis.)  612 

See  also  Witnesses,  6. 

Aots  and  deolarations. 

25.  A  letter  from  a  vendor  to  its  agent 
at  the  shipping  port  prior  to  the  shipment 
of  goods,  characterizing  the  delay  thereof  as 
altogether  unreasonable,  is  adniisaible  in  an 
action  by  such  vendor  for  damages  for  re- 
fusal to  accept  and  pay  for  the  goods,  in 
which  the  defense  is  unreasonable  delay  in 
shipment.  Eppens,  S.  &  W.  Co.  v.  Little- 
john  (N.  Y.)  811 

26.  Evidence  of  statements  as  to  when 
goods  will  probably  be  shipped,  made  by  the 
vendor's  broker  at  the  time  of  making  the 
contract,  which  specified  no  time  for  deliv- 
ery, is  admissible  to  show  the  intention  of 
the  parties  as  to  what  should  constitute  rea- 
sonable time  for  the  delivery  thereof  under 
the  contract.  Id. 

Relevanoy  and  niateriality. 

27.  In  an  action  for  injuries  to  a  tenant's 
employee  by  the  fall  of  a  freight  elevator, 
evidence  is  admissible  of  a  custom  of  employ- 
ees to  accompany  freight  being  elevated  or 
lowered  on  the  elevator  while  the  elevator 
is  in  charge  of  the  owner's  agent,  as  tend- 
ing to  show  that  the  employee  was  rightfully 
upon  the  elevator.    Springer  v.  Ford  (111.) 

930 

28.  Evidence  that  the  rents  of  a  city  hall 
were  insufllcient  to  pay  the  expense  of  main- 
taining it  is  immaterial  on  the  question  of 
the  city's  lia.bility  for  negligently  failing  to 
light  a  winding  stairway  when  it  was  rented 
for  an  entertainment.  Little  v.  Holyoke 
(Mass.)  417 

29.  Evidence  of  plaintiff's  refusal  to  per- 
mit a  physical  examination  by  a  physician 
is  properly  rejected,  where  it  appears  that 
plaintiff  regarded  the  doctor  as  hostile  to 
him,  and  had  offered  to  submit  to  examina- 
tion by  any  other  doctor.  Stack  v.  New 
York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  323 

30.  Evidence  that  the  defendant  in  an  ac- 
tion for  alienation  of  a  husband's  affections 
luiB  been  heard  to  tell  him  to  leave,  and  has 
been  seen  to  push  him  from  a  door  on  differ- 
ent occasions,  is  inadmissible  where  there  is 
nothing  to  show  under  what  circumstances 
or  at  what  time  these  occurrences  took  place, 
or  that  they  did  not  take  place  after  suit 
was  brought  and  in  pursuance  of  a  purpose 
to  build  up  a  defense.    Wolf  v.  Frank  ( Md. ) 

102 

31.  Evidence  of  improper  relations  with 
another  man,  sustained  by  plaintiff  in  a  suit 
for  alienation  of  her  husband's  affections,  is 
admissible,  if  the  hu&band  had  knowledge 
thereof  before  he  abandoned  her,  as  bearing 
on  the  cause  of  his  leaving  her,  and,  if  he 
did  not  have  knowledge  thereof,  it  may  be 
admissible  as  reflecting  upon  the  extent  of 
her  injury  and  the  amount  of  damages  re- 
coverable. Id. 

32.  Testimony  as  to  the  relations  between 
62  L.  R.  A. 


a  cotton  manufacturing  company  and  a  man- 
ufacturer of  dyes,  and  the  necessity  of  the 
employment  of  the  dyes  in  the  business  of 
the  corporation,  is  admissible  upon  the  ques- 
tion whether  or  not  stock  of  the  corporation 
issued  in  payment  for  an  interest  in  the  dye- 
ing establishment  was  issued  for  property 
necessary  to  the  corporate  business.  Joseph 
Bancroft  &  Sons  Co.  v.  Bloede  (C.  C.  A.  4th 
C.)  734 

Weight,  effect,  and  snffioienoy. 

33.  The  adjustment,  after  the  fall  of  an 
elevator,  of  a  safety  device  on  it,  to  cause 
it  to  act  under  a  less  degree  of  s]>eed.  is  not 
evidence  of  original  defective  construction  or 
of  want  of  proper  inspection.  Specs  v. 
Boggs  (Pa.)  933 

34.  Negligence  on  the  part  of  the  owner 
of  a  passenger  elevator  may  be  inferred  from 
the  falling  from  their  frame  of  the  counter- 
balance weights,  followed^by  the  fall  of  the 
elevator  and  the  crashing  of  the  weights 
through  its  roof,  resulting  in  injury  to  a 
person  who  was  a  passenger  thereon  by  the 
implied  invitation  of  the  owner.  Griffen  v. 
Manice  (N.  Y.)  922 

35.  Violation  of  a  statute  requiring  per- 
sons meeting  with  teams  on  a  highway  to 
drive  to  the  right  of  the  traveled  part  of  the 
road,  and  therefore  negligence,  are  indicated 
by  evidence  that  one  person  was  driving  on 
the  right-hand  side,  close  to  the  sidewalk^ 
and  that  the  one  coming  from  the  opposite 
direction  collided  with  him.  Perlstein  v. 
American  Exp.  C^.   (Mass.)  959 

36.  That  a  team  causing  injury  by  colli- 
sion on  a  highway  was  not  defendant's,  be- 
cause none  of  his  teams  were  in  the  locality 
of  the  accident,  cannot  be  established  by  ev- 
idence of  the  routes  which  defendant's  teams 
were  required  to  follow  at  the  time  of  the 
accident.  Id. 

37.  Every  reasonable  hypothesis  of  acci- 
dental death  must  be  excluded  by  the  evi- 
dence, in  order  to  avail  an  insurance  com- 
pany which  attempts  to  defend  an  action  on 
a  life  insurance  policy  on  the  ground  that 
the  death  was  caused  by  suicide.  Boynton 
v.  Equitable  Life  Aiisur.  Co.   (La.)  687 

38.  Suicide,  instead  of  accidental  death,, 
is  not  so  fully  proved  as  to  preclude  a  jurv 
from  finding  that  the  death  was  accidental,, 
where  the  evidence  is  that  the  deceased^ 
after  leaving  his  family  at  the  breakfast 
table,  at  which  he  had  engaged  in  pleasant 
conversation,  went  into  another  room,  and 
soon  after,  following  the  report  of  a  gun^ 
was  found  sitting  unconscious  in  a  straight,, 
high-backed,  armless  chair,  with  the  gun 
close  by,  which  had  been  discharged,  and 
there  is  some  evidence  that  he  had  twice 
before  sought  voluntary  death,  and  that  he 
had  suffered  from  neuralgic  headaches,  and 
had  been  much  humiliated  by  the  charges 
of  crime  brought  against  some  brothers.     Id. 

39.  The  necessity  of  an  addition  to  the 
plant  of  a  street-railway  company  which  i& 
engaged  in  operating  a  street  railway,  in 
furnishing  electric  light,  and  in  furnishing 
steam  heat  and  power,  to  maintain  the  rail- 
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way  as  a  going  concern,  la  not  shown  by 
•evidence  that  it  is  necessary  to  prevent  the 
loss  of  money  on  the  branch  of  its  business 
•consisting  of  furnishing  light  to  a  munici- 
pality. Illinois  TrxMt  &  Sav.  Bank  y.  Doud 
<C.  d  A.  8thC.)  481 

40.  Payment  of  purchase  money  and  de- 
livery of  the  deed  to  the  buyer's  agent  may 
be  found  from  the  facts  that  he  swore  in 
his  proofs  of  loss  for  insuranc*3  on  the  prop- 
erty, that  he  owned  it,  that  the  sellers  pres- 
«ent  testified  that  they  had  been  paid,  that 
mo  claim  had  been  made  on  the  part  of  ab- 
sent ones,  and  that  the  deed  was  executed 
«nd  left  at  the  office  of  a  justice  of  the  peace. 
Southern  Ins.  Co.  y.  Estes  (Tenn.)  915 

41.  Evidence  of  a  surety  on  an  administra- 
tor's bond  that  he  paid  a  certain  account 
against  the  estate,  which  he  produces  with- 
out any  voucher,  is  not  overccme  by  the  tes- 
timony of  the  creditor  that  he  does  not 
know  how  much  was  due,  but  from  the  gen- 
eral run  of  his  trades  with  the  decedent  he 
supposes  the  indebtedness  did  not  amount 
to  so  muoh  as  named.  Royston  v.  McCulley 
(Tenn.)  899 

Notes  a.nd  Briefs. 

Physical  Examination,  see  Discovery. 
See  also  Officers. 

Presumption  of    performance  of   services. 

895 

Presumption  as  to  negligence  from  acci- 
dent. 510 

Presumption  as  to  bona  fide  holder  of  ne- 
gotiable paper.  272 

Presumption  and  burden  of  proof  as  to 
«uieide.  687 

Burden  of  proof  as  to  dealings  of  directors 
with  corporation.  612 

Burden  of  proof  as  to  falsity  of  insurance 
application.  650 

Burden  of  proof  as  to  qualification  of  phy- 
«ician.  680 

Parol;  to  show  consideration.  162 

Extnnsic;  to  explain  writing.  308 

To  prove  fraud.  262 

Privileged  communications*  attorney  and 
client;  essentials  of.  513 

What  is  provable  by  books  of  account: — 
(I.)  Scope  of  note;  (II.)  sale  and  delivery 
of  goods :  {a)  delivery  to  third  person :  ( 1) 
entries  against  party  sued;  (2)  entries 
against  person  receiving  goods ;  ( 3 )  delivery 
to  agent;  (4)  delivery  to  wife;  (&)  entries 
to  charge  a  copartnership;  (o)  entries  to 
charge  two  or  more  persons  jointly;  {d) 
delivery  in  payment  of  indebtedness;  (c) 
delivery  for  sale  on  commission;  (f )  charac- 
ter of  goods  delivered;  (g)  miscellaneous 
cases  of  proper  and  improper  book  charges; 
<III.)  work  done,  and  services  rendered,  and 
materials  furnished:  (a)  particular  kinds 
of  work  and  services  provable:  (1)  physi- 
cal labor;  (2)  professional  services;  (3) 
fees  for  official  services;  (4)  charges  for  car- 
riage; (5)  charges  for  board,  etc.;  (6)  mis- 
cellaneous cases;  (6)  work  done  by  serv- 
ant; (c)  work  done  ifor,  and  materials  fur- 
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nished  to,  third  person:  (1)  entries  against 
party  sued;    (2)  entries  against  person  for 
whom  work  done;   (d)  miscellaneous  cases; 
(IV.)  money  paid  out  or  loaned:      (o)  non- 
statutory    rule:      (1)     generally;      (2)     to 
prove  payment  of  note;    (3)  to  remove  bar 
of  statute  of  limitations;  (4)  disbursementa 
by  an  agent;   (5)  adv-uncements  to  child  by 
parent;    (6)    money  paid  to  third  person; 
(&)   course  of  business  or  custom;    (c)    ef- 
fect of  amount  of  single  entry;    {d)   statu- 
tory rule;    (V.)    collateral  facts  generally; 
(VI.)     contracts    and    their    penormance: 
(a)   contracts  generally;   (&)  negotiable  in- 
struments;   (c)   agency;    (d)  use  and  ooeii- 
pation  of  realty;    (c)    performance  or  non- 
performance of  contract:      (1)  general  rule; 
(2)   delivery  of  goods  under  terms  of  con- 
tract;   (3)    work  done  under  special   con- 
tract;     (VII.)      ownership     of     property; 
(VIII.)    contradiction  and  corroboration  of 
witnesses:      (a)     contradictions;     (6)     cor- 
roborations:     (1)    generally;     (2)    of    im- 
peached  witness;     (IX.)    pecuniary    condi- 
tion; (X.)  proof  of  negative;   (XI.)  amount 
and  value  of  insured  goods  burned;    (XII.) 
miscellaneous  cases.  689 

Partnership  books  of  account  as  evidence: 

—  (I.)  Scope;  (II.)  general  rules  as  to  admis- 
sibility: (a)  to  prove  partnership  affairs; 
(6)  to  prove  or  disprove  partnership;  (III.) 
in  favor  of  the  partnership  or  a  partner; 
( IV. )  against  the  partnership  or  a  partner : 
(a)  the  general  rule;  (b)  access  and  effect 
of  nonacoess;  (c)  against  a  special  or  dor- 
mant partner;  (V.)  as  between  the  part- 
ners: (a)  general  rule  as  to  admissibility; 
(&)  consideration  in  construction  of  part- 
nership agreement;  (c)  access  and  effect  of 
nonaccess;  (d)  the  rule  as  applied  to  entries 
by  surviving  or  liquidating  partner;  (e)  ad- 
missibility of  statements  taken  from  book^; 
if)  actions  between  partners  other  than  for 
an  accounting;   (VI.)   conclusion.  833 

Opinions;  admissions.  812 

Resemblance  as  evidence  of  relationship: 

—  (I.)  Parol  testimony  as  to  resemblance; 
(II.)  exhibition  of  person  for  purpose  of 
comparison;  (III.)  comment  by  counsel  in 
argument.  500 

A  party's  books  of  account  as  evidence  in 
his  own  favor: — (I.)   General  doctrines  in- 
dependent  of,   and   under,   statutes;     (II.) 
rule  where  party  keeps  a  clerk;  (III.)  form 
and  requisites  generally;  (IV.)  entries  orig- 
inal or  transferred;    (V.)   time  for  making 
the  entries;  (VI.)  regularity  as  to  course  of 
business;    (VII.)   entries  showing  intent  In 
charge;   (VIII.)  authentication  and  correct- 
ness of  books  and  entries;   (IX.)  knowledge 
of  the  person  making  the  entries;   (X.)  ef- 
fect of  exhibition  of  books  to,  ana  admission 
of  correctness  by,  the  person  charged;   (XI.) 
use  of  whole  book  after  use  of  part;   (XII.) 
books  produced  on  notice;    (XIII.)   produc- 
tion of  all  books  pertaining  to  transactions ; 
(XIV.)    pass  books;    (XV.)    secondary  evi- 
dence of  contents  of  absent  books;    (XVI.) 
province  of  court  and  jury.  545 
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£XECUTORS     Aim     ADMXNISTBA- 
TORS. 

Suit  in  Federal  Court  to  Enforce  Stock- 
holder's Liability,  see  Coubts,  3. 

Power  of  Corporation  to  Act,  see  OoB- 
POBATIONS,  2,  3. 

1.  The  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  property 
left  with  the  vendor  by  a  former  purchaser 
must  be  deemed  a  trust  fund  which  will  not 
pass  to  the  vendor's  administrator,  where 
no  resale  by  the  first  purchaser  is  shown,  and 
there  is  no  evidence  of  any  claim  in  hostili- 
tv  to  him  by  the  vendor.  Royston  v.  Mc- 
Culley  (Tenn.)  899 

2.  No  power  to  bind  the  estate  by  a  war- 
ranty deed  is  conferred  upon  executors  by 
ia  will  authorizing  and  directing  them  to 
sell  and  dispose  of  certain  real  estate  upon 
«ucb  terms  as  to  them  shall  seem  most  ad- 
Tantageous,  at  either  public  or  private  sale. 
Bauerle  v.  Long  (111.)  643 

3.  An  action  for  breach  of  a  contract  to 
«onvey  land  by  warranty  deed  cannot  be 
maintained  against  executors  in  their  repre- 
sentative capacity,  where  no  authority  to  ex- 
ecute such  a  deed  is  vested  in  them  by  the 
will.  Id. 

4.  An  administrator  who  has  acted  under 
a  nuncupative  will  prepared  by  him  or  at 
his  instance  after  the  decease  of  the  de- 
cedent, and  probated  mainly  upon  his  evi- 
•dence,  is  not  entitled  to  an  allowance  of  com- 
pensation in  an  action  by  the  administrator 
of  decedent  *s  widow  to  recover  the  property 
«8  part  of  her  estate,  where  such  will  has 
been  adjudged  a  nullity,  although  he  acted 
in  respect  to  it  with  an  honest  but  mistaken 
idea.    Koyston  v.  McCulley  (Tenn.)         899 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Executors  and  administrators;  suits  by  or 
against  in  other  state.  740 

Suits  against,  in  official  capacity.        644 

7AL8E  IMPRISONMENT. 

Of  Inebriate,  see  Physicians  and  Sur- 
geons,  1. 

TEDEBAI*  COURT. 

See  Courts,  3. 


Prohibition  as  Affecting  Foreign  Com- 
merce, see  Commerce,  1. 

1.  Having  in  possession  during  the  close 
fleason  fish  purchased  in  Canada  is  not  a 
violation  of  the  New  York  fisheries,  game, 
And  forest  law,  §§  110,  112,  forbidding  any 
person  to  catch,  kill,  or  be  possessed  of  cer- 
tain fish  during  the  close  season  therein 
prescribed,  since  the  purpose  of  such  stat- 
ute is  only  to  protect  fish  in  waters  of  the 
state,  and  the  possession  intended  to  be 
prohibited  is  therefore  only  of  fish  caught  or 
Killed  in  such  waters.  People  v.  Buffalo 
Fish  Co.  (N.  Y.)  803 

2.  Oysters  taken  from  waters  outside  of 
the  state  are  not  within  the  provisions  of 
Md.  Acts  1900,  chap.  380,  §  8,  making  it  a 
misdemeanor  to  have  possession  of  oysters 
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which  contain  more  than  5  per  cent  of  shells, 
or  which  are  less  than  2^  inches  from 
hinge  to  mouth,  since  this  act  is  an  amend- 
ment to  Md.  Code,  art.  72,  the  obvious  pur- 
pose of  which  was  so  to  regulate  the  tak- 
ing of  oysters  from  the  waters  of  that  state 
as  to  preserve  to  its  citizens  the  benefit  of 
its  oyster  beds.    Tyler  v.  State  (Md.)     100 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Fisheries;  power  of  legislature  as  to  pri- 
vate possession  of  fish.  803 

Preservation  of  oyster  beds;  purposes  of 
statute.  100 

FLAGMAN. 

Absence  of,  as  Implied  Invitation,  see 
Railboads,  3. 

FRANCHISE. 

Provision  for  Arbitration,  see  Munici- 
pal Corporations,  4. 

Ordinance  as  to,  see  Municipal  Cor- 
porations. 

Publication  of  Ordinance,  see  Munici- 
pal Corporations,  3;  Publica- 
tion. 

See  also  Corporations,  8;  Injunction, 
Notes  and  Bbucfs;  Street  Rail- 
ways, 1,  2. 

FRAUD    AND    FItAUDUI«ENT    CON- 
VEYANCES. 

Fraud;  Knowledge  Affecting  Recovery, 
see  Action  or  Surr,  4. 

Knowledge  of.  Requiring  Election,  see 
Contracts,   18. 

Representations  as  Ground  for  Rescis- 
sion, see  Contracts,  19. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

See  also  Damages. 

Fraud  and  fraudulent  conveyances;  re- 
tention of  possession  by  transferrer.        676 

9 

GAME  I«AW8. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Game;  power  of  state  to  prohibit  posses- 
sion of.  803 

GABIINO. 

Gambling;  Injunction  to  Suppress,  see 

Injunction,  3. 
As   to   Recovery   of   Slot  Machine,'  see 

Replevin. 

Tlie  statutory  duty  imposed  upon  police 
officers  to  prevent  crime  will  authorize  them 
to  seize  instruments  intended  and  designed 
to  be  used  in  violation  of  the  gambling  laws, 
and  incapable  of  being  put  to  any  legitimate 
use.  Board  of  Police  Comrs.  of  Baltimore 
V.  Wagner  (Md.)  775 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Gaming  house  a«  nuisance.  300 

GARNISHMENT. 

Discrimination  in  Favor  of  Banks  in 
State,  see  Banks,  1. 

A  trustee  can  defend  in  attachment  by 
trustee  process  upon  the  ground  of  rights 
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acquired  by  an  assignee  who  does  not  ap- 
pear.   Hawley  v.  Hurd  (Vt.)  195 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Garnishment;  of  negotiable  paper;  judg- 
ment in  other  state;  situs  of  debt.  195 

GATES. 

Raised,  as  Implied  Invitation,  see  Rail- 
roads, 3. 

GIFTS. 

Estoppel  by  Claim  under  Nuncupative 
Will,  see  Estoppel,  8. 

1.  A  gift  of  money  in  a  bank,  on  deposit 
in  the  donor's  name,  may  be  l^ally  executed 
by  the  person  making  such  gift,  although  the 
credit  of  the  deposit  is  not  changed  on  the 
books  of  the  bank,  but  continues  in  the  name 
of  the  donor,  provided,  in  the  absence  of 
fraud,  there  is  some  substantial  act  of  the 
donor  giving  the  donee  the  right  to  have 
such  money  and  appropriate  it.  Murphy  v. 
Bordwell  (Minn.)  849 

2.  A  power  of  attorney  to  the  donee  from 
the  owner  of  a  bank  deposit,  giving  a  right 
to  draw  the  same  from  the  bank  in  the  name 
of  the  donor,  but  with  a  purpose,  not  ex- 
pressed in  the  instrument,  to  confer  do- 
minion over  and  make  a  gift  of  such  deposit 
to  the  donee,  may  effectuate  such  gift  and 
consummate  the  same.  Id 

3.  A  complete  gift  inter  vivos  of  a  prom- 
issory note  to  one  who  had  lived  and  served 
many  years  in  the  donor's  family  is  shown 
where  he  indorsed  and  gave  it  to  her,  and 
told  her  he  had  done  so,  although  she  allowed 
him  to  retain  it  as  her  a^nt  and  protector, 
and  it  was  found  among  his  papers.  Roy- 
ston  V.  McCuUey  (Tenn.)  899 

4.  Delivery  of  bank  certificates,  sufficient 
to  establish  a  gift  caitsa  mortiSj  is  shown  by 
the  deceased's  calling  for  the  keys  of  a  trunk, 
telling  the  father  of  the  donee  to  unlock  the 
trunk  and  get  a  pocketbook  containing  such 
certificates,  telling  him  to  indorse  them  to 
the  donee,  or  that  he  had  indorsed  them  to 
the  donee,  and  directing  him  to  put  the  pock- 
etbook out  of  sight  when  another  person  en- 
ters the  room,  in  connection  with  other  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  his  intention  to  give 
his  property  to  such  donee.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Gift;  intention;  completion;  inter  vivos 
and  causa  mortis.  913 

Intention;  actual  delivery;  of  bank  de- 
posit by  delivery  of  pass  book.  849 

GRAND  JURY. 

An  indictment  found  by  a  grand  jury  con- 
sisting of  twenty- two  persons  only,  includ- 
ing the  foreman,  is  bad  on  demurrer  under 
the  Maryland  local  law  of  Prince  George 
county,  §  179,  providing  that  twenty- throe 
persons  shall  constitute  the  grand  jury, 
since  such  statute  is  not  merely  directory, 
but  mandatory,  and  abrogates  the  common- 
law  rule  which  allows  any  number  from  thir- 
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teen    to     twenty-three.     State    v.     Vincent 
(Md.)  S3 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Grand  jury;  number  of  members  of.      83 

GUARANTY. 

Neither  the  landlord's  failure  to  collect 
the  rent  for  fourteen  months,  nor  his  neglect 
to  notify  the  guarantor  of  its  nonpayment, 
will  exonerate  the  latter,  who  has  guaran- 
teed the  punctual  payment  of  the  rent,  and 
promised  in  default  thereof  to  pay  the  same 
ou  demand.     Welch  v.  Walsh   (Mass.)      782 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Guaranty;  notice  of  default:  delay:  dis- 
charge. *      782 
By  contractor  for  public  improvement. 
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GUARDIAN   AND    WARD. 

Sale  of    Infant's  Real    Estate,  see    In- 
fants. 

HACKS. 

1.  The  implied  license  of  the  owner  and 
driver  of  a  carriage  to  enter  railroad  j?round» 
for  a  passenger  who  has  ordered  the  car- 
riage, notwithstanding  the  exclusive  privi- 
lege, given  by  the  railroad  company  to  an- 
other person,  of  entering  such  grounds  to 
solicit  such  business,  is  violated  so  as  to 
make  him  a  trespasser  if,  while  there,  he 
so  places  his  carriage  and  conducts  himself 
as  to  indicate  his  willingness  to  receive  and 
transport  any  other  passenger.  Boston  &, 
A.  R.  Co.  V.  Brown  (Mass.)  418 

2.  The  fact  that  the  driver  of  a  public  car- 
riage, who  solicits  business  on  depot 
grounds,  with  knowledge  that  another  has 
the  exclusive  privilege  therefor,  is  doing  the 
buisiness  under  a  contract  with  a  hotel 
keeper,  does  not  relieve  him  from  liability 
for  his  trespass,  since  notice  to  him,  so  far 
as  he  represents  the  hotel  keeper,  consti- 
tutes notice  to  the  latter.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Hacks;  exclusive  privilege  to  solicit  busi- 
ness at  railroad  depot.  419 


Order  of  Board  Justifying  Ejection,  see 
Carriers,  4. 

1,  An  order  made  by  two  only  of  three 
members  of  an  executive  committee  of  a 
board  of  health,  when  the  other  member  was 
not  present,  was  invalid  under  Miss.  I>aw3 
1894,  chap.  38,  p.  33,  prior  to  the  amend- 
ment of  1898.  Wilson  v.  Alabama  G.  S.  R. 
Co.  (Miss.)  357 

2.  An  order  of  a  board  of  health  making  it 
unlawful  for  any  person  to  get  off  any  boat 
or  train  in  the  state  until  after  further  or- 
ders of  the  board  is  void  for  unreasonable- 
ness so  far  as  it  affects  persons  coming  into 
the  state  from  noninfected  places,  although 
the  order  is  made  because  of  the  existence 
of  yellow  fever  at  certain  places.  Id. 
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HIGHWAYS. 

Power  Given  Court  as  to  Telephone  Line 
in,  see  Constitutional  Law,  5. 

Bight  of  Municipal  Corporation  to  Com- 
pensation for  Use,  see  Eminent  Do- 
main, 2. 

Law  of  the  Koad,  see  Evidence,  35. 

Restraining  Private  Bridge  over,  see  In- 
junction, 4. 

Injuries  from  Cross-Ties  in,  see  Negli- 
gence, 2. 

Obstruction  of,  see  Nuisances,  2,  3. 

Obstruction  of  Light  and  Air  from,  see 
Nuisances,  5. 

Duty  of  Traveler  at  Crossing,  see  Ratl- 
BOADS,  2,  4. 

1.  That  it  has  general  control  over  public 
streets  does  not  empower  a  municipal  cor- 
poration to  authorize  the  construction  of  a 
bridge  over  a  public  street  to  connect  the 
upper  floors  of  buildings  on  opposite  sides, 
merely  for  the  private  benefit  of  their  owner, 
although  he  may  permit  persons  to  use  it 
who  desire  to  pass  between  other  public 
streets  touched  by  the  buildings.  Townsend 
V.  Epstein  (Md.)  409 

2.  Telephone  companies  organized  under 
the  laws  of  Ohio,  have  the  right,  by  virtue 
of  §§  3454,  34G1-1,  and  3471  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  to  construct  their  lines  along  the 
streets  and  public  ways  of  municipal  cor- 
porations, in  accordance  with  the  order  of 
the  probate  court  made  in  pursuance  of  § 
3461,  dipecting  in  what  mode  the  lines  shall 
be  so  constructed  when  the  municipal  au- 
thorities and  the  company  fail  to  agree,  or 
the  former  unreasonably  delay  to  enter  into 
an  agreement  with  the  company.  Zanesville 
V.  Zanesville  Teleg.  &   Teleph.    Co.   (Ohio) 

150 

3.  A  pile  of  railroad  cross-ties  on  ah  un- 
used portion  of  a  street,  which  cannot  be 
used  as  a  highway,  does  not  constitute  an 
obstruction  of  the  highway,  which  will  sus- 
tain an  action  by  a  private  individual  on  the 
ground  that  the  highway  is  obstructed. 
Kramer  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  (N.  C.)  359 

4.  A  street-railway  company  is  liable  for 
an  accident  caused  by  a  rail  projecting  sev- 
eral inches  above  the  level  of  the  street,  al- 
though the  track  is  originally  constructed 
in  a  proper  manner  and  the  defect  is  caused 
by  the  natural  wearing  away  or  sinking  of 
the  street  from  the  rails,  since  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  company  to  keep  the  street  between 
and  next  to  its  rails  so  nearly  level  therewith 
as  not  to  endanger  the  lives  or  property  of 
those  having  a  right  to  cross  them  or  be 
upon  them;  and  it  is  not  relieved  from  lia- 
bility by  the  fact  that  it  may  be  the  duty  of 
the  city  to  maintain  the  street  in  safe  con- 
dition for  public  travel.  Groves  y.  Louis- 
ville R.  Co.  (Ky.)  448 

5.  The  enjoyment  of  the  light  and  air  from 
the  highway  is  a  right  in  which  the  abut- 
ting property  owner  is  protected  by  a  stat- 
ute forbidding  the  closing  of  highways  with- 
out compensation  to  abutting  owners.  Town- 
send  V.  Epstein  (Md.)  409 
52  L.  R.  A. 


Notes  and  Briefs. 
As  to  Colli&ion  on,  see  Negligence. 

See  also  Descent  and  Distribution;  In- 
junction; Negligence;  Street  Rail- 
ways. 

Abutting  owner's  easement  to  light  and 
air  from;  interference  with,  under  author- 
ity of  municipality.  409 

Excavation  under  sidewalk:  use  of  high- 
way for  telegraph  or  telephone  lines.      (J72 

Use  of  streets  by  corporation;  post  roads; 
municipal  regulation  of  use.  732 

Control  of;  power  of  court  over;  use  by 
telegraph  and  telephone  companies.  151 

Liability  for  running  steam  roller  on. 

206 

Injunction  against  obstructing.  300 

Obstruction  of;  narrowing  right  of  way; 
liability  for  nuisance  in.  359 

HOmCIDE. 

Motive,  Question  for  Jury,  see  Trial,  3, 

1.  An  attempt  to  arrest  a  person  in  vio- 
lation of  law  may  afford  such  provocation 
to  the  person  arrested  as  to  reduce  the  kill- 
ing from  murder  to  manslaughter.  Rober- 
son  T.  State  (Fla.)  751 

2.  The  fact  that  an  officer  or  citizen  at- 
tempting an  larrest,  and  being  slain  in  so 
doing,  has  exceeded  his  authority,  does  not 
reduce  the  killing  to  manslaughter,  if  the 
slayer  had  no  vaJid  reason  to  believe  himself 
in  immediate  danger  of  great  bodily  harm, 
and  the  homicide  was  in  fact  perpetrated; 
not  in  passion  or  sudden  heat,  upon  the 
provocation  of  the  arrest,  but  with  cool,  de- 
liberate malice  and  premeditation.  Id, 

HUSBAND    AND    WIFE. 

Subsequent  Grounds  for  Divorce,  see 
Pleading,  5. 

Presumption  as  to  Evasion  of  Law,  see 
Evidence,  4. 

Agreement  to  Marry  after  Death  of  Di- 
vorced Wife,  see  Contracts,  4,  8,  9. 

See  also  Conflict  op  Laws,  2,  3,  5. 

1.  A  breach  of  a  man*s  promise  to  marry 
a  woman  after  his  former  wife,  from  whom 
he  is  divorced,  is  dead,  is  made  by  his  mar- 
rying another  woman  during  the  life  of  the 
divorced  wife,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
there  is  a  possibility  that  upon  her  death  he 
may  be  able  and  ready  to  perform  his  prom- 
ise.    Brown  v.  Odill  (Tenn.)  660 

2.  A  wife  may  maintain  an  action  against 
a  third  person  for  the  alienation  of  her  hus- 
band's affections,  under  111.  Rev.  Stat.  1898^ 
p.  790,  chap.  68,  §  1,  providing  that  a  mar- 
ried woman  may  in  all  c^ses  sue  and  be  sued, 
without  joining  her  husband  with  her,  to 
the  same  extent  as  if  she  were  unmarried. 
Betser  v.  Betser  (111.)  630 

3.  A  cause  of  action  for  enticing  a  hus- 
band from  his  wife  and  depriving  her  of  hi» 
society,  support,  and  protection  arises  in 
her  favor  at  common  law,  and  its  enforce- 
ment, if  suspended  at  common  law  during' 
coverture  by  re.ison  of  her  inability  to  sue 
without  joinder  of  her  husband,  is  author- 
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ized,  even  for  a  pre-existing  cause  of  action, 
by  Md.  Code,  art.  45,  §  5,  as  amended  by  Md. 
act  1898,  chap.  458,  providing  that  mar- 
ried women  may  sue  "for  torts  committed 
against  them  as  fully  as  if  they  were  unmar- 
ried,".  Wolf  V.  Frank  (Md.)  102 

4.  Failure  to  provide  a  suitable  dwelling 
place,  and  consequent  exposure  to  oold,  and 
failure  to  provide  sufficient  clothing  and 
food,  are  not  within  the  meaning  of  a  stat- 
ute allowing  a  divorce  for  extreme  and  re- 
peated cruelty.    Maddox  t.  Maddox    (111.) 

628 
Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Contract  against  marriage.  158 

Validity  of  agreement  to  marry  on  death 
or  divorce  of  present  husband  or  wife.      660 

Power  of  wife  to  make  contracts.        272 

Domicil  of  wife;  separation  without  cause 
as  affecting;  governing  respective  rights  in 
personal  property.  420 

Wife's  right  of  action  for  alienation  of  af- 
fectioufl;   separate  maintenance.       102,  630 

Extreme  and  repeated  cruelty  as  ground 
for  divorce;  necessity  of  physical  violence. 

628 

Decree  for  alimony;  after  divorce;  decree 
for  alimony  as  debt;  enforcement  of.         201 

IMPROVEMENTS. 

Retroactive  Statute  as  to  Set-OiT,  see 
Constitutional  Law,  1. 

Improvements  made  upon  property  by  an 
occupant  or  his  grantor,  in  good  faith,  to 
the  extent  that  they  exceed  the  mesne  prof- 
its, may  be  recovered  by  him  in  an  action 
against  him  to  obtain  possession  of  the  land 
by  the  holder  of  the  legal  title.  Mills  v. 
Geer  (Ga.)  934 

INDICTMENT. 

By    Less   than    Statutory    Number   of 
Jurors,  see  Grand  Jury. 

An  objection  to  an  indictment  which 
shows  a  fatal  defect  upon  its  face  may  be 
taken  by  demurrer,  though  a  plea  of  abate- 
ment will  be  necessary  if  the  defect  is  not 
apparent  on  its  face.  State  v.  Vincent 
(Md.)  83 

INEBRIATES. 

Liability    for   False   Imprisonment   of, 
see  Physicians  and  Surgeons,  1. 

INEVITABLE   ACCIDENT. 

Not    Excuse     Performance,    see    Con- 
tracts, 16,  17. 

INFANTS. 

Set-Off    of    Rents    against    Claim    for 
Mesne  Profits,  see  Ejectment,  2. 
'        Injury  to,  from  Cross- Ties  in  Highway, 
see  Negligence,  2. 

Contributory    Negligence,    see    Negli- 
gence, 3. 

Injury  to,  by  Torpedo,  see  Railroads, 

A  conveyance,  by  a  guardian,  of  land  of 
his  wards  in  exchange  for  another  tract,  is 
a  sale,  and  not  an  investment  within  the 
62  L.  R.  A. 


meaning  of  Ga,  Civ.  Code,  §§  3180,  3432, 
authorizing  guardians,  trustees,  etc.,  to  in- 
vest funds  held  bv  them  as  such  in  lands  on 
an  order  obtained  in  term  time  or  vacation 
from  the  judge  of  the  superior  court.  Mills 
v.  Geer  (Qa.)  934 

Notes  akd  Briefs. 
See  also  Negligence. 
Infant;  ratification  of  exchange  of  lands. 
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INJUNCTION. 

1.  An  injunction  against  the  violation  of 
a  contract  by  a  lessee  not  to  sell  any  beer 
except  that  of  a  certain  company  which  was 
not  a  party  to  the  lease  may  be  had  at  the 
suit  of  such  company,  since  the  remedy  at 
law  would  be  inadequate.  Ferria  v.  Ameri- 
can Brewing  Co.  (Ind.)  305 

2.  The  cutting  and  removal  of  timber  from 
forest  lands  is  a  destructive  trespass  and  one 
liable  in  its  nature  to  cause  irreparable 
damage  to  the  owners  of  the  timber,  against 
which  an  injunction  will  issue,  where  it  is 
a  continuing  one  which  would  result  in  de- 
nuding the  land  of  its  timber,  and  where 
the  owners  thereof  have  made  large  invest- 
ments in  sawmills  and  equipment  prepara- 
tory to  converting  the  timber  into  lumber  to 
sell  in  the  markets,  notwithstanding  the  al- 
leged trespasser  may  be  entirely  solvent. 
In  such  a  case  the  remedy  at  law  by  an  ac- 
tion for  damages  is  not  adequate  %nd  com- 
plete, as  the  damage  resulting  to  the  owners 
of  the  timber  in  the  depreciation  of  the  val- 
ue of  their  plant  and  equipment,  and  in  tho 
loss  of  expected  profits,  cannot  be  accurate- 
ly and  completely  measured  in  money.  Camp 
V.  Dixon,  M.  &  Co.  (Ga.)  755 

3.  An  injunction  to  suppress  a  gambling 
house  cannot  be  granted  on  the  application 
of  the  state,  where  no  injury  to  property  or 
annoyance  or  disturbance  of  any  person  is 
shown,  but  the  place  is  out  upon  a  prairie 
nearly  a  quarter  of  a  mile  from  any  oilier 
house,  and  its  existence  has  been  of  long 
standing  and  notorious  and  in  violation  c3 
statute,  while  the  ordinary  criminal  process 
for  its  punishment  and  suppression  is  in 
full  force  and  available  to  the  state.  State 
V.  O'Leary  (Ind.)  299 

4.  The  remedy  of  adjacent  owners  injured 
by  the  throwing  of  a  bridge  aeross  a  high- 
way to  connect  the  upper  floors  of  building 
on  opposite  sides  is  not  limited  to  actions 
at  law  for  damages  but  may  include  a  suit 
for  injunction.    Townsend  v.  Epstein  (Md.) 

409 

5.  The  original  jurisdiction  of  the  supreme 
court  of  North  Dakota  to  issue  a  writ  of 
injunction  under  the  authority  given  by  the 
state  Constitution,  §  87,  cannot  be  invoked 
by  a  private  person  without  any  showing 
that  the  attorney  general  is  unable  or  un- 
willing to  act,  but  the  information  should 
be  filed  by  the  attorney  general,  or  under  his 
authority,  and  by  leave  of  the  court  first  ob- 
tained, and  in  the  name  of  the  state.  An- 
derson V.  Gordon  (N.  D.)  134 

6.  At  an  interlocutory  hearing  of  an  ap- 
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plication  for  an  injunction,  affidavits  which 
do  not  state  the  court  or  case,  and  which 
do  not  show  affirmatively  that  they  were 
made  to  be  used  in  that  particular  case,  are 
inadmissible  in  evidence,  and  it  is  an  error 
for  the  judge,  over  proper  objection,  to  read 
jind  consider  them  m  making  up  his  judg- 
ment granting  or  refusing  the  injunction. 
Hill  V.  McBurney  Oil  &  F.  Co.  (Ga.)         398 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

See  also  Damages. 

Injunction;  telegraph  or  telephone  lines 
in  highway.  672 

By  taxpayer;  irreparable  injury;  against 
prospective  grant  of  franchise;  violation  of 
legal  requirements.  373 

Against  diversion  of  water.  140 

Against  nuisance;  suit  by  the  state.     300 

riNSOLVENCY. 

A  lawyer  employed  by  a  railroad  company 
•on  a  yearly  salary  payable  monthly  is  not 
a  laborer  or  employee  within  the  meaning  of 
-those  terms  in  a  statute  giving  a  preference 
to  the  payment  of  wages  or  salaries  of  such 
^persons  out  of  the  assets  of  insolvent  cor- 
porations. Latta  V.  Lonsdale  (C.  C.  A.  8th 
€.)  479 

INSURANCE. 

Attorney's  Claims  Superior  to  Right  to 
Subrogation,  see  Attorneys,  2. 

As  Assets,  see  Bankruptcy. 

Ilights  in  Proceeds,  see  Conflict  of 
Laws,  4. 

Burden  of  Proof  as  to  Suicide,  see  Evi- 
dence, 2. 

Sufficiency  of  Evidence  as  to  Suicide, 
see  Evidence,  37,  38. 

Nonoccupancy  for  Jury,  see  Trial,  5. 

See  also  Benevolent  Societies. 

1.  The  application,  constitution,  and  by- 
laws of  a  fraternal  and  beneficial  order  bie- 
•come  a  part  of  a  contract  of  an  applicant  as 
though  iictually  appearing  therein,*  where 
the  application  provides  that  it,  as  well  as 
the  constitution  and  by-laws  of  the  order, 
shall  form  the  basis  of  the  contract.  Mc- 
Lendon  v.  Sovereign  Camp  of  Woodmen  of 
the  World  (Tenn.)  444 

2.  No  recovery  can  be  had  against  a  fra- 
ternal and  beneficial  order  on  the  death  of 
an  applicant  before  the  delivery  to  him  of 
the  benetit  certificate,  where  the  delivery 
thereof  to  him  while  in  good  health  was,  by 
the  terms  of  the  application,  certificate,  con- 
stitution, and  by-laws,  a  condition  precedent 
to  its  taking  effect.  Id. 

3.  Mere  delay  in  executing  and  delivering 
a  benefit  certificate,  during  which  the  appli- 
cant dies,  will  not  give  any  right  of  recovery 
on  the  certificate,  ^here  the  terms  of  the 
•contract  prevent  it  from  taking  effect  until 
its  delivery  to  the  applicant  in  good  health, 
tlie  delay  is  not  unreasonable  or  caused  by 
^d  faith,  and  there  is  no  time  prescribed 
^within  which  the  delivery  shall  be  made.  Id. 
Waiver  of  Conditions  Precedent  by  Initia- 
tion, see  infra,  17- 

52  L.  R.  A. 


Comtmetioii. 

4.  A  life  insurance  policy  the  application 
for  which  is  signed  by  a  married  woman  as 
applicant,  and  by  her  husband  as  the  person 
whose  life  is  proposed  for  assurance,  when 
the  policy  recites  a  payment  by  the  wife  and 
declares  that  it  assures  the  life  of  the  hus- 
band for  her  sole  use,  agreeing  to  pay  her 
the  amount  for  her  sole  use  if  living,  and,  if 
not  living,  to  her  children  or  their  guardian 
for  their  use,  though  it  does  not  expressly 
declare  that  the  promise  is  made  to  the  wife, 
— ^must  be  construed  to  be  a  contract  between 
the  company  and  the  wife,  though  it  ap- 
pears that  the  husband  himself  made  the 
application,  representing  himself  as  agent 
for  his  wife,  and  that  he  paid  all  the  pre- 
miums.   Millard  y.  Brayton   (Mass.)       117 

5.  A  policy  of  fire  insurance  the  consid- 
eration for  which  is  a  premium  payable  in  a 
gross  sum  is  entire  and  indivisible,  though 
different  classes  of  property  are  insured  in 
separate  amounts  by  tne  contract.  South- 
ern F.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Knight  (Ga.)  70 

6.  Death  caused  solely  by  sunstroke  while 
in  the  line  of  one's  employment  is  covered 
by  an  accident  policy  which  provides  that, 
if  the  injury  or  death  of  insured  is  contrib- 
uted to  by  sunstroke  while  not  in  the  line 
of  his  employment,  the  limit  of  the  associ- 
ation's liability  sHall  be  one  quarter  of  what 
would  otherwise  be  payable,  since  this  limi- 
tation of  liability  for  sunstroke  implies  that 
it  is  covered  by  the  policy.  Railway  Offi- 
cials &  E.  Acci.  Asso.  v.  Johnson  (Ky.)     401 

Conditiona  and  warranties.  ^.<  j 

Assignment  of  Policy,  see  infra,  16.  ^ 

Agent's  Knowledge  as  to  Title,  see  infra,  18. 

7.  An  invoice  of  goods  purchased  is  not 
an  inventory  of  stock  to  be  produced  under 
the  iron-safe  clause  of  a  fire  policy.  South- 
ern F.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Knight  (Ga.)  70 

8.  A  policy  insuring  a  building  and  con- 
tents in  separate  amounts  is  forfeited  as  to 
the  building,  as  well  as  to  the  contents,  by 
failure  to  take  an  inventory  of  goods  at  a 
specified  time,  for  which  it  is  declared  ''this 
policy  shall  be  null  and  void."  Id. 

0.  A  clause  in  an  insurance  policy,  provid- 
ing that  a  mortgagee's  rights  shall  not  be 
affected  by  the  acts  of  any  other  person,  in- 
cludes a  conveyance  of  the  mortgagor's  in- 
terest in  the  insured  property  contrary  to 
the  terms  of  the  policy.  Whiting  v.  Burk- 
hardt  (Mass.)  788 

10.  Neither  the  existence  of  a  vendor's 
lien  on  insured  property,  nor  the  institution 
of  proceedings  to  foreclose  it,  avoids  the  pol- 
icy under  a  clause  making  it  void  if  the  in- 
terest of  the  insured  be  other  than  uncondi- 
tional or  sole  ownership,  or  if  foreclosure 
proceedings  be  commenced  with  notice  of 
sale  by  virtue  of  any  mortgage  or  trust  deed. 
Southern  Ins.  Co.  y.  Estes  (Tenn.)  015 

11.  A  church  is  not  vacant  and  unoccu- 
pied, as  matter  of  law,  within  the  meaning 
of  a  clause  of  an  insurance  policy  respecting 
such  nonoccupancy  for  more  than  ten  days 
without  written  consent  of  the  insurer, 
merely  because  no  services  are  held  in  it 
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and  the  windows  are  boarded  up  for  more 
than  that  period  because  there  is  no  minis- 
ter to  officiate.  Hampton  v.  Hartford  F. 
Ins.  Co.  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.)  344 

12.  The  fact  that  the  custodian  had  ac- 
cess to  only  one  room  of  a  house  did  not  ren- 
der it  vacant  so  as  to  avoid  a  policy  of  in- 
surance on  it,  where  the  agent  was  notified 
that  the  owner's  family  was  to  be  absent, 
and  agreed  that  it  would  be  sufficient  to 
have  a  man  in  the  yard,  the  furniture  be- 
ing left  in  the  building,  and  the  custodian 
occupying  an  adjoining  building  only  30  feet 
away,  and  part  of  the  time  sleeping  in  the 
room  to  which  he  had  access.  Home  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Hancock  (Tenn.)  666 

13.  A  statement  by  an  applicant  for  in- 
surance, that  none  of  his  brothers  are  dead, 
will  not,  although  false,  avoid  the  policy  un- 
less he  knew  it  to  be  so,  under  a  policy  war- 
ranting the  statements  to  be  true  and  that 
they  shall  form  the  basis  of  any  contract  en- 
tered into.  Globe  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Asso.  v. 
Wagner  (111.)  649 

Forfeiture. 

See  also  supra,  8. 

14.  The  court  will  never  seek  for  a  con- 
struction of  a  forfeiture  clause  in  an  insur- 
ance policy,  which  will  sustain  such  clause, 
if  one  which  will  defeat  it  is  reasonably  de- 
ducible  from  the  terms  or  words  used  to  ex- 
press it.  Hampton  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co. 
(N.  J.  Err.  &  App.)    '  344 

16.  A  by-law  of  a  benefit  society  providing 
that  any  member  engaging  in  the  saloon  bus- 
iness shall  stand  suspended  from  that  date 
and  forfeit  all  interest  in  the  beneficiary 
fund  operates,  without  any  formal  suspen- 
sion or  notice,  to  forfeit  the  certificate  of 
one  who  engaged  in  such  business  before  the 
passage  of  the  by-law,  where  at  the  time  he 
became  a  member  the  by-laws  prohibited  mem- 
bers from  engaging  in  the  saloon  business, 
but  provided  in  such  case  for  formal  suspen- 
sion and  notice  thereof,  and  his  application 
for  membership  contained  a  stipulation  that 
he  would  comply  with  all  the  laws,  rules, 
and  usages  of  the  association  which  were 
then  in  force  or  which  might  thereafter  be 
adopted,  since  the  new  by-law  creates  no  new 
ground  of  forfeiture,  but  operates  merely  to 
repeal  the  provisions  of  the  prior  by-law  as 
to  the  manner  of  proceeding  in  case  of  a  vio- 
lation of  rules.  Sloerschbaecher  v.  Supreme 
Council  Royal  League  (111.)  281 

Ammigniaent. 

16.  A  clause  in  an  insurance  policy,  mak- 
ing it  void  in  case  of  the  assignment  of  the 
policy,  does  not  apply  to  an  assignment  of 
his  interest  by  a  mortgagee  who  is  entitled 
to  receive  the  proceeds  to  the  extent  of  his 
interest.     Whiting    v.     Burkhardt    (Mass.) 

788 
Waiver  and  estoppeL 

17.  The  initiation,  as  a  member  of  a  local 
camp,  of  an  applicant  for  membership  in  a 
fraternal  and  beneficial  order  before  the  re- 
ceipt by  such  camp  of  a  certificate  from  the 
sovereign  camp,  if  unauthorized  by  the  con- 
stitution and  by-laws,  is  not  a  waiver  of 
conditions  precedent  to  his  becoming  a  ben- 
62  L.  R.  A. 


eficial  member  of  the  order,  but  can,  at  the 
most,  make  him  only  a  fraternal  member. 
McLendon  v.  Sovereign  Camp  of  Woodmen 
of  the  World  (Tenn.)  444 

18.  A  statement  in  an  application  for  in- 
surance written  by  the  agent,  that  the  fee- 
simple  title  is  in  the  applicant,  when  he  has 
only  a  life  estate,  will  not  avoid  the  policy 
if  the  agent  knew  the  true  state  of  the  title 
before  the  application  was  signed.  Home 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Hancock  (Tenn.)  605 

19.  Unconditional  denial  of  liability  on  an 
insurance  policy  is  a  waiver  of  a  clau-^e 
therein  giving  a  certain  time  for  payment. 

Id. 
Proof  of  Iom;  statement. 

20.  A  stipulation  in  a  policy  of  fire  in- 
surance, that  proofs  of  loss  must  be  fur- 
nished within  sixty  days  after  a  fire,  with- 
out making  this  a  ground  of  forfeiture,  al- 
though there  are  other  provisions  for  for- 
feitures, will  not  make  the  policy  void  for 
failure  to  furnish  proofs  within  the  time 
specified,  but  will  merely  postpone  the  right 
to  bring  suit  until  proofs  are  furnished, 
which  must  be  done  within  a  reasonable 
time.     Southern  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Knight  (Ga.) 

70 

21.  A  reasonable  time  for  furnishing- 
proofs  of  loss  after  the  expiration  of  the 
time  stipulated  therefor  in  a  policy  which 
is  not  forfeited  by  failure  to  furnish  them 
within  the  time  stipulated,  but  which  pro- 
vides that  no  suit  shall  be  brought  unlef^s 
within  twelve  months,  or  within  less  than 
sixty  days  after  proofs  of  loss  are  furnished, 
doe<»  not  expire  so  long  as  the  proofs  may  be 
furnished  at  least  sixty  days  before  the  ex- 
piration of  the  time  to  bring  suit«  Id. 

22.  Mailing  a  sworn  statement  of  knowl- 
edge and  belief  as  to  time  and  origin  of  fire, 
within  the  time  specified,  is  not  sufficient  if 
it  is  not  received  until  the  time  has  expired,, 
under  a  policy  providing  that  the  insured 
"shall  render"  the  statement  within  a  cer- 
tain   time.     Peabody    v.    Satterlee   (N.  Y. ) 

956 
Recovery. 

23.  The  refusal  of  the  insured  to  state 
what  he  paid  for  an  insured  vessel  does  not 
preclude  his  recovery  for  the  loss  thereof,, 
under  a  policy  which  makes  it  a  conditiou 
of  his  recovery  that  he  shall  submit  to  ex- 
amination under  oath  and  produce  all  books 
of  account,  bills,  invoices,  and  vouchers,  and 
limits  the  recovery  to  the  actual  cash  value 
of  the  property,  where  the  evidence  shows 
that  he  expended  in  repairs  much  more  than 
the  amount  of  the  insurance.  Porter  v. 
Traders'  Ins.  Co.    (N.  Y.)  424 

Interest  in  proceeds. 

24.  The  authority  of  a  husband  to  apply- 
in  behalf  of  his  wife  for  insurance  upon  his 
own  life,  and  her  knowledge  of  the  fact,  are 
immaterial  in  a  contest  between  the  repre- 
sentatives of  their  children,  who  by  the  terms 
of  the  policy  are  entitled  to  the  proceeds 
after  the  mother's  death,  and  the  represen- 
tative of  the  husband,  where  the  insurer  has 
recognized  the  validity  of  the  contract  and 
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paid  over  the  money.     Millard  v.  Brayton 
(Mass.)  117 

25.  The  right  to  the  proceeds  of  life  in- 
surance under  a  policy  insuring  a  man's 
life  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife,  and  provid- 
ing that  it  shall  be  payable,  if  she  is  not  liv- 
ing, to  her  children,  vests  in  the  children 
upon  her  death  during  the  life  of  her  hus- 
l>and,  and,  in  case  they  die  before  their 
father,  passes  to  their  representatives,  and 
not  to  the  representatives  of  the  father.     Id. 

Subrogation  and  oompromlie. 

26.  A  settlement  of  a  suit  for  unliquidated 
damages,  brought  by  an  insured  person 
Against  a  party  causing  the  loss  of  insured 
property,  when  made  with  the  approval  of 
a.  majority  of  the  insurance  companies  inter- 
ested in  the  matter,  cannot  be  complained 
of  by  other  companies  that  have  had  a  right 
to  come  in  to  the  suit  and  have  refused  to  do 
fio.     Svea   Assur.    Co.    v.    Packham    (Md.) 

95 

27.  One  who  brings  an  action  for  damages 
•on  account  of  injuries  to  insured  property, 
and  also  for  other  losses  not  covered  by  the 
insurance,  but  which  he  is  obliged  to  include 
in  the  same  action,  and  who  thereafter 
makes  a  bona  fide  settlement  of  the  suit 
with  the  approval  of  a  majority  of  the  in- 
surance companies  that  have  rights  of  sub- 
rogation, by  which  settlement  a  specified 
sum  is  recovered  for  loss  of  insured  property 
and  a  distinct  recovery  given  him  on  the 
other  claims.. — is  entitled  to  hold  all  of  the 
latter  sum  unaifected  by  any  claim  of  an 
insurance  company  that  had  declined  to 
take  part  in  the  proceeding  and  refuses  to 
accept  the  settlement;  but  such  company  is 
entitled  only  to  its  pro  rata  share  of  the  re- 
covery allowed  by  the  settlement  on  account 
of  the  insured  property.  Id. 

Reinflnranoe. 

28.  Policies  of  reinsurance  are  not  pro- 
hibited by  N.  J.  fire  Lloyd's  act  of  March 
25,  1895,  as  amended  March  26,  1896,  au- 
thorizing Lloyd's  associations  to  "insure" 
against  loss  or  damage  by  fire  and  light- 
ning, but  prohibiting  insurance  not  thereby 
authorized,  since  such  act  oorfers  authority 
to  issue  policies,  not  only  in  favor  of  the 
owners  of  property,  but  also  in  favor  of  all 
having  any  insurable  interest  therein,  and 
an  insurer  of  property  acquires  by  his  con- 
tract an  insurable  interest  which  he  may 
protect  by  a  contract  of  indemnity  against 
loss.  Sun  Ins.  OfTice  of  London  v.  Merz  (N. 
J.  Err.  &  App.)  330 

20.  A  contract  of  reinsurance  against 
claims  for  loss  bv  fire,  not  to  exceed  a  certain 
amount,  of  property  located  anywhere  in  the 
United  States,  is  not  void  as  a  wagering  con- 
tract, although  at  the  time  of  the  issuance 
of  the  policy  the  party  indemnified  has  no 
insurable  interest  in  a  portion  of  the  prop- 
erty, where  he  acquires  such  interest  during 
the  life  of  the  policy,  and  retains  it  at  the 
time  when  the  loss  occurs.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Insurance;  time  when  insurable  interest 
must  exist  under  fire  policies: — (1.)  Inter- 
52  L.  P,.  A. 


est  at  the  time  of  the  policy;  (II.)  Interest 
at  time  of  policy  and  at  time  of  loss;  (III.) 
interest  at  time  of  loss;  (IV.)  policies  on 
fluctuating  property:  (a)  in  store  or  on 
farm,  (h)  held  by  bailees  or  warehousemen; 
(V.)  summary.  330 

Assignment  of  interest  in  policy;  limita- 
tion as  to.  789 

Necessity  of  delivery  of  policy;  delay  in 
issuance;  effect  of  premature  initiation  by 
local  camp.  444 

Conditions;  antecedent  and  subsequent  to 
loss;  liberal  construction  of  condition  subse- 
quent. 426 

Presumption  and  burden  of  proof  as  to 
suicide.  687 

Duty  of  insured  to  submit  to  examination 
and  furnish  information  to  insurer.        424 

Liberal  construction  of  provisions  saving 
forfeiture.  861 

Waiver  of  forfeiture;  receipt  of  dues  and 
as9esj«nieuts;  amending  by-laws  of  society. 

281 

False  answer  in  application  filed  by 
agent ;  waiver  of  time  limit  as  to  payment  of 
loss  and  suit;  nonoccupancy.  666 

Statements  in  application  as  warranties; 
strict  construction  of ;  fraud.  650 

Proofs  of  loss;  limitation  of  time;  deposit 
in  postofTice.  957 

Insurer's  right  of  subrogation;  insured  as 
trustee  for  insurer;  claim  against  third  par- 
ty. 85 

On  life;  when  contract  completed;  prop- 
erty in;  vested  rights  of  beneficiaries.      117 

Avoided  by  vacancy  of  building.  344 

Accident;  what  constitutes;  sunstroke; 
disease  aggravated  by  external  conditions. 

402 

INTEREST. 

Ilight  to,  as  Affected  by  Compromise, 
see  Compromise. 

Recovery  of,  on  Public  Money,  see  Pub- 
lic Money. 

1.  A  party  charged  with  interest  on  funds 
in  his  possession  is  entitled  to  credit  for  in- 
terest on  all  disbursements  properly  made 
out  of  such  funds.  Royston  v.  McCuUey 
(Tenn.)  891) 

2.  The  failure  of  a  county  treasurer  to  pay 
over  public  money  on  the  expiration  of  his 
term  renders  him  thereafter  liable  for  inter- 
est on  such  money  until  the  time  of  pay- 
ment, under  the  general  provisions  of  the 
statutes  requiring  interest  on  moneys  due 
after  default  as  damages.  Maloy  v.  Berna- 
lillo County  Comrs.  (N.  M.)  126 


Notes  and  Briefs. 


Interest;  as  damages. 
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INTERNAL   REVENUE. 

Unstamped  Instrument  as  Evidence,  see 
Evidence.  19. 

INTERSTATE    COMMERCE. 

See  Taxes,  Notes  and  Bkikfs. 
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INVESTMENT  SECURITY. 

Invalidity  of  Contract,  see  Contbacts, 
10;  Lottery. 

JANITORS. 

Liability  for  Act  of,  see  Master  akd 
Sei^vant,  6. 

JUDGMENT. 

Giving  Iiab>r  Debt  Preference,  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  22. 

By  Confession  as  Estoppel  against  Ac- 
tion for  Malpractice,  see  Estoppel, 
1. 

Enforcement  in  Other  State,  see  Limi- 
tation OF  Actions. 

Against  Trustee  as  Ratification  and 
Waiver,  see  Trusts,  3. 

1.  A  judgment  against  a  principal  for 
damages  for  breach  of  contract  is  not  res 
judicata  in  an  action  against  the  surety 
where  he  has  not,  by  his  undertaking,  obli- 
gated himself  to  be  bound  thereby,  and  he 
was  not  a  party  or  privy  to  the  action  on 
the  contract.    McConnell  v.  Poor  (Iowa) 

312 

2.  A  judgment  against  a  constable  for  an 
unlawful  seizure  has  no  effect  as  against  the 
sureties  on  his  official  bond,  who  were  not 
parties  to  the  action  in  which  it  was  ren- 
dered.    Rodini  v.  Lytle  (Mont.)  165 

3.  A  judgment  by  default  against  the 
principal  in  a  bond  conditioned  for  the  pay- 
ment of  claims  for  labor  or  materials  fur- 
nished to  him  will  not  prevent  the  sureties, 
who  are  parties  to  the  action,  from  disputing 
on  appeal  facts  which  are  necessary  to  es- 
tablish their  liability.  United  States  use  of 
Fidelitv  Nat.  P»ank  v.  Rundle  (C.  C.  A.  9th 
C.)       '  605 

4.  A  judgment  for  alimony  rendered  after 
appettrance  of  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
full  faith  and  credit,  under  U.  S.  Const,  art. 
4,  §  1,  when  an  actioii  thereon  is  brought  in 
another  state  for  instalments  of  alimony 
that  have  subsequently  become  due  under 
the  judgment.  Arrington  v.  Arrington  (N. 
C.)  201 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

See  also  Ofb'icers. 

Judgment;  against  foreign  administra- 
tor; revivor.  740 

Against  principal,  effect  as  to  surety.  50(5 

Of  other  state;  as  to  alimony;  enforce- 
ment of.  201 

Effect  of,  as  to  privies:  as  to  sureties.  313 

Against  garnishee  in  other  state.  195 

Res  judicata;  judgment  by  confession. 

895 

JUDICIAL  SALE. 

A  purchaser  at  a  trustee's  sale  under  au- 
thor itv  of  a  decree  which  the  court  had  no 
juvipdiction  to  pass  may  successfully  rely 
on  such  want  of  jurisdiction  to  avoid  the 
sale.     Ball  v.  Safe  Deposit  &  T.  Co.  (Md.) 

403 
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Notes  and  Briefs. 

See  also  Equity. 

Judicial  sale;   errors  and  irregularities r 
effect  afi  to  purchaser.  402 

LABOR. 

Regulation  of  Rates  on  Public  Improve- 
ment, see  Constitutional  Law^ 
23. 

Fixing  of  Compensation  by  Legislature^ 
see  Municipal  Corp6r.ations,  2. 

LABORERS. 

Assignment  of  Claims,  see  Assignmrvt.. 
Protection  of  Bank  Advancing   Money 

to  Pay  Claims,  see  Bonds,  1. 
Railroad  Attorney  as,  see  Insolvenct^ 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Time  Checks,  see  Bnxs  and  Notes. 

Who    are  laborers  and  employees;     con- 
struction of  statute  giving  preferences.    47 f^ 

LABOR  LAW. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Labor  law;  regulation  of  wages  on  public- 
work;  eight-hour  provision.  81<> 

LABOR  trniONS. 

Discrimination  and  Due  Process  as  to^ 
see  Constitutional  Law,  14,  15^ 
2L 


Notes  and  Briefs. 
Class  legislation  respecting. 
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LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

Agreement  as  to  Sale  of  Beer,  see  Con- 
tracts, 12. 

Exemption  from  Liability  as  to  Eleva- 
tor, see  Contracts,  6. 

Elevator  Proprietor  as  Carrier,  see  Ele- 
vators, 1. 

Custom  as  to  Use  of  Elevator,  see  Evi- 
dence, 27. 

Discharge   of   Guarantor   of    Rent,    see 
Guaranty. 
■  Covenant  as  to  Sale  of  Beer,  see  Injunc- 
tion, 1. 

1.  A  covenant  in  a  five  years*  lease  of  land, 
with  a  building,  the  upper  floor  of  which  i* 
reached  by  an  outside  stairway  on  adjacent 
premises,  that  the  lessor  will  protect  the  les- 
see from  interruption  in  his  use  of  the  stair- 
way by  the  acts  of  the  adjoining  proprietors,, 
cannot  be  implied  under  Wis.  Stat.  1898,  § 
2204,  providing  that  no  covenant  shall  be 
implied  in  any  conveyance  of  real  estate,  and 
§  2242,  providing  that  the  term  ** convey- 
ance" shall  embrace  every  instrument  in 
writing  by  which  any  estate  or  interest  in 
real  estate  is  created,  except  wills  and  leases 
for  a  term  not  exceeding  three  years.  Koe- 
ber  v.  Somers  (Wis.)  512" 

2.  A  provision  in  a  lease,  that  the  land- 
lord shall  not  "be  liable  for  any  damages  oc- 
casioned by  failure  to  keep  the  elevator  iir 
repair,"  is  not  binding  on  the  tenant's  em- 
ployees. ■  Springer  v.  Ford  (111.)  93<^ 
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3.  Contributory  negligence  which  will  re- 
lieve a  landlord  from  liability  for  the  death 
of  a  tenant's  child  drowned  in  an  unprotect- 
ed cistern  is  not  shown  by  the  fact  that  the 
tenants  took  possession  of  the  premises  with 
knowledge  of  their  dangerous  condition  and 
relyinc  on  their  own  vigilance  to  prevent  in- 
jury therefrom  until  repair,  where  they  en- 
tered upon  the  promise  and  agreement  of 
the  landlord  to  repair  the  cistern  immediate- 
ly. Stillwell  v.  South  Louisville  Land  Co. 
(Ky.)  325 

LARCENY. 

The  felonious  conversion  of  money  received 
under  a  mutual  mistake  from  a  bank,  in  a 
package  supposed  to  contain  a  much  smaller 
sum,  does  not  constitute  larceny.  Cooper 
V.  Com.  (Ky.)  136 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Larceny;  of  money  or  property  delivered 
by  mistake.  130 

LATERAI.  SUPPORT. 

Considering  Benefits  in  Assessing  Dam- 
ages from  Removal,  see  Damages, 
13. 

NoTBS  AiTD  Briefs. 

Lateral  support;  right  to;  injury  to,  as 
taking  of  property.  634 

LEGISLATURE. 

Fixing  Compensation  for  Labor,  see 
Municipal  Cobporations,  2. 

LIBEL  AND  SLANDER. 

Exemplary   or   Punitive   Damages,   s^ 

Damages,  2. 
See    also    Corporations,    Notes    and 

Briefs. 

1.  Dictation  of  a  libelous  letter  to  a  pri- 
vate and  confidential  stenographer  of  the 
writer  is  sufiicient  to  constitute  a  publica- 
tion of  the  libel,  without  disclosure  of  its 
contents  to  any  other  person  except  the  per- 
son to  whom  it  is  written,  where  the  stenog- 
rapher copjss  the  letter  and  it  is  actually 
sent,  although  the  dictation  to  the  stenogra- 
pher may  also  be  regarded  as  a  slander. 
Gambrill  v.  Schooley  (Md.)  87 

2.  Members  of  a  school  board  will  not,  in 
the  absence  of  anything  to  show  actual  mal- 
ice, be  guilty  of  libel  in  sending  a  request  for 
a  revocation  of  the  teacher's  license  to  the 
school  commissioner,  who  has  statutory  au- 
thority to  revoke  the  license  upon  certain 
specified  grounds,  although  they  do  not,  in 
preferring  the  charges, » follow  the  exact 
words  of  the  statute,  some  words  being  used 
not  embraced  therein,  where  the  charges  are 
made  in  the  discharge  of  their  duty,  after 
complaint  by  parents,  and  in  response  to  a 
communication  from  the  commissioner.  Fin- 
ley  V.  Steele  ( Mo. )  852 

3.  The  slander  of  a  person  by  calling  him 
a  dangerous  character,  and  intimating  that 
^e  is  guilty  of  arson,  does  not  give  to  a  cor- 
poration of  which  he  is  a  majority  stock- 
holder and  an  oflScer  any  right  of  action  for 
'>2  L.  H.  A. 


slander  of  for  consequential  injuries  result* 
ing  to  its  business  from  the  slander,  where 
the  words  are  not  spoken  of  him  in  direct 
relation  to  the  business  of  the  company,  al- 
though the  loss  of  public  confidence  in  him 
damages  the  business  of  the  corporation. 
Brayton  v.  Cleveland  Special  Police  Co. 
(Ohio)  525 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Libel;  publication;  by  dictating  letter. 

88 

LICENSE. 

Uniformity    of,    see    Constitutional 
Law,  17. 

Passive  acquiescence  on  the  part  of  the 
owners  of  land  in  the  expenditure  of  a  con- 
siderable sum  of  money  for  the  construction 
of  an  irrigating  ditch  across  their  property 
does  not  estop  their  grantee,  who  purchases 
the  land  with  knowl^ge  of  the  existence  of 
the  ditch,  from  destroying  the  ditch  within 
the  period  of  limitations,  since  the  right  to 
maintain  it  is  a  mere  license,  revocable  at 
pleasure.    Ewing  v.  Rhea  (Or.)  140 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

License;  implied,  to  enter  premises  devot- 
ed to  public  business;  railroad  grounds: 
hackmen.  419 

What  is;  mere  acquiescence;  exercise  of 
right  under;  revocation  of.  140 


LIENS. 

Of  Chattel  Mortgage,  see  Conflict  of 

Laws,  1. 
In  Lease,  £xte^t  of,  see  Mortgage. 
Avoiding  Policy,  see  Insurance,  10. 
Estoppel  as  to  Priority,  see  Estoppel, 

5. 

1.  A  claim  for  money  loaned  to  pay  inter- 
est on  a  mortgage  debt  is  inferior  in  equity 
to  the  lien  of  a  prior  mortgage,  and  cannot 
be  given  a  preference  over  it.  Illinois  Trust 
&  Sav.  Bank  v.  Doud  (C.  C.  A.  8th  C.)     481 

2.  Use  of  income  of  a  mortgaged  railway 
plant  to  pay  for  additions  thereto,  paving 
bonds,  and  repairs,  and  to  satisfy  vendors' 
liens,  is  not  a  diversion  of  it  from  the  claims 
of  one  who  advanced  money  towards  pay- 
ment for  the  additions  and  of  interest  on  the 
mortgage,  so  as  to  give  him  a  lien  superior 
to  that  of  the  mortgagee.  Id. 

3.  A  prior  lien  for  money  advanced  to  add 
to  the  plant  of  the  street-railway  company, 
which  addition  is  necessary  to  enable  it  to 
profitably  carry  on  the  business  of  furnish- 
ing light  to  the  municipality,  is  not  author- 
ize by  a  clause  in  a  mortgage  of  its  proper- 
ty requiring  it  to  keep  and  observe  all  laws 
and  ordinances  relating  to  or  affecting  its 
franchises  or  privileges,  where  no  ordinance 
or  law  requires  it  to  furnish  light,  and  the 
mortgage  expressly  forbids  it  to  suffer  any 
lien  superior  to  the  mortgage.  Id. 

4.  No  priority  over  the  mortgage  is  cre- 
ated by  a  loan  to  a  quasi -public  mortgagor, 
upon  pledge  of  it^s  income,  of  money  to  make 
a  substantial  and  beneficial  addition  to  its 
plant  and*  power,  which  is  necessary  to  ena- 
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ble  it  to  maintain  the  volume  of  its  business, 
but  which  is  not  indispensable  to  enable  it 
to  continue  a  going  concern,  where  the  mort- 
gage covers  property  acquired  and  to  be  ac- 
quired and  the  income.  Id- 
5.  A  mechanic's  lien  is  not  satisfied  by  the 
lienor's  purchases  to  an  equal  amount,  in  ac- 
cordance with  an  oral  agreement  between  the 
parties,  at  a  store  kept  by  a  firm  of  which 
the  debtor's  manager  was  a  member,  where 
the  firm  was  not  a  party  to  the  agreement, 
and  not  bound  to  set  off  its  account  against 
the  lienor's  claim.  Kirchman  v.  Standard 
Coal  Co.  (Iowa)                                          318 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Liens;  of  mechanics;  construction  of  stat- 
utes. 480 
For  wages;  preference  of,  over  other  liens. 

IiIGHT. 

From  Highway,  see  Highways,  5. 
Obstruction  of,  from  Highway,  see  Nui- 
sances, 5. 
See  also  Easements,  Notes  and  Beiefs. 

IiIMITATION  OP  ACTIONS. 

See  also  Conflict  of  Laws,  7. 

Annual  instalments  of  alimony,  which  be- 
came due  and  collectible  under  a  judgment 
of  another  state  more  than  ten  years  before 
the  institution  of  an  action  therefor,  are 
barred  by  N.  C.  Code,  §  152,  limiting  actions 
on  a  judgment  to  ten  years  "from  the  date 
of  the  rendition  of  said  judgment  or  decree.'' 
Arrington  v.  Arrington  (N.  C.)  201 

XI«OYDS. 

See  Insurance,  28. 

IiOGS. 

Maintenance  of  Dams  for,  see  Dams. 
Estoppel  to  Complain  of  Booms  by  Use, 

see  Estoppel,  2. 
Private     Action     for     Obstruction     of 

Stream,  see  Waters,  3. 

LOTTERY. 

Contracts  of  investment  security,  deben- 
tures, or  certificates,  which,  by  the  device  of 
a  "numeral  apart,"  may  be  called  in  and  re- 
deemed at  any  period  before  they  would  reg- 
ularly accumulate  a  credit  in  the  reserve 
fund  equal  to  the  stipulated  endowment  val- 
ue, aiid  otherwise  giving  unequal  advantages 
to  the  certificate  holders,  contain  the  ele- 
ments of  chance  and  prize  constituting  a  lot- 
tery, and  are  unlawful.  State  ex  rel. 
Sheets  v.  Interstate  Savings  Investment  Co. 
(Ohio)  530 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Lottery;  what  constitutes;  Tontine  prin- 
ciple; contracts  of  investment  security.  642 

lAALPRACTICE. 

eUidgment  for  Services  as  Estoppel,  see 
Estoppel,  1. 

Estoppel  of  Department  Store,  see  Es- 
toppel, 7. 

Charf^e  as  to  Compensation,  see  Trial, 

11. 
62  L.  R.  A. 


MANDAMUS. 

Review  of,  see  Appeal  and  Error,  1. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Mandamus;   where  remedy  by  action  ex- 
ists; compelling  issuance  of  warrant. 

816,  813 

BffASTEB  AKD  SERVAHT. 

Employee  as  Passenger,  see  Carriers. 
1. 

Liability  of  Third  Person  Causing 
Breach  of  Contract,  see  Case. 

Statutory  Discrimination  and  Due  Pro- 
cess as  to  Union  Workmen,  see 
Constitutional  Law,  15,  21. 

Regulation  Affecting  Contracts  and 
Compensation  of  Miners,  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  26. 

Burden  of  Proof  as  to  Cause  of  Acci- 
dent, see  Evidence,  8. 

Landlord's  Liability  for  Injury  to  Serv- 
ant, see  Landlord  and  Tenant,  2. 

1.  That  a  decayed  pole  which  fell  and  in- 
jured a  lineman  io  the  employ  of  a  telephone 
company  did  not  belong  to  it,  but  was  uf»ed 
under  a  contract  with  its  owner,  will  not  re- 
lieve the  company  from  liability  for  the  in- 
juries caused  by  the  fall,  if  it  had  under- 
taken to  make  a  special  inspection  of  it* 
poles,  and  the  defective  pole  formed  part  of 
the  company's  permanent  line,  while  its  own- 
er had  made  no  agreement  to  maintain  it  se- 
curely.    McGuire  v.  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.) 

437 

2.  A  telephone  company  which  undertakes 
to  make  special  inspection  of  its  poles  to 
ascertain  that  they  are  safe  for  linemen  will 
be  liable  for  injuries  to  a  lineman  by  the  fall 
of  a  pole,  if  it  has  neglected  to  use  reasona- 
ble care  to  see  that  the  pole  is  safe.  Id. 

3.  A  lineman  in  the  employ  of  a  telephone 
company,  who  knows  that  the  company  is 
using  poles  of  a  third  person,  is  not  charge- 
able with  notice  of  the  fact  that  under  the 
contract  for  their  use  the  company  has  no 
right  to  inspect  and  repair  them,  and  does 
not  assume  the  risk  of  such  a  situation.     Id. 

4.  One  employed  to  run  an  elevator  in  a 
dry-goods  store  to  carry  employees  to  an*! 
from  their  work  and  from  floor  to  floor  of 
the  building  is  a  fellow  servant  of  an  em- 
ployee in  the  tailoring  department,  who  is 
injured  by  the  careless  running  of  the  ele- 
vator, where  both  are  employed  by  the  same 
person,  are  under  the  same  general  control, 
and  engaged  in  the  same  general  work. 
Specs  V.  Boggs  (Pa.)  933 

5.  The  throwing  of  rocks  and  clods  by  a 
brakeman  at  a  trespasser  stealing  a  ride  on 
rods  under  a  box  car  is  within  the  scope  of 
his  employment,  so  as  to  render  the  railroad 
company  liable  for  the  death  of  the  tres- 
passer, who  falls  under  the  wheels  when 
driven  out  by  the  rocks.  Dorsey  v.  Kansas 
City,  P.  &  G.  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  S2 

G.  The  removal  of  the  chair  of  an  eleva- 
tor conductor  from  its  place  by  a  janitor 
who  had  no  control  of  the  elevator,  but  wa-» 
merely  riding  in  it  while  going  from  one 
part  of  the  building  to  another,  is  not  an  act 
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'Within  the  scope  of  his  employment  so  as  to 
render  the  proprietor  liable  for  an  injury  to 
A  passenger  caused  by  the  involuntary 
starting  of  the  elevator  by  the  conductor  as 
he  grasped  the  mechanism  to  save  himself 
from  failinff  when  he  attempted  to  sit  down 
And  found  his  chair  gone.  Gibson  v.  Inter- 
national Trust  Ck>.  (Mass.)  92S 

7.  A  driver  of  a  beer  wagon,  who  is  au- 
thorized to  deliver  beer  for  cash  only,  and 
who  is  himself  charged  with  the  price  of 
any  that  he  delivers  without  receiving 
«ash«  but  who,  after  making  such  de- 
livery without  obtaining  payment,  en- 
deavors to  collect  it  next  day  from  an 
•employee  of  the  customer,  upon  whom  he 
makes  an  assault  in  his  endeavor  to  collect 
the  money,  is  not  in  so  doing  acting  within 
the  scope  of  his  employment  and  does  not 
thereby  render  his  employer  liable  for  the 
assault.  McDermott  v.  American  Brewing 
Co.  (La.)  684 

8.  The  owner  of  a  team  in  charge  of  a 
driver  is  not  liable  for  injuries  caused  by 
its  collision  with  another  on  the  highway, 
if  at  the  time  the  driver  has  departed  from 
the  prescribed  route  for  some  purpose  of  his 
own.  Perlstein  v.  American  Exp.  Co. 
<Mass.)  059 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Time  Checks,  see  Bills  and  Notes. 

See  also  Constitutional  Law. 

Master  and  servant;  continued  use  of 
previously  safe  appliance;  degree  of  duty  as 
to  safe  appliances;  knowledge  as  to  condi- 
tion. 922 

Assumption  of  risk  by  volunteer.  143 

Duty  of  inspection  of  poles  and  wires;  as- 
sumption of  risk.  437 

Test  of  relation  of.  200 

When  relation  exists;  holding  out  serv- 
ant of  anoliier;  n^ligence  of  servant.      429 

Liability  for  servant's  tort;  scope  of  em- 
ploj'mcnt.  92 

Liability  oi  master  for  assault  by  servant. 

685 
Injui-y  from  acts  of  servant;  scope  of  em- 
ployment; private  instructions.  959 

Liability  for  act^  of  servant  outside  scope 
of  employment.  928 


In  pari  delicto  melior  est  conditio  possi- 
dentis.    King  v.  King  (Ohio)  157 

Res  ipsa  loquitur.  Gibson  v.  Internation- 
al Trust  Co.  (Mass.)  928 
See  also  Evidence,  5. 

Salus  populi  suprema  lex.  Wilson  v. 
Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  (Miss.)  357 

MECHANICS*  lilENS. 

Mistaken  Statement  as  to  Payment,  see 

Estoppel,  3. 
See  also  Liens,  Notes  and  Briefs. 


MESNE  PROFITS. 

Recovery    of    and    Set-Off   against,    in 
Ejectment,  see  Ejectment. 


Regulation  Aflfecting  Contracts  and 
Compensation  of  Miners,  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  26. 

Notes  and  Beiefs. 

Mines ;  validity  of  statutory  regulation  of 
contracts  with  employees;  screening  coal. 

523 

Injunction  against  mining.  300 


MONET. 


Notes  and  Briefs. 


MEMORANDA. 

See  Evidence. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


Money;  payment  of  loan  in;  designation 
of  kind.  785 

MONOPOLY. 

In  Consolidation  of  Street  Railway 
Lines,  see  Street  Railways,  3. 

MORTGAGE. 

Lien  of,  on  Chattels,  see  Conflict  of 

Laws,  1. 
Rights  of  Mortgaged  in  Insurance,  see 

Insurance,  0,  16. 
As  to  Priority  of  Liens,  soe  Liens,  1-4. 
Of  Nonresident,  see  Taxes,  1,  2,  Notes 

AND  Briefs. 
Conversion   by    Seizure  of   Mortgaged 

Property,  see  Trover. 

A  mortgage,  in  a  lease  of  a  brickyard,  up- 
on clay  and  materials  for  brick,  as  well  as 
manufactured  brick,  will  not  create  a  lien 
on  the  clay  that  has  not  been  manufactured 
or  in  any  way  set  apart  for  that  purpose. 
T.  B.  Townsend  Brick  &  C.  Co.  v.  Allen 
(Kan.)  323 

MUnCIPAL  CORPORATIONS. 

I>i8crimination  in  Ordinances,  see  Com- 
merce, 3;  Constitutional  Law, 
13,  14,  17. 

Regulation  of  Contracts,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  23-25. 

Motives  Inducing  Passage  of  Ordinance, 
see  Courts,  2. 

Right  to  Compensation  for  Use  of 
Street,  see  Eminent  Domain,  2. 

Ordinance  Authorizing  Nuisance,  see 
Estoppel,  6. 

Construction  of  Private  Bridge  over 
Highway,  see  Highways,  1. 

Publication  of  Ordinance  Granting 
Franchise,  see  Publication. 

Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction  as 
Officer,  see  Schools. 

Regulation  of  Telegraph  Line  on  Post 
Road,  see  Telegraphs,  2. 

See  also  Public  Improvements. 

1.  A  statute  (Kan.  Gen.  Stat.  1897,  §  15, 
chap.  32)  which  provides  for  the  extension 
of  city  boundaries  over  certain  classes  of  ad- 
joining lands  is  not  violative  of  the  14th 
Amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  because  it  exempts  agricul- 
tural lands  from  its  provisions.  Kansas 
City  V.  Clark  (Kan.)  321 
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2.  The  legislature  cannot  fix  by  statute 
the  compensation  which  a  city  must  pay  for 
labor  or  other  services  that  it  may  be 
obliged  to  employ,  when  such  regulations  in- 
crease the  cost  of  the  work  beyond  what  it 
would  be  obliged  to  pay  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  business,  and  the  Constitution  lim- 
its municipal  expenditures  of  money  to  city 
purposes.  Peoi^e  ex  rel.  Rodgers  v.  Coler 
(N.  Y.)  814 

3.  A  city  ordinance  granting  a  street- 
railway  franchise  is  included  in  the  terms, 
"by-laws  of  a  general  or  permanent  nature/' 
as  used  in  Iowa  Code  1873,  §  492,  providing 
for  the  publication  of  such  by-laws,  and  that 
they  shall  take  effect  at  the  expiration  of 
five"  days  after  they  are  published.  State  ex 
rel.  Bump  v.  Omaha  &  C.  B.  R.  &  B.  Co. 
^lowa)  315 

4.  An  efficient  provision  for  the  compul- 
sory arbitration  of  all  disputes  arising  be- 
tween the  grantees  of  a  street-railway  fran- 
chise and  Uieir  employees  as  to  any  matter 
of  employment  or  wages  is  made  in  satisfac- 
tion of  a  requirement  therefor  in  the  city 
charter,  where  there  is  a  general  provision 
in  the  franchise  making  it  imperative  that 
disputes  of  that  character  shall  be  submit- 
ted to  arbitration,  to  which  the  grantees 
shall  be  parties,  and  that  any  award  shall 
be  binding  for  one  year,  without  providing 
a  method  of  procedure.  Wood  v.  Seattle 
(Wash.)  369 

5.  The  omission  of  the  names  of  the  ac- 
tual grantees  of  a  ntreet-railway  franchise, 
and  of  the  amount  bid  therefor,  from  a  pro- 
posed ordinance  as  published,  which  did  con- 
tain the  names  of  the  applicants  for  the 
franchise,  does  not  invalidate  the  ordinance 
under  a  charter  provision  requiring  the  pub- 
lication of  propo^d  ordinances  for  a  certain 
period,  where  a  special  provision  as  to 
street-railway  francnises  requires  a  publica- 
tion of  a  notice  of  the  application  tnerefor, 
and  that  the  franchises  be  granted  to  the 
person  who  will  pay  therefor  the  highest 
percentage  of  receipts,  since  it  would  be  im- 
possible at  the  time  of  publishing  the  pro- 
posed ordinance  to  tell  what  would  be  the 
amount  of  the  bid  or  who  would  be  the  suc- 
cessful bidders.  Id. 

6.  A  municipality  which  rents  the  city 
hall  for  pay,  in  accordance  with  its  custom 
occasionally  so  to  do,  and  agrees  to  light  and 
keep  properly  lighted  the  entry  and  stairs 
leading  to  the  hall  and  gallery,  is  liable  for 
injury  to  a  person  attending  an  entertain- 
meiit  therein,  resulting  from  its  failure  to 
keep  properly  lighted  the  winding  part  of 
the  stairway,  which  is  dangerous  without 
fluch  light    Little  v.  Holyoke  (Mass.)     417 

•    Notes  and  Brzevs. 

See  also  Highways  ;  Post  Roads. 

Munidpal  corporations;  control  by  legis- 
lature; regulation  of  wages;  public  works. 

81G 

Power  as  to  use- of  streets.  672 

Streets;  interference  with  abutting  own- 
er's easement  of  light  and  air  from.        409 

S2  L.  R.  A. 


Liability  for  condition  of  public  property; 
for  unauthorized  acta  of  officials.  417 

Necessity  of  publishing  ordinance;  ordi- 
nance as  a  contract;  sufficiency  of  publica- 
tion; discrimination  against  nonresidents. 

3ie 

Constitutionality  of  annexation  of  land 
to.  321 

NAPHTHA  LAUHCH. 

As  Appurtenance,  see  Sale,  2. 

NATIONAL  BANKS. 

Discrimination  against^  see  Ba^ks,  1. 

NEGLIGENCE. 

Liability  for  Spread  of  Noxious  Weeds, 
see  Bersotda  Gbass. 

Measure  of  Damages  for  Permanent  In- 
jury, see  Damages,  8,  9. 

Damages  for  Destruction  of  Crops,  see 
Damages,  11. 

Presumption  and  Burden  of  Proof  as 
to,  see  Evidence. 

Of  Driver,  see  Master  and  Servant,  8. 

Liability  of  Municipality,  see  Muxia- 
PAL  Corporations,  6. 

Contributory,  of  Passenger,  see  Car- 
riers, 8. 

Contributory;  Reaching  by  Demurrer, 
see  Plbadihg,  6. 

As  to  Torpedo,  see  BAititOADS,  1. 

Of  Driver  as  Affecting  Passenger,  see 
Railroads,  6. 

Of  Mother,  see  Trial,  6. 

As  to  Elevators,  see  Elevators. 

See  also  Railroads. 

1.  The  owner  of  a  steam  roller  will  be  lia^ 
ble  for  injuries  caused  by  the  engineer's  neg- 
lect to  warn  travelers  of  the  danger  of  es- 
caping steam,  where  he  hires  and  has  power 
to  discharge  the  engineer,  and  pays  his 
wages,  although  the  roller  has  been  hired  by 
the  day  to  a  municipality  for  use  upon  its 
streets,  and  its  officers  direct  where  the  roll- 
er shall  be  used.  Stewart  v.  California  Im- 
prov.  Co.   (Cal.)  205 

2.  The  death  of  a  child  caused  by  the  fall 
of  a  pile  of  cross-ties  which  a  railroad  com- 
pany had  piled  in  a  street,  and  on  which  be 
was  undertaking  to  climb,  will  not  create  a 
liability  on  the  part  of  the  company  because 
of  its  failure  to  guard  against  such  an  in- 
jury, unless  it  knew  that  children  were  in 
the  habit  of  playing  there.  Kramer  v. 
Southern  R.  Co.  (N.  C.)  369 

3.  An  average  boy  between  thirteen  and 
fourteen  years  of  age  is  guilty  of  negligence 
as  matter  of  law,  which  will  prevent  recov- 
ery for  his  death,  who,  knowing  the  chara<^ 
teristics  of  a  clay  hole  partly  filled  with 
water,  and  going  to  it  to  see*  if  the  ice  it 
strong,  jumps  across  a  strip  of  water  along 
the  edge,  on  to  ice  rotteikand  partly  ooverea 
with  water,  slides  out  to  a  point  where  he 
knows  the  water  is  over  his  head,  and  is 
drowned  because  the  ice  will  not  bear  his 
weight.    Heiraann  v.  Kinnare  (111.)        652 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

As  to  Banks,  see  Banks. 
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See  also  Carriers;  Damages;  Elevators. 

Negligence;   suet  of  God  as  affecting  de- 
fendant's concurrent  negligence.  020 
Presumption  as  to,  from  accident.        510 

Res  ipsa  loquitur;  absence  of  contractual 
relation;  event  not  to  be  anticipated;  pre- 
sumption of  care.  923 

Liability  of  owner  or  occupant  of  land  for 
spread  of  weeds  or  noxious  vegetation  to  ad- 
joining premises.  293 

Collision  a«  evidence  of;  violation  of  law 
of  road.  959 

Liability  of  municipality  for  condition  of 
public  property.  417 

Imputed;  of  driver  to  passenger.         954 

Contributory;  of  infant;  age;  care  as  to 
premises  attractive  to  children.  652 

As  to  electric  wires;  contributory  from 
failure  to  observe  obvious  danger.  510 

In  permitting  child  on  street;  contribu- 
tory, in  going  in  front  of  car;  attempt  to 
save  life.  65C 

Injury  to  trespasser  or  licensee  on  prem- 
ises; use  of  dangerous  agency;  injury  to 
child.  143 

NEWSBOYS. 

As  Passengers,  see  Carriers,  2. 

NEWSPAPERS. 

Publication  of  Ordinance  in,  see  Publi- 
cation. 

NOISE. 

See  Nuisances,  Kotes  and  Briefs. 

NOTICE. 

Of  Exclusive  Privilege  of  Hackmen  at 
Depot,  see  Hacks,  2. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Notice;  imf station  to  corporation  of 
knowledge  of  agent  acquired  as  agent  of  an- 
other. 431 

To  owner;  seizure  of  property  malum  in 
se,  775 

NUISANCES. 

Measure  of  Damages,  see  Damages,  12. 

Equity  Jurisdiction  to  Abate,  see  Equi- 
ty, 2. 

Failure  to  Object  to  Ordinance  Author- 
izing, see  Estoppel,  6. 

1.  A  factory  whistle  in  a  populous  com- 
munity, which  is  blown  at  unseasonable 
hours  when  it  is  entirely  unnecessary,  and 
which  is  so  loud,  harsh,  and  terrific  as  seri- 
ously to  interfere  with  plaintiffs'  reasonable 
enjoyment  of  their  habitations  and  cause 
them  special  damage,  is  a  nuisance  which 
may  be  enjoined.  Hill  v.  McBurney  Oil  & 
F.  Co.  (Ga.)  398 

2.  The  wilful  and  unauthorized  obstruc- 
tion of  a  public  street,  so  as  to  interfere 
with  passage  over  the  same,  creates  a  lia- 
bility to  any  person  who  in  consequence  sus- 
tains special  damage.  Brunswick  &  W.  R. 
Co.  V.  Hardey  (Ga.)  396 

3.  A  merchant  whose  customers  are  pre- 
52  L.  R.  A. 


vented  by  the  ille^l  obstruction  of  a  public 
street  from  obtaining  access  to  the  store 
for  a  sutljcient  length  of  time  to  work  injury 
or  damage  to  the  business  suffers  a  special 
wrong  not  shared  in  by  the  public  at  large, 
for  which  he  is  entitled  to  maintain  an  ac- 
tion against  the  person  causing  the  obstruc- 
tion. Id. 

4.  Spedal  damages  caused  by  a  nuisance 
are  sufficiently  shown  to  sustain  an  action 
for  damages  and  to  abate  the  nuisance, 
where  the  discharge  upon  the  plaintiff*s  land 
of  the  waste  from  a  creamery  on  neighbor- 
ing land  has  created  a  filthy  mud-hole, 
which  plaintiff  has  been  compelled  to  fence 
to  keep  his  stock  away  from  it,  and  the  smell 
arising  therefrom  permeates  the  air  for  sev- 
eral hundred  feet,  and  the  rentai  value  of 
the  land  is  thereby  decreased.  Van  Fossen 
V.  Clark  (Iowa)    .  279 

5.  The  owner  of  a  building  abutting  on  a 
street,  the  light  and  air  from  which  to  his 
property  is  diminished  by  a  bridge  thrown 
across  the  street  to  connect  the  upper  fioors 
of  buildings  of  a  private  owner  situated  on 
opposite  sides  of  the  street,  suffers  an  injury 
different  in  kind  and  degree  from  that  suf- 
fered by  the  public,  so  as  to  l>e  entitled  to 
maintain  a  suit  for  relief  therefrom.  Town- 
send  V.  Epstein   (Md.)  409 

6.  Adjacent  property  owners  who  are  not 
injured  by  the  construction  of  a  tunnel  to 
connect  buildings  on  the  opposite  sides  of  a 
street  cannot  maintain  a  suit  to  compel  its 
removal.  Id. 

7.  Knowledge  by  a  purchaser  of  land  of 
the  existence  of  a  nuisance  thereon  by  dis- 
charge from  a  drain  created  under  an  ease- 
ment for  a  drain  across  the  land,  which  did 
not  contemplate  the  creation  of  any  nui- 
sance, will  not  estop  him  from  afterward 
maintaining  an  action  to  abate  the  nuisance. 
Van  Fossen  v.  Clark  (Iowa)  279 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Nuisance;  noise  as:  steam  whistle.      399 
What  is;  remedy  in  equity.  300 

OBSTBUCTINO  JUSTICE. 

See  Abrest,  2. 

OFFICEBS. 

Interest  of  Member  of  Building  Commit- 
tee, see  Contracts,  11. 

Judgment  against,  as  Affecting  Princi- 
pal, see  Judgment,  2. 

Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction 
as,  see  Schools. 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

See  also  Bonds. 

Officers;  effect  against  surety  on  official 
bond,  of  judgment  against  officer: — (I.)  In- 
troductory; (II.)  when  not  evidence:  (o) 
judgment  recovered  in  action;  (&)  judg- 
ment on  motion  for  rule  absolute  or  amerce- 
ment: (III.)  when  prima  facie  evidence: 
(a)  judgment  recovered  in  action;  (&) 
judgment  on  motion  for  rule  absolute  or 
amercement;  (IV.)  when  conclusive  evi- 
dence:  (a)  judgment  recovered  in  action; 
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{h)  judgment  on  motion  for  rule  absolute 
•or  amercement;  (V.)  in  auction  on  bond  of 
•deputy  officer:  (a)  when  not  in  evidence: 
(1)  judgment  against  superior;  (2)  jiidg- 
inent  aeainst  deputy;  (&)  when  prima 
facie  evidence;  (c)  when ^ conclusive  evi- 
dence; (VI.)  judgment  in  favor  of  princi- 
pal; (VII.)  executors,  administrators,  and 
guardians:  (a)  when  not  evidence;  (b) 
when  prima  facie  evidence;  (c)  when  con- 
clusive evidence.  165 

Contracts  with  themselves.  51S 

'Who  are  public  officers;  indicia;   school 
officers.  400 


OPTION. 


Notes  and  Bbiefs. 


Option;     for    purchase    of    real    estafc; 
xighU  conferred  by.  724 

OYSTERS. 

See  Fisheries,  2,  Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

PARENT  AND  CHUiD. 

Right  of  Adopted  Child  under  Deed,  see 
Deeds. 

Action  for  Death  of  Child,  'see  Land- 
lord AND  Tenant,  3. 

Negligence  of  Mother,  see  Trial,  6. 

See'  also  Negligence  ;  Trial,  Notes  and 
Briefs. 


Purchase  from,  as  Satisfaction  of  Lien 
afainst  Member,  see  Liens,  5. 

Liability  for  Torts  of  Former  Partner, 
see  Estoppel,  4. 

Presumption  as  to  Agreement  to  With- 
hold Contribution,  see  Evidence, 
9. 

Entries  in  Books  of,  see  Evidence,  17. 

A  check  for  the  amount  of  a  special  part- 
ner's contribution  to  the  capital  of  a  part- 
nership, that  was  good  when  delivered  to 
the  general  partners,  and  was  actually  paid 
when  presented,  though  this  was  not  done 
until  after  the  filing  of  the  partnership  cer- 
^tilicate,  must  be  regarded  as  a  contribution 
of  cash  at  the  time  of  its  delivery,  at  least 
where  the  check  was  certified  and  there  was 
no  agreement  to  delay  its  presentation. 
Chick  V.  Robinson  (C.  C.  A.  6th  C.)         833 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
See  also  Evidence. 

Partnership;  imputation  to  firm  of  wilful 
tort  of  partner.  676 

PARTY  WAIX. 

Implied  Promise  as  to,  see  Contracts, 

1. 
Agreement  Running  with  the  Land,  see 

Covenant,  1. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Party  wall;  contract  to  share  expense  of; 
liability  of  grantee.  110 

PATENTS. 

See  Damages,  Notes  and  Briefs. 
52  L.  R,  A. 


With  Corporate  Funds,  see  Assrxp- 
SIT,  2. 

Remittance  by  Collector  out  of  Own 
Funds,  see  Bills  and  Notes,  4. 

Mistaken  Statement  as  to,  see  Estop- 
pel, 3. 

Of  Contribution  by  Check,  see  Pabtneb- 

SHIP. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Medium  of,  see  Monet. 

Payment;  in  specifics;  option  as  to  medi- 
um of.  269 


Tax  on,  as  Interference  with  Commerce, 
see  Commerce,  4. 

PHARMACY. 

Regulation  and  Privilege  as  to  Sale  of 
Patent  Medicines,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  9,  16. 

Compounding  of  Medicine,  see  Stat- 
utes, 1. 

See  also  Druggists,  Notes  and 
Briefs. 

PHYSICAL  EXAMINATION. 

See  Discovery,  Notes  and  Briefs. 

PHYSICIANS  AND  SURGEONS. 

Burden  of  Proof  as  to  Qualification,  see 

Evidence,  3. 
Judgment  in  Favor  of,  as  Estoppel,  see 

Estoppel,  1. 

1.  Examining  physicians  who  sign  a  cer- 
tificate required  by  statute  in  order  to  com- 
mit  a  person  to  a  hospital  for  dipsomaniacs 
and  inebriates  are  not  liable  to  one  confined 
therein  without  cause,  where  they  act  in 
good  faith  and  without  malice,  since  the 
privilege  attaching  to  witnesses  and  to  cases 
of  privileged  communications  attaches  to 
them.    Niven  v.  Boland  (Mass.)  786 

2.  A  person  who  is  practising  medicine 
in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  Kan.  LawK 
1870.  chap.  68  (Gen.  Stat.  1897.  chap.  100, 
§§  302,  303;  Gen.  Stat.  1809,  S§  2302,  2303), 
cannot  defend  against  a  prosecution  there- 
for by  showing  that  he  has  been  continuously 
engaged  in  such  practice  for  more  than  ten 
vears  in  another  state.  State  v.  Wilson 
'(Kan.)  679 

Notes  a.nd  Bexets. 

See  also  Evidence. 

Physicians;  practice  or  qualification  in 
other  state  as  defense  to  prosecution.      680 

Certificate  as  to  inebriate,  liability  for: 
judicial  capacity.  786 

PIiEADINO. 

Adding  Officer's  Signature  to  Jurat,  see 
Appeal  and  Erbob,  17. 

Demurrer  to  Indictment,  see  Indict- 
ment. 

1.  In  an  action  for  damages  for  procur- 
ing plaintifi''s  discharge  from  employment, 
the  substance  of  the  false  statements  by 
which  the  defendant  is  alleged  to  have  in- 
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duced  the  discharge  must  be  set  out.     Morau 
V.  Dunphy  (Mass.)  115 

2.  An  allegation  that  plaintiff's  store  or 
place  of  business  is  situated  on  a  named 
street  is,  as  against  a  general  demurrer,  a 
sufficient  allegation  of  plaintiff's  ownership 
of  the  store.  Brunswick  &  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Hardey  (Ga.)  396 

3.  An  allegation  that  a  telephone  com- 
pany unlawfully  dug  up  the  soil  of  the  high- 
way is  not  sufficient  to  negative  municipal 
authorization,  so  as  to  make  it  a  wrongdoer, 
in  a  suit  by  an  abutting  property  owner  to 
enjoin  such  acts,  but  the  fact  of  absence  of 
such  authority  must  be  expressly  alleged. 
Coburn  v.  New  Telephone  Co.  (Ind.)        671 

4.  An  opportunity  to  amend  the  complaint 
should  be  given  in  an  action  for  damages  for 
maliciously  causing  plaintiff  ^s  discharge 
from  employment^  where  one  count  is  de- 
murrable because  it  fails  to  set  out  the  sub- 
stance of  the  false  statements  by  which  the 
discharge  is  alleged  to  have  been  procured. 
Moran  v.  Dunphy  (Mass.)  115 

5.  Facts  showing  grounds  for  absolute  di- 
vorce, arising  after  the  institution  of  a  suit 
for  separation,  cannot  be  introduced  into 
that  suit  by  supplemental  bill.  Schwab  v. 
Schwab  (Md.)  414 

6.  A  defense  of  contributory  negligence,  if 
it  appears  on  the  face  of  the  petition,  may 
be  rea<;hed  by  demurrer,  and  need  not  be 
pleaded.  Stillwell  v.  South  Louisville  Land 
Co.   (Ky.)  325 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Pleading;  surplusage;  stating  means  of 
malicious  interference.  116 

Supplemental  bill;  facts  subsequently 
arising;  new  cause  of  action.  414 

POLICE. 

Seizures  by,  to  Prevent  Crime,  see  CoN- 

STITVTIONAL   LAW,    20. 

Seizure    of    Gambling   Instrument,    see 
Gamixo. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Police;  seizure  of  property  malum  in  se; 
to  prevent  crime;  notice  to  owner.  775 

POST  ROADS. 

Use  of,  for  Telegraph  Purposes,  see  Tel- 
egraphs. 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Post  roads;  rights  under  act  permitting 
use;  municipal  regulation  of  streets  as  af- 
fecting. .  731 

POWERS. 

Tax  on  Transfer  under,  see  Taxes,  8- 
10. 

PREROGATIVE  WRITS. 

Interference  by  Private  Person,  see  In- 
junction* 5. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


PRESUMPTION. 

On  Appeal,  see  Appeal  and  Ebbor,  7-9. 

As  to  Evidence,  see  Evidence. 

See     also     Negligence,     Notes     and 

BUIEFS. 

PRIESTS. 

Acquirement  of  Residence  by  Students 
for  Priesthood,  see  Voters  and 
Elections. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT.  » 

Implied  Contract  to  Pay  for  Services,, 
see  Contracts,  2. 

Recovery  for  Use  of  Premises  by  Agent, 
see  Damages,  10. 

Agent's  Duty  to  Reduce  Damages,  see- 
Damages,  1. 

Parol  Evidence  as  to  Note,  see  Evi- 
dence, 22. 

Authority  to  sell  a  yacht  does  not  include- 
authority  to  sell  a  naphtha  launch  used  as- 
its  tender,  which  cannot  be  car<ried  by  the 
yacht  and  does  not  accompany  it  on  its  trips- 
and  voyages.  Forrest  v.  Vanderbilt  (C.  C. 
A.  3d  C.)  473; 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Principal  and  agent;  liability  of  bank  or 
other  depositary  or  of  drawee  for  taking  de- 
posit of  agent,  fiduciary,  or  other  represen- 
tative to  pay  his  own  debt: — (I.)  Scope  of 
note;  (11.)  check  or  draft  drawn  by  agent, 
fiduciary,  etc:  (a)  where  same  is  on  its 
face  drawn  in  fiduciary  or  representative 
capacity;  (6)  where  same  does  not  show 
agency  or  representative  character;  (Hi.) 
depositary  applying  trust,  etc.,  funds  to  its 
own  claim  against  agent,  etc.  730 

Note  signed  by  agent.  307 

Acts  in  excess  but  apparently  within  au- 
thority; acts  of  special  agent.  474 

Agent's  power  to  correct  mistake;  discre- 
tion of.  275. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 

Effect  of  Judgment  against  Principal^ 
see  Judgment,  1-3. 

A  surety  on  a  contractor's  bond  is  released 
from  liability  by  changes  made  without  com- 
pensation corresponding  relatively  to  the 
contract  price,  where  the  contract  provide* 
that  the  value  of  changes  or  .alterations, 
without  additions  or  deductions,  shall  be  es- 
timated at  the  rate  at  which  the  work  is 
taken,  and  the  amount  added  to  or  deducted 
from  the  contract  price.  McOonnell  v.  Poor 
(Iowa)  312 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

See  also  Judgment;  Officers. 

Measure  of  surety's  liability:  effect  of 
judgment  against  principal;  altering  con- 
tract. 313 

Discharge  of  surety  by  agreement  to  ex- 
tend time;  essentials  of;  consideration  for; 
usury;  conclusiveness  of  principal's  finnn- 
cial  report.  50(> 

PRIOR  APPROPRIATION. 

See  Waters,  1,  2. 
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PROMOTERS. 

Cancelation  of  Stock  Paid  for  from  Se- 
cret Profitft,  see  Corpobations,  0. 

PROXIIIATE  CAUSE. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Proximate  cause;   what  constitutes.    786 
Of  injury  by  fright  to  horse.  448 

« 

PUBLICATION. 

The  publication  of  an  ordinance  granting 
a  street-railway  franchise  in  an  extra  edition 
of  a  daily  paper  issued  at  11  o'clock  at  night, 
about  50  or  100  copies  of  which  are  printed 
and  distributed  by  parties  directly  inter- 
ested, is  not  a  publication  in  a  newspaper 
of  general  circulation  as  required  by  Iowa 
Code  1873,  §  492.  State  ex  rel.  Bump  v. 
Omaha  A  C.  B.  R.  &  B.  Co.  (Iowa)  316 

See  also  Municipal  Corporations,  3. 

PUBLIC  IMPROVEMENTS. 

Considering  Benefits  in  Assessing  Dam- 
ages, see  Damages,  13. 
See  also  Confiscation. 

1.  A  variance  between  the  description  of 
a  public  improvement  in  the  estimate  of  cost 
and  the  description  in  the  ordinance  provid- 
ing therefor  is  an  objection  which  should  be 
made  in  the  original  proceeding  for  the  con- 
firmation of  the  assessment,  and,  under  111. 
act  1897,  §  66,  not  having  been  made  there, 
cannot  be  set  up  in  an  application  for  judg- 
ment of  sale  for  the  assessment.  Fiske  v. 
People  ex  rel.  Raymond  (111.)  201 

2.  A  guaranty  of  a  street  improvement 
for  one  year  from  injury  by  ordinary  use, 
when  required  by  an  ordinance,  invalidates 
a  contract  and  assessment  therefor  if  it  is 
not  authorized  by  statute,  since  it  increases 
the  burdens  of  property  owners  by  the  nec- 
essarily higher  price  which  the  contractor 
would  charge  in  view^  of  the  repairs  he  would 
have  to  make.  Alameda  Macadamizing  Co. 
v.  Pringle  (Cal.)  264 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Public  improvements;  effect  of  guaranty 
by  contractor.  264 

PUBLIC  MONET. 

Relation  and  Liability  of  Public  Officer 
as  to,  see  Bonds,  2. 

Liability  of  County  Treasurer  for  In- 
terest on,  see  Interest,  2. 

Interest  received  by  a  county  treasurer 
after 'he  has  gone  out  of  office,  on  account  of 
money  deposited  by  him  in  a  bank  while  in 
office,  without  any  agreement  for  interest, 
cannot  be  recovered  from  him  by  the  county, 
where  there  is  no  statutory  provision  requir- 
ing him  to  account  for  such  interest,  and  the 
law  expressly  prohibits  him  from  loaning 
the  money,  either  with  or  without  interest. 
Maloy  V.  Bernalillo  County  Comrs.  (N.  M.) 

126 
QUARANTINE. 

Against  Diseased  Sheep,  see  Commerce, 
2. 
62  L.  H.  A. 


Authority  to  Governor  as  Delegation  of 
Legislative  Power,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  2. 

RAILROADS. 

Liability  for  Spread  of  Noxious  Weeds^ 
see  Bermuda  Grass. 

Agreement  to  Maintain  Depot,  see  Cov- 
enant, 2. 

Jurisdiction  to  Terminate  Rights  under 
Grant  for  Right  of  Way,  see  Equi- 
ty, 1. 

Presumption  as  to  Negligence,  see  Evi- 
dence, 7. 

Obstruction  of  Highways  by  Cross-Ties, 
Aee  Highways,  3. 

Liability  for  Death  of  Trespasser,  see 
Master  and  Sebvant,  5. 

Injury  from  Cross-Ties  in  Highway,  see 
Negligence,  2. 

Condition  in  Grant  as  to  Maintenance 
of  Depot,  see  Real  Propebty. 

Taxation  of,  see  Taxes,  3,  4. 

Effect  of  Raised  Gates  or  Absence  of 
Flagman,  see  Trial,  7. 

1.  A  small  boy  injured  by  the  explosion  of 
a  torpedo  which  he  has  found  on  a  railroad 
track  where  the  public  use  it  as  a  passage- 
way, but  where  he  is  going,  not  as  one  of 
the  general  public  or  as  a  traveler,  but  un- 
der employment  of  a  station  agent,  without 
the  knowledge  of  the  railroad  company,  to 
place  a  switch  light,  is  not  a  servant  of  the 
company,  a  mere  volunteer,  nor  yet  a  mere 
trespasser,  and  is  not  entitled  to  the  pro- 
tection owed  by  the  railroad  company  to  the 
public  traveling  on  such  right  of  way;  but 
the  railroad  company  is  liable  to  him  for 
such  an  injury,  if  caused  by  the  negligence 
of  the  company  or  its  servants  after  knowl- 
edge of  the  boy's  employment  by  the  station 
agent:  but  before  notice  of  such  employment 
it  is  not  bound  to  keep  the  right  of  way  more 
safe  than  if  the  station  agent  attended  to 
the  lights  himself.  Cleveland,  T.  &  V.  R. 
Co.  V.  Marsh  (Ohio)  142 

2.  The  rule  requiring  a  traveler  on  a  high- 
way to  stop  and  listen  before  attempting  to 
cross  a  railroad  track  is  not  always  an  ab- 
solute one,  but  may  be  modified  by  special 
circumstances  entitling  the  traveler  to  put 
some  reliance  upon  the  presumption  that  the 
railroad  company  will  do  its  duty  as  to  giv- 
ing signals.  Woehrle  v.  Minnesota  Trans- 
fer R.  Co.    (Minn.)  348 

3.  Raised  gates  or  the  absence  of  a  flag- 
man who  is  customarily  pre.«ent  with  his 
flag  when  a  train  is  approaching  a  crossing 
constitutes  an  assurance  of  safety  and  an 
implied  invitation  to  make  the  *  cros«in<r, 
upon  which  a  traveler  may  to  some  extent, 
but  not  entirely,  rely,  and  a<»t,  within  rea- 
sonable limitations,  upon  the  presumption 
that  it  is  safe  for  him  to  go  upon  the  cropp- 
ing. Id. 

4.  Negligence  of  a  railroad  company  in  not 
sounding  an  alarm  for  a  street  crossing  can- 
not condone  the  lack  of  ordinary  care  on  the 
part  of  a  traveler  on  the  highway  in  failing 
to  look  or  listen  for  an  approaching  train. 
Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  McLeod  (Miss.)        954 
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5.  One  who  hires  a  team,  vehicle,  and 
driver  with  whom  he  takes  passage  is  bound 
to  check  or  remonstrate  with  the  driver  in 
case  the  latter  attempts  to  cross  a  railroad 
traek  without  stopping  or  listening  for  ap- 
proaching trains;  and  no  recovery  can  be 
had  in  case  he  is  killed  by  the  driver's  at- 
tempt to  cross  heedless  of  an  approaching 
train,  when  he  is  in  an  open  carriage  and 
can  readily  discover  the  peril  of  the  driv- 
er's act.  Id. 
Notes  and  Briefs. 

6ee  also   Carriers;    License;    Receivers; 
Taxes. 

Duty  to  have  flagman  at  crossing;  negli- 
gence of  traveler  on  highway;  reliance  on 
absence  of  flagman.  340 

Grant  of  right  of  way  on  condition;  suc- 
cessors with  notice  subject  to.  646 

Contributory  negligence;  of  driver,  im- 
puted to  passenger.  954 


Following  of  Lands  by  Creditors,  see 
Descent  and  Distribution. 

Of  Infants,  see  Equity;  Infants, 
Notes  and  Briefs. 

See  also  Option. 

1.  A  condition  forming  the  consideration 
of  a  grant  of  a  railroad  right  of  way,  that 
a  depot  shall  be  maintained  on  the  land,  is 
not  void  because  contrary  to  public  policy, 
but  failure  to  comply  with  it  will  forfeit  the 
title  of  the  railroad  company.  Lyman  v. 
Suburban  R.  Co.  (111.)  645 

2.  Eight  years'  compliance  with  a  condi- 
tion constituting  the  consideration  for  a 
^ant  of  a  right  of  way  for  a  railroad,  that 
a  depot  shall  be  maintained  on  the  land,  is 
not  sufficient  to  vest  an  absolute  title  in  the 
company  free  from  the  condition,  where  the 
parties  contemplated  that  the  company 
should  enjoy  the  use  of  the  land  only  so  long 
as  it  should  be  used  for  the  specified  pur- 
poses, and  no  longer.  Id. 


A  receiver  appointed  in  a  suit  to  enforce 
the  statutory  liability  of  stockholders  in  a 
corporation  for  the  benefit  of  all  creditors 
may,  without  specific  legislative  authority, 
be  empowered  to  maintain  suit-s  in  his  own 
name  against  foreign  stockholders.  Kirtley 
▼.  Holmes  (C.  C.  A.  6th  C.)  738 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Receivers;  suits  by,  in  foreign  jurisdic- 
tion. 741 

What  claims  entitled  to  preference  over 
mortgage;  additions  and  operating  expen- 
ses. 483 

liEF£RENCE. 

Setting   aside  Finding   on,  see   Appeal 
AND  Error,  21. 

RELIGIOUS  SOCIETIES. 

Exemption  of,  see  Taxes,  0,  Notes  and 
Brieis. 
52  L.  R.  A. 


REMAINDERS. 

Transfer  Tax  on,  see  Taxes,  11,  Notes 
AND  Bkiefs. 

REPLEVIN. 

Replevin  will  not  lie  to,  recover  a  slot 
machine  seized  by  police  officers  under  statu- 
tory authority  for  the  prevention  of  crime, 
which  was  designed  to  be  used  in  violation 
of  the  gambling  laws  and  was  incapable  of 
being  put  to  any  legitimate  use.  Board  of 
Police  Comrs.  of  Baltimore  v.  Wagner 
(Md.)  775 

R^ESUlfE. 

For  ResumS  of  contents  of  book,  see  p. 

9ai. 


Fraud  Affecting  Recovery,  see  Action 

OR  Suit,  4. 
Agent    of    Nonresident    Company,    see 

Commerce,  4,  5. 
Damages  for  Breach  of  Contract  of,  see 

Damages,  4-6. 
Damages  for  Bresudi  of  Warranty,  see 

Damages,  7. 
Time  of  Delivery,  see  Evidence,  25,  26. 
Authority  of  Agent,  see  Principal  and 

Agent. 
Ratification  of,   by   Cestui  Que   Trusty 

see  Trusts,  3. 

1.  Blacksmith  tools  used  in  operating  a 
farm,  and  a  wagon  and  buggy  thereon,  will 
pass  under  a  bill  of  sale  of  stock  and  "farm- 
ing implements,"  "utensils,"  and  "wagons" 
of  the  vendor,  as  against  a  claim  on  behalf 
of  his  widow's  estate,  where  she  allowed  pos- 
session to  be  taken  of  them  after  his  death, 
under  the  bill  of  sale,  and  the  evidence  shows 
that  the  vendor  intended  to  include  all  his 
personal  effects  on  the  farm.  Royston  v. 
McCully    (Tenn.)  899 

2.  A  naphtha  launch  is  not  an  appurte- 
nance of  a  yacht  with  which  it  has  been 
used  as  tender,  so  as  to  pass  by  a  sale  of  the 
yacht,  where  it  cannot  be  carried  by  the 
yacht  and  does  not  accompany  it  on  its  voy- 
ages.   Forest  v.  Vanderbilt  (C.  C.  A.  3d  C.) 

473 

3.  The  shipment  of  goods  under  a  contract 
for  sale  which  does  not  specify  any  time  for 
delivery  must  be  made  within  a  reasonable 
time.  Eppens,  S.  &  W.  Co.  v.  Littlejohn 
(N.  Y.)  811 

4.  A  vendee's  understanding  as  to  what 
will  constitute  reasonable  time  for  delivery, 
when  contained  in  an  answer  to  a  request 
to  change  the  method  of  shipment,  which 
involves  the  question  of  time,  will  be  bind- 
ing on  the  vendor  if  no  response  is  made 
thereto.  Id, 

0.  Unreasonable  delay  in  the  shipment  of 
goods  is  not  disproved  or  excused  by  inabil- 
ity to  procure  the  same  at  an  earlier  date, 
where  this  results,  not  from  the  conditions 
and  circumstances  of  the  shipping  facilities 
themselves,  but  from  the  personal  disadvan- 
tage peculiar  to  the  vendor  arising  from  the 
influence  of  rival  houses,  and  the  consequent 
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prejudice  and  discriminations  against  itself 
or  its  agent  on  the  part  of  charterers.      Id. 

6.  The  loss  of  property  sold  by  a  condi- 
tional sale,  retaining  title  in  the  vendor  un- 
til full  payment  of  purchase-money  notes, 
must  fall  on  the  vendor,  so  as  to  prevent  re- 
covery on  any  notes  coming  due  after  the 
property  is  destroyed  by  fire  without  fault 
or  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser. 
Bishop  V.  Minder hout  (Ala.)  395 

Notes  and  Brikfs. 

Sale;  what  passes  as  appurtenance  to 
ship.  474 

Conditional,  as  bailment;  destruction  of 
property.  395 

Time  for  delivery  in  absence  of  provision. 

812 

SCHOOLS. 

Interest  of  Member  of  Building  Com- 
mittee in  Contract,  see  Contracts. 
11. 

Failure  to  Perform  Contract  to  Rebuild, 
see  Contracts,  17. 

Revocation  of  Teacher's  License  at  Re- 
quest of  School  Board,  see  Libel 
AND  Slander,  2. 

A  superintendent  of  public  instruction 
who  is  appointed  at  the  pleasure  of  the 
school  board,  and  takes  no  official  oath,  gives 
no  official  bond,  has  no  commission  issued  to 
him,  and  has  no  fixed  or  definite  tenure  of 
office,  is  not  a  ^'municipal  official"  within  the 
meaning  of  a  charter  requirement  that  such 
officials  shall  be  registered  voters  of  the  city. 
Baltimore  v.  Lyman  (Md.)  406 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

School  law  as  unconstitutional  regulation 
of  mining  business.  624 

SEIZURE. 

By  Police  to  Prevent  Crime,  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  20. 
Of  Gambling  Instrument,  see  Gaming. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Seizure;  of  property  malum  in  «e;  to  pre- 
vent crime;  notice  to  owner.  775 

SET-OFF  AND  COUKTEKCLAIM. 

Rents  against  Mesne  Profits,  see  Eject- 
ment, 2. 

SHIPPING. 

See  Sale,  Notes  and  Briefs. 


SLOT  IIACHINE. 

Recovery  of,  see  Replevin. 

SPECIFIC  PEBFOBBIANCE. 

A  son  who  has  gone  into  possession  of  his 
father's  farm  under  an  oral  contract  to  take 
care  of  him  while  he  lives,  in  consideration 
of  a  conveyance  of  the  farm,  will  be  entitled 
to  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract  on 
the  father's  death,  where  he  has  performed 
it  on  his  part  as  fully  as  he  was  able,  al- 
though the  father  before  he  died  refused  to 
remain  with  the  son,  and  moved  away  with- 
52  L.  R.  A. 


out  any  reasonable  cause.    Clancy  v.  Flusky 
(111.)  271 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Specific  performance;  of  oral  contract  to 
convey  land;  requisites  of.  277 

SPENDTHRIFT  TRUSTS. 

Annuity  in  Lieu  of  Other  Interest,  see 
Wills. 

STATE. 

Control  of  Municipal  Property  and  Con- 
tract Rights,  see  Constitutional 
Law,  24. 

STATUTES. 

For    Constitutionality  in    General,  see 

Constitutional  Law. 
Classification  of  Townships  by  Density 

of  Population,  see  Constitutional 

Law,  12. 
As  to  Wages  Incorporated  in  Contract » 

see  C«>NTRACTs,  7. 
Permitting  Warden   to   Select    Day  of 

Execution,  see  Criminal  Law,  1. 

1.  A  statute  prohibiting  the  compounding 
of  medicines  and  the  sale  of  the  same  as  thub 
compounded,  unless  such  compounding  and 
sale  shall  be  made  by  a  registered  pharma- 
cist, may  be  upheld  to  that  extent  as  consti- 
tutional, although  other  portions  of  the  act 
respecting  the  sale  of  patent  and  propri- 
etary medicines  and  domestic  remedies  are 
unconstitutional.     Noel     v.     People     (HI.) 

287 

2.  Statutes  providing  for  the  exemption 
of  property  from  taxation  are  in  derogation 
of  the  equal  rights  of  all,  and  are  to  be 
strictly  construed.  Young  Men's  Christian 
Asso.  V.  Pouglas  County   (Neb.)  12:^ 

3.  A  repeal  of  Pa.  act  April  14.  1853  (P. 
L.  422),  providing  for  the  election  of  a 
treasurer  of  Mifflin  township,  Allegheny 
county,  Pa.,  is  effected  by  the  general  law 
of  April* 28,  1899  (P.  L.  104),  which  en- 
larges the  duties  of  the  treasurer.  Com.  ex 
rel.  Jones  v.  Blackley  (Pa.)  367 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Statutes;  validity;  authorizing  taking  of 
property  for  private  as  well  as  public  pur- 
poses. 880 

Construction  of;  in  derogation  of  common 
law;  when  directory.  83 

Contemporaneous  and  continuous  con- 
Htrnction  of;  prospective  or  retroactive  opo- 
ration.  37i 

STEAM  ROIXER. 

Injury  to  Travelers,  see  Negligence,  U 

STEAM  "WHISTLE. 

See  Nuisances,  Notes  and  Briefs. 

STENOGRAPHERS. 

Dictation  to,  as  Publication,  see  Libel 

AND  Slander,  1. 
Reading  Notes  of,  to  Jury,  see  Irial,  2- 
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STREET  BAII.WATS. 

Discrimination  in  Rates,  see  Commebce, 
3. 

Duties  and  Liabilities  as  Carrier,  see 
Carriers. 

Ordinance  Discriminating  in  Favor  of 
,  City  Residents,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  13. 

Bight  to  Take  Land,  see  Eminent  Do- 
main, 1. 

Accident  Caused  by  Projecting  Rail,  see 
Highways,  4. 

Ordinance  Granting  Franchise,  see  Mu- 
nicipal Corporations,  3. 

Omission  from  Franchise  of  Grantees, 
see   Municipal    Corporations,    5. 

Publication  of  Ordinance  Granting 
Franchise,  see  Publication. 

1.  Franchises  of  street  railways  may  be 
surrendered  by  the  mutual  consent  of  the 
citv  council  and  the  owners  of  the  fran- 
chises,  unless  this  is  forbidden  by  law. 
Wood  v.  Sep^ttle  ( Wash. )  369 

2.  An  ordinance  granting  a  franchise  to 
a  new  street-railway  company,  with  a  right 
to  buy  existing  lines,  provided  the  old  fran- 
chises are  surrendered,  and  allowing  the  ex- 
isting street  railways  to  be  deemed  equiva- 
lent to  new  construction,  is  not  an  extension 
of  the  old  franchises  within  the  meaning  of 
a  provision  of  the  city  charter  prohibiting 
the  extension  of  such  franchises  until  within 
three  years  before  their  expiration.  Id. 

3.  The  consolidation  of  street-railway 
lines,  authorized  by  ordinance  because  the 
public  interests  seem  to  demand  it,  is  not  in 
violation  of  Wash.  Const,  art.  12,  S  22,  pro- 
hibiting monopolies,  trusts,  and  combina- 
tions of  companies  for  the  purpose  of  fixing 
prices,  limiting  production,  or  regulating 
transportation  of  any  product  or  commod- 
ity. Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

As  Carrier,  see  Carriers. 

Street  railways;  liability  of  street  rail- 
way company  for  defect  in  track  or  street: — 
(I.)  Grounds  of  company's  liability;  (II.) 
defects  in  tracks;  defects  in  street  caused 
bj'  company;  (III.)  defects  in  street  not 
caused  by  the  companv;  (IV.)  remedy; 
(V.)  effect  of  municipal  direction  or  sanc- 
tion: (VI.)  shifting  liability;  effect  of  neg- 
ligence of  municipality  or  of  other  com- 
pany;  (VH.)  notice  of  injury.  448 

STUDENTS. 

Acquiring  Residence,  see  Voters  and 
Elections. 

SUBROGATION. 

Right  of.  Subject  to  Attorney's  Compen- 
sation, see  Attorneys,  2. 
See  also  Insiirance,  26,  27. 

One  who  pays  out  of  his  own  funds,  with- 
out the  assent  of  the  maker,  a  negotiable 
promissory  note  received  by  him  for  collec- 
tion, is  a  mere  volunteer,  and  not  entitled 
to  subrogation.  People's  &  Drovers'  Bank 
v.  Craig  (Ohio)  872 

52  L.  R.  A. 


Notes  and  Briefs. 

Subrogation;  of  volunteer.  873 

Liability  for  destroying  right  of;  right  of 


insurers  to. 
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SUBSCRIPTION. 

Several  Liability  on,  see  Contracts,  5, 

SUCCESSION  TAX. 

y     See  Taxes,  Notes  and  Briefs. 


SUNDAY. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Validity  of  note  given  on. 

SUNSTROKE. 

See  Insurance,  6. 


272 


SUPERINTENDENT. 

Of  Public  Instruction  aa  Municipal  Of^ 
fleer,  see  Schools. 

SUPPORT. 

Conveyance  in  Consideration  of,  see  Spe- 
cific Performance. 


Discrimination  in  Classification,  see 
Constitutional  Law,  17. 

Construction  of  Statute  Creating  Ex- 
emption, see  Statutes,  2. 

1.  A  state  may  tax  the  mortgagee's  inter- 
est in  land  located  within  its  borders,  al- 
though the  mortgagee  is  a  nonresident, — es- 
pecially where  he  is  vested  with  a  legal  es- 
tate in  the  land.  Allen  v.  National  State 
Bank  (Md.)  760 

2.  The  interest  of  nonresident  mortgagees 
was  included  in  Md.  act  1896,  chap.  120,  § 
146a,  imposing  a  tax  on  the  annual  interest 
covenanted  to  be  paid  by  mortgagors  to 
mortgagees  or  their  assigns.  Id. 

3.  The  right  of  way  and  tracks  of  a  rail- 
road company  are  not  landed  property  with- 
in the  meaning  of  a  provision  in  a  statute 
annexing  territory  to  a  city,  that  the  rate 
of  taxation  on  landed  property  in  the  an- 
nexed district  shall  not  be  increased  until 
streets  are  laid  through  it  and  there  shall 
be  a  certain  number  of  buildings  on  every 
block.  United  Railways  &  E.  Co.  v.  Balti- 
more (Md.)  772 

4.  A  state  tax  on  that  portion  of  the  gross 
receipts  of  a  railroad  only  partly  within 
it8  borders,  which  corresponds  to  the  pro- 
portion of  the  mileage  within  the  state,  is 
not  void  as  an  interference  with  interstate 
commerce.  Cumberland  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  State 
(Md.)  784 

5.  A  portion  of  a  building  of  a  Young 
Men*s  Christian  Association,  rented  for  bus- 
iness purposes,  is  not  exempt  from  taxation 
as  property  **used  exclusively  for  .  .  . 
school,  religious.  .  .  .  and  charitable 
purposes,"  under  Neb.  Const,  art.  9,  §  2.  and 
the  revenue  laws,  chap.  77,  §  2,  although 
such  portion  of  the  building  is  rented  tem- 
porarily, and  is  intended  eventually  to  be 
used  for  the  work  of  the  association.     Youn^ 
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Men's   Christian  Asso.   v.   Douglas   CJounty 
(Neb.)  123 

6.  An  exemption  of  "houses  of  religious 
worship"  from  taxation  will  not  include  that 
portion  of  a  lot  of  land  procured  for  the 
erection  of  a  permanent  church  building  upon 
which  work  has  not  been  commenced,  al- 
though a  temporary  structure  has  been 
erected  for  religious  worship  on  another  por- 
tion of  the  lot.  All  Saints  Parish  v.  Brook- 
line  (Mass.)  ns 

7.  The  remedy  of  a  taxpayer  in  case 
too  large  a  portion  of  his  land  is  taxed  is 
by  application  for  abatement,  and  not  pay- 
ment of  the  whole  amount  and  suit  to  re- 
cover the  illegal  portion  of  the  assessment. 

Id. 

8.  The  tax  upon  transfers  made  under 
a  power  of  appointment,  imposed  by  N.  Y. 
Laws  1897,  chap.  284,  amending  the  trans- 
fer act  of  1896,  is  not  a  tax  on  property  so 
as  not  to  be  applicable  to  funds  invested  in 
incorporated  companies  liable  to  taxation 
on  their  own  capital,  or  in  securities  not 
subject  to  taxation.    Re  Dows  (N.  Y.)     433 

9.  The  title  of  appointees  under  a 
power  of  appointment  in  a  will  must,  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  the  applicability 
of  the  transfer  tax,  be  considered  as  derived 
from  the  exercise  of  the  power,  and  not 
from  the  will.  Id. 

10.  Real  property  subject  to  a  power  of 
appointment,  which  before  the  exercise  of 
the  power  has  been  converted  by  the  trus- 
tees into  personalty,  will  be  subject  to  the 
transfer  tax  provided  for  the  execution  of 
such  power  upon  personalty,  although  at 
the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  will  creat- 
ing the  power  the  tax  waa  not  applicable  to 
the  transfer  of  real  property.  Id. 

11.  The  vesting  of  the  remainders  in 
possession  is  not  necessary  to  bring  them 
within  the  operation  of  the  transfer  tax,  un- 
der a  will  giving  the  beneficiaries  progres- 
sively increasing  portions  of  the  income  un- 
til one  reaches  a  certain  age,  when  the  es- 
tate is  to  be  distributed  among  the  same 
beneficiaries,  each  taking  the  principal  from 
which  another  has  received  the  income,  the 
will  providing  that  each  interest  for  life  and 
remainder  shall  vest  absolutely  at  testator's 
death,  although  the  statute  provides  that 
taxes  upon  transfers  conditioned  upon  a  con- 
tingency, by  reason  of  which  the  fair  mar- 
ket value  cannot  be  ascertained,  shall  be- 
come due  only  when  the  beneficiaries  shall 
come  into  actual  possession,  since  by  the  aid 
of  annuity  tables  the  present  value  of  the 
remainders  is  capable  of  ready  computation. 

Id. 

KoTES  AND  Briefs. 

Tax;  of  railroad  right  of  way.  772 

Exemptions;     what     constitutes    church. 

779 

Situs  of  choses  in  action;  following  domi- 
cil ;  mortgage.  760 

Franchise  tax;  on  business  or  receipts; 
on  railroad  as  affecting  interstate  commerce. 

765 
62  L.  R.  A. 


Transfer  tax  on  remainders;  nature  of 
tax;  affecting  nontaxable  securities;  on  real 
estate;    when     converted    into     personalty. 

434 

TELEGRAPHS. 

Telegrams;  Duty  to  Reduce  Damages 
from  Delay,  see  Damages,  1. 

1.  The  installation  of  a  district  telegraph 
system  in  a  particular  city  is  not  within  t^e 
provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  186^;, 
authorizing  telegraph  companies  to  use  po^t 
roads.  Toledo  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  ( C. 
C.  A.  6th  C.)  730 

2.  A  telegraph  company  given  the  right 
by  the  act  of  Congress  of  1866  to  occupy  post 
roads  with  its  poles  and  wires  did  not  ac- 
quire such  right  free  from  the  power  of  a 
municipal  corporation  to  regulate  the  use 
of  its  streets,  but  must  submit  to  local  reg- 
ulations for  obtaining  permission  to  string 
wires  in  public  streets.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs! 

See  also  Htohwats  ;  Master  and  Servant  ; 
Post  Roads. 

Liability  for  mistake  in  telegram.        275 

TELEPHONES. 

Power  Given  Court  as  to  Line  in  High- 
way,  see   CON^BTITUTIONAL   LaW,    5. 

Construction  of  Lines  in  Highway,  see 
Highways,  2. 

Injury  to  Employee,  see  Master  ~  In^u 
Servant,  1-3. 

Appliances  to  Divert  Lightning,  see 
Trial,  9,  10. 

See  also  Eminent  Domain,  2,  3 :  Htoh- 
wats, Master  and  Servant,  Notks 
AND  Briefs. 

A  telephone  company  having  reasonable 
grounds  to  apprehend  that  lightning  will  be 
conducted  over  its  wires  into  a  house  where 
it  maintains  an  instrument  under  contract 
with  a  subscriber,  and  there  do  injury  to 
persons  or  property,  must  exercise  due  care 
in  selecting,  placing,  and  maintaining,  In 
connection  with  its  wires  and  instrumenta, 
such  known  and  approved  appliances  as  are 
reasonably  necessary  to  guard  against  such 
accidents.  Griffith  v.  New  England  Telepli. 
&  Teleg.  Co.  (Vt.)  919 

TORPEDO. 

Negligence  as  to,  see  Railroads,  1. 

TORTS. 

See  Partnership,  Notes  and  Briefs. 

TRADEMARK. 

1.  A  general  trademark  for  a  manufac- 
turer's goods  or  for  a  large  varietv  of  them 
may  be  acquired  by  its  use  very  largely  in 
the  jobbing  trade  of  a  particular  market, 
and  in  the  general  retail  trade  throughout 
a  large  section  of  country,  to  cover  a  wide 
ranjre  of  articles  which  he  manufactures  and 
sells,  although  he  at  the  same  time  uses 
other  names,  most  of  which  are  used  for  the 
special  goods  of  particular  houses  onlv. 
Burt  V.  Tucker  (Mass.)  112 


Tramps— Tbial. 
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2.  A  trademark  may  be  found  to  have  in- 
dicated the  aouroe  from  which  the  article  to 
which  it  is  attached  was  recommended, 
rather  than  that  of  its  manufacture,  bo 
that  its  owner  may  change  its  use  from  goods 
of  his  own  manufacture  to  those  sold  by  hira 
S.S  jobber,  aed  incorporate  the  word  into  his 
4>usines8  name  as  such  jobber.  Id. 

3.  Continued  value  in  a  trademark,  and 
Absence  of  intent  to  abcuidon  it,  may  be 
found  notwithstanding  discontinuance  of  its 
use,  together  with  uie  business  in  which 
it  is  employed  for  a  period  of  four  years, 
«o  as  to  entitle  its  owner  to  resume  its  use 
AS  against  one  who  acquires  rights  by  its 
use  during  the  interval « of  discontinuance. 

•   Id. 
Notes  and  Briefs. 

Trademarks;  claim  of;  infringement  of; 
many  in  same  business;  abandonment  of. 

112 

TRAMPS. 

Due  Process  of  Law  in  Statute  Regulat- 
ing, see  Constitutional  Law,  18. 

Uniformity  of  Law  Regulating,  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  11. 

Tramp-law,  see  Constitutional  Law, 
Notes  and  Briefs. 

TRANSFER  TAX. 

See  Taxes,  8-11,  Notes  and  Briefs. 

TRESPASS. 

Injunction  against,  see  Injunction,  2. 
See  also  Damages,  Notes  and  Briefs. 

TRIAI.. 

Argument  of  Counsel,  see  Appeal  and 

Error,  19. 
See  also  Appeal  and  Error,  5. 

1.  For  the  purpose  of  testing  the 
knowledge  of  u  physician  who  has  testified 
as  an  expert  in  an  action  for  malpractice, 
extracts  may  be  read  from  standard  medical 
works.     Sale  v.  Eichberg  (Teniu)  894 

2.  It  is  error  to  require  the  stenog- 
rapher's notes  of  the  evidence  to  be  read  to 
the  jury  against  the  objection  of  counsel, 
where  his  duties  are  merely  to  take  the  evi- 
dence, objections,  and  exceptions,  and  to  pre- 
serve them  for  future  use.     Padgitt  v.  Moll 

(Mo.)  854 

3.  In  trials  for  homicide  committed  in 
resisting  unlawful  arrests,  the  accused  has 
the  right  to  have  the  question  passed  upon 
by  the  jury,  under  proper  instructions  as  to 
the  law  of  the  case  from  the  court,  as  to 
whether  his  action  in  dealing  the  fatal  blow 
was  prompted  solely  by  sudden  passion  pro- 
voked by  the  unlawfulness  of  his  arrest,  or 
whether  it  resulted  from  malice  or  a  pre- 
meditated design  to  effect  the  death  of  the 
deceased.    Koberson  v.  State   (Fla.)        751 

4.  The  meaning  of  a  statement  by  one 
seeking  a  contract  for  a  large  amount  of 
rubber  waste,  that  a  rival  buyer  would  be 
entirely  out  of  business  and  that  the  price 
would  be  lower,  is  for  the  jury  where  the 
rival  was  a  combination  of  several  manufac- 
fiZ  L.  R.  A. 


turers  operating  their  plants  under  leases, 
and  the  one  making  the  representation  knew 
that  the  combination  int^ded  to  dissolve, 
leaving  the  elements  to  continue  business  in- 
dependently, the  effect  of  which  would  in- 
crease \!ompetition  for  the  waste  and  enhance 
the  price.  Simon  v.  Goodyear  Metallic 
Rubber  Shoe  Co.  (C.  C.  A.  6th  C.)  745 

5.  Nonoccupancy  of  a  church  within 
the  meaning  of  an  insurance  policy  is  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury,  when  services  are  not  held 
in  it  and  the  windows  are  boarded  up  for  the 
time  being  because  there  is  no  minister  to 
officiate.  Hampton  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co. 
(N.  J.  Err.  &  App.)  344 

6.  Negligence  of  a  mother  in  letting  go  of 
her  child's  hand,  in  consequence  of  which 
the  child  gets  upon  a  street  railway,  where 
she  is  injured  in  attempting  to  rescue  the 
child,  cannot  be  determined  as  a  matter  of 
law  so  as  to  preclude  her  from  recovering 
damages  on  the  ground  that  she  was  respon- 
sible for  creating  the  dangerous  situation  in 
which  she  vras  injured,  but  is  a  question  for 
the  jury.  West  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v. 
Liderman  (111.)  655 

7.  The  extent  to  which  a  traveler  on  a 
highway  may  rely  on  the  assurance  of  safety 
furnished  by  raised  gates  or  the  absence  of 
a  flagman  customarily  present  when  a  train 
is  approaching  a  crossing  is  a  question  of 
fact  for  the  jury,  unless  it  conclusively  ap- 
pears that  he  relied  exclusively  thereon. 
Woehrle  v.  Minnesota  Transfer  R.  Co. 
(JNlinn.)  348 

8.  Want  of  sufficient  assistance  promptly 
to  replace  broken  electric  wires  which  were 
prostrated  in  numerous  places  at  the  same 
time  by  reason  of  an  unusual  and  unexpect- 
ed storm  cannot,  as  a  matter  of  law,  be  said 
to  be  no  excuse  for  delay,  but  is  a  matter  for 
the  consideration  of  the  jury  in  determining 
the  question  of  reasonable  care  in  removing 
the  danger.  Boyd  v.  Portland  Gen.  Elec. 
Co.  (Or.)  509 

9.  In  case  evidence  tends  to  show  that 
electricity  from  a  stroke  of  lightning  which 
struck  a  telephone  pole  followed  a  wire  into 
a  house,  and  jumped  to  the  body  of  a  person 
sitting  near  the  telephone  instrument,  kill- 
ing him,  it  is  for  the  jury  to  find  what  force 
passed  over  the  wire,  and  whether  there 
were  known  and  approved  appliances  for  ar- 
resting, diverting,  and  controlling  such  force 
so  as  to  prevent  injury,  and  whether  the 
company  was  negligent  in  not  providing  such 
appliances,  and  whether  the  deceased  came 
to  his  death  by  reason  of  such  neglect.  Grif- 
fith v.  New  England  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co. 
(Vt.)  919 

10.  Upon  evidence  tending  to  show  that 
there  was  no  ground  connection  with  a  tele- 
phone instrument  from  which  lightning 
leaped  and  killed  a  person  sitting  near,  and 
that  the  plug  intended  for  use  in  cutting  the 
current  out  of  the  instrument  could  not  be 
inserted  in  place,  it  is  for  the  jury  to  say 
whether  the  deceased  knew  or  ought  to  have 
known  that  the  instrument  was  not  provided 
with  proper  appliances  to  guard  against  in- 
jurious  effects    from   lightning,   whether    a 
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prudent  man  would  have  assumed  that  the 
company  had  done  its  duty  and  omitted  to 
investitive  for  himself.,  and  whether  he  knew 
or  ought  to  have  known  of  any  facts  that 
would  have  warned  a  prudent  man  of  ap- 
proaching danger  and  caused  him  *to  take 
measures  for  hi<«  safety  by  going  away  from 
the  vicinity  of  the  instrument.  Id. 

11.  A  charge  upon  the  question  of  dama- 
ges in  an  action  for  malpractice  id  errone- 
ous which  emphasizes  the  giving  of  compen- 
sation by  the  use  of  the  words  "full,"  "com- 
plete," and  "ample."  Sale  v.  Eichberg 
(Tenn.)  894 

12.  An  action  by  one  injured  by  the  fall 
of  an  elevator  on  which  he  was  a  passen- 
ger cannot  be  taken  from  the  jury  where 
there  is  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the 
elevator  fell,  and  that  pl&intiff  waa  rightful- 
ly a  passenger  thereon,  and  was  seriously  in- 
jured by  the  fall.    Springer  v.  Ford  (111.) 

930 

13.  Where  the  controlling  facts  are  con- 
ceded on  the  trial,  it  is  not  error  for  the 
court  to  direct  the  jury  to  bring  in  a  ver- 
dict in  accordance  with  such  facts.  Peo- 
ple's &  Drover's  Bank  v.  Craig  (Ohio)       872 

14.  An  instruction  tantamount  to  a  direc- 
tion to  return  a  verdict  of  guilty  is  errone- 
ous in  a  criminal  case.  State  v.  Wilson 
(Kan.)  679 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Trial;  question  for  jury  as  to  negligence 
of  parent.  657 

Direction  of  verdict  for  defendant.      650 

TROVER. 

.  See  also  Damages,  Notes  and  Briefs. 

Wrongful  conversion  is  effected  by  seizing 
.  mortgaged  property  in  possession  of  an  agent 
of  the  mortgagee,  to  recover  a  debt  of  the 
mortgagor,  and  proceeding  to  sell  enough  to 
make  the  debt  after  notice  of  the  mortga- 
gee's rights,  whether  sufficient  remains  to 
satisfv  the  mortgage  or  not.  Shapard  v. 
Hynes  (C.  C.  A.  8th  C.)  675 

TRUSTS. 

In  Funds  in  Insolvent  Bank,  see  Banks, 
6-8. 

In  Proceeds  of  Property  Left  with  Ven- 
dor, see  Kxecutobs  and  Adminis- 
trators, 1. 

Sale  under  Void  Decree,  see  Judicial 
Sale. 

1.  A  settlement  of  property  in  trust,  which 
is  expressly  stated  to  be  irrevocable,  cannot 
be  revoked  by  releases  on  the  part  of  the 
beneficiaries  in  ease  and  a  conveyance  by  the 
trustee  to  the  settlor  free  from  the  trust, 
followed  by  her  devise  of  the  property,  since 
the  interposition  of  a  duly  constituted  tri- 
bunal is  necessary  to  effect  such  revocation, 
if  it  can  be  effected.  Neisler  v.  Pearsall  (R. 
I.)  874 

2.  Equity  has  no  jurisdiction  to  pass  a  de- 
cree permitting  future  sales  by  a  trustee  of 
ground  rents  held  by  him  unaer  a  will  cre- 
ating contingent  remainders,  which  express- 
£2  L.  R.  A. 


ly  forbids  such  sale  during  the  contini 
of  the  trust,  either  under  its  general  pf* 
ers  or  under  a  statute  enabling  it  to  deer 
a  sale  of  estates  held  subject  to  remaintle 
where  all  the  persons  who  would  be  en  till 
if  the  contingency  had  happeited  at  the  ti 
of  the  decree  are  parties  and  the  sale  app<r^ 
advantageous  to  all  concerned.  Ball  v.  Sa 
Deposit  &  T.  Co.   (Md.)  4* 

3.  A  cestui  que  trust  by  taking  a  judgment 
against  his  trustee  for  the  price  of  tniii 
property  wrongfully  sold  thereby  ratifi-.* 
the  sale  and  waives  his  right  to  pursue  t 
purchaser.     Carter  v.  Gibson  (Neb.)         4ei 

Notes  /lnd  Briefs. 

See  also  Wills. 

Trust;  in  collection  by  bank;  ming]in<r  nf 
funds;  presumption  as  to  payment !&  fn.Ln 
funds.  iv: » 

Liability  for  taking  deposit  of  trust  fui'i* 
in  payment  of  trustee's  debt,  7*' ' 

Resulting;  consideration  for;  in  ea^e  *' 
void  gift.       *  11'' 

Revocation  of,  voluntarily  created.        ^74 

TUHNEIf. 

Under  Street,  see  Nuisances,  6. 

USURY. 

1.  A  written  contract  stipulating  for  tb'» 
payment  of  a  stated  sum  of  money  on  a  p' 
en  day,  but  containing  a  provision  that  :V 
"obligation  may  be  discharged,'*  at  or  bei^f 
the  maturity  of  the  indebtedness,  by  tb?  ^ 
livery  of  a  designated  article  of  niercu-- 
dise  at  a  stated  price,  is  not  usurious  Lpi« 
its  face.  Walton  Guano  Co.  v.  Copt  f 
(Ga.)  ?• 

2.  To  bring  a  transaction  hy   a    buildii' 
and  loan  association  within  the  stat^ite  < 
empting  it  from  the  usury  laws  it  must ':» 
effected  in  the  mode  fixed  by  the  statute.  ^ 
that  in  case  the  statute  prescribes  that  \m^ 
shall  be  made  by  offering  the  money  to  tlj'> 
highest  bidder  in  an  open  meeting,  or  under 
a  by-law  establishing  a  uniform    preminDi 
rate,  a  loan  will  not  be  exempt    M*om  the 
usury  law,  which  is  effected  by  private  con- 
tract  with   the  borrower   without    such   hv- 
law.     Borrowers*  &  I.  Bldg.  Asso.  v.  Eklurid 
(111.)  637 

3.  A  note  by  the  terms  of  which  a  greater 
sura  must  be  paid  as  principal  and  interp«t 
than  the  amount  of  the  debt  and  legal  inter- 
est thereon.,  in  consequence  of  naming  the 
principal  sum  at  an  amount  in  excess  of  tht^ 
debt,  IS  usurious.  14 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

Excuse   for   Nonperformance,   see   Coy- 

TRACTS,   17. 

Following  Decedent's  Lands,  see  De- 
scent  AND   DlSTRIBtmoX. 

Breach  of  Contract  to  Convey,  see  Ex- 
ecutors AND  Administrators,  S. 

Lien  as  Affecting  Policy,  see  Insfb- 
ANCE«  10. 

See  also  Damages,  Notes  axd  Briefs. 
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VEMUE. 

See  Action  ob  Suit,  6. 

VOLUNTEERS. 

Subrogation  of,  aee  Subroqatiox. 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 
Volunteer;  assumption  of  risk  by.       143 

VOTERS  AHD  EliECTIONS. 

The  inability  of  students  to  acquire  a  resi- 
<lence  for  voting  purposes  merely  by  attend- 
ing an  institution  of  learning,  under  N.  Y. 
Const,  art  2,  9  3,  extends  to  students  in  a 
Koman  C&tholic  Seminary  studying  for  the 
priesthood,  although  each  of  them  has  re- 
nounced all  other  residence  or  home,  and  on 
.admission  to  the  priesthood  will  continue  in 
the  seminary  until  assigned  elsewhere  by 
his  ecclesiastical  superiors.  Re  Barry  (N. 
Y.)  831 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Voters  and  elections;  ac<^uirement  of  resi- 
lience by  student  for  the  priesthood.  831 

IVAGES. 

Regulation  of  Contract  for,  on  Public 
Work,  see  Constitutional  Law, 
23. 

Invalid  Statute  Incorporated  in  Con- 
tract, see  Contracts,  7. 

Fixing  by  Legislature,  see  Municipal 
Corpobations,  2. 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Wages;  regulation  by  state  on  municipal 
work.  816 

IVAIVER. 

See  Benevolent  Societies. 

^WAREHOUSEMEN. 

See  Bailment. 

IWATERS. 

Maintenance    of     Dams     for    Logging 

Purposes,  see  Dams. 
Oysters  from  Waters  outside  State,  see 
'  Fishebies,  2. 

1.  A  priority  of  right  for  the  storage  of 
water  from  a  stream  for  use  during  the  non- 
irrigating  season  was  not  acquired  by  a 
prior  appropriator  of  water  therefrom  for 
immediate  use,  by  the  mere  intention  at  the 
time  the  appropriation  ditch  was  built  to 
•construct  in  the  future  a  storage  reservoir 
as  part  of  a  general  system,  as  against  a 
subsequent  appropriator  of  water  from  the 
fiame  stream  who  constructed  storage  reser- 

oirs  and  made  a  beneficial  u»e  of  the  water 
therefrom  for  irrigating  purposes  many 
years  before  any  outward  manifestation  of 
such  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  prior 
appropriator.  New  Loveland  &  G.  I.  &  L. 
•Co.  v.  Consolidated  H.  S.  D.  &  R.  Co.  (Colo.) 

266 

2.  A  decree  fixing  the  priority  of  right  of 
an  appropriator*s  ditch  to  the  use  of  water 
from  a  stream  for  agricultural  purposes,  and 
which  expressly  and  by  necessary  implica- 
52  L.  K.  A. 


tion  excludes  from  the  operations  of  its  pro- 
visions ditches  and  other  appliances  not  then 
in  existence,  as  well  as  diversions  of  water 
not  then  applied  to  a  beneficial  use,  does  not 
give  a  priority  of  right  for  the  storage  of 
water  tnerefrom  for  use  during  the  nonirri- 
gating  season,  where  at  the  time  no  such  use 
has  been  made  and  no  reservoirs  are  in  exist- 
ence. Id. 

3.  An  individual  cannot  maintain  a  pri- 
vate action  for  unlawful  obstruction  of  a 
floatable  stream,  unless  he  has  been  hin- 
dered by  the  obstruction  in  the  exercise  of 
his  legal  rights.  Nester  v.  Diamond  Match 
Co.  (C.  C.  A.  6th  C.)  950 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Waters;  prior  appropriation;  for  what 
uses  upheld;  change  of  purpose.  266 

Pollution  of;  special  injury  to  individual. 

280 

Injunction  against  obstruction  of.       300 

Navigability  measured  by  capacity  for 
floating  logs;  necessity  for  usd.  051 

WEEDS. 

See  Neguoence,  Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

WHISTLE. 

See  Nuisances,  1. 

WILLS. 

Attempt  to  Establish  as  Affecting  Claim 
of  Gift,  see  Estoppel,  8. 

Power  to  Execute  Warranty  .Deed,  see 
ExECUTOBS  and  Administbatobs, 
2. 

The  acceptance  by  a  man  of  an  annuity 
provided  for  him  by  his  wife's  will  in  lieu 
of  all  other  interest  in  her  estate  makes  him 
a  purchaser  of  it,  so  that  it  is  not  within 
the  provisions  of  a  statute  placing  beyond 
the  reach  of  creditors  trusts  in  good  faith 
created  by,  or  trust  funds  proceeding  from, 
some  person  other  than  the  debtor  himself. 
Re  Qua  v.  Graham  (111.)  641 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Wills;  construction;  precatory  words  to 
raise  trust.  403 

Reaching  annuity  under,  by  creditors^  bill 

643( 

WITNESSES. 

Privileged  Communications,  see  Evi- 
dence,  Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

1.  A  witness  cannot  testify  to  the  identity 
of  a  person  without  first  qualifying  himself 
to  speak  on  that  matter.*  Cleveland,  T.  &  V. 
R.  Co.  V.  Marsh  (Ohio)  142 

2.  A  witness  may  testify  to  the  fact  that 
he  saw  a  signal  torpedo  handed  to  a  person 
on  a  certain  day,  although  he  did  not  know 
at  the  time  what  the  article  was,  if  he  does 
know  at  the  time  he  testifies.  Id. 

3.  One  claiming  personal  property  under 
a  bill  of  sale  from  a  decedent  as  against  an 
administrator  of  the  latter 's  widow  can  tes- 
tify, under  Shannon's  (Tenn.)  Code,  §  5598, 
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Testricting  testimony  of  the  adverse  party 
in  actions  against  executors  or  administra- 
tors, to  the  fact  of  such  bill  of  sale,  and  file 
it  as  evidence,  and  also  state  where  he  was 
when  he  received  it  and  when  he  executed 
his  note  for  it,  but  cannot  state  what  passed 
between  him  and  the  decedent  leading  up  to 
the  trade,  or  that  it  was  understood  between 
them  that  the  note  was  to  go  as  a  gift  to  a 
third  person.    Koyson  v.  McCuUey  (Tenn.) 
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4.  Testimony  by  the  donee  a«  to  what  was 
said  to  him  by  a  decedent  as  to  certain  bank 
certificates  claimed  by  him  as  against  the 
estate  of  the  decedent's  widow  by  virtue  of 
an  alleged  gift  is  inadmissible  as  within  the 
spirit  and  intent  of  Shannon's  (Tenn.) 
Code,  §  5598,  providing  that  in  actions  by 
or  a£[ainst  executors  or  administrators,  in 
which  Judgments  may  be  recdered  for  or 
against  them,  neither  party  shall  be  allowed 
to  testify  against  the  other  as  to  any  trans- 
actions or  statements  by  the  testator  or  in- 
testate, unless  called  to  testify  thereto  by 
the  opposite  party.  Id. 

5.  The  privilege  of  secrecy  in  communica- 
tion to  an  attorney  in  the  course  of  his  pro- 
fessional employment*,  or  advice  given'  there- 
on, will  not  relieve  plaintiff  in  an  action  for 
damages  for  breach  of  an  implied  covenant 
from  answering  a  question  as  to  whether  he 
received  from  his  attorneys  money  alleged 
to  have  been  paid  them  by  the  defendant  in 
52  L.  R.  A. 


settlement  of  the  claim.    Koeber  y.  Somera 
(Wis.)  512 

6.  Statements  by  the  father  of  plaintiff  in 
a  suit  for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage^ 
made  on  cross-examination,  to  the  effect 
that  he  did  not  tell  another  person  that  the 
marriage  was  broken  off  by  mutual  consent, 
are  collateral  to  the  real  issue,  and  cannot 
be  contradicted,  but  are  conclusive  upon  the 
defendant,  who  called  for  them.  Brown  t. 
Odill  (Tenn.)  660 

WBIT  ANB  PROCESS. 

The  common-law  privilege  of  exemption 
from  arrest  while  attending  court  does  not 
extend  to  the  owner  of  a  vessel  who  has  de- 
livered possession  of  her  under  a  contractor 
sale  free  from  liens,  when,  on  notice  that  the 
vessel  has  been  libeled,  he  goes  to  the  court 
at  the  request  of  the  purchaser,  made  under 
advice  of  counsel,  to  see  if  he  cannot  arrange- 
for  the  discharge  of  the  boat,  and  is  arrested 
in  another  suit  brought  by  the  same  attorney 
by  whose  advice  the  purchaser  has  sent  for 
him.    Monroe  v.  Atkinson  (Mich.)  181> 

YACHT. 

Authority  to  Sell,  Not  Include  Launch, 

see  Principal  ai7d  Agent. 
Launch  as  Appurtenance,  see  Sale,  2. 

YOUKO    BCEN^S    CHBISTIAN    ASSO- 
CIATION. 

in-romnfinn  of.  See  Taxes,  5. 
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